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			PREFACE

			This e-book is a collection of synergized texts, which are written in different occasions. All these texts have, by their ways of elaboration, as a focus the issues of small entrepreneurship, labour autonomy and evolution of the realities on the form of independent work. Their contribution for combating unemployment is the main claim of the concrete elaboration. The single approach comes from the sociological analysis and it is surely a political suggestion. The innovation of this endeavour is that it bridges independent economic activity with alternatives to combating unemployment. 

			The main argument of the book is that there is a real and effective proposal on combating unemployment. This isn’t an analysis of the problem and the economic causes of unemployment. This is an approach of fast resolution of the problem, when there are “explosive” conditions of unemployment within a national state or a broader region, in which couldn’t be implemented any known policy on combating unemployment. The radical approach expresses a synthesis of three elements, which is indisputably new for the social support systems and political analysis. The first element is that the “independent or autonomous” type of worker is the exclusive lever of activation of the unemployed persons in any of the aforementioned conditions. The second element is that the stock holders, who act as investors in this adventure, are not necessary to play simultaneously the role of active entrepreneurs or employers. The third element is the additional but active role of state’s assistance, for combating unemployment. The workers in this approach are not wage labourers and the financiers of the endeavour are not true entrepreneurs. However, the private financing is feasible and the unemployed people could be included in employment, within capitalism. The financing of this endeavour is complemented by the contribution of consumers of the offered services. Therefore the social solidarity well balances with the regular transactional ethics in market. One last element it is worth to be mentioned. The local authorities as the representatives of the public space are the coordinators of the impersonal procedure1. 

			The book includes, beyond the preface, six unities. The two appendices follow. The sources and the bibliography can be found in the last part of the text. The first unity includes theoretical analyses on the process of the formation of small enterprises and entrepreneurship which communicates with the analyses on the petty bourgeoisie or middle class. In the same unity the most recent data analysis on the employers, the own-account workers and the contributing family members worldwide are concluded. A selective analysis complements the previous on the relation of the size of enterprises in manufacture, according to the number of employees, and the percentage of the contribution of each category (less than 20 employees, with 20 and more employees and 250 and more employees) in employment of wage earners. The rest unities are focused on the elaboration of the new proposal for combating unemployment. Initially, the evolutions of the modern systems of social support are exposed briefly. The succession of the theoretical aspects and the interventions of the choices of welfare state is the first care. The analysis of neoliberal critics and the endeavours of the alternatives to the conception of welfare state follow. The construction of new realities in social support systems, like the workfare (welfare-to-work) or the model of the New-Labourers (“new deal” actions) is exposed too. The radical thoughts and critics on the new realities create the back up for the new proposal. The proposal finally is constructed on the idea for the (preferable for the writer) future single status of worker: the autonomous or independent worker or producer. The generalization of the abovementioned single status is not a prerequisite for the proposition on combating unemployment. However, this status, in my view, has such virtues, which could and should help for the overcoming of the period of high unemployment in countries with explosive economic problems, while they have not the necessary fiscal sovereignty, like Greece, Portugal or even Spain. In a last level it is estimated that there is the full potential for the implementation of this method. 

			The first appendix includes the full data of employment by status in employment of all the countries which have participated in the comparative presentation within the text prose. The concrete exposition is realized in five groups of countries. The second appendix includes the full proposal on combating unemployment for Greece (as a synopsis in Greek), in the type of a single program, under the title: Reconciliation of the Holding of Stock with the Employment and New Activation in Regions (Re.Ho.St.E.N.A.R.). This proposal, surely, could be a future plan, with the potential of implementation in every modern society after the proper modifications. 

			I would like to thank Maria Roumba for the motivation to be elaborated by the writer this difficult and challenging issue. Many thanks to Papazissis Publishers and their associates for the valuable hospitality and help. 

