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EXCHANGE, POVER AND POLITICS (Part 1)

I
My first main objéct in this article is to set out énd illustrafe_
the basic conception of "social behaviour as exchange“ as it has been

developed by George C. HomansAin Social Rehaviour: Its Flementary

Forms (London, 1961) and Pe ter II. Blau in ¥Fxchange and Power in Jocial

Life (New York, 1964). This is done in Section V. My second main

“object is to argue, with a fully worked-out example, that this concep-

'-tlon may prov1de the intellectual unifying force which the exoponents

of numcrous "apuroaches to the study of polltlcs" have all been seek-

ing. ThlS is: taken up in Spctlons IX and X. My tulrd maln obaect 1s,f

- to examine with some care those parts of Blau s book Wthh are of most

- direct relevance to the study of pollt;cs, and this critigue will form

the bulk of Part II of the article. This still leaves Seétions IT to

IV and VI to VIIT inclusive--to-be- accounted for,wand.I oan,bost do_hwv

_‘thlS by saying that they are devoted to descrlblng, in an adm1ttedly

sketchy (perhans even 1mnres31onlst1c) way, the intellectual setting
within which the theoretlcal structure of "social behav1our as ex- '
change" was @eveloped and its relation to several other branches of
social science:, | o
II' . .
I can hardlj'imégiﬂé a more potent gernerator of apath& than the
offer to a political scientist of yet enother "approach to the study ‘

of politics". Since the early 'fiZties "approaches"” have come and
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gone, sometimes spawning a book or two on the way, sometimes barely

surviving their incarnation in print.l

lThe basic reference here is, of course, Roland Young (ed.),
Approaches to the Study of Politics (Evanston, I11., 1958, but based
on papers presented in 1953-6)., For another list of "approaches" see
Vernon Van Dyke, Political Science: A Philosophical Analysis (Stanforg
Calif., 1960), Chapter .

If we are still, against the odds, to persevere, we must first know wh
these “épproaqhés" failed. For the sake of brevity, I shall mentioh

- only the thfee whici, by (I hope) common consent, at least got off the
ground: the "behavioural approach", the ﬁgroup approach" and the
)"strué%ural—funqtionai aprroach", We might‘sdgg;St; without doing t00
much violence to the facts, that the "behavioural approach" was laid

to rest by Robert Dahl in 19611

l"The Behavioral Approach in Political Seience", American Politi-
~cal Science Review, LV 1961). . Reprinted-in Nelson W. PolsSby, Hober:
A, Dﬁntler and Paul A. Smith (eds.), Politics and Social Life (Boston,
1963). ' o

and the "group approach" seems to have perished in a mass denunciation

inythe American Political Science Review for 1960.17

lSee especially Stanley Rothman, "Systematic Political Theory....
APSR, LIV (1960). ‘

-

The final case, that of "structural-functional approach" is more in-

teresting. Judging from some prominent boqks,l

1cf. the Introductions to: G.A. Almond and J.5. Coloman (eds.),
The Politics of Developing Areas (Princeton, N.J., 1960); D. Apter and
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: H. Eckstein (eds.), Comparative Politics (Glencoe, Ill., 1963);

S.H. Beer and A. Ulam (eds,), Patterns of Government (2nd Ed., New Yor!
1962); R.C. Macridis and R.E. Ward (eds.), Modern Political Systems

(2 vols., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1963). Significantly, the rost of

“ the contents of these books tends not to strengthen the claims madé in
o in their Introductions.

one might gather that all the most up-to-date people are "structural-

functionalists" and that in a few years the "structural-functional"

-
e e,

approach must succeed in sweeping all before it. The truth ié, I
think, rather most complicated. A large part of the answer lies in the
Tact that the "structural-fugetional” doctrine (like many others be-
.fore it) has-bécome diluted as it has spread. Robert Merton's influ-

. . 1 . N AT Y 3> e
- ;entlal essay, ST e T e R . T

J1957) .

o
.
k HAD

f”; ‘In Social Theory and Social Structure (2nd Ed., Glencoe, Ill,,

which threw out most of the characteristics of,Radcliffé—Bfown's

" 'functionalism as inessential to this mcdg”éf"éﬁéi§éié]*ﬁéiﬁéd”fhé”ﬁ%Ei'
}‘cess along greatly; and, today, support for the "structural-functional®
approach is sometimes equivalent to believing that one should study
: fhe'consequences of one institution on more inclusive ones (herdly a
;ﬁ' Tdistinctive mode of enquiry) and sometimes‘something even less tangible
e.g. that one should talk of processes rather than things; The rest
- of the answer seems to me to be that‘where there is moré.to structural-

functional analysis than this, it lacks any power to explain why

things happen the way they do.1
lThis criticism has often been made in recent years. The best
P discussion is in my view Alvin Gouldner, "Reciprocity and Autonomy in
TEATVAINT e o T g t*:","‘ T FE e -. - LT o A ; - . ' *1' v
. _ = . ';:
/ . | : |
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Functional Theory" in Llewellen Gross, Symposium in Sociological
Theory (New York, 1959).

Thus, to take a fairly recent example, Gabriel Almond's "capabilities

model"l

[ vl"A Developmental Approach to Political Systems", World Politics

Vol. 17, Mo. 2 (fawn '65), 13~ 215

(a direct descendent of "functional requisite" analysis) is constantly?

referred to as a "coding scheme" which would enable different countriac

" to be ranked along various continua. As he himself says, "an analysis
' 6f the capabilities of a political system doés not tell us what factore

- affect political change or develppment...," and it does not.appear that

any further developunent of the same kind of analysis would do this.l

le. David Taston, A Framework for Political Anal;sis (Englewood

'CIiffs, N.J., 1965), p. 89: "My approach to the analysis of political
-o--8ystems will not help-us to understand why any specific policies are

R

adopted by the politicalliy relevant memb:rs in a system." A

But in that case the whole enterprise seems rather pointless: if the
explanation of "change or development" (and, by the same token, of

their absence) lies elsewhere then refining the so-called "capabilities

- model" becomes a quite self-contaiped activity, rather like manufac-

turing ever-improved Monopoly-money for g game that will never be plays
What the "approaches" of the ezrly 'fifties had in common waé thet

they were all atteﬁpts to give the academic study of pél;tics a2 certain

intellectual unity by raising it above the level of common-sense des-

cription.l

1Easton's eight-point "behavioralist) credo in A Fremework (p. 7)
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concists entirely in the rejection of description as the be-all and .
end-all of the s%udy of politics and in the demand for testable gener-
alizations. o .

