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This paper concentrates on the problem
of the &dquo;parties&dquo; to conflict. Every confiict in-
volves at least two parties or conflicting or-
ganizations. The party may be a biological
individual, or it may be an aggregate or an

organization of individuals. All individuals
are organizations of subordinate parts: all

organizations are in some sense &dquo;individuals&dquo;
insofar as they have well-defined patterns of
behavior and reaction. Generally, we may
wish to reserve the term &dquo;competition&dquo; for
the wide concept which includes interactions

among unorganized aggregates (such as bio-
logical populations) and to use the word
&dquo;conflict&dquo; for the narrower concept in which
the conflicting parties are individuals or or-
ganizations, possessing a certain core of

unity of behavior and in which each organ-
ization is in some sense &dquo;aware&dquo; of the other
and makes this awareness an essential part
of its behavior pattern. We think of conflict,
then, as a system of interacting systems,
each party to the conflict being a system in
itself, bound, however, to the other party by
a system of communication, information,
subjective knowledge, and behavior reac-

tions. The question as to what property of
such a system constitutes the &dquo;conflictual&dquo; as
opposed, say, to the co-operative element is
surprisingly difficulty to answer and will be
considered later.

A Model of Organization
as System

Let us consider first, then, the nature of
the systems which are involved in an organ-

ization. What we want here is not the organ-
ization in all its richness and completeness
but rather the most simple abstract model
of an organization which will serve to illumi-
nate the relationships between organizations.
An organization, we may recall, may include
things as complex as an amoeba or as simple
as the General Motors Corporationl What
we are looking for here is the simplest model
which will enable us to study the interaction
of organizations.
The first element in the description of an

organization is a static structure of parts-
its geography or anatomy, its organization
chart or balance sheet or molecular struc-
ture. There are very interesting elements of
scarcity or competition even in these static
structures which may sometimes underlie
conflicts-in a sense, all conflicts of interest,
or &dquo;issue conflicts,&dquo; arise because two things
cannot be in the same place at the same
time. Everything cannot be close to every-
thing else; there is an inexorability about
geography and topology which necessitates
more separation of parts in large structures
than in small and which imposes limits on
the growth of any particular type of struc-
ture. Thus in a triangular lattice each indi-
vidual part can be in direct contact with no
more than six others. Fundamental also in

limiting the size of organizations is the scale
model, or D’Arcy Thompson principle (5),
that the increase in size of a structure inevi-

tably brings with it a change in the ratio of
lengths to areas and volumes. Doubling
linear dimensions of a structure quadruples
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its areas and octuples its volumes and hence
diminishes the relative importance of those
properties which depend on length (such as
communications) or on area (muscular or
structural strength, absorption of air or

food) to those which depend on volume
(weight). Hence we get the very important
principle that if the relative importance of
linear, areal, and volumetric properties are
to be preserved, the f orm of the structure
must change as it increases in size; there
must be elaborations of linear networks

(nerves and channels of circulation); there
must be convolution of areas of surface re-
action (lungs, brains, bowels), in order to
increase the ratio of linear or areal dimen-
sions to volume and weight. In social organ-
izations (firms, states, universities), com-

munications networks and specialized ad-
ministration must increase their relative im-

portance as the size of the organization
grows.
The next step in the development of an

organization model is its description as a

&dquo;machine,&dquo; or energy transformer. Any or-
ganization depends on some source of ener-
gy for its continued existence-food and light
in the case of the biological individual, to
which may be added coal, oil, and other
sources in the case of manufacturing plants
or armed forces. Scarcity of energy sources
may be an important source of competition
and issue conflict, for what is taken by one
organization may be taken from another.
Where the game against nature results in a
&dquo;victory&dquo; and the release of another source
of energy, the possibility for the expansion
of all organizations together emerges, and
the conflict between them is at least tem-

porarily lessened. Surprisingly little attention
has been paid to the general description of
the energy requirements of social organiza-
tions. The basic source of energy for such

organizations is the same as that for the in-
dividuals of which they are composed-food.
The surplus of food production over and

above the consumption of the agriculturalist
is perhaps the best index of the ability of a
society to construct social organizations of
all kinds. Savage societies cannot develop
complex organizations because the food pro-
ducer must spend all his time getting
enough for himself and his family. In the
United States today we can produce all the
food we need with 10-15 per cent of the

population and so release up to 90 per cent
of the population for &dquo;other things.&dquo;

ORGANIZATION GROWTH

AND CONFLICT

The next step in the organization model is
to describe it as an &dquo;open system&dquo; or, more
generally, as a &dquo;growth system&dquo; or dynamic
open system. A static open system is a

structure which is maintained in the midst

of a stream or throughput of its constituent
parts. To be an open system, a structure
must have the property that a &dquo;hole&dquo; in the

structure produces a large attractive force or
valency to pull an appropriate &dquo;occupant&dquo;
from the surrounding environment into the
&dquo;hole.&dquo; Thus a living organism maintains its
structure more or less intact in the midst of
a constant throughput of atoms of matter. A
social organization is a structure of &dquo;roles&dquo;:

any vacancy in the role structure-i.e., any
role without an occupant-creates pressure
to fill the vacancy with an appropriately
skilled person. It is this property of being
an open system which enables organizations
to live longer than any of their parts-presi-
dents, deans, and professors come and go,
but the university goes on forever.

