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Chapter 2

THE TRADITION OF 

COMPARATIVE ECONOMIC SOCIOLOGY

“Those who know only one country, know no country.” 

—Seymour Martin Lipset, American Exceptionalism (1996:17).

The tradition of comparative economic sociology properly starts with the work of Alexis de Tocqueville, Émile Durkheim and Max Weber. As Smelser points out (1976a, 1976b), these great social scientists put into practice a comparative approach based on the interpretive perspective, although de Tocqueville was not explicit about it and Durkheim was programmatically, i.e. in principle, against it. In this chapter I discuss the theoretical, epistemological and methodological approach of the three contemporary scholars—Reinhard Bendix, Clifford Geertz and Ronald Dore—that I believe have contributed the most to a comparative sociological understanding of economic life. They draw on the comparative tradition initiated by de Tocqueville, Durkheim and, especially, Weber. 

I focus my analysis on one of their books. Bendix’s Work and Authority in Industry [1956] is a landmark of the sociological literature comparing the transformation of managerial ideologies in England, the United States, Russia and East Germany. Geertz’s Peddlers and Princes [1963] is a delicately balanced anthropological and sociological study of social and economic change in two Indonesian towns, one in Java and the other in Bali. And Dore’s British Factory—Japanese Factory [1973] is an exquisitely crafted study of industrial relations at four matched factories, two in England and two in Japan. I first describe each of the books in detail, outlining the theory and methods underlying them, and summarizing their major findings. I dwell upon how the personal background of the researcher affected the approach taken. I also explain each book’s significance and impact, and how subsequent scholars have built onto its insights. I conclude with a series of observations about the comparative method in economic sociology.

Bendix Compares Managerial Ideologies

Work and Authority in Industry belongs to a narrow shelf of essential sociological books.  In this most incisive and erudite treatment of managerial ideologies over the course of industrialization, Reinhard Bendix makes a series of key contributions to the fields of political science, industrial relations, management studies, organizational theory, comparative-historical sociology, the sociology of work, economic sociology, and the sociology of culture and knowledge.  In conception and ambition, Work and Authority towers above much of post World War II social science scholarship.  It has become a model for how to conduct comparative-historical research and inspired an entire generation of social scientists attempting to understand the social transformations induced by industrialization.

The book’s enduring impact has first and foremost to do with the larger question that it raises, namely, how the ruling classes of different societies deal with the breakdown of traditional patterns of subordination among the people in the wake of industrialization (see p. xxix of Bendix’s Introduction to the 1974 edition).  This is the classic sociological problem that Max Weber addressed with his three ideal-types of authority—legal, traditional and charismatic.  In Work and Authority Bendix provides answers as to the various ways in which societies may shift from a traditional to a legal mode of domination by looking at the relationship between the ‘few’ and the ‘many’ in industrial enterprises, a setting that he treats as a microcosm of society at large. 

As a true Weberian scholar, Bendix was unhappy about the insufficient attention devoted to the autonomous role of ideas in providing an answer to the transition from traditional to legal modes of authority.  As he lucidly observes in the book’s very first paragraph, “the few… have seldom been satisfied to command without a higher justification even when they abjured all interest in ideas, and the many have seldom been docile enough not to provoke such justifications.”  This statement sets the tone for the entire book.  It also reveals that Bendix, although fundamentally Weberian in his approach, was also sensitive to de Tocqueville’s “emphasis on the civic problem of self-respect arising from the disruption of the traditional order,” and Marx’s concern with the “unrest and protest against social and economic injustice” engendered by industrialization, class-formation and colonialism (p. xxx).  In its pursuit of meaningful historical interpretations, however, this book—and Bendix’s scholarship in general—departs not only from the overgeneralizing ambitions of Parsonsian structural-functionalism but also from the extremes of Marxian economic determinism.

Work and Authority’s second key characteristic is its down-to-earth treatment of ideologies as a subject for sociological inquiry.  Bendix certainly presents managerial ideologies as “an effort to interpret the exercise of authority in a favorable light” (p. 13), their purpose being “to promote the interests of ‘industry’ or ‘business’ collectively” (p. 343) or “to justify the privilege of voluntary action and association for [the managers], while imposing upon all subordinates the duty of obedience and of service to the best of their ability” (p. xxiii).  But he also sees ideologies as inherently ambiguous, as affecting and reflecting action, as a “constant process of formulation and reformulation by which spokesmen identified with a social group seek to articulate what they sense to be its shared understandings” (pp. xxiv, 341-342, 443 n. 16).  In this second, more cultural sense, Bendix anticipated some aspects of Geertz’s 1964 definition of ideologies as “maps of problematic social reality and matrices for the creation of collective conscience” (Geertz 1973: 220).  Bendix’s rich concept of ideologies also prompted him to consider them as “indexes of a readiness to act which together with the ideological responses of other groups, can provide us with a clue to the class relations of a society.  Ideologies… are an integral part of culture, which should be analyzed on its own terms as an index of social structure” (p. 449; see also p. 443).   Thus, Bendix uses the study of ideology as a way to analyze social stratification, complex organization, and economic development simultaneously.

Bendix’s astute choice of cases for intensive comparative study represents a third distinctive feature.  Work and Authority has become a classic methodological model for sociologists to imitate and a must-read in any seminar on comparative-historical sociology (Rueschemeyer 1984).  He compares two matched pairs of societies—England and the United States versus Russia and East Germany—to illustrate two different paths from traditional to legal domination, the liberal and the autocratic.  His analysis proceeds in two steps.  He first establishes the contrast between England and Russia at the inception of industry, and then moves on to compare the United States and East Germany after industry has developed into a large-scale activity and become bureaucratized.  Simultaneously, he makes diachronic comparisons to illustrate how bureaucratization affects ideological change.  He repeatedly engages in systematic comparisons employing either the method of difference or the method of agreement, depending on the pair of countries being considered.  Bendix’s comparative scheme is so powerful and neat that it remains unparalleled as a way to lay out the continuities and discontinuities, and the convergences and divergences, in a process of large-scale social change over the long run.  Let me briefly summarize the substance of the comparisons in the historical chapters.

Bendix starts by examining the case of England, where an autonomous class of industrial entrepreneurs sought to reassert itself against the contempt and even opposition of the landed aristocracy.  The traditional theory of dependence of the lower class on the upper class had to be abandoned in favor of an ideology of self-dependence and free trade in order for the industrial bourgeoisie to become a ruling class and be able to give labor a role to play.  In Russia, by contrast, Bendix paints a landscape of Tsarist autocracy with both the upper and lower classes dependent upon its protection and arbitrariness.  The state, and not an autonomous class of entrepreneurs, promoted industry, and legitimized draconian methods of labor management.  In the end, the October Revolution was the culminating event in a long process of breakdown of centralized authority during which it became apparent that coercion had reached its limits.

