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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines why in a semi-peripheral and late—developing
country such as Greece small artisanal businesses have persisted,
despite the orthodox view that industrialisation should have spelled
their demise. In the course of the investigation artisans are described
and defined, put into context, compared with their counterparts in other
contexts, and studied at both the macro and micro level to uncover the

reasons for their unexpected survival.

The thesis is organized in three parts. Part One (chapters I-III)
gives the theoretical, and comparative framework. Marxist teachings con-
cerning simple-commodity production are explored, followed by a survey
of the petite bourgeoisie in advanced societies, and of the Italian ex-

perience of small firm resurgence.

Part Two (chs IV-VI) considers certain macro-level influences of
the Greek formation on the structure of the artisanate. Circumstances
and the new push towards industrialization after World War II are inves-
tigated to see what opportunities they furnished for the artisans’ sur-
vival. State development plans and their impact on artisans are dis-
cussed, and the contextualization is rounded off by a review of the per-

tinent literature.

Part Three (chs VII-XI) directs a micro-level focus on a sample of
100 small producers in machining and garment-making. After an explana-
tion of methodology the “who", "how" and "why" of artisanship is ex-
plored, followed by an examination of the situation of aspects of being
an artisan, both within the workshop and in relation to the outside
world. The artisans’ limitations, their collective organization, and
their self-appraisal and plans for the future are taken up. The study
concludes with an attempt at a synthesis that brings out the specificity

of the Greek artisans.
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GENERAL. _TNTRODUCTION

The present study bears out the fact that the choice of a
sociological research topic frequently reflects the author’s personal
experience. Growing up in central Athens, I have seen my neighborhood
change dramatically over the years. From a locality éf small one- or
two-storey houses each with its own little inner courtyard and with
small family-run businesses here and there and artisanal workshops, such
as might be found in any small town in Greece, it has become an area of
city blocks with six or seven—-storey apartment buildings. For all that,
the workshops have not disappeared. Those that emitted visible pol-
lutants were relocated in more run—-down parts of the city, but the
majority of them have remained, and as the new multi-storey apartment
buildings increased the number of local residents, new workshops sprang
up. They are housed in the basement or on the ground floor of the new
buildings, with a separate door to the street. This has remained the
pattern until today, and is typical of the transformation that has taken
place elsewhere in the Athens—Pirﬁeus conglomerate — as, indeed, in all
the cities of Greece since the late 1950s.

This contiguity of workshops and residences, though often an an-
noyance to the inhabitants, was nevertheless taken for granted. It was
only with the somewhat heightened awareness in recent years of workshops

as sources of pollution that relocation has been considered. Both the

I

~ local and central authorities have drawn up projects to that effect, but
with limited effect. The artisans object that they would not be able to
afford the relocation costs, and the state is very slow to provide the

necessary ‘artisans industrial parks’.
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This Greek reality stands in sharp contrast with what I was taught
as a student of sociology about the changes accompanying the advent of
industrialism and modernity. In the countries of early industrialisation
(e.g. Britain in late eighteenth/early nineteenth century) as well in
the late industrialisers (Germany, Sweden, Japan, and other countries
during the later part of the nineteenth century) — all those that today
are considered advanced industrial countries - the high tide of
capitalist expansion went hand in hand with the sharp decline of non-
capitalist manufacturing. The latter was destroyed and/or absorbed by
the former, and for the most part artisans and independent craftsmen be-
came a thing of the past. It is interesting that both liberalism and
Marxism saw the demise of artisans and other non—-capitalist producers as
a necessary (if painful) step towards progress, towards what nowadays is
identified as modernisation and development. Thereafter, whenever the
theory built on these schools of thought was invoked to guide or en-
lighten changes actually happening, as in the case of the ’late-late’
developers, the destruction of small independent producers was an-—
ticipated as a sine qua non of development. (The notion of late-late
development, introduced by A. O. ﬁirshman, designates industrialisation
attempts after the inter-war world economic crisis. Though the term is
apt, I myself shall be using ’late’ development).

The continued existence of the Athenian artisans also contrasted
with my understanding of the country’s overall development. It was quite
obvious that industrialism and modernity had come to Greece, and there
was no lack of official statistics to affirm this. The evidence came
from changes such as the twin processes of migration and urbanisation,
the growth of new indﬁstries and services, the emergence of new life-
styles and consumption patterns, the opening up and democratisation of

the political system, and so on.
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Yet, instead of the expected masseé of wage-workers supposed to be
created by these processes, there seemed to be no large-scale
proletarianisation of the population. Artisans, moreover, who should
have been declining in numbers, seemed to remain quite unaffected. It
was my impression that not only were they not proletarianised, but they
actually proliferated numerically. Was that really the case? and if so,
why? Was it an expression of the supposedly fiercely independent charac-
ter of the Greek people that impels them to resist incorporation into
capitalism? Perhaps it was merely a localised deviation from the path to
the orthodox (i.e. English) path to industrialisation, another of the
systemic ills haunting the country and holding back its development, as
maintained by the Left and others (e.g. Filias 1974). Was there some
other reason for this? These were my initial questions.

Official statistics for very small enterprises, particularly in
manufacturing, which would prove useful for making international com—
parisons, are hard to come by. The most recent comparative (gross) data
T have found are 1988 figures cited by D.J. Storey (1994: 21-23). There,
Greece is mentioned as having 670,000 ’'micro—enterprises’ of all kinds.
It is the European Union (E.U.) country with the highest number of small
units relative to its population: 67 such enterprises (of all kinds) per
thousand inhabitants tops Portugal's 62 per thousand, and the E.U. mean
of 45 per thousand. The average firm size for Greece is 3 employees,
against 6 for the E.U.. The labour share of the so-called micro-
enterprises, which employ from 1 to 10 persons, is 59% in the case of
Greece, 48% for Italy, and an E.U. average of 30%. Units officially
designated in Greece as artisanal numbered about 135,000 in 1988 (see
‘ chapter V, Table 5.2), and the country again had the highest relative
number of artisanal units in manufacturing when compared with other E.U.

members (computed by comparing ESYE statistics with Storey 1994: 26-34,
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and Weiss 1988: 15-13; also Steinmetz and Wright 1989). Therefore, it
would seem that in the Greek case there is a certain discrepancy between
what theory would lead us to expect and what has actually taken place.

This is the subject the present study attempts to investigate and
answer. Why, despite a not insignificant measure of industrialisation
and modernisation, have artisans persisted in a country of the semi-
periphery (Wallerstein 1974) such as Greece (Mouzelis 1987: 16-28) in
the time horizon of late development? The existence of Greek artisans
having been taken for granted, the question has never been asked.

In order to answer it, it is necessary to provide a framework for
understanding artisans in general, and define them. In particular, Greek
artisans must be described as such, placed into context, and compared
with other small producers elsewhere.

The material is organised in three parts. The first part (chapters
I-I1I) examines approaches to the study of the artisans and provides a
comparative framework. The second part (chapters IV-VI) considers the
influence of macro—levél developments on the structure of the Greek ar-
tisanate. The third part (chapters VI-X) concentrates on the micro-
level; empirical material is preéented and discussed from a sample of
100 small producers in two trades: in machine-manufacture and garment-
making.

At this point I should note that the examination of the macro—
level was not undertaken merely to support the empirical research. Of
course this has been an important concern, but the emphasis on the
macro-level was also necessary because, to my knowledge, it has not as
yvet been studied with artisans in mind, and because this was the only
way to ask the appropriate questions about their unexpected survival.
Therefore, the emphasis of this study is laid on both the macro and

micro-levels.
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Specifically, chapter ] explores the Marxist tradition attempting
to establish the nature of simple—commodity production (SCP) and its
links to the petite bourgeoisie. Chapter JI investigates sociological
approaches to the study of the petite bourgeoisie in the context of ad-
vanced industrial societies, taking into account the residual role ar-
tisans have come to play in advanced capitalist societies. It also
touches on the official interest being shown today in promoting small
firms in such countries. The Italian experience of small-firm resurgence
(artisanal and other), which is the subject of Chapter III, stands out.
Developments there have been hailed as an instance of industrial resur-
gence in a core country, and the study of this success story is useful
for comparative purposes.

Chapter IV, which opens the second part of this study, tries to
relate artisans to Greece’s historical legacy of the early post-war
period when the issue of the country’s industrialisation was set anew,
which has shaped macro-sociological and macro—-economic constraints and
opportunities. This is then carried forward in Chapter V by considering
some of the development directions drawn up and pursued in the post-war
period. In the process, the impacf of state action (in terms of allocat-
ing a role to artisans) as well as inaction is brought out and
evaluated. Chapter VI rounds off the contextualisation of Greek artisans
by looking at the available literature on them.

Chapter VII, and the next three chapters constitute the third
part, where the empirical material is presented on which this study is
based. The field-work was conducted by means of a questionnaire. The
sample, which was of the "snow-ball“ type, involved 100 interviewees
equally divided among machine manufacturing and garment-making. Chapter
VII introduces matters relevant to the choice of sampling methods and to

the practical methodology adopted. Chapter VIII explores these artisans’
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backgrounds and the who, how and why of artisanship. Chapter IX examines
patterns characteristic of the state of being an artisan, with reference
to both the workshop and to the artisan’s relations with the outside.
world. In chapter X, the factors are examined that limit the artisans’
further expansion; how they are linked with their collective organisa-
tions; and how they see themselves and their future.

As in all sociological work, the findings of the empirical chap-
ters are obviously tentative rather than conclusive. They are,
hypotheses for further quantitative investigations to vindicate the
criteria of reliability and representativeness of random samples. Yet,
it is my belief that the biographical structure of the questionnaire
employed, with its in-built exploratory proclivity, has allowed the dis-
covery of a number of patterns that subsequent research may certainly
apportion with much greater exactness, but will not alter fundamentally.
My belief is founded on the saturation of information that has been
reached. In consequence, although my findings are tentative, this does
not invalidate certain inferences that link the samples to the reality
of Greece's semi-peripheral social formation. This in fact, is the task
of the last chapter of this study ‘(chapter XI), which attempts to arrive

at a synthesis and bring out the specificity of Greek artisans.

Elements of continuity and discontinuity

The term artisan is neither new nor uniform in time and place.?!
According to an older, now obsolete definition, an artisan is ‘one who
practices or cultivates an art; an artist’ (Oxford English Dictionary,
OED 1987). In modern definitions, an artisan, again according to the
OED, is an individual ‘’employed in any of the industrial arts; a
mechanic, handicraftsman, artificer’; for Webster’s New Students Dic-

tionary (WNSD) of 1964, he is a ’person (as a carpenter) trained to have
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ﬁanual dexterity or skill in a trade’; in lLongman’s Dictionary of Con-
temporary English (1981), gives artisan as ‘a skilled workman, espe-
cially in industry’. The differences among these contemporaneous defini-
tions are not insignificant, and even the elements they have in common
are not without qualifications. In the widest possible sense, they indi-
cate a worker's association with some kind of skill as well as industry.
However, to try to find common elements between the early sense of an
artisan and the modern variants will prove all but impossible without
going back to the root of the word. So the modern OED informs us that
art is humén skill as the result.of knowledge and practice.?

Quite aside from semantic differences, the various versions and
definitions of artisan and artisanate, as well as the various facets of
social life related to artisans in every-day practice as well as the
relevant literature (e.g. type and methods of work, the role of the
family, apprenticeships, guilds, social outlook, etc.), do refer to a
rather broad spectrum of petty commodity producers.3 At the same time it
must be recognised that official statistics and records have helped to
blur the picture by extending the term to apprentices and other pre-
industrial workers (Thompson: 1979: 259). Be that as it may, it is im—
portant to compare, albeit very briefly, pre-industrial artisans and
contemporary ones to find out whether elements not only of continuity
but also of discontinuity are to be found between them.

A key prerequisite for the existence of the social category of in-
dependent artisans is that craftsmen had to renounce their dependence on
the self-sufficient oikos or feudal manor that produced use-values. To
put it differently, artisans acquired their special character only when
they became agents of commodity production, albeit of small.or petty-
commodity production. Beyond this basic condition, certain enduring fea-

tures that have survived the successive transformations of the stratum
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must be brought out, but this is not to say that historical artisans
and contemporary ones are marked by linear continuity.*

VWith respect to the features that have survived but in altered
form, the following comments are pertinent.

The working methods of artisans have changed a great deal. Hand-
tools and manual skills have been superseded by machinery and the know-
how of operating it, so that the range of skills that are brought into
play has been completely transformed. Very few of the contemporary ar-
tisans I researched now use hand techniques exclusively. Virtually all
of them operate with more or less complex tools and mechanised equipment
that increasingly incorporates modern technology in its controls. In
consequence, learning new skills, even if they are still mainly picked
up on the job, is becoming less empirical and more part of a formal
process of education. Technological progress and greater division of
labour also mean that there are few instances today of artisans making
their own tools as they used to do. Tools are now normally bought ready-
made. As a result of these developments, the unity of conception and ex-
ecution in the same person, which used to be a mark of artisans, has
broken down. However, in the last‘twenty years there has been a limited
resurgence of this feature among the more innovative artisans, like
those found in the Third Italy. The artistic element in artisanal work
has had a similar fate. Significantly restricted (largely due to mass-
production methods) it is found only among the fraction of artisans who
still rely on hand techniques (their workshops are known in Greece by
the awkward name of ‘’artistic artisanal establishments’ (Kalitexhniki
biotechnéa).

Another area where significant- changes have occurred are the
artisan’s civic status and organisation. The contemporary artisan is, at

least nominally, independence from a boss, a master, an employer (or a

20



father), enjoys personal independence and indeed full rights as a
citizen. S/he is a sovereign individual unlike her/his historical
predecessor. This is a result of more general societal shifts, of
course. Social categories in pre-industrial societies were nothing like
as clear—-cut as those of modern economic man. So for instance the unfree
status of slaves in ancient Greece, who were often craftsmen, did not
preclude their owning property invluding slaves; while much later in
Germany, in 1800, rural artisans (who accounted for one-third of all ar-
tisans) were not legally free but part of the still feudal hierarchy
(Borchardt 1976: 86). Craftsmen, probably the most widespread kind of
pre~industrial producers, are another example (Cipolla 1988: 92). Often
thought of as independent, they were by no means free of controls and
restrictions, even if they were not proletarian in the strictly Marxist
sense. This in turn meant that their interests could be represented only
through membership of corporate guilds, and these guilds imposed con-
trols, effected closure mechanisms, and regulated opposing claims.

Given that the working class is a relatively recent phenomenon
(Arendt 1986: 96), the distinction in late medieval Europe between ap-
prentice and craftsman (as employée and employer) on the one hand, and
artisan (self-employed) on the other, had very little meaning in the
past. When these three agents were under the authority of a guild or
some other corporate body, the terms applied almost interchangeably. In
such instances talking about an artisanate did make sense.® By contrast,
contemporary artisans operate in a much more clearly defined environ-
ment, and the difference between an artisan and an employee is not one
of rank, but verges on or is a matter of class difference. There is no
legal or ethiéal obligation for the master to assist the 'young appren—
tice or the skilled wage-worker to become artisans themselves, even if

they eventually do. Similar reasons keep these two social types from
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belonging to the same horizontal organisations, and partly explains why
the guilds declined. The organisations that group contemporary artisans
markedly differ from guilds; they unite their members for specific pur-
poses and are not all-inclusive.

- The demise of the guilds, one of the consequences of modernity,
has meant the decline also of the communitarian and craft traditions,
including the mystical element in the craft itself, the common set of
values, and the sense of belonging that had organised the life of guild
members and given it a special meaning. Members belonged to their guild
heart and soul, and this inclusiveness has been replaced by new tradi-
tions, in which the communitarian element is less tangible and more im—
agined. Although the new traditions do have an impact on contemporary
artisans, they are much less of a deep cohmitment than were those in the
past.

The old ideology of a 'just' ordering of society, in which the
small self-sufficient business dominates, is still to be found. However,
since the environment fr;z?fg’sprang is no more, its power to bind ar-
tisans and mobilise them into action is less. Contemporary artisans, who
are more privatised than were their earlier counterparts, are also ex—
posed to and increasingly taken over by other, not strictly artisanal,
representatives of ideologies.

Finally, there have ﬁeen changes with respect to the artisans’
relationship with their customers. In earlier epochs craftsmen and cus-
tomers often knew each other intimately, since the markets were small
and restricted to the local village or town. Such relgtionships on a
first-name basis are rather rare today, due to the urbaﬁisation and con—
tinuing commodification of economic life, which increasingly affects the
markets contemporary artisans address — the local market in most cases,

but also the national market, and somefimes even the internatjonal
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market. Accordingly the small scale of operations, which used to be a
constant in earlier times, is not so small any more. This begs the ques—
tion of how small is small? The definition of small can only be
synchronical in respect of other forms of production, or relative to the
production technologies available at a given time. Having said that, ar-
tisanal production in this relative sense does continue to be ’small’.

Concerning now the elements of the artisanate that have remained
intact across time, these are as follows.

Both in the past and today, artisans, in the context of a workshop
of their own, personally and directly participate in the labour process.
They still do so as independént agents, using the skills they have
learned in the course of an apprenticeship. They own their means of
production, whether these are traditional hand-tools or modern
machinery, with which they, and very often the members of their family,
earn their daily bread. The overall purpose of artisanal production con—
tinues to be to make ’'a reasonable living’; once this has been realised,
the objective becomes simply a matter of perpetuating this situation,
which implies a continued engagement in simple—commodity production.
This core of distinctive features ﬁninterruptedly present among artisans
throughout the ages, form a vital part of the definition of what it is

to be an artisan.
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Notes to General Introduction

1. The artisan, the craftsman, has almost invariably been considered,
until the present, to be of the male sex. This is not because women did
not perform skilled craft work, but when they did they were under the
authority of a man: father, brother, husband, son or uncle; they were
not independent. Besides, women ‘rarely entered fully into the
"mysteries” of the craft, and capital, including tools and workshops,
was bequeathed ... to sons®’ (Berg 1989: 74). Women were not often for-
mally apprenticed, and their becoming members of guilds was rare
(ibid.).

2. A clarification of our key-term artisan in modern Greek is of par-
ticular importance here, given that the empirical investigation
presented in this study was conducted among modern Greek artisans. The
modern Greek term for artisan is viotéchnis, and the artisan’s business
is a viotechnéia. This viotechnéia is usually contrasted with
viomehanéia (industry, manufacturing company), and viotéchnis with
viomehanos (industrialist).

It has been pointed out that in Greek the emphasis is on how people
obtain their livelihood, whereas in English (in terms such as manufac—
turing, industry, artisanate) the emphasis is ’on the way man creates,
with his hands, his tools, his craft’ (see Nikolaou 1988). Indeed, the
above-ment ioned Greek words are compounds assembled from vios meaning
life, livelihood, and either téchne, meaning art, craft, or mechané,
meaning machine (also means, and way of assisting). They therefore do -
convey a sense of the way by which a livelihood is obtained.

3. As E. P. Thompson notes when writing about the year 1830,

'There were great differences of degree concealed within the term
“artisan", from the prosperous master-craftsmen, employing labour
on his own account and independent of any masters, to the sweated
garret labourers® (1979: 259).

4. For the purposes of this comparison I draw on the material on contem-
porary artisans presented in chs II-III and VIII-X.

5. The initially synonymous use in French of ouvrier and maftre for the
worker/craftsman and the master—craftsman/artisan — or for that matter
the indiscriminate use in modern Greek of ergdtis for worker, and
mdstoras or technitis for skilled worker, craftsman (see Arendt 1986:
223) - or the very broad meaning of the term artisan as discussed ear-
lier, support my point. In fact, if there are any differences in these
synonymous appellations they appear to indicate rank, not class dif-
ferences in terms of relations of production. Accumulated experience may
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indeed be considered a useful index of hierarchical distinctions.

