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Disadvantaged Minorities
in Self-Employment

IVAN LIGHT _
University of California, Los Angeles, U.S.4.

TWO GENERATIONS of social scientists have described self-employ-
ment as an economic anachronism in the process of disappearance {Lynd ang
Lynd 1937: 69; Mayer 1947; Vidich and Bensmz'm 1960: 305—30(}; Ca‘sdes z;,ln
Kosack 1973: 465; Weber 1947: 427). Following Marx on this point, they
observed that urbanization and the concentration of firms into ever.largt'ar
units has continuously reduced the once numerous class of free entm:pmse;gs;llf
the last century (Corey 1964: 371). Indeed,. a quarter-century ago, Mills { . 1,
see Light 1974) traced the numerical decline of agricultural and noxiagrﬁz}il-
tural self-employment in the United States between 1870 and .1940. Wh en Mills
wrote, this lengthy decline had already transformed an eigh’geent -{:ﬁntu}r;y
nation of farmers and artisans into a nation of Wage-carners. Since 1\/? 31,9% 3{:
decline of self-employment has unambiguously continued (Ray, 1975), bn 5,
a slim majority of American farmers continued to be self-employed, but ozlldy
6.7 percent of non-farm workers were. Given these u."ends, the presumptive o ds
against self-employment are poorer now than ever in the past, and its rewards
are meager. On the average, self-employed men earn as much as wage-ez;rners,
“but they put in longer hours” (Ray 1975; cf. Be_chofer 1974 ; Mayer 1953). .

The realization of these well known predictions lends strong and deserve
support to the Marxist theory of capitalist development. Nonetheless, cer_tallln
intriguing and ignored problems of development are s“ull unresolved, espe(:{;hy
in regard to the participation of ethnic minorities in self—employm(int. 'he
theory of capitalist development has never been able to account fpr thec u_sterilng
of some ethnic and status groups in the business population. This clustering has
been a common but not invariant accompaniment of minority status in a htlzo{st
society {Bonacich 1973). Overseas Chinese, Japanese, Armenians, and Grf}e: S,
ag well as Jews of the diaspora, are promment.examplcs of minority tra Elngt
peoples (McElroy 1977), So, too, prior to tht?lr recent expulsion were dgs
Indian sojourners in Uganda. The Tbo of Nigeria were long overrep}"eseriFe_ in
the business population of that nation until the Bmﬁ:an war. Gerta.m Te (;gut)lllls
groups have developed business prominence. Historical examples 1nc;\ ude the .
Jains and Parsees of India, the Quakers of England and North America,
Hutterites of the Great Plains, and even the Divine Pea.ce Mission Movemint
in black America during the great depression (Raistrick 1950: 43; S;c)ry ei‘
1959; Nevaskar 1973; Light 1972). In contemporary America, a number o




39 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE SOCIOLOGY

active sects and cults encourage the business activities of adherents. Among
these are the Black Muslims, the Hare Krishna, and the Unification Church of

Rev. Sun Moon (Fortune 1970; Woodward 1976). Why have the members of -

such ethnic, cultural or religious groups been recurrently overrepresented in the

business population? This is a valid, absorbing sociological question to which -

the general decline of the business population of capitalist societies provides no
direct answer.

The Cultural Theory of Entrepreneurship

Two lines of theory have developed to answer this question, Disadvantage
theory began from the observation that exclusion of minorities from the labor
market compels them to seek a livelihood in trade. The cultural theory of
entrepreneurship has investigated the cultural life of trading minorities in order
to identify the qualities which endow them for business success. The most
momentous formulation of the cultural theory appeared in Weber’s (1958)
studies of the Protestant ethic and capitalism, but commentators often forget
that demagogic fulminations against “Jewish capitalism” lent Weber’s problem
an ethnic urgency in his time. Against the popular anti-Semites, Weber (1927:
356-366) argued that the origin of capitalism was in the religious ethos of
sectarian Protestants (not the Jews!), and that the developed market system
had, in any event, outgrown its transitional dependence upon religious legiti-
mations. As subsequently modified by Schumpeter (1950), McClelland (1961),
McClelland and Winter (1969), Miller and Swanson (1958), and numerous
others (see Kilby 1971); Weber’s notion of a capitalist ethos turned into the
cultural theory of entrepreneurship. This theory has many versions. But their
leitmotif is the claim that cultural and psychological characteristics of groups
incline adult members toward business enterprise as a mode of achievement.
The attention of writers in this group fastened upon movers and shakers of big
business, leaving far behind parochial issues of business-minded minorities. The
pessimistic conclusion of entrepreneurship research was the obsolescence of
entreprencurial values and personality in big business civilization (Sombart
1915: 359; Riesman 1953 ; Whyte 1956; Bell 1976).