After a masterful analysis of the bureaucratization of industry and management, Bendix resumes his historical narrative with the evolution of managerial ideologies in the United States and East Germany.  He describes the transformation of the American ethic of success from its origins in the Puritan ideal to its first scientific conceptualizations under the guise of Social Darwinism.  He then explains how the increasing complexity of enterprises and the rise of labor unrest rendered such approaches ineffective.  His treatment of scientific management, welfare capitalism, and human relations as ideologies to deal with the new managerial problems of the turn of the century has become a standard in the field, and remains largely uncontested.  While American managerial ideology ultimately pursued a cooperation between workers and managers based on the respect for their ‘wants’ and ‘qualities’, ideologies in the Soviet Union and its satellite states emphasized unity of purpose and practice as interpreted by the totalitarian party.  Managers and workers became subject to the controls of an interlocking hierarchy of economic planners and political functionaries, a solution to the demise of the Tsarist order that represented a continuity rather than a break.

Although Bendix notes that in his comparative analysis “breadth is obtained at the expense of depth” (p. xxiv), he presents a considerable amount of fresh evidence in the forms of quotations from original sources on managerial ideology and quantitative data on the bureaucratization of industrial enterprises.  Bendix’s reliance on the secondary literature, especially for the case of Russia, does not detract from the lucidity and skillfulness with which he navigates through oceans of abstruse documentary evidence. Bendix pioneered the use of ideas expressed in writing by members of a class or group as raw data for sociological analysis (Gross 1956).  He read through hundreds of books, pamphlets, reports, and (mostly self-congratulatory) corporate brochures in his search for discernible ideological patterns.  His terse prose, unobtrusive theoretical remarks, and keen instinct for the illuminating example make the historical chapters in the book truly a pleasure to read, as Stinchcombe (1978:104-113) has pointed out.

A last vintage feature of Work and Authority is its treatment of the classic Weberian topic of the ethical bases of economic behavior.  In what amounts to a major contribution to economic sociology, Bendix refers at various points throughout the book to the differences between the ethic of “work performance” originating from Western liberalism, and what could be called the ethic of “fear and self-sacrifice” arising from Russian/Soviet autocracy.  In a delightful passage, Bendix defines the dominant ethic in the West as one in which “workers must be willing to do the work assigned with a degree of steady intensity… have a positive interest in accuracy and exercise reasonable care… and… be willing to comply with general rules as well as specific orders in a manner which strikes some reasonable balance between the extremes of blind obedience and capricious unpredictability” (p. 204; see also p. 445).  Thus, the ethic of work performance assumes the good faith of subordinates, while the ethic of fear and self-sacrifice is based on an “environment of suspicion and hostility” in which the actions of the autocratic Tsar or of the agents of the totalitarian party are “prompted alternately by their fear of the few and their fear of the many,” leading to the “multiplication of controls” and to a state of “perpetual emergency” (pp. 386, 432-433).  Perhaps his book’s most subtle and timely message had to do with its prediction about the most likely outcome of the clash between the two political-economic conceptions that fueled the Cold War (see also pp. xxii, xlv, 2, 10, 251).

It is important to note that this comparison of economic ethics makes a key contribution to economic sociology. His argument is that pure economic incentives do not suffice for organizations to work, for a firm or government agency to get things done. Beyond setting compensation systems and incentives, one needs an ethic to lubricate the cogs of the machine, that is, some ideology to provide the basis for a collaborative relationship between workers and managers. Thus, Bendix is advocating a genuinely sociological approach to economic action and organizational behavior, one that undermines the emphasis  on incentives that pervades neoclassical economics. One can extrapolate this argument to the level of the economy to argue that “getting the prices right,” that is, providing appropriate incentives may be necessary, but certainly not sufficient for the capitalist system to work efficiently and effectively. One still needs “goodwill” (Dore 1983) among those engaged in production, distribution, and consumption.

*     *     *

Reinhard Bendix (b. 1916) was raised and educated in his native Berlin.  His father—a noted labor lawyer and scholar—exerted a profound intellectual influence on him.  Hitler’s rise to power forced the family into exile, his parents to Palestine and he to the United States to attend the College at the University of Chicago, where he obtained his PhD in sociology in January 1947. After spending a year at the University of Colorado, he arrived in Berkeley as an assistant professor in a recently reorganized Department of Sociology and Social Institutions.  Bendix also became a fellow of the Institute of Industrial Relations, directed by Clark Kerr, which would sponsor the research leading to Work and Authority (see Bendix 1990; J. Bendix 1998; Cochrane 1979).

It was in the early 1950s that the young sociologist—a ‘veteran’ of Hitler’s attack on the Jews and the anti-communist campaign launched by the Regents of the University of California in 1949-51—turned to the study of authority relations in the course of industrialization as fertile ground for his sociological imagination.  His previous monographs on the professionalization of German sociology and the distrust of reason had made him sensitive to the role that ideas and different approaches to knowledge played in the course of human history, while his research on higher civil servants in the U.S. and on social stratification allowed him to enhance his understanding of social structure and bureaucratic organizations.  Work and Authority is thus to be seen not only as a book written in response to the challenges posed by industrialization and by the Cold War, but also as a work that allowed Bendix to explore topics in economic sociology, the sociology of work, and the sociology of culture that he had already identified as important.  

Work and Authority represents a watershed in Bendix’s development as a scholar.  It was in this book that he formulated the intellectual agenda for the rest of his life, including such powerful and influential monographs as Max Weber: An Intellectual Portrait (1960), Nation-Building and Citizenship (1964), Embattled Reason (1970), and Kings or People (1978).  And it was Work and Authority which catapulted him to celebrity status as a sociologist after it earned him the MacIver Award of the American Sociological Association for 1958, of which he served as President in 1970.  Between the book’s publication in 1956 and his death in 1991—in the corridors of Berkeley’s Barrows Hall after teaching a graduate seminar—Bendix contributed like perhaps nobody else to the advancement of the Weberian approach to social science. 

*     *     *

According to the Social Sciences Citation Index, roughly two-fifths of the six hundred odd references to Work and Authority since its publication in 1956 were made in articles published in sociology journals throughout the world, and about a quarter in articles published in management or administration journals, including business history.  Citations in the political science, area studies, industrial relations, economics, development, education, history, law, philosophy or psychology literatures are few and far between.  The relatively sparse citations by political scientists should not be surprising given that Bendix published Nation-Building and Citizenship only eight years after Work and Authority, and it is the later book which elaborates on the political aspects and implications of the transition from traditional to legal domination (see the author’s own account on pp. xxxiii-xlv).  Thus, it seems clear that it has largely been sociologists and management scholars who have celebrated, replicated, extended or qualified the approach and findings contained in Work and Authority, a book that has also been available in German since 1960, Spanish since 1966, Italian since 1973, and Japanese since 1980.