Hobsbawm has the following to say concerning the wage differentials
between the skilled and the unskilled, which express traditions of rank
differences too:

*The characteristic skilled worker in pre—industrial crafts
would expect to get ideally about twice as much as the common
labourer, a differential of great antiquity and persistence,
(These are, of course, rates not earnings.) In fact, the skilled
man normally tended to get rather less than this differential,
especially when unable to restrict entry from the unskilled
trades, and more when entry was effectively restricted, ... In
practice the relation between the rates of the pre-industrial
labourer and craftsman — say the mason and his labourer — was more
likely to be two or three to five than one to two' (1974d: 346).
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Part One: Theoretical Considerations: Approaches to artisans

CHAPTER T — ARTISANS, STMPLE-OOMMODITY PRODUCTION, AND THE MIDDLE

CLASSES: MARXTST APPROACHES

Introduction

There are two sound reasons for studying Marx’s views and those of
other Marxists on the subject matter given. Firstly, Marxian analysis
still retains considerable heuristic force (Mayer 1975: 409). Secondly,
Marx’s influence has been paramount in the more general discussion of
social classes and forms of production, as well as in analyses of the
petits bourgeois, and particularly artisans.

What has been interchangeably designated in the literature as
simple, petty, small, small-scale, independent, or self-organised com—
modity production/producers pertains directly to artisans (and to other
small-scale commodity producers).! Indeed, they are considered the ex-
emplars of this form of production.? On the one hand, simple—-commodity
production (SCP) is their basic,‘most enduring activity and expresses
their particular set of relations of production. On the other, artisans
are the agents of SCP (a polynomial abstraction), which may conveniently
be thought of as a social structure.?3

Marx employed the notion of SCP as an analytical tool for compar-
ing the features, development, and overall differentia specifica of in-
dustrial capitalism. More recently, SCP has also been used in socio—
historical analyses and theoretical investigations of modes of produc-
tion. However, the status of the term has not been unambiguous. The
foundations of SCP, its correspondence or otherwise of it to historical

reality, as well as the concept itself, have all been much questioned.*
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It will therefore be useful to elucidate the precise nature of SCP as
the first objective of this chapter. Following this, I shall make a sur-
vey of the views of Marx himself, as well as of certain of his followers
— namely V.I. Lenin, N. Poulantzas, and E. O. Wright — on the position
of the middle classes and their artisan faction within the capitalist

class structure.

1. The Marxian notion of SCP

An attempt to define Marx’s understanding of SCP on the basis of
his writings soon shows that the notion is scattered throughout his
work. This has given rise to some particularistic readings and allowed
the emergence of conflicting conceptualisations. My own view is that,
beyond some superficiai ambiguities, Marx’s views on SCP are quite con-
sistent and uniform.

In Capital (1976, 1977) and elsewhere (1969, 1971, 1973), Marx’s
concern was to investigate the features, specificity, and tendencies of
modern capitalism and its mode of production. His critical understanding
of the corresponding social regime became part of his revolutionary
project for the overthrow of cfass society. In his critique of the
political economy of his day, in which the features of the capitalist
mode of production (CMP) are discussed as though it completely dominated
society, the introduction of concepts such as SCP was for purposes of
exegesis, a heuristic device, ’'a method by which thought grasps the con-
crete’ (Rubin 1972: 255).s SCP, therefore, is a logical concept, derived
from the basic categories developed in Capital. It helped Marx describe
the transition from an economy in which production for use had
predominated (in the various pre-capitalist modes of production), to one
in which the production of use-values for exchange attained its apogee

(in the capitalist mode).
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Marx also saw SCP as reflecting certain aspects of some actual so-
cial formations. There are references in his work to historical
societies, primarily classical Greece and late medieval Europe, with SCP
or other non-capitalist modes of production. (These may be viewed as il-
lustrations of the differences between a society dominated by
capitalism, and other societies in which capital appeared in undeveloped
form.) These references, of course, also provide examples of how the
transition to capitalism was effected (for instance Marx 1977: 593-613).

Whether Marx’'s references to SCP are purely theoretical or more
historically specific, he always contrasts instances of subsistence
production with commodity production at various stages of commodifica-
tion and in various mixtures, up to the phenomenon of complete com-
moditisation including that of labour-power. The final step in that
process is, of course, fully-fledged capitalism. Indeed, Marx explicitly
recognised capitalism as predominantly the production of exchange-values
(commodities);® among these, the (generalised) production of labour-
power as a commodity is a unique element, and seen to be so precisely by
comparison with SCP.

This point needs stressing,.since it is in terms of labour power
that the distinction between simple—commodity and capitalist production
is most onious in logical terms. SCP is the production of use-values
for the purpose of exchange by independent producers who own/control
their means of production and do not resort to employing wage labour.?
Capitalist production equally involves the production of commodities,
but in this instance ownership/control of the means of production and
its overall organisation lie in the hands of the capitalist who hires
wage—labour in order to produce the commodities (i.e. two classes are
involved in the production process). Both modes of production involve

selling the commodities in order to use the proceeds for obtaining means
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of consumption, which are also commodities — except for labour—power,
which is a commodity to be productively consumed only in the CMP, not in
SCP. This difference aside, in both instances is there selling in order
to buy. The process is represented by the simple circuit C-M-C' (C: com-
modity; M: money; C’: commodity different from C). Since use-values are
exchanged for other use—-values, the primary aspect of this circuit which
opens and closes with commodity, is qualitative.

The independent producer sells in the market a final commodity
which has already undergone the process of production. In Marx’s own
words, members of this class '... meet me as sellers of commodities, not
sellers of labour, and this relation has therefore nothing at all to do
with the exchange of capital’. In this sense their labour does not fall
under the capitalist mode of production’ (Marx, quoted in Hodges 1961:
33). Besides, when the independent producer sells a commodity, he is
finished with it, plus the fact tbat the commodities produced differ
from one independent producer to the next.

By contrast, the capitalist producer must, in order to exchange
finished products, acquire (purchase and engage in production) the com-
modity of labour—-power. The wage—iabourer sells his labour-power to the
capitalist but, unlikeiother commodities, this is not a final commodity,
nor is it always the same. In addition, labour-power as commodity cannot
realise its use-value unless it is engaged in productive activity,® un-
less the wage—labourer is subsumed into the process of production ac-
cording to the capitalist’s directives. In other words, the seller of
the commodity labour-power must submit to the direct supervision and
control of the buyer, the capitalist, for the transaction to have any
meaning. Obviously, this situation is in sharp contrast to that of the
independent producer. This means that, in capitalism, production of com—

modities is not ’simple’, in that it neceésarily involves the production
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of the particularistic and highly complex commodity labour-power (Kay
1975: 63-70; also Sayer 1979: 34-35).

Another difference between SCP and CMP is in terms of reproduc-
tion. Since the independent simple-commodity producer does not aim at
accumulation (expanded reproduction), s/he is structurally engaged in
only simple reproduction, in more or less maintaining the status quo:
each production cycle is to be of an adequate magnitude to replenish the
inputs required for personal consumption as these are socially defined,
as well as those for productive consumption, to allow the process to
continue on the existing scale for a further cycle. By contrast, ex-
panded reproduction, which goes over and above what is required for a
new round, involves enlarging the scale of production so as to result in
accumulation, a sine qua non for capitalism (Marx 1976: 1022). So when a
petty—commodity unit mdves towards expanded reproduction, this is the
surest indication that it is entering the process of transformation into
a capitalistic unit. Inversely, a capitalistic unit which does not ac-
cumulate will cease being capitalist (Marx 1976: part seven). However,
although expanded reproduction is necessary for capitalist development,
in actual practice it is not by itself sufficient; it does not overcome
all obstacles to entry, as I shall show when discussing my own empirical
material in pért I1I1.

For Marx, the actual agents of SCP are independent pre-capitalist
peasants, artisan-craftsmen, as well as producers combining both these
basic characteristics, or other independent workers (miners, woodcut-
ters, shepherds, fishermen, etc.) owning/controlling their means of
production, and producing at least in part for the market, while partly
relying on certain commodity inputs for their reproduction. Independent

producers can and do exist in a CMP-dominated social formation. Marx



contends that in such cases the SCP is being destroyed by capital as a
matter of fact, and that capital will also destroy
’itself in those forms in which it does not appear in contradic-
tion to labour: petty capital, and intermediate or hybrid types
between the classic, adequate mode of production of capital it-
self, and the old modes of production (in their original form), or
as renewed on the basis of capital’ (Marx in Hobsbawm 1978: 117).
This implicitly concedes that independent producers, petty capital
(i.e. working owners), and other mixed types may also appear in the con-
text of a formation dominated by the CMP. In fact, in his later works
Marx became quite explicit on this issue, and pointed out that independ-
ent producers, peasants, and handicraftsmen (as backward forms or ves-—
tiges of the past -~ Marx 1977: 597) are found also in dominantly
capitalist societies, al.though in altered form: their productive rela-
tions, even though they are not subordinate to the CMP, are given a
capitalist stamp. Under the CMP,
'the independent peasant or handicraftsman is cut into two per-
sons. As owner of the means of production he is capitalist; as
labourer he is his own wage-labourer. As capitalist he therefore
pays himself his wages and draws his profit on his capital; that
is to say, he exploits himself as wage-labourer, and pays himself,
in the surplus-value, the tribute that labour owes to capital.
Perhaps he also pays himself a third portion as landowner (rent),
in exactly the same way ... that the industrial capitalist, when
he works with his own capital, pays himself interest, regarding
this as something which he owes to himself not as industrial
capitalist but qua capitalist pure and simple’ (Marx 1969: 408).
Precisely because he owns them, the independent producer does not
relate to his means of production as capital, nor indeed as a wage-
worker. Yet in a society that is dominated by the CMP, his means of
production ’are looked on as capital, and he himself is split in two, so
that he, as capitalist, employs himself as wage—labourer’(ibid.). In
fact, the independent~ .producer operating in such a society appropriates
his own surplus-value — not because he has produced it himself, which is

immaterial, but because he has ownership of the means of production -

the capitalist form (Marx 1969: 407-09).
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Two further points should here be made. The first concerns the SCP
labour force and relations of production. Aside from the independent
small-commodity producer, members of his family also engaged in the work
have been considered as part of the SCP unit. Marx seemed to accept that
such working kin were not to be considered as wage—labourers. The same
applies to apprentices taken into SCP units. Relations of simple-
commodity production were therefore kin-based and/or based on the domes-
tic unit. Undoubtedly, the existence of family workers and apprentices
is proof of the as yet incomplete commoditisation of the economy and its
SCP units, with commoditisation not progressed sufficiently to disrupt
the persistence of domestic and/or community ties.

The second point concerns Marx’s treatment of the boundaries be-
tween SCP and capitalism. The qualitative difference between them has
been explained already. Yet how is one to characterise, for example, a
manufacturing concern in which, say, two artisans who are partners
labour there together, along with two members of their family (perhaps
sons), and also hire four wage-labourers? Is this concern a capitalist
or a SCP one? Marx’s criterion for distinguishing capitalism from other
forms would then be ’mainly by fhe number of workers simultaneously
employed and the mass of means of production concentrated for their use’

(Marx 1976: 454).°

2. Marx on the petty bourgeoisie

Marx did envisage a process of ’‘complex’ simplification of classes
to take place in the course of the development of capitalism (Hall 1977:
35). For him this was an innate tendency of societies organised along
capitalist lines. The classes and strata that stand half-way between
bourgeoisie and the proletariat are forced by the impetus of capitalist

competition and superior organisation to ddapt and diversify their func-
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tions; most of them gradually sink into the proletariat. One of these
intermediate classes is the petty bourgeoisie.

For Marx the petty or petite bourgeoisie (Kleinbtirgertum), or
(lower) middle class,!® includes all those who own small amounts of
property, i.e. 'the lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the
shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bour-
geoisie, to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the
middle class’ (Marx in Jordan 1971: 154). Another formulation specifies
the lower middle class as °'the lower strata of the middle class — the
small tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen generally, the
handicraftsmen and peasants’ ibid.: 156). In a third definition he in-
cludes in the petty bourgeoisie ’café and restaurant proprietors, mer-
chands de vins, small traders, shopkeepers, craftsmen, etc.’ (Marx
1973b: 65). Overall, the petty bourgeoisie is ’‘an independent section of
modern society’ (Marx, quoted in Hodges 1961: 32-33).

Within capitalist society, the independence of the petits bour-
geois may be understood in terms of their particular position, in that
they are neither wage earners themselves nor employers of the labour of
others — which corresponds, as alfeady noted, to SCP.!!* Their independ-
ent existence is protected and maintained by virtue of the sacrosanct
character of all property, including their own, in capitalist society.
At the same time their independence is challenged, and their material
base is eroded when the advance of that system, activates its inherent
tendencies towards the concentration and centralisation of capital.

Of course, Marx’s social classes entail the existence of sig-
nificant differences between social groups. But one should remember that
Marx’s sociology was not directed primarily to understanding the con-
stitution of society, but rather existed as part and parcel of his

revolutionary plan. The formulation of his analyses and their
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very structure lose much of their meaning outside his overall project.
Indeed, the inevitable tension between science and politics ié reflected
in much of Marx’'s analyses, and/or in the plurality of meanings and
definitions of some of his concepts.

Accordingly, social classes are defined above all on the basis of
relations of exploitation. Individuals finding themselves in the same
circumstances are unified by these relations into a unitary class - as
either exploited or exploiters. Exploitation may be internal or external
to the production process, although within Marxisms priority is usually
accorded to the production process. Why? Obviously because in the
capitalist system, the arena of Marx’s prime concern and intervention,
the relations of exploitation are endogenous to the production process,
the relations of production being also relations of exploitation. As
such they alienate individuals from their earlier allegiances. At the
same time they have the potential of bonding people with similar inter-
ests and uniting them into antithetical groups. It is here that one of
Marx’s prime political priorities was expected to materialise, that of
uniting the various groups of wage—-workers into one — which can happen
only if there is a fundamental cleavage in society. The emphasis placed
by Marxists on defining social clésses according to their members’ posi-
tion vis-a-vis the relations of production that organise the labour
process, stems from this particular political priority; at the same time
it is claimed that it conforms to the actual state of arfairs. Once this
perspective is applied to the definition of the working class in
capitalism, it cannot be revoked for other social systems/modes of
production, since that would be crass eclecticism. The definition of any
social class, therefore, relies on its position vis-a-vis the relations

of production, even though these, with the marked exception of
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capitalist relations, do not normally entail co-operation, differential
roles, and exploitation within the production process.

With respect to the petty bourgeoisie, relations of exploitation
internal to the production process (if we by-pass the thorny question of
family labour), do not exist. This has led whole strands of Marxism
(including in some instances Marx himself) to deny the petty bourgeoisie
the status of a singular class. Instead, its members were scattered
among several different social strata. Yet at other times Marx clearly
presents it as a unitary class, as when he made reference to the debt
problem by pointing out its negative impact on the petty bourgeoisie as
a form of exploitation, hence as the basis of class-type cleavage (Marx
19973b: 65, 115), or when considering its exclusion from political power
(ibid., p. 37). However, he did not elaborate.

In the context of the class in itself/class for itself schema,
Marx’s stand on whether the petty bourgeoisie forms a class or not be-
comes much more explicit.!? In his political writings, the petty bour—
geoisie is treated on a par with small peasants. This, as I understand
it, expresses a reluctance to treat it as a ’great’ or ’basic’ class, as
in the capitalist context Mari referred to the capitalists and
wage-workers.!3 The petty bourgeoisie is seen not as a homogeneous, as a
formed social class, at times not even minimally so, but as a
‘transition class in which the interests of the two [basic] classes meet
and become blurred’ (emphasis original; ibid.: 179).*

This perception of a class composed, in a sense, of diluted ele-
ments from other classes!s allows for the treatment of the petty bour-
geoisie as a mere auxiliary to either of the two basic classes of
capitalist society — despite the fact thatAit is often given a pivotal

role and position in accounts of political processes (Hall 1977: 41).
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Another issue that has kept much of its topicality is Marx’s
closely related usage of the notions of political representation and the
ideological complementarity of the middle classes. The latter notion
directly concerns the peasantry, and what Marx had in mind by petty
bourgeoisie was an essentially urban class (Hodges 1961: 36). The
problems of articulating an autonomous ideology, and that of representa-
tion which the French peasants faced (see Marx 1969-1970), sprang from
their particular circumstances: they were living much scattered and in
isolation. But in this sense they resemble the urban petits bourgeois,
who too are scattered and isolated. Hence, by extending the analogy, the
notions may apply to the urban petty bourgeoisie too.

Political representation does, of course, occur on the basis of
the interests of particular groups, but the correspondence between the
two appears not to be one-to-one, but rather a matter of relative af-
finity. It is restricted within sociologically defined boundaries of
what interests may be, which are based on the social situation of each

class. Thus, the solution to the crisis, referred to in The Eighteenth

Brumaire, is petty bourgeois, but not because all representatives are
'shop—keepers’ (petits bourgeois); in fact they are not. Even if they
all were °'shop—keepers’, this would not be correct. If the solution is
petty bourgeois in character, it is because the proposed way out of the
crisis ’corresponds to the objective limits of the particular material
interests and social situation of the petite bourgeoisie as a class’

(see Hall 1977: 44; also Calvet 1982).1®
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3. Other Marxist approaches

3.1 V. I. Lenin

In The Development of Capitalism in Russia, one of Lenin’s primary

concerns is to show how the differentiation of the peasantry spread
capitalist relations of production, and how inevitable this process was
in conditions of nineteenth-century Russia. Lenin presents a step-by-
step examination of the various forms taken by SCP in the course of so—
cial evolution from a natural economy to capitalism. In this context,
SCP as a form of production occupies an intermediate position between
the two extremes; it is also peopled by an intermediate class.

SCP for Lenin is associated with the form of simple reproduction.
This means that in SCP the process of production is always on the same
scale — including its previous technical scale. It also means that, even
when operating for a market, this form of production is not concerned
with expanded reproduction, with accumulation: the whole of the surplus
is consumed, and no portion of it is converted into capital (Lenin 1977:
37, 52-6, 66). SCP, therefore, can continue for centuries without under-
going any substantial change in character or size, remaining localised
and parcellised (ibid.: 67). What in Russia triggered the transition to
accumulation (capitalism) was the differentiation of the peasantry, in
the course of which emerged a rural artisanate.

But these incipient artisans did not break at once with tradi-
tional practices and continued to produce articles made to order (ibid.:
335-36). They did not engage in commodity production for impersonal
markets, only in commodity circulation — whenever they received payment
in money, or when they purchased materials and tools. °’'The product of
the artisan’s labour does not appear in the market, hardly ever leaving
the sphere of peasant natural economy’ (ibid.: 337). On the other hand,

in as far as contact with the market stimulated production for it, the
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artisans became small-scale commodity producers (ibid.: 338), who
nevertheless are °‘characterised by [their] totally primitive hand tech-
nique that remains unchanged almost from time immemorial’ (ibid.: 548).
Lenin’s references to artisans are not entirely unambiguous, since he
applies the term indiscriminately to producers at various stages of com—-
modification.

The differentiation of the peasantry in Russia was historically
intertwined with the abolition of serfdom, and released a considerable
supply of labourers. Some of these obtained employment with artisans,
initially as part-time workers, subsequently full-time. This meant that
these wage—labourers provided for their small producer employers some
surplus—-value that could be converted into capital. At a given point,
this hiring of labour, capitalisation, and expansion made certain ar—-
tisans and other intermediate strata into fully-fledged capitalists —
provided, of course, a market was or became available. It is with this
in mind that Lenin declared that °‘small-scale production gives birth to
capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously, daily, hourly, spon—
taneously and on a mass scale’ (Lenin: 1965: 8). In other words, he now
perceived simple commodity producérs as incipient capitalists.!?

