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previous paper some concepts for han-
he phenomena of social inequality were
ented.! In the present paper a further step
atification theory is undertaken—an at-
pt to show the relationship between strati-
on and the rest of the social order.2 Start-
from the proposition that no society is
sless,” or unstratified, an effort is made
explain, in functional terms, the universal
sity which calls forth stratification in any
system. Next, an attempt is made to ex-
n the roughly uniform distribution of
stige as between the major types of posi-
ons in every society. Since, however, there
ur between one society and another great
erences in the degree and kind of stratifi-
ation, some attention is also given to the va-
tieties of social inequality and the variable
ors thar give rise to them.

(Clearly, the present task requires two dif-
rent lines of analysis—one to understand
the universal, the other to understand the
Variable features of stratificarion. Naturally
€ach line of inquiry aids the other and is in-
pensable, and in the treatment that follows
€ two will be interwoven, although, be-
use of space limitations, the emphasis will
be on the universals.

Throughout, it will be necessary to keep in
mind one thing—namely, that the discussion

‘Originally published in 1945, Please see complere
. Source information beginning an page 891.
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relates to the system of positions, not to the
individuals occupying those positions. It is
one thing to ask why different positions
carry different degrees of prestige, and quite
another to ask how certain individuals get
into those positions. Although, as the argu-
ment will try to show, both questions are re-
lated, it is essential to keep them separare in
our thinking. Most of the literature on strati-
fication has tried to answer the second ques-
tion (particularly with regard to the ease or
difficulty of mobility between strata) with-
out tackling the first. The first question,
however, 1s logically prior and, in the case of
any particular individual or group, factually
prior.

The Functional Necessity
of Stratification

Curiously the main functional necessity ex-
plaining the universal presence of strarifica-
tion is precisely the requirement faced by any
society of placing and motivating individuals
in the social structure. As a functioning mech-
anism a society must somehow distribute its
members in social positions and induce them
to perform the duties of these positions. It
must thus concern itself with motivation ar
two different levels: to instill in the proper n-
dividuals the desire to fill cerrain positions,
and, once in these positions, the desire to per-
form the duties attached to them. Even
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though the social order may be relatively

static in form, there is a continuous process of -

metabolism as new individuals are born into
it, shift with age, and die off. Their absorp-
tion into the positional system must somehow
be arranged and motivated. This is rtrue
whether the system is competitive or non-
compertitive. A competitive system gives
greater importance to the motivation to
achieve positions, whereas a non-competitive
system gives perhaps greater importance to
the motivation to perform the duties of the
positions; but in any system both types of mo-
tivation are required.

If the duties associated with the various po-
sitions were all equally pleasant to the human
organism, all equally important to socieral
survival, and all equally in need of the same
ability or talent, it would make no difference
who got into which positions, and the prob-
lem of social placement would be greatly re-
duced. But actually it does make a grear deal
of difference who gets into which positions,
not only because some positions are inher-
ently more agreeable than others, but also be-
cause some require special talents or training
and some are functionally more important
than others. Also, it is essential that the duties
of the positions be performed with the dili-
gence thar their importance requires. In-
evitably, then, a society must have, first, some
kind of rewards that it can use as induce-
ments, and, second, some way of distributing
these rewards differennally according to posi-
tions. The rewards and their distribution be-
come a part of the social order, and thus give
rise to stratification.

One may ask what kind of rewards a soci-
ety has at its disposal in distributing its per-
sonnel and securing essential services. Tt has,
first of all, the things that contribute to suste-
nance and comfort. It has, second, the things
that contribute to humor and diversion. And
it has, finally, the things that contribute to self
respect and ego expansion. The last, because
of the peculiarly social character of the self, is
largely a function of the opinion of others,
but it nonetheless ranks in imporrance with
the first two. In any social system all three
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kinds of rewards must be dispensed differen-
tially according to positions.

In a sense the rewards are “built into” the
position. They consist in the “rights” associ-
ated with the position, plus what may be
called its accompaniments or perquisites. Of-
ten the rights, and sometimes the accompani-
ments, are functionally related to the duties of
the position. (Rights as viewed by the incum-
bent are usually duties as viewed by other
members of the community.) However, there
may be a host of subsidiary rights and
perquisites that are not essential to the func-
tion of the position and have only an indirect

and symbolic connection with its duties, bur
which still may be of considerable importance

in inducing people to seek the positions an
fulfil the essential duties.

If the rights and perquisites of different po--
sitions in a society must be unequal, then the

society must be stratified, because that is pre

cisely whart stratification means. Social in-

equality is thus an unconsciously evolved de-

vice by which societies insure that the most
important positions are conscientiously filled
by the most qualified persons. Hence every so-
ciety, no matter how simple or complex, must

differentiate persons in terms of both prestig

and esteem, and must therefore possess a cer-

tain amount of institutionalized inequality.

It does not follow that the amount or type &

of inequality need be the same in all societie

This is largely a function of factors that will

be discussed presently.

The Two Determinants
of Positional Rank

Granting the general function that inequali
subserves, one can specify the two factors tha
determine the relative rank

concerns means and is a matter of scarcity.

of different posi- =
tions. In general those positions convey the
best reward, and hence have the highest rank
which (a) have the grearest importance for the
society and (b) require the greatest training of =
talent. The first factor concerns function and:
is a matter of relative significance; the mmmc:m.., i
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-rential Functional Importance. Actually
icty does not need to reward positions in
ortion to their funcrional importance. It
ly needs to give sufficient reward to them
insure that they will be filled competently.
her words, it must see that less essential
sitions do not compete successfully with
e essential ones. If a position is easily
it need not be heavily rewarded, even
jeh important. On the other hand, if it is
ortant but hard to fill, the reward must be
y enough to get it filled anyway. Func-
nal importance is therefore a necessary but
sufficient cause of high rank being as-
med to a position.?

Differential Scarcity of Personnel. Practically
%w sitions, no matter how acquired, require
e form of skill or capacity for perfor-
e. This 1s implicit in the very notion of
tion, which implies that the incumbent
, by virtue of his incumbency, accomplish
ain things.
here are, ulrimately, only two ways in
ich a person’s qualifications come about:
ugh inherent capacity or through train-
Obviously, in concrete activities both are
ways necessary, but from a practical stand-
t the scarcity may lie primarily in one or
other, as well as in both. Some positions
ire innate talents of such high degree that
e persons who fill them are bound to be
. In many cases, however, talent is fairly
dant in the population but the training
ess is so long, costly, and elaborate that
atively few can qualify. Modern medicine,
example, is within the mental capacity of
0st individuals, but a medical education is
burdensome and expensive that virtually
e would undertake it if the position of the
D. did not carry a reward commensurate
th the sacrifice.
If the ralents required for a position are
a Eu.n_m:ﬁ and the training easy, the method of
uiring the position may have little to do
o th its duties. There may be, in fact, a virtu-
_.3 acadental relationship. But if the skills
tequired are scarce by reason of the rarity of
Hlent or the costliness of training, the posi-
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tion, if functionally important, must have an
attractive power that will draw the necessary
skills in competition with other positions.
This means, in effect, that the position must
be high in the social scale—must command
great prestige, high salary, ample leisure, and
the like.

How Variations Are to Be Understood. In so
far as there is a difference between one system
of stratification and another, it is artributable
to whatever factors affect the two determi-
nants of differential reward—namely, func-
tional importance and scarcity of personnel.
.Hucm#_. ons important in one society may not be
important in another, because the conditions
faced by the societies, or their degree of inter-
nal development, may be different. The same
conditions, in turn, may affect the question of
scarcity; for in some socicties the stage of de-
velopment, or the external situation, may
wholly obviate the necessity of certain kinds
of skill or talent. Any particular system of
stratification, then, can be understood as a
product of the special conditions affecting the
two aforementioned grounds of differential
reward.

Major Societal Functions
and Stratification

The reason why religion is necessary is appar-
ently to be found in the fact thar human soci-
ety achieves its unity primarily through the
possession by its members of certain ultimare
values and ends in common. Although these
values and ends are subjective, they influence
behavior, and their integration enables the so-
ciety to operate as a system. Derived neither
from inherited nor from external nature, they
have evolved as a part of culture by communi-
cation and moral pressure. They must, how-
ever, appear to the members of the society to
have some reality, and it is the role of reli-
gious belief and ritual to supply and reinforce
this appearance of reality, Through belief and



ritual the common ends and values are con-
nected with an imaginary world symbolized
by concrete sacred objects, which world in
turn is related in a meaningful way to the
facts and trials of the individuals life.
Through the worship of the sacred objects
and the beings they symbolize, and the accep-
tance of supernatural prescriptions that are at
the same time codes of behavior, a powerful
control over human conduct is exercised,
guiding it along lines sustaining the institu-
tional structure and conforming to the ulti-
mate ends and values.

If this conception of the role of religion is
true, one can understand why in every known
society the religious activities tend to be under
the charge of particular persons, who tend
thereby to enjoy greater rewards than the or-
dinary societal member. Certain of the re-
wards and special privileges may attach to
only the highest religious functionaries, but
others usually apply, if such exists, to the en-
tire sacerdotal class.

Moreover, there is a peculiar relation be-
tween the duties of the religious official and
the special privileges he enjoys. If the super-
natural world governs the destinies of men
more ultimately than does the real world, its
earthly representative, the person through
whom one may communicate with the super-
natural, must be a powerful individual. He is
a keeper of sacred tradition, a skilled per-
former of the ritual, and an interpreter of lore
and myth. He is in such close contact with the
gods that he is viewed as possessing some of
their characreristics. He is, in short, a bit sa-
cred, and hence free from some of the more
vulgar necessities and controls.

It is no accident, therefore, that religious
functionaries have been associated with the
very highest positions of power, as in theo-
cratic regimes. Indeed, looking at it from this
point of view, one may wonder why it is that
they do not get entire control over their soci-
eties. The factors that prevent this are worthy
of note.

