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Cultural Determinants of Jewish Immigrant Entrepreneurship in the UK and USA and British and American Culture

A
Introduction


This paper aims to summarize the main findings of a research programme, which examined the impact of cultural factors on labour market mobility, in particular, the supply of entrepreneurship in the UK and USA between 1880-1914 (Godley 1999).  An alleged divergence in the supply of entrepreneurship to the two economies, possibly caused by cultural differences, has been cited as being one of the principal causative factors in the very real divergence in the two economies' performances after 1880 (Wiener 1981).  Simply put, this thesis states that upper class antagonism to industry acted as a force against the adoption of cultural values sympathetic to innovation in the UK, whilst the cultural values in the USA were more in favour of self-employment and entrepreneurship.  A variation of this theme of culturally induced labour market rigidity in the UK emerges from the writings of David Landes and William Lazonick.  This focuses on the dominance of a craft-culture among the working classes which allegedly acted as a drag on innovation and technological diffusion.  Finally, the work of A.D. Chandler focuses on the slow adoption of modern corporate structures in UK industry at least partly as a result of a cultural bias to maintaining family control (Landes 1969, Lazonick 1991 and Chandler 1990).


Whichever of these, and other, theses is examined the fact remains that late Victorian culture is in some way or some form being used as an explanatory variable in the process of economic retardation before 1914.  To those wanting to test this hypothesis and measure the impact of UK culture on UK economic performance a significant problem emerges.  This can be seen when considering what would need to be done in order to assess the impact of UK culture on UK economic performance relative to other countries.  


For economists brave enough to confront cultural variations in applying neoclassical models, the traditional approach has been to assume that differences are merely manifestations of social and economic backwardness, which, with suitable economic development, will converge to the norm of materialistic individualism (Abramowitz, 1993).  New growth and new institutional economics theories have begun to redress this imbalance with increasing attention being focused on the impact of cultural factors on economic developments, principally through further refinements of the importance of human capital and the theory of the firm and the role of transaction costs in firms and markets. For example,   "Economic performance depends on transaction costs, and these mainly reflect the level of trust in the economy.  The level of trust depends in turn on culture" (Casson, 1991 p. 3).  Thus, it follows that if cultures vary then economic actors will respond differently to similar economic stimuli when in different cultures.  For historians wanting to use economic analysis as a part of a comparative study of different economies, industries or firms, where different cultural values and practices are evident, this poses something of a dilemma.


Yet it is a dilemma which is similar to that faced in other disciplines when conducting comparative experiments, especially in medical research.  For example, the investigation of the aetiology of certain diseases, which are observed to vary with environmental factors, inevitably concentrates on a control population.  Thus, it might be variations in heart disease between native Japanese and Japanese migrants in California, or types of diabetes among Asians in the Indian sub-continent and in the UK, or whatever, but medical researchers assume that environmental factors will influence disease and that one way of obtaining scientifically significant measurements of the importance of environment is to concentrate on a genetically identical population (eg. Bodanski et al 1992).  For social scientists the problem is slightly different.  In order to obtain scientifically significant measurements of the influence of the environment (including cultural factors) on economic decision making isolating a genetically similar population to use as a control is not sufficiently rigorous.  The control population has to be one which responds to economic stimuli in the same way. Thus it is not enough to compare migrants of one nation with those who chose to stay at home, as the medical scientists have done, because the difference in levels of geographical mobility may imply different preference sets and so different levels of responsiveness to similar economic stimuli.  The answer for the economist has to be to choose as a control population a single ethnic group which has migrated to two locations at the same time, and then to compare the responsiveness of these migrants to the appropriate economic variables in the two destinations.  Control groups like this are not exactly thick on the ground.  When comparing the UK with the USA the only ethnic group where migration took place to both these countries in sufficient numbers during the years 1880-1914 were the East European Jews.
  Therefore, it is proposed that, by examining the responsiveness of the East European Jewish immigrants in the UK and USA to the specific economic variables which influenced the supply of entrepreneurship, a uniform elasticity should be observed which would be consistent with a single supply function.  If this was not the case then any residual factors can be further examined for any plausible relationship with differences in the cultural values of the two host societies, which may have been absorbed by the assimilating immigrants.  The first step then is to consider the levels of entrepreneurship among East European Jewish immigrants in the UK and USA during this period.