In their daily practice, petty-commodity producers form a part of
the petty bourgeoisie, a social class according to Lenin. The criterion
he employed for defining the petty bourgeoisie has been described as a
'sort of class criterion’. It involves ’'the relationship to the means of
production minus the antagonistic relations’ between the owners of the
means of production and the owners of labour-power ‘with, instead, a
relationship in which the two poles are unified’ (Wesotowski 1979: 109).
The petty bourgeoisie ’‘covers all independent production for the
market’, while employment of wage-labourers is explicitly not considered

one of its essential features (Lenin 1977: 179). In other words, ex-



ploitation being external to the labour process, exploiters can also be
for instance landlords, merchants, bankers, or money-lenders. For Lenin,
the petty bourgeoisie as a class is not only an urban but also a rural
category, and consists of peasants (commercial farmers), artisans
(usually handicraftsmen), small-commodity ﬁroducers in industry, petty
traders and shopkeepers (ibid.: 384; Hodges 1961: 34-35).

In respect to the politics of the petty bourgeoisie, Lenin’s posi-
tion was similar to Marx’s. He invokes the ’two spirits’ present in the
petty bourgeoisie, the spirit of the worker and the spirit of
capitalist, in an attempt to interpret their vacillating position and
attitudes, and their role as auxiliaries to one or other of the basic
classes. Lenin held that in turn of the century Russia the petite bour-
geoisie was a revolutionary class °‘within the working-class movement’.
When, however, he saw them incline towards the bourgeoiéie, he
criticised them severely; eventually, petty bourgeoisie became a
derogatory term for him (Lenin 1965: 16-17).

In Lenin, simple~commodity producers are shown as portraying cer-—
tain features which, I think, are indicative of the form of production
they represent, and in this sense Appear to transcend the specificity of

The Development of Capitalism in Russia. Thus small-commodity producers

are depicted as fearing competition because it might entail their ruin,
and are secretive of any technical inventions and improvements, so as to
keep them for their own exclusive use and perhaps to defeat their com—
petitors. They are known to work long hours without stopping, and indeed
have to unless they cut down their own standard of living. In un-
favourable conditions they do not have a full set of tools, they make a
limited assortment of articles, they lack storage space, they pay much
higher costs when buying smaller amounts of raw material retail, and

must sell more cheaply since they are in‘dire need of money. The only
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asset they control is themselves and their labour input. In these cir-
cumstances their income may be considerably lower than wages in a
capitalist enterprise. Petty-commodity producers are aided by family
labour, especially in the smaller units. Marketing of their products is
direct to the customer or to a small neighbourhood market.

One final point concerns the border between small commodity and
capitalist production. Lenin’s index for this is the number of wage—-
workers employed in relation to their employers’ own and family labour.
When wage—-labour predominates over family labour, then capitalism has
taken over. Lenin is not consistent, however. At one point he specifies
the employer’s transformation into a ’real capitalist’ when s/he employs
15 to 30 wage-labourers (ibid.: 355), but elsewhere he approvingly
quotes Isayev, who gives a lesser number.!® In Isayev too the
proprietor’'s ability to divorce himself completely from manual labour is
important in connection with how much wage-labour is employed. Of
course, these are only manifestations of the main underlying issue,
namely how much available capital the artisan—-to-be-capitalist has at

his disposal (see ibid.: 361).°®

3.2 N. Poulantzas

N. Poulantzas draws a sharp distinction between the petty bour-
geoisie and small capital, holding that lumping the two together serves
only monopoly capital’s attempt to co-opt the former (Poulantzas 1978:
104, 139, 151). The petty bourgeoisie is not seen as a fraction of the
bourgeoisie, 2°

*[it] is not a bourgeoisiéuémaller than the others; it is not a

part of the bourgeoisie at all, since it does not exploit, or at

least is not chiefly involved in exploiting wage—labour® (ibid.:
151; emphasis added).
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Poulantzas regards the petty bourgeoisie as constituting a distinct
class with two basic factions, the ’traditional’ and the ’new’ petty
bourgeoisie.

For him, the traditional faction belongs to the simple-commodity
form, the form which historically made the transition from feudalism to
capitalism. In terms of relations of production it includes both small-
scale production and small-scale ownership (ibid.: 206). More specifi-
cally, small-scale production consists of types of artisanal production,
or small family businesses, where ownership and possession of the means
of production coincide with the direct producer. Thus,

'there is no economic exploitation properly so-called, in so far

as these forms of production do not employ wage—-labour, or at

least only do so very occasionally. Labour is chiefly provided by
the actual owner or by members of his family who are not
remunerated in the form of a wage. This small-scale production
draws profit from the sale of its goods and through the overall
redistribution of surplus-value, but it does not directly extort

surplus-value’ (ibid.: 285-86).

The statement that small-commodity producers do not directly ex-
tort surplus—value is accurate only as far as the ideal-typical version
of artisan, self-—employed in SCP. For the rest, the claim is flawed be-
cause in practice exploitation is by no means unknown.

Poulantzas’ qualification (which he does not actually specify but
which can be inferred) for including establishments employing wage—
labourers in SCP and the petty bourgeoisie is that the employees’ labour
must not exceed that of the owner and of his family. In this he aligns
himself with classical Marxists. He holds that ’*in the strict sense’ the
artisanal petits bourgeois in France are to be found within the en-
terprise category of fewer than five employees, the smallest grade for

which there are official data. He therefore excludes some of the larger

employers from the petty bourgeoisie on the basis, apparently, of too
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high a ratio of wage to family labour. What the precise dividing line
should be is not spelled out.?!

Poulantzas therefore emphasises the principal role played by the
labouring owner and his family, but we must also take into account the
numerous cases where such wage—labour is exploited. I would identify the
artisanal petty bourgeoisie among small-scale producers in the fewer
than five employees bracket, but some artisans certainly operate
businesses with a larger workforce and still their family members out-
numbers the wage-workers. Empirical data are required if we are to
reach a more definitive conclusion on this issue.

Poulantzas also holds that there is a °’class barrier’ between the
petty bourgeoisie and the small (non-monopoly) capitalists. One implica-
tion is that mobility between them is minimal, especially upward.
Another is that the nature of the contradictions that drive the petty
bourgeoisie away from the in capitalist formations dominant monopoly
capital is supposedly completely different from those that divide small
capitalists from monopoly capital. Concerning the first set of con-
tradictions, the ’dissolution effects imposed by monopoly capital on the
traditional petty bourgeoisie ...'actually do assume the forms of an ac-
celerated process of liquidation and elimination’ (ibid.: 151), an index
of which is the decline of artisanal enterprises.?? This process is,
however, tempered by the intervention of the state, which for political
reasons concedes economic privileges to the petty bourgeoisie.?3

The relationship between monopoly capital and small (non—monopoly)
capital, is in sharp contrast to that between monopoly capital and the
petty bourgeoisie. Although it i;‘at times affected by competition, it
is always characterised by the unity that monopoly capital has imposed
upon its non-monopoly brethren (ibid.: 150). Existing cleavages among

the various factions of capital do not lead to the elimination of non-
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monopoly capital, although the cleavages between capitals (small or
large) and the petty bourgeoisie, which are not related to differences
in ’‘magnitude®, promoted the elimination of the latter (ibid.: 153).%2*

Poulantzas in fact launches an attack against the notion of ’'small
and medium—-sized enterprises’ (SME). He considers SME to be a myth con—
cocted by political forces that is as much of an aberration as (some)
orthodox Communist Parties in the West. According to him, rolling ar-
tisans and other petits bourgeois into one with small capitalists serves
only the purposes of the latter, who co—opt and utilise them in their
struggles against the more monopolistic factions of capital. As the
petits bourgeois are led to consider themselves on a par with small
capital — both being members of the SME, in actual practice and even by
law — they begin to dissolve their autonomous organisation, even though
this undermines their position with their new allies. Strategically, via
the SME scheme the petits bourgeois become, and are utilised as,
auxiliaries of capital in the latter’s continuing struggle against the
working class (ibid.: 139-40, 150-53).2S

Patterns of recruitment into artisanal positions are important.
According to Poulantzas, in France; 60,000 workers joined the artisanate
between 1959 and 1964, two—thirds of whom were skilled and one-third
semi—-skilled. One-third of the total, quite a significant figure, were -
‘the sons of artisans. This indicates that the stratum is fragmented to a
considerable extent. Part of it reproduces itself in terms of position,
but the majority decomposes into other class positions and is recruited
anew from the working class, at which point there is upward mobility. A
not insignificant further upward mobility of artisans into the small-
capitalist étratum is also acknowledged.?® In a country like France ar-

tisans would, therefore, seem to be a very mobile stratum indeed.?2”
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Does this evidence invalidate Poulantzas’ rejection ‘of the myth
of social promotion’, his claim of a class barrier, and his critique of
the SME notion? I think it does not, given that the move from skilled
wage—-worker to independent artisan would, at best involve, a slight bet-
terment of one’s situation. With respect to mobility from artisan to
small capitalist, the proliferation noted may indeed involve business
growth of a capitalist type. But then the issue is whether or not these
new entrepreneurs can manage to maintain themselves in their new posi-
tions. Perhaps is safer to say that the above data question and qualify
Poulantzas’ postulates, and make it necessary to search for an explana-
tion of the observed deviations, which his structuralist scheme really
cannot account for.

At this point a short excursus is indicated. For Poulantzas, as
noted earlier, the traditional and new petits bourgeois, form a single
class. He investigated their ideological and political underpinnings,
'and found them permeated, due to class polarisation, by the dominant
bourgeois and working—class ideologies, and always determined by the
class struggle. Both groups exhibited certain features in common that
compose the petit bourgeois ideolégy.2° Similarly, in political outlook
the petty bourgeoisie as a whole or in its parts has no stable autonomy
and is subservient to that of either of the two main classes
(Poulantzas 1978: 287-97; and see Wright’'s critique 1978: 40-41, 58-59).

However, the origins of the two factions are quite different and
their economic determination, constitution and overall make-up is very
dissimilar: the traditioﬁal group continues to be engaged in non-
capitalist SCP, while the ’new’ petty bourgeoisie is the product of ad-
vanced capitalism (Therborn 1983: 172—73).‘Ihey are united in one class
due only to their common ideological and political features. According

to Poulantzas, both ’old’ and ’new’ petité bourgeois being excluded from
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the basic classes gives them a common negative element that, as he
claims (but not expounds), ‘actually produces economic similarities
which have common political and economic effects’ (ibid.: 206). In fact,
it is due to this renowned overpoliticisation, understandable in view of
the priorities of Marxism, that Poulantzas lumps the two petit bourgeois
groups into a single class.?® Interestingly enough, that unifying ele-
ment does not always operate. Because of the artisans’ working-class
origins and traditions and their participation in manual labour, they
tend to adopt the perspectives and positions of the working class. This
establishes them as a ’class faction’ distinct from the small retailers
who exhibit different, pro-bourgeois affiliations. The division is not
between ’old’ and ‘new’ petty bourgeois, but between artisans and shop-
keepers (ibid.: 330). Of course this is an indirect way of acknowledging
the vastly heterogeneous character of the groups that constitute the
lower middle class(es) or petty bourgeoisie (see critiques of
Poulantzas® views in Hunt 18977: 81-107; and Wright 1978: 43-59, 1985:
40).3°

Closing this section, I think that three points need to be em
phasised.

Firstly, 1 find the rejection ‘of the myth of social promotion’,
the critique of the SME notion, and the claim that there is a class bar-
rier, very useful — not for the political reasons that prompted
Poulantzas®’, but heuristically I believe they may help direct studies
towards questions more pertinent to the social cohesiveness of the ar-
tisan stratum and of its divergence from other social groups; from the
perspective of both actors and institutions._However, the idea of a
class barrier should be modified to allow for more autonomous action,
which in concrete empirical cases is important for mobility; it also re-

quires more specification.
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Secondly, the role of the state in mature capitalism, in temper-
ing, alleviating, and even countering the consequences of the endemic
tendency towards class polarisation must, since the state is not a mere
class apparatus, also be taken into account, as well as the actors’ in-
teraction with the various state agencies.

Thirdly, Poulantzas shows the difficulties, and unwittingly the
dead-lock, involved in advocating a class analysis which relies on
polarisation and struggle between the basic classes,3!' and perceives
other classes and strata as revolving around them and determined by
them, without showing how the subservient classes and strata counteract
by themselves exerting influence on the various structures bearing upon
them. Social classes other than the two basic ones should be analysed in
their own right, without shedding all references to their economic,
political, and ideological determinants. This can be done only if class

analysis is not taken to be quasi-synonymous with political strategy.

3.3 E. O. Wright

In his discussion of contradictory class locations Wright con-
cerned himself with the petty Bourgeoisie and what he calls small
employers, that is employers who, while they exploit labour-power, are
not capitalists. The petit-bourgeois form of production is SCP, and he
contrasts it with capitalist production, which is defined in class terms
(Wright 1985: 34-35).

SCP is characterised as production for the market 5y self-employed
producers who do not employ workers and exhibit a high degree of work
autonomy. In this Wright follows other Marxists already surveyed. For
the petty bourgeoisie to be considered a class portraying the above
characteristics — class being a relational concept for Wright — it must

engage in systematic exchange relations with other classes.32
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Accordingly, surplus appropriation in SCP does not involve ex-
ploitation; °’whatever surplus is produced is generated by the petty
bourgeoisie producer and his family’ (Wright 1978: 74, 79-80). It must,
however, be said that since part of the surplus they produce is
'appropriated by capital through credit relations and other forms of ex-
change relations, self-employment is obviously insufficient to define
self-exploitation’ (Wright 1985: 62). For Wright, unequal exchange on
the market is exploitation, and therefore some petits bourgeois are ex-
ploited by capital, although he qualifies this statement by saying that
these transfers are ’redistributive of a social product already produced
within a set of property-relations’ (ibid.: 98, 103). If we were to ac-
cept his proposition, small employers would also have to be considered
as exploited by capital; obviously such a conception of exploitation is
non-Marxist.

The magnitude of the surplus of independent producers is insig-
nificant to allow for accumulation. However, employing even a single
worker alters the social relations of production, though the surplus-
value he produces is very small, and at any rate likely to be less than
that produced by the owner—producef. This is especially so if members of
the owner's family contribute their unpaid labour. As additional wage-
workers are employed, the ratio of family to wage—labour declines.

'At some point it becomes less than half of the total surplus

product, eventually becomes a small faction of the total surplus.

At that point the petty bourgeoisie producer becomes firmly a

small capitalist. There is no a priori basis for deciding how many

employers are necessary to become a small capitalist’ (Wright

1978: 80).

For Wright, divisions of labour, technologies employed, and the timing
of wage—labour employment in terms of the lifesban of the artisanal

business and the historical period, have a determining influence upon

family/wage?labour ratio and the size of the surplus, which must be
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large enough to facilitate the transition from one form of production to
the another. This grey area between SCP and CMP in terms of agents is
covered by what Wright calls the ’small employer’. Indeed, between the
petty bourgeois placed in an ‘unambiguous location within class rela-
tions’ (ibid.: 74) and the small capitalist stands the contradictory
location of the small employer as a location between modes of
production. 33

Wright eventually abandoned the emphasis of his general approach
on relations of domination, i.e. control or non-control that was his key
criterion of class inclusion (rather than ’location in the capitalist
process ofASroduction’, as Therborn had argued — 1983: 173). These rela-
Vtions in SCP he had defined as self—-control, ’i.e. the individual self-
direction within the labour process’. Later he acknowledged that the
theoretical autonomy involved in selfftcontrol in the labour process, the
unity of conception and execution, in real life suffers constraint by
the market, by credit institutions, long-term contracts with capitalist
enterprises, etc. (Wright 1985: 51-54). It would seem that the dif-
ficulties with autonomy are similar to those of dependency, both stem-
ming from the indeterminate character of these concepts. Wright now
regards work autonomy/control ovef the labour process as contingent upon
work settings for particular jobs, and not as a distinctive petit-
bourgeois characteristic.

In Wright's re-evaluation of his concepts he has also argued that
the ’contradiction’ involved in the small employer location is not
really contradictory: while small employers may have market interests
that run counter to those of the bourgeoisie, their fundamental inter-
ests (’interests which call into question the structure of social rela-

tions’ — Wright 1978: 89) are not opposed. The location, therefore, of
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the small employer may be ’dual’® or ’‘heterogeneous’, but it is not con-
tradictory.

In his latest formulations of his theoretical approach, Wright,
having left aside the understanding of exploitation on the basis of the
labour theory of value, adopts J. Roemer’s concept of exploitation,
which is based on a labour-transfer approach. Exploitation is defined as
surplus labour transferred from one class to another. It can occur both
inside and outside the institution of wage-labour in a‘market economy ,
in the sense that labour transfers are to be found in the inequalities
in the distribution of productive assets. These assets may take the form
of property relations in the means of production, but labour power is
also a productive asset, as well as skills, credentials, and organisa-
tional control (ibid.: 62-84). This approach to exploitation he calls
‘'multidimensional’ (ibid.: 283).

In a capitalist formation, according to the multidimensional ap-
proach, the petty-bourgeois self-employed producer with (in relation to
all other producers) average capital stock/means of production as a
principal asset, would be neither exploiter nor be exploited. An impor-
tant condition is that the self-employed producer must h#ve precisely
the per—capita level of the relevﬁnt asset — in our case, capital. Any
deviation would then make him either exploiter or exploited. Of course,
if other assets are also taken into account, he may well be an exploiter
in some respects, and exploited in others (ibid.: 86-87, 103).

From this multidimensional standpoint there are two other ways in
which different forms of exploitation (different in terms of assets as
the basis for labour transfers) can be linked together. In the first,
the ‘external’ link, two forms of exploitation exist within a given
production process that interact with each other. Wright mentions the

interaction between simple—commodity producers and capitalist firms as
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an example of such an external link. In the second, the ’internal’ link,
there is a simultaneous operation of different forms of exploitation
within a single production process. An example could be small employers.
External links are considered instances of articulations of modes of
production, while internal links are instances of the more complex in-
terpenetration of modes (ibid.: 111-12).

Applying this new approach to our particular interests leads to no
breakthrough. On the basis of °‘different ownership of assets in the
means of production’ (i.e. capitalist assets), the largely ideal-typical
traditional petit bourgeois is defined as someone who owns just enough
to reproduce himself, but not enough to hire anyone else. The small
employer is defined as one who owns enough means of production to hire
workers, but not enough to have the option of not working at all. With
respect to numbers, the petit bourgeois has one employee (due to an ac-
knowledged error in questionnaire construction he should have had none);
the small employer has two to ten employees; while an employer with ten
or more employees is considered as a fully-fledged capitalist (Wright
1985: 149-51). If we ask into which class the small employer belongs,
the answer is by no means clear-cut. He is a mixed type, nearer the
ideal-typical petit bourgeois at ihe lower and more populous end, but a
semi—capitalist in the upper margin.

Overall, the strong point Wright's approach is, I think, the in-
corporation of skill and other assets in the determination of class, al-
though I think it is unwise to depart completely from the more classical
Marxist approach. On the negative side, he does not at all account for

family labour.
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Conclusions

The strong point of the Marxist approaches surveyed seem to me to
be their definition of SCP and the petits bourgeois on the basis of
their objective and intrinsic characteristics and situations. Their
structures are perceived as a product of historical circumstances within
advanced capitalism, and there is extensive similarity among the authors
on the basic features of the lower middle class, in particular on the
economic foundation of artisans in SCP. The differences discernible in
their writings are related to the political and ideological developments
of the historically gpecific formations on which the authors base their
arguments. These differences concern the particular profile of the lower
middle class and its constituent parts, but not its basic economic
structure.

The Marxists’ concentration on strategic class behaviour, large-
scale transformations, and structural-institutional influence on the
lower middle classes often has heuristic and interpretative importance.
Yet it also exhibits a broad negligence towards issues with which they
were not directly concerned which; while understandable, also shows the
limits of their analyses. This néglect Encludes the circumstances and
material conditions of petty-bourgeois existence, the way the various
petty-bourgeois strata constitute themselves, how their practices in-
fluences other institutions and agents, and how fhey assert themselves
as social actors.

