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CLASS, RACE AND GENDER
/MNEQUALITY

Richard Hogan, Sociology
Purdue University

Abstract: Class, race, and gender are theoretically distinct forms of “categorical
inequality,” rooted in “exploitation” and “opportunity hoarding,” reproduced
through “emulation,” and institutionalized through “adaptation.” These distinct
forms of inequality are relatively autonomous, but their relative importance and
autonomy varies socially and historically. They follow, in general, the
dialectical relations of institutional political and economic development, on the
one hand, and political opportunity and challenge, on the other. In the U.S., for
example, class, race, and gender inequality develop and change in the course of
capital accumulation and state making as these engender and respond to cycles
of collective action by various class, race, and gender interests that challenge
institutionalized inequality in the course of its development. The rise and fall of
class, race, and gender inequality between 1776 and 1929 illustrates the potential
of this perspective. This exploratory analysis suggests that race and gender were
the predominant economic relations and political interests in the Antebellum
political economy. After Reconstruction, however, class and gender economic
relations and political interests became more prominent as white male capitalist
privilege was challenged.
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62 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

grapple, in theory and in praxis, with the relationship between

class, race, and gender inequality (Wright et al, 1995;
Hartmann, 1981; Duncan, 1968; Wilson, 1980; Kim and Perrucci, 1994; Hogan
et al,, 1997). Unfortunately, their efforts to accommodate competing if not
conflicting concerns often fall into three equally unsatisfactory traps. First,
many reduce one form of inequality to another, as when Wright and Perrone
(1977) reduced racial inequality to class inequality in employment income.
Second, others elevate one particular interest, as when Hartmann (1982) argued
for the primacy of patriarchy over capitalism. Third, some follow the liberals,
who offer race, class, and gender as evidence of the multi-dimensionality of
political interests (Weber, 1978; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993).

Marxists, feminists, and advocates of racial equality continue to

Thus advocates of social justice often face the forced choice between
minimizing other interests or accepting some version of the liberal, pluralist
image of multiple independent interests, negotiated through a process of give
and take that offers the greatest good for the greatest number (Dahl, 1961). In
other words, advocates are pressured to choose between "foundational" and
"relativist" perspectives. Foundationalists argue that all forms of inequality are
based on one fundamental form, representing one essential interest, which the
others mirror or mimic. Marx, for example, argues that politics and religion are
rooted in material life, so political freedom for the German Jew was contingent
upon “abolishing the empirical essence of Judaism—huckstering and its
conditions” (Marx, 1978[1843]:52). Relativists challenge these foundational
claims and argue for multiple, relatively independent, equally important bases of
inequality. Weber, for example, argues that political parties might represent class
or status interests, but are equally likely to represent both or neither (Weber,
1978:938).

In choosing the foundational position, academics and activists join a
debate on which path leads toward revolution. Thus Hartmann (1982)
challenges the foundational claim of Marxism but offers gender as an alternative
foundation. Hartmann (1982:446) argues, “the very division of labor between
the sexes itself must be eliminated if women are to attain equal social status with
men and if women and men are to attain the full development of their human
potential.” The relativist alternative to this debate is to recognize multiple
dimensions of inequality and accompanying interests. Thus Garnsey (1982:
443) argues, “Production, distribution, and consumption provide the impetus for
changes in the class system in part through their effects on the division of labor
between men and women, both in the household and in the occupational
system.” The problem in choosing this relativist position is in determining what
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Class, Race and Gender Inequality 63

is important and how one set of relationships affects another. When academics
or activists accept the most extreme relativist position, that everything affects
everything else and no relationship or interest should be “privileged” as more
important than any other, they enter the postmodern quagmire of circular paths
to nowhere (see debates on postmodernism in Farganis, 1999; Alexander and
Seidman, 1990).

A more promising path toward the analysis of multiple facets of
inequality is to sidestep the forced choice and attempt to incorporate elements of
foundational (particularly Marxist) and relational (Weberian) approaches, as
exemplified by Tilly (1998). Tilly (1998) concedes the relativist claim that there
are multiple forms of enduring inequality that are socially and historically
variable (in form and content). He argues, however, that relations of
“categorical inequality” are generally founded (or established) as mechanisms
for “exploitation” or “opportunity hoarding.” Particular types of categorical
inequality, such as race, class, or gender inequality, come to characterize
particular societies. These become “traditional” or “habitual” social relations
(Weber, 1978:25), because organizations adopt familiar forms of inequality
(such as race or gender differences) or attempt to accommodate these in
establishing networks and hierarchies that are designed to serve frequently
unrelated organizational goals.

Universities, for example, reproduce gender inequality by hiring
women (particularly faculty wives) in non-faculty administrative-professional
positions (particularly as lecturers or as teaching assistant supervisors), so the
organizational boundary between faculty and staff “emulates” traditional male-
female gender inequality. In this case, faculty (usually men) supervise the
administrative staff (usually women), who supervise the graduate students or
teach the undergraduate students. In this sense, administrative professionals
“take care of the kids,” so that the professors can do their research. The
university does not intend to exploit women, in particular, or to reproduce
traditional gender relations. The university simply takes advantage of existing
gender inequality and the readily available labor pool—the “Lazarus layer” of
administrative-professional workers who are “trapped” in marriage to tenured
faculty and thus available as “lumpen” administrative-professional workers
(Marx, 1967[1867]: Vol. I, chapter 25, especially: 644 on “lazarus-layer”) on the
“mommy track” of “good jobs” for faculty wives.

From this perspective, class, race, and gender are qualitatively different
examples of "categorical" inequality, produced and reproduced through relations
of "exploitation" and "opportunity hoarding." In fact, the relationships that
define class, race, and gender are theoretically distinct, but empirically
confounded by the social processes of "emulation" and "adaptation" that
generalize and institutionalize each of these forms of "durable inequality.” They
are, however, rooted in “modes” and “relations” of production and reproduction
that follow a contingent, indeterminate yet far from idiosyncratic life-history.
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64 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

The university, for example, makes its own history but does not
construct that history from “whole cloth” (Marx, 1974[1869]:146). The
university did not create gender inequality anymore than it created the private-
sector market for MBA versus Ph.D. recipients. In both cases, it emulates what
exists in the outside world or adapts organizational relations to accommodate
external threats or opportunities. The university (or the corporation, or the social
movement organization for that matter) does not, however, simply develop
“functional” internal relationships in order to achieve its goals and adapt to
external circumstance. It is not, in this regard, totally innocent, since the
production of knowledge emulates, to a large extent, the dominant mode of
commodity production and thereby produces its own internal contradictions and
crises (too many MBAs or Ph.Ds, for example), quite independent of what
occurs in the economy or the government. Nevertheless, emulating and
accommodating the outside world of categorical inequality creates additional
crises and contradictions that are, essentially, imported with the emulated or
accommodated relations.

The Women’s Movement and the Civil Rights Movement were not
products of the modern university, but they did produce problems in the
university. For example, the increasingly stormy relations between traditionally
female administrative professionals and increasingly female faculty are not
direct effects of the Women’s Movement. These stormy relations are, in fact,
complicated by age, class, and status (or lifestyle) differences. The increasingly
differentiated and complex nature of inequality is not, however, as conservatives
might lead us to believe, the product of political challenges to enduring
inequality. In fact, it is the development of institutional structures, particularly
modes of production (such as capitalism) and reproduction (such as patriarchy),
that seems to multiply and complicate categorical inequality, as life and work
become increasingly complex and alienated endeavors.

The struggle for social justice (or against durable inequality) challenges
the multi-faceted nature of inequality, and each struggle is able to take advantage
of opportunities afforded by other challengers, if only in exposing the weakness
of the institutional order and offering new tools or “repertoires” for challenging
traditional social control tactics. Thus the Labor Movement had provided
models and organizations for the development of the Civil Rights Movement
(Pfeffer, 1990), which exposed a new generation to civil disobedience and thus
opened the floodgates for what is now popularly known as “The Sixties”
(McAdam, 1982; Morris, 1984).

As evidenced in that short cycle (from Rosa Parks in 1955 to Nixon’s
resignation in 1974), successful political protest tends to reduce the complexity
of social inequality and political interest. In “The Movement” of the Sixties,
there were only two types of people: those who were “in” and those who were
“out.”  Admittedly, ‘“hippies” distinguished “straights” while “politicos”
distinguished “apathetics,” but even the SDS folks realized that “hippies” were
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Class, Race and Gender Inequality 65

not the enemy but were, at worst, beyond the target for mobilizing new
adherents.  Similarly, even the “hippies” recognized that “clean for Gene”
[McCarthy] political activists were not, essentially, “straight” but were, at worst,
temporarily insane in thinking that electing an “anti-war” candidate was either
possible or necessary.

Such speculation on the recent past and possible future of inequality, its
defenders and its challengers, is premature. In order to understand the current
state of inequality we need to begin with a simple set of categorical distinctions,
a little foundational and relativist theory, and a little historical perspective. Tilly
(1998) offers the concepts and the general theoretical model, which will be
supplemented with a little additional Marxist and Weberian theory and then
offered as a perspective on class, race, and gender inequality as it developed in
the U.S. during the “long nineteenth century,” 1776-1929.

A SIMPLE MODEL

Tilly's (1998) model of "categorical inequality" builds upon the
concepts of "social categories" (types of individuals) and "social networks"
(relationships between individuals) that he borrowed from Harrison White and
used in his conceptualization of social organization in his early work on
collective action and social protest (Tilly, 1978). "Categorical inequality"
involves unequal relations between categories of individuals, such as
"black/white, male/female, married/unmarried, and citizen/noncitizen" (Tilly,
1998:8). Tilly argues that familiar and enduring relations of social inequality,
including “class, gender, race, ethnicity” (1998:4), although qualitatively
different, are produced and reproduced "through similar social processes" (1998:
9). Specifically, all of these relations of social inequality are established through
"exploitation” and "opportunity hoarding” and then generalized through
"emulation” and institutionalized through "adaptation."

Tilly (1998) defines exploitation as relations through which "powerful,
connected people command resources from which they draw significantly
increased returns by coordinating the efforts of outsiders whom they exclude
from the full value added by that effort" (p.10). Opportunity hoarding is defined
as the means through which "members of a categorically bounded network
acquire access to a resource that is valuable, renewable, subject to monopoly,
supportive of network activities, and enhanced by the network's modus
operandi" (p.10).

