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Policy Research

Since there are many styles and definitions of polliecy research
some preliminary remarks are required about the relationship of the
analysis presented in this paper, policy research and social change.

Policy declislons--whether by an established elite or by a rev-
olutionary cadre--seldom offer a simple cholice between good and evil,
or even good and better. More often than not they Iinvolve
trade-offg. The attainment of one goal must be limited or lowered in
order to attain some other goal. Expenditures on health must be
limited because of the need to invest in agriculture. Some types of
inefficiencles In one smector must be allowed because to eliminate
them would create even more serlous Inefficiencies 1in another
gsector. Often such trade-offs involve a relatively clear conflliet of
interests between different subgroups within the soclety. Special
educational and employment quotas for blacks In the U.S, or scheduled
(formerly untouchable) castes In India advantage these groups.
Conversely they dlsadvantage other groups in the sense of reducing
the latter's trsditional privileges. Trade-offs do not, however,
always Involve the simple advantaging of some and the disadvantaging
of others. Frequently it 1ls not clear what the consequences of
alternative lines of action will be. Even In the case of quotas for
minorities the question of the consequences for the long-term
self-interest of the group are not unambiguous. Perhaps quotas will
so increase the resentment against minoritles that they will faell
that the economic benefits do not offset the Increased abuse and
hostllity they experience In Interpresonal relations with nonminority

members. What is In the best long-term interest of the minority
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group? Hiring quotas, lncreased resources for enforcement of antl-
diserimination laws, or some combination of the two? Which pollcy
wlll be most beneflcial to the minority group involved? The primary
purpose of pollcy research ls to make clear the consequences of
possible alternatlve courses of actlon.

when polley research is limited to exploring the alternatlives
that are acceptable to the current regime of a soclety it ls the tool
and handmalden of the domlnant interests. These dominant intecests
may be rigldly status quo or mildly reformist, but they are rarely
revolutlonary for very long. 1 belleve that most policy research
wlll be carrled out within the boundarles and limits established by
the dominant lnterests in & glven soclety. This is likely, if for no
other reason, because most research and academic work will be bought
and paid for by such interests, though the directness and extent of
thls financlal control will vary considerably.

But having admitted that most pollcy research will in some
t‘éapects be blased ln favour of the status quo is not to admit that
this ls always the case. In the filrst place often the dominant
Interests in a soclety “know not what they do." That ls, the
consequences of the pollcy research process are not as supportive of
their interests as they had hoped. Secondly, in gocletles that are
not completely totalitarian some resources and latitude are avallable
for research orlented to the Interests of underprivileged groups.
The research mentloned earller on the consequences of hirlng quotas
ls one hypothetlcal example. A classic historical example is the
research on prejudice and anti-Semltism sponsored by B'nal B'rith.

perhaps a more serlous problem than avolding blases due to
political or ecl',onouic control 13 reduclng blases due to the
polltical, ldeologleal or theoretical commitments of the researcher.
There 1s, of course, an extensive llterature on this issue. If we
had to summarize these arguments In one sentence we might say: to
some degree blases are lnevitable, but it is a matter of degree. We
should not be so nalve as to think that any research, much less

pollcy orlented research, s value-free in & total sense. But there
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are slgnificant variations In the degree and type of bias. The
question Is how can blases be minimized and specified.

In the present context an extended discussion of this problem is
Iimpossible. I will, however, suggest two strategies that geem
particularly relevant to the relatlonship between policy research and
soclal change. One important strategy is to wed policy research with
attempts to Improve and expand our basic theoretical knowledge. This
Is not always possible, but where It ls we are forced to deal with
relationships and lissues in broader and, hopefully, less provincial
contexts. Relating policy alternatives to theory Fforces us to
examine the relation of the lssues and data which are the Focus of
this particular policy-related analysis to other aspects of
soclologlcal knowledge.

A second strategy which should help to reduce the provinclality
of pollcy research is to see that at least some of the time it is
directed toward what might be called Fundamental pollcy questions—-
those which deal with the basic assumptions of a society. Stated
negatively, pollcy research should not limit itself to the immediate
preoccupatlons  of those who currently hold political and
administrative power, nor to the immediate preoccupations of their
adversarles. Our work will not be nonpartigan or value-free, but
these steps should make It more diFFflcult to disguise the ldeologies'
of speclal lInterests as sociological analysis. Perhaps equally
important, soclologlists may become clearer about the relationship of
these two modes of intellectusl endeavour. What I shall attempt In
this paper Is to show how the elaboration and development of basic
theoretical concepts and propositions can help to clarlfy one of the
most cruclal and recurcring policy Issues confronting modern
societles: the costs and benefits of varlous alternative means of

coordinating goal-oriented actlvity.
Simplification And The Integration Of Activity

All goal-orlented social unlts Fface a Fundamental dilemma. On the
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one hand, they need to coordinate and integrate the activities of
thelr members so as not to waste scarce resources. On the other
hand, they must try to minimize the time and resources spent on
integrating activities because thls reduces the resources avallable
for actually carrylng out thelr activities. TIFf large amounts of time
are spent argulng about how to earry out a job, too little time may
be left to actually do the job. There are extensive soclological
digscusslons of mechanlsms used to cope with this dilemma, e.g.,
suthority structures, bureaucracles, markets, and plurallstie
decision making. In large measure these are seen as alternative
mechanisms for Integrating or coordinating activitles. They are
attempts to solve the dilemma between resources for integratlon and
cesources for actlvity. Yet we have had relatlvely little success in
clearly specifying the relatlonships between these concepts in the
context of a common theoretical frame of reference. It is the thesis
of this paper that our understanding of both the fundamental dllemma
;nd the relatlonships between the varlous mechanlsms of integration
can be clarlfied by Introducing the concept of simplification.
Simplification cefers to the processes used to reduce the amount of
time which must be spent on Integrative lInteraction and therefore
increase the tlme avallable For carrying out actlvitles., I will
argue that all Forms of simplificaton are dependent primarily upon

two basic soclal processes which I will refer to as abstraction and

1
inequallity.

Some Basic Concepts
In this paper Jolnt actlvity refers to actions intended to

Influence some aspect of a group's environment. Activity may
Influence the physical environment, e.g., plowing or bullding a
house. Or Lt could entall Influencing other people not members of
the group, e.g.. through salesmanship or military actlon. The

integration of activity refers to Fltting together the actlvities of
the members so as to maximlze the deslired lmpact on the envlironment

for 8 glven level of activity. Integraton ls equivalent to the
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concept of coordination except that the latter implles the group's
activitles are Ffit together by consclous planning--an implication
that 1s not always appropriate. The concept of the Integration of
activities used here makes no assumption about the Integration of
values or sentiments. Often the goals toward whlich a group's
activitles are directed are valued only by a small minorlty. The
other members may work toward this pgoal and integrate their
activitles only because they are coerced Into doing so. ©On the other
hand  the Integratlon of activities 1s wusually most easlly
accomplished if baslc values and goals are shared.

The most elementary way of integrating actlvity is through soclal
interaction: mutual communication and Influence which involves
acting In the awareness of others and adjusting responses to the way
others respond.z The members of a group dlscuss, argue, and even
Eight untll they reach a collective decision about what each needs to
do In order to Integrate thelr Individual efforts toward some
specified goal.

Interaction and activity are ln large measure mutually exclusive
Eorms of action.. IF a political club spends more time discussing and
declding strategy, less time is avallable to carry out door-to-door
canvassing. Thls must be lmmedlately qualified. As we have polnted
out, a group may and often does simultaneously engage In Interactlon
and actlvity. To gome extent a politlcal club can stuff envelopes
(activity) and discuss strategy (interactlon) at the same time. But
even In this example the two Fforms of actlon may lnterfere with one
another. If the dliscussion becomes hesated or complex, the
effectiveness of the envelope stuffing is llkely to decline, whlle
this activity may also 1limit the extent to which people become
Involved In the strategy dlscusslon. When we shift to some activity
that requlres the physlcal separation of the membars, such as
door-to-door canvassing, Interactlon and activity are clearly
mutually excluslve.J A very common complaint by organlzational
pacticlpants illustrates the dllemma posed by the mutually exclusive

nature of Interaction and activity: "We spend so much time at
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committee meetings that we never have time to 'get anything done'.”
When a sequence of interaction has contlnued for some perilod,
actors begin to develop a set of expectations about how others will
respond to a partlcular actlion. They learn that behaving a certain
way will be recelved with approval or dismay, resulting in
cooperation or confliet. When confllet has been common, the actors
begin to develop a notlon of who lg likely to win or prevall., As the
interaction proceeds, stable patterns begin to develop. Actors agree
among themselves--a consensus develops--that actlon A 1ls acceptable
and appropriate while action B is not. Or they learn that actor X is
almost certaln to wln any conflict over whether to do A or B so they
do the latter even though there is no consensus that B is the right
or good thing to do. Moreover, they become aware that X ls able to
win because he is helped by Y and in return X has agreed to support
Y's preference when the group must choose between alternatives C and
D. In short, a set of pattermed relationships emerge From extended
-lnternctloﬂ. The established pattern is based on a complex mixture
of (1) consensus and agreement between the actors, (2) the individual
power of some to Impose thelr will on others through elther
inducements or negative sanctions, which is in turn based partly on
(3) the coalitlons that are formed between varlous actors. What
emerges here Is a social order based upon particularistic
relatlonships whlch have emerged from extended sequences of
particularistic Interaction. When new lssues or slituatlons arlse, or
new actors enter the group, such a soclal order will require
additional adjustments in order to integrate these new elements. The
group does, however, have a common base of shared understandings,.
i.e., a rudimentary culture, from which to begin. Consequently, less
time and energy are required to revise or expand exlsting social

relationships in mlnor ways than to establish new relstlonships.

Stmplification Mechanisms
Barlier I noted that the more time a group spends on interaction,
the less time they have avallable for activity. Integration of
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activity through particularistic interaction is especislly time
consuming. The actors Involved often have to spend considerable
energles talking, argulng, and fightlng in order to arrive at a
decislon about what each member of the collectivity is to do. The
more intense and complex the activities, the more interaction needed
to produce integration. Consequently, most cultures have developed
or adopted social mechanisms which reduce the amount of interaction
required to reach the collectlve decislons necessary for integration.
We shall refer to these as simplification mechanisms. They simplify
the soclal decision-making process required to intergrate collective
nctivlties.‘ Consequently, they reduce the amount of interaction
required to sustain a glven level of activity. There is an array of
simplification mechanlsms, From those that are wvery rudimentary and
used In nearly all small groups to those that are more typlcaily
assoclated with complex societal structures. But all of these
mechanisms seem to rely on one of two basie processes

combination of these two: abstraction and inequality,

or same

Simple Rules as "Pure" Abstractlon: Perhaps the most rudimentary
simplification mechanism 1is a set of general rules. Ssocial norms are
the most basiec and common example. "“If a member of our tribe klllg
enother member, the penalty ls automatie banishment; we do not have
to go through the agony and confllet of deciding what to do every
time someone is killed. " Or, more routinely, "We have agreed that
every seventh day is 8 day of rest and worshlp; we do not have to
argue among ourselves when we should work and when we should
worship." Abstraction is, of course, the means used to reduce the
tlme required Ffor decision making. By knowing one or two
characterlstics we are able to assign a case to 8 category. All of
the cases in that category are then treated in the same way.
Consequently, we only have to decide into what category a case falls
and we know what to do. No further analysis or dlscussion is
cequired. If a car was made in 1975 and weighs between 2,000 and
3,000 pounds, the annual reglstratlon fee is $30.00, irrespective of

its color, shape, market value, horsepower, wheel base, atc,
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However, the efflclency of the pgenerslized rules as a
simplificatlon mechanlsm is contingent upon a relatively high degree
of standardlzatlon. In order to use a set of general rules
effectively, the matters to be decided must be Ffalrly routine. We
must be able to determine easily Into which category the case falls.
Second, the programs or activitles specified for that category must
produce a deslirable outcome for a high percentage of the cases
treated in that manner. Often slituatlons vary just enough to cause
difficulty in deciding th‘e appropriate category and the appllcable
rule. Or sometimes the case has unlque quallties which cause the
prescribed response or program to produce undesirable results.
Moreover, dlsputes arise about what was agreed to as a general rule.
Unless the matters dealt with are highly standardized and routlne,
appllcation and enforcement of abstract rules--in the absence of
differentlial authority--ls contlnually problematic under most
. clrcumstances.

The Charlismatic Leader as "Pure" Inequality: Another means to
reduce Interaction time and increase time spent on goal-oriented

activity is for one person or organization to have the ablllty to

impose an “agreement." J[nequality of influence and power becomes a
cruclal element in collectlve decision making. "Our chlef decldes
which days we will work and which days we will devote to worship.”
The concepts of status, Influence, power, and asuthorlty all lmply one
actor's abillity to reduce the amount of interaction required to
organize .ctlvlty.s A common Jjustificatlon For glving one actor
authority over others ls that the efficiency of the total group ls

Increased, Less time is required for decislen making .and more time

is avallable for activity.
If a set of simple rules is a rudimentary example of the use of

abstractions to reduce Interactlon, then perhaps the charismatic

leader Ls a good example of the rudimentary use of inequality for

this purpose. In the ideal-typical model the charismatic leader has

absolute guthority ewer. his dlsciples. The integration of activity
is relgtively simple, since he makes all of the declsions and his
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followers enthuslastically carry them out. Because he need not even
discuss hls decisions with others, much less be influenced by them,
there can be a very high level of actlvity with only a minimal amount
of interactlon.

But 1f the charlsmatic leader is an extreme case of inequality as
a means of coordinating actlvity, it ls a very unstable and
problematic mechanism. Max Weber's classlcal dlscussion makes this
quite clear: "By Llts very nature, the exlistence of charismatic
suthority ls speclflcally unstable.” 1In large measure Instability
results because lnequallty 1s not combined with a process of
abstractlion; there are no abstract rules which both limit and glve
legltmacy to the authorlity ﬂgure.s As Weber notes, "The
charismatic hero does not deduce his authority Ffrom codes and
statutes, as 1s the case with the jurlsdiction of office; nor does he
deduce his suthorlty Ffrom traditlonal custom ...“? In unusual
sltuations chaclsmatic suthority can be a highly effective means of
reducing the need for Integrative Interaction and thereby mobillizing
high levels of productive activity, Probably charlsmatically
inspired generals 1llke Joshua, Gldeon and Joan of Arc are the
classlcal examples. But sltuations In which charismatlec leadership
is avallable and effective are probably as infrequent as situations
in which simple rule systems are affectiva. Horeover, even Iin these
situations it tends to be unsatable except Ffor relatlvely short
perlods of time.

The use of charismatlc leaders as an example of pure inequality
is not meant to imply that simpliflcatlon is necessarily dependent
upon legltimate Inequality. Perhaps the feared and hated absolute
tyrant 1s an equally good example of simplification through pure
inequallity, Abgolute tyranny, 1llke charismatic leadership, also
tends to be unstable. This is especially true with respect to
succession--relatively few tyrants successfully pass thelr power on
to designated helrs.

Particularism, Universallsm and Pluralism: Now that we have

dlgcussed the two baslc processes of all simplification, let us
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examine In more detail ‘the most rudimentary mechanism of
simplification, the particulacistie relationship, and discuss its
relationshlp to unlversalism.a An establlished partlcularistic
celationshlp means that there is a background of shared expectations
which usually simplifies reaching sagreement about carrylng out
additional jolnt activity. Here, as In other simplification
mechanlsms, the key elements are lnequality and abstraction. The
fact that a relationship ls established usually means that the igsue
of relatlve status and power has, to some degree, been resolved. The
important consequence is that ambigulty and amblvalence are reduced.
Usually thls means that much less time and enargr will be spent in
open confllet or "jockeylng For position.” More generally
established particularistic relationships share a set of common
abstractlons in the form of normative expectatlons and categorles for
communication. of special significance 1is the Ffact that these
. abstractlons are "tallor-made,” having emerged out of common concrete
experlences. They enable members of the relatlonship to communlicate
large amounts of precise information with only very low levels of
interactlon. Consequently for the members of the relationship they
can be extremely efflclent and powerful tools of gimplification.
Perhaps the most extreme examples are the highly truncated
conversations carried on by close relatives. Wife: "Did you hear
about the decision?” Husband: “Yes, and you remember what happened
last time. T think we should.” Wife: "I do too; I'll call now.™
To an outside listener such a conversation ls devold of substantlve
meaning. But for individuals who have an extensive background of
shared experiences, it may be a process by which important joint
decisions are made. Of course, the great limitation of the
abstractions of particularistic relatlonships 1s that they are not
easlly transferrable to other relatlonships.
In contrast, unlversallstic abstractlons have the opposite
strengths and weaknesses: they are relatively standardized across a
number of differsnt relationships, but they often do not fLt any

glven relationship as well as tailor-made categories. They are
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"imported” into = relationship, i.e., they sre borrowed from general
cultural categories rather than having emerged out of concrete
sequences of shared interaction and experlences. Where the matters
to be dealt with are sufflclently standacdized across a wide array of
soclal relatlonships, universalistic categorles are powerful tools of
simplification; the actors can borrow a set of shared understandings
rather than having to lnvest time in hammering these out in sequences
of direct Interaction. Modern legal systems and bureaucracles are
the obvious examples of the use of unlversallstie categories for
simplifying declsion makling.

In "a sense particularistic relstlonships and universalistie
categories or rules are alternative Forms of simplification. Where
the latter exist the lnvestment in the interactlon required to forﬁ
particulacistic relatlonships 1s 'not needed; jolnt activity can be
governed by the universalistic abstractlons. Hodern socletles are
able to sustain much higher levels of activity in part because they
integrate activity through unlversalistlic abstractions--both
categories for communication and normative expectatlons--rather than
being limited to particularistic tles. But particularism is by no
means lrrelevant to modern efforts to coordinate activities. What
are currently ceferred to as plurallstic declslon making and
political pluralism are speclal cases of decision making by
particularistic interaction. Similarly the formation of
particularistic relationships--with established patterns of dominance
and tallor-made abstractlions--are the primary mechanism of
simplification in this context.

We have dliscussed simple rule systems, charlsmatic leadershlp,
and particularistic relationships to 1illustrate relatively uncomplex
mechanisms of simplification. Now let us turn to the more complex
forms. I will deal with markets, centrallzed authority structures,
and pluralistic declsion making. 1In each case I shall attempt to
highlight the strengths and weaknessnes of each mechanisms In

celation to the basic theorstical notlons that have been discussed.
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Alternative Forms of Coordination

Markets

Markets simplify the Integrative process not by reducing the
number of actors who participate, but by reducing the number of
factors which must be taken Into account In order to arrive at a
declsion. This is done by use of a specialized language and form of
Intecaction. The speclallzed langage ls money and the spacial form
of lInteraction 1s competition within a system of market prices. A
competitive market system Ils based upon highly developed forms of
abstraction. The tendency to develop common measures of quantity and
gtandardized grades are matters of creating standardized abstract
categories. But prices expressed In terms of money are the case of
abstractlon par excellence. 1In some respects prices are similar to
other extreme Forms of abstraction such as T.Q. scores; all
dimensions of Intellectual potentlal are reduced to a single variable
.nlon; which all individuals can be ranked. Prlces make it possible
to assign all goods and services market values along the single

common dimenslion of money; at any glven time we can state with

conslderable preclsion the relative value of highly dissimlilar
items: tables, tablets, tacks, tallors and tanks all have a money
value. These extreme Forms of abstraction are the chief means of
reducing and simplifylng the lssues which must be taken into account

at
in order to integrate activity. Instead of having to arclve

sgreement about s wide variety of complex lssues, the scope of the

Interaction is narrowed to a relstively few variables like quality,

amount, and price.

For exsmple, when we declde whether or not to buy a pound of
we only need to take into account the grade
in the same

gteak At grocery store A,
and the price relatlve to the price at other stores t
ares. We are able to pay with money which can be exchanged for mos
other commoditles and which can be broken down Into very small
Increments. In contrast, If there were no such thing as money, and I
had the only cattle and you had the only apples, how would we declde
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what was a Ffailr trade? Undoubtedly we wold work somethlng out, but

considerable dliscussion and haggling would transpire before we

reached an agreement. Moreover, we' would probably have to

renegotiate simllar exchanges repeatedly. In some months apples

would be plentiful and beef scarce, or next year the cost of ralsing

one might have Increased while the cost of producing the other

declined. If we tried to work out gs many such exchanges with our

immediate nelghbors as wa do at the grocery store each week, many

hours of discussion and negotiation, i.e., particularistic

interaction, would be required, We greatly reduce the time required

by such transactions Lif all commodities can be valued relative to one

another on a common scale. Thig is what money and a system of market

prices allows us to do.

The process of abstractlon upon which the market is based is also
related to linequality, but in the opposite way Ffrom centralized
authority. 1In order for a market to maximize the integration of

activities it 1ls essentlal that power be decentralized, There must

be & large number of relatively equal buyers and sellers for a
competitive price to be established. Only 1f this condition is met
are activitles fit together ln such a way as to maximlze the overall

productivity of all of the actors involved in the system.
As classlcal and neoclassical economists ace Ffond of pointlng

out, competitive markets are in many respects highly efficlent

mechanisms of integration. They have a very low ratio of interactlon

to activity. Since exchanges are voluntary they tend to minimize the

problem of consensus formation and compliance. This in turn reduces

the probabilities of open social confllct; since everyone got the

"best deal available” and relstlonships are narrow in scope and

impersonal, the bases for complaint, discontent, and confllct are
minimized. Moreaver, since decislion making 1s decentralized there
are few problems of delay and bottlenecks common to centralized
declsion making. But all of these virtues are dependent upon making
the terms of soclal interaction--and consequently the nature of

social relationships--extremely abstract. Most transactions become
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governed by market prices and social values become money values in
the market. Like all abstractions thls process simplifies and leaves
out dimensions of reallty included in more concrete partlcularistic
relationshlps. The extensive body of literature which discusses
relfication and abstraction are rooted in the realization that market
relatlonships are highly abstract and that these abstractions
oversimplify as well as simplify. The abstractions of macket prices
and values are relfled In the sense that they are assumed to include
virtually all relevant aspects of soclal reality, when in fact they
are based on only a limited aspect of that reality. Allenation
results because the relfied abstractions, i.e. market values, become
the crucial elements in defining and controlling soclal reallty.
This is a speclal case of goal displacement which results when the
most abstract and easlly measured dimension of a particular goal
replaces the origlinal goal ltself.

To clarify and illustrate thls cruclal point let us conslder a
slightly less abstract and complex example. Universities want
faculty members who are scholars. But gcholarship is difficult to
define and measure. Endless hours of debate and confllct can be
spent on defining scholarship and judging whether particular
individuals meet these criteria. So to simplify matters there is a
tendency for the dimension that is most easy to observe and quantify,
i.e., number of publications, to be selected out, i.e., abstracted,
as the critical element oc dimension of scholarship. The concepts of
scholarship and number of publications become reifled, i.e., the
limited and sbstract dimension of "number of publicatlons” comes to
be treated as (If 1t were the total concrete reality of scholarship.
When the two are treated as synonymous, faculty members become
selected and rewarded on the basis of the number of publications.
Since their destiny and well being is dependent upon this reifled
concept, thelr efforts become gulded and even controlled by this
limited dimension of scholarship. What was originally a tool of
comminication and self expression created by scholars to assist them
in commnicating with one another, i.e., publicatlons, becomes an end
in  ltgelf, which controls their behavior end even their
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definition of reality. That 1is, scholars become allenated Ffrom
scholarship because a relfled element of ilt--something they have
themselves created--comes to control them, In shorct, the need for
simplification led to abstraction which led to reification which led
to alienation. 1In this example we are dealing with a limited and
obvious form of simplification by means of abstraction. Most p.eople

can intuitively see that scholarshlp and number of publications are

not syn .G quently, the tendencles towards relfication and
allenation are widely recognized and criticised, if not always
remedied. But the integration of activity thcough macket prices
involves much greater degrees of abstraction and consequently the
reification ls greater while its soclal visibility is much lower. 1In
everyday modern life most people take it as self evident that the
price of a commodity is more or less identical with its soclal value
and that both Individually and collectively they should guide their
bghavior accordingly in choosing alternative courses of action. Just
a3 the concreteness of pacticularistic interaction is bath its
strength and wlenkneus, the abstractness of competitive mackets in a
money economy are both their virtue and thelr vice.

Inequality, of course, also plays a cruclal role in determining
the cost and benefits of integration through marckets, pacticularly as
it is interrelated with abstractness. The purpose of the
abstractions of a system of markets is to most efl’lci.entl.y allocate
8carce resources and labor In a manner which maximizes production,
L.e., activities are optimally integrated to produce a deslired
outcome. Even If we assume that most of the important dimensions of
value relevant to this integrative process can be captured in the
abstractions of money prices, these prices reflect economic value
only if markets are highly competitive. 1In the terms used earlier
the degree of lnequality among the participants in any given market
must be strictly limited so that the behavior of any one actor will
not affect the golng market price. But this condition is sometimes
hacrd to meet under the circumstances that exist in contemporary

industrial socleties. Consequently, actual markets are often as much
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a set of power relationshlps dlsgulsed by relflcatlon as they are an
abstract process to measure the collective judgment about the
relative value of different activities and resources. Added to the
problem of whether the abstractions of prices can adequately measure
value, even under the optimal clrcumstances of perfect competition,
is the fact that these abstractlons become further dlstorted as they
reprcsbnt differences in lLllegitimate power.

The power is 1llegitimate not because Lt was necessarily acquired
by illegltimate means; lt may represent savings which were "earned”
through conformitlity to widely accepted norms, e.g., the dlligent and
efflcient production of commoditlies. However, once significant
differences in power develop--whatever the means of acqulsitlon--
that power can frequently be used to bias the reward structure to
favor the powerful. The decline of perfect competitlon is a speclal
case of thls process. When thls happens the abstractlons used to
evaluste activitles cease to have thelr original meaning. The
concept of "a winning poker player” does not have its normal meaning
when a dictator ls “"allowed” to cheat by a few intimidated flatterers
or ls able to acquire and use a marked deck. Likewlse prices which
are blased by the lllegitimate exercise of power do not reflect the
true aggregate value of Individual preferences.

Yet, because thls process ls so much more complex and abstract
than particularistic interaction, the possibllities for relfication
and allenation are especlally great, The Inequallty of traditlonal
particularistic domination may be highly exploltive, but thils
exploltation ls usually limited by a symblotlc process. Because the
explolters have a relatlvely partlcularistic and concrete gsoclal
relatlonship with the explolted, they can see the long-term negatlve
consequences of over exploltstlon. The superlor takes steps to see
that he doesg not kill the geese that lay his golden eggs. But under
conditlons of market competlition, relationshlps are abstract,
impersonal, unliversallistie, narrow, and transitory. That 1is,
relatlonships of lnequallty and exploltatlon do not primarcily link

perticular actors, but rather they llnk different categorles or
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classes of actors. Partlcularistic exploitation 1s transformed Into
class exploitatlon. The form of exploltation also tends to shift.
It is somewhat analogous to the difference between conflidence men and
casinos. The former attempts to explolt each and every victim by
deception. Caslnos on the other hand are usually above cheating. A
significant number of gamblers will actually win money from casinos
and on very rare occasions someone may even "break the bank." But
the rules of the games are established by the casinos, and as a class
gamblers will lose and casino owners will gain. Exploltation becomes
abstract and impersonal.

If those who are dominant are to avoid killing the geese that lay
the golden eggs, they must engage in symblotlic Inequallty in the same
way that they carry out exploitatlon: abstractly and impersonally as
a class. It ls largely for this reason that the welfare Ffunctlon lis
transferred from partlcularistic unlts such as the famlly and
community to the more universalistlc communlty of the state.lo

Once agaln the polnt 1s that markets, like ail mechanlsms of
Integration, produce both benefits and costs. However, the very
abstractness upon whlch they are based makes Lt difflcult to grasp
the Ffull extent of the cost when thls becomes a soclety's central
mechanlsm for Integrating actlvity. The contributlon of classical
and neoclassical economics ls that Lt has seen the benefits of this
mechanism of simplification and has helped us to both understand and
elaborate its uses. The weakness of thls tradltlon 1s that it
greatly underestimates the hidden cost of thls form of Integratlon.
The great contribution of the Harxist traditlon is that Lt has
doggedly demanded that the cost of this mechanlsm of simplification
should not, and ultimately cannot, be lignored. The great weakness of
thls tradition ls that it has tended to identify the problems of
sbstractlon and inequality with markets in general and capltallsm in
particular, and to lgnore the cost and limitatlons of other forms of
Integratlon, particularly centrallzed suthority. Let us now turn to

a conslderation of thls mechanism.
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Centralized Authority

As the name implies, the primary means of simplification in this
mechanism ls to reduce the number of actors who pacticipate in
collective declisions, Like charismatle authority, the level of
interaction needed for integration is lowered by reducing the level
of participatlion Ffor most members of the group. But, uniike
charismatie authority, Iinequality 1ls not the only means of
gimplification. Centralized authorlty structures, partlcularly that
gpecial type called bureaucracy, rely on both Inequality and
abstraction. Specifically, abstract rules are used to specify both
the scope and limits of the inequality of power. Since Max Weber's
famous discusslon of bureaucracy, thls partlcular mechanlsm has been
widely recognized and analyzed. Bureaucratlic authority attempts to
avold the Instablility of elther simple rules or charismatic
leadership. Officials interpret and enforce the rules—-thereby
avolding the breakdowns which occur when simple rule systems must
handle non-routine cases. On the other hand, the suthority of the
superior is both specified and legitimlzed by being tled to abstract
rules. The abstract rules reduce the Interaction required for
integrating activity by providing prepackaged or canned declsions for
routine matters, Inequallty of authorlty makes it possible to handle
any ambiguities that might arise in applying the rules and to know
who is responsible for handling unusual cases. This combination has
proven to be a very effective simpliflcatlon mechanism in many soclial
contexts and ite adoption and use seem to be ever expanding through
modern soclaetles.

In addition to 8 synthegls of inequallty and common abstractions,
a great appeal of centralized authority 1ls the possibility of a more
comprehensive overview. This 1s partleularly so with respect to
considering the long-term consequences of a course of actlon. (The
critlcs of both pluralism and markets consider the lnablility of these
mechanisms to glve sufficlent attention to the long view as a major
inadequency of ‘these alternatlives.) Ratlonal planning and

administration for the collective good are set agalnst the "anarchy

N
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of the market” and the incremental "muddling through” of pluralism.
There is considerable merlt to thls claim. Centralized authority and
planning has been pressed upon Amerlcan soclety in a number of areas
by the negative consequences of alternative mechanisms. Parhaps the
clearest example ls land-use planning. E&ven In reglons of Amerleca
where the ideology of free enterprise and competition ls strongest
and the suspiclons of "big brother"” government are greatest, there
has been a steady movement toward more centralized plannlng and
control of land-use. The consequences of leaving the regulation of
land control completely to the market and pluralistic politics have
simply been too appalling for even the most conservative
communities, (This is not to suggest that centralized planning has
completely won out or that it has solved the problems of land-use.
In many cases 1t has resulted only in new forms of land
speculation.) Even more lronical is that the United States has
forced centralized planning upon a number of developing countries as
a condition for economic assistance; they could not afford the
“luxury” of a "free” economy. Even the ideologlcal bastion of market
competition, the American economy, has moved toward more and more
governmental regulation and planning. In short, possibly the
strongest acgument for Lhe relative effectiveness of centrallzed
authority is not the results obtained by those socleties who advocate
it, but rather the fact that those, who in principle are opposed to
this mechanism, have been forced to adopt it to cope with the
problems of integratlng activity in modern complex socletles.

I want to suggest that the shift from market competltion to
centralized authority can in large measure be understood in terms of
the inadequacies of markets as a simpllification mechanism when soclal
relatlonships must be sustalned over an extended perlod of time--but
where traditional particulacistic ties are not practical or are
necegssarily exploltative.

There are two types of sltuatlons in modern socleties In which
transitory relationships Thave pushed us towards centrallzed

authority. One is relationships within large scale production
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units. The other 1ls exchange relstionships when there are only a
limited number of possible trading partners, e.g., the relationships
between the U.S. Department of Dpefense and the manufacturers of
military planes and ships. Centralized authority has tended to
steadily replace market competitlon as the primary means of
simplification in both of these situations. We will take up each of
these cases in order to lllustrate why centralized authority has an
advantage over market competitlon In such situations.

The product of the joint activity in 8 market relatlonship ls
exchange itself: to trade a resource presently held for another
resource which has higher utility. The Iinteraction required to
integrate the activity is simply that which i3 requlired to negotliate
the terms of the exchanga. When there is a golng price in a
competitive market this requires 1little time or effort. The
abstractlons of the merket have simplifled the negotlating process by
reduclng and standardizing the Ffactors which must be considered.
However, the establishment of a going competitive price is dependent
upon the abllity of buyers and sellers to switch exchange partners
whenever they can get & "better deal”™ elsewhere. While this freedom
to switch 1s effective 1in simplifylng exchange relatlonships, it
makes the production relationship more difficult. The purpose of
many kinds of joint actlvity ils not to exchange exlsting resources,
but to create a new product: to grow food, bulld a house, deslgn a
computer. For people to create a product jointly they usually must
maintain a sustained relationship. We can trade a bushel of corn for
a bushel of tomatoes In a few minutes and need never see one another
again. If we are to cooperate in growing corn and tomatoes our
relationship is necessarily more complex and sustained.u As the
things we produce have become more complex, the process of productien
has become more complicated and lengthy, and this has tended to
require more sustained relationships. You cannot design and
manufacture supersonlc alrplanes by hiring day leborers and shopping
at the local hardware stores Ffor the best buy In components.

Consequent]ly, while market factors may sgilmplify the process of
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selecting the members of a production unit, such units can integrate
their Jjoint activities by Internal markets only to a very limited
degree. TIf they are not willing to spend a very large portion of
their time in particularistic interaction, they nearly always resort
to centrallzed authority as a means of simplification. This 1is, of
course, a well known tendency which ls referred to by such labels as
the centralization of production, the concentration of productlve
capltal, the soclallization of production, the bureaucratization of
production, ete. Thls process is not dua to stupldity or perverse
ldeologlcal tendencles nor even dlrectly to t:(*:t:hn\:ult:u;;r.lz Rather
it is based on the pressures for simplification when a collectivity
is committed to sustalning high levels of complex activity over an
extended perlod of tlme.

Another characteristic of advanced societies 1is the tendency
toward economic planning; the Inequality of centralized authority
becomes the means Ffor regulating not only production but exchange
itself. This too can be understood in terms of the lnadequacies of
market competitlon when sustained relationships must be maintained.
As the use of centralized authority has increased in the production
process, the units have come larger and larger. Hence in many
sectors of the economy there are only a very few production units and
the conditlons For regulatlng exchange by market competlition do not
exist. Consequently, what tends to emerge 1s negotiatlion through
particularistic interaction. We have already mentioned the example
of the U.S, government and defense contractors. Another example ls
the relationships between large companies and labor unions. The
collective bargalning agreements which are negotiated with large
corporations sre a market relationship only in the most formal sense
of the term. General Motors must, in the long run, negotiate with
the United Automobile Workers and vice versa. Such relationships
require very high levels of interaction because neither a going
market prilce nor signlficant Lnequallty s present as a
simplification mechanism. But not only Lls a great deal of
Interaction required; it often involves high levels of conflict which
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disrupt the production process. Finally, the agreed to terms often
have far reachlng effects on the rest of the econmny.n In short,
because modern economies are increasingly composed of a relatlively
small number of large productlon units, these actors are forced to
maintaln sustalned relationships. Consequently, exchange
relatlonshlps cannot be adequately integrated by market competition.
What happens In actuallty is that particularistic interaction and
established particularistic ralatlonshps become more and more
crucial. Where these relatlonships Ffavor the Interest of the
immediate partles involved we refer to them as collusion, cartels,
price flxlng arrangements, etc. Because of the increasing emergence
of these self-serving, partlcularistle. relatlonshlips, there has been
increasing reliance on centralized authority as a means of regulating
exchange as well as productlon relatlonships. That 1s, there has
been more governmental regulatlon of economlc activity.

But 1f centralized authorlty has clear advantages over markets in
some slituations, such centrallization also has hlgh costs. Just as
abstraction 1s at the core of the problems created by markets, the
Inequality that ls the slne qua non of centrallzed authority is also
the primary source of its limitatlons. Inequality may centrallize the
power to make declslons, but it does not and cannot concentrate
experience and knowledge to the same degree. That 1s, the
centralized declsion maker cannot be everywhere at once. Therefore,
except for very small groups, he cannot participate In and be
famlliar with the full array of Indlvidual experlences relevant to
the joint activity of the group. Consequently he is dependent upon
other members of the group to pass Informatlon on to him. The more
complex the social unit and the task it undertakes, the more
difflcult it 1is for the person in authority to secure all the
Information he needs to most effectlvely Integrate the group's
activities. If the collectlivity is a large one, the centrallzed
decislon maker can only spend a very limlted amount of time with each
member. PFor this reason hlerarchles of authorlty are created In

order to limit the number of subordinates each declsion maker must
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deal with. But this means that at each level of the hierarchy the
Information that ls passed on to the superlor must be summarlzed,
i.e., made more abstract. Moreover, the larger and more complex the
hlerarchy becomes, the more divergent the interests of the varlous
components become. When any glven subunit 1ls In the process of
selecting, l.e., abstracting, the Informatlon that ls to be passed on
to a superlor, there ls a strong temptation to select Informatlon
that best serves the lInterest of the subunlt rather than the total
collectivity. Consequently, the superlor must double check hls
sources of informatlion, further complicating and delaying decislon
making. After the informatlon is recelved, it must be processed and
assimilated before decislons can be based wupon It. Here the
abstractness lssue presents another dllemnma. More concrete and
detalled informatlon from subordinates may reduce the biases that
arlse when lower levels summarize thelr partlcular experlence, but
two costs are pald. First, the less abstracted the information the
more processing and analysis required by those In authority. Second,
it may require a conslderable portlon of the subordinates' time
simply to pass the informatlon on to the center, thereby reducing the
activity available for other tasks. In short, the flrst classical
problem of centralized authority 1ls securing an adequate Elow of
accurate informatlon from subordinates and processing that
information In such a way that intelligent declsions can be made.
The struggle to do this is a key source of the delay characteristic
of buresucratlc declslion making.

The sgecond clagsical problem of centralized authority |Is
compliance. After the centralized authorlty has processed the
information and made a set of declslons about how to best lntegrate
joint actlvity, he or she must sguccessfully carry out two other
tasks. Flrst, the pollcy declslons must be communlicated to the
subordinates. In a large complex organization this is no simple task
—-subunits have certainly been known to carry out activitles that
were definitely agalnst formal pollecy simply because they were
ignorant of the relevant pollcles. But, by and large, pasging needed
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information from superiors to subordinates is much less problematic
than the reverse process. The superlor can speak directly to many
subordinates at one tlme; he can only listen to a very few of them at
any one time. Much more difficult than communicating what a superlor
wants is motivating subordinates to cacry out the orders they recelve.
Perhaps we can best understand why compllance 1s problematic
under a centrallized authority system by comparing it with a market
system. As we have seen the ldeal-type macket relationship is a
series of more or less immediate quid pro quos. If elther party does
not reclprocate In an appropriate manner the other pactner ls llkely
to refuse to enter into further trades, This abllity to refuse to
trade 1s based on the assumption that alternatlve trading partners
are willing to step in for roughly the same terms as the original
parctner. In shoct, compliance is not a crucial problem in
competitlve markets because they are made up of non-monopalistle
voluntary relationships based on a relatively immedlate quid pPro quo.
As we have seen relatlonships under centrallzed authorlity tend to
be much more sustained. The essence of them ls that one pacty lis
glven a monopoly on the right to make decisions. Implied is the duty
of the subordinate to provide him with information needed to make the
decision. In additlon the actor in authority is usually glven some
monopoly over distrcibuting the collective cewards In order to
encourage others In the collectivity to ablide by hls declsions.
While membership in the collectlvity may (or may not) be wvoluntary,
the essence of the relatlonship ls that cacrylng out the activity
specifled by the superior is not voluntary. Subordinates are
expected to follow orders whether or not they find them agreeable.
But superiors Face the same problem in galning actual compliance that
they face in securing adequate Information; they cannot be everywhece
at once. Withholding rewards or applying punishments is simply
Ineffective much of the tlme because the superlor cannot watch
everyone all of the time. But, on the other hand, it is very
difflcult to creste a sltustion where subordinates are always

internally motivated to follow the orders of the superior. First,
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inequality which makes simpliflicatlon possible also makes
exploitation possible. More often than not, superiors use thelr
right to make declslons to further their private interests rather
than the collective Interests. This ls a particularly sensitive
issue when .it comes to decliding how much of the collective product
should go to the superlor and how much to subordinates. Second, the
complexity and differentiation, which create the pressure Ffor
lnequallty as a simplification mechanlsm (as well as the inequality
itself), create confiicts of Interests between different indlviduals
and subunits in the collectivity. Many of the superlor's decisions
are almost bound to make someone unhappy. Consequently, even the
most “enlightened” superiors in the most 1deal conditlions are
unlikely to secure voluntary compliance to all of their orders. 1In
short, the lnequallity, Introduced to simplify the decision making
sspects of \integrating actlvity, serlously complicates galning the
compliance that is needed to complete the integration process. By
reducing participstion, declisions can be made much qulcker, but
precisely because there has been less partlecipation they are less
likely to be carried out with enthusiasm.

Just as lnequality 1s an important gubsidlary factor In
determining the full costs and benefits of markets, abstractness ls a
cruclal secondary factor in the operatlon of centrallzed authorlty.
As I have already suggested, abstractions play a cruclal role because
those In authority cannot be everywhere at once. The information
they need to make declsions must be abstracted and passed on to them
by subordinates. In turn, the superlors must use abstractions to
communicate thelr decisions to subordinates; they cannot make avery
concrete decision. Therefore they promulgate orders and rules to
provide generallzed direction to subordinates. But abstract rules
must be applied with dlscretlon and they must be elaborated to take
care of sgltuations not explicitly covered. Even with both
differential authorlty and Fformal rules it is difficult to gain
effective compliance If subordinates are sariously opposed to the

intent of the superiors orders. The more complex the activity the
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more difficult It 1s to Fforce compllance with linequality and
abstractness. Human belngs are lngenlously creatlve in developing
ways to avold complylng with the orders of superlors. Thls is so
even when the superiors can use overwhelming Fforce--as numerous
studles of prlsons and prisoner of war camps make apparent.

A common reactlon of superlors to noncompllance s to elaborate
the rules. The abstractlons are made more speciflc and complex in an
attempt to eliminate any excuse for not complylng wlth the superlor's
wishes. Elaboration of the rules ls, however, a two-sdged sword.
More extenslve specific rules may force people to do some thlngs,
but, they slso create excuses for dolng only those things explleltly
covered by the rules. One form of bureaucratic sabotage ls to
scrupulously do only what the rules say--no more, no less. Alvin
Gouldner's near classie, The Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy,
concentrates preclsely on the costs and beneflts of elaborating
abstract rules as a means of galning compliance to a centrallzed
authority, and makes vividly clear that this procedure can have vecy
high costs--many of which may not be initlally antleipated.

Supplementing lInequallty wlth abstract rules has Important
consequences not only for the relatlonship between superlors and
subordinates wlthin an authorlty structure, but also for the
treatment of <cllents by bureaucratic organlzations. Because
subordinates ace often evaluated and rewarded for how well they
conform to rules, the process of goal displacement and relflcatlon ls
common. Lower offlclals follow the rules even when it ls clear that
they are inappropriate to the partlcular case at hand. Nearly
everyone living lh the last half of the twentleth century has been
frustrated by the red tape and Iinapplicable rules of some
bureaucracy. As Robert K. HMerton's weil known essay on “"Bureaucratlc
Structure snd Personallty™ has shown, many of the central structural
features of bureaucracy tend to create psychologlcal and
Interpersonal commitments to serving the system of rules rather than
the cllents or the original goal of the organlzatlon. While a
crucial element ls the confllet between offlcals and cllents, thls ls
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not the sole problem. Well-motivated officals flnd themselves forced
to treat cllents in ways which are objectionable to them personally.
A common statement ls, "I am sorry; I wish I could help you, but my
hands are tled by the cules". The abstractions that were created as
a means to serve human ends become so relfied that they control and
allenate both cllents and officials. In Max Weber's terms, the
bureaucratle structure ceases to be controlled even by those at the
top of the structure of centralized authority and we become trapped
in another type of “lron cage.” I happen to be in Indla as I prepare
the flnal draft of this paper. Here the level of alienation and
fetlshlism embodled In bureaucratic rules and red-tape make Marx's
descriptions of the fetishism of commodities seem like prilstine
rational authentlclty. Almost any adminlstratlve irratlionality--no
matter how costly, LInefficient or dehumanizing--ls legltimized by
saylng, "I am sorry, it is only a formality,” l.e., an unavoldable
ritual that must be carrlied out. Thls phrase 1s not offered simply
as a lame excuse; for the petty officials who use the phrase it does,
to a slgnlflcant degree, legitimize almost any action. They are
often puzzled and bemused when cllients, especlally foreigners, do not
accept this as a legltimizing explanation of thelr bureaucratic
behavior-_whatever the results of their behavior may be.

I have not yet mentloned perhaps the most costly consequence of
the lnequality of centralized authority: its greediness--the
tendency to want to control all aspects of soclal life. In part thls
is rooted In the assumption that it is possible and desirable to
integrate all aspects of actlivity. In addition, by deflnition
centralized authority reduces countervailing centers of power which
might check thls greedlness. Carried to the extreme the result ls

totalitarianism: Hitler's Germany and Stalin's Soviet Union.

Pluralistic Decision Making

Capltallism can be characterized as a society which uses markets
as the dominant form of simplification, while In soclallst socletles
centrallzed authorlty 1s dominant. Plurallstic declslon making is a
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third major mechanism for intergrating achlvlty.l‘ While no modern
soclety uses it es the dominant mechanism of integration, In some
societies it plays a crucial role. As I have slready indicated
pluralisic decislon meking is a speclal case of the more general
notion of partlicularistic interactlon. When this procedure is used
In the context of constitutlonal democratlc pollties it ls often
referred to as political pluralism. Llke capltalism and soclalism,
pluralism has its pactlsan advocates and an extensive ldeology has
been developed 1Indicating the purported virctues of this soclal
mechanism,

Partlcularistle Interaction as a means of Integrating actlvity
has a number of positive featuces. To the extent that the process is
not biased by stratification, there is competition rather than the
formal monopoly of centralized authority. When a monopoly does not
exlist, cooperative rcelationships contain a degree of voluntacism;
actors are free to make alliances and exchanges wherever they recelve
the best deal. More precisely, on the average, systems of
pacticularistic Interaction probably rank somewhere 1In between
markets and authority structures in terms of the degree of
competition and voluntarism. On the other hand, partlcularistic
interaction 1s not dependent wupon the extreme abstraction of
standardized commodities and market prices. Activities which cannot
be evaluated in terms of a few single dimenslon vacrlables, 1like
market price, can stlll be integrated. A wide array of factors can
be taken lnto account and given welght ln arriving at a declsion.
However, since the factors cannot be reduced to a few simple abstract
dimenslons, the process of arriving at s consensus asbout the welght
to be given to each factor requires debate, argument and persuasion.
This combination of voluntaristic relationships and a low degree of
abstraction means that particularistic interaction will tend to hava
higher rcates of confllet than markets and centralized authorlty,
holding the 1level of activity econstant. The Intensity of the
confllets, however, will tend to be lower than when linkages are more

formal and monopolistic. Flnally, where the level of actlvity ls
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kept low and the patterns of actlvity are constant, integration by
pacrtlcularistic Interactlon LIs characterlzed by low levels of
anomie. That ls to say, when conditlons (1) allow actors to work out
"tallor-made™ abstractions, and (2) these remain accurate and valid
over an extended time perlod, there 1ls clarity and predictability
about what others expect. Moreover, there is probably a high degree
of congruence of expectations because of the extended peclod of
intense mutual influence. Situatlions which have these
characteristics tend to be emotionally rewarding relationships--as
Cooley noted long ago when he introduced the concept of primary group.

There are two major limitatlons of pluralistlic decision making
and each in turn has two subdimensions. First, llke all forms of
particularistic interaction, it ls relatlvely inefflclent in that it
requires a high ratlo of interaction to activity. This ls especlially
so when the activity ls complex or the nature of the joint activity
changes frequently. A second aspect of this inefficlency ls that
pluralistic decision making 1s characterized by frequent episodes of
open conflict. That ls, ego uses up resources to negatively sanctlen
alter in the hope of coercing him into complylng with his wishes.
Usually alter retaliates in kind. This, of course, diverts resources
away from activity. while conflict is endemic it is not necessarily
intense.

Second, pluralistic decislon making 1is frequently blased by
latent structures of lnequality and solldarity. This Fform of
decislon making 1s often associated wlith nepotism, Ffavoritism and
provinciaslism, i.e., blased by solidsrities based on particularistic
relationshlps. Moreover, thera 1is a hlgh probability of the
emergence of Inciplent forms of Inequality which frequently
erystalize Into persistent patterns of stratification.

More concretely, plurallstiec declslon making 1ls frequently
identified with the inefflclencies of urban politics and
interorganizational relatlons, on the one hand, and the injustices of
power elite domlnance, on the other hand. Urban health and welfare

systems in the U.S. are an example of the first difflculty. A large
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number of lIndependent agencles participate in providing services, but
thelr actlvity is not subjeect to elther macket competition or
centralized authorlty. They are constantly exhorted to c¢oordinate
thelr efforts, but competitlion, conflict, duplication and
inefflclency are the rule rather than the exception. Moreover, many
of the actors come and go rather qulickly. New agencles or
“"demonstratlon projects" are created only to be disbanded or replaced
by others a few years later. In our terms this is decislion making by
particularistlc interaction, but without the assistance of
well-established partlcularistic relationships,

The other criticlsm of pluralism is that 1t is an ideologlcal
disgulse for a rullng class or a power elite. In our terminology,
there ls a well established set of partlicularistie relatlonships
which surreptltlously provides the simplification needed for
coliective decisions. The key features whlch make this means of
*simplification work are high 1levels of Informal inequality and
well-developed shared abstractions. The latter supposedly emerge in
part from particlipation In the exclusive partlcularistic subculture
of "high soclety.” According to elite theorists polltical decislion
making in the United States comblnes the worst Ffeatures of both types
of sl\:unl:le:u-m.15 Public politics 1is partlclpated in by a wide
accay of relatively powerless actors. The result ls high levels of
confliet, Lnefflelency, stalemate, and make-do declslons based on
expedlent compromises, At the same time, real power ls vested in an
informal power elite who operate  through particularistlic
celatlonships. It is certainly beyond the scope of the paper to
attempt to resolve the empirical questlons at lssue. Our theoretlcal
model would, however, predict that plurallstic systems will Face
great difficulties In integrating high levels of actlvity unless
there 13 an informal ellte with strong particularlstic celatlonships,
or unless participants are willing and able to invest large amounts

of tlme and energy in collective decision making.
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Conclusion

What I have trled to do in this paper Is to show how the concept
of simplification (of particularistic interaction) and the subsidisry
notlons of abstraction and inequallity can contrlbute to both
theorstical parsimony and the pollcy analysis of trade-offs. By
anslysing the most common mechanisms of coordination within a single
theoretical framework we are able to develop a clearer understanding
of how they are related to more basic soclal processes and to each
other. In addition we are able to see that the costs and benefits of
the various alternative forms of Integrating activity are due to the
varying mix and Form of particularism, ahatraction and inequality.
Anomie, impersonality, alienation and inefflciency are often seen as
the result of choosing one particular form of simplification--if you
would balieve the ideologles of weither capltalism, soclalism or
pluralism. But one of the implications of this analysis is that
inequallty and abstractness will to some degree be experienced in any
form of ailmplification. As lInteraction becomes patterned Iinto
particularistic rcelationships it will usually be channeled by
Informal dominance and "tailor-made" abstractions. When markets or
varlous Fforms of centralized authority are used the inequality and
abstractness becomes Increasingly formal, expliclt, and impersonal.
If we are to move beyond the Increasingly sterile debates over the
relative virtues of caplitalism, sociallsm, and pluralism we must move
to even more fundamental questlons. What particular mix of
particularism, inequality, and abstractness do we really prefer in
which sector of our society? To what extent are we willing to
decrease productlvity--by devoting more resources to public debate
and participatory decision making--in order to reduce the need for
simplification and the relsted inequality and abstractness? There
are aspects of these questions which pollicy research--whether or not
it is rooted in theory--cannot hope to answer since they Involve
fundamental value cholces. But such research csn help us to see more
clearly what the choices are. This paper has been an attempt to move

toward greater clarity about the alternatives which confront us.
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ENDNOTES

lthe theoretical framework proposed is heavily indebted to
portions of George Homans' The Human Group (New York: Harcourt
Brace and World, 1950) and elaborations of Homans' ideas developed b;
Theodore Caplow In The Principles of Organization (New York:
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1964). In addition, Talcott Parsons'
distinction between particularism and universalism will be used in
this nlnnl.ra;‘sln. (Talcott Parsons and Edward Shlls (eds.), Toward a
Genera eory of Action, Cambrid ot
s m ge, Mass Harvard Unlversity

2)s used in this analysis the concepts of activity and
interaction are defined in relationship to a partlcular soclal
system, When a political club holds a meeting to decide upon
strategy the members are engaging in interaction. When they fold and
stuff campalgn literature Into envelopes they are engaging In
activity--though of course interaction may be going on
simultaneously. When one of the members goes door to door trying to
influence wvoters, this 1is, from the point of view of the club
activity--not lInteractlon. The club member ls, of course enga;in;
in Interactlon with particular voters, but this is lntera;tion of a
different soclal system, namely, the rudimentary system formed by the
canvasser and the voter. For our purposes Interaction can be
considered the process by which groups decide what they are going to
do--1f we use "decide" in a very broad sense. Activity refers to
carrying out what has been "decided”.

Jone other qualification is in order. Raising the total level
of interactlon may intenslfy the commltment of the members and
thereby increase the total amount of time they make avallable to the
political club. In such a sltuation it 1s possible for both
Interaction and actlvity to lncrease simultaneously. But there is an
absolute 1limit to this process; members can only devote something
less than 24 hours a day to politics. After a certaln point an
increase in activity or interactlon wlll necessarily decrease the
time avallable for the other form of actlon.

AL use "decision making” for lack of a better term; it implles
:!:re self-conscipusness, explicitness, and ratlonality than ls often
e case.

5This idea has probably been most explic

Theodore Caplow in his analysis of or;anlzagons!‘“{'rh‘:evr::::: tlt::
status difference, the less interaction needed to sustaln a glven
amount of coordinated activity.” MHe refers to this propesition as
the ralson d'etre of human organizations. In other words
differential influence and power can be another mechanism to reduce
the amount of interaction required Ffor collectlve decision making.
See Theodore Caplow, op. cit., pp. 105-106.
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610 provide stabllity the abstract norms, which Justify and
limit differential authority, must be Instltutionalized. That ls,
they must be seen by most people as belng a reasonably accurate gulde
to the behavior that will be positively and negatively sanctlioned.
In the long run the norms must be backed up by an effective
sanctioning system which may include speclalized enforcers or may be
dependent on informal sanctions by the general public, or some
comblnatlon of the two, Strictly speaking, the Introduction of
abstractions and their institutionalization are two snalytically
separate processes, but it ls beyond the scope of this paper to
describe systematlcally the relatlonship of these two processes.

7Max Weber, From Max Weber, eds. H. H. Gerth and C. Wright
nMills, (New York: Oxford University Press A Galaxy Book, 1958}, pp.
248-249.

Bpartlcularism means that the actors take into account each
other's unlque characteristics. Interaction between a phone operator
and a user tends to follow a very routine pattern. Since the parties
usually remain anonymous, it s Impossible for them to form
particularistic relations. In contrast, interaction between
nelghbors who have been close friends for twenty years has qualities
that sre highly particular and unique for the actors involved.
Universalism means that actors lgnore Ffactors unique to their
relationship and govern their interaction by norms which apply to all
other relatlonships of that type. Particularism does not mean that
the relationship ls necessarlly personalistlc. For example, the
interaction between Ceneral Motors and Ford Motor Company is usually
partlcularistic in the sense that each actor views the other and
thelir relationship as unique. The communication between them may be
carried on by people who have had no previous contact and who guide
their actlons solely by what is *“in the filea”. In contrast
relationships between one of these companles and one of thelr
customers would tend to be universalistic.

9There are, of course, well established, long-lasting soclal
relationships where the primary content of the pattern is conflict
over who will be the dominant Fflgure, e.g., feuds. These kinds of
relationshps are, however, relatively rare and they seldom result in
much productive jolnt activity. Moreover, conflict over relative
atatus obviously breaks out even in well-established relationships.
Monetheless, on the average, less time and energy will be spent on
such matters In soclal systems where relatlonships are well
established than in those where they are not--other factors held
constant.

104arx's analyais of nineteenth century capitalism showed that
because of the abstract limited nature of market relatlonships the
individual caplitalist could not on the average afford the luxury of
placing limits on thelr exploitation and that therefore they would
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tend to destroy thelr geese: the overexploltatlon of workers In the
labor market would destroy market demand for the capltalists' goods.
He did not completely anticipate the extent to which exploitation
might be mitigated by the class relatlionshlps of the welfare state,
though he was certainly aware of thls tendency, e.g., in Blsmarck's
Germany.

llgpf course, the distinctlon between exchange and sustained
production activity is an analytic continuum cather than a simple
empirical dichotomy. Sustalned actlivity includes large elements of
exchange, but rarely 1is it exchange under conditons of perfect
competition. Moreover, exchange relatlonships blend into sustained
production activities. For example, Lthe relatlonship of the u.s.
Department of Defense to defense contractors ls formally a
contractual exchange relationshlp. However, some of the contractors
do most of thelr work for the government and the development of a
plane, shlp, etec. takes years. In these cases the “market
relationship” becomes virtually an authority relatlonship with more
focus on production than exchange. A cost-plus contract certalinly
exphasizes getting the job done more than securing the best possible
terms of exchange.

12Ga1braith, to some degree following one veralon of the
Harxlst tradition, has argued that the move toward centrallzed
planning is rooted in technological imperatives. See John Kenneth
Galbralth, The New Industrial State (New York: Houghton MLfflin:
1967). But it is important to see that the link between technology
and centrallzed authority 1ls medlated by the need to simplify the
integration process and the unsuitabllity of alternative mechanisms
of simplification, given the priorities of most advanced socletles.

13ps Galbralth has pointed out, slince large corporations to
some degree have control over thelr prices there ls a tendency to
settle labor disputes rather than flght them out, and then to pass
the cost on to less monopolistle sectors of the economy. See John
Kenneth Galbralth, Economics and the Publle Purpose (New York:
Houghton Mifflin. 1973), pp. 186-187.

l45or an abstract theoretical analysis of pluralistic decision
making, see Charles Lindblom, The Intelligence of Democracy, (New
York: The Free Press, 1965). For an outline of the pluralistic
model 88 it applies to American politics, see Arnold Rose, The Power
Structure (Mew York: Oxford Unlversity Press, 1967).

15gee for example, C. Wright #Mllls, The Power Elite, (New
York: Oxford University Press, 1956), and G. William Domhoff, Who
Rules America, (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentlce-Hall, 1968).