They failed because they were either so vague as to leave things where
they were before or so constricting as to mutilate the phenomené out-

. 1
side a favoured area,

1The "behavioral" approach falls under the former head, the
"group" approach under the latter; the "structural-functional" approach
as befits one so protean, falls partly under each. B
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But the failure of the attempts should not derogate from the worthin-:ss
of the aim underlying them; and I want to suggest that it may now be

possible to realize the aim by building on the idea of social behaviour
as an exchange of values between the parties. This im in its essentizl
an old and familiar notlon, but its develoument into a systematic theor

Cardans M\.Aﬂﬁ- Sma“ gro pes
75 o . —prronelogy dates from just the last

few years,

IIT

- In the frantic search for "approaches" almost every discipline

~from anthroa?logy to zoology was, ransacked; but little attentlon was

. @_ M‘es “&A ‘.'&'-r —vA.-[- . M..L'f.xr '!"‘Iu N ... ([“ Jrr.t.f_l'
given to/ trocgritemoboco—bomion =000 nomies—tnd boctomboyohedosy. NOT

is this aitogether to be wondered at, if we consider what they had to

off%91¥en years ago. With the advantage of hindsight one might guess
the theory of games should

-w'have‘been spottéd as.hopefui;bbﬁfmfhis'igwhsﬁ‘fgéiiy%éaf-:ﬁﬁéiiiiﬂéﬁéé'

Schelling's pathbreaking "Essay on Bargaining"l

lThe American Zconomic Review, XLVI No. 3 (1956). Reprinted in
The Strategy of Conflict (Camoridge, Mass., 1960).

there was little development of the theory of non-zero-sum games, yet

most of political life refuses to fit the assumption of diametrically

-opposed interests among actors. Fundamentally, Schelling's innovation

was to break the process of negotiation down into a sequence of I mwves,
rather than trying to deduce an outcome directly from the initial con-

ditions. Prior to_tnls ;t could be said that certain conceivable solu-

tions were ruled out, buf this still left a .range of equally possible

-

B g
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solutions, Which of these was the one to-be actually arrived at was
said to be determined by the relative "bargaiﬁing skill" of the parti=
—--a phrase which, unlike the Australian lady's fancy dress, conceaied
what it should havg revealed. Ordinary economics had, of course, en-
cguntered what were in faét non-zero-sum gameé, for example ig the
ahalysis of "bilateral monopoly" (a‘single seller confronting a single

buyer)l

lAnother obvious example is the situation of several firms séllini

- (partially or completely) substitutable goods: by agreeing (explicitly

or tacitly) on keeping the price up they can all benefit relatively to

- @ price war; but each has a short-run interest in undercutting the res-

" Analyses of this phehomenon- prior to Martin Shubik's Strategy and Mar-

ket Structure (New York, 1959), which makes use of game theory, rested

on such narrow assumptions about the behaviour of firms as to have
little general significance.

- but again the ahalysis showed only the 1imits within which the result

- fhéy>coﬁié‘boﬁh éimultaneously improve upon.

must fall given thét thé partiazs wQuld always"reject_a posiﬁion which
22 el e - - .. e T - B C e b Lo e —_ l, e P - U e .

1My saying this must necessarily involve the rejection of the

- claim put forward in a number of .articles by John C. Harsanyi to the

~
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effect that a stztisfactory determinate solution to any bargaining sit-
uation was provided by the economist Frederik Zeuthen in a. book pub-
lished in 1930. - (The most "popular" treatment is '"Models for the
Analysis of the Balance of Power in Society", pp. 442-463 of Nagel,
Suppes ae& Tarski (eds.), Logic, Hethodology and Philosophy of Science
( §'l'm§o » 1460 ). The most elaborate, whiich includes a
critique of Schelling, is "On the Rationality Postulates underlying the
Theory of Co-operative Games", Journal of Conflict Resolution, V Ho., 2
(1961), 179-1956. As szt out by Harsanyi, fThs Theory is quite simyle:
roughly, each party calculates at every stage in the negotistions how
much worse it would be to have no agreement than to make a conc:ssion;
and the party which would lose comparatively mors from the br:zkdown of
the negotiations should then make the next concession. Now although
this vroczdure does not requize "fntervarsonzl comparison of utility"
in thz strict sense that would zllow onc to szy without qualification
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that A gets more enjoyment from x than B does fronm y, it does TrosuT-

'pose (as Iersanyl admlts) that each varty knows the utility Punction

of the other, as well of coHurse as knowing its ovm : thet is to say,
exch must know the two scales of prefarence, ev n though one scale can-
not »z brought in direct relation with the other. Unless this is so,
the comparison which is reguired 2t each stage between the reluctance
of one side to see the nevotl vbion fail as against meking a concession
and that of the other side cannot even begin to be made. But this
presupposition makes the whole thing silly, for it actually rulss out
the possibility of anything recoaulzable as negotiation; the partiss
could simply take out their pencils and say "Let us calculate". The
whole art of negotiation, as Fred Charles Ik1é shows in his Fow Fz=tions
Tegotiate (Wew York, 1964) is to manirulute or misrepresent one's
utlllty function (and for maximum plau51b111ty not to be too surz exazct
ly where maninulation ends and misrepresentation starts) in such a Uay
as to make it appear to the other side that thcy had better make most
the concessions. A party to negotiations rar=ly knows how important -
it is to the other side to secure sgreement on one set of terms rather

-~ than another as against not getting agreement at all; and, as Ikle
‘ says, 1t often doesn t even ha ave this information ~bout 1ﬁself'

It.is true that economists, game theorists, and even a philosopher
(Professof Braithwaite) had by the mid-fifties interested themselves
in the so-called "problem of fair division". In its simplest form,

th1° may be stated as follows if two people have to agree on th= a1v1—

51on of some money between the Jefore elther gets any, what is the

"rational" or "fair“ solution? This has the characteristic non-zero-

sum game feature that in some outcomes both players lose relatively to

- what they could get in others; but the solutions, though ingenious,

were hardly satisfactory. Although there were variants (cf. R. Duncan

Luce and Eoward Raiffa, Games and Decisions (New York, 1957), Chapter

6) the solutions all rested on seelng how much damage the players could
inflict on one another by nonco-operation or bloody-mindedness and then
taking this as the dlstrlouulve oenchmark in moving them both to a more
favourable v031t10n, on the "efficient line." Such "solutions" were

neither "fair" in the ethical sense {as John Rawls pointed out) nor’
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ware they particularly likely to come about as a result of the nsnoeu-
vres of rational egoists (as Schelling pointed out). Rather, they
were a sort of hybrid. | |
) Iv

Among sociologists and social gsychologists the desire for defi-
nite, reproducible results had led by the mid-fifties to the =zccumu-
lation of a formidable amount qf experimental daté on the bshaviour
of "small groups", in addition to studies of groups not.specialiy set

up for the purpose of being studied.1

Lrhe two best-knowvn of the latter kind are the Hawthorne plant
studies and hyte's Street Corner Society (2nd. Zd., Chicago, 1955).

- In the later phase which I shall be coming on to subsequently, Blau's

The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago, 1955) is of prime importance.

But again, I do not think the seekers for "approaches to the study of

politics” can be altogether blamed for overlooking this field, given

‘ its state of development at the time. 'Anyone reading a collection

‘of "smell group" litersture up to 1954% T " S e

: 1A.P. Hare, Z.F. Borgatta and R.F. Bales (eds.), Small Groups -

(New York, 19555

w;th an eye to u31ng its results in political analysis mlght be for-
glven for concludlna that, fascinating as much of it was, it did not
seem possible to get from the numerous experimental reports a generzal

set of ideas that could be taken away and applied elsewhere.l

lThlS feeling of mesntal indigestion can be induced very effec-

tively by reading through the 584 item annotatead blbllOﬂrarhy of the

field in Hare, Borgatta and Bales (pp. 579-661).
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Such & c gnclusion may’/é ungu\%\ but 1t/i§ certainly 1nt§111g1b1
A deepe /éﬁpralsal of thé iiij?tlon wonld pfobabli be tnat,ther§\were
iy\one’

e

In 1961 there appe:red a book entitled Small. Groups and Political

plenty, f theorles, e ch of\which offer d’an explangtion..of on
part-of the data.