B
East European Jewish Entrepreneurship in the UK and USA, 1880-1914


The Ashkenazim Jews settled in what were the kingdoms of Poland and Lithuania during the 16th and 17th centuries.  As a result of Russian expansion and the partition of Poland by Russia, Prussia and Austria-Hungary the population of East European Jews was almost entirely divided into these three empires by the end of the Napoleonic era, the exception being a group which had migrated over the Carpathian mountains into what became Rumania.  The majority were resident in the western portion of the Russian Empire, a section which became known as the Pale of Settlement.  During the nineteenth century the East European Jews experienced one of the most rapid population increases in all Europe.  Starting at the beginning of the century with approximately 1-1½ million people the East European Jews grew to about 8 million by 1913 (Frankel 1986, Kahan 1986).  This pace of growth was faster than that experienced even in Britain during the period.  Not surprisingly such a rapid population growth led to intense pressures on the economic viability of the East European Jewish community, pressures which were exacerbated by the Russian imperial governments' use of discriminative legislation and their toleration, even encouragement at times, of racial hatred (Dubnow 1918-19, Baron 1976).  Emigration eventually came to be seen as an option for the East European Jews to escape their poverty and, once started, it took on the proportions of an exodus.  Before 1880 the number of East European Jews who had left for either western Europe or the USA totalled a few thousand, by 1914 approximately 2½ million had left (Kuznets 1975, Godley 1999).  Most of these went to the USA (2m) but 150,000 settled in Britain.  In both destinations the main centres of settlement were the great metropoli, New York and London.


When the levels of Jewish immigrant entrepreneurship are measured in the two nations there are three problems which need to be addressed before any results can be considered.  The first two are issues of methodology, the last of data.  The first problem is related to the definition of entrepreneurship.  Entrepreneurship is conventionally seen as a source of dynamism in economic development, which means it fits in less easily than it might to the normal comparative static approach to economic analysis (Schumpeter 1959, Leibenstein 1978, Kirzner 1973).  In this paper it is most appropriate to adopt Casson's definition of the entrepreneur as "someone who specializes in taking judgmental decisions about the co-ordination of scarce resources" (Casson 1982 p. 23).  This allows the proxy of heads of firms to be used as a measurement of entrepreneurs, because the heads of firms are going to be the ones most responsible for economic decision making within the firm.  It is readily apparent that this is a measure of quantity rather than quality of entrepreneurship, but, in the absence of any acceptable method of differentiating between good and bad entrepreneurship, this is the best indication available to historians.


The second issue to be resolved before considering the results is that of actually how to measure and compare Jewish immigrant entrepreneurship in the two locations, especially bearing in mind the differences in the sizes of the two immigrant communities.  It was held that the only reasonable way was to measure entrepreneurship as the share of immigrant entrepreneurs in the immigrant workforce.


Finally the question of data needs to be considered.  The published census reports of USA and UK, whilst providing much important information relevant to the study, do not actually differentiate between the entrepreneurs and workers among the Jewish immigrants.  When considering the information recorded in the census manuscripts by census officials differences in status are sometimes but not always apparent.  Differentiation between masters and workers was clear for the USA, where the work of Thomas Kessner on the Jewish immigrants in New York City provides one data-set (Kessner 1977 and 1983).  In the UK the original enumerators' books are less helpful.  Workers have been listed under their occupation but without any indication of rank.  However an alternative data-set provided the necessary results to compare with Kessner's New York data.  This data-set was the occupational information on the marriage records of London's East End and City synagogues, which is discussed in detail elsewhere (Godley 1999).  Combining these two data-sets gave occupational information at the required level of detail enabling the differentiation of employer from employee.  The comparison then is of Jewish immigrant entrepreneurship in the two principal centres of settlement on either side of the Atlantic, rather than the nation states in which they were located.  All these caveats and considerations aside, the two sets of figures are broadly representative of the Jewish immigrant experience in the two nations.

