
M E M O R A N D U M t o

f r o m : ■f.ArcrV d a t e :

T .O CL'<^ y(-

3\yyx̂  Cŷ
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o C ^ ^

c X cen t ' s .X

J t O ^ ' ^ X x b J L

ji^yT/r€. ISL:ca^^ AJ&
i t u J t .0^- ~l y O

0 t d 6 - - W

-<r'
Cvfi2aza

f fi  ^ J j t Lvvi_^ "MxXs ^
^/tvT€^ ( JUc^c^ ^ XL. iLreXtX

(T

A / t J ^

X
I ^ 1 n

C 7 '
c y \

A ^ ^ J L A ^ J L p < . o I w j .

yKJLo^y'

r

' v l L

V V t ^ < 2 \ ' C Z X

. L ^ i
J ' i t ^ J S

t^-l^ r:^ ;cr.
jA f' ypx. J C - ' * ^



■4 = ^ ^

j t y

■ v n ^ x ^ ^
(

txX Jl-c^-*-

c r * ^ c:rijl̂ i 0̂

f ^ ] i S A o
nV

i( ^ > 1 ^ 5 i T c i ^ - K r ^ ^ ^.„-'EfcjS

f L

V t / V -(jt\j</K

!!.

L i L .
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E 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
" p o v / e r i n n o n - v o t i n g g r o u p s " .

B r i a n B a r r y ,
U n i v e r s i t y o f E 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 v / e r i n

n o n - v o t i n g g r o u p s " ? I t h i n k 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) the power of the group collectively to get others to
do what it wanted or (b) the power of a given member 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
wou ld the fac t tha t i t was a "vo t ing g roup" be o f any
i m p o r t a n c e . l o u s e " p o v / e r " t o r e f e r t o t h e a i ^ r i o r i o r
o b s e r v e d f r e g ^ 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 t e r m .

2 . V d i P v t i s t h e p o i n t o f e m p l o ? / 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 i 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 - v v e e n p o t e n t i a l l y c o n fl i c t i n g
X ^ 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 h
s t a t e m e n t s a r e c o n n e c t e d b y a n e m p i r i c a l g e n e i ' a l i z a t i o n
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 v / i l l t e n d t o g e t v / 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 w 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 ana lys is o f power cons is ts in (a ) d iscus
s ing what makes up a "s t rong pos i t ion" and (b) d iscuss ing
h o w t h e p r o c e s s o f e x x D 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 i 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
t h e m a i n x ^ ^ r o b l e m l i e s i n t h e d e fi n i t i o n o f t h e c o n c e x : ) t o f

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

g e t w h a t h e w a n t s o v e r t h e r e s i s t a n c e o f s o m e o t h e r a c t o r
o r ac to rs . The p rob lems occu r when one t r i es t o spec i f y
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v/hat makes for a greater or less ability and how the
ability can be put'into effect. Without a full and
reasonably rigorous analytic framework discussions of
these questions easily founder on unstated assumptions,
ambigiaities in the specification of hypothetical cases, etc,

4. Object of the paper. At present we have a quite
elaborate foi'mal literature on bargaining and on the
tact ics of conflict and we have a non-formal l i terature
on power. The need is, I suggest, to bring these two
approacnes together and attempt to treat power in the
context of a foimal theory of bargaining and conduct
generally in conflict situations. This short i:)aper is
offered as a raodest contribution to that end. I have
del iberately restr icted mysel f to set t ing 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
b o g g e d d o w n i n d e t a i l ,

5. ?our basic curves. Schel l ing has i^ointed out
that a payoff matrix allowing each player a quite limited
choice of strategies at each point in a sequence of £i
fev/ laoves each can easily generate over lo'°® cells.
Obviously some simpler way of representing possible out
comes is needed0 I suggest that, taking a two-person
s i t u a t i o n a s o u r o b j e c t o f a n a l y s i s , w e c a n i n -
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 - r
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; ( i i ) for any level of sacrifice
of ut i l i ty by A, the largest loss of ut i l i ty which he can
inflict on B; (iii) and (iv) the equivalents, of (i) and
(i i ) subst i tut ing B for A and vice versa.
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6 . S h a p e o f t h e c u r v e s . I n 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 l o u r c u r v e s w i l l s h o w t h e

c o s t o f p r o c l u c i n v c i t h e r ^ o o d o r i l l f o r t h e o t h e r e 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 l c e s

d o i n g w h a t m a k e s B b e t t e r o f f ( o r w o r s e o f f ) - b u t o n t h e
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 p t i o n v / e s h o u l d n o t o : - : -

