Hierarchy and Difference:
An Introduction

DIPANKAR GUPTA

“re Ideg of Stratification and ‘the Caste System

Social straﬁﬁcatinq hgs.a_.sper:iai__ Iiniace- in the studv 'nf ‘Indian _sc:gci'etjr.

 India has long been reckoned as the-most steatified of all known socie-

sis in human history. The caste system with its myriad forms of super-
ordination and subordination, its- many customs gnd taboos, is, perhaps
most responsible for conferring on India this dubious honour, But this is
not ail, Economically toe India is highly stratified, Misérable slums
horder expensive residential areas in city after city in India. The inde-
$cribable poverty of the very poor-has even'led to & review of the limits
of physical endurance at pitifully low nutritional levels, This vast-polar-
ity notwithstanding, India is aiso'a significint econemic power with #
sizesble bureaucracy and technicatly trained personnel. Add to this the
diversity of tinguistic groups that make up our Indian nation state and
thi fact of India being the most stratified society becomes near inonlre-
vertible. - Ciow @ i e | | :
India is also a very self-conscious society, There are endless debates
in India on what should be the path of development, and what intemal
aTangements .of power and wealth, of cultural siatus and economic
wherewithal, - are best suited to propel the cotintry inta the modem,

- industrial époch. -As a people Fndianshave baen deeply invelved in
thoral- and ethical questions regarding the coste systen, cultural diver-

sity. and - écononitic inequality—al) cantral issues of social stratification:.
This'is.reflected in our Constitution which makes any discrimination
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o exhibit only one form:

tics. For instance, the oft asket

Htcmrchy at‘td-"'D_t;‘ﬁ_”;ere'rice._i_j T g

" Necd for Concepmal C!art!y | |
it is not at all the casc that a Socm; Sho

of social strattﬁcatton. In‘India, for i InswnCc

ntton are: many Thcrc is of coyy
rms of soetal strattfic ¥
extant form ven this extreme form of social S“a‘lﬁcalm,

~caste system, but ¢
. (DLntOt)'tt 193¢; 3) cocxtstq Wltll occupanonal Stfﬂtlﬁcauon, llngm i
tification and rchgtous stratification (to ﬂarnaa

| ification, sexual stra
strali , soctologiSis to remember that ‘each of thes,

Tew). It is. important. for
forms of stratification have their own axtal prmc1ples It would ¢ "

no good if we were 10-be. careless - on this score. Any C&IE]ESSneSS o
untidiness in this matter would lead to quite ‘basic conceptual dlfflcut

d query of whether caste 1s gwmg Wayly
class, is-an outcome of conceptual fogginess. . There is no reason
believe that if there is caste there cannot be.class, nor is it the case that
“asone grows the. other must wane: “We should not forsake an ele.
mentary methodologtcal tenet, namely that a concept should ‘be inde-
pendenn'y defti ned Caste and class after al] do not constttute a
continuum. . ' '

' The important pomt to. bear in. mmd 1sfthat the vanous forms of somal
soauﬁcatzon are analytxcally separate and separable Empmcally we
often find one form of stranﬁcatlon overlatd by another Gender strati
fication may correspond wtth ‘economic stranﬁcatlon, ~class - and
caste may demonstrate Stgmﬁcant stattsttcal correlahon or linguistic/

 regional groups may showa’ great degree of co-vanatton with occupa:

tional stratification. This should ot terpt s 0. conﬂate or submerg®

one category of strattﬁcatton wuh another The co-vanatxon petwen -
two or more forms of stratification asks for a htghor order of explani

tion, and not the abandonment of one. for the other e, g caste -forclass
or class for caste.

“The lines -of social strattﬁeanon in Indla are. 50 deep and vt
~egated that their uniqueness often overwhelms'the. scholar; The temp-.
 tation to abandon ‘theory’ (or general laws?) when it comes: 10 soctsl
stratification in India.is strong, but stronger still- is the temptauoﬂ‘
construct an ‘Indian theory” of the sacial phenomenon. This Indian
ory of somal stratification, it is believed, - would be faithful to the idi

 One must not forgcl thﬂt
lh@_'

syncracies of the Indian situation ‘and would fully flosh out (h¢' whote”
~ someness of -caste, linguistic and. religious . diversity ‘in {hiy co! ‘ﬁ'_ __
w5 § -_Much as this ‘territonal orientation’ .(Singh 1985 53) is anractwet thes 'y
. not yety ielded anything which has risen above the capnctousness of th;
xn _.-_:aumor There is. good reason for thts too, The adVantag o of i
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| nut nnl_',r ihm‘ it nm:mpts tﬂ explain ' and frame nh-scrvntmns hut alse .

sims the vital furcsion of helping us communicéte our vericd expe: -
" dences. We must, move from the pamculn.r to-the general if weare =
t share. OuUF experiences ummlmgﬁ:]iy What is more, we peta. dezper
insight into our awn cxpericnees a8 a nesiilt of such th-:mchca] commu-
nication. Only a-fool-hardy mountaincer would attempt 1o scale: the
Everest without - learning from the expericnces of other mountaineers
who fay have scajeéd other mountains, Theories presume concepts, and
- poncepts l:-}r thc:r very nature atlow ns 10 group and caicgorize rhani-
fold expericnces, -All theories, - Indian and non-Indien, must utilize
toncepts, and afl concepts ought” to satisfy certain basic logical prin-
' ciples if they are to be of any thearetical use. The difficulty, it seems to
me, is that one’ is not alwdys: very careful about what ‘the principal -
concepts of the various theorits of: social stratification imply. This is
probably why there'is some discomfort in cénain quarters with respect
to the application’of gertaml meunes uf sm:m] su*anﬁcannn to the Indian
condition. - .
it is for this I'E-BSGH ﬂmt it was feh thiat it wuuld be bﬁt to devote the
Following ‘pages to a clarification ‘of ithe cuncepts of “hierarchy’ and
difference' as they-are central toall theories of sociat stratification (ses
Appendices, I, H; 111, [V dnd Madan 1980).Ta ‘addition,; *hierarchy” and
‘difference’. -mform nther cummunly used concepts like caste, class
and status, as we shall soon see; {Dnce we realize the impontance of the
basic principleg:that goverh these térms’ our. usage of thetn will be
more sophisticated, -and our-inderstanding of terms like caste, status,
class,prestige, ‘will. bécome more: aménable ‘16 rigorous theoretical
treatment. No claim is being'made at this point - of the relative merits
and ‘demerits of the various genesal theories- of social stratification,
such as those of Marx, Weber, functionalism, or cutturology. What we
wish to underline is tiat a-clarity of ‘the key concepis, nantely, hierar-
chy and differerice, will help usin our individusl theoretical drives.

