
C O M M E N T S O N " P O W E R I N N O N - V O T I N G G R O U P S " '

V ' ' ' - • ' ^ ^ ^
• B r i a n B a r r y . : - .



9

H e s p o n s e t o i n v i t a t i o n t o s u b m i t a d v a n c e c o m m e n t s o n
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U n i v e r s i t y o f B s s e x ,

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

n o n - v o t i n g g r o u p s " ? I t h i n l c n o t , b u t t h i s i s b e c a u s e
I d o n o t t h i n k t h e r e i s a n y t h i n g s p e c i a l a b o u t p o w e r i n

v o t i n g g r o u p s . P o w e r , a s I u n d e r s t a n d i t , i s , r o u g h l y

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

( a ) t h e p o w e r o f t h e g r o u p c o l l e c t i v e l y t o g e t o t h e r s t o
do what i t wanted or (b) the power of a given momber to
g e t o t h e r m e m b e r s t o d o w h a t h e w a n t e d . I n n e i t h e r c a s e
w o u l d t h e f a c t t h a t i t w a s a " v o t i n g g r o u p " b e o f a n y

i m p o r t a n c e . To u s e " p o v / e r " t o r e f e r t o t h e a p r i o r i o r
o b s e r v e d f r e c ^ u e n c y o f b e i n g p i v o t a l s e e m s t o m e a m i s u s e
o f t h e i e r m . . . . . . \ . ■ . , , _

2 . w h a t i s t h e p o i n t o f e m p l o y i n g a c o n c e p t o f p o w e r i n
s o c i a l a n a l y s i s ? • V / e o f t e n w a n t t o s a y, i n a d v a n c e o f

a n y a c t u a l c o n f r o n t a t i o n b e t w e e n p o t e n t i a l l y c o n fl i c t i n g
p a r t i e s t h a t o n e h a s a " s t r o n g p o s i t i o n " a n d s o o n . S u c l ;
s ta tements s . re connected by an empi r ica l genera l iza t ion .
t o t h e p r e d i c t i o n t h a t , o t h e r t h i n g s b e i n g e q u a l , a p a r t y
i n a s t r o n g p o s i t i o n w i l l t e n d t o g e t w h a t i t w a n t s i f
I t c o m e s i n t o c o n fl i c t v / i t h a p a r t y i n a w e a k p o s i t i o n .
To h a v e a " s t r o n g p o s i t i o n " i n t h i s s e n s e i s t o h a v e

power and the analysis of power consists in (a) discus
sing what makes up a "strong position" and (b) discussing
h o w t h e p r o c e s s o f e x p l o i t i n g a " s t r o n g p o s i t i o n " w o r k s .

3 . B e fi n i t l o n o f p o w e r . I t d o e s n o t s e e m t o m e t h a t
the main iDrohlem lies in the definition of the concept of
power. There is nothing wrong with the often-repeated
k ind of defini t ion in terms of the ab i l i ty o f an actor to
get what he wants over the resistance of some other actor
or actors. The problems occur when one tries to specify
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what makes for a greater or less ability and how the
abilit jr car be put'into effect. Without a full and
reasonably rigorous analytic framev/ork discussions of
these a'̂ estions easily founder on unstated assumptions,
ambiguities in the specification of hypothetical cases, etc.

Object of the paper. At present we have a ciuite
elaborate formal literature on bargaining and on the
tactics of conflict and v/e have a non-formal literature
on power, The need is, I suggest,, to bring these two
approaches together and attempt to treat power in the
context of a formal theory of bargaining and conduct
generally in conflict situations. This short paper is,
offered as a modest contribution to that end. I have
deliberately restricted myself to setting out the main •
ideas without elaboration because I think it will prob
ably serve the purposes of the conference best to con
centrate attention on the broad outline rather than get
bogged down in deta i l .

?our basic curves. Sohell ing has pointed out
thao a payoif matrix allowing each player a <iuite limited
choice of strategies at each point in a sequence of a
fev/ moves each can easily generate over lo'°® cells.
Obviously some simpler way of representing possible out
comes is needed. I suggest that, taking a two-x>erson
situation as our object of analysis, we can in principle
r e p r e s e n t t h e m o s t i m p o r t a n t f a c t s a b o u t t h e i r r e l a t i o n
ship in terras of four curves;- (i) for any level of sacri
fice of utility by A, the highest amount of utility with
which he can provide B; (ii) for any level of sacrifice
of utility by A, the largest loss of utility which he can
inflict on B; (iii) and (iv) the equivalents, of (i) and
(ii) substituting B for A and vice versa.

