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ABSTRACT

Whatever their beiieis about the potentiality for theor-
etical progress an sociology, most observers assumse thal the
apount of actual growth 1n our kpowvledge has been minlimel.
We argue toat, in fact, tomere bnas been considerable theoret-
ical growth 1n socioclogyy. However, most of the eviadence of
that development is hidden Decause w¥e geberally (1) failrto
distinguaish dafferent kinds of theoretical activity, (2) io-
cus almost exclusivelY oL growth by means of increasiny en-
pirical support, and (3) ignore the variety of theoretical
contexts within whick gIrowth cahn occur.

Tnese problems can be dealt witn 1if wve focus on theoreti-
cal activaty at the level of theoretical research proyraams
{i.e. sets of related theories). ¥Within such programs we
see at least faive aifferent types of relations among theo-—
ries, kach of those types represents a different form ot
theoretical growth. I1n addition, three ot the five rela-
tions oiten generate entire prograams of theoretical work
that are guite different in cparacter. Tneoretical growts,
therefore, i1s & complex, aultifaceted activity.

We first explicate and then apply these ideas about pro-
grams to several cases ¢of ongoling theoretical actavaty in
sociology. Our analysis enables us to ™mnake sense of" these
activities from tne standpoint of theoretical growtih (i.e.
to understand how growth is involved an thew). For example,

it perrmits us to i1dentiiy taree different ways in which



theory integration, perhaps the most dramatic form of theor-
etical growth, i1s accomplished in sS0CL0l100Y.

Cases lixe tone ones se examine provide us withk models or
exenplars of theoretical growth from which we can learn ahd
upon waich we cak bulld. Detailed amalysis oi these exeap-
lars will aid signaficantl) in promoting growth 1n other

substantive branches of sociology.



1. THEE PROBLEN.

Issues of theory grovwth and development provoke a great
deal of debave 1n sSo0ci0logy. Ahlmost everyone sSeeks to have
a position. For example, some consider such growth an es-—
sential characteristic of a curulative sociological sclence
(see, e.g., Parsons, 1954, and Preese, 1980). Others, fol-
lowing Kuhbhu, see tneoretical growth as a deception; changes
in scientific knowiedge are generally revolutionary and non-
progressive (see, e.g., kitzer, 1975, and Bernstean, 1976) .3
Still otbhers separate the natural sciences froa the social
sciences. Theoretical change may very well be progressive
in the xormer; it may not pe in the latter, since observa-
tion is assumed to be lnnerently more value-laden and the
subject matter more reactive 1in the social sciences than in
the natural sciences (see, €.9., Gouldner, 1970, and Winch,
1958) .

Interestingly, despite the strong differences ot opanion
about the possibiiity of tneoretical growth in socioloyy,
there is general ayreement about the reality oif such grovwin.
The COnLSensSuS Seems to be that little or no ¢growtnh bas oc-

curred. Certainly, noone of the sources we have Clted see

3 Actually, sucn ftoilovwers are distorting Kuhn's argument.
As Chapter L1111 ot Ilhe Structure of Scaentific kevoiutions
makes guite clear, Kulh does see sclentific cnange as pro-
gressive. He describes that progress as "evolution-irom-
what-ve—do—know" (l.e. Irok tne less articulated ana spe-
cialized theories of the past), rather than "evolution-
toward—what-we-wish—to—know" (i.e. toward some sort of ul-
timate empirical truta). See Kuhn (1970:170-173) ior a
more detailed discussion of this point.
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sociclogical knowledge as progressive to any saghiiacant
filegree. Many others concur (see, e.d., bergner, 1981, and
klexander, 1982).

That those who question even the possibality of theoretri-
cal growth see little of 1t actuwally occurring is, of
c;ﬁr;é;.ﬁ;;“;;rprlsing. Whnat 1s much wore intriguing 1is
that those for whom theoretical growth is both possibie ana
desirable see at as such a rare phenomenon. Extolliing the
virtues of a cumulative socxological science 1s an exceeua-
ingly difficult tasx when there is so0 littlie evidehce that
such a science exists. It is as tnough half the points at
issue have been conceded before the debate has even been
Jjoined.

But should those poibhts be conceded? Is there really as
little growth as there appears to be? We think not. 1n
fact, vwe believe there 1s poth extensive and ipportant
growth of theoretical knowledge in 50Ciclogy.

Why then 1s there so laittle evidence of that growtan?
There are several reasons, all resuiting fror certain as-—
sumptions éociologlsts wistakenly make regaraing theoreticad
work. Pirst, socioiogists tend to treat all theoretical ac-
tivity as having the Same cnaracter and intent. Actually,
there are severai dirferent types of theoretical activity,
some of which involve growth and some of wbich 4o not. To
see eviaence of theoretical growth, therefore, ohe must
first adeguately diastinguish these kinds of activity and tae

characterastics aud iutentions they involve.



Second, Sociclogists generally assume that all
theoretical growth i1s empirical, that it involves pramariiy
the relation betweed a theory and an increasingly supportive
body of relevaut observations. In fact, theoretical growtn
also ainvolves the relation between one theory and anotuer
theory (e.g. one with 1hCreased ScCope or precision). Thus,
one must consider theoretical context as well as empiracad
context 1n searching for evidence of theoretical aevelop-
nént.

Finally, even whelh SoClologlists incorporate theoreticat
context in their assessaent Oi theoretical work, they tend
to treat all theoretical contexts as identical. Once more
the ubderlying assumption is mistaken. There are several
different ways in which theories may be related to ocae
another. Furthersore, €ach of tnose types of relations ewn—
bodies a ditferent foram of theoretacal growth. Thus, to
fully understand tne cnaracter and extent of theoretical
pProgress 1n Socioidgy, one must appropriately conceptualize
ﬂénd distiapnguish theoretical contexts ana the kinds of §grosth
they embody.

In short, to see evideno: of theoretical growth 10 so-
ciology one must first Kknow where to look and what to 100k
for. #Wbat is it that 15 growing? In what ways is it grow-
ing?

Our thesis, thep, iS that grovth of theoretical Knowieage

in sociology as Bot a rare pnenomenén; it simply ais hadden



by mistaken assuaptions about theoretical work. In the sec-
tions wnich follow we attempt to correct those assumptions
apd to build a wore satisfactory scheme for the_analysis of
theoretical growth. We begin in Section 2 with a discussion
of different kinds of tbeoretical activity. For each activ-
ity we provide answers to two kinds of guestions. Pirst, to
wnat extent does theoretical Qrowth occur im that work? 1To
vhat extent can it occur? Second, is theoretical context
(i.e. the liainkage between theories) represented in that
work? Can it be? Our answers to these guestious permit us
to identify one of these actaivaties, 1nvolving the develop-
ment of theoretical research programs, as most appropriate
for the analysis of theoretical growth. Then, through tae
analysis of actual cases in Sections 3 and 4, we explicate
the different ways ih which theoretical growth is occurring
Ah such programs. Finally, in Section 5 we briefly consider
hov these ideas cah be used to promote the ygrowth of theor-

etical knowledge in different praanches of sociology.

2. DISTINGUISHING TYPES OF THEORETICAL ACTIVITY.

BPTheory™ in soc:0logdy has come 10 include many different
kinds of sociological work, firos ®™commentaries on the clas-
sics® to ®causal moaeling.®™ What Parsons (1954) and Zetter-
berg (1965), for example, mean by ™theory™ are clearly

different things.



The failure 10 distinguish such differenmt types of tueor-
etical enterprises, we believe, seriously hinders any at-
tempt to adentify and understand tkeoly growth 10 s0C10100Yy;
1t siaply becoses 100 easy to confuse one kind of activity
¥ith aunother. This is particularly evident imn sociological
usage of Kuhn's (1962,1970) term ™paradigm®™. Ritzer (1475)
and Leinhardt (197o) both use the term, for exasple. Yetr
Ritzer is concerned with large, amorphous frawmeworxs for
theoretical activity (e.4. the "™social facts®™ paradiga) whi-
le Leinhardt 15 concerned with a much smaller, more higaly
focused theoreticai enterprise (li.e. the ®social networks®
paradigm) .®# It 1s haghly uniikely that these two enterprises
involve theory growth to the same extent or in the samne way.
Thus, various types of theory and theoretical work must be
distinguished if we wish to observe and understand theoreti-

cal growth in sociology.

2.1 Orienting strategies.

Consider first tne very large proportion of theory in so-
cilology that is in ithe form of metatheory: 1t 1is discussaon
about theory-—about what copcepts it should incluae, about

now those concepts should pe linked, and about nhow theory

2 Eckberg ana Hill (197Y9) argue that such usages of Kuhn's
concept are astogether maisdirected. We would agree pasi-
cally; in sociology the "“paradigs®™ concept has been
stretched almost beyond recognition. Part of our efiort
here, therefore, i1s asirected toward the ldentification oi
more specifiic and mpore appropriate concepts for the analy-
sis of theory and theory growth in soCiclogy.
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Should be studied. Somewhat like Kunn's paradigms, theories
of this sort proviae generair guidelines or strategles tor
approaching social phenomena and suggest the orientation tne
theorist should take to thnese ponelhomena; they are grieanting
strategies. Textbooks in theory freguently ifocus on orient-
ing strategies like functionalase, exchange, or ethnometho-
dology (see, €.9., Turner, 1962).

The actavity involved 1n developing an orienting strategy
may take a numrber oi different forms. It may include, for
exaaple, tne development of Ontologlcél and epistemclogical
arguments (often metaphorically stated) concerning the sub=-
ject matter of sociology, the nature of social reality, and
the values and goals of sociclogical inquiry. It may also
involve the articulation of tane conceptual foundations to be
employed in the descraption and analysis of social phenone-
ba. Finally, it is also liakely to incorporate the formula-
tion of directaves for the selection of theoretical probleas
for 1nvestlgat10ﬁ apa ior the coastruction and evaluation or
proposed problesx solutions.

For example, in the coﬁflicz orienting strategy it is
comaon to assert that "™the history of all hitherto exastang
society is the nistory of class struggles® (Marx, 1848;.
Such a statement is primariiy metatheoretical ir character.
It suggests that class struygyles should be regarded as an
inherent feature of sociai reality, that these struggles

should be regarded as limportant in explainiang social phe-



nomena, abd that thereiore suchn struggies ceonstitute an im-
portant part of the subject matter of sociology.