H fef*a'r;c;f_ry and Dfﬁ’er.?n;e's';{ The Key Eﬂﬂ.rﬂpﬂ

Before we seftle-down to'a close scrutiny of he logical properiies of ihe
cancepts of Memrchy and différence, we should spand & litde while in -
- -carefulfy going over the. more. genert térm xrmnﬁmﬁm: itself, and
“whit it tmplies, . .
- Stratification spﬂnmnenus!y slgnlﬁua B mu!h-luyemd phe:mmenﬂn.

- muchike the earth’s ciust (Béteille 1977: 129). The point o’ remember

in lhls cunnmﬂun is that the geological mataphnr canbe. mmlmﬁmg o



g thc case. of $0C

“the latteris butoneo

H;e,var(.‘hy and D‘ﬁ-‘”'f’?lc.c, | i
ml stratnﬁcanon in so much as-it m:ghl ﬁgurdtwely
suade ‘one 10° ‘pelieve that, stmuflcatlon always implies. layers that 4,
- yertically or thl‘al‘Cth'l”)' arranged.. For’ a true-understanding of g,
- fication we, ‘should be able (o conceptually isolate it fme hlerarch al .
f the mamfcatdnons of the-former. - 1 y %
| Jat stratification bpontancously SlgmﬁcS dg
| mlply unx.ondmonal dlfferennauon. The . differentiation. is: “alwa Sﬂm |
" the basis of-a criterion, or a set of criteria. Stratification thercfore "
~ plies-a common axis. (0r: axes): that ‘;traddles the differences. Qunle :ﬂ
. like geology agam eocnal strat:ﬁcanon does; not mdmfest 1tselt readi ?‘
~ or “naturally’ to the naked eye A dellberate actis, reqmred on the |
ite: cerlain kmds of: differences in 0:’;:: |

of the observer or analy%t to. un
f strattflcatlon In d:scussmg any sys:

o construct a parncular system.0
tem of social stratification-we- acknowledge an. overarchmg commonal-

E ity (or sumlamy) wh:ch Ilke a thread lmks the mamfest dlfferences {
_ ge{tiher Socxal StI‘a[lﬁCﬁthﬂ 18 not:like’ d1 mgmshmg between cabbag :;
- and kings: it does not: group: dlsparabe' entities without a- clearly sta%ed

: _cntenon or a declared qet of cnt ia

The various laycrq A

: nscdahng Wax d0 not after all m " ut" he th la-
nis ;- B wen ¢ popiila-
form Cljttztlti)ieih?;}: :;ln l:;le Cflterlon of.kncom 'the_ ____we have I;npum-' )
lar workers, and agmulmr;“lg;ggether Sweepers maﬁégers white col- -
 tion where monetary income 1: thmerS into dsingle system of swraificr
‘construct a social stratlﬁcatlo : I‘Bgnant Pl’lnclple leemse when i
language and it does not mat n of lariguage groups the unifying. basis s
college professor, Finall t?l ter nf the language Speaker is & sweeper Of a
ers; and professors can afso €se sweepers, managers, white collar” work-
the criterion of occupation. &?nst:tute a system of stratification based on
ers, SWeepers, eic, are short ¢ are.not-really intérested if these mandg-
or tall, married or unmarried: The only fac.

. tor- that interesls’
. us is that ‘the
each case:then: th oy all; perform
_ ere is A manifest oceu ation.
a presumption of g commona'ity | LhatpS)’S‘e'“a o

. tizes the dlfferent a
-' -_':a particular fc ation of fhe. various. ﬁtl‘at
__ ar form of stratification, a and blnds the nnwef&e

- (a) Hzemrch |
y Implles the regular ordermg ot a: phenomenf}n on e
13 g e |

" continuous scale |
‘suchi that the elements. of the whole are ranked 11 re

“tion:to'the. wnote’ (Dumont 198
8:.66). Height, "
t deven
g Welght mcome an Tﬂﬂ': -

_:f_._;l_.__power (once 1t has been quannﬁed) Canbe arrange d h rarch)’ .
e lna e
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(b) D:ﬁ’ererzces rather than hlerarnhy' are: dc:mmant m sume Sirﬂt]ﬁ* i

ﬂ!ﬂﬂﬂkﬂ! GHFI'H o | ? -.:__ s

and shnrt Pﬂuple can I:m an'angccl in-a hmmn:h}’ of hmght. Yﬂu -::amnm S

gition’ SHOrL.or. undcmtand almnncss ufless .you have a hmrar::hmal

o scale that trells :,mu what -is tall and tallness, “Hierarchy. is;but one {m‘m

" ofsocial stratification: and it :.r:rtmnly dues not-congtitute the essence of
.. social sieatification, 1nl:lr:!.‘.d this;is jusl the. mﬁldkb l.]ml thc famuus 50Ci
ﬂlngmt Pﬂnm Snm}:m m ade when he wrote s

50,;..,] smmi' cation: mt:anf. th dﬂ‘ﬁ:rcntmtmn m“ a gwm pnpulmmn mm Mrr— -

nrrh:ca!!y super- pt:smd classes It is mamfcsted int the caistence. of : upp.:r and

- lower la}rers (the “geological “metaphar, D.G.Y. Tts: basis and very. eisence.
. fONSISES 1Y an uncqua! distribution-of” nghta - gnd pnw!c:ges .5 social. power

aid mﬂuanccs anmng thr: memhm ul’ asucmq,r {Sumkm 1961 51(] v:mphasas
adljf,d} s _ :.:-. .- _-_ ; :. .:_"-- -- -'I_: ‘-.. i I_ T bt

. the ubvmusl}; fm' Snrﬂ}nn, mi:quaht}’ and hiemmhy were: the stuff d
ok sosial sifacification; The gealogicalmodel-of :layefs too is quite eviz

" dent, The, varipus; la.yer's. are: always a:ranged "'r’EITIEE.lI}' 1f, for-instance,

U welwereto, bes disciissing :the stratification: nf'puwer then those-dt the

iop hzwc mﬂre pt:rwenthan lh{}EE h&lﬂw th::rn and £0; un ull e -:ﬂme to

the laist Iayer that has:the; least BOWEL! The same can be smd abﬂut wcalth -

: and examples pmhfﬁmta B e s

‘But-not alf. sy’stf:ms of: :stratxﬁ-:atmn Are: hlﬂrarr:hmal Snme are; but_ s

1!1

s_._.;valunzed and nntmns of -

‘. fhany are gt I’ the; latter ¢Ase 'dlffﬂl‘ﬁ]‘lﬂﬂ

| ' c&t{:-nf systems In mher wurds, ihr, cgnstxtutwe EIBHIEHIS of these differ-
© Enceés are siieh . that any:; attempt io see,mEm hlerarchmall}r would, do