			Athens 28-4-2016

			

			
				
					1. A.N. Lytras, “An Alternative for Combating Unemployment”, Journal of Sociology and Social Work, Vol. 4, No. 2, 2016.

				

			

		

	
		
		

	
		
			1 
Small entrepreneurship 
and autonomous workers

			The earthly life is entitled to work autonomy, as long as liberty, and this status is enclosed in the properties of independent producer. The organization of capitalism has for centuries allowed the common liturgy of autonomous producer with the classic capitalist enterprise, in which an employer uses regularly wage labourers. The search reveals that over the long historical periods and under the domination of capitalist social relations, small production units and enterprises alternate their beings expressing sometimes their independent production and sometimes the small entrepreneurial activity. In any case the autonomous producers, in the form of self-employment, and small employers, as small entrepreneurs, after the first idyllic periods experienced a continuous decline, sometimes slow-moving, and sometimes faster.

			In the early stages of capitalist domination, the farmers2 (commodity-producers) are undoubtedly the most significant figures of the autonomous producers or of the small entrepreneurs, since regularly employ wage labourers and expand their economic activities in the production for the market. On the way of the progress of social relations the farmers (commodity-producers) are no longer the critical factors of autonomy and small entrepreneurship. The artisans and the craftsmen later appear as prominent figures of entrepreneurship.3 The primacy of industry and later the hegemonic coexistence of industry and services is the causal basis for this transition. We must take into account that the development of handicrafts in the pioneering examples illustrates an inductive starting point or even a symbiotic relationship with agriculture,4 as is indicated by some important theoretical perceptions. This situation is clear, of course, only in the leading countries of capitalist development. In fact, deep into the twentieth century or in some cases by the end of the twentieth century the rural strata are numerous sections of the population and employment, in some wealthy countries. The gradual transition to the economic condition in which services dominate, initially in the production of wealth, and after the sixth decade of the twentieth century in the employment, well remarks a major restructuring.

			1.1. Who is who? Official statuses in employment and their evolution

			According to the ILO’s official determination5 of the current period (after 1993) six categories of employment by status in employment are recognized, namely the employees, the employers, the own-account workers, the members of producers’ cooperatives, the contributing family workers and the workers not classifiable by status. Three of the above statuses have an absolute relation with the form, the economic actions and the model of inclusion in employment, which characterizes the real meaning of entrepreneurship. We refer firmly to the statuses of employers, own-account workers with the complimentary category of contributing family workers, and members of producers’ cooperatives. We are going to put in sideline of analysis the status of members of producers’ cooperatives,6 because nowadays it is, quantitatively, a marginal status in the most countries worldwide. 

			The main focuses of analysis are the two statuses, which are the basic expresses of entrepreneurship, namely the employers and the own-account workers. The third category of workers, which has a special interest for the analysis both of entrepreneurship and employment, is included in the status of contributing family workers.7 This is, of course, a complimentary category of employment, basically, to the own-account workers. At the same time they represent a gray status of employment, which puts shadows in the real map of working population. Are they a real working group? Are they a typical status? Are they really an undeclared group of unemployed? Nobody really knows a useful answer. A valuable truth is that it doesn’t matter in the advanced countries, because this group is declined or rather eliminated. Additionally, in countries with a major group of contributing family workers the real issue is the incomplete economic procedure of overcoming of the type of traditional family’s production and therefore the weak influence of capitalistic relations in the national economy, which has as indication the low level of wage labour. 

			Employers8 and own-account workers9 are surely the statuses of employment which have direct relation to business activity and entrepreneurship, but are not the same group of entrepreneurs. Both statuses are on the one hand self-employed, but only the first group (the employers) uses officially wage labourers.10 On the other hand the own account workers don’t use in a continuous basis any wage labourer. 

			In both statuses there is the same provision for the existence of partners. According to this provision the very existence of employers and own-account workers is not foreigner to the partnership, without a firm hierarchy between its members. In the case of employers the inclusion of contributing family members  within the enterprise is a gray issue. On the contrary, in the case of own-account workers, the equal to the very concept of self-employed people, the participation of contributing family members is more clearly one of the direct relativities of the concrete status. 