For our purposes, Tilly's “social processes” that produce categorical
inequality—exploitation" and "opportunity hoarding"—are considered as
“mechanisms of surplus appropriation,” or, simply stated, different ways of
gaining (or taking) advantage in social relations. Figure 1 combines these
differences in "mechanism" with differences in "locus" or site ("productive"
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66 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

versus "reproductive” relations) to distinguish four types of social inequality.
Each type of social inequality is distinguished by the mechanism of surplus
appropriation that is, theoretically, the primary or “foundational” basis for
establishing these relations (either exploitation of opportunity hoarding). These
relations are also distinguished by their primary or definitive locus or site:
production of goods and services versus reproduction of labor power (or
persons, more generally).

Figure 1: Class, Race, Gender, and Patronage Relations Distinguished
by Mechanism of Surplus Appropriation (Exploitation versus Opportunity
Hoarding) and Locus of Relations (Production versus Reproduction)

MECHANISM OF SURPLUS
APPROPRIATION

Exploitation ~ Opportunity Hoarding

Locus Production Class Patronage
OF
RELATIONS Reproduction Gender Race

Class is defined by the "exploitation" of labor in the relations of
production. This entails the appropriation of surplus labor value, in the form of
commodity prices, or, more generally, in the value of goods and services that
labor produces (Marx, 1967[1867], vol. 1, chapters 1, 7, and 25). Class need not
refer to capitalist relations of employment, however. The peasant’s work in the
lord’s field (corvee) or his contribution (to the church) of a share of his domestic
product (tithe) also describes a class relation, in this case, in a pre-capitalist but
still patriarchal society [hence the intentional use of the masculine pronoun].

Gender is defined by the exploitation of (traditionally unpaid female)
labor in the relations of reproduction, specifically, marriage and household or
family relations, sustaining and reproducing the (traditionally patriarchal) family
(Bernard, 1972; Perrucci et al., 1978; Perrucci and Targ, 1974; Presser, 1994;
Waite, 1995; Wolf et al.,, 1997). As suggested above, gender relations were
equally patriarchal and comparably gendered in pre-capitalist or feudal societies.
In slave societies, as we shall see, slave labor, both male and female, was
exploited in gender relations, although “free” (white, married) women continued
to be exploited in childbearing.

Race is defined by "opportunity hoarding" in relations of reproduction,
specifically, endogamy rules that divide a population into separate pools of
acceptable marriage or family members. Race is not viewed as a biologically
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based “phenotype” or subspecies but as a socially constructed characteristic
(e.g., “blackness”) that yields socially sanctioned “racial” endogamy norms and
thereby produces a biological result. In other words, race is not a biological
characteristic (“skin color”) that produces a social consequence (“racism”).
Instead, it is a social construction (“blackness”) that produces a biological
consequence, “endogamy” (see Harris, 1999:437-450 on constructionist and
objectivist definitions; see Kitcher, 1999:92-93 on endogamy and lineage rules
for determining “pure races” and Kitcher, 1999:99 on racial endogamy in the
U.S. in 1970; Loury, 2000:2-15 offers comparable figures for 1990; see also
Tilly, 1998:64).

Patronage (or clientism) is defined by "opportunity hoarding” in
relations of production, specifically, the social, familial, or ethnic relations
through which opportunities to invest capital or labor are distributed.

In this purely theoretical conceptualization of race, class, and gender
relations, each is distinct. Class and gender are each rooted in relations of
exploitation, but class is associated, primarily, with commodity production or,
simply stated, "work." Gender is associated with domestic labor, "mothering"
(or housework), or, simple stated, "family" (Chodorow, 1978). Race, unlike
gender, is defined by opportunity hoarding rather than exploitation, by exclusion
rather than inclusion within the family. Race is also distinguished from ethnic or
familial relations that provide employment or investment opportunities through
patronage.

Class relations, as defined in Figure 1, refer to relations between classes
(e.g., employment), while patronage, gender, and race relations are, in general,
intra-class relations. In fact, it seems that patronage, gender, and race relations
are qualitatively different across class. Patronage among capitalists is probably
more familial, being associated, primarily, with inheritance (Smith, 1995; Smith,
1997; Oliver and Shapiro, 1995; Aldrich et al., 1998). Patronage among workers
seems to be more extensive, encompassing ethnic communities rather than
family members (Pfeffer, 1994; Roediger, 1991; Tilly, 1998:165-166). Gender
relations seem to reproduce class relations most directly. Capitalist wives
employ domestic workers. Proletarian wives physically labor in the household,
and petty-bourgeois (shopkeeper) women and men rely on their children to help
in the house and the shop (Portes, 1996:46; Sanders and Nee, 1996:235; see
Carr, 1996 on self employed women; see also Portes and Zhou, 1996). How
race relations vary across class is less clear, although racial differences certainly
would be confounded with class differences in courtship, engagement, and
marriage rituals. It would seem, in any case, that racial endogamy rules operate
within class endogamy rules.

Although theoretically distinct, class, race, and gender relations are
confounded, as indicated above, in the employment of domestic labor and in
class-based endogamy rules that appear indistinguishable from race. In fact,
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distinguishing productive from reproductive relations is problematic, particularly
in pre-capitalist economies where both production and reproduction are situated
in the family home. Even in modern industrial capitalism, however, the
distinction is problematic. First, the exploitation of the working class at work is
predicated on the exploitation of the working class at home. Labor would not be
able to produce a surplus at work if it were not sustained and reproduced at
home. Thus the exploitation of the working class encompasses both work and
home, both class and gender (Humphries, 1982; Marx, 1967[1867], Vol.1:38-41,
193).

Second, the familial or ethnic reproduction of class privilege through
patronage seems inseparable from the reproduction of race (see Robinson, 1983,
chapter 1, on Anglo-American colonization; see Balibar, 1999:208-209 on
blacks as both industrial reserve army and patronized workforce; McGary, 1998
rejects the “paternalism” argument offered by, among others, Eugene
Genovese). White families have effectively monopolized capital (Oliver and
Shapiro, 1995). White workers have similarly monopolized employment
opportunities (Tilly, 1998:167-168). How then is patronage different from race?
The simple answer is that ethnic relations hoard access to work but not to family.
Ethnic, familial, or social-cultural patronage systems are relatively open through
marriage. Religious endogamy, particularly for Catholics and Jews, approaches
but does not match racial endogamy, since religions accept converts while races
do not.

Nevertheless, these neat conceptual boundaries mask the relationship
between the appropriation of surplus labor value in productive enterprise and the
reproduction of labor in the family. Similarly, the relationship between intra-
class ethnic opportunity hoarding at work and racial exclusion in the family is
masked in this simple model. The extent to which gender, race, and patronage
relations reproduce class relations and are, in turn, reproduced by the state, is
also masked in this tidy conceptual scheme.

Figure 1 does, however, identify the contested terrain of work and
family relations and thus provides a basis for analyzing the production and
reproduction of class, race, and gender inequality. Also, the extent to which one
type of relationship is reproduced as another, which Tilly (1998) defines as
"emulation,” and the extent to which one type of relationship is modified (or
"adapted") to accommodate another can be incorporated into this model. We
can describe, for example, how gender relations within the family are
reproduced (emulated), at work, in class relations between secretaries and their
bosses, or how race relations in segregated neighborhoods are reproduced
(emulated) in segregated schools, factories and unions. Similarly, the extent to
which labor markets are "adapted” to race can be considered in tandem with the
extent to which gender relations in the family are adapted to accommodate labor
market changes. We might consider, for example, changes in gender relations
associated with corporate downsizing and the feminization and
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proletarianization of the "high-tech” or "information" sectors that were booming
during the Reagan years (South and Spitze, 1994; Presser, 1994; Castells,
1989:179-181; Reskin and Roos, 1990:306-307).

The simplicity of this conceptual model will facilitate the consideration
of complex social and historical processes associated with capital accumulation
and state building. In a similar vein, this simple model might guide us through
the complexity of classification systems. The model focuses our attention on
relationships, in order to determine the number and nature of class categories or
fractions (Wright, 1982; Wright, 1985; Wright, 1991; Western and Wright,
1994; Perrucci and Wysong, 1999), industrial and occupational segments
(Hodson and Kaufman, 1982; O'Rand, 1986), and the relations between these
distinct bases of categorical inequality. To simplify an already complex
analysis, however, we shall limit our attention in this paper to dichotomous
racial (black and white) and gender (female and male) categories and to the
relatively short history of the “long nineteenth century” in the U.S. This period
is chosen to represent the development of republican capitalism in the U.S., from
the emergence of this “first new nation” (Lipset, 1963) in the colonial revolt of
1776 to its first full-blown national capitalist crisis in the “Great Depression” of
1929.

DOING SOCIAL HISTORY: AN APOLOGIA

The objective here is not to offer a definitive revisionist history. The
goals are much more modest. Hopefully, this brief historical account will serve
two purposes. First, the story should illustrate how race, class, and gender
inequality vary over time and place in predictable if indeterminate ways.
Second, the story should indicate how the relative importance and autonomy of
these particular types of “durable inequality” might be explained or interpreted
historically. In the account that follows, socio-historical variability is illustrated
and the explanatory or interpretive power of historical materialism is defended
by arguing that race and gender were the predominate bases of social inequality
before 1861, but that class and gender became more important after 1876.

This is not to say that class did not matter in the Antebellum period (or
that race did not matter after Reconstruction). Obviously, slavery is a class
system based on the exploitation of slave labor. Slavery was “racialized” in the
U.S., however, and, politically if not economically, race was more important
than class in the Antebellum U.S. Wage labor was not unknown in the
Antebellum U.S., particularly in the Northeast. Nevertheless, even in the Cotton
Belt South, the exploitation of slave (as opposed to family) labor was the
exception rather than the rule, even in 1860 (Ashworth, 1995:84-101; Wright
1978:15-42). Similarly, even in the North and especially in the Northwest, the
exploitation of wage, as opposed to household or family labor, was the exception
rather than rule, particularly prior to 1830 but even as late as 1860 (Johnson,
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70 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

1978; Montgomery, 1987; Hogan, 1990:1-4; Ashworth, 1995:84-101; Wright,
1978:15-42).

