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EXCHAriGE, PO^'/ER AI^P POLITICS (Part 1)

My first main objsct in tliis article is to set out and illustrate
the "basic conception of "social behaviour as exchange" as it has been

developed by George C. Romans in Social Behaviour; Its Elementary
Forms (London, 1961) and Peter M. Blau in j-jXchange and Pov/er in oocia^
Life (New York, 1964). This is done in Section V. My second main
object is to argue, with a fully v/orked-out example, that this concep
tion may provide the intellectual unifying force which the exx^onents
of numerous "approaches • ^to the study of politics" have all been seek
ing. This is taken up in Sections IX and X. My third main object is ,,
to examine with some care those parts of Slau's book which are of most
'direct relevance to the study of politics, and this critiq.ue will foim
the bulk of Part II of the article. This still leaves Sections II to
IV and VI to VIII inclusive -to-be-accountad-.-for, vand l^^^ .0^

this by saying that they are devoted to describing, in an admittedly
sketchy (perhaps even impressionistic) way, the intellectual setting
within which the theoretical structure of "social behaviour as ex

change" was developed and its relation to several other branches of
s o c i a l s c i e n c e .

I can hardly imagine a more potent generator of apathy than the
offer to a political scientist of yet srother "approach to the study
of politics". Since the early »fifties "approaches" have come and



gone, sometimes spawning a book or two on the way, sometimes barely
suiTviving their incarnation in print.^

The basic reference here is, of course, Roland Young (ed.).
Approaches to the Study of Politics (Evanston, 111., 1958, but based

papers presented in_1953-6). I^r another list of "approaches" see
Van Dyke, Political Science; A Philosophical Analysis (Stanford

C a l i f . , I 9 6 0 ) , C h a p t e r I

If we are still, against the odds, to persevere, we must first know wh
these "approaches" failed. For the sake of brevity, I shall mention
only the three which, by (I hope) common consent, at least got off the
ground: the "behavioural approach", the "group approach" and the
"structural-functional approach". We might suggest, without doing too
much violence to the facts, that the "behavioural approach" was laid
to rest by Robert Dahl in 1961^

^ ^ "The Behavioral Approach in Political Science", American Politi-cal Science Review,. LV (1961) Reprint-ed - in Nelson W. Polsby" Rob'=^rt
A^Tentler^Zdrriul A. Smith (eds.). Politics and Social Life (Boston,l 9 o 3 ) « — .

and the 'group approach" seems to have perished in a mass denunciation
in the American Political Science Review for 1960.^'

A-no-D especially Stanley Rothman, "Systematic Political TheoryA P S R , L I V ( i 9 6 0 ) .

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

teresting. Judging from some prominent books,^

mv. -n Introductions to: G.A. Almond and J.S. Coleman (eds.),The Politics of Developing Areas (Princeton, N.J., I960); D. Apter and



H, Eckstein (eds.), Comparative Politics (Glencoe, 111., I963);
(eds.), Patterns "of Government (2nd Ed., New Yor^-

1962); R.C^ Macridis and R.S. v/ard (eds.;, Modem Political Systems
(2 vols., Englewood Cliffs, N.J,, 1963). Significantly, the rest ofthe contents of these books tends not to strengthen the claims made in
i n t h e i r I n t r o d u c t i o n s .

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

funct ional is ts" and that in a few years the "s t ructura l - funct ional "

approach must succeed in sweeping all before it. The truth is, I
think, rather most complicated. A large part of the answer l ies in the
fact tnat the "structural-fupctional" doctrine (like many others be
fore it) has become diluted as it has spread. Robert Merton*s influ
e n t i a l e s s a y } ^ - "

1957 ) .
vin Social Theory and Social Structure (2nd Ed., Glencoe, 111.,

wh ich th rew ou t mos t o f the charac te r i s t i cs* o f_ .Radc l i f fe -Brown 's

functionalism as inessential to this mode of analysis, helped the pro
c e s s a l o n g g r e a t l y ; a n d , t o d a y , s u p p o r t f o r t h e " s t r u c t u r a l - f u n c t i o n a l "

approach is sometimes equivalent to believing that one should study
the consequences of one institution on more inclusive ones (hardly a

distinctive mode of enquiry) and sometimes something even less tangible

e . g . t h a t o n e s h o u l d t a l k o f p r o c e s s e s r a t h e r t h a n t h i n g s . T h e r e s t

o f t he answer seems t o me t o be t ha t whe re t he re mo re t o s t r uc tu ra l -

functional analysis than this, it lacks any pov/er to explain why

things happen the way they do.^

This criticism has often been made in recent years. The best
discussion rs in my view Alvin Gouldner, "Reciprocity and Autonomy in
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Funct ional Theory" in L lev/e l len Gross, Symposium in Socio lo,p: ica l
Theory (New York, 1959).

Thus, to take a fair ly recent example, Gahriel Almond's "capabil i t ies
model"^

"A Deve lopmenta l Approach to Po l i t i ca l Sys tems" , Wor ld Po l i t i cs
v / »c . / 7 , A /p . 2 (Q<^ . iS3 -SL i r.

(a direct descendent of "functional requisite" analysis) is constantly^
re fer red to as a "cod ing scheme" wh ich wou ld enab le d i f fe ren t count r ies

to be ranked along various continua. As he himself saysj "an analysis
^ i ' ' ^ of the capabilities of a political system does not tell u's what factors

affect polit ical change or development,,,," and it does not appear thai

any further development of the same kind of analysis would do this,^
1 1 — ■ ^
J ■ C f . D a v i d S a s t o n , A F r a m e w o r k f o r P o l i t i c a l A n a l y s i s ( E n g l e w o o d• ' C l i f f s , N . J , , 1 9 6 5 ) , p , b 9 : " B i y a p p r o a c h t o t h e a n a l y s i s o f p o l i t i c a l

: i - s y s t e m s w i l l n o t h e l p u s t o u n d e r s t a n d w h y a n y s p e c i fi c p o l i c i e s a r e
I adopted by the politically relevant members in a system." '1^-'• i

i But in that case the whole enterprise seems rather pointless: if the

explanation of "change or development" (and, by the same token, of
, t h e i r a b s e n c e ) l i e s e l s e w h e r e t h e n r e fi n i n g t h e s o - c a l l e d " c a p a b i l i t i e s

m o d e l " b e c o m e s a q u i t e s e l f - c o n t a i n e d a c t i v i t y, r a t h e r l i k e m a n u f a c -

**1 tur ing ever- improved Monopoly-money for ^ game that wi l l never be playe
I W h a t t h e " a p p r o a c h e s " o f t h e e a r l y ' fi f t i e s h a d i n c o m m o n w a s t h a t

they we re a l l a t t emp ts t o g i ve t he academic s tudy o f po l i t i c s a ce r ta in

in te l lec tua l un l -ny by ra is ing i t above the leve l o f common-sense des

cription.^
] ] ;Easton's eight-point "behavioralist/ credo in A Framev/ork (p. 7)

• . ' * . . ^ ^ *

^ i \
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r e j e c t i o n o f d e s c r i p t i o n a s t h e b e - a l l a n dend-all of the study of politics and in the demand for testable gener
a l i z a t i o n s , ^

They failed because they were either so vague as to leave things v/here
they v/ere before or so constricting as to mutilate the phenomena out
side a favoured area,^

The "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.
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B u t t h e f a i l u r e o f t h e a t t e m p t s s h o u l d n o t d e r o g a t e f r o m t h e w o r t h i n - s s

of the aim underlying them; and I v/ant to suggest that i t may now he

poss ib l e t o r ea l i ze t he a im hy bu i l d i ng on t he i dea o f soc i a l behav iou r

a s a n e x c h a n g e o f v a l u e s b e t w e e n t h e p a r t i e s . T h i s i n i n i t s e s s e n t i a l

an o l d and f am i l i a r no t i on , bu t i t s deve lopmen t i n t o a sys tema t i c t heo r
? a ^ X . ' f b a r o c y \ . . . . n . .
OFn'ng Qi HTt tni^if^nrninnn nn TiTifl iiromnil p^Vniiol ngy dates from just the last

f e w y e a r s .

I n t h e f r a n t i c s e a r c h f o r " a p p r o a c h e s " a l m o s t e v e r y d i s c i p l i n e

f rom an th ropo logy to zoo logy was ransacked ; bu t l i t t l e a t t en t i on wasi rom^ anthropology to zoo io^ was ra

given to/- feBrepngfg 'CT; 'Q"- 'OlQG.Q e

is th is a l together to be wondered a t , i f we cons ider what they had to

■offg?^¥en years ago, V/ith the advantage of hindsight one might guess
t h a t 3 5 t h e t h e o r y o f g a m e s s h o u l d

h a v e b e e n s p o t t e d a s h o p e f u l , b u t t h i s i s n o t r e a l l y s o . U n t i l T h o m a s

Schelling's pathbreaking "Essay on Bargaining"^

^The American Economic Review, XLVI No, 3 (1956), Reprinted in
The S t ra tegy o f Confl i c t (Cambr idge , Mass , , I 960 ) ,

t h e r e w a s l i t t l e d e v e l o p m e n t o f t h e . t h e o r y o f n o n - z e r o - s u m g a m e s , y e t

m o s t o f p o l i t i c a l l i f e r e f u s e s t o fi t t h e a s s u m p t i o n o f d i a m e t r i c a l l y

o p p o s e d i n t e r e s t s a m o n g a c t o r s , F u n d a m e n t a l l y , S c h e l l i n g * s i n n o v a t i o n

w a s t o b r e a k t h e p r o c e s s o f n e g o t i a t i o n d o w n i n t o a s e q u e n c e o f m : ) v e s ,

r a t h e r t h a n t r y i n g t o d e d u c e a n o u t c o m e d i r e c t l y f r o m t h e i n i t i a l c o n

d i t i o n s , P r i o r t o t h i s i t c o u l d b e s a i d t h a t c e r t a i n c o n c e i v a b l e s o l u

t i o n s w e r e r u l e d o u t , b u t t h i s s t i l l l e f t a . r a n g e o f e q u a l l y p o s s i b l e
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solutions, v'/hich of these was the one to be actually arrived at was
said to be determined by the relative "bargaining skill" of the partie

a phrase which, unlike the Australian lady's fancy dress, concealed
what it should have revealed. Ordinary economics had, of course, en
countered what were in fact non-zero-sum games, for example in the

analysis of "bilateral monopoly" (a*single seller confronting a single
buyer)̂

Another obvious example is the situation of several firms sell i in,
(partially or completely) substitutable goods: by agreeing (explicitlyor tacitly) on keeping the price up they can all benefit relatively to
a price war; but each has a short-run interest in undercutting the res-
Analyses of this phenomenon■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
l i t t l e g e n e r a l s i g n i fi c a n c e .