In contrast to these pessimistic conclusions, a peripheral literature on
cultural entrepreneurship grew up around Chinese and Japanese Americans.
These Asian minorities had been persistently overrepresented in business self-
cmployment in this century. By means of this industry, they had achieved out-
standing rates of intergenerational social mobility, apparently in vindication of
the old-fashioned virtues. The cultural theory of entreprencurship seemed to
fit this Asian case at the small business level (cf. Sombart 1915: 189). Caudill
and De Vos (1956), Kitano {1969), Loewen (1971), Hsu (1972), Light (1972),
Petersen (1972; cf. Bonacich 1975), Levine and Montero (1973), and Wong
(1977) called attention to the contributions which Asian cultural heritage had
rendered to the business success and social mobility of these American min-
orities. Most writers emphasized the entrepreneurial values and personality
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of these Asian minorities (hard work, independence, thrift), but Light (1972),
Petersen (1972) and Bonacich (1975) also called attention to the advantages of
group solidarity. Although the range of explanations in this literature was
broad, their leitmotif was the claim that Chinese and Japancse made a success
of small business because their culture endowed them with useful resources.

Middleman Minorities

A related but situational explanation for the social mobility and business
success of Asian minorities turned up in Blalock (1967) and Bonacich (1973;
1975) under the Tubric of “middleman minorities.” Like the cultural theory of
entrepreneurship, this approach starts from the overrepresentation of certain
cthnic minorities in small businesses. However, the middleman approach ig-
nores the cultural level of analysis, claiming instead that sojourning minorities
awaken hostilities in the host population; these hostilities increase disadvantage
in the labor market, thus compelling the excluded minority to survive by com-
pulsive toil, penury, and ethnic solidarity in trades. An early version of this
argument was in Sombart (1951: 181}, who claimed that the medieval exclu-
sion of Jews from Christian guilds compelled them to turn their rationalist
religious tradition to account for the purpose of making a living in trade. Of
course, the subsequent middleman formulation greatly improves on Sombart’s
by pointing up common features in the sociological position of a number of
trading peoples. In this sense, the unpopularity of trading Jews in Europe
parallels that of trading Chinese in Southeast Asia and the West Indies, of the
commercial Japanese in pre-war California, of East Indian traders in Uganda
(Stryker 1974), and so forth.

Because of its superior level of generalization and the recoguition of inter-
group dynamics, the sojourner theory improves and expands the literature on
Asian entrepreneurship. But the evidence for a purely situational explanation of
middleman minorities is only mixed. The sojourner theory holds that trading is

' a situational response because people who long to go home have a motive for

hard work, thrift, and clannishness. Cultural endowments play no role. Even if
true, this formulation leaves unanswered the origin of the sojourning on which
so much hangs. Sojourning may only reflect a group’s sense of peoplehood and
reluctance to assimilate. But a sense of peoplehood is prior in time and socio-
logical importance to sojourning, its pallid reflection. A sense of peoplehood is
also 2 cultural attribute, so it is unclear whether the sojourner theory can escape
cultural priority. :

Moreover the sojourner theory confronts interpretive difficulties. The Jews
of Europe were active in trade long before Zionism made repatriation in
Palestine a practical possibility. In the preceding centuries of diaspora, the myth
of repatriation was a strictly cultural phenomenon, intimately connected with
the religious expression of Jews and their sense of peoplehood. On the other
hand, Chinese in America planned their lives around a return to China, and
most actually repatriated. When repatriation is an imminent reality it engenders
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situational responses (hard word, penury, etc.) which sojourning as a religious
attitude may indeed duplicate; but in the latter case a cultural rather than a
situational explanation is necessary. :

Finally, the sojourner theory faces empirical problems. Some non-so.
journers outperform sojourners in business. Jews in America were always
settlers, never sojourners; yet the Jews were represented in trade in higher
proportion than other foreign whites among whom sojourning was pronounced
Aldrich (1977) found that “strength of sojourning orientation”™ of foreign-born:.
proprietors did not distinguish between more and less competitively operated :
businesses owned by Pakistanis or Indians in Britain.

Comparing native-born and foreign-born Americans of foreign stock in™
1970, one also finds that native-born had higher rates of self~employment than -
the foreign-born {Table 1). But since one expects a sojourning attitude to pre-
dominate among the foreign-born, the observed levels of business activity of ©
the foreign generations hardly support the sojourner theory. Moreover, the
employment of unpaid family labor varies markedly among the foreign stock
from the Soviet Union (heavily Jewish), Greece, China, and Japan. These are '
clagsic middleman minorities. But the Asians use more unpaid female labor =

Table 1 :
Self-Emplgyment and Unpaid Family Work among Selected Foreign-Siock Groups, United States, 1970

Female Unpaid Family g

Self-Emploved Rate Workers: Rate per -
Population All Employed per 1,000 Employed 1,000 Self-Employed
United States 76,805,171 78.20 48.45
Native-born of foreign or
mixed parentage 11,371,191 93.46 46.33
Foreign-born 4,039,763 84.65 46.09
Soviet Union
Native-born of foreign or
mixed parentage 906,854 150.80 41.93
Foreign-born 156,249 157.99 34,88
Greece
Native-born of foreign or
mixed parentage 132,062 103.79 64.49
Foreign-born 81,484 152.09 31.30
China
Native-born of foreign or
mixed parentage 54,476 89.48 112.41
Foreign-born 98,498 110.99 113.42
Japan
Native-born of foreign or
mixed parentage 140,382 127.17 72.37
Foreign-born 44,668 119.82 75.99