Part of the explanation of the increasing salience of class as opposed to
race is the development of U.S. republican capitalism, particularly after 1876.
Nevertheless, economic determinants, as envisioned by either the “rational-
actor” neo-classical or the “revisionist” Marxist theories (see Wright, 1978,
Chapter 1; Ashworth, 1995:1-18, 80-121), fail to account for patterns in the rise
and fall of race, class, and gender inequality. The significance of race and
gender in the Antebellum period, particularly in New England, the continuing
significance of gender after Reconstruction, and the increasing significance of
class, particularly after 1870, is not determined by the logic of economic
development.

It is only through the emergence of organized political identities that
are rooted in the socially constructed relations of durable inequality that the
complexity of inequality becomes simplified and thereby comprehensible
(Schwartz, 1988[1976]. In other words, the subjects of our analysis are the
subjects of durable inequality — blacks, women, and workers. They provide us
with the most articulate and compelling account of their identities and interests
in their history of their struggle against categorical inequality, in the form of
Abolitionist, Feminist, Labor, and Civil Rights Movements.

Theoretically, we can distinguish the economic and social relations of
production and reproduction from the political struggle against durable
inequality, particularly in the form of race, class, and gender inequality. We
must be sensitive, however, to the “missing voices.” History is written by the
winners, so accounts of political challenges will always be fragmentary and
incomplete. Also, slaves, children, women, and others who were systematically
denied voice by being denied the “rights” of speech and assembly or the means
of achieving literacy, are frequently relegated to the category of “people without
history” (Wolf, 1982; Fuller, 1971[1855]; Kraditor, 1981[1965], chapters 6-7,
Roediger, 1991). Thus social history, like the “new” Western History (Limerick
et al., 1991) will remain, at best, difficult and incomplete. Even in its crudest
form, however, it might provide food for thought. In that spirit, the following
account is offered. :

THE LONG NINETEENTH CENTURY IN THE U.S.: 1776-1929

U.S. political and economic history can be characterized by two cycles
of economic and political development or, more accurately, capital accumulation
and state building. A long nineteenth century extends from the colonial revolt of
1776 to the full-blown republican-capitalist crisis of 1929. A short twentieth
century extends from the New Deal to the fiscal crisis of 1989, or, more
generally, to the present (Hogan, 1997:255; Calavita and Pontell, 1992). The
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most dramatic transformations in categorical inequality are rooted in the
development of U.S. republican capitalism, in the long nineteenth century, but’
change continues through the cycles of political challenge in the short twentieth
century. The U.S. Civil War is a convenient watershed—a revolutionary
situation that ultimately yielded a more revolutionary outcome than the colonial
revolt of 1776 (Ferguson, 1974; Moore, 1966; Ashworth, 1995, like Moore
1966, considers the Civil War to be a “bourgeois revolution”). Thus we might
crudely distinguish class, race, and gender relations in the Antebellum (before
1861) and Post-Reconstruction (after 1876) U.S., to illustrate the transformations
in the course of the long nineteenth century (Foner, 1990).

Most generally, the story of the “long nineteenth century” is the story of
republican capitalism as it developed in the U.S. One version of this story
focuses on the evolution of Anglo-American political and economic institutions.
Classical liberal evolutionary theory focused on the superiority of modern
industrial society and its “survival” as “the fittest” among the nations of the
world. As Spencer (1899, vol.2, chapters XVII-XIX) explained, the "industrial"
British Empire was naturally superior to the "military" societies of the African
and North American continents. Thus the dominance of the British empire and
its efforts to reshape the world in its own image were only “natural” and,
essentially, inevitable. Later, equally liberal but less deterministic sociological
theories focused on the contingent inter-relations of American [sic] cultural,
economic, and political institutions, explaining how the culture of Calvinism, for
example, facilitated capital accumulation (Weber, 1958). Following this general
line of institutional analysis, a variety of scholars have specified how Anglo-
American institutions (such as laws governing riparian water rights: Webb,
1931) were adapted or how peculiarly American circumstances facilitated the
development of republican capitalism (Turner, 1972; Lipset, 1963).

At the same time (beginning at least as early as 1851), a radical,
revisionist critique of Anglo-American institutions has developed. Like the
liberal tradition, its roots are also in a version of institutional determinism if not
evolution, best represented by Marx and Engels, in their analysis of the Civil
War in the U.S. (Marx and Engels, 1971[1937]) and the revolutions in France
(Marx, 1974). The inevitable rise and fall of various systems of political
economy and the primacy of the economic base is, perhaps, nowhere more
clearly stated than in Marx’s analysis of the Second French Revolution, in 1848.
He explains, “The bourgeois monarchy of Louis Phillippe can only be followed
by a bourgeois republic” (Marx, 1974[1869]:154). In a similar vein, Marx
(1974[1861]) argues that the development of American republican capitalism is
predicated on the destruction of slavery in the same way in which French (or
British) republican capitalism required the destruction of feudalism.

Once again, the economic base of the political conflict is clear. Marx
(1974[1861]) explains, “The cultivation of the Southern export crops ... by
slaves is only profitable so long as it is conducted on a mass scale by large gangs
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of slaves” (341). The development of the plantation mode of production — with
large gangs of unfree labor using crude tools in labor-intensive and land-
extensive cultivation—required that the land base be continually expanded.
Marx (1974[1861]:341) quotes a “ Southern spokesperson, Senator Toombs,
[who] formulated the economic law ... ‘In fifteen years more,” he said, ‘without
a great increase in slave territory, either the slaves must be permitted to flee from
whites, or the whites must flee from the slaves.”” In this account, slavery (as
relations of production) were fettered by the plantation “mode of production.”
Unless the plantation system were allowed to expand its territorial base, the
over-production of slaves and the depletion of agricultural lands would generate
economic and political crises of revolutionary proportions. Thus the plantation
system needed to expand into the Louisiana Territory and, ultimately, into
Central and South America. Anglo-American military and diplomatic capacity
would, of necessity, be expanded in order to capture and control this territory.
Thus the South required the expansion not just “from sea to shining sea” but also
to both sides of the equator.

This radical institutional analysis also views plantation slavery asa
fetter on capitalist development. History clearly indicates what inevitably must
happen, as illustrated by the destruction of European feudalism. As Marx and
Engels (1978[1848]:477-478) explain, “feudal relations of property became no
longer compatible with the already developed productive forces; they became so
many fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they were burst asunder.” Thus the
“structural” (or institutional) Marxist views the development of modern
republican capitalism as inevitably destroying the pre-capitalist relations of
slavery, the family farm, the (traditionally ethnic) political and economic
patronage systems, and, perhaps, even the patriarchal family. Thus the modern
system evolved or, more accurately, burst the fetters of the ancient systems.

At the most general level, focusing on political, cultural, social, and
economic institutions, viewed as modes of production and reproduction, the
Marxist account might be defended. As Ashworth (1995) argues, it is certainly
more useful than the evolutionary model, even as modified by liberal historians.
Between 1776 and 1929 slavery was abolished (Ashworth 1995), farming
became agribusiness (Mooney, 1988), political and economic patronage were
replaced with more rational, bureaucratic-corporate public and private
employment systems (Weibe, 1989[1962]; Weinstein, 1968; Roy, 1999), and
women were granted the rights of citizenship (Kraditor, 1981[1965]). Thus the
revolution of 1861 bore fruit in the development of modern republican
capitalism, 1876-1929.

What follows, however, is a somewhat different version of this story —
one that focuses on the problematic organizational efforts of the powerful and
the powerless in a dialectic of imposition and resistance within the institutional
context of “modes” and “relations” of production and reproduction.
Specifically, the following account begins with the assertion that capitalism,
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patronage, patriarchy, and racism came to the U.S. on the first ships (Degler,
1970[1959]) and provided the ‘“external” institutional context for the
development of race, class, and gender relations in the thirteen U.S. Colonies.

The distinctive “modes” or “relations” of production that characterize
the industrial Northeast, the plantation South, and the artisanal (Hogan, 1990) or
“yeoman” (Kulikoff, 1989) West will be presented in this context. Specifically,
each will be viewed as systems of class and gender (or family) exploitation, on
the one hand, and racial and ethnic patronage or opportunity hoarding, on the
other. In this account, the political problems that faced white men in attempting
to establish and institutionalize gender and racial inequality, particularly in the
Antebellum North, are especially prominent. Nevertheless, the success and
failure of “Northern Middle Class White Women” and “Working Class Ethnic
White Men,” particularly after Reconstruction (1876-1929), are at least as
important as the success and failure of “Northern [white male] Businessmen”
and “Progressive [white male] Politicians” (Wiebe, 1989[1962]).

ESTABLISHING INEQUALITY

The Antebellum U.S. was diverse, combining an urban, industrializing
Northeast with a rural, agricultural South and West. Ashworth (1995)
distinguishes three modes of productions, which might be called: industrial,
plantation, and artisanal (or yeoman). On balance, however, all three were
capitalist in that they were subservient to the global capitalist political economy
within which each of these colonial systems developed (Hall, 1989; Frank, 1969
[1967]).

The plantation system rested on the exploitation of black slaves in both
class (field) and gender (house) relations. As a “mode of production” the
plantation system relied on labor-intensive and land-extensive *“gang-labor” in
agricultural (field) production. = As a mode of reproduction, the plantation
combined the use of (house) slaves as domestic servants with traditional
patriarchal gender and family relations. Thus the production of cotton and the
reproduction of planters (household subsistence, childcare, etc.) was effected
through relations between white masters (or mistresses) and black slaves (of
either sex). Racial exclusion was sustained, however, in maintaining the white
planter family across generations. While white plantation owners and their sons
might impregnate female slaves, the offspring were not, generally, recognized as
white or as legitimate heirs. In this regard, white plantation women continued to
physically labor in childbirth and were thus exploited in gender relations, even
though they, in turn, exploited the unpaid labor of house slaves in house and
child care duties (Patterson, 1982; Davis, 1983).

Gender relations among slaves were, at best, adapted to the demands of
the slave system (class relations). Of greater significance were gender relations
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in the reproduction of whites. Both males and females were represented among
house and field slaves. This distinction (between productive [class or field] and
reproductive [gender or house] exploitation), quite apart from the sex of the
slave, appears to be most salient in shaping the quality of slave life and the
relations between slave and master on a day-to-day basis. In this case, "gender,"
as defined in Figure 1, is more salient than sex in producing and reproducing
categorical inequality. House slaves, male or female, enjoyed a distinct and,
arguably, relatively privileged status associated with their “gender” relations or
role in the reproduction of whites.