In a dynamic open system there is not

merely maintenance of an existing structure
but growth (or decline) in the structure it-
self. Not only are old jobs filled as their

previous occupants pass on, but new jobs
are created. The atoms in a cell, the cells of
the body, can likewise be regarded as a role
structure subject to a constant throughput,
in which new roles are constantly added as
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the organism develops from the egg. The
laws of development of organizations are

very imperfectly understood, and this is per-
haps one of the most serious gaps in our
knowledge. It is clear that development
never takes place haphazardly, except per-
haps in pathological cases such as a cancer.
Certain &dquo;organizers&dquo; of development can be
identified-the gene, the chemical organizers
of the embryo, the entrepreneurs, the proph-
ets, and the heroes who are the founding
fathers of social organizations. How the or-
ganization of development is actually accom-
plished, however, is a great mystery, and
our ignorance of this machinery is evidenced
by our inability to predict outcomes, except
after the event. We know that an acorn

grows into an oak and never into a cactus,
but just what it is in the acorn which gives
it this remarkable property we do not know.
Similarly, we do not know what mysterious
property enabled the little group of Apostles
to grow into the Christian church or the
little group around Hitler to grow into the
Nazi state, when thousands of similar groups
perish in early infancy.

Although the processes of growth remain
mysterious, we do know something about
the factors which limit growth, and this en-
ables us to make some significant proposi-
tions in the theory of conflict. An important
source of conflict among organizations is the
attempt of two or more organizations to ex-
pand into the same field. When two firms
are expanding into a limited market or two
nations into the same territory or two labor
unions into the same job jurisdiction, a con-
flict. of interest is likely to arise. This &dquo;ex-

pansion conflict,&dquo; to coin a term for it, has
both a static and a dynamic aspect. It arises
in a static sense if the number of role occu-

pants is limited, so that, as more are drawn
into one organization, fewer are available for
others-the more Rotarians there are, the

fewer Lions and Kiwanians; the Methodist

church may grow at the expense of the Bap-
tist ; and so on. We think of the whole field
of organizations as dividing among them the
raw material in the shape of members, much
as nations divide up the geographic area of
the world, and an expansion of one inevi-
tably means a contraction of others, unless,
of course, the field itself is growing. Growth
in the field itself has thus an important effect
in lessening the intensity of expansion con-
flicts. Thus in the nineteenth century the
fact that so many European countries were
able to expand their power and influence in
colonial empires outside Europe may have
lessened the conflict among them; the clos-

ing of the colonial field in the early twen-
tieth century may have been one reason for
the two world wars. When the labor move-
ment is expanding and all unions are organ-
izing the unorganized, jurisdictional disputes
between them lessen in intensity; when the
field is closed and one union can expand only
at the expense of another, these disputes in-
crease in intensity. An era of great mission-
ary activity, when the churches, too, are or-
ganizing the unorganized throughout the

world, also sees the decline of denomina-
tional tensions and the rise of the ecumenical
movement.

We must not apply the foregoing principle
too mechanically, of course. We may have a
situation where something like an equilib-
rium or balance of power has been reached
in a static situation which is completely up-
set by the sudden development of opportuni-
ties for expansion. Organizations which have
accepted a static situation now may find
themselves with opportunities for growth.
The opportunity creates a habit, and the
organization which has developed a habit of
expansion may not be content with expand-
ing into defenseless and unorganized regions
but may turn against other organizations like
itself. Thus conflict depends on what might
be called the &dquo;expansion pressure&dquo; of organi-
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zations, as well as on the nature of the op-
portunities which surround them. We might,
therefore, identify three extreme cases. First
is the situation in which the environment is

static, in the sense that there is no expansion
of the &dquo;raw material&dquo; of organizations, but
in which there is little or no conflict because
the organizations which occupy the field

have no expansion pressure, are content to
be stationary, and simply reproduce them-
selves without growth. The second case is

that in which there is expansion pressure but
in which there are abundant opportunities
for the growth of each organization through
the growth of the field itself. In this case,
also, there will be little in the way of ex-

pansion conflict, as the organizations are ex-
panding into an empty or unorganized field
rather than into each other. The third case
is that in which the field is static or expand-
ing very little, but the organizations have
great internal expansion pressure. Here con-
flict will be intense, as each organization can
expand only at the expense of others of like
propensities. We might perhaps distinguish
a fourth case, of which the first case men-
tioned above is a special example, in which
some organizations are expanding and some
contracting in a static field but in which the
contracting organizations do so willingly. In
this case the expansion pressures and &dquo;con-
traction pressures&dquo; cancel out, and there is
again little or no conflict.’
.-- ---- - -- ---- -- - - - - - --- - - --- - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- -- -------- ----.

