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tivation to conformity with the normative pattern which defines their expecta-
tions.

The interactive system also involves the process of generalization, not only in
the common culture by which ego and alter communicate but in the interpretation
of alter’s discrete actions vis-a-vis ego as expressions of alter’s intentions (that
is, as indices of the cathectic-evaluative aspects of alter’s motivational orienta-
tions toward ego). This *‘generalization’® implies that €go and alter agree that
certain actions of alter are indices of the arritudes which alter has acquired
toward ego (and reciprocally, ego toward alter). Since culture and the latter are in-
ternalized in ego’s need-dispositions, ego is sensitive not only to alter’s overt
acts, but to his attitudes. He acquires a need not to obtain specific rewards and
avoid specific punishments but to enjoy the favorable attitudes and avoid the un-
favorable ones of alter. Indeed, since he is integrated with the same norms, these
are the same as his attitudes toward himself as an object. Thus violation of the
norm causes him to feel shame toward alter, guilt toward himself.

It should be clear that as an ideal type this interaction paradigm implies mutu-
ality of gratification in a certain sense, though not necessarily equal distribution
of gratification. As we shall see in the next chapter, this is also the paradigm of
the process of the learning of generalized orientations. Even where special mech-
anisms of adjustment such as dominance and submission or alienation from nor-
mative expectations enter in, the process stil must be described and analyzed in
relation to the categories of this paradigm. It is thus useful both for the analysis
of systems of normative expectations and for that of the actual conformity or
deviation regarding these expectations in concrete action.

In summary we may say that this is the basic paradigm for the structure of a
solitary interactive relationship. It contains all the fundamental elements of the
role structure of the social system and the attachment and security system of the
personality. It involves culture in both its communicative and its value-orienta-
tion functions, It is the modal point of the organization of all systems of action.

Social Behavior As Exchange *
(Homans)

Interaction between persons is an exchange of goods, material and nonmaterial.
This is one of the oldest theories of social behavior, and one that we still use
every day to interpret our own behavior, as when we say, “‘l found so-and-so

* Reprinted from **Social Behavior As Exchange,’” by George C. Homans, The American Journal
aof Seciology, Yol. 63, No. 6, May 1958, pp. 597600, by permission of the publisher, The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.
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rewarding'’; or *‘l got a great deal out of him’*; or, even, ““Talking with him
took a great deal out of me.”’ But perhaps just because it is so obvious, this view
has been much neglected by social scientists. So far as [ know, the only theoreti-
cal work that makes explicit use of it is Marcel Mauss's Essai sur le don,
published in 1925, which is ancient as social science goes.! It may be that the
tradition of neglect is now changing and that, for instance, the psychologists who
interpret behavier in terms of transactions may be coming back to something of
the sort I have in mind.?

An incidental advantage of an exchange theory is that it might bring sociclogy
closer to economics—that science of man most advanced, most capable of appli-
cation, and, intellectually, most isolated. Economics studies exchange carried
out under special circumstances and with a most useful built-in numerical mea-
sure of value. What are the laws of the general phenomenon of which economic
behavior is one class?

In what follows 1 shall suggest some reasons for the usefulness of a theory of
social behavior as exchange and suggest the nature of the propositions such a
theory might contain.

An Exchange Paradigm

I start with the link to behavioral psychology and the kind of statement it
makes about the behavior of an experimental animal such as the pigeon.? As a
pigeon explores its cage in the laboratory, it happens to peck a target, whereupon
the psychologist feeds it corn. The evidence is that it will peck the target again; it
has learned the behavior, or, as my friend Skinner says, the behavior has been
reinforced, and the pigeon has undergone operant conditioning. This kind of
psychologist is not interested in how the behavior was learned; ‘‘learning
theory’” is a poor name for his field. Instead, he is interested in what determines
changes in the rate of emission of learned behavior, whether pecks at a target or
something else.

The more hungry the pigeon, the less corn or other food it has gotten in the
recent past, the more often it will peck. By the same token, if the behavicr is
often reinforced, if the pigeon is given much com every time it pecks, the rate of
emission will fall off as the pigeon gets satiated. If, on the other hand, the be-
havior is not reinforced at all, then, too, its rate of emission will tend to fall off,
though a long time may pass before it stops altogether, before it is extinguished.