but again the analysis showed only the limits within which the result
must fall given that the parties would alv/ays "reject a position which

they could bcth simultaneously improve upon.^

hly saying this must necessarily involve the rejection of theclaim put forward in a number of .articles by John C. Harsanyi to the
effect that a satisfactory determinate solution to any bargaining sit
uation was provided by the economist Prederik Zeuthen in a. book pub
lished in 1930.- (The most "popular" trea-fcment is "Models for the
Analysis of the Balance of Pov/er in Society", pp. 442-463 of Nagel,
Sunpes a]^ Tarski (eds.), Logic, Methodology and Philosophy of Science
( C O ) . T h e m o s t e l a b o r a t e , w h i c h i n c l u d e s a
critique of Schelling, is "On the Rationality Postulates underlying th€

Co-operative Games", Jouinal of Conflict Resolution, V No. 2
(I95I), 179-196. As set out by Harsanyi, the theory is quite simple:
roughly, each party calculates at every stage in the negotiations"hov/

would be to have no agreement than to make a concession;and the party which would lose comparatively mors from the br,-akdov/n 01
the negotiations should then make the next concession. Now although
■fchis procedure does not require "interpersonal comparison of utility"
in the str ict sense that would al low one to say v/i thout qualification



that A gets more enoo;|/iri3nt from x than B does from y, it does rrosui^-
pose (as Harsanyi admits) that each party Icnov/s the utilitjr .function
o f t h e o t h e r , a s w e l l o f c o u r s e a s k n o w i n g i t s m m : t h a t i s t o s a y ,
e o c h m u s t k n o w t h e t w o s c a l e s o f p r e f e r e n c e , e v n t h o u g h o n e s c a l e c a n
n o t 0 - 3 b r o u g h t i n d i r e c t r e l a t i o n w i t h t h e o t h e r. U n l e s s t h i s i s s o ,
t h e c o m p a r i s o n v d i i c h i s r e c ^ u i r e d a t e a c h s t a g e b e t w e e n t h e r e l u c t a n c e
o f one s ide to see the negot ia t ion fa i l as aga ins t mak ing a concess ion
a n d t h a t o f t h e o t h e r s i d e c a n n o t e v e n b e g i n t o b e m a d e . B u t t h i s
p r e s u p p o s i t i o n m a k e s t h e w h o l e t h i n g s i l l y , f o r i t a c t u a l l y r u l e s o u t
t h e p o s s i b i l i t y o f a n y t h i n g r e c o g n i z a b l e a s n e g o t i a t i o n ; t h e p a r t i e s
c o u l d s i m p l y t a k e o u t t h e i r p e n c i l s a n d s a y " L e t u s c a l c u l a t e " . T h e
w h o l e a r t o f n e g o t i a t i o n , a s F r e d C h a r l e s I k l e s h o w s i n h i s H o w I Ta t i o n s
negot ia te (New York , 1964) i s to man ipu la te o r m is represen t one 's
u t i l i t y f unc t i on (and fo r max imum i : ) l a ,us ib i l i t y no t t o be too su re exac t
ly where manipu la t ion ends and misrepresentat ion s tar ts ) in such a v /ay
as to make i t appear to the other side that they had better make most o
the concess ions . A par ty to negot ia t ions ra re ly knov /s how impor tan t ■
i t i s t o t h e o t h e r s i d e t o s e c u r e a g r e e m e n t o n o n e s e t o f t e r m s r a t h e r
t h a n a n o t h e r a s a g a i n s t n o t g e t t i n g a g r e e m e n t a t a l l ; a n d , a s I k l e
s a y s , i t o f t e n d o e s n ' t e v e n h a v e t h i s i n f o r m a t i o n s b o u t i t s e l f !

I t i s t r u e t h a t e c o n o m i s t s , g a m e t h e o r i s t s , a n d e v e n a p h i l o s o p h e r

( P r o f e s s o r B r a i t h v / a i t e ) h a d b y t h e m i d - fi f t i e s i n t e r e s t e d t h e m s e l v e s

i n t h e s o - c a l l e d " p r o b l e m o f f a i r d i v i s i o n " . I n i t s s i m p l e s t f o i m ,

t h i s m a y b e s t a t e d a s f o l l o w s r i f t w o p e o p l e h a v e t o a g r e e o n t h e d i v i

s i o n o f s o m e m o n e y b e t w e e n t h e m b e f o r e e i t h e r g e t s a n y, v ^ h a t i s t h e

" r a t i o n a l " o r " f a i r " s o l u t i o n ? T h i s h a s t h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c n o n - z e r o -

s u m g a m e f e a t u r e t h a t i n s o m e o u t c o m e s b o t h p l a y e r s l o s e r e l a t i v e l y t o

v / h a t t h e y c o u l d g e t i n o t h e r s ; b u t t h e s o l u t i o n s , t h o u g h i n g e n i o u s ,

w e r e h a r d l y s a t i s f a c t o r y. A l t h o u g h t h e r e w e r e v a r i a n t s ( o f . R . D u n c a n

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

6) the solutions all rested on seeing hov/ much damage the players could
infl ic t on one another by nonco-opera t ion or b loody-mindedness and then

tak ing th is as the d is t r ibu t ive benc l imark in mov ing them both to a more

f a v o u r a b l e p o s i t i o n , o n t h e " e f fi c i e n t l i n e . " S u c h " s o l u t i o n s " w e r e

ne i t he r " f a i r " i n t he e th i ca l sense (as John Rav / l s po in ted ou t ) no r



w a r s t h e y p a r t i c u } . a r l y l i k a l y t o c o m e a b o u t a s a r e s u l t o f t h e m a n o e u

vres of ra t ional egois ts (as Schel l ing pointed out) . Rather, they

w e r e a s o r t o f h y b r i d .

A m o n g s o c i o l o g i s t s a n d s o c i a l p s y c h o l o g i s t s t h e d e s i r e f o r d e fi

nite, reproducible results had led by the mid-fift ies to the accumu
l a t i o n o f a f o r m i d a b l e a m o u n t o f e x p e r i m e n t a l d a t a o n t h a b e h a v i o u r

o f " s m a l l g r o u p s " , i n a d d i t i o n t o s t u d i e s o f g r o u p s n o t s p e c i a l l y s e t

u p f o r t h e p u r p o s e o f b e i n g s t u d i e d . ^ • .
T

T h e t w o b e s t - k n o v / n o f t h e l a t t e r k i n d a r e t h e H a w t h o r n e p l a n t
s tud ies and V/hyte*s St reet Corner Soc ie ty (2nd. Ed. , Chicago, 1955) .
I n t h e l a t e r p h a s e w h i c h I s h a l l b e c o m i n g o n t o s u b s e q u e n t l y , B l a u ' s
The Dynamics of Bureaucracy (Chicago, 1955) is of pr ime importance.

B u t a g a i n , I d o n o t t h i n k t h e s e e k e r s f o r " a p p r o a c h e s t o t h e s t u d y o f

p o l i t i c s " c a n b e a l t o g e t h e r b l a m e d f o r o v e r l o o k i n g t h i s fi e l d , g i v e n

i t s s t a t e o f d e v e l o p m e n t a t t h e t i m e . A n y o n e r e a d i n g a c o l l e c t i o n

o f " s m a l l g r o u p " l i t e r a t u r e u p t o 1 9 5 4 ^ ,

^A.P. Hare. E.P. Borgatta and R.P. Bales (eds,). Small Groups
(New York, 1955)

w i t h a n e y e t o u s i n g i t s r e s u l t s i n p o l i t i c a l a n a l y s i s m i g h t b e f o r

g i v e n f o r c o n c l u d i n g t h a t , f a s c i n a t i n g a s m u c h o f i t w a s , i t d i d n o t

s e e m p o s s i b l e t o g e t f r o m t h e n u m e r o u s e x p e r i m e n t a l r e p o r t s a g e n e r a l

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

^This feeling of mental indigestion can be induced very effec-
t i ve l y by read ing th rough the 584 i t em anno ta ted b ib l i og raphy o f t he
fie ld i n Ha re , Bo rga t t a and Ba les ( pp . 579 -661 ) .
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^Suĉ a"̂  ct̂ nclusion majT ê unjû , but it̂ -fsN ârtainly in\elligiblA deeper/apprais.al of *^e^situation vvSuld ^pfobablV be that ^thea>e were,
plentyxo^ theories, ^ch of\y/hich off83^^ an explarWtioi^o'f onlyNone'plentyxdf theories, each of\v/hich offerW an explamtion/o'f onlXone
pa^'-'of the data.J><:

In 1961 there apperred a book ent i t led Smal l - Groups and Pol i t ica l

Behav iou r by S idney Verba , wh ich m igh t we l l re in fo rce a cau t ious a t t i

t u d e r a t h e r t h a n c o n v e r t i t i n t o a n e n t h u s i a s t i c o n e . T h i s i s n o t t o
*

say tha t Ve rba fa i l s t o make ou t h i s case i n t h i s impress i ve l y -docu - -

mented v /ork ; bu t h is case is the fa i r l y modest one tha t "smal l g roup"

s t u d i e s h a v e s o m e r e l e v a n c e t o P o l i t i c s , A l m o s t h a l f t h e b o o k i s t a k e i

u p w i t h p o i n t i n g o u t t h e r e l e v a n c e o f " s m a l l g r o u p s " o f a l l k i n d s t o

the work ing o f any po l i t i ca l syv^ tem, and then a rgu ing tha t the spec ia l

features o f exper imenta l work on "smal l groups" do not prec lude them

f r o m b e i n g a " v a l u a b l e a d j u n c t " t o p o l i t i c a l r e s e a r c h . T h e r e s t o f

the book, which takes up _spme,,_of the^.f.indings,...Q:^^J!small,.,group.!l

ments on leadersh ip , does, i t seems to me, bear out the c la im that

this material has some relevance to politics, but^not a very far-reach
ing relevance,^

^One Indication that Verba Himself may have reached this conclu
s i o n i s t h e l a c k o f d i r e c t r e f e r e n c e t o " s m a l l g r o u p " s t u d i e s i n h i s
later work, such as Gabr ie l A, Almond and Sidney Verba, The Civ ic Cul-
t u r e ( P r i n c e t o n , 1 9 6 3 ) , ' ' ^

Two main topics are pursued, aptly summarized in the chapter headings

as ' l ueadersh ip : A f fec t i ve and Ins t rumen ta l " and "The Par t i c i pa t i on