Siailarly, the explication of the A-G-I-L sconere in
Parsons and Bales (1953} caustitutes a major part of the
conceptuad scheme underlyiny the functional orienting stra-
tegy. In ldentafyany adaptation, goal attainment, inteygra-—
tion and management of latent problems as "™survival prob-
lems" or P"system reguisites,™ Parsons and Bales vere
sﬁggestzng that all analyses of social systeas should an-
clude specifications of social structures that wmeet these
system needs.

Bomans' (1961,1974) presentation of an exchangye orientiny
strategy ancludes theoretical directives that are explicatly
reductionist. Thus reasonable scolutions to sociological
problems are to pe constructed that are based ultimately on
psycheologacal principles. Attempted solutions are consia<
ered succeséful to the extent that they can be strictiy der-
ived from psycaological principles.

A very large proportion of theoretical activaty in so-~
cioclogy is metatheoretical. Bowever, for several reasons we
generally do nhot faind much growth at this level. First,
orienting strategies are exceptionally stable, sometines
even rigid, in structure. Coansider the functional strategy;
its conceptual framework, 1its 1mage of social reality, its
directaives for the solution oi sociological problems have

changed very little from kalinowski and Radclitfe-Lrown to



Parsons and Merton. Sikllarly, the ontclogical and epistea-
ological underpimnnings of the exchange strategy as aescribed
by Homans aud blau dirfer very iittle from those proposed
earlier by Durkkeium and Mauss.

Perhaps more importantly, one orienting strategy is sel-
dom, if ever, replaced by anothner, ZEstablished strategies
may become more or Jless domwnant from time to time, but it
is quite rare for a stratedy to disappear entirely. Cer-
t&inly, the widely-neraldea aecline in functionalist taeor—
izing (see, €.3., Gouldner, 1970} has not eliminated the
strategy as a tool for socioclogical analysis. KOr has aly
other strategy acnieved the disciplinary supremacy fuuction=-
alism was assumed to have. Furtheramore, comparatively new
strategies like ethnomethodology seldom replace older stra-
tegies; more often they add to the list of metatheoreticas
options that are available in sociciogical analysis. kEven
when atteppts are made tO generate new strategies which
adopt important eiements of clder strategies, the Preplace—
gents" are often strongly ﬁés;sted. (See, e.g., Denzin's
1969 attempt to liuk eiements of syebollc interactioLisk and
ethnomethodology in a single strategy and Zimmerwan and
Kieder's somewnhat indignant 1970 response.) 1In Short, once
a strateyy has become entrenched, it is extremely diftfacult
to replace it entirely. Polarization and polaticization of

the dedbate are more likely results.



Part of the reason 1or the rigidity both within and auwong
strategies is tnat the ailterences between strategies are
generally guite fundamental. Basilcally, the claiams of an
orienting strategy are directives; they are stateaents apout
values (e.g. the vaiue of ®"unction®™ as a conceptual tool),
not statements about facts (e.g. the specific iunction per-
formed by a particular institutional structure). Such pré—
scriptive argumeusts are largely non-empirical, and conf;icts
bétueen then are yenerally unresolvable by eather fact or
reasoh. For example, there is no test that canp demoustrate
that the A-G-I-L schemke 1S Or is not empiricaliy "true."

The claim that goal attainment i1nvolves establishing priori-
ties amobg system goals alna mobiilzing resources to attain
then cannot be evaluated empirically in any way. It as true
"by definition.™ Similarly, one does not demonstrate the
enspirical truth or faisity of reductionist theoretical da-
Lectives; one eRploysS reductaionist directives in deaonstrat-
ing the truth or falsity oi other ideas. Marx's stateument
from The Communist Hanatesto i1s, of course, orten treated as
a matter of contingent fact. Presumably, one can test
whether or not history 2s rafe with class conflict. Hovwev-
er, as Turner (1582:192) points ocut, such a clair can only
be supported if we “define conflict so broadiy that virtuai-
ly any social reldationsnip will reveal conflict."® So broad
a defanitaon renders the clalk emparically untestable. Ine
untestabilaty of the claia aoes not renderlit useless; 1t

pnerely deponstrates itsS strateglcC character.
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Put most directiy, wost of the claims of an orientiug
sStrateyy cannot be valiadated as either true or false; in-
stead they are aCcepted Or rejected a priori without rec-
ourse to conclusive eaplraical or logical evidence.

Toe nohn—empirical npature of metatheoreticui argupents ob-
scures the teras of comparison between one directive ana
another, between one strateyy and another. Wahile 1t as
clear, for examplie, thnat sysbolic interactionism and ex-
cﬂange comppete IOr adherents and resources and engage inh ke-—
tatheoretical debate, it is not clear on what grounds adane-
rents choose, resources are distributed, ana, most
ipportantly, debates are resolved. As a conseguence, it 1S
almost iapossible to determine how a change in directives or
in strategy domibance aight be characterized as improveaent.

When we consiagder the potentiality for theoretical growth
through oraenting strategy activity, therefore, we see that:
(1) there i1s little chanye within strategies, (Z) there is
little change among strategies, and (3) even when change
does occur, it is ditficult to determine specifically how
that change wiaght constitutre progresse.
| Of course, changes witnian and amobhg orienting strategies
do occur. There is revision and rethainking of ideas. %Inere
is certainly extensive discussion and challenge among ideas.
However, in the sense of ome strategqy leading to, generat-
ing, or being replaced by a ™better"™ strategy, theoretical

growth simply does pot occur very freguently. Since much or
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the discussion of taeoretical growth ain sociology seems to
focus on orienting strategies, it is not at all surprasang
that growth 1s not perceived. We nave all peen looking in

the wrong place.

2.2 gnit theories.

As interest in soc¢loloyical theory construction has in-
creased over the past fifteen or tweanty years, anotber SOrt
of theoretical activity has become gulte prominent, At thas
level theory is concerned with the presentation ana evalua-
tion of theoretical statements, rather than with the deter-
mination of which stateaehts should be presented and evaluo~
- ated. These statements, whether they are called
“propositaons,®™ ®™axioms,™ "causal models"™ or whatever, are
intended as ®explanations"™ of specific sociologacal prob-
leas. Thus, we @may have 1ndiv£dual or unit theories dealing
with a wide variety of sociological phenomena. Davis anda
Moore?s (1945) theory or stratification, Scheff's (1966)
theory of mental illness, kalierstein's (1974) model of tne
wmodern world systew, blau and Duncan's (1967) analysis oL
the American occupational structure, and Cook and kaerson's
{(1978) tneory of power in exchange networks all are reason-—
able examples of unit theories.

Unit theoriles are sometimes stated formally, Sometimes
discursively. In eltber case the basic structure of a unat

theory includes a set of coancepts (usually suygested by an



orienting strateyy) and a set of assertions reiating those
concepts to each other in an account of some socliologicat
phenomrenon.? Thus, serton's (1Y68) account of ™social struc-
ture and anomie"™ incluaes among 1its basic assertions taat
structural ipnconsistency between societal goalis and the dis-
tribution ©of opportunities to acquire the legitimate seans
of achieving those goais results in deviant behaviocr. & set
of concepts is then used to 1dentify a nusber of diiiergnt
t}pes of deviant Debavior which may occur, each defiped in
terms of the particular Xxind of inconsistency betwveend goals
and meanRs involved.

Bnit theoretical claims are empirically testable, either
directiy or indirectly, and conilicts betvween themn are fre-
guently resolvable through appeal to fact or reason. Thus,
wnile orienting strategies prescripe how to coustruct and
evaluate theories, unit theories are the particular theoret-
ical constructions that are to be evaluated.

The great buik of actavaty at the level of unit theories
involves empirical testing. To the extent that such testang
provides support for our umit theories, growth Or progress
may be saiad to have occurreda. Perhaps the clearest account
of the mamner in which growth may result from the empirical
testaing of unit theories is provided in Stinchcombe's chap—

ter on "“The Logac oif Scaentaific Inference™ in Constructing

3 See Gibbs (1972), Hage (197%) and Cohen (1Y9b2) tror useiul
discussions of the speciiac features that are (or snoula
be) exhibited in the structures of unit theories.



Social Theories (1906:15-5b) . basically, (1) the more
erpirical consequences of a theory that are supported by op-
servations, (<) the greater the variety of consequences sup-
ported, and (3) the more ftrequently those consequences are
contradictory to tne cousequences of the most likely alter-
native unit theories, the more highly "“developea™ the unit
theory. Growth, tmnen, 1s a direct consequence of increasing
eapiracal support.

) Activity at the level or unit theories seeas much aore
appropriate for the discussion of theory development. Ea-
piracal support—-tane relation of a theory to data--is an
essential feature of all scientific knowledge, and increas-~
ing eapirical support in the senses outlined by Stincacombe
seers to be a prominent characteristic of much that we cadll
growth.

However, something 1s massing. To talk about theories
changing, groxing, Geveloping implies, we bpelieve, that one
mRust talk about theories changing, growing, developang wath

respect to other theoraes. That is, change, growth ana de-

velopwent are alli relational terms. A theory that is "aore
precise®™ 1s mnore precise thap another theorv. 4 theory tuat

is %“greater in scope®™ 1s so relative to anotber theory. &

theory that has ®"greater empirical support™ has been evaiu-
ated in comparison with another theory. Even an otherwise
isolated theory is compared with the theory that the pheno~

aenon it atterpts to explain 1s statistically randon.



Furthermore, many tbeoretical comparisons 1nvolve
closely-related theories. 4 ROre precise Or better support-
ed theory often snares auch of 1ts structure with 1ts less
precise or less vell-supperted alternative. It is intended
as a moditication or adjustment of the less satisfactory
theory, not as a wholesalie replaceaent for its basic account
of sociclogical phenomena.

These problems do not invalidate vhat we have learneq
aﬁout unit theories from the theory construction literature.
Rather, they reguire that we extend the concerps that are
dealt with in that iiterature. While one can begin to talk
seriously about theoretical progress in terms of unit theor-
etical activity, obhe cannot generate a full and accurate
picture of that progress at tpe unit theoretical level.