C
The Results


Table 1 shows the levels of East European Jewish immigrant entrepreneurship in London and New York between 1880 and 1914, where entrepreneurship is expressed as the percentage of entrepreneurs among the workforce.

Table 1 East European Jewish Immigrant Entrepreneurship in London and New York, 1880-1914 (%)

Entrepreneurs in

Workforce  [N]
1880-89

[91]
1890-99

[264]
1900-06

[315]
1907-14

[291]
Net Increase

1880s-1914

London
14.2
10.9
13.1
18.0
3.8









1880

[524]

1905

[963]
1925

[1535]
Net Increase

1880-1914est.

New York
18.0

34.3
36.0
17.0

(Reproduced from Godley 1999, table 3.6. Note, the New York estimate for 1914 was 35%, the straight-line interpolation of 1905-25, to the nearest whole figure).


The results in table 1 show how the Jewish immigrant working population in London and New York began the era of mass migration with a similar share of entrepreneurs in the workforce.  The 18% in New York would most probably be matched by the London figure if 1880 alone were chosen as the sample year (there were insufficient number of observations in the London sample for that method to be chosen).  In London the share of the workforce employed in entrepreneurial occupations fell during the 1880s and 90s.  However, the level of entrepreneurship among the Jewish immigrants in London reached its nadir in the early-1890s and then began to increase, reaching a peak of 18% by 1907-14.  In New York, by contrast, the share of entrepreneurs in the immigrant workforce almost doubled to over 34% as early as 1905, a level from which it remained roughly stable. This represents a net increase in the share of entrepreneurship of 17% in New York compared to a net increase in London of 3.8% over the period.  The growth of entrepreneurship among Jewish immigrants in New York was four times greater than in London over the period.  How could such a large difference between the two communities have occurred?  The next two sections aim to provide, first a conventional economic analysis focusing on the market for entrepreneurship in London and New York, and second a modified model of the market for entrepreneurship which relaxes the assumptions about actors responding to pecuniary signals only.

D
The Market for Entrepreneurship among Jewish Immigrants in London and 
New York


The first attempt at interpreting the fourfold difference in the rate of increase of entrepreneurship in London and New York is by considering the market for entrepreneurship in London and New York.  Such differences in the supply of entrepreneurship by Jewish immigrants should indicate similar changes in the demand for entrepreneurship and the price paid to entrepreneurs for supplying entrepreneurship.  Before going on to consider the market for entrepreneurship among Jewish immigrants in London and New York in more detail, however, it is important to pay more attention to one vital assumption made about the two immigrant groups, namely that of homogeneity.  It has, thus far, been assumed that the East European Jewish immigrants in New York and London were homogeneous.  This is clearly not true in one area.  The majority chose to settle in New York, the minority in London. Space constraints here do not permit any detailed answer of these important questions other than to report that they have been dealt with elsewhere (Godley 1999).  It is sufficient to note here that the most powerful explanatory variable of migrants' choices of destination was the size of pre-existing Jewish immigrant community.  It was a migration movement which followed chains.  The destination was determined by whom the potential migrant knew and how much they were prepared to subsidise his or her passage.  Consequently, the patterns of migration flow to the UK and USA were remarkably similar. The chronology of settlement in the two destinations was almost identical, as figure 1 shows, which makes for a distinct contrast with East European Jewish emigration to any other destination. The similarity between the Jewish migration movements to London and New York is further underlined with the regional background, literacy rates and composition of the migrant population according to age and gender almost identical for both destinations.  As far as the propensity to entrepreneurship is concerned there are no grounds upon which to question the homogeneity of the Jewish immigrant population in both New York and London during this period.

Figure 1 East European Jewish Migration to the USA and UK, 1880-1914.