At the same time, however, the double standard associated with the
miscegenation taboo suggests that house slave relations with master or mistress
were qualitatively different for male and female slaves. Thus gender relations
were both “racialized” and “sexed,” with distinctive legal and normative
sanctions for sexual relations between ‘“consenting adults” or, alternatively,
“rape,” for each combination of race-sex pairs. Here it appears that the
exploitation of married white women, as sex slaves and baby-makers, was
emulated in the extramarital relations between white male masters and black
female house slaves. It is also possible that much of the social and
psychological burden of "mothering" (Chodorow, 1978) was also foisted upon
the black female house slave, in which case we might conclude that gender
relations (mothering) were adapted to the demands of the slave (class) system.

The female slave, particularly in the master's house, routinely faced
sexual abuse if not rape at the hands of the master and his male friends and
relatives (hooks, 1990:57-64). The male slave, however, was metaphorically
and, if deemed appropriate, physically castrated by white men who sought to
protect "their" women (Davis, 1983, chapter 11). The elaborate complex of
rules governing gender, race, and class relations were enforced with vigilante
and militia efforts, to reinforce the right of white males, in general, and
slaveholders, in particular, to inflict violence, up to and including death, on
blacks suspected of challenging racial supremacy (Stewart, 1976:50-73; Davis,
1983; Patterson, 1982; Lott, 1998; Lawson, 1998; see Benhabib, 1992 for a
critique of western philosophy that focuses on gender as opposed to race).
Slaveholders could, of course, claim property damage if a slave were killed by
another white man, but it seems that, in this case at least, economic interest
yielded to political interest.

Slaveholders in the black belt of Georgia, for example, were probably
more concerned with the prospects for slave rebellion, if insolence were left
unpunished, than with the loss of the labor value of an insolent slave. Similarly,
it appears that slave-owners were more interested in defending their “legal”
rights to slaves, in general, than their rights to a particular black person, who
may or may not be “legally” enslaved. Thus, in some cases at least, blacks were
able to sue for their right to freedom if they were not “legally” enslaved. In one
celebrated case, a slaveholder defended an illegally enslaved black women, as
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part of his legal defense of the Fugitive Slave Laws that secured the perimeter of
the slave system. As he explains, “Gentlemen of the jury, I am a slave-holder
myself, but thanks to Almighty God I am above the base principle of holding
anybody a slave that has a right to her freedom as this girl has been proven to
have” (Allen, 1998:232). In this case, not only was “Polly” freed from “illegal”
bondage, but her daughter, who was, ipso facto, “illegally” born into slavery,
was also freed. Thus, “the legal concept of ownership ... can work as a two-
edged sword” (Allen, 1998:232). The same “Fugitive Slave” laws that protected
the slaveholder could also provide a basis for “slaves” to challenge their masters.
Generally, however, the fact that all slaves were “black” and most “blacks” were
slaves made it cheaper and easier to guard the perimeter of the slave system,
legally or otherwise.

Thus racialization was an effective strategy for extending patronage to
white men and thus collectivizing the cost of policing the rights to land, slaves,
and women. White men monopolized the economic resources of the Antebellum
U.S. - specifically, they “owned” slaves, land, women, and children, which were
the essential means of production in eighteenth and early nineteenth century
agriculture. Thus racialism and patriarchy provided twin pillars supporting
white male patronage, across regions and across distinctive modes or relations of
production and reproduction. By accommodating both racial and gender
inequality, white male patronage became politically expedient in attempts to
forge political coalitions, organize parties, or respond to challengers in a political
community in which only adult white males were members.

The white male planter was the patriarch and patron. He was the
vestryman, the representative in the House of Burgess, and the Colonel in the
local militia (Sydnor, 1965[1952]. His generosity and virtue, his willingness to
provide leadership, both spiritual and secular, and his success in securing the
unanimous endorsement of all white men, who recognized his preordained or
natural superiority, was critical. His role as elected leader of the militia, where
he could provide his troops with the concentrated means of coercion and inspire
them to protect themselves and their wives and children from his slaves, was
critical. Here was the democratic alternative to the mercenary (or colonial
military) force that traditionally sustained slavery (Patterson, 1982; Robinson,
1983). It was “legitimated,” morally, by a philosophy that denied the humanity
of “blacks” and “women” (and children, for that matter). Republican law
sanctioned the property rights of adult white males, including their right to the
persons of “blacks, women, and children” (Boxill, 1998:39). Such a legal
foundation was also adapted to legitimate the appropriation of ‘“‘unimproved”
land and the massacre of “savages” (Robinson, 1983).

In the U.S. and, particularly, in the South, slavery was sustained by the
citizen militia and, if need be, the lynch mob, in protecting, first and foremost,
the virgin white woman from the savage sexuality of the black man (hooks,
1990:57-64; Davis, 1983:172-201). The paramilitary racialist and patriarchal
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organization of the Antebellum South reproduced itself in the American West,
particularly in Texas, not only in the plantation culture of the black belt but in
the cattle baronies of the open range. Much of the rape and pillage and the
accompanying vigilante response of the Wild West, particularly in cattle
country, was, in Tilly's (1998) terms, an emulation of Antebellum Southern
institutions. It is no accident that many of the most notorious gunfighters,
particularly the gunfighter-lawman-gambler characters, such as Doc Holliday,
were raised as Southern gentlemen (Sydnor, 1965[1952]; Bridenbaugh,
1975[1952]; Buckster, 1992; Tanner1998; see Brown, 1975 and Rubenstein,
1970 for different perspectives on Southern and Western violence).

The counter-point to the plantation society of the Antebellum South
was the yeoman farmer community of the Middle and Far West. The “artisanal”
(Hogan 1990) or “yeoman” (Kulikoff, 1989) mode of production was small-
scale labor and land-intensive agricultural (or household craft) production. The
relations of production were between the “self-employed” proprietor (or master)
and the family or other household members (including, in craft households,
apprentices and sometimes journeymen) whose labor was exploited in
household, field, or craft production.  Although “yeoman” farmers and
independent artisans were numerically superior, even in the South, they were
peripheral in establishing and sustaining Antebellum Southern society. Their
economic contribution was in sustaining themselves, and their political
contribution was in sustaining the planter, in the militia, the legislature, and,
ultimately, the Civil War. Outside the South, however, yeoman farmer and
artisanal-shopkeeper communities predominated, both economically and
politically (Kulikoff, 1989; Clark, 1990).

Outside of Appalachia, it is not clear that the U.S. ever supported a
population of subsistence farmers. Nevertheless, prior to the Civil War, the
modal U.S. enterprise was the family farm, in which class and gender relations
were oriented toward "subsistence-plus" production. Even in the villages and
towns, the modal shopkeeper or artisan household was broadly similar, often
including a garden and a few farm animals to sustain subsistence while trading
"in kind" for needed goods and services. Farm households on the western
frontier, which were, essentially, self-sufficient, also engaged in this sort of
informal exchange economy. Women and men exchanged goods and services
with their neighbors, maintaining an informal or sometimes formal balance sheet
of who was "beholdin" to whom for how much of what.

Faragher's (1986) research on Sugar Creek, Illinois, suggests that men
and women had parallel but rarely intersecting exchange networks.
Nevertheless, class and gender relations were confounded in the "subsistence-
plus" system of production and reproduction, which, as is typical of self-
employed shopkeeper households, exploited family or household labor in house
and field to produce whatever surplus might be available. Generally, there was
more opportunity hoarding, through land claim clubs and unions, than
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exploitation, simply because there was little surplus labor value to exploit (see
Bogue, 1975, on claim clubs; see Montgomery, 1987, especially chapter 1, on
early unions and the guild-like patronage relations in the early iron rollers’
union),

The exploitation of children and of wife's unpaid labor in producing and
caring for children was probably the primary base of categorical inequality.
Thus gender relations and patronage relations, including the appropriation,
hoarding, and intergenerational transmission of property, distinguished the
yeoman (or artisan). These relations distinguished him, first, from the
unmarried, childless, and landless adult males, who might have been available
for casual labor, and, second, from the women and the children (see Johnson,
1978, on artisan-shopkeepers before and after capital accumulation and the
alienation of life and work in Rochester, New York).

One could (and many have) exaggerated the harmony of the yeoman
farm community. Kulikoff, (1989) makes it clear that this was a patriarchal
capitalist society, which defended property ownership and encouraged
accumulation. Despite these ambitions, however, the shortage of labor and
capital and the uncertain returns on invested household labor combined to
promote collective enterprise, at the household if not the community level, to
ensure subsistence, first and foremost. Compared to the plantation system,
patronage (or opportunity hoarding, particularly with regard to land) and gender
relations were more important than class relations, which were limited. Racial
exclusion was more real than apparent in a society that was overwhelmingly
white and virtually always segregated at the level of the household if not the
community.

The third essential “mode of production” was the industrial system,
which combined labor and capital-intensive commodity production within the
factory setting. Here the predominant relations of production were employment
for wages. The “mode of reproduction” was the partriarchal family or household
in which the unpaid labor of women and children were exploited in reproducing
labor. This essential family structure was supplemented, to some extent, by the
use of servants in capitalist households, or the use of boarders in worker
households. Prior to 1876 the industrial mode of production was primarily an
eastern phenomenon. Employment was becoming increasingly common between
1800 and 1860, however, when it displaced slave and self-employment, as the
modal relations of production (Ashworth, 1995:85).

Even in the East, however, industrial production prior to 1876 was
often steeped in craft tradition, as exemplified by the iron industry, which was
characterized by subcontracting and familial, ethnic, and racial patronage
(Montgomery, 1987:17-21,25-26).  Elsewhere, as in Rochester, NY, for
example, household craft production was, to a large extent, replaced with ethnic
and religious patronage systems that maintained a two-tiered pool of available
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labor: the temperate, Christian permanent workers, particularly the skilled
workers and supervisors, and the intemperate, migratory immigrant labor force
(Johnson, 1978).

In sum, one might argue for the primacy of class in the Northeast, race
in the South, and gender in the West. Nevertheless, opportunity hoarding,
particularly patronage in the control and distribution of jobs in the North, slaves
in the South, land in the West, and women and children throughout the U.S., was
of critical importance. Class relations, specifically, the exploitation of labor in
the production of commodities and services offered for sale in the general
market, were critical in the production of cotton in the South and in the factories
of the Northeast. For most Antebellum U.S. households, however, class
relations, thus defined, were, at best, a subordinate concern. In fact, even in the
plantation economy the relations between master and slave were less critical,
politically if not economically, than the relations between whites and blacks.