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 m o u n t s o f g a i n
- o r l o s s b y t h e o t h e r a c t o r . Ta k i n g t h e s t a t u s n u o a s t h e

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 :

B I G U B B 1

A's

ch

7 , G r a i n s f r o m t r a 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 51. and /3
sum 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 i l 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 poss ib le ga ins f rom t rade ove r ce r ta in ranges . )
A s i t u a t i o n i n v / h i c h t h e r e w e r e p o t e n t i a l g a i n s f r o m
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orade would be one in which, if A has the opx^ortunity of
getting- 3 to move x units to the left of the origin along
curve (iii), tlien for some x there would be a position
preferred by both A and B in which B moved further along
(iii) and A moved some way along (i), i.e., in v/hich
i n s t e a d o f a u n i l a t e r a l t r a n s f e r t h e r e w a s a o n e - s i d e d
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 B both benefit from a departure from the status ouo,
tne parties stay at 0. This has led to a tendency to
think in terms of a false dichotomy: gains from trade and
noncoerc i ve ba rga in ing on the one hand , un i l a te ra l t r ans
f e r a n d c o e r c i o n o n t h e o t h e r .

8 . The Pareto-opt imal f ront ier. A s impler way o f
env i sag ing ga ins f r om t rade i s g raph i ca l : ga ins f r om
t r a d e a r e p o s s i b l e w h e n t h e P a r e t o - o p t i m a l f r o n t i e r i s
a t some po in t to the upper r ight hand s ide o f the curves
(i) and (iii) which meet at the origin. The Pareto-
o p t i m a l f r o n t i e r i s , o f c o u r s e , s i m p l y t h e l i n e a b o u t
w h i c h w e c a n s a y t h a t , g i v e n t h e o b j e c t i v e p o s s i b i l i t i e s
of the situation, if A and B are on it then A can only
g e t b e t t e r o f f i f B b e c o m e s v / o r s e o f f a n d v i c e v e r s a .
I f there is no possibi l i ty of gains from trade, the
Pareto-opt imal f ront ier just consis ts of cu i^es ( i ) and
(iii); since this combined curve runs through 0 that
te l ls us that the on ly way A can improve on the s ta tus
quo is to make B v/orse off than in the status quo and
v i c e v e r s a . I f t h e r e a r e g a i n s f r o m t r a d e p o s s i b l e t h i s
m e a n s t h a t s o m e p o i n t s o n t h e c o m b i n e d l i n e a r e d o m i n a t e d

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
t r a n s f e r. V / e a r r i v e a t t h e P a r e t o - o p t i m a l l i n e b y c o n
s i d e r i n g a l l t h e c o n c e i v a . b l G e x c h a n g e s b e t w e e n A a n d B
running f rom A g iv ing noth ing to B whi le B g ives the
maximum possible amount to A through to the opposite
ex t reme. Bach o f these conce ivab le exchanges g ives r i se
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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 w e e l i m i n a t e

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

(e .g. , A 6 uni ts B 5 uni ts by A 6 B 6) we are le f t v / i th
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 ; . : t

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 p ( 1 ) l To t i c 3 t h a t
a t s o m e p o i n t t h e P a r e t o - o p t i r . i a l l i n e , e v e n w h e n g a i n s
f r o m t r a d v e a r e p o s s i b l e , c o i n c i d e s v / i t h t h e c u r v e s f o r
u n i l a t e r a l t r a n s f e r . ( I n F i g u r e 2 , i t e x t e n d s b e y o n d
t h e m a l o n g t h e l i n e v w x y. ) T h i s m e a n s t h a t , i f A i s a b l e
t o e x t r a c t f r o m B ( p r e s u m a b l y b y c o e r c i o n ) a u t i l i t y l o s s
g r e a t e r t h a n p O i t 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 B d o i n g s o r n e t ' n 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 e 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 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 a n e x c h a n g e < ,
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(2) Perhaps more counter-intuitive is the converse pointj
a l r e a d y t o u c h e d o n , t h a t , i f A i s a h l e t o g e t 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 quo) of an amount less than pO, he
can do "better for hiir iself "by proposing an exchange than
by insist ing on a uni lateral concession by B. Thus, re
t u r n i n g t o F 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 oss o f qO ha can go t a . ga in i n u t i l i t y o f O r by i ns i s t i ng
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 q u i r i n g t h e o p t i m a l o x -