Behaviour by Sidney Verba, which might well reinforce a cautious atti-

tude rather than convert it into an enthiisiastic one. This is not to

- say thét Verba fails to make out his case in this impressively-docu-

mented work; but his case ié the fairly modest one that "small group"

studies have some relevance to Politics. Almost half the book'is take;

" up with pointing out the relevance of "small groups" of all kinds to

the working of any political syatem, and then arguing that the special
 features of experimental work on "small groups"” do not prcclude them
from being a "valuable adjunct" to political research. The rest of _

the book, which takes up ,some.‘,qf,,‘,,t.he,,.:f,'11,.1siz,i’n.ggf;é%;-';:s_.@@l.,..l,‘..l,g.r.:ow!:ﬂ.,gxp.e;:;—

" ments on leadership, does, it seems to me, bear out the claim that

this material has some relevance to politics, bptrnot a very far-reach-

ing?relevance.l

lOne indication that Verba Himself mey have reached this coneclu-
sion is the lack of direct reference to "small group" studies in his
later work, such as Gabriel A. Almond and Sidney Verba, The C1v1c Cul-
ture (Princeton, 1963).

v 34 g ey, C e e . B o e T e o - . e AT jmmenms e s e - B e We S L e 1?‘"
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Two nmain topics are pursued, aptly summarized in the chapter headingsv

as Weadership: Affective and Instrumental” and "The Participation

"~ Hypothesis", The latter contains some zhrewd and damaglng observat10n<

on the distance between the manipulative so-called "democracy" of Kurt
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Lewin's disciples znd anything recognizable as such in nationsal poli-

ticst

lThe best example of what Verba is criticizing, though it came

~out too late for inclusion in his book, is probably Ralph X, Vhite

and Ronald Lippitt, Autocracy and Democracy (New York, 1960).

and thus almost constitutes a case study in how not to draw poliﬁiéal
conclusions from small-group studies. In the former part there do

occur statements about politics, such as "Political systems must pro-
vide their members with both types of outputs, the instrumentai aﬁd.th

affective." But this proposition is not derivable from the "small

"éfOub" data presehted; ébdut %he'bifurpation of thé leédership_role

into affective and instrumental couponents, and so on. Nor is the

truth of the proposition (if it is true)‘rendefed more explicable_by

- these data, which simply allow us to conclude that the same necessity

_ is found in certain experimental,sma%iwgroupsf%mﬁ“ B

lThe distinction is, after a’l, one of the main conceptual tools
used by S.M. Lipset in Political lian ( ", 1959)
where it is introduced in Chapter III quite out of the blue,

0«- mighl ' ' '
E\Bhau&ﬂ/€§’Wiilin§v%G accept Verba's claim that the "small group"
and still ref lect iz
findings are sugzsestive of questions to be asked in politicsxﬂbut'this

1 - .

is, after all, a very limited claim to meke.

lTalcott Parsons' well-known "AGIL" model of the functional re-
quisites for any viable social system was arrived at by reflection on
some of the "small group" results referred to by Verba in this wuart,
and the same comment sesms to me to apply. Assuming that the proposi-
tion about social systems "requiring" such-and-such is an empirical

ETTTETTET T U e e e T Ty vy SRUTIS@NG et L T Sges TTTYN 0 T eNTIEmLg s e Lt R - —-r~:v-Tv_r——3
. c - - - B . b e It : . A . - :
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one rgth r than a tautolog -, its truth for nolltlcallJ-organl,od sociz
ties could be established only by 1o :king at them, not by appe allng to
"small group" anzlogies. o

In Small Groups and Political Behavior Verba is se- klng conclusions’

about leadership in small experimental groups which are to be directly
-rgievant to the study of political behaviour. But the main significan
of "small group" findiné/; for politics lies in their important role i:
the development of the éggeral theory of social behaviour as exchange-

or that at any rate, is the view for which I am contending here,

V .
The phrase "3001al behav1our as etchange" was put forward by
George Fomans as a 1abel for a dlstlnctlve mode of analy31s in an artl-

cle published in 1958.l

. l"Soc:Lal Behavior as Ixchange", Americen Journal of Sociolog
LXIII (1958), rebrlnted in Sentiments and Activities (London, 1902)

P

~ His own Social Behaviour and Blau's Exchenge and Power both rsst on

this idea, which I shall briefly set out and illustrate in this sec-
tion. According to Homans, in thé article just mentioned, "Social

- behavior is an exchange of coods, material goods but also non-material
“ones, such as the symbolé of approval or prestige.". (Homans, Sentimen

and Activities, p. 292). This conception is plainly a generalization

from narrowly economic exchange, and'propositions workesd ogt in econom.
Aics about the conditions and terms of exchsnge find their analogues'
here., - After llstlng sone, Homans concludes: "It is surprising how
- familiar these propositions are; it is sarprising too, how propositioh:

about the dynomics of exchange can begin to gencrate the static thing

Sree e g v e T st s o e mam o ow S s se S0 oaes o e me ce iy aee B R A A AU .“VAYT._,' ¥
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we call 'group structure'...." (ibid., pp. 292-3).

Rather than spell out further in abstract terms what‘"sociél

behaviour" and "exchange" mecan hére,l

11 shall attempt this in Part 2.

let me illustrate the conception in practice by giving = stock example

of both Blau and Homans: the exchangé of esteem and advice in a

bureaucracy as described in Blau's earlier book The Dynamics of

Bureaucracy.l
To 13 SEEREE S ’
. ) = . . ‘§
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lHomans uses this as s running exemple in developing his basic
ideas in Social Behaviour (Chapters Two and Three) and then towards th
end devotes a whole chapter (Seventeen) to a restatement of it in
terms of his own developed theory. Blau, in Ixchange and Power, not
surprisingly refers to it at a great number of points and chooses it
as his example when h:> wants to make & full-dress application of tra-
ditional economic theory to social exchange (Chapter Seven).

fn studying an agency of the U.S. féderal goVernment concerned yith th
enfordement of a certain law, Blau found thet although the agents were
- supposed to work independentiy except for consulting their common supe
visor, a great deal of consultation in fact went bn between agents.