In the first place, the amount of technical
competence necessary for the performance of

religious duties is small. Scientific or artistic
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capacity is not required. Anyone can set him-

“self up as enjoying an intimate relation with

deities, and nobody can successfully dispute
him. Therefore, the factor of scarcity of per-
sonnel does not operate in the technical sense.

One may assert, on the other hand, that re-
ligious ritual is often elaborate and religions
lore abstruse, and that priestly ministrations
require tact, if not intelligence. This is true,
but the technical requirements of the profes-
sion are for the most part adventitious, not re-
lated to the end in the same way that science
is related to air travel. The priest can never be
free from competition, since the criteria of
whether or not one has genuine contact with
the supernarural are never strictly clear. It is
this competition that debases the priestly po-
sition below whar might be expected ar first
glance. That is why priestly prestige is highest
in those societies where membership in the

profession is rigidly controlled by the priestly ..

guild itself. That is why, in part at least, elab-
orate devices are utilized to stress the identifi-

cation of the person with his office—spectacu-

lar costume, abnormal conduct, special diet,
segregated residence, celibacy, conspicuous
leisure, and the like. In fact, the priest is al-
ways in danger of becoming somewhat dis-
credited—as happens in a secularized soci-
ety—because in a world of stubborn fact,
ritual and sacred knowledge alone will not
grow crops or build houses. Furthermore, un-
less he is protected by a professional guild, the
priest’s identification with the supernatural
tends to preclude his acquisition of abundant
worldly goods.

As between one society and another it

seems that the highest general position

awarded the priest occurs in the medieval |

type of social order. Here there is enough eco-
nomic production to afford a surplus, which
can be used to support a numerous and highly
organized priesthood; and yer the populace is
unlettered and therefore credulous to a high

degree. Perhaps the most extreme example is °
to be found in the Buddhism of Tibet, but

others are encountered in the Catholicism of

feudal Furope, the Inca regime of Peru, the

Brahminism of India, and the Mayan priest-
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ood of Yucatan. On the other hand, if the
ciety is so crude as to have no surplus and
. differentiation, so that every priest must
lso a cultivator or hunter, the separation
he priestly starus from the others has
ly gone far enough for priestly prestige to
much. When the priest actually has high
tige under these circumstances, it is be-
use he also performs other important func-
ns (usually political and medical).

In an extremely advanced society built on
entific technology, the priesthood tends to
e status, because sacred tradition and su-
aturalism drop into the background. The
mate values and common ends of the soci-
tend to be expressed in less anthropomor-
-ways, by officials who occupy fundamen-
political, economic, or educational
ther than religious positions. Nevertheless,
s easily possible for intellectuals to exag-
ate the degree to which the priesthood in a
gsumably secular milieu has lost prestige.
en the matter is closely examined the ur-
n proletariat, as well as the rural citizenry,
yves to be surprisingly god-fearing and
est-ridden. No society has become so com-
pletely secularized as to liquidate entirely the
belief in transcendental ends and supernatural
ntities. Even in a secularized society some
stem must exist for the integration of ulti-
are values, for their ritualistic expression,
nd for the emotional adjustments required
disappointment, death, and disaster.

overnment

. Like religion, government plays a unique and
: dispensable part in society. But in contrast
o religion, which provides integration in
ms of sentiments, beliefs, and riruals, it or-
.«E_Uunm the society in terms of law and au-
thority. Furthermore, it orients the society to
w_mn.n actual rather than the unseen world.

. The main functions of government are, in-
F..n_.nm:%. the ultimate enforcement of norms,
the final arbitration of conflicting interests,
and the overall planning and direction of soci-
ety; and externally, the handling of war and
-~ diplomacy. To carry out these functions it acts

as the agent of the entire people, enjoys a
monopoly of force, and controls all individu-
als within its territory.

Political action, by definition, implies au-
thority, An official can command because he
has authority, and the citizen must obey be-
cause he is subject to that authoriry. For this
reason stratification is inherent in the nature
of political relationships.

So clear is the power embodied in political
position that political inequality is sometimes
thought to comprise all inequality. But it can
be shown that there are other bases of stratifi-
cation, that the following controls operate in
practice to keep political power from becom-
ing complete: (a) The fact that the actual
holders of political office, and especially those
determining top policy must necessarily be
few in number compared to the total popula-
tion. (b) The fact that the rulers represent the
interest of the group rather than of them-
selves, and are therefore restricted in their be-
havior by rules and mores designed to enforce
this limitation of interest. (c) The fact that the
holder of political office has his authority by
virtue of his office and nothing else, and
therefore any special knowledge, talent, or ca-
pacity he may claim is purely incidenral, so
that he often has to depend upon others for
technical assistance.

In view of these limiting factors, it is not
strange that the rulers often have less power
and prestige than a literal enumeration of
their formal rights would lead one to expect,

Weaith, Property, and Labor

Every position that secures for its incumbent
a livelihood is, by definition, economically re-
warded. For this reason there is an economic
aspect to those positions (e.g. political and re-
ligious) the main funcrion of which is not eco-
nomic. It therefore becomes convenient for
the society to use unequal economic returns
as a principal means of controlling the en-
trance of persons into positions and stimulat-
ing the performance of their duties. The
amount of the economic return therefore be-
comes one of the main indices of social status.



It should be stressed, however, that a posi-
tion does not bring power and prestige be-
cause it draws a high income. Rather, it draws
a high income because ir is functionally im-
portant and the available personnel is for one
reason or another scarce. It is therefore super-
ficial and erroneous to regard high income as
the cause of a man’s power and prestige, just
as it is erroneous to think that a man’s fever is
the cause of his disease.

The economic source of power and prestige
is not income primarily, but the ownership of
capital goods (including patents, good will,
and professional reputation). Such ownership
should be distinguished from the possession
of consumers’ goods, which is an index rather
than a cause of social standing. In other
words, the ownership of producers’ goods is
properly speaking, a source of income like
other positions, the income itself remaining
an index. Even in situations where social val-
ues are widely commercialized and earnings
are the readiest method of judging social posi-
tion, income does not confer prestige on a po-
sition so much as it induces people to compete
for the position. It is true that a man who has
a high income as a result of one position may
find this money helpful in climbing into an-
other position as well, but this again reflects
the effect of his initial, economically advanta-
geous status, which exercises its influence
through the medium of money.

In a system of private property in produc-
tive enterprise, an income above what an indi-
vidual spends can give rise to possession of
capital wealth. Presumably such possession is
a reward for the proper management of one’s
finances originally and of the productive en-
terprise later. But as social differentiarion be-
comes highly advanced and yet the institution
of inheritance persists, the phenomenon of
pure ownership, and reward for pure owner-

ship, emerges. In such a case it is difficulr ro
prove that the position 1s functionally impor-
tant or that the scarcity involved is anything
other than extrinsic and accidental. It is for
this reason, doubtless, that the insttution of
private property in productive goods becomes
more subject to criticism as social develop-
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ment proceeds toward industrialization. It is
only this pure, that is, strictly legal and func-
tionless ownership, however, that is open to
attack; for some form of active ownership,
whether private or public, is indispensable.
One kind of ownership of production
goods consists in rights over the labor of oth-
ers. The most extremely concentrated and ex-
clusive of such rights are found in slavery, but

the essential principle remains in serfdom, pe- =

onage, encomienda, and indenture. Naturally
this kind of ownership has the greatest signifi-
cance for stratification, because it necessarily
entails an unequal relationship.

Bur property in capital goods inevitably
introduces a compulsive element even into
the nominally free contractual relationship.
Indeed, in some respects the authority of the
contractual employer is greater than that of
the feudal landlord, inasmuch as the latter is
more limited by traditional reciprocities.
Even the classical economics recognized that
competitors would fare unequally, but it did

not pursue this fact to its necessary conclu-

sion that, however it might be acquired, un-
equal control of goods and services must
give unequal advantage to the parties to a
contract.

Technical Knowledge

The function of finding means to single goals,
without any concern with the choice between
goals, is the exclusively technical sphere. The
explanation of why positions requiring great
technical skill receive fairly high rewards is

easy to see, for it is the simplest case of the re-

wards being so distributed as to draw ralent
and motivate training. Why they seldom if
ever receive the highest rewards is also clear:
the imporrance of technical knowledge from a
societal point of view is never so great as the

integration of goals, which takes place on the

religious, political, and economic levels. Since
the technological level is concerned solely
with means, a purely technical position must
ultimately be subordinate to other positions
that are religious, political, or economic in
character.

%Rm of Stratification

heless, the distinction berween ex-
1d layman in any social order is funda-
], and cannot be entirely reduced to
terms. Methods of recruitment, as well
eward, sometimes lead to the erroneous
tation that technical positions are eco-
ally determined. Actually, however, the
ition of knowledge and skill cannor be
aplished by purchase, although the op-
anity to learn may be. The control of the
ques of training may inhere as a sort of
perty right in certain families or classes,
‘them power and prestige in conse-
ce. Such a situation adds an artificial
rcity to the natural scarcity of skills and
. On the other hand, it is possible for
site situation to arise. The rewards of
cal position may be so great that a con-
on of excess supply is created, leading to
temporary devaluation of the rewards.
- “unemployment in the learned profes-
may result in a debasement of the pres-
of those positions. Such adjustments and
ustments are constantly occurring in
ging societies; and it is always well to
in mind that the efficiency of a stratified
cture may be affected by the modes of re-
ent for positions. The social order it-
however, sets limits to the inflation or
lation of the prestige of experts: an over-
pply tends to debase the rewards and dis-
rage recruitment or produce revolution,
ereas an under-supply tends to increase the
ards or weaken the society in competition
other societies.
articular systems of stratification show a
e range with respect to the exact position
echnically competent persons. This range
ﬁmm.aq_._.mnm most evident in the degree of spe-
1zation. Extreme division of labor tends to
€ate many specialists without high prestige
nce the training is short and the required na-
Ve capacity relarively small. On the other
Biand it also tends to accentuate the high posi-
Hon of the true experts—scientists, engineers,
and administrators—by increasing their au-
g thority relative to other functionally impor-
fant positions. But the idea of a technocratic
Social order or a government or priesthood of
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engineers or social scientists neglects the limi-
tations of knowledge and skills as a basis for
performing social functions, To the extent
that the social structure is truly specialized the
prestige of the technical person must also be
circumscribed.