INFORMATION, KNOWLEDGE, AND

ORGANIZATION IMAGE

Now, if we are to explore further the

nature and determinants of expansion pres-
sure, we must go to a fourth level of organi-
zation theory. This is the level of control

processes involving information inputs and
outputs and knowledge structures. The sim-
plest model here is that of a cybernetic or
homeostatic process, where we assume that
there is a variable or, more generally, a set
of variables which the organization is con-

cerned to maintain at some equilibrium
values. These variables must be in the in-
formation input of the organization, at least
to the extent that the organization &dquo;knows&dquo;
when there is a divergence of the value

given by the information input from the
ideal value which the organization sets out
to maintain. This knowledge is reflected in
behavior or action of some kind directed to-
ward correcting the perceived divergence
between the real and the ideal values of the
homeostatic variables. For a system like this
to operate successfully, there should also be
&dquo;relational feedback&dquo;-that is, information

regarding the divergence between real and
ideal and especially regarding the change in
this divergence, which is perceived as re-

lated to the action taken.
The theory of organizational behavior

which is implied in this model might be
described as the epistemic or &dquo;eiconic&dquo;

theory (1). It postulates that any organization
1 These cases can be formalized into a mathe-

matical measure of expansion conflict. Suppose
we have n organizations, occupying a field of
size X, apportioned among them in amounts x1,
x2, ... , xn. Suppose that each organization has a
desired rate of growth (or decline), r1, r2, ... , 
rn. Let R be the rate of growth of the whole field.
Then expansion conflict potential may be meas-
ured by the expression

C = r1x1 - RX .

If the aggregate desired rate of expansion is

equal to the actual rate of growth of the whole

field, expansion conflict potential will be zero. If
the aggregate desired expansion is greater than
the actual growth of the field, there will be con-
flict: C will be positive. The greater the excess of
the aggregate desired expansion over the growth
of the field, the greater the potential for conflict.
Negative values of C are not particularly signifi-
cant and simply indicate no conflict. This is the
situation where the expansion pressure of the
organizations is so small that they reach their
equilibrium sizes without even exhausting the
available field.



126

possesses as part of its essential structure a
&dquo;view of the universe&dquo; or &dquo;image&dquo; (hence
the term &dquo;eiconic&dquo;). This image has many
dimensions. In man, for instance, it involves a
view of space and time and his position in
them; it involves a relational image of cause
and effect and connection; it has dimensions
of reality and unreality, publicness and pri-
vateness, certainty and uncertainty, emotion-
al effect; and over the relevant part of the
field there is a value ordering according to
which one part of the field can be identified
as ‘better&dquo; or &dquo;‘worse&dquo; than another part.
Behavior or action is then interpreted as the
initiation of a cause-effect process which
will move the organization toward the most
highly valued part of its image of the future.
Here, for instance, is a man who gets up in
the morning, dresses, shaves, has breakfast,
and takes a plane to New York. In explain-
ing the behavior of this aggregation of some
ten billion cells, we must postulate that he
has a view of the spatial universe which in-
cludes at least his own bathroom, dining
room, and the way to the airport and in
which, in spite of the agreeableness of stay-
ing in bed, moving into the bathroom and
scraping his face with a razor are valued at
the moment more highly than anything else
which he might be doing. Similarly, he goes
to New York rather than to any one of a

hundred other cities because it is for him at
that moment the most highly valued part of
the attainable surface of the earth-for what
further reason we need not inquire.

This view of behavior then raises a num-
ber of questions regarding the subordinate
processes which are involved even in the

simplest behavior. These concern themselves
mainly with how the image, in all its com-
plexity, is built up and especially how mes-
sages which are received by the organization
result in a change in the image, for it is

only through a change in the image that
there can be a change in behavior. The

image is not, of course, simply a pile or
aggregate of messages. Most messages which
are received make little or no impression on
the image, or they merely serve to confirm
an existing image. As I turn my head, a new
message enters my eyes; it merely serves,
however, to confirm the image that I am

sitting in a room typing. Frequently, mes-
sages are received which merely add to the
image without appreciably changing its

structure; the processes of rote learning are
a good illustration. Sometimes, however, a
message is received which effects a revolu-
tion or reorganization of the image. A man
is informed that he is promoted; this changes
his image of his own role and person. A man
receives overwhelming evidence that his

trusted friend has deceived him; this changes
his image of his friend’s personality. A na-
tion undergoes a revolution; this changes the
image of the character and probable be-
havior of the nation, both in the mmds of its
own people and in the minds of others.