£ _uffe:n-::e to-the. ingmal pmpeny :of thesa vﬁr}r elements The layeis-in this .
¢St are:not: arrang-ad vertically ot hmrarchmally, ‘bt hanznntaﬂy ol

_-"'Even separater Such-an arrangamf:.nt can; big: Eﬂﬂl]}' llustrated in the -
- -case of Ianguage, rﬁhgmn ol natmnalmeq It would be futilé, and ‘indeed :

it
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eapricious, {f an- altempt  was : made b hierarchize langaages or feligs -~

'.-'_mns ar natmnalmﬁs. in thasi: Cases. it-does not imatier:at all if the sche-

.. .mali¢ Fepréschtation of stratifi cation:: places. the différent strata con- " -
- - ligously”. or-separately; s long as: they are horizontally poshionsd:.
- India againds:an a;}prnprmte plaﬂa to-demonstrate this vanet:-f\of social. * -
. Stratificarion.” The. varfous: languages- ‘that-afe spoken-in India speak <o
; ___”eluquently of an: hunzﬂntﬂl systetn nfﬂnuml strat:hcﬂunn wehere differ<-
., Enes are paramount.:Séculay; ndia again ‘iavides-ar example ofreliz. 7 :

- glolis. stranﬁcatmn wherﬁ religmns are. nat: hmrﬂ:rchlzed QT uuaqually.-..'. ]
E:w!eged- i Jaw hut hawf: the frﬂe:dum r.n emt sei}ﬂl‘ﬂtﬂh”m f““"'-';';:"; e
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B Hterarchy and D{fference . )
o A system of social stratrf cation: then lmphes dlfferenttauon amgng
: . '_: one or more. features in such-a fashlon that they ¢an be grOUped alonp
77 a'common axis: But as stratification” speaks not only of: dlm3"‘3"“6“1011
el but dtffercnuauon groupcd .tlong such ‘axes, the: factor that 18 common
|5+ indicates the nature of steatification. If it is language. then we are'deline.
S ating @ stratification” of language, it is. income;. ‘then' we ‘are hier.
ety archtzmg a stratification of mcomc' If lt IS religlon then we. are strattfy ,

| mg the different religions.
e H:emrchy is-only one. kmd of strattftcanon where the strata are ar-
A ranged verttcally ThlS is appropnate only when thlS verttca] arrange-
' . ment is along a vartable that can be measured on a contmuous sca]e as
o s }1' tahst but one can measure mcomc Ltkewlse one. cannot measure fan-"
r : guages but one can measure the prestlge accorded to a certam Ianguagel o

- tion. In. place of a contmuous “seal en
| ;-'categortes Thus in: astratlfxcatmno‘ classes, for example, dtfferent |

occupattons may: be listed without: any " "allar or hlerarchtcal rankma,
" likewise ‘in the strattﬁcatton of rellglous groups¢ one: mtght mention the
'_:__-.-vanous rehg:ous ‘denominations w:thout 1mposmg on thern the uni- -
v formity. of “a_ scale based etther on prcsttge, or:on- wealth or on
" rationality.. Once this is. clear then' :there:is httle reasbn 10 beheve with
<. Sorokin, that' social stratlﬁcatton prmc1pa]ly concerns 1tself Wlth me—
"'T"f"_'quahty and hterarchy o
... " To.sum.up! then; socnal strattﬁcatton 1s the ordering of soctal dtffer-‘
" -_;*':'__"._-}.'f-‘ences ‘with the. help of 4 sef'of cntena orjusta’single: cntenon (which
s generally ‘the: case) WhICh ttes the dtfferenuated strata into'a sys-
"'-':_;"-_'tem Secondly, systems of soclal strattficatton just do. not:exist, They
emerge -only-after. a ‘defiberate ‘act on the part of the-observer:or a0
. lystto. opt for:that: commont crtterton or.critéria, Thtrdly, because these
f :_;systems of socxal strattﬁcatlon are, pwotcd on mental constructtons theré__ 3
soften:a gqod deal of heart bummg,, house- bufmng, and ‘even” wife >
“barning. on' this. account. : leferent""'eo'ple hav" dtfferent reckontngs'_.'_"f":
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we have already ‘said that social stratification - implics differentia-
tion, DUt does: this also mean that the strata thus differentiated are also -
inegual? It is important.to reiterate that there can be separate classes of
- stratification; oF SIrafa, wi the s
. .{whether of wealth, power OF "pms,tigé]'he:wean_'them_;'.'_rp bear this in
mingd is to pgu ard against an oft adopted-assu miption that -iﬂequality_'perr.'
sades all forms- of social differentiation. This' then:quite unthinkingly
jeads ofie-to ‘hierarchize:systems of social stratification which are essen-
fiaily: hn_rizt:nr':glf;:'-'U;lﬂxanjl
“neadeimic exCTCIseS. <t
- & social differentiation 1
notalways easy fo appreciate. - wh
- dices-ag well as: those- of gthers: i._é'r::'_'ﬂl_ﬁl_.:' ._i_e._!"rél’é.i_";t_ig |.to
sratification, Hu

stage where’ we canallifidu {gg%j'rag'.ﬁﬁjq::ﬁé_igbfﬁte_ our “differences; Differ-

the study of social

‘ences in’ language, _ _
sefves do ot contdin the: praperty-of inequality. This may however not
be Jhe popular anderstanding of these différences. L fEnasmenie
In the eyes of most pedple: religions, {anguages..
arg all Hiérarchizédaetf;ﬁ_ugh-it:;ﬁﬁuiﬂ-.bﬁ',ﬂifﬁc'u_li,tp get anunambiguous
statemerit of the criteris: on: the: basis-of which ;these hierarchies are

constructed. Tn-fact, 4’

 whose logical property-isrequeality?: .+ 7
. Casté and ciass both bring to atrminds.in
" yetonily certain operationalizations of these terms: justify the implica-

- tion. of - inequality, - One canin fact talk of the various castes, both,

- tural-and urban, without directly implying fnequality-of casts, wealth.

Or Statiis; -As a matter of fact, AM. Shak in 4 recent study on the Vanias ...
| and Rajpitts-'of Gujarathas: -treated “each caste as & separate endity.
- ithour miking' any .statement on the nature-of hierarchy that- might

L '-p:'m‘?'ﬂ:bi?!}vabnf{t_h_e_m (Shah: 1988: :3-29),. Indeed on. many. occasions” -
L .'__E-'.t_te.'?"PtS_ '__t'_:r_fhii:r'archi_zé"dlf{amht.-'cﬂsms nre fraught” with ainbiguous::
e iﬂ;:ﬂn_t_rgg;ifctpry;ﬁqs@u;s;_:e_'_s,_ “Where: gan-oné place the Jat: farmet of . ;S
" W UL o adoptsth varna System then: b woild Be-placed .

o PEEROWIR-the hierarchy, perhaps™ even'deserving the contemptthat - . "ot -

' i Cr T A - d .
o S ' .
e . [ o 2 -
S . .
|9| e 2
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1a.without there -necessarily being any inequality -

"het_i.;.prgjiiﬂ_fcds: thus find, their-way inte

‘that-separdtes withoutimptying inequality is
“Thig:is -;:wﬁjz':;:;p;a'wa:_gng‘ss of one's preju-. -

mankind; unfortunately,-has:fiot yet developed to:a .