Variation in Stratified Systems

The generalized principles of strarification
here suggested form a necessary preliminary
to a consideration of types of stratified sys-
tems, because it is in terms of these principles
that the types must be described. This can be
seen by trying to delineate types according to
certain modes of variation. For instance, some
of the most important modes (together with
the polar types in terms of them) seem to be
as follows:

(a) The Degree of Specialization. The degree
of specialization affects the fineness and mul-
tiplicity of the gradations in power and pres-
tige. It also influences the extent to which par-
ticular funcrions may be emphasized in the
invidious system, since a given function can-
not receive much emphasis in the hierarchy
until it has achieved structural separation
from the other functions. Finally, the amount
of specialization influences the bases of selec-
tion, Polar types: Specialized, Unspecialized.

(b) The Nature of the Functional Emphasis.
In general when emphasis is put on sacred
matters, a rigidity is introduced that tends ro
limit specialization and hence the develop-
ment of technology. In addition, a brake is
placed on social mobility, and on the develop-
ment of bureaucracy. When the preoccupa-
tion with the sacred is withdrawn, leaving
greater scope for purely secular preoccupa-
tions, a grear development, and rise in status,
of economic and technological positions seem-
ingly takes place. Curiously, a concomitant
rise in political position is nor likely, because it
has usually been allied with the religious and
stands to gain little by the decline of the latter.
It is also possible for a society to emphasize
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family functions—as in relatively undifferenti-
ated societies where high morrality requires
high fertility and kinship forms the main basis
of social organization. Main types: Familistic,
Authoritarian (Theocratic or sacred, and To-
talitarian or secular), Capitalistic.

(c) The Magnitude of Invidious Differences.
What may be called the amount of social dis-
tance between positions, taking into account
the entire scale, is something that should lend
itself to quantitative measurement. Consider-
able differences apparently exist between dif-
ferent societies in this regard, and also be-
tween parts of the same society. Polar types:
Equalitarian, Inequalitarian.

(d) The Degree of Opportunity. The familiar
question of the amount of mobility is differ-
ent from the question of the comparative
equality or inequality of rewards posed
above, because the two criteria may vary in-
dependently up to a point. For instance, the
tremendous divergences in monetary income
in the United States are far greater than those
found in primitive societies, yet the equality
of opportunity to move from one rung to the
other in the social scale may also be greater in
the United States than in a hereditary tribal
kingdom. Polar types: Mobile (open), Immo-
bile (closed).

(e) The Degree of Stratum Solidarity. Again,
the degree of “class solidarity” (or the pres-
ence of specific organizations to promote class
interests) may vary to some extent indepen-
dently of the other criteria, and hence is an
important principle in classifying systems of
stratification. Polar types: Class organized,
Class unorgamized.

External Gonditions

Whart state any particular system of stratifica-
tion is in with reference to each of these
modes of variation depends on two things: (1)
its state with reference to the other ranges of
variation, and (2) the conditions ourside the
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+ discussion has been offered as a
& approach to the more systematic
Geation of composite types.

system of stratification which nevertheless in-
fluence that system. Among the latrer are the
following:

(a) The Stage of Cultural Development. Ag
the cultural heritage grows, increased special-
ization becomes necessary, which in turn con-
tributes to the enhancement of mobility, a de-
cline of stratum solidarity, and a change of

functional emphasis. ;

Kingsley Davis, “A Conceptual Analysis of
atification,” American Sociological Review.
9321, June, 1942.
“The writers regret (and beg indulgence) rhar
esent essay, a condensation of a longer study,
so much in such short space that adequate
e and qualification cannot be given and that
esult what is actually very tentative is pre-
in an unfortunately dogmatic manner.
Unfortunately, functional importance is diffi-
1o establish. To use the position’s prestige to
h it, as is often unconsciously done, consti-
circular reasoning from our point of view.
¢ are, however, two independent clues: (a) the
z¢ to which a position is functionally unique,
= being no other positions that can perform the
e funcrion satisfactorily; (b) the degree to

{(b) Situation with Respect to Other Societies,
The presence or absence of open conflict with
other societies, of free trade relations or cul-
tural diffusion, all influence the class structure
to some extent. A chronic state of warfare
tends to place emphasis upon the military -
functions, especially when the opponents are
more or less equal. Free trade, on the other
hand, strengthens the hand of the trader at
the expense of the warrior and priest. Free
movement of ideas generally has an equalitar-
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which other positions are dependent on the one in
question. Both clues are best exemplified in orga-
nized systems of positions built around one major
function. Thus, in most complex societies the reli-
gious, political, economic, and educational func-
tions are handled by distinct structures not easily
interchangeable. In addition, each structure pos-
sesses many different positions, some clearly de-
pendent on, if not subordinate to, others. In sum,
when an institutional nucleus becomes differenti-
ated around one main function, and at the same
time organizes a large portion of the population
into its relationships, the key positions in it are of
the highest funcrional importance. The absence of
such specialization does not prove functional
unimportance, for the whole society may be rela-
tively unspecialized; but it is safe to assume that
the more important functions receive the first and
clearest structural differentiation.

4. The symbolic rather than intrinsic role of in-
come in social stratification has been succinctly
summarized by Talcorr Parsons, “An Analyrical
Approach to the Theory of Social Stratification,”
American [Journal of Sociology. 45:841-862, May,
1940,

ian effect. Migration and conquest create spe-
cial circumstances.

(c) Size of the Society. A small society limits
the degree to which functional specialization
can go, the degree of segregation of different
strata, and the magnitude of inequality.

Composite Types

Much of the literature on stratification has at-
tempted to classify concrete systems into a
certain number of types. This task is decep-
tively simple, however, and should come at
the end of an analysis of elements and princi-
ples, rather than at the beginning. If the pre-
ceding discussion has any validity, it indicates
that there are a number of modes of variation
between different systems, and that any one
system is a composite of the society’s status
with reference to all these modes of variation.
The danger of trying to classify whole soci-
eties under such rubrics as caste, feudal, or
open class 1s that one or two criteria are se-
lected and others ignored, the result being an
unsatisfactory solution to the problem posed.




LVIN M. TUMIN

he fact of social inequality in human society
marked by its ubiquity and its antiquity.
very known society, past and present, dis-
butes its scarce and demanded goods and
rvices unequally. And there are artached to
e positions which command unequal
ounts of such goods and services certain
ighly morally-toned evaluations of their im-
ortance for the society.
The ubiquity and the antiquity of such in-
quality has given rise to the assumption
' thar there must be something both inevitable
"and positively functionzl about such social
Frangements.
- Clearly, the truth or falsity of such an as-
‘sumption is a strategic question for any gen-
ral theory of social organization. It is there-
fore most curious that the basic premises
nd implications of the assumption have
only been most casually explored by Ameri-
can sociologists.

The most systematic treatment is to be
found in the well-known article by Kingsley
* Davis and Wilbert Moore, entitled “Some
Principles of Stratificarion.” More than
- ‘twelve years have passed since its publication,

Originally published in 1953. Please see complete
source informanion beginning on page 891,

and though it is one of the very few rreat-
ments of stratification on a high level of gen-
eralization, it is difficult to locare a single sys-
tematic analysis of its reasoning. It will be the
principal concern of this paper to present the
beginnings of such an analysis.

The central argument advanced by Davis
and Moore can be stated in a number of se-
quential propositions, as follows:

1. Certain positions in any society are
functionally more important than oth-
ers, and require special skills for their
performance.

2. Only a limited number of individuals in
any society have the talents which can
be trained into the skills appropriate to
these positions.

3. The conversion of talents into skills in-
volves a training period during which
sacrifices of one kind or another are
made by those undergoing the training.

4. In order to induce the talented persons
to undergo these sacrifices and acquire
the training, their future positions must
carry an inducement value in the form
of differential, i.e., privileged and dis-
proportionate access to the scarce and
desired rewards which the sociery has to
offer.?

5. These scarce and desired goods consist
of the rights and perquisites atrached to,
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or built into, the positions, and can be
classified 1nto those things which con-
tribute to (a) sustenance and comfort,
{(b) humor and diversion, (c) self-respect
and ego expansion.

6. This differential access to the basic re-
wards of the society has as a conse-
quence the differentiation of the pres-
tige and esteern which various strata
acquire. This may be said, along with
the rights and perquisites, to constitute
institutionalized social inequality, i.e.,
stratification.

7. Therefore, social inequality among dif-
ferent strata in the amounts of scarce
and desired goods, and the amounts of
prestige and esteem which they receive,
is both positively functional and in-
evitable in any society.

Let us take these propositions and examine
them seriatim.?

(1) Certain positions in any society are
more functionally smportant than others and
require special skills for their performance.

The key term here is “functionally impor-
tant.” The functionalist theory of social orga-
nization is by no means clear and explicit
about this term. The minimum common refer-
ent is to something known as the “survival
value” of a social structure. This concept im-
mediately involves a number of perplexing
questions. Among these are: (a) the issue of
minimum vs. maximum survival, and the pos-
sible empirical referents which can be given to
those terms; (b) whether such a proposition is
a useless tautology since any status quo at any
given moment is nothing more and nothing
less than everything present in the status quo.
In these terms, all acts and structures must be
judged positively functional in that they con-
stitute essential portions of the status quo; (c)
what kind of calculus of functionality exists
which will enable us, at this point in our de-
velopment, to add and subtract long and
short range consequences, with their mixed
qualities, and arrive at some summative judg-
ment regarding the rating an act or structure
should receive on a scale of greater or lesser
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functionality? At best, we tend to make pri-

- marily intuitive judgments. Often enough,

these judgments involve the use of value-laden
criteria, or, at least, criteria which are chosen
in preference to others not for any sociologi-
cally systematic reasons but by reason of cer-
tain implicit value preferences.

