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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,

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 aswell as to
(nonrational) expressions of hostilities; to behavior that is highly coer-

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
issuch a concept (see Figure 2.1).

CHAPTER THREE

Development of
Incompatible Goals

MUCH OF this book is about understanding social conﬂlcts.f:Nhin::
World War Il occur? Why do I and my husb'and ﬁg.ht SO oﬂerztuate
trivial matters? Why does the Palestinian conflict contmu(? ftfo u ctuace
between escalation and deescalation? "flhere. a.resti:;eceogh i:treilo Coz_
h questions: to look at the origin \ G
:iod::’l Zfl;lisrtcact(ilons, and to focus on conflict d)"narnlcs. Tll)nls chapter
considers the first problem, origins due t‘o goal mcomf})latl i 1ty.0nﬂict
Clearly, there are any number of spe.aflc rea§ons why t:wo ce oo
actors can have incompatible goals. But it is poss1b¥e to su sulirll therr
under three main headings: contestec.l resources, 1nco$pa?1t : se wort};
and incompatible values. This point is so important that i

representing it graphically (see Figure 3.1).

Contested Resources
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about land, about children, about infidelity, about poli }; .
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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 Israelis 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 atall 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 intervention; they
suppress internal dissention with force.
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Itis not difficult to identify actors who are powerful. But it i‘s difﬁcul:
to put your finger on what it is that they have. .What exactly is power:
While literature abounds with different definitions, we' propose on‘e
that fits with our discussion of coerciveness: an actor is powerful if
he or she can coerce others to do what he or she wants thfem to do
by altering their payoffs: by either promising to reward .the action he 'or
she desires or by threatening to punish them if they fail to do so. Q}llte
often, power is unequally distributed, with .those who h?ve only a little
wanting more, those who have a lot wanting t(? keep it. Y.et the very
concept of “power inequality” is somewhat ambiguous, for it can have
two quite different meanings. o

First, power inequality may involve domination: party A has power
over and dominates party B. Such situations often lead to a ﬁg%)t for lib-
eration from oppression. Historical examples abound, ranging from
slave revolts against Roman masters to the ﬁg.ht of C?leche.n rebels
for independence from Russia. Second, power mequghty exists when
A does not dominate B, but has greater power pot‘entzal t'ha'n B does.
This type of power inequality also can lead to conflict. Th.lS 1s‘because
power is often a “zero-sum” commodity: if one party gains it, some-
body else must lose it. Thus when the less powerful party 'seeks to
increase its power potential, the more powerful party will resist these
efforts.! .

To illustrate the difference between these two types of power in-
equality, consider Germany following World War I. Through the Yeg
sailles treaty, Germany was reduced to a minor Power :fmd was requlr.e
to pay heavy reparations to the victorious allies. Th.ls gave the allies
power to dominate Germany’s economy. When Hitler bec'ame .the
chancellor of Germany, he reduced this power by blatantly ignoring
the Versailles treaty. In addition, by rearming Gerl?lany, he made that
nation stronger, thus increasing its power potential. Just how much
the balance of power had shifted toward Germany wa‘s shov.m when
Hitler invaded Austria and Czechoslovakia with impunity. This would
not have happened before Germany’s rearmament.

Prestige. Street gang members constantly strive to gz.lin a reputz?tion
for being tough and fearless, often by such acts as drive-by shootings.
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. It is 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 payoffs, 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 finally accomplished
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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on its expansionist policies during World War II because it lacked
natural resources such as oil. But perhaps the most common ‘rea;ison'
for a contest—and one that has been theorized about most —is injustice:
one party has resources that rightfully belong to another party.