change wi th a net loss of u t i l i ty o f qO to B he can secure
O s - a g a i n o f r s .

1 0 , " - ; x c u r s u 3 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 interest. The si tuat ions v/e arc deal ing
w i 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

p re fe r red by A i s no t t ha t mos t p re fe r red by B . To ge t 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 points which A and B x 'espect ively most prefer, shevm
a s A m a x a n d B m a x i n F i g u r e 3 . ( T h e s i - g n i fi o a n c e o f t h e

tu rn i ng po in t s such as 'A max i s t ha t , beyond t h i s po in t ,
G l t h D . u g i i t h e r e a r e t h i n g s t h a t B w o u l d d i s l i k e d o i n g m o r e
t h a n t h o s e r e p r e s e n t e d b y t h e p o i n t , t h e y w o u l d n o t g i v e
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t o s e c u r e t h e m , a n d t h e y a r e n o t P a r s t o - o p t i m a l s i n c e

they are dominated for "both A and 3 "by A max, IT.3, that
i f wha t g i ves A p leasure i s 3 ' s su f fe r ing as such thez ' s
w i l l n o t " b 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 3 . ) G e n e r a l l y
speaking we can say that there is "more at stake" between
two ac tors (a ) the h igher the u t i l i t y gs . in to A a t A -max,
(b) the higher the uti l i ty loss to B at A max, (c) the
higher the utility gain to 3 at 3 max and (d) the higher
the utility loss to A at 3 max^f^^7''^T ,

\ N I A ' i t i i U . ' C .

f gk jP l
1 1 . I 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
book Conflict of Interest,, d'eiines the concept for a
bargaining gaiiie in which eaclx pjlay-or̂  can guarantee him^
self the status ci_uo as the cross-hatched are^in figure
3(1 ) o r, i n re la t i ve te r ras , as " the c r^ss -ha tched a rea as
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 . - —
He also discusses "Prisoner's Bilemma" games buty does
not discziss the general ca.se where 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 of the Pr isoner 's Bi lemma, however, we might take
the rectangleWhose corners are A max and B max and then
l o o k a t t h e s h a d e d a r e a t o t h e u ' p p e r x ' i g h t o f t h e P a r e t o -

optimal line. Tt i p; wnrth noticing that even in terms
o f re la t i ve con f l i c t o f i n te res t on th i s , ■. c r i . t . e r i on^ the re
may well be .more_..aoziflict of interest where gaW^ from
trade are possible (figure 3(1).}. than v/hen thOi'" are not
(figure 3(2))o I t should also be borne in mind that unt i l
we analyse the threat cur^/es of A and 3 (curves (ii) and
(iv) in terms of our earlier discussion) we are unable to
say v/hether the whole range between A max and 3 max is
rea l ly "ava i lab le" to the actors . A l l we 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 v / i d e s t a x ' 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 rans fe r -o f -u t i l i t y re la t i onsh ip be tween them, I ' ven th i s ,
however, should not be understood as entailing that 3 cannot
d o w o r s e t h a n a t A m a x o r A t h a n a t 3 m a x : i f t h e a c t o r s



s-PPly sanct ions to one another they might "both finish 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 .