SUSTAINING AND CHALLENGING INEQUALITY

It was only through the cooperation of white males that race, gender,
and, ultimately, class relations were sustained. What ultimately tore this system
apart, in fact, was not class conflict within the plantation system or even within
the South. Neither was it economic or class conflict between Northern factory
owners or workers and Southern plantation owners or slaves. It was, essentially,
racial and gender conflict, focused on the reproduction of labor and on economic
and, particularly, political patronage. In fact, the “revolutionary struggle” of the
Civil War was about race and gender, more than slavery per se. The frontline
troops were white women and “free” blacks in the North.

What ultimately destroyed the union was, in fact, the unwillingness of
the Northern and Western white male yeoman farmers (or artisans or merchant-
industrialists) and their wives and daughters to continue to emulate and
accommodate the patronage system that sustained race, class, and gender
relations in the Antebellum South. As capital accumulation and state building
incorporated an increasingly interdependent set of territories and states in what
was becoming a national transportation and commercial network that tied
eastern manufacturing, finance, and trade to western mining and agriculture, the
willingness to accommodate the South declined precipitously (Bensel, 1990:
192-193). As Eastern capital and Western yeomen cooperated in capital
accumulation and state building, they became less inclined to defend a complex
race, class, and gender system that demanded extensive military protection while
maintaining economic dependence on the British Empire, all in the interest of
maintaining white male privilege.

Simply stated, in the East and the West, white male privilege was not
yet sufficiently challenged, in 1860, to warrant the cost of sustaining the

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Class, Race and Gender Inequality 79

patronage system of the Antebellum South. In fact, racialism threatened
patriarchy more than slavery threatened capitalism. Nevertheless, continuing to
adapt yeoman and industrial relations to accommodate the increasing demands
of the Southern patronage system was ultimately deemed more trouble than it
was worth, as Northern white female abolitionists were becoming increasingly
militant. Northern and Western white men faced the challenge of defending a
Southern system of race and gender relations to increasingly militant women
who were, themselves, economically dependent and politically disenfranchised.
Attempting to accommodate this Southern system was undermining patriarchy if
not capitalism, increasingly, after the ladies first convened as “women” (rather
than abolitionists), in 1848 (Kraditor, 1981[1965]:2-4). Thus the white adult
male voters of the North and West abandoned the Southern patronage system, as
institutionalized in its Democratic Party, and supported the emerging Republican
Party. Given the clear and present danger that feminism and abolitionism might
yield yet more frightening specters, white males in the North and West opted to
fight for "free land, free labor, and free men" (Foner, 1970).

After too many years of fighting a losing battle, however, in more than
a decade of attempting to reconstruct the South in the image of the North, the
defenders of white male privilege in the East and West ultimately, in 1876,
surrendered. They realized that they could not sacrifice the Southern patronage
system (and the Democratic Party) without endangering the sanctity of property
rights, which was one of the foundational pillars for the system of class, race,
and gender privilege that distinguished the white male capitalist of the Post-
Reconstruction era. Particularly after 1876, white male capitalists could not
afford to tolerate challenges to private property (Moore, 1966; Foner, 1990).

It was not simply the internal contradictions of republican capitalism
that suddenly and dramatically, once it was “ripe,” in 1861, destroyed the U.S.
governing coalition of 1776. Capitalism was not “ripe” until 1929, and even
slavery could have survived the 1850s (even Ashworth, 1995:13 concedes this
point) and might have endured much longer had it been sustained by Anglo-
American military adventures. The fact that American republican capitalism
survived 1929 should provide ample evidence that systems of durable inequality
do not simply explode when they are fully developed, after years of apparently
peaceful progress.

Instead, the process of establishing and sustaining the governing
coalition of 1776 was contentious. Race, class, and gender interests continually
challenged the categorical inequality institutionalized in Antebellum U.S.
republican capitalism. From the outset, the political challenge of the successful
completion of the colonial revolt (1776-1789) was to institutionalize local class,
race, gender, and patronage systems within the general bounds of patriarchy,
racism, republicanism, and capitalism. The problem was not, essentially, the
internal contradictions of plantation, yeoman, and industrial systems or even the
incompatibility of these institutionalized “modes of production.” The problem

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



80 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

from the very beginning was conflict at the organizational level between
established local and emergent national interests.

Clearly, in 1776, the Thirteen Colonies shared a tradition of Anglo-
American republican capitalism that was adapted in each colony to
accommodate the peculiarities of local class, race, and gender inequality. As
indicated above, artisanal (Hogan, 1990) or yeoman (Kulikoff, 1989) “self-
employment,” which relied, primarily, on gender and age-based exploitation of
family labor, was the predominant mode of production for Antebellum U.S.
households. Nevertheless, self-employment rates declined significantly, from an
estimated 57% in 1800 to a still substantial 37% of all U.S. households in 1860
(in the twentieth century, rates hover at or below 20%, depending on the
population: see Hogan and Perrucci, 1998). At the same time, wage-earning
rates increased from 12% to 40%, while slavery rates declined from 31% (in
1800) to 23% in 1860 (Ashworth, 1995:85).

Clearly, wage labor was displacing self-employment and slavery as the
predominant relations of production in nineteenth century U.S. households. It is
not clear, however, that either slavery or self-employment was in danger of
disappearing in 1860 - certainly not in the short-run (Ashworth, 1995:85; Wright
1978). Sharecropping ultimately replaced the plantation system, and
substantially undermined the Southern yeoman system, but this did not happen
on any appreciable scale until after the failure of Reconstruction, in 1876. In
fact, the sharecroppers (as a class) did not challenge planter-merchant hegemony
until the 1890s (Wright, 1978; Hahn, 1983; Schwartz, 1988[1976]).
Furthermore, the use of convict labor in mining, in Dade County, Georgia, in
1880, suggests that long after slavery was abolished the plantation mode of
production (using convict instead of slave labor) was still quite serviceable (U.S.
Bureau of Census, 1880).

It is not at all clear that capital accumulation and proletarianization
directly threatened either slave or yeoman production in 1860. It was, first, the
Greenbackers, in 1872-1876, and then the Labor movement, beginning in
roughly the same period but gaining political strength, particularly in the West,
between 1880 and 1896, that effectively challenged convict labor.  This
explains, in part, why, in 1886, the use of convicts in coal mining was typical in
Georgia, common in Kansas, but virtually unknown in Colorado, despite the fact
that the Colorado State Penitentiary was in the coal-mining county of Fremont
(Hogan, 1990; U.S. Bureau of Census, 1880; U.S. Commissioner of Labor,
1887). The militancy of the miners, 1870-1896, essentially foreclosed the
possibility of convict labor in the Colorado mines (Wright, 1974).

As Wright (1978:37-42) explains, with regard to the plantation South,
“yeoman” relations predominated in 1860, with land ownership estimated at 80-
90% of planters, most of whom owned no slaves. Like their counterparts in the
North and West, the yeomen were relatively self-sufficient and were not, in any
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sense, economically exploited by the slaveholders. Neither were the yeomen
exploited, to any appreciable extent, by industrial capitalists, even in Antebellum
New England. They were, however, like their yeomen counterparts in the North
and West both included and excluded in race, gender, and patronage relations
with white male patriarchs and patrons. In this regard, it appears that,
ultimately, the white male patriarchs and patrons of the North were more
effective in sustaining white male privilege than were their counterparts in the
South.

The fact that the white male patriarchs and patrons of the North were
more likely to be merchant or incipient industrialist town-dwellers, who relied
on the surplus labor and products of local agriculture, was important. The
exploitation of the yeoman’s daughters (as factory workers), or the yeoman’s
wives and daughters (as cottage-industry out-workers), indicates an economic
accommodation of industrial and artisanal (or yeoman) relations of production.
Under the umbrella of a (patriarchal) gentlemen’s agreement and a patronage-
based system of credit and taxation, this adaptation of the industrial (factory)
system was effected. It allowed industrial production to adapt itself to emulate
patriarchal relations, with factories that provided dormitories for young farm
girls, who worked for a few years before finding a husband (Dublin, 1979,
chapters three and five). Capitalist industrial production, in other towns,
accommodated the same patriarchal relations in providing outwork for farm
women and children, enabling farmers to raise money to pay taxes (and thus
providing the “plus” in “subsistence plus” production). Such accommodation in
the exploitation of yeoman women and children’s labor, simply indicates how
adaptable republican capitalism can be (Clark, 1990:184-189; Dublin, 198S5;
Kulikoff, 1989, Hogan, 1990).

White male patriarchs in the South had a more stormy relationship with
the yeoman farmers, particularly in the UpCountry of the Carolinas (Rubenstein,
1970; Brown, 1975). Problems with the yeoman continued to plague the
planters, in Georgia, for example, even after the defeat of Reconstruction (Hahn,
1983), which indicates, once again, the difficulties in accommodating yeoman
and plantation production. = The problem, however, was not in class
relations—planters did not rely on the yeomen as a labor force. The problem
was political patronage and military (coercive) control, which rested on a
“gentlemen’s agreement” that seems particularly one-sided (when viewed from
the outside—particularly from the North or West). The continuing difficulty in
controlling the Southern yeoman, and thereby controlling the slaves, was rooted
in the difficulties in accommodating plantation and yeoman relations within a
political economy that was predominately (and was becoming increasingly)
capitalist. Viewed in institutional terms, the plantation “mode” and its “master-
slave” relations were ‘“archaic” (Hobsbawm, 1965[1959]). Viewed in
organizational terms, the ability to accommodate racialism and patriarchy within
a patronage system that offers limited access to land, slaves, or even to white
women and their children, was and is a problem that has plagued the South and
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the Democratic Party ever since either was established.

The Southern plantation economy needed the North to sustain its
control of the yeoman. The Southern military, if sustained by Northern capital
and industry, could effect the domination of the hinterland, so long as white men
cooperated, regardless of class or region, in defending a version of republican
capitalism that could accommodate local variation in class, race, gender, and
patronage relations. George Washington’s election was a foregone conclusion.
What was problematic was his willingness and his ability to lead “federal”
troops on their first nationalist expedition, to crush the patrons of the Western
yeomanry. The first challenge to federal authority, which the conventional
(“Whig”) history derides as “The Whiskey Rebellion,” marks the opening blow
of the war against labor, first, in its guise as federalism and, later, in its guise as
the Democratic-Republican Party (Gould, 1996). This hyphenated abomination
betrays the internal contradictions of political party patronage that relies on race
and gender inequality as the basis for political control, effected through rape and
murder. Thus coercive violence provides the institutional basis for legitimating
the exploitation of family or slave labor and the basis for maintaining the
distinction between the two. This system, shepherded by the charismatic
military leadership of Washington, became routinized in the administrative
system elaborated by Hamilton and in the partisan system elaborated by
Jefferson (then Madison, Monroe, and finally, Jackson and Van Buren - see
Charles, 1961[1956]; Cunningham, 1957; Hofstadter, 1969).