The book’s influence on the sociology of organizations and work and on management studies has been far-reaching (Perrow 1986; Scott 1997).  Both comparative and single-country studies have added to our understanding of managerial ideologies and organizational practices and mostly building on Bendix’s basic insights.  Some of these studies have deepened our understanding of the cross-national adoption of specific management ideologies and techniques such as scientific management in Europe (Merkle 1980), small-group activities in the U.S., Sweden and Japan (Cole 1989), the industrial productivity techniques associated with the Marshall Plan (Djelic 1998), American organizing principles in Europe (Kogut ed. 1993), or various organizational theories in liberal (U.S. and Britain) and corporatist (Germany and Spain) societies (Guillén 1994).  Historians such as Maier (1970, 1987) have also contributed to the comparative study of ideologies about industrial productivity in Western Europe between the 1920s and the 1950s. Other sociologists have focused on cross-national differences in shopfloor organization between Western and East Asian countries (Dore 1973; Lincoln and Kalleberg 1990; Cole 1979, 1989), in conceptions of labor in European industrialization (Biernacki 1995), in corporate governance (Useem 1984), or in factory regimes and class formation under capitalism and socialism (Burawoy 1985).  Another research stream has investigated the implications of various cross-national patterns of professional institutionalization and rationality for technological and industrial development (Storper and Salais 1997; Ziegler 1997), and for the evolution of state structures (Silberman 1993).  Some scholars have used Bendix’s insights to theorize about the conditions for cross-national transfer of managerial ideologies and techniques (Arias and Guillén 1998; Guillén 1998; Kogut 1991).  Lastly, the comparative literature on East Asian managerial ideologies and organizational patterns has also taken off, especially since the mid-1980s (Orrù et al. 1997; Whitley 1992), mostly using a Weberian approach similar to that of Bendix (see Biggart’s introductory chapter in Orrù et al. 1997).

A considerable research effort has been devoted to sorting out the history of managerial conceptions and ideologies in the United States. The same year that Work and Authority first appeared, Daniel Bell [1956] and Sutton et al. (1956) published their own analyses, which, though insightful, suffer from a lack comparative breadth. Most subsequent studies have elaborated on Bendix’s analysis without posing fundamental challenges to it.  Most prominent among these are Selznick’s (1969) treatment of the social foundations of industrial justice, Baritz’s (1960) book on the use of social science in American business, Haber’s (1964) historical account of scientific management in the Progressive era, Harris’s (1982) study of industrial relations in the 1940s, Jacoby’s (1985, 1997) books on welfare capitalism (see also Baron et al. 1986, 1988), Fligstein’s (1990) analysis of changing conceptions of corporate control during the 20th century, Kochan, Katz and McKersie’s (1994) study of the transformation of workplace relations in the 1980s, Barley and Kunda’s (1992) article on the recurrence of natural and technical metaphors about work organization, and Shenhav’s (1995, 1999) quantitative study of the rise of the engineering discourse at the turn of the century.  Finally, ethnographers have examined managerial ideologies as enacted and transformed in everyday corporate life (Kanter 1977; Jackall 1988; Janelli 1993; Kunda 1992).

A few noteworthy single-case books or articles have also advanced our understanding of managerial ideologies in other countries.  Smelser (1959) analyzes changes in normative systems in English cotton manufacturing, historian Pollard (1965) studies the rise of managers during the English industrial revolution, and Child (1969) reviews the rise of British management thought during the 20th century.  Crozier (1963) compares managerial ideologies and roles in a French industrial firm and in a government bureau, and Boltanksi (1987) presents the best treatment of the rise of the cadres to power and influence.  Kocka (1978) studies the roles of entrepreneurs and managers during German industrialization.  Beissinger (1988) deals with scientific management in the USSR and Berliner (1988) with the profile of Soviet managers.  Frenkel et al. (1997) cover early managerial ideologies in Israel.  Walder’s (1986) studies the mixing of “neo-traditional” and Communist patterns in Chinese enterprises, confirming many of Bendix’s assertions about authority relationships under Communism.  Westney (1987) studies Meiji Japan’s emulation of Western organizational models, Gerlach (1992) charts the network structure of Japanese business in the postwar period, and Tsutsui (1998) reconstructs the adoption and persistence of scientific management in Japan during the 20th century.  Finally, Biggart’s insightful chapter on Korean patrimonialism and Hamilton’s study of organizational and market processes in Taiwan, both in Orrù et al. (1997), are classic treatments of managerial ideologies and organizational patterns in these two East Asian countries.  Most of these studies acknowledge Bendix’s contribution to the study of managerial ideologies and organizational patterns and further advance his insights.

Some scholars have provided evidence in favor of certain observations made in passing or otherwise not fully developed by Bendix.  For example, Abrahamson (1997) makes good of the insight in Work and Authority (p. 342) that managerial ideologies sometimes diffuse as if they were a fad or fashion.  Biggart (1989) develops the concept of charismatic capitalism, a mode of economic behavior that Bendix did not invoke in his book (see p. xxvii) but that he entertained later in his work as being relevant in modern, industrialized countries (Bendix 1964:289-290, 1970: 273-274).  Dore (1973) compares the Western ethic of work performance to the Confucian ethic of virtue (pp. 204, 445).  Guillén (1997) develops Work and Authority’s cultural approach to managerial ideologies (pp. xxiv, 341-342, 443 n. 16) in his comparative study of organizational aesthetics.  Shenhav (1999) deals with the conflict between owners and managers, a theme that Bendix pointed out as relevant in the U.S. case (pp. 280-281).  As noted by Miller (1957) in his book review, Bendix did not pay systematic attention to scientific research on management and organization during the 1940s and 1950s, a topic that is central to the approach by Baritz (1960) and Guillén (1994).  And several scholars have extended the analysis of managerial ideologies to worker-owned, cooperative organizations (Rothschild-Whitt 1979; Simons and Ingram 1997).

Bendix himself engaged in a polemic with the very scholars that funded the research leading to Work and Authority.  In Nation-Building and Citizenship (1964:388-389) and Embattled Reason (1970: 273-274) Bendix challenged the convergence thesis advanced by Kerr et al. in their influential book, Industrialism and Industrial Man (1960), a classic of the industrial relations literature.  Bendix argued that industrial societies are “amalgams of tradition and modernity” and that different alternative paths to industrialization and to the integration of workers as citizens should be considered.  This position, of course, follows explicitly from the evidence and analysis presented in Work and Authority (Stinchcombe 1978:104-113; see also Dunlop et al. 1975: 36-37; Cochrane 1979: 132).

Researchers and reviewers have noted certain limitations in Work and Authority that are worth mentioning and assessing.  In an early review of the book, Gross (1956) wrote that Bendix downplayed the importance of labor unrest, the rise of monopolistic firms, government intervention, the Great Depression, and the occurrence of wars as explanations of ideological change.  Some of these variables were certainly neglected by Bendix.  For example, he perhaps oversimplifies the rise of entrepreneurs as an autonomous class free from state intervention in Britain and the United States.  As Jacoby (1985, 1997) and Fligstein (1990) have documented, government regulation had a key impact on the transformation of conceptions of control among the largest American corporations during the 20th century.  It is also true that Bendix neglected the role of wars and the Great Depression, as Jacoby (1985, 1997) and Baron et al. (1986, 1988) have observed for the U.S. case.  Labor-process theorists have a point in emphasizing that monopolistic behaviors have to do with patterns of labor control (Braverman 1974).  They also argue that scientific management and human relations are fairly similar managerial ideologies in terms of their goals and assumptions, a departure from the analysis in Work and Authority (pp. 312-313), although they do not cite Bendix directly.  In a similar vein, Clawson (1980: 47 n.) criticizes Bendix for not paying attention to the “objective conditions” of labor.  Other labor process theorists, however, have written books or articles about managerial control and organizational change consistent with Bendix’s analysis (Burawoy 1979a, 1979b; Edwards 1979).