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1973b: Tables 14, 43.
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than the Europeans (Table 1). The employment of unpaid {emale labor is an
index of the style of business operation, and Bonacich (1973) identified the
family firm as a typical sojourner device. East-West disparities indicate that
regional cultures are affecting business management which cannot be, therefore,
a purely situational response to a repatriation myth. On the other hand, the
foreign stock of Chinese, Greek, and Soviet origin reduced their rates of self-
employment in the native-born generation. This decline contradicts generation-
al changes among foreign-stock Americans in general, and is fully compatible
with the sojourner theory. :

The Disadvantage Theory

Despite these unresolved problems, the sojourner theory usefully brought
into juxtaposition with the central symbols of a group’s peoplehood the older,
often unfocused awareness of the empirical connection between disadvantage in
the labor market and self-employment. Even Weber (1958: 39) commented on
the propensity of those subject to religious discrimination in the labor market
to turn to self-employment for a livelihood. But religious discrimination is only
one form of disadvantage. When Collins (1964) and Newcomer (1961) exam-
ined small business owners, they found a tattered army of retired, semi-literate,
handicapped persons of whom many spoke no English, the “rejects of an or-
ganizational society” (Collins). They lacked “attractive alternatives” (New-
comer}. “It can bardly be assumed that education beyond the grammar school
level spoils young people for independent business except as it opens other
opportunities for earning a living.”

Among the many forms of disadvantage in the labor market, the worst is
unemployment. Unpopular subgroups suffer chronic unemployment as a
sanction. Some individuals then turn to self-~employment rather than accom-
modate themselves to the repugnant life styles that outgroup employers demand
of job-holders. For example, in the embittered cultural climate of the late
1960s, bearded hippies in San Francisco had to choose between shaving or
unemployment with a beard. Most shaved; others became candle merchants
with beards. Labor market discrimination against ethnic, racial, or religions
subgroups has similar consequences, but the situation is more drastic because
people cannot change their skin color to please an employer. Widespread un-
employment also exerts downward pressure upon the general wage rate, thus
accentuating a vulnerable group’s isolation as a cheap labor threat to its
neighbors (Bonacich 1972). In the intensified climate of intercthnic hostility
which results, the labor market offers vulnerable workers a choice between
unemployment and low wages. This melancholy choice places an enormous
incentive upon locating independent means of livelihood, and even marginal
self-employment is likely to be acceptable to vulnerable workers.

Downswings of the business cycle result in occasional unemployment among
people of majority antecedents who never encounter discriminatory barriers of
life style, race, etc. Their response is augmented rates of self-employment. Many
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studics (Kaplan 1948: 45; Bechofer 1971; Newcomer 1961; Ray 1975; Bregger
1963) have called attention to the countercyclical relation between size of the

business population and the business cycle, such that the population of self

employed grows as uncmployment increases, then declines as prosperity returns. -

A striking example is the growth in number of retail firms between 1929 and

1935, the worst years of the great depression — despite a depression-spawned

decline in retail sales (Table 2). Distinguishing between independents and
chains, one finds that small and big business responded differently to declining
sales. Big business retrenched, small business expanded. Presumably big busi-
ness has fixed costs to pay from receipts. Therefore, when receipts decline, big
business lays off workers and closes unprofitable stores. Marginal businessmen
employ only themselves or family members whom they pay nothing. Overhead
is minimal so there is no money cost to doing business. Even marginal sell-
employment (the street-corner apple vendor) yields some income. However,
when prosperity turns, the marginal businessman gladly gives up his “business”
for a factory job with shorter hours and higher pay {Phillips 1958: 64-65).

Table 2
Retail Trade of Independents and Chains, United States, 1929 and 1935
Tope of Stores Sales ($000)
Enterprise 1929 1935 1929 1935
Independents 1,375,509 1,474,149 38,081 94,246
Chains 148,037 127,482 9,834 7,550
All Stores 1,543,158 1,653,961 49,114 33,161

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1937: 6.

Overurbanization in developing nationsoffersanother illustrationof how un-
employment can prompt self-employment. Overurbanization results from a
massive migration of rural people to cities which have no jobs for them. Great
unemployment ensues (Berry 1973: 91). The outlandish size of petty trading
populations of these cities (20-30 percent of the labor force) is attributed by
Koo (1976) and Friedman and Sullivan (1974) to unemployment among mi-
grants and the paucity of welfare benefits, without which impoverished mi-
grants cannot afford idleness. As Koo also notes, trade is “highly congenial” to
persons subject to discrimination in wage or salary employment. _