Hypothes is" , The la t ter conta ins some shrewd and damaging observat ions

on the distance between the manipulative so-called "democracy" of Kurt



Lewin's disciples and anything recognizable as such in national poli

t i c s ^

The bes t example o f wha t Verba i s c r i t i c i z ing , though i t came
ou t t oo l a te f o r i nc l us ion i n h i s book , i s p robab l y Ra lph K . V /h i t e
and Ronald Lippi t t , Autocracy and Democracy (Nev^ York, I960).

and thus a lmos t cons t i tu tes a case s tudy in how no t to d raw po l i t i ca l

c n n c l u s i o n s f r o m s m a l l - g r o u p s t u d i e s . I n t h e f o i m e r p a r t t h e r e d o

occu r s ta temen ts abou t po l i t i c s , such as "Po l i t i ca l sys tems mus t p ro

v ide the i r members v / i th bo th t ypes o f ou tpu ts , the ins t rumenta l and th

a f f e c t i v e . " B u t t h i s p r o p o s i t i o n i s n o t d e r i v a b l e f r o m t h e " s m a l l

g r o u p " d a t a p r e s e n t e d , a b o u t t h e b i f u r c a t i o n o f t h e l e a d e r s h i p r o l e

i n t o a f f e c t i v e a n d i n s t r u m e n t a l c o i i p o n e n t s , a n d s o o n . N o r i s t h e

truth of the proposi t ion ( i f i t is t rue) rendered more expl icable by

these data , which s imply a l low us to conc lude that the same necess i ty

i s f o u n d i n c e r t a i n e x p e r i m e n t a l s m a l l g r o u p s -

T h e d i s t i n c t i o n i s , a f t e r a l l , o n e o f t h e m a i n c o n c e p t u a l t o o l s
u s e d b y S . M . L i p s e t i n P o l i t i c a l I ! a n ( , 1 9 5 9 )
w h e r e i t i s i n t r o d u c e d i n C h a p t e r I I I q u i t e o u t o f t h e b l u e .

a c c e p t Ve r b a * s c l a i m t h a t t h e " s m a l l g r o u n "
r t i U

findings are suggestive of questions to be asked in politicSy^.but this
is, after all, a very limited claim to make.^

T a l c o t t P a r s o n s * w e l l - k n o w n " A G I L " m o d e l o f t h e f u n c t i o n a l r e
q u i s i t e s f o r a n y v i a b l e s o c i a l s y s t e m e r a s a r r i v e d a t b y r e fl e c t i o n o n
some o f t he " sma l l g roup " resu l t s r e fe r red t o by Ve rba i n t h i s pa r t ,
and the same comment seams to me to apply. Assuming that the proposi
t i o n a b o u t s o c i a l s y s t e m s " r e q u i r i n g " s u c h - a n d - s u c h i s a n e m p i r i c a l



o n e r a t h e r t h a n a t a u t o l o g / , i t s t r u t h f o r p o l i t i c a l l y - o r g a n i z e d s o c i
t i es cou ld be es tab l i shed on l y by l o }k ing a t t hem, no t by appea l i ng to
" s m a l l g r o u p " a n a l o g i e s .

In Smal l Groups and Po l i t i ca l Behav io r Verba i s se k ing conc lus ions

.about leadership in small experimental groups which are to be directl^r
r e l e v a n t t o t h e s t u d y o f p o l i t i c a l b e h a v i o u r . B u t t h e m a i n s i g n i fi c a n

o f " s m a l l g r o u p " fi n d i n g s f o r p o l i t i c s l i e s i n t h e i r i m p o r t a n t r o l e i :

the development of the general theory of socia l behaviour as exchange—

o r t h a t a t a n y r a t e , i s t h e v i e w f o r w h i c h I a m c o n t e n d i n g h e r e .

T h e p h r a s e " s o c i a l b e h a v i o u r a s e x c h a n g e " w a s p u t f o r v / a r d b y

G e o r g e R o m a n s a s a l a b e l f o r a d i s t i n c t i v e m o d e o f a n a l y s i s i n a n a r t i

cle published in 1958.^

"'■"Social Behavior as Exchange", American Journal of Sociology
L X I I I ( 1 9 5 8 ) , r e p r i n t e d i n S e n t i m e n t s a n d A c t i v i t i e s ( L o n d o n , 1 9 o 2 ) .

H i s 0 w n S o c i a l B e h a v i o u r a n d B l a u ' s E x c h a n g e " a n d ' To w e r b o t h ^ r e s t " o n

t h i s i d e a , w h i c h I s h a l l b r i e fl y s e t o u t a n d i l l u s t r a t e i n t h i s s e c

t i o n . A c c o r d i n g t o R o m a n s , i n t h e a r t i c l e j u s t m e n t i o n e d , " S o c i a l

b e h a v i o r i s a n e x c h a n g e o f g o o d s , m a t e r i a l g o o d s b u t a l s o n o n - m a t e r i a l

ones , such as the symbols o f approva l o r p res t ige . " (Romans, Sent i inen

a n d A c t i v i t i e s , p . 2 9 2 ) . T h i s c o n c e p t i o n i s p l a i n l y a g e n e r a l i z a t i o n

f r o m n a r r o w l y e c o n o m i c e x c h a n g e , a n d p r o p o s i t i o n s w o r k e d o u t i n e c o n o m

i c s a b o u t t h e c o n d i t i o n s a n d t e r m s o f e x c h a n g e fi n d t h e i r a n a l o g u e s

h e r s . A f t e r l i s t i n g s o m e , R o m a n s c . - i n c l u d e s : " I t i s s u r p r i s i n g h o v /

f a m i l i a r t h e s e X - > 3 ? o p o s i t i o n s a r e ; i t i s s u r p r i s i n g t o o , h o w p r o p o s i t i o n ;

about the dynamics of exchange can begin to generate the static thing



i

w e c a l l ' g r o u p s t r u c t u r e ' . . . . " ( i b i d . , p p . . 2 9 2 - 3 ) ,

R a t h e r t h a n s p e l l o u t f u r t h e r i n a b s t r a c t t e r m s w h a t " s o c i a l

behaviour" and "exchange" mean here,̂

I s h a l l a t t e m p t t h i s i n P a r t 2 .

l e t m e i l l u s t r a t e t h e c o n c e p t i o n i n p r a c t i c e b y g i v i n g a s t o c k e x a m p l e

of both Blau and Romans: the exchange of esteem and advice in a

b u r e a u c r a c y a s d e s c r i b e d i n B l a u ' s e a r l i e r b o o k T h e D y n a m i c s o f

Bureaucracy.^

- T o 1 3
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Hoinans uses this as a running example in developing his hasic
ideas in Social Behaviour (Chapters Tv/o and Three) and then tov/ards th
end devotes a whole chapter (Seventeen) to a restatement o f i t in
terms of his own developed theory. Blau, in Exchange and Power, not
s u r p r i s i n g l y r e f e r s t o i t a t a g r e a t n u m b e r o f p o i n t s a n d c h o o s e s i tas his example when h: wants to make a full-dress application of tra
ditional economic theory to social exchange (Chapter Seven),

In studying an agency of the U.S. federal government concerned with th
enforcement of a certain law, Blau found that although the agents were

supposed to work independently except for consulting their common supe

visor, a great deal of consultation in fact went on between agents.
A minority of agents were accepted by everyone as especially competent

and most were willing to give advice to the rest. In "exchange" terms

a consul tat ion can be considered an exchange of va lues; both par
t i c i pan ts ga in someth ing , and bo th have to pay a p r i ce . The
q u e s t i o n i n g a g e n t i s e n a b l e d t o p e r f o r m b e t t e r t h a n h e c o u l d o t h e
wise have done, without exposing his difficult ies to the super
v i s o r . B y a s k i n g f o r a d v i c e , h e i m p l i c i t l y p a y s h i s r e s p e c t t o
the superior proficiency of his colleague. This a^cloiowledgement
o f i n f e r i o r i t y, i s t h e c o s t o f r e c e i v i n g , a s s i s t a n c e . T h e c o n s u l
t a n t g a i n s p r e s t i g e , i n r e t u r n f o r w h i c h h e i s w i l l i n g t o d e v o t e
some t ime to t he c j nsu l t a t i on and pe rm i t i t t o d i s rup t h i s own
w o r k . " ( B l a u , i b i d . , p . 1 0 8 )

But as well as a pattern of less-proficient agents consult ing more-

p r o fi c i e n t a g e n t s , B l a u a l s o f o u n d a p a t t e r n o f m u t u a l c o n s u l t a t i o n

in pa i r s o r t r i os among the less -competen t agen ts . Th is can be ex

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

proficient agents found the costs of being consulted soon outweighed
t h e g a i n s , w h i l e l e s s - p r o fi c i e n t a g e n t s f o u n d t h e c o n v e r s e . O n t h e

one side "the value of any one of very many consultations became defla:

ted for experts, and the pr ice they paid in f requent interrupt ions

became inflated." ( ibid., p. 108) On the other side, "the cost became



p r o h i b i t i v e , i f t h e c o n s u l t a n t , a f t e r t h e q . u e s t i o n e r h a d s u b o r d i n a t e d

h i m s e l f b y a s k i n g f o r h e l p , v / a s i n t h e l e a s t d i s c o u r a g i n g . . , . " ( i b i d ,

p. 109) As a result of these forces operating on the supply of and
d e m a n d f o r e x p e r t a d v i c e , t h e l e v e l o f c o n s u l t a t i o n b y l e s s - p r o fi c i e n t

o f m o r e - p r o fi c i e n t a g e n t s s t a b i l i z e d a t a l e v e l w h i c h l e f t a l a r g e u n

f u l fi l l e d d e m a n d f o r a d v i c e a m o n g t h e l e s s - p r o fi c i e n t a g e n t s . I t w a s
■ ' - m - ;

t o mee t th i s demand ( th i s i s s tage two o f t he exp lana t i on ) t ha t t he

l e s s - p r o fi c i e n t a g e n t s f o r m e d c o n s u l t i n g p a r t n e r s h i p s a m o n g t h e m s e l v e s

I n " e x c h a n g e " t e r m s , t h e y u s e d e x p e r t a d v i c e o n l y w h e n t h e r e w a s n o

s u b s t i t u t e f o r i t , a n d f o r t h e r e s t c o n t e n t e d t h e m s e l v e s w i t h a l o w e r

g r a d e o f a d v i c e w h i c h , h o w e v e r , h a d a f a i r l y n e g l i g i b l e c o s t t o t h e m