T h i s k i n d o f m e a s u r e o f1 2 . E r ^ c u r s u s : ( 3 ) C o n fl i c t ,
conf 1 ic îs^ jategguce"by Axelrod as an empiric^ predic-
tor of actnjal confXiĉ  hut "c5hf±±ê t̂ĥ3 A:celrcLd-̂ f4n-es
it is not wWt'̂ maat'*people v/ould think of askconflict̂ V
s i n c e i t i s s i m p l y t h e f a i l u r e t o r e a c h a g r e e m e n t o n 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 c£^e"''~vyh.gre both players in a Prisoner's Dilemma game
m a k e t h e u n c o - o p e r a t i v e o r " d o u h l e c r o s s " m o v e " b u t t h i s i s
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 , I v l 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» ,
t h a t i s t o s a y t h e i m p o s i t i o n o f s a n c t i o n s " b y o n e p a r t y
on ano the r o r (more c lea r l y ) t he mu tua l impos i t i on 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

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

p l y w 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 h 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
d u r i n g t h e y e a , r s o f u n c h a l l e n g e d P r o t e s t a n t a s c e n d a n c y.
T h e r e i s n o a d v a n t a g e i n c o n fl a t i n g t h e c o n c e p t s 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 obedience based on coerc ion carr ies
t h e s e e d s o f p o s s i b l e f u t u r e c o n fl i c t .

,Joe

1 3 . " / 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 v / e r , a . s
I have defined i t (a long with Iv lax V/eber and other worthies)
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 -
encoun te r ( ge t t i ng wha t you wan t ) as has confl 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 . B o t h

f e a t u r e s o f o u t c o m e s - v / 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,
which is v/hy they are singled out for special attention.
And since winning and the use of sanctions are important
features of outcomes it is not surprising that we want
to ident i fy features of s i tuat ions Vi^hich are l ikely 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 difficult^'-.
D i r s t , t h e t h i n g s t o b e e x p l a i n e d ( o r p r e d i c t e d ) h a v e a
n u . i b e r o f d i f f e r e n t a s p e c t s a n d t h e r e i s n o o b v i o u s l y
r i g h t w a y o f b r i n g i n g t h e m t o g e t h e r a s a n " a m o u n t " o f
winning* or conflic t . ( I f winning is get t ing what you
w a n t o v e r r e s i s t a n c e , h o w d o v / e w e i g h t t h e t w o c o m p o -

~̂ _̂ents - 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

o f r e s i s t a n c e t o g e t a l i t t l e o f w h a t y o u w a n t ? H o w d o
*we we igh t re ta l ia t ion aga ins t p r imary coerc ion , and where
d o a t t e m p t s t o d e s t r o y c o e r c i v e o r r e t a l i a t o r y c a p a c i t y
fit in?) Second, once we get away from simple, highly-
s t r u c t u r e d s i t u a t i o n s o f t h e k i n d d e a l t w i t h b y ' v x e l r o d
v/e Wve to admit that there are a number of fea*l;urGs 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 ' a f f e c t t h e p r o b a b i l i t y
o f a g i v e n i ^ a r t y w i n n i n g o r o f t h e p a r t i e s b e c o m i n g i n
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. We may have
t o c o n fi n e o u r s e l v e s t o e s e r i a s ^ ' o f s t a t e m e n t s o f t h e

form "Other th ings being ei ; j_ual , the more x the greater

p r o b a b i l i t y o f A - w i n n i n g ( o f c o n fl i c t ) " w i t h T ) e r h a p s
some indication of the relative Irnx^ortance 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 e 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 l o o w e r o r
conflict of interest (better here; congj^t-prone re1a-
t i o n s h i p s ) o r f o r j i 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 in^ ; ; t oge ther two i ^o in ts m i ide a l s - ' eady in d i f fe r ' - : ; - i t
n 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 o j
e s t e d i n f o r a l l h 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

T i u r p o s e s ; a n d a n y u t t e i a p t t o c u t t h e m d o w n b y a r b i t r a r y
r e s t i ' i c t i o n s o n t b e i r s c o p e t o m a k e t h e m m o r e r n a n i r u l a b l e
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 v / b i c b a r e i m p o r t a n t .
Second, i f we have an adequate analysis of the whole phe
n o m e n o n o f s t r a t e g i c i n t e r a c t i o n i n w h i c h b o t h c o n c e p t s
a r e e m b e d d e d w e s h a l l b e a b l e t o s e e o u r w o . y a r o u n d b o t h

li (3concepts, see whea^e the conceptual choices^^ "and so onr
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 .0 . fi 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 what k inds o f pos i t ion conduce to ge t t ing what you
w a n t w e n e e d t o e s t a b l i s h m o r e v ^ ^ ' ^ ^ c i s e l y t l i e c r i t e r i o n
of gett ing what you want, for the present purpose I shall