			

			
				
					2. Four groups of farmers are formed in rural areas. The yeomen own and utilize large cultivable areas, consisting either of freehold or leased land. These farmers operate in commodity production and use wage labour. The husbandmen -often they are exclusively livestock farmers- hold pieces of land sufficient to cover family needs and a limited amount of production for the market. The small farmers (cottagers or cottars) hold very small plots of land, which does not meet their needs and very often they survive because of the parallel wage labour, working in farms of prosperous farmers (yeomen). The landless are most commonly appeared as salaried workers, along with some wanderers from other areas (vagrants). See, M.D. Bailey, “Rural Society”, R. Horrox, Fifteenth-Century Attitudes: Perceptions of Society in Late Medieval England, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1994, pp. 150-168. It should be noted that the expansion of wage labour in the countryside comes from two parallel phenomena. On the one hand the expropriation of small farms by yeomen and their attachment to the market economy are extended. On the other hand, wages are made, for a period, relatively higher making the exclusive preoccupation of the poorest rural strata with wage labour adequate. D. McNally, Political Economy and the Rise of Capitalism. A Reinterpretation, Berkeley, University of California Press, 1990, pp. 2-5.

				

				
					3. C.f., M. Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capitalism, London, Routledge, 1949 (1946); P.M. Sweezy, “A Critique”, P.M. Sweezy, M. Dobb, H.K. Takahashi, R. Hilton, C. Hill, The Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism: A Symposium, New York, Science and Society, 1963 (1954), pp. 1-20; M. Dobb, “A Reply”, P.M. Sweezy, M. Dobb, H.K. Takahashi, R. Hilton, C. Hill, The Transition from Feudalism to Capitalism: A Symposium, ibid, pp. 21-29; P.M. Sweezy, “A Rejoinder”, ibid, pp. 59-64; Η.K. Takahashi, “A Contribution to the Discussion”, ibid, pp. 30-55.

				

				
					4. R. Brenner, “Agrarian Class Structure and Economic Development in Pre-Industrial Europe”, T.H. Aston, C.H.E. Philpin, The Brenner Debate. Agrarian Class Structure and Economic Development in Pre-Industrial Europe, Cambridge, Press Syndicate of the University of Cambridge, 2002 (1985), pp. 10-63. 

				

				
					5. The classification recognizes the follow statuses and their official mark numbers: 1. Employees; 2. Employers; 3. Own-account workers; 4. Members of producers’ cooperatives; 5. Contributing family workers; 6. Workers not classifiable by status. See, ILO, Fifteen International Conference of Labour Statisticians. Report of the Conference, ICLS/15/D.6 (Rev. 1), International Labour Office, Geneva, 1993.

				

				
					6. The “Members of producers’ cooperatives are workers who hold a “self-employment” job in a cooperative producing goods and services, in which each member takes part on an equal footing with other members in determining the organization of production, sales and/or other work of the establishment, the investments and the distribution of the proceeds of the establishment amongst their members. It should be noted that “employees” of producers’ cooperatives are not to be classified to this group”. Ibid. 

				

				
					7. The “Contributing family workers are those workers who hold a ‘self-employment’ job in a market-oriented establishment operated by a related person living in the same household, who cannot be regarded as a partner, because their degree of commitment to the operation of the establishment, in terms of working time or other factors to be determined by national circumstances, is not at a level comparable to that of the head of the establishment. Where it is customary for young persons, in particular, to work without pay in an economic enterprise operated by a related person who does not live in the same household, the requirement of ‘living in the same household’ may be eliminated”. Ibid. 

				

				
					8. “Employers are those workers who, working on their own account or with one or a few partners, hold the type of job defined as a ‘self-employment job’, and, in this capacity, on a continuous basis (including the reference period) have engaged one or more persons to work for them in their business as ‘employee(s)’. The meaning of ‘engage on a continuous basis’ is to be determined by national circumstances, in a way which is consistent with the definition of ‘employees with stable contracts’. The partners may or may not be members of the same family or household”. Ibid. 

				

				
					9. “Own-account workers are those workers who, working on their own account or with one or more partners, hold the type of job defined as ‘a self-employment job’, and have not engaged on a continuous basis any ‘employees’ to work for them during the reference period. It should be noted that during the reference period the members of this group may have engaged ‘employees’, provided that this is on a non-continuous basis. The partners may or may not be members of the same family or household”. Ibid.