(negl igible because, coming from an agent of similar proficiency, i t
cou ld eas i l y be re tu rned i n k i nd ) . As one agen t sa i d , " I ask t he ones

I k n o w w e l l , b e c a u s e I d o n * t f e e l a n y r e l u c t a n c e a b o u t a s k i n g t h e m . "

( i b i d . , p . 1 0 9 ) - — '

W h a t e v e r i t s v a l i d i t y a s a m e t h o d o f s c i e n t i fi c a n a l y s i s m a y b e ,

t h e i d e a o f s o c i a l e x c h a n g e i s s u r e l y w e l l e s t a b l i s h e d i n c o m m o n - s e n s e

e x p l a n a t i o n s o f b e h a v i o u r . " I ^ e n h a v e a l w a y s e x p l a i n e d t h e i r b e h a v i o r

b y p o i n t i n g t o w h a t i t g e t s t h e m a n d w h a t i t c o s t s t h e m . T h a t m i n e

i s a n e x p l a n a t i o n o f t h e s a m e s o r t I c l a i m a s o n e o f i t s p o s i t i v e

a d v a n t a g e s . " ( H o m a n s , S o c i a l B e h a v i o u r, p . 1 3 ) A m o r e s i g n i fi c a n t

p o i n t p e r h a p s i s t h a t i t i s a l s o a l r e a d y w e l l e s t a b l i s h e d , i n a n i n

fo rma l way, i n v / r i t i ngs abou t po l i t i cs . Homans can say v / i t h some jus^

t i c e t h a t s o c i o l o g y " h a s e n d e d b y p a i n t i n g a p i c t u r e o f m a n t h a t m e n
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cannot recogn ize" and add tha t "o f a l l our many 'approaches* to soc ia l

behavior, the on:^ that sees i t as an economy is most neglected, though
it is the one we use every moment of our l ives—except when we wri te

socio logy." (Socia l Behaviour, pp. I3- I4) The same charge cer ta in ly
w i l l n o t s t i c k i n t h e c a s e o f p o l i t i c s , w h e r e ( l e a v i n g a s i d e c e r t a i n

r e c e n t " s t r u c t u r a l - f u n c t i o n a l " a b e r r a t i o n s ) t h e b a s i c v o c a b u l a r y h a s

b e e n o n e o f d e a l s , o f f e r s , b a r g a i n s , i n t e r e s t s , p o w e r a n d s i m i l a r c o n -

cepts which fit naturally into an̂ 'î <Jhalte@e£̂  ffamework̂  Thre—red-ê -ef
^-^.h-&cxy-x>dE>3oel^lr--0Xtjhangfi^wouMO3a'^W''pUrt'^rf3--mcrdc-'Cff'- 'anad:y"3l-sv-on

i s w o r t h n o t i c i n g , a s v / e l l , t h a t t h e t w o

" a p p r o a c h e s " t o p o l i t i c s p r o d u c e d f r o m w i t h i n t h e d i s c i p l i n e , t h e

" b e h a v i o u r a l " a n d " g r o u p " o n e s , s e e m t o f i t c o m f o r t a b l y i n t o - a n —

, c o n t e x t . I f w e t a k e t h e " b e h a v i o u r a l " a p p r o a c h a s d e m a n d i n g

t h a t i n a d d i t i o n t o d e s c r i b i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s p o l i t i c a l s c i e n t i s t s

should try to explain them^^^^theory of elementary .so,cial._behaviour

l i e s a t t h e h e a r t o f t h e p r o g r a m m e ; a n d t h e " g r o u p " a p p r o a c h , v / h i c h

obviously has great mer i ts but was weakened by being over-extended,

s h o u l d b e b e t t e r o f f a s a n i m p o r t a n t s p e c i a l c a s e o f i n t e r l o c k i n g

soc ia l behav iour than i t ever was as a would-be ground- leve l concep

t u a l f r a m e w o r k f o r t h e w h o l e o f p o l i t i c s .

E v e n t h e " s t r u c t u r a l - f u n c t i o n a l " a p p r o a c h , p u r g e d o f o r g a n i c i s m

and reduced to the bas ic idea o f a "sys tem" is compat ib le w i th ana ly

s i s i n t e r m s o f s o c i a l e x c h a n g e ; i n d e e d I s u s p e c t t h a t i t c a n h a v e

n o c o n t e n t w i t h o u t s u c h a n a l y s i s . S u p p o s e w e s a y t h a t o u r " m a j o r a n d

g r o s s u n i t o f a n a l y s i s w i l l b e t h e p o l i t i c a l s y s t e m " a n d d e fi n e a

p o l i t i c a l s y s t e m a s " a s e t o f i n t e r a c t i o n s , a b s t r a c t e d f r o m t h e t o t a l -



i t y o f s o c i a l b e h a v i o r , t h r o u g h w h i c h v a l u e s a r e a u t h o r i t a t i v e l y a l l o

cated for a society."^

' E a s t o n , p p . 2 3 a n d 5 7 .

S u r e l y i f w e w a n t t o t r a c e o u t c a u s a l p r o c e s s e s a m o n g t h i s p a r t i c u l a r

s e t o f i n t e r a c t i o n s — a n d I v / o u l d t a k e t h i s t o b e w h a t t h e s t u d y o f

p o l i t i c s i s a b o u t — w e n e e d a t h e o r y o f s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n i n g e n e r a l ,

a n d t h i s m a y b e f o u n d i n t h e t h e o r y o f s o c i a l b e h a v i o u r a s e x c h a n g e .

I t i s a f a l l a c y t o t h i n k t h a t t a k i n g " t h e p o l i t i c a l s y s t e m " a s o n e ' s

" m a j o r a n d g r o s s u n i t o f ^ a n a l y s i s " c o m m i t s o n e t o s e e k i n g g e n e r a l i z a

t i o n s a t t h e s y s t e m l e v e l . A n e c o n o m i s t , f o r e x a m p l e , m i g h t ( i n a n

expansive mood) say that he takes "the economic system" as his "major

a n d g r o s s u n i t o f a n a l y s i s " , b u t h e w o u l d h a r d l y s u p p o s e t h a t t h i s

c o m m i t t e d h i s e n t i r e v / o r k i n g l i f e t o l o o k i n g f o r c o m m o n f a c t o r s a m o n g

e v e r y, e c o n o i a i c . . s y s t e m t h e r e h a s e v e r b e e n , f r o m t h e A n c i e n t B r i t o n s

a n d t h e B s r g d a m a t o t h e S o v i e t U n i o n a n d t h e U S A . R a t h e r h e w o u l d

t a k e t h i s a s m e a n i n g t h a t , f o r a n y e c o n o m y, h e w o u l d t r y t o s h o w h o v /

t h e o b s e r v e d l e v e l s o f m o n e y i n c o m e , p h y s i c a l p r o d u c t i o n e t c . , w e r f

a r r i v e d a t ( g i v e n c e r t a i n t a s t e s , t e c h n o l o g y, e t c . ) a s t h e e n d r e s u l t

o f m i l l i o n s o f e x c h a n g e s b e t w e e n e c o n o m i p a c t o r s , e a c h e x c h a n g e h a v i n g
[ l6a. J

ramifying effects on the terms of others.^ In much the same v/ay, it
s e e m s t o m e p l a u s i b l e t o s u g g e s t t h a t t a k i n g " t h e p o l i t i c a l s y s t e m "

as our "major and gross uni t of analysis" should commit us only ( I )

t o a n a t t e m p t a t d e r i v i n g t h e p a t t e r n o f a u t h o r i t a t i v e d e c i s i o n s i n

a n y g i v e n s o c i e t y f r o m t h e c o n d i t i o n s a n d p r o c e s s e s o f s o c i a l e x c h a n g e

- t — I f
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Unhappily, Saston 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 reveal the way in which the life processes or

defining functions of political systems are protected." (p. 78) This
is akin to saying that the central concern of economics should "be, not
how any particular economic system works, but. how it comes about that

goods arê produced and consumed at all.̂
- JOddly enough, Easton insists on asking the usual "functionalist"

question,but emphatically denies that the usual sort of "functionalist
answers can be given: "postulating functional requirements" is "at
best theoretically trivial". (p. 105) i suspect this to be true, but
II It is tnen this aijparently means that no empirical generalizations
are possible about the conditions which must be met by a political
system in order to "persist". One cannot consistently assert (a) tha,t

^at IS-the task of a behavioral science of polit ics" to ask "hov/
political systems...persist" (pp. 55, 78), tb) that no testable genera
izations about (a) are possible (p. 105) and (c) that the "behavioral
approach" entails a search for testable generalizations (pp. 6,7)

In his earlier hook, The Human group (London, 1951) Homans wrote,
"The elements of a synthesis are on hand. V/e shall only put tosether
ideas that have been lying around 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".

i i i a n t i o n j
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fnr "approaohoo" to politics.^ At the simplest level we can poi;

o u t t h a t e x p e r i m e n t a l s t u d i e s o f g r o u p s u n d e r l i e m o s t o f t h e p r o p o s i

t i o n s o f t h e t h e o r y o f s o c i a l e x c h a n g e a s i t h a s b e e n d e v e l o p e d s o f a r

I t i s v e r y i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t i c e a c o m m o n b o d y o f r e s e a r c h m a t e r i a l
c d f o V i A . i S ^ A . ^

b e i n g r e f e r r e d t o i n t h e f o o t n o t e s o f B l a u , H o m a n s a n d , t h e - T h i b a u t a n d

Kellea^^Social Psychology of G-roups^ But there is more to it than the
r a w d a t a o f e x p e r i m e n t a l r e p o r t s . M u c h o f t h i s r e s e a r c h w a s c a r r i e d

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

See f(^r a Lewinian orientation G-roup Dynamics; Research and
Theory editeS by Darwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander (2nd Ed., London,
1560 K