Thus, to judge that the engineers in a fac-
tory are functionally more important to the
factory than the unskilled workmen involves
a notion regarding the dispensability of the
unskilled workmen, or their replaceability,
relative to that of the engineers. But this is not
a process of choice with infinite time dimen-
sions. For at some point along the line one
must face the problem of adequate motivation
for all workers art all levels of skill in the fac-
tory. In the long run, some labor force of un-
skilled workmen is as important and as indis-
pensable to the factory as some labor force of
engineers. Often enough, the labor force situ-
ation is such that this fact is brought home
sharply to the entrepreneur in the short run
rather than in the long run.

Moreover, the judgment as to the relative
indispensability and replaceability of a partic-
ular segment of skills in the population in-
volves a prior judgment about the bargaining-
power of that segment. But this power is itself
a culturally shaped consequence of the exist-
ing system of rating, rather than something
inevitable in the nature of social organization.
At least the contrary of this has never been
demonstrated, but only assumed.

A generalized theory of social stratification
must recognize that the prevailing system of
inducements and rewards is only one of many
variants in the whole range of possible sys-
tems of motivation which, art least theoreti-
cally, are capable of working in human soci-
ety. It is quite conceivable, of course, that a
system of norms could be institutionalized in
which the idea of threatened withdrawal of
services, except under the most extreme cir-
cumstances, would be considered as absolute
moral anathema. In such a case, the whole
notion of relative functionality, as advanced
by Davis and Moore, would have to be radi-
cally revised.
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) Only a limited number of individuals in
s society have the talents which can be trained
the skills appropriate to these positions (ie.,
e more functionally important positions).

he truth of this proposition depends at
¢ in part on the truth of proposition 1
ove. It is, therefore, subject to all the limita-
indicated above. But for the moment, let
s assume the validity of the first proposition
d concentrate on the question of the rarity
‘appropriate talent.

all that is meant is that in every society
.re is a range of talent, and thar some mem-
ts of any society are by nature more tal-
nted than others, no sensible contradiction
be offered, but a question must be raised
here regarding the amount of sound knowl-
dge present in any society concerning the

gidly stratified a society is, the less chance
oes that society have of discovering any new
cts about the talents of its members.

- cover talent in any one generation varies with
the differential resources of the parent genera-

depends upon the wealth of one’s parents, and
_ where wealth is differentially distribured,
 large segments of the population are likely to
‘be deprived of the chance even to discover
what are their ralents.

Whether or not differential rewards and
opportunities are functional in any one gener-
ation, it is clear that if those differentials are
allowed to be socially inherited by the next
generation, then, the stratification system is
specifically dysfunctional for the discovery of
talents in the next generarion. In this fashion,
systems of social strarification tend to limit
the chances available to maximize the effi-
ciency of discovery, recruitment and training
of “functionally important talent.”s
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Addirionally, the unequal distribution of re-
wards in one generation tends to result in the
unequal distribution of motivation in the suc-
ceeding generation. Since motivation to suc-
ceed is clearly an important element in the en-
tire process of education, the unequal
distribution of motivation tends to set limits
on the possible extensions of the educational
system, and hence, upon the efficient recruit-
ment and rraining of the widest body of skills
available in the population.®

Lastly, in this context, it may be asserted
that there is some noticeable tendency for
elites to restrict further access to their privi-
leged positions, once they have sufficient
power to enforce such restrictions. This is es-
pecially true in a culture where it is possible
for an elite to contrive a high demand and a
proportionately higher reward for its work by
restricting the numbers of the elite available
to do the work. The recruitment and training
of doctors in modern United Stares is at least
partly a case in point.

Here, then, are three ways, among others
which could be cited, in which stratification
systems, once operative, tend to reduce the
survival value of a society by limiting the
search, recruitment and training of function-
ally important personnel far more sharply
than the facts of available talent would appear
to justify. It is only when there is genuinely
equal access to recruitment and training for all
potentially ralented persons that differential
rewards can conceivably be justified as func-
tional. And stratification systems are appar-
ently inherently antagonistic to the develop-
ment of such full equality of opportunity.

(3) The conversion of talents into skills in-
volves a training period during which sacri-
fices of one kind or another are made by those
undergoing the training.

Davis and Moore introduce here a concept,
“sacrifice” which comes closer than any of
the rest of their vocabulary of analysis to be-
ing a direct reflection of the rationalizations,
offered by the more fortunate members of a
society, of the rightness of their occupancy of
privileged positions. It is the least critically
thought-out concept in the repertoire, and can



also be shown to be least supported by the ac-
tual facts.

In our present society, for example, what
are the sacrifices which ralented persons un-
dergo in the training period? The possibly se-
rious losses involve the surrender of earning
power and the cost of the training. The latter
is generally borne by the parents of the ral-
ented youth undergoing training, and not by
the trainees themselves. Burt this cost tends to
be paid ourt of income which the parents were
able to earn generally by virtue of their privi-
leged positions in the hierarchy of strarifica-
tion. That is to say, the parents’ ability to pay
for the training of their children is part of the
differential rewward they, the parents, received
for their privileged positions in the society.
And to charge this sum up against sacrifices
made by the youth is falsely to perpetrate a
bill or a debt already paid by the society to
the parents.

So far as the sacrifice of earning power by
the trainees themselves is concerned, the loss
may be measured relative to what they might
have earned had they gone into the labor mar-
ket instead of into advanced training for the
“important” skills. There are several ways to
judge this. One way is to take all the average
earnings of age peers who did go into the la-
bor market for a period equal to the average
length of the training period. The total in-
come, so calculated, roughly equals an
amount which the elite can, on the average,
earn back in the first decade of professional
work, over and above the earnings of his age
peers who are not trained. Ten years is proba-
bly the maximum amount needed to equalize
the differential.” There remains, on the aver-
age, twenty years of work during each of
which the skilled person then goes on ro earn
far more than his unskilled age peers. And,
what is often forgotten, there is then still an-
other ten or fifteen year period during which
the skilled person continues to work and earn
when his unskilled age peer is either torally or
partially ourt of the labor marker by virtue of
the attrition of his strength and capabilities,

One mighr say that the first ten years of dif-
terential pay is perhaps justified, in order to
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regain for the trained person what he lost dur-
ing his training period. Burt it is difficult to

imagine what would justify continuing such

differential rewards beyond that period.
Another and probably sounder way to mea-

sure how much is lost during the training pe- *

riod is to compare the per capita income avail-
able to the trainee with the per capita income
of the age peer on the untrained labor market
during the so-called sacrificial period. If one
takes into account the earlier marriage of un-
trained persons, and the earlier acquisition of

family dependents, it is highly dubious that the

per capita income of the wage worker is signif-
icantly larger than that of the trainee. Even as-
suming, for the moment, that there is a differ-
ence, the amount is by no means sufficient to
justify a lifetime of continuing differentials.
What tends to be completely overlooked, in
addition, are the psychic and spiritual re-

wards which are available to the elite rrainees
by comparison with their age peers in the la-

bor force. There is, first, the much higher
prestige enjoyed by the college student and
the professional-school student as compared
with persons in shops and offices. There is,
second, the extremely highly valued privilege
of having greater opportunity for self-devel-
opment. There is, third, all the psychic gain
involved in being allowed to delay the as-
sumption of adult responsibilities such as
earning a living and supporting a family.
There is, fourth, the access to leisure and free-
dom of a kind not likely to be experienced by
the persons already at work.

If these are never taken into account as re-
wards of the training period it is not because
they are not concretely present, but because
the emphasis in American concepts of reward
is almost exclusively placed on the material
returns of positions. The emphases on enjoy-
ment, entertainment, ego enhancement, pres-
tige and esteem are introduced only when the
differentials in these which accrue to the
skilled positions need to be justified. If these
other rewards were taken into account, it
would be much more difficult to demonstrate
that the training period, as presently opera-
tive, is really sacrificial. Indeed, it mighr turn
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be the case that even at this point in
reers, the elite trainees were being dif-
tially rewarded relative to their age peers
labor force.

- the foregoing concerns the quality of
ing period under our present system
otivation and rewards. Whatever may
out to be the factual case about the pres-
stem—and the factual case is moot—the
important theoretical question concerns
ption that the training period under
em must be sacrificial.

e seem to be no good theoretics}
s for insisting on this 3scumption. For,
hile under 4ny system certain costs will be
BWolved in training persons for skilled posi-
these costs could easily be assumed by
ocicty-at-large. Under these circumsrances,
e would be no need to compensate anyone
rms of differential rewards once the skilled
ons were staffed. In short, there would be
ed or justification for stratifying social
ons on these grounds.

4} In order to induce the talented persons
idergo these sacrifices and acquire the
ing, their future positions must carry an
ducement value in the form of differential,
privileged and disproportionate access to
arce and desired rewards which the soci-
as to offer.

et us assume, for the purposes of the dis-
sion, that the training period is sacrificial
the talent is rare in every conceivable
nan society. There is still the basic prob-
m as to whether the allocation of differen-
‘rewards in scarce and desired goods and

Quacy ought ar least to be considered in this
- Context. What can be said, for instance, on
7 behalf of the motivation which De Man called
" ‘joy in work,” Veblen termed “instinct for
" Workmanship” and which we latterly have
.fome to identify as “intrinsic work satisfac-
Hon?” Or, to what extent could the motiva-
fion of “social duty” be institutionalized in

such a fashion that self interest and social in-
terest come closely to coincide? Or, how much
prospective confidence can be placed in the
possibilities of institutionalizing “social ser-
vice” as a widespread motivation for seeking
one’s appropriate position and tulfilling it
conscientiously?