Disadvantage thus offers a plausible explanation for the overrepresentation
of religious or ethnic minorities in business. These cases do seem to pre-
dominate. For example, the foreign-born have been more frequently self-
employed than native-born Americans since the nineteenth century (Thern-
strom 1966; Newcomer 1961; Light 1972: 13). Asians have also been more
freq}lcntly self-employed than the foreign-born, a relation which one might
attribute to the Asians’ greater disadvantage (Table 1). But some disadvantaged
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. +ioq have been underrepresented in business, and disad\{antage cannot
I;gl;l(;?r:lishzt.vFor example, igzmerican blacks have been persistently under-
represented in business proprietorships in the last seventy years (Li(ght ]é)?ﬁ:
10-11). Disadvantagfefdiq not ;:;mse tl’a@ Alr}derrepresentaton of blacks and the

son of foreign whites and Asians. )

overgail:;: r:;t:agszs gublicagi’:ions show that various ethnic mino;ritias still dszer
in their rates of self-employment (Table 3). Japanese and Chinese have high
cates; blacks have low rates; and Mexicans (see qudrqn 1956 :25) fall etw}i?nli
These intergroup differences persist among the minority of e_thmc firms v;f ic

did hire labor in 1970, and the majority of firms which did not'(Tab e 3).
Obviously, the high-ranking Chinese and J:apanese were not three tumes I{ﬁorlf;r
or more disadvantaged than the low-ranking blacks. Qn@he contrary, ; ac i‘
are poorer and more subject to unemployment than AS{ans today. Theretore, 1d
poverty, discrimination in the labor force orany other disadvantage dctermm;

rates of self-employment, blacks ought to have the highest rates rather than the

lowest.
Table 3
Minority-Owned Business, United States, 1969 and 1972

Firms per 1,000 Populaiion

inors All With Without Firms with No
ﬂ;ngﬁ Firms Paid Employees Puid Employess  Employees { bervent)
35 77.42
anese, 19728 30.16 6.80 23.
‘IC'.ahpinesc, 19722 30.04 9.91 20.12 66.97
i d Indian®
Alllé\;;an - 23.18 5.13 18.08 77.8%
1969 20.35 6.54 13.80 67.8
ican?
Migl';;n 16.08 3.96 12.12 75.37
1969 13.96 4,53 9,43 67.55
Black® 8.6
1972 8.63 1.41 7.22 .
1969 7.22 1.71 5.52 76.45

s [J.8. Bureau of the Census 1975a: 66.
b 17.S. Bureau of the Census 1975hb: 78, 122-123.
¢ 17.8. Bureau of the Census 1975¢: 30.

On the other hand, Table 3 indicates that disadvantage really .does propel
people into self-employment: the rate of minority se}f—employment mcrea.tied }1111
every group between 1969 and 1972. A countercyclical effect was p_robab y the
principal cause. In 1969 the rate of unemployment among nonwhite men was
5.3 percent. By 1972, i had increased to 8.9 percent. Among nonwhite w.om(};ln
the rate of unemployment increased from 7.8 percent to 1.1.3 'percenlt in ¢t e;
same three years. Unlike the great depression, this downswing i emp oymcﬁl
did not accompany declines in retail sales or consumer prices, which actually
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advanced. Increased unemployment and augmented business receipts created ..
favorable environment for a flow of minority workers into self-employment.-

Some of the growth in the number of non-employing firms might have arisen

from retrenchment by employers who stayed in business for themselves after”
retiring their employees, but the absolute growth in number of such firms

proves that many new ones opened between 1969 and 1972. Overall, both the
growth in proportion of non-employer firms and the retrenchment of employer
firms are compatible with depression-era business adjustments. True, the 1970s

is a period of increased governmental solicitude for the commercial advance- .

ment of American minorities. No doubt federal subsidies assisted the growth in
number of all minority firms, but subsidies were uneven. Asians complained
that they received only token assistance {Levy 1975). Since all groups increased,
but only some had subsidies, subsidies cannot account for the uniform growth.

How Many Self-Employed Are There?

Koo (1976; see also Friedman and Sullivan 1974) makes a useful distinction
between small business and petty trade, with “ownership of a shop” distin-
guishing the two classes of self-employed workers. “Since it presupposes a
modest amount of capital investment and a certain scale of relatively stable
enterprise,” shop ownership represents a higher level of business than peddling,
the much more common mode of self-employment. This distinction has very
important implications for the problem of middleman minorities, for there is
no reason why the forces which produce petty trading must be identical with
those which produce small business. In fact, disadvantage is a satisfactory
explanation for the overrepresentation of minorities in petty trade, and is not
wholly adequate only when applied to minorities in small business.

Unfortunately, official definitions of the business population exclude petty
traders, so the size range of enumerated businesses overrepresents larger firms
(Churchill 1949: 19). For example, the U.S. Commerce Department excludes
non-employer firms from its enumerations of the business population, thus
using a definition that eliminates three-quarters of the minority business
population (cf. Table 3). Additionally, since more than a third of wage or
salary workers who moonlight are self-employed on their second job, counts of
primary employment always understate the number of non-employer firms
(Wilensky 1963). When data are compiled on the basis of income tax returns
— the basis of Table 3 ~ the number of self-employed Americans is nearly twice
that reported in Current Population Surveys (Ray 1975).