It is the peculiar glory, and occasionally
the shame, of man that his images are built
up not only by the receipt of messages from
nature (signs) but also by the receipt of
symbolic messages, proceeding directly from
other persons in face-to-face contact or in-

directly through the medium of &dquo;transcripts&dquo;
-books, papers, records, movies, television,
and so on. Man is the talking animal, and
the complexity of his organizational world
depends largely on his ability to communi-
cate in symbols. If I hear a voice behind me,
I may interpret this information as indicat-
ing the presence of a person, and the charac-
ter of the voice will give me clues as to the
character of the person-whether it is famil-
iar or unfamiliar, foreign or native, male or
female, etc. So far, the voice is merely a
sign; it does not matter what words are

spoken, and the process of building this in-
formation into an image is not essentially
different from the process by which any
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other message from nature conveyed by any
of the senses is built up into an image of the
world around us-a world of rocks, trees,
clouds, animals, people, buildings, and so
on. The moment, however, that words are

spoken which are understood, we pass to a
&dquo;higher&dquo; and immensely complex system of
symbolic communication which has the

property of building up images far removed
from the immediate world around us. Sym-
bols remove the human organization from
the prison of the immediate here and now,
in which all lower forms of life are trapped,
and the image of man therefore soars off to
the galaxies, to the beginnings and the end
of all things, to the realm of the impossible
and almost to the inconceivable. It is be-
cause of this symbolic nature of the image
of man that conflict in the human world is
so much more complex than conflict in the
animal kingdom, where images are built up
only by signs and hence conflict is always
face to face.

VALUE DIMENSIONS OF THE

ORGANIZATION IMAGE

The theory of the image points to another
problem underlying any theory of behavior
and interaction-the problem of the deter-
minants of the value image or, more accu-
rately, the value dimension of the image.
This is vital for a theory of behavior, for, as
we have seen, behavior consists of move-
ment into the most highly valued part of the
total image. A shift in the value ordering,
therefore, even without any change in the
rest of the image, can produce profound,
even revolutionary, changes in behavior. I

may be all set to get on a plane for New
York when I receive a telegram to say my
father has died in San Francisco; the infor-
mation creates a marked shift in my valua-
tion of my image of space and time: I can-
cel my reservation to New York and get a
plane to San Francisco immediately because

this is now the most highly valued part of
my image of the world of space and time.
Note that the value ordering is not the same
as the emotive or pleasure-pain dimension
of the image; my engagement in New York
may have been perceived as very pleasant,
whereas my task in San Francisco may be

very painful. The value ordering, however,
is capable of overriding all other orderings,
and it is the value ordering which dominates
behavior. Notice that in this case there is no

change in my general image of space and
time-I still visualize New York and San
Francisco as occupying the same relative

positions on my inner globe. In this example
we might argue that it was a change in my
detailed image of space and time, especially
of persons, which caused the change in the
value image; thus I now visualize my father
as dead, whereas previously I had visualized
him as alive. We cannot always assume,
however, that it is changes in some other
aspect of the image which causes a change
in the value image. There may be revolu-
tions in the value image which are quite
independent of any change in the rest of the
image. I am asked, for instance, do I prefer
tea or coffee. I say tea, and then immediate-

ly &dquo;change my mind&dquo; and say coffee. My
images of tea and coffee remain the same;
only my value ordering has changed.
We cannot say very much, perhaps, about

so general a matter as the forces which de-
termine the value ordering over the life of
an individual. These orderings certainly orig-
inate at the biological or presymbolic level.
Even though the value ordering cannot be
identified with any pleasure-pain ordering,
it is clear that the sheer force of natural
selection produces innate value orderings
which are conducive to survival and that the

low positions in the value ordering which
are generally given to cold, hunger, thirst,
sexual abstinence, and pain are not wholly
accidental. Once the symbolic image is in-
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troduced, however, value orderings share in
the almost unlimited proliferation of the

image which symbolic messages induce, and
the biological origins are transcended and
transformed often out of recognition. For his
symbols man has been willing to endure any
amount of physical discomfort and pain,
even to the point of death.