» ^ 1 t h o u g h t h e L o w - j
c t i C < 5 c A ,

f "tiki ^
- ^ O 0 V « l ^ u s f c o U , - i S U - " _ _

a l l , t h a t , f a r f r o m t a l k , o f e x c h a n g i n g b e n e fi t s o r . t h r e a - t . n i n g u n

wanted outcomes.̂

T h u s , f o r e x a m p l e , R o b e r t L a n e u s e d t h e t e m i n o l o g y o f " v a l e n c e s
i n P o l i t i c a l L i f e ( G l e n c o e , 111 . , 1 9 5 9 ) t o t a l k a b o u t t h e c o n d i t i o n s
under wh ich a non-po l i t i ca l g roup (e .g . a ve te rans ' o rgan iza t ion) c : . v : .
c a r r i e s i t s m e m b e r s w i t h i t i f i t a d o p t s a p o l i t i c a l s t a n d . " T h e fi r s '
c o n s i d e r a t i o n , w i l l b e t h e v a l e n c e o f t h e g r o u p f o r t h e i n d i v i d u a l s .
H o w i m p o r t a n t i s i t f o r t h e m , h o v / u r g e n t a r e t h e n e e d s t h e g r o u p s a t i S '
fi e s a n d w h a t a l t e r n a t i v e s a r e a v a i l a b l e ? " ( p . 1 9 1 ; i t a l i c s i n o r i g i
n a l ) . I n r e w a r d - c o s t t e r m s : c o n f o r m i t y i n a t t i t u d e i s a r e w a r d t o
others (though a low-grade one because, as Homans says "any fool can
c o n f o r m " ) ; a n i n d i v i d u a l w h o f a i l s t o p r o v i d e t h i s r e w a r d v / i l l l o s e
e s t e e m i n t h e e y e s o f t h e o t h e r s . T h e p o s s i b l e c o s t o f c : n f o r m i t y i s
a l o s s o f i n t e g r i t y ( s t i c k i n g u p f o r o n e ' s o v / n o p i n i o n s ) ; w h e t h e r t h i s
i s g r e a t e r t h a n t h e c o s t c r e a t e d b y l o s i n g e s t e e m t h r o u g h n o n - c o n f o r m - r
i t y d e p e n d s h o w r e w a r d i n g t h e p e r s o n fi n d s h i s p r e s e n t p o s i t i o n i n
t h e g r o u p a n d h o w e a s i l y h e c a n r e p l a c e t h i s s o u r c e o f r e w a r d w i t h
others. But the "soc ia l exchange" f ramework enables us to make many



other, intel l igibly connected, predict ions on the same subject, many
o f wh i ch a re s ta ted i n Chap te rs F i ve ( " I nfluence " ) and S i x teen
("Status, Conforinity and Innovation") of Social Behaviour.

— n — I T e - - < 1 . I I

) . / . r i e k - ^ - o f l - b L a i n ^ ^ - b o ^ i n u ; - I - c h o u l d a n n s s n i 3 x t - ^ 3 r l r « c -
c t ^ ^ L - f x o fi c ^ O y r f v ^ U > T S L a

tual—sjour&d "interactionism", loosely understood. (Ihos-e who 'atto-i^

" I n t e r a c t i o n i s m " i n t h e s t r i c t s e n s e i s t h e d o c t r i n e f o r m u l a t e d b y

El io t Chappie and Conrad M. Arensberg that on ly observat ions o f f re

q u e n c y , d u r a t i o n a n d i n i t i a t i o n o f i n t e r a c t i o n o f i n d i v i d u a l s w e r e t o

be admitted as data.^

For t r i bu tes t o t he sem ina l i nfluence o f t h i s i dea see \Vhy te ,
S t r e e t C o r n e r S o c i e t y , p p . 2 8 6 - 7 a n d H o m a n s , S e n t i m e n t s a n d A c t i v i t i e s
p p . 3 7 - b .

I n a l oose sense i t i nc ludes mod ifica t i ons such as tha t rep resen ted by

Homans* The Human Croup , wh ich p roposed the now we l l - knov /n bas ic schem

o f i n t e r a c t i o n s , a c t i v i t i e s a n d s e n t i m e n t s . ^ ' ^ ^

Wil l iam Foote V/hjr te, one of the few people actual ly to go around
c a l l i n g h i m s e l f a n " i n t e r a n t i o n i s t " , h a s e n d o r s e d t h e t h r e e f o l d s c h e m e
a n d d e f e n d e d a g a i n s t C h a p p i e - t h e i n c l u s i o n o f s e n t i m e n t s a s a s e p a r a t e
e lemen t , i n "An In te rac t i on Approach to the Theory o f Organ iza t i on " i n
Mason Haire (ed.) . Modem Organizat ion Theory ( iTew York, 1959).

Once i t i s es tab l i shed tha t t he re a re sys tema t i c connec t i ons i n g roups

among these three elements (as it was in The Human G-roup) the develop
m e n t o f i d e a s a b o u t s o c i a l e x c h a n g e t o e x p l a i n t h e s e c o n n e c t i o n s i s a

n a t u r a l s t e p . I n f a c t o n e m i g h t v / e l l s a y t h a t t h e m o s t s i g n i fi c a n t

d i f f e r e n c e b e t w e e n T h e H u m a n C r o u p a n d S o c i a l B e h a v i o u r i s n o t t h a t

one is cent red on in terac t ion and the o ther on exchange, but (as the

' T ^ l



titles themselves suggest) that one is ahout groups and the other

about social behaviour.^

The Hiyian Group seems to have had very little direct impact on
t h e s t u d y " o T " p o T I t Tc s i n s p i t e o f i t s w i d e c i r c u l a t i o n . T h i s c o u l d
be explained by intel lectual conservatism within the profession, but
at the same time the propositions are not stated in a form easily

' I a s s i m i l a b l e f o r a p p l i c a t i o n t o t h i n g s o t h e r t h a n " s m a l l g r o u p s . " .
The po in t made in connect ion wi th Verba 's Smal l Groups and Pol i t i ca l
B e h a v i o r s e e m s t o a p p l y h e r e t o o : i t i s n o t s o m u c h i n i o r m a t i o n a b o u t

I small groups that is important as information obtained from smallI groups. Information about social behaviour, on the other hemd, should
I (with appropriate additional premises) explain what happens both in
I small groups and anywhere else.

V I I I

' i

i i i , r -
I >^y:^hat-'°fne convergence between economics and the idea of social ex-

change is quite obvious. -Blau and Romans both make a point of acknow-
- l o d g i n g i t a n d I s h a l l n o t l a b o u r i t a n y f u r t h e r . H o w e v e r , b o t h o f

them restrict their favourable comments to orthodox economic analysis

> such as Boulding's Economic Analysis (32:'d. Ed., New York, 1955) j a

I work to which Blau repeatedly refers; and both writers explicitly
a im. br ick-bats a t the theory o f games. These cr i t ic isms seem to me to

rest on something of a misapprehension of exactly what game theory in
; a g e n e r a l s e n s e i n v o l v e s ; a n d i t s e e m s t o m e t h a t i f t h e y c o m e t o

i r e p r e s e n t t h e r e c e i v e d d o c t r i n e a m o n g " s o c i a l e x c h a n g e " t h e o r i s t s t h e

resul t can on ly be to hamper fu ture developments.

Both writers take exception to the degree of "rationali ty" v/hich,
they allege, game theorists impute to actors. According to Romans,



the theory of games is concerned wi th te l l ing people how to maximize

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

"calculation 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 descript ion of i t ." (Social Behaviour, p. 81),

B l a u g i v e s a m o r e d e t a i l e d i n d i c t m e n t .

\Vhat is expl ic i t ly not assumed here is that men have complete
i n f o r m a t i o n , t h a t t h e y h a v e n o s o c i a l c o m m i t m e n t s r e s t r i c t i n g
t h e i r a l t e r n a t i v e s , t h a t t h e i r p r e f e r e n c e s a r e e n t i r e l y c o n s i s
t e n t o r r e m a i n c o n s t a n t , o r t h a t t h e y p u r s u e o n e s p e c i fi c u l t i
m a t e g o a l t o t h e e x c l u s i o n o f a l l o t h e r s . T h e s e m o r e r e s t r i c t i v e
a s s u m p t i o n s , w h i c h a r e n o t m a d e i n t h e p r e s e n t a n a l y s i s , c h a r a c
te r i ze r a t i ona l i s t i c mode l s o f human conduc t , such as t ha t o f
g a m e t h e o r y . O f p a r t i c u l a r i m p o r t a n c e i s t h e f a c t t h a t m e n s t r i v f
t o a c h i e v e d i v e r s e o b j e c t i v e s . T h e s t a t e m e n t t h a t m e n s e l e c t t h e

• most pre fer red among ava i lab le a l te rnat ives does not imply tha^ t
they a lways choose the one that y ie lds them the greatest ma, ter ia l
p r o fi t . ( B l a u , p p . 1 8 - 1 9 )

A s c r i t i c i s m s o f t h e t h e o r y o f g a m e s t h e s e c o m m e n t s a r e a b o u t a s

w i d e o f t h e m a r k a s w o u l d b e a c r i t i c i s m o f " e c o n o m i c s " w h i c h a s s e r t e d

t ha t i t v / as a sub jec t en t i r e l y devo ted t o t i e ' s t udy o f pe r f ec t compe t i

t i on . O f ten the bes t way o f open ing up a l i ne o f ana lys i s i s to make

e x t r e m e l y r e s t r i c t i v e a s s u m p t i o n s t o b e g i n w i t h a n d r e l a x t h e m i n a

more realistic direction later.^

Anthony Downs' An Economic Theory of Democracy (New York, 1957)
is , wha tever one may th ink o f i t s p remises and c -nc lus ions , a beau t i
f u l l y o r g a n i z e d e x e m p l i fi c a t i o n o f t h i s p r o c e d u r e .

A n y l i n g e r i n g r e l u c t a n c e t o a c c e p t t h i s a m o n g p r a c t i t i o n e r s o f s o c i o

l o g y a n d p o l i t i c s c a n o n l y d e l a y t h e a r r i v a l o f t h e s e d i s c i p l i n e s a t

t he ma tu r i t y o f economics even l onge r t han t he reca l c i t r an t na tu re o f

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



all the ad hoc restrictive assumptions that have ever been made in it
i s s i m p l e f a l l a c y .

Take first the "specific ultimate goal" idea to which Blau goes oi
to attribute "particular importance". Much game theory is worked out
in terms of "utility", which is not a specific goal but a way of talkii
about an actor's preferences between outcomes, hov/ever 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 between alternative potential associates or cour

ses of action by evaluating the experiences or expected experiences
with each in terms of a preference ranking and.then selecting the best

alternative."^ (Ibid., p. 18)

^Admittedly, 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 betv/een hypothetical
lotteries. But i t is easy to show that this sort of concept cannot be
avoided once one star ts deal ing v/ i t rv probable outcomes rather t l ian
certain ones. Blau's ability to get by without it reveals not superioi
parsimoniousness of assumptions but adherence to the very primitive anc
r e s t r i c t i v e a s s u m p t i o n t h a t n o b o d y i s e v e r i n d o u b t .

Game theorists do indeed often work in terms of money rather than

utility, because it is more familiar and more directly operational.
But this does not entail that money is everything or even-ftiat every ^

§value can be expressed in money teimsf--though the latter is^very handy
assumpt ion las "benefi t - cos t ' ana l ys i s shows .