Are not these types of motivations, we may
ask, likely to prove most a ppropriate for pre-
cisely the “most functionally important posi-
tions?” Especially in a mass industrial society,
where the vast majority of positions become
standardized and routinized, it is the skilled
jobs which are likely to retain most of the
quality of “intrinsic job satisfaction” and be
most readily identifiable as socially service-
able. Is it indeed impossible then to build
these motivations into the socialization pat-
tern to which we expose our talented youth?

To deny that such motivations could be in-
stitutionalized would be to overclaim our
present knowledge. In part, also, such a claim
would seem to derive from an assumption
that what has not been institutionalized yet in
human affairs is incapable of institutionaliza-
tion. Admittedly, historical experience affords
us evidence we cannot afford to ignore. But
such evidence cannot legitimately be used to
deny absolutely the possibility of heretofore
untried alternatives. Social innovation is as
important a feature of human societies as so-
cial stability.

On the basis of these observations, it seems
that Davis and Moore have stated the case
much too strongly when they insist that a
“functionally important position” which re-
quires skills that are scarce, “must command
great prestige, high salary, ample leisure, and
the like,” if the appropriate talents are to be
artracted to the position. Here, clearly, the au-
thors are postulating the unavoidability of
very specific types of rewards and, by implica-
tion, denying the possibility of others.

(5) These scarce and desired goods consist
of rights and perquisites attached to, or built
into, the positions and can be classified into
those things which contribute to (a) suste-
nance and comfort; (b) humor and diversion;
(¢) self respect and ego expansion.
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(6) This differential access to the basic re-
wards of the society has as a consequence the
differentiation of the prestige and esteem
which various strata acquire. This may be
said, along with the rights and perquisites, to
constitute institutionalized social inequality,
L.e., stratification.

With the classification of the rewards offered
by Davis and Moore there need be little argu-
ment. Some question must be raised, however,
as to whether any reward system, built into a
general stratification system, must allocate
equal amounts of all three types of reward in
order to function effectively, or whether one
type of reward may be emphasized to the vir-
tual neglect of others. This raises the further
question regarding which type of emphasis is
likely to prove most effective as a differential
inducer. Nothing in the known facts about hu-
man motivation impels us to favor one type of
reward over the other, or to insist that all three
types of reward must be built into the positions
in comparable amounts if the position is to
have an inducement value.

It is well known, of course, that societies
differ considerably in the kinds of rewards
they emphasize in their efforts to maintain a
reasonable balance between responsibility
and reward. There are, for instance, numer-
ous societies in which the conspicuous display
of differential economic advantage is consid-
ered extremely bad taste. In short, our present
knowledge commends to us the possibility of
considerable plasticity in the way in which
different types of rewards can be structured
into a functioning society. This is to say, it
cannot yet be demonstrated that it is #navoid-
able that differential prestige and esteem shall
accrue to positions which command differen-
tial rewards in power and property.

What does seem to be unavoidable is that
differential prestige shall be given to those in
any society who conform to the normative
order as against those who deviate from that
order in a way judged immoral and detrimen-
tal. On the assumption that the continuity of
a society depends on the continuity and sta-
bility of its normarive order, some such dis-
tinction between conformists and deviants
seems inescapable.
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It also seems to be unavoidable that in any

‘society, no matter how literate its tradition,

the older, wiser and more experienced individ-
vals who are charged with the enculturation
and socialization of the young must have
more power than the young, on the assump-
tion thar the rask of effective socialization de-
mands such differential power.

Bur this differentiation in prestige between
the conformist and the deviant is by no means
the same distinction as that between strata of
individuals each of which operates within the
normative order, and is composed of adults.
The latter distinction, in the form of differen-
tiated rewards and prestige between social
strata is what Davis and Moore, and most so-
ciologists, consider the structure of a stratifi-
cation system. The former distinctions have
nothing necessarily to do with the workings
of such a system nor with the efficiency of
motivation and recruitment of functionally
important personnel.

Nor does the differentiation of power be-
tween young and old necessarily create differ-
entially valued strata. For no society rates its
young as less morally worthy than its older
persons, no matter how much differential
power the older ones may temporarily enjoy.

(7) Therefore, social inequality among dif-
ferent strata in the amounts of scarce and de-
sired goods, and the amounts of prestige and
esteem which they receive, is both positively
functional and inevitable in any society.

If the objections which have heretofore
been raised are taken as reasonable, then it
may be stated that the only items which any
society must distribute unequally are the
power and property necessary for the perfor-
mance of different tasks. If such differential
power and property are viewed by all as
commensurate with the differential responsi-
bilities, and if they are culturally defined as
resources and not as rewards, then, no
differentials in prestige and esteem need
follow.

Historically, the evidence seems to be that
every time power and property are distributed
unequally, no martter what the cultural defini-
tion, prestige and esteem differenniations have
tended to result as well. Historically, however,
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; systematic effort has ever been made, un-
er propitious circumstances, to develop the
radition that each man is as socially worthy
“seall other men so long as he performs his ap-
e opriate tasks conscientiously. While such a
adition seems utterly utopian, no known
s in psychological or social science have
¢ demonstrated its impossibility or its dys-
tionality for the continuity of a sociery.
e achievement of a full institutionalization
‘such a tradition seems far too remote to
contemplate. Some successive approximartions
such a tradition, however, are not out of
= range of prospective social innovation.
What, then, of the “positive functional-
“ity” of social stratification? Are there other,
negative, functions of institutionalized social
equality which can be identified, if only ten-
tively? Some such dysfunctions of stratifica-
tion have already been suggested in the body
of this paper. Along with others they may
now be stated, in the form of provisional as-
ertions, as follows:

1. Social stratification systems function to
limit the possibility of discovery of the
full range of talent available in a soci-
ety. This results from the fact of un-
equal access to appropriate motivation,
channels of recruitment and centers of
training.

2. In foreshortening the range of available
talent, social stratification systems func-
tion to set limits upon the possibility of
expanding the productive resources of
the society, at least relative to what
might be the case under conditions of
greater equality of opportunity.

3. Social stratification systems function to
provide the elite with the political
power necessary to procure acceptance
and dominance of an ideology which
rationalizes the status quo, whatever it
may be, as “logical,” “natural” and
“morally right.” In this manner, social
stratification systems function as essen-
tially conservative influences in the soci-
eties in which they are found.

4. Social strarification systems function to
distribute favorable self-images un-

n

equally throughout a population. To the

extent that such favorable self-images

are requisite to the development of the
creative potential inherent in men, to
that extent stratification systems func-
tion to limit the development of this
creative potential.

To the extent that inequalities in social

rewards cannot be made fully accept-

able to the less privileged in a society,
social stratification systems function to
encourage hostility, suspicion and dis-

trust among the various segments of a

society and thus to limit the possibilities

of extensive social integrarion,

6. To the extent that the sense of signifi-
cant membership in a society depends
on one’s place on the prestige ladder of
the society, social stratification systems
function to distribute unequally the
sense of significant membership in the
population.

7. To the extent that loyalty to a society
depends on a sense of significant mem-
bership in the sociery, social stratifica-
tion systems function to distribute loy-
alty unequally in the populartion.

8. To the extent that participation and ap-
athy depend upon the sense of signifi-
cant membership in the society, social
stratification systems function to dis-
tribute the motivation to participate un-
equally in a population.

Ly

Each of the eight foregoing propositions
contains implicit hypotheses regarding the
consequences of unequal distribution of re-
wards in a society in accordance with some
notion of the functional importance of vari-
ous positions. These are empirical hypotheses,
subject to test. They are offered here only as
exemplary of the kinds of consequences of so-
cial stratification which are not often taken
into account in dealing with the problem.
They should also serve to reinforce the doubt
that social inequality is a device which is uni-
formly functional for the role of guaranteeing
that the most important tasks in a sociery will
be performed conscientiously by the most
competent persons.
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The obviously mixed character of the

funcrions of social inequality should come as

no surprise to anyone. If sociology is sophis-
ticated in any sense, it is certainly with re-
gard to its awareness of the mixed narure of
any social arrangement, when the observer
takes into account long as well as short
range consequences and latent as well as
manifest dimensions.

Summary

In this paper, an effort has been made to raise
questions regarding the inevitability and posi-
tive functionality of stratification, or institu-
tionalized social inequality in rewards, allo-
cated in accordance with some notion of the
greater and lesser functional importance of
various positions. The possible alternative
meanings of the concept “functional impor-
tance” has been shown to be one difficulty.
The question of the scarcity or abundance of
available talent has been indicated as a princi-
pal source of possible variation. The extent to
which the period of training for skilled posi-
tions may reasonably be viewed as sacrificial
has been called into question. The possibility
has been suggested that very different types of
motivational schemes might conceivably be
made to function. The separability of differ-
entials in power and property considered as
resources appropriate to a task from such dif-
ferentials considered as rewards for the per-
formance of a task has also been suggested. It
has also been maintained that differentials in
prestige and esteem do not necessarily follow
upon differentials in power and property
when the latter are considered as appropriate
resources rather than rewards. Finally, some
negative functions, or dysfunctions, of institu-
tionalized social inequality have been tenta-
tively identified, revealing the mixed character
of the outcome of social strartification, and
casting doubt on the contention that

Social inequality is thus an unconsciously evolved
device by which societies insure that the most im-
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‘Moore are explicitly aware of the

volved here and suggest two “inde-

ther than survival value. See foot-
f their article.

~d Moore state this point briefly on p.

elaborate it.

ted States, for instance, we are only

aware of the amount of productiv-

jery, lose by allocating inferior op-
ewards, and hence, inferior moti-

- Negro population. The actual

portant positions are conscientiously filled by :
most qualified persons.?