/



B a r r y - 3

6 . S h a p e o f t h e c u r v e s . I n j p ; e n e r a l i t s e e m s r e a
s o n a b l e t o s u p p o s e t h a t a l l f o u r c u r v e s v / i l l s h o w t h e

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

c a s e s s t a r t o f f a s a p o s i t i v e u t i l i t y - A a c t u a l l y l i h e s

do ing what makes B bet ter o f f (o r worse o ff ) - bu t on the
s a m e " d i m i n i s h i n g r e t u r n s " a s s u m r j t i o n v / e s h o u l d n o t e x -

. 7 p e c t t h i s t o b e s o f o r i n d e fi n i t e l y l a r g e a r r i o u n t s o f g a i n
/ ' or loss by the other actor. Taking the status cluo as the

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

' ^ . F I G U H B 1

7 . G r a i n s f r o m t r e i d e . I f t h e c u r v e s ( i ) a n d ( i i i )
exhibit "diminishing returns" and the angles 5^ and /3
sujti to more than 90^ near the origin^ gains from trade
a r e p o s s i b l e . ( I f t h e c u r v e s a r e o f a n y o t h e r s h a p e
t h i n g s a r e l e s s s i m p l e b u t t h e r e m a y a l s o , o f c o u r s e ,
be possible gains from trade over certain ranges.)
A s i t ua t i on i n " wh i ch t he re we re po ten t i a l ga ins f r om
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trade would be one in which, if A lias the opportunity of
getting 3 to move x units to the left of the origin along
curve (iii), then for some x there would be a position
preferred by both A and B in which B moved further along
(iii) and A moved sorae way along (i)j i.e., in v/hich
ins tead o f a un i l a te ra l t rans fe r the re vva ,s a one-s ided
exchange. The d iscuss ion o f ga ins f rom t rade has been
dominated (unfortunately for other purposes) by the
special case of noncoercive bargaining where, unless A
and 3 both benefit -from a departure from the status quo,
the parties sta^^ at 0. This has led to a tendency to
think in terms of a false dichotomy: gains from trade and
noncoercive bargaining on the one hand, unilateral trans
fe r and coe rc ion on the o the r.

The Pareto-opt imal f ront ier. A simpler way of
envisaging gains from trade is^graphical: gains from
trade are possible when the Pareto-optimal frontier is

.at some point to the upper right hand side of the curves
(i) and (iii) which meet at the origin. The Pareto-
opt imal f ront ier is , of course, s imply the l ine about
which we- can say that, given the objective possibilities
of the situation, if A and B are on.it then A can only

^ get better off if 3 becomes v/orse off and vice versa.
If there is no possibility of gains from trade, the
Paroto-optimal frontier just consists of curves (i) and

*(iii); since this combined curve runs through 0 that"
tells us that the only way A can improve on the status
quo is to make 3 v/orse off than in the status quo and
vice v^rsa. If there are gains from trade possible this
means that some points on the combined l ine are dominated
b y o t h e r s w h i c h r e p r e s e n t t h e n e t e f f e c t s o f b i l a t e r a l
transfer. We arrive at the Pareto-optimal line by con
sidering all the conceivable exchanges between A and 3
running from A giving nothing to 3 while 3 gives the
maximum possible amount to" A through to the opposite
extreme. lilach of these conceivable exchanges gives rise
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t o a p a i r o f n e t u t i l i t i e s f o r A a n d B . I f v / e e l i m i n a t e
a l l those pa i rs v / l i i ch are dominated by some other pa i r
(e.g., A 6 units B 5 units by A 6 B 6) we are left v/ith
t h e " e f fi c i e n t " p o i n t s . I f t h e r e a r e n o p o s s i b l e g a i n s
f r o m t r a d e t h e s e w i l l s i m p l y b e u n i l a t e r a l t r a n s f e r , a l l
t h e b i l a t e r a l t r a n s f e r s h a v i n g b e e n d o m i n a t e d ; i f t h e r e
a r e p o s s i b l e g a i n s f r o m t r a d e w e g e t a c u r v e l i k e t h a t
s h o w n b e l o v / .

B I G T J K B 2

s

T A pro B + B pro A ̂  opl"i/v%al
combination at each point

l l

9 . E x c h a n g e a n d u n i l a t e r a l t r a n s f e r o ( 1 ) N o t i c e t h a t
a t some po in t the Pare to -op t ima l l i ne , even when ga ins
f r o m t r a d e a r e p o s s i b l e , c o i n c i d e s w i t h t h e c u r v e s f o r
un i la te ra l t rans fe r. ( In F igure 2 , i t ex tends beyond
them along.the l ine vwxy.) This means that, i f A is able
to extract from B (presumably by coercion) a uti l i ty loss
g r e a t e r t h a n p O i t v / i l l b e m o s t e f fi c i e n t l y a c c o m p l i s h e d
b y B d o i n g s o m e t h i n g t h a t A v / a n t s b u t A d o i n g n o t h i n g f o r
B . T h u s t h e f a c t t h a t t h e r e a r e " g a i n s f r o m t r a d e " a s
d : . fi n e d d o e s n o t g u a r a n t e e t h a t e v e r y t r a n s a c t i o n w i l l b e
m o s t e f fi c i e n t l y a c c o m p l i s h e d b y a n e x c h a n g e .
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(2) Perhaps more counter-intuitive is the converse point,
a l r e a d y t o u c h e d o n , t h a t , i f k i s a b l e t o B ( a : g a i n
p r e s u m a b l y b y c o e r c i o n ) t o a c c e p t a l o s s o f u t i l i t y ( r e l a
tively to the status q.uo) of an amount less than pO, he
caj i do bet ter for h imsel f by propos ing an exchange than
by insist ing on a uni lateral concession by B. Thus, re
t u r n i n g t o P i g u r e 2 , i f A c a n e x t r a c t f r o m B a u t i l i t y
l o s s o f q O h e c a n g e t a g a i n i n u t i l i t y o f O r b y i n s i s t i n g
o n a s t r a i g h t t r a n s f e r b u t , b y r e c ^ u i r i n g t h e o p t i m a l o x -

c h a n g e w i t h a n e t l o s s o f u t i l i t y o f a O t o B h e c a n s e c u r e
O s - a g a i n o f r s ,