Its most serious challenge in the North comes not from Northern labor
(white immigrants: see Roediger, 1991) or capital, but from white Northern
women and even white Southern women who fled to the North. The Grimke
sisters, for example, were traitors to both class and region. They defended
human rights with the radical notion that “all human beings have the same
rights” regardless of race or gender (Kraditor, 1989[1969]:45). Prudence
Crandall, a White Quaker, defied her Yankee neighbors in Conneticut by
admitting “blacks” to her private academy for “girls.” Crandall was jailed, and
vigilantes destroyed her school in 1834 (Stewart, 1976:63). Clearly, racial
exclusion extended beyond the South and beyond gendered family relations to
include the private schools through which genteel ladies reproduced themselves
in the form of their “girls” (their female students). Even in New England,
gender relations were racialized.

The ability of an essentially racist, patriarchal patronage system to
physically conquer the West and to subdue, in the process, not simply the
“Indian savages” but also the yeoman farmer and the immigrant worker, is,
essentially, the subject of the “new” Western History. In the West, capital
accumulation and state building were associated with the commercialization of
agriculture, the alienation of productive and reproductive labor, and the
intensification of class and gender exploitation. The process involved not
simply shifting field production from subsistence to commercial crops but also
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reorienting household production from subsistence, achieved through inter-
household exchange, toward consumerism. While many family farmers fell into
debt and mortgaged their land, railroads and other corporate capitalists in the
Western States, such as Kansas and Colorado, instituted sharecropping and
tenancy systems, which emulated the sharecropping or debt-peonage system
instituted in the South (U.S. Bureau of Census, 1880).

The major difference in sharecropping in the North and South is the
presence, in the North, of bankers and merchants who remained independent of
the large landowners who rented on shares. As Schwartz (1988[1976]) has
indicated, the lack of finance capital in the South created a system in which a
single class emerged as the landlord-merchant-creditor, whose relations with the
sharecropper characterized the class system of the Post-Reconstruction South.
Of course, given the tradition of racialized slavery, the Southern system was
much more explicitly racialized. As one Southern sharecropper explains, “My
daddy put me to plowing the first time at nine years old, right after my mother
died ... plowing up the white man’s potatoes” (Rosengarten, 1989[1974]:15).

In the Western States, where sharecropping was less explicitly
racialized, class and gender conflict appeared in the form of agricultural
cooperatives, mining and industrial unions, and third party political challenges,
increasingly after 1870. The alienation and intensification of class and gender
exploitation brought gender as well as class interests to the forefront of Western
political struggles, particularly in the mining regions, where labor had a history
of economic independence and class-based political organization.  Not
surprisingly, in these regions, leftist labor organizing and campaigns for
women's rights increased dramatically in the Post-Reconstruction period
(Malone, 1981; Hogan, 1990; Reitman, 1991).

In the East, patronage in immigrant labor recruitment and in both
employer and employee organizations provided bases for machine politics, in
which parties emulated ethnic, racial, and gender segregation at work, at home,
and in the unions. Ultimately, the "progressive" reforms of the northern
Republican Party defended the interests of northern native-born white
businessmen and women. The party convinced former abolitionists to abandon
blacks to the Southern Democracy and to embrace temperance and anti-
communism in preliminary efforts to Americanize the immigrant factory
workers (Wiebe, 1989[1962]; Kraditor, 1981[1965]; Kraditor, 1989[1969];
McPherson, 1975). These progressive reform efforts, in the northern cities, did
little to stifle increasing labor militancy, on the one hand, and increasingly
severe economic crises, on the other. When the stock market crashed in 1929 it
was clear that the Republican promise of peace and prosperity was, at best,
short-lived.
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TOWARD THE FUTURE

A history of class, race, and gender relations under the New Deal, the
Great Society, and Reagan's America would take us well beyond the limits of
current concerns, but much of this history has already been written. The struggle
of left labor, including the LW.W. (Cohen, 1990; Dubofsky, 1988[1969]), and
the efforts to organize inter-racial unions in racially segregated cities (Horowitz,
1997) or to organize black labor (Pfeffer, 1990), and Southern labor (Honey,
1993) deserve the book-length treatment that recent historical scholarship has
provided. Similarly, the struggle of women within male unions (Gabin, 1990)
and within unions of their own making (Quadagno, 1988) is well documented.

Aside from making reference to these stories, two points are worthy of
note. First, communist and socialist labor organizations attempted to overcome
the tendency of employers to emulate, within the factory, the racial and gender
relations within the family and the residential community. Militants opposed
adaptation of factory employment and union recruitment relations in the service
of racial and gender interests. They also opposed efforts to divide and conquer
labor by adapting race and gender relations in the interest of undermining unions
and establishing employer controlled patronage systems. Second, employers
and, to some extent, more conservative union organizations opposed the left and
the more militant unions on these issues. In fact, the struggle to defend the "free
enterprise system" from the combined effects of economic and political crises in
the 1930s was a collaborative public and private, economic, social, cultural, and
religious campaign that paralleled the efforts to create a racialist slave society in
the Antebellum South (Fones-Wolf, 1994). It was, in fact, equally successful.

The corporate liberal triumph of the New Deal, the nationalist surge of
World War II, and the conservativism and anti-communist hysteria of the Post-
war years defeated the "militant movement" of the 1930s. These “progressive”
or “moderate” forces were as effective as the moderate Republicans and the
Democrats, who had defeated the "radical" reconstructionists, the Knights of
Labor, and the Greenbackers, in the 1870s, and, ultimately, the Populists, in
1896 (Foner, 1990; Voss, 1993; Montgomery, 1987; McNall, 1988; Schwartz,
1988[1976]). Nevertheless, the class, race, and gender interests that were
preempted, coopted, and repressed in each of these cycles of political challenge
re-emerged, after a period of latency in which organizational networks thinned
but did not disappear (Rupp and Taylor, 1987; Taylor, 1989; McAdam, 1982;
Morris, 1984, Pfeffer, 1990).

When political opportunities increased, in the 1950s, a new cycle of
political challenge began, spearheaded by the Civil Rights Movement. In
response, the Great Society program of the 1960s included fair employment and
housing legislation. Thus federal law attempted to counter the race and,
ultimately, gender inequality that had, by this time, been institutionalized in the
seniority system of corporate unionism in the industrial North and in the "right to
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work" anti-unionism of the South. Since then, however, and particularly during
the Reagan years (1981-1988) the struggle to reassert white male capitalist
privilege has been renewed, in efforts to break unions, beginning with the air
traffic controllers, to unfetter "free enterprise," and to redistribute wealth from
the poor to the rich. The collapse of the speculative pyramid scheme of
Reaganomics, in the savings and loan crash of 1989 (Hogan, 1997), and the
resurgence of liberalism since 1992 has, perhaps, provided opportunities for
addressing the race and gender (if not class) inequality that had been a less
prominent concern in the 1980s. Changes in partisan political agendas
notwithstanding, academics have become concerned with the lack of progress in
reducing race and gender inequality as it had become institutionalized both at
home and at work.

Ultimately, white male capitalist privilege is produced and reproduced
through class, race, gender, and patronage relations, at home and at work, that
maintain the privileged position of the married white male capitalist (Hogan et
al., 2000). Relations with these men reproduce their privilege and the durable
inequality in class, race, gender, and patronage relations. The exploitation of
labor in the monopoly sector and the colonization of the more competitive
sectors sustain the hegemony of large capital and the process through which
surplus capital accumulates in the monopoly sector while surplus labor
accumulates in the ghetto. Similarly, the exploitation of women and the racial
exclusion of blacks, within the family, and their exploitation or exclusion,
through patronage, in the workplace, reproduces white male privilege. The
struggle to escape the poverty and instability of the ghetto sector is not simply an
individual quest to accumulate human capital, such as educational or
professional credentials. =~ The path toward managerial or professional
employment, for example, is through relations of exploitation and opportunity
hoarding through which privilege is reproduced and inequality endures.

Most generally, “durable inequality” develops and changes as part of a
dynamic process of developing modes of production and reproduction, within
which, relations of production and reproduction develop. Multiple dimensions
of inequality appear to be characteristic of institutional development. Waves of
economic and political development yield multiple loci of exploitation and
opportunity hoarding, as life and work become increasingly alienated and
complex. Political challenge reverses this tendency toward multiple facets of
durable inequality, as the various manifestations of exploitation and opportunity
hoarding collapse in the course of revolutionary struggle.

It may be that Marx mistook the simplification of class and party
relations, associated with the revolutionary struggles of the nineteenth century,
as a secular trend in the development of capitalism. This mistake is paralleled
by the neo-liberal or the postmodern tendency to view the multiplication (and
de-centering) of categorical inequality as inherent in the post-industrial or
postmodern condition. Instead, this “postmodern” condition might reflect the
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relative growth of institutional forces at the expense of revolutionary challenge,
particularly during the Reagan-Thatcher years (Harvey, 1990). Sustained
revolutionary challenge that is focused on class or gender exploitation or on
racial or ethnic patronage systems of opportunity hoarding might yield a much
less complex and multi-faceted system than the neo-liberals or post-modernists
suggest. It is clear, however, that durable inequality will not disappear without a
fight.

Acknowledgments: The assistance of our Financial Security Group, at Purdue
University, Department of Sociology and Anthropology, specifically, Carolyn C.
Perrucci, Janet M. Wilmoth, and Autumn Behringer, was much appreciated.
Comments and suggestions by Charles Tilly and Robert Perrucci were most
helpful.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aldrich, H.E., Renzulli, L.A. & Langton, N. (1998). Passing On Privilege:
Resources Provided by Self-Employed Parents to Their Self-Employed
Children. In K.T. Leicht (ed.), Research in Social Stratification and
Mobility, Vol. 16. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Alexander, J.C., & Seidman, S. Eds. (1990). Culture and Society: Contemporary
Debates. NY: Cambridge University Press.