The two open ing coun ts o f B lau 's ind ic tment have l i t t l e more

substance. It is true that the theory of games was first worked out

for complete information, because this simplifies matters, but this
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a s s u m p t i o n i s n o t i n h e r e n t i n t h e t h e o r y i t s e l f .

" C o m p l e t e i n f o r m a t i o n r e f e r s t o t h e r u l e s o f t h e g a m e . I t i m p l i s
t h a t a l l p a y o f f v a l u e s a r e k n o v m . " ( S h u h i k , o p . c i t . , p . 5 ) . " C o m
p l e t e " i n f o r m a t i o n i s d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e f r o m " p e r f e c t " i n f o r m a t i o n , \ 7 i i i c } :
h a s n e v e r b e e n a s s u m e d f o r a l l g a m e s , " T h e k n o w l e d g e t h a t a n o p p o n e n t
w i l l v / i n i f h e h a s a r o y a l fl u s h c o n s t i t u t e s p a r t o f t h e c o m p l e t e i n f o i
m a t i o n c o n c e r n i n g t h e r u l e s o f t h e g a m e o f p o k e r , \ Y l i e t h e r o r n o t h e
h a s t h e y o y a l fl u s h d e p e n d s o n t h e d e a l , a n d , s i n c e t h i s i s u s u a l l y
d o n e f a c e d o v / n , t h e i n d i v i d u a l p l a y e r i s i n c o m p l e t e l y i n f o r o i e d a b o u t
t h e a c t u a l c a r d s d e a l t t o t h e o t h e r s , " ( i b i d , , p p , 5 0 6 ) . S h u b i k
po in ts ou t t ha t mos t o r thodox economics (o f t he k ind u t i l i zed by B lau )
h a s b e e n b a s e d o n v e r y s t r o n g a n d u n r e a l i s t i c a s s u m p t i o n s a b o u t i n f o r
m a t i o n . S e e S h u b i k p p . 1 6 5 - 7 | .

A n d i f t h e a c t o r s h a v e " s o c i a l c o m m i t m e n t s r e s t r i c t i n g t h e i r a l t e r n a

t i v e s " t h e s e c a n b e r e p r e s e n t e d i n t h e u t i l i t i e s t h e y a s ^ ^ ^ i g n t o v a r i o u s

outcomes, (How wou ld B lau conceptua l i ze such a s i tua t ion , anyway, ex-

c e p t b y s a y i n g t h a t d u e t o " s o c i a l c o m m i t m e n t s " s o m e a l t e r n a t i v e s v / e r e

ranked ver;^ low?

T h e o n l y o t h e r p o i n t t h a t B l a u m a k e s i s c e r t a i n l y r e l e v a n t t o
. . . . . . . .

s o m e d e g r e e b u t a p p l i e s t o e x a c t l y t h e s a m e d e g r e e t o h i s o w n a s s u m p t i c

t o o . I t i s n o t t r u e t h a t p r e f e r e n c e s m u s t b e " e n t i r e l y c o n s i s t e n t "

o r ' t e m a i n c o n s t a n t " f o r t h e t h e o r y o f g a m e s t o a p p l y . W h a t i s t r u e i s

t h a t t h e l e s s c o n s i s t e n t t h e y a r e t h e l e s s i t a p p l i e s , a n d t h a t l a r g e

random changes of tastes would be serious,^

O n e c o u l d , i f i t w e r e i m p o r t a n t e n o u g h t o b e w o r t h w h i l e ,
m a k e t h e u t i l i t y f u n c t i o n s o f p l a y e r s i n o n e g a m e d e p v o n d i n

s o m e s y s t e m a t i c w a y o n t h e o u t c o m e o f t h e p r e v i o u s g a m e .

B u t a r e n ' t B l a u ' s " p r e f e r e n c e r a n k i n g s " J u s t a s v u l n e r a b l e ? I f I a m

r i g h t i n s a y i n g t h a t t h e y a r e t h e g a m e t h e o r i s t s ' " u t i l i t i e s " m i n u s
t h e n a m e , t h e y m u s t b e . I f s o r a e o n e p r e f e r s A t o B , B t o C a n d C t o A ,



or pre fers A to B one minute and B to A the next , there are s t r ic t

l imi ts on what you can say ahout h im, whatever youKtechnical apparatus

and the more you t ry to say about h im then, natura l ly, the more t roubl<

you w i l l be i n , P ina l l y, Romans* cha rge t ha t t he t heo ry o f games i s

bu i l t on an assumpt ion o f long- run max imiza t ion aga in res ts on the

confus ion o f an expos i tory conven ience wi th the nature o f the theory.

We must have some assiimption (for some purposes at least) about the

w a y p e o p l e c h o o s e a m o n g b e n e fi t s o v e r t i m e , b u t v / e c a n m a k e t h e i r

t i m e - h o r i z o n a s s h o r t a s y o u l i k e : t h e y c a n d i s c o u n t t h e f u t u r e a t

such a ra te tha t no prospect more than a week o f f w i l l mod i fy the i r

b e h a v i o u r n o v / , i f t h a t ' s t h e v / a y y o u t h i n k t h e y w o r k ,

Game theory is the study of^situations^in^ wo• or ■more—pe

* 1
O C

C f . Thomas C. Sche l l ing , The St ra tegy o f Confl ic t (Cambr idge ,
Mass., 1950), pp. 86-7 and, for. other q[uotations, footnote 3 on page
8 6 ,

B u t t h i s s e e m s t o m e a n e q u a l l y a p t c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n o f s o c i a l b e h a

v iour,^

" I s h a l l t r y t o j u s t i f y t h i s i n S e c t i o n X I I I ( i n P a r t 2 ) ,

The notion (touched on by Romans) that game theory is inherently dif-,

f e ren t because i t i s no rma t i ve i s i n ny v i ew a red he r r i ng . One can

say ei ther " I f you want to be a person ?f such-and-such a hkind you

ought to do so-and-sc," or "If you were a person of such-and-such a kir

1



y o u w o u l d d o s D - a n d - s o • " T h e s a m e d e d u c t i o n o f c o n c l u s i o n s f r o i a p o s t u

l a t e s c a n b e u s e d t o y i e l d e i t h e r s t a t e m e n t . I f g a m e t h e o r y h a s t e n d

e d t o u s e t h e f i r s t f o r m a n d ' • s o c i a l e x c h a n g e " t h e s e c o n d t h i s i s a n

a c c i d e n t o f h i s t o r y a n d n o t a n e c e s s i t y o f l o g i c . S i m i l a r l y , g a m s

t h e o r y b e g a n a s a m a t h e m a t i c i a i n ' s t o y a n d h a s s i n c e t e n d e d t o c h o o s e

r i g o u r a t t h e p r i c e o f a b s t r a c t i o n , . w h e r e a s " s o c i a l e x c h a n g e " d e v e l o p e d

w i t h i n s o c i o l o g y. B u t t h e s e h i s t o r i c a , ! d i f f e r e n c e s s h o u l d n o t . b e

a l l o w e d t o o b s c u r e t h e f a c t t h a t t h e y b o t h c o v e r t h e s a m e p h e n o m e n a

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

fusing to regard them as parts (at differing levels of general i ty) of s

s i n g l e b o d y o f t h e o r y .

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

b i l i t y t o t h e n o t i o n t h a t " s o c i a l e x c h a n g e " r e j p r e s e n t s a b a s i s f o r

p o l i t i c s t h a t v / o u l d b r i n g i t i n t o a c l o s e r r e l a t i o n s h i p v / i t h t h e o t h e r

soc ia l sc iences . Of course , 1 s t i l l have no t sa id much to sug .^^es t

t h a t i t i s a u s e f u l b a s i s f o r p o l i t i c s , a n d t h i s i s i n f a c t m o r e a

m a t t e r f o r e v a l u a t i o n a f t e r a f e w d e c a d e s o f e x p e r i e n c e t h a n s o m e t h i n g

sub jec t to demonst ra t ion in a few thousand wel l chosen v /ords . So far

the on ly ev idence we have is B lau 's a t tempt to app ly the theory o f -

s o c i a l e x c h a n g e t o c e r t a i n f e a t u r e s o f i n s t i t u t i o n s i n E x c h a n g e a n d

P o w e r , a n d n e i t h e r s u c c e s s n o r f a i l u r e i n t h i s e f f o r t c o u l d r e a s o n a b l y

b e t a k e n a s c o n c l u s i n e e i t h e r w a y .

B u t h o w i m p o r t a n t i s i t , a n j i v a y , v / h e t h e r t h e s o c i a l s c i e n c e s h a v e

a common fo rm o f bas i c exp lana t i on o r no t? Fo r t ha t ma t te r, i s i t
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anything more than a q.-aest ionahle aesthet ic preference to hope for a

c o m m o n p a t t e r n i n a n a l y s e s o f p o l i t i c s ? S o m e p e o p l e s e e m t o t a k e p r i d i

i n p o i n t i n g t o t h e v a r i e t y o f " a p p r o a c h e s " a s i f i t w e r e a s t r e n g t h

r a t h e r t h a n a w e a k n e s s . I s n ' t t h i s t h e s e n s i b l e , t h e l i b e r a l , a t t i t u d e

t o t a k e ?

I t h i n k t h a t i n a n s v / e r i n g t h i s q u e s t i o n o n e h a s t o b e c a r e f u l t o

d i s t i n g u i s h b e t w e e n t h e d i v i s i o n o f i n t e l l e c t u a l l a b o u r a n d o t h e r l e s s

desi rable phenomena. Nobody, I take i t , would say that four men who h:

devoted themse lves to . s tudy ing , respec t ive ly, Par l iam-^n t , Congress ,

t h e P a i l , a n d t h e K n e s s e t , h a d ( s i m p l y i n v i r t u e o f t h a t f a c t ) d i f f e r

e n t " a p p r o a c h e s t o t h e s t u d y o f p o l i t i c s " . N o r w o u l d o n e s a y t h a t

they had 'different "approaches" from a man whose study was "legisla
t u r e s " . D i f f e r e n c e s i n s u b j e c t - m a t t e r a n d i n l e v e l s o f g e n e r a l i t y

m u s t n e c e s s a r i l y i n v o l v e t h e d e v e l o p m e n t o f d i f f e r e n t c o n c e p t s a n d

d i f f e r e n t t h e o r i e s b u t t h e p o i n t i s t h a t t h e s e c a n a l l , i n p r i n c i p l e ,

b e c o m p a t i b l e w i t h o n e a n o t h e r l T h e t r o u b l e w i t h t h e u s u a l l i s t s o f

" a p p r o a c h e s " i s t h a t m a n y o f t h e m s e e m t o b e c o n c e i v e d o f a s r i v a l

ways o f ta lk ing about the same sub jec ts a t the same leve l (s ) o f gsner -

a l i t y ; t h i s m u s t s u r e l y b e a t b e s t u n e c o n o m i c a l a n d a t w o r s t s e l f - d e f e s

t i n g , i f t h e o b j e c t i s t a k e n t o b e * a c u m u l a t i v e d i s c i p l i n e .