In considering the value image and, in-

deed, the image in general, attention should
be drawn to the importance of stereotypes,
or what might be called condensed images.
These arise mainly because the human or-
ganism, beyond a certain point, places lower
and lower values on increasing complexity
in the image, probably because of some lim-
itations of capacity in the underlying biolog-
ical structure. We therefore seek escape from

complexity into simple, unitary condensed
images. This is especially important in re-
gard to the value image, where complexity
rapidly becomes intolerable, and we con-
stantly seek straightforward ordering. We
try to divide the world into &dquo;good guys&dquo; and
&dquo;bad guys&dquo; (it is unquestionably the simple
value structure of the horse opera which

gives it so universal an appeal). Similarly,
we divide the world into &dquo;peace-loving na-
tions&dquo; and, presumably, war-loving nations,
and we divide people into simple pejora-
tive dichotomies-Jews and gentiles, white
and Negro, believers and unbelievers, the
scientific and the superstitious, and so on, to
the horror of the semanticist and the great
confusion of man. We cannot rest content
with propositions of the form &dquo;A is better
than B in respect to X, but worse than B in

respect to Y.&dquo; We want to know where A is

altogether better or worse than B. So we run
to grade sheets; cost-of-living indexes; na-
tional, racial, and occupational stereotypes,
in an attempt to escape from the intolerable
multidimensionality of reality. Up to a point
this simplification is a necessity-we could
not act at all were we not capable of effect-

ing these drastic condensations of the image.
Condensation, however, can easily become
pathological and may be an important cause
of conflicts which could be resolved if the

parties had a greater tolerance of complexity
and ambiguity.
The danger to organizations and to the

harmony and fruitfulness of their interac-
tions, which comes from condensation of the

image, arises from what might be called the
principle of linked homeostasis. Suppose
that there are two variables which must be

maintained within the limits of homeostatic

tolerance. If the mechanisms by which each
is stabilized are too closely linked, the stabi-
lization of one may be achieved only at the
cost of the de-stabilization of the other, or

they may both be stabilized only with a
range outside what is regarded as desirable
for both taken separately. Thus suppose we
wish to stabilize both the temperature and
the humidity of a building. If the apparatus
for maintaining these variables is linked, we
may find ourselves in the position where an
attempt to raise the temperature lowers the

humidity, and we find ourselves forced to
choose between the warm and dry or the
cold and moist, and we cannot achieve the
&dquo;ideal&dquo; of warm and moist. The linkage may
occur anywhere in the system, either in the
information receptors, in the &dquo;image&dquo; of the
control, or in the effectors (furnaces and
humidifiers ) by which the variables are

changed. One suspects that the main source
of linked homeostasis in human systems is in
the condensed image. Information about two
or more essential variables is condensed in
the image into a single variable and can pro-
duce only a single behavior reaction in the
effectors. Thus the inability to discriminate
leads, paradoxically enough, to discrimina-
tion in the sociological sense. We lump to-
gether in the image things which should be
separate, and, because of this, we behave to-
ward a heterogeneous reality as if it were
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homogeneous and toward a homogeneous
reality as if it were heterogeneous. Thus we
condense the immensely complex image of
personality into a few stereotypes-&dquo;Ne-
groes,&dquo; &dquo;Jews,&dquo; &dquo;eggheads,&dquo; &dquo;capitalists&dquo;-
and classify those we meet immediately into
these simple boxes and order our behavior
accordingly, oblivious of the fact that our
boxes are full of all kinds of different people,
requiring different modes of behavior, and
that a classification according to appropriate
modes of behavior might be quite different.
Up to this point I have not emphasized

the distinction between persons and organi-
zations of persons, having simply a model of
a &dquo;behavior unit&dquo; without regard to its com-
position. There are, however, important dif-
ferences between the individual person as a

system and a social organization, such as
a university or a corporation. It is easy to
fall into a mystique of organizations and im-
bue them with personality, motives, and

patterns of behavior in a way that is at best
a metaphor and at worst a serious miscon-
ception. In a literal sense, only persons can
possess images, and only persons can be-
have. Nevertheless, there is a sense in which
an organization can be regarded, in Ralph
Gerard’s terminology, as an &dquo;epi-organism,&dquo;
possessing as a system many of the system
properties of organisms. Even in the strict

biological sphere, it is not always easy to tell
where an organism ends and its environment
begins, and for some purposes whole eco-
systems can be regarded as a single organ-
ism, exhibiting division of labor, exchange,
homeostasis, and so on. In the case of the
social organization, what gives it a unitary
character or &dquo;personality&dquo; is the existence of
widely shared images, especially of the or-
ganization itself, among the participants.
One should perhaps say &dquo;integrated&dquo; images
rather than &dquo;shared,&dquo; as the images of differ-
ent persons may be very different and yet
may fit into a unified whole. Thus the image

which the president of a university has of
his institution is very different from the

image of the same institution in the mind of
the instructor, the gardener, or the account-
ant. Nevertheless, all these images fit to-

gether into a role structure and a perception
of appropriate behavior which makes the in-
stitution operate with a degree of unity and
consistency. The instructor does not spend
all his time cutting the college lawns, nor
does the gardener harangue students on ab-
struse subjects from the college podiums. All
the various images must have something in
common, however vague, and an inadequate
common image is a frequent source of inter-
nal disorganization. The head of a depart-
ment who cannot see beyond his own de-
partment, the professor who cannot see be-
yond his own classroom, and any employee
who has no vision whatever of the institution

beyond his paycheck are all potential sources
of internal strife and weakness.