‘These oversights raise doubts about official estimates of the most marginal,
the self-employed. Minorities are prominent in this ignored sector. Consider the
recent situation on the main business street of the Harlem ghetto. Storeowners
complained to the police that swarming sidewalk peddlers blocked traffic,
created eyesores, and affronted customers (New York Amsterdam News, 1974).
For every indignant storekeeper, two or three black peddlers were hanging
around his door. Yet, none of the peddlers will turn up in official statistics. If the
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actually enumerated, black-nonblack differentials in rates pf
ed.d lg;’: ;Zf{{zmploymint would decline, possible disappear. Even as it 1s,
bumis and Mexicans are well represented in blue-collar sell-employment in
Pla‘f{ stores (Light 1972: 16), taxicabs, domestic service, anfi common labor
I’III‘la.l:‘le 4). The exceptional interest in self-employment which polls (Mayer
1953) have detected among black men also suggests that their underrepre-
sentation in self-employmient is probably an artifact of measurements.

Table 4

; 7 i ional Category, Color, and
d Male Workers in Non-agricultural Occupations, by Occupationa
Self-timpleye e National Origin, United States, 1970

- Non-Agricultural Self-employed per 1,000 Em-
ployed Urban Males, 16 Years and Older

United Sgc{n{sh
Oecupational Gategory States Black rigin
Profcssional, technical and kindred workers 19.91 ggé 1??3
Managers and administrators, cxcept farm 25.23 1.93 4.26
Sales workers i }.48 ()‘ o 0:83
Clerical and kindred workers . . 1.42 083
Operatives, except transportation 4.00 3.47 e
Transportation equipment operatives 3.98 4.33 2‘88
Laborers, except farm Sgg 4.81 4:38
Service, except private household 5. 0'06 +38
Private household workers — . 42.51
All occupations 94.89 33.73 .

Source: 1.8, Bureau of the Census 1973a: Tables 43 and 44.

1llegal enterprise, or traffic in prohibited commodities, includes .gambhx;lg.,
prostitution, and the sale of drugs. Official enumerations r_Outmely ignore this
sector of the business population, but the overrepresentation of mln.ormes in
illegal business has been well documented (Light 1977; Bullock 1973; _Fermi'm
and Ferman 1973). The volume of prostitution and numbers gambling also
increases during business depressions, as does the rate of some pre‘dator?:rl crmclle
(Sutherland and Cressey 1974: 225). Presumably illegal enterprise an {)re ci
atory crime increase in volume during depressions because the unem;;I 03}(6 1
are casting around for non-wage income. 'The grpw:ch of the S_elf_—employe class
during depressions reflects the same pattern. This tidy covariation undel"sqo‘res
the empirical relationships which knit together legally ‘d1scr1m1nable activities.
A firm line between self-employment in illegal enterprise and self-employment
in business is a legal rather than a sociological distinction. Ag for predatiory
crime, the purse-snatcher is indisputably self-en}ployed although the employ-
ment is in no sense a business. Given the reservoirs of unmeasured self-enrip oy- .
ment in petty trade, illegal enterprise, and crime, t-he documentary conc Ius.loln
that blacks or Mexicans are underrepresented in self-cmployment clearly
depends upon the definitional exclusion of those forms of self-employment 1n
which their participation is heaviest.
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Official statistics only confirm that blacks and Mexicans, among others, are:
underrepresented in the measured business population — that is, are less likely
than Americans in general, the foreign-born, or Asians in particular to wind up.
in firms large or legal enough for government enumerators to acknowledg
Since these disadvantaged are plainly trying to locate non-wage sources of
income in petty trade, illegal enterprise, and crime, their underrepresentation
in small business presumably reflects lack of success rather than lack of trying.
After all, anyone in need has the option of becoming a peddler, prostitute, or
thief. If need were the only criterion, then disadvantaged blacks, Mexicans, and
similar underdogs ought to be as well represented in small business as they are -
in the more marginal forms of self-employment. Since they are not, need for
non-wage income is evidently insufficient to create a small business. Resources
are also necessary. Needy people who lack resources cannot establish small
businesses, but they can readily become self-employed in marginal pursuits ©
requiring no resources. What, therefore, distinguishes entrepreneurial minori-
tics from other disadvantaged minorities must be the availability of collective :
resources which permit individuals to translate a compelling need for non-wage
income into an income-generating small business. o

The common belief is that the only relevant resources are capital and
education. These certainly help. Upper-class refugees from South Korea and
Cuba have turned these resources to advantage in small business (Bonacich,
Light, and Wong 1976). But cultural resources also exist (Light 1972). These
resources include: information, skills, values and attitudes, motivations, insti-
tutions, and contact networks. Unlike the simply disadvantaged, middleman
minorities have developed cultural resources which equip members for business.
Precisely these resources explain why disadvantaged middleman minorities
find their way into small business rather than, as do the unemployed, aban-
doning self-employment as soon as a wage-earning job becomes available.