Given the priorities of Marxist analysis, it_would seem that this
neglect stems from the fact that, once the pettyhbourgeoisie failed to
assume a revolutionary role and/or did not enact an autonomous rcle at
particular historical junctiéns, it was judged to be unable to speak up
for itself, but ’must be represented’ (Marx 1973b: 239), and that it ié

not a coherent and self-conscious class.3*

51



It was ’discovered’ that the petits bourgeois are interested with
only minute changes, that their horizon is limited by the smallness of
their daily activities that render them incapable of active participa-
tion in larger developments, that their only aim is to stabilise or mar-
ginally improve their position, while constantly being afraid of a pos-—
sible (and according to Marxists inevitable) deterioration and their
eventual demise. In short, the petty bourgeoisie’s was perceived as
pathologically self-centred and tied to its petty property; therefore to
be, or to be called, petty bourgeois became derogatory. Thereafter, the
issue was the questioe of which of the two main classes of capitalism
would manage to represent the petty bourgeoisie in the forthcoming class
struggle. In other words: the petty bourgeoisie became a mere object,

unable to speak with a voice of its own.
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Notes to Chapter I

1. ’Under the heading of small-sale producers we include urban craftsmen
and artisans as well as peasants’, notes W. Wesotowski (1979: 154).

Kalomalos has pointed out that the English term ’petty’ bourgeoisie,
hence ’petty’—commodity production — unlike the French ’petit®’ or the
German ’‘klein’ meaning small - was first used derogatively by the
English aristocracy when referring to the lower middle class, and that
this use of the term has infiltrated the social-sciences vocabulary. He
consider it a prime example of value-laden terminology employed by a
supposedly value—-free sociology (Kalomalos 1989: 4). Similar objections
most probably underlie the employment of petit instead of ‘petty’ or
‘small’ by some contemporary authors writing in English (see for in-
stance Bechhofer and Elliott 1976; 1982; Crossick 1984; Cuneo 1984), al-
though an aversion to the Marxian undertones of SCP may also be at play.
However, it may be countered that, whatever its particular trajectory,
the term ’petty’ as an anglicized version of petit (see OED), has become
established as a value-free synonym for the word ’small’. (So ’petty’
and ’small’ have both been used, in different contemporary translations
of the same Marxian text; compare Marx 1973: §12; and Marx in Hobsbawm
1978: 117.)

The terms simple, independent, small, or petty commodity production,
which are widely used today involve a quantitative criterion that is of
course arbitrary. I myself have opted for ’simple-commodity production’,
because this has a definitively qualitative aspect, discussed later in
this section. The other terms appear in the text interchangeably and in
a neutral sense.

2. W. Wesotowski considers it a ’'mode of production characterised by
only one class and not two, antagonistically situated classes’ (1979:
14). The issue of whether simple—commodity production is a form or a
mode of production is not at all straightforward. For Marx, a mode of
production is a specific structure, which in Capital and Grundrisse he
elaborates at some length, but this is not the case for some later Mar-
xists. (A shorthand definition of Marx’s mode of production would be ’a
totality (das Ganze), which is composed of a structure of production and
of human and non-human material, that the structure orders and articu-
lates in their positions and roles in production’ (Kalomalos 1989: 5, my
translation.) For Marx’'s followers the notion of mode of production has
at times become almost identical with social formation or society,
despite some attempts to clarify the issue (see for instance Althusser
and Balibar 1977: 317; Cutler et al. 1977: 222-31; Hindess and Hirst
i975: 9-17, 1978: 20, 46-62). To the existing ambiguity over the mode-of
—production concept should be added the obscure issue of what is a form
of production and how it is to be related to a mode of production, and
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of course decide on the status of simple-commodity production. Since
this would take us too from my present thesis, I shall restrict myself
when discussing simple—commodity production to using the more neutral
form of production, and avoid the mode/form issue as it does not have a
direct bearing on my central subject.

3. T. Kalomalos discusses what he has termed ’small-propertied mode of
production’. As I understand it, this notion more or less overlaps with
SCP although it is narrower; control is not incorporated along ownership
of the means of production in the definition. (I should note that in a
personal communication Kalomalos asserted that such control is
included).

4. Some discussions of SCP, especially structuralist elaborations, may
be criticised as unwarranted theoreticism. With them the avoidance and
indeed complete absence of any reference to empirical evidence, which

they reject as empiricism, has reached almost programmatic status
" (Gibbon and Neocosmos 1985: 168), inexorably leading to sterile theoris-
ing. On the other hand, the lack of theoretical clarity has been ag-
gravated by some authors building up their theoretical schemata on the
basis of distinct empirical contexts.

5. Marx often uses SCP in this way (for instance Marx 1976: 273, 927 ff;
Marx 1977: 175 ff). I. Rubin’'s account of Marx’'s theory of value argues
that Marx utilised SCP for explanatory purposes (as a theoretical
abstraction), not for historical analysis (Rubin 1972: 95-105).

6. ’'Cepitalist production is the first to make the commodity into the
general form of all produce’ (Marx 1976: 951).

7. Independent producers enjoy a good measure of personal freedom, and
are not tied to relations of external personal dependence that regulate
the appropriation of their surplus by some non-labouring stratum.

8. ’Labour-power becomes a reality only by being expressed; it is ac—
tivated only through labour’ (Marx 1976: 274).

9. The following excerpt illuminates Marx’'s view on the limits of SCP
and the starting point of capitalist production and, although lengthy,
is worth quoting.

'Capitalist production only really begins, as we have already
seen, when each individual capital simultaneously employs a com-
parative large number of workers, and when as a result, the
labour—-process is carried on on an extensive scale, and yields
relatively large quantities of products. A large number of workers
working together, at the same time, in one place (or, if you like,
in the same field of labour), in order to produce the same short
of commodity under the command of the same capitalist, constitutes
the starting-point of capitalist production. This is true both
historically and conceptually. With regard to the mode of produc-
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tion itself, manufacture {Manufaktur] can hardly be distinguished,
in its earliest stages, from the handicraft trades
[{Handwerksindustriel of the guilds, except by the greater number
of workers simultaneously employed by the same individual capital.
It is merely an enlargement of the workshop of the master
craftsman of the guilds’® (Marx 1976: 439).

10. P. Calvet has made it clear that for Marx these terms refer to ex-
actly the same social entity (1982: 90). A. Giddens makes the same point
(1978: 31).

11. S. Ossowski has pointed out that in Marx one can identify two sets
.of criteria in the definition of the petty bourgeoisie. The first is
ownership of the means of production and the input of the owners’ in—
dividual labour. The second includes ownership of the means of produc-
tion and non-employment of wage—labour (see Ossowski 1973: 112-23). Used
separately, each set of criteria forms the basis of a trichotomous dis-
tinction of social classes. But if both sets of criteria are utilised
together, this allows for a more precise description of social classes.
The three criteria involved are: ownership/non-ownership of the means of
production, whether the owner supplies his own labour or not, and
whether or not wage—labour is being employed.

12, Thus in the Eighteenth Brumaire he writes:

’in so far as millions of families live under economic conditions
of existence that separate their mode of life, their interests and
their cultural formation from those of the other classes and bring
them into conflict with those classes, they form a class. In so
far as the small peasant proprietors are merely connected on a
local basis, and the identity of their interests fails to produce
a feeling of community, national links, or a political organisa-
tion, they do not form a class. They are therefore incapable of
asserting their class interests in their own name’ (Marx: 1973b:
239).

13. According to W. Wesotowski, in Marxism ’classes related to the
dominant mode of production are usually termed basic classes®’; other so-
cial groupings are called °'non-basic classes’ or °’strata’ (1979: 15).

14. In other words the strain between sociology and politics in Marx
shows itself in terms of whether the petits bourgeois form a distinct
class or not. S. Ossowski (1963: 75), as P. Calvet notes (1982: 153),
has brought into the open this instance of conflicting loyalties between
science and revolutionary ideology, which has led some sociologists to
treat Marxism not as a strain within sociology but rather outside it
(for instance Giddens 1990: 701-02; for a thorough discussion of the
issue see Therborn 1977; for a contrary view see Bottomore 1978).

15. As Wesotowski notes, small-scale producers are deprived of an op-
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posite class pole, ’which is, as it were, combined in the person of
every small-scale producer. This is expressed in the "“two spirits" so
frequently analysed by Lenin: the spirit of the capitalist and the
spirit of the worker® (1979: 109).

16. Similarly, L. Napoleon does represent the peasantry without being a
member of that class. There was a ’'resonant complementarity’ rather than
a one-to-one correspondence between his ideas and the ideological out-
look of the peasantry. ’'There is an homology of forms between them’
(Hall 1977: 45). This complementarity, operating in the midst of a par—
ticular conjuncture, allowed Napoleon to represent the members of a
class that ’cannot represent themselves, they must be represented’ (Marx
1973b: 239).

17. This process, from peasant, to artisan, to capitalist, is what has
come to be known as °'Way No. 1’ to capitalism (G. Lefebvre 1978: 124).

18. According to Lenin, Isayev argued that while

'the employment of 2 to 3 workers provides the proprietor with
such a small surplus that he has to work alongside them, ... the
employment of 5 workers already gives (him) enough to enable him
to give up manual labour in some measure, to take it easy some-
what’ (ibid.: 361),

and to be mainly involved with business functions. At 10 wage-workers or
more,

'the proprietor not only gives up manual labour but practically
ceases to supervise his workers: he appoints a foreman for the
purpose ... . He now becomes a small capitalist, a "born master"’
(ibid.).

19. The criterion of capital is the main consideration, although it is
very difficult to quantify it. Lenin operationalised this criterion in
terms of the artisan’s quantitative means of production. This did made
sense in the context of what was mainly handicraft production; in a dif-
ferent context, e.g. nowadays, it would be absurd. Other indicators -
such as technical organisation, access to larger markets, volume of out-
put, etc. — although useful in gauging the level of capitalisation, were
of secondary importance.

20. For Poulantzas, economic divisions within a class give rise to class
factions. Divisions within a class that stem from ideological and
political determinants, are referred to as the strata constituting that
class (1978: 23).

21. Actually, enterprises in France are legally defined as artisanal on
the basis of how many workers they employ. i.e. °'fewer than 5 workers,
excluding family members and apprentices® (Berger 1980a: 125, my
emphasis). For Poulantzas, an artisan’s establishment could have a big-
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ger workforce, say a total of 7 or 8 employees, as long as the
proprietor’s large labouring family offsets their labour input; then, by
Poulantzas® criterion, it would nevertheless keep its petit-bourgeois
character.

22. Poulantzas notes that in France between 1954 and 1966 the percentage
of establishments employing from 1 to 4 (4.99) workers fell from 13 to
10% of the total number of establishments, after which he speaks of a
‘massive process of pauperisation’ and indeed proletarianisation of the
petty bourgeoisie (1978: 152).

23. In the French context, the state permits extensive tax evasion to
take place; also, certain benefits accrue as a result of inflation,
price increases, etc., all of which are ’political mechanisms® tempering
the subjection of artisans and other petits bourgeois to capital (ibid.:
152-53, 239-40).

24. By way of contrast, A. Giddens understands the Marxian perception of
the petty bourgeoisie in the following way: °'the petty bourgeocisie, if
it is to be regarded as a class separable from the grande bourgeoisie,
is so in virtue of a difference in scale of enterprises owned, not be-
cause it is in an exploited position vis-d-vis the latter class® (1978:
101). This is exactly what Poulantzas (and Marx) rejects.

25. In France, the country that serves as the framework for Poulantzas®
Classes in Contemporary Capitalism, a firm of up to 300 employees is in—
cluded among the SME (Poulantzas 1978: 140), along with self-employed
craftsmen’s and artisans’ establishments of two, three or four persons.

26. In France between the years 1954 and 1966, small capitalists, which
includes 'those with from 6 to 9 (9.99) employees, increased by 73,000°'.
Part of this increase is attributed to artisans who managed to expand
their businesses (ibid.: 329).

27. This mobility undoubtedly has repercussions as far as the stratum’s
ideology, traditions and reference points, cohesiveness, identity and
organisation are concerned, which are likely to be very loose. In fact,
to speak in these conditions of an artisanate as a class agency would
hardly correspond with reality.

28. Basic elements of this ideology are a reformist anti-capitalism, a
challenge of the established order not for purposes of overthrowing it
but for participating in it, a moral critique on the basis of ’order’,
‘discipline’, ‘authority’ and ‘hierarchy’, individualism and power
fetishism, expressed particularly in statolatry, in subordination and
subservience to the dominant bourgeois ideology, etc. (see ibid.: 285-
99).
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29. The political rationale behind this particular issue is acknowledged
by Poulantzas himself throughout his Classes in Contemporary Capitalism.
The absurdity into which it led him with respect to the issue at hand,
is politely noted by T. Benton (1984: 146).

30. A conception of class as an effect of ideological, political, and
economic ’structural determinants’, inseparable from the class struggle,
cannot explain the absence of common economic determinants, whatever
Poulantzas say. To my mind, existing similarities in politics and ideol-
ogy among the ’old’ and the °‘new’ petty bourgeoisie, or for that matter
among artisans and shopkeepers or other petit bourgeois types, may be
explained as responses to similar structures of subservience and depend-
ence. Again, they cannot be accounted for in terms of the non—existing
similarity of position and overall situation, the so—called negative
criterion of class.

31. 'The principal aspect of an analysis of social classes is that of
their place in the class struggle’ (ibid.: 17).

32. If all producers were in fact petits bourgeois, they °would cease to
be a class in the proper sense of the term’ (ibid.: 59). While this has
never occurred in history, Wright perceives the petit-bourgeois class
and its form of production as always having a subordinate role in rela-
tion to other classes and forms of production.

33. This implies that, for Wright, SCP is treated as a mode of produc-
tion on a par with other modes, such as the capitalist one.

34. Paraphrasing Marx, the petty bourgeoisie, in the relevant contexts,
would seem to be formed as a class 'by the simple addition of isomor-
phous magnitudes, much as potatoes in a sack form a sack of potatoes’
(Marx 1973b: 239). '
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CHAPTER 1T — OCONTEMPORARY SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO THE PETTY

BOURGEOISTE AND SMALL FIRMS IN ADVANCED INDUSTRIAL SOCTETTES

Introduction

In the context of advanced industrial societies, artisans have
only exceptionally been treated separately in the literature. This is
undoubtedly related to the fact that of the various petit — bourgeois
strata, they are the one to have survived least. The dearth of material
directly relevant to them creates a serious problem in their sociologi-
cal study, especially sﬂi'nce the internationalisation of sociology has
meant the transference and utilisation of Western theories, concepts and
analytical tools to analyses of non-Western societies. In consequence
there is practically nothing available in perspectives and analytical
tools that is directly relevant to the sociology of artisans in the ad-
vanced societies and which could be applied to the analysis of artisans
in a country of the semi-periphery, or would provide a foundation to
build on.

Historically speaking however, all artisans, in the semi-periphery
and periphery as well as in the advanced countries, exhibit a qualified
structural affinity with the various other groupings of small
proprietors. Acceptance and recognition of the homology among them has
led to the incorporation of artisans and other groupings under the
single umbrella of the petty bourgeoisie. This would suggest that
analyses of various other petit-bourgeois groups and their discussions
could be useful for the analysis of artisans proper by facilitating com-
parisons. It is in this sense that some of thé approaches and issues ex-—
amined by what has been termed the sociology of petit capitalism (Curran

and Burrows 1986; 1987) are surveyed here. Obviously, the move from a
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broader category to a more restricted and particularistic one, rules out
any one—-to—one correspondence between the two, so that the literature on
the petty-bourgeoisie may in fact be only indirectly relevant to study
of artisans.

In this chapter, after a brief look in the decline and subsequent
renewal of interest in the petty bourgeoisie, I shall examine the views
of Bechhofer and Elliott and their associates’ on the marginality and
survival of the stratum, the members of which are then examined as ac-
tors. This is followed by a look at what the impact of the state has
been at entrepreneurship, and at industrial relations in small firms.
*Small firms’ is yet another mixed category that both includes the
petits bourgeois (and artisans) and transcends them, so one must be

cautious in extending to artisans the conclusions reached.!?

1. The decline and resurgence of the petty bourgeoisie in advanced in—

dustrial countiries

As predicted by Marxist and liberal theories, large enterprises,
employing thousands of workers and producing huge quantities of diverse
products for mass markets, have ih the course of the twentieth century
come to dominate the industrially advanced countries.? The processes of
capitalist development that led to their emergence were at the same time
processes furthering the decline of small-scale craft and artisanal
production.

The drop in small production (measured by number of employees) has
been substantial, as verified by data for selected western countries, so
in the category of 1-10 employees per firm the share of industrial
employment - a useful.index for ascertainiﬂg the overall impact of small
concerns on society® - dropped in France from 19% to 12% between 1962

and 1966; during the same period it went'down in Germany from 13% to

60



2%. In Italy the drop was more gradual, from 28% to 25% between 1961 and
1971 (data mentioned in Weiss 1984: 21; see also Bairoch et al 1968).*
In the USA too, the proportion of employees in manufacturing estab-
lishments of less than 20 employees has undergone significant reduction.
It was more than halved in the course of this century, from a high 14.4%
in 1909, to a low of 6.2% in 1972, and 6.5% in 1977.% It would seenm,
therefore, that it was with good reason that social scientists were not
particularly concerned with owners of small businesses. These were per-
ceived as having no future. Destined to wither away altogether as a
" socio-economic category, they were dubbed ’fransitional’. Those that had
not yet gone under were considered a residue from a bygone age and
termed °‘traditional’; they played only a marginal role in the modern
economy and society. It was the groups which were in the ascendant -
technicians, managers, clerks and other white—collar workers — all those
that comprised the so-called new petty bourgeoisie, who did engage the
attention of the social scientists.®

The revival of sociological interest in the traditional petty
bourgeoisie of the developed counties began about twenty five years ago.
At first it was considered sometﬁing of an oddity, but soon it became
respectable and led to a growing output of sociological literature.? The
awakening of sociological interest in the petty bourgeoisie coincided
with a new emphasis by economists on small businesses, that was first
focused on shopkeepers. For Britain, the turning point was the 1971 Bol-
ton Report (Curran and Stanworth 1982), which concurred with sociologi-
cal inquiries (such as G. Ingham’'s, 1970) on the effects of size on or-
ganisations. Sociologists were intrigued that, contrary to all theory
and predictions, the petit-bourgeois stratum had survived. There was
confirmation of its survival from various quarters, for instance a

reluctant C. Cuneo (1984) admitted it wifh respect to Canada, while E.
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0. Wright and B. Martin (1987) discovered that, overall, the petty bour-
geoisie was holding up rather well in the United States. Since in some
cases SMEs had patently expanded their numbers, it was reasonable to
deal with the phenomenon. In particular G. Steinmetz and E. O. Wright
(1989) noted an increase in the self-employed category of the U.S.
labour force.® Similar conclusion were reached by Bogenhold and Staber
(1991) in their study of eight advanced industrial countries. They
pointed out that in six of them (Canada, France, West Germany, Italy,
the U.K. and the U.S.) the upswing in self-employment is a counter-
cyclical response to unemployment.? Gradually, therefore, it has been

acknowledged that these groups/strata have not perished but are thriv-

ing.

2. Marginality of the traditional petty bourgeoisie

Credit is due to F. Bechhofer and B. Elliott and their colleagues
for instigating the revival of interest in the traditional petty bour-
geoisie which, after a period of falling off, has bounced back. Their
studies focused on small shopkeepers in and around Edinburgh undergoing
numerical growth attributable to ﬁrbanisation.‘° Shopkeepers as small in—
dependent entrepreneurs, were considered a section of the traditional
petty bourgeoisie (Bechhofer and Elliott 1968, 1976, 1978, 1981; Be-
chhofer, Elliott and Rushforth 1971; Bechhofer, Elliott, Rushforth and
Bland 1974a, 1974b; Elliott, Bechhofer, McCrone and Black 1982; Elliott
and McCrone 1982).