Notes

The writer has had the benefit of a most helpgy
criticism of the main portions of this paper k
Professor W. J. Goode of Columbia Univers
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amount of loss is difficult to specify precisely. Some
rough estimate can be made, however, on the as-
sumption that there is present in the Negro popula-
tion about the same range of talent that is found in
the White population.

7. These are only very rough estimates, of
course, and it is certain that there is considerable
income variation wirthin the so-called elite group,
so that the proposition holds only relatively more
or less.

8. Davis and Moore, op. cit., p. 243.

addition, he has had the opportunity to exp,
this paper to criticism by the Staff Seminar o
Sociology Section at Princeton. In deference
possible rejoinder by Professors Moore
Davis, the writer has not revised the paper
meet the criticisms which Moore has already of
fered personally. §

i=5. FISCHER,

AND KIM VOSS

. MICHAEL HOUT, MARTIN
EZ JANKOWSKI, SAMUEL R. LUCAS, ANN

1. American Sociological Review, X (Apr
1945), pp. 242-249. An earlier article by Kingslg§
Davis, entitled, “A Conceptual Analysis of Strat
cation,” American Sociological Review, VII (]
1942), pp. 309-321, is devoted primarily to se
forth a vocabulary for stratification analysis. A's
earlier article by Talcott Parsons, “An Anal
Approach to the Theory of Social Stratificat
American Jowrnal of Sociology, XLV (Novembeg
1940), pp. 849-862, approaches the proble
terms of why “differential ranking is consider
really fundamental phenomenon of social sys
and whart are the respects in which such ranki
important.” The principal line of integration
serted by Parsons is with the fact of the normatiy
orientation of any sociery. Certain crucial lin
connection are left unexplained, however, in
article, and in the Davis and Moore article of 1
only some of these lines are made explicit.

2. The “scarcity and demand” qualitie
goods and services are never explicitly mention
by Davis and Moore. But it seems to the weil
that the argument makes no sense unless the g
and services are so characterized. For if re
are to function as differential inducements they
must not only be differentially distributed but they
must be both scarce and demanded as well.
ther the scarcity of an item by itself nor the face
its being in demand is sufficient to allow it to
tion as a differential inducement in a system of uf¥
equal rewards. Leprosy is scarce and oxyge!
highly demanded.

3. The arguments to be advanced here are
densed versions of a much longer analysis entitl
An Essay on Social Stratification. Perforce, all
reasoning necessary to support some of the @
tentions cannot be offered within the space
of this article.

erhaps, inequality follows inevitably
an nature. Some people are born
talent than others; the first succeed
others fail in life’s competition.
ople accept this explanarion, but it
ffice. Inequality is not fated by na-
even by the “invisible hand” of the
1S a social construction, a result of
ical acts. Americans have created
nd type of inequality we have, and
maintain it.

wer the question of what explains in-
: America, we must divide it in two.
Who gets ahead and who falls behind in
tition for success? Second, what de-
how much people get for being
chind? To see more clearly that the
tions are different, think of a ladder
presents the ranking of affluence in a

ally n:r:uvﬂ._ in 1996. Please see complete
Hormation beginning on page 891.

society. Question one asks why this person
rather than that person ended up on a higher
or lower rung. Question two asks why some
societies have tall and narrowing ladders—
ladders that have huge distances between top
and bottom rungs and that taper off at the
top so that there is room for only a few peo-
ple—while other societies have short and
broad ladders—ladders with little distance be-
tween top and bottom and with lots of room
for many people all the way to the top.

The answer to the question of who ends up
where is that people’s social environments
largely influence what rung of the ladder they
end up on.! The advantages and disadvan-
tages that people inherit from their parents,
the resources that their friends can share with
them, the quantity and quality of their school-
ing, and even the historical era into which
they are born boost some up and hold others
down. The children of professors, our own
children, have substantial head starts over
children of, say, factory workers. Young men
who graduated from high school in the boom-
ing 1950s had greater opportunities than rhe
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ones who graduated during the Depression.
Context matters tremendously.

The answer to the question of why societies
vary in their structure of rewards is more po-
litical. In significant measure, societies choose
the height and breadth of their “ladders.” By
loosening markets or regulating them, by pro-
viding services to all citizens or rationing
them according to income, by subsidizing
some groups more than others, societies,
through their politics, build their ladders. To
be sure, historical and external constraints
deny full freedom of action, but a substantial
freedom of action remains. In a democracy,
this means that the inequality Americans have
is, in significant measure, the historical result
of policy choices Americans—or, at least,
Americans’ representatives—have made. In
the United States, the result is a society that is
distinctively unequal. Our ladder is, by the
standards of affluent democracies and even by
the standards of recent American history, un-
usually extended and narrow—and becoming
more so.

To see how policies shape the structure of
rewards (i.e., the equality of outcomes), con-
sider these examples: Laws provide the
ground rules for the marketplace—rules cov-
ering incorporation, patents, wages, working
conditions, unionization, Security transac-
tions, taxes, and so on. Some laws widen dif-
ferences in income and earnings among peo-
ple in the market; others narrow differences.
Also, many government programs affect in-
equality more directly through, for example,
tax deductions, food stamps, social security,
Medicare, and corporate subsidies.

To see how policies also affect which partic-
ular individuals get to the top and which fall
to the bottom of our ladder (i.e., the equality
of opportunity), consider these examples: The
amount of schooling young Americans receive
heavily determines the jobs they get and the
income they make. In turn, educational poli-
cies—what sorts of schools are provided, the
way school resources are distributed (usually
according to the community in which children
live), teaching methods such as tracking, and
so on—strongly affect how much schooling

Il / Forms and Sources of Stpatif

T H.._.:mnson& policies account
expanding inequality is not
ate than theories of natural
is also more optimistic. We are
iequal than we have been in sev-
" We are more unequal than any
. Western nation. Intentional
change those conditions, could
: Hnwnumw our rush to a polarized so-
d bring us closer to the average in-
o the West, could expand both
o.mvoqnz:_ﬁq and equality of result.
patural inequality™ viewpoint is
ne. Unequal outcomes, the best-
| Curve argues, are the returns from
ess that sorts people out according
elligent they are.3 But The Bell
planarion of inequality is inade-

children receive. Similarly, local employm
opportunities constrain how well people
do economically. Whether and where gove
ments promote jobs or fail to do so wi]
turn, influence who is poised for well-paid
ployment and who is not.

Claiming that intentional policies have &
nificantly constructed the inequalities we
and that other policies could change tho
equalities may seem a novel idea in the ¢
rent ideological climate. So many voices
us that inequality is the result of individ
“natural” ralents in a “natural”™ market.
ture defeats any sentimental efforts by soc
to reduce inequality, they say; such eff,
should therefore be dropped as futile
wasteful. Appeals to nature are common a
comforting. As Kenneth Bock wrote in
study of social philosophy, “We have
quick to seek explanations of our problen
and failures in what we are instead of wi
we do. We seem wedded to the belief that
situation is a consequence of our nat
rather than of our historical acts.” In t
case, appeals to nature are shortsighted.

Arguments from nature are useless for
swering the question of what determines i
structure of rewards because that questi
concerns differences in equality among so
eties. Theories of natural inequality cann
tell us why countries with such similar gene
stocks (and economic markets) as the United!
States, Canada, England, and Sweden c
vary so much in the degree of economic
equality their citizens experience. The answ
lies in deliberate policies.

Appeals to nature also cannot satisfacrorl
answer even the first question: Why do so
individuals get ahead and some fall behind
Certainly, genetic endowment helps. Bein
tall, slender, good-looking, healthy, male, an
white helps in the race for success, and the
traits are totally or partly determined geneti-
cally. But these traits matter to the degree thal
society makes them matter—determining ho
much, for example, good looks or white ski
are rewarded. More important yet than these =
traits are the social milieux in which people
grow up and live.

ey err in asserting that this trait
scermines how people end up in life.
y err in imagining that individual
tion explains the structure of inequal-

ties in income and wealth, [other]
-argue, encourage hard work and sav-
he rich, in particular, can invest their
in production and thus create jobs for
his was the argument of “supply-side”
nics in the 1980s, that rewarding che
—for example, by reducing income
on returns from their investments—
Id stimulate growth to the benefir of all,
80s did not work out that way, bur the
cory is still influential. We could force more
outcomes, these analysts say, but doing
would reduce living standards for all
ericans.

Must we have so much inequality for over-
rowth? The latest economic research con-
&s nof; it even suggests that inequality
1y retard economic growth. In a detailed
stical analysis, economists Torsten Pers-
1 and Guido Tabellini reported finding that,
storically, societies that had more inequality
earnings tended to have lower, not higher,
ibsequent economic growth. Replications by
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other scholars substantiated the finding: More
unequal narions grew less quickly than did
more equal societies.s. . .

This recent research has not demonstrated
precisely how greater equality helps economic
growth,® bur we can consider a few possibili-
ties. Increasing resources for those of lower
income might, by raising health, educational
attainment, and hope, increase people’s abili-
ties to be productive and entrepreneurial. Re-
ducing the income of those at the top might
reduce unproductive and speculative spend-
ing. Take, as a concrete example, the way
American corporations are run compared
with German and Japanese ones. The Ameri-
can companies are run by largely autonomous
managers whose main responsibility is ro re-
turn short-term profits and high stock prices
to shareholders and—because they are often
paid in stock options—to themselves as well.
Japanese and German managers are more like
top employees whose goals largely focus on
keeping the company a thriving enterprise.
The latter is more conducive to reinvesting
profits and thus to long-term growth.” What-
ever the mechanisms may be, inequality ap-
pears to undermine growth. Americans cer-
tainly need not feel that they must accept the
high levels of inequality we currently endure
in order to have a robust economy.