Conclusion

Unemployment encourages people to seek non-wage income. Some find it
in petty trade, illegal enterprise, or predatory crime. Disadvantage is a rea-
sonably satisfactory explanation at this level, although disadvantage does not
explain why a needy individual seeks income from crime, peddling, or illegal
enterprise, There is, however, no reason to assume that all the disadvantaged
unemployed have the same cultural resources for translating a need for non-
wage income into a small business. The cultural theory of entrepreneurship
addresses this second-stage issue. Cultural resources (information, skills, social
networks, etc.) affect the manner in which people run their businesses. Some
prove more successful than others (Sowell 1971: 164). This distinction
clarifies the position of the world’s marginal trading peoples. These excluded,
non-assimilating minorities have elaborated a way of life which cndows
members for business success. These cultural resources permit these groups to
move beyond peddling into small business.

)
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This formulation eliminates the incongruity })ctWeen cultural and. disad-
tace theorics of self-employment: these theories act}lally address dlﬂ"erc_nt
van} gof business. Sometimes disadvantage occurs without entrepreneurial
. 1 endowment, and vice versa. In the special case of middleman minori-
e ltu]é?sad\rantage and business-oriented cultural endowment come togethe_r
:Lesciuplicate the intergroup dynamics Bonacich (1973) dt.api’cted: However, this
dualistic conclusion corrects two shortcomings of Bonacich’s sojourner t.heorlv,fr‘.
First, this formulation applies generally to disadvantaged nlnn(?nm?fi 5111 self-
employment, whereas the sojourner theory speaks only to the classic mé e;naiz
traders. Second, this formulation clears away a serious }Jut unno'gce error
the sojourner theory. Bonacich argues that host hostﬂ.lty enj_g\cn bers milnotrﬁt};
solidarity, and reactive solidarity encourages small business. As é) scrvet s fa
argument is dubious because an acute I%eed for non-wage income docs not conter
the organizational resources for operating a small business. o comomic
This point bears illustration. _Rotatmg-credlt associations co?lf:r nomic
advantages for small business (Light 1972: 19%:1".). But a compe 1tn§ ne ed for
son-wage income does not confer the capacity to orgarglrzekro 3 mg-bl it
agsociations: disadvantaged West Indian blacks in New o};‘l vl:ere able ¢
organize them but equally disadvantaged Amc‘:mcan-b?rn a}(; fs were nom
Only in the West Indies did the rota?mg-cred‘lt tradition of s 11(231}13 orig n
survive to emerge later in the business life .of emigrants in New 1or ( omneCt
1976). Lacking the tradition, North American blacks were unab }? to rtesgrre
it in a short period, and no extra misery would have stimulated t emhp ho i(;;
Clanship, regional and family solidarity are also cultural resources whic Tii:e -
war Asiang employed in the development of a §mall—bus1nes§ system. d:e:d
resources were simply present, and Asians exploited them. Dlsadvantageh 1l
aot nor could it have stimulated the Asians to create these resources from w ?fe
cloth. Moreover, even given social solidarity, the forms of'ethmg economic li i
still depend upon ethnic heritages (L_ight 1977)_, 50 59013,} so}ldarltyhcatétrllri)
explain the forms of economic life. Finally, social solidarity 13 not the tiog
possible response to host hostility. In many cases, hostility begets a..tomfza% °
yather than ingroup solidarity (Petersen 1972: 7, 148). Atomization ﬁrs 1; };
compatible with marginal sclf.employment, but it contributes no collectiv
mall-business success. o _
resogl;fg:;:rsadvantage of this dualistic formulation is the hg.ht it Fas}t)s upon.
macroscopic theory of self-employment in adv:;_mced economies. 21g— ;Jsglersrs;
competition adversely affects small business, which must meet ﬁxeh costs i0 o
declining revenues. But the business cycle and the welfare state are the pémc‘;ni !
factors governing the size of the much larger clas_s of petty trad(:l:s.1 }151 %
conceniration does not affect these people. Thus, it would be possz!) ¢ for the
enumecrated number of petty traders to increase in response {o 'b1g-1F;"131neSS
concentration, especially if widespread unemployment accomp?.nled t ﬁ: C%I.:-
centration. That this has not occurred in the Umted St.atcs is partially tede
result of the growing welfare state, countercyclical st'ablhzers, and truncfaﬂle
official definitions of the business population. When important sectors ©
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labor force choose any form of self-employment, they reduce unemployment and -

underemployment, and therehy alleviate downward pressures upon the wage
rate. This relief improves the bargaining position of employed workers. The

criminal populations augmented from illegal enterprises and predatory crime

pose sometimes severe threats to social order and business climate (Light 1977).
Attractive jobs at high wages reduce this threat because they encourage peity
criminals to work for wages in legitimate industries. Tn this manner, self-
employment in illegal and marginal pursuits becomes a part of societal
bargaining (cf. Bendix 1964: 76-77; Banfield 1974: 100f.; Piven and Cloward
1971) over wage rates and labor standards for disadvantaged workers.