Three criteria were taken into consideration in the Bechhofer et
al. definition of the petty bourgeoisie: ownership, labour, and technol-
ogy. For them, members of the petty bourgeoisie own small businesses, in
which they themselves work and very often use also the labour of their

families and kin. The employment of wage—iabour is limited; where it ex-
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ists it is an extension of, rather than a substitute for, the
proprietor’s own and family labour. The third element, the technology
employed, is generally viewed as being of a relatively low level

(Bechhofer and Elliott 1976: 76-77, 92; 1981: 182-83).

2.1 Technology
The first two criteria fall largely within what in earlier chap-
ters has been defined as simple-commodity production, and indicate a
structural homology between small shopkeepers, artisans, and other
petits bourgeois. But the criterion of technology is an important depar-
~ture from the earlier éonceptualisations. It is not clear how or why it
was included in Bechhofer's definition. Perhaps he and his associates
saw the resurgence of the petty-bourgeoisie as the reappearance of an
extinct species, as it were. On the other hand, the traditional shop—-
keepers who were investigated from the late 1960’s onwards did look like
earlier ones, and did not utilise high technology. It would seem that
the authors then generalised this characteristic and took it to be a
defining feature of all petit-bourgeois factions. This is unwarranted,
however.11 |
Technological advances have automated a wide range of industrial
and clerical tasks. The flexible application of technological implements
has made it possible to combine small business size with quality, ef-
ficiency, and labour-saving (Sabel 1982; Piore and Sabel 1984). This
has led to a proliferation in the advanced countries of very small
firms, which are themselves innovating or producing new technologies
and/or are at least equipped with them (see Giaoutzi, Nijkamp and Storey
1989); this is especially so in the service sector (Gershuny 1985, 1988;
Gershuny and Miles 1985).!'2? A significant number of such small firms

successfully compete with larger enterprises. It is misleading to see



them ‘a la Bechhofer and Elliott, in terms of marginality, as residues
from the past that have managed to survive by adapting themselves (like
the artisan bakers in the studies by the Bertaux 1981ta, 1981b), or by
specialising in the production or administration of Hirsch’s ‘positional
goods’, i.e. luxuries or other goods and services which are not amenable
to mass production and mass provisioning (see Ellis and Heath 1983).
Concerning the owner—managers of these small units, they must, in terms
of their structural position, be acknowledged as belonging to the
petty-bourgeoisie, to a segment of it that is not decaying but reviving.
This means that Bechhofer and Eliott's views on the whole petty bour-
“geoisie need to be revised.

The authors base their definition of the petty bourgeoisie on a
market and work situation, on a Weberian approach.!® This suggests that
they perceive knowledge as a capital asset. Bechhofer et al. think that
the owners of small highrtechnology firms of the self-employment type,
i.e. petit-bourgeois elements, who have set-up their businesses in order
to exploit some very recent technological innovation(s),!* trade more on
skill and esoteric knowledge than those whose small businesses utilise
mature technologies. The utilisation of such skills and knowledge would
certainly result in a work situation and market very different from
that of the traditional petty bourgeoisie (shopkeepers).

Three main differences may be identified. Firstly, the market
situation of the owner—-managers of small high-technology enterprises,
instead of deteriorating (as is claimed to be the case for the petty
bourgeoisie at large) is in fact improving. Secondly, proprietors of
small high-technology firms invest little of their own capital, and are
financially dependent on public agencies, banks, and other sources of
financing. This significantly departs from the condition of independence

exemplified by self-financing, which marks the traditional petit-
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bourgeois market situation. Thirdly, the authors claim that their work
situation differs considerably from that of the traditional small high-
technology owners, in that they do not do ‘’*a good deal of hard work’,
but invest instead in esoteric knowledge. This is, of course, a highly
dubious proposition, and not supported by factual evidence or logical
arguments. The overall life styles between the two groups are quite dif-
ferent, but they can reasonably be expected to be different in terms of
both status and political power (Bechhofer and Elliott 1976: 76-77,
1981: 198).

The above viewpoints make Bechhofer and associates exclude the
“high-technology small-firm owners from the petit bourgeoisie prbper. It
may be argued, however, that the absence of skill and esoteric
knowledge, as a distinguishing feature of most shopkeepers, renders them
equally incompatible with the other two major groupings of the tradi-
tional urban petty bourgeoisie, i.e. artisans and merchants. Artisans
particularly do in fact trade on skills and esoteric knowledge which,
along with other apprenticed workers, they perceive as their personal
property.!% Obviously from this perspective their situation is com-
parable to that of the self—employéd high-technology entrepreneurs.'® In
any case, as technological level/esoteric knowledge does not cut across
all the various petit bourgeois groupings, it cannot provide a suffi-
cient dividing line sharply differentiating the petty bourgeoisie from
other classes or strata.!?

Referring to the ’structural equivalence’ between the old and the
new bourgeoisie (for example between the cobbler and the boutique
retailer) Bechhofer and Elliott have noted that although the, two posi-
tions are in many respects different, they do exhibit a ba;sic consis—
tency as far as essential structural conditions are concerned (Bechhofer

and Elliott 1976: 91-92). In that case I' see no reason why one should
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exclude small high-technology firm owner-managers from the petty bour-
geoisie. In fact, it seems to me reasonable to include them since they
also exhibit this structural equivalence.“

Now the marginality thesis may indeed reflect the condition of
small shopkeepers. By marginality, Bechhofer and his associates meant
the deterioration of the shopkeepers® overall position, in particular
the deterioration of their status and their market situation, and their
increasingly felt powerlessness, which reduces their membership of the
lower middle class to the single factor of small ownership (Bechhofer
and Elliott 1968: 181-82, 191-92). But, as already mentioned, this mar—
-ginality does not always or necessarily designate the statué of the
other petit-bourgeois groupings. The erroneous emphasis on the (low)
level of technolegy has its origin in over-generalisation. It would seem
that the difficulties with the appropriate level of technology stem from
an unwarranted extension of features found in only one grouping (the
shopkeepers) to the rest of the petty bourgeoisie. Such an -extension,
however, was largely built into the particularistic and exclusive

methodology employed.

2.2 Moral economy and its usefulness

The marginal position of the petty bourgeoisie is reflected in
what Bechhofer and Elliott have called the ‘defence of a moral economy’,
which refers to how they live and act out their ideology.!®
The members of this stratum think of themselves as enjoying a
substantial degree of independence and autonomy. However, they
also realise that these highly valued qualities are continually
‘encroached by increasing bureaucratisation, large corporations, the
state, political parties and economic crises, which implies that they

themselves are becoming marginal ised. Part of the petty bourgeoisie’s
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reaction to this deteriorating situation is the creation of an imagi-
nary, unadulterated and virtuous past state of affairs. These images —
in which highly personalised and reciprocal relationships of an intimate
and affective type predominate in and between socio—economic units
{encompassing the family, kin, friendships, work-places, neighbourhoods,
the community) — are ruled by an economic, social and moral order of
competitive and responsible capitalism. The idealised version of the
world in which they live and work is romantically sanitized and
sanctified; it is the apotheosis of small proprietorship. That idealised
imagined Gemeinschaft is then taken as the yardstick for measuring their
“own current situation.

The ideology of moral capitalism is the underpinning for the petty
bourgeoisie’s complaints and protests. It is not restricted to a
critique of the economic effects of corporations, crises, etc. It is
also an ethical critique, because it addresses itself to what is
portrayed as the collapse of a moral system — a euphemism for the col-
lapse of their own social_position (see Bechhofer and Elliott 1981:
190-91).

The petty bourgeoisie’s cfitique of actually existing social
relationships is appropriated by right-wing politicians attempting to
provide capitalism with a moral basis. At the same time, these righteous
principles of proprietorship, independence, autonomy and laissez-faire
economy, with the petty bourgeoisie as their living remainder, elevate
the latter to the position of ’'custodians of certain "core" capitalist
values’ (Scase 1982: 149). In this way the stratum exercises important
material and ideological function(s) for contemporary capitalism (ibid.:
160). 1t exonérates some of the dysfunctions of capitalist society, and

by doing so conduces to its continuation. The implication then is that
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the dominant forces in capitalist societies have a vested interest in

supporting the maintenance of the petty bourgeoisie.

3. The entrepreneurial middle class as actors

According to R. Scase and R. Goffee, the interpretations of the
contemporary petty bourgeoisie in industrial societies that see it as
rather marginal to capitalism (Bechhofer and associates), or as standing
outside the accumulation process, and/or as a vestige of a pre-
capitalist past (Marxist approaches discussed in ch. I), do not suffice
to account for either the stratum’s legitimising role in the capitalist
system, or for its persistence (Scase 1982: 160). °*The manner in which
actors are able to create opportunities for small-scale capital ac-
cunulation and, hence, sustain the reproduction of positions’ (ibid.:
148, emphasis original) has largely been neglected by the structuralist
emphasis on position. It remains therefore to explain how gnd why the
lower middle classes are currently on the up—swing.

The two authors have concentrated on examining the processes
whereby actors themselves contribute to the reproduction of positions,
and on the mechanisms by whichrthey are reproduced in present-day
society. The consideration of actors makes this approach better grounded
and more sensitive to real-life processes. Scase and Goffee are not
greatly interested in the distinction between actor and structural posi-
tion which they regard as too complex to be useful at the empirical
level,?° but this does not mean that they are a-theoretical and em—
piricist. On the contrary, Scase insists that ‘a satisfactory analytical
framework must take account of the fact that the small-scale production
of goods and services is embedded within a general process of capital

accumulation®’ (ibid.: 157; emphasis original).
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Scase and Goffee, unlike Poulantzas, see the petits bourgeois not
as insulated from monopoly and non—-monopoly capital. For them, the
self-employed and the small employers are attached ‘objectively’ to the
logic of capitalist accumulation through small production of goods and
services for the market. They argue that, in spite of the preponderance
of large corporations in the economy, there is room for the development
of small units, especially so in sectors where work-processes are
labour—-intensive. Subcontracting, the existence of an underground
economy, market variability, and small-scale technological innovations
are additional economic factors conducing to the development of small

businesses (Scase and Goffee 1980: 159-60).

3.1 Work-role classification

In studies of the traditional lower middle classes the focus has
often been placed on groups for the members of which property-ownership
was the most distinguishingAcharacteristic. However, according to Scase
and Goffee, there are certain petits bourgedis groupings (like that of
small builders) whose input of their own labour—-power is not dissimilar
to that of traditional craftsmen; and is the most important single fac-
tor of their work-situation (see Scase and Goffee 1984: 98). If labour
input diminishes - say because of injury - their livelihood is
threatened.

The authors stress this particular petit-bourgeois segment’s
reiationship to work. Property ownership as such is not insignificant or
inconsequential, but the independent variable is changes in the work
performed by the small proprietors themselves. On the basis of their
work role,?! the self-made business owners fall into four different
types: the self-employed, small employers, owner—controllers, and owner—

directors.22 The first two are linked to petty-commodity production,
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which is perceived as both an ’'escape from proletarian deprivations’,
and a narrow path into the °’privileges of the bourgeoisie’ (Scase 1982:
160). The self-employed and the small employers are identified as
belonging to the middle class, but they form its somewhat erratic and
marginal segment. They are defined as follows:

*The self-employed ... work for themselves and formally employ no

labour. However, they are often dependent upon the unpaid services

of family members, particularly their wives.

Small employers ... work alongside their workers but, in addition,

undertake the administrative tasks of running their own business’

(Scase and Goffee 1980: 23-24).

The turning point for a sustained process of capital accumulation
is when the small e@ployers cease to work alongside their employees and
instead concentrate on managing their businesses full-time. They then
become owner—controllers. The next group is those who cannot personally
keep up with all the necessary supervision and control and delegate some
of these function to others, which means developing an administrative
structures. These are the owner—direciors, Qﬁo retain personal ownership
of their business. These last two types_are proprietors who are con—-
cerned solely with managing and directf;g their firms. They form the
more established segments of the middle class. Their °’structuration is
largely determined by the amount of capital assets’ they hold, and in
fact, as members of the capitalist class, they belong to the bourgeoisie
proper.

Comparing the first two types of entrepreneur with artisans shows
that the first (the self-employed) matches the artisan quite well
(although the self-employed are a category wider than that of artisans
and include for instance professionals. The second type (small
employees), covers the grey area between the ideal types of artisan and

capitalist: semi-artisans at one end of the spectrum, semi—capitalists

at the other.

70



3.2 Becoming businessmen: actors’ response to the impact of

capitalism

Scase and Goffee’s findings shed light on an important aspect of
small-business formation, namely the why of it. Their work makes it
clear that there is a discrepancy between the general view of who sets
up small businesses, and the detailed biographical accounts of the
self-employed and small employers. It is evident from their histories
that ’highly variable non—monetary factors ... are often central to the
formation of business enterprises’, although economic rewards retain
their importance. A prominent role seems to be the wish for upward
mobility and personal success (ibid. 1980: 161).

In building-construction, the industry sampled by Scase and
Goffee, employees have traditionally enjoyed a good degree of work
autonomy. The authors discovered that an important reason for their
respondents’ decision to become self-employed was an attempt by their
employers to impose capitalist controls over the work process and so
limit this autonomy.2?® In that sense ’self-employment may be seen as in-
dividual response ... to developments within capitalist relations of
production’ and an expression of‘resentment over insufficient economic
rewards (Scase and Goffee 1981: 734-35, 744). Conversely, dependence on
his own labour may impel a craftsman to opt out of self-employment in
favour of wage labour, in order to cover himself against illness, old
age and other adversities. So, among business proprietors of working-
class origins, it is labour, not petty ownership, that seems to play the
most significant role in the formation of their world-view. The
craftsmen highly value ’productive’ (i.e. manual) labour. Indeed, many
identify themselves with the ’productive’ working class, and a substan—

tial number of them are critical of society because of the inadequate
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way productive labour is appreciated and rewarded (see ibid. 1981: 741~
43).

Work autonomy, pride in one’s skills, identification with one’s
peers, as well as economic rewards have all been threatened by the in-
roads of capitalism. Since they form important parameters of a worker's
immediate circumstances, they occupy a prominent place in his definition
of worker situation. Most important, in the actor’s own definition they
are recognised as being threatened. One way out of the pfessure exerted
by capifalism that is open to workers and appears to safeguard what they
value best, is to engage in independent business activity themselves.

3.3 = Obstacles to growth

There are important obstacles to the growth of small firms into
capitalist enterprises, not least among them economic competition. But,
as Scase and Goffee point out, there are also obstacles that have to do
with the petits bourgeois view of the real world that forms the basis
of their actions. The question of managerial skills aside, small
businessmen often do not wish to become employers. Since they greatly
value their work-autonomy and pefsonal achievement, they perceive the
status of employer, as infringing this autonomy. Moreover, they fear
that employees might endanger their all-important personal relations
with customers, and so affect their business negatively. In consequence,
the employment of others is often regarded as unreliable and un-
desirable.

A factor which may similarly block development along capitalist
lines is that a good number of small employers never had any intention
of becoming employers.2?* Their new role may have beén precipitated by
market pull: having to keep up with their increased customer demand,

they responded by expanding production and somewhere along the road be-
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came employers. If they were coerced by circumstances into employer
status, the pronouncement that they 'do not see themselves as positively
committed to profit—m&king and capital accumulation’ (Scase and Goffee
1984: 99), does make sense. They simply feel uneasy in their
entrepreneurial status.

Where petits bourgeois employ labour, a good part of them can be
regarded as self-employed with employees alongside. Small employers can
come to terms with their employer status only by acting as fellow
employees of their hired workers._To manage their employees as well as
maintaining identification with thaﬁ, requires strategies of frater-
nalism and/or paternalism. ’'Fraternal attitudes towards their employees,
which lack the hierarchical elements commonly associated with
paternalism’, is to be found especially among small employers who
operate concerns requiring a high degree of skilled labour. Of course,
this strategy is not free from its own strains or conflicts (see Scase
and Goffee 1981: 739-40; Goffee and Scase 1982). Undoubtedly, these con-
ceptions and choices, or lack of them, and the strategies, alone or
combined, act as non—-economic disincentives, severely limiting the pos-
gibilities for capital accumulatién, and indeed acting as obstacles to

it.

4, Small firms and ideology: The state, entrepreneurship, and in-

dustrial relations

4.1 The label ’small’

For some Furopean countries there are no systematic data on ar-
tisans, this sociological category being part of the much broader offi-
cial administrative/legal and/or statistical categories of small, or

small-medium, firms (see Dale 1991: 36).25 An essential feature of the
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renewed emphasis on small businesses is the re—definition of smallness.
This is a very important issue, because it reflects the different ap—
proaches and objectives with respect to small firms. The arbitrary dis-
tinctions drawn between small and large, or small-medium and large, en—
terprises effectively conceal existing qualitative differences — as for
example between simple-commodity producers, semi—capitalists, and truly
small (and medium) capitalists. The other side of the coin is that the
catch-all title of ’'small business’ encompasses a form of class alliance
(even when manufacturing and other segments are considered separately).
Qualitatively different strata and classes are lumped together by the
quantitative criterion, of size, and this melange of units often comes
under the patronage of institutions of the dominant class.2® The al-
liance is brought about by labelling in accordance with state-issued
ordinances as well as human aspirations for economic betterment — i.e.
ideology, political power and economic interests are all brought into
play.??

The official or semi-official use of the label ’small’® by powerful
institutions means that it prescribes from the outset the types of
policies that are addressed to thé enterprises so designated.2® The de—
gree of similarity between these enterprises is not known, but may be
assumed to be rather limited. However, no better way has yet been found
to approach artisans or the petty bourgeoisie. The aggregates and/or
statistical averages known as ’small firms® are the best that is avail-
able, often forming the only available means of differentiating them
from other categories. So we must be careful: what applies at the lower
end of the small-firm category may well fit the petits bourgeois and
perhapé the artisans too — or it may deviate to an unknown degree, or

not apply at all.
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4.2 Small firms and the state

The 1970s and early 1980s saw renewed interest in small firms. The
reasons for this, which paralleled the renewal of sociological interest
in the petty bourgeoisie, were manifold. Here it suffices to mention
government attempts at restructuring (circumscribed by the prevailing
view on what constitute acceptable levels of state intervention) so as
to adapt the economy to a changing environment; the attractiveness of
images of a post—-industrial, high—-technology society; the impact of the
*small is beautiful® type of critique of modernity;2?® and the time
factor.3? The coincidence of these factors aligned government-initiated
projects for small bﬁginesses with new technologies and currents of
thought, and enhanced the ideological status of ’smallness® which by now
has begun to have a positive significance. The upshot of all this was an
intensification of earlier initiatives, and an ongoing enhancement of
European Union (EU) sponsored and national schemes to assist in the
creation and development of large numbers of small units in manufactur-
ing and the service sector.®! In a sense these efforts supplanted ear-
lier projects, which had aimed at the creation of small farms in
European agricul ture, and extended them to urban areas.

A number of objectives underwritten by various governments or-
chestrated measures and projects specially designed for small
businesses. In terms of their qualitative objectives, these can be
grouped as long-range attempts by the state for maintenance of the sys—
tem; facilitating the short to medium-term needs of the economy; and as—
sisting with short-term priorities.32? Another and not incompatible way
of classifying them is to distinguish five main objectives in the state
intervention on behalf of small businesses.

(i) First, it assists in the restructuring of large capital. So if

there is a need to cut down on overheads and/or unproductive depart-

15



ments, the state will assist by promoting the establishment of efficient
small enterprises to provide the former with specialist goods and serv-
ices, open new markets and themselves carry part of the relevant
research and development costs.