>

A minority of agents were accepted by everyone as especially competent

) e R » e,
it TS Bt T e Wit ai

~ and most were willingAto éive advice to the reét.‘ In "exchange" terms
a consultation can be considered am exchange of values: both paré
ticipants gain something, ‘and voth have to pay 2 price. The
questioning agent is enabled to perform bvetter tkan he could othe
wise have done, without exposing his difficulties to the super-

- visor. By asking for advice, he implicitly pays his respect to
the superior proficiency of his colleague. This acknowledgement
S of inferiority is the cost of receiving assistance. The consul-
-4 tant gains prestige, in return for which he is willing to devote
L some time to the consultation and permit it to disrupt his own
g work," (Blau, ibid., p. 108)

But as well as a pattern'of less-proficient agents consulting more-
proficient agents, Blau also found a pattern of mutual consultation
f”% ~in pairs or trios zmong the iess-competent agents. Thisucan be ex-

- plained within the "exchange" framework in two stagcs. . First, more-

; proficient agents found the bosts of being consulted soon outweighed
the gains, while less-proficient agents found the converse. On the
one side "the value of any one of very many consultations beceme defls
ted for experts, and the price they paid in frequent interruptions

became inflated." (ibid., p. 108) On the other side, "the cost became
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prohibitive, if the consultant, aftcr the questioner had subordinated
himself by asking for help, was in the least discouraging...." (ibid.

p. 109) As a result of these forces operating on the suvply of and
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demand for expert advice, the level of consultation by less-profici:nt
of more-proficient agents stabilized ét a level which 1eff a large un-
fﬁlfilled derand for advice among the less-proficient agents. It was
" to meet this demand (this is stage tﬁ;uzf the explanation) that the
less-proficient agents formed consulting partnerships among“themselves
In "exchange" terms, they used expert advice only when there wzs no
substitute for it, and for the rest contented themselves with a lower
grade of advice whiéh} however, had a fairly negligible cost to them
(negligible because,.coming'from an agént of similar proficiency, it
could'eééily be returned in kind). As one agent‘said, "I ask the ones
I know well, because I don't feel any'reluctance about askiné them,. Y
(ibid., p. 109) - R -
VI : >
Whatever its validity.as a method of scientific analysis may be,
the idea of social exéhange is surely well established in common-sense
explanations of behaviour. "Men have always explained their behavior
by pointing to what it gets them ahd what it costs them.v That mine
is an explanation of the same sort I claim as one of its positive

advantages." (Homans, Social Behaviour, p. 13) A more significant

point perhaps is that it is also already well establishsd, in an in-

formal way, in writings sbout politics. Homans can say with some jus-

tice that sociology "has ended by painting & picture of man +thst men

T T Seieeme e AT TS T TS e AT e < Tm o maene s g e AT Tt T ST s e T - . } - ‘-g‘
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cannot recognize" and add that "of all our many 'approaches' to social
behavior, the on~z that sees it as an econ:my is most neglected, though
it is:the one we use every moment of our lives--except wheh_we wrifé

sociology." (Social Behaviour, pp. 13-14) The same charge certainly

will not stick in the case of politics, where (leaving aside certain
recent "structural-functional" aberrations) the basic vocabulary haé
been one of deals, offers, bargains, interests, power and simi%?r con-~
- cepts which fit naturally into anttezchztygat ffaézxgr%il The:;;i%fef
ar¢heory/o£/saei“;/GXehangg,weuld\be~te/put”this~moﬂe/ofban&&ysi3kon
/a;ma¢e'§y5temat;e”basms;:zgz is worth noticing, as well, that the “two
l "approaches" to politics produced from within the discipline," the
"behavioural” and "group" ones, seem to fit comfortably into an—lex—
ehange?fcontext. If we take the‘"behavioural" approach‘as demanding
that in addltlon to describing 1nst1tut10ns polltlcal sc1ent1sts |
lies at the heart of the programme; and the "group" apnroach, whiqh
obviously has great merits but was wezkened by being over-extended,‘
should be better off as an important special case of interlocking
social behaviour than it ever was as a would-be ground-level concep-

tual framework for the whole of pdlitics.

~ Even the "structural-functional® approzch, purged of organicism

and reduced to the basic idea of a "system" is compatible with analy-
sis in terms of social exchange; indeed I suspect that it can have
no content without such analysis. Suppose we say that our "major and

gross unit of analysis will be thelpolitical system" and défine a

- _political system as "a set of interactions, abstracted from the total;
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ity of socizal behavior, through which values are authoritatively allo-

cated for a society."l

lEaston, pp. 23 and 57.

Surely if we want to trace out causal processes among this particular
set of interactions-—and I would take this to be what the study of

politics is about--we need a theory of social interaction in general,

~and this may be found in the theory of social behaviour as exchange.

It is a fallacy to think that taking "the political system" as one's
"major and gross unit of~analysis" commits one to seekingvgenefalizaQ

tions at the system level., - An economist, for'example, might (in an

expansive mood) say that he takes "the economic system" as his "major
and gross unit of analysié", but he would hardly suppose that this
committed his entire working life to looking for common ﬁactors among
and the Bergdama to the Soviet Union and the USA. Rather he would
take this as meaning that, for any economy, he would try to show how

the observed levels of mbney income, physical production etc., weré

arrived at (given certain tastes, technology, etc.) as the end result

of millions of exchanges between économip actors, each exchangerhaving
ramifying effects on the terms of otheré;?FEn much the same way; it
seems to me plausible to suggest that taking "the political system"
as our "major and grbss'unit of analysis" should commit us only (!)

to an attempt at derivinz the pattern of authoritative decisions in

any given society from the conditions and processes of social exchangs



el DAL RRNE BT 0, v e ol

P T e

5

g AR ) ‘;‘;A..‘ X ﬂ. L

L R e s e ey e g b e o o < g ot e g it s v e e ey cm e e A i g g e e o o
E s e o e AT v d . L S v . :

i

- .
“ye

. ;
. - . . . . . - . cant - . S SR & 3
L L e e e . e s s L AN e g iy £ A e A e At cebea il e . <Fiad Vhaid SRRRINREN st WO

17

Unhappily, Easton himself regards "system" analysis as entailing
the search for uniformities among systems, and concludes that all one
can ask is how they survive: "the primary goal of political analysis
is to understand how political systems manage to persist through time!
(p. 55); "it is the task of a behavioral science of politics to put
kinds of questions that raveal the ﬁay in which the life processes or
defining functions of political systems are vrotected."” (p. 78) This
is akin to saying that the centfal concern of economics should be, not
how any particuler economic syst=m works, but how it comes about that

Lvev

any goods arﬁzproduced and consumed at all.l‘

3

'lOddly enough, Taston insists on asking the usual "functionalist"

question but emphatically denies that the usual =ort of "functionalist

answers can be given: "postulating functional reguirements" is "at

best theoretically trivial". (p. 105) I suspect this to be true, but
if it is then this apparently means that no empiriecal gensralizetions
are possible about the conditions which must be mot by a political

system in order to "parsist". One cannot consistently assert (2) that

.+dt is the task of a behavioral science of politics" to ask "how

political systems,..persist" (pp. 55, 78), (b) that no testable genera
izations about (a) are possible (p. 105) and (c) that the "behavioral
approach" entails a semrch for testable generalizations (pp. 6,7)

VII

-

i

In his earlier book, The Human Group (London, 1951) Homans'wrote,

"The elements of a symthesis are on hand.  We shall only put together
ideas that have been iying arouncd for some time in the literature of
the social sciences...." (p. 4). The same thing might very well be

said of the fundamental notions of "social behaviour as exchange".
. b -
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2 L tbies, ¢ At the simplest lasvel we can poi:
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[N T

out thaf experimentcl studies of groups underlie most of the proposi-
tions of the theory of social exchange as it has been developed so far

It is very interesting to notice a common body of research material

alseo va ée\a ceq ns&&. -ai'%-.ud b
belng referred to in the footnotes 6f Blau, Homans anqkﬁhe'Thlbaut and

Te CWsew Yook, 1951) .
KelleyL8001al Psychology of Grouns} But there is more to it than the

raw data of experimental reports. Much of this research was carried

out under the influence of Kurt Lewin's “"field theory",l

lSee f Qr a Lewinian orientation Group Dynamics: Rcsecrch and
Theory edited by Darwin Cartwrlght and Alvin Zander (2nd ud., London,
19607. _