If we return then to the concept of there being two markets for entrepreneurship among Jewish immigrants in London and New York, the next step must be to note the existence of a qualification mark for entry into these particular markets.  For entrepreneurship to be exercised the specialist in the making of judgmental decisions must have access to scarce economic resources requiring co-ordination.  The entrepreneur therefore must have access to capital in order to gain access to economic resources.  The difference between the levels of entrepreneurship between the two Jewish immigrant communities might, therefore, be explained by varying institutional constraints on the supply of capital to would-be immigrant entrepreneurs, with easier access in New York than in London.  Again space constraints permit little more than a notification of the results of the research, which show unequivocally that there was no difference in the availability of venture capital to potential entrants into the market for entrepreneurship.  The supply of capital was a function of individual savings and the supply of outside sources of small loans.  Business loans were obtainable but from charitable organisations rather than banks, and there was no greater provision of venture capital from charitable sources in New York than in London.  Entrepreneurs who invested their savings into businesses were common in both cities.  The amount of capital needed to set up a shop in the immigrant trades was notoriously little.  However, despite real wages being higher in New York, disposable income was closer to parity with London because of the much higher living costs in Manhattan. Savings for investing in business ventures, as for returning to Russia in the form of remittances or to subsidise passage fares, were essentially similar in the two cities' Jewish immigrant communities (Godley 1996a and 1999).


If the conditions of the supply of entrepreneurship were no different in the New York and London Jewish economies then perhaps the demand for entrepreneurship varied, with a much higher and faster growing demand for entrepreneurs among the Jewish economy in New York rather than in London.  Here, the first problem is a conceptual one.  If economic and business historians are unfamiliar with the concept of the supply of entrepreneurship it is, nonetheless, something which can be grasped intuitively without much difficulty.  The concept of the demand for entrepreneurship is much more difficult.  Who is the consumer of entrepreneurship, who determines the price to be paid, what is the price of entrepreneurship?  If we take this latter point first it should be self-evident that the price paid by the market for entrepreneurship is profit - the reward paid to the entrepreneur for supplying the skills demanded - just as wages are paid to the workforce in a conventional labour market.  If the route suggested by the conventional labour market model is followed, then it is possible to say further that having seen that the Jewish immigrants in both locations were a homogeneous population with regard to entrepreneurship so they will have had an identical supply function in both locations.  It has further been discovered that the conditions of supply were not different between the two locations.  Thus, the supply of entrepreneurship among the population of Jewish immigrants in New York and London could be represented by a single upward-sloping supply curve.  Plotting the changes in that supply over the period would show that the proportion of entrepreneurs in London moved from 14.2% to 18.0%, and in New York from 18.0% to 35%.  Thus, the conventional labour market approach suggests that the demand for entrepreneurship increased in London and New York sufficiently for supply to increase by 3.8% and 17% of the two labour forces respectively.  With the supply function identical both these increases must have been caused by increases in the demand for entrepreneurship, with the bigger increase in the demand in New York.  Figure 1 tries to encapsulate these arguments.

Figure 2  The Market for Entrepreneurship among East European Jewish Immigrants in London and New York, 1880-1914




Figure 1 shows the single supply function of the homogeneous Jewish workforce in the two locations and suggests that the increases in the supply of entrepreneurship in the two locations must have been associated with increases in demand.  Thus the increase in the supply of entrepreneurship among the London Jewish immigrant workforce from 14.2% to 18.0% followed an increase in demand from D1 to D2.  In New York the bigger increase from 18.0% to the 1905 share of 34.3% followed an increase in demand from D2 to D3.  Moreover, it would seem likely that D3 - D2 was greater than D2 - D1.  The important point to note is that these increases in demand were associated with increases in the price paid to entrepreneurs, the profit they received less the opportunity cost.  Thus it should be possible to evaluate whether the increases in the supply of entrepreneurship among the two Jewish communities were rational responses to economic signals by concentrating on changes in real profits.  In particular we might hypothesize that profit margins in the Jewish economy in New York rose by more, and from a higher starting place, than in the Jewish economy in London, and so stimulated a much greater increase in the supply of entrepreneurs there. Or, to return to the chart, that P3 - P2 was greater than P2 - P1. Before we consider the evidence concerning the changes in profits, the nature of the two Jewish economies must be considered.


