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Group Formation and the Cultural Division 

of Labor' 

Michael Hechter 

University of Washington 

A structural theory of the relationship between class and status group 
formation is presented. The approach postulates, first, that differences 
in the solidarity of any objectively defined groups are independently 
determined by the extent of stratification among these groups and 
interaction within them. These expectations are confirmed by an anal- 
ysis of variation in the solidarity of 17 American ethnic groups in 
1970. Second, the relative importance of class as against status group 
divisions in societies as a whole is held to depend upon the degree of 
hierarchy and segmentation of their respective cultural divisions of 
labor. Supportive evidence is found in the examination of differences 
in the strength of class voting among five Australian states in 1964. 

Perhaps the last important contribution to the theory of social stratification 
in industrial societies was made long ago by Max Weber. In the famous 

essay "Class, Status, and Party" Weber did a great deal more than merely 
revise existing Marxian categories of stratification. Instead he proposed, 

not for the first time but in the clearest terms, a radically different type of 

category for the analysis of stratification: the Stand or status group. 
The validity of this category does not depend upon the conceptual ade- 

quacy of what Weber refers to as "class" in his essay. Since it has often 
been pointed out that his use of this term is quite different from Marx's 

own (Giddens 1973), the matter need not be pursued here. The significance 
of the concept Stand is that it countenances a basis for group formation- 

and consequent stratification-that is analytically independent of the rela- 
tions of production. This is a possibility that Marxian theory had seemed 

to preclude. True, the distinction between Klasse an sick and Klasse fiur 

sick gives the Marxian concept of class some analytic flexibility. But it is 

essential to recognize that the class principle bonds individuals into groups 

solely on account of their common position within the existing relations of 
production. By contrast, the aggregation principle for a status group is 

ultimately some kind of cultural commonality (Hechter 1976b). A status 

1 Thanks are due to Ronald Trosper, Thomas Hall, and David Nielsen for their assis- 
tance. In addition, Margaret Levi, Alberto Palloni, Kathleen Ritter, and several anony- 
mous readers for the AJS did their best to point out pitfalls along the route. This 
research was supported by the Graduate School Research Fund of the University of 
Washington. 
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group typically includes individuals of different classes, whereas a class 
typically includes individuals of different status groups. Class and status 
thus provide separate bases of group formation in complex societies. 

Each principle of group formation tends to be associated with a charac- 
teristic form of political mobilization. A society divided into two hostile 
classes is presumably ripe for revolution, but a society divided into two 
hostile status groups-nations, for example-is threatened by secession. The 
consequences of class mobilization are therefore quite different from those 
of status mobilization. In order to understand the social structural basis for 
diverse phenomena such as revolution and nationalism, class and status must 
be recognized to be the Castor and Pollux of any system of stratification. 

What determines the strength of these different principles of group forma- 
tion in industrial societies? This is a question that has seldom been raised- 
and hardly investigated empirically. Most writers have tended to look at 
the world through either class or status lenses. Those interested in class have 
assumed that status factors act to inhibit class formation; while those in- 
terested in status have assumed the inverse. This paper argues that the 
analysis of stratification in industrial societies is better served by discarding 
these unidimensional concepts and turning instead to a concept that in- 
corporates each dimension into a new whole: the cultural division of labor. 

Marx, the preeminent class theorist, recognized that status groups such 
as the medieval guilds and estates existed in feudal Europe. However, he 
felt that as industrial capitalism developed group formation would increas- 
ingly be based upon class. Most 19th-century sociologists agreed with him. 
Marx's expectation that the class structure of capitalist societies would be 
divided into two hostile camps has not been fulfilled. It is certainly possible 
to divide the population of a society like the United States into two cate- 

gories, workers and employers (Wright and Perrone 1977), but this kind 
of dichotomy probably obscures more than it illuminates. The problem can- 
not be solved merely by elaborating the class structure to include more than 
two strata. Indeed, the most serious dilemma for the class theorists is that 
there is not much evidence that these categories are etched deeply into the 
consciousness of individuals. Hence these are classes in name alone rather 
than solidary social groups: Klasse an sick has not been generally trans- 
formed into Kiasse fiur sick. Recent followers of Marx have hardly been 
oblivious to this fact, and some have tried to specify the obstacles to the 
formation of class consciousness (Ollman 1972). 

But the problem goes somewhat deeper than this. It is all very well to 
argue that class consciousness is a fragile creature that must be carefully 
sheltered from cold drafts and pathogens as if it were a newborn infant. But 
what can the class approach make of the abundant evidence that group 
formation in mature capitalism persists on another basis entirely, that of 
cultural similarity? Since the class theorist is primarily attuned to hier- 
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archical distinctions in the division of labor, his instinct is to somehow 
reduce a status group phenomenon like ethnicity to one of class. Ethnicity, 
in this view, must be a disguised and denatured form of class consciousness 
(Leon 1970). This conception can be meaningful only if all the members 
of an ethnic group occupy the same class position. But this happens rarely: 
ethnic groups are typically composed of members of different classes. Why 
should there be more commonality between the bourgeoisie and proletariat 
of one group than of another? Polanyi has posed it well: "There is no magic 
in class interests that would secure to members of one class the support of 

members of other classes. Yet such support is an everyday occurrence" 
(1957, p. 153). The basic theoretical problem at once becomes evident: 
How can the variable significance of class in social forms be accounted for 
by class itself? 

It should be clear that for the same reason analyses couched entirely in 
terms of status cannot be wholly satisfactory. Not only does class intrude 

upon status (as does status upon class), but there is evidence that the 
strength of status group cohesion shifts significantly across groups as well 
as historical eras. Thus status group sentiments such as ethnic identity can- 
not be usefully conceived to be universal and ahistorical imperatives of 

social organization in general. Little can be gained by the invocation of 
primordial sentiments (Shils 1957; Geertz 1963) to account for changes in 

the salience of ethnicity in industrial societies. 
The solution must be found at the contextual-not the individual-level. 

Several recent contextual approaches to the problem of ethnic divisions 
emphasize the differential stratification of ethnic groups within the labor 
market (Bonacich 1972; Edwards, Reich, and Gordon 1975; Cain 1976). 
Analysis of the labor market in industrial societies reveals the existence of 
two distinct sectors: a primary sector composed of relatively high-paying 
jobs with good working conditions and employment stability and a sec- 
ondary sector composed of low-paying jobs with poorer working conditions 
and chronic instability of employment (Piore 1975, p. 126). Incumbents in 

these different sectors of the labor market may be seen to have different 
objective interests. They may even receive different wages for performing 
the same tasks (Bonacich 1972). The fact that certain groups (blacks, 

Hispanics, and some other minorities in the United States) are found pre- 
dominantly in secondary employment sectors and often receive lower wages 
than white workers in the same jobs provides a ready explanation for politi- 
cal divisions between black and white workers: the groups taken as a whole 
have different economic interests. As will be argued, there is a substantial 
element of truth in this position. Yet the approach is evidently limited in 

other respects. If the solidarity of minority groups in the United States 
were merely a function of their location within a labor market segment (or 
a split labor market), those groups sharing the same labor market segment 
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should be expected (on the basis of this theory) to coalesce in pursuit of 
their common interests. Now American blacks and Hispanics are dispropor- 
tionately represented in the secondary labor market, but neither group 

seems willing to relinquish its separate identity, and efforts to unite them 
into "rainbow coalitions" have proven notoriously unsuccessful. The same 

kind of observation might be made of Jews and Episcopalians. 

Mindful of some of these issues, writers on "plural societies" hoped to 
shed light on differential ethnic solidarity by using comparative analysis. 
However, for two reasons their approach did not lead to the discovery of 
principles of stratification having general significance for industrial societies. 

For the most part they studied Third World states and not industrial states 
at all. But there was another difficulty as well. Explanations in these com- 

parisons and case studies tended to focus on institutional differences as 
causal factors, but these very differences between the units of comparison 
vitiated the likelihood that general theories of any kind might emerge.2 

This paper proposes a way out of the morass caused by the application 

of each of these concepts to the stratification of culturally heterogeneous 
societies. The cultural division of labor offers a more complex perspective. 
A cultural division of labor occurs whenever culturally marked groups are 
distributed in an occupational structure. However, since the distribution of 
such groups can take many different forms, cultural divisions of labor vary 

with respect to their degrees of hierarchy and segmentation. Variations in 

these two parameters are critical in determining the relative importance of 

class as against status group formation in all societies. First I shall discuss 

the determinants of group formation in general; then I shall attempt to 

explain variation in the strength of status and class cleavages among dif- 

ferent social formations. 