CITED REFERENCES

AvoricH, Howard
1977 “Testing the middleman minority model of Asian entrepreneurial hehavior;
preliminary results from Wandsworth, England.” Paper presented at the annual
meeting, American Sociological Association, Chicago.
Bawnrmern, Edward
1974 The Unheavenly City Revisited. Boston ; Little, Brown.
BecHOFER, Frank, et al.
1971 “The market situation of small shopkeepers.” Scottish Fournal of Political Economy
18: 161-180.
1974 “Small shopkeepers: Matters of money and meaning.” Sosiological Review 22
(November) : 465-482,
BeLrLr, Daniel
1976 The Gultural Contradictions of Capitalism. New York: Basic Books.
Benpix, Reinhard
1964  Nation-Building and Citizenship. New York: Wiley.
Bermy, Brian J. L.
1973 The Human Consequences of Urbanization, New York: St. Martin’s Press.
Bravock, Hubert M., Jr.
1967  Toward a Theory gf Minority Group Relations. New York: Wiley.
Bonacicu, Edna
1972 “A theory of ethnic antagonism: The split labor market.” American Sociological
Repigw 37 : 547-559.
1975  “A theory of middleman minorities.” American Sociological Review 38 (October):
583-594.
1975 “Small business and Japanese American ethnic solidarity.” Amerasic Fournal 3
(Suminer): 96-112,
BonacicH, Edna, Ivan Licar, and Charles Wone
1976 “Small business among Koreans in Los Angeles,” pp.437-449 in Emma Gee (ed.),
Counlerpoint: Perspectives on Asian America. Los Angeles: Asian American Studies
Center, University of California.
BonNeETT, Aubrey W.
1976 “Rotating credit associations among black West Indian immigrants in Brooklyn:
An exploratory study.” Ph.D. dissertation, Clity University of New York.
BrEGGER, John E.
1963 “Self-employed in the United States, 1948-1962.” Monthiy Labor Reviero 86 (Jan-
uary): 37-43.
Burrock, Paul
1973 Aspirations vs. Opportunity : “Careers” in the Inner City. Ann Arbor: Institute of Lahor
and Industrial Relations, University of Michigan and Wayne State University.

DISADVANTAGED MINORITIES IN SELF-EMPLOYMENT 43

3. Stephen, and Godula Kosack o
CAST;;ﬁ?, IIr)nmig;'ant Workers and Class Structure in Western Europe. London : Oxford University
Press.
1L, William, and George D Vos . .
GAU];!I‘;I%, “Achiévemcnt, culture, and personality: The case of the Japanese Americans.
American Anthropologist 58 (December) : 1102-1126.
a1LL, Betty CG. N ]
GHU};SZQ “Revised estimates of the business population, 1924-48.” Survgy of Gurrent Business 29
(June) : 19-24.
ving, Orvis E,, et al. ) ) ‘
Cor 196’4 The E;iterpri.sing Man. East Lansing : Michigan State University Press.
Lewis _
GDREIS’G‘P “The middle class,” pp. 371-380 in Reinhard Bendix and Seymour M. Lipset (eds.),
Class, Status, and Power. Glencoe, 111.: Free Press.
FeruanN, Patricia R., and Louis A, FERMAN . .
1973 “The structural underpinnings of the irregular economy.” Poverfy and Human
Resources Absiracis 8 (March): 3-17,
Fortune ) .
1970 “Black capitalism in the Muslim style.” January, p. 44.
EDMANN, John, and Flora Surrivan ) ]
s 1974 ,“The ?absorption of labor in the urban economy: The case of developing countries.”
Economic Development and Cultural Change 22 (April) : 385-413.
Hsu, Francis L. X. ' ] )
’ 1972  Challenge of the American Dream: The Chinese in the United States. San Franciso:
‘Wadsworth,
Karran, A. D.H. ]
194é Small Business: Its Place and Problems. New York: McGraw-Hill,
Kmpy, Peter (ed.)
1971  Entreprencurship and Economic Development. New York: Free Press.
Krrano, Harrey H. L. ) )
196’9 Fapanese Americans: The Evolution of a Subeulture. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall.
Koo, Hagen )
1976g “Small entrepreneurship in a developing society: Patterns of labor absorption and
social mobility.” Secial Forces 54 { June): 775-787.
Leving, Gene, and Darrell MoNTERO ) ; .
1973 “Socio-economic mobility among three generations of Japansese Americans.
Fournal of Sociol Tssues 29: 33-48.
Levy, Claudia ) ] o e
1975 “Asian-American small entrepreneur relatively ignored in aid to minorities.
Washington Post March 16, Section F-2. ' :
Licut, Ivan H. . ) ) )
1972  Ethnic Enterprise in America. Berkeley : University of California Press. o
1974 “Reassessments of sociological history: C. Wright Mills and the power elite.
Theory and Seciety 1: 361-374. o )
1977 “The ethnic vice district, 1890-1944.” American Secivlogical Review 42 {June) : 464-
478.
LipseT, Seymour Martin, and Reinhard Benpix o o
1959  Social Adobility in Industrial Society. Berkeley : University of California Press.
LoEwEN, James W. ) o
1971 The Mississippi Chinese. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Lynp, Robert 8., and Helen M., Lynp
1937  Middletown in Transition. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World.
Maver, Kurt -
1947 “Small business as a social institution.” Social Research 14: 332-349.