In the Pale of Settlement the Jewish workforce was dominated by traders, artisans and providers of ethnic services to the Jewish community, such as specialist food retailers and religious and educational instructors.  In the West however, the occupational structure of the two principal immigrant communities was dominated by one industry above all others:  the clothing industry.  Almost two-thirds of the Jewish immigrants in both New York and London were employed in the various branches of the clothing industry, with men's tailors the most important by far (Godley 1997a and 1997b).  Aside from the clothing industry the two Jewish economies provided employment for a stable proportion of those providing ethnic goods and services (Jewish butchers, bakers, rabbis, teachers and so on), and a number involved in commerce and other forms of semi-industrialised manufacturing, such as furniture-making.  


There were some minor differences between the two local economies.  There was a higher share of the Jewish immigrant workforce employed in cabinet-making and boot-making in London compared to New York, and, conversely, a higher share employed in the food processing and property sectors in New York, but the differences were insignificant.  Both immigrant economies were dependant on the fortunes of what was a rapidly growing clothing industry.  Clothing can be seen as the main source of 'exports' from the Jewish to the Gentile economies of the USA and UK.  The main source of demand for entrepreneurship in both immigrant economies was firmly located in the two clothing industries.  Thus, the main source for any changes in profits which would stimulate further changes in the supply of entrepreneurship must be looked for there.


For the supply of entrepreneurship, to have risen by so much more in New York than in London would imply a fundamental change in the ratio of real profits between the two, in favour of New York.  Thus, assuming opportunity costs to have been equal and further assuming the price elasticity of supply of entrepreneurship among the Jewish immigrants to have been uniform, an increase in the share of entrepreneurs in the workforce which was four times greater in New York than in London would have to have been caused by a greater increase in profits in New York than any increase in London.  It is therefore surprising, when the available evidence is examined, that the trend was for profits to fall in New York Jewish immigrant community and rise among London Jewish immigrant entrepreneurs. In both cases the opportunity cost for potential entrepreneurs was the prevailing wage level, and among Jewish workers wages were generally sticky throughout the period, neither falling much nor rising a great deal.  Among the New York entrepreneurs in the clothing industry the level of profits declined considerably between 1880 and 1905, the two years for which we have figures for the level of entrepreneurship.  In London, however, Jewish entrepreneurs were complaining bitterly of falling profits in the 1880s, yet by 1907-1914 the Jewish economy in London was relatively buoyant, the clothing industry was experiencing record output and considerably higher wages and profits than the 1880s (Godley 1995, 1996b and 1996c).


This provides something of an enigma.  The economy where the supply of entrepreneurship increased less was the economy which experienced the increase in profits.  The economy where the supply of entrepreneurship increased more experienced a fall in profits, something which should have stimulated a move out of profit-earning occupations and into wage-earning ones.  Before going on to suggest a possible interpretation of this seeming enigma it is worth examining the evidence of Jewish immigrant labour market mobility in the two cities during this period in more detail.

Table 2  East European Jewish Socio-economic structure in London and New York, 1880-1914

New York (%)

1880

1905


White-collar
Entrepreneurs:
18.0

34.3


class occupations
Non-Entrepreneurs:
3.0

6.1



TOTAL
21.0

40.4


Blue-collar class-






occupations
TOTAL
79.0

59.6









London (%)

1880-82
1890-99
1900-06
1907-14

White collar class
Entrepreneurs:
14.2
10.9
13.3
18.0

occupations
Non-entrepreneurs:
3.4
3.0
1.8
1.4


TOTAL
17.6
13.9
15.1
19.4

Blue-collar class
Skilled:
14.6
14.0
23.8
24.0

occupations
Semi/Unskilled:
67.8
71.3
56.9
30.2


Journeymen:
-
0.8
4.2
26.3


TOTAL
82.4
86.1
84.9
80.5

(Source: Godley 1999)