DETERMINANTS OF GROUP FORMATION IN INDUSTRIAL 
SOCIETIES: THE CASE OF ETHNIC GROUPS 

Before discussing the conditions determining the relative strength of class 

as against status group formation it is necessary to consider how groups of 

any kind are formed. There is a remarkable consensus about the answer to 

this question. The simplest type of group formation-the limiting case, 
never approached in reality-would occur among an unstratified set of 

individuals who are evaluated identically for any social purpose. In a homo- 

geneous aggregation of this kind groups, or self-conscious collectivities 

having boundaries, will tend to form on the basis of existing networks of 

2 The theoretically modest achievements of the pluralist approach have been admitted 
by one of the school's leading members: "Indeed, [pluralism] is not a theory at all, but 
simply a set of sensitizing concepts to aid us in studying the complex reality of multi- 
ethnic systems and to steer us away from our concern with the 'society-culture' as a 
closed system" (van den Berghe 1974, p. 870). 
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interaction.3 This means there will be a positive relationship between the 
intensity of interaction among a set of individuals and the degree to which 
group solidarity develops (for an important statement, see Homans 1950). 

Differential rates of group formation can arise to the degree that spatial 
factors act as barriers to interaction. If an aggregate is spatially dispersed- 

peasants in a region of isolated farmsteads rather than nucleated settle- 
ments, for example-the general level of interaction within it will tend to 

be low, as will its degree of group solidarity. Second, distance and geo- 
graphical factors, such as mountain ranges and other natural boundaries, 

act to make some individuals more peripheral to networks of interaction 

than others who are more centrally located. This will consequently produce 
different rates of group formation within an aggregate which is otherwise 

unstratified. 

Once this assumption about the homogeneity of the aggregate is relaxed 

somewhat to allow for cultural diversity, a further constraint on interaction 

is produced. This is because cultural differences between individuals gen- 

erally impose barriers to communication between them. Language is the 

most obvious of these cultural differences, but it is by no means the only 

one. The interpretation of meanings across cultural boundaries is invariably 
problematic. Thus group formation among equals is determined by inter- 

action rates which, in turn, are affected by the spatial organization and 

cultural diversity of the aggregate. 

Group formation within a stratified population, that is, among a set of 

individuals having differential ownership of or access to resources, is more 

complex. For the element of stratification per se introduces an entirely dif- 
ferent rationale for the formation of groups in addition to one based on 
interaction processes. When individuals can be objectively categorized as 
privileged or nonprivileged, group solidarity may follow from this very 

categorization. Therefore among a set of stratified individuals group forma- 
tion can also occur reactively: a boundary emerges between sets of privi- 
leged and nonprivileged individuals. Further, since interaction across this 

boundary heightens the perception of stratification, it is more apt to stimu- 
late hostility than mutual accommodation (LeVine and Cambell 1972, p. 

29). Hence, although interaction is a critical element in the formation of 
groups its effects vary in different circumstances. Among equally privileged 
individuals interaction promotes an inclusive corporate identification, 

whereas among differentially privileged individuals it spurs conflict and 

leads to the formation of two or more antagonistic groups. 

These conclusions emerge clearly from research on small groups, but there 

is no reason to doubt that they hold in most macroscopic settings as well, 

3 Note that by this definition groups may exist in the absence of formal organization. 
For the best discussion of the conditions under which groups of this kind can develop 
formal organization, see Olson (1968). 
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In any complex society, then, patterns of group formation should depend on 
two separate kinds of factors: the degree to which particular aggregates are 
differentially stratified (with the caveat that this differential stratification 
must be commonly perceived) and the degree to which interaction within 
these aggregates is maximized. To the extent that these conditions fail to 
be met prospects for group solidarity are diminished. 

At this level of generality these propositions should apply to any arbi- 
trarily defined sets of individuals. Thus, they should be capable of explain-, 
ing variation in the cohesiveness of classes, status groups (including ethnic 
groups), age grades, or even the sexes. The discussion that follows will 
illustrate how these principles of group formation can be employed to ac- 

count for variations in the solidarity of objectively defined ethnic groups in 
American society. Such groups are composed of individuals sharing one or 

more cultural markers. Whereas any perceptible sign or marker may take 
on significance for patterns of interaction within societies, the most im- 
portant cultural markers are language, religion, and skin color.4 

Ultimately, the determinants of group formation in any society must be 
found empirically. The answers can presumably be elicited by examining 
patterns of stratification and interaction in workplaces, neighborhoods, in- 
stitutions, and voluntary associations of all kinds. Whereas it is theoreti- 
cally possible to obtain information of this quality at the national level, the 

expense of generating it is prohibitive. 
The approach adopted here offers a simplified means of estimating these 

patterns for industrial societies as a whole in the absence of complete data. 

The division of labor is emphasized for two reasons. First, in industrial 

societies an individual's occupation gives the clearest indication of his over- 
all position in the stratification system. Second, social relations within the 

workplace will determine much about the course of interaction in other 

spheres of social life as well. This is only partially due to the fact that many 
of the waking hours of most people are spent in workplaces of one kind or 

another. Occupations also directly shape interaction patterns by influencing 

residential location (through rents, in the first instance [Hawley 1950, p. 

282], and through proximity to the workplace, in the second) and by 

promoting divergent styles of life and social identities (Kohn 1969, pp. 

165-88). 

The first factor affecting the strength of group solidarity is the position 

of the group in the stratification system. In general, the lower its position, 

the greater the probability that its members will come to think of them- 

4 In an ingenious series of small group experiments Tajfel (1970, 1974) succeeded in 
creating in- and out-group distinctions among subjects on the basis of the slenderest 
objective differences between them-for example, whether subjects preferred paintings 
by Klee or Kandinsky. From these experimental results he concluded that social cate- 
gorizations of all kinds are easily stimulated. 
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selves as sharing a community of fate.5 The reason for this is straight- 
forward. When one's life chances are seen to be independent of membership 
in a particular group, the psychic significance of membership in that group 
will tend to recede or to disappear altogether. This can be illustrated easily 
in the case of ethnic groups. The range of life chances available to white 
Anglo-Saxon Protestant males in the United States is virtually limitless: 
no significant occupations-or other rewards-are denied to anyone solely 
on account of his membership in this category. Because of this, individual 
success or failure cannot easily be attributed to any characteristics of the 
category as a whole. The life chances of such persons may well be affected 
by other characteristics-by differences in their class or geographical ori- 
gins, for instance-but they are not at all affected by this ethnic one. This 
is a situation encouraging individualistic orientations to action rather than 
the collectivistic orientations implied by having a strong ethnic identity. 

However, the situation is reversed among groups clustered in the lowest 
reaches of the stratification system. In societies having an egalitarian ideol- 
ogy it is rather difficult for persons in disadvantaged ethnic groups to 
imagine that poverty has befallen them entirely by chance. To do so would 
be an admission of collective inferiority. It is far more likely that such in- 
dividuals will sense a connection between their own position in the stratifica- 
tion system and that of the group as a whole. Perhaps they will come to 
think their material disadvantage occurs precisely on account of their ethnic 
distinctiveness. Often they will not have far to look for evidence sup- 
porting this perception because discrimination abounds against all such 
groups. There are two possible reactions to this dilemma. Some may at- 
tempt to conceal their ethnic origins, redefining them if necessary. Others, 
for whom escape is impossible or undesirable, will tend to identify on the 
basis of their ethnic distinctiveness; many will come to consider themselves 
members of a corporate group having similar interests. This sense of cor- 
porateness is the mark of high group solidarity. 

But this does not mean that all ethnic groups achieving high position in 
the stratification system necessarily have low solidarity. Such groups may 
have quite different rates of intraethnic interaction. Even among high- 
ranking groups other distinctions emanating from the occupational structure 
may serve to encourage or to inhibit the strength of intragroup interaction, 
and therefore solidarity. This is because there are many different kinds of 
occupations at each level of the stratification system. Miners and textile 
workers may both belong to low-ranking occupations, but differences in the 

5 However, this is not likely to be the case in situations where individuals are assigned 
to occupations solely on an ascriptive basis. In a society like 19th-century India, for 
example, members of a high-ranking caste are no less likely to be solidary than those 
of a low-ranking one because membership in each category is equally determinative of 
individual life chances. Similarly, in medieval western Europe there is no reason to 
suspect the feudal nobility to be any less solidary than the dependent peasantry. 
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nature of each task, its ecological setting, and the conditions of labor are 
all important in determining the degree of solidarity that should emerge 
in each group (Kerr and Siegel 1954). The prospects for group formation 

among a population of miners would doubtless be greater than those among 
a population divided equally between miners and textile workers. 