Dnit theoretical activaty focuses alaost exclusively on
theory—data linkages. To fully describe and understand
tneory growth it 1s necessary to look as well at the rela-

tions between theories, the theory-theory linkages.

2.3 Theoretical research programs.

Theoretical activity i1n sociology occurs at yet a tonird
level, one that focuses on the context of related theories
within which unit theoretical work occurs. Coasider, for
example, a unit theory that has recently undergone some form
of emparical assessment. Suppose that the outcome of tiae

assessaent is negative, that the evidence does not SUpport



the theory. 1s the theory therefore scrapped as worthless?
More than likely it is not. ERather some attempt i1s maae to
identify and correct errors in the foraulation of the theo-
ry. 1f errors cau be found, a revised formulation (tecnni-
cally a new, but closely-related, unit theory) is then like-
ly to be constructed and tested. If the assessaent outcoae
1s again negatave, further revision and testing may occur.
This sort of "programmatic™ activity may continue indei;—
nitely, although at some point the bulk of negative evideuce
may come to outweagm the worth of further investigation and
the theory may be evaluated aore or less permanently as
false.

Suppose, bow, that the outcome of the assessment 1s posi-
tive, that the evidence does support the theory. Does
theoretical activity cease? Again, more than likely i1t does
not. Instead, attempts are made to imkprove the thneory, per-
bhaps by making its predictions wmOIre precise or DY broadening
its scope of application. The amproved version (once more a
closely-reiated, but recnmnically new, unit theory) may then
be tested and further revised. Here also such programmatic
activity may continue ludefinitely.

The coidection oi tneories that ewmerges from this sort of
activity comprises a theoretaical research program. Basical-
ly, a theoretical research prograr 1S a set of interreiated
theories, together with research relevant in evaluating thea

{including perhaps appiied research grounded in the toneo-



Iies) .* Quite a bit of theoretical activity in sociology oc-—
curs at the program ilevel. It includes, for example, work
on sentipent netuorks, status attainment, mobility, mental
lliness, bargaining, and justice and equity, as well as our
O¥D WOrk on expectation states processes. 1In all cases, a
series of interrelated theories has been developed, along
witnh research testing (and sometimes applying ideas from)
those theories.

The prograa notionu basS become guite prominent an the poi-
losophy of scaence through the work of Imre Lakatos (1968,
1970, 19Y78) on "scieptific research programases.™ Lakatos
and nlis stuaents pave ldeptiried and analyzed programmatic
theoretacal activity in a number of scientific disciplanes,
post notably in the physical scilences (see howson, 1976) and
in econorics (see latsais, W7o). However, there has not
been much discussion of sSuch activaty in soci10logy. We have
freely adapted the idea to describe our own Work orm expecta—
tion states processes (see berger, Conner and Fisek, 1874,
and Berger, KWagper and &elditch, 1983); aside from this ma-
terial there has been very little study of programmatic

theoretical activity in socrology.

¢ By ™relevant,” we mean that tne outcome of research actaiv-
ity potentially confirmss, aisconfirss, or spngyests avelues
of refinement for theories in the prograk. By ™“grounaed,®
we meadh that the applied research is based on, guided by,
maxes use of the theorles ik the prograsm.
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While we are cliearly inaebted to Lakatos for the progras
notion, our use of it 1s not intended as a strict appilca-
tion of his ideas. LKather we eaploy it as a heurastaic for
identifying specific ongyoing cases of growtn withian sociclio-
gy~ 1Ihe claiws we make are developed most directly frow in-
vestigations of those cases.

Our primary ciaim is that, i1f we study the interreiatious
apong unit theories in a theoretical research program, we
See that the change, grovth Or developmeant amony those theo-
ries 1s a aultifaceted activity. That is, it takes several
different forms tnat are manifested in different types oi
theoretical relations between unit theories. If we are to
understand the different forzs of growth that occur within
the context of theoretical research programs, we must be
able to distinguilsh the different types of relations tnat
may develop among unit theories in such proyramss.

What then are the dalferent types of relations aaony

theories in a program?

3. TYIPES OF THEORETICAL RELATIONS AND TYPES OF GROWTE.
3.1 The primary relations.

Three prisary reliations occur among theories in a progras
that vwe believe represeut three types of thneoretical growtso.
They are "primary"™ in the sense that entire prograks may be

built on the pasis ot each one of theam. In addaition, two

other “special™ relations sometikes also appear il a program



within the context of any of the three primary types. &LacCh
of the special relations also represents a different king ot
theoretical grovwth. hovever, programs generally do not de-
velop from either of these special types of relations alone;
instead, prograks based onh ohe or another of the primary re-
lations are likely to generate the special reiations undex
very specific circuastances. We consider the primary rela-
t@ons first. Then, in Section 4 we look a little more
closely at the ways in whiaicm entire programs say develop
from the primary relations and at how the special relataions
contribute to that growth. In particular, we explicate
three different ways in which theoretical integration may be
accomplished, depending on the kind of relation that exists
between the lntegrated theories.

With these ideas one can begin to make sense 0f the
theoretical activity in sociology from the standpoint of
theory growth; that is, opne can adeguately specify what it
is that 1s growing and 1n wbhat ways it is growing. To ae-
ponstrate this Claimr we apply the ideas to a number of cases
of programmatic theoretical activity in socrology. The cas-
€5 we analyze meet several craterlia. First, they are pro-
grams of active and ongoing concern 1n Sociology.
artificially—constructed cases and cases iror other discip-
lines aay have some value; however, the best cases are those
which represent actual contemporary sociologlcal work. Sec-—

ond, each proygran represents one Of the major types or
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theoretical research proyrams we identity. There may be
more types and there aiwost certainly are more oif one type
than another. Finally, the programs are all ones about
which we have intimate kpowledge. AsS a consequence, all our
cases come irom Within Sociological social psycaoclogy. How-—
ever, we firaly beileve that our ideas appiy equally well an
other branckhes of sociology.

3:1.1 Theory elaboration.

Sometimes a neW theory is used to make an older theory
more general or specitic. The rew theory T(2) has a theor-—
etical structure very similar to that of its predecessor
T(1) . Xt addresses a simllar sociological problem or is ap-
plied to a similar base of empirical observations. However,
T(2) is in souwe sense aore comprehensive, more precise, Rore
rigorous, oOr has greater empariacal support than T(1), from
whach 1t was generated. Thus, the predictioms of T (2) “say
more® (i.e. they are mole conprehensive or precise) or %fit
better™ (i1.e¢. they are better supported empirically) than
the predictions ot T(1 . Wkithin their common explanatory
domain the predictions ot T(1) and T({2) either comnflict over
a ssall part of that dowmain or do not conflict at all.

This sort of relation, involving increases in the scope,
rigor, precision, or empirical adeguacy of a tkeory, is
theory elaboration. 1Its properties are suamarized in the

Venn diagrams in Fiagure 1. The first diagram represents the
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degree to whicn the tneories sharfe structural elesents. Tne
second alagram represents the degrLee toO whiaich the Lheorles
share problem foci. The tpird diagrae represents the degree
to which predictions of the theories conflict within the

area of common probler focus.

FIGUEE 1 ABOUT HERE

Examples of theory elabaration abound. For exazple, the
general framework for modeling intragenerational occupataion-—
al mobility developed by Hayer (1972) is an elaboration of
the pathbreakiny model proposed independently by Prais
(1955) ard Blumen, Kogan and BcCarthy (1955). 1In social
psychology the grapih-theoretical formalization of Helder's
(1944, 1946) principles of cognitive organizataon an Cart-
wright and darary (1956} is also a form of elaboration. So
too is the speciracataion in Stinchcombe (1963) of some o0I
the empirical couseguences of Dbavas and Moore's (1%45) func-
tional theory of stratafication.

Elaporation i1s the type of relation most sociologists
think of as representing growtn or developmept. Certainly,
the reriinesent of knowledge in established areas 1s a coamon
activity in sociology. MosSt often the elaboration 1s pra-
garily empirical 1k nature (i.e. eaCh new theory is de-—
signed to tit an established data base more closely). BHore

direct theoretical elaoporations (e.g. formalizations, chang=-



es in scope O PIeClSiOL) are perhaps somewhat lesS COEROL.?Y

3.1.2 Theory proliferation.

Consider now a situation in which i1deas trom one theory
are used to yenerate a new theory concerned with a new or
different sociclogical problem or data base. Again the new
theory T(2) is similar in structure to T (1) . However, in
tpis case the predictions of the two theories are generally
non-overlapping, sance they apply to different explanatory
domains. In a sense, here to¢ the predictions o1 T (Z) “say
more™ or “tit better" than tnose of T(1) ——but only witn re-
spect to the newvliy-considered probler area. They have 11t~
tle or nothiny to say about the original problem area, where
the predictions of T (1} remain appropriate.

This sort of relation we call theory proliieration. In
this case T (2) expaunds toe range of application of ideas
about social phenomena beyond the original aomain of T1I(1) .
The properties of proliferation are summarized in Figure 2

as betore.
FIGURE 2 ABOUT HEREK
Theory proliteration is such less COEROD 11 SOCLO0LOQY

than is theory elabporation. Still there are many appropra-

ate examples. For example, proliiferation is involived 1ih

5 See Fararo ({1973) for an impressive saapling of theOrCeti-
Ccal elaborations rarougha formalization.



Hannan and Freeman's (1Y77} application of i1deas from
population ecology (see, especialtly, Hawley, 1950, and Lev-
ins, 1968) to deal wits organizational puenomeha. Burgess
and Akers' (1966) use of Skainner's (1953) princaples of ope-
rant behavior in their theary of criminal behavior is also
an excellent example oif proliteration.

Although proliiterataion i1s seldom discussed {either in so-
c;ology or in the philosopny of science} the theoretical ex-
pansivenhess it represents 1s a critical feature of theory
development. For knowleaye to grow, it seems important that
we both (1) refine our accounts of establisned problems ahd
{2) reach out to account tor new and different problems. It
is through proliterataon that knowledge can spread into suca

new domains.