“religion; Tace'0r sex-are differences that inthem--
Sexes nationalities .
xi,fﬂ'rtthi_ufhila-qﬂgétjﬁn,?I’::r'r‘"a"sinciﬁlﬂg'is't-is th ask: |

Why is it that people: tend 1o, hiérarchize. horizontal " differentiations.

in equality a nd hierarchy. And-

o S

whe these s ystems do not rhatch there fs;frietion, 5 i
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; § they are made of 1mpure substances, or that the substances n them e

- less pure than those of another, Caste legends of Doms, Chamars, Chasa

" Dhoba, Kahars, all proclaim cxalted origins (sec Risley 1891) whichof =

i, . course the Brahminical texts vehemently deny. Yet each of these tales

* .captures independently the essence of ‘difference! between castes

- and are therefore logically of equal status. ‘Gerald Berreman writes of an

- incident that' portrays this tension over hterarchy accurately. - During

~ the course of his fieldwork ‘he once related to some of his low casts -
~ respondents the orthodox hterarchy accordingto ‘which the Brahmin

o was unequrvocally on top. After llstemng carefully to Berreman these

" - Jow. caste respondents - laughed -and one of them said, ‘You have
- been talking with Brahmins’ ‘(Berreman pp. 84-92 in this volume) |
If thisis the case. then any attempt to study the caste system in terms
\'of a smgle clearly ranked hierarchy would obvtously run into great
-difficulties. If we Took-at castes cIosely then 'we.find that each main-
tains its own tradtuons and customs zealously and clearly dxstmgurshes |
-~ itself from ot.hers in- tts untverse ‘Often this has been understood as a
kind of ‘caste: patnousm’ !'But to malce matters difficult, caste is not

just a separatton between - dtfferent ‘castes. Each case .of separation -
and valorization- of dlffetences s accompamed by ‘a unique hierar-
chical ordering of castes. Tt is. another _matter that there are: dlsagree-
“ments over this hlerarchy, and that not all, hlerarchtes can be socially
| enforced ona. smgle scale, yet castes as" such are never quite rested.
'_'even ‘after they have repulsed one. another. thferenttauon involves
- cathecttve Judgement regardmg the elements of bodrly purity and
unpunty, and this .quite: spontaneously suggests different, -yet specific
attempts to construct hierarchical rankings of castes. It should however
“be underlined that such hierarchiesare 1dlosyncrattc and equa!ly valid.
We are thus forced to dtsagree wrth Dumont in s0 much as he posits

-4 This. caste patnotlsrn dtffers from self-tdcntlﬂcatton on‘racial ‘grounds by the fact N

E that as one goes down. to the finer and lower order divisions within a'caste till one fipally

| comes. 10 the levcl of the endogamous Jatl, ons contmually finds a pmltfemtlon of
_-'dq?‘erences ‘all' the way.. Thus the mamtennnce of the first-order division such as of the
Vania, or the: Brahmin, hardly exhausts the plentttude of other disttngutshmg markers
that exist at Jower: levels. Thus one cannot sy that endogamous jatis are. segmented
groups of the first order caste mnkings. These jatls Aaro nat. smtply smallcr segmeuts Of

. the bigger whole (séc Dumont 1988 42), ., -

‘Race identity, on: ‘the other -hand, moves in the oppostto dmccnon. The pas:.ton_
with whtch one. rdentiﬁcs first: order dlwsions like white or *black" is fm- greatc-r than if

i the: whtte and blacks were seén at lower and more dtsaggmguted levels, The: stgntﬁcﬂﬂ°°-
L of. bemg a-white is far, greutcr in South Afrlcu thun being a white- of Dutoh Germnn or-
Enghsh ongtn (for othcr views on thts subject dee Dumont 1988 : 24’?-66) '
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n smg]c lucmrchy for understanding and :::r.plammg the caste system.
"ty this true: hieracchy: the Brahmins are unanimously at the tap -and the -
" Untouchables without dissension are ot the bottorn. The ‘hierarchy is
.~ therefore a citual Nierarchy (and that is wh:.f it i ‘true’, says Dumont)
. .whmh is dependgnt ujron & ‘state of mind and is not mﬂuﬂnced by sech-
-+ lar forces of economics und politics (sce Dumont 1988: 19, 34, 66;
Madan, 1970; 1-13), In obr opinion such unanimity over the Brahminic
 hierarchy does. not really exist; and lhc reason for this lack of consen-
~ sus is remarkably simple. As castes are different and separate it is buta
].aglc,al corollary that they’ shﬂuld ﬂlsn hierarchize d:fferently and. sepa- '
rately.? :
I*.ntwlthslandmg our dmagr&ume:nt, with- Dumont ‘it is incontrovert-
ible however that Dumont intraduced, perhaps for the first time in
sociolagy. and- social - apthropology, & technical’ understand;ng of ‘the.
concept of hierarchy. True h1erarch1e-5, ‘Diimont clarifies, “afe ranked
iy relation to the whidle’: (Bumunt 1988:°66), wnh thie added prcmsu
that 'that which encompasses. is giore. 1mpnnant .than. that which is'en- .
. compased" (Dumont - 1983 76). .Thus itis ulear that hmra:ch:es suggest
an-ovéral] unity such’ that the: dlfferentsatﬂd sliata within the hierarchy -
.are encnmpassed by the deﬁmng criterion of: the SySiem.. Th:s is why he
advised, contrd Bouglé, thaf 10 undﬂrstand the icaste system” i ‘was all
ithportant t6 grasp the pnnmplﬂ of the - rrue fzmrarfhy and not wander.
among d:ﬁereaces (Dumcmt 1988: xlvm, ‘43). Itis perhaps because:
Dumont  did ‘not pay. attention’ 10 the active principle of differences
in the caste systeny that the Hindu caste order-ii§- presented as one with-
out intérnal- tension and. dynamlsm ‘and the Hindu person as an arche-
typal representative of the SpﬁClES. Hﬂmﬂ H;erarchmu.-; (s&e alsn

Desai 1988 - 49), R
One might, at this stage, ask tha questmn whether- hﬂ:rarch},r comes

_before differences or differences before hierarchy (see. Desai ibid.:
4237 There ate good grounds to- dadge - the question it ‘it wonld be

more forthright 1o, seggést” that the existence ‘of -different- hiemrchms

encourages one to- take thﬂpﬂsmun that differences ‘dominate the ar-

ticulation -of “a hierdrcliy: in the caste system, *Fhose: hierarchies that .