For this reason it is essential to consider the extent to which given groups 
are clustered in particular occupational niches. This differential clustering 
will be termed the occupational specialization of a group. Highly specialized 
ethnic groups have stereotypical occupations. At the extreme, information 
about an individual's ethnicity would enable a stranger to predict his occu- 

pation. In industrial societies, however, occupational specialization is always 
a matter of degree. Other differences aside, an occupationally specialized 
ethnic group is more likely to develop solidarity than one that is unspe- 
cialized (Barth 1969; Cohen 1969; Hannerz 1974; Yancey, Ericksen, and 

Juliani 1976). This is principally due to two factors. First, occupations can 

be an important domain for intragroup interaction. Personal relations within 
the work setting tend to reinforce the sense of ethnic similarity, as ex- 
perience is shared through a common cultural idiom. In such circumstances, 
associations of workers-be they trade unions or professional societies- 
take on a heavily ethnic flavor. Second, occupations tend to have distinct 
economic interests. Thus, to the extent that an occupation is monopolized by 
a particular ethnic group that group will have material interests in common. 

The causes of occupational specialization among ethnic groups in indus- 

trial societies are largely unexplored (but for one attempt, see Fauman 
1968). Strangely, this is less true for preindustrial societies. Comte once 

noted that in all societies where a moral tradition is the sole preserver of 

ideaA and practices it is inevitable and necessary for fathers to transmit their 

occupations to their sons (see Bougle 1971, pp. 36-37). In any complex 
handicraft industry, nothing is more precious than technical education. 

Religious minorities (Jews in Christian Europe; Armenians in the Ottoman 

Empire) sometimes are licensed to engage in occupations that are denied 

to those of the majority faith. But neither of these considerations has much 

effect in contemporary industrial societies. It is likely that occupational 

specializations developed in societies of large-scale immigration because of 

a complex calculus of factors including the distribution of opportunities at 

the time of the group's entry, the level of skill of the immigrants, the struc- 
ture of kinship and social organization in the place of origin, and policies 
addressed toward particular groups by the state or organized labor (see 
Glazer 1958, pp. 138-46). Ethnicity itself can cause specialization since the 

kinds of jobs people get is in part a function of whom they know.6 But the 

task of unraveling these elements lies ahead. 

6 A recent study of patterns of job recruitment' among a sample of professional, techni- 
cal, and managerial "workers" finds that a major determinant of getting a job is an 
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Once an occupation becomes ethnically specialized-particularly a rela- 

tively valued occupation-it is likely to be monopolized by the group for 

some time to come. The control over job information is crucial for the main- 

tenance of occupational specialization. And once an ethnic group attains 

a monopoly over a relatively valued occupation, incentives are provided 

for future generations to identify with the group and thereby to resist 

assimilation. 

Thus, the position of any kind of group in the stratification system and 

the extent of its occupational specialization should independently affect the 

degree of its solidarity. Each factor refers to a type of social structural 

niche which leads to particular kinds of group interests. Arguments have 

been advanced to suggest that the lower the position of any objectively 
defined group in the stratification system, the higher its resulting solidarity 

will be; and the greater its occupational specialization, the higher its re- 

sulting solidarity. 
These ideas can be tested by using a simple three-variable model. The 

solidarity of each ethnic group is the dependent variable, while the inde- 

pendent variables are the position of the ethnic group in the system of 

stratification, and the extent of its occupational specialization. This test 

uses data on 17 ethnic groups drawn from the 1970 Public Use Samples of 

the United States census. These comprise 1 % representative samples drawn 

from census interview schedules for the persons and the households, respec- 

tively, of the entire American population. 
For the purpose of studying ethnic group formation these data have some 

important advantages as well as significant limitations. The most obvious 

advantage is the size and representativeness of the sample. This makes it 
possible to study many groups which are too small to be analyzed in the 
most extensive sample surveys. While this test is necessarily cross-sectional, 

projects are now under way at several universities to create comparable 

Public Use Samples for previous censuses, beginning in the 19th century. 

When these data have been collected, it will be possible to trace the evolu- 

tion of contemporary patterns of group formation in great detail. The 

methods employed here can be applied-with minor modifications-to the 

individual's access to relevant networks-through personal contact-which leads to 
information about where jobs are and how they may be acquired. The author concludes 
that "information in any society is both costly and valuable; there is no reason why it 
should be expected to flow easily unless there is direct compensation or a personal tie" 
(Granovetter 1974, p. 99). To the extent that ethnic groups make up friendship net- 
works (see Laumann 1973) in given localities, occupational specialization is likely to 
be enhanced by these processes. This is because information costs will be generally lower 
among individuals within such ethnic groups than between them. The ethnic boundary 
is quintessentially an information boundary, as research on linguistic code switching 
has shown (Blom and Gumperz 1971). Thus "ascription involves using an existent, pre- 
established structure as a resource rather than creating a new specialized structure for 
the same purpose" (Mayhew 1969). 
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analysis of similar problems in earlier Public Use Samples. However, the 
representativeness of the sample is achieved at some cost. As in all census 
data, there is very little information on the respondents' parents, and none 
at all on their religion. It is only possible to identify racial minorities and 
those who tend to be first- or second-generation immigrants. All told these 
groups constitute 37%o of the American population. 

Ethnic groups were defined for a subsample of all employed males (N 
56,000).7 To include data on the largest possible number of ethnic groups 
three separate cultural markers have been considered: race, mother tongue, 
and (in the case of English and French speakers) national origin. The final 
list of 17 was selected so as to maximize the number of distinct groups while 
preserving their internal homogeneity as much as possible (see table 1).8 

The first task is to find an indicator of each group's position in the 
stratification system. Although there has been a long-standing debate about 
the most appropriate measures of stratification, few options are available 
when analyzing census data. This is because the census collects much in- 
formation about occupations but none at all about classes-at least about 
classes in Marxian terms. Yet there is undoubtedly a healthy correlation be- 
tween measures of stratification based on class and those based on occu- 
pational criteria. For this reason the mean occupational prestige of each 
group can serve as an adequate indicator.9 These means vary considerably, 
from 27 (for the blacks) to 48 (for Yiddish speakers). Yet it would be 

wrong to assume that low ranking groups have a much greater tendency 

to be clustered in a single stratum of the labor market, and consequently 

have greater solidarity on this account, than groups of high rank. The 

rather high standard deviations for these means attest to the fact that 

there is considerable stratification within each of these groups.10 

The indicator of occupational specialization measures the extent to which 

the set of occupied males in each cultural group deviates from being ran- 

7 In order to eliminate the confounding effects of sex on occupational attainment, the 
analysis was confined to males. 

8 In the case of one group, composed of individuals with Scandinavian mother tongues, 
aggregation was necessary due to small sample sizes. Other small groups that could not 
justifiably be aggregated (Russian, Lithuanian, and Ukrainian language groups among 
others) were not included in the analysis. Nearly 63%o of this sample, Caucasians hav- 
ing English as a mother tongue and both parents born in the United States, is treated 
as unidentifiable here (and is not included in the following analyses) since third- and 
fourth-generation Americans of many different ancestries are included in this category. 

9 This analysis uses an index of occupational prestige based upon the method devised 
by Duncan (1961) but specifically adapted to the occupational categories of the 1970 
census by Temme (1975). 

10 Thus, it is quite conceivable that for individuals within each group education (and 
other factors) may well determine occupational achievement. The present discussion is, 
of course, concerned with the stratification of groups. 
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domly distributed among the occupational categories." This is a standard- 
ized measure that is insensitive to differences in the size of the cultural 
groups. To determine the extent to which some groups specialize in nar- 

rowly defined categories, aggregation of discrete occupational categories has 

been kept to an absolute minimunm. The measure employed here is based on 

data for 441 occupations. Although approximately 20,000 job titles are cur- 

TABLE 1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ETHNIC GROUPS, 1970 

OCCUPA- OCCUPATIONAL TERRI- 

TIONAL PRESTIGE TORIAL INDEX 

SPECIAL- ?CONCEN- OF 

ETHNIC GROUP IZATION M SD TRATION N* ENDOGAMY Nt 

1. Black....... .138 26.74 14.65 2.93 4,756 .987 2,941 
2. Asian.... .155 35.-85 19.63 11.84 415 .803 253 
3. British. . .129 41 10 17.14 3.86 821 .141 685 
4. Irish .118 38.78 16.47 5.45 470 .224 382 
5. Other English 

speaking ..... .... .149 40.82 16.91 3.38 2,476 .172 1,939 
6. French-Canadian . .126 37.16 14.41 4.24 700 .411 567 
7. German .. ....... .160 38.33 16.60 4.30 2,326 349 2,028 
8. Scandinavian4 . 178 37.85 16.34 4.60 659 .281 551 
9. Italian . 126 36.52 15.20 6.28 1,692 .505 1,394 