3.1.3 Theory coapetition.

In still other cases a new theory 1s generated an an at-
teapt to capture at least some of the explanatory domain of
anotner theory. I1nh these situations the theoretical struc-
ture of 1 (2} is essentaally dissimpilar to that of T(1) .

T(1) and T(Z) are related theoretically only in that tney
have sisilar probies ioci or similar data bases. The major
differences in thecretical structure, coupled with the sisi-
larities in focus or data base, lead to relatively large
sets cof conflicting predictions over at least some portion

of the explanatory dowmain of each theory. If the structure
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of T(2) is entirely difierent from that of T(1) and ir the
explanatory domains are identical, the predictions of the
tvo theories could conceivanly conflict at every point.
Both theories may claim to ®say more®™ or to ™fit better.®
This sort of relation, theory competition, 1is especliadldly
important im socaclogy. 1t 1s the activity throuyh which
theory coiparxson and choice is most freguently made. 1 (Z)
proposes an entirely new or dafferent set of theoretlca;
tools for dealing with an established problem; it is intead-
ed as a replacesent for T (1) .¢ Proponents of each theory
clais the other is wrong. Eventually one or the otber theo-
ry may win out ip the conilict and become the primary vehi-
cle for further development. A third theory way also eserge
that is more successful than either of the original competai-
tors, and which therefore repiaces both as a vehicie 1o0r
further development. The properties of competition are sua-

marized in Figure 3.

FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

¢ Replacement 15 also anvolved an theory elaboration, but an
a much more congenial sense. There T{Z2) may repiace T(1),
but it retains much ot the character of the earlier theo—
ry. T(1) may even remain a viable theory ii the mOsSt re-
fined apalysis is not always needed. In physics, Mewtoni-
an mechanics rewains viable aespite the superaority of
relativity theory, sSihce the predictions of the former are
satistactory ior wost purposes (li.e. for any amnalysis not
involving appreciable fractions of the speea of light).

Note that replacement 1s absent from theory prolifera-
tion altogether.
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Theory competitioh Gescribes guite well the relation
between Scheff's (i»bb) labellinyg theory and Gove'ls (197U)
psycno-physiclogical theory of amental illness. It also oc—-
curs in the reiation between Davis and Moore (1945) and crai-
tics of their functional viaew of stratification (see, e.g.,
TPumin, 1953) .7 Competition appears in the debate over the
relative inportance ot power elites and veto groups in poli-
tical decision—makaing. It is basic to the conflict between
genetlc and environwmentali accounts of the bases of intelia-
gence.

Competition is a particularly complex fora ot theoretical
grovth. The structures of coumpeting theories often are
based on the directives of different orienting strategies.
Consequently, conflicts are not limited to differences in
predictions. They also may arise with respect to the rele—
vance or interpretation of evidence, the meaning or value ot
concepts used in the theories, or the importaﬁce ol account-
ing for some speciiic feature of the cormon explanatory do-
main. It should pnot be surprising theretrore that theory
competition 1s a sSiow and arduous means of developang theor-—

etical knowleage. Its commonality belies its difficulty.

7 This example demonstrates that a single theory may gener-
ate development i1n several different ways. Stinchcombe
(1963) elaborates bavis and Moore (1945) while Tumin
(1953) competes with it.
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I1nat there are several different kinds of theoretacal re-
lations suggests that vwe should treat theory change, growts
and development as a muitifaceted actaivity. Put in other
words, there i1s no single method by which our thecoreticail
knowledge grows. Kbhen we focus our attention Oh oLly one
kind of growth (usually theory elaboration) or omly ope cri-
terion of evaluation (usually empirical support) wWe obscuore
the amount and Gaiversity of growth that actually occurs in

our field.

4. TYPES OF THEORETICAL RESEARCH PROGRAES.

Isolatead instances of theory elaboration, proliferation
and competition all ccantribute to the growtn and development
of theoretical knokledge. In addition, each o0f these Kinas
of grovwth may occur in series, or in combination with otner
kinds, in making a contribution. Consader, for exanmpie,
theory elaboration. & theaory that has been elaborated may
undergo still wmore elaborataon; it is always possibie to in-
crease the scope, precision, Ligor or empirical aaequacy of
a theory. Each new elaboration ®says more™ or "fits better"
than the previous oune. Consider aiso tneory proliferation.
Laying claimr to an explahatory domainh may establish a coa-
petitive relationship wita a theory based on entirely aiffe-
rent pranciples. Further, c¢laiming the domain is only the
tirst step in developaing the account of that domain. Jleter-

Bining the ultiwate value of any prolaferant theory depenas



heavily on articulataing its explanatory accounts througu el-
aboration.

This sort of coliective and systematic effort to develop
theoretical knowledge creates the much larger unit of theor-
etical activity we have called a "theoretical research pro-—
gram." Each elaboration, proliferation or competitaon
constitutes a step an the developaent of the program; to-
gether they aefine the nature of the %"interreiations"™ ambng
the theorles in the prograaz. In short, the seguence of ela-—
borations, proliferations and competitions in a theoretical
research program constitutes the progﬁam's ANATORY .

Using these couCepts we cab isolate and describe taree
basic types oif theoretical research programs, depending on
which relation is the primary mode of development 1n the an-
atomy of the program. Prograks in which the primary mode of
developrent is theory elaboration we designate as linear,
those in waich theory proliferation is primary we designate
as branching, and those in which theory coampetition is pra-

pary we designate as competing.

4.1 Tvo lipnear programs: conflict spiral and deterrence.
Tgere are many examples of linear programs; one of the
most interesting concerns the role of threats in bargainang
relationships. The progras is based oriyinally on the work

of Thibaut and Kelley (1959} on interperscnal pehavior of

all sorts. Thelr accouut, built primarily on principles of



social exchange, focused on interdependence as a basis for
relationships of pover and comnflict among actors. A's be-
havior depends airectly on b*s behavior, and vice versa.
For example, 1f A is pargaining with B (say over a union
contract or am aras treaty), the likelihood that 2 will
threaten b depends on B, not just on A. So too tmne conse-
guence of A's threat aepends on B, not just on A.

In 1960 Deutscn and Krauss proposed a theory that makes
use of this interdependence in explaining the behavioral
outcomes of tareats in bargaining relationshaips. Unlike
kost exchange-based theories, tne theory Deutsch and Krauss
developed assumeS the explanatory asechanism is non-rational.
Basically, threats are assumed to constitute a form of im-
pression mahagement specifically concerned with saving face
(i.e. avoiding the appearance of veakness). Thus, 1f A has
some punitive capability (€.g. warbeads), s/ne will be
teapted to use that capabality to threaten B; using punitive
capabilities to threaten kaintains an impression of strength
for A. However, A's usage of punitive capabilities also
causes a loss of face for B. To restore face, therefore, b
responas to A witn a threat of nis or her own; not to dao so
would be to give tne appearance oi powverlessness. 7Thus, tne
availapbility of punitive capability proapts 1ts use ayainsSt
the other; further, threat is met with countertareat, creat-
ing a spiral of conflict. The more one party threatens, tae

sore the other party threatens, the conflict i1n the bargain~-
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ibg relationship escalating with each threat.®

A few years later Shomer, Davis and Kelley (1966) revised
the Deutsch and Krauss formulation, arguing that threat
should be distinguished from parm (i.e. panishment or actual
dakage) » Actual adark, they proposed, alvays generates the
contlict spiral. However, threat alone might be used under
some circumsStanceS as a means of communication throuyh which
the parties could coordanate their bebhavior. For exanp;e, a
union*s warning to management that it is prepared to call a
strike might lead to concessions from management suffacient
to avoid the strike. Generally, this sort of result would
be expected when the tnreatened party anticipates less loss
of face froa conceding at this point than would result froa
having to concede once hara had actually occurred. Under
such circuestances, no spiral of conrflict would occur.
Shomer, et al.'s research supported these revasioans.

An additional revision ain brown (1968) clariftied the na-
ture of the face-saving actavity involved in the confliict
spiral process. Brown focused exclusively on the use/coun-
teruse aspect of the process. He suggested that the evalua-
tions o1 audiences affect the need to save face (and
therefore the likelihood 0f retaliation). Specificaliy, tne
more ifoolish a party has been made to appear to the audi-
ence, the more s/he is likely to try to save face througn

retaliataon. Thus, confliact spiral is more likely to occur

& Extensive testing (see, e€.¢., Deutsch aud Krauss, 1962)
providea support for these arguments.
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¥hen one or both parties have peen publicly humiliated than
at other taimes. Brown'!s test of tonese ideas yielded consid-
erable support.®

Interestingly, starting Iroz similar underlying exchange
prerises, a somewhat ditferent account of the use of toreats
in bargaining has esmerged. Deterrence theory assumes that
parties in the bargainisy behave ™rationally™ (2.e. in theirl
o¥n self-interest). basically, the more punitive capability
A has, the more B wili fear retaliation in response to Bt's
use of that capabiiity. Bence, it 1s in B*s interest to
avold actions which miaght provoke A into using that capapbii-
ity {(e.g. actions such as b using his Or her own capabili-
ty) . Ilncreases in A's punitive capabilities constitute po-
tential threats to b which geter B's use of his or her own
capabilities.

The deterrence process is described very loosely in
Schelling (1960, 1966). & much more specific account of
part of the process has been developed by Tedeschi and his
associates. PFPirst, liorai and Tedeschi (1969) proposea a me=-
chanise involvaing subjective expected utialities for govern-
ing one's response to tnreats and punishment. The supjec~-
tive expected utility of a threat is a function of the
| magnitude of the threat multiplied by its credibility (i.e.
its probability of occurrence). These dimensions of subjec-

tive expected utility then determine coapliance Dehavior.

¢ Additional thneory and researcn along this path of deveiop=-
ment is reported in Deutsch (1973) .
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Specifically, the greater the magnitude and credibality of
L's threat, the greater B's compllance ¥ith A's demahds.

The consequence of the use Of tnreat is thereiore often coa-
pliance, not counterthreat. The use of threat deters otn-
ers, rather than provoking trnem, and no spiral of conflict
OCCUrS.

The developmaent or TedesChi's theory bhas been primarily
emparical. Each new study has specified an additional set
of structural and situacional conditions (e.g. attractive-
ness, prestige, esteem or status of the threatening party)
that affect compliance.