! Translated by I. Cunnison as The Gift (Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1954). )
* In social anthropology D. L. Oliver is working along these lines, and [ owe much to :.G, See
also T. M. Newcomb, *‘The Prediction of Interpersonal Attraction,'* American Psychologist, X1

{1956), 575-86. ) ,
IR F Sinner Sefernee and Human Behouinr (New Yook Macmmillas  1953Y
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In the emission of many kinds of behavior the pigeon incurs aversive stimula-
tion, or what I shall cail “‘cost’” for short, and this, too, will lead in time to
decrease in the emission rate. Fatigue is an example of a *‘cost.”’ Extinction, sa-
tiation, and cost, by decreasing the rate of emission of a particular kind of behav-
tor, render more probable the emission of some other kind of behavior, including
doing nothing. I shail only add that even a hard-boiled psychologist puts *‘emo-
tional’” behavior, as well as such things as pecking, among the unconditioned
responses that may be reinforced in operant conditioning. As a statement of the
propositions of behavioral psychology, the foregoing is, of course, inadequate
for any purpose except my present one,

We may look on the pigeon as engaged in an exchange—pecks for corn—with
the psychologist, but let us not dweil upon that, for the behavior of the pigeon
hardly determines the behavior of the psychologist at all. Let us tum to a situa-
tion where the exchange is real, that is, where the determination is mutual, Sup-
pose we are dealing with two men, Each is emitting behavior reinforced to some
degree by the behavior of the other, How it was in the past that each learned the
behavior he emits and how he learned to find the other’s behavior reinforcing we
are not concerned with. It is enough that each does find the other’s behavior rein-
forcing, and I shall call the reinforcers—the equivalent of the pigeon’s corn—
values, for this, T think, is what we mean by this term. As he emits behavior,
each man may incur costs, and each man has more than one course of behavior
open to him,

This seems to me the paradigm of elementary social behavior, and the problem
of the elementary sociologist is (o state propositions relating the variations in the
values and costs of each man to his frequency distribution of behavior among al-
ternatives, where the values (in the mathematical sense) taken by these variables
for one man determine in part their values for the other,*

I see no reason to believe that the propositions of behavioral psychology do
not apply to this sttuation, though the complexity of their implications in the
concrete case may be great indeed. In particular, we must suppose that, with
men as with pigeons, an increase in extinction, satiation, or aversive stimulation
of any one kind of behavior will increase the probability of emission of some
other kind. The problem is not, as it is often stated, merely, what a man’s values
are, what he has learned in the past to find reinforcing, but how much of any one
value his behavior is getting him now. The more he gets, the less valuable any
further unit of that value is to him, and the less often he will emit behavior rein-
forced by it.

¢ Ivid., pp. 297-329. The discussion of "*double contingency™ by T. Parsons and E, A. Shils
could easily lead to a similar paradigm (see Toward a General Theory of Action [Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1951, pp. 14-16),
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The Influence Process

We do not, I think, possess the kind of studies of two-persen interaction that
would either bear out these propositions or fail to do so. But we do have studies
of larger numbers of persons that suggest that they may apply, notably the stud-
ies by Festinger, Back, and their associates on the dynamics of influence. One of
the variables they work with they call cohesiveness, defined as anything that at-
tracts people to take part in a group. Cohesiveness is a value variable; it refers to
the degree of reinforcement people find in the activities of the group. Festinger
and his colleagues consider two kinds of reinforcing activity: the symbolic be-
havior we call *‘social approval’” (sentiment) and activity valuable in other ways,
such as deing something interesting.

The other variable they work with they call communication and others call in-
teraction. This is a frequency variable; it is a measure of the frequency of emis-
sion of valuable and costly verbal behavior. We must bear in mind that, in gen-
eral, the one kind of variable is a function of the other,

Festinger and his co-workers show that the more cohesive a group is, that is,
the more valuable the sentiment or activity the members exchange with one
another, the greater the average frequency of interaction of the members.® With
men, as with pigeons, the greater the reinforcement, the more often is the rein-
forced behavior emitted. The more cohesive a group, too, the greater the change
that members can produce in the behavior of other members in the direction of
rendering these activities more valuable.® That is, the more valuable the activi-
ties that members get, the more valuable these that they must give. For if 2 per-
son is emitting behavior of a certain kind, and other people do not find it particu-
larly rewarding, these others will suffer their own production of sentiment and
activity, in time, to fall off. But perhaps the first person has found their sen-
timent and activity rewarding, and, if he is to keep on petting them, he must
make his own behavior more valuable to the others. In short, the propositions of
behavioral psychology imply a tendency toward a certain proportionality between
the value to others of the behavior 2 man gives them and the value to him of the
behavior they give him.”

Schachter also studied the behavior of members of a group toward two kinds
of other members, *‘conformers” and *‘deviates.”’ ® I assume that conformers

* K. W, Back, '‘The Exertion of Influence through Socizl Communication,'* in L. Festinger, K.
Back, S. Schacter, H. H. Kelley, and J. Thibaut {eds.}, Theory and Experiment in Social Com-
munication (Ann Arbor: Research Center for Dynamics, University of Michigan, 1950), pp. u_lum,.

* 5. Schacter, N. Ellertson, D. McBride, and D. Gregory, **An Experimental Study of Cohesi-
veness and Productivity,'' Human Relations, 1V (1951), 22938,

T Skinner, op. cit., pp. 100, .