' . ‘e olaa‘»caﬁ Voc:al,mkwv} Seaw i;wca« R
nd, though thsy ééﬁaﬁéfﬁrséamaﬂgeLegg_ai;ﬂxmdaﬁyyﬁy rodresent
“’“zt;t«‘—‘;{ ﬁa.df 7_ »' '1«' iwmg:@. }»&'-«.mocqﬂ JCQ@.&:‘.C&’ t&“‘ o-amoi eﬁ’@w{«.a“

57 M&L-db o w Mét w-"dfn—
.ﬂ%&f,ﬁend all. that. far from. talk of exchanging boneflts or threatining un-

1
wantcd outcomes,

et

-':v;::"'g-—..—..\...:_v, IS O RT3 :.J ‘-3 s o s

v

: lThus, for example, Robert Lane used the terminolosy of "valences
in Political Life (Glencoe, Ill., 1959) to talk about the condltlons
-1 under which a non-politicsl group (e.g. a veterans' organization) ¢
S carries its members with it if it adopts a political stand. "The flrs
o consideration, will be the valence of the group for the individuals.
How import=z=nt is it for them, how urgent are the needs the group satis
fies and what slternatives are available?" (p. 191; itzlics in origi-
: nal). In reward-cost terms: conformity in attitude is a reward to
i others (though a 10w—grade one because, =s Homans says "any fool can
: conform"), an individual who fails to provide this reward will lose
esteem in the eyzs of the others. The possible cost of c:nformity is
a loss of integrity (sticking up for one's own opinions); whether this
_ is greater than the cost created by losing esteem throuvh non-conform-~
- ity depends how rewarding the person finds his present nosition in
the group znd how easily he cen replace this source of reward with

~others, But the "social exchange" framework enables us to make many

-
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other, intelligibly connected, predictions on the same subject, manJ
of which are stated in Chantors Five ("Influence") and Sixteen
("Status, Conformity and Innovutlon") of Social Bshaviour.

éﬁa M"?{'ﬁ P e«;al ﬂﬂf en AA |
ﬂvmﬁ&*vAQunz@«#L Soccmi Chanccir oo aﬁ&s&.dum%-&m%

m..wﬂ nantia as..an intz "\_1._.0_
acw’mwégrdb.ﬁ%“a&m‘ -
ism"

"interzction loosely understood. r R m Ay

rﬁhnr+°nnp to~the —q&ae%ien~m%@h#—hrerer—%e—eaiiuﬁhiﬂ—ﬁeeaglegy;J

"Interactlonlsm" in the strict sense is the doctrine formulated by

Ellot Chapple and Conrad I. Arensberg that only observatlons of fre-

‘quency, duratlon and initiation of interaction of individuals were to

be admitted as'data.l

lFor tributes to the seminal influence of this idea see Yhyte,
Street Corner Society, »p. 286 7 and hom@ns, Scntiments and Activities
pp. 37-0. |

In a loose sense it includes modifications such as that represented by

 Homans' The Humen Group, which proposed the now well-known basic schem

of interactions, activities and sentiments,Lt =~ HTEITTTIT

l'.Vllllam Foote hyte, one of the few people actually to go around

calling himself an "interasctionist", has endorsed the threefold scheme
and defended against Chapple- the inclusion of sentim:nts as a separate
element, in "An Interaction Approach to the Theory of Organization" in
Mason Halre (ed )y lodern Organization Theory (New York, 1959).

Once it is established that there are systematlc cornectlons in grouns

among these three elements (as it wzs in The Human Group) the develop-

ment of ideas about social exchange to explain these connections is a

natural sbep. In fect one might well say that the most significant

difference between The Fuman Group and Social Rehaviour is not that

one is centred on 1nt°ract10n and the other on exchange, but (as the
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titles themselves suggest) that one is about groups and the other

about social behaviour.l

*1The Human Group seems to have hzd very little direct inmpact on
the study of polifics in spite of its wide circulation. This could
be explained by intellectuzl conservatism within the profession, but
at the same time the propositions are not stated in a form easily
assimilable for application to things other than "small groups".

The point mede in connection with Verba's Small Groups and FPoliticel
-Behavior seems to apply here too: it is not so much information about
small groups that is important as informztion obtained from small
roups. Information about social behaviour, on the other hand, should
with appropriate additional premises) explain what hap:ens both in
small groups and anywhere else, ’

o VIII
Porming, poy-toths-sacenéd of _the two-digciplines-whese-wider”’
redevanceI-mentionsd -earlier ce-haying-heen-underratods we.can-safsly
§ayAtha¢f?E§ convergence between economics and the idea of socialnex—
change is quite obvious. --Blau -and Hﬁmans bofﬁ-make~anpoint of ackhow—
‘ledging it and I shall not labour it any further. However, both ofA'

them restrict their favourable comments to orthodox economic aznalysis

such as Boulding's Economic Analysis (3rd. Ed., New York, 1955), a

work to which Blau repeatediy'refersj and'both writers explicitly

aim brick-bats at the theory of games. These critipisms seem to me to
resf on something of a misapprehension of exactly what game theory in
a general sense involves; and it seems to me that if they come to
represant the received docfrine anong "social exzchange® theorists the
" result can only be to hamper future developments.

Both writers take exception to the degree of "rationality" which,

-they allege, game theorists impute to actors. According to Homans,
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the theory of games is concerned with telling people how to maximize

value (in terms of their own tastes) in the longz run. But since

Mealculation for the long run is the exception and not the rule",

Homans concludes that "the Theory of Games is good advice for human

behavior but a poor description of it." (Social Behaviour, p. 81).

Blau gives a more detailed indictment.

What is explicitly not assumed here is that men have complete
information, that they have no social commitments restricting
their alternstives, that their preferences are entirely consis-
tent or remain constant, or that they pursue one specific ulti-
mate goal to the exclusion of all otherc. These more restrictive
assumptions, which are not made in the present analysis, charac-
terize rationalistic models of human conduct, such as that of
game theory. Of particular importance is the fact that men striv:
to achieve diverse objectives. The statement that men select the
‘most preferred among available alternatives does not imply that
they always choose ths one that yields them the greatest material
- profit, (Blau, pp. 18-19) ‘ .

As criticisms of the theory of gameé these comments are about as
wide of the mark as would be a criticism of "egonomics“ which asserfed
that it was a subject entirely devoted to the study of perfect compéti—
tion. Often the best way of opening up a line of analysis is toAmake
extremely restrictive assumptions to begin with and relax them in a

. s : . 1
more realistic direction later,

lAnthony Downs' An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York, 1957)
is, whatever one may think of its premises and c nclusions, a beauti-
fully organized exemplification of this procedure.