Allen, B. (1998). Slavery and Surrogacy. In T.L. Lott (ed.), Subjugation &
Bondage: Critical Essays on Slavery and Social Philosophy. Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Ashworth, J. (1995). Slavery, Capitalism, and Politics in the Antebellum
Republic, Volume 1: Commerce and Compromise: 1820-1850. NY:
Cambridge University Press.

Balibar, E. (1999). Class Racism. In L. Harris (ed.), Racism. Amherst, NY:
Humanity Press.

Benhabib, S. (1992). Situating the Self: Gender, Community, and
Postmodernism in Contemporary Ethics. NY: Routledge.

Bensel, R.F. (1990). Yankee Leviathan: The Origins of Central State Authority
in America, 1859-1877. NY: Cambridge University Press.

Bernard, J. (1972). The Future of Marriage. NY: World Publishing Co.

Bridenbaugh, C. (1975[1952]). Myths and Realities: Societies of the Colonial
South. NY: Atheneum (reprinted from Louisiana State University,
1952).

Bogue, A. (1975). The Iowa Claim Clubs: Symbol and Substance. In S.
Salisbury (ed.), Essays on the History of the American West. Hinsdale,
IL: Dryden Press.

Boxill, B.R. (1998). Necessary Identities. In T. L. Lott (ed.), Subjugation &
Bondage: Critical Essays on Slavery and Social Philosophy. Lanham,

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Class, Race and Gender Inequality 87

MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Brown, RM. (1975). Strain of Violence: Historical Studies of American
Violence and Vigilantism. NY: Oxford University Press.

Buckster, A. (1992). Lynching as Ritual in the American South. Berkeley
Journal of Sociology, 37:11-28.

Calavita, K. & Pontell, H.N. (1992). The Savings and Loan Crisis. In M. David
Erman and R. J. Lundman (eds.), Corporate and Governmental
Deviance. NY: Oxford University Press.

Carr, D. (1996). Two Paths to Self-Employment: Women's and Men's Self-
Employment in the United States, 1980. Work and Occupations, 23:26-
53.

Castells, M. (1989). The Informational City: Information Technology, Economic
Restructuring, and the Urban-Regional Process. Oxford: Basil
Blackwell.

Charles, J. (1961[1956}). The Origins of the American Party System. NY: Harper
& Row.

Chodorow, N. (1978). The Reproduction of Mothering: Psychoanalysis and the
Sociology of Gender. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Clark, C. (1990). The Roots of Rural Capitalism: Western Massachusetts, 1780-
1860. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Cohen, L. (1990). Making a New Deal: Industrial Workers in Chicago, 1919-
1939. NY: Cambridge University Press.

Cunningham, N.E., Jr. (1957). The Jeffersonian Republicans. Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press.

Dahl, R.A. (1961). Who Governs? New Haven, CN: Yale University Press.

Davis, A.Y. (1983). Women, Race, and Class. NY: Vintage Books.

Degler, C. (1970[1959]1). Out of Our Past: The Forces That Shaped Modern
America. NY: Harper & Row.

Dublin, T. (1979). Women at Work: The Transformation of Work and
Community in Lowell, Massachusetts, 1826-1860. NY: Columbia
University Press.

Dublin, T. (1985). Women and Outwork in a New England Town: Fitzwilliam,
New Hampshire, 1830-1850. In S. Hahn and J. Prude (eds.), The
Countryside in the Age of Capitalist Transformation: Essays in the
Social History of Rural America. Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press.

Dubofsky, M. (1988[1969]). We Shall Be All: A History of the Industrial
Workers of the World, Second Edition. Urbana, IL: University of
Illinois Press.

Duncan, O.D. (1968). Inheritance of Poverty or Inheritance of Race? In D. P.
Moynihan (ed.), On Understanding Poverty. NY: Basic Books.
Faragher, J.M. (1986). Sugar Creek: Life on the Illinois Prairie. New Haven,

CN: Yale University Press

Farganis, J. Ed. (1999). Readings in Social Theory: The Classic Tradition to
Post-Modernism, Third Edition. Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Ferguson, E.J. (1974). The American Revolution: A General History, 1763-1790.

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



88 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

Homewood, IL: Dorsey.

Foner, E. (1970). Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The ldeology of the
Republican Party before the Civil War. NY: Oxford University Press
. (1990). A Short History of Reconstruction. NY: Harper & Row.

Fones-Wolf, E.A. (1994). Selling Free Enterprise: The Business Assault on
Labor and Liberalism, 1945-60. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois
Press.

Frank, A.G. (1969[1967]). Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America:
Historical Studies of Chile and Brazil. NY: Monthly Review Press.

Fuller, M. (1971[1855]). Woman in the Nineteenth Century. NY: W.W. Norton
& Co.

Gabin, N. (1990). Feminism in the Labor Movement: Women and the United
Auto Workers, 1935-1975. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.
Garnsey, E. (1982). Women’s Work and Theories of Class and Stratification. In
A. Giddens and D. Held (eds.), Class, Power, and Conflict. Berkeley:

University of California Press.

Gould, R.V. (1996). Patron-Client Ties, State Centralization, and the Whiskey
Rebellion. American Journal of Sociology, 102:400-429.

Hahn, S (1983). The Roots of Southern Populism: Yeoman Farmers and the
Transition of the Georgia UpCountry, 1850-1890. NY: Oxford
University Press.

Hall, T.D. (1989). Social Change in the Southwest, 1350-1880. Lawrence:
University Press of Kansas.

Harris, L. (1999). What, Then, Is Racism? In L. Harris (ed.), Racism. Amherst,
NY: Humanity Press.

Hartmann, H. (1981). The Unhappy Marriage of Marxism and Feminism:
Toward a More Progressive Union. In L. Sargent (ed.), Women and
Revolution. Boston: South End Press.

. (1982). Capitalism, Patriarchy, and Job Segregation by Sex. In A.
Giddens and D. Held (eds.), Class, Power, and Conflict. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Harvey, D. (1990). The Condition of Postmodernity: An Enquiry into the Origins
of Cultural Change. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Hobsbawm, E.J. (1965[1959]). Primitive Rebels: Studies in Archaic Forms of
Social Movements in the 19" and 20" Centuries. NY: W.W. Norton.

Hodson, R. & Kaufman, R.L. (1982). "Economic Dualism: A Critical Review."
American Sociological Review, 47:727-739.

Hofstadter, R. (1969). The Idea of a Party System: The Rise of Legitimate
Opposition in the United States, 1780-1840. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

- Hogan, R. (1990). Class and Community in Frontier Colorado. Lawrence, KS:
University Press of Kansas.
. (1997). Do Citizen Initiatives Affect Growth? The Case of Five San
Diego Suburbs. In D.A. Chekki (ed.), Research in Community
Sociology, Vol. 7. Greenwich, CN: JAI Press.

Hogan, R., Kim, M. & Perrucci, C.C. (1997). Racial Inequality in Men's

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Class, Race and Gender Inequality 89

Employment and Retirement Earnings. The Sociological Quarterly,
38:431-438.

Hogan, R., & Perrucci, C.C. (1998). Producing and Reproducing Class and
Status Differences: Racial and Gender Gaps in U.S. Employment and
Retirement Income. Social Problems, 45:528-549.

Hogan, R., Perrucci, CC. & Wilmoth, J. (2000). Gender Inequality and
Retirement Income: Effects of Marriage, Industrial Sector, and Self-
Employment. In M. Texler Segal and V. Demos (eds.), Advances in
Gender Research, Volume 4. Greenwich, CN: JAI Press .

Honey, M.K. (1993). Southern Labor and Black Civil Rights: Organizing
Memphis Workers. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

hooks, b. (1990). Yearning: race, gender, and cultural politics. Boston: South
End Press.

Horowitz, R. (1997). “Negro and White, Unite and Fight!" A Social History of
Industrial Unionism in Meatpacking, 1930-90. Urbana, IL: University
of Illinois Press.

Humphries, J. (1982). Class Struggle and the Persistence of the Working-Class
Family. In A. Giddens and D. Held (eds.), Class, Power, and Conflict.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Johnson, P.E. (1978). A Shopkeepers’ Millennium. NY: Hill and Wang.

Kim, M. & Perrucci, C.C. (1994). Race and Income: A Comparison of
Employment and Retirement Income Determination Processes.
International Journal of Contemporary Sociology, 31(2):235-252.

Kitcher, P. (1999). Race, Ethnicity, Biology, Culture. In L. Harris (ed.), Racism.
Amberst, NY: Humanity Press.

Kraditor, A.S. (1981[1965)). The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement, 1890-
1920.NY: W.W. Norton [reprint of Columbia University Press, 1965].

Kraditor, A.S. (1989[1969]). Means and Ends in American Abolitionism:
Garrison and His Critics on Strategy and Tactics, 1834-1850. Chicago:
Ivan Dee (reprint of Pantheon Books, 1969).

Kulikoff, A. (1989). The Transition to Capitalism in Rural America. William and
Mary Quarterly, 3" series, 46(January):120-144.

Lawson, B.E. (1998). Locke and the Legal Obligations of Black Americans. In
T.L. Lott (ed.), Subjugation and Bondage: Critical Essays on Slavery
and Social Philosophy. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Limerick, P.N., Milner II, C.A. & Ranlkin, C.E. Eds. (1991). Trails: Toward a
New Western History. Lawrence, KS: University Press of Kansas.

Lipset, S.M. (1963). The First New Nation. NY: Basic Books.

Lott, T.L. (1998). Early Enlightenment Conceptions of the Rights of Slaves. In
Tommy L. Lott (ed.), Subjugation and Bondage: Critical Essays on
Slavery and Social Philosophy. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Loury, G.C. (2000) Lecture 2: Racial Stigma. DuBois Lectures, presented at
Harvard University, April 26, 2000 (printed text provided by author).

Malone, M.P. (1981). The Battle for the Butte: Mining and Politics on the
Northern Frontier, 1864-1906. Seattle: University of Washington
Press.

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



90 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

Marx, K. (1967[1867-1894]) (3 vols.). Capital: A Critique of Political Economy.

NY: International Publishers.

. (1974). In David Fernback (ed.), Karl Marx, Political Writings,

Volume II, Surveys From Exile NY: Vintage Books.

. (1974[1869]). The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte. In D.

Fernback (ed.), Karl Marx, Political Writings, Volume II, Surveys From

Exile. NY: Vintage Books.

. (1974[1861]). The North American Civil War. In D. Fernback (ed.),

Karl Marx, Political Writings, Volume II, Surveys From Exile. NY:

Vintage Books.