Table 2 gives the picture of the two immigrant labour markets more detail.  The story of a rather dramatic increase in the share of the workforce who were in business in New York is confirmed.  The smaller increase in the share of entrepreneurs among the London Jewish immigrants proves to be only one part of a more complicated picture, where the changes in blue collar employment are more important, particularly the gain in relative importance of skilled workers and journeymen.  Indeed, the rather dramatic point demonstrated by table 2 is not the predictable increase in skilled workers but the sudden and very rapid rise of a group of Jewish immigrant workers who were calling themselves journeymen.  Rising moderately from a position of negligible importance to only just over 4% of the workforce by the early years of this century, the Jewish immigrant journeymen suddenly increased their share of the workforce to more than one-in-four by 1907-1914.  This is a curious artefact of the data and needs some explanation.


Journeymen in Britain were craftsmen.  Having served their apprenticeships they were highly skilled.  Within the British working class to be called a journeyman was a sign of moderately high status, higher than the ordinary worker, but not as high as a master craftsman.  Within the industries where the Jewish journeymen proliferated - the clothing and furniture making industries - the term denoted a rank of skill, which in turn demanded high wages.  Journeymen tailors in London were concentrated in the West End, with Saville Row the centre of the bespoke trade.  Yet very few Jewish immigrants were bespoke tailors, nor were there many working for the established firms in the West End.  Indeed, the idea of Jewish immigrant tailors rising to the ranks of journeymen would have been considered with derision by the English tailors.  English tailors were craftsmen who shunned the machine, Jewish tailors were little more than profiteers, running up cheap and shoddy garments, using the latest Singer and deskilling a once noble craft, so the allegations rang (Godley 1996c, Schmiechen 1984, Wechsler 1979)  They were clearly not journeymen tailors as the term was generally understood.  A journeyman tailor, as far as the Jews were concerned, at least by the 1920s and 30s, had come to mean someone who could make a garment all the way through, from the cutting of the material to the sewing, basting and pressing.  Thus, before WWII it was a term denoting skill and status for the Jews.  Yet in the workshop dominated trade before WWI there was no room for highly skilled generalists, only the semi-skilled specialists were in demand.  Indeed, the exact nature of who or what the pre-1914 Jewish journeyman was defies exact definition.  It was certainly not an import from the Pale of Settlement as there is no Yiddish equivalent for journeyman.  But it was an indication of status to those grooms registering their occupations, and one which evidently became very popular.


Econometric evidence shows that the Jewish immigrant journeymen grooms were more likely to be assimilated than the average Jewish immigrant groom.  They were more likely to be able to sign their names in English, to take English born brides and to marry in the synagogues of the established UK Jewry.  Thus, they were more likely to have been exposed to English cultural values than the average Jewish immigrant, other things equal, and so to have assimilated these values. Their preference for journeyman status indicates that they had absorbed some of the values of the English craft culture, with its extreme considerations of rank and status.  What did they do to deserve this status?  Not what their Gentile equivalents did.  Within the structure of the East End Jewish tailoring industry their was no room for the highly skilled worker who was more familiar with the needle and thread than the Singer and treadle.  It is most likely that Jewish journeymen tailors were simply skilled machinists.


If this explanation of the rise in importance of Jewish journeymen is accepted then table 2 can be reinterpreted as follows.  If the most dramatic part of the story of the Jewish immigrant labour market in London - the rise of the journeymen - is depicting the acquisition of a culturally determined status by the assimilating immigrants, then perhaps it is worth reconsidering the market for entrepreneurship among Jewish immigrants in London and New York as merely a part of a larger story.

E
Cultural Assimilation and the Market for Status among Jewish Immigrants in London and New York


Beginning to consider status as a good which can be obtained through occupational rank brings a complication to the conventional labour market model so far used here to interpret the differences in socio-economic mobility in New York's and London's Jewish immigrant communities.  That complication is, of course, the one introduced at the beginning of this paper, the extreme assumption of economic rationality as a rationality defined by responsiveness to material rewards only.  Thus, the conventional model of a labour market focuses on the role of wages as the only reward structure, ignoring status considerations per se.