A related concern for Americans is whether
“leveling™ stifles the drive to get ahead. Amer-
icans prefer to encourage Horatio Alger striv-
ing and to provide opportunities for everyone.
Lincoln once said “that some would be rich
shows that others may become rich.”$ Many,
if not most, Americans believe that inequality
is needed to encourage people to work hard.?
But, if so, how much inequality is needed?

For decades, sociologists have been com-
paring the patterns of social mobility across
socicties, asking: In which countries are peo-
ple most likely to overcome the disadvantages
of birth and move up the ladder? In particu-
lar, does more or less equality encourage such
an “open” society? The answer is that West-
ern societies vary little in the degree to which
children’s economic successes are constrained
by their parents’ class positions. America, the
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most unequal Western sociery, has somewhat

more fluid intergenerational mobility than do )

other nations, but so does Sweden, the most
equal Western society.? There is no case for
encouraging inequality in this evidence, either.

In sum, the assumption that considerable
inequality is needed for, or even encourages,
economic growth appears to be false. We do
not need to make a morally wrenching choice
between more affluence and more equality;
we can have both. But even if such a choice
were necessary, both sides of the debate, the
“altruists” who favor intervention for equal-
izing and the supposed “realists” who resist
it, agree that inequality can be shaped by pol-
icy decisions: wittingly or unwittingly, we
choose our level of inequality.
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understanding of the causes and conse-
ences of systems of stratification and the
erits of Marx’s ideas, the debate among so-
ologists has focused almost enrirely on the
xperience of Western “capitalist™ societies.!
urprisingly little attention has been devoted
o the experience of the former Soviet re-
ublics, Poland, East Germany before unifi-
cation, the once-united Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, the former Yuzoslavia, Romania,

This is an original article prepared for this book.

H“..w&w on Old Issues: The Relevance
Really Existing Socialist Societies”

Bulgaria, Albania, China, Cuba, North Ko-
rea, Vietnam, and other societies that were or
have been governed for extended periods by
dedicated Marxists. Yet, as East Furopean so-
ciologists have often pointed out in recent
years, these societies have provided a unique
set of laboratories for observing the effects of
“really existing socialism.”? They allow us to
observe socialist societies functioning in the
real world under real-life conditions. In these
societies, we can see what actually happens
when private ownership is abolished and the
emphasis in a society’s system of rewards is
shifted from material incenrives to moral in-
centives. Imperfect though these tests have
been, they shed valuable new light on the
causes and consequences of inequalities in
power and privilege.® The results have been
much too consistent to be ignored or written
off as simply a matter of chance, and the con-
sistency is especially impressive when one
considers the great cultural diversity of the
societies involved.

For many years, Western sociologists could
justify their inattention to “really existing so-
cialist societies” because of the difficulties of
obtaining reliable data. By the early 1970s,
however, a sufficient body of evidence had ac-
cumulated, and political conditions in a num-
ber of Marxist societies had improved to the
point that one could, with some confidence,
begin to form a fairly accurate view of a num-
ber of important aspects of the new Marxist
systems of stratification. On the basis of mate-

7
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rials available at the time, 1 concluded in an
earlier article (Lenski 1978) that these “exper-
iments in destratification”™ had enjoyed their
greatest successes in reducing economic in-
equality: Differentials in wealth and income
appeared to be substantially less in societies
governed by Marxist elites than in other soci-
eties. These successes were offset, however, by
two major failures: (1) Political inequalities in
these societies were enormous, far grearter
than in any of the Western industrial democ-
racies, and (2) none of these societies had
achieved anything remotely resembling the
critical transformation in human nature that
Marx had predicted would follow the aboli-
tion of private property and would lay the
foundation for the subsequent evolution of
societies from socialism to communism. These
failures, I conicluded, were due in large meas-
ure to a critical flaw in Marxian theory—its
unrealistic assumptions about human nature,
Looking back, I believe these conclusions
have stood the test of time fairly well. Of
course, information that has since emerged
and the wisdom of hindsight would lead me
to modify and extend them. For example, re-
cent revelations following the overthrow of
the Marxist regimes in Eastern Europe indi-
cate that the level of economic inequality in
those societies was greater than 1 was then
aware. To cite burt three examples: (1) After
the overthrow of Todor Zhikov, the Bulgarian
public and the rest of the world learned that
during his years in power he had acquired no
fewer than thirty separate homes for his per-
sonal use and that he and other top Commu-
nist Parry leaders had accumulated millions of
dollars in secret foreign bank accounts (Laber
1990); (2) the longtime Communist leader of
WE.E_EP Nicolae Ceaugescu, amassed forty
villas and twenty palaces for himself and his
family and accumulated millions in Swiss
bank accounts at a time when the bulk of the
population was often living without heat or
light (Washington Post 1990); and (3) in East
Germany, Erich Honecker accumulated mil-
lions of dollars in Swiss bank accounts by
skimming profits from arms sales to Third
World nations, while sharing with other top
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Communist Party leaders exclusive privage.
hunting preserves and other luxuries thag

were denied to, and hidden from, the rest g

the population. Although it 7mm long rnns

clear that Communist Party elites enjoyeg

many privileges that were denied to others
(Matthews 1978), the extent of these privi-

leges has proved to be much greater tha

most had supposed. That these were not

merely aberrations of East European Marx

ism is indicated by non-European examples:
In Nicaragua, the villas and much of the other
property once owned by Anastasio Somoza
and his associates became the personal prop-.
erty of top Sandinista leaders and their fami-
lies, while in China and Vietnam, Communist

Party elites continue to live in closed com

pounds (similar to those in the former East.

Germany) where living conditions are care-
fully hidden from public scrutiny (Salisbury
1992).

At the other extreme, poverty in these soci-

eties was more widespread and more serious
than Western observers generally realized. Re-
ports by Soviet authorities in the late 1980s
indicared that at least 20 percent of the popu-
lation was living at or below the official
poverty level (Fein 1989). Homelessness was
also reported to be a problem in Moscow and

other Soviet cities, while studies in Hungary |

at the end of the Communist era found that a
quarter of the population was living in
poverty (Kamm 1989).

Despite these revelations, it still appears
that the level of economic ineguality in
Marxist societies never equaled the level
found in Japan and most of the Western
democracies. Wealthy and privileged though
the Zhikovs, Ceaucescus, and Honeckers
were by comparison with their fellow citi-
zens, the magnitude of their wealth never
compared with the great forrunes amassed by
leading Western and Japanese businessmen
and by oil-rich Middle Eastern leaders. Fur-
thermore, passing wealth on to the next gen-
eration has always been much more difficult
in Marxist societies than elsewhere, as the
unhappy experiences of the Leonid Brezhnev
family and others indicate
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\ serious flaw in my earlier assess-
415 its failure to anticipate the speed
de of the changes that lay ahead.
I anticipated that the gradual pro-
._Enh liberalization that began after
death would continue, and that other
ould occur in response to problems
ed and to the changing needs and
emands of a better educated popu-
cannot pretend o have foreseen the
collapse of Communist Party hege-
e rapid emergence of multiparty sys-
the radical economic changes that
rred in most of Eastern Europe.

encfit of hindsight makes clear that
rnal, systemic problems of the com-
onomies and one-party polities of
t societies were far more serious than
estern observers suspected. In fact, it
appears that the greatest success of
S regimes was their ability ro dissimu-
success that was too often achieved
of the readiness of large numbers of
ern journalists, scholars, and others to
- glowing reports of socialist successes
ically (Hollander 1981; Fang 1990).
the revelations that have followed in the
¢ of the democratic revolutions in Eastern
ope, we now know that the economies of
e societies had been stagnating for years
d that much of the population had brcome
ttected and hostile. Worse yer, Marxism
d Marxist elites had lost whatever legiti-
cy they once enjoyed in the minds of many
_u_n especially intellecruals and other opin-
1 leaders and even Party members. (Ironi-
¥ Hr_m was at a Eﬂn é_._nd Marxism was

r:unwn n“_.m,,&cw:._n:ﬁm have great relevance
or our understanding of the causes and con-
equences of inequality, since it seems that
~many of the internal, systemic problems of

,gqu;m societies were the result of inade-

uate motvartional arrangements of the sort
debated by stratification theorists such as
Davis and Moore (1945), Davis (1953), and
Tumin (1953). These problems were of two
basic types: (1) undermotivation of ordinary
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workers and (2) misdirected motivation of
managers, bureaucrars, and other decision-
makers.

The first of these problems was summarized
succinctly years ago by East European work-
ers themselves who said, “They pretend to pay
us, and we pretend to work™ (Dobbs 1981).
The rewards for most kinds of work simply
did not justify anything more than minimal,
perfunctory effort (Shlapentokh 1989, ch. 2).
Shoddy workmanship, sullen workers, absen-
teeism, corruption, and bureaucratic patholo-
gies of various kinds came to typify worker
performance in Marxist societies (The Econ-
omist 1988). These problems are present in ev-
ery society to some degree, but they became
far more prevalent and farmore serious in the
socialist economies of Marxist societies than
in most others. They became so serious, in
fact, that they had demoralizing consequences
for the vast majority of citizens: endless hours
spent in lines queuning for merchandise that
was either of poor quality or in short supply,
frequent confrontations with surly state em-
ployees, unsatisfactory housing, an inadequate
health-care system, and more. To add insult to
injury, most citizens became aware that a
small minority of their fellows was exempted
from most of these problems: For them, there
were well-stocked stores with better quality
merchandise in ample supply and more re-
sponsive employees, better housing, better
health-care facilities, better schools for their
children, second homes, and countless other
perks. Worse, this elite preached socialism and
the need for sacrifice while enjoying all these
special privileges.

To describe the conditions that developed
in these societies is to raise the question of
why the system failed so badly. Whar went
wrong, and why was the promise of freedom
and affluence for the masses never achieved?