. (1978[1843]). The Jewish Question. In R.C. Tucker (ed.), The Marx-

Engels Reader, Second Edition NY: W.W. Norton & Co.

Marx, K. & Engels, F. (1971[1937]). The Civil War in the United States. NY:
International Publishers.

(1978 [1848]). Manifesto of the Communist Party. In R.C. Tucker

(ed.), The Marx-Engels Reader, Second Edition NY: W.W. Norton &
Co.

McAdam, D. (1982). Political Process and the Development of Black
Insurgency, 1930-1970. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McGary, H. (1998). Paternalism and Slavery. In T.L. Lott (ed.), Subjugation &
Bondage: Critical Essays on Slavery and Social Philosophy. Lanham,
MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

McNall, S.G. (1988). The Road to Rebellion: Class Formation and Kansas
Populism, 1865-1900. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McPherson, J.M. (1975). The Abolitionist Legacy: From Reconstruction to the
NAACP. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Montgomery, D. (1987). The Fall of the House of Labor: The Workplace, the
State, and Labor Activism, 1865-1925. NY: Cambridge University
Press.

Mooney, P.H. (1988). MyOwn Boss? Class, Rationality, and the Family Farm.
Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Moore, B., Jr. (1966). The Social Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy: Lord
and Peasant in the Making of the Modern World. Boston: Beacon
Press.

Morris, A. (1984). The Origins of the Civil Rights Movement. (NY: Free Press).

Oliver, M.L. & Shapiro, T.M. (1995). Black Wealth/ White Wealth: A New
Perspective on Racial Inequality. NY: Routledge.

O'Rand, A.M. (1986). The Hidden Payroll: Employee Benefits and the Structure
of Workplace Inequality. Sociological Forum, 1:657-683.

Patterson, O. (1982). Slavery and Social Death: A Comparative Study.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Perrucci, C.C., Potter, HR. & Rhoads, D.L. (1978). Determinants of Male
Family-Role Performance. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 3:53-66.

Perrucci, C.C. & Targ, D.B. (1974). Marriage and the Family: A Critical
Analysis and Proposals for Change. NY: David McKay Company, Inc.

Perrucci, R. & Wysong, E. (1999). The New Class Society. Lanham, MD:

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Class, Race and Gender Inequality 91

Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.

Pfeffer, P.F. (1990). A. Philip Randolph, Pioneer of the Civil Rights Movement.
Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press.

Pfeffer, M.J. (1994). Low-Wage Employment and Ghetto Poverty: A
Comparison of African-American and Cambodian Day-haul Farm
Workers in Philadelphia. Social Problems, 41(1):9-29.

Portes, A. (1996). Comment: A Dissenting View: Pitfalls on Focusing on
Relative Returns to Ethnic Enterprise. National Journal of Sociology,
10(2):45-47.

Portes, A. & Zhou, M. (1996). Self-employment and the Earnings of
Immigrants. American Sociological Review, 61:219-230.

Presser, H.B. (1994). Employment Schedules Among Dual-Earner Spouses and
the Division of Household Labor by Gender. American Sociological
Review, 59:348-364.

Quadagno, J.S. (1988). Woman's Access to Pensions and the Structure of
Eligibility Rules: Systems of Production and Reproduction. The
Sociological Quarterly, 29:231-249.

Reitman, S. (1991). The Politics of the Western Federation of Miners and the
United Mine Workers of America: Uneven Development, Industry
Structure, and Class Struggle. In S.G. McNall, R.F Levine, and R.
Fantasia (eds.), Bringing Class Back In: Contemporary and Historical
Perspectives. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Reskin, B.F. & Roos, P.A. (1990). Job Queues, Gender Queues: Explaining
Women's Inroads into Male Occupations. Philadelphia:Temple
University Press.

Robinson, C.J. (1983). Black Marxism: The Making of the Black Radical
Tradition. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Roediger, D.R. (1991). The Wages of Whiteness: Race and the Making of the
American Working Class. NY: Verso.

Rosengarten, T. (1989[1974]). All God’s Dangers: The Life of Nate Shaw. NY:
Random House.

Roy, W.G. (1999). Socializing Capital: The Rise of the Large Industrial
Corporation in America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Rubenstein, R.E. (1970). Rebels in Eden: Mass Political Violence in the United
States. Boston: Little, Brown & Co.

Rupp, LJ. & Taylor, V. (1987). Survival in the Doldrums: The American
Women's Movement, 1945 to the 1960s. NY: Oxford University Press.

Sanders, J.M. & Nee, V. (1996). Social Capital, Human Capital, and Immigrant
Self-Employment. American Sociological Review, 61:231-249.

Schwartz, M. (1988[1976]). Radical Protest and Social Structure: The Southern
Farmers' Alliance and Cotton Tenancy, 1880-1890. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press (reprint of NY: Academic Press, 1976).

Smith, J.P. (1995). Racial and Ethnic Differences in Wealth in the Health and
Retirement Study. Journal of Human Resources, 30(sup.):S158-S183.

. (1997). Wealth Inequality Among Older Americans. Journals of

Gerontology, 52(B):74-81.

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



92 Class, Race and Gender Inequality

South, S.J. & Spitze. G. (1994). Housework in Marital and Non-Marital
Households. American Sociological Review, 59:327-347.

Spencer, H. (1899). Principles of Sociology, 3 Volumes. NY: D. Appleton and
Co.

Stewart, J.B. (1976). Holy Warriors: the Abolitionists and American Slavery.
NY: Hill and Wang.

Sydnor, C.S. (1965[1952]). American Revolutionaries in the Making: Political
Practices in Washington's Virginia. NY: Free Press (reprinted from
Gentlemen Freeholders, University of North Carolina Press, 1952).

Tanner, K.H. (1998). Doc Holliday: A Family Portrait. Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press.

Taylor, V. (1989). Social Movement Continuity: The Women's Movement in
Abeyance. American Sociological Review, 54 (October):761-775.

Tilly, C. (1978). From Mobilization to Revolution. Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley.

. (1998). Durable Inequality. Berkeley: University California Press.

Tomaskovic-Devey, D. (1993). Gender and Racial Inequality at Work: The
Sources and Consequences of Job Segregation. Ithaca, NY: ILR Press.

Turner, F.J. (1972). The Significance of the Frontier in American History.
Reprinted in R. Taylor (ed.), The Turner Thesis Lexington, MA: D.C.
Heath & Co.

United States Bureau of Census. (1880). Tenth Census of Population and
Housing. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office.

United States Commissioner of Labor. (1887). Table 1. Convicts by States, etc.,
Second Annual Report, Convict Labor, 1886. Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office.

Voss, K. (1993). The Making of American Exceptionalism: The Knights of Labor
and Class Formation in the Nineteenth Century. Ithaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Waite, L..J. (1995) Does Marriage Matter? Demography, 32:483-507.

Webb, Walter Prescott (1931) The Great Plains. NY: Grosset and Dunlap.

Weber, M. (1958). The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. NY:

Charles Scribner’s Sons.

. (1978). Economy and Society. Berkeley: University California Press.

Weinstein, J. (1968). The Corporate Ideal and the Liberal State: 1900-1918.
Boston: Beacon Press.

Western, M. & Wright, E.O. (1994). The Permeability of Class Boundaries to
Intergenerational Mobility Among Men in the United States, Canada,
Norway, and Sweden. American Sociological Review, 59:606-629.

Wiebe, R.H. (1989[1962]). Businessmen and Reform: A Study of the Progressive
Movement. Chicago: Ivan R Dee, Inc (Reprinted in 1989; copyright
1962, Harvard University).

Wilson, W.J. (1980). The Declining Significance of Race: Blacks and Changing
American Institutions, 214 ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Wolf, D.A,, Freedman, V. & Soldo, B.J. (1997). The Division of Family Labor:
Care for Elderly Parents. Journals of Gerontology, 52(B):102-109.

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Class, Race and Gender Inequality 93

Wolf, E.R. (1982). Europe and the People Without History. Berkeley: University

of California Press.

Wright, E.O. (1982). Class Boundaries and Contradictory Locations. In A.

Giddens and D. Held (eds.), Class, Power, and Conflict. Berkeley:
University California Press.
. (1985). Classes London: Verso.

. (1991). The Conceptual Status of Class Structure in Class Analysis. In

S.G. McNall,; R'F. Levine, and R. Fantasia (eds.). Bringing Class Back
In: Contemporary and Historical Perspectives. Boulder, CO:
Westview.

Wright, E.O. & Peronne, L. (1977). Marxist Class Categories and Income

Inequality. American Sociological Review, 42:32-55.

Wright, E.O, Baxter, J. & Birkelund, G.U. (1995). The Gender Gap in

Workplace Authority: A Cross-National Study. American Sociological
Review, 60:407-435.

Wright, G. (1978). The Political Economy of the Cotton South: Households,

Markets, and Wealth in the Nineteenth Century. NY: W.W. Norton &
Co.

Wright, J.E. (1974). The Politics of Populism: Dissent in Colorado. New Haven,

CN: Yale University Press.

This content downloaded from 121.52.159.130 on Thu, 11 Jul 2019 11:51:05 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



	Contents
	p. [61]
	p. 62
	p. 63
	p. 64
	p. 65
	p. 66
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71
	p. 72
	p. 73
	p. 74
	p. 75
	p. 76
	p. 77
	p. 78
	p. 79
	p. 80
	p. 81
	p. 82
	p. 83
	p. 84
	p. 85
	p. 86
	p. 87
	p. 88
	p. 89
	p. 90
	p. 91
	p. 92
	p. 93

	Issue Table of Contents
	Race, Gender &Class, Vol. 8, No. 2 (2001) pp. 1-171
	Front Matter
	Common and Contested Ground: Marxism and Race, Gender &Class Analysis [pp. 3-22]
	Marxism, and Class, Gender, and Race: Rethinking the Trilogy [pp. 23-33]
	All in a Day's Work a Feminist Analysis of Class Formation and Social Identity [pp. 34-59]
	Class, Race and Gender Inequality [pp. 61-93]
	The Praxis of Critical Empiricism: Race, Class, Gender and Social Justice [pp. 94-115]
	"Studying Revolutions through the Prism of Race, Gender, and Class: Notes toward a Framework" [pp. 117-141]
	Marxism Without Apologies: Integrating Race, Gender, Class; A Working Class Approach [pp. 142-171]
	Back Matter