(ii) Second, it creates a class of new owners, and in this way
propagate the virtues of free-market competition. This helps to boost
and realise aspirations of upward mobility, at a time when oligopolisa-
tion of economic life has become self-evident in everyday life. Most im-
portantly from the point of view of the state, this kind of intervention
yvields political and social support (from the wide circle of aspirants
to upward mobility) fof'the market—-oriented values being promoted.

(iii) Third, the ideological nature of state assistance aside, it
results in some of the new small businessmen entering the bourgeoisie
proper. In this way the state not only makes up somewhat for the un-
developed state of the country’s bourgeoisie, or reinvigorates bourgeois
institutions by, for example, the artificial operation of a free market
through anti-trust legislature (in the industrial countries), it also
actively advances the numerical proliferation of the middle class.

(iv) Fourth, it creates new'jobs, smal]l businesses with employees
being an important source of new embloyment, and

(v) fifth, it reduces unemployment, because some of the un-
employed, given a modicum of financial assistance, establish themselves
as self-employed. This helps to bring down unemployment statistics, and

so is a good public-relations play for those in authority.

4.3 Entrepreneurship and small firms
4.3.a The enterprise culture
The proliferation of the post-war, social-democratic collectivism

has by certain social scientists been seeﬁ as a reaction to the tendency
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in the developed countries towards an oligopolisatisation of the economy
(McHugh 1979; Burrows 1991a). In terms of social values, the resurgence
of small firms which, by exemplifying a very positive manifestation of
individualism stand in sharp contrast to the values of collectivism, may
be regarded as part of the back-lash against collectivism. In Britain,
the revival of small firms obtained ideological support from the politi-
cal Right, which has come to interpret modern history in terms of the
contours of entrepreneurship and foresaw the re-invigoration of the
economy through a small-firm renaissance (Burrows 1991a; Dale 1991). The
overall concept has come to be called enterprise culture.??

The exponents of‘enterprise culture have seen small-firm resur-
gence as an indicator that the capitalist system has not stagnated but
maintains its vitality and is still open—ended. Opportunities still ex-
ist, new ones crop up continually, and it is up to ordinary, hard-
working and enterprising individuals to pursue them. If they do, the
market is sure to reward them with a purpose in life, with upward
mobility, and with material wealth. Furthermore, if many individuals act
in concert, then Britain (so it is prophesied) shall reverse her decline
and become great once more. Obviously, the ideological impact of new
small-firm proprietors is very important for unobtrusive capitalist
hegemony in times of economic crisis and mass redundancies. New,
business-oriented men and women embody the vigour of individualist
dynamism and act as models to be emulated. The continuous emergence of
new small firms helps the spread of values which not only do not con-
tradict, but actually celebrate capitalism, and inter alia exonerate its
past misdeeds. Capitalism then appears as an open system, full of oppor-
tunities available to every individual willing to grasp them and work

his way to the top (see Scase 1992: 44-46).

11



The men and women setting up new small firms have come to be seen
as bearers of the positive quality of entrepreneurship, which concept
was previously associated mostly with core capitalist institutions, such
as property-ownership and the free market. This means that the continu-
ing proliferation of small firms is regarded as contributing sig-
nificantly to entrepreneurship and the capitalist ethos. It has been
argued that this is why governments have stepped in to bolster new
proprietors with certain material assistance (Gerry 1985a, 1985b).

Yet engagement with the enterprise culture does nothing to explain
what exactly it is. J. Richie has rhetorically wondered, whether it is

'some handy little slogan? A simple shorthand way for describing

developing small business activity? Some proverbial wisdom about

such? Small businesses’ new guiding spirit? Or just some well-
promoted party political trademark? Maybe the latest populist
catchphrase? A carefully sanitized euphemism which glosses over

something else?’ (quoted in Burrows 1991a: 2).

Catchphrases usually have an ideological sland and the purpose and
the widespread preoccupation with the enterprise culture, initially
propagated by a right-wing political agency, is no exception. Of course,
the materiality of an ideology is expressed by its impact, in how far it
succeeds in influencing actors to-act in a particular way. Yet, it has
been claimed (Burrows 1991b: 22), that the concept and practice of en—
terprise culture cannot have played an ideological role worth mention—
ing, or be considered as an explanation of the restructuring that took
place in Britain in the 1980°’'s, an important facet of which was the
small-firms boom.3*

This denial of ideological impact is supported by the fact that
the majoriiy of the new entrepreneurs belonging to the self-employed
category without employees.3®% For example, in the service sector,

single-person enterprises are the norm, amounting to as much as 75% in

some branches (Burrows and Curran 1989:,532). Much of what passes as
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self-employment involves in fact disguised workers recently made redun—
dant, who have utilised redundancy funds and government schemes to be-
come ’self-employed’ (Gerry 1985a, 1985b; Burrows and Curran 1989; Cur-
ran 1990; Hobbs 1992).3¢ These can hardly be taken as good examples of
entrepreneurship. Besides, in the majority of the small firms that do
have employees, these are few (Burrows and Curran 1983: 532) and in-
herently limited in their activities. This implies that there, too, en-
terprise is more or less restricted. In fact, studies of small-firm
proprietors have shown that they are chiefly preoccupied not with high-
minded projects, but with very down—to—earth issues of daily survival.
What characterises them is adherence not to an enterprise, but rather to
a survival culture (Curran 1990: 135; Dale 1991: 49). When asked what
led them into self-employment in the British (Curran 1890: 135) or other
contexts, e.g. in the U.S. (Petérson, Schmidman and Elifson 1982), they
repeatedly mentioned a strong wish for independence, which confirms
Scase and Goffee’s findings discussed above. It would seem, therefore,
that enterprise culture has not operated much as a push factor in the
direction of fostering economic development.

But if the enterprise culfure as a whole has not affected the
setting-up of genuine businesses, in what sense, if any, has it in-
fluenced small business proprietors? It would seem that it has provided
them with 'a meaning system from which actors can draw different
rationalising "vocabularies of motive”, to make sense of and define
their situation’ (Burrows 1991a: 5).

A meaning-system, in the sense of ideology, is not inherently as-
sociated with any particular class or stratum. However, refutation of
class reductionism need not imply absence of ahy class influence as it
is manifest in the specific articulating principle of an ideology (see

Laclau 1979: 160-63). It remains a fact that the enterprise culture was
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articulated and propagated by a particular political and social source,
and impinges on and has an elective affinity with themes (such as
property, individualism, and the free market) that have long been part
and parcel of bourgeois values. The right-wing orchestrated meaning-
system of enterprise culture predominantly addressed its ideology to the
petits bourgeois; neither is its influence insignificant among the work-
ing class (see Hobbs 1991; 1992). It consistently highlights themes that
are held in common by the petits bourgeois and the bourgeoisie proper,
not those that divide them.37 A

It is in this sense that enterprise culture operates as a
mechanism of hegemony. 1Its successful utilisation by right-wing
politicians for equating the aspirations of the self-employed with the
hegemonic ideals of property and market, shows how strongly such
ideological man-handling can affect the petty bourgeoisie at a time of
economic crisis and restructuring.3® By accepting and internalising it,
the stratum becomes neutralised as an oppositional force, and some of
its members may even be deluded into feeling themselves as capitalist

entrepreneurs.

4.3.b Entrepreneurship
If enterprise culture is largely an issue of ideology, this should
not lead us to reject entrepreneurship. While, analytical writings,
especially in the sociological literature, assume automatically that
entrepreneﬁrship is a problematic concept (Curran and Burrows 1986:
269-70; 1987: 165; Burrows and Curran 1989: 528, 525; Curran 1990: 133-
36; Dale 1991: 43-5), this need not be so. What then is an entrepreneur,

and what is entrepreneurship?3®
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A large number of definitions are available but there is none
agreed in sociology. The term is used with a gamut of meanings, from a
synonym for business ownership, to something which is ‘rare but pivotal
to the development of market-based economic systems® (Curran 1990:
134).4°

Max Weber saw the entrepreneur as an outsider (Weber 1978). His is
a perspective that has survived in accounts where the entrepreneur is
portrayed in terms of social marginality (see the earlier discussion on
Bechhofer; also the survey by Curran 1986), or when entrepreneurship
forms a way out from marginality, as in the case of ethnic entrepreneurs
(Ward 1987; 1991; Boissevain and Grotenbreg 1987). More pervasive,
however, has been the influence of A. Schumpeter’s pérception, who sees
the entrepreneur as the prime economic mover, the non-conformist
economic hero who carries out new combinations, i.e. as an innovator.
The innovative entrepreneur breaks existing impasses and opens new
horizons, which lead directly to economic development and capital ac-
cumulation. It is this, his entrepreneurship, which distinguishes the
entrepreneur from the functional role of manager or capitalist
(Sutcliffe 1971: 109-10; Casson 1999: 256; Dale 1991: 45).

A sociologically more interesting definition of the function of an
entrepreneur is found in the work of the economist M. C. Casson. For
Casson, the entrepreneur’s role inside a business unit specialises ’in
taking decisions where, because of unequal access to information, dif-
ferent people would opt for different strategies’ (1989: 257). Now the
element of inequality in the access to information refers us to multi-
person organisations, for example large firms, with hierarchically
structured systems. Functions and roles there have undergone at least a
measure of differentiation and specialisation, and this applies even to

the smallest of multi-person business'organisation. In fact., they may
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have room for more than one specialist in decision—-making, each one
being responsible for particular areas. So Schumpeter’s entrepreneur is
a type of specialist, a promoter and organiser of innovative solutions
or projects who specialises in decisions, or whose decisions generally
initiate change.** Accordingly, the innovative entrepreneur can be in—
cluded in a typology of the genre as a variant of entrepreneurs/
entrepreneurship. Other kinds of decisionmaking relate to different
types of entrepreneur, i.e. the ordinary manager whose decisions concern
day to day operations, or the risk-taking capitalist investor.

Another variant of the entrepreneur, one that emerges in very
small organisations that have not progressed to the extent that distinct
managerial structures have emerged between the owner(s) and the workers,
may be someone who undertakes a project in more than one capacity. There
too decision—making is an identifiable process, even though the three
entrepreneurial roles of innovator, manager, and capitalist, are not
differentiated but merge in the same individual. An illustration would
be Scase and Goffee’s type of small employer who works alongside to his
few employees, manages the day-to—day business affairs, and decides on
new investments and projects as wéll as on routine issues. In this in-
stance the small employer stands at the top of a hierarchically struc-
tured, though elementarily, two-tier, social system.

By way of contrast, the self-employed person without employees
does not talis qualis form any particular social system (though s/he
may be part of one in the family context). So although such an in-
dividual certainly does take decisions, it is not in the context of some
particular system of information to which s/he has privileged access. In
this sense, s/he cannot be described as an entrepreneur. For all that,
as suggested earlier, it may be quite correct to call entrepreneur a

self-employed person whose concern is a family business. In such a case
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the family, as an effectively overlapping group and business, is a mini-
mal system not immune from divisions of labour and specialisations, nor
of structuration according to age, gender, authority, skill or produc-
tive function, and the consonant inequality of access to information.
Decision—making exists therefore as an identifiable specialist function,
in which case it could be said that the self-employed, although not
fully an entrepreneur, enacts the role of the entrepreneur, by having an
entrepreneurial function, alongside that of the designer, manual

labourer, retailer, and so on.

4.4 Industrial relations and small firms

Among the ’small is beautiful’ ideas, propagated and spread by
political parties, state agencies, and the media, stands out the claim
that industrial relations in small firms are almost ideal. To the extent
that artisans are frequently also employers, an examination of in-
dustrial relations in heterogeneous small firms has relevance for the
purposes of the present study.

Industrial relations in small firms have been considered by a num—
ber of influential authors. such as G. Ingham (1970), J. Bolton,*? and
E. F. Schumacher (1578). They have claimed that small firms have better
industrial relations than large ones. For instance, according to Bolton:

'In many respects the small firm provides a better environment for

the employee than is possible in most large firms. Although physi-

cal working conditions may sometimes be inferior in small firms,
most people prefer to work in a small group where communications
present fewer problem: the employee in a small firm can more
easily see the relation between what he is doing and the objec-
tives and performance of the firm as a whole. Where management is
more direct and flexible, working rules can be varied to suit in-
dividuals’ (Bolton quoted in Curran and Stanworth 1979a: 317).
This quotation is representative of arguments in favour of small

firms and may be taken as an illustration of the type of expectations

small-firm revival has cultivated.*?
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Questioning the accuracy of the claims made must include the
perhaps most important aspect of industrial relations, and one that is
consistently played down by the exponents of the view that harmonious
relations between employers and employees is the general condition in
small firms. This is the subject of pay. As is well known, fair wages
are of major importance in industrial relations. The low pay in small
firms has been a pervasive characteristic of several advanced industrial
societies.** This would suggest that, on the whole, industrial relations
in small firms cannot be as excellent as claimed. There is in fact ample
room for employee dissatisfaction with their employers — in other words,

for unsettled industrial relations.

4.4.a Worker selection and self-selection

In the context of the small-firms euphoria it has been claimed, by
Ingham in particular, that in conditions of full employment (which for
the last twenty years have been entirely hypothetical, anyway) small
firms would be preferred by workers exhibiting a non-economistic-
expressive orientation to work, i.e. by those who on the basis of their
work experience have come to valuev highly the informal, easygoing, vari-
able work and friendly atmosphere supposedly available there.*® This
orientation is contrasted with the economistic—-instrumental attitude to
work which stresses economic remuneration at the exclusion of other
rewards (Ingham 1970: 50-51).

This way of looking at the issue of self-selection, and more
broadly at industrial relations in small firms, is faulty if not
downright absurd. It assumes that workers have a thorough knowledge of
the labour market and the options open to them, and that their éhoice of
workplace is free of compulsions and situational influences. This is

patently not the case, as shown by relevant empirical material
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(Blackburn and Mann 1979; Williams, and also Roberts referred to by Cur-
ran and Stanworth 1979b: 429). Self-selection of working environment is
largely a myth. In fact, actual conditions and circumstances — for in—
stance, the need to earn some money, to avoid unemployment, availability
of assets such as skill credentials, as well as low expectations and the
inf luence exerted by peer and reference groups — drive young workers to
enter the labour market and take any job immediately available or recom—
mended to them; in a sense it is existing conditions that channel them
into jobs (Curran and Stanworth 1979b: 430).4¢

Since total rejection of the thesis of self-selection would mean
that actors have no influence at all over their own future, as well as
implying an intolerable structuralism, it is only common sense not to
overstate the influence of circumstances. For all that, the involuntary
causes of action cannot simply be ignored. Two external factors par-—
ticularly, personnel selection in small firms and industrial sub-—
cultures, must be held greatly responsible for the subsequent formation
of an extrinsic or intrinsic proclivity in workers’ orientations to
work.

First, small employers seleét workers on the basis of personality
rather than skill. The fact that they prefer to hire the young, who are
usually unskilled or semi—skifled, not unionised, willing to accept low
wages, and are generally more malleable than older workers, largely ex—
plains the observed numerical preponderance of young workers in small
firms. Their age-related mobility combined with lower pay may help to
account for the observed significantly greater job mobility of workers
in small firms compared to large firms (Curran and Stanworth 1979a,

1979b; Goss 1991: 156).
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Second, Curran and Stanworth (1879b) have discovered that it is
not firm-size but differences among industry’s specific sub—cultures
that explain the type of orientation some workers exhibit.*? Besides,
different industrial subcultures — most prominent among them unionisa-
tion rather than firm—size — have also been considered responsible for
the type of relationships that develop between worker and supervisors

and worker and owner—-managers (Curran and Stanworth 1979a).+4%

4.4.b Harmonious relations or sweating?

Another aspect of the working situation in small firms is sweat-
ing. This, according to one commentary, ‘is the generic response of em—
battled firms — whether mass or small producers — that cannot innovate’
(Piore and Sabel 1984: 264). While such a comment may not be altogether
accurate, especially in its implication that there is no sweating in in-
novative firms,*?® it does convey some trqth. While sweating may or may
not be linked to the dependent position of the small firm to a sub-
contracting one, it is always associated with very low wages and a con—
stant pressure to work, often with obsolete machinery, and in conditions
which do not safeguard the operatofs’ safety or health. It involves con-
tinuous and direct personal control of the workers by their employer,
which in small firms is greatly facilitated by the latter working next
to them. Controls and intensive work are coupled with a commanding style
of management, where the smallest infringement of orders invokes the
threat of dismissal (see Rainnie and Scott 1986; Goss 1991).%°

There is a distinct managerial style among small business owner-—
managers which has repercussions for industrial relations (Scase and
Goffee 1980). ihis is characterised by an aversion of ‘defined pfoce—
dures, role specification and forward planning’ (Stanworth and Curran

1986: 92). Such owner—-managers concentrafe all decisions in their own
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hands, and the firm depends entirely on them for its operation (Curran
and Burrows 1986: 270); they are apprehensive that without this obses-
sive control the entire business will fall apart. Not surprisingly, they
also exhibit an aversion to unions, and a marked tendency to perceive
any dissenting views coming from workers as challenges to their
proprietorial prerogative (Goss 1991: 157). These features — but not the
inclination observed among businessmen of craft origins towards inde-
pendence and autonomy — seem to me to fit in well with the aggressive-
ness and restlessness associated with the entrepreneurial personality.s?
Perhaps, however, an explanation of this behaviour may lie not in some
psychological constant, but in culturally determined variébles. Among
the working—class entrepreneurs the lack of administrative skill seems
to be universal, and may well reflect the dearth of it in their cultural

background.

4.4.c Coping with the employment situation: Paternalism,
fraternalism, and pragmatism

The sociological concept of paternalism refers to a system of con-—

trol which legitimises existing.hierarchies between, for example, a
business proprietor and ’his’ workers, by reference to traditional
authority.%? The legitimacy of the person holding traditional authority
is, according to M. Weber, a function of the traditions responsible for
the expectations and obligations of proprietors and workers respec—
tively, and form the framework in which these operate. The person in
authority is .the bearer of personal, traditional, prerogative, which is
without any clearly marked limits concerning the obligation of
obedience. What stabilises traditional authority is the acceptance by
those in subordinate positions of the superordinate’s definition of the

situation. This definition is their persbnal prerogative, bestowed on
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them by the traditional system which puts them in loco parentis over .
their underlings.

Obviously, paternalistic relations have more potency when they are
not contested, when those in subordinate position have little or no ac-
cess at all to alternative meaning-systems, and therefore to alternative
definitions of the situaiion.sa In contemporary societies, where such
circumstances no longer obtain, there is ongoing tension between the at-
tempt by the paternalistic employer to maintain the hierarchical dif-
ferentiation so as to maintain his dominant position, and his need to
cultivate his employees®’ loyalty to his person and enterprise, which
enables him to define the employment relationship as an organic partner-
ship. Ideally it is in small firms, where contact between proprietor and
workers is constant and there is little room for the development of
bureaucratic procedures, that paternalism flourishes best. If the per-
sonal standing of the proprietor is not sufficient, alternative tactics
are required. Fraternalism is invoked to fill the gap, being charac—-
terised by more collegial, non-hierarchical, responsible autonomy type
of working relations.$*

A more complex situation arises when businessmen of the small-
employer type (see Scase and Goffee’s typology), possess economic power
superior to that of their employees, but at the same time labour them-
selves as skilled craftsmen. In such an instance hierarchical differen-
tiation is even less easy to maintain. Background, work and skill are
equalising factors, so that such employers, regard other skilled workers
as their peers in terms of craft and skills, sometimes even as their su-
periors. This situation may be the reason for the concentration, so com-
mon in.small firms, of all decision—-making in the person of the
proprietor, and the commandeering style of control so often encountered.

These may all be seen as responses largely due to the uneasiness
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proprietors feel when trying to keep a dividing line between themselves
and their workers.