As far as our Jewish immigrants are concerned it is possible to postulate that as the two immigrant communities became established and as the two immigrant economies developed, the process of assimilation continued.  This process of assimilation involved the adoption by the immigrant community of host cultural values, in particular in relation to work status.  Thus, it is now possible to incorporate cultural values, at least in this limited sense, in preference sets and apply this modified model of the labour market to the experience of Jewish immigrants in New York and London.


If it is accepted that the cultural values of America gave self-employment a higher status than in the UK, it is equally the case that in the UK the status accorded to the skilled working class was higher than in the US, a legacy of a highly developed pre-industrial craft culture.  If status is to be incorporated into the model of labour market activity, then it is possible to compare how the Jewish immigrants in both cities accumulated occupations with higher status as well as higher income.  In New York American cultural values would give high status to all the white-collar occupations, which, as table 2 shows, increased in importance among the Jewish workforce from 21.0% in 1880 to 40.4% in 1905.  In London, where English cultural values predominated and where the skilled blue collar workers were recognised as the aristocracy of the working class, the high status occupations would include the white-collar ones, but also the highly skilled blue collar ones.  Thus, if we include the journeymen class with the white collar workers table 2 shows that the higher status occupations increased from 17.6% of the workforce in the 1880s to 45.7% of the workforce in 1907-14.  This is a rate of increase which is very similar to that of the Jewish immigrants in New York.

F
Conclusion


The more detailed results of the study of Jewish immigrant labour market behaviour in New York and London between 1880-1914 shows two rather striking phenomenon.  Namely the rise in importance of entrepreneurs in New York and the rise in importance of journeymen in London.  The most convincing interpretation of these results so far, would appear to be that East European Jewish immigrants were adopting the cultural values of their host nations, which was reflected in how they were describing their occupational status.  It is unlikely that the Jewish immigrant tailors classified as entrepreneurs in New York were, in fact, performing much of a different function in the clothing workshop than the Jewish immigrant journeymen tailor in London.  There was little or no difference in the disposable income available to the New York Jewish entrepreneurs or the London Jewish journeymen as far as the available evidence shows.


The results of the research suggest that cultural values play an important, and, indeed possibly an increasingly important, role in co-ordinating labour market activity.  The control population despite having very similar occupational distributions were, nonetheless, describing themselves in very different fashions by the end of the period, seemingly reflecting different aspirations.  These different aspirations could only have come from the two host cultures.  It follows then that the two host nations had different cultural values relating to work activities and, particularly, to the co-ordinating function in the labour market.  American values would appear to accord with the Horatio Alger ideal of entrepreneurial dynamism and innovation according to the evidence presented here.  British values, with a longer history, emphasized the importance of craft skill and traditional methods of production, with a more conservative approach to change.


If the evidence of labour market activity of this control population in the two nations can be considered representative of wider trends in the two economies, the implications for the understanding of long term economic development of the two nations need at least to be noted.  Successive studies have shown that despite the Horatio Alger ideal, the American economy cannot be said to have been blessed with an abundance of rags-to-riches entrepreneurs, indeed the Jewish immigrants appear to have been the only ethnic group to have approached the ideal (Sarachek 1978 and 1980, Thernstrom 1973, Kessner 1977).


However, the more important implications lie with the way that these results apply to what is understood of British economic development during this era.  Here, the results of the evidence presented in this summary suggest that the existence of a pre-industrial craft culture was an important determinant of labour market co-ordination.  Moreover, this would have acted as a constraint on the supply of entrepreneurship from the working classes and could, therefore, have had repercussions on economic development.  The evidence presented here, therefore, supports the hypothesis that Britain had a relatively anti-entrepreneurial culture, but not because of aristocratic values, but more because of the continuation of a strong pre-industrial craft culture.
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