				

				
					10. The wage labourers are recognized as: the “Employees” who “are all those workers who hold the type of job defined as ‘paid employment jobs’. Employees with stable contracts are those ‘employees’ who have had, and continue to have, an explicit (written or oral) or implicit contract of employment, or a succession of such contracts, with the same employer on a continuous basis. ‘On a continuous basis’ implies a period of employment which is longer than a specified minimum determined according to national circumstances. If interruptions are allowed in this minimum period, their maximum duration should also be determined according to national circumstances. Regular employees are those ‘employees with stable contracts’ for whom the employing organization is responsible for payment of relevant taxes and social security contributions and/or where the contractual relationship is subject to national labour legislation”. Ibid. 

				

			

		

	
		
			Graph 1.1.1
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			 Source: ILO, Labor Sta, Employment by Status in Employment, www.ilo.org.

			The real situation of the distribution of statuses in employment is shown in the above graph, which indicates the evolution of employment in six different countries, during the previous three decades. The two advanced countries, namely the USA and the UK, firm the established social polarization between employees and non-employees. In the USA the aforementioned polarization is more visible and in a direction of further evolution. In the UK the sum of the non-employees is stronger than in the USA, but the polarization is clear, stable and intent. The interesting phenomenon is the evolution in Japan, with the procedure of fast and large decline in the percentage both of own-account workers and contributing family workers. In combination with the extremely small group of employers the above decline is the indication of a continuous and broader polarization, near to the analogy of the USA and the UK. The data from the other countries, which represent three Continents, confirm that the procedure of modernization squeezes the percentage of own-account workers and contributing family workers, which were large working forces of official employment, in the near past. In the three countries (Republic of Korea, Greece and Mexico) wage labourers are from the beginning of the period the significant majority of workers and they continuously broaden, until 2007. In these countries the own-account workers and the contributing family workers represent much more analogy in the working population than in the aforementioned advanced countries. At the same duration the data of employers are rather stable, while the enterprises are obviously smaller than in the wealthy countries. The trend is equally obvious. The polarization of this phase of the developed countries is, possibly, the next phase of the less wealthy countries, if any unpredictable economic event won’t intermediate. 

			1.2 Entrepreneurs and self-employment: theoretical perceptions

			The A. Smith’s analysis is an emblematic approach for the initial characteristics of entrepreneurship. A. Smith fought, from the first time of his analysis, the old privileges in economic activity, namely the commercial monopolies and the guilds. The analysis of guilds11 is indicative for his absolutely negative approach of such kind of economic organizations.12 

			According to A. Smith’s suggestion, entrepreneurs are the holders of stock or capital, who use their capital to make profits. The origin of profit is exposited in the analysis on the relation of capital and labour. The stock holder uses his capital directly in economic activities. His function is the operation of an employer. He hires workers, to whom he pays the means of subsistence (namely their wages) and supplies with the necessary materials for the production. The workers firmly add new value to the previous value of materials. The price of the final commodities represents and concludes totally the price of materials, the wages of the workmen, and the profit of the stock holder. There isn’t any objection that the wage workers add the total of new value, which includes the entrepreneurial profit.13 Therefore the profit derives solely from wage labourers, with the direct appropriation of wealth, which is produced by workers. A. Smith has an absolutely positive attitude for the aforementioned procedure.14 The above analysis indicates that the employers are undoubtedly the basic category of entrepreneurs in an environment of free market, with the instrument of a well organized division of labour.15 Additionally, the farmers and the craftsmen are autonomous producers, who are partly entrepreneurs, in the environment of free market, and partly wage labourers. They have to use their own small capital and exploit their own labour, attempting to employ this capital. The concrete procedure to be effective is transformed to a precarious process, in which the same individual represents the roles both of the productive subjects, the entrepreneur and the workman.16 In this case there isn’t any or there is a simple division of labour, within the productive unit. 

			The formation and the conditions of operation of the real capitalistic enterprise, according to classical Marxism, could be found into two synergized analyses for the initial appearance17 and its presence during the integrated capitalism. The perception of K. Marx describes the characteristics of entrepreneurs during the two phases with a different manner. During the end of the initial and transitional phase, entrepreneurs are rather the small industrialist-capitalists, who use capital and wage labourers, namely both the elements, which are formed by the primitive accumulation. Additionally, some residues of the incomplete procedure of the synergy of the autonomous or independent producers with the commercial orderers remain (the putting-out system is more typical of such a model). During the integrated capitalism entrepreneurs are mainly the capitalists who hold large capitals, use and exploit large masses of wage-labourers as a collective force,18 under a continuously broadening division of labour and the larger mechanization of production.19 This is the stronger corpus of entrepreneurship, with the complimentary categories of bankers and merchants, who have tight relations with the “princes” of industry. It is not the main focus of classical Marxism the reference to the smaller industrialists or the small producers in agriculture and the entrepreneurs in services and retail. Nevertheless, there are the analyses of their peculiar economic situation.20 The prognosis of the final collapse degrades the significance of their existence,21 but they exist. After all and beyond the pioneers of capitalistic development and the few wealthy countries, their existence is strong in many developed countries (despite the declining trend) of the planet until the end of the twentieth century or during the two decades of the twenty first century. 

			The prognosis for degradation and the gradual disappearance of petty bourgeoisie has received very strong criticism. The special interest moves the debate which has developed under the German social democracy at the end of the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The start of the debate concerns the placement of E. Bernstein. He shows, on the one hand, that very large increase of social wealth at the end of the nineteenth century was not appropriated immediately and exclusively as the income, neither by the capitalists nor the proletariat. The middle class, who didn’t disappear and did not become part of proletariat, despite Marx’s prediction, has gained a large part of this enlargement of wealth. On the other hand, his analysis concerns the assessment of the social structure in the evolution of capitalist society. This analysis compares the measurable empirical realities of basic models of developed industrialized countries, with the classic Marxian thoughts. His purpose is to show that in these cases the Marxian predictions are not confirmed by the evolution of the economic action. The middle class not only isn’t crushed by the economic conditions but manages to survive at different speeds and with varying forms in all the separate versions, which he considers. The micro-workshops, the small and the medium units are reproduced, and employ even very large part of the total number and the percentage of employees, in the aforementioned countries. At the same time he points out in particular that agriculture shows either stagnation or decrease of the size of the economic units.22 These remarks lead him to a position, which challenges certainly the correctness of classical Marxian prognosis on the destruction of the middle class, the polarization of social structure, and specifically the proletarianization of the petty bourgeoisie. The same remarks allow the estimation that at the end of the nineteenth century certainly the main corpus of entrepreneurs are the holders of large companies, but there are major masses of small employers, who employ a significant proportion of wage labour. 

			R. Luxemburg criticizes this view of E. Bernstein on the middle classes and their importance for class polarization. She makes an interesting management of the thoughts of K. Marx and argues that the tendency for the compression of small businesses is not an automatic or a linear process. Initially she argues that small businesses are, in their attempt to survive, innovative. In the case of traditional sectors they apply new methods and techniques. They contribute decisively to the development of new products and, then, new branches of industries. The small enterprises interfere to new areas, namely in objects in which initially the big companies have no involvement.23

			Therefore she does not agree on the approach of the steady decline of small capitals. On the contrary, she estimates that two tendencies coexist in the case of middle class. A first trend is the compressions as a result of the functions of the concentration of capital. A second trend comes from the dynamics of innovation that maintains their numerical strength and, in certain circumstances, promotes even the trend for growth. She believes of course that the trend which will prevail is the trend of squeezing the middle classes. In phases, however, as the time of writing (late 19th century), she has the opinion that this compressive trend is not expressed as an absolute numerical reduction. It is possible, of course, to be appeared the requirement, for the small businesses, to increase gradually the minimum capital, which is needed for a small enterprise to survive in a traditional industry. The compressive trend is expressed as the gradual reduction of time, during which small and medium-sized enterprises are able to exploit alone and without the influence of competition from the big companies, the potential of new industries. “It must show itself, first in the progressive increase of the minimum amount of capital necessary for the functioning of the enterprises in the old branches of production; second in the constant diminution of the interval of time during which the small capitalists conserve the opportunity to exploit the new branches of production. The result as far as the small capitalist is concerned, is a progressively shorter duration of his stay in the new industry and a progressively more rapid change in the methods of production as a field for investment. For the average capitalist strata, taken as a whole, there is a process of more and more rapid social assimilation and dissimilation”.24 

			M. Weber and W. Sombart exhibit a rather evolutionary approach for the development of capitalism, which is synthesized by economic, structural, institutional, technical and political changes. These evolutions take place in combination with accelerators of moral or ideological nature. The aforementioned factors contributed to the final crystallization of the new economic regime.

			M. Weber believes that the key element which is absolutely necessary for modern capitalism is the profitable enterprise which is operating in an environment with vested proprietary rights in the land, the infrastructures and the means of production.25 The free market is the undeniable presupposition of capitalist development, in which the restrictions and conversely prerogatives pertaining to class positions are not admissible and do not allow free exchange of labour and commodities.26 The development of rational technique points out the mechanism of the capitalism calculation of production, the movement of commodities and the trade.27 In the context of the development of capitalist participates the rational law and in this context the enterprise can count on justice and the functioning of the administration.28 The development of capitalism would be impossible without the existence of free labour and therefore without the presence of a large mass of landless, who are typically free, but forced “by the whip of hunger” to sell their labour power to capitalist enterprises.29 

			The commercialization of the economy, in M. Weber’s approach, includes the share of participation in enterprises, namely the securities which are traded in the market.30 This system is been built on the market and is linked to the massive demand and the satisfaction of the massive needs.31 The conditions for the capitalist transformation determine the type of approaching exchanges favouring immoderate speculation of transferable securities, as crises.32 The crystallization of capitalism occurs in the phase of the industrial revolution in England and the organized synergy of technological methods of speculative feasibility and human labour, with the sense, already, that the machine subjugates the human factor.33

			The discovery of selective affinities between the evolution of the economic processes, and the ideological principles contained in the religious faith is a key concern of M. Weber and, simultaneously, the organic part of the interpretation to the configuration of capitalism.34 The Protestant worldly asceticism combines the continuous and consistent productive effort, the propensity for the systematic speculation, with the limited consumption.35 The spiritual and moral conditions of economic behaviour, according to the analyst, lost their religious character in the period of the Enlightenment, which, as an heir of the Protestant asceticism, reorganized the financial morale and work ethic with their modern form.36 M. Weber does not recognize a similar ideological contribution to Catholicism,37 and believes that the involvement of Jews in the trade of money and the usury capitalism represents the capitalism of the pariah, rather than the rational capitalism, as it developed in the western world.38

			M. Weber has given limited theoretically positions about the structure of capitalist society. There is, however, a notable description which is referred to the structure of classes that meet either the positive or the negative exercise of the privilege of doing business. In upper class39 and privileged part are the industrialists, the merchants, the landowners-businessmen, the bankers, the brokers, the professionals with high qualifications arising from education and the employees based on monopoly of a particular skill. The lower and underprivileged class includes skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled workers. The interim class of this classification is sorted to farmers, artisans, some independent professionals and some employees.40

			The entrepreneurs of M. Weber are the owners of every profitable enterprise. His emphasis on securities’ market gives to the observers the real sense of the concrete status. The large enterprise as an impersonal institution flourishes in the environment of free labour market, in which the workers are pushed by the hunger and are competed to each other, to be hired for a wage. Therefore the entrepreneurs are mainly the individuals or the groups of owners of such a kind of enterprise, who are employers of a large mass of workers. There are of course the merchants, the brokers, the landowners, as groups of the rest upper class. The high qualified wage workers are rather the representatives of top management in large enterprises. The farmers, the artisans, and the independent professionals are the representatives of small employers or own-account workers, who are present in his analysis.

			W. Sombart believes that capitalism is the economy of the acquisition and profitability, while pre-capitalist economies were economies of consumption or expenditure.41 The formation of capitalism is considered in this analysis that has been carried out gradually, as a product of a random evolutionary mutation and data of the pre-capitalist societies.42 The special and, in some dimensions, ingenious approach of W. Sombart attaches great importance to the subjective and particular the spiritual factors in the formation of capitalism. The capitalist entrepreneur and the capitalist spirit gave birth to capitalism.43 The man and his ideas shape the economic and social realities. Only when capitalism has progressed sufficiently, it is possible the economic reality to shape, as a major factor, the capitalist spirit itself.44 W. Sombart, therefore, develops an analysis that shows several analogies with scientific approaches of M. Weber’s. The findings, however, show significant differences on two critical levels. While agreeing that the heretics acted as catalysts for the formation of the capitalist spirit, he emphasizes that the general spirit of religiosity had grown by Catholicism. He estimates as very positive the contribution of Jews to the formation of the capitalist spirit and the capitalist reality, while M. Weber believes that they had no involvement in the formation of capitalism.45

			The new type of bourgeois,46 the modern economic human represents the subjective qualities and characteristics of the modulated capitalism. The business individualism and profit orientation have been released from any moral commitment. The capitalist, as economic human, is speedy and resourceful, a human, who seeks to increase his wealth and admires quantitative assessment through measurable methods. The major goals of the bourgeois are to care much for his inventions, originality, smaller innovations and the changes in fashion. The need to put the limits to his competitors is linked to the logic of personal hegemony and the faith that technological ability could subjugate the natural forces.47

			The tendency for speculation is now immeasurable and enhances in persistence. Together, indeed, there is the need for the expansion of sales, the approach of new markets and the new consumer masses. The continuous mass production and turnover increase balances with the need to reduce the price per unit of commodities, and use pretentious marketing techniques such as advertising. The business contributes to the individualism of tactics of exclusion and destruction of its competitors. The need for private enforcement and ruthless speculation prevails absolutely in economic life.48 The main bourgeois’ qualities of industrious energy, as the trend to saving, the honesty and solvency differ from the previous and obvious virtues and they become integral parts of the functioning of business and finance, especially for large enterprises. The attitude of entrepreneurs, except for the small and medium, is rather dissociated, in daily life, from the standards and the liabilities of the business organization.49 Finally and according to W. Sombart’ approach the entrepreneurs of his time are the owners of large enterprises, which are very well organized with the instrument of a strong and relatively autonomous bureaucracy. Nevertheless, there are as side presence the small or medium entrepreneurs as residues of stronger past figures, but not as representatives of the dominant figure of the “bourgeois”. 

			The petty bourgeoisie (or “petite bourgeoisie”) is not, firmly, bourgeoisie, but isn’t also the same social group with the middle class or strata. The theoretical discussion follows, in silence and gradually, the arithmetical and analogical decline of petty bourgeoisie and transforms the concepts of class analysis. The middle class (or strata) of the newer analyses is a conceptual invention, with double function. On the one hand these analyses use, with simplicity, the perception that in every classification the upper and the lower class have as a complementary element the existence of a middle class. They have the approach, probably, that this logical consideration could be, easily and automatically, respected and expected by any regular observer. On the other hand they have degraded, absolutely, the escalated polarization between wage-workers and the extremely small group of employers. The most known theoretical analysis on this issue is described by P. Sorokin. 

			Social stratification in P. Sorokin’ view means the diversification between the hierarchical classes or strata. The existence of a hierarchy requires from us a declared acknowledge of the existence of the upper and lower strata or classes. The social stratification thus has standing, because there is a matrix of inequalities, which is relating to the rights and the privileges, the duties and the obligations of the different groups, in the ownership of wealth and its exploitation. Social stratification is a social event which concerns all societies of the past and every society of the future, regardless of its declarations.50 

			Social stratification in P. Sorokin’s approach is not a unity. In this perception, the social differences and strata can be seen from different perspectives and thereby identify a multitude of types or forms of stratification. P. Sorokin identifies three basic types of stratification that correspond to criteria of their perception and definition. The basic types in his opinion is the economic, the political and the professional stratification. The economic stratification is the hierarchy of social groups according to their financial position stated first and foremost on the amount of income and reflected in the existence, markedly, of rich and poor. The political stratification indicates the existence of hierarchy and separation of groups according to the criteria of authority and prestige, titles and privileges and is reflected in the existence of dominant and dominated. The professional stratification is expressed through the different status of certain professions, and the hierarchy within occupations distinction as directors and employees or bosses and submissive, as an inter-professional or intra-professional hierarchy. 