Any lingering reluctance to accépt this among practitioners of socio-
logy and politics can only delay the arrival of these disciplines at
the maturity of economics even longer than the_recalcitraﬁt nature of

their subject-matter dictates. " But to equate the theory of games with

c e
¥
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all the ad hoc restrictive assumptions that have ever béeh mzde in it
is simple fallacy. | |

Take first the "specific ultimate goal" idea to which Blau goes o
to attribute "particular importance". Much game theory is worked out
in terms of "utility", which is not'a specific goal but a way of‘talkiz
about an actor's preferences between cutcomes, however those prefer-
ences may be determined. The assumption that people choose to'do the
thing they rank higher is identical with Blau's own assumption that
"human beings choose bet%een alternativé potential associates of cour-
' ses ofaction by evaluating the experiences or expected experiences
with each in terms of a preference ranking and. then selecting'the best

alternative."l (Ibid., ». 18)

< 1Admitted1y, Blau's formulation would give only ordinal utility,

whereas some parts of game theory need cardinal utility--that is, the
scaling of preference by collecting preferences betwzen hypothetical
lotteries. But it is easy to show that this sort of concept cannot be
avoided once one starts dezling with probable oitcoiiss rathsr then -
certain ones. Blau's ability to get by with:ut it reveals not superio:
parsimoniousness of assumptions but adherance to the very primitive anc
restrictive assumption that nobody is ever in doubt. : ‘

»

Game theorists do indeed often wbrk in terms of moneyvrather than
utility, because it is more familiar and more directly operational.
But this does not entail that money is e&erything or even that every
value can be expreséed in money te:méy-though the iatter isfvefy handy
aséumption,as "benefit;cosﬁ;analysis shows.

The two opening counts of Blau's indictment have little more
substance. It is true that the theory of games was first worked out

for complete information, because this simplifies metters, but this

e = - —— TN T e T IR SRS s e e L a T S wmygrepmenens e



assumption is not inherent in the theory i-tself.l

1"Complete information refers to the rules of the game, It implics
that all payoff values are known." (Shubik, op. cit., ©. 5). "Com-
plete" information is distinguishable from "perfect" information, whick
has never been assumed for all games. "The knowledge that an onwonﬁnt
will win if he has a royal flush constitutes part of the complete infoz
mation concerning the rules of the game of poker. Whether or not he
hag the yroyal flush depends on the deul, and, since this is usually
done face down, the individual player is incompletely informed about
the actual cards dealt to the others." (ibid., po. 506). Shubik
points out that most orthodox economics (of the kind utilized by Blau)
has been based on very strong and unrealistic assumptions about infor-
mation. See Shubik abide, DD. 16)-75

And if the actors have "social commitments restricting their alterna-
tives" these can be represented in the utilities they as=ign to var{ous

outcomes. (How would Blau concaptualize such a situation, anyway, ex-

_cept by saying that due to "social commitments" some alternatives were

-

ranked very low?

- The only other point that Blau makes is certp;nlJ relevant to

“ng

- some degree but applies to exactly the same degree to his own dssumntla

t00. It is not true that preferences must be "entirely consistent™

or "remain constant" for the theory of games to apply. What is true it

that the less consistent they are the less it applies, and that large

random changés of tastes would be Serious.l

1One could, if it were importaznt enough to bc worthwhile, 1@%&#9
ewgify make the utility functions of players in ones ganme aeD“nd in
some systematic way on the outcome of the previous game.

But aren't Blau's "preference rankings" just as vulnerable? If T am ‘

right in saying that they are the game theorists' "utilities" minus

-the name, they must be. KIf somngone prefers A to B, . B to C and‘C to A,

B o e T T o LR I R e 2Bt i AR o
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or prefers A to B one minute and B to A the next, thers are~strict
limits on what you can say about him, whatever yourtechnical arpuratus
and the more you try to say about him then, naturally, the more troubl
you will be in., TFinally, Homans' charge that the theory of gemes is
bullt on an assumption of long-run ma x1m1zat10n again regts on the
confu31on of an expository convenience with the nature of the theory.
We must have some assumption (for some purposes at least) about the
way people choose among benefits over time, but we can make their |

time-horizon as short as you like: they can discount the futurs at

"such a rate'that no prospect more than a week off will modify thsir

‘behaviour now, if that's the way you think they work

[‘é’lu.wow cen Where someoee -Q-c{J(eua, b dbc
Game theory is the study of;situations ;arueaeh—%we-eehmere—?aan%*
b A ) LL@!WWWAAJ;’,:“F:MD Dooodp doce DB o

wy - toced Lo his
fE;a—%gg%'thewmxgzzﬁLeé—eaeﬁ—&epﬂné&qymﬂpqxﬁkﬂﬂiifh&snown~%ehav1@&?
bu%#h&t*of——#he—e-th%%ﬁséwei—l?— colid tone M ferim o peres do e

le Thomas C. Schelling, The Stretegy of Conflict (Cumbrld
%ass., 1950), pp. 86-7 and, for other quotations, rootnota 3 on paga

But . this scems to me an equally apt characterléptlon of 3001al bsha-

v1our.l

1I shall try to justify this in Section XIITI (in Part‘2).

The notion (fouched on by Homans) that game theory is inherently dif-

ferent because it is normative is in ny view = red herring. One can

~say either "If you want to be a person of such-and-such & Xind you

ought to do so-and-sc," or "If you were a person of such-and-such a kiz
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you would do so-and-so." The sume deduction of conclusions from postu-
létes can be used to yield either.statemenf. if game theory has tend-
ed to use the first form and "social exchange" tﬁe seéond this is an
accident of history and not a necessity of logic. Similafly, game
theory began as a mathematician's toy and has since tendéd to choose
q{gour at the price of abstraction, .whereas "soclal exchénge" developec
Qithin sociology. But these historical differences shéuld not .be
aliowed to ohscure the fact that they both cover the sameléhenomena

from roughly the same angle, and that there is no good reason for -re-

- fusing to regard them as.parts (et differing 1evels»of generality) of ¢

 single body of theory.

I have been doing my best in a brief compass to lend some plausi-

bility to the notion thet "social exchange" represents a basis for

T politics that would bring it into a closer relationship with the other

social sciences. Of course, I still have not said much to sug-est

that it is a useful basis for politics, and this is in fact more a

matter for eValuation‘after a few decades of experience than something

subject to demonstration in a few thousznd well chosen words. So far

| the only evidence we have is Blaﬁ's attenpt to apply the theory of

social exchange to certain features of institutions in Exchange and
Power, and neither success nor failure in this effort could reasonably

be taken as conclusime either way.

But how important is it, anyway, wrkether the socizl sciences have

& common form of basic explanation or not? For that matter, is it
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anything more than a guestionable aesthetic preference to hope for a

et

common pattern in anslyses of politics? Some people seem to take prid

in pointing to the variety of "approaches" as if it were a strength

v Ry e

- rather than.a weakness., Isn't this the sensible, the liberal, attitud:
»t&-take? | |
I think thet in answering this question one has to be careful +to
vdistinguish between the division of intellectual labour and other less
desirable phenomena. Nobody, I take it, would say that four men who h:
- dévofea themselves to studying, respectively, Parliam-=nt, Congress,
.éh . .thé Dail, and the Knesset had (siéply in virtue of that fact) differ-

ent "approaches to the study of polltlcs" Nor would one say that

“* they had ‘different "approaches" from a man whose study was "legisla-
“3 tures". Differcnces in subject-matter and in levels of genorality
e .~ must necessarily involve the develorment of different concepts and =

' different theoriés but the point is that these can all, in princinle,

AN .

be compatible with one anotherl The trouble with the usual lists of

"approaches" is that many of them seem to be conceived of as rival

I 4 100, B b

Wavs of talking ubout the same subjects at the same level(s) of gener-
SQ allty, this must surely be at best uneconomlcal gnd at worot self- def
.ting, if the object is taken to be a cumul tive discipline.