A t t h e r i s k o f g e t t i n g d r a v / n i n t o t h e a r i d i t i e s o f t h e H i g h e r

Methoco logy, one migh t re fe r to the phys ica l sc iences fo r an example .
T h e c h a r a c t e r i s t i c c o n c e p t s u s e d t o t a l k a b o u t a t o m s a r e d i f f e r e n t

f r o m t h o s e u s e d t o t a l k a b o u t g a l a x i e s , b u t t h i s i s a l l r i g h t b e c a u s e

it is possible to get from the one to the other.^

T h e P a r s o n i a n s e a r c h f o r " s y s t e m s " a b o u t a l l o f v / h i c h t h e s a m e
k i n d o f t h i n g c o u l d b e s a i d w o u l d c o r r e s p o n d t o p h y s i c a l s c i e n t i s t s



vf.no thought the sone concepts should cover a.toms and galaxies. Struc
tural analogies are obviously a useful bonus if they occur, but they
are by no means the key to the enterprise. Of. May Brodbeck's hard-
headed treatment of "models" in Llewellyn Gross (ed.), Symposium in
S o c i o l o g i c a l T h e o r y , • ^

Not identity of concepts but interdefinability is the important thing.
No fiat can impose a greater uniformity on politics or the whole range
of social sciences than their rambling subject-matter allows, but it
would be far easier to see connections if everything were built up fro2
a common basis such as social exchange. And, as the example of the

physical sciences makes clear, uniformity in fundamentals is not an
enemy of specialization but the condition of it. At present, every
pract ic ing social scient ist has to be something of a Jack-of-al l - t radej
because it is so difficult to dig out the relevant, bits of other disci

plines, with their foreign (and perhaps, contradictory) theoretical
under-pinnings. In particualr, politics., economics and sociology have
each developed their own ad hoc social psychologies and this seems to
be the p lace to beg in .

American studies of voting intention and political participation
provide an illustration of the contribution that a general theorj'- of
social behaviour might be able to make to politics. They illustrate
wel l what R, Duncan Luce has cal led " the di lemma of the social sciences

is not, as some seem to think, a paucity of statistically signifi
cant correlations, but, as a glance at the journals shows, an
overabundance of moderate significant ones lacking acceptable
causal explanations and thus fail ing to suggest which relation-

3



ships are basic.^

/ ^■u 4 . S o c i a l P r o c e s s U n d e r l y i n g G r o u p Vo t i n g P a t t e r n s "kr ioal j i lS
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 occupa
tional and educational status than others.

Berelson, P.P. Lazarsfeld, W.N. HcPhee,
1954/, p. 117. Per the evidence see pages 110-113." ing (Chacago,

should this be? If we turn to Chapter Pourteen of Social Behaviei
on "Authority", we find various propositions about the ability to
exert above-average amoî ts_ of influence_pver other people, which se(^
to have potential relevance.. (Hpmans .calls_abQV5---average. influen-ce
over others "authority", without requiring any idea of "legitimacy"
to be present.)^

Let us then define authority as follows; the larger the number
members a single member is regularly able to influence, the

gi'oup. The man with highest authoritywe shall call the leader." Social Uehaviour. p. 286. ■

Homans argues that "the higher is a "man's esteem, the higher is his
authority, when that authority is eamed rather than acquired by
appointment or inheritance." (p. 268). This is because both esteem
and authority rest upon a past record of behaving in ways that other
people find rewarding. Pach time someone makes a suggestion to others
who follow it and are gratified by the results of so doing he increase



the respect in which they hold him and also the probability that they
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 only the probability of compliance within a
certain range of affairs increases, but very often also the range it
self increases, as the leader notches up successes. "The more often
heiBwards them, and the wider the range within v/hich he does so, the
more regular his authority over them and the wider its range," (p. 28?

If we are to use these propositions of Romans to" explain the
fact quoted from Voting we will need to postulate that opinion-leaders
(people with "authority" in Romans' sense) also possess esteem. No
enquiry about this was made by the authors of Votinpc (an illustration
of the point that what counts as a strategic question depends on .

your theoretical apparatus) but there is some relevant evidence from
another piece of research on the development of political views^

L̂. Queener, "The Development of Internationalist Attitudes",
three articles in the Journal of Social Psychology, 1949, cited in
H. Hyman, Political Socialization (G-lencoe, 111., 1959). pp. 161-3,
169. (The (quotation given occurs on p. 162 of Kyman.) The study
reported was of "long interviev/s on the development of international
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 cnnclusion that "Mere number of attitude cues^

E.g., opinions expressed by other people

does not seem to form attitude. Mere exposure to an attitude does
not even guarantee that it will attenuate the opposite attitude.^

O i X . t h i s c o n t r a d i c t s t h e i m p l i c i t a n d u n s u p p o r t e d " b i l l i -
9? a t t i tude- format ion wh ich , as Luce has argued, und e r l i e s m u c h o f t h e e x p o s i t i o n i n V o t i n g . '



In none of the histories did multitudes of parsons or groups holding
a given attitude form respondents' attitude if their prestige was
of an inferior grade to that of even a few persons or groups holding
c o u n t e r v i e w s .

According to Hyman, Queener's "basic theory" (supported by his
findings) " is that the indiv idual imi tates some model or indiv idual
w h o p r o v i d e s t h e c u e s f o r a t t i t u d e f o r m a t i o n . T h i s m o d e l i s n o t
followed, hov/ever, unless he has prestige, which ultimately derives •from the reward or punishment flowing irom such behavior." (Hyman,
p. 161) It is striking that this fixiitful hypothesis was produced
by the only \vriter whom Hyman mentions as having a reward/cost approach
to behaviour. I t is also str iking that the hypothesis would make
sense of a lot of the results quoted elsewhere by Hyman—something
t h a t H y m a n h i m s e l f s i g n a l l y f a i l s t o a c h i e v e .

If we take as read the connection between esteem and authority

(i.e. being an "opinion-leader") we now need to posit a connection

^between either education or occupation on one side and esteem on the
o t h e r. M a y i t n o t b e t h a t a m a n o f s l i g h t l y h i g h e r e d u c a t i o n a l

attainments than those with whom he regularj.y; "associates Ccalling.jLt .
"educational status" partly begs the causal question) is likely to
have offered more rewarding suggestions in the past than the others

in the group and thus have gained esteem and authority among them?
This would certainly not be true of all groups: as Homans says "fol
lowers in some groups find some of the damnedest things valuable. So

long as a man by hook or crook can provide his companions with these

things, he is apt to v/in esteem and authority over them," (p. 287).
But it may v/ell 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

r
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record of opinion leaders' suggestions, and seeing how far a good re
cord seemed attributable to superior education.

"Occupational status" might be treated as a dependent variable
armed that it works separately in the same direction.

1 i .

Co/v<.cil -6cU4 JLsM!aJ>^S^
JjUtttĉ  <?uu«i ««. lix̂x

that thriltter f"esteem" already mentioned in"^ ® respect for B whereas the former is A*sS goup.°) penally held^ within some ^
^ _ J c c ^ c ^ d ' v ^ t f J L v V f e f c u c ^ t x * c A x ^ < r t ^

; , / ^ a t i K o m n g n n
"- (^hTbr r« r.s^ . - iugg- i i tT:bE-^^^
ectly; but as well as doing jrwî l a favour Iwffl may be looked on'

T r o d * t c * ^ d v c i i A c J u L r y o v v w u J E t j i { 'as doing tefesr d favou:̂ by complyi|g witb-illŝ ..propo3ak.. . "Willingness
to comply with another's demands is a generic social reward...."

Sxcl̂ ange and Power, p. 22). ';»d-lhla-<hs--<ie»oh^
* * a s _ t ^ k a s g A l i h - a n . a x o h a n y

Is there any reason why we might expect to find most of the members
of a group doing a favour for slightly higher-status members? Ac
cording to 31au there is, namely that merely by associating with

Status, the man rewards the members of

^roup.̂  ihe fabt tnat many people find it rewarding to associattwith superiors means that those of superior status can furnish re-

ectly; but as well as doing
+o tV So-eiAajr ✓>trvvv|jE^4 {as do ing a favour /by comoly in^^ v / i

c i a t e

r



v / a r d ^ a n d s i f f p t e c t a / r e T l u m n e r e l y / b y a s a ^ b m t i n ^ v / i t h

sComply v/ i th

otyers j^^/lov/ey-x^^tus. " J^^i^bid., '
so.^^^^es the xollov/er ^y^omply v/ith c

the lead'̂ rA'̂ suggestiohs he dn^̂ snot e^ect iiife oOk.!̂
him d̂ :̂̂ ctlŷ ^̂ QO as to mt5tiv̂ ute the loader t̂ >*̂ 5ntinue mak̂ g sû ges-

D v / e r

T h e r e i s s t i l l t h e l i m i t a t i o n o f t h e V o t i n g s t a t e m e n t t o

s l i g h t l y h i g h e r q u a l i fi c a t i o n s a n d s t a t u s , a n d t h e i n i t i a l l i m i t i n g
J - t t e t J M S x . C € s g ^ J L t J L » f £ L ^ u ^ ^ y r -
c o n d i t i o n s : " w i t h i n b r o a d s t r a t a . a n y t h i n g s a i d s o f a r t o t h e

contrary^{S4^e. might expect an across-the-board finding of "the higher
t h e s t a t u s t h e m o ' f e t h e i n fl u e n c e , " W h y d o n ' t v / e ? To e x p l a i n t h i s

w e n e e d a f u r t h e r p r o p o s i t i o n a b o u t e l e m e n t a r y s o c i a l b e h a v i o u r a n d

a n o t h e r a u x i l i a r y h y p o t h e s i s . T h e p r o p o s i t i o n i s f u l l y d e a l t w i t h

i n H o m a n s ' C h a p t e r F i f t e e n o n " E q u a l i t y " . H e q u o t e s f r o m T h e H u r a a - n