1 0 . E x c u r s u s o n c o n fl i c t a n d c o n fl i c t o f i n t e r e s t :

(1) Conflict of in terest . The s i tuat ions we are deal ing
V i T l t h e x h i b i t c o n fl i c t o f i n t e r e s t i n t h a t t h e o u t c o m e m o s t

pre fer red by A is no t tha t most " - p re fer red by B. To get an
i d e a o f w h a t i s a t s t a k e i n a c o n f r o n t a t i o n w e c a n l o o k a t

the po in ts wh ich A and B respec t ive ly most p re fe r, shovm
as A ma.x and B max in F igure 3. (The s ign ificance of the
t u r n i n g p o i n t s s u c h a s - A m a x i s t h a t , b e y o n d t h i s i j o i n t ,
a l t h D . u g h t h e r e a r e t h i n g s t h a t 3 v / o u l d d i s l i k e d o i n g m o r e
than those represen ted by the po in t , they v /ou ld no t g i ve
A a s m u c h s a t i s f a c t i o n . H e n c e A h a s n o i n c e n t i v e t o t r y
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to secure them, and they a re no t Pare to -op t ima l s ince
they are dominated for "both A and B hy A max, IT.B. that
i f w h a t g i v e s A p l e a s u r e i s 3 ' s s u f f e r i n g a s s u c l i t h e r e
v / i l l n o t h e a t u r n i n g p o i n t a n d A m a x w i l l s i m p l y r e p r e
s e n t t h e m a x i m u m s u f f e r i n g p o s s i b l e f o r B , ) G e n e r a l l y
speaking we can say that there is "more at s take" hetv/een
t w o a c t o r s ( a ) t h e h i g h e r t h e u t i l i t y g a i n t o A a t A m a x ,
(b) the higher the utility loss to B at A max, (c) the
higher the utility gain to B at B max and (d) the higher
t h e u t i l i t y l o s s t o A a . t 3 m a x .

1 1 . E x c u r s u s ; ( 2 ) A x e l r o d . R o b e r t A x e l r o d , i n h i s
b o o k C o n fl i c t o f I n t e r e s t , d e fi n e s t h e c o n c e p t f o r a

bargaining game in which each player can guarantee him
se l f t he s ta tus quo as t he c ross -ha t ched a rea i n P igu re
3 ( 1 ) o r , i n r e l a t i v e t e r m s , a s ' t h e c r o s s - h a t c h e d a r e a a s
a p r o p o r t i o n o f t h e r e c t a n g l e i n w h i c h i t i s s i t u a t e d .
H e a l s o d i s c u s s e s " P r i s o n e r ' s D i l e m m a " g a m e s b u t d o e s
not d iscuss the general case v/here players have means of
c o e r c i o n a t t h e i r d i s p o s a l . I n t h e s p i r i t o f h i s t r e a t
ment o f the Pr isoner 's Di lemma, hov/ever, we might take
the rectangle whose corners are A max and B max and then
look a t t he shaded a rea t o t he uppe r r i gh t o f t he Pa re to -
opt imal l ine . I t i s v /or th not ic ing that even in terms
o f r e l a t i v e c o n fl i c t o f i n t e r e s t o n t h i s c r i t e r i o n t h e r e

may well be more conflict of interest where gains from
trade are possible (Pigure 3(1)) than v/hen they are not
(Pigure 3(2))^o It should also be borne in mind that until
we analyse the threat cur^/es of A and B (curves (ii) and
(iv) in terms of our earlier discussion) we are unable to
say v/hether the v/hole range between A max and B max is
rea l ly "ava i lab le" to the ac tors . A l l v /e are say ing a t
t h e m o m e n t i s t h a t t h i s i s t h e w i d o s t a r e a o f d i s a g r e e m e n t
there could be given the actors' preferences and the actual
t r ans fe r -o f -u t i l i t y r e l a t i onsh ip be tween t hem. Pven t h i s ,
however, should not be understood as entailing that B cannot
d o v / o r s e t h a n a t A m a x o r A t h a n a t B m a x : i f t h e a c t o r s



B a r r y - o

. .app ly sanc t ions to one another they might "bo th fin ish up
t o t h e l o w e r l e f t h a n d s i d e o f t h e r e c t a n g l e .

- 1 2 . E x c u r s u s ; - ( 3 ) C o n fl i c t . T h i s k i n d o f m e a s u r e o f
con f l i c t i s i n t roduced "by Axe l rod as an emp i r i ca l p red ic» -
t o r o f a c t u a l c o n fl i c t . B u t " c o n fl i c t " a s A x e l r o d d e fi n e s

i t i s n o t w h a t m o s t p e o p l e v / b u l d t h i n k o f a s c o n fl i c t
s i nce i t i s s imp l y t he f a i l u re t o r each ag reemen t on a

/ m u t u a l l y a d v a n t a g e o u s t r a d e . H e l a t e r e x t e n d s i t t o c o v e r
the case where "both players in a Prisoner*s Dilemma game
Diake the unco-operat ive or "dbu"ble cross" move -but th is is
s t i l l a l o n g w a y a w a y f r o m t h e c o m p l e x i t i e s o f r e a l - l i f e
c o n fl i c t t h a t w e a r e t r y i n g t o c a p t u r e . M o s t p e o p l e , I