Injustice. Justice and injustice are among the m?st elusive a.nd dlsi)u;f(i
concepts in social theory. And yet, witl'.lout ha.vmg aclear idea Z wha
is and is not unjust, it would be nearly 1mpos.51ble to understan many
conflicts. The concept of distributive justice yields one clear deﬁn&ﬂon.
Although this concept is quite old, its importance was recenl y re;
emphasized by Walton and McKersie (1965). But for us, the c;;ares
and most complete exposition is again by George Hon'lans (1974).
Roughly speaking, Homans argues that most of us hve. by the same
basic principles: we believe that we are treated unjustly if we receive
less reward than is appropriate (proporuonal)2 to our contnbuftzon to
the group and to our investments in the group. For exar.nple, act}(:ry
workers will compare the wages they are paid and the enjoyment they
derive from their work (their rewards) with the h‘ours they have t.o
work, their level of responsibility, and the tension it generat‘es (their
contributions), and with their seniority, amount of education, and
membership in prestigious groups (their investrner%t). . e
If the distribution of wealth, prestige, and power is — and is believe
to be — unjust, those treated unjustly will desire t? get more than tl?e.y
are currently receiving.® This creates incompatlbl.e’goals: thehprm-
leged wish to maintain the status quo, the underprivileged to change
it to their advantage. But there are at least two reasons why the theor‘y
of distributive justice alone might not account adequately for what is
i ir and just. o
wegiiafeion is Jthat its principles can be at odds with a soc1(?ty ]
culture. In some cases, culture is so strong that it tota.llly overrldﬁs
the principles of distributive justice. For example, ]?gyptlan pharaoI s
were believed to be gods who must be obeyed, rlght or wrong. In
other cases, culture is weaker, and beliefs in distributlYe justice coexist
with widely held cultural beliefs. For example,. American cx?lture en;
phasizes equality, usually equality of opportumt‘y but someumeil evcid
equality of results. Some hold that wealth', pre‘suge, ar?d. powelilsb ot;es
be equally distributed: they view the very rich with suspicion, cab (t);eir
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 Jjob 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 systemn 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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. kel
broad historical perspective, popular upr151ngs se.em to be more htha IZ
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ruler is viewed legitimate i . .
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. I i
ple, William the Conqueror, being an illegitimate son of an l?g -
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’ . . d‘
throne by invading Englan .
In modern societies legitimate power tends to be of t]ile thi C;acy
. . S reau
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bureaucratic type.” A perso : Y
iti i he was chosen in acco
i legitimate power if he or s .
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dance with specific written ru : {
office. Thus Richard Nixon was forced to resign when he was widely
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
0 mean a disposition toward coercive action.® Thus a wife may be always
finding fault with what the husband does, one of a 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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se weapons when hunting or fighting, they developed a culture that
u

" valued bravery and was warlike.

The second main reason for inherent belligerence is thekactt(;lresr
ersonality. For example, a playground bully will always .attac oh i
, ildren, taking away their toys; some football playern will ﬁgnt ar
o rre ;ven when they have been injured. Once again, knowing tne
;t;.(::ts(;:r(3 s personality helps us to understand why he or she is engaged in
i alities differ?
’ Coo:filiZaBsz;V;}Z (J'il(l)sfi:::: discussed — the actor’s culture. Paren‘ts
bring up their children to uphold th(fel Valtliles Offt};;rt s::lltelz;th;:::;;
ity i ome extent, a reflection o . .
fheésl?lzzgzt}};rl:,is:i Stheir children for cooperative behavior, the H(;)p(;
tended to be peaceful toward others; necause the Apaczelg\:;a;dzd
their children for bravery and aggressiveness, Apache adu

- to be belligerent even toward each other.

But noncultural factors shape personality as well. Some aspects of

: personality — such as intelligence — seem to be genetically determined.

But an actor may also become habitually nelligerent if his or he;eag;
gressive behavior has been well rewardnd in the past. For e);a.m}:n e, 2
boy who has been a successful athlete in high school may beco
i ive business executive. . N
hlg\;llyl];geiisistlsviauses, belligerence contributes to gnal mcompat:}t:;lr-
ity. Thus the playground bully may have the goal of tnkmg -atV;rlay zn;)Ches
. child’s toy, while that child will have the goal of lfeepmg 1t;h e pCher,S
who attacked a ranch often had the goal of tnkmg away the ranlf
cattle, while the rancher’s goal was to keep his cattle for himself.

Incompatible Roles

Two parties can have incompatible goa.ls because the)lflp(lia); dlifgcr)ir;
roles in an institution or an organizatwn.. Tne so-cal e. uE tona/
school of theorizing explains role differenUatlon‘by nonng tha oct
eties work better if they divide their labor.” Ind.ustrlal solaeue; ; avc;1 o
eral social institutions, each attending to specific functlon.s. h?dren.
families to provide a haven for family members and 1t.o.rzuls‘e ;i tlution;
religions to define and enforce main moral v:cllues;cpz)(:1 :)trl:lz?c ;zsﬁtutions
oals and to distribute resources; ¢
:2 i)ertocc;):llclzl goono%s and services (Parsons and Smelser 1956). Moreover,
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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-
ees play a role that has been assigned to them.!?