10. Yiddish speaking . 370 47.62 17.94 11.60 689 .655 584 
11. Polish .116 36.18 14 92 4.74 1,025 .412 821 
12. Czech ... . ....... .199 37.34 16.60 3.84 191 .363 179 
13. Slovak ........ . .126 37.30 15.79 6.93 209 .318 171 
14. Hungarian .111 37.25 17.62 3.35 181 .324 143 
15. Greek.. .273 39.56 16.50 4.13 178 .595 129 
16. Dutch. .225 39.14 18 08 3.78 134 .405 121 
17. Hispanic?. .153 28.92 15.80 4.91 1,795 .766 1,266 
Unidentifiable . . . 101 36.47 16.87 . 36,231 .565 26,106 
Other nonwhite. . .145 27.99 15.25 . . 243 .599 154 
Russian-Ukrainian . 130 39.09 17.27 . . 192 .365 159 
Lithuanian . . 193 40.49 16.16 ... 90 .407 74 
Cuban . . 211 34.13 17.24 ... 126 .646 98 
Non-English-speaking 

white .116 38.34 17.34 ... 1,001 .307 760 

Total .............. 35.95 16.95 ... 56,600 ... 41,505 

SOURCE.-U.S. Bureau of the Census, Public Use Samples of Basic Records from the 1970 Census: Descrip- 
tion and Technical Documentation (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972). 

NOTE-Data are for males only. 
* Refers to the total number of employed (or occupied) males enumerated in each ethnic category. All 

variables in cols. 1-4 are calculated from this baseline. 
t The total number of married males (employed or not) enumerated in each ethnic category. It is used to 

create the endogomy variable. 
I Includes Swedish, Danish, Norwegian, and Finnish mother tongues. 
? Excludes Cubans, since a high proportion of Cuban marriages did not take place in the United States. 

This measure is defined as follows: 

X1i= 10[ E ' 

where N., is the number of individuals in cultural group j employed in occupation 
i; Nj is the total number of individuals in cultural group j, and K = 441. 
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rently listed in the United States, the categorization used here is detailed 
enough to point up the truth of certain stereotypes about ethnic employ- 
ment.12 Blacks are overrepresented as janitors; Asians as farm laborers, 
cooks and waiters, and gardeners. Hispanics are disproportionately em- 
ployed as farm laborers and unskilled urban laborers. The Irish are more 
likely to be policemen than any other group; the Italians to be barbers. 
Eastern European groups are found especially as skilled industrial workers; 

Germans, Scandinavians, Czechs, and Dutch are overrepresented as farmers, 
while Yiddish-speaking Jews are concentrated in management, sales, medi- 
cine, and accountancy. However, there are also some less obvious findings. 
The French-Canadians in this sample are most specialized in management. 
Although Asians are likely to be employed in restaurants, they also have a 
niche in electrical engineering, and Hungarians are overrepresented as 

designers. 

Last, ethnic group solidarity must be indicated by the strength of senti- 

ments binding individuals into a collectivity; it alludes to the quality of 

relations existing among individuals sharing certain cultural markers. In 

the absence of attitudinal data, the measurement of group solidarity must 

be deduced from behavioral evidence. There is general consensus that en- 
dogamy is the ultimate measure of the salience of boundaries for intergroup 

relations (Merton 1941; Schumpeter 1955; Bromley 1976), and this rea- 

soning has been adopted here. Ethnically endogamous groups are less open 

to interethnic interaction than exogamous ones, and there is ample evidence 

of a negative association between exogamy and ethnic identity among 

American males (see, for example, Alba 1976).13 

12 Even so, this measure underestimates the actual occupational specialization of Amer- 
ican ethnic groups. This is because the census does not provide enough detailed infor- 
mation for more accurate estimates. Some of this detail may be illustrated from a survey 
of the occupations of Japanese Americans resident in the western United States who 
were placed in detention camps in the spring of 1942. Although the Japanese operated 
only 3.9%7 of all farms in California and harvested 2.7% of all cropland harvested, they 
produced 90% or more of the following crops: snap beans for marketing; celery, spring 

and summer; peppers; strawberries. They produced 50%-90% of the following: arti- 
chokes; snap beans for canning; cauliflower; celery, fall and winter; cucumbers; fall 
peas; spinach; tomatoes. Finally, they produced from 259-50% of the following: 
asparagus, cabbage, cantaloupes, carrots, lettuce, onions, and watermelons (U.S. Con- 
gress 1942, pp. 117-18). These data led one student of American censuses to believe that 
"there may in fact be many such partial divisions of labor between native and foreign 
born and between different national-origin groups, to an extent that is not generally 
known or suspected" (Hutchinson 1956, p. 70). 

13 An adequate measure should take into account the proportions of each group in the 
population as well as its age-sex composition (see Price and Zubrzycki 1962; Romney 
1971). For the purpose of testing the models of ethnic solidarity here, however, a com- 
monly used index of endogamy that controls only for differential group size is employed 

(Savorgnan 1950; Hutchinson 1957; Lieberson 1963). The measure is derived from a 
different population from that used to create the previous measures, namely, the set of 
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The zero-order correlation matrix for these variables (table 2) reveals 
that endogamy is moderately correlated with occupational prestige (r = 

-.534), but appears unrelated to occupational specialization. In general, 

the more specialized groups have occupations of higher prestige (r = .549). 

The significance of the occupational-specialization variable emerges only in 

the regression equation. When the rate of endogamy is regressed on both 

occupational specialization and the mean prestige score, fully 73% of the 

variance is explained (table 3). Further, the signs of the regression coeffi- 

cients are in the predicted directions. Thus, the greater the occupational 

specialization of a group, the greater its rate of endogamy when the effects 

of prestige are controlled. Conversely, the greater the occupational prestige 

of a group, the less its rate of endogamy when the effects of specialization 

are controlled. While mean occupational prestige has a somewhat stronger 

effect on variation in endogamy (b - -.973), the effect of occupational 

specialization is also potent (b .800). If endogamy is accepted as a de- 

TABLE 2 

RELATIONSHIP OF GROUP FORMATION VARIABLES (N = 17) 

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS 

1 2 3 

1. Mean occupational prestige .. ........ . 000 ... ... 
2. Occupational specialization ..549 1.000 
3. Index of endogamy ...... ............ -.534 .266 1 .000 

TABLE 3 

DETERMINANTS OF ENDOGAMY: EFFECT OF OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE VARIABLES 

Variable b B* F Significance 

Mean occupational prestige.. -.973 -.054 34.678 .000 
Occupational specialization. . .800 2.786 23.421 .000 

NOTE.-R2 = .733, F = 19.191, significance = .000, N = 17. 
* Unstandardized regression coefficient. 

married couples in the 1go sample (thus, including males without any occupation). 
Since differences in endogamy are based upon a population of married couples, the 
effects of differential age-sex composition among the groups should be small. Hence 
potential error creeps into the analysis from at least two separate directions. First, there 
are differences in the populations used to create the independent variables and the de- 
pendent variable. Second, the sample may include recent immigrants to the United 
States, but there is no way to determine whether any given marriage occurred outside 
the country-for example, in the country of emigration. It should therefore be expected 
that the most recent groups to immigrate in large numbers will have inflated rates of 
endogamy. For all of these reasons, even in the unlikely event that this were a per- 
fectly specified and complete model, it could not be expected wholly to predict the 
variation in endogamy among these different groups. 
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cent indicator of the salience of group boundaries, any explanation of ethnic 
group solidarity must include both of these parameters. Each is important 

quite apart from the effects of the other. Attention has already been drawn 

to the salience of boundaries between ethnic groups having similar positions 

within the stratification system. An important reason for the tenuousness of 
"rainbow coalitions" among racial minorities in the United States is eluci- 

dated by this analysis: blacks and Hispanics are specialized in very different 
occupations. 

It must be stressed that this simple structural explanation of ethnic 

solidarity was made without reference to a host of factors often held respon- 

sible for its development-territoriality, institutional completeness, and the 

cultural legacies of particular groups, among others. There is little doubt 

that these factors play an important role in the determination of ethnic 

solidarity; it will be seen that territoriality even has causal significance. 

Most, however, are probably dependent on a group's position in the occu- 

pational structure. 

The model is more successful in accounting for solidarity in some of these 

groups than others. Analysis of the residual values from the regression equa- 

tion reveals that the endogamy rate among Asians, Yiddish speakers, blacks, 
and Italians is significantly underestimated by this equation, indicating that 

solidarity among these groups is not simply a function of their position in the 

occupational structure: territorial concentration has an independent effect. 