For many years, Marxist elites in Eastern
Europe and their Western sympathizers ex-
plained away these problems on the grounds
of external factors: the historic backwardness
of Eastern Europe, the damage to the Soviet
economy caused by the civil war thar fol-
lowed the 1917 revolution, and the hostility



of the Western democracies. Although there
was much truth to these claims, it has become
increasingly clear that internal, systemic fac-
tors were also a major source of problems for
many years. By the late 1980s, this had be-
come obvious even to the leaders of these so-
cieties, with many of them becoming advo-
cates of change, and some abandoning
Marxism altogether.

Over the years, Marxist societies experi-
mented with a variety of incentive systems,
but the egalitarian nature of Marxist ideology
always led to substantial limitations on wage
differentials for the masses of workers.5 Over
time, however, the severity of these limitations
varied as Party elites attempted either to im-
prove the economic performance of their soci-
eties or, alternatively, to conform more closely
to socialist principles. In a few instances, in an
excess of socialist zeal, wage differentials
were virtually eliminated: In Czechoslovakia
in the early 1960s, for example, wage differ-
ences were reduced to the point that engineers
and highly skilled workers earned only 5 per-
cent more than unskilled workers. Because of
this, large numbers of talented young people
dropped out of school, feeling that it was not
worth the effort required and the income that
would be sacrificed to continue their educa-
tion. Morale problems also developed among
skilled workers, engineers, and other profes-
sionals. Within several years, problems had
become so acute that authoriues were forced
to reverse themselves and increase rewards for
better educated and more highly skilled work-
ers. A similar crisis developed in the Soviet
Union in the early 1930s, forcing Stalin to in-
crease material incentives and wage differen-
tials substantially (Inkeles 1950), and there is
growing evidence that the economic crisis in
the Soviet Union of the 1980s developed ini-
tially in response to a process of wage leveling
begun under Brezhnev.

The chief reason for these problems ap-
pears to be a basic flaw in Marxist theory.
Writing in the nineteenth century, Marx was
heir to the eighteenth-century Enlightenment
view of human nature—an optimistic view
that saw the unattractive aspects of human
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life as products of corrupting social institn-
tions that could be eliminated by rationa}
social engineering. Whereas the French
philosophes blamed the defects in human na-
rure on the influence of church and state;
Marx saw private property as the ultimate
source of society’s ills: If it were abolished
human nature would be transformed. Once
socialism was established and the means of
production were owned by all, moral incen-
tives could replace material incentives and!
workers would find work intrinsically re-
warding (see also Tumin [1953] on thi
point). They would work for the sheer joy of
working and for the satisfaction of contribut-
ing to society’s needs, not simply to earn
livelihood.

Unfortunately, the abolition of private
property failed to produce the happy transfor
mation in human nature that Marx antici
pated. On the contrary, freed from the fear o
unemployment and lacking adequate material
incentives, worker performance deteriorated’
and production stagnated or declined i
Marxist societies everywhere (Shlapentok
1989; The Economist 1988; Silk 1990; Kamm:
1989; Jones 1981; Scammel 1990; E_.__uE.Em.n_..
and Sweezy 1967; Zeitlin 1970). The mos
compelling evidence of this has come from the
two Germanys, which shared a common cu
tural heritage that involved a long tradition of
worker pride. Yet by the closing days of the®
German Democratic Republic, reports of
slack work patterns were widespread, and
many East German workers were quoted a
expressing concern that they would be unable’
to adapt to the more demanding standards o
West German industry. In 1990, at th
twenty-eighth Communist Party congress o
the Soviet Union, President Mikhail Gor
bachev’s close associate, Aleksandr Yakovlev,
asserted that labor productivity in capitalist
South Korea was substantially greater than i
socialist North Korea (New York Times New!
Service 1990). Tariana Zaslavskaia, a leadin
Soviet sociologist, found that as many as a°
third of Soviet workers hated work and were 2
unresponsive to incentives of any kind

(Shlapentokh 1987).

wmn. motivational problems of Marxist
stemmed from more than faulty as-
rions about human nature. They were
qe to defective organizational arrange-
mﬁbinnm by the command economies
- societies. Lacking the system of auto-
controls inherent in a market economy,
¢ planners were forced to devise elab-
Easm and assign production quotas for
‘managers of every enterprise. To ensure
nent of these quotas, managers were
ded bonuses for meeting or exceeding
ind were penalized severely for any
[. One unanticipated consequence of
emingly rational procedure was that
rs acquired a strong incentive to
nile essential resources of every kind—
¢ labor (Kostakov 1989; Smith 1976;
ouse 1989). Thus, labor resources in
‘societies came to be used very ineffi-
; the result was that workers became
about the value of what they were
1 on to do.
gers also developed a variety of other
fortunate adaprations to central planning.
learned, for example, that quantity, not
7, was what their bosses, the central plan-
cared about (Parkhomovsky 1982).¢ They
rmed that production figures could be
without much risk because their bosses
also rewarded for good statistics and no
had any interest in seeing if actual perfor-
nce matched reported performance (G.
dvedev 1989; Z. Medvedev 1990).
inally, managers learned that there were
[y minimal rewards for reinvestrment and
technological innovation. Lacking pres-
from direct economic competition, Party
ders and planners failed to appreciate the
portance of continuous modernization of
ir industrial plant. According to one ac-
t, Soviet managers received bonuses of
vmann_.: for fulfilling production quotas bur
ly 8 percent for fulfilling the plan for new
r:cuomw (The Economist 1988, 11). Thus,
ecause capital investment and technological
vance were badly neglected, the command
onomies of Marxist societies became less
nd less competitive in world markets.”
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All of this evidence seems to confirm
Davis’s (1953) assertion that successful incen-
tve systems involve (1) motivating the best
qualified people to seek the most important
positions and (2) motivating them to perform
to the best of their ability once they are in
them. Marxist societies seem to have failed on
both counts, using political criteria primarily
both to allocate positions and to reward in-
cumbents (Voslensky 1984; Kennedy and
Bialecki 1989; Voinovich 1989).

The many malfunctions in the command
economies of Marxist societies raise the ques-
tion of whether they were more or less in-
evitable consequences of the system itself.
This is a question of considerable importance,
since command economies are not confined to
Marxist societies. The public sector in every
society functions as a command economy, and
the public sector has been expanding in most
societies in recent decades.

Although it is not possible to explore this
question in depth here, several observations
are in order. First, a substantial majority of
the citizens in most of the once socialist soci-
eries of Eastern Europe rejected the system
when given the chance. Even many Party
leaders came to have little faith in central
planning and the command economy. As one
member of the Soviet Congress of People’s
Depuries said on the floor of that body, his
nation taught the world a valuable lesson by
testing, at great cost to itself, what proved to
be “an impossible system of economic devel-
opment” (Zakharov 1990).

Second, there have been remarkable simi-
larities in the performance of command
economies in otherwise widely divergent
Marxist societies. Most of the pathologies
found in Eastern Europe—absenteeism, poor
work discipline, low levels of productivity,
failure ro reinvest in plants and to encourage
innovation—have also been reported in
China, Cuba, and elsewhere.

Finally, many of these same problems are
also evident in the public sector of non-Marx-
ist societies. Government workers and work-
ers in state-owned Western enterprises are
widely perceived as less diligent, innovarive,
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enterprising, and responsive than workers in
private industry: Negative associations with
the term “bureaucrat” are almost as strong in
non-Marxist societies as in Marxist ones. In
addition, government agencies in these soci-
eties are often noted for their inefficient use of
human and other resources. Managers in
these bureaucracies often find that they are
more likely to maximize their own rewards by
expanding the size of the work force and
other resources under their supervision (re-
gardless of need) than by using these re-
sources efficiently.

Some observers have argued thar the mas-
sive failures of the socialist economies of
Marxist societies in Eastern Europe and else-
where demonstrate the obvious superiority of
capitalism and indicate that the future lies
with capitalism. That conclusion, however,
seems unwarranted. As noted earlier, even
those societies that are usually referred to as
“capitalist™ have, in reality, very mixed
economites. To paraphrase Marx, they are so-
cieties in which rewards are allocated partly
on the basis of need, partly on the basis of
work, and partly on the basis of property. In
short, they combine elements of communism,
socialism, and capiralism and are the product
of trial-and-error experimentation guided, in
large measure, by a spirit of pragmatism.
Mixed economies are systems that recognize
the need for material incentives and acknowl-
edge the benefits of economic inequality. But
they are also systems that recognize the neces-
sity of allocating a part of the economic prod-
uct on the basis of need and most on the basis
of work.? In short, the old view of societies as
being either capitalist or socialist seems in-
creasingly irrelevant,

Over time, an ever-increasing number of so-
cieties and their leaders have accomplished
what scholarly theorists have so norably
failed to achieve: They have created a work-
able synthesis out of seemingly contradictory
principles of allocation. One of the urgent
tasks for students of inequality in the years
ahead will be to catch up with this new social
reality and create the kind of theoretical syn-
thesis that does justice to the economic syn-
thesis that has been created in most Western
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democracies in recent decades. Too much
stratification theory still resembles the woyl

of the proverbial blind men struggling to de

scribe an elephant.

No real synthesis is likely to emerge, how.
ever, so long as students of stratification ig

nore the crucial body of evidence that hy
accumulated concerning the effects on mg
vation and productivity of the massive expe

ments in destratification conducted in the
twentieth century by Marxist elites. In effect,
these experiments have provided us with far.

better evidence than any we have had before
of the limits of what is possible in terms of th,

reduction of differentials in wealth and in-*

come. And although these tests cannot b

considered definitive, neither can they be writ- ¢
ten off and ignored as most analysts have

done so far.

Notes
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this paper. They are, of course, in no way responsi-
ble for flaws and errors in this final version.
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cialists in Wesrern Europe ever were.

3. Unfortunately, imperfect tests are a fact of life
in the social sciences. If the tests of Marxist theory
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test in the soaal sciences. To deny the relevance of
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