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CHAPTER TWO

Understanding Conflict

,itmay scem that noth
a conflict — after all, it involves fightin
always. Some conflicts are
and some overt fights, su
conflict. Thus it is impor
conflict.

ing is simpler than recognizing
g, does it not? Actually, no, not
“latent” and do not involve overt fighting;
ch as wrestling matches, are not due to a
tant to agree on what is and what is not a

What Is a Conflict?

It might not surprise you to hear that even theoreticians differ in how
they view conflict. For many practical purposes, they may understand
it as a special set of interrelated elements: parties, issues, dynamics,
and contexts. To gain a deeper understanding, however, they may use
certain abstract concepts such as cause and effect; direct, indirect, and

intervening causes; and payoff matrices. The discussion in this chapter
deals with these concepts.

Students of social conflict have offe
of conflict, Early on, Park and Burg
status. Somewhat later, Mack and
for status but also for scarce res

red many different definitions
ess defined it stmply as struggle for
Snyder defined it as struggle notonly

ources and significant social change
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(Himes 1980, 12). Other writers haveﬂ(?fffred additional definitions.
HO“:, the:ys::gl;:ldl;;"eazErr)lg:l‘:d(;:; ItlhzitC :here is a good reas;n for ﬁt:;
‘v ’ theore
great variety of deﬁniti?ns. T.hey tengl tocr;f‘l;icctta;t}:z:;s heorercal
orientations: psychologists mlgh't d? ne e e b ehasion®
ies’ inner states,? sociologists in terms of obse . g
00 ujl‘n: deﬁni’tion used here is similarly anchored in t.heory‘
e e Tl:: t theory assumes that conflict can originate: e'nher in
ol qleory' t;)ility. orryin hostility (or in both), and th.at {t involves
o ‘mcompa { behavior, conflict behavior. Thus conflict is defined
131;’21(31:2 Z]g:;;on in whic,h actors use conflict behax{ic?r against each other
to attain incompatible goalsdazd/.oz' to e;jcﬁr;::) lfiemcroi:ls;zllezg. (han you might
ce again, this definition 1s ! mighe
thxl:;:t ’t;l): actoi referred to in the dcﬁnitj0f1 can be no; ;)kn:lybg:;dtx\;l;ie
uals but also groups. This means that, at umesl, we nslf o objee.
“behavior” of groups, a practice that some §Ch<l) ars_ afgter find objec
tionable. Yet it preserves uniformity of terminology e M,()reover’
both individuals and groups as actors ~ as“wel'l as” ;m Z;(ample, e
it is common practice to refer to groups aculx:gc.l stk s the
say that “In 1941, Japan launched an unprovo eb e fapames
United States” instead of saying, “In 1941, mem ers.  (he Japanese
government decided, without provocauor:, to send airp
by Japanese pilots to attack Pearl Harbo.r. he defnition - goal incom
The remaining three concepts 1'xsed in t € o et they are
patibility, hostility, and conflict behtfvwr— are so imp oriant that they are
discussed in detail in the following pages. Some ddidona) conier
related terms, such as violence, fairne'ss, z?nd. neg:uater 3.,thc e
ered later: the concepts of fairnessand r|ust1ce inC aal;)1 < Co,n he concept
of negotiation in Chapter 9. But two 1mpor.tant.:h nd con o
distinctions can be considered now. We begin wi
flict and competition. ' .
twe\ifr}llzsr;everal businesspeople bid for a contract, M::kl;; genti?i:sg,
in conflict action such as spreading falsF rum.cgls :;Ch e e
they are in compctition — but not .conflxct - wi ach orher. ' Ber-
eral, people who are in competition do not egit gth e e
teraction and, in fact, may not even be awar::i :he usu}; e
ing; they are always seeking the same end; all)l o )Sf e monent
belongs to a third party rather than what belong
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(Kriesberg [1973] 1982, 17). If, on the other hand, they do direct con-
flict behavior at each other, they are in a conflict. It should be added
that some writers disagree, viewing competition as a special kind of
conflict.

A second distinction that should be made is that between nonvio-
lent and violent conflict. Let us illustrate the difference with the an-
nual fall rut in a herd of elk. In the conflict over females, the males use
several types of conflict action: threat postures, strength testing, snort-
ing and bellowing, antler locking, even flight and pursuit. Yet rarely
is real violence done in such combat, and then only unintentionally.
Humans too use nonviolent conflict actions such as threat, flight, test-
ing, and promise in their conflict — but, unlike male elk, they also do
physical and psychological harm to one another. Thus the term “con-

flict action” will be used here to apply to both violent and nonviolent
behavior.

Incompatible Goals

It is often difficult to determine reliably whether goals are in fact in-
compatible. Two approaches are quite helpful. The first approach is
something that probably occurs to you first: you ask whether it is logi-
cally impossible for both parties’ goals to be achieved simultaneously.
For example, if workers in a factory wish to work as little as possible
and be paid as much as possible, while the owners wish them to work
as hard as possible for as little pay as possible, it is logically impossible
for both goals to be reached simultaneously. Similarly, it is logically im-
possible for a wife and her husband each to have her or his way if the
wife wishes to have children and the husband does not. It is impossible
for both the Israelis and the Syrians to have exclusive sovereignty over
the Golan Heights,
The second approach is more complex but theoretically more re-
warding: you ask whether the two parties have incompatible “payoffs.”

Using Payoff Matrices

To introduce matrix representation of conflict, consider an example.
Suppose a husband does not want any children but his wife wants four.
Suppose furthermore that you had a way to assess — perhaps through
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Table 2.1. Incompatible Interests of

Wife and Husband
Conflict Parties
o
Husband Wife
10
Four children -3 g
No children 4 ~

a questionnaire — how much each outcome is wor.th to et:;ch tf’;:tz 22(2
found that having four children was wortt;l -;is::: ‘t;)or t}(z P t,o
i ife; ing no chi
n pl(:mtlfat:dm—c- ;n;;ranx.ls(:)h t;tehv?i\;:grhis situation may be rcpn.zsenl;(led
g;ethzs “payo;i" matrix” displayed in Table 2.1. Note t}}:att, }::s t:lsotsai . :e,
the goals of each spouse are rcpresentec} by a row t 2(11 s t;:e sl
off for him (her): having no children is the l‘msban' SE e
ﬁal:,as for him the payoff of +4; having four children is the wife's g
i ff of +10.
beCVT":lzcnlt (})“51‘5 fzfxcc):: ::vt:leirz?r):)logy, you often need to stay ale.rt to cere—
tain distir);ctions. In this case, you need to.remembeﬁleaﬁ;f;cis
between an alternative, its outcome, and its payoff. S
one of the actions that the decision make.r can choose uch
having four children); an outcome COMPIISES all the conseq:;t:ime o
that action (such as feeling fulﬁlle(.i,hh;v::i (l)(;ssser)r'n(;:::iyaa;ayoﬁ <o
isure activities, having less time wit S ; ¢
ltf)ltsal; value the decision maker assigns to the ox‘ncome (;Iuc:: zt\; ;ltlt; -:)—;y—
the wife presumably assigns to having four chlldren)'. oare R
off matrix specifies explicitly only what the altematxve.sthin ihe T
of the matrix) and what the payoffs are (the numbersw1se e o
The outcomes are left unspecified, and readers must u
natll’zrrl}::pfs‘li}ot:zz ;)r:zzled by the numbers that appear in Ta?letQ.; .r:i
though they are to a large extent arbitrary, the‘zy represe;n; zr i::!cs ;)n -
life: that the importance people attach to various ev;.x; devalu.ing ns
case. the wife values having four children hlg,hly,]w ile o site
poss,ibility of having no children; the husband’s values ar
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of hers, though less intense. This being the case, we conclude that
the goals and the interests of the husband and wife are incompatible

because when an event has a positive payoff for one of them, it always
has a negative payoff for the other.

Advantages of Matrix Representation

Payoff tables of the kind given in Table 2.1 have certain advantages.
First, they permit us to identify incompatibility: two goals are incom-
patible if one has a positive payoff only for the party and the other
only for the opponent. For example, Table 2.1 shows the goal of four
children as incompatible with the goal of no children because the first
goal has positive payoff only for the wife (+10), the other only for
the husband (+4). Incidentally, we may say that one goal is “not mu-
tually acceptable” if it has a positive payoff for only one side. Thus, in
Table 2.1, having four children is not mutually acceptable because it
has positive payoff only for the wife.

Second, using payoff matrices allows you to consider conflicts in
which there are more than two alternatives under consideration. For
example, suppose that you surveyed workers and managersin a factory
and concluded that they have three main goals, and that the attrac-
tiveness of these goals can be represented by the payoffs shown in
Table 2.2.7 You will no doubt note that, while there are two incom-
patible goals (wage of $20 versus $10), there is also a third goal, the

solvency of the firm, that is shared by both parties (i.e., that has positive
payoff for both sides).

Table 2.2. Incompatible and Compatible Goals of

Workers and Managers
Conflict Parties
Workers Managers
Goals
Wage: $20 per hour 7 -3
Wage: $10 per hour -4 8
Solvency of the firm 2 5
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Table 2.3. An Example of a Zero-Sum

Conflict
Conflict Parties
Husband Wife
Goals
Four children -10 10
No children 8 -8

A third advantage might not seem to be very impf)r.tant,.b:tb;t :‘sﬂ :; :
theoretician: payoff matrices allow him or her. to dxstl'ngt.us e on
goals and interests. The goals of a party are quite spesaﬁc. th;,ybz;re o
alternatives that have a positive payoff for the party. Thus20a e;l d;e
specifies that the workers have two goals, the wage of $h ar:1 e
solvency of the firm; the managers also bave two goals, the w IgTl O
$10 and the solvency of the firm. The interests _Of a party are more
diffuse: they are all the outcomes from all pos'51ble ;.ﬂtemat.twemes_
have positive payoffs for the party. Becaus? ceftmn desnredbou co mes
such as security, recognition, respect, and JusUC”e.— seem to A: un:iscu‘s;
they are sometimes viewed as the partyjs “true” interests. As we fiscus
shortly, intercsts are incompatible if, in general, tk.mey _arc n:g e é
correlated: when the party’s payoff for an outcome is high, the pay

ent tends to be low. ‘

. ;}LeuigxliOSayoff representation allows you t.o determine th:(:l elite(r)z;
to which the goals and interests are incom'?auble. In th(; exa " r}; o
Table 2.1, the payoffs of the husband and wife, although 1\;(13rg (,)Site
not totally incompatible. They could be, for e)fample, exactly op}; sie
for the two parties, as shown in Table 2.3. Incidentally, you nowtreme
that the often-used term “zero-sum game” correspo.nds tc'> an exh <
conflict and that it can be represented by a matrix in which each ro
sur;:f:;s [:1::12 representation of payoffs in a conflict allows us :2
determine whether an agreement is possible. For examp”le,' bf:cal(;:;:ﬁve
the case represented by Table 2.2 “solvency of the firm” has 41;(; ve
payoff for both adversaries, the workers and ?hc managc.:rs ;ou ossi "
their negotiation by agreeing to pursuc this goal. It is also p
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to determine whether a compromise is possible on something about

which the parties do not agree. One possible solution is to “split the
difference,” giving the workers a wage that is halfway between what
they demand ($20) and what the management is willing to pay ($10),
that is, a wage of $15.

To determine whether this compromise is acceptable to the two
parties, we must compute the payoffs (rather than wages) associated
with it. It turns out that this can be accomplished by performing the
following Computations (see Bartos 1967):

Workers’ payoff: .50 * (7) + 50 * (-4) =15
Management’s payoff: .50 * (~3) + 50 * 8) =25

Because the resulting “compromise” payoffs (1.5 for the workers and

2.5 for the managers) are posttive for both sides, this 50-50 split is
acceptable to both.

Finally,

matrix representation allows you to determine what agrec-
ment is

“best” for both sides. In our example, a strong argument can be
made that the wage corresponding to the 50-50 split ($15) is close to
being best: it can be shown that it is even better to agree on awage that
is only slightly higher, $15.46. If you are willing to go through a fairly
technical discussion, you can learn why this wage is best by reading

about the socalled Nash solution (Nash 1950; Luce and Raiffa 1967;
Bartos 1967).

Identifying Goals and Interests

The practical consequence of this discussion is that you can benefit
from both the concept of logical contradiction and the concept of
payoff matrix. To illustrate, suppose that one country invades another.
How do you determine whether the goals and interests of the two
countries involved in the conflict action are incompatible?

First, you ask whether each country claims sovereignty over the same
territory, as do both Israelis and Palestinians over East Jerusalem. If
both do, then, since sovereignty means exclusive control, it is logically
impossible for either of them to claim sovereignty over the territory
and accept its occupation by the opponent. Second, you try to obtain a
rough estimate of the payoffs. True, it is seldom possible to assign exact
payoffs in realworld conflicts. Sdll, if each party is “vitally interested”

USING CONFLICT THEORY !

5

. 19
UNDERSTANDING CONFLICT

in the territory, you may assume that each assigns'high positive p-:zo(fi
to its own occupation of it and very low negative payoffs to 1ff ’
cupation by the opponent. You may z.ilso try to guess the lpzz'o ;.t (())2
additional alternatives, such as assigning ‘ea'ch country only {)bOd
the territory, or having the territory administered by a xll)eut.raChedy.
This helps you to determine whether an agreement can be tfea kee.
Thus you can gain considerable insight into any c.onﬂul:]t i )t;(;u maig
in mind the matrix approach. You then can determine w ath aflzt rain
alternatives are; speculate on the likely co.nsequences of eac e e
tive; and guess whether a party assigns high, low, or negative pay:
to these consequences.

Hostility

The definition of conflict offered here implies that Fonﬂict b;;hawlor
can occur not only because the parties have incompatible goals buta ;slor
becausc they feel hostility toward each other. Whether you re}y. on yOCh
intuitive understanding of hostilityoron a more formal deﬁnmf)n §ule”
as an “antagonism, opposition, or rcsistan?e in though.t.or plrmmpite
(Webster’s 1976, 553), you undoubtedly realize that hostility plays qtl; ©
adifferent role in conflict than do incompatible goals. The dlstm; d:'

between rational and nonrational behavior helps us to understand this

difference.

Rational Behavior

During the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, the .United States zndi (;}elz

Soviet Union came close to war. Soviet Premier I.(rush(.:hev e;'

to challenge U.S. missile supremacy by s.ecretly' installing n(lle f;L::I:C;
range missiles in Cuba. Informed about this, President Kenne ly ced
a crucial decision: if the United States responded too sqo?lg y, ae iy
clear war might result; if he responded too weakly, th.e in uentc.n )

the Soviet Union would increase. During lengthy c.abmet mee (11 g :
several options were considered, rar'1ging from invading Cu(;)::i :21 an;_
stroying the missile sites to registermg a str.ong protest an  domanc®
ing the removal of the missiles. After listening t.o argunfen from bis
aides for and against each option, Kenned)'l d.eaded on an a:ic ion e

was neither too provocative nor too SumeSSIVCf he c?rdered termi;]e.
Navy to start a blockade of Cuba, inspecting Soviet ships to de
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whether they carried missile-related cargo. At the same time, he started
a personal dialogue with Krushchev, informing him of the impend-
ing blockade. For a while, the Soviets did not respond, and two of
their ships proceeded toward Cuba, protected by a submarine. As the
ships were approaching the 500-mile barrier imposed by the United
States, confrontation appeared inevitable. But, to the Americans’ huge
relief, the Russian ships stopped before crossing the barrier, and in-
tense negotiations ensucd. A compromise was worked out: the Soviets
agreed to withdraw their missiles; the United States agreed not to in-
vade Cuba and to withdraw American missiles from Turke
1969).

In mostimportant respects, Kennedy’s decision-making process was
“rational,” because he reached his decision through lengthy deliber-
ation during which he (1) considered a number of possible actions,
(2) considered the likely consequences of each action, (3) evaluated

each set of consequences, and (4) chose the action with the most de-
sirable consequences.

y (Kennedy

Given the fact that payoff matrices play an important role in the
theory of rational decision making,? it is not surprising that there is a
close parallel between these steps and the steps involved in construct-

ing a payoff matrix. To construct a payoff matrix and use it rationally,
you must:

1. Determine the possible alternatives.

2. Determine the outcomes associated with each alternative.
3. Assign a payoff to each outcome.

4. Choose the alternative with the highest payoff.

Some theoreticians — notably Weber ([1922] 1947) - argue that we
should distinguish between two types of rationality. One of these is the
“instrumental” rationality. It occurs when your action is directed at a
specific goal that can be obtained, such as the best way to avoid rush
hour traffic, buying the best car with the money you have, or deciding
whether you should study in order o pass tomorrow’s examination
or can afford to go to a party. The other type is “value” rationality.
It occurs when your objective is to conform to a vaguely defined set of
values, such as when a Catholic is trying to decide which of several
possible alternatives ~ making a contribution to her church, going to
confession, and so on — might be the most appropriate behavior.
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Although the abstract principles guiding rationz;;ctjlo.ns arbee ;1:;.2
i i i is fraught with difficulues,
ir practical implementation is L with es, b
:j,hig:ré)nt individuals, faced with the same situation, may differ in wfh;t
’ i i i t set of al-
i i : they might consider a differen
tion they see as rational y :
::rnatives yhave different beliefs about what outcomes ar::e1 hketlyzoc:lr.
evaluate the outcomes differently. For example, hafi l’If.eillne )c') gt)ed o
i ible alternative, he might have
dered a blockade as a feasib o
::wading Cuba; had Krushchev foreseen correcty how I;I.ler:in;i)l' :o;cv
i to install the missiles; ha shc
eact, he might have chosen not . : o
;ot considered the inferior power of the Soviet Union unacceptable
he might have chosen not to act the way he did. etract) dis.
Despite these complications, one can draw a clc:jz;rn (a s Y b
incti i d nonrational action. action 1
tinction between rational an e
if it i ho not only followe
jecti jonal if it is reached by an actor w :
o e ol id it wi ernatural skill: he
i did it with an almost sup
the steps outlined here but S e
1 levant alternatives, assesse
or she considered a set of all re . : her o
i cordance with his or her
comes correctly, evaluated them in ac o
he represents), and then ¢
or the values of the group he ors eser . s the
z(lction that was the best. An action is (objectively) nonrational if it is
not best (not highest-valued) in this sense.

Hostility as Nonrational Behavior

j —that
When we are angry, we often act contrary to our better judgment

i i 5 as anger
is, we act nonrationally. Most acts driven by emotions sucllldlas ‘; ft ’
tf;nd to be spontaneous and quick, and often at oddshwxb wd e

an
i i ight suggest. For example, a hus
more careful deliberation mig . 1 dond
a wife, after spending hours deciding where to go for t};ez}rl vac Lo
’ i en,

may finally reach a compromise accepted by .both. An ety o

it is 4 i ne of the pair may say,
it is time to make reservations, o ; A

not want to do this; I hate that place.” It docs not help for the othe
person to say, “But you agreed!” because the reluctant partne y
’ . : P
simply answer, “I know, but I do not feel like c?omg it” + otten
The main reason why rational and emotional actions a:l e
i i tall o
i ional action takes into accoun

at odds is that whereas ratona : o gy
I tional action does not. When A
ossible consequences, €mo e
})need to strike out at somebody, and damn the conseque(l;lbstade s

feelings — especially feelings of hostility — are often an
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settling a conflict and implementing the settlement. A skillful media-
tor is well aware of this fact and works hard to remove this obstacle,
Validating hostility and allowing it to express itself in harmless ways
are among the tools that help this process.

In a conflict, the most important emotion is hostility toward the en-
emy. Thus Kennedy, instead of engaging in careful deliberation, might
have respondcd impulsively and ordered immediate invasion of Cuba.
In some cases, a conflict may start rationally, only to deteriorate into
nonrationality. Thus while a demonstration may have been planned as
a disciplined way of letting one’s point of view be known, it may turn
into ariot thatis fueled by hatred, expressed in rock throwing, burning
of cars, looting, and even killing. Similarly, reasonable efforts by police
to maintain order may be transformed into a “police riot” if they are

carried away by hostile emotions toward the demonstrators. Such was
the case in the Chicago demonstrations in the summer of 1968.

The relationship between hostility and conflict behavior is complex.
On the one hand, hostility adds fuel to and intensifies conflict behav-
ior. On the other hand, conflict also intensifies hostility: as conflict
continues and the parties inflict injuries on each other, the partici-
pants are no longer motivated solely by a desire to reach their original

goals; increasingly, they become determined to destroy the enemy. The
nature of conflict is thus transformed.

Conflict Action

Conflict has been defined here as “a situation in which actors use con-
flict behavior against each other to attain incompatible goals and/or
to express their hostility.” But what is — and what is not — “conflict be-
havior”? To most of us, this term evokes images of fighting, violence,
coercion, and force. But our definition of conflict suggests that con-
flict behavior is any behavior that helps the party to achieve its goal
that is incompatible with that of the opponent or that expresses its
hostility toward him or her.

Social scientists are sometimes accused of using obscure language to
express relatively simple ideas. In some cases, we must plead guilty. But
some technical terms are essential if you wish to understand conflict.
One pair of useful terms is conflict action and conflict behavior. We
speak about participants’ conflict “action” when we are assuming that
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considerations; when we assumf that ?he);
b tional or nonrational, we use the term conflict F)ehawforr.
T ey ! might say that demonstrators are engaged in con ‘u:t
FOT_ o he e,t_l‘f . mgarch through a city in a planned fashion, using
o e'};lent language to demand the ouster of a croo}-:ed
Sigf“s‘ anag r‘ll\?lr::n such intent and planning may be ab?em., we m};i)dt
us:zcr;ore general term conflict behavior. This glsn::;tzc})lncl,snr;l(;;t ard
e a b woS: 31: :?nv:a,t (t)heptlf):rm conflict action.
is between “coercive” and “noncoer-

they are guided by rational

and fast
thoughtful manner, we use, most
i distinction \
Another important n is betwe: \ ' noncoer
ive” action (behavior). This distinction is so important th ; wﬁi rs
. t som
it special attention later. You should know., h?\'vever, t};(z)\w © wrliers
: pth terms “compctitive” and “cooperative instead. ep . \
oo i int: ict is quite
terminology because it captures an essential point: i\h con(ilon’t q
different when the adversaries use force than when they .

Coercive Action o
Coercion forces the opponents to d.o w‘hat. tl.xey do 11}011; xsor . ac.m.
accomplishes this by threatening to inflict mJu;y Oisdncﬁ,o uinent
ally inflicting it (Kriesberg {1973] 1.98.2, 11.6). The di O b e
threatening and actually inflicting injury is nec?lssat;ye e iy
have theoretically different interpretations: whil eff e
is best conceived within the framework of a payotl matrix,

injury is not.

Actual Coercion. We use “actual” coercion .if .we try 1:(:) ws:ec: :;1;5;1:[;
ponents by injuring them. It is useful tO.dXS‘tll’-lglnS (;) VLA
violence and symbolic injury. Severe physzml mt|ury canr e o0,
ing or killing the opponents, or destro?rmg their S;{){;})}z Stzof o
103). For example, soldiers of one nation try to k1

ical
boys fighting in a schoolyard try to knock each other down. Or physica

11”“[ y can bc nonVlOlent, Such as depI lvlllg dle Opp()n»ellts Of resources

., -
they need. For example, a nation may punish its oppo.nem by l;:)r::]:/chr; i
ingyships from going in or out of its harbors, or a mt}f]e m}?:nd ke
husband out of their house. Symbolic injury, on the other ,

i ctions
ens the opponent by inducing fear, shame, or guilt through a

le, strikers may
such as jeering or using derogatory names. For examp
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Table 2.4. A Revised Version of a
Husband-Wife Conflict

Conflict Parties

Husband Wife
Goals
Four children -3 10
No children 4-10= -6 ~8

try to dissuade nonunion workers from entering a factory by calling
them “scabs.”

Threat of Coercion. The primary consequence of an actual injury is
to decrcase the opponents’ ability to continue the conflict. Thus it
should not be viewed as involving a change in their payoffs. A threat of
violence, on the other hand, is best understood within the framework
of payoff matrices: if the opponents’ payoffs for their original goal are
sufficiently reduced by the threat, they will abandon it and may adopt
the threatening party’s goal.

Let us illustrate using the conflict between husband and wife, rep-
resented in Table 2.2. Suppose that the wife threatens to leave her hus-
band if he does not agree to have four children, and that this threat
is believed by the husband.!' Moreover, the wife’s leaving would be
s0 devastating to him that the threat decreases his payoff for having
no children by 10 points (see Table 2.4). Because now his payoff for
“four children” is higher (—3) than the payoft for “no children” (—6),
a rational husband who does not have any other choice will agree to
having four children. But he has been coerced into choosing an op-
tion that has negative payoff for him, that is, he will do something he
does not want to do'? — which, incidentally, suggests why threats are
oftcn a bad strategy: when a person is forced to choose an option with
a negative payoff, he or she is bound to feel hostile and will be less
likely to cooperate in the future.

Although the distinction between threatening and actually inflict-
ing an injury is conceptually clear, in practice the two are often inter-
twined and hard to separate. For example, consider two men who have
been fighting until one of them gives up. How should we interpret the
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defeated ma.rl’s acﬁons. Should we assume t_hat he no 10!;ger VIEWS
ﬁ h‘.ulg as P[Oflmb]e or Should we assume that lle s no longer Ca
pa ; i i i th ts dO more ﬂlan
b]e O: i ? X llcauo[l 18 t}lat_ rea
ake I i A2 discuss mn Chapter 8, threats may
m esismce leSS deslrable. As (S ‘
i Crease the Opponents’ hosdlity and thuS make them leSS hkely to
m

yield.

Noncoercive Conflict Action

i joi chin
Not all conflict actions involve coercion. Some, such as Jou}\]t searersu f
i “ i hers, such as p -
i lve “pure” cooperauon. Others,
for new options, Invo persu
sion and rewarding, lie somewhere between full—scal}:: Foe:)(flor; nd
ion i their objectiv
ion: semble coercion in that
ure cooperation: they re ’ : cive
fo make the opponent accept the player’s goal; they ;esemb p
cooperation in that they use inducements rather than force.

Persuasion. Like a threat of coercion, persuasion works b);l .clha:hg::i
the payoffs that the goals offer to the opponents. Bl:lt w ile threa
of coercion decreases the payoff for one’s opponents orllg;na Sgso a;
persuasion increases their payoff for the party's own,gizle.n go :Zermin
i i ingi the opponents’ a
no cost to itself, simply by bringing to :
favorable outcomes they had originally not considered. For example;
suppose that parents want their son to go to college, but he .d;es nos
wish to go. They can try to persuade him by pointmg_ out that, if Z gt;(:e
to college, he will be able to make new friends, enjoy sp;l);:s, an ke
: i to fin
i i t go to college, he will have
interesting courses. If he does no \
employment immediately. And surely that would not be as pleasant as
college life. . . ]
Ngte that successful persuasion seldom mvo}vcs abstract l_oglcal afs
guments or righteous positioning. Instead, it involves showing one¢
opponents that it is to their advantage to adopt “our goals. Tk}lxus a p}::;
choice advocate, trying to persuade a pro-life advocate u? c ?u.)ge d
action should not argue that his point of view 1s morlzzllli'l rlghltf, ::Jeeaar;
i life advocate could herse
he should point out that the pro- : :
unwanted or high-risk pregnancy, that an abéruon pc?rformed 1::‘ X :(ri
medical supervision would save her from having to raise an unw.

child, or might even save her life.
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Promising a Reward. Another type of conflict action involves promising
rewards. Those who promise a reward also play to the opponent’s self-
interest, but instead of emphasizing existing options the opponent has
overlooked, they create - usually at their own expense - new outcomes
that are rewarding for the opponent.!? In the parlance of the theory
of games, they create “side payments” that is, a commitment to reward
their opponents if they accept the first party’s goals. Thus the parents
may try to induce their son to go to college by promising to buy him
a new car to take him there.

Pure Cooperation. What may be called “pure” cooperation differs from
the actions discussed so far in that its objective is to find a solution
that is gratifying to both partes. Usually, it involves searching for a
goal that is different from those the parties had originally pursued.
In some cases, each party searches for such a solution on its own; in
other cases, the search itself is a Joint one, involving a continuing di-
alogue. Some cooperative actions are preparatory to finding such a
solution. For example, a party may try to understand its opponents’
point of view; it may attempt to validate that point of view; or it may seek
third-party assistance in resolving the conflict. We consider such coop-

erative actions here and in the coming chapters and devote Chapter 9
exclusively to them.

Degree of Coerciveness

For many purposes it is important to consider the specific types of
action described thus far. But for other purposes — such as making
causal statements of the form “An increase in X leads to an increase to
Y’ -itis necessary to have a term that refers to the “degree” ofa conflict,
terms like intensity, destructiveness, or strength. There does not seem
to be a word that captures this perfectly, but the term “coerciveness”
seems quite appropriate. For example, when two boys start to hit each
other after merely exchanging sarcastic remarks, it may be said that
their behavior becomes more coercive.

Figure 2.1 shows that our use of the term “degree of coerciveness”
runs into a slight conceptual problem: we identify the lower end of
the continuum both as corresponding to (a low level of) coerciveness
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use conflict action against each other to attain incompatible goals
and/or to express their hostility. To make this definition meaningful,
one must understand its three main terms: incompatible goals, hostil-
ity, and conflict behavior. The term “incompatible goals” invites several
questions. What is meant by incompatibility? What is a goal, and how
does it differ from an “interest™? Is it possible to have different degrees
of incompatibility? How can one identify a goal that is acceptable to
both sides? A goal that is best for both? So-called payoff matrices help
one to answer these questions.

Much could be said about hostility, but to understand the unique
role it plays in conflicts, consider its nonrational aspects. Unlike ratio-
nal action (which is based on careful deliberation and uses a specific
procedure of judgment and valuing), expressions of hostility are non-
rational in that they are quick, impulsive, and often at odds with what
action a rational analysis might suggest. Thus conflict behavior that
is heavily influenced by hostility is often damaging to the actor’s own
long-range interests.

“Conflict behavior” is an umbrella term that covers many diverse
types of behavior. It refers to (more or less) rational action as well as to
(nonrational) expressions of hostilities; to behavior that is highly coer-
cive (such as physically harming the opponent) as well as to behavior
that is fully cooperative (such as searching for a mutually acceptable
solution). Still, it is desirable to have a concept that treats these qualita-
tive differences as matters of degree —and the concept of coerciveness
is such a concept (see Figure 2.1).

I
3

CHAPTER THREE

Development of
Incompatible Goals

i i i did
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representing it graphically (see Figure 3.1).
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about land, about children, about infidelity, about p -
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Figure 3.1. Possible Causes of Goal Incompatibility

it is possible to reduce this perplexing variety by classifying resources

into three main categories: wealth, power, and prestige (Weber [1922]
1947).

Wealth. Because the first of the three main resources, wealth, usually
involves “tangibles,” it is easiest to understand. Today, when speaking
of wealth, we tend to think of money — the source of much happiness
and unhappiness, and of many conflicts. If you wish to see a conflict
over money, attend a meeting at which the lawyer reads the last will of
arecently deceased parent. The children, who in the past managed to
get along in a reasonably civil manner will, more likely than not, be
at each other’s throats because each believes that he or she deserves
more money than they actually got.

In ancient times the most important type of wealth was land, the
source of prestige and power. Even though not as important as it once
was, land is still a source of many serious conflicts. For example, both
the Israclis and the Palestinians claim that East Jerusalem has histori-
cally been theirs and only they should have sovereignty there now. The

Golan Heights, now occupied by the Israelis, was until 1967 a part of
Syria and is claimed by it.

Power. There are those who seem to be bent on gaining and exercising
power at all cost. They tell others what to do but respond angrily when-
ever others make suggestions to them; they monopolize conversations;
they demand that they be treated with respectat all times. Nations can
be — and usually are - equally power-hungry. They arm themselves to
the teeth; they threaten their neighbors with armed in tervention; they
suppress internal dissention with force.

T T g e
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Itis not difficult to identify actors who are powerful. But it i‘s difﬁcul)t
to put your finger on what it is that they have..V.Vhat exactly is pov(/)enr‘.:
While literature abounds with different definitions, we.proposeful °
that fits with our discussion of coerciveness: an actor is power .
he or she can coerce others to do what he or she wants th'em : o
by altering their payoffs: by either promising to' reward Fhe action he f:r
she desires or by threatening to punish them if they fail to do slo. Q]}:lt le
often, power is unequally distributed, with 'those who hz'xve on t};} alittle
wanting more, those who have a lot wanting t(? keep it. Y-et e }xlfc:z
concept of “power inequality” is somewhat ambiguous, for it can ha

ite different meanings.
tW(;‘?r:tl,t power inequality nglay involve domination: party A has pov;-t:_
over and dominates party B. Such situations often lead toa ﬁg%xt fofr i
eration from oppression. Historical examples abound, ranging z)r;l
slave revolts against Roman masters to the ﬁg.ht of C?lecht.:n rehe s
for independence from Russia. Second, power mequa.hty ex1sts‘:jr en
A does not dominate B, but has greater power potfmtml than B does.
This type of power inequality also can lead to conflict. Th.lS ls‘because
power is often a “zero-sum” commodity: if one party gams 1t, sl(zsme-
body else must lose it. Thus when the less powerful }?arty éeeth to
increase its power potential, the more powerful party will resist these

1
eﬁ‘oTi)tsi‘llustrate the difference between these two types of power Vm-
equality, consider Germany following Wo.rld War L. Through the ‘ :i
sailles treaty, Germany was reduced to 2 minor power z.md was requﬁ_ X
to pay heavy reparations to the victorious allies. Th'ns gave the al tllf
power to dominate Germany’s economy. When Hitler bec'amc the
chancellor of Germany, he reduced this power by blatantly ignoring
the Versailles treaty. In addition, by rearming Gerrlnany, he made tha}:
nation stronger, thus increasing its power potential. Just how mﬁc
the balance of power had shifted toward Gcrmjany was sh0@ w er(;
Hitler invaded Austria and Czechoslovakia with impunity. This woul
not have happened before Germany’s rearmament.

Prestige. Street gang members constantly strive to gz_{m a rcput%no;l
for being tough and fearless, often by such acts as drive-by shoou}rllg .
Often, there is conflict within a gang as young members try to_ show
that they are tougher than their current leader. Gang leadership can
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change rapidly and often. Similarly, movie or rock stars are adored by
their fans for only short periods of time, being soon displaced by new
idols.

In these examples the struggle is about prestige (also referred to as
“reputation,” “respect,” or “esteem”), the third most important con-
tested resource. Itis a scarce resource because, by definition, it presup-
poses ranking from the most respected to the least, and because most
of us desire high prestige but only a few can have it at any given time.

Prestige is often closely linked with power: a person who has power
is often held in high Tespect; a person who is highly respected often
can acquire power. Yet prestige is conceptually different from power.
Whereas power is based on the ability to alter another’s payofts, pres-
tige is based on the ability to live up to the group’s ideals. We re-

spect, admire, and listen to an outstanding athlete, a saint, a successful
general, a Nobel laureate.
Because prestige is earned by exemplifying a group’s ideals, and
because in modern societies different groups have different ideals,
a person who enjoys high prestige in one group or one setting may
have low prestige in another. This is due to the fact that membership
in different groups is assigned different values. Thus, in the days of
racial segregation, famous black entertainers such as trumpeter Louis
“Satchmo™ Armstrong might receive a standing ovation from their
audiences and still not be allowed to dine or stay in the very clubs
where they performed. At the same time, it is possible to gain respect
from those who have denied it in the past, and to do so through conflict
action. For example, denying African Americans seating in the front of
the bus in the segregated South was a sign of disrespect. The civil rights
struggle not only forced southern states to discontinue this practice,
butalso earned higher respect for blacks. This was finallyaccomplished
when — and only when - it was made clear by civil rights activists and

federal courts that such disrespect was contrary to the basic values of
American society,

Reasons for the Contest

Obviously, there are many reasons why one actor may want somebody
else’sresources. A playground bully may try to take away another child’s
toys because of his sociopathic personality; Japan may have embarked
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i i ed

on its expansionist policies during World War II because it licalscon
r

il. But perhaps the most common

tural resources such as oi ' mon reason

? 3 acontest—and one that has been theorized about most—isinjustice
or . -
one party has resources that rightfully belong to another party.

Injustice. Justice and injustice are among the m?st elusive a-I:]d dl;?:,;fi
concepts in social theory. And yet, wit}.xout ha.vmg a clezr i ::1 of wha
is and is not unjust, it would be nearly m¥pos‘51ble to un ersd ﬁnidony
conflicts. The concept of distributive j1~zstzfe yields one clear ecm] re.-
Although this concept is quite olq, its importance was :ﬁz dezr e
emphasized by Walton and McKersie (1965). But for us, i
and most complete exposition is again by George Hon'lanls) o Sa.me
Roughly speaking, Homans argues that most of us llveify ¢ same
basic principles: we believe that we are geated unjustly ::;ebu ccelve
less reward than is appropriate (proporuonal)2 to our con et
the group and to our investments in the group- For examp ,em o
workers will compare the wages they are p;?ld and the enjoym - tZ
derive from their work (their rewards) with tk'le h.ours they :ztheir
work, their level of responsibility, and the tension it generat'es el
contributions), and with their seniol:ity, amm:: ;)[f) education,
ip in prestigious groups (their investment). - '
melr?t‘;leerilkil;gibulzion ogf wea.lgd:, prestige, and Power is—and 1s[h beh«z;f;d
to be — unjust, those treated unjustly wil'l desire tc‘> get mglrc: thzn g VZ
are currently receiving.® This creates mcompaubl.e‘go Zt Ch};n -
leged wish to maintain the status quo, the undcrprlvﬂeglc1 }(: Lheog
it to their advantage. But there are at least two reasons w y; e hatri)s/
of distributive justice alone might not account adcquately for w
i ir and just. ' o
wegcn(ia:e?sl(r)r? is Jthat its principles can be at od_ds with a soc1c:(tjy s
culture. In some cases, culture is so strong that it totar.lly ozxoﬁz
the principles of distributive justice. For example, E}gypuan P praots
were believed to be gods who must be obeyedt, rlght _or -wro g. "
other cases, culture is weaker, and beliefs in distnbutnYe JusuCle coe:;xn -
with widely held cultural beliefs. For example,.Amencan c: ntluerseeven
phasizes equality, usually equality of opportumt‘y but s((iJmc 1er s even
equality of results. Some hold that wealth., pre§ugf3, an .po‘.«; T oo
be equally distributed: they view the very rich with suspicion, oS
by their first names, and resent being told what to do, even by
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bosses. And yet these Americans also abide by the principles of dis-

tributive justice: they believe that parents should have more power

than their children, that a competent employee should be paid better
than one who does not do her job properly, that a law-abiding person
should be respected more than a criminal.

The second problem is that Homans’s theory is often difficult to use
in practice. The privileged are bound to argue that their contributions
and investments are higher, just as surely as the underprivileged will
argue that they are not. Thus less controversial criteria are needed,
such as relative deprivation - a concept that plays a crucial role in the
conflict theory developed by Gurr (1970).

If you are gainfully employed, you may decide that you are treated
unfairly by comparing yourself to others who have Jjobs similar to yours.
If you find that they are being rewarded more than you are, you feel
“relatively deprived.” Thus fire fighters will compare their salaries with
those of police officers, police in one city will compare themselves with
those in another, and so on.

True, for the reasons mentioned earlier, some clearly deprived

groups do not make such comparisons. For example, in traditional
Hindu society, the members of the outcaste groups did not compare
themselves unfavorably to the members of the higher castes such as
the Brahmins, even though they were much poorer and had to work
very hard at menial jobs. This was because the Hindu religion taught
that people’s position in life was a reflection of their performance in
their previous life: a person who had lived a good life would, in the
next life, move into a higher caste; a person who failed to live merito-
riously would move to a lower caste or out of the system completely.
Thus the power, wealth, and prestige of the Brahmins were seen as
rewards for their exemplary previous lives. By contrast, the outcastes
were believed to deserve their lowly position because they had not be-
haved well in their previous lives. Consequently, the caste system was
seen as just — although that belief weakened in the second half of the
twentieth century.

Feelings of injustice can also occur when we compare what we get
now to what we were getting in the past. Thus social conflicts tend to
occur when economic depression creates wide-scale unemployment.
Or we may compare what we are receiving to what we have been
promised. In some cases, the promises are implicit. For example, in a
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crucial importance in tribal societies, 1t is .also of so P e
ieties. When a leader addressing a large audie
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Hitler or Martin Luther King and great actors such as
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large and lead a settled life. As the name sugg'ests, in P
he has acquired power and w
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llegitimate son of an English
r, and had to take the

ruler is viewed legitimate if he or s
in a manner prescribed by the c.usto ‘
ple, William the Conqueror, bellng fm i ‘
king, was not selected as t;mt king’s successo
invading England. .
thrIO: fn:}:iern socigeties legitimate power tends to be. of t::jr:::gr’aoc;
bureaucratic type.® A person holding a high position mh:: bureaucracy
is presumed to have legitimate power if he or she was ¢ o
dance with specific written rules and follows Fhe pr;sc g)e o dely
office. Thus Richard Nixon was forced to r‘csxgn vil cnC
seen as having violated the duties of the U.S. presidency.



36 USING CONFLICT THEORY
Absolute Deprivation. While a sense of injustice may be the most im-
portant reason why one party wants more than it has, there are other
reasons. One of these is “absolute” deprivation. It occurs when a party
is deprived of whatever it needs to lead a decent life. For example,
during the early 1800s, the relationship between the Apache tribes
and the Spanish and Anglo settlers in northern Mexico and south-
eastern Arizona was relatively peaceful as long as the Spanish colonial
government of Mexico provided the Apaches with regular rations of
food.” But when the Mexican Revolution of 1810 drained government
resources, those rations dwindled and became insufficient, In 1824 the
Apaches bolted from their settlements and began raiding white settle-

ments. A lengthy war between the settlers and the Indians ensued
(Sweeney 1991).

Belligerent Culture or Personality. The word “belligerence” is derived
from Latin for “waging war” (Webster’s 1976, 102). Although today the
term has several commonly accepted meanings, we shall use it here
to mean a disposition toward coercive action.8 Thus a wife may be always
ﬁnding fault with what the husband does, one of 2 set of siblings may
fight constantly, Germany may start many wars. When adversaries have
incompatible goals, even when none of the obvious causes — such as
injustice - is operating, the cause may be a belligerent personality or
culture.

Often, we can gain considerable insight into a conflict if we know
the actors’ culture. For example, if we know that Apache men were
expected to be warlike and the Hopi to be peaceful, we can under-
stand why Apaches routinely raided other tribes. But if we wish to gain
deeper theoretical understanding, we need to ask why these cultural
differences exist in the first place. One of the most plausible explana-
tions refers to the actors’ “mode of production.”

According to this theory, the Hopi, earning their living by agricul-
ture, had to live settled lives and, thus provided with enough resources
to live, developed little desire to attack others. Being dependent on
having farming technology, they gradually developed a culture that
valued hard work and was peaceful. The Apaches, on the other hand,
relied primarily on hunting. Because they needed to move frequently
to follow game, and even then often went hungry; because they often
encountered opposition from other tribes; and because they had to
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modern societies create organizations that further differentiate labor:
management coordinates the work; engineers design the products;

workers produce them; and salespeople sell them. Thus most employ-
ces play a role that has been assigned to them., 10

Vertical Differentiation

Sociologists have paid most attention to what might be called verti-
cal role differentiation. It assigns different roles to different positions
within the power hierarchy. This differentiation occurs within both
social institutions and groups: parents have power over their children,
ministers over their parishioners, managers over workers, government
officials over citizens. Sociologists have long studied vertical role dif-
ferentiation and the resulting conflict, especially in industrial organi-
zations, but they have not always agreed on why the conflict exists. Karl
Marx, who initiated inquiry into this problem, explained it in one way;
Ralf Dahrendorf, another German sociologist, quite differently.

Marx’s Theory. Marx developed a complex theory of social systems, one
that was augmented and changed over the years. Yet there is a contin-
uing theme in his writing that ties social conflict to private ownership:
social conflicts exist because there are those who own the means of pro-
duction and those who work for the owners (Marx and Engels [1846]
1947). The goals and interests of these two groups are incompatible,
and they are therefore inevitably in conflict with each other.

What constitutes the “means of production” depends on the mode
of production. In feudal societies the main mode of production was
agriculture; hencc the main means of production was land. Land pitted
those who owned it, the aristocracy, against those who worked on it,
the peasants, serfs, and slaves.!! In capitalist societies, the main means
of production is capital, most notably factories and information. The
basic cleavage is between those who own the capital (the capitalists,
also known as the bourgcoisie) and those who work for them (the
proletariat).

Marx’s analysis of conflict in capitalist societies led him to conclude
that the capitalist’s relentless pursuit of profit creates many problems
for the workers. He argued that, in the long run, there is only one
way a capitalist can make a profit — by exploiting workers. He must

I
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them less than the goods they produce are worth. In fact, xzz
bazlieved that capitalists will always try to reduce t'he wage d:o a mere
ebSistence level, to a point where it is barely sufficient for ! e’ su el
Sl; the worker and his family. Not surprisingly, the proletariat’s go
o .
i i level.
osite: to raise wages to a fair . o ]
mel\:fri saw additional reasons for the mcompatlbll.lty between botll:'t
isie and proletariat in goals and interests. In their ruthless lIl)ur:a [
o i i kers. They do not hesitate
italists dehumanize their workers.
By ili ir churches, to turn them
ir families and their churches, :
tear them away from their d ‘ them
.tot(f machines doing boring and repetitive workA w1.thout ktll:i)\gu;g dl‘ ’
murpose Thus, the ultimate goal of the proletariat is (shou . erst ¢
gestructjon of the capitalist system, just as the goal of the capitali

the preservation of the system.

uent writers found Marx’s analysis wz%nt—
'Dah":?xl:g , t?:’gsts lilr:)fsl(::tlzntial is Ralf Dahrendorf (1?59). Hawng
::x:'igt'icized I\iarx’s theory of conflict on the groundskth:;t' it h:sstyil;l;i(c;r_
is m
predictions that proved false, he prOf;eedcd to 1r(na :rrect ost impor
int.!2 He argued that Marx failed to make ¢ p
l;m:c;llj:;nhe took ingto account only a special case ?f afntlhorin geear:]esrz}
phenomenon. Marx believed that priv'ate owner.sh.lp o :Hminated
production is the cause of social conflicts — t'hat if it we;e chmn u_ué
harmony would prevail. In point of fact, said Da?nrclndi(;f e;entiation
cause is more general: it is an aspect of the vefnca o
itself — the division between those who protect ;}11;): el:lstercs
i aining group me . .
andTltll;e“i:}:Z;:Svtse:sizh:a:’fnaspectgo% vertical differentiation exists and
creates incompatible goals in many diverse a.ssocnau;)r:}sl. Ir(l) :o::leizia;:;
the incompatibility is between the sFaFed goals of the lcgalthough
and the goals of its members as individuals. For exa;lanh, alchough
priests and ministers should (and usually do) lead c' ufll'1 b member
on the road to righteousness, some members ﬁnddsm'm ar)t' o
enjoyable. Although professors sh?uld (an'd ofter'x o) latlihe know”
edge to students, some students wish to enjoy their star}; acthe nanee
sity and study as little as possiblc?. Although th‘e cor;ll-kc oners o 2
county are responsible for collective needs such ‘;sw.eth loa v their
fire protection, some citizens are concerned only wi

taxes.
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In other cases, the incompatibility is between the stated goals of
the whole organization and the goals of those who are assigned more
specific tasks within it. Thus the managers of a firm should see to it that
the firm makes a good profit, while the engineers should design the
best possible product, no matter how expensive it may be,

Who Is Right? To whom should you listen, to Marx, who often saw
social conflictasrooted in private ownership, or to Dahrendorf, who at-
tributed it to vertical role differentiation? As recent history has shown,
this question is far from trivial, If you side with Marx, you may try to
minimize social conflicts by eliminating private ownership — an ap-
proach adopted by Soviet leaders. If you listen to Dahrendorf, you
may try to minimize concentration of Power —an approach typical of
Western democracies.!3
We side with Dahrendorf, simply because his theory is more gen-
eral and thus explains more than Marx’s does. For example, why did
the miners in the former Soviet Union rebel against their managers,
even though the means of production were not privately owned? Why
did the workers throw in their lot with the dissidents in communist
countries such as Poland and Czechoslovakia? Dahrendorf’s theory
suggests that they rebelled because their interests and goals were dif-
ferent from those of the people who were responsible for the whole:
the managers wanted to fulfill the current five-year plan, the
wanted a decent living without backbreaking work.!4
Togetto the main thrust of our argument, we must make a technical
point: although those who are responsible for the whole group nearly
always have more power than those who are not, this book separates
these two aspects of inequality. Earlier, we noted that those who have
power tend to have different goals than thosc who do not; now we
are saying that those who are responsible for the whole would have
different goals than those who are responsible for the parts, even if
there were no power difference between them.
This comparison puts Marx’s theory in a new light. Marx was
undoubtedly right when he spoke of the shameless exploitation of
workers by nineteenth-century capitalists. However, one could point
out — as would Dahrendorf - that this was not only because capitalists
had unlimited power and used it to their own advantage, but also be-
cause they had to seek prosperity for the whole of their enterprises.

workers
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s the incompatibility of goals was due not or.xly to expl(')itzaLt;lox(li l:y
i with power, but also to the fact that capitalist enterprises ha (:.
th:;z a profitin order to survive, while the workers had to have decen
m

wages to live.

Horizontal Differentiation |
An organization or institution usually has role diﬁ'ere.ntlau(;n tha.t ﬁl(S:
" due ti)gthe very fact that many members have only paxl‘ltlal an st[;;cel e
ibilid ization might have one
nsibilities. For example, an organiza ; f
:-zis(;or engineers, another for salespeople, still anothcrlfz)r .ac((i:i(::[)e
i iati be called horizontal to in
ts. Such role differentiation may .
:Ial.t although the roles are different, the people pl;iyu:g thtem relate
t as superiors and subordinates.
to each other as colleagues, no . : A,
iali les are designed in suc y
On paper, the specialized ro . )
. they W(S)rkpin harmony to achieve a common purpose: t(l;e engltne;r;
le endeavor to
ints for the products, the salespeop :
D vccounmants ality, the goals assigned
i the finances. In reality, g
it, the accountants manage : < assigned
i iali i atible. Suppose that an eng
to different specialists may be incomp an cngineer
i j . She proceeds to do
i i f upgrading a jet fighter. .
is assigned the task of up; . S0 dothe
i ilable technology. ,
best job she can, using the newest av'a :
requ.:res adding new equipment that, in turn, needs t;) be‘m(?mtotr;:(;
i f the redesigned fighter is given
by the pilot. Then the prototype o ‘ Nerisgien o2
i kpit is so full of dials and le '
test pilot. He finds that the coc dia versas 1o be
3 is set for a conflict: the engine
unmanageable. And the stage is se ;
to include the newest technology; the test pilots want a plane that can

be handied with ease.

Incompatible Values

i t
Groups that are separated from each other tend to d'evelop dlff:;r;gs
cultures that may advocate incompatible values — that. is, the stan T
of rightness and goodness that hold a culture and society together. Le
us consider how value incompatibility can happen.

Separation |
e e

Any individual, separated from others, will in ttme fievelop afun;g:ll

set of values. He or she will abandon these values in favor of group
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values only if he or she interacts frequently with the group members.
The same is true for groups.

Separation of Individuals. Within-group interaction tends to be most
intense in small tribal societies, Although a large society can preserve
some of the features of a small group - Japanese society being a promi-
nent ¢xample — in most instances large industrial societies tend to
promote the culture of individualism, thereby inhibiting free within-
group interaction. Individualism encourages the members to formu-
late and develop their own values rather than to accept those of their
group. Just how extreme individualism can be is suggested by Bellah
etal. (1986, 221): they found that, in the conte
some individuals had created a relj
own unique beliefs and rituals.

One of the reasons why individuals separated from others develop
unique values is a difference in personalities: some are aggressive,
others passive; some are talkative, others taciturn; some like to solve
problems in solitude, others like to socialize. These personality dif-
ferences can create value differences and lead to incompatible goals.
Thus two roommates might be in conflict because one likes the room
clean and well organized whereas the other likes to be free to put
things wherever she wants, At times, th
conflict over seemingly trivial matters s
the toothpaste.

mporary United States,
gion of their very own, with their

ese differences can erupt into
uch as not keeping the cap on

Separation of Groups. When a nomadic tribe moves into a new territory
and becomes prosperous, its population grows in size. But a tribal so-
ciety can function adequately only when it is small, say between fifteen
and fifty members. When it grows larger, some of its members leave and
create a new social unit at a new location. Given the physical separa-
tion, interaction between the original tribe and the new unit becomes
minimal, while within each unit it is intense.!s Ultimately, the two
groups develop different cultures. For cxample, Swiss villages located
in isolated valleys have developed unique dialects that are unintelli-
gible to villagers in other valleys. Although such linguistic differences
need not create incompatible values, sometimes they do. At the very
least, each village considers itself superior to its neighbors.
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Group separation has similar consequences ?n modte:;ric:le[::isr.
Because members of separate groups seldqm mterac. cross theb
group's boundaries, their cultures become dl‘fferer'\t - u; e . Con:
incompatible. Consider, for example, the prol}f?ratlon of cu >
mrcx?pofary American society, ranging from religious cults tl:::t WOrS. rlp
te ey e ern-

i secular cults such as militias that oppose the gov
?::i.néfco}?;:gup is small and has clearly defined beliefs, valt:::; :::1
norms that make it distinct from other cults and from mai

culture.

Personal and Group Identity. An important reason why different actors
have incompatible goals is that they — be they individuals or groups —

- value themselves much more highly than others value them. They

feel that they are not fully appreciated by others, th~at thzy ;;ar;(:
ivi i : hattered if they receive a ba ,
receiving their due: students are s . :
employfes feel almost invariably that they deserve higher pay, ;hxlgzzz
feel that their siblings are loved more than they are. And-, as” bals'evm
observed by anthropologists, all societies are “ethnocentric,” beli g
themselves better than others. -
Not surprisingly, I need to justify why I am' better than .othe:}sl t}tur;l-
I am. So I construct an identity that proves it. I may believe Iah, :
though I did not have the same education as my (:olleagues,h a::l
a better intuitive understanding of how to solve problems; t a;;, .
though my parents were poor farmers, I am Just.as good as anybo J
else because I have an ancestor who came to America on the Mayflout)e(i
that, although my business is not doing very well, I have alwz):sttr‘ez:tify
’ . . . . . a Ju
ai larly, groups develop identities
my customers fairly. Simi . " sy
ir i i iority: h may believe that they ar
their imagined superiority: the Frenc :
cultureddfhan the Americans; the southern whites that they atl;:: m(;:
industrious and honest than the blacks; the Apaches that they
braver than the Hopis. . » ]
A discussion of group identity would be mC(?mpl.cte .w1t1hout Zz:_
sidering its current version, one that exists prlmarllly (;n z;:ge o
ieti d as a result of several developm
temporary societies. It occurre . opments
i i ly, such as industria
happening more or less simultaneously, : g
anzpurbanizatjon, population growth and mobility, and t'-eChan?}l;gSL
cal advances — especially in communication and transportation.
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changes made it possible to mobilize the population of large societieg
such as France and the United States, and unify it through a commonly
held set of values - values that became known as nationalism: a desire
to achieve, maintain, and perpetuate the identity, integrity, prosperity,
and power of the entire nation (Christenson et al. 1975, 24-30).
Perhaps all groups in danger of losing their identity will fight,
Chicanos wish to preserve their language and cultural heritage and

resist attempts at assimilating them into Anglo culture. Even the
friendliest Indian tribes have

turned to warfare once the whites starteq
to take away their land or d

espoil their sacred grounds. Ethnic groups
eclared their independence as soon as the
power of the central government diminished. But nationalism, be-
cause it occurs in large societies equipped with modern and deadly
weapons, changed the nature of conflict dramatically, making it so
destructive as to threaten the very existence of humankind.

Values of Communities and Systems

It is impossible to predict in detail what culture will be created by
separated groups. Some tribes worship the sun, others the ocean; some
societies prescribe that one should eat with forks and knives, others
that one ought to use chopsticks. But in certain very general respects

one can predict the type of values a society will develop: small tribal
societies tend to develop “communal”

values, whereas large industrial
societies tend to adopt “system” values

Classical sociologists, trying to explain the functioning of societies,
found that they could not do s0 without distinguishing between two
broad types of social arrangements. At first, they thought that this
distinction was linked to historical development. They believed that
carly, preindustrial societies had social arrangements and values quite
different from those of the emerging industrial societies, Although
this point was made most forcefully by German sociologist Ferdinand
Toénnies ( [1887] 1963), other sociologists made similar observations.
Because each of them arrived at this conclusion from a difterent start-
ing point, they all conceptualized this variation somewhat differently
and gave it different names. 6 But contemporary German sociologist
Jirgen Habermas ( 1987) argues that all societies have both types of
these arrangements, that they differ merely in how important each
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“lifeworld”
i o types of arrangements .
B A cauli theseht‘W te?’ri “system” but not - because it
" This book uses his
S i Thtl many — his term “lifeworld.” Instead, we shall speak
ms confusing to e
ities” “ munal” values.
; “communities” and “com e 1051
: Aumt erican sociologist Talcott Parsons (Parsons anc.i Shills Hi
loped a theory that helps us understand these dltferentczs. i
- : c
d rt)hat before specific social arrangements ca.r.l be crea I;lem_
. w decisions must be made. Should the relationships be;wc<.3n mem
- i i d or collectively ori-
5 i ly neutral, self-oriente
3 be affective or affectively ‘ ' : ey o
: ted universalistic or particularistic, specific or diffuse, ascripti
3 ]
i i d?
hievement-oriente . . s of
These distinctions may be illustrated by conuasuns the va nes of
ther is expec
i f a surgeon. Whereas a mo
o ehildrens ive” i asurgeon should
i in an “affective” and loving way, g
late to her children in . : geon showd
. i i tients an
i ly involved with his or her pa
er get emotionally \ and thus hever
i her own family. Whereas a
ats members of his or i reas  mother shov'd
“ ivist” ori ion, caring for her childre
e a “collectivist” orientation, . 20
ore than she cares about herself, a surgeon is expectfld to}tl)e lflt; i agvz
i er sho
i d reputation. Whereas a mo
otivated by money an : er s e
a.rticulax)',istic” orientation toward her children, believing d?gmth
1d provide the
i martest, a surgeon shou
the most beautiful and the s ‘ o e
i Whereas a mothe
' i i niversally, to all patients. Whe
#ame quality of service u ‘ e
i in a “di 7 ner - she is expecte
le is defined in a “diffuse” man urse, 2
s¢hauffeur, a teacher, or whatever is called for - a surgeon tlylrplcall1 yreas
N ’ ’ i ies. Finally, whe
‘ iali forming only heart surgeri
specialist, perhaps per A
" i i “ascriptive” fashio
mother’s role is defined in an ‘ ony
awoman can perform it and (until very recently) most women e
k isi ic
‘expected to perform it — anybody who completes the requisite me
traini i surgeon. .
o d;)e I~ oﬁf ad itsgpreferred types of relationships,
.. Once a society has specifie ' . Ships.
* it has created a social structure and, in effect, 1naug4urate<?£ "
cultural values. Although any combination of values is possi ble, ” a)l'
. . ,
often tend to coalesce into two mutually exclusive sets. Ogle sgt 1\§ typ
of communities, the other of industrial systems (see Ta eC. m.munal
Different structures promote different types of values. Co o
values are created spontaneously when members of zj\ socneg' ogu )
in free, Sace-to-face communication that can occur only musrt':i) egr[o (fa ;
, d in small tribes;
Early in history, communal values were foun




46 USING CONFLICT THEORY

Table 3.1. Values of Communities and

Industrial Systems

Communal Values of Industrial
Values Systems

Be affective

Be affectively neutral
Be self-oriented
Be universalistic

Be collectivistic
Be particularistic

Be ascriptive Be achievement-oriented

Be diffuse Be specific

they exist in small groups such as families, clubs, or religious cults.
Although communal values originate in small groups, they can also be
found in certain larger groupings that were derived from the original
small groups: Christian Scientists, Alcoholics Anonymous, the National
Organization for Women. And although their cultures may differ in
many respects, they are similar in that they tend to adopt the values of
the community,

The values of the “system” emerge when a societyattempts to solve its
problems in an instrumentally rational way,!? especially when members
of asociety attempt to solve problems posed by their “environment.” As
Parsons has noted, when the members consider how best to “adapt” to
the environment — how to organize themselves in order to extract raw

materials and transform them into usable goods - they tend to create
€conomic organizations and institutions, And in industrial societics,
these organizations and institutions tend to be bureaucratic, that is,
hierarchical, formal, and highly differentiated. Hence the industrial
system has the values listed in the right column of Table 3.1.

Before leaving this topic, we must clarify one point. Whereas all
communities promote the values listed in the first column of Table 3.1,
only industrial systems promote the values listed in the right column.
Other types of systems may promote some of the communal values,
For example, the Catholic Church, which reflects many of the values
of feudal systems, does not assign specialized roles to those at the lower
levels of its hierarchy: a priest is expected to minister to all spiritual
needs of his parishioners. Moreover, the church teaches the collec-
tivistic values of self-sacrifice and emphasizes affective values such as

e

DEVELOPMENT OF INCOMPATIBLE GOALS 47

“ove thy neighbor.” The systems of future societil(;s may also be ex-
cted to advocate many of the communal valfxes. . .
Habermas (1987) has pointed out that the dxtjference. etx;reef com

munal and system values can be a source ?f §0c1al conﬂlct.“ nl ani;es”

argued that in the advanced industrial societies the system “colo jies”
and “deforms” communal life. For example, money and p.o.wez l;rjltzer
fere with the free interaction thatis at the heart of communities

1992, 446).

Role Differentiation
Role differentiation tends to create incom.pajtible goaI.s ldlrecﬂy,Btl?;
asking those who play different roles t'o act in mcompaup e v(\;:.tzfsérem
it can also create incompatibility indirectly, by promotmgh.l et
values. Teachers and educators not only have the goal of fe'ac mgfﬁ ner
students, they also tend to value knowl_edge as S}JCh. Mlhta;ybout cors
not only have the goal of creating units that will fight we
cherish the values of honor and obedience. And so on. 1 for
Some roles emphasize communal values; others, systern'va ue]siove
example, a minister is likely to emphasize the.need for umvedrlsea Othel:
one of the primary communal values. A b.usmessman, o?ﬁ e other
hand, is just as likely to feel that in the business context e fici nzern
value of the industrial system — is more important than active co

for others.

Conclusions

We began by explaining goal incompat‘ibility in terms qf three :\tiabllz
causes: contested resources, incompatible r(')les, and 1ncozp ¢
values. We can now elaborate on that explz%natmn. Althoughbt € r?c(; \
detailed explanation, shown in Figure 3.2, is tf)o. complex tz e ﬁ:timz
understood, you can profit from it if you arc willing to spen dso me e
studying it: you will come to understand how the Zause; ep
the simpler graph of Figure 3.1 are themseIYes pro ucch. ou might
Figure 3.2 shows that there are three main reasons wt}yl y ' might
contest the distribution of resources: because you believe . at go -
treated unjustly, because you do not have enough 1to live \ zlclir; rZ
(“absolute” deprivation), or because you have a belligeren >
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Figure 3.2. Causes of Incompatible Goals

that those who have power hold it illegitimately.

The graph also reminds us that role incompatibility exists for one
of two main reasons: either because “vertical” differentiation assigns
those in power the responsibility for the whole organization while
assigning to the remaining members only specialized tasks; or because
“horizontal” differentiation assigns specialized tasks to different
members.

Finally, Figure 3.2 shows that there are three general reasons why
WO parties may have different values: because they play different roles,
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because they have been separated from.cach othei", arid bec;use ::(::ll:
s differ in size and technology. Differences in size an tec
i tter because, when members of one party live in a sm'all r‘u.ra]
o e nity while m,ost of their opponents live in large industrial cities,
comffil;:t \Zrty will have the “communal” values described in th.e first
g:lzumn (I))f Table 3.1, the opponent the “system” values shown in the
seclc")indrcero??;;}r;)ws causes that may but need not operate iri my.si)eciﬁc
conﬂil:lt. The discussion of the next chapter makes this Romt w:t‘ig; :Z
showing that the U.S. civil rights conflict ha-s only one main calll]sa R v
an organizational conflict to be discussed in Chapter 6 was shap y

several causes.