Tedeschi, Bonoma, and Schlenker (1972) consoildated these
findings in a revised versiaon of the theory. basically,
each structural or situational coandition constitutes a par-
ameter used in calculating the subjective expected utility
of compliance with abnother party®'s demands. The nighber tae
utility, the greater the deﬁerrent effect ot A's threats.to

Recently, bacharach and lLawler (1981) have proposed a way
of resolving tne discrepaikcies between deterrence theory
{(including much o1 the Tedeschi work) and conilict spiral
theory. First, tney reconstructed both theories to demons-—
trate more ciearly that their core conceptual structures are
vairtually the same. Thus, aeterrence theory is represented
as in Figure 4 and contlict spiral theory theory as in Fig-

ure 5. With deterrence theory, each actor's atteapt to in-

310 S5ee Morgabn (1977) for additional work oh aeterrence priu-
Ciples.
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crease punitive capability is met with a corresponding in-—
crease by the other party. However, a spiral of conilict 1s
avoided because eacn such incCrease reduces thne likelibhood
that the other will use that capability. By contrast, witn
conflict spiral theory, increases in punitive capability in-
crease the liakeiihood both of threats to use that capabiality
aneg of actual attempts to punish the other. Since each in-
crease in punitive capability and 1n use of threat ana pun-
ishment tactics by one party is met with a corresponding in-—
crease by the other party, the result is an escalating

spiral of conilict.

FIGUKES 4 AND 5 ABOUT HERE

Although the conceptual structures are the same, the ae-
chanasus by which the theories operate are clearly diffe-
rent. Bacharaco aha lLawler reconclle these differences by
conditionalizang the operations of the two theories. Basi-
cally, deterrence is assuaed to be applicable in saituations
where the stakes in tsne bargaining are relatively iow. As
the stakes increase, tae likelihood that tactics of tareat
and punishment will proapt counteruse jincreases. Once thas
has occurred, tne conflict sparal predictions become more
appropriate. Furtheruwore, it is impossible to return to the
deterrence conditions without restructuring the bargaining
situation. Bacharach and lawler tmen g¢ beyond the condi-

tionalization of deterrence and conflict spiral taeory to
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develop more specific propositions concerned with the ef-
fects of tne use of punitive tactics by one party on the
concession benavior of the other party. Thus, thear theory
both conscolidates and extends the eariier theories of bar-
gaining bebavior.

both canflict spairal and deterrence theory constitute li-
near theoretical research prograss. The pramary means of
development for each is theory elaboration. Consiager tné
conflict spiral theory tfirst. Deutsch and EKrauss (1900}
constitutes an elaboration of Thibaet and Relley (195%9); it
refines the latter®s account of bargainipng relationships,
usang a face—-saving mechanism to generate specific predic-
tions regarding the consequences of using threats in such
situations. Deutsch and Krauss “says more"™ than does Tai-
baut and Relley ain this context. Shomer, et al. {(1966) is
an elaboration of Deutsch and Krauss. It distinguishes
threat from hars conceptually and wmakes specific preaictirouns
regarding the latter (most of which are supported) . -Taus,
Shomer, et al., both ™says more®™ and "fits petter® thawn does
Deutsch and Krauss. Samiltarly, Brown (1968} elaborates the
theory by distinguishlng threat initiation frow counter-
tareat and maxes specitic predictions regardainy the latter
woich are well-supported. Again, the newer version of the
theory ®™says more®" and "fits better.®™

Horai and Tedescni (1909) elaborates Thibaut and hKetley

in much the same way as aoes Deutsch and Krauss (1960). 1In



this case, however, the refining mechabisa involves subjec-
tive expected utilities. Some of the predictions made are
also different, with deterrence coammonly the outcome Irather
than conflict spirai. Nevertheless, relative to Thibaut and
Kelley, deterrence theory "says more"™ about bargaining be-—
havior. Tedeschi, et al.'s (197%) consolidation of previous
research is, ot course, ailso an elaboration (this time of
Horai and Tedeschi). 1t "says™ somewhat more ana "fits®
considerably better.

Note that the relation petweel theories im the deterrence
progras and theories an the contlict spiral prograa is not
one of theory elaboration. Tedeschi's work especially is
intended as a challenge to part of the account of bargaining
behavior proposed by Deutscn and Krauss. In & sense the two
theories are competitors. However, unlike competitors,
these two theorie# are closely related conceptually, having
both emerged as elaborations of the same earlier theory.
Consequently, the relatioh between theam is a “special™ one
not coverea by our typoiogy in Section 3 above.

Note also that the bacnarach and lawler theory elapborates
both deterrence and conriict spiral arguments. kot only
does it “say more®™ than elther version does iandavidualiy, it
does so more coapactly. OnCce again, we have 1aentified a
special relation not satisfactorily covered in our oraginal
typology. ¥We will aascuss the character of both of these

special relations below.

FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE
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Figure b summarizesS the course of development of both
conflict sparal and deterrence theory. Each arrow represent
an elaboratior of the theory on the lieft in the theory to
the right. I1In each case, the later theories proceed 1in a
ndirect jiine™ from the earlier theories. Hence, we describe

prograans of this sort as "linear."

4.2 A branching program: expectation states.

York on expectatiol States processes provides a gooa ei-
ample of a branching program. Lxpectation states theories
are concerned with the processes by which individuals come
to develop expectations (lL.e. Stable anticipations of future
behavior) on the basis of yeneral societal and
situationally-specafic anformation they have about then-
selves and others with vwnom they interact. The theories
also deal with the consequences of the development of such
expectations for the actual bebavior individuals exhibit ia
interaction with those others.

Originally, eipectatiol states theories focused exclu-~
sively on the emergence and malpstenance of 1negualdities in
pover and prestige among mReabers of discussion groups who
were inatially equadi in status (as in Bales-type groups).

In such situations power and Qrestige theory argues that ac-—
tors make unit (i.e. indivadual) evaluations of their own
and each other's past contriputions to the group. Over

time, these evaluations may oiften come to be rather consis-



tent. The BOore consistent tome evaluations of the contriopu-
tions of a particular meaber are, the more likely the mea-—

bers of the group will develop expectations for the future

performance of that actor. Once these expectations emerge,
all later unit evaiuvations {(as well as a number of other
power and prestige—related behaviors, such as deference) are
based on the expectations for that actor, rather than on ac-
tual performance. The process becomes circular, with unit
evaluations reinforcing expectations and expectations rein-
forcing unit evaluations.

The original power and prestige theory (berger, 1957 ae-
scriped a sequence of interaction within which this "evalua-
tion/expectation® process occurred. later versions oif power
and prestige theory (berger and Conner, 1469, and berger and
Conner, 1974) have generalized this theory and have de-
scribed its consequences itor the emergence and maintenance
of expectation Stutes pore formally and in greater detail.

A second branch cf the proyram, called status character-
istics theory, has come to deal with task situations an
which actors are already unegual in terms of status (as for
example, is the case in Stroatbeck's studies of mock ju-
ries). In these situations a ®"status/expectation® process
is posited; information that is culturally associated witn
the status aifferences 1n the situation 1S used by actors ih
the formation oi overall expectations for those situations.

Pover and prestige behavior is then a direct function of tae
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actors' expectations reiative to the other (i.e. their %ex-
pectation advantage™®). Thus, if an actor sees higsell as
having higher status than another (e.g. is a male ih a pro-
fessional occupation working with a sekil-skilled female), he
will come to expect to perform more capably than he expects
the other person to perform. Since he expects (and is ex-
pectea to) perform more capably, his position in the power
agd prestige hierarchy of the group will be higher; his con-
tributaons wrll be evaluated more highly, his oOpinicons de-
ferred to, and so ou. Once again, the process is circular.
berger, Cohen and Zeiditch {1966), the first status char-
acterastics theory, comrsiaered only the effect of informa-— .
tion about one status differeunce. There the status ditfer-
ence ygenerates expectations and povwer anag prestaige behavaior.
A later version of the theory expanded it to consaider Lnior-
mation about multiple statuses operating at the same tine
and about statuses of aifferent kinds (berger and Fisek,
1974) . This versiou assumed that, in foreming expectations,
actors copbine inrorwmation from all the statuses they and
others possess that have become salient in their immediate
Situation. Consegquently, & person with lnconsistent status-—
es (e.g. a black female doctor) is likely to develop expec-
tations that are an "average®™ of &ll the statuses, rather
than expectations thnat are based only on a subset of the
status ainformation (with some of statuses eliminated as 1r-~

relevant). A consiaerabie amount of research supports tae



"cowbinlng®™ argument. However, an alternative formulatiou
by Freese and Cohen (1%73) that assumes that ™eiikinating®
occurs under at least some circumstances has also generated
empiracal support.

The most recent version of the theory (beryer, Fisek and
Borman, 1977), which refines the basic combibing argument,
considers status informataion about more kinds of actors, not
a}l of whom are interacting at the same time. The 1977 ver-
sion also restates the status characteristics ideas in
graph-theoretical terms. Imnis formalization permits the
derivation of more precise predictions about behavior and
makes feasible the detalled analysis of a mauch larger class
of status situations..

A third branch of the expectation states program deals
with the manher in which actors come to develop expectations
for reward allocations and with how those expectations af-
fect tneir evaiuations of tne justice or injustice ot actual
reward allocations. Status value theory proposes that re-
ward expectations ale based on the activation of referential
structures. basically, referential stractures are general-
ized beliefs about now the distribution of rewards is relat-
ed to statuses in socaety at large. 71he general belief that
men are paid more than women constitutes such a referential

structure.l! 3iven that this sort of societal and cultural

1: A referentiali structure peed not reflect the actual state
of affairs in society. BEost people believe that highly
educated people are more higaly rewarded than less nagunly
educated peopie, evenh thougr thas is often not the case



ipformation 1s activatea {ir.e. becoames signifacant} in the
immediate situation oi action, people develop exrpectatioas
for thermselves and others apn the situation in terms oI wpat
tbey assume “people like them™ (i.e. those with samailar
statuses) obtain 1n general in society. Furtaer, if a re-
ferential structure has certain properties, "what is" on the
societal level deteramines *what ought to be™ (in the moral
sense) in the imkediate situation of action. PFinally, as
Berger et al. argue, i1f the reward allocation an actor actu-
ally receives matches these reward expecﬁatlons, the lamedi-
ate action situation 1s assessed as just; otherwise, it is
assessed as unjust.