The greater the territorial concentration of an ethnic group, the more likely 
its intragroup interaction and therefore its solidarity. When a measure of 

the territorial concentration of ethnic groups in counties is added to the 

stepwise regression equation,14 89% of the variance in endogamy rates is 

explained-an increase of 16% (table 4; see also table 1). The residual 

values for Asians, Yiddish speakers, and Italians are considerably reduced 

by the addition of the territorial variable. The residual for blacks, however, 

remains high since they are so dispersed geographically. Despite their lack 

of territorial concentration (when counties are taken as the unit of analysis) 

blacks are extremely segregated residentially-a dimension this crude eco- 

logical variable cannot tap. National estimates of the respective residential 

14 This measure was developed by Thomas Hall from a combination of two geographi- 
cal units: county groups (N = 149) and individual counties. A cross-tabulation of 
ethnic groups by county groups was produced from the census tape. Each county group 
containing more than 2%S of all ethnic groups was broken down into its constituent 
counties. This combination of county groups and counties yielded 244 distinct areal 
units. The measure of territorial concentration is based only on those cells (in the cross- 
tabulation of ethnic groups by areal units) containing 2%7 or more of each ethnic group. 
The cumulative percentage of each group contained in these cells was then divided by 
the total number of cells meeting the 2%o criterion. The resulting measure is the mean 

percentage per cell for cells containing 29% or more of an ethnic group. 
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TABLE 4 

DETERMINANTS OF ENDOGAMY: EFFECT OF OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE 

VARIABLES AND TERRITORIAL CONCENTRATION 

Variable b B* F Significance 

Mean occupational prestige -1 .046 -.054 90.026 0 
Occupational specialization .656 2.287 33.320 .000 
Territorial concentration .465 .040 19.209 .001 

NOTE.-R2 = .892, F = 35.838, significance= .000, N = 17. 
* Unstandardized regression coefficient. 

segregation of ethnic groups would go a long way toward a full explanation 

of variation in rates of endogamy. 

The territorial variable is by far the weakest of these three determinants 

of endogamy. This suggests that the territoriality of a group may be in part 

a function of its position in the occupational structure (for some evidence 

supporting this position, see Guest and Weed [1976]). Thus, to a remark- 

able degree, the predicted relationships are borne out in this test. 

ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ETHNIC AND CLASS IDENTITY 

The previous section presented a simple structural account of group forma- 

tion in a context where only one type of group membership, ethnicity, was 

considered. It argued that the solidarity of a group is increased to the extent 

that both intergroup stratification and intragroup interaction are maximized. 
But this is an unduly simplified picture. Group formation in industrial soci- 
eties is complicated by the fact that individuals must choose between sev- 
eral identities, and these identities may be more congruent or less so. Just 
as every individual may be assigned to a particular ethnic group on the 
basis of such markers as language, religion, or skin color, so he may be 

assigned to many other kinds of groups on the basis of different criteria. 

Most important, each member of an ethnic group is simultaneously a mem- 

ber of a particular class. 

Classes are comprehensive groups made up of individuals having a com- 
mon relationship to the means of production. They are quite limited in num- 
ber and are hierarchically ordered. By definition classes have antagonistic 
material interests and, presumably, a sharp social boundary separates them 
(Ossowski 1963, pp. 135-36). Like any other groups, classes may be more 

or less self-conscious. The social structural (as against ideological or politi- 
cal) conditions leading to the development of class consciousness should be 
similar to those promoting any other type of group consciousness. Thus it 

should be expected that the greater the material and social distance between 

proletariat and bourgeoisie, the greater the probability that the proletariat 

as a whole will be class conscious. This is one of the central arguments in 
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The Communist Manifesto. And the greater the intensity of interaction 

within the proletariat, the greater its resultant solidarity. Hence Marx 
placed great emphasis on the ecological obstacles to class consciousness 

among French peasants in The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte: these 
are seen to impose barriers to communication among individuals otherwise 
having the potential to form a single corporate group. 

If any individual identifies primarily with others having a similar relation 
to the means of production he may be said to be class conscious. If, on the 
other hand, he identifies primarily with others bearing similar cultural 
markers, irrespective of their relationship to the means of production, he 
may be said to be ethnically conscious. The question therefore arises: what 
determines which of these potential bases of association is relatively 
stronger? 

Patterns of both stratification and interaction play a role here. To the 

extent that group formation occurs through interaction processes, class for- 
mation will predominate if most interaction occurs within classes and be- 

tween ethnic groups. (For the purposes of argument, only two types of 
group formation are considered here. The situation is complicated by the 
addition of more types, but it is not fundamentally changed.) On the other 
hand, ethnicity will be favored if most interaction occurs within ethnic 
groups and between classes. It follows that neither will be favored if inter- 

action occurs within classes and ethnic groups simultaneously. 
Similarly, if an individual perceives his class origin to be more important 

for the determination of his life chances than his ethnicity, he is more likely 
to be class than ethnically conscious. Correlatively, if his ethnicity appears 
to be more important than his class origins in this respect, his ethnic identity 
will be more salient. Of course the respective weight of these independent 

factors in the establishment of ethnic and class identities remains to be 

determined empirically. 

In the discussion which follows an attempt will be made to discover the 

relative importance of class as against ethnic identity among the 17 Ameri- 

can ethnic groups. Owing to the absence of any attitudinal measures the 

analysis will perforce be based on patterns of class and ethnic endogamy. 

There is little doubt that this provides rather indirect evidence of class and 

ethnic identity. Yet there are also grounds to believe that endogamy is a 

decent, if imperfect, indicator of both ethnic and class boundaries. Endog- 

amy has been used previously to indicate the strength of ethnic boundaries, 

but it can serve the same purpose in the case of class boundaries. Thus it 

has been found that British workers with wives of white-collar origins have 

lower rates of participation in working-class voluntary associations, and 

less class awareness, than their comrades who married within the working 

class (Goldthorpe et al. 1969, pp. 112-13, 159-60). 
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The data on ethnic endogamy presented above shed no light on the rela- 
tionship between ethnic and class identity within these groups. One way to 
learn about this is to ask whether each group of males chooses its wives 
from similar class or ethnic backgrounds. Since marriage represents more 
than a casual alliance between families, it opens new avenues for primary 
interaction, avenues that are to some degree obligatory (especially among 
the working class). Each group's willingness to cross ethnic or class lines 
in its marital behavior should reveal something about the salience of these 
respective categories as social boundaries. 

Measurement problems continue to complicate the picture. The Public 
Use Samples do not provide information on fathers' occupations for either 
the male or female respondents. Hence estimates of class origin must be 
made. Since father's occupation is rather strongly correlated with both son's 
(Blau and Duncan 1967, p. 169) and daughter's (Treiman and Terrell 
1975, pp. 179-80) educational attainment, the latter variable can reason- 
ably stand as a proxy. Table 5 compares the probabilities of homogamous 
marriages on both class and ethnic dimensions. Despite the indirectness of 
the class measure the results are strikingly unambiguous. Whereas rates of 
ethnic endogamy vary among the groups all the way from .99 to .16, about 

TABLE 5 

EFFECTS OF CLASS AND ETHNIC ORIGIN ON MARITAL CHOICE 

PROBABILITIES OF 

Ethnic Ethnic 

Ethnic Ethnic Exogamy Endogamy 
Ethnic Class and Class and Class and Class and Class 

Endogamy Endogamy* Endogamy Exogamy Endogamy Exogamy 
ETHNIC GROUP (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Black . 985 .675 .665 .005 .010 .320 
Asian .. ..... .877 .692 .605 .036 .087 .272 
Hispanic . 777 .661 .538 .093 .130 .239 
Yiddish speaking . . .601 .661 .396 .134 .265 .205 
Greek .519 .636 .333 .217 .264 .186 
Italian . 478 .676 .344 .190 .332 .134 
French-Canadian .411 .621 .257 .226 .363 .154 
Dutch . 405 .612 .298 .281 .314 .107 
Polish ...... ...... .395 .654 .267 .218 .387 .128 
German ......... .350 .617 .232 .264 .386 .118 
Hungarian ...... . .336 .685 .217 .195 .469 .119 
Czech ...... .. .313 .626 .207 .268 .419 .106 
Slovak . . 310 .649 .222 .263 .427 .088 
Scandinavian . 270 .608 .174 .164 .434 .096 
Irish. .215 .607 092 .248 .463 .123 
Other English 

speaking. .207 .631 .137 .287 .494 .070 
British .. 155 .628 .101 .372 .527 .054 
Unidentifiable . 857 .660 .571 .054 .089 .286 

* Indicated by level of educational attainment of the respective couples. The categories are based on highest 
grade achieved-16 and above, 12-15, 11 and under. 
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two-thirds of the males in each group are likely to choose a spouse from the 

same class background. Yet this does not indicate the relative importance 
of either factor as a social boundary because the effects of class and eth- 
nicity are confounded. Columns 3-6 disentangle these effects by portraying 

patterns of marital choice in each group as a series of four separate prob- 
abilities. These are the probability that a marriage occurs within the same 

class and ethnic group (col. 3); the probability that it occurs across both 

class and ethnic lines (col. 4); the probability that it crosses ethnic lines 

alone (col. 5); and the probability that it crosses class lines alone (col. 6). 