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; hence the main means of production wasland. 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 bourgeoisie) 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 marny 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

R
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ay them less than the goods they produce are worth. In fact, MZZ

believed that capitalists will always try to reduce t‘he wage t}:o :] rrr‘:1 e
bsistence level, to a point where it is barely sufficient for : e, :
Sl; the worker and his family. Not surprisingly, the proletariat’s goal is
o .
ite: to raise wages to a fair level.

thel\/(l)zi)rioszzf additional rgeasons for the incompatibil.ity b(;ltrveen br(:ll;
geoisie and proletariat in goals and interests. In their r(;lt ests }E);i[ate
of proﬁt, capitalists dehumanize their work(?rs. They do n(i hesiate
to tear them away from their families an.d. their churf:hes, t(l)( uWin "
into machines doing boring and repetitive work. m‘thmlllt rll;) be)gthe
purpose. Thus, the ultimate goal of .the proletariat 1sf(sh ou pe) che
destruction of the capitalist system, just as the goal of the cap

the preservation of the system.

Dahrendorf’s Theory. Subsequent writers found Marx’s analysis wa}nt-
ing. Among the most influential is Ralf Dahrendorf (1959). Hal\;llni
) . . e
criticized Marx’s theory of conflict on the grounds that it has yie
i t impor-
icti he proceeded to make his mos
redictions that proved false, : iy
- int.!2 d that Marx failed to make correct predictions
tant point.”* He argued tha . ctions
because he took into account only a special case f)f a more g °
phenomenon. Marx believed that private ownership of thelhmf':ants °
i i icts — that if it were eliminated,
i the cause of social conflicts
D oy aror i id Dahrendorf, the true
i nt of fact, said Dahre it
harmony would prevail. In poi pren ot ° u
it i erentiation
i : aspect of the vertical di
cause is more general: it is an ' !
itself— the division between those who protect the interest of the whole,
and the interests of the remaining group menhlbers. o o
The “whole versus part” aspect of vertical differentiation exis
creates incompatible goals in many diverse associations. In some cases,
ization
i ibility i the stated goals of the organiz
the incompatibility is between organ sation
i s individuals. For example, a g
and the goals of its members a © althoush
i ini d usually do) lead church m
riests and ministers should (an ' nbers
gn the road to righteousness, some members find smt'"ul waysknOWI_
enjoyable. Although professors should (and often do) 1mpirt o
‘ i j i niver-
edge to students, some students wish to enjoy their stay at the u o
’ - k3 . rs O
sity and study as little as possible. Although the corﬁrilssmned o
i -kept roads
i llective needs such as well-kep
county are responsible for co . oacs anc
fire ptZotection, some citizens are concerned only with lowering t

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 conflict as rooted 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.!?

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 workers
wanted a decent living without backbreaking work.!4

To get to 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 those 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 jt to their own advantage, but also be-
cause they had to seek prosperity for the whole of their enterprises.

| 1
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hus the incompatibility of goals was due not only to expl(?itaﬁon by
H l;e with power, but also to the fact that capitalist enterprises had to
m:ke a profit in order to survive, while the workers had to have decent
m

wages to live.
Horizontal Differentiation

An organization or institution usually has role differentiation that is

*" due to the very fact that many members have only partial and specific

responsibilities. For example, an organization fnight Eilve for;eatcycf;e]:l (r):
role for engineers, another for salespeople, still another for ; coun
ts. Such role differentiation may be called horlzo.ntal to indic
tt;zt ::l.lthough the roles are different, th? people playn;g them relate
to each other as colleagues, not as superiors and 51.1bor 1}111ates.a e

On paper, the specialized roles are designed in s?lch aw iyneers
they work in harmony to achieve a common purpose: tde eni;to o
prepare blueprints for the products, the salespe'ople en ealwo os
it, the accountants manage the ﬁnance§. In reality, the goals as: El red
to different specialists may be incompatible. Suppose that zn tengo et
is assigned the task of upgrading a jet ﬁghter. She procee g f?en the
best job she can, using the newest aV‘allable technologgf. it,ored
requires adding new equipment that, in turr'l, needs to e. m?n ored
by the pilot. Then the prototype of the redes1gnf:d ﬁghteir is give o
test pilot. He finds that the cockpit is so full of filals and evers as o>
unmanageable. And the stage is set for a COT‘IﬂlCt: the engmeetr}f st five
to include the newest technology; the test pilots want a plane tha

be handled with ease.

Incompatible Values

Groups that are separated from each other tend to d.evel}(l)p iilffg:;gz
cultures that may advocate incompatible values — that‘ is, the s tz;n ards
of rightness and goodness that hold a culture and society together.

us consider how value incompatibility can happen.

Separation

Any individual, separated from others, will in time fievelop a unique
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 example — 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 contemporary United States,
some individuals had created a religion of their very own, with their
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, these differences can erupt into

conflict over seemingly trivial matters such as not keeping the cap on
the toothpaste.

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.!? Ultimately, the two
groups develop different cultures. For example, 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 modern SOdiE:iSI:
Because members of separate groups seldo.m 1nterac.t across hed
group’s boundaries, their cultures become dl‘fferer.lt - 11; Solr?:; : con:
incompatible. Consider, for examPle, the prol.lfe‘:raUOnlo chu s in cor
temporary American society, ranging fr(.)r'n'rehglous cults ¢ ;\ orsh f_
ancient gods to secular cults such as militias that oppose t <13 g .
ment. Each group is small and has clearly defined beliefs, va .ue:; m
norms that make it distinct from other cults and from mainstrea

culture.

Personal and Group Identity. An important reason why different actors
have incompatible goals is that they — be they individuals or grm;};ls -
value themselves much more highly than others value them. e};
feel that they are not fully appreciated b}f others, th'at they dzlre r(lio
receiving their due: students are shattered if they receive a ba hglr(;lree;
employees feel almost invariably that they deserve higher pay, ; i ren
feel that their siblings are loved more than they are. And., ai a; ee
observed by anthropologists, all societies are “ethnocentric,” believing
better than others. .
the;;:f l‘lllf;i)risingly, I need to justify why I am. better than 'other}sl thmi{
I am. So I construct an identity that proves it. I may believe t a}tl, al-
though I did not have the same education as my colleagues, 1 av;:
a better intuitive understanding of how to sF)lve problems; thatt), (al -
though my parents were poor farmers, I am Just_as good as anybo y
else because I have an ancestor who came to America on the Mayﬂowz:i,
that, although my business is not doing very well,.I hav.e.alw:\}ifs u-eat;fy
my customers fairly. Similarly, groups develoP identities that Jusore
their imagined superiority: the French may beh.eve that they are m
cultured than the Americans; the southern whites that they are more
industrious and honest than the blacks; the Apaches that they are
Hopis.
braXecriigclirslsit:j of group identity would be incc?mplfate .without con:
sidering its current version, one that exists primarily in lallrge Ce(:tls
temporary societies. It occurred as a result of severz.ll deve -szdon
happening more or less simultaneously, such' ‘as 1ndustn:;1l i vion
and urbanization, population growth and mobility, and tf:c n;hog
cal advances — especially in communication and transportation. These
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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 ang

within the Soviet Union declared 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 so without distinguishing between two
broad types of social arrangements. At first, they thought that this
distinction was linked to historical development. They believed that
early, preindustrial societies had social arrangements and values quite
different from those of the emerging industrial societies. Although

ing point, they all conceptualized this variation somewhat differently
and gave it different names, 16 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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is. He calls these two types of arrangements “lifeworld:”

AN i b i “system” but not ~ because it
ad “system.” This book uses his t(ir'm sy e e st
ms confusing to many — his term llf,f’:world. nstead,
hout “communities” and “communal” values. & Shills 1951)
American sociologist Talcott Parsons (Parsons an : o)
' eloped a theory that helps us understand these dlfferencz . e
oted that before specific social arrangemen'ts car'l be created, e
ic decisions must be made. Should the relz}tlonshlps be;weén Inori-
ers be affective or affectively neutral, self—?rlented' or col ecgviize ™
nted, universalistic or particularistic, specific or diffuse, ascrip
hi riented?
,}'l;';‘;(;r:firilstt_i(;ctions may be illustrated by contrasting the Valltle; ;)(f
inother with those of a surgeon. Whereas a mother is expec ;OUld
Jate to her children in an “affective” and loving way, a suriet(l)lllll : ould
ever get emotionally involved with his or her patients an s never
rats members of his or her own family. Where'as a mothe novld
e a “collectivist” orientation, caring for h(i:r children as r;luctron 1
ore than she cares about herself, a su‘rl\?}elon 1s expe;:lc:: rtOSh ((: :ld . agv Z
moti oney and reputation. ereas a m T S
S:a‘;ﬁ:gl:ésrtrilc” oZientatioIr)l toward her children, believing th;mt l::
the most beautiful and the smartest, a su.rgeon should pr0v10tf1 e
same quality of service universally, to all pa‘tlents. Wherea; a rrll1 ohers
{;’s)le is defined in a “diffuse” manner — she is expected to be a' . is, 2
;ﬂlauffeur, a teacher, or whatever is called for — a s.urge(')n tI)lrplca;l eyreas
fpecialist, perhaps performing only hear.t st:rgerlfas. Flns Y, V\;e e
‘mother’s role is defined in an “ascriptive” fashion — becau werz
awoman can perform it and (until very recently) most V.vc‘)tr:i?edical
expected to perform it —anybody who completes the rqulsl

ini ieves the status of a surgeon. . .
'Tal(r)l;ncge f}sl:)ec‘;(;ty has specified its preferred types of rela(tilonshipos;
it has created a social structure and, in effect, 1naug'urate' ail seth
cultural values. Although any combination of values is possﬂ? e, . e)ll
often tend to coalesce into two mutually exclusive sets. One set is typica
- of communities, the other of industrial systems (see Table 3.1). B

Different structures promote different types of values. .Commun .
values are created spontaneously when members of ?1 soc1egf e;gjgs
in free, Jace-to-face communication that can occur f)nly musrtrrli) ef_ o dp; ;
Early in history, communal values were found in smal ;
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Table 3.1. Values of Communities and
Industrial Systems

Communal Values of Industrial
Values Systems

-_—
Be affective Be affectively neutral

Be collectivistic
Be particularistic

Be ascriptive Be achievementoriented
Be diffuse Be specific

Be self-oriented
Be universalistic

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.

Thevalues of the “system” emerge when a society attempts to solve its
problems in an instrumentally rational way,!7 especially when members
ofasociety 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 societies,
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
offeudal 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
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“Jove thy neighbor.” The systems of future societilgs may also be ex-
ected to advocate many of the communal val}les.

Habermas (1987) has pointed out that the dltjference .between co?-
munal and system values can be a source ?f §0C1a1 COIlﬂlCt.“In faCF, e,:’
argued that in the advanced industrial societies the system color.nzes
and “deforms” communal life. For example, money and p.o.wer I:ilter_
fere with the free interaction thatis at the heart of communities (Ritzer

1992, 446).

Role Differentiation
Role differentiation tends to create incom.pzl.tible goa¥s directly,B b};
asking those who play different roles to act in mcompatl‘ble wz'lszs. ut
it can also create incompatibility indirectly, by promoting ('11 e;er'x
values. Teachers and educators not only have the goal of Fe'achlngﬂ; eir
students, they also tend to value knowledge as 5}1ch. Mlhtarlybo c;:rs
not only have the goal of creating units that will fight well but also
cherish the values of honor and obedience. And so on. .
Some roles emphasize communal values; others, system' valuelsi or
example, a minister is likely to emphasize the .need for umve}rlsa tc;:fer,
one of the primary communal values. A t?usmessman, on t. eo _ea
hand, is just as likely to feel that in the business context ef:ﬁc1ency
value of the industrial system — is more important than active concern

for others.

Conclusions

We began by explaining goal incompatibility in terms of three m.ablln
causes: contested resources, incompatible roles, and incompatible
values. We can now elaborate on that explanation. Although the rfl(;rle
detailed explanation, shown in Figure 3.2, is tf)(? complex tg be quiicmz
understood, you can profit from it if you are willing to spen dSOI-n(:ed e
studying it: you will come to understand how the cause; epic
the simpler graph of Figure 3.1 are themselYes produceh. -
Figure 3.2 shows that there are three main reaso.ns why you mig !
contest the distribution of resources: because you believe t.hat you atr1
treated unjustly, because you do not have enough t.o live decletr;rz
(“absolute” deprivation), or because you have a belligerent cu

T T—
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Figure 3.2, Causes of Incompatible Goals

or personality. It further shows how you can document injustice: by
showing that you are deprived in comparison to others, or by proving
that those who have power hold it illegitimately.

The graph also reminds us that 7ol 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
two parties may have different values: because they play different roles,
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because they have been separated from each othe.r, ar.ld because ltlhellr
groups differ in size and technology. Differences 11'1 sge and tel;: no i
ogy matter because, when members of Ol'lf': p:?trty live .m a sm‘a r.u'ra
community while most of their opponents live in large .mdus'trlal c1ges;
the first party will have the “communal” values :iescrlbed in th.e t:
column of Table 3.1, the opponent the “system” values shown in the
lumn. ‘
Secl?iI;?ereO;.l? shows causes that may but need not opera‘lte in' any.sI.)elcﬂt'l)c
conflict. The discussion of the next chapter makes this pomt vivid ;fl .ly
showing thatthe U.S. civil rights conflict ha§ only one main cause, wd 1b e
an organizational conflict to be discussed in Chapter 6 was shaped by

several causes.