ESTABLISHMENT AND DEVELOPMENT

OF THE IMAGE

The question as to how common images
are established is, therefore, a crucial one
from the point of view of the theory of the
social organization. The problem involves
the dynamics of the change of the image
under the stimulus of mainly symbolic mes-
sages. I am prepared to suggest as a very
plausible hypothesis that common images
are formed mainly through &dquo;conversation&dquo;-
that is, through a dynamic process by which
messages are sent back and forth among a

group of people. The basic unit of conversa-
tion is the &dquo;remark.&dquo; A remark always pro-
ceeds from the image of the remarker. It is
heard by listeners and modifies the image of
the listeners, unless there is strong resist-

ance, in the direction of the image of the
remarker. In conversation the listeners in

turn become remarkers, and the images of
the different individuals converge as each
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modifies the other in the direction of his

own. For this to happen, however, I suspect
that there must be a certain degree of initial
similarity in the images. If the images are
too divergent, a remark which is interpreted
by the listener as implying a very different
image from his own is regarded as a person-
al threat and is resisted. Under these circum-

stances, conversation may split up into a

number of different groups, each with a

convergent image, but there is no tendency
for the different images of the subgroups to
converge.

This theory stresses the importance of the
communication network in the development
of common images. The larger an organiza-
tion becomes, the more difficult is the main-
tenance of adequate &dquo;conversation&dquo;-two-

way image modifying communications

among the component parts. There is a

tendency, therefore, for the organization to
split up into &dquo;non-conversing groups&dquo;-each
group conversing within itself but not con-
versing with other groups. Thus manage-
ment becomes a group with much internal
conversation and a converging image, and
the labor force becomes another group with
a different image. Much industrial conflict is
a result of the differing public images of
management and labor groups. It may be
that one of the most important social func-
tions of the labor movement is that it pro-
vides an intermediate group of labor leaders
who participate in both groups and hence
are able to act as intermediaries between
them. The chaplain in the armed forces may
perhaps have a rather similar role, partic-
ipating in two potentially opposite and non-
conversing groups-the armed forces and the
church. The lot of the middlemen, however,
is hard. Their personalities are in danger of
being pulled apart by the conflict of roles in
which they find themselves, or else they &dquo;sell

out&dquo; to the dominant group. Thus we find
labor leaders whose main function seems to

be to make management decisions palatable
to the rank and file and chaplains whose
main concern is to whitewash the institution
of war.

Implicit in the successful function of an
organization is the notion of mutual accept-
ance of role images. If the participants in an
organization do not accept the notion of the
role structure, the organization is in danger
of disintegrating. This does not mean that
each individual must be satisfied with his

own particular role. Indeed, unless there is
some degree of dissatisfaction with the pres-
ent role, an organization could never pro-
mote anyone, and too great satisfaction and

harmony may actually lead to stagnation
and decay through the failure of the &dquo;open-
system&dquo; aspects of organizational structure.
There is a profound difference, however, be-
tween an ambition to aspire to another role
and a rejection of the whole role structure
as such. Thus union-management relations
can be stable and harmonious only if both
sides accept the role of the other. A revolu-

tionary union, such as the old IWW, which
rejects in toto the whole concept of a divi-
sion of labor between employers and em-
ployed, cannot possibly enter into stable re-
lations with the employer but must be in a
state of constant conflict. Similarly, a revo-
lutionary employer who is out to destroy the
union and return to individual bargaining
cannot establish stable relations with the
union but again must be in constant warfare.
Even two nations-two organizations whose
main function, externally, is oonflict culmi-

nating in war-can live peacefully together,
like the United States and Canada, if each

accepts fully the role of the other and if they
share a reasonably common image of the
mutual relationship.
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The Theory of Organization
and Conflict
THREE CONFLICT SrTUATIONS

Much more might be said on the subject
of the theory of organization. In the interest
of that conflict of space which besets every
writer, however, we must now gather up the
many strands of this paper to see whether
the theory of organization, which we have
presented here in bare outline, has fruitful
applications to the theory of conflicts and
their resolution. We must realize, of course,
that there are many kinds of confiict situa-
tions. There is not a single concept of con-
flict, and therefore there cannot be a single
theory of conflict. My own inquiries have led
me to distinguish three different situations,
each of which go by the name of conflict.
We have first what Dr. Bernard calls &dquo;issue

conflicts,&dquo; which is what I, as an economist,
might like to call &dquo;economic conflict.&dquo; This is
the situation in which a movement of change
in a situation makes at least one party, in its
own eyes, worse off and the other party bet-
ter off. The theory of these situations has
been elaborately developed in the theory of
welfare economics, and I need not go into it
here except to remark that, with two organ-
izations, any given field can be divided into
two sets, one which is called the &dquo;trading
set,&dquo; where movements are possible which
benefit both parties, and the other, which is
the &dquo;conflict set&dquo; (Edgeworth’s &dquo;contract

curve&dquo;), where a movement will benefit one

party at the expense of the other.