The reported proclivity of small firms towards hiring unskilled
labour may in part be explained on the same grounds. To the rather ob-
vious explanation, that the owner—craftsman who knows his trade
thoroughly has little need for other skilled workers, we may add that
perhaps he deliberately avoids hiring skilled workers because their
presence creates problems for the dependency relation entailed by the
employer—-employee nexus which he is striving to maintain. A similar
reason may explain differential treatment of workers in small firms,
which exhibit paternalism towards the unskilled, and fraternalism with
the skilled.

If industrial relations in small firms are indeed unsatisfactory,
then why are there are so few incidents of observable conflict, such as
strikes? For one, small-firm proprietors (as already mentioned) are
anti—-union to the extent that very often a worker’s membership in a
trade—union brings automatic dismissal; workers cannot unite effectively
without at the same time risking their jobs. Whenever differences with
employers do surface, they take én individualised form and, given the
superior power position of the employer, bargaining between the two
sides often means that workers have to make a choice between ’take it or
leave it’'. They are constantly exhorted to behave themselves, or
threatened with the firm having to close down, or that it will go
bankrupt. There is enormous pressure on workers who are anxious to keep
their jobs, especially in periods of widespread unemployment. In conse-
quence, the workers tend to take a pragmatic view. They avoid express-
ing their view, raising objections, or making demands, and may show

signs of deference, appear acquiescent, and go along with the pater-
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nalism or even fraternalism of their employer — but they do not really
believe in or agree with any of it.

The relatively high labour turnover of small-firm employees is a
revealing index of existing level of friction in these units: it shows
that workers do express their dissatisfaction, presumably once they get
hold of a new job, even if they do it in a somewhat defensive way, ’with
their feet’ (see Rainnie and Scott 1986; Rainnie 1989; Goss 1991). All
in all, we may say that despite the facade of unity and tranquillity,
cleavages between employers and employees are no less in small firms
than in large enterprises.

The claim about harmonious relations in small firms is purely
wishful thinking. Persisting in the dissemination of this view is some-
thing of a service to small-firm employers, since it draws public atten-
tion away from their operations. It particularly, draws away the atten—
tion of those in authority whose duty it is to rectify inappropriate
work conditions. In practical terms, the claim about harmonious rela-
tions facilitates small employers to continue cutting costs at the ex-
pense of a particularly unprotected work-force.

Therefore, to the extent thﬁt artisans with employees constitute
an overlapping sub-section of small firms, labour relations there may be
similarly inharmonious, and similar mechanism may be used to cope with

the employment situation.sS%

Summary and conclusion

Examining the various approaches to the petty bourgeoisie and more
thematic concerns with small firms in advanced countries provides a
basis for the study of artisans in the semi-periphery. Although the
theoretical, methodological, and more empir;cal issues involved are of

considerable interest, there can be no one-to-one correspondence between
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them for the centre and the semi-periphery. After deriving some key no-
tions, the usefulness of the surveyed material is more in terms of con-
trasts and comparisons.

That the petty bourgeoisie has not simply survived in developed
countries but has undergone a resurgence should by now be beyond ques-
tion. Contrary to Bechhofer and Elliott who limit themselves to the
shopkeeper fraction of the petty bourgeoisie, technological advances are
directly responsible for a good part of that revival. Their exploitation
is not only a key for new small high—-technology firms, but they fre-
quently provide the modern technological tools and equipment by means of
which the small businesses and artisans may effectively compete and
safeguard their position. This reliance on advanced technology means
that a stratum that in terms its of basic characteristics is non-
capitalist has been brought back to life largely by technological ad-
vances developed for explicitly capitalist purposes, and produced in
capitalist organisations through the application of capitalist-
controlled processés.

Indeed, simple-commodity production in the advanced capitalist
societies is embedded in the overail process of capitalist accumulation.
This is shown by the fact that, aside from its technological impact,
capitalism has brought about the economic restructuring that creates op-
portunities for the petty bourgeoisie, furthers the curtailment of
self-consumption, enhances the commercialisation of the economy, etc. —
all of which allow the emergence of new intermediate strata, sometimes
replacing older ones. As on the macro, so on the micro level. It is the
consequences of capitalist inroads, as illustrated by the case of the
small builders researched by Scase and Goffee, whiéh have prompted
lower-class actors to set themselves up independently. They thought that

this would free them from the aspect of cabitalism they most resented.
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Once the capitalist forces have provided the conditions thét lead
to the attitude of ’small is beautiful' and so have given the small ac-
tors the opportunity to remain among or cross over and join the petty
bourgeoisie, capitalist agents quite deliberately make ideological capi-
tal out of that stratum’s resurgence. They highlight particularly the
prospects of upward mobility, and focus on exaggerated rags—to-riches
stories. In this way the values of independence, autonomy, and working-
freedom are reaffirmed as values specific to capitalism. They are linked
to the notions of free trading and a free market., which appear to
guarantee the opennéss of the capitalist system, the legitimisation of
which effectively conceals the monopolisation and exploitation inherent
to it. |

The small entrepreneur of working-class origin is not the most
common representative of the entrepreneur genre in developed countries,
but it .is the most pertinent for our purposes. As working-class
entrepreneurs themselves directly participate in the labour process,
they are not completely cut off from their craft and their working-class
roots. This may result in their becoming reluctant employers. Often they
are not sure where exactly they.stand, and their lack of managerial
skill aggravates their difficulty in how to handle the workers and how
to cope with the employment situation. Small employers may rely upon
paternalistic authority to manage employees, though if the work-tasks
are highly skilled they may opt for fraternalising tactics - which
should not be taken to imply that their fraternalism is hypocrisy.

This image of the small entrepreneur of working class origin some-
what conflicts with the findings concerning the more general category of
small-firm proprietors. The latfer, who may or may not be capitalists,
show a proclivity for hiring young, unskilled, non—unionised workers and

paying them low wages. In general, smalllfirms have a very centralised
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style of management and, in the absence of trade-union protection of
workers, their managerial prerogative extends to all activities involv-
ing workers in the work-place. Where work is hard, supervision very
close and constant, and the threat of the sack frequent, such small
firms are simply sweat-houses. Worker dissent is not tolerated, those
dissatisfied with existing conditions are invited to resign, which they
do often enough for small firms to exhibit a high labour turnover. The
ma jority of the employed, however, opt to remain and to adapt by taking
a pragmatic view. These facts have largely demolished the claim that
workers prefer small firms because the intimacy of the environment there
is more gratifying and rewarding their strictly monetary considerations.

The discordance in the above accounts has to do with the dif-
ficulties of defining °*small’ firms. The heading ’small’ in fact covers
several incongruous categories. While the situation in the SCP units of
craftsmen entrepreneurs, whose awkwardness as employers may lead to
paternalism/fraternalism and all that implies, sweating the labourers
occurs in the larger small businesses, where the work-force does not
consist primarily of family members and/or partners but of wage—workers.
In other words sweating, which fequires wage—labour, is primarily a
variant of capitalist small businesses.

Unlike the craftsman or artisan and SCP, which are structurally
related, the small entrepreneur and the small firm are adulterated
capitalist categories, constituted and ideologically defined by outside
agents. These agents may be various administrative state apparatuses or
outright capitalist forces, who make use of the category they have
created in accordance with their own priorities. Their legislative power
enables them to interpolate small-firm proprietors among capitalist
owner—employers proper, or to use them to rejnforce already established

ideological categories. Herding all the varieties of small-firm
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proprietors into the decéitfully neutral but in fact ideologically
loaded category of owner—employers is meant to impose some measure of
control over them. This, however, disregards the fact that the kind of
ownership we are here concerned with is too often volatile and uncertain
to be taken as the determining criterion; skill level or labour might be
more appropriate. As I see it, the use here made of the categories of
ownership /employment is a prime example of how ideology may provide a
framework for making it possible to organise predominantly non-
capitalist actors for the purposes of capitalism.

The inter-relationship in the economies of the advanced counties
between the informal secondary and formal primary sectors — i.e. between
SCP and CMP — has usually been considered as positive, in the sense that
there are numerous functional links between the two to facilitate co-
operation and so redound to both of them flourishing. Their relationship
has been described as one of positive complementarity (Mouzelis 1978)., I
think this concept should be modified by taking into consideration the
ideological arrangements that assign SCP and its agents particular posi-
tions within advanced societies. That small-commodity producers allow
themselves to be channelled in.this way is due not to their being
manipulated by some devious planning authority, though the role of these
should not be ignored. It is primarily because they have come to accept
the legitimacy of the hierarchies imposed by the market (Williamson
1983) which, however, does not in fact give priority to the nowadays

resurgent sector of small business.
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Notes to Chapter II

1. Gender and the nexus of relationships of women to the petty bour-
geoisie, although it occupies an increasingly significant position in
the literature, will not be discussed here.

2. Relevant data are cited in Clegg, Boreham and Dow (1986: 70-786).

3. As in small firms the number of employees is very low, a drop (orv
rise) in employment figures indicates a respective drop (or rise) in the
number of independent business concerns.

4. However, there has not been an absolute drop of employment in small
production; drops in both relative and absolute terms are rare. This be-
comes plausible when considering that the displacement of small concerns
by large ones did not necessarily involved the ruin of those already ex-
isting. It would rather seem that the intensification of competition
made entry into the craft trades more risky, so effectively keeping a
good part of prospective entrants away. On the other hand, there were
surely some new independent small producers, while the gradual pace of
the competition being built up allowed established masters to remain in
business by adapting and/or transferring their business concerns to
their offspring. The drop has, therefcre, been mostly relative.

5. The proportion of firms with fewer than 20 employees (in retailing,
wholesale, and services) has also undergone some, though much less,
reduction during the twentieth century (data cited in Granovetter 1984:
326).

6. In the literature, traditional (urban) petty bourgeoisie, has been
the term for collectively designating small shopkeepers, merchants and
artisans. The adjective °‘traditional’ refers to the existence of these
groupings in earlier times, and is contrasted with the new petty bour-
geoisie which is held to have come into being during this century. As
already noted, today’s existence of a traditional petty bourgeoisie is
usually seen as a residue from the past. Increasingly, however, they are
also considered in terms of resurgence, and this has provoked a revival
of interest in them.

7. Not only did established journals print articles pertaining to the
petty bourgeoisie, but new specialist journals launched in the late
1970s and 1980s (like the American Journal of Small Business, or the
European Small Business Journal later renamed as the International Small
Business Journal), also published some articles by sociological authors.
The revival of interest was widespread. Specialist studies were under-
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taken, and governments announced support for small businesses, initially
perhaps as merely a token gesture. In the end, government-sponsored
agencies for small businesses or small and medium-sized enterprises
(SME) were established or revitalised in the Western European countries.

8. ’Self-employed’ is not an unadulterated category. While it includes
the petty bourgeoisie, it should not be equated with it (A. Dale 1988).

9. N. Meager (1992) scrutinised Bogenhold and Staber’s (1991) methodol-
ogy, and noted that it is flawed, in which case support for their
counter—cyclical point is weakened.

10. Following official classifications, small shopkeepers were opera-
tionally defined as owners of a single establishment with no more than
three full-time, or six part-time employees (Bechhofer and Elliott 1968:
182; Bechhofer, Elliott and Rushforth 1971: 162; Bechhofer et al 1974b:
104).

11. The social-mobility pattern of shopkeepers should not be rashly
generalised. It differs rather markedly from that for Athenian artisans
(discussed in latter chapters). Presented for comparison, the shop-
keepers’ mobility pattern indicates that:

(i) Shopkeepers are highly successful in promoting their children
into the professional ranks. Their position serves as a springboard for
intergenerational mobility into professional occupations. The rate of
occupational inheritance is low; there is no parallel in this respect
with small farmers or peasants.

(ii) Shopkeeping is not a refuge for the ill-educated and those with
little capital who aspire to the middle class. Recruitment comes from
roughly similar-status occupations. (by 56%), but also from higher-status
occupations, all of them part of the middle class. About half of those
recruited had some previous experience (53%), but many enter the job
without any; for about a third shopkeeping is a new venture (Bland, El-
liott and Bechhofer 1978).

12. I shall not examine here the approach which see the stratum’s
renewal in terms of an overall societal shift towards a post-industrial
tertiarisation of economy and society.

13. By market and work situation they mean °to distinguish a specific
set of occupations with broadly common market and work situations and
essentially similar interests®’ (Bechhofer and Elliott 1968: 183-90;
1976: 78-79). This approach, useful as it is, is predisposed towards
particularistic analyses. '

14. The authors totally by-pass the thorny question of which technology

is 'high’ and which ’low’. We must assume -that their high/low technology
corresponds to modern/antiquated.
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15. The following excerpt from a British union rule book of 1889, cited
by A. Briggs, illustrates the inter-relationship between belonging to a
trade, hence knowing the skills, etc., and the rights stemming from this
fact.

’The trade by which we live is our property, bought by certain
years of servitude, which gives us a vested right, and we have an
exclusive claim on it, as all will have hereafter who purchase it
by the same means’ (mentioned in Hollowell 1982: 183).

16. Of course, comparing self-employed high-technology experts with ar-
tisans implies a comparison of knowledge in high technology with the
seemingly less complex and empirical artisanal technologies. This is a
very complex exercise, which I shall not concern myself with here, al-
though some relevant discussion follows later in this chapter.

17. Bechhofer and his associates have somewhat contradicted their em-
phasis on technology being included in/excluded from the petty bour-
geoisie. So, they admit that the petit-bourgeois ’‘stratum survives be-
cause technological change, urban development and many other factors
produce new opportunities for small business’(Bechhofer and Elliott
1976: 91). Concerning dependence/independence, they have claimed that
the petite bourgeoisie ’is a dependent stratum; depending first and
foremost on the dominant groups and institutions’ (Bechhofer and Elliott
1981: 187).

18. Such a stance would re-affirm that the dichotomy of traditional ver-
sus new refers only to the timing of the emergence of the various
petits-bourgeois groupings.

19. The concept of ideology is not only a complex one with a number of
established meanings, it is also multifarious (Larrain 1980). Here, I
shall merely note that by ideology I do not simply mean some form of
shared false consciousness, or imaginary miscognition, or legitimation,
which is a reflection of logically pre-existing social conditions
(Friedman 1989: 376), but also ‘a manifestation of a particular being-
in—the-world of conscious actors, of human subjects’, the way a subject
or an item operates in the ’formation and transformation of human sub-
jectivity® (Therborn 1982: 2).

However, ideology should not be seen as limited to operating at the
level of ideas, for this does not suffice to explain the tremendous grip
of its hold on actors. The reason ideology can become pervasively deter—
mining is because it possesses materiality. It operates the way a pair
of spectacles do. Wearing spectacles makes it possible for the eye to
bring into focus objects which previously were blurred or not seen at
all. This is done even though the spectacles lenses themselves in-
variably distort the objects of observation. The individual responds to
what the eye sees. By extension, ideology provides a system of meaning
through which actors see the world. By providing a way of perceiving and
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defining reality, it triggers an actor's hidden dynamic to embark on
some form of (binding) social action, which may well reinforce or
qualify the particular ideology (see Centre for Contemporary Cultural
Studies 1978; Huaco 1981; laclau 1979).

20. Scase and Goffee argue that although they acknowledge the distinc-
tion between actor and position as helpful in the study of careers
within large bureaucratic organisations, it is of little use in the
study of the entrepreneurial middle class' business careers. They ex-—
plain:
*As we found in our research, it is difficult to distinguish be-
tween actor and position if only because proprietorship is
"carved" out of a process of capital accumulation. An actor ac-
quires capital which, in turn, determines position within the
entrepreneurial middle class; they are, in other words, virtually
indistinguishable. Although, therefore, it is possible to dif-
ferentiate conceptually the category of self-employed from the ac-
tors within it, to overstate the distinction is to detract from an
understanding of the processes whereby the actors themselves con—
tribute to the reproduction of the positions which they occupy’
(Scase and Goffee 1984: 193).

21. Work role is taken as an

'index of the nature of [the business owner’s] enterprise as it
will tend to reflect, for example, size of labour force and level
of trading. It has a general applicability which any simple
qualitative measure, such as number of employees lacks®' (Scase and
Goffee 1980: 23; emphasis original).

22. The authors developed their views on the basis of a sample of 25
self-employed craftsmen working in building construction (Scase and
Goffee 1981; 1984: 70-97), a sample of 25 small employers who themselves
did manual work in building construction, (Scase and Goffee 1984: 98-
125); a similar—-sized sample of same-trade owner-controllers, as well as
15 owner—directors, were also investigated (ibid.: 126-84).

23. Erosion of worker’s occupatipnal autonomy has been observed also
among skilled American construction workers (Riemer 1982).

24. A structural factor that may decide a man to become a small employer
in the building industry is the following. The work role of carpenters
(studied by Scase and Goffee 1984: 99) articulates with other building
jobs in such a way as to make them co-ordinators. This co-ordinating
role obliges them to learn a number of work tasks other than their own,
so as to be able to decide when one specialist work gang should be re-
placed by another. At the same time they informally pick-up skills of
personnel management. It would appear that these carpenters® work situa-
tion needs only a minimum of effort to make them small employers them—
selves.
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25. ’Firm’ is employed in the literature interchangeably with enterprise
or business; ’industry’/’manufacturing industry’ is reserved for firms
engaged with transformative activities.

26. It has been reported that in Britain big business and establishment
organisations, such as the Confederation of British Industries (CBI) and
the National Chamber of Trade (NCT), have as their members small firms
whose interests they represent. They may, for example, obtain tax relief
on their behalf, while at the same time controlling them organisation-
ally. Roughly one third of CBI’s members in the late 1970s were small
firms (see McHugh 1979).

27. Poulantzas® critique of SMEs in France, which also applies to the
category of small firms (see ch. I), seems to be equally pertinent to
other developed countries.

28. Various national and transnational organisations have adopted dif-
ferent definition of what constitutes a small, or small and medium-sized
enterprise or business. One particular study records over 50 different
statistical definitions in 75 counties for distinguishing small from
large units (mentioned in Storey 1986: 82).

In Europe, despite EU attempts to implement a comparable nomenclature
among member countries, wide variations still exist, reflecting dif-
ferent national conditions and priorities. The most prevalent criterion
distinguishing the small from other categories is size of the work-
force, which has the advantage of being easy to apply. In the EU the up—
per limit mark for SMEs is set at 'up to 499 employees’, though each in-
dividual member—country sets its own; in the U.S. the plateaux is raised
further to 1000 personnel. As no legal definition exists different
agencies in most member—country may each define SMEs on the basis of
their own criterion of employment provided the upper limit established
for the whole FU is not transgressed (KEPE 1989: 31, 58).

Ancillary criteria, particularly annual sales turnover, which is more
readily available, but also the volume of capital employed, market
share, horse-power capacity (all three of which must be ’small’),
owners’ working relationship to the business, style of management, for-
mal independence, etc., might also be employed (Curran and Stanworth
1978b), but here too there is no unanimity.

29. E. F. Schumacher’s Small is Beautiful (1978), initially published in
1973, was a partial reaction to capitalist modernity. He sees the exist-
ing world as largely productivist, hence irrational and inefficient, and
also incorporated an ecological critique well before the concept became
fashionable. Schumacher argued that existing problems were attributable
to gigantism and automation, not to capitalism as a social and economic
system. Yet, this is the feature which has made the book so acceptable
to decision makers and the wider public in the West.

The author’s attitude, though emotive, was non—escapist. He declared
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that it was possible for both advanced and developing countries to adopt
a path to development that would take small units into full considera-
tion (depending on circumstances, smallness would include anything from
villages/small communities to small countries), in the context of which
people would matter, and which would allow them to proceed by utilising
intermediate and environment-friendly technologies.