IES IN SELF-EMPLOYMENT 45
44 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF COMPARATIVE SOCIOLOGY DISADVANTAGED MINORIT'

1953 “Business enterprise: Traditional symbol of opportunity,” British Fournal of Soeciol:
ogy4: 160-180. :
MaCLeLLanD, David C.
1961  The Achieving Society. New York: Free Press.
McCrerLann, David C., and David WiNTER
1969 Motivating Economic Achievement. New York: Free Press.
McELrov, David
1977 “Middleman minoritics: A comparative analysis,” Ph.D. dissertation, University':
of California, Riverside.
MiLLER, Daniel R., and Guy E. Swanson
1958  The Changing American Parent. New York: Wiley.
Mirrs, C. Wright
1951  White Gollar, New York: Oxford University Press. Arth d Joseph BENsmAN
NevasgAr, Balwant VipicH, Arthur, an ! . . Y.: Anchor.
1971  Gapitalists without Capitulism. Westport, Conn. : Greenwood. 1960 g’iﬂa’c{l TI'inn :?1 é’VIaJs Society. Garden City, N.Y.: Anc
NewCoMER, Mahel o WaLDRON, Lladys flen . . . _ » Pph.D. dissertation, Universit
1961 "‘The little businessman: A study of business proprietors in Poughkeepsie, N.Y,” c 1956 “Ant1-‘forel‘gn ]rgno\liexlncnts in California, 1919-1929.” Ph. 135C * ¥
Business History Review 35 (Winter) : 477-531. M of California, Berkeley.
Neww York Amsterdam News WesER, Max R
“« 1At » : History. New York: Greenberg. ) .
1974 Hlarlem merchant association turns dov'vn 125th St. lease.” February 9, Section I, - igi; %’;W;,ii;’;”;ngzdﬁig Ea(;numz'c Organization. New York: Oxford Umvers;tg P;escsl,.
PETERSEN Vgil!i.am 1958  The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism. Translated by Talcott Parsons, 2nd ed.
3 *
1972 Fapanese Americans. New York: Random House. W hl{fijork: Scribner.
PuiLites, Joseph D. WHYTE, Y. X, Jr. . . bleday.
1958  Litsle Business in the American Economy. Urbana: University of 1llinois Press. 1956 The Organization Man. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday

the Census . .
us. ﬁ%{;auczim: of the Business: 1935, Retail Distribution IV, Types of Operation. Washington,

. 11,8, Qovernment Printing Office. :
19732 ?‘efsz:s‘tqifsthe Population: 1970, Sily'ect Reports. Final Re}"mrf, PC(2) 7A. Occupational
Characteristics. Washington, D.C.: U.8. Government Printing Office. 1A National
1973b Gensus of the Population: 1970. Subject Reports. Final Report, I.’G( gfﬁ . Nationa
Origin and Language. Washington, D.C.: U:S. Government Priptmg . geth o
1975a Minority Owned Businesses — Asian Americans, 4mencan Indians, an ers,
7.2, Washington, D.C.: U.5. Government Printing Oﬂlice‘ .- U.S. Glover
1975b Minority Owned Business — Spanish Origin, MB 72-7. Washington, D.C.: U.5. Govern-
nt Printing Office. )
1975¢ Iﬂljfeinarity Ownged Businesses — Black, MB 72-1, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Gavern-
ment Printing Office.

RamsTrICK, Arthur o ' . ' (IOCE’}??") :105-124.
Ray Ilgi(;crg‘:;\c;{:ers in Scionce and Industry. New York: Philosophical Library- WONlc}é%haf‘}gTack a?l,’ld Chinese grocers in Watts.” Urban Life and Culture 5 (January): 439-464.
,1975 “A report on self-employed Americansin 1973, Monthly Labor Review 98 (January): :5 Woopwarp, Kenneth L.

4954, E 1976 “Life with Father Moon.” Newsweek June 14, pp. 60-66.
Razsman, David :
1953  The Lonely Crowd. Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday.
SCHUMPETER, Joseph A.
1950  Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy. New York: Harper and Row.
SomearT, Werner
1915  The Quintessence of Capitalism. London: Unwin.
1951  The Fews and Modern Capitalism. Glencoe, Il : Free Press.
SoweirL, Thomas
1971  Economics: Analysis and Issues. Glenview, IlL : Scott, Foresman.
STEINDL, Joseph
1945  Small and Big Business. Oxford : Basil Blackwell.
STRYKER, Sheldon
1959 “Social structure and prejudice,” Social Problems 6 (Spring) : 340-354.
1974  **A theory of middleman minorities: A comment.” American Sociological Review 39:
281-282.
SurHerLAND, Edwin H., and Donald R. CrESsEY
1974 Criminology, 9th ed. Philadelphia: Lippincott.
THerRNSTROM, Stephen
1964  Poverty and Progress : Social Mobility in a 19th Gentury City. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.
1966 “Class and mobility in a nineteenth-century city: A study of unskilled laborers,”
pp. 602-615 in Reinhard Bendix and Seymour M. Lipset (eds.), Class, Status, and
Power, Z2nd ed. New York: Free Press.