At the risk of getting drawn into the aridities of the Higher

o

Methocology, one might refer toithe physical sciences for an example.

The chzracteristic concents used to taik about atoms are different

! ' | from those used to talk =zbout galaxies, but this is all right because

it is possible to get from the onz to the other.t

- | The Parsonian search for "systems" zbout all of which the seme
: - kind of thing could be said would correspond to physical scientists



~who thought the some concapts shodd cover atoms zné galaxies. Sitruc-
~tural analogies are obviously a useful bonus if they occur, out they
are by no m=ans the key to the enterprise. Cf. May Brodbeck's hard-
headed treatment of "models" in Llewellyn Gross (ed.), Symposium in
_ Sociological Theory., : o

i : Not identity of concepts but interdefinability is ths important thing.
No fiat can impose a greater uniformity on politics or the whole range
of socizl sciences than their rambling subject-matter allows, but it

would be far easier to see connections if ev..rything were built up fro

FREE O STy LYY RV G

a common basis such as social exchange. And, és the example of the
physical sciences maxes clear, uniformity in fnndamentals is not én
.enemy of specialization but the cqndition of it. At present, every
practicing_social scientist has‘to:be something of a Jack;df—all-trades

because it is so difficult to dig out the relevent bits of other disci.
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'plineé; with their foreign (and ﬁerhaps‘contradictory)'theoretical

under-pinnings. In particualr, politics, economics and sociolqu»havg

ﬁ ni m‘. LN

each developed their own ad hoc social psychologies and this seems to

be the place to begin.

. X

"__~American studies of voting intention and political paptiéipétion
i3# : provide an illustration of the contribution that a general theory of

social behaviour might be able to meke to politics. They illustrate
well whaf'R. Duncan Luce has called "the dilemma of the social sciences
which, he Says ' |
is not; as some‘séem to think, a pancity of statistically siéﬁifi-
cant correlations, but, as a glance at the journals shows, an

overzbundance of moderzte significant ones lacking acceptable:
causal explanations and thus failing to suggest which relation-
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. .1
ships are basic,

l"Analysing-the'Social Process Underlying Group Voting Patterns”

Chapter 18 of E, Burdick and A.J. Brodbeck (eds.), Am-rican Voting
Behavior (New York, 1959).

If we start‘from what we believe to be the laws of elementary social

. behaviour, we can suggest hypotheses which would explain why the fact

are what they are. Take, for instance, the finding of Voting that

"within broad strata, opinion leaders are slightly higher in occupé—

tional and educational status than others."l

lB.R. Berelson, P.F, Lazarsfeld, 7,N, McFPhee, Voting (Chacago,
1954), p. 117. TFor the evidence sce pages 110-113." - .

Why should this be? If we turn to Chapter Fourteen of Social. 3ehaviet

on "Authorify", we find various propositions about the ability to
exert abovefaverage ampqptqwof inf%uengé‘gver other p§ople whigh seem
to h;vepotential‘relevang@.:'(Hgmaps”gg;lsuéﬁgyeramerage.influence
over dthers‘"authbrity", without requifihg any idea of "legitimacy™"

to be presen't;.)l

*Let us then define authority as follows: the larger the number
of other members a single membar is regularly ablc to influence, the
higher is his authority in the group. The man with highest authority
we shall call the lzader." Social 3ehaviour, p. 286. -

Homans argues that "the higher is a men's ssteem, the higher is his

authority, when that authority is earned'rather'than acquired by

appointment or inheritsnce." (p. 283). This is because both ssteem

and authority rest upon a past record cf behaving in ways that other

people find rewardinz., Tach time Someone makes a suggestion to others

-who follow it and are gratified by thé results of so doing.hé increase
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‘another piece of research on the development of political views

the respect in which they hold him‘and,alsp the probability that they
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will follow the next suggestion (advice; order etc.) that he makes.
"Every time men act they change the probabilities of their future
actions." (p. 285) Not oniy the probability of compliance within a
certain range of affairs increases, but very often also the range it-
seif increases, as the leader notches up successes. "The more often
hexewards them, and the'wider the‘range within which he does so, the
moré regular his authority ovér them and the‘wider its range.“ (p. 287:
If we are to use these propositiohs of Homans to'explain the
féct quoted from Voting we wiil nezd to postulate that opinion-leaders
(people Qith “authority" in Homans' sense)'als0'possess‘esteem; No

enguiry about'this'was made by the authors of Voting (an illustration

’of the point'that'what couhts as a strategic guestion depends on .

'_‘ your theoretiecal apparatus) but there is.some relevant evidence from

1
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‘does not seem to form attitude. lMere exposure to an attitude does

lL. Queener, "The Developmeht of Internationalist Attitudes",

three articles in the Journal of Social Psychology, 1949, cited in

H. Hyman, Political Socizlization (Glencoe, I1l., 1959), pp. 161-3,
169. (The guotation given occurs on p. 162 of Hyman.) The study
reported was of "long interviews on the development of intz=rnational-
ist-nationalist attitudes...held with 50 men, drawn mainly from the
upper middle classes in New England and having a median age of 53."

which led to the énnclusion that "Mere number of attitude cues:L

lE.g., opinions expressed by other people

not even guarantee that it will attznuate the opposite attitude.l

. INote thet thnis contradicts the implicit and unsupported "billi-
ard-ball" model of attitude-formation which, as Luce has argusd, un-
erlies much of the exposition in Vvoting.
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In none of the histories did nmultitudes of parsons or groups h)lding

@ given attitude form respondents! attitude if their prestige was

of an inferior grade to that of even a fow persons or groups holdiﬁg

counter views."l

lAccording to Hyman, Queener's "basic theory" (supported by his
findings) "is that the individual imitates some model or individual
who provides the cues for attitude formation., This model is not
followed, however, unless he has prestige, which ultimately derives -
from the reward or punishment flowing zrom such behavior." (Hyman,
p. 161) It is striking that this fruitful hypothesis was produced
by the only writer whom Hyman mentions as having a reward/cost approacr
to behaviour. It is also striking that the hypothesis would make -
sense of a lot of the results quoted elsewhere by Hyman--something

 that Hymen himself signally fails to achieve,

If we take as read the connection between esteem and authority
(i.e. being an "opinion-leader") we now need to posit a connaction

between either education or occupation on one side and esteem on the

“other. May it not be that a man of slightly higher educational

.attainments then those with whom he regularly associates. (calling. it .

"educational status" partly begs the gausal question) is likely to

have offered more rewarding suggestions in the past than the others

- in the group and thus have gained esteem and autlority among them?

This would certainly not be true of all groﬁps: as Homans_says "fol-

lowers in some groups find some of the dammedest things valuable, So-
long as a man by hook or crook can provide his companions with these

things, he is apt to win esteem zna authority over them." (p. 287). -

| But it may well be true of enough groups to explain the results with

" respect to educational attainments. Anyway, whether the hypothesis

is true or not could be tested by asking followers about the previous



record of opinion leaders! sucsestlons, and s,ulng how far a good re-
cord seemed attributable to superior educatlon.