ECONOMIC CONFLICT

An important dynamic principle emerges
from this static theory, which might be
called the &dquo;principle of the widening of the
agenda.&dquo; As long as the two parties are not
in the conflict set, negotiation of a &dquo;trading&dquo;
nature is possible, whereby both parties be-

come better off. &dquo;Trading,&dquo; however, in-

evitably moves the parties toward the con-
flict set and eventually lands them there.

Once there, the only possibility is agreement
or non-agreement; and if there is non-agree-
ment, various rituals must be performed
such as strikes, wars, etc., which will change
the willingness to agree of one or both

parties so that agreement becomes possible-
assuming, that is, that the relationship can-
not be avoided. Even if the parties are on
the contract set in one field, however, they
may get off it by widening the agenda to in-
clude variables which were not previously in
discussion. Generally speaking, the wider
the agenda, the greater the possibility for
finding &dquo;trades,&dquo; and the less chance there is
of reaching an impasse on the conflict set.
The principle of the widening of the agenda
is exemplified in the multiplication of clauses
in treaties and in union contracts. It is

tempting to interpret the relative success of
industrial relations as against the relative

failure of international relations in terms of
the greater flexibility of the agenda in union-
management negotiations as over against the
hands-tied diplomat and the still more rigid
soldier.
The contribution of organization theory to

this part of conflict theory is to point out
that it is not the &dquo;objective&dquo; situation which
matters, but the subjective images of the
participants, and that, therefore, the theory
needs to be extended into the consideration

of the dynamics of the formation and change
of these images. Insofar as all issue con-

flicts involve utility, they are capable of
resolution by changing value images as well
as by a shift in the objective situation. It

would be a grave error to think of issue con-
flicts as if they somehow involved brute
facts, whereas psychological conflicts in-

volved illusions. In the dynamics of issue
conflicts especially, it is important to study
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the images of each party in its own mind

and in the mind of the other.

INTERACTION CONFLICT

The second and the third type of conflict
both fall under Dr. Bernard’s class of psy-
chological conflicts, and yet they represent,
to my mind, entirely different situations. The
second type is what might be called &dquo;inter-
action conflict&dquo; as typified in the arms race,
in any process of mutually heightening hos-
tility through the reaction of each party to
the behavior of the other. The pioneering
analysis of these processes by Lewis F.

Richardson (4) perhaps merits entitling them
&dquo;Richardson processes.&dquo; In the Richardson
model we postulate some measure of &dquo;hostil-
ity-friendliness&dquo; (as Richardson himself

points out, these models apply just as well to
the process of falling in love as they do to
the arms races). Then we suppose that the
increase in the hostility of each party is a
function, first, of some constant term which
represents the underlying &dquo;grievance,&dquo; and,
second, of the absolute level of hostility of
the other party. This gives us two simulta-
neous differential equations. These may have
an equilibrium solution ( a &dquo;balance of

power&dquo;), or they may be indefinitely explo-
sive up to some boundary at which the sys-
tem breaks down in war, strike, or divorce-
depending on the nature of the parameters.
The less &dquo;sensitive&dquo; the parties-the less the
hostility of one increases at each level of
hostility of the other-the more likely is a

balance-of-power solution to be found. The
model can be extended easily to more com-
plex cases involving, for instance, such vari-
ables as &dquo;submissiveness.&dquo;
The Richardson process is a very general

phenomenon, observable in international re-
lations, in industrial relations, and in family
relations. It may be almost unrelated to any
&dquo;issue conflict,&dquo; though the process takes ac-
count of this possibility through the constant

term in its functions. The contribution of the

theory of organization to these processes
seems to be to point out the importance of
the perception problem. It is not the &dquo;objec-
tive&dquo; hostility of the parties which is impor-
tant, but the perceived hostility, that is, the
hostility of each as perceived by the other.
Consequently, again, the pattern of image
formation takes a foremost place in the gen-
eral theory of these processes. What are the
cues, for instance, by which hostility is per-
ceived, and how may these cues be misinter-

preted ? One may introduce, as an essential
element in the process, the predisposition to
perceive hostility. This is unquestionably re-
lated to internal hostility (self-hatred). The
greater this predisposition, of course, the

more likely are we to find unstable Richard-
son processes set off. The Freudian theory
of displacement and aggression fits nicely
into the general picture at this point. The
self-hater is more likely to get into Richard-
son processes of mutually increasing hostil-
ity than the well-adjusted self-lover. The
wisdom of the great commandment to &dquo;love
our neighbor as ourselves&dquo; is amply justified
by this impressive body of theoryl