are smml]y enfcm:ﬂd on A ganf:ral scn]e dn m:ﬂ subsuma tha nmnber -

G:mid Btrremunﬂ wmics are mnsr. lnslnmllvn nn thns u:cnunr In re:en: umr.-s '

) H‘"*“Wl hies limie nnd Bgain emphuslzad the fact ‘that ‘different, I:E.Sltﬂ hpve dEI’!‘¢r:nt :
e waluuﬂnm of |Jm: casu: hiemrchy 1 15 unfantenate thnt Burr:man 5 \riews nrc nnt as
?;I:i;nwn i lndia is Buniont’s mm are isen Berrergai 1961 1 214- 15- e 1879

.......
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that exzst . an mlmvcﬂcd form I the more closctcd "bSCWﬂncc
e _sndbcllefs of the sub;ugntcd censtes, The ideological motivation to San.
~-skritize does nol appear- only when the  hitherto sibordinated Csteg

have cither money or power to fanclfully conjure another hicrarchy,
The other lucmrehy 18 alwsys there waiting - for.a propitious. memcm 10

| eura\'cn Atself. gcncra!ly over the entirc socicty

Hierar chy and D:ﬁ“ef ence m Class '_ | o
'_The 1mportanee of dlsungmslnng bctween Iuerarchy and dtfference can

be exemplified with reference to the concept of class as well. Like caste,

- :the concept of class finds its way into.a jarge number of theoretical for-
‘mulations of social straufxcanon Not always is.it made clear. whether it
' is being-used i in‘a’ hlerarchlcal sensc:or--in; «the sense of a honzontally-

differentiated and separate: stratum;; Most often any mention of class

: 'stratn‘“ cation: presumes a. hierarchlcal ordermg though the- concept JS not-,_
-loglcally hmlted to such, operatlonahzatlons dlone.. .. i T

Class refers to.a system of stratification, that is. economlc in charac-_

| ter ‘We_are all famlhar with’ terms. llke .upper class, middle class and

lower class, or, rich, middle. and. .poor: ‘farmer; Sométimes these terms

._,can be.increased dependlng Upon how :fine one would like the catego-

ries to be., Therefore it-is: often the' .case that. one separates the upper

: ':,mlddle class from the middle- class or.“the lower middle class, and so

~.on. ‘There:is no; analyucal problem in addmg to the numbers of strata -

thus because they- are all being {ead off a_hierarchical scale. Therefore -

- we.can have a class’ category dependmg .upon the criterion of tand, or

¥ one dependmg on the variable of money, or.one on marketable yield, or

- one on disposable income. The 1mp0rtant thing is that all of these crite-

- ria are convertible; dlrectly into: money and that is. why in, class stratifi-
~ cations money or wealth is always central, . i, g

< In: : spite of the matter appearing . snnple one must exercrse a UM~

s -fber of precautions when. usmg these terms, . First, . it ought to be: real-

" ized that the cut-off points.on a., hlerarchlcnl ‘scale which. mgmfy strald

. "like upper class, upper middle class, middle class, lower. middle. class,

" lower class,;: and so'on.are essentmlly arbltrary. At Whﬂt pmnt the lower.
= '.l.,:-;_-':".f'mlddle class_becomes a:lower -class depends on considerations not
" imminent-in the hierarchy. That isiwhy.It is tmportant to remember that

'_:"Off points on. the: hlerarchy are jusnhed oi‘thie basis of cohort fac- .

lysis (see also Singh 1977: 21-2) For'each - aﬂa_lySls therefore ‘e_,

“tors. Which' do. not figure in the. luerarchy “itself;. but are. ern]JlOJ"ed by. s
the- analyst-to Jusnfy the: demarcanons for the purposes ‘of a spec ‘C_'-'_._. b
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i n ttm m{:rarchy wﬂl dlffer._‘.
jch use such’ strata g 08
‘havelo.be ]'B"-"B.]l- o
The problem in many cases is. that- -~
n as sbsolute in. then}qt]vﬂs, Lhus o

cuhnrt factnrs Justii’ymg the demarcations. i
Fnr th:s TEason agmmm class.lﬁcatmna wh
11-15 ACIes, 6 acres. and above,

dated ¢ withs evary fre:sh *umlyma
- these: c:lnssiﬁcauum atg  often’see
. committing the analyst to clementary crrors
. porson, with-5-acres inay-
~_cisgwhere a- fmmer wnth 5 a-::res mﬂy ’m: & pmspe,r{jug 'm

yenmanry el
This: lcads us to the secnnd pmnt uf caution - whl]e emplﬂymg strata

ﬁuat epnnymuusly qlgmfy a hmrar-:hmal sr.:ale.
the middle class; refers quite’ obvigusly-to 2 siratum ‘which is in: the

of rmﬂcatmn In-one: area a.

emba:r c:f thﬁ:

 tniddle of the hzeramhy of tand and wealth respectwely ‘But the: man-._-- :
ner in‘which thése terins: have been used aiid have gained salience urges

S 10 a{:unsuuct a muc:h fuller: ptc:ure than ‘the. -flat’ohe- dimenswnal
one that'is téad off. &: h:erarch:-:a] seale. fI‘he uﬂdarstandmg of the ferm

| _nuddiepeasant has artamed a::artam anqutmai status hﬂcause iis first ._
 spproximation: A5 ONe: hel{mgmg 1:1_1:__he. m1ddlﬂ ofthie”land. hlara:chy -

has “been abundantly’ supenmpnse By:a host+ of other’characteristics

which aré ‘well-outside ‘the scope-of the’ 'l:ntennn that>defined the land -
" higrarchy. ‘Sorne: of the:factors: _that Bive: the: cnnnapt «of “the middle
'uiuntempnrary htarature are; jdeotogi-
cal umuce:nce, thnftmess, ﬂ'l.& emﬁiuymem :::-f f-au'mlyr lahnur, ﬂﬂghglhlﬂ

peasant its analytmal leverage

......