Most of these ideas are developed 1in some detall in ber-
ger, Zeldatch, Anaerson and Cohen (1966,1972). The same au-
thors consider possibie respouses to injustice in Anderson,
Berger, Zelditch and Cohen (1969) . A later statesent in
Cook (1975) coﬁs;ders more specifically the aimpact that res-—
ponsiblity for the unjust allocation and control over ifuture
allocation have oh responses to injustice. basicalily, the
mOre responsibility the actor feels and the more s/he has
control over future aliocations, the more s/he is likeiy to
attempt to correct the injustice.

Status value theory yenerates a "referemtial structure/
reward expectation®™ process. The process 1s parallel to tne

evaluation/expectation and status/expectation processes, ex-

actualily.



cept that here the expectations l1nvolved concern rewards
rather than task peformance capabilities. 7Thus, ainforaation
fron referential structures is used in gemerating reward ex-
pectations; these expectations then determine reward alloca-
tion (or reallocation) pehavior, as well as the assessment
of such allocations whel they are controlled by an external
source.

Finally, theoretical work in yet anotbher branch ot the
expectatiol states prograg 1s intended to capture ideas
about the effects of sagniticant others oh an actor's seli-
evajuations. This work, called source theory, treats sagni-
ficant others as "sources™ {i.e. individuals with the right
to evaluate vwanose evaiuatians "matter® to the actor). hot
all indivaiguals with the raght to evaluate are sources for
an actor. The likelihood that a particular evaluator will
becomre a source for an actor 15 based on that actor's expec-
tations for the evaluator; the higher the expectations, the
BOTe likely tpe evaluator is to become a source. O{nce a
source has emerged, his or her evaluations deterribe the ac-—
tor*s self—evaluations (whach, in tuvrn, determine
expectations aha benavior) .

The ®source/expectation®™ process specified in source
theory is, of course, paraliel to the processes speciiaied in
the theories in the otaer branches of the program. here
source evaluations determine unit evaluations of self, which

determine expectatrions, whicn determine behavior.
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wepster (139bY) provided tne first account of this pro-
cess, focusing ounly on cases ih which one source evaluator
is present. Later versions oi source theory (see 5Sobieszex,
1972, and Wepster and Sobieszek, 1974) extended the argument
to msultiple source situataons, including ones in which
source evaluations are inconsistent. Once agailh, combining

seems to be the prikary method for handling inconsistent in-

formation.

FIGUKE 7 ABOUT HERE

Figure 7 summarizes the basic structures of explanation
in tne various brancnes of the expectation states prograa.
Ir all cases some sort of behavioral or informational input
is organized into expectation states which then deteraine
the character ot some sort of behavioral output. In the
tigure tue lert-most coiuzh identifies the kind of
behavioral and intformational input for each branchk, thke cen-
ter coiumn identifies the kKind of expectation that organizes
each Xxind of 1ﬁput, and the right-most coluun identifies the
kind of behavaoral output that 1s determined by the expecta-—
tions torked. Cieariy, the character of explanation in any
one branch of the program as parailel to that an other
branches.

A recent formulation by berger, Fisek, Norman and saguner
(1983) makes use of the paraliel character of two of the ex-

pectation states argusents to construct a new theory that

- 43 -



unites much of the expectatiol states accounts of status
Characteristics phenomena and reward expectation pnenowena.
Specifically, tame new theory incorporates consideration ot
both expectations for task periormance and expectaticus for
reward allocation, specafyang structural conditions under
whica these two types of expectations become interdependent.
As a consequence, Berger, et al. are ahle to iancorporate
some of the concerns ot status value theory in the graph-
theoretical structure of the latest version of status char-
acteristics tneory. Thus it becomes possible to talk about
the effect of reward expectations on task behavior and of

task expectations on reward behavior.

FIGURE 8 ABOUT HERE

Figure 8 reviews the development of the various brancaes
of the expectation states program. Each branch represeats
the application of the basic underlying primnciples of the
program to a new¥ expianatory domain, with little overlap im
those domains. In otner wards, each branch represents a
theory proliferation.

Tneory elaboration 1s also guite evident in this particu-
lar case through its role an the development of each brancn
of the prograa. For eiamplie, Berger, Fisek and Norman
(1977) is an elaboration of berger and Fisek (1974), wanicn
is an turn ar elaboration of perger, Cohen apd Zelditch

€1966). Similarly, beryer ana Conner (19%7#) 1s aln elapora-
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tion of berger and Comner (i1%09Y9), whicn is in turn an elabo-~
ration of beryer (1957). however, preliferation is the more
basic relation, as it defipes the relation between the theo-—
ries in the different brancmes of the program.lz

1wo relations are again not adequately captured inp our
basic typelogy. First, the Freese and Coken (1973) theory
is definitely neither an ejaborant nor a proliferant ot ber-—
ger and Pisek (1974). Rathexr it competes with berger and
Pisek (1974) in much the same way that Horai and TedesclhLa
(1969) competes with Deutsch and krauss (1960) . The two
theories in eacan pair are closely related conceptually.

Both are elaborated from the same earlier theory in each
case. Thus, we have another example of one of our special
relations.

Second, the relationshiaip between the Berger, Fisek, Nor4
man and Wagner (1983) theory and its predecessors also 1is
not adeguately covered in our pasic typology. This special
relation seems to share aany of its basic properties uitn
the bacharach and lLawler tpeory in the bargaining programs;
both seer to unite previously cistanct theories. %e now
seer t0 have two examples of the other of our special rela-

tions -as well. As we have suggested, we will look at these

12 Note that branching prograks exist in which there is
either little or very uneven elaboration of the difterent
branches. This 1is the case, for example, an the ®balance
theory*" proyram rounded on the work of Heider (1946,
1958) . The preolirerant tneories of Newcomb (1953), Fes-—
tinger (1957) and Secora and Backman (1901) are guate
different in the extent of thelr elaborataon.



special relations a little more closely below.

4.3 A competing program: distributive justice.

Finally, we turn to a prograe based on competition. The
Prograa we have chosen focuses on issues of distrlbuélve
justice and injustice. Here there are tvwo very diiferent
accounts of justice phenomena. One has already been lntro-
dyced; it is the status value theory discussed in the previ-
ous section. The other approach, equity theory, has a very
different conceptual structure.

Eguity theories assume that assessments of justice and
injustice are based on direct cogparisons of individual ac-
tors' imputs and outcoses. For exaaple, Homans (1901) pro-
posed that tne determination of justice and injustice im-
volves a comparisocn of acrors® ratios of inputs (i.e. effort
expended or "investments™) to outcomes (i.e. compensatiocn
for effort, or "revards®). Thus, justice is represented as

in egquation (1) below.
(1) &*'s revard/Ah’s investment = B's rewardq/B's investment

Injustice then is represented as an ineguality in the ratics
{in either direction). &ll comparisons are "local®" compari-
sons; that is, actors & and B are bothn present in the ipmed-
iate saituation. (e.g. both aay be teachers in the same

public school) .
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A revision ot trpis theory by Adams (1965) incorporated
consideration of behavioral reactions to unjust situataions.
More recently, Walster, bersheid and Walster (1973) suggest-
ed a more adequate specification of the justice equation
that elimihates potential problems with "negative™ inputs.

By contrast, the status value theory of Berger et aj. as-
sumes that assesssents oI Jjustice or injustice are pased on
comparisons of actual with expected rewards, given the acta-
vation of a referentiai structure. Thus, the status value

theory predicts justice wheh
{2) Actual reward = Expected reward

and injustice otherxise. If the actuval reward is less than
eipected, the actor feels underrewarded; if the actual re-
ward is greater than expected, the actor feels overrewarded.

As noted earlaier, revisaons of status value theory con-
sider'possible reactions to various types of injustice (see
Anderson, berger, Zelditcn and Cohen, 1969) and the eiffects
of responsibility for the injustice on attempis to redress
the injustice (see Cook, 1975).

Eguity theory and status value theory make conflicting
predictions in a number of ainstances. In fact, the status
value theory was deveioped in part because the authors feilt
that many of the justice situations characterized by eguity
theory were inaccurateiy handled. FoOr example, suppose that

teacher A and teacher b are both paid a salary of $15,000
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per year. Suppose further that both have the same arount of
training, seniority, abnd wahatever other gualifications thne
school system mignt deea relevant to their pay. Under these
circumstances, eguity theory would describe the saituation as
just; meitner A nor B 1s likely to have cause to complain or
to try tc change the reward allocation. Suppose, now, that
L4 and B also know that teachers in general in the Unitea
States with tneir level of training and semiority ordinarily
earn $19,000 per year. Given this information, sStatus value
theory would preaict that both A and B will feel injustice;
in particular, both are liikely to feel unjustly underreward-
ed and are lakely to work collectively to try to redress the
injustice (e.g. to Join a2 union that proposes a reallocation
of rewvards in the school system).

Colliective injustices of this sort are simply not aefined
in equity theory ({(and theretore cannot be predicted by the
theory). Similar inadequaclies are identified with respect
to (1) collective cverreward, (<) distinguishing collective
injustice from ipdiviaual injustice generally, (3) distin-
guishing overreward iror underrevard generally, (4) dastin-
guisning self-injustice from otmer—injustice, and (5)
identifying conditions in wnich not enough aniormation is
available for the actor to make an assessment of the justice
or injustice of the situationh. Furthermore, 1n situations
vhere poth theories can make predictions, the predictions

cften differ. &lthough the predictions of the tvo tueories
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do not comnflict at every point, the differences are deep and
widespread.

kecently, Jdasso (1978} has developed a new approachk to
justice issues that incorporates elements of both eguity
theory and status value theory. dJasso points out mapy of
the weaknesses of Doth eardier theories. For exawnple, she
agrees witnh many of the Berger et al. criticisas oi the
eguity approach, especially the inability of eguity theory
to distinguish overreward iroa underreward comnsistently and
to handle coliective lnjustice (vhether involviang overreward
or underresard) at all. 5She also suggests a major weakness
in status value theory. Specifically, she points out that
the eguation used there results in justice evaluations that
are stated in terms ot units of the particular resard coa-—
modity, rather than in units of "justice." The larer is ne-
cessary, She argues, 1f a coaprehensive theory of distripu-
tive justice 1s to be developeda

Jasso then rearranges the eguity andé status value egha—
t10DS &S a Step in her development of a justice evaluation
function wnich can be appiied to any soclially-distributed

good. In equity theory, for exaaple,

(3) Jjustice evaluation =

A's reward/ia's investment — BE's reward/bB's lnvestwment
vhereas, ior status value tneory,

(4) justice evaluation = aciual rewardé — just reward.