. suggest, think of conflict as v/hat is going on at the
moment in "Vie tnam, Eas t Pak is tan , Nor thern I re land , e tc . ,
that is to say the imposit ion of sanctions by one x)£i '^ ' '" ty
o n a n o t h e r o r, ( m o r e c l e a r l y ) t h e m u t u a l i m p o s i t i o n o f /
s a n c t i o n s b y t w o o r m o r e p a r t i e s . N o t i c e t h a t t h i s m e a n s
s u c c e s s f u l c o e r c i o n d o e s n o t c o n s t i t u t e c o n fl i c t : i f I

threaten you with sanct ions unless you do x and you com
p l y v / i t h m y d e m a n d t h i s i s n o t c o n fl i c t . " L a w - a b i d i n g
c i t i z e n s a r e n o t i n c o n fl i c t w i t h t h e p o l i c e e v e n i f i t
i s o n l y t h e p r e s e n c e o f t h e p o l i c e t h a t k e e p s t h e m l a w -

a b i d i n g , n o r v / a s t h e r e c o n fl i c t i n N o r t h e r n I r e l a n d
• dur ing the years o f uncha l lenged Pro tes tan t ascendancy.

The re i s no advan tage i n confla t i ng the concep ts o f
c o e r c i o n a n d c o n fl i c t . A t m o s t w e m i g h t v / a n t f o r s o m e

purposes to say that obed ience based on coerc ion car r ies
' the seeds of possib le fu ture conflic t .

1 3 . V / i n n i n g a n d c o n fl i c t i n g a s o u t c o m e s . P o w e r , a s
I have defined i t (a long wi th Max 'v7eber and other worth ies)
h a s m u c h t h e s a m e r e l a t i o n s h i p t o w i n n i n g a p a r t i c u l a r
e n c o u n t e r ( g e t t i n g w h a t y o u w a n t ) a s h a s c o n fl i c t o f i n
t e r e s t t o a c t u a l c o n fl i c t i n A x e l r o d * s c o n c e p t i o n . D o t h
f e a t u r e s o f o u t c o m e s - w h o w o n a n d w e r e s a n c t i o n s u s e d ? -
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are of interest to people for a whole variety of reasons,
whicii is v/hy they are sin^lecl out for special attention.
And since v/inninj^* and the use of sanctions are important
features of outcomes it is not surprisinjp; that we want
to identify features of situations v/hich are likely to
g i v e r i s e t o t h e s e o u t c o m e s ,

1 4 • D i f f i c u l t i e s " i n p o w e r a n d c o n f l i c t o f i n t e r e s t .
But in hoth cases there are two kinds of di fficul ty,
Dirst, the things to be explained (or predicted) have a
nui'.iber of different aspects and there is no obviously
r igh t way o f b r ing ing them toge ther as an "amount " o f
w inn ing o r confl ic t , ( I f w inn ing i s ge t t i ng wha t you
want over resistance, how do we weight the two comx>o-
nents - is it a bigger win to get a lot of what you want
o v e r l i t t l e r e s i s t a n c e o r t o o v e r c o m e a n i m m e n s e a m o u n t
of resistance to get a little of what you want? How do
w e w e i g h t r e t a l i a t i o n a g a i n s t p r i m a r y c o e r c i o n , a n d w h e r e
do a t temx) tG to des t roy coe rc i ve o r re ta l i a to ry capac i t i / "
fit in?) Second, once we get away from simple, highly-
st iuctured s i tuat ions of the k ind deal t wi th by Axelrod
v/e W.ve to adiait that there are a number of features of
a s t r a t e g i c s i t u a t i o n w h i c h c a n f e f f e e t t h e p r o b a b i l i t y
o f a g iven p^ar ty w inn ing o r o f the par t ies becoming in -
v o l v e d i n c o n fl i c t a n d a g a i n t h e r e i s n o s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d
way of reducing them to a common measure, \7e may have
t o c o n fi n e o u r s e l v e s t o a s e r i e s ' * o f s t a t e m e n t s o f t h e
fo rm "Other th ings be ing e tpua l , the more x the grea ter

probabi l i ty o f A vanning (of co i ifl ic t ) " v / i th perhaps
some indication of the relative importance of these
f a c t o r s . . ■

1 5 . I m p l i c a t i o n s , T h i s , i t s h o u l d b e . s a i d , i s n o t
a n a r g u m o n t e i t h e r f o r a b a n d o n i n g c o n c e p t s l i k e p o o w e r p r
c o n fl i c t o f i n t e r e s t ( b e t t e r h e r e ; c o n fl i c t - p r o n e r e l a
t i o n s h i p s ) o r f o r p r o d u c i n g m o r e d i f f e r e n t i a t e d d e fi n i t i o n s .
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To " b r i n g s t o g e t h e r t w o p o i n t s m a d e a l r e a d v i n d i f f e r e n t

p l a c e s : fi r s t , w i n n i n g a n d c o n fl i c t a r e t h i n g s w e a r e i n t e r s
e s t e d i n f o r a l l I c i n d s o f e v a l u a t i v e , p r a c t i c a l a n d o t h e r
p u r p o s e s ; a n d a n y a t t e i a p t t o c u t t h e m d o w n h y a r b i t r a r y
res t r i c t i ons on the i r scope to make them more man ipu lah le
w i l l a l m o s t c e r t a i n l y e r c l u d e a s p e c t s w h i c h a r e i m p o r t a n t .
Second, i f we have an adeouate analysis of the whole phe--
nomenon o f s t ra teg i c i n te rac t i on i n wh ich "bo th concep ts
are embedded we shall he able to see our way around 'ooth

l iconcepts, see where the conceptual choices^ *and so on;
i f w e d o n o t , n o a m o u n t o f d e fi n i t i o n a l e l a b o r a t i o n w i l l
" b e a s u " b s t i t u t e ,