_manner, The attnhute ﬂf cultural pretens:cm, Dt‘ the pmpensﬂy -for

urban ur:.f.:upaunns are nut fﬂatu res: r,:-f thesintome hmraﬂ:hy on which the

- concept  of the: middle class-may recgive. ité muml Vﬂlldatmn. Income.
. or land: ownership then Gecome: -:mly nn-e. nf the man:.r charactﬁnstlcs by -
which such classes-aré undersiood, But'as’ mzm;.F ‘of their, -nther featuires
cannot- bé merged into a’ smgle-. hlEI‘H]‘Ch}-’, 1hesé styatd gain much “of |

-.tgen' salience: from their other attributes, - namelj,r, ‘those ‘that. mgmfy e
: lffercnm: Even whan certain feature.s can be’ hmra:chm:rl ‘such as-. -

. thg emp[nymﬂnt of farm]y labout, in the ciise of the mlddle paﬂﬁant ‘the

) .ﬂ?“gﬂ in quantity 'on he cdntinuum is regarded a8-80 sigmfigﬂm ﬂ-mt T
'..'qu :l?mtltﬁﬂpfaaa:? e.mplny-a hired labour ini 1he. main’ he undetgoes a. e

% din:other at‘;ﬂr:lsﬁ?rmatmn Ty’ kﬂepmg with thiis qunlitmwﬂ rangforma’ . Ay
; ":"-"':rﬂﬂurshlp it es peculiar o ‘the rich ‘peasantry, such’ as ﬂntr-apre-__'-'.
e *ﬂﬂtical o hpreferenﬂes, - ideotogical aggression;. dand:soon ol
hiETﬂI‘Eh cohort fﬂﬂtnrs_snme_ of thESE e’ not MEHHN& lﬂ :
rzaunn and tht}sa wh:ch are call ﬂut m nther hlEt’ﬂI’ChIES based b

_, -
T e v o m "t B
pt=lE 2l

heununpnvcnshud and marginal peaﬁam but -

The middie pﬁasant, 0T - |
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. ond1fferent cntena One

Hrerarchy ana' D;ﬁ'erence
should then, with a little care. be able to dis.

tinguish between pure hierarchical strats, and ;iljo;fir\;:l;h are epony.
_mouslysobutdepend in addition on attributes of di P s |
While we have so far discussed. hierarchical strata base single
hierarchy, the same principal obtains even when.. acomposrre mdq_
s made up of different variables. which have been quantitatiy ely opera. s
tionalized. In other words the aim of fas htonmg such composne indices ;
is to arrive at one hierarchial rneasure In Lhe formulatron of the indices
- of Socio-Economic. Status (SES), educauon, occupauon prestige, in-
- come :were first hierarchized and then merged together. Thus though
‘each strata in the hierarchy have a vanety of attributes’ they are.visual-
izeéd as being - causally hnked For mstance, Youendra Smgh and B.

Kuppuswamy write: 7 [ B sy

-Educatron has been consrdered to be adecrdmo factor of one ’s occupat:on.'
oocupatron an 1rnportant mtervemng va.nable m the translatron of edueatronal

crdrng one ssocral prestrge whreh m turn, 1nfluences the educatronal levcl_'
of the succeedmg generatron and possrbly of the same also (quoted n- Smoh
) i97’7 "‘l) . : - :

Tlre dttferences are here merged and umted remforcmg thus the
smgle cntenon hrerarchles Qualrtatrve drfferences between the
drfﬁerent vanables that go mto the makmg of SES like composrte indi-

ces, are dehberately sub]ated in order that these mdrces ‘oe quantrﬁable'
and obey the prmcrple of hrerdrchy :

H rerarchy and Dyj‘ererzces fn Order and Conﬂrcr

| Rarely do socral classes present themselves srmply as clusters around a
continuous hrerarchy Life, styles. behefs, famtly size, etc,,.come in to
. charactenze, almost umquely, strata whteh in the, ﬁrst qurc‘k look, may
= be considered to belong to the continuous hterarchy alone Distinguish-
j- ing between classes on the hreramhy from- those that may only begrem"
mstcent of it has, other advantages too. It predrsposes us, for instance, 10.
anticipate'the. drfferent analytical consequeénces that_follow when oné

~ uses them especrally with reference. to conflict, contmurty, order and

: change. It ‘hierarchy . alone is &
® mphasrzed
_&uowing 107, cnange, | cuii e then. there is little scope for

5 _' % know; with _ the, help_of Dumont
1 1mportant than that whrch is encomp

assed (Dumont 1988 76) crasses

any uissension; In’ & luerarchy, -as we
;that which, .encompasses is more -
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.I .'.undarqt::md s1mply in terms of” their hmrﬁmh:cal p]accment cann-::-the T
 utilized analytically.for the study of change or: clags coniflict. “Theprin-- -

o ¢iple of the true hierarchy, ‘oamely, that of encompassoient underrmnes :
the. putannalums of conflict-if: it ‘does not negate: them- almgcthe.r Hi- |
grarchy wilhi its pnnmple of encompassment signifies order and con- -
- formity. When one . makes. @ hieracchy of wealth, . or of power, or.of -

' prestige, then-in ‘cach case’ ::u:munulty, confarmity, order:and objectifi-

. -able acquiescence (o the hierarchy are. valorized,. Bven. mu]hple SES.
indices - conform Lo this Jogical rule.. . While they help us make syna :
chronic comparison, they are essamlaliy static’ (Singh 1988 ; 234}

" [n order to understand the dlmEnElm‘lE of conflict within :the frame-
work of gocial stratification it is essential to; re:al:ze that confiict-and
tension: can {mly be- exammed with tha aid of c-:}nce;:ta which do'not
owe complate allegiance ta a’ h:erarchlcal otder . but which have mgmﬁa-. -
cant diacritical features: ‘of iheir own. “Whilk, ‘the manager,. the superm-
tendent the white cnllar wnrker, and the d1rty whlte collar wnrke.r, may
be placed i a hmrarchy wuhm an urgantzatmn yet, if one‘is to
undersiand nrgamzatmn terision. and’ cnnﬂ;ct then, ‘these’ very. classes
must step: out of theif ong! chmensmnat pmfﬂa it the. hmrarch}' ‘and
a8sUMmE 2 MoTe quahtatwel;-.r munded pm-senna This'is " lagical Tequire- -
ment. Asthe hmrarchy emphasmas Unityand : -::unfunmty -theréfore
afly aftempt to go-bevond his: level wnll necessitate an: abs-:::rptmn of .
characteristics - - outside: the:: Gritérion -of the: hieraréhy or, .in-otheét -
words, attention miist be piid- 1o the multipie feafuires that spetl differ-
_ ences, “With' dlffe.ren-::es comes the notiori.of. equallt:f “Thus though' the -
hieratcliy thay spel out unambaguuusly the: mequahty Withis the Sys- -
- tem. we are still within an” mtermnty whusﬂ s-::wermgnfy carmﬂt be .

-underinined wuhﬂut hnngmg mn- ‘dit‘fﬂrences fmm without. Thus'_.. |

thnugh a managf:.r re:mams a manager,-a w-::-rker remains Aa - wnrkan and
- biobbin boy remairis:a hobbirn boy, yetinan mdu strml dispute an a]tfsr-
native d:mensmn comes- into play, Nuw tlmra i scnpe o, and room |
% enoughfor, - protest, agltatmn, or strike, for thé hierarchically - subordi-
- hated seek: equai:ry -at_other: levels through'the medivdi of diffe. nees. .