It should be underlined that it is simply not fair to criticize Bendix for not paying attention to labor unrest as a force shaping management’s ideologies and practices.  Work and Authority contains myriad references to various forms of labor protest—ranging from shirking to strikes to sabotage to revolution—in each of the four country cases examined.  Bendix offers, in fact, a keen understanding of various subtle and overt forms of labor unrest and of their impact on managerial ideologies.  And subsequent scholarship has by and large confirmed the validity of Bendix’s multi-variable approach, including labor unrest as well as other factors (Child 1969; Merkle 1980; Jacoby 1985; Guillén 1994; Shenhav 1999; Whitley 1992).

Some scholars (Simpson 1957; Shenhav 1999) have also pointed out that Bendix fell hostage to the sharp Marxian distinction between ideology and practice, a problem that afflicts the analyses by other comparative sociologists (Guillén 1994) as well as labor-process theorists (Braverman 1974; Clawson 1980).  Shenhav (1999) provides a more unified historical treatment of U.S. managerial ideologies as everyday practice, as do the few ethnographers who have looked at this issue in America (Kanter 1977; Jackall 1988; Kunda 1992) or in Asia (Janelli 1993).

While generally adulatory, Rueschemeyer (1984) has criticized Bendix’s choice of cases for comparison on the grounds that they do not allow for an examination of historical continuities, a theme that is central to Bendix’s approach.  The objection is based on the sensible observation that the American experience cannot be merely seen as a sequel to the industrialization of England, let alone the East German situation in the 1950s simply a result of the Russian/Soviet legacy.  Although there is some value to this criticism, Bendix did analyze historical continuities in England as it made the transition from feudalism to capitalism, in Russia as it experienced first emancipation and later revolution, and in American industry as it became bureaucratized and haunted by labor unrest.  Tilly (1984:89-91) raises a different issue regarding case choice.  He argues that Bendix’s method is one of “individualizing comparison” in which Russia or East Germany serve as the “reversing mirror” in which to interpret the Anglo-American solution to authority relations in industry.  There is some truth to this assessment but it should be noted that it does not diminish either the comparative power of the book or the value-added of the historical case studies on Russia and East Germany.

This necessarily brief review of Work and Authority’s qualities and impact suggests that this most inspiring book has withstood the test of time.  It continues to be referred to by scholars in the various social sciences and to be read by graduate and undergraduate students.  The methodological, factual or interpretive criticisms levied against it are relatively benign and often inaccurate.  The bulk of the considerable amount of scholarship on managerial ideologies published since 1956 has largely confirmed its basic insights, even when dealing with societies and historical experiences different from those examined by Bendix.  Moreover, the momentous issues raised, and the answers provided, remain as relevant today as half a century ago when Bendix started work on Work and Authority in Industry.  A classic it is the book that delivers on each of these dimensions.

Clifford Geertz Compares Local Paths to Economic Development
Clifford Geertz has done more than any other anthropologist to set the ethnographic study of social and economic life on a comparative and interpretive course (Geertz 1995:114). Most of his work has focused on problems of interest to the economic sociologist, namely, the impact of religious ethics on economic change, the network structure underlying economic behavior, and the transition from a bazaar-type economy to a firm-type one. Among his many books, Peddlers and Princes: Social Development and Economic Change in Two Indonesian Towns (1963) stands out as a succinct though extraordinarily rich exemplar of what good comparative and interpretive anthropology is all about. This book is important for economic sociologists because it anticipates many of the topics and concepts that have become central to the revival of economic sociology during the 1980s and 90s, namely, embeddedness, culture, networks, and entrepreneurship. As a comparative study, it stands next to Work and Authority and British Factory—Japanese Factory as the most insightful, methodologically sophisticated, and theoretically illuminating books of the last forty years. 

In Peddlers and Princes, Geertz systematically compares social and economic change in two small Indonesian towns, one Javanese, Modjokuto, and the other Balinese, Tabanan. He conducted his field work during the late 1950s and early 1960s, a few years after independence from the Dutch and in the midst of a nationalist push for economic development. This comparison enables Geertz to illuminate one local experience with the other, showing the contrasts in terms of social structures—individualistic versus group-based—and in terms of the religious intensity of an emerging yet token group of Javanese entrepreneurs (peddlers) and the ideological zeal of a Balinese aristocracy (princes) whose power and prestige is in the decline (121-141). Thus, Geertz is dealing with economic development in a way reminiscent of Bendix’s emphasis on the question of how entrepreneurs and managers legitimate their position in society. 

Geertz observation that “both towns are dealing with the same organizational problem—how to construct fully modern economic firms which can strike the most productive balance between the free operation of individual initiative and a broad base of group support” (127)—parallels Bendix’s own observation about his four country cases. Also in agreement with Bendix, Geertz writes that “the firm is an excellent sociological benchmark of development… precisely because it is just such a specifically economic institution, a miniature social system specialized to perform economic functions and integrated in terms of economic values” (137). He operationalizes the transition to a firm-type economy as a balancing act: “The construction of a viable firm… requires two very difficult and somewhat contradictory requirements: a sufficient degree of independence of the … non-rational pressures of institutionalized custom, and the establishment of an accepted normative code [that] performs the crucial functions of defining the boundaries within which the free play of economic rationality is permitted and of stabilizing the relation of economic to non-economic pursuits within the over-all culture” (138).

The field research for Peddlers and Princes was funded by the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, both interested at the time in finding ways to raise developing countries up economically. Geertz’s breakthrough was to run against some of the prescriptions of the ‘modernization’ paradigm (Rostow 1960)—so dominant and taken for granted in the academic and foundation circles of the 1950s. He observed, documented and interpreted not only that economic development does not proceed gradually in stages, as Hirschman (1958) had already pointed out, but also that traditional forms of social organization do not disappear and “can and do stimulate and support economic innovation, given a suitable pattern of pressures and opportunities” (97; see also 2-3, 15, 16, 144-146). 

Peddlers and Princes contains some memorable passages. Especially noteworthy are the descriptions of the bazaar economy in Modjokuto, “once an economic institution and a way of life” in which “men are permitted each day to deceive one another” (30). “The buyer pits his knowledge of the contemporary state of the market, as well as his stubbornness and persistence, against a similar knowledge on the part of a seller, as well as the latter’s nerve and his stubbornness” (33). Geertz further notes that the total flow of commerce is fragmented into a very great number of unrelated person-to-person transactions” (28), turnover is high, and transaction volume low, with commodities moving in circles from one trader to another before reaching the final consumer. However, the bazaar economy contains “imbedded mechanisms” to “sustain and regulate [the] flow of goods and services” (30), namely, a sliding (as opposed to a semifixed) price system, skill in bargaining, and an “instinctive shrewdness in evaluating men and material on the basis of very little evidence” (33).