"Occupational status" might be trea‘bed as a dependent rvariablé

| or it might be argued that it work.:. separately in the same dlrect1on.
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+o opivion faader oo

as d01ng Tige éu fc.vouIZ-by comy lylﬁ'ﬂ‘ Wwith . his. -Jronosal - - "Willingn moss

to comply with another's demands is a generic soc1al reward...." |

o (Blau, Zxchange and Power, p. 22). mhin/th.e’{e;mbmgfwljr@ework
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Is there any reason- why we might expect to find most of the members

of a group doing a favour f»o-r slightly higher-status members? Ac-

cording to Blau there is, namely that merely ay assoc:Lat:Lng with

them :m svnite of hls hlcrhmr a tus, the man rewards the members of.
ﬂ“i‘bk %m WUM}LAM forra ecaia,
f 1e uo[ "The factt tnat many peodvle find it rewarding to associate
— - with superiors means that those of superior 's'tatus can furnish re-
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Fiough he does_not ex

continue mak;n; sugges—

_ There is still the limitation of the Votipg statement to A
% ‘ E}I%Etlﬁ hi§her quallfl?ii ns anqnftiﬁgil'andézgixifffliitii?}tlnn
conditions: "within broad strata. Lwanythlng sald so far to The
v contrary,mae.might'expect an across-the-board finding of "the higher
‘g - the status the more the influence." Why don't. we? 'Td explain this
we need a further proposition about,eléméntary sdcial behaviour znd
anothef auxiliary hypothesis. The propositionAis fﬁlly dealt with
,A"in Homans' Chapter Fifteen on "T quallty". He quotés from The Fuman
'>_zggg the propos1t10n that "persons who 1nteruct with one another fre-

quently are more llke“ohé another in thelr act1v1t1es than they are

‘like other persons with whom they interact less frequently", and

adds that

recognized st:tus: that is, the persons concerned are social
i : equzls., By equality we do not mecan the equality of all men-
- bers of a group but equzlity within layers or strata-—the
. rough equality with one another of members who are at the sanme
') . time superior or inferior to others.... [Thus in a] study of
J\ . interaction among American high school students, the students
tended to receive most interaction from others who fell within
their ovm or neighboring status-classes." (Social Behaviour,
PP. 316-7)

“: Homans explains this phenomenon in terms of the cost involved in

q L the similarity in question is often a similarity in esteem or

assoclating with persons of distinctly higher .status and we can now

fsuggest that the p.ople who responses are summarized in Voting
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probably did not interact a lot with people much higher in stdus
than themselves because they would be unconfortable doing so. But,

as Homans allows, there would still be some veriations of status

B S

within interacting groups and we then suppose (for the reasons al;

ready given) that the higher status membzrs of these groups would be
1 .

L R

fﬁe opinion-leaders.

1Homans himself speaks of "two tendencies: a tendency for men

to express approval of, and to interact often vith, others who are

in some sense 'better' than they, and a tendency for men to like

and interact with their equals" and he says that "the two tendencies

might combine to produce a resultant tendency for men to interact

with, and express liking for, others who are a little 'better' than
: they are themselves but not much better--to choose 'up' but only a
© - 1little 'up'." (Social Behaviour, p. 327) . '
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The lypothesis is that the inhabitants of Elmira tended to follow

those with the highest status among those they interacted avlot with.

- This hypothesis would be disproved if they turped’out‘tq interact a

e Tot with people of much higher status as well but only followed those
' 1

of slightly higher status.

l‘I‘here does not appesr to be any directly relevant material in
Voting. However, if we accept the validity of the indices used in
Chart LII on page 112 (e.g. "belonging to two or more organizations",
_ being male, etc.) then we can say that "Opinion leaders are more
4 active and more strategically located" (on average, than the rest of
the population), which is the authors' caption for this chart, We
_ ‘can take this as indirect evidence:'for their having high esteem
) : ~within their respective groups if we suppose the connection (proposed
by Homans in Chapter Ten of Social Txchanse) between high esteem
and high interaction to be opaerzftive here.

NwwnA - . i
15;4$  I am well aware that this exémple is more than a little grotesque

33 if it is simply looked on as an attempt to explain one sentence in |
Voting. Sqience relies on economies of scale and seﬁting out so

s ‘much theory to explain one little finding is as wasteful as_tooiing
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up an entire fectory to produce a single car, DBut it is, of coursé{
my claim that with full production the unit cogts would come down
sharply: that the same body of theory, ﬁith some extentions where
‘necessary, would explain a number of cther findings and reduce them
to some sort of intellectual order. And it musf be remembered that
%f is not, in the,%ong run, the main office of a thebfy to explain
éx‘post the resulfé of résearch carried outlihdependently of it, but

rather to suggest profitable lines of enquiry.l

lThomas S. Kuhn points out in The Structure of Scientific Revo-

lutions (Chicago, 1962) that the physical sciences have developed Dy
testTing the conclusions generated by the current theory rather than

. by going after prima facie important or even easy problems., To Aris-
totle, and common sense, nothing could be an easier example of motion
than a horse pulling a cart; to Newtonimn phrsics fge~Buiterfictdrhas
cempensedy nothing could be more complicated. Social scientists are
often too greedy: they want right at the start Newtonian answers to
Aristotelian questions. . '

I would hope that even my crude efforts here”might be enough to sug-

B ST oy S P .

gest that a résearcher operzting within an "exchange" framework would

have been led to ask other guestions; and I can even scseqite a few

- testable conclusions that follow from the gobbets of theory served

up already.1

lFor example it foliows from propositions previously set out
that those who intergact often with the "opinion leader" but also
gave him a service he values are less likely to be influenced in
their opinions by him than are others in his circle; that the corre-
lation between education and influence does not hold in those groups
whose members value ends to which education is irrelevant as a means;
and that the more peopls a given opinion lzader influences on politics
the more other subjects he influences them on as well. '

An important scientific bonus is that, as well as the theory throwing

.;ighé on the political phenomené, any success the theory has reacts
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back by strengthening its confirmation anq thus enables it to be
used with greater confidence in the analysis of other areas of social
life. Conversely, if the consequences deduced from the theery are -
not borne out by empirical findings this shows that the original for-
mglation needs to be revised, which is equally a theoretical gain,

"I do not want to weaken a geod case by overstating it: although
political preferences only make sense in the context of a society,
we should not assume that every aspeet of every party prefereﬁce is
covered by the theory of social behaViour as exchange. Obviously
there are institutional "givens" whose reots lies in the society's
history, and;sycholog1cal "givens" whose roo’s lie (in the first 1n—
stance) in each separate individual's personal history. But even
1eaving'eside these, there is much that is still left out..Thus if
a man who reads and believes that the Republlcans w1ll produce unem;

P4

ployment regards thls as a suff1c1ent reason for favourlng the Demo-

~crats, it is probably best to leave 1t at that. Luce, in the artlcle

I quoted from earlier in this section, says (Ithink plausibly) that
the main model underlying Voting is a crude one of opinion-diffusion

by personal contac$ "that an individual's interactions with members

_of hlS prlmary groups constitute the bas1c social mechanlsm for d=-

veloping political decisions." (Burdick and Brodbeck, p. 333). He
suggests that instzad one should reckon with a2t least some people
who try to guess the consequence of either party gettlng in for some
social category with whlch they 1dent1fy, and whose party prefcrences

are comparatlvely 1mperv1ous to casual social contacts., Though such

people would be studied in terms of “social exchange" for their in-

fluence on others, it would probably be best to take their own opin-

1ons as additional Mgivens."
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