Pul:tmal cnmm1tment “world. views, aesthetic ‘tastes and ethical va]ues,' w

. are sémeof the: dtffﬂr{-:ncﬂs that come into’ fm::us that separate the’
.Wurkmg class’ from the managf:rs For, any agitation o thke place ina’

E ,_hmrarchn:ally ordered : organization it an uncnndltmnul necesmty 5
“that ‘the-diinension of “differcnces’ hecome sallent, " 0 g

“In. the case of cﬂstes 00, f there i5'a singla tre: hlﬂmrch}r (48 Dumnm .'

' "Pﬂ‘“t'i] then that’logically forecloses. the- possibitity of conflict Within':
. 'fhﬂ Eystﬂm TI’HS 8 bE:I:ausc ﬂlE -:aste htemrch},r, llk{: alf"hlera:chles,




S | s cncompasscd Caste conflicts and ¢aste mob:lny oceur: becausc they,

18 Hierarchy and D{fference e
| ,nheres in the rclatton between that wh:ch cncompasscs and tha( thCh.
are full-fledged- dtﬂ'crem.es between castes, Because of these: dlffer |
| ences. as we qmd beforc alternative hterarchles, which are; logtcall ¥ of '
- equal. status, arise.- And as.Dumont said correctly i in another contey
b conflict arises only among, equals (Dumont 1972), But Dumont’s cop.
©text'was restricted: to the rivalry for supremacy in village facttons and

. .caste panchayat.s Dumont allows for conflict in these limited arcas sycy,

~as the caste’ panc hayat -because the members: of a caste pancha}at o
ofa dominant caste, belong to the same caste and .‘hence are equals,
- This led to plurahty of power. (Dumont- 1988 :.164, 182-3). Onee
~again, we believe, Dumont is logically;correct but is. empirically too re.
_--.stnctwe His- mlstake in th:s case.is: that he is: restnctmg ‘the. play. of
equality far too: stnctly Conﬂlcts anse ona far. more general scale in

L .5 caste: socneues because of the ex:stence of mulupte caste. hxerarch:es :
- which: are. all separate and: equal’ and support lhelr_posnttons through

their own caste. ideologles.

Wht](‘ such. pos:tlon is: lhitlally perhaps a l:ttle chff cult to accept
--w1th reterence ‘to'caste:and class, dfidehty to. the logtcal requirements

o of the terms; hterarchy and difference, hclp us-see the matter somewhat

'-fre ed from our: relgmng prejudlces -Asiwe:all; researchers and. Tespon:
:_dents ahke “live in}. stratified: sociéties, prejudxces of one kind.or the.
_other.are bound to exist evemw:thm the most. self-comcwus ‘amongst us..
‘This is why it: 15" useful 10. look at the: qutcal requlrements of the key
* “concepts of:- SOCldl strattﬁcatton namely those of hlerarchy and differ-
“ence,. and then- examine how: these concepts tmbrue the more empm-

i 'cally determmed eoncepts hke caste and class -

A ‘\’1 S TN R vl Wb n e DiiaE w4

o ,'C oi¢ Iu.st(m Hterarc h_y and Dt}_‘fet ence tn W‘-’bf?f‘ and Mar -

”‘:I:,,{Hterarchy and dlfferenee not only add to our understandmg of eorr- :

'cepts like. c.a‘;te dnd class but.also: help us 10, get a- deeper readmg of

S the - varlous recewed theortes of. soclal stratlﬁcut:on ‘Not alwa)"

"% have the authors,, or the, exegelds of these- theories, spelt out the logi~
) lmpllcanons of. thelr concepts.such that it, would funher our apPl"'
) S f":cuatton of the deIC prtnetples of soc;al atmtiﬁcatton

--Weber's: formulatlon of the three axes of strdtlﬁcatlon. namely 01355'

ol
-status dnd party, has, many mtereqttng posSIblhtles from our: PO"“

rew (see Append:xlll) :Of the. three. ‘status’. recewed far greatef ‘;'
tention, for:) Weber was’ _I_alwayq keen 10 dehne_dte the altematlvc w;e r

i we \-I,



why Weber: despmmd {liat - afl .chunges were -only superficial, The

S G chaﬂge ihiat -he foresaw ‘with ‘great trepidation and hmghtened'
' distaste wasithe! further cnnsnhdatmn of -the* principle of hierarchy in-
' pigcaicracies  thai dominated every ‘aspect of society. For this reason - -
" he: arguecl for ‘the: pemstﬂncc of the deﬁmﬂratm system | for when 't
decides among varicus. damagngues thereis a ﬂaenng motnent dunng =
*_which bureaucracy is -femporarily che.-::ked E\ren such e;}hemeral COI=-

| . Tectives - werd wa]cnmed by Weber as me. scans: was ‘Dtherwise 10¢ -
_ bleak. The: fact that Waher SaW TD; alternatwes o the present; may ex-'f B
i plam why he' shuuld he. the% ]ﬂ_admg figure wﬂh A Iarga number of-

g
-----

1 ..__'Eﬂﬂvfa“‘.f cﬂnsan?atwe bahavmunai sm&nttsts af: tud&}r “Thisis nu sma]l '
- iroay-for. uﬂhkﬂ many later: Webenans«_the: master himEEIf never glﬂrl= o

fied the'presdit’ ‘bt teyiled: insiead: thie!
European; stictics were: trapped (s
Lnawenstﬁm 19667 2415y 0 . -

T Weber's-understanding: of ia_iﬂ"s_g'mup the.re hes a great pnteu

o

- Bality” for emphasmmg differences

& lr_un ‘cage™in JWhlEh mﬂder

..-.

For thi§ reason caste was seen: l:-}r i 48 A casna: of ‘closed staris'gronps
{(Weber 1958 7:30): am:l d:ffe-.rences wuhm the: caste system: were thus.

mﬁurtunatuly sublated: | Inchis understandmg of: ﬂaste peﬁapﬁ Waber :
wis not to blame, for such has; h-een the-powey of pnpuim‘ ﬂun:aptmn on
- . chske, thiat éven today hlEI‘HI'Cth’ is uﬂe:n emphasized over all'elsé in. thi-. :,

undarstandmg of this unique Indian: symem of stratification.” - :
“This-is ot to suggest that’ Weber saw no *difference” at afl. Bat in

i Weber's. undarstandmg of difference, such ds i his" typmlugy of warld |

: _‘ rehgmns, the differéxit feligions are pcrrtraye,d a5 umque totalities Guite

. B mdependent of ‘one, annthﬂr. For-instance, the world affmnmg mhgmns :
. exist: quiie mdependent!:.r of the world: abnegating religions,. This 4s

- Quite’ different’ from' the. manner in: vhich different- clnss:es are. d:ale-nh-