¥ §. Schachter, **Deviation, Rejection, and Communication,” Journal of Abnormail and Secial
Psychology, XLVI (1951}, 190-207,
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are .vnoEn whose activity the other members find valuable. For conformity is be-
_._mSo._. that coincides to a degree with some group standard or norm, and the only
meaning [ can assign to norm is ““a verbal description of behavior that many
members find it valuable for the actual behavior of themselves and others to con-
mun.: to.”" By the same token, a deviate is a member whose behavior is not par-
ticularly valuable. Now Schachter shows that, as the members of a group come
to see another member as a deviate, their interaction with him—communication
man_.mmmon_ to getting him to change his behavior—goes up, the faster the more
cohesive the group. The members need not talk to the other conformers so much;
they are relatively satiated by the conformers™ behavior: they have gotten s&mm
they .s_mE out of them. But if the deviate, by failing to change his behavior, fails
to _..o_:mo_.om the members, they start to withhold social approval from E:“. the
deviate gets low sociometric choice at the end of the experiment, And 5. the
Eoﬂ cohesive groups—those Schachter calls “*high cohesive-relevant”-—interac-
tion s;.n: the deviate also falls off in the end and is lowest among those members
that rejected him most strongly, as if they had given him up as a bad job. But

:.oi plonking can we get? These findings are utterly in line with everyday expe-
rience, g
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The Exchange of Social
Rewards * (Blau)

5 %Q.\__\ﬁfu Q%H.

Most human pleasures have their roots in social life. Whether we think of love or
moswr professional recognition or sociable companionship, the comforts of fam-
E .:mn or the challenge of competitive sports, the gratifications experienced b

individuals are contingent on actions of others. The same is true for the EoM
wnEWmm and spiritual satisfactions. To work effectively for a good cause requires
making converts to jt. Even the religious experience is much enriched by com-
:.E:‘m_ worship. Physical pleasures that can be expertenced in solitude pale in
m_mq,:mnm:nm by comparison. Enjoyable as a good dinner is, it is the social oc-
casion that gives it its luster. Indeed, there is something pathetic about the person
s.&o derives his major gratification from food or drink as such, since it reveals
either excessive need or excessive greed; the pauper m__cm:mﬂwm, the former, the
glutton, the latter. To be sure, there are profound solitary naowan:nmllqmm&.z a
mowa book, creating a piece of art, producing 2 scholarly work. Yet these :mo

derive much of their significance from being later communicated to and mwﬁmnm

* Reprinted from Exchange and Power in Social Li
g ? by Peter M. Blay, J i
1964, pp. 14-17, by permission of the publishers. e by - dohn Wiley. New York,
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with others. The lack of such anticipation makes the solitary activity again some-
what pathetic: the recluse who has nobedy to talk to about what he reads; the art-
ist or scholar whose works are completely ignored, not only by his ¢ontempo-
raries but also by posterity.

Much of human suffering as well as much of human happiness has its source
in the actions of other human beings. One follows from the other, given the facts
of group life, where pairs do not exist in complete isolation from other relations.
The same human acts that cause pleasure to some typically cause displeasure to
others. For one boy to enjoy the love of a girl who has committed herseif 1o be
his steady date, other boys who had gone out with her must suffer the pain of
having been rejected. The satisfaction a man derives from exercising power over
others requires that they endure the deprivation of being subject to his power.
For a professional to command an outstanding reputation in his field, most of his
colleagues must get along without such pleasant recognition, since it is the lesser
professional esteem of the majority that defines his as outstanding. The joy the
victorious team members experience has its counterpart in the disappointment of
the losers. In short, the rewards individuals obtain in social associations tend to
entail a cost to other individuals. This does not mean that most social associa-
tions involve zero-sum games in which the gains of some rest on the losses of
others. Quite the contrary, individuals associate with one another because they
all profit from their association. But they do not necessartly all profit equally, nor
do they share the cost of providing the benefits equally, and even if there are no
direct costs to participants, there are often indirect costs born by those excluded
from the association, as the case of the rejected suitors illustrates.

Some social associations are intrinsically rewarding. Friends find pleasure in
associating with one another, and the enjoyment of whatever they do together—
climbing a mountain, watching a football game—is enhanced by the gratification
that inheres in the asscciation itself. The mutual affection between lovers or fam-
ily members has the same result. It is not what lovers do together but their doing
it together that is the distinctive source of their special satisfaction—not seeing a
play but sharing the experience of seeing it. Social interaction in less intimate
relations than those of lovers, family members, or friends, however, may also be
inherently rewarding. The soctability st a party or among neighbors or in a work
group involves expericnces that are not especially profound but are intrinsically
gratifying. In these cases, all associates benefit simultaneously from their social
interaction, and the only cost they incur is the indirect one of giving up alterna-
tive opportunities by devoting time to the association.

Social associations may also be rewarding for a different reason. Individuals
often derive specific benefits from social relations because their associates delib-
erately go to some trouble to provide these benefits for them. Most people like
helping others and doing favors for them—to assist not only their friends but also