Insofar as marital choice affects an individual's class or ethnic identity, 
class endogamy should facilitate class identity, whereas ethnic endogamy 

should facilitate ethnic identity. Hence columns 3 and 4 are of no use in 

determining which of these factors is stronger among the various groups. 

Columns 5 and 6, however, do provide some evidence of the relative per- 

meability of class as against ethnic boundaries. The probability that cross- 

ethnic marriage occurs among individuals of the same class rises dramati- 
cally from the blacks (.010) to the British (.527). On the other hand, the 

probability that cross-class marriage occurs among individuals within the 
same ethnic group falls in a continuum from the blacks (.320) to the British 
(.054). Thus there is a strong positive relationship between a group's over- 
all level of ethnic endogamy and its preference for marriages across class 

as against ethnic lines.15 To illustrate: blacks are 30 times more likely to 

marry across class than ethnic lines whereas the British group is nearly 10 

times more likely to engage in cross-ethnic than cross-class marriages. 
Altogether these findings indicate that individuals in ethnically exoga- 

mous groups are more likely to interact along class than along ethnic lines. 

It may reasonably be argued that on this account they are more likely to 

develop class identities and thus will be more open to the ideology of class 

consciousness than are individuals from ethnically endogamous groups. The 

relationship between class and ethnic identity among these groups is there- 

fore to some degree a competitive one. 

CLASS AND ETHNIC CLEAVAGES AT THE SOCIETAL LEVEL: 
THE ROLE OF THE CULTURAL DIVISION OF LABOR 

Heretofore the ethnic group has been taken as the unit of analysis in order 
to explore the determinants of group solidarity. Now the focus shifts to a 
higher level of analysis-that of the social formation as a whole. The task 

15 It is worth emphasizing that differences in the overall rates of ethnic endogamy can- 
not wholly be accounted for either by the group's position in the stratification system (see 
table 4), or-at the individual level-by holding educational attainment constant. The 
probabilities of ethnic endogamy among males, with 16 or more years of education vary 
all the way from .14 to .98. 
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is to discover the consequences of different patterns of ethnic stratification 
on the salience of class and ethnic cleavages in the polity. 

The widespread belief of the classical social theorists that class would 
supersede ethnicity and other status-based identities rested in part upon the 
assumption that the spatial and cultural barriers to intraclass communica- 
tion would be eroded in the course of industrialization. A long list of struc- 
tural changes-including the separation of workplace and residence; the 
increased scale of social production; urbanization, leading to that famous 
cauldron, the melting pot; the breakup of extended families; the greater 
efficiency of labor and commodity markets; and the establishment of univer- 
sal education in the national language-all seemed to insure that interaction 
would occur increasingly on an intraclass rather than an intraethnic basis. 

Moreover, many of these theorists anticipated that under capitalism in- 
dividuals would be assigned to jobs on universalistic grounds, relating to 
skill and efficiency, which in principle would be orthogonal to membership 
in ethnic groups. For this reason there was every expectation that ethnic 
groups-and all other kinds of status groups-would in time have equiva- 
lent positions in the social structure. If ethnicity had little effect on an in- 
dividual's life chances its force would surely diminish-and there would be 
one fewer obstacle to the formation of self-conscious classes. 

But this simple expectation overlooked several things. First was the im- 
portance of international migration. Every developing industrial economy 
was faced from time to time with shortages of unskilled labor that were 
frequently met by labor recruitment from less developed sectors of the 
world economy. The resulting waves of immigration promoted ethnic strati- 
fication instead of reducing it (Hechter 1976a; Castells 1975). This view 
also underestimated the role of informal interaction networks for getting 
jobs and choosing residential location. These and other factors are respon- 
sible for the reality that at least some ethnic groups continue to hold par- 
ticular niches in the social structure of the United States and in many other 
industrial countries. The fact that they do so reinforces, or institutes anew, 
their ethnic identity somewhat to the detriment of loyalty to that wider 
and more culturally heterogeneous group, their class. 

If class cleavages should prove to be muted in those societies where eth- 
nicity has great salience, what are the societal conditions promoting ethnic 
solidarity in general? From the earlier analysis it has been seen that ethnic 
solidarity will be strengthened to the extent that interethnic stratification 
and intraethnic interaction are both maximized. Since a society with these 
characteristics should have strong ethnic cleavages it should have weak 
class cleavages. On the other hand, to the degree that interethnic stratifica- 
tion decreases and interethnic interaction increases, the prospects for class 
formation will be enhanced. 

These general issues may be approached by using the concept of the cul- 
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tural division of labor. Whenever individuals having different cultural 
markers (in this case, ethnicity) are distributed through an occupational 

structure a cultural division of labor is thereby formed. However, since the 

pattern of the distribution of culturally marked groups in the occupational 

structure is variable, the cultural division of labor may take on different 

configurations. Just as a group's position in the occupational structure deter- 

mines much about its level of solidarity, so the configuration of the cultural 

division of labor will affect the relative salience of ethnic as against class 

cleavages in the society as a whole. 

The two defining parameters of the configuration of a cultural division of 
labor are its degrees of hierarchy and of segmentation. A cultural division 

of labor is hierarchical to the extent that the groups within it (ethnic groups 
in this case) are differentially stratified. A cultural division of labor is 

segmental to the extent that the ethnic groups within it are occupationally 

specialized to a high degree. Although these two factors may be empirically 
related they are analytically independent of one another. Both hierarchy 

and segmentation contribute separately to the strength of ethnic cleavages 

and corresponding weakness of class ones in the polity as a whole. To the 
degree that the cultural division of labor is hierarchical, stratification be- 
tween ethnic groups will be maximized; to the degree that it is segmental, 
interaction within ethnic groups will be maximized. If these two basic re- 

quirements of group formation are met by ethnic groups, but not by classes, 

ethnic cleavages will be correspondingly strong. For precisely the opposite 
reasons cultural divisions of labor having low degrees of hierarchy and seg- 

mentation will encourage (but not necessarily cause) class formation and 

thus lead to stronger class cleavages in the polity as a whole. 

The best example of a cultural division of labor that is simultaneously 
hierarchical and segmental is, of course, caste society (Weber 1946; Bougle 

1971; Leach 1962; Barth 1962; Berreman 1972). While there has been 

much debate about the precise definition of caste-as well as its utility in 

comparative analysis (see de Reuck and Knight 1967)-nevertheless it is 

usually held that caste implies three things: hereditary occupational spe- 

cialization, a hierarchical ranking of groups, and great social distance be- 

tween groups leading to extreme rates of endogamy. Interaction between 

castes is governed by rules of purity and impurity. If an untouchable so 

much as gazes at the dinner of a Brahman, the latter's dinner will be con- 

sidered impure. Exogamy is prohibited, and imbalanced sex ratios among 

higher castes lead to hypergamy as well as female infanticide. The extreme 

sense of mutual repulsion among castes inhibits the development of alliances 

among groups having similar relations to the means of production. 

There is a powerful structural tendency in most industrial societies that 

limits these dimensions of the cultural division of labor, namely, the pres- 
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sure toward social mobility (Bendix and Lipset 1959). In a highly differ- 

entiated division of labor all individuals are not capable of performing each 

occupational role. Not everyone can become a physics professor or a soccer 
star. Further, there is no a priori reason to suspect that some ethnic groups 

are better endowed than others to produce physicists or soccer stars. Chan- 

nels of social mobility, education chief among them, have the usual function 

of insuring an ample supply of qualified individuals to perform specialized 

tasks. The idealized image of capitalist industrialism held by the 19th- 

century theorists, and by their contemporary followers, is thus neither hier- 

archical nor segmental. Rather, it is a kind of meritocracy where "race, 

religion, and national origin" are irrelevant to an individual's life chances. 