: <ally related in'Marx's works: Change Impulses exigt in Marx bécouse, g |
L “withytheexception: of Marx'8 distinction betwéen literate and. pre-hterate R
e %f!fleues, dlffemnces are mtﬂgmlly rﬁlatc{l Imd nut unlque:ty lsulated

L _D“"W‘“l ﬂEth I:Ibs:wus dmt for Wab::r 'n]l huycrs nmi ul] sn]lc
L5 f:al T.Dumnm 1933 : lﬂS st alsu Paﬂu.n lﬂﬂz 93] benyot

- T PR '_ o -'..- -""
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-Weh-ar 1948*1‘-‘-12l} 5 see al t o

| Butas wejust mentined, Weber
 hintself chose to Unite these dlvﬂrgences s the hleramh}r of: prestige.

rs mmau:hidm e

g D:pnnﬂar Gupm- e e LR B
-"@gh qf thc:se axes revulve.d amund 'H amglu, vnrmblc Class was r:k:tur— Ii'-_:_.'-:-:' o
o '}:-':-::'-emmed b}‘ rcward in the market place:™: status. -:emred m-:mnd the con-
4 ) . Gept-- of” smcml prcsugc. and; he crucial: varmbla behind the party. was |
anﬂr As can casily ‘be:seen, - rcwa\rdu, ;}mat;ge and- ]}DWEI can be
hierarchized- and- ‘measured along-univariaeakes and thig-is probably

-t o e e



20 P L H:cr archy and D:ﬂ'erence .
'I‘o reﬁne then what lyas. been said: carlier, it is not _]USl ‘dlfferenccg

o but linked (or related) ‘differences’ that allow for an-appreciation of the '

forces of social change and for-a more- dynamlc frame of reference,
Marx too accepted the primacy of hlerarchy in‘the:caste system, for

. 8, Wthh reason he was compelled to. suspend the ]()glC of: hlstencal '

« g matenahsm when it came to India.. ‘Marx: has numerous passages 1o
~this effect where he tatks of an. unchangmg India trapped timelessly by a
¥ superstition and: caste dogma till such time as it was shaken by British |

_ colonialism (see- in-particular Marx, and: Engels 1959:- 15-18, 31, 34),

This tradition in Marxist. thmkmg still remains a vital strain w:th many.

© (see for a good review treatment, Hmdess and Hirst 1975)..

| "-:somety

. Quite “in contrast to his. descnpuon of Indla, Marx SaW great poten-
o Uahues for change in: al] class societies.The Mamfes:o of the Communist -
Parry quite clearly states on the ﬁrst page that class. socuetles are coter-
‘minous with literate societies: where the’ first’ distinctions; were, made |
~ between manuatand mental; labour(Marx and- Enge151969 108- 9). : In- .
dia then should have also: been examined. ‘as a class society’ replete Wllh
the potennalmes of hxstoncal matenahsm Even'so, Marx, persuaded by
Orientalist lxterature, quite:. uncharactenstlcally chose'to view. pre-Bnt-
ish India :in the mainasa somety still outside the process of history.
To return to-the. M an{festo of the. C'ommumst Party we seg two types _

" of classes, and not _]l.lSt two classes, s itis pepulaﬂy beheved ‘The first
type of classes are the so=called social:classes, hke freeman, journey-
man, apprenuce, and gulldmaster :The second type of classes, are the
analytical classes; such-as the. beurgeo:s and the:proletariat; whose: dia-
lectically conu'adlctory relatlonshlp defines ‘and.: constrains. specﬁ"tc
social. -epochs. and a]so shapes social change:: But the social classesof thé
first type are descnpuve classes and. historical change does not hinge.on
- them. In the Middle Ages there existed ‘subordinate gradations” (ibid.:
109) beginning at the top with the feudal.lord, -who was followed by
vassals, -guildmaster, Jeumeyman, apprentlces and’ serfs. But such ‘gra-
dations’ (hierarchy?): were.of- little use to-Marx:in hlS formulanon of the
Jaws of motion in’ sec:ety In. order to.get the laws of meuen. the contra-
dictions (d:fferenccs in their. extreme form) between the: determinate
classes:in society (or classes of the second type) were: of cnueal {mpor-
~ tance and as such had to be unearthed: for each Spemﬁc social formar -

- tion,: In feudal societies, ‘Marx. contended, the basic classes inl contra-
were the: elasses of the feudal-lord: and serf and in cnpliﬂ"*"t
the contrad:ct:on was' between the bourgems class and the
roietarlat (!bld) Al this. was packed in the first two pages Of the

N :_' Maﬂ fesfo of r}:e C'ammumsr Parry

dlCthI'l
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jed him o uadermine the aspects. of d_rl_:lﬂl‘;ﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁ.'-ﬂ'*}‘ and ;stability in’ PR R
: ::'ias"s Sﬂﬂiél‘-fe.&‘;.. But thig again was-a logical denoument for he under- ;

<tood-classes in terms of contradictions, i.e. in terms of exireme mutual

-\.3;-} -

The. eact: that Marx-spent very little time on hierarchical gradations « -

S

\differences’, such that the interest of the two determinate classes in

opposition would always remain irreconcilable. There s just no ques-

ion of the encompassing and the encompassed being applicable here,

‘These irreconcileble differences can only be overcome by ﬂ-':-l_u_ﬂl,!lﬁ?‘-"r'ﬂ

ansformation of society as.a- whole. Wesolowski is thus_ :.w,de.nf_f the
" nark when he atiributes to Marx a hierarchicat understanding of these’

very basic classes, According 1o Fufegplgw?fkfﬂ:gﬁ?: 1'23:!.-

: ﬁﬂ bonirgeoisie enjoy & hiéher_ income, a higher level of education and higher -

‘prestige. The workers have a low.incomé; e Jow:level -of iricome” and  low
prestige. The pelit-bourgtoisié ‘have an intermediate “income; enjoy me-
dium prestige and:their level of education is.higher than that of the bourgeoi-
$ie, B w0t HREL RAH R A fhE i s .

. Fo mistaké Marx's cleas postilation of class confradiction’as ‘a spe-

- ¢ies, of ‘strata. continuum’ -again demonstrates: that' the secialogists of

-social stratification quite uhcitically tend 1o assume  that all forms of -

stratification miist-necessartly - te hierarchicdl in. character, This was

the mistake that we' mentioned elsewhete in this pager that Pitrini So- -

Tokin committed-and -is répeated again as we just saw - by Wesolowski

{see atso Fried 1967 :52). Perhaps a conscious awareness -of: the logi-

cal properties. of

25. of hierarchy and difference will pre-émpt such -errors in

the future and all

mt?lgs-- that underpin the sources.of Continuity and change in diverse
systemsof social stratification, . . . - . - T

ow for a.mbre systemiatic exposition of the basic prin-