1 6 . V / i n n i n g : e f fi c i e n t o u t c o m e s . I f t h e o b j e c t i s t o

say wha t k inds o f pos i t i on conduce to ge t t i ng wha t you
w a n t Y / e n e e d t o e s t a b l i s h m o r e j i r e c i s e l y t h v O c r i t e r i o n
o f g e t t i n g Y / h a t y o u w a n t . ? o r t h e p r e s e n t p u r p o s e I s h a l l
n o t c o m p a r e d i f f e r e n t s t r a t e g i c s i t u a t i o n s b u t m e r e l y a s k
what in a g iven s i tua t ion v /ou ld count as- get t ing what you
w a n t . Ta k i n g o u r t v ; o k i n d s o f s i t u a t i o n a g a i n , v / e c a n
see tha t in F igure 4 case (2 ) does no t p resent p rob lems
i f t h e a c t o r s fi n i s h u p * o n t h e P a r e t o - o p t i n i a l l i n e , s i n c e
the only move from the status quo (by definition, a draw)
is either into the fourth quadrant (A v/ ins, B loses, re
latively to the status quo) ^>r the second quadrant (B wins,
A loses, relatively to the status quo). In Figure 4(1)
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there is a^'ain no problem if the result is on the Pareto-
optimal line and falls in quadrants II or IV. If, however,
it falls in the first quadrant both parties gain relatively
to the status quo. Does this mean that both got what
they wanted, and we stop there? Ko: the line between
quadrants is only a line and what we really have is a con
tinuum. V/e often speak of someone "getting the best of
the bargain" and by this we mean that, although both par
ties gained, one gained more than the other. The line of
equal gain is, obviously, a line running from the origin
and b isec t ing the fi rs t quadrant : to the le f t o f th is
A gains more than B, "t.P the right of it B gains more than
A .

^7* v/inning: inefficient outcomes. Any point is one
where (a) A gains more than 3, (b) A gains and 3 loses,
(c) A loses less than B, (d) B loses less than A, (e) B
gains and A loses, or (f) B gains more .than A. The areas
corresponding to these possibilities are shov/n in Figure 5.

F I G U R E 5

The dividing line betv/een the first three, in which A
comes out ahead of B, and the last three, in which B
comes out ahead of A, is, of course, the dotted line
shown. Outcomes (c) and (d) are ones in which neither
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c a n

party gets what it wants and, although we^compare losses,
no outcome in the th i rd quadrant can be descr ibed as a
successful attempt to exorcise power by either party.
The comparison of other non-Pareto-optimal positions or
of Pareto-optimal positions with non-Pareto-optimal ones
presents difficult ies. Consider, for example, points p
and q in Figure 4(1): q gives A a slightly better out
come but p is much worse for B. How we relate these de
pends on our purx^oses: if we are mainly interested in
the particular case v/e may concentrate on how well A did
but if we are looking for an indication of the strategic
relationship we may well be more impressed by the loss
that A has succeeded in getting B to accept. V/e should
not, in my view, be in too much of a hurry to lose in-
foimiation and should think of an outcome as in general
consisting of two elements, A*g gain/loss and B's gain/loss.

H o t e o n u t i l i t y . I t w i l l b e n o t i c e d t h a t w h e n
the outcome is in the first or third quadrants we have
to make an interpersonal comparison of utility. This is,
I suggest, unavoidable if v/e are to capture the notions
of "getting the better of the bargain" and of one person
losing more than the other. In fact, quite a lot of
things can be said without going beyond individual ord
inal utilities (i.e., each party being able to say sim
ply whether one outcome is preferable to another or •
v/hether tv/o outcomes taken together are better or worse
t h a n s o m e o t h e r o u t c o m e ) o r i n d i v i d u a l c a r d i n a l u t i l i t i e s

(i.e., outcomes taken together with assigned probabil
ities compared with other outcomes). And it is obviously
w o r t h w h i l e t o s e e h o w m u c h o f t h e s t r u c t u r e c a n b e
r e a r e d o n t h e s e m o r e s l e n d e r f o u n d a t i o n s . B u t a s a m a t t e r
o f in te l lec tua l s t ra tegy i t seems to me that the firs t
priority is to be able to cover within an adequate
framework al l the phenomena we want to be able to ta lk
a b o u t .