- 49 -



Jasso's generalized justice evaluation function as then

specified as

(5) justice evaiuation =

ln (actual amount of yood/just amount of good)

That is, an evaluation of the justice of a reward distribu-—
tion 1s a function of the matural logaritha of the ratio of
anh actor's actuai rewards to the rewards he or she assesses
aé just. Alternatively, the evaluation may be seen as the
difference between the logarithas of the actual aand just aa-
ount, which 1is mathematlcalliy eguivalent. Jasso supposes
that eguity theorasts would be more likely to prefer the io-
garitha of the ratio, while status value theorists woula
prefer the difference betvween two logarithms. However,
since the forms are mathematically equivaient, the justaice
evaluation function has adeguately captured critical tea-
tures oif both theories.

Jasso kakes no atteapt 1n her theory to cover all tne ex-
planatory domain of the two earlier theories. For exaspie,
eguity theorists are freguently concerned witk predictiny
specific means Oi redressibg an injustice. Jass50 makes Do
predictions in this respect. Samilarly, status value theory
makes predictions regardiang the assessment of situations
where the 1njustice involves only others. Jasso specillical-

1y excludes this issue from her conceptualization.



Jasso's theory does make some predictions not maae by
either the eguity or status value theories. Ffor example,
the use o0f a logariths results 1n a weighting that makes un-—
derrevard more keenly felt than overreward, a phenomenon all
justice theorists have assuped occurred, but waicn has not
previously been incorporated in their theories.

Jasso elaborates her argument considerably i Jdasso
(!980). Among other things, she separates evaluations in-
velving "gualaity goods" (e.J. beauty) froa those involving
"guantity goods™ (e.g. salary) and considers the appiica-
tion of the justaice evalmatron function to more than one
goocd at a time. She also aevelops a Jjustice evaluation dis-
tribution within a social or conceptual aggregate by assum-—
ing consensus about the goods valued within the aggregate.

A varaety of empirically testable hypotheses are then sug-
gested relating properties of the distribution to partiacular
social conditions (e.g. to rates of crime and mental ill-
ness) .

Finally, Jasso (1983} analyzes the circukstances under
which the indavidual assesssents of justice erbodied 1n the
justice evaluation ruunction may Or mayY ROt generate an &ass-—
essment of collective justice, as embodied in the justice

evaiuation distribution.

FIGURE 9 ABOUT HERE
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The development of WOrk on justice processes is preseunted
in Pigure 9. Homans (1% 1) and berger, et al. (1972) pre-
sent clearly different theoretical structures; the two theo-—
ries are tnerefore competitwrs. Each elaboration of the two
theories furthers the coapetition, creating a cokpeting re-
search prograhn.

As might be expected, tmeory elaboration occurs frequent-
lg in thls program &S well, although theory cospetition is
the definang characteristic. It may be reasomnable to think
of some competing proyrams as coasposed of two (or amore) Jja-
near prograks related to one another through coapetition. 2
competing prograk is probably tme most complex fore ot
theoretical arowth, since it involves bringang tvwo or aore
different theoretical argukents to bear on a problea or is-—
sue at the same time.

In this case as well we see that a developament in the
program is not auequately covered by our typology of tanree
basic theory relatlogg. The relation between Jasso's theory
and the earlier eguity anc status value theories is neithner
theory proliteration nor theory competition. EHEataer it ela-
borates poth eariier theoraes, unifying them an the process.
This is similar to what was involved an the Bacharach aund
Lawler (1981) case and the berger et al. (198Z2) case identi-
fied earlier. 1l1n all taree cases the nevw theory ualities
counsideration of issues deast Wlth separately in the earlaer

theoraes. 1n one sense or another, the new theories go bey-



ond the theories they uunliy. However the degree to which
they unify and amplify as aifferent depending on the kind of
program within whica they occur. We shall look at thais pae-
noaenon speciiically in our analysis of special relations

below.

H.u4 The special relations: theory yariation and theory
integratioR.

" Bach of the taree primary types of theory relations, we
have argued, generates a different form of grovwth of sociocl-
ogical knowledge. Theory elaporation creates a linear re-
search program througs increases ik ScCope, precision, con-
firmation or empirical controi. Theory proliferataion
creates a branchiaing program through increases 1h Lange;
(i.e. the application of a theoretical theme to new problems
or phenomena). Theory coampetition creates a coampeting re-
search program through the generation of a new or different
set of theoretical toois to deal with an established problem
or phenoxenon.

However, not all growth ip research prograks is elabora=-
tion, proliferationh oI competition. There are at least two
special theoretical relations wathin the context of the
theoretical research programs we have considered that are
not covered by our basic typology and which appear to be
crucial in describing the grogth of these programs. Neltber
ot these relations is likely to appear in tbe absence of es-

tablished research programs; in fact, by tneir very meanp-



ings, they depend on the primary relations which generate
Such programs. #e DOW turn our attention to these special

relations.

4.4.1 Theory variation.

In some situations the construction of an elaborant,
prolaferant or cokpetitor reveals slightly different ways in
which the theory's account may be specified. Under these
circumstances the original theory is likely to generate a
new theory whbhach incorporates one of those slightly difte-
rent conceptualizataions. Ordinarily the theoretical struc-
ture and the focus of explanation of the new theory % (2) are
almost idemtical to those of the earlier theory T(1) . The
theories differ only in that they incorporate slightly
different workihd mechahisas. Consequently, they differ
only on a very limited set ¢of yrounds in such a way that the
theories make directly conflicting predictions in that lim-
ited area. However, uniike elaboration, neither theory ani-
tially "says aore"™ or "fits better™ that the other; the
predictions of bDoth are usuaily equally comprehensive or

egqually supported Dy previous data.

FIGUKE 10 ABOUT HERE
The properties of this special relation, termea theorLy
variation, are summarized an Figure 10. Variation is nard

tc justify (or even to see) from the point of view ot "“out-



siders® (i.e. those not intimkately familiar with the pro-
gram) . Often muca of tae structure of T(2) is left implicit
since it 1s sO similar to T(1). PFurther, the cnanges in
structure are often guite subtle. Those not thoroughly faw-
iliar with the theories may frequently fail to see any iz-
portant distinction between thes. The grounds of differ-
ence, at least to the outsider, may simply be too smail to
be noticed. Fanally, precisely because the conceptual
grounds of difference are small, a theoretical resolution oi
a conflict in predictions (given tnat it is amenable to ew-
pirical investigation) is liakely to occur relatively rapia-
ly. Variaant theories can appear and disappear so quickly
they are not even noticed.

Theory variataon, as we have described it, captures the
nature of the relatioun between the Deutsch and Krauss (1960}
apd the Horai ana Tedeséhi {1969) theories of bargaining be-
havior. They have coamon thecretical ground in the excChange
principles of Thibaut and kelley (1959). Tney make differ-
ential predictions over a ilimited porticen of their shared
domain, depending on tne choice of a "non-rational™ or “ra-
tional" mechanisk for dealing with reactions to threats. If
the mechanisa 1s “iace=-saving,® the consequence should pe a
spiral of conflict; if the wechanism is “subjective expected
utility,™ the conseguence sanould be deterrence. Variation
also clearly represents the relation between the combihing

argument in Berger and Fisek (1974) and the eliminating ar-—
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gument in Freese and Cohen (1973). Both reiy on the basic
theoretical structure of status characteristics theory.
However, in multicharacteristic status stituations Jjnvolving
Status incousistencies the tvo make soaewhat different pred-
ictions.

Althougn tbeory variatiocn often appears to be a minor,
even a trivial, form of growth, it is actually quite 1apor-
tant, particularly in tne refining of theoretical struc-
tures. By constructing variants the theorist is able to
make close compparisons of subtle differences 1n his or her
thinking. Resolution oif tnose ditferences cah occur rela-
tively guickly (as 1s seldos the case with theory competa-
ticon) . Furtber, resolution can occur in at least two diffe-
rent ways. First one variant may coae to be seen as
superior in all cases. Second, as Bacharacm and Lawler
(1981) have shown 1in bargaining theory (and as may still pe
the case wWith status characteristics theory) each variant
may come to be seen as superior under specified conditions.
Conditionalization is just as likely as replacement. Both

increase our knowliedge.

Qo2 Theory integration.

In a sense, this sort of relation is the opposite of
theory variation. Sometimes two aifferent theories (elano?
rants, proliferants, or competitors) Ssuggest very similar

ways of dealang vith the same sociological probiem. Under
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these circuastances, a bew theory may emerde whiCh incorpo-
rates much ol the conceptualization of botb theories. 1In
Such cases at least three theories, which may Or may not
have similar thecretical structures, are involved. One
theory T(3) consolidates many oif the ideas found in T(1} anc
T{2) 3n a singyle formulation, usually suggestibpg interrela-
tionsnips betvween thosSe ldeas. Generally speaking, predic-
t}ons cof T(1) and 1({2) are subsumed in the structure oirthe
new T(3), although it 1s unlikely that all will be subsumed
(especially if tpe earlier theories are competitors). &Also,
the new thneory ordinarily generates some addataional predac-
tions not made by either earlier theory.