INTERNAL CONFLICT

The third type of conflict situation is that
described by Kurt Lewin (2) and Neal Miller
(3) and might be described as the &dquo;quandary.&dquo;
This is the situation in which the individual

(or organization) is incapable of making a
decision because it is pulled (or pushed) in
two opposite directions at the same timel
This is a strictly internal conflict; it does not
involve two parties but the motivational
forces operating on a single party. It falls
into quite a different category, therefore,
from either issue conflicts or Richardson

processes. It is, nevertheless, relevant to the
wider concept, in that the internal conflicts

may profoundly affect the conduct of exter-
nal conflicts. Miller makes the extremely
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interesting suggestion that quandaries which
result from opposing pulls or attractions are
unstable; if the individual veers ever so

slightly toward one side or the other, the
side toward which he veers exerts a strong
pull on him, and he soon goes over to it.

Quandaries which result from opposing
pushes or repulsions are stable; as we veer
to one side, the push becomes stronger and
pushes us back into the quandary. Buridan’s
ass between two bales of hay is unstable.
The slightest variation toward one bale re-
inforces its pull, and he goes toward it-
returning then, as someone has observed, to
eat the otherl Buridan’s ass, on the other

hand, between two equally repellent skunks
would be in a position of agonizing stability.
As he moved toward either skunk, its repel-
lent force would increase and would push
him back toward the other.

Insofar as internal conflict of this kind

produces disorganization and self-hatred, it
has an important bearing on two-party con-
flict, as we have seen. The proposition may
be ventured that those who are motivated

mainly by hatred ( fleeing away from what
they do not like rather than toward what
they like) are likely to get into quandaries
and to be racked with stable internal con-
flicts destructive to their internal organiza-
tion. Because of this, they are also likely to
get involved in Richardson processes of

mutually increasing hostility and are also

likely to be unable to adjust their value
structures (rendered rigid by their very dis-
organization) in the resolution of issue con-
flicts. Those who are motivated by &dquo;love,&dquo;
on the other hand, who move toward what
they like rather than away from what they
do not like, will be able to resolve quan-
daries easily, will be unlikely to get into

processes of mutually increasing hostility,
and can afford to have flexible value images
which will help them in getting out of issue

conflicts ( liking what they get, instead of
getting what they like).

Conflict Resolution
I may offer one final word on conflict

resolution. Perhaps the most important ave-
nue of conflict resolution is simple avoid-
ance. This is much neglected by the psy-
chologists, though it is familiar enough to
economists, and is indeed the basis for the
economist’s prejudice in favor of perfect
competition. In a perfectly competitive
market there is no conflict at all; if one

arises, it is immediately avoided by switch-
ing to another buyer or another seller. It is
only as markets become imperfect that con-
flict becomes important, as it becomes in-

creasingly impossible to avoid particular re-
lationships. The conflict between a professor
and his dean is frequently resolved by a nice
letter from another dean. In family life, di-
vorce or separation represents conflict avoid-
ance ; here again the extreme (and inevi-
table) imperfection of the marriage market
makes conflict in this area possibly more in-
tense than in almost any other. In interna-

tional relations, likewise, the impossibility of
avoidance, especially in a world of few

great powers, makes this particular solution
inadmissible and forces the development of
organizational solutions. Also in industrial

relations, once labor is organized, avoidance
becomes impossible; the individual worker
can flee to another shop, but the union has
to stay with the employer till death do them
part.

If avoidance is impossible, the resolution
of conflict depends on two factors: the re-
duction in the intensity of the conflict, on
the one hand, and the development of over-
riding organizations which include both

parties, on the other. The intensity of con-
flict can be reduced by a change in the value
images of the parties toward &dquo;love&dquo; and

away from &dquo;hate,&dquo; by an expansion of the
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field into which organizations are growing,
by a diminution of their expansion pressure,
and so on. Overriding organizations can de-
velop either through sheer conquest, in

which one party is eliminated (maldng a
desert and calling it peace), or through the
development of images in both parties in
which there is acceptance of the role of a

larger organization. Organization theory is

important here in pointing out the limiting
factors on the size of organization. These
limiting factors may prevent the rise of

uniting organizations unless the functions of
these organizations are severely limited. It

is clear, for instance, that world government
would prevent &dquo;international&dquo; war; it is pos-
sible, however, that its very size would cause
it to fall apart and render it impotent to
prevent the re-formation of &dquo;non-conversing

groups,&dquo; with the consequent danger of civil
war. It is perhaps the chief function of

organization theory to warn us against
simple or formal solutions and to point out
the richness and complexity of conflict situ-
ations and their roots in the image-forming
process.
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