I n many barga in ing par leys , re fe rence i s made -
v a g u e l y, t o b e s u r e - t o i n t e r p e r s o n a l c o m p a r i s o n s
o f va lues , and p resumab ly ma themat i ca l abs t rac t i ons
of such situations should incorporate comparisons.
(Luce and Haiffa, Games and P-ecisions, jopl 131-2)
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19. Kationale of the equal-advantage equilibrium. If
"both parties have an accurate perception of each other*s
utilitj^ schedules the position of eq^ual t^ain may, in the
aosencG of attempts at coercion, have a conscious anpeal ■
of symmetry. Luce and Uaiffa thus argiie for the point
at which the equal-advantage line intersects.the Pareto-
optimal line as a "reasonable" solution (pp. 143-5), If,
on the other hand, the parties have a chance to misre
present their utiliry schedules, each has an incentive to
pretend that it stands to gain less than it does, subject
to ohe danger that if both do this too vigorously they
may be unable credibly to accept vvha,t is in fact a mutually
advantageous bargain. (The recent negotiations between
Britain a.nd the E.BoC, for British entry illustrate this^
v/ith ioritein, especially under the Labour government,
making gloomy noises about the costs and the Prench
especially on the other side saying that if any more con
cessions were given it wouldn't be worth having Britain
in. A comiJlication (which greatly Y/eakened the British
position) was the need of the British government to avoid
being l-oo pessimistic publicly in case this ina.de it too
difficult politically to go in on tezmis the government
v/cis prepared to accept.) But even here we can suggest
that the ecxual—advantage position malces some sense by
taking a stronger (and more plausible) version of the
idea used to support the Zeuthen-Kash bargaining model,
v/hich did not in its original form involve interpersonal
comparisons of utility. Let us postulate that, in a
ba.rgaining situation, the actor with the most to lose,
objectively, if the negotiations fail, v/ill be the first
to melee a concession. It then obviously follows that
the actor who is in a position of relative advantage will
offer a concession so the long-run tendency must be to
finish up on or near the 45® line.

20, !Ton-co-operation and coercion. 7e can get to the
seme conclasion if we imagine that an exchange has been
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estalDl is l ied on a regular "basis and there is some ciuest ion
o f i t s c e a s i n g . B l a u , f o l l o w i n g R u p e r t . T m e r s o n , t a k e s
th is as a parad igmat ic s i tua t ion in wh ich power can he ex
e r c i s e d . L i k e s o m a n y t h e o r i s t s i n fl u e n c e d h y e c o n o m i c
models he considers only the curves representing the hest
A and B can do for one another, and does not consider in
any serious way wha/t is surely the essence of power, the
capacity to do del iberate harm. In this kind of myopic
analysis, we have already seen that mere non-co-operation
in s t r i k ing a barga in i s t rea ted as i f i t were "confl ic t " ;
a n d w e c a n n o w a d d t h a t t h e w i t h d r a w a l o r c o - o p e r a t i o n i s
t r e a t e d a s " c o e r c i o n " . A l t h o u g h t h i s i s p e r v e r s e , w e c a n

certainly say, with Blau, that i f one party gains much
m o r e t h a n t h e o t h e r f r o m a n e x c h a n g e t h e n t h a t p a r t y i s
v u l n e r a b l e t o d e m a n d s . ( B l a u , o f c o u r s e , o b s c u r e s t h i n g s
fur ther by t reat ing th is k ind of re la t ionship as the core
of the phenomenon of power.) Thus, in Figure 6, if the
parties are at p, A is in a strong position to demand
someth ing e lse as a cond i t i on o f con t inu ing to exchange
on these terms (thus bringing the net-utility gain nearer
eq.uality) because B stands to lose much more than A from
a v / i thdrawa l o f the exchange. We can show the s i tua t ion
a l te rna t ive ly by pu t t ing the es tab l i shed t rad ing pos i t ion
as the s ta tus q.uo and drawing a l ine to the non- t rade

?Igr.TH5 6

✓
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p o s i t i o n t o d e p i c t a s t a t e o f a f f a i r s e i t h e r p a r t y c a n
b r i n ^ a b o u t a t w i l l . " l e c a n t h e n s e e c l e a r l y t h a t t h e
v / i t h d r a v v a l o f t h e e x c h a n g e w i l l h u r t B m u c h m o r e t h a n A

0 /
/

/

/
/

' 2 1 . E x c h a n g e a n d p o v / e r . To s a y, h o w e v e r , a s B l a u
does, that to be taking pa,r t in an exchange on disadvan
t a g e o u s t e r m s c o n s t i t u t e s p o v / e r , s e e m s t o m e v e r y p e c u
l i a r. I n t h e a b s e n c e o f a n y o t h e r i n f o r m a t i o n v / e s h o u l d
s u r e l y b e m o r e s e n s i b l e t o t r e a t t h e f a c t t h a t A i s t a k i n g
part in a bad bargain as prima facie evidence that B is
exe r t i ng power ove r h i rn . Even i f we have the add i t i ona l
i n f o r m a t i o n t h a t n e i t h e r i s i n a x j o s i t i o n t o e m p l o y
coe rc i on aga ins t t he o the r, we s t i l l have no need t o
speak o f t he pa r t y w i th the wors t o f t he ba rga in hav ing
power ; a l l we need say is tha t he cou ld ge t a be t te r dea l
i f h e t r i e d . B y p o w e r w e s h o u l d m e a n t h e a b i l i t y t o g e t
the ou tcome o f f the 45° l i ne in one 's own favour - no t
m e r e l y t h e f a c t t h a t o n e i s o f f i t t o o n e ' s o w n d i s f a v o u r
a n d c o u l d g e t o n t o i t .
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2 2 . S a n c t i o n s g n d p o w e r . V / e h a v e t h u s , fi n a l l y ,
a r r i v e d a t t h e p o i n t w h e r e i t c a , n b e s e e n t h a t p o w e r d e