¥itn this relation, theory iptegration, T (3) "“says more®™
or ®"fits better®™ than either T(1) or T(2) individually.
However, T(3) is not justi a conjunction of the other two
theories (a triviali accoapiishment logically). Rather, T(3)
is a distinct tneoretacal structure whose form depenas on
the Dature of tbe reiationsanip between the integrated theo-—
ries. 1f T(1) and T (<) are variant theories, T(3) i1s likely
to involve the specification of conditions for the appliica-
tion of each wvariant; I(1) 1s seen to apply unaer soae cir-
cuastances, T(Z2) under otners. This is what nas occurred,
for example, an Bacharach and Lavwler's (1981) use of both
conflact spiral and aeterrence principles in tbelr theory.
The latter applies when stakes are low, the former when

stakes are bagh. If T(1) and T(2} are proliferants, inte-
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gration is more likely t0 entall the identafication of prop-
erties which permit the interrelation of disparate pbenome-
ha. Soch 1s the case with the integration i1n beryer, et al.
{1983) of status and reward phenomena on the basis of the
interdependence betveen task expectations and rewarda expec—
tations. Finally, af T(1) and T(2) are competitors, inte-
gration is likeliy to regquire a newv theoretical language
(vith new concepts) that epapies the selection and incorpo-
ration of theoretical principles from eacn competitor in a
coherent new formulation. Jasso's (1978) theory of distri-
butive justice represents an integration of the eguity and
status value approaches to justice phenomena in precisely
this way. 2although bher ™justice evaluation function" cap~-
tures some 0f ine ideas in equity theory and in status value
theory, it aoes not directly correspond to the foram of jus-
tice evaluatior proposed by eitber. Further, there are no
direct parallels to her “justice evaluation distribution®
(or to the aypotheses relating to 1it) ipn either earlier

theory.
FIGURLES 11, 14, ARD 13 ABOUT HERE
The properties oif theory integration are summarized in
Figures 11, 12 and 13. Three tigures are needed since the

properties of aintegratioan differ, depending on the difier-

ences between T (1} and 71(2) thét are involved.
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Theory integration often constitutes the “major advance®
that 1s the clearest evidence of progress, Since it both
unifies and aeepeus our knowledge. Thus, although integra-
tion (especially of competators) is rather rare, when it is
successful its impact may be guite dramatic. bhowever, suc-
cessful integration depends at the very least on the devel-
opment of an established Iesearch program. Signifacabnt ela-
boration, proliteration, competition {and variation) is
likely to be necessary ior the theorist to know which prain-
ciples are important enough to include in a single theoreti-
cal structure. In short, taeoretical impact probably re-

guires extensive preparatiob.

5. SUMBARY AND CONCLUSIONS.
1s there thecoreticad growth 1in sociology? Yes——and tnere
is guite a bit of it. Unfortunately much of that growth is
obscured by our rather limited (and limiting) view of the
growth process. 70 clearly observe, understand, and charac-
terize the growth of our knowieage, we have argued it 1s ne-
cessary to
1. distinguish between difierent types of theoretical
activities, especially regarding the degree to whica
they do or do not anvolve growtn,
2. consider the reiationships that exist between theo-
ries, hot just the relationship between a theory and

tbe data tnat 1is used to evaluate 1t, and



3. to identify the different kinds of relationships that
may occur amony theories, and therefore the datferent
kinds of growtn that may occur.

We have accosmpiished the first of these objectives by
differentiating between orienting strategies, unit theories
and theoretical research prograes. Strategies, we have ar—
gued, are primarily metatheoretical in character. Their ma-
nifold, basic and ygenerally non-empirical differences make
ther rather rigid; whatever changes do OCCur within or among
strategies are not liikely to be progressive. Hence, a focus
on orienting strategies is inapppropriate for the analysis
of theoretical growth in sociology.

A focus on unit theories is considerably more satisfacto-
ry. Differences here camn ordinarily be resolved logically
or empirically. Purtner, much of what we think of as growth
of knowleage 1s represented by the increases in enélrlcal
suéport that a unit theory may generate; empirical contirma-
tion of our theoretical i1deas 1s a form of progress.

however, empirical confirmation is not the only ftora oz
progress. Other Ioras incivde increases in scope, preci-
sion, range, and SO oh. All of these forms reguire consiG-
eration of the linkages betveen theories, not just the lipk-~
age between theory and aata. Such consideration is possible
oniy with a focus or theoretical research prograss, on sets
of related unit theories (together with the research tnat

supports and the research tnat applies then).
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We have used that focus in analyzing the theoretical ac-
tivaity ip several progrars that are of current interest in
soclology: tihe deterrence and conflict spiral programs, the
expectation states prograk, and the distributive justice
prograz. Our analysis suggests that theoretical growth 1s a
muitifaceted process; we‘can make senhse Oof the theoretical
growth that occurs in sociology only if we pay attention to
its multifaceted cnaracter.

Bore specifically, our analysis indicates that there at
leést five different xinds of relations between theories
that occur in theoretical research prograks. Three of these
relations—theory elaboration, theory proliferation and
theory competition—represent distinctly dafferent forss of
theoretical growth. bach ot these types of relations may
serve as the primary mode of uevelopment for entire large-
scale programs. The anatomies of such programs correspond
to the pramary mode of growth. In linear proyrams (e.g. the
aeterrence and confiict spiral prograrks) the primkary aode is
elaboration; in branchling programs (e.g. the expectation
states prograa) it is proiiferation; in competing proyraas
(e-.g. the distributive Justice program} it is coapetition.

Two other relations——theory variation and theory
integration--are aore speciaiized an thear impact. Kkach
again represents a distinctly different form of tneoreticai
growth. However, neither 1s ordinarily a primary mode of

developrent for entire prograss. Rather, each occurs within



the context of estaplished programs based on otner kinas of
relations. Integration, pernaps the rarest and most drasat-
ic fora of theoretical growth, depends especlally on the ex-—
istence of a well—-developed program based on other rela-
tions; such developaent is probably necessary to deteraine
vhich concepts and pranciples in the integrated theories are
important enough and promising enough to be inciuded in a
single theoretical foraulation.

Perhaps the most surprising and unexpected result of our
amalysis is that theory integration may, in fact, occur in
any one of three datferent ways, depending on the nature of
the relation between the i1nteygrated theories. IJIf T (1) and
T(2) are variants (as in tne deterrence and conflici spiral
programs), integration is lakely to involve the specifica-
tion of conditions for the application of each variant. Ii
T(1) and T(2) are proliferants (as in the expectation states
progras), integration is likely to inveolve adentification of
properties whach perait the interrelation of disparate phe-
nomena. Fipnally, if T(1) and T(2) are competitors (as in
the distributive justice program), integration is likely to
involve the creation oi a new theoretical language that eba-
bles the theoraist to selecCct and imncorporate principles ifrom
the competainyg theories in a cocherent new theory.

our understanding of the tripartite character of theory
integration ekerged oniy 1h the analysis of specific con-

crete cases of theoretical growth in sociclogy. The anaiy-
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s1s of actual cases, we pelieve, is critical to the under-
standang of theoretical growtb. ¥ith Kuhn, we believe tuat
a discapline neeas exexplars. Each of the cases we bhave an-
alyzed provides an exemplar ot theoretical growth in socCiol-
og¥. &Any further developaent of our understanding of theoc-
etical growth in sociology must be anchored in the anaiysis
of such exemplars.

. Thus, whatever one's substantive interest 1n the particu-
lar cases considered, these cases (and probably many others
that can be ldentifieda) merit attention and careful analysis
and study. They provide us wath valuable information about
the nature of theoretical growth as it is pnow occurring in
our field. They also provide us with models that we can use
in realizing theoretical growth in the different braanches of

sociology.
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THEORETICAL STRUCTURE

Theories T{l)and T{2) share large
parts of their theoretical structures.

=

T(1l) T(2)

- —————— ——— —— -
—— i, A e i} i ke A i

DOMATN OF EXPLANATION

" The phenomena explained by theory T(1l)
are a subset of those explained by T(2).

it s ] e ot e i i e

(1) T (2)

CONFLICT IN PREDICTIONS

The predictions of theories T(1l) and
T(2) do not conflict or conflict only
over a very small part of their common
explanatory domain.

Figure 1: Elaboration.
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THEORETICAL SIRUCIURE
Theories T (1) and I (2) share a limited
portion of their tleoretical structures.
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DCMAIN OF EXPLAKATION
The phenomena exrlasined by thecry I (1)
are entirely different frcr the
pnencpena explained by thecry 7I(2).
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CCRFLICT IY¥ PREDICTIIONS
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THEORETIC2AL STRUCTIUERE
The theoretical stiuctures of theories
T(1) apnd T (2) are e€ntirely different.
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DCHAIN OF EXPLANAIION
The phenomena explained by thecry T (1)
and J(2) overlap tc a large extent.
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CCRFLICT IM PREDICIIONS
The predictions of theories T({1} and
T(2) conflict over a very large part cf
their commcn explarcatory dcmain.
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Column 1: Column 2: Column 3:

Kinds and sources of Mechanisms mediating and sta- Types of assesswent
behavioral and cogni- bilizing relations between and behavioral conse-
tive information _ inputs and behavioral outputs. quences output.
input. '

performance outputs,
disagreements, exer— ~———————e== performance expectations w—power and prestige
¢cizeg of influence, etc. o : behaviors

gtatus characteristics ———w—agpregated expectation states ———a=power and prestige
behaviors

assessments of and
referential structures ———m reward expectations —am-reactiong to justice

and injustice

sources of evaluation ———aseperformance expectationg———————s=power and prestige

behaviors
i

Figure 7: The structures ol explanation in the expectation
states resealch proyraime.
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THEORETICAL STRUCTURE
Theories T (1) and 1(2) share large
parts of tbheir thecretical stzructures.
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DCYXAIN OF EXPLAKA'IICN
The phenomena explained by theories
T{1}) and T (2) are virtually identical.
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COKFLICT IX PREDICIIORNS
The predictions of thearies TI(1 and
T(2) ccnflict only cver a very limited
part of their commcn dcmain.

Fagure 1T0: Varaiation
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THEQOERETICAL STRDCTIURE
The theoretical structure cf T(3) in-
corporates most of the irpcrtanpt ideas
in the variant thecries T(1) and T(2).
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DCXLIR OF EXPLAKRIIOKR
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(= R g i e S ey Phem e %

T (3)

|
|
|
|
|
I
|
(1) T(2)1
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There is no conflict in predictions Lke-
tween T1{3) and variants 1(1) and T(2).
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