			On economic stratification the writer finds that there isn’t in it a solid distribution of persons in each stratum or a fixed allocation to a certain level of every stratum. Instead he argues that any economic stratification is characterized by continuous variations.51 At this point he confronts with intensity the theory of Marx and numerous data which contrast with the prediction on the perspective of the class structure of capitalist society. Specifically in his critical analysis of the Marxian provisions, which speak in for the gradual establishment of an extremely small but wealthy bourgeoisie, for the enlargement and misery of the working class, but also for the great reduction of the middle class, whose members were to face the perspective of their social destruction and the fall to the working class’s rank. P. Sorokin believes that all of these provisions and evaluations are not confirmed. In contrary he has managed empirical data on income, in which the situation of the working class has been improved in both Europe and America in the second half of the 19th century. The same happens, in his opinion, with the middle class as well as the middle-income strata are increasing and not decreasing, absolutely and in percentage, as was the Marxian prediction. In the framework of his elaboration for the income’s distribution and generally for the distribution of wealth, he adds with the final results, which, in his view, confirm the previous general rules of the issue. 

			The professional stratification generally has two main types, namely the form of the hierarchy between all the basic professional groups (inter-professional stratification) and the form of stratification within each occupational group (intra-professional stratification).52 In the context of intra-professional stratification, he considers that there is a hierarchy, including at least three strata. The first is the stratum of entrepreneurs, the second is the stratum of senior employees, including managers, and the third is the stratum of employees, who are basically manual workers. This hierarchy is determined according to the extent of its classification and distribution.

			The amplitude or height of the pyramid of stratification is measured through calculating the difference in the control of a professional institution between the upper and lower stratum, the size of the lower stratum dependency from the top and from the pay gap between the upper and lower stratum. The important distinguishing is that, according to P. Sorokin’s approach, the middle class or stratum, which is identical to the employees of the upper rank, increased rather than reduced. This, in his opinion, is a practical refutation of Marx’s predictions. Obviously this comparison is rather inappropriate, as the middle class provided by K. Marx was different than that specified by P. Sorokin, namely the small producers, the independent professionals, the small property owners and the self-employed persons.53 The P. Sorokin’s theoretical perception, by the way, influenced the analysis of T. Parsons,54 the elaboration of K. Davis, W. Moore,55 and the modern debate on social stratification.56

			In a different direction has been built the analysis of the old and new middle class by C. Wright Mills.57 This analysis initially concentrates on the great declining of the old middle class. This class, under the concrete consideration of the American case, has been declined under the pressure of the crisis of 1929-1930.58 But after the above evolution the social structure is still consisted by three classes. In place of the old middle class and indeed in the form of vertical hierarchy is added the new middle class composed of clerical employees. The integration into the intermediate bureaucracy of business separates the clerks from the miserable situation of manual workers, but also creates the passive instrumentality of their role in the organizational mechanism.59 Higher position in the hierarchy and their relatively better wages coexist with the lack of meaning and prospect. The isolated personalization in the masses indicates the impasses of modern human, despite prosperity. The manipulation of the new middle classes by the functions of the organizational mechanism enables the easy consolidation of the dominants in the contemporary society. At the end of this process the analyst understands the social beggary of the members of the new middle classes. With servile perception are available to offer more services to the powerful dominants. The dominants, however, are not willing to make more concessions. The declared subordination is enough.60

			N. Poulantzas suggests that the petty bourgeois is not only a smaller bourgeois than the capitalist, but rather between the two groups there is a class barrier. The difference does not relate to linear variations which a graded social structure meets. He understands that there is certain degradation and decline of the traditional petty bourgeoisie in the context of the development and integration of developed capitalism. The petty bourgeoisie according to N. Poulantzas has, as an important feature, the small property. They are classified in terms of craftsmen, peddlers, rentiers and entirely pull of their income from the potentials which are created by the relationship with the small property. While traditional petty bourgeoisie is in decline, as the core group, the petty bourgeoisie is retained and, in the approach of structural Marxism, reproduced through the addition of new strata of the groups of wage labourers.61 The recognition of the latter as an integral part of the petty bourgeoisie requires remarks on the theoretical framework and in particular the trace of the method that introduces in modern social thought the Structural Marxism. In the approach of structural Marxism the social formation is perceived as a structure, which equivalently is determined by the combination of political, economic and ideological relations. Social subjects in this concept are the structures and their functions, while the persons are simply the supporters of the structures. The classes and the class structure are not anything more than the imprint of the combining political, economic and ideological relations, which, as structures, shape the structural framework of the classes and their specific determination.
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