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

o f " p o w e r " b u t w e h a v e a r r i v e d t h e r e n o t b y d e fi n i t i o n a l
fi a t b u t b y a n a n a l y s i s o f t h e p r e r e c i u i s i t e s o f b e i n ^ a b l e
t o s e t w h a t y o u v / a n t b y o v e r c o m i n s r e s i s t a n c e a n d " s e t t i n g
t h a b e s t o f a b a r g a i n " . A d m i t t e d l y , o n e m a y , b y - t h e

• e x e r c i s e o f g u i l e , b y t a k i n g a d v a n t a g e o f t h e c o n f u s i o n

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

--"sanctions, or even o^ccasionailyLget. the_J)jther party to'
'agrere to something that makes him worse.off than he is in
- t h e s t a t u s q . u o s i t u a t i o n . B u t t o b e d e p e n d a b l y i n a

•posi t ion to do th is sure ly requi res the avai l .ab i l i ty o f '
-sanc t ions . (Of course , A may be ab le dependab ly to ge t .

'/B to do what he (or she?) wants* simply in virtue of the
. - fact " that B v/ants to do what A wants him to do. But

a l t hough th i s i s " a 'way o f ge t t i ng wha t you wan t i t i s
n o t a n e x e r c i s e o f p o w e r b e c a u s e i t d o e s - n o t i n v o l v e t h e

o v e r c o m i n g o f r e s i s t a n c e ; o n c e A h a s s t a t e d a w i s h t h e
^'optima-of A and B coincide, the north-east corner of the •
P a r e t o - o p t i m a l c u r v e i s t h e m o s t n o r t h e r l y a n d e a s t e r l y

• - po in t , qn i t , and t he re i s no con f l i c t o f i n t e res t - t hese ^ ' •
a r e - j u s t t h r e e w a y s o f s a y i n g t h e s a m e t h i n g , ) ' ' i . f , : -

• . - 2 3 « P h r e a t c u r v e s . T h e a n a l y s i s o f p o w e r i s t h w

l a r g e l y t h e a n a l y s i s o f t h e s h a p e s o f t h r e a t c u r v e s a n d
t h e s t r a t e g i c i m p l i c a t i o n s o f v a r i o u s c o m b i n a t i o n s o f
t h rea t cu rves when occu r r i ng w i t h va r i ous comb ina t i ons o f
t r a n s f e r c u r v e s . T h e f u l l t r e a t m e n t o f t h e s e s t r a t e g i c .

- poss ib i l i t i es , and an a t tempt to re la te them in a se r io« . ' s

v/ay to emv)ii"ical phenomena, would require a book, and 5 •
i n f a c t i n t e n r ? t o w r i t e i t u n l e s s t h e c o m m e n t s o f t h e '

o t h e r p a r t i c i p a n t s a t t h e c o n f e r e n c e k n o c k , i r r e p a r a b l e
• o

h o l es i n t he gene ra l no t i ons xu 'esen ted so f a r. C leaD- l y,

V
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however, .we can he^ln by saying what is a good shape for
a th rea t curve f rom the s tandpo in t o f i t s owner and what
i s a bad shape . In ? igu re 8 , o f t he t v /o t l i r ea , t cu rves
shown for A a,gainst B, (1) is favourable to A and (2) is
unfavourable to A, By referring to the '45^ line it is
easy to see that with curve (1) A can do 3 a lot of damage
a t a l i t t l e c o s t w h e r e a s w i t h c u r v e ( 2 ) h e h a s t o i n c u r a
l a r g e c o s t t o h i m s e l f t o i n fl i c t a l i t t l e d a m a g e o n B .

P I O T J H B 8 ■

2 4 . U n i l a t e r a l u s e o f t h r e a t s . U n d e r t h e s c h o o l i n g
of wr i te rs such as E l lsberg and Schel l ing , we have grov/n
to accept that the essence of a threat is not "This v/i l l
hurt you more than it hurts me" but "Being what I want
will hurt you less than I intend to make it hurt you not
t o d o v / h a t I w a n t V. I n s u g g e s t i n g t h a t a " s t r o n g p o s i t i o n "
depends on the shape o f the threat curve, am I ignor ing
t h i s ? I t h i n k n o t . T h e r e a r e t v / o b a s i c n u e s t i o n s t o a s k
about a tlrreat: (1) Is it worth making? and (2) V/il l it be
successfu l? ^Thether i t i s wor th mak ing depends on the
answer to the second quest ion p lus the answers to three
other questions; (a) V/hat is the gain i f i t is successful?
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(b) V/hat is the loss from carrying it out? and (c) V/Tiat
i s t h e l o s s f r o m n o t c a r r y i n g i t o u t ? W l i e t h o r t h e t h r e a t
is successfu l c iex jends on (d) the est imate the o ther a ,c tor
m a k e s o f t h e p r o b a b i l i t y o f t h e t h r e a t ' s b e i n g c a r r i e d o u t
i f he does not comx) ly and (e) how unpleasant the threat
v /ou ld be i f car r ied ou t comi )ared w i th the unp leasantness
o f c o m p l y i n g w i t h t h e d e r n a n d o O f t h e s e fi v e f a c t o r s ,
(b) and (d) depend on the shape of the tlireatener's
threat curve; (a) and (e) depend on the shape of the
t h r e a t e n e r ' s t r a n s f e r c u r v e . H o l d i n g t h e s h a p e o f t h e
t rans fe r cu rve cons t -an t , t he more favourab le the shape o f

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

Thus , in F igure 8 , A looks v /e l l p laced to make a th rea t
wi th curve (1) but not wi th cawe (2) , Fur ther develop
m e n t s o f t h i s l i n e o f t h o u g h t d e p e n d o n t h e s p e c i fi c a . t i o n
o f eq^uat ions connec t ing the ra tes o f change o f cos ts ,
benefits and probabilities. I have done some preliminarŷ
v ; o r k o n t h i s b u t a n y e l a b o r a t i o n o f i t w o u l d r e q u i r e a
l o t o f s p a c e ,

2 5 • L ' u t u a l u . s e o f t h r e a t s . S o f a r I h a v e b e e n w r i t i n g
as i f on l y one pa r t y had a .ny t h rea . t capac i t y. The re a re
of course cases of this (o.g., securely-hidden kidnappers)
but more usual is the csise v/here both part ies have some
c a v ) a c i t y t o t h r e a t e n e v e n i f i t i s v e r y u n e q u a l , V / i i a t
c o u n t s a s a g o o d s h a p e o f t h r e a t c u r v e i s n o t a f f e c t e d b y
- v /he the r o r no t t he o the r pa r t y has an ava i l ab le t h rea t ,
b u t w h a t h a p p e n s i s l i a b l e t o b e a f f e c t e d . I f A t h r e a t e n s

B , B m a y e i t h e r c o u n t v e r - t h r e a t e n B o r t h r e a t e n r e t a l i a t i o n .
T h e s e a r e l o g i c a l l y q u i t e d i s t i n c t ; t h e fi r s t i s a ' t h r e a t

by B to damage A unless A does something advantageous to
B ; t h e s e c o n d i s a t h r e a t b y B t o d a m a g e A i f a n d o n l y i f
A c a r r i e s o u t h i s t h r e a t f o l l o v / i n g n o n - c o m p l i c a n o e b y B ,
The range o f outcomes opened up by these is d i f fe rent ,
t h o u g h i n c l u d i n g c o m m o n i t e m s s u c h a s t h e c o n t i n u a t i o n o f
t h e s t a t u s q u o a n d b o t h i ) a r t i e s c a r r y i n g o u t t h e i r t h r e a t s ;
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and both possibilities have in common that they may in
prospect deter A from threatening 3 at all. It is apparent
that any attempt to deal adeq,uately v/ith the strategic

■s i tuat ion ar is ing f rom two par t ies wi th ava i lab le threats
w o u l d r e q u i r e q u i t e e x t e n s i v e t r e a t m e n t , I s h a l l n o t
therefore pursue the matter any further here,

26 . fu r ther deve lopments , 'Ex tens ion to more than two
p a r t i e s i s t o o o b v i o u s a n e e d t o e l a b o r a t e o n , A d e v e l o o -
ment which sGoms to be essential, though it inevitably in
troduces additional complexity,is the explicit recognition
that the cost of coercion should for many purposes be
divided into sl iort-run and long-run costs: coercion in a
single case of non-compliance may be quite cheap provided
the overheads have been incu.rred which are required to
•set up a coercive apparatus, (Banfield, in Political
Influence, makes some moves in 'this direction,) Another
complication, which can be introduced quite neatly within
the existing framev/ork but requires addit ions to the basic
four-curve diagram,. is the recognition of the significance
of a "couhter fo rce" s t ra tegy in cer ta in s i tua t ions : tha t
is to say, an actor may find it advantageous to use re
sources to destroy the coercive capacity of another party
rather than seeking to maximize his loss of utility. To
end v/ith, I should like to mention the development which
seems to rnc the most interesting and potentially fruitful,
though I^ feel I have so far only begun to find out how to
deal with it. , This involves getting away from the God's
e y e v i e w o f t h e c u r v e s e m b o d i e d i n t h e d i s c u s s i o n s o f a r
and introducing into the heart of the analysis an explicit
recognit ion that whs-t is crucial is the perceptions by
each actor of the ut i l i ty schedules of the other actor,
./hat is the relationship botween uncertainty and conflict?
Vili ich sorts of misporceptions and in which directions
increase or decrease the chances of threatening versus non-
threatening, compliance versus non-compliance, carrying out
a threat versus doing noth ing, threatening reta l ia t ion



B a . r r y - 2 0

v e r s u s n o t t h r e a t e n i n g , r e t a l i a t i n g a g a i n s t a s a n c t i o n a s
against do ing noth ing, and so on? Kow far and in v /hat
sense is i t true, as Hohbes said, that "reputat ion of
■ pov70r is power"? I f the imaginat ive use of a s imple

f ramework can he lp to p rov ide answers to ques t ions l i ke
t h e s e , r a y o w n • i s t h a t t h i s l i n e o f d e v e l o p r a e x i t
w i l l p r o v i d e t h e " b i g g e s t r e t u r n s .

1 3 J u l y 1 9 7 1
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