In direct response to modernization theory, Geertz argues persuasively that the bazaar economy is rational, albeit in its own way, a point of utmost importance to economic sociologists who recognize that there are several kinds of rationalities:

The impersonal, calculating, rationalistic approach to economic activity which has sometimes been held to characterize only advanced economies is present in the Modjokuto pasar [bazaar] to a marked degree […] In fact, all four of the quartet of defining attributes—specificity, universalism, achievement, and neutrality—commonly held to be distinctive of highly developed economic structures are characteristic of the pasar pattern as well […] Whatever is obstructing the development of a modern economy out of the general background of the bazaar economy is not a lack of ‘business-like’ orientation on the part of the pasar traders (46-47).

This is not to argue, however, that there is no social or economic change in Modjokutu. In fact, Geertz documents the shift from bazaar to store trading, and from bazaar craftsmanship to factory production. Geertz finds Reformist Moslems at the avant-garde of these changes, behaving like Calvinists in Weber’s account of the rise of capitalism in the West. For example, most of the ‘modern’ stores in Modjokuto are run by them merchants of intense religious piety (49). According to one of them, “we are not like the people in the [bazaar] market who between their attempts to sell something just sit there and waste time. We work continually” (50). The shifts towards stores and factory production are accompanied by a growing intensity of organization in the forms of a permanent location, somewhat fixed prices, more systematic bookkeeping, and conscious marketing (53, 59). Still, Geertz reckons that Modjokutu is only half-way ‘there’, and it might never completely make the transition. It is half bazaar-like, half firm-like. Whatever economic development was occurring in the late 1950s, it was taking place on the basis of the traditional bazaar and not in spite of it (70, 74).

Modjokutu’s individualism finds its counterpoint in Tabanan’s group-oriented culture. Geertz glosses how the Balinese do everything in groups (seka), including temple congregations, residential units, irrigation and agricultural societies, kinship groups, and voluntary associations. Following Polanyi [1944] among others, he refers to economic institutions being “’embedded’ in customary, seka-type social structure” (89). This pattern of social organization facilitates the formation of not only trading and consumption cooperatives but also manufacturing ones. For example, large-scale manufacturing is facilitated by “the mobilization of extensive kin-group for cooperative endeavor which makes the very lucrative production of the large gongs possible, and as this mobilization further strengthens kin ties the relationship is a mutually reinforcing one” (95-96).  

In this Balinese town, the action that Geertz observes does not have to do with the reorganization of a bazaar economy, as in Modjokutu, but with the attempt by a class of aristocrats undermined by the Indonesian revolution to hold on to their position and power by engaging in innovative economic activity. The Balinese business concerns run by the aristocracy, however, also draw on the group-oriented social structure. Geertz provides telling examples of such enterprises, including ice factories, trading companies, and even banks (106-120). In these enterprises, stockholders from the community delegate decision-making to the aristocracy and its agents, as tradition dictates. Thus, “the managerial revolution has come quickly to Tabanan—mainly because it involves no revolution” (109). 

This carefully chosen comparison between Modjokutu and Tabanan yields considerable insights and far-reaching implications. Geertz is adamant that the diversity in paths to development should not result in an “atheoretical, ‘every case is different’ indeterminateness… Not everything is possible.” He urges anthropologists and sociologists to look for “intensive comparative investigations,” to search for “regularities,” for “middle-range” sociological theories of economic growth (146-147). So he arrives at the following regularity, in a sublime show of sociological analysis. Economic development occurs when “a single quite clearly demarcated group” standing “outside the immediate purview of village social structure,” responds “to the status insecurity engendered by [such] shifts in social structure” as increasing urbanization or the rise of a civil bureaucracy or populist and nationalist sentiments by reframing its role in the society and the culture as the “main vehicle of religious and moral excellence” while engaging in “economic innovation” of an “organizational rather than technical” nature, i.e. in an adaptation of “customarily established means to novel ends.”  In other words, very much like in the case of the typical Schumpeterian (1934) entrepreneur, Geertz attributes the innovativeness of the Javanese peddlers and the Balinese princes to their “ability to operate on both sides of the line between traditional and modern in economic matters and so form a bridge between the two” (147-153).

The methodological and practical messages of Peddlers and Princes thus become clearer after the anthropologist engages in a theoretically-informed search for sociological regularity, for a principle of variation. Geertz forcefully argues that the methodological use of dichotomies like ‘traditional’ and ‘modern’ obfuscates the differences that we need to explore and assess so as to discern general patterns (145). Regarding the choice of cases for anthropological or sociological comparison, Geertz writes that it boils down to “the vexing question of similarity and difference” (1995:23). The criticism that the cases being compared are not similar enough “is to raise the suspicion that had other poles been chosen, other oppositions been set, other phenomena would have swum into view and other conclusions would have been drawn… But there is a difference between a difference and a dichotomy. The first is a comparison and it relates; the second is a severance and it isolates.” Comparative research is primarily about difference and relationships among cases, and only subsidiarily about severance and isolating (or controlling for) multiple causes. The good comparativist uses cases to “reflect back and forth upon one another, mutually framing, reciprocally clarifying” (1995:28).

The practical message is equally important. There has to be a “willingness,” he argues, “to use general principles, economic or sociological, not as axioms from which policies are to be logically deducted but as guides to the interpretation of particular cases upon which policies are to be based” (157). Even the most materialistic development scholars and policy-makers must at least consider that “material progress [is] but a matter of settled determination, reliable numbers, and proper theory, that political forms, social institutions, religious beliefs, moral practices, even psychological mind-sets… also have to be turned around” (1995:139).

*      *      *

Clifford Geertz (San Francisco, 1926) received his doctoral training at Harvard’s Department of Social Relations during the early 1950s, where he was exposed to both grand sociological theorizing on a Parsonsian scale and modernization theory. In 1952 he was sent to Java as part of a team of graduate students. After several trips and extensive field work in Java, Sumatra, and Bali, he spent the 1958-59 academic year at the Center for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences in Palo Alto, where he completed Peddlers and Princes. At the Center he coincided with sociologist Edward Shils and political scientist David Apter, both from the University of Chicago. After teaching for a year at Berkeley, he joined the Chicago anthropology faculty and collaborated with Shils and Apter’s Committee for the Comparative Study of New Nations. 

It was in the early 1960s that Geertz first set foot on Morocco, which would become another important research site for making comparisons between Islamic countries (Geertz 1995:96-135). In 1970 Geertz became the first social scientist to hold a professorship at the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, where he organized the School of Social Science—with occasional help from Reinhard Bendix and David Riesman—and recruited political economist Albert Hirschman, political theorist Michael Walzer, and social historian Joan Scott, all of whom share with him a taste for interpretive social science. He is a member or fellow of the National Academy of Sciences, the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, the American Philosophical Society, and, correspondingly, of the British Academy.