The appeal of ’small is beautiful’, the so—called post-materialist
type of critique and perspective, and other widely-read texts of a
similar nature (e.g. those by I. Illich or Reich), can be explained in
terms of their timing (Gerry 1985: 298-99). They have certainly played
an important role in influencing the shape of the contemporary world by
preparing public opinion for perceiving change as something not neces-
sarily negative, perhaps even as desirable. The influence of these texts
is seen in the more widespread acceptance by the educated middle classes
(their main readers) of a pro-small perspective. Alternative forms of
organisation, alternative life-styles and goods, the promotion of or-
ganic methods of cultivation, of appropriate/intermediate technologies,
and other ideas and practices consonant with smallness have
proliferated. In particular, their influence has been pivotal in at-
tempts to supplement large-scale projects in developing countries with
smaller and more user—friendly ones. (A compendium of pro-small applica-
tions and projects is found in McRobie 1985). It is interesting I think,
that the emphasis of these libertarian and rather populist critiques on
education as the greatest productive resource (i.e. that knowing about
something allows the people to decide and act), on opposition to nuclear
power, on energy conservation, the pro—-agriculture stance, the adoption
of ethical-religious tenets (Christian, Buddhist, and others), and
issues already mentioned, all have a relative affinity with some aspects
of the moral critique of capitalism to be found especially in the
various petty-bourgeois strata (see ch. I).

30. The interest in small firms came after the oil crisis, and the end
of the long post—war boom.

31. For a bird’'s-eye view of areas of support for small businesses in
the various West-FEuropean countries see Haskins and Gibb (1987).

32. This is not the place to discuss the issue of the nature of the
state and state intervention. Generally speaking, however, it can surely
be agreed that the state is not a neutral apparatus. Bentham's liberal
state is in fact the foremost guardian and sponsor of private property,
and of the free-market and other relevant socio—economic values and in-
stitutions associated with the bourgeoisie, whose adoption by the state
renders them hegemonic. Neither does the state stand above politics.
Changes in the political sphere are reflected in the state’s executive
apparatus, which certainly affects the policies pursued. But the state
is also a bureaucracy and like all bureaucracies, has interests of its
own and a largely independent view of its own role (on the relationship
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of small businesses and various autonomous Western states see Weiss
1988). The state and its policies certainly cannot be identified once
and for all with those of a particular class or class faction, not even
in the now infamous °‘last instance’.

33. The enterprise culture promotes individualism, privatism, so-called
flexibility and self-help, and is opposed to trade unions and other col-
lectivist institutions (Burrows 1991ia, 1991b: 27; Hobbs 1992).

Interestingly enough, the Left has also had to admit that small firms
provide much-needed employment, alternative life-styles. etc. The direct
impact of this new left-wing perspective has been rather limited so far,
but indirectly, by putting up no ideological resistance to the idea of
small private businesses, it has allowed the enterprise culture of the
Right to spread freely.

34. This is not to say that the enterprise culture has not been seen by
some as a causal factor of economic restructuring (for example Brown
1992: 17).

35. Bogenhold and Staber propose that Scase and Goffee’s self-employed
can be sub—divided. The first sub—-type does not differ from Scase and
Goffee’s, but the second includes those who have no autonomy in the
labour process, and may not even own the implements they work with. In
other words these are self-employed only in a formal/statistical sense.
In reality, they are thinly disguised wage-workers without the benefits
associated with either wage-working or self-employment. The authors em—
phasise that the second sub-type of the self-employed makes up the
largest segment of the species in Britain, West Germany and in the U.S.
(1991: 225, 227).

36. Bogenhold and Staber note that such trajectories into so-called
business independence are not limited to Britain, but are found in other
industrial countries too (1991: 229).

37. By way of contrast, survival-related themes might provide an alter-
native collective meaning-system, and would promote identification of
the interests of the self-employed without employees with those of
wage—labourers.

38. This is especially remarkable since the petits bourgeois as a group
fall largely outside the category of those who benefit from restructur-
ing. In fact, sections of the self-employed are simply pathetic examples
of proletarians in disguise, pushed into becoming ®independent’ for the
benefit of their employers who in this way obtain a so-called flexible,

i.e. unprotected work-force (see Curran 1990: 136, 142).

39. The question is here being pursued because an answer to the issue of
entrepreneurship will provide an analogy and so be relevant to seeing
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artisans as businessmen.

40. In the work of R. Scase and R. Goffee (1982) entrepreneurship is a
synonym for proprietorship; an identical meaning is implied in Giddens
after his definition of the entrepreneur: ’'the owner of a business firm’
(1990: 739). By contrast, A. Dale (1991: 44) adopts the Schumpeter
perspective which emphasises innovativeness. In between stand J. Curran
and R. Burrows who, although they express a preference for the Schum-
peter view of entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur as breaking new
ground and leading towards a new equilibrium when the previous one has
stagnated, then go on to refer to all small business proprietors as
entrepreneurs (1987: 165).

41. According to J. Burch, initiation of change distinguishes
entrepreneurship from management (mentioned in Dale 1991: 45). I think
that this approximates the notion of entrepreneur (and the function of
entrepreneurship) to that of the innovator (and innovation).

42, Bolton headed Britain’s Committee of Inquiry on Small Firms which,
relving heavily on Ingham’s work, with its report of 1971 established
the official renewal of interest in small firms (Curran and Stanworth
1979, 1979b).

43. To the cultural and media interest in small firms evident since the
1970s; and to the small businessmen’s protests against unfavourable laws
concerning employers welfare contributions, unfair dismissals, trade
union interference, high taxation, need for financial assistance, etc.
was added an explicitly political-ideological dimension when the British
Conservative Party wholeheartedly took up the subject of small
businesses and, as discussed earlier, it gave ﬁts own imprint of
‘enterprise culture’ (Curran and Blackburn 1991: 179-82). The party
claimed in the 1980s that '

'working conditions are easier and happier in small companies.
Many of the problems that arise in large enterprises are unknown
in firms where the owner is known to all his employees’ (quoted in
Goss 1991: 152).

Or, even more directly:

'One of the advantages that small businesses do, in fact, enjoy is
the generally good state of relations between the owners and
managers and their employees. There is a sense of partnership
based on the willingness to work for a clearly perceived common
purpose from which everyone benefits® (ibid.: 154).

It should be noted that when the Conservatives took office in 1979,
they largely satisfied the demands of small businessmen in the context
of restructuring the British economy (Stanworth and Curran 1986).

44. Concerning Britain, see Ingham (1970: 49, 87), and Cleland mentioned
in Ingham 1970: 49); Rainnie (1989: 3-4, 172;77). D. Goss has reported
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that (young and unskilled) workers in small printing shops earned about
a quarter (25 pounds sterling a week) of the wages of their skilled
counterparts in larger firms (155 pounds sterling per week), and worked
longer hours: the former a 42-hour week, the latter a 37-hour week
(1991: 173). On Japan, see Hoselitz (1968: xv); Shinohara (1968: 39-41).
On Italy, see Berger (1981: 78), but it should be mentioned that Italy
is supposed to deviate from the norm — see next chapter.

45, Informal and good inter-personal horizontal and hierarchical
relationships have been propagated by the human-relations approach to
management. Such an approach seeks to depoliticise relationships in the
workplace (according to Rainnie and Scott 1986:45); in vertical hierar-
chical relationships its implementation would invariably benefit manage-
ment .

46, A different approach — one that considers remuneration and working
conditions in small firms as less acceptable than in large ones, (e.g.
Berger 1980a) — blames workers just the same for being docile and for
agreeing to work there without any guarantees. Obviously the same as-
sumptions obtain as in the self-selection thesis, and the same critique
must be applied.

47. The authors note that,
'by industrial subculture is meant the distinctive meaning and in-
stitutions shared by those who work in a particular industry which
concern work and social relations connected with work’ Curran and
Stanworth 1979b: 439).

48. In particular, Curran and Stanworth report that in their empirical
research they questioned respondents on whether they had asked the help
of supervisors or bosses when faced with a personal problem. Most
answered negatively (71.2% among the small-firm worker respondents), and
a large percentage (43.25%) of the total rejected the suggestion vehe-
mently. They thought that to do so would be an infringement of their
autonomy and self-respect. These responses run counter the established
view that precisely at that level small firms have the advantages of a
more intimate and indeed friendly working environment and relations be-
tween employers and employees (1979a: 336-37).

The relationships of employers and employees in small firms are
reflected in workers’ job satisfaction. Curran and Stanworth formulated
this in a set of items either intrinsic or extrinsic to the job. The
responding workers had to select what seemed to them to be most impor-
tant about their job. Answers in terms of intrinsic rewards were clearly
in the lead among small-firm workers (63.5% compared to 50.5% among
large firm workers). But when age was taken into account (small firms
had a work-force younger by 9 years than larger firms), marital status
(far fewer were married in the younger work-fore of small firms), and
the expectations concomitant to these factors, the responses concerning
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job satisfaction were the same in small and in large firms (Curran and
Stanworth 1986). '

49. According to G. Thompson, sweating is the technologicaﬂjbackward
aspect of craft production. As a production technology it may be found
among both mass-producing and flexibly specialised firms (1989: 531).

50. Sweating may be absent among more service-oriented small high-
technology firms whose work—-force consists of highly trained profes-
sionals, as these are often allowed discretionary responsible autonomy.

51. I have in mind the psycho—dynamic entrepreneurial personality ex-—
pounded by Kets de Vries, which model is not, of course, immune from
criticism (see Chell 1986). '

52. In this discussion of paternalism I rely on Newby’s (1977) article
on paternalism and capitalism.

53. E. P. Thompson (1978) has pointed out that exclusive dependence on
elite meaning-systems did not exist historically, not even during tradi-
tional eighteenth—-century English society. The lower strata always had
access to some alternative cultural-meaning systems.

54, As mentioned earlier, small employers of working—class origin use
fraternalising tactics to handle their relations with skilled-worker
employees when they depend upon the latter and cannot replace them
(Goffee and Scase 1982; Goss 1991).

55. It is telling that authors taking a critical stand on industrial
relations in small firms do not fail to refer to the capitalist nature
of the employer-employee relationship (Curran and Stanworth 1979a,
1979b, 1986; Rainnie and Scott 1986; Stanworth and Curran 1986; Rainnie
1989; Goss 1991). Although artisans can easily be differentiated from
capitalists (see previous chapter), their hiring of wage labour tars
them with the capitalist brush.
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CHAPTER 11T — THE “THIRD TTALY" — A SUCCESS STORY. FACTORS EXPLAINING

ARTTSANS® RESURGENCE

Introduction: The 'Third Italy’

In this chapter I shall examine the circumstances and conditions
in which the phenomenon of the ’Third Italy’ came into being. The Third
Italy is widely considered as the most successful instance of the par-
ticipation by contemporary artisans in economic development. The Italian
artisans did not merely exist or survive °‘out there’ but have undergone
a veritable renaissance, and present a very useful case for purposes of
comparative study. They expanded numerically, built up their businesses,
and have become affluent. In good measure their prosperity set the tone
for the rest of Italy, an advanced industrial country that in the 1980s
had the fastest-growing economy in Europe, challenging Britain and
Canada as the fifth or sixth largest economy in the world as measured by
GDP (see Goodman 1989: 1; Thompson 1989: 540). Studying them will help
us think about artisan potential and dynamism in a more informed way,
especially since it has been sﬁggested that from this particular
phenomenon an exportable development model may be extrapolated for other
countries.

Ttaly has generally been divided into an industrialised, advanced '
and affluent North, and an agrarian, backward, and poor South. But since
1977 a Third Italy has come into being, which includes the central and
north-eastern regions of the country, i.e. those between Rome and
Veneto, but excludes the north-western areas, i.e. the older core in-
dustrialised regions (according to Bagnasco, mentioned in Weiss 1988:
20). The distinguishing feature of this Third Italy is a strong con-

centration of artisanal and small man\ifacturing firms. These have
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largely effectuated a type of industrialisation which is a post-1945
phenomenon. *

Italy’s artisanal as well as other small manufacturing units have
increased in both absolute and relative terms bétween 1951 and 1971. By
1976, the artisan sector comprised 1.5 million units, employing ap-
proximately 3 million persons, or 15% of the entire working population
(Germozzi, cited in Weiss 1988: 14). Actually, the number of artisanal
workshops should be increased by at least 30%, to include those evading
registration (according to Barberis, mentioned in Weiss 1988: 15).
Evidence shows that the proliferation of small manufacturing concerns
has been maintained since, at least in absolute terms. The bulk of them
are to be found in the regions of the Third Italy (see Bamford 1987).

Small manufacturing firms, using both craft methods and modern
automated equipment, have provided employment and invigorated the area’s
economy. The wide range of products manufactured there sell well, not
only in local markets or nationally, but even abroad; they have secured
market niches in world ﬁarkets, to which they themselves directly export
large quantities of goods. As a result, the regions of the Third Italy
have, according to several differént standards, become affluent (Sabel
1982: 221-22; Bamford 1987), and may be seen as a prime example of a new
socio—economic paradigm (Brusco and Sabel 1981; Brusco 1982; Piore and
Sabel 1984).

Two types of artisans, outworkers and innovative artisans as well
as the traditional kind, have been the centre of discussions on the
resurgence of Italian artisans’ firms. Putting out, or outworking,? has
been regarded as a form of decentralised production, and the innovative
artisan as given to with flexible specialisation.' Outwork
takes three basic forms: subcontracting with artisans (or other small

firms), homeworking (on domestic premises), and on-site labour — only-
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subcontracting. I shall elaborate on the first two forms, as they
directly concern our subject matter of artisans.

Outworkers/homeworkers are frequently distinguished from artisans
by one of two criteria: (i) use of dependent labour (i.e. wage—labour),
and (ii) employment of sophisticated types of machinery. In the presence
of either of these we are supposedly dealing with artisans, otherwise
with homeworkers (Solinas 1982: 331). These criteria are not, however,
sufficient for establishing meaningful distinctions.?® It would seem that
a mere spatial difference has unduly been elevated into a more com-
prehensive one. For our own purposes, when very small outworkers and
homeworkers meet the criteria set forth in earlier in this work, they

are artisans; in other instances they approximate wage—labourers.

1. Decentralisation of production

Outwork has become almost a by-word for what in Italy has been
termed decentralisation of production. This decentralisation was the
employers’ response to the massive labour unrest of the ’'hot autumn of
1969’ in the industrialised North. The unrest resulted in an effective
challenge of managerial prerogati?es and increased labour control over
the labour process, substantially raised wages, put a virtual ban on
lay—offs, and initiated a new set of pro~labour legislation. It has been
argued convincingly that by 1970, for giant corporations such as Fiat
for example, ’'it was no longer profitable ... to expand its productive
apparatus in Turin®' (Amin 1985: 159, 171-73). In consequence, large
employers had to find other ways of overcoming their difficulties, and
this involved a comprehensive restructuring of the productive apparatus.
The three main solutions were splittihg up production between factories

of the same firm, subcontracting work to ’detached workshops’ newly es-
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tablished by the company, and putting out work to artisans and other
small firms.

Splitting~up was intended to avoid the dangers of ’concentrating
large numbers of workers in large factories located in large industrial
towns’ (Murray 1983: 84). It involved the mother company setting up new
small factories in the economically depressed regions of southern Italy.
An alternative to this strategy was to assist middle managers and
skilled craftsmen/foremen to establish themselves as independent
entrepreneurs. Under the direction, financing, and technical assistance
and specifications of the old company, these established small plants
known as ’detached workshops® that undertook subcontracted work; most of
their output was guaranteed to be absorbed by the chief company. Such
new small businesses, employing 30 to 80 workers, had the benefit of a
willing and flexible, semi-skilled workforce, which at the same time
could continue to till its land (Murray 1983: 84).

-The third way to effect decentralisation was, of course, putting
out work to older established artisans and to other small firms. Such
decentralisation was the means of restoring profitability and regaining
control at shop—floor level. Aparf from monopsonistic situations, which
mostly profit large enterprises, decentralisation (particularly in the
form of subcontracting/putting-out) offers them an additional safeguard
against economic recession. It means that a large enterprise will
produce well below the average demand in its own factory, so employing
as few workers as possible. At the same time it puts out work to redress
the difference between what it produces itself and what is demanded by
the market. In periods of recession, the larger enterprise can continue
its normal»production, while shedding the subcontracting smaller firms

that are then cut off from the market (Murray 1983).
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2. Technological development

Decentralisation in the sense of putting-out to artisans and
homeworkers depended for its success on a number of structural factors.
One of these is technological progress as manifested in the work tools
and equipment for making a number of goods that in earlier times could
be manufactured only in large factories.

The tendency towards miniaturisation of tools and appliances based
on a small electric motor and/or a small internal combustion engine, is
continuing unabated, as the great variety of technological applications
makes abundantly clear. A large and still-growing range of equipment now
exists, deployed in a number of industrial sectors, that makes possible
the production, wholly or in bart, of technically sophisticated products
in small workshops just as in large factories, and sometimes even in
private homes.

*This use of similar technology in large and small plants un-

derlies an important precondition for the success of extensive

subcontracting: economies of scale are realised at the level of
machines, not whole factories. Ten lathes in ten different rooms
can be operated as efficiently as ten lathes in one room.® (Brusco

and Sabel 1981: 106, 113; Brusco 1986: 191-92).

This applies particularly to multipurpose machinery, and is especially
advantageous for very small manufacturers. Multipurpose machinery repre-
sents a lower capital invéstment, and may allow the additional deploy-
ment of craft skills. With special attachments or minor modifications it
can be easily converted to perform a wide range of, for example, machin-
ing operations, and so is suitable for both long and short production
rounds. The technological prerequisites for both large — and small-scale
production do, therefore, exist in artisanal wb;kshops — which I con-
sider a factor of critical importance. .

Outworkers in Italy do not restrict themselves to what C. Solinas

has very reluctantly described as ‘traditional’ kinds of machines. They
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also have access to the technologically matﬁre. but ‘’modern’, ﬁumeri—
cally controlled (NC) machine-tools and various programmable automation
tools.* For example, sewing is not done by hand but by electrically
operated machines that may incorporate such recent technological ad-
vances as the microchip. Besides, some artisans have begun to employ
computer-numerically controlled machine-tools (CNC) and industrial
robots (see Bamford 1987: 21).% Of course, beyond state-of-the-art tech-
nology, established artisans as well as homeworkers commonly use the
traditional but by no means superseded screwdriver.

Another important dimension of technology is the process of
modularization which involves the standardisation of the major sub-
assembled parts of a product. Although there has been an increase in the.
number of models in a given product line, say television sets, the basic
component-modules remain the same for all models. In conjunction with
the newer and more precise productive capacity increasingly being in—
stalled in small manufacturing units, this means that subcontracts for
components/modules can be given to small firms or artisanal workshops,
even to homeworkers in certain lines, with the final assembly taking
place in some central factory (Murray 1983: 77-78; Piore and Sabel 1984:

198-89; Dicken 1986).

3. Availability of Artisans

Another key factor in the decentralisation project was the fact
that the artisans (and homeworkers), who were to be responsible for a
substantial share in the production output, already existed as such and
had the necessary skills for the outwork. These were the traditional ar-
tisans, who employed multipurpose tools and/or machinery and catered for
local needs as well as specialist markets. Italy came into the post-war

period with a larger sector of small manufacturers than did other west-
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ern countries. In particular, her endowment with highly skilled artisans
has been outstanding (according to M. Paci and J. Bamford, mentioned in
VWeiss 1988: 198-99). At a time of her entry into the modern age, Italy
was plentifully supplied with master craftsmen, the artigiani, whose
origins can be traced back to the Middle Ages. Their exceptionally
skilled craftsmanship and superior artistic flair has gone hand in hand
with a ready adaptation to new technical developments that has greatly
assisted their use of flexible tools and work methods (Goodman 1989:
1-16).¢

Since the end of the war, many more artisans have come into exis-
tence, and managed to survive — even flourish — by utilising the oppor-
tunities offered by the existing structure of manufacturing. During the
1940s, 1950s, and 1960s, before becoming independent artisans, these
people were usually employed in large factories as skilled craftsmen,
but then laid off in the aftermath of labour protests; they were also
employed in craft trades as workers.” They established their own
businesses by using <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>