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behavior is attempted. When there is organized or coordinated effort
in an inclusive group, as many as can be persuaded to help will be
included in that ¢ffort.*® Yet it will not (except in marginal cases,
where the collective good is only just worth its cost) be essential that
every individual in the group participate in the organization or
agreement. In essence this is because the nonparticipant normally
does not take the benefits of an inclusive good away from those who
do cooperate. An inclusive collective good is by definition such that
the benefit a noncooperator receives is not matched by corresponding
losses to those who do cooperate.*

When a group secks an exclusive collective good through an
agreement of organization of the firms in the market—that is, if there
is explicit or even tacit collusion in the market—the situation is much
different. In such a case, though the hope is that the number of firms
in the industry will be as small as possible, it is paradoxically almost
always essential that there be 100 per cent participation of those who

60. Riker's interesting argument, in The Theory of Political Coalitions, that there
will be a tendency toward minimum winning coalitions in many political contexts,
docs not in any way weaken the conclusion here that inclusive groups try to increase
their membership. Nor does it weaken any of the conclusions in this book, for
Riker's argument is relevant only to zero-sum situations, and no such situations are
analyzed in this book. Any group secking an inclusive collective good would not be
since the benefit by definition increases in amount as more
ood is provided. Even groups seeking
h the amount that can

in a zero-sum situation,
join the group, and as more of the collective g
ts do not fit Riker's model, for thoug!
fixed, the amount the price will be raised and thus
the gain to the group ate variable. It is unfortunate that Riker's otherwise stimulating
and useful book considers some phenomena, like military alliances, for which his
zeto-sum assumption is most inappropriate. See William H. Riker, The Theory of
Political Coalitions (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1962).

61. If the collective good were a “pure public good™ in Samuelson's sense, the
benefit the noncooperator receives would nat only not lead to a corresponding loss
to those wha did cooperate; it would not lead to any loss whatever for them. The
pure-public-good assumption secms, however, to be unnecessarily stringent for pres-
ent purposes. It would surely often be true that after some point, additional con-
cumers of a collective good would, however slightly, reduce the amount available
to others. The argument in the text therefore does not require that inclusive collective
goods be pure public goods. When an inclusive collective good is not a pure public
good, however, those in the group enjoying the good would not welcome additional
members who failed to pay adequate dues. Dues would not be adequate unless they
were at least equal in value to the reduction in the consumption of the old members
entailed by the consumption of the new entrant. As long as any significant degree
of “jointness in supply” remains, however, the gains to new entrants will exceed
the dues payment needed to ensure that the old members will be adequately com-
pensated for any curtailment in their own consumption, so the group will remain

truly “inclusive.”

exclusive collective go
be sold at any given price is
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interaction in inclusive groups, and that the hypothesis of independ-
ent behavior will frequently describe members of these groups
reasonably well,

F. A TaAxoNOMY OF GROUPS

To be sure, there can also be many instances in inclusive or non-
market groups in which individual members do take into account
the reactions of other members to their actions when they decide
what action to take—that is, instances in which there is the strategic
interaction among members characteristic of oligopolistