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Hesponse to invitation to submit advance comments on
"vower in non-voting groups".
Brian Barry,

University of Tssex,

1. Is there any need for a special concept of "nower in

nop-voting groups"? I think not, but this is because
I do not think there is anything special about power in

voting groups. Power, as I understand it, is, roughly
speaking, the ability to get other people to do what you
want, In relation to voting groups this might apply to
(a) the power of the group collectively to get others to
do what it wanted or (b) the power of a given momber to
get other members to do what he wanted., In neither case
would the fact thet it was a "voting group" be of any
importance. To use "power" to_refer to the a priori or
observed frequency of being pivotal seems to me = misuse
of the ferm.

2. hat is the point of employing a concept of nower in
social analysis? - Ve often want to say, in advance of

any actual confrontation between potentially conflicting
parties that one has a "strong position" and so on, Such
statements are connected by an empirical generalizetion
to the prediction that, other things being équal, a party
in a strong position will tend to get what it wants if

it comes into conflict with a party in a weak position,
To have a "strong position" in this sense is to have
power and the analysis of power consists in (a) discus-
sing what mekes up a "strong position" and (b) discussing
how the process of exnioiting "strong position" works,

3. Tefinition of power, It does not seem to me tThat
the main problem lies in the definition of the concent of

power, There is nothing wrong with the often-repeated

kiné of definition in terms of the ability of an actor to
zet whaetv he wants 6vor the resistance of some other actor
or zctors. The problems occur when one tries to specify
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what malkes for a greater or less ability and how the
ability can Dbe put into effect. Without a full and
reasonably rigorous analytic framework discussions of
these questions easily founder on unstated assumpiions,

ambiguities in the specification of hypothetical cases, ete,

4., Object of the paner, At present we have a quite
3

elaborate formal literature on bargaining and on the

tactics of conflicet and we have a non-Iormal literature

on power. The need is, I suggest, to bring these two

raoproacines together and attémpt to treat power in the

context of a formal theory of bargaining and conduct
generally in conflict situations. This short raper is
offered as a modest contribution to thzt end. T have
deliberately restricted myself to setting out the main
iceas without elabhoration because T think it will Probe-
ably serve the purposes of the conference best to con-
centrate attention on the broad outline rafher than get
bogszed down in detail.

5. Tour basic curves, Schelling has pointed out

that a payolf wmatrix allowing each player a quite limited
choice of strategies at each point in a sequence of a

B . 100
few wmoves each can easily generate over 10

cells,
Cbviously some simpler way of representing possible out-
comes is needed, I suggest that, taking a two-person
situation as our objeet of analysis, we can in orinciple
represent the wmost important facts about their relation-
ship in terms of four curvas: (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 varsa.
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6 Shape o: 1@ Curves, In genersl it seems rea-

sonable to suppose that all Ffour curves will show the
cost of producing either good or ill for the other =ctor
rising at an increasing rate., The "cost" may in soue
cases start off as a positive utility - A actually likes

e
doing what makes B better off (or worse off) - but on the

seme "diminishing roturns" assumption we should not cx—

pect this to be so for indefinitely large amounts of gain

or loss by the other actor. Taking the status quo as the
origin a set of four typical curves might look like +this:

’

e o~
IR PIGURE

H
-
<
-
=,

o) ; 7 .
( 1. \ Als wti.“fy ; A & w
: f/',',-/ N\ 33
8

BrRG GAME

T4 Gains from trade, If the curves (i) and (iii)

exhibit "diminishing returns" and the angles & and /3

sum to more than 90° near the origin,gains from trade

are possible. (If the curves are of any other shape

things are less simple but there may also, of course,
e

be possible gains from trades over certain ranges.)
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A situation in which there were Do gains from
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trade would be one in which, if A has the opportunity of
getting B to move x units to the left of the origin along
curve (iii), then for some x there would be & position
preferred by both A and B in which B moved further along
(iii) and A woved some way along (i), i.,e., in which
instead of a unilateral transfer there wss a one-sidad
exchaenge. The discussion of gains from trade has beean
dominated (unfortunately for other purposes) by the
special case of noncosrcive bargaining where, unless A
and B both benafit £from a departure from the status Quo,
vhe partias stay at O, 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 transe
fer and coercion on the other, ‘ |

8. The Pareto-optimal frontier, A simpler way of

envisaging gains from trade is graphical: gains from
trade are possible when the Pareto-optimal frontier is
.at sowe point to the upper right hand side of the curves
(i) and (iii) which meet at the origin. The Parcio-
optimal frontier is, of course, simply the line about
wnich we can say that, given the objective possibvilities
of the situation, if A and B are on it then A can only'
get better off if B becomes worse off and vice versa.

If there is no possibility of gains from trade, the
Parato-optimal TIrontier just consists of curves (i) and
(1ii); since this combined curve runs through O that
tells us that the only way A can improve on the status
auo is to make B worse off then in the status quo and
vice virsa., If there are gains from trade possible this

means that some points on the combined line are dominztz:d
by others which represcnt the net effects of bilateral
transfer. Ve arrive at the Pareto-optimal line by cone
sidering all the conceivable exchanges between A and B
running from A giving nothing to B while B gives the
maximum possible amount to A through to the opposite
extreme. XFach of these conceivable exchanges gives rise
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to a pair of net utilities for A and B, If we eliminote
all those pairs which arzs dominated by some other pair
(ee8ey A 6 units B 5 units by A 6 B 6) we are left with

=lns

o
~

the "efficient" points. If there are no possible
from trade these will simply be unilateral transfer, all

~the bilateral transfers having been dominated; if there

are possible gains from trade we get a curve like that
shown below,

TIGURE 2
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G Bxchange and unilateral transfer, (1) Notice that

at some point the Pareto-optimal line, even when gains
from trade are possible, coincides with the curves for
unilateral transfer. (In Figure 2, it extends bheyond
them along the line vwxy.) This means that, if A is able
to extract from B (presumably by coercion) a utility loss
greater than p0 it will be most efficiently accomplishe
by B doing something that A wants but A doing nothing for
B. Thus the fact that there are "gains from trade" as
d:fined does not guarantee that every transaction will be
most efficiently accomplished by an exchange.
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A as much satisfaction. Hence A has no _incentive o
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(2) Perhaps more counter-intuitive is the converse point,
already touched on, that, if A is able to get B (azain
presumably by coercion) to accept a loss of utility (rela-
tively to the status quo) of an amount less than 10, he
can do better for himself by proposing an exchange than
by insisting on a unilateral concession by B. Thus, re-
turning to Figure 2, if A can extract from B a utility
loss of g0 he can get a gain in utility of Or by insisting
on a straight transfer bhut, by reguiring the optimal ox-
change with a net loss of utility of g0 to B he can secure
Os - a gain of rs.

-

10, Fxcursus on
(1) Conflich.of

i
with exhibit confli

C
interast, The situations we are dealing

¢t of interest in that the outcome most
preferred by A is not that most preferred by B. To get an
idea of what is at stake in a confrontation we can look at

the points which A and B respectively most prefer, shown
as A max and B max in Figure 3. (The significance of the
turning points such as A max is that, beyond this point,
a&fbodgh there are things that B would dislike doing more

)

than those represented by the point, they would not give
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to secure them, and they are not Pareto-optimal since
they are dominated for both A and B by A max, N.B, that
if what gives A pleasure is B's suffering as such there
will not -be a turning point and A max wil

sent the maximunm suffering possible for B.) Generally
speeking we can say that there is '"more at

b

two actors (a
(b) ne higher
higher the utility gain to

=

0)

S
the higher the utility gein to A at A uax,
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the utility loss to A at B

11, ZIxcursus: (2) Axelrod. Robert Axelrod, in his

Ay

oy}

book Conflict of Interest, defines the concept for

L1l

-

bargaining game in which eéﬁh‘pl&y@Q can guarantce

)

self the status quo as the cross-hatched area.in FPigure

-

3(1) or, in relative terms, as'the crogs-hatched area es

c+
o)
S ]

a proportion of the rectangle in which it is situ

He also discusses "Prisoner's Dilemma'" games but_doos
not discuss the general case where pleyers have means of

(4]
o

&

[

coercion at their disposal. In the solrlt ol

g
ol
U
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e
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ment of the Prisoner's DTilemma, n Jever, we might
S > ——— —..___,_/ o =

the rectangle whose corners are A max and B max and then

look at the shaded area to thé upper right of the Pareto-

optimal line., It is worth noticing that even in terms

of relative conflict of interest on thig criterion there

may well be more conflict of interest where gains from

trade are possible (Figure 3(1)) than when they are not

(rlﬁure 3(2)), It should also be borne in mind that until
we analyse the threat curves of A and B (curves (ii) ané
(iv) in terms of our earlier discussion) we are unable to

say whether the whole range hetween A max and B max is
really "available" to the actors. All we are saying at

the moment is that this is the widest area of dis

there could be given the actors' preferences and the actual
transfer-of-utility relationship between them, Iven
however, should not be understood as entailing that B cannot
do worse than at A max or A than at B max: if the actors
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apply sanctions to one another they might both finish up

to the lower left hand side of the rectangle. QO\A
LY,
{ 5\ —~ te M.‘{a 2 R )}‘1 )Q"'Q.
‘4_' 7 e )) & k /‘%’f‘ \j(\p\
\ 4w (\,,, 1 i
Efcursus: (3) Conflict. 1%3 kind of measure of Ao,
) ;\ conflict)is f sreduced by Axelrod as an empiricel predic-~
‘-’\q v v /i/“\- —
tor of actuWhl conflict i f \xelrod-eaefines-
. . L) = o~ 3. 'I ) '/,I 'A‘! ) V\‘\l
it is not whztTost people would think of ac‘co “llct»w Ut&fugqx

since it is simply the failure to reach agreecment on

Qa;w s L mutually advantegeous trade, He later extends it to cover
GEERE . e ; 2 :
{;EV the case waere both players in a Prisoner's Dilemma game
L’ \>> make the unco-operative or "dbuble cross" move but this is

11 a long way away from the complexities of real-life
conflict that we are trying to capture. Most people, I
suﬂ"ﬂst think of conflict as what is going on at the
moment in Vietnam, Zast Pakistén, Northern ITxreland, ebcs,
Cbs that ig to say the imposition of sanctions by one party
on another or (more clearly) the mutual imposition of
sanctions by two or more parties. Notice that this means
successful coercion does not constitute conflict: if I

threaten you with sanctions unless you do x and you com=-
ply with my demand this is not conflict. ILaw-abiding
citizens are not in conflict with the police even if it
is only the presence of the police that keeps them law-
abiding, nor was there conflict in Northern Ireland
during the years of unchallenged Protestant ascendancy.
There is no advantage in conflating the concepts of
coercion and conflict. At most we might want for some
purposes to say that obedience based on coercion carries
he seeds of possible future conflict.

/ /| 13. Winning and conflicting as outcomes. Power, as

Ciytgv $ I have defined it (along with Max Weber and other worthies)

A has much the same relationship to winning a particuler

: encounter (getting what you want) as has conflict of in-
terest to actual conflict in Axelrod's conception. DBoth
features of outcomes - who won and were sanctions used? -

ey i . & P
\S\D €6 G lo G v.ﬁ;yf‘:ﬂ,\x,..’,"‘ R 0 O n.
7 : i
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are of interest to people for a whole variety of rezgons,
which is vwhy they are singled out for special attention,
£nd since winning and the use of sanctions are important
features of outcomes it is not surprising that we want
to identify features of situations which are likely to
give rise to these outconmes. )

14, Difficulties in wower and conflict of interest.
But in both cases there are two kinds of difficulty.

Tirst, the things to be explained (or predicted) have a
nuiter of different aspects and there is no obviously
right way of bringing them together as an "amount" of
winning or conflict. (If winning is getting what you
want over resistance, how do we weight the two compo-
_iaents - is it a bvigger win to get a lot of what you want

over lititle resistance or to overcome an immense amount

of resistence to get a little of what you want? How do
we weight retaliation against primary coercion, and where
do attenmpts to destroy coercive or retsliatory capacity
it in?) Second, once we jet away from simple, highly-
structured situations of the kind dealt with by Axelrod
we have to admit that there are a number of Texztures of
a strategic situation which can affect the provability
of a given rarty winning or of tpe parties becoming in-
volved in conflict and again there is no straightlorward
way oi reducing them to a common measure, We may have
to coufine ourselves to & seriss’of statements of the
form "Other things being egual, the more x the greater
orobability of A winning (of conflict)" with nerhaps
some indication of the relative Importance of these
factors., '

15, Implications, This, it should be said, is not

an argoment either for abandoning concepts like powar or

iyVA\ - conflict of interest (better here: conflict-nrone yela-

tionships) or for producing more differentiated definitions,
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. To bring together two points mede already

in
places:. first, winning and conflict are things we ars linter-

ested in for 21l kinds of evaluative, practical and other
purposes; and any attenpt to cut them down by arbitrary

restrictions on their scope to make them more manipulzable
will almost certainly erclude aspects which are important,
second, if we have an asdeguate analysis of the whole Dhe-

4

nomenon of strategic interaction in which both conecapts

-

are embeddsd we shall be able to see our way around hoth
concedts, sec where the conceptual choicegxhand 50 onj
if we do not, no amount of definitional elaboration will
be a substitute, ;

o

16, Winaning: efficient outcomes, If the object is to

oL

say what kinds of position conduce to getting what you
want we need to establish more precisely the criterion
of getting what you want. TFor the present purpose I shall

ifferent strategic situations but merely ask

(o)

ot compare

'whaﬁ in a given situation would count as getting what you
wanﬁV Taking our two kinds of situation again, we can
wsae that in Figure 4 case (2) does not present problens

if the actors finish up on the Parsto-optimal line, since
the only move from the status quo (by definition, = draw)

v is either into the fourth quadrant (A wins, B loses, re~
45"”;V latively to the status quo) ér the sccond quadrent (B wins,
A loses, relatively to the status quo). In TFigure 4(1)

PIGURE 4(1) " FIGURE 4(2)
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he result is on the Pareto-
Ef
gain rela

there is again no vproblem if

optimal line and falls in quadrants II or Iv,. however,
it falls in the first quadrant both parties
to the status quo.

they wanted, and we stop ther

tively
Does this mean that both got what
e? No: the line between
quadrants is only a oo

tinuum,

line and what we really have is

/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

a line running

equal gain g from the origin

lTeft oftthis
to the right of it B gains more than
[ -

is, obviously,

and bisecting the first quadrant: o the

A gains more

Al k)
.

than B,

17. Any point is one

where (a) A

inefficient outcomes,
(b)

(c) A loses less than B, (d) B loses less
gains and A loses, or (f) B gains

Winning:

ains and B loses,
(e) B
The areas

gains more than B,
than A,
more than A,
corresponding to these possibilities are shown in I'igure 5,

FIGURE 5
A

v : s3I

(o) s
X //
(b) 2
g (§)
/
//
4 //
N (c) //
\\\\\\\\ .// (e)
D s
ﬁ/ (d) -

The dividing linhe between the first three, in which A
the last three, in which B
the dotted line

Outcomes (c) and (d) are ones in which neither

comes out ahead of B, and

comes out ahead of A, is, of course,

shown,
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can
party gets what it wants and, although Wg{oompare

&)

-

osses,
no outcome in the third quadrant can be described as a
successful attempt to exercise power by either party.

The comparison of other non-Pareto-optimal positions or .

of Pareto-optimal positions with non-Pareto-optimal ones
Presents difficulties. Consider, for example, points p

and ¢ in Figure 4(1): g gives A a slightly better out-

come but p is much worse for B. How we relate these de-
pends on our purvoses: if we are mainly interested in

the particular case we 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, Ve should

not, in my view, be in too much of a hurry to lose in-
formation and should think of an outcome as in general
consisting of two elements, A's gain/loss and B's gain/loss.

18. Note on utility. It will be noticed that whe

the outcome is in the first or third quadrants we have

to meke an interpersonal comparison of utdlity,.  Thisg -isy
I suggest, unavoidable if we 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 cen be said without going beyond individual ord-
inal utilities (i.e., each party being able to say sim-
pPly whether one outcome is preferable to another or
whether two outcomes taken together are better or worse
than some other outcome) or individual cardinal utilities
(i.e., outcomes taken together with assigned probabil-
itics compared with other outcomes), And it is obviously
worth while to see how much of the structure can be
reared on these more slender foundations. But as = matter

ct
<k
5
()
Hy
H .
S
[6))]
ct

of intellectual strategy it seems to me tha
priority is to be able to cover within an ade
fremework all the phenomena we want to be able to talk
about.

In many bargaining parleys, reference is made -
vaguely, to be sure - to interpersonal comparisons
of values, and presumably mathematical abstractions
of such situations should incorporate comparisons.
(Iuce and Raiffa, Games and Decisions, pp., 131-2)
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“making gloomy noises about the costs and the French £
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19. Rationale of the equal-advantage equilibrium, If

both partics have an accurate percention of each other's
utility schedules the position of equal gain may, in
absence of attempts at coercion, have a conscious anpeal
of symmetry., Luce and Raiffa thus ar
at which the equol-advantage line intersec
optimal line as a "reasonable" solution (p3
on the other hand, the parties heve a chance to mi
present their utility schedules, each has an incentive to
pretend that it stands to sain less then it does, subject
to the danger that if both do this too vigorously they

O v
ble credibly to accept what is in fact a matually

)

nay be una
advantageous bargain, (The recent negotiations between
Britain and the I.B.C. for British entry illustrate thiisy \Ji\

with Britein, cspecially under the Labour government,

-

especially on the other side saying that if any more con-

cessions were given it wouldn't be worth having Britain
in. A complication (which sreatly weakened the RBritish
position) was the necd of the British govermment to avoid

¢ publicly in case this made it too

o

al
difficult politically to go in on terms the government
e

e
was prepared to accept.) But even here we can suggest
that the equal-advantage position makes some sense by
taking a stronger (and more plausible) version of the
idea used to support the Zeuthen—Nash bargaining model,
whnich did not in its original form involve interpersonal
comparisons of utility. ILet us pOStulate that, in a
bergaining sitvation, the actor with the most +o LoSe;
objectively, if the negotiations fail, will be the first
to make 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,

)'LQD{Q Moy IL{\%DL @L‘j C/('

20, XNon-co-operation and coercion,

can get to the
(&Y

e
same conclusion if we imegine that an exchange
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established on a regular basis and there is some guestion
of its ceasing. Blau, following Rupert Tmerson, takes
this as a paradigmatic situation in which power cen he ex-
ercised. Like so many theorists influenced by econouic

models he considers only the curves representing the best

A and B can do for one another, and does not consicer in
any serious way what is surels; the essence of power, the

Capacity tg do deliherate @éfgj In this kind of myonic
analysis, we have already seen that mere non-co-operation
in striking a bargain is treated as if it were "conflict";
and we can now add that the withdrawal or co-opcration is
treated as "coercion', Although this is perverse, We an
certaihijwéaﬁfmﬁi%ﬂ/giau, that if one party zains much
more than the other from an exchange then that party is
vulnerable to demesnds, (Blau, of course, obscures things
further by treating this kind of relationship as the core
of the phenomenon of power,) Thus, in Figure 6, if the
parties are at p, 4 is in a stfong position to demand
somethinz else as a condition of continuing to exchenge
on these terms (thus bringing the net utility gain nearer
equality) because B stands to lose much more than A from
a withdrawal of the exchange. We can show the situation
alternatively by putting the established trading position
as the status quo and drawing a line to the non-trade