Throughout his career, Geertz has nurtured a reputation as a magnificent writer and a perceptive social scientist. In After the Fact (1995), he reflects on his more than four decades of anthropological work and on the nature of comparative social science: “You could contrast then and now, before and after… write a narrative… produce a memoir… outline stages… describe the transformation of institutions… draw graphs… The problem is that more has changed, and more disjointly, than one at first imagines… But so, and likewise, has the anthropologist. So has the discipline” (1995:1). He is skeptical of method, although he masters comparative analysis, and shows his irreverence towards, and contempt for, attempts to turn research into routine normal science: “Footnotes help, verbatim texts help even more, detail impresses, numbers normally carry the day. But, in anthropology anyway, they remain somehow ancillary: necessary of course, but insufficient, not quite the point” (1995:17-18). Interpretive comparative sociology seems to be every bit as anthropology. And it is perhaps a necessarily incomplete task because one is always “coming too late and leaving too early” (1995:63). As he notes with an air of resignation, comparative studies and anthropology do not provide with “much assurance or sense of closure… But it is an excellent way, interesting, dismaying, useful, and amusing, to expend a life” (1995:168).

*      *      *

The impact of Peddlers and Princes on the various social sciences has been somewhat eclipsed by the roaring success of Geertz’s famous books on religion and on ideology and culture. Still, Peddlers and Princes has attracted considerable attention and been recognized as a foundational text in economic anthropology. Of the roughly 225 entries in the Social Sciences Citation Index, anthropology, development studies, and area studies (including geography) journals account for roughly one fifth each. Articles in sociology (17 percent) and political science (7 percent) journals have also referred to this book over the years. 

Peddlers and Princes offers economic sociologists key insights about two topics of continuing interest in the field: the ethical bases of entrepreneurship and the consequences of embedded relationships. Geertz writes lucidly about the issue of why certain religious ethics foster economic change: “What is important is not whether a creed is revisionist or restorationist but whether there is a significant degree of tension in the state of affairs the creed celebrates, the moral order it supports, and the perception of the actual situation the entrepreneurs have” (128). Thus, Geertz surmounts some of the ambiguities in the approaches of Weber and Bendix to this cardinal sociological topic by arguing that what matters is not the nature or internal consistency of the ethic per se but how it relates to social structure, how it generates tensions that incite innovative action. 

Peddlers and Princes can also be read as the first explicit sociological treatment of the importance of network relationships in economic life, published twenty years before Mark Granovetter (1985) offered his important conceptualization of ‘embedded’ and ‘embeddedness’, terms that Geertz uses throughout the book (30, 89, 153). Geertz first addresses this issue when describing the Javanese approach to credit, whose “main function is not simply to capitalize trade but to stabilize and regularize ties between traders, to give persistence and form to commercial relationships” (39). The peddler tends to “spread oneself thin over a very wide range of deals rather than to plunge deeply on any one,” thus engaging in “trading coalitions” and “alliances” (40). The Javanese stel or set system allows the individual craftsman to collaborate with others in projects that require cooperation, such as house building or garment making (60-66). In the bean-curd industry, the bazaar and set systems mutually reinforce each other. This popular Javanese food is made by soaking, grinding, cooking, siphoning, drying, curdling, molding, pressing and wrapping soy beans, in precisely that order. Such a production sequence can be organized along bazaar lines because it requires little capital, can be split into separate tasks, and both inputs and outputs can be channeled through the bazaar trading system (67-70). Thus, Geertz discovers that embedded relationships may occur under Javanese individualism as well as in the group-oriented Balinese society.

Sociologists have always appreciated the delicate balance between rich (or, more appropriately, “thick”) description and theory that Geertz strikes in Peddlers and Princes (Jay 1965; Swift 1966). Some anthropologists, however, protested against Geertz’s heavy reliance on sociological theorizing (Bruner 1966). Levying this criticism against Geertz, however, is besides the point; for the book is geared precisely towards developing an interpretive approach to anthropological work. Geertz’s unobtrusive use of sociological theory—especially Weber’s analysis of status groups, market types and ideologies—blends smoothly with his fine anthropological observations and writing to create a powerful comparative study of social and economic change.  As in the case of Work and Authority in Industry, it is an analysis that blends social stratification, organization, and economic development.

Dore’s Four Factories

If Bendix’s Work and Authority is the best comparative study of managerial ideologies, and Geertz’s Peddlers and Princes is the best comparison of local styles of entrepreneurship and paths to development, Dore’s British Factory—Japanese Factory [1973] stands out as the best comparative analysis of industrial relations systems in organizations. Together, they offer the economic sociologist a wealth of insights as to how to conduct sound, rigorous, comparative research that pays simultaneous attention to patterns of stratification, organization, and development. As in the cases of Bendix and Geertz, Dore’s contribution has to do with posing a question brilliantly, gathering diverse yet relevant empirical evidence, exposing the patterns in the data with rigor and precision, and interpreting the results in a theoretically informed way that both respects historical or local particularity and yields plausible generalizations. Also similarly to Bendix and Geertz, Dore’s strength lies in arguing that comparative sociology can deliver both rich description and robust explanation if the comparativist is bold enough to rise to the task of explaining complex phenomena through careful and systematic study (9-10).

Dore compares four matched factories in Britain and Japan with the purpose of understanding why industrial relations practices are so different, even when controlling for technological variation. One of the plants of English Electric Company makes small batches of industrial machines and electrical motors, while the other makes domestic appliances and various electrical parts following mass production procedures. Likewise, one of the plants of Hitachi makes industrial machines, generators and turbines in small-batches while the other mass-produces domestic appliances, pumps and small motors. How come, Dore asks, do plants making roughly similar products with similar technologies but located in different countries have such different industrial relations? Conversely, why do plants in the same country but making different products with different technologies coincide in their industrial relations practices? Like Geertz, he uses the comparative method to illuminate one case with the other, looking for difference within countries or across plants as well as across countries. Also similarly, he uses a variety of research methods and evidence, including observation, surveys, statistics, interviews, and archival documents. 

Dore’s analysis also parallels Bendix’s and Geertz’s in its conceptualization of the problem from the managerial point of view. ”It has always been in the interest of employers to hold that there was fundamentally no division of interest between employers and workers” (358). And thus, in the face of a separation between ownership and control, and of the increasing size and complexity of the enterprise, firms and plants located in different countries have to deal with similar problems of motivation, organization and industrial relations. But they arrive at different solutions depending on the surrounding institutions and social structure, not on technological reasons.

Dore describes the differences between the English electric and Hitachi plants along a number of dimensions. The Japanese plants differed from the English first and foremost because of a number of “lifetime commitment” practices, a term coined by Abegglen (****), including single points of entry upon hiring, rare cross-firm job changes but frequent within-firm ones, seniority-based wages, membership in company unions, and generous company welfare programs. Echoing Abegglen, Dore observes that “when you recruit a man for life you take rather more deliberate care in his selection” (41). Unlike Abegglen, however, Dore emphasizes that such a system can only work if other parts of the enterprise or the economy absorb fluctuations. In Japanese firms like Hitachi, such flexibility is attained through a an extensive reliance on subcontractors, temporary workers, part-timers, job interchangeability and few divisions between trades, temporary seconding of employees to subcontractors, and retraining (31-41). 

The differences between the English and Japanese plants are perhaps most apparent in matters of wages and union affiliation. While at Hitachi wages are a function of age, seniority, education, cooperativeness, and family responsibilities, at English Electric they depend on the skill level of the individual worker and his or her earned piecework incentives and bonuses. At Hitachi “’asking for a rise’ is against the whole ethos of the firm” (95), while at English Electric the market and the fine divisions among the various trades reign supreme, and managers “see the wage bill as essentially outside their control. A few of the more thoughtful ones see it also as a system of condoned illegality which has a pervasive effect on morale and on the general tenor of management-worker relations” (87). Hitachi plants, however, are not paradise on earth: There are huge differences by gender and temporary status that cannot be accounted for by age, seniority or other similar characteristics (101). 

Dore also describes yawning patterns of unionization. Japanese workers are affiliated with enterprise unions whose strategy is mainly to work with management over issues of productivity, investment and cooperation. English Electric workers belong to trades and class-based unions that follow a confrontational strategy. British unions have ties to a powerful labour party whereas Japanese unions, although supportive of a left-wing party, have no illusions about its chances of coming to power. At Hitachi conflict is low-key and subliminal; at English Electric it is overt. 

As Dore explains, however, ”employment systems do not exist in a vacuum.” They have to be “congruent” with surrounding institutions, including economic ethics, the family, the polity, and the educational system (280). Dore’s analysis of economic ethics is perhaps the most important contribution of the book. He begins with a series of observations. For example, “whereas in English Electric one is deemed absent unless proved by the clock-punch to be present, in Hitachi one is deemed present and punctual unless proved otherwise” (26). Dore then proceeds to outline the expectations that managers and workers bring to the firm in each national context. In Japan, it goes as follows: 

On the worker’s side is the expectation that he will be able to stay with his chosen firm, and the intention to do so, and intention which is conditioned by the fact that staying is the norm of Japanese occupational life and is bolstered by the knowledge that he has a good deal financially to gain by staying on… On the employer’s side is an expectation that (provided he offers ‘standard’ wages and conditions of employment…) the workers will wish to stay. This expectation is combined with a sense of obligation to provide work for them as long as they do so—an obligation conditioned by the fact that it is one normally assumed by Japanese employers, and sanctioned by the employer’s knowledge that he stands to meet tough union resistance and to lose a great deal in work motivation if he departs from the norm (35).

In the English plants, by contrast, no such mutual loyalties and obligations exist, although English Electric is not a “straightforward ‘hire and fire’ firm.”

After glossing these differences, Dore builds up his explanation. He contrasts the doctrine of original sin in the West with that of original virtue in the Confucian world, a distinction that accounts for the widely different ways in which the two companies deal with absenteeism, lateness and material incentives (234, 238-242, 277). ”Confucianists in positions of authority… have been rather less predisposed than their Western counterparts to see their subordinates as donkeys responsive to sticks and carrots, and more disposed to see them as human beings responsive to moral appeals.” Industrialists and managers wanted to “appear in the eyes of their fellow countrymen as good moral citizens—particularly when businessmen were having a hard time raising their social status relative to that of civil and military servants of the state” (401-402). Similarly, cooperation in work groups and employee suggestion schemes are a matter of reciprocity in Britain but of natural duty in Japan (241). While each of the four plants is bureaucratized and has established myriad rules, a most stark contrast exists in terms of enforcement. At Hitachi it takes place “by exhortation”; at English Electric “by formal sanctions” (261). At one Japanese plant, for example, company literature admonished employees in the following way: “Your mind and your body should be already turned towards the next job of work to be done” (239). 

An ethic based on the doctrine of original virtue certainly has advantages over one based on original sin. Organization may be more efficient and perhaps even more humane if employees are trusted rather than second-guessed our simply feared, as in Bendix’s account of Russian and East German managerial ideologies. But, as Dore points out in a manner also reminiscent of Bendix’s, the Japanese work ethic can be every bit as alienating and oppressive as the Western, albeit in a different way. Hitachi’s concern with employees’ morals, with “moulding the values and attitudes of its employees,” with fostering “enthusiasm for work and vigorous play, healthy extraverted camaraderie, serious-mindedness, patriotism, honesty, clean living and high thinking” (208-209) can lead to unbearable working conditions. The ’Guiding Spirit of Hitachi’—sincerity, forward-looking positivism, harmony—is about paternalism and ‘Big Brother’ as much as it is about communitarianism and sensitivity to human problems (51-52). In fact, Dore points out that ”Hitachi combined corporatism with authoritarianism. The effect of the post-war ‘social democratic revolution’ in industry was to modify the authoritarianism while retaining, indeed strengthening, the corporatist aspects reinforced by the ideology of the firm as a community” (219).

Besides differences in work ethics, Dore advances the ‘late development effect’ as another explanation of the cross-national contrasts observed in the book (12). Japan, like Germany and Russia (Gerschenkron 1962), developed after several Western countries had shown the way. But, their very relative backwardness compelled them to both leapfrog the steps to development followed by the more advanced countries and to find their own way to industrial development. In particular, firms in late-coming countries like Japan applied engineering to industry after it had become a more or less systematized body of knowledge (47), hired and classified employees according to the qualifications awarded by mass schooling (41-51, 410-411), were not subject to the constraints of trades-like craftsmanship (54-67), and attained far greater levels of bureaucratization and size (414). Thus, the Japanese “organization-oriented” model of industrial relations, as opposed to the British “market-oriented” one, proved more consistent with the late development situation (418).

*      *      *

Ronald Dore (b. ****) was educated at **** in political science. His career has brought him to the London School of Economics, the University of Sussex, Imperial College at the University of London, and back to the LSE. For many years he spent half the year at Massachusetts Institute of Technology as an Adjunct Professor of Political Science. He also stayed for a year at the Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton, where he finished the book manuscript. In addition to British Factory—Japanese Factory, Dore is the author of such acclaimed articles and books as Shinohata: A Portrait of a Japanese Village (1978), “Goodwill and the Spirit of Market Capitalism” (1983), “Flexible Rigidities” (****), and Taking Japan Seriously: A Confucian Perspective on Leading Economic Issues (1987) as well as a number of edited books on Japanese economy and society, and on globalization.

*      *      *

Of the 400 citations to British Factory—Japanese Factory in the Social Sciences Citation Index, about a quarter each are in sociology and management journals, and a tenth each in economics, industrial relations and area studies periodicals. Only 4 percent appear in political science journals. Thus, as in the cases of Bendix and Geertz, Dore has made a dent across the various social sciences, from economics and management to sociology and industrial relations. Unlike them, however, he has not been influential in his own home discipline, perhaps because few political scientists study individual organizations in detail. 

Dore’s analysis proved a catalyst for scholars arguing that there are ‘varieties of capitalism’ in the world as opposed to one single model that will ultimately prevail. This research tradition focuses on labor institutions as a key factor behind a country’s competitiveness and style of capitalism (Streeck 1987, 1991, 1995; Hollingsworth et al. 1994; Soskice 1999; see also Dore 1990:432-433). Similarly, industrial relations scholars have taken Dore’s approach one step further and argued that the very national diversity that he observed is falling apart as centralized collective bargaining and national unions (Katz 1993; Locke, Kochan and Piore eds. 1995; Locke 1995).

The publication of British Factory—Japanese Factory in 1973 caused a stir in the fields of industrial relations and the sociology of work as well as among Japan specialists. It stood in sharp contrast to modernization analyses (e.g. Kerr et al. 1960) by showing that in a perfectly efficient society work and family need not be perfectly separated (209-210). In fact, Dore maintains that tradition and modernity, or particularism and universalism, are “tricky concepts.” He argues that Hitachi scores higher than small-scale industrial firms in terms of Parsons’s pattern variables: ascription/achievement, diffuseness/specificity, particularism/universalism, and affectivity (269-275). Moreover, Hitachi is a bureaucratic firm, in many ways more so than English Electric, perhaps because of the influence of the Japanese army civil service model (275-276). Thus, the Hitachi-English Electric contrast does not put tradition and modernity in reciprocal relief. Rather, it helps to demonstrate that Japanese practices were not inefficient, simply different, and that they would not necessarily disappear as the “cultural lag” closed gradually over time (421-422).

Perhaps the most controversial aspect of the book is its claim that not only was Japan not converging, or expected to converge, on Britain, but rather that Britain was “reverse converging” on Japan. The argument and the evidence in this respect have to do with the adoption of human relations practices by British firms during the 1960s, some of which resemble the Japanese organization-oriented pattern (338-371). Dore’s argument gains credence because he casts it in terms not of wholesale evolution or convergence but in terms of piecemeal transferability and learning, although he is skeptical about these possibilities (370-371). While some scholars have strongly disagreed with Dore’s convergence argument (Cole 1974; Marsh 1975) or documented that the British human relations movement had its own indigenous roots (Guillén 1994), others like Eleanor Westney (1987) found inspiration in Dore’s approach to the late development effect and cross-national learning when studying the earlier period of organizational change in Meiji Japan. Similarly, Dore’s book has inspired students of the world automobile industry, especially those researching the Japanese lean production system and its adoption, or attempted adoption, throughout the world through emulation and transplants (Womack et al. 1991; MacDuffie 1996; Kenney and Florida 1993). This research challenges parts of Dore’s analysis because it shows that Japanese organizational methods provide higher organizational performance in terms of costs and product quality if transferred to other national settings (see also Cole 1979; Lincoln and Kalleberg 1990).

In the afterword to the 1990 edition, Dore himself has admitted to certain limitations (425-428), which he realized after reading the important book by Rodney Clark, The Japanese Company (1978). Dore neglected the issue of the shareholder orientation of British (and American) firms, compared to the stakeholder orientation of Japanese (and German) firms, or the affinity between managers as agents versus managers as trustees, respectively. Also downplayed are the financial differences between British and Japanese firms—the former based on equity capital and the latter on bank capital—and the financial orientation of the former versus the production orientation of the latter (see Gerlach 1992; Whitley 1992). But perhaps the most serious omission is the lack of attention to the network structure of the Japanese economy, in which stockholding, interlocking, loan and supply ties link corporations to one another in the form of vertical or horizontal keiretsu (Gerlach 1992; Fruin 1992). This is yet another way in which Japanese companies obtain the stability and flexibility that they need in order to pursue their long-term orientation and lifetime employment practices. For example, Hitachi belongs to the Sanwa keiretsu, together with such famous companies as Kobe Steel, Daihatsu, Sharp and Nippon Life. In spite of these shortcomings, British Factory—Japanese Factory remains a respected classic of the industrial relations literature and a foundational text of comparative economic sociology.

Bendix, Geertz, Dore, and the Tradition of Comparative Economic Sociology

This chapter is the tale of one sociologist, one anthropologist and one political scientist, all fascinated by the interaction between social and economic change, each using multiple methods to answer well posed questions from an eminently sociological interpretive approach that builds on the early insights of de Tocqueville, Durkheim and Weber. Each of them brings his personal background to bear on his scholarship, and each interacts closely with his object of study and his research setting, namely, Britain, the United States, Germany, Russia, Indonesia or Japan. They are courageous and bold enough to exercise judgement when possible, and restrain and method when necessary. They challenge the premises of modernization and structural-functional theories and propose instead middle-range theories of social and economic change. They approach the exercise of comparison with theoretical sophistication, methodological flexibility, and enthusiasm for the phenomenon under investigation. And they study social stratification, complex organization, and economic development as inseparable aspects of the sociology of economic life.

Methodologically, Bendix, Geertz and Dore follow a similar strategy. They start by formulating a research question that can be asked of different comparative situations. Next they choose cases for systematic comparative study that have the potential of illuminating each other. The cases yield comparisons that are either cross-national (Bendix, Dore) or within-national (Geertz), synchronic (Geertz) or diachronic (Bendix, Dore). Then they document historical particularity so as to be able to devise a sociological generalization based on the evidence and the theory. They iterate these steps, not always sequentially, until a satisfactory answer to the initial question is found. 

As reflected in Table 1, the general structure of their comparative approach is strikingly similar. All three scholars distinguish between types of social structure. In Bendix it is liberal societies in which entrepreneurs and managers form an autonomous class (England, United States) versus autocratic societies in which they are subordinated to government control (Russia, East Germany). Geertz compares the individualism of Java to the group-based social structure of Bali, while Dore contrasts the market-orientation of English Electric to the organization-orientation of Hitachi. Each of them has a second conceptual variable in mind. In the case of Bendix and Geertz it involves the passage of time; in Dore’s case it is technology. Bendix makes both synchronic and diachronic comparisons between different pairs of his four countries so as to capture how the process bureaucratization of industry affects managerial ideologies. Geertz makes synchronic comparisons between Javanese and Balinese entrepreneurs to illustrate the partial shift from purely traditional to firm-type organization. Dore chooses two plants making products in small batches and two mass production plants so as to make sure that the contrasts emerging out of his comparison between England and Japan are not driven by technology. In each case the comparative scheme is simple but powerful and directly tied to theory. And it always yields insights above and beyond what each individual case being compared can provide. At the end of the day, that is the golden rule of comparative economic sociology.
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Table 1: Bendix, Geertz and Dore Compare

	Bendix 1956
	Social position of entrepreneurs and managers:

	Timing:
	Autonomous class
	Subordinate to government control

	Inception 

of industry
	England


	Russia

	Bureaucratized industry
	United States
	East Germany




	Geertz 1963
	Social structure:

	Organization:
	Individualist
	Group-based (seka)

	Purely traditional
	Javanese bazaar (pasar)


	Balinese cooperatives

	Firm-type


	Javanese stores
	Balinese business concerns


	Dore 1973
	Social structure:

	Technology:
	Market-oriented
	Organization-oriented

	Small-batch
	English Electric’s Bradford plant


	Hitachi’s Furusato plant

	Mass production


	English Electric’s Liverpool plant
	Hitachi’s Taga plant


� This section is a revised version of my introduction to the Transaction edition of Work and Authority in Industry (Bendix 1999).