C r o u p t h e p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t " p e r s o n s v / h o i n t e r a c t w i t h o n e a n o t h e r f r e

q u e n t l y a r e m o r e l i k e o n e a n o t h e r i n t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s t h a n t h e y a r e

l i k e o t h e r p e r s o n s w i t h v / h o m t h e y i n t e r a c t l e s s f r e q u e n t l y " , a n d

a d d s t h a t

t h e s i m i l a r i t y i n q u e s t i o n i s o f t e n a s i m i l a r i t y i n e s t e e m o r
r e c o g n i z e d s t c t u s : t h a t i s , t h e p e r s o n s c o n c e r n e d a r e s o c i a l
e q u a l s . B y e q u a l i t y w e d o n o t m e a n t h e e q u a l i t y o f a l l m e m
b e r s o f a g r o u p b u t e q u a l i t y w i t h i n l a y e r s o r s t r a t a — t h e
r o u g h e q u a l i t y w i t h o n e a n o t h e r o f m e m b e r s w h o a r e a t t h e s a m etime superior or inferior to others.... [Thus in a,J study of
i n t e r a c t i o n a m o n g A m e r i c a n h i g h s c h o o l s t u d e n t s , t h e s t u d e n t s
t e n d e d t o r e c e i v e m o s t i n t e r a c t i o n f r o m o t h e r s w h o f e l l w i t h i n
t h e i r o v / n o r n e i g h b o r i n g s t a t u s - c l a s s e s . " ( S o c i a l B e h a v i o u r , .
p p . 3 1 6 - 7 )

■H o m a n s e x p l a i n s t h i s p h e n o m e n o n i n t e r n s o f t h e c o s t i n v o l v e d i n

assoc ia t ing wi th persons of d is t inc t ly h igher .s ta tus and we can now.
suggest that the people v/ho responses are summarized in Voting
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p roba"b ly d id not in teract a lo t wi th people much h igher in s ta tus
than themselves because they would be uncomfor table doing so. But ,

a s R o m a n s a l l o w s , t h e r e w o u l d s t i l l b e s o m e v a r i a t i o n s o f s t a t u s

wi th in in te rac t ing groups and we then suppose ( fo r the reasons a l

ready given) that the higher status members of these groups would be
the opinion-leaders.^

J ^Romans himself speaks of "two tendencies: a tendency for men
to express approva l o f , and to in te rac t o f ten \ i i th , o thers v /ho are
in some sense 'bet ter ' than they, and a tendency for men to l i ke
a n d i n t e r a c t w i t h t h e i r e q u a l s " a n d h e s a y s t h a t " t h e t w o t e n d e n c i e s
might combine to produce a resu l tan t tendency fo r men to in te rac t
w i t h , a n d e x p r e s s l i k i n g f o r , o t h e r s v / h o a r e a l i t t l e ' b e t t e r ' t h a n
they are themselves but not much bet ter—to choose 'up ' but on ly a
l i t t l e ' u p ' . " ( S o c i a l B e h a v i o u r , p . 3 2 ? )

T h e l y p o t h e s i s i s t h a t t h e i n h a b i t a n t s o f E l m i r a t e n d e d t o f o l l o w

t h o s e w i t h t h e h i g h e s t s t a t u s a m o n g t h o s e t h e y i n t e r a c t e d a l o t w i t h .

Th is hypo thes is wcru ld be d isproved i f they tu rned 'ou t " to in te rac t a

Tot V7i th people of ;much h igher s ta tus as v /e l l but on ly fo l lowed those

of slightly higher status.^
^There doss not appec.r to be any directly relevant material in

Vo t i n g . H o w e v e r, i f w e a c c e p t t h e v a l i d i t y o f t h e i n d i c e s u s e d i n
Chart LII on page 112 (e.g. "belonging to two or more organizations",
being male, etc. ) then we can say that "Opin ion leaders are more
a c t i v e a n d m o r e s t r a t e g i c a l l y l o c a t e d " ( o n a v e r a g e , t h a n t h e r e s t o f
the populat ion), which is the authors' capt ion for this chart . V/e
can t ake t h i s as i nd i r ec t ev i dence - fo r t he i r hav ing h i gh es teem
wi th in the i r respec t i ve g roups i f we suppose the connec t ion (p roposed
by Romans in Chapter Ten of Sooial Exchange) between high esteem
a n d h i g h i n t e r a c t i o n t o b e o p e r a t i v e h e r e .

I am we l l aware tha t th is example i s more than a l i t t l e g ro tesque

i f i t i s s imp ly looked on as an a t tempt to exp la in one sen tence in

Voting. Science relies on economies of scale and setting out so
m u c h t h e o r y t o e x p l a i n o n e l i t t l e fi n d i n g i s a s v / a s t e f u l a s t o o l i n g



u p a n e n t i r e f a c t o r y t o p r o d u c e a s i n g l e c a r . B u t i t i s , o f c o u r s e ,

m y c l a i m t h a t v / i t h f u l l p r o d u c t i o n t h e u n i t c o s t s w o u l d c o m e d o v m

s h a r p l y : t h a t t h e s a m e b o d y o f t h e o r y, w i t h s o m e e x t e n t i o n s v / h e r e

n e c e s s a r y, w o u l d e x p l a i n a n u m b e r o f o t h e r fi n d i n g s a n d r e d u c e t h e m

t o s o m e s o r t o f i n t e l l e c t u a l o r d e r . A n d i t m u s t b e r e m e m b e r e d t h a t

i t i s n o t , i n t h e l o n g r u n , t h e m a i n o f fi c e o f a t h e o r y t o e x p l a i n

e x p o s t t h e r e s u l t s o f r e s e a r c h c a r r i e d o u t i n d e p e n d e n t l y o f i t , b u t

rather to suggest profitable lines of enquiry.^

T h o m a s S , K u h n p o i n t s o u t i n T h e S t r u c t u r e o f S c i e n t i fi c d e v o
lu t ions (Ch icago, 1962) tha t the phys ica l sc iences have deve loped by
t e s t i n g t h e c o n c l u s i o n s g e n e r a t e d b y t h e c u r r e n t t h e o r y r a t h e r t h a n
b y g o i n g a f t e r p r i m a f a c i e i m p o r t a n t o r e v e n e a s y p r o b l e m s . To A r i s
t o t l e , a n d c o m i fl o n s e n s e , n o t h i n g c o u l d b e a n e a s i e r e x a m p l e o f m o t i o n
than a horse pull ing a cart; to Newtonian physics ^g^s^xBu^ts^rf- ielrd^has'

n o t h i n g c o u l d b e m o r e c o m p l i c a t e d . S o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s a r e
o f t e n t o o g r e e d y : t h e y v / a n t r i g h t a t t h e s t a r t N e w t o n i a n a n s w e r s t o
A r i s t o t e l i a n c L u e s t i o n s ,

I w o u l d h o p e t h a t e v e n m y c r u d e e f f o r t s h e r e m i g h t b e e n o u g h t o s u g

g e s t t h a t a r e s e a r c h e r o p e r a t i n g w i t h i n a n " e x c h a n g e " f r a m e w o r k v / O u l d

h a v e b e e n l e d t o a s k o t h e r q u e s t i o n s ; a n d I c a n e v e n s e e q i i t e a f e w

t e s t a b l e c o n c l u s i o n s t h a t f o l l o w f r o m t h e g o b b e t s o f t h e o r y s e r v e d

up already,^
F o r e x a m p l e i t f o l l o w s f r o m p r o p o s i t i o n s p r e v i o u s l y s e t o u t

that those who inter^act often with the "opinion leader" but also
g a v e h i m a s e r v i c e h e v a l u e s a r e l e s s l i k e l y t o b e i n fl u e n c e d i n
t h e i r o p i n i o n s b y h i m t h a n a r e o t h e r s i n h i s c i r c l e ; t h a t t h e c o r r e
l a t i o n b e t w e e n e d u c a t i o n a n d i n fl u e n c e d o e s n o t h o l d i n t h o s e g r o u p s
w h o s e m e m b e r s v a l u e e n d s t o w h i c h e d u c a t i o n i s i r r e l e v a n t a s a m e a n s ;
a n d t h a t t h e m o r e p e o p l e a g i v e n o p i n i o n l e a d e r i n fl u e n c e s o n p o l i t i c s
t h e m o r e o t h e r s u b j e c t s h e i n fl u e n c e s t h e m o n a s w e l l .

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

light on the political phenomena, any success the theory has reacts
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'back, "by strengthening its confirmation and thus enables it to be

used with greater confidence in the analysis of other areas of social

l ife. Conversely, if the consequences deduced from the theory are

not borne out by empirical findings this shov/s that the original for

mu la t i on needs t o be r ev i sed , wh i ch i s equa l l y a t heo re t i ca l ga i n .

I do not want to weaken a good case by overstat ing i t : a l though

political preferences only make sense in the context of a society,
we should not assume that every aspect of every par ty preference is

covered by the theory of social behaviour as exchange. Obviously

t h e r e a r e i n s t i t u t i o n a l " g i v e n s " w h o s e r o o t s l i e i n t h e s o c i e t y ' s

history, and psychological "givens" whose rools lie (in the first in
s t a n c e ) i n e a c h s e p a r a t e i n d i v i d u a l ' s p e r s o n a l h i s t o r y. B u t e v e n

leaving aside these, there is much that is still left out, ^hus if
a m a n w h o r e a d s a n d b e l i e v e s t h a t t h e R e p u b l i c a n s w i l l p r o d u c e u n e m -

p loyment regards th i s as a su ffic ien t reason fo r favour ing the Demo

c r a t s , i t i s p r o b a b l y b e s t t o l e a v e i t a t t h a t . L u c e , i n t h e a r t i c l e

I quoted from earlier in this section, says (Ithink plausibly) that
the ma in mode l under l y ing Vo t ing i s a c rude one o f op in ion -d i f f us ion

b y p e r s o n a l c o n t a c t : " t h a t a n i n d i v i d u a l ' s i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h m e m b e r s

o f h is p r imary g roups cons t i tu te the bas ic soc ia l mechan ism fo r de

veloping pol i t ica l decis ions." (Burd ick and Brodbeck, p. 333) . He

suggests that instead one should reckon wi th at least some people

who t ry to guess the consequence o f e i ther par ty get t ing in fo r some

soc ia l ca tego ry w i th wh ich they i den t i f y, and whose pa r t y p re fe rences
#

a re compa. ra t i ve l y imperv ious to casua l soc ia l con tac ts . Though such

p e o p l e w o u l d b e s t u d i e d . i n t e r m s o f " s o c i a l e x c h a n g e " f o r t h e i r i n

fluence on others, it would probably be best to take their own opin
i o n s a s a d d i t i o n a l i | , ' g i v e n s , "