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

wanty faking our two kinds of situation again, v»re co.n
l0r(^see that in figure 4 case (2) does not present problems

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 m a l l i n e , s i n c e
the only move from the status quo (by definition, a draw)
i s c i t h e r i n t o t h e f o u r t ] ) . q u a d r a n t ( A w i n s , S l o s e s , r e -

status quo) Ar the second nuedrant (B wins
A loses, relatively to the status cnio). In figure 4(1)

flBTTPB 4(1) fl g q U E 4 ( 2 )
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■fchere is a^'ain no problem if the result is on the Pareto-
optimal line and falls in quadrants II or IV, If, hor/ever,
it falls in the first quadrant both parties gain relatively
to the status quo. Does this mean that both what
they wanted, and we stop there? Ko: the line between
quadrants is only a line and what we really have is a con—
i^inuum, we often spealt of someone "tjettin^^^- 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 biS'Scting the first quadrant: to the left of this
11. >:,ains more than B, to the right of it B gains more than

• '"^tnnin^: inej.xicient outcomes. Any jjoint is one
wnere (a) A gains more than B, (b) A gains and B loses,
(c) A loses less than B, (d) B loses less than A, (o) B
gains and A loses, or (f) B gains more than A, The areas
corresponding to these possibilities are shov/n in Figure 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 ahea.d of A, is, of course, the dotted line
shovm. Outcomes (c) and (d) are ones in which neither



B a r r y - 1 2

c a n

party ^ets what it wants and, althou£;h we^compare losses,
no outcome in the third q.uadrant can "be described as a
successful e.tteinpt to exercise power "by either party,
The comp)arison of other non-Pareto-optimal positions or
Ox Pai^eoo—optimal positions with non—Pareto—optimal ones
presents difficulties. 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 purposes: if we are mainly interested in
the part icular case we may concentrate on how wel l A d id
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, 7e should
not, in my view, be in too much of a hurry to lose in—
lormation and should think of an outcome as in general
consisting of two elements, A^s gain/loss and B's gain/loss.

N 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 v/e have
to make an interpersonal comiiarison of utility. This is,
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 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
whether two 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-
ijics compared with other outcomes)o 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
reared on those more s lender founda t ions . Bu t as a mat te r
of in te l lectua 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 talk
a b o u t .

In many barga in ing par leys , re fe rence is made -
vague l y, t o be su re - t o i n te rpe rsona l compar i sons
of va lues , and presumably mathems. t ica l abs t rac t ions
of such situations should incorporate comparisons,
(Luce and Haiffa, G-ames and Becisions, pp"^ 131-2)
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19. PiationalG of the eGual-advantafi's enuilihriurn. If
"both parties have an accurate perception of each other's
utility schedules the position of eaual ^ain may, in the
aosencG of attempts at coercion, have a conscious apv^eal
of symmetry. Luce and Baiffa thus ar^^^iio for the noint
at which the G{iurl-advantage line intersects the Pareto-
optimal line as a "reasonahle" solution (pp. 143-5). If,
on one other hand, riie parties have a chance to misre
present ujjOir uoilj.rp sclieoules, each lias oxi incentive to
preoend that it stands to iiain less than it does, subject
to the danner that if both do this too vi^iorously tlney
may be unable credibly to accept what is in fact a mutually
advanta^-eous bargain. (Ihe recent negotiations between

^ P. P o C , f o r B r i t i s h e n t r y i l l u s t r a t e t h i s , ^■51̂  with Britain, especially under the Labour ̂ ■ovemment,
n o i s e s a b o u t t h e c o s t s a n d t h e P r e n c hg l o o m y

other side saying that if any more con-
cessions wore given it wouldn't* be worth having Britain

"p complication (which greatly v/eakened the British
position; w?s the need of the British government to avoid

too pessimistic publicly in case this mo.de it too
difficult politically to go In on terms the government
was prepared to accept.) But even here we can suggest
bhat the Gcj_ual-advctntage i)osition ma-kes some sense by
taking a stronger (and more plausible) version of the
idea used to support the Seuthen-lTash bargaining model,
which o.id not in its original form involve interpersonsk
comparisons of utility. Let us postulate that, in a
bargaining situation, the actor with the most to lose,
objectively, if the negotiations fail, will be the first
to make a concession. It then obviously follows that
bhe actor wno 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 ® l ine I

/Vuw_c

20, !Ton-cQ-operation and coercion. r/e can get to the
3£une conclusion if we imagine that an exchange has been

kf ok



B a r r y - 1 4

estaTDlished on a regular basis and there is some ciuestion
of i ts ceasing. Blau, fol lowing Kupert Trmerson, takes
th is as a parad igmat ic s i tua t ion in wh ich power can oe ex
erc ised. L ike so man^ ' " theor is ts influenced by econouixc
models he considers only the cui-ves representing the best
A and 3 can do for one another, and does not consider in

yypy^ anrnly the ^essence of power, the
V capacity to do deliberate harm^ In this kind of myopic

analysis, we have already seen that mere non-co-opei-ation
in striking a. bargain is treated as if it were "conflict";
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 ^ r v e r s e ^ w e c a n
certainly sai'", with Blau, that if 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 lat ionship as the core
of the Tjhenomenon of power.) Thus, in Figure 6, if the
parties are at p, A is in a strong position to demand
something else as a condition of continuing to exchange
on these terras (thus bringing the net uti l i ty gain nearer
eq.uality) because B stands to lose much more than A from
a v / i thdrawal o f the exchange. We can show the s i tuat ion
a l ternat ive ly by put t ing the estab l ished t rad ing pos i t ion
as the status q.uo and drawing a l ine to the non-t rade

FKxT.IKE 6
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p o s i fi ^ g ^ t o l i 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 r .
b r i n ^ w i l l . V / 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

. w i t h d r a v / a l o f t h e e x c h a n ^ s ® w i l l h u r t B m u c h m o r e t h a n A ,
^ . o .

} ^

-1

t p ^ V .

W O

(diAo
, 4 - f t , ^ / L t 4 - ^ 5 1 A ^ / 3

U^l£' v^vcri^ .

0^ 12Ai-î -n-u64'
fwAw.'l « ̂ w-'h21. hxchanj^e and power. To say, however, as Blau'iJirQ^ v^y \

does, that to he tahing part in an exchange on disadvan- L^S''̂ jii
tageous terms constitutes power, seems to me very pecu- j \.'J.
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 w e s h o u l d

surely be more sensible to treat the fact that A. is tahing ^
part in a bad bargain as pr ima fac ie evidence that "B is
exerting pov/er over him, Iven if we have the additional /'U-C,
information that neither is ^ Xjosition to enn^'loyf'*-^
c o e r c i o n a g a i n s t t h e o t h e r , w e s t i l l h a v e n o n e e d t o

s p e a k o f t h e p a r t y w i t h t h e w o r s t o f t h e b a r g a i n h a v i n g
Xjower; a l l we need say is that he could get a bet ter deal
i f h e t r i e d . B y p o w e r v / 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

Qtthe outcome off the 45^ line in one's ov/n favour - not
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 .

' U h / U ^ ^

' ffiLu Ur. J^l^M
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2 2 . S a n c t i o n s v r A 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 h 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 x j 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 e i s s o r t e d a s p a r t o f t h e d e fi n i t i o n

I of "power" but we have arrived there not by definitional
; < ^ 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 y a b l e

t o g e t w h a t 5 ' ' o u v / a n t b y o v e r c o m i n g r e s i s t a n c e a n d " i 2 ; e t t i n £
t h e b e s t o f a b a r £ ; 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 l c 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 x ' i b e d b y O c h e l l i n g , s o m e
t i m 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

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

p o s i t i o n t o d o t h i s s u r e l y r e q . u i r e s t h e a v o . i l a b i l i t y o f
sanct ions. (Of coui ' 'se, A may be able dependably to get
B to do what ho (or she?) wants ' s imply in v i r tue of the—
f a c t t h a t B w a n t s t o d o w h a t A w a n t s h i m t o d o . B u t

a l t h o u g h t h i s i s ' a w a y o f g e t t i n g w h a t y o u w a n 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

oijtima of A and B coincide, the north-east corner of the ^
r 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 - i r l y a n d e a s t e r l y
p o i n t o n i t , a n d t h e r e i s n o c o n fl i c t o f i n t e r e s t _ -
a re jus t th ree ways o f say ing the same th ing . )

/

2 3 . T i . t 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 n s
l a x ' 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

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

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

p o s s i b i l i t i e s , a n d a i i a t t e m p t t o r e l a t e t h e m i n a s e r i o u s
way to omp in . " ' i caX p i i enomena , wou ld reou i re a book , and I
i n f a c t i n t e n d t o w r i t e i t u n l e s s t h e c o r a n o n t s o f t h t 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

i j o l e s i n t h e g e n e r a l n o t i o n s p r e s e n t e d s o f a r . C l e a r l y ,
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bov/ever, we can be^i in by sayix ic: what is a i^ 'oocl shap'" : Tor
a t h r e a t c u r v e f r o m t h e s t a n d p o i n t o f i t s o w n e r o . n d v / t i a t
i s a b a d s h a p e . I n T i ' i c j u r e 8 , o f t h e t v / o t h r e a . t c u r v e s
shovm for A a i2 ;a ins t P, (1) is favourab le to A and ( f ) i s
unfavourable to A, by referring to the 45*^ line it is
easy to see that with curve (1) A cah"dn B a lot of d^rtaaije
at a little cost whereas with curve (2) \ie has to incur a
l a r ^ - 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 i s l a m U i S e o n b .

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 o l j o o l i n ; ^ ' :

w r i te rs such as U l l sber^ ; and Sche l l i n^ : , ' , we have c ' ^^ovm
t o a c c e p t t h a t t h e e s s e n c e o f a t h r e a t i s n o t " T h i s w i l l
hurt yoû nî ê han it hurts me" but "foin̂ " v/hat I v/ant
w i l l h u r t y o u l e s s t h a n I i n t e n d t o m a k e i t h u r t y o u n o t

- ^(l| what I want','. In suv^iestin^S that a "strong; position"
VY\̂  (f Cl r̂ iS^ depends on the shape of the threat curve, am I î pnorin^

" 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 c x ^ e s t i o n s t o a s k

abou t a t l r rea t ; (1 ) I s i t wo r th mak in ; i ' ? and (2 ) V / i l l i t beCJc

^ , siiocessful? vrxiether it is worth makin;̂ - depends on theC A - t - a n s w e r t o t h e s e c o n d o u e s t i o n n l u s t h e a n s w e r s t o t h r e e
■ 1 * 4 . "

( ." iT' 7' other cpiestions: (a) ' / I^at is the ^aln if i t is successful?
0 ^
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(b) blaat is the loss from carryin^j it out? and (c) "B ;.t
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 ? ' T n o t h c r t h e t h r e a t
is successfu l dextends on (d) t / ie es t imate the o ther aooor
m a k e s o f t h e x t r o h a h i l i t y o f t h e t h r e a t ' s h e i n ^ ; c a r r i e d o u t
i f he does not comply and (e) how unple.asant the threat
would "be i f carr ied out compared wi th the unpleasantness
of complying with the demando Of these five factors,
(h) and (d) depend on the shape of the threatener'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 r i o o f t h e

^transfer curve consto.nt ^ the more favourable the shape of

^ one oiireat curve tlic more likely it is that making a threat
in the hope o f secur ing a concess ion wi l l ho s good hot ,

S Thus, in Figure 8, A looks well placed to make a threo.t
, ^ v^ith curve (l) hut not with cur-ve (2). Further 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 equa t ions connec t ing the ra tes o f change o f cos ts ,
henefits and prohahi l i t ies. I have done some prel iminary
work on th i s hu t any o lahora t i on o f i t vvo i ; l d requ i re a
l o t o f s p a c e .

2 5 . I ' 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 h e e n w r i t i n g
a s i f o n l y o n e p a r t y h a d a n y t h r e a . t c a p a c i t y. T h e r e a r e
of course cases of this (e.g., securely-hidden kidnappers)
hut more usual is the case v/here hot l i part ies have some
c a p 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. h a t
counts as a good shapie of threat curve is not a ffected hy
whether or not the other party has an available threat,
h u t w f h a t h a x ) x > e n s i s l i a b l e t o h 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 c i t h e r c o u n t 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

hy B to dajjiage A unless A does something advantageous to
3; the second is a threat hy B to damage A i f and on ly 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 w i n g n o n - c o m p l i c a n c e h y 3 .
The range of outcomes opened up hy these is d i f ferent ,
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 p 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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a n d " b o t l i p o s s i b i l i t i e s h a v e i n c o m m o n t h a t t h e y m a y i n

p r o s p e c t d e t e r A f r o m t h r e a t e n i n g 3 a t a l l . I t i s a p p a , r e n t
t h a t a n y a t t e m p t t o d e a l a d v o o u a t e l y v / i t h t h e s t r a t e g i c
s i t u a t i o n a r i s i n g f r o m t v / o p a r t i e s v / i t h a v a i l a b l e t h r e a t s
w o u l d r e a u i r e a 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

t h e r e f o r e p u r s u e t h e m a t t e r a n y f u r t h e r h e r e .

2 6 . f u r t h e r d e v e l o n m a n t s . H x t e n s i o n t o m o r e t h a n t w o

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

s i n g l e c a s e o f n o n - c o m p l i a n c e m a y b e c p a i t e c h e a p p r o v i d e d
t h e o v e r h e a d ; 3 h a v e b e e n i n c u r r e d w h i c h a r e r e q u i r e d t o

s e t U T > a c o e r c i v e a p p a r a t u s . ( 3 a n fi e l d , i n P o l i t i c a l
I nfluence , makes some moves i n " t h i s d i r ec t i on . ) Ano the r
c o m p l i c a t i o n , w h i c h c a n b e i n t r o d u c e d q u i t e n e a t l y w i t h i n
t h e e x i s t i n g f r a . m e v v o r k b u t r e q u i r e s a d d i t i o n s t o t h e b a s i c
f o u r - c u r v o d i a g r a m , i s t h e r e c o g n i t i o n o f t h e s i g x i fi c a n c e
o f a " c o u n t v O r f o r c c " s t r a . t 3 p : v i n c e r t a i n s i t u a t i o n s : t h a t

i s t o s a y , a n a c t o r m a y fi n d i t a d v a n t a g e o u s t o u s e r e
s o u r c e s t o d e s t r o y t h e c o e r c i v e c a p a c i t y o f a n o t h e r p a . r t y
r a t h e r t h a n s e e k i n g t o m a x i m i z e h i s l o s s o f u t i l i t y . To
e n d w i t h , I s h o u l d l i k e t o m e n t i o n t h e d e v e l o p m e n t w h i c h
s e e m s t o m c t h e m o s t i n t e r e s t i n g a n d p o t e n t i a l l y f r - u i t f u l ,

t h o u g h I f e e l I h a v e - s o f a r o n l y b e g u n t o fi n d o u t h o w t o
d e a l w i t h i t . T h i s i n v o l v e s g e t t i n g a w a g r f r o m t h e G - o d ' 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
a n d i n t r o d u c i n g i n t o t h e h e a r t o f t h e a n a l y s i s a n e x p l i c i t

r e c o g n i t i o n t h a t w h a t i s c i x i c i a l i s t h e p e r c e p t i o n s b y
e a c h a c t o r o f t h e u t i l i t y s c h e d u l e s o f t h e o ' t h c r c c c t o r .
'.'.hat is the''hrcTi~troii3hip_.-bGtv;oen uncertainty and conflict?
V f n i c h s o r t s o f m i s n c r c e n t i o n s a n d i h ~ w T n r c h d i r e c t i o n s

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

- I V

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

I ^ J
v e r s u s d o i n g n o t h i n g , t h r e a t e n i n g r e t a l i a t i o n



' 7