Under these conditions, it is easy to see that ethnic groups would not be 

differentially stratified and that interaction would generally cut across 

ethnic boundaries, thus favoring class formation. These, then, are the polar 

types of configurations of the cultural division of labor. Any actual social 

formation will tend to fall somewhere between these extremes of hierarchy 

and segmentation. 
To explain differences in the political salience of class by variations in the 

configurations of the cultural division of labor would seem a relatively 

simple task. Yet adequate data are once again in short supply. Although the 

concept of class has long concerned political sociologists, there have been 

relatively few attempts to measure class cleavages comparatively. Following 

the conception that elections are reflective of the class structure (Lipset 

1963) the most effective measures have been based on surveys of voter 

preferences, or the analysis of aggregate election returns. The most straight- 

forward of these measures is an index of class voting developed by Alford 
(1963). 16 Using this index Alford compared patterns of class voting in the 

United Kingdom, Australia, the United States, and Canada. Large differ- 

ences in class voting emerged among the four societies, but these differences 

were not explained systematically. Alford ascribed some of the variation to 

contextual differences among the four countries: he held that the level of 

class voting was affected by the society's type of party system, the extent 

of its regional economic inequality, and the degree to which national minori- 

ties are geographically concentrated. All things equal, states with trade- 

union-based parties (the United Kingdom and Australia) should have 

higher levels of class voting than those lacking such parties (the United 

States and Canada). Similarly, regional economic inequality should lower 

class voting. 

16 The index of class voting is computed by subtracting the percentage of persons in 
nonmanual occupations voting for Left parties from the percentage of persons in man- 
ual occupations voting for Left parties. The index assumes that the key dimension of 
class voting is the gap between the voting patterns of manual and nonmanual occupa- 
tions, not the overall level of Right or Left voting. 
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In order to evaluate the effects of variation in cultural divisions of labor, 
all independent effects on class voting should be controlled. In the face of 
severe evidentiary constraints the best strategy is to perform a regional 
analysis in a single country where contextual differences between the units 
to be compared are negligible. Since continental Australia is considerably 
more regionally homogeneous-both economically (Williamson 1965) and 
culturally (Alford 1963, p. 168)-than the United Kingdom, the United 
States, or Canada, it is best suited for this test. 

The degree of hierarchy in the cultural division of labor may be estimated 
by the variance in mean occupational prestige among all ethnic groups. The 
higher this variance, the more the interethnic stratification; consequently, 
class voting should decline. The degree of segmentation is indicated by the 
mean occupational specialization for all ethnic groups. The higher this 
value, the greater the overall tendency toward ethnic occupational special- 
ization; consequently, the lower the class voting. 

Aggregate data from the Australian census of 1961 provide a rough occu- 
pational breakdown (K - 10) for immigrants from 28 countries as well as 
the native born. Alford (1967, p. 86) reports the index of class voting for 
Australian states in 1964. Table 6 presents this for five Australian states, 
together with the estimates of hierarchy and segmentation (Tasmania is 
excluded from the analysis because its politics is quite different from that 
of the mainland states).17 

Class voting is strongly associated in the predicted direction with the 

TABLE 6 

CHARACTERISTICS OF FIVE AUSTRALIAN STATES, 1961 

Variance in 

Index of Mean Ethnic Mean Ethnic 

Class Occupational Occupational 

Voting* Prestiget Specialization 

Queensland ................ 37 6.38 .180 
Western Australia ......... 27 8.37 .186 
New South Wales .......... 26 7.04 .233 
Victoria ... ........ 19 11.64 .247 
South Australia ........... 17 9.72 .268 

SOURCEs.-Census of the Commonwealth of Australia, 1961 (Canberra: Common- 
wealth Bureau of Census and Statistics, 1963); Alford 1967, p. 86. 

* 1964 data. 
t Estimates of occupational prestige are derived from Treiman's (1975) Standard 

International Occupational Prestige Scale. Data are presented for the 28 largest mi- 
grant groups as well as the native born. 

17 The regional distinctiveness of Tasmania derives from its insular geography. The 
islanders are careful to distinguish between "Australians" and "Taswegians." Tasmania's 
political distinctiveness is reflected in institutional terms: alone among Australian states 
it has an electoral system based on proportional representation (Townsley 1976, pp. 
20-38). 
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measures of both hierarchy and segmentation. The zero-order correlation 

between the index of class voting and the variance in ethnic occupational 
prestige is -.837 (significant at the .08 level), while its correlation with 

mean ethnic occupational specialization is -.893 (significant at the .04 

level). Whereas ethnic heterogeneity per se has often been thought to in- 

hibit class formation (Rosenblum 1973), this analysis suggests that the 

absolute percentage of ethnic minorities in a social formation has no neces- 

sary consequence for variations in class formation. The configurational hy- 

potheses, instead, predict that the interrelationship of these groups within 

the occupational structure is critical for class formation. To the degree these 

relationships are both hierarchical and segmental, the class principle will 

be attenuated. 

While these results seem to support the configurational hypotheses, they 

can be regarded as merely suggestive. The small number of cases coupled 

with the absence of adequate controls does not allow the role of the con- 

figurations of the cultural division of labor to be gauged with much confi- 

dence. Nevertheless, these are the only data to be analyzed that bear on 

the hypothesis. As such, they should not be ignored: rather, they call for 

further research. 

CONCLUSION 

This paper has discussed the process of group formation and the relation 

between class and status group formation in complex societies. The concept 
of the cultural division of labor was introduced in order to analyze the 
latter problem. The cultural division of labor approach provides a simple 

and internally consistent set of propositions concerning the relationship 
between class and status group formation. When these propositions are 

stated in an operational form the problem becomes subject to straight- 

forward empirical analysis. The importance of this cannot be overem- 
phasized, for this is an issue that tends to be discussed in polemical or 

impressionistic ways-when it is raised at all. But the question is too con- 

sequential to be treated casually and with narrow political animus. 

Data from two limited tests illustrated the utility of this approach by 

demonstrating that the solidarity of groups is in large part a function of 

overall patterns of intergroup stratification and interaction. Finally, the 

degrees of hierarchy and segmentation of the cultural division of labor were 

seen to influence the probability of class as against status group based 

political behavior for social formations as a whole. 

There are several important things this kind of structural analysis does 

not pretend to accomplish. It cannot explain the cultural character (see 

Sahlins 1976), the intensity of the sentiments, or the organizational capacity 
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of particular groups. Nor can it predict the outbreak of specific intergroup 
conflicts, such as race riots, in a particular place and time. The thrust of 
the analysis is quite different; it seeks to explicate the structural conditions 
that must lie at the base of different types of group formation. 

Clearly factors lying beyond the realm of the cultural division of labor 
can intervene to blunt the potential of ethnic cleavages and strengthen 
that of class cleavages, or vice versa. If the state permits organization on 
an ethnic basis, but prohibits it on a class basis, this will decisively 
strengthen ethnic cleavages and weaken those of class quite independently 
of a given cultural division of labor. Similarly, if a depression sharply raises 
rates of unemployment among all ethnic groups in a society (as happened 
in many parts of the world during the 1930s) the ideology of class struggle 
will become much more appealing, even if there is no change in the cultural 
division of labor. This approach thus offers no substitute to detailed his- 
torical analysis of particular cases. However, in the absence of significant 
exogenous effects such as these, the kind of structural analysis illustrated 
here should be promising. 

REFERENCES 

Alba, R. D. 1976. "Social Assimilation among American Catholic National-Origin 
Groups." American Sociological Review 41 (December): 1030-46. 

Alford, R. 1963. Party and Society. Chicago: Rand McNally. 
. 1967. "Class Voting in the Anglo-American Political Systems." Pp. 67-94 in 

Party Systems and Voter Alignments, edited by S. M. Lipset and S. Rokkan. New 
York: Free Press. 

Barth, F. 1962. "The System of Social Stratification in Swat, North Pakistan." Pp. 113- 
46 in Aspects of Caste in South India, Ceylon, and North West Pakistan, edited by 
E. Leach. London: Cambridge University Press. 

. 1969. Ethnic Groups and Boundaries. Boston: Little, Brown. 
Bendix, R., and S. M. Lipset. 1959. Social Mobility in Industrial Society. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 
Berreman, G. D. 1972. Hindus of the Himalayas: Ethnography and Change. Berkeley: 

University of California Press. 
Blau, P., and 0. D. Duncan. 1967. The American Occupational Structure. New York: 

Wiley. 
Blom, J. P., and J. Gumperz. 1971. "Social Meaning in Linguistic Structure: Code- 

switching in Norway." Pp. 274-311 in Language in Social Groups: Essays by John J. 
Gumperz, edited by A. S. Dil. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press. 

Bonacich, E. 1972. "A Theory of Ethnic Antagonism: The Split-Labor Market." Amer- 
ican Sociological Review 37 (5): 533-47. 

Bougl6, C. 1971. Essays on the Caste System. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Bromley, Y. U. 1976. "Ethnos and Endogamy." Pp. 24-39 in Soviet Ethnography: 

Main Trends, edited by Y. U. Bromley. Moscow: Social Sciences Today Editorial 
Board, USSR Academy of Sciences. 