PIGIRE 6
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to epict a state of a;falrs either party can
bring at will., We can then see clearly that the

withdrawal of the exchange will hurt B much more than A,

e o ‘%”CS\

(WL
Ezl.‘b\l( ';' jVp A({\L \A \\LQ

A O (LL’T LL{‘X’\
sl O\%,u,\ ( aLGT/(

@\,L Aang /1L o&"xi” Qa \‘Y\O:\J

/X\‘d «\ V ﬂ,(‘l,( ( O«& g '\\ N0 owel.
i 4<@ Yyrar ) 0. o Uhglim
0o \u g Pudl Y]L&(H R
L\Mﬂ,\\ 4 a pwth Wk } ‘z R ] Al “S'/ vh{
21, EZxchange and power. To say, however, as Blau'kaj i .k1*

does, that to be taking part in an exchange on disadvan-— M{Ukaw,

tageous terms constitutes power, seems 0 me very pecu- Yy ﬂ;wxﬁ

liar. In the absence of any other information we should J ‘
Ld ey

‘surely be more sensible to treat the fact that A is t&hlng.h¢,,?b

/////part in a bad bargain as prima facie evidence that B is UUldare,
: exerting power over him., Tven if we heve the additional vt FL,
/ o : : S s 4~
/ information that neither party is in a position to employ™- Objhj

/
f

/ coercion against the other, we still have no need to
the
vower; all we need say is that he could get a better deal

spneak of arty with the worst of the bargain having

o]

“ |

1 .if he tried. By power we should mean the ability to zet /
\ o] . . J
\ ()f the outcome off the 45° line in one's own favour - not

\ merely the fact that one is off it to one's own disfavour

\ and could get on to it. : )
AN D 4o / ﬂL/Q, /LLE Wq\ r&
) Rurp xﬁ s Cefmn ;n,f/m}@ G104 Z j

W Loated m f@w oo P
s i Mw&% /}mﬁfﬂ%"“
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22, Senctions @nd power, We have thus, finally,

arrived at the point where it can be seen that power de-

pends upon the capacity to apply sanctions. This has,

(@]
H

course, often been asserted as part of the definition
al

O

£ "power" but we have arrived there not by definitional
fiat but by an analysis of the prerequisites of being able
to get what you want by overcoming resistance and "getting
the best of a bargain%, Admittedly, one may, by the
exercise of guile, by taking advantage of the confusion

-

or incompetence of the other party, or by using the kind

O
of oprftion-foreclosing moves described by Schelling, some-

gk

times come out ahead in a bargain without threatening

seanctions, or even occasionally get the other narty to
agree to something that makes him worse off than he is in :

the status quo situation. But to be denendably in a 'dﬂ
position to do this surely requires the availability of L(G
sanctions, (OF course, A may be able dependably to getqﬂaﬂ gﬁ@
B to do what he (or she?) wants simply in virtue of the :

fact that B wants to do what A wants him to do. Dut -3%% é()
altoough this is a way of getting whet you want it is
not an exercise of power bzecause it does not involve the

(o]

overcoming of resistance: once A has stvated a wish the S7Q Ejﬁ
optima of A and B coincide, the north-east corner of the SA 5¢
Pareto-optimal curve is the most noxtherly
point on it, and there is no conflict of inter
are just three way

ys of saying the same thing,

349

largely the analjsis of the shapes of threa

J
the strategic iwplications of various combinations of
threat curves when occurring with various combinztions of
transfer carves, The full treatment of these strategic

possibilities, and an attenpt to relate them in a serious
way to empirvical phenomens, would reguire a book, and I

in fact intend to write it unless the comients of the

other participants at the conference knock irreparable
noles in the general notions »resented so far, Clearly

/ ‘%‘*ﬂfﬁ |
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.
. :
however, we can bhegin by saying what is & good shapn lfor
a threat curve from the standpoint of its owner and what
is a bad shape., In Figure 8, of the two threat curves
shown for A against 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 caii 8 B a lot of dsmage
at a little cost whereas with curve (2) ke has to incur a
large cost to himself to inflict a little Samage on B,
TIGIRE 8 Y\Jj% Ye) 4{7
g5 24, Unilaeteral use of threats. Under the schooling
r‘((;/ \ of writers such as Ellsberg and Schelling, we have grown

to accept that the essence of a threat is not "This will
\\‘ \-,1;—\ T‘j e ‘\\4_ 1 : TR A1 S Ty et e e i S ot
=D hurt you more~fphan it hurts me" but "Doing what I wan
%;QJWL&ENQ will hurt you less than I intend to make it hurt you not
3 vhat A AL ues ine Nstrone o 1
“ngvxd'hv"fto do what I want", In suggesting that a "strong position
vl (¢ l’&ﬁ depends on the shape of the threat curve, am I ignoring
) - | "f‘.
C\‘ﬁlp qfd this? I think not. There are two basic questions o ask
‘ . jﬂ’ about a threat: (1) Is it worth making? and (2) Will it be
(LN A AT RRST : 3
: successful? ‘Vhether it is worth making depends on the

. gt .k‘[.
Daleoes o answer to the second guestion plus the answers to three

lf 7;1\C4w. 'othrr questions: (a) "mat is th“ gain if it is succes qiul°
\
Ond ¢ o mPOALE 1\«1\0 %kw '“‘L“\fv AL Mn, MGy W éf‘bﬁﬂw\
\

Mes Tt ng T&W\G, @ on ./-,,ume&Q(
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(b) 'hat is the loss from carrying it out? and (c) "hatb

is the loss from not carrying it out? Waether the threat

is successful depends on (d) the estimate the other =mctor

makes of the probability of the threat's being carried out
~<_if he does not comply and (e) how unnleasant the threat

2 would be if carried out comparcd with the unpleasantness

¢

/q”  of couplying with the demand, Of these five factors,
TS (b) and (d4) devend on the shape of the threatener's
P SN threat curve; (a) and (e) depend on the shape of the
zﬁ \\j& threatener's transfer curve., Holding the shape of the
'ﬁ\gwﬁ \%;3transfey‘ggyygwggnstgnt, the more favourable the shape of
'{g ‘D the threat curve the more likely it is that making a threat

in the hope of securing a concession will be a good bet,
Thus, in Figure 8, A looks well placed to make a threat

f>/§\ with curve (1) but not with curve (2). TFurther develop-
.<34€>\> ments of this line of thought depend on the specification
355§3; of equations connecting the rates of change of costs,
S : benefits and probabilities. I have done some preliminary

work on this but any elaboration of it would require a
lot of space,

25. Mutual use of threats. So far I have been writing

as if only one party‘had any threat capacity. There are

of course cases of this (e.g., securely-hidden kidnapoers)
but more usual is the case where both parties have some
capacity to threaten sven if it is very unequal. ‘hat
counts as a good shape of threat curve is not affccted by
whether or not the other party has an available threat,

but what happens is liable to be affected., If A thrsatens
B, B may cither countor-threaten B or threaten retaliation.
These are logically quite distinct: the first is a threat
by B to damage A unless A does something advantageous to

B; the second is a threat by B to damage A if and only if
A carries out his threat following non-complicance by B
The range of outcomes opened up by these is different,
though including common items such as the continuation of
the status quo and both parties carrying out their threats;



v

and both possibilities have in common that

they may in

prospect deter A from threatening B at all t is apparent
that any attenpt to deal adequately with the strategic
situation arising from two parties with available threats

would reguire quite extensive treatment.

herefore pursue

26, Further developments. Txtension t

oo obvious & need to elaborate

1 seems to be essential, though i
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deal with it. his involves getting away from the God's
eye view of the curves embodied in the discussion so far
and introducing into the heart of the analysis an explicit
: rscognition that what is crucial is the perceptions by
AO“A&J“_ each actor of the utility schedules of thé other actor.
" hat is the rETZ%Ibnshlp.bctucgg uncertainty and conf%igﬁ?
;E:-J\&év? ;fhlcd sorts of misperceptions and in_ﬁEIC]" lirections
ﬁgg\élgwﬁih¢in0“casc or decrease the chancss of threate;ing versus non-
'\ A y RO . threatening, compliance versus non-compliance, carrying out
::1&;3\0f<wa thireat versus doing nothing, tAert»41L5 retaliation
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