Cain, G. C. 1976. "The Challenge of Segmented Labor Market Theories to Orthodox 
Theory: A Survey." Journal of Economic Literature 14 (4): 1213-57. 

Castells, M. 1975. "Immigrant Workers and Class Struggles in Advanced Capitalism: 
The Western European Experience." Politics and Society 5 (1): 33-66. 

Cohen, A. 1969. Custom and Politics in Urban Africa. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. 

316 

This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Sun, 2 Mar 2014 15:31:56 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


Group Formation and Cultural Division of Labor 

de Reuck, A., and J. Knight, eds. 1967. Caste and Race: Comparative Approaches. 
London: Churchill. 

Duncan, 0. D. 1961. "A Socioeconomic Index for All Occupations." Pp. 109-38 in Occu- 
pations and Social Status, edited by A. Reiss, with 0. D. Duncan, P. K. Hatt, and 

C. C. North. New York: Free Press. 
Edwards, R. C., M. Reich, and D. M. Gordon, eds. 1975. Labor Market Segmentation. 

Lexington, Mass.: Heath. 
Fauman, S. J. 1958. "Occupational Selection among Detroit Jews." Pp. 119-37 in The 

Jews, edited by M. Sklare. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 
Geertz, C. 1963. "The Integrative Revolution: Primordial Sentiments and Civil Politics 

in the New States." Pp. 105-57 in Old Societies and New States, edited by C. Geertz. 
New York: Free Press. 

Giddens, A. 1973. The Class Structure of the Advanced Societies. New York: Harper 
Torchbooks. 

Glazer, N. 1958. "The American Jew and the Attainment of Middle-Class Rank: Some 
Trends and Explanations." Pp. 138-46 in The Jews: Social Patterns of an American 
Group, edited by M. Sklare. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press. 

Goldthorpe, J., D. Lockwood, F. Bechhofer, and J. Platt. 1969. The Affluent Worker in 
the Class Structure. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Granovetter, M. 1974. Getting a Job. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Guest, A .M., and J. Weed. 1976. "Ethnic Residential Segregation: Patterns of Change" 
American Journal of Sociology 81 (5): 1088-1111. 

Hannerz, U. 1974. "Ethnicity and Opportunity in Urban America." Pp. 37-76 in Urban 

Ethnicity, edited by A. Cohen. London: Tavistock. 

Hawley, A. H. 1950. Human Ecology: A Theory of Community Structure. New York: 
Ronald. 

Hechter, M. 1976a. "Ethnicity and Industrialization: On the Proliferation of the Cul- 
tural Division of Labor." Ethnicity 3:214-24. 

. 1976b. "Response to Cohen: Max Weber on Ethnicity and Ethnic Change." 

American Journal of Sociology 81 (5): 1162-68. 

Homans, G. C. 1950. The Human Group. New York: Harcourt Brace. 

Hutchinson, B. 1957. "Some Evidence Related to Matrimonial Selection and Immigrant 
Assimilation in Brazil." Population Studies 11:149-56. 

Hutchinson, E. P. 1956. Immigrants and Their Children, 1850-1950. New York: Wiley. 

Kerr, C., and A. Siegel. 1954. "The Interindustry Propensity to Strike." Pp. 189-212 in 
Industrial Conflict, edited by A. Kornhauser, R. Dubin, and A. M. Toss. New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 
Kohn, M. L. 1969. Class and Conformity: A Study in Values. Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey. 

Laumann, E. 1973. Bonds of Pluralism. New York: Wiley. 

Leach, E. 1962. "Introduction: What Should We Mean by Caste?" Pp. 1-10 in Aspects 
of Caste in South India, Ceylon and North West Pakistan. London: Cambridge Uni- 

versity Press. 
Leon, A. 1970. The Jewish Question: A Marxist Interpretation. New York: Pathfinder. 

LeVine, R. A. and D. T. Campbell. 1972. Ethnocentrism. New York: Wiley. 
Lieberson, S. 1963. "The Old-New Distinction and Immigrants in Australia." American 

Sociological Review 28 (4): 550-65. 

Lipset, S. M. 1963. "Elections: The Expression of the Democratic Class Struggle." Pp. 
230-78 in Political Man. New York: Anchor. 

Mayhew, L. 1969. "Ascription in Modern Societies." Sociological Inquiry 38 (Spring): 
105-20. 

Merton, R. K. 1941. "Intermarriage and the Social Structure: Fact and Theory." Psy- 
chiatry 4 (August): 361-74. 

Ollman, B. 1972. "Toward Class Consciousness Next Time: Marx and the Working 
Class." Polittcs and Society 3 (1): 1-24. 

Olson. M. 1968. The Logic of Collective Action. New York: Schocken. 

317 

This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Sun, 2 Mar 2014 15:31:56 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp


American Journal of Sociology 

Ossowski, S. 1963. Class Structure in the Social Consciousness. London: Routledge & 
Kegan Paul. 

Piore, M. 1975. "Notes for a Theory of Labor Market Stratification." Pp. 125-50 in 
Labor Market Segmentation, edited by R. C. Edwards et al. Lexington, Mass.: Heath. 

Polanyi, K. 1957. The Great Transformation. Boston: Beacon. 
Price, C. A., and J. Zubrzycki. 1962. "The Use of Inter-Marriage Statistics as an Index 

of Assimilation." Population Studies 16 (1): 58-69. 
Romney, A. K. 1971. "Measuring Endogamy." Pp. 191-213 in Explorations in Mathe- 

matical Anthropology, edited by P. Kay. Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press. 
Rosenblum, G. 1973. Immigrant Workers: Their Impact on American Radicalism. New 

York: Basic. 
Sahlins, M. 1976. Culture and Practical Reason. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Savorgnan, F. 1950. "Matrimonial Selection and the Amalgamation of Heterogenous 

Groups." Population Studies 3 (suppl.; March): 59-67. 
Schumpeter, J. 1955. "Social Classes in an Ethnically Homogeneous Environment." Pp. 

101-68 in Imperialism and Social Classes. New York: Meridian. 
Shils, E. 1957. "Primordial, Personal, Sacred and Civil Ties." British Journal of Sociol- 

ogy 8 (2): 130-45. 
Tajfel, H. 1970. "Experiments in Intergroup Discrimination." Scientific American 223 

(5): 96-102. 
. 1974. "Social Identity and Intergroup Behavior." Social Science Information 

13 (2): 65-93. 
Temme, L. 1975. Occupation: Meanings and Measures. Washington, D.C.: Bureau of 

Social Science Research. 
Townsley, W. A. 1976. The Government of Tasmania. St. Lucia: University of Queens- 

land Press. 
Treiman, D. J. 1975. "Problems of Concept and Measurement in the Comparative Study 

of Occupational Mobility." Social Science Research 4 (3): 183-230. 
Treiman, D. J., and K. Terrell. 1975. "Sex and the Process of Status Attainment: A 

Comparison of Working Women and Men." American Sociological Review 40 (2): 
162-80. a 

U.S. Congress. 1942. House. Select Committee Investigating National Defense Migra- 
tion (Tolan Committee), 77th Cong., 2d sess., 4th Interim Report. H. Rept. 2124. 

van den Berghe, P. L. 1974. "Pluralism." Pp. 959-77 in Handbook of Social and Cul- 
tural Anthropology, edited by J. J. Honigmann. Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Weber, M. 1946. "India: The Brahman and the Castes." Pp. 396-415 in From Max 
Weber: Essays in Sociology, edited by H. H. Gerth and C. W. Mills. New York: 
Oxford University Press. 

Williamson, J. G. 1965. "Regional Inequality and the Process of National Development: 
A Description of the Patterns." Economic Development and Cultural Change 13 (4): 
3-45. 

Wright, E. O., and L. Perrone. 1977. "Marxist Class Categ6ries and Income Inequality." 
American Sociological Review 42 (1): 32-55. 

Yancey, W. L., E. P. Ericksen, and R. N. Juliani. 1976. "Emergent Ethnicity: A Review 
and Reformulation." American Sociological Review 41 (3): 391-402. 

318 

This content downloaded from 128.103.149.52 on Sun, 2 Mar 2014 15:31:56 PM
All use subject to JSTOR Terms and Conditions

http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

	Article Contents
	p.293
	p.294
	p.295
	p.296
	p.297
	p.298
	p.299
	p.300
	p.301
	p.302
	p.303
	p.304
	p.305
	p.306
	p.307
	p.308
	p.309
	p.310
	p.311
	p.312
	p.313
	p.314
	p.315
	p.316
	p.317
	p.318

	Issue Table of Contents
	American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 84, No. 2 (Sep., 1978), pp. 267-540
	Research Notes
	Commentary and Debate
	Review Essay
	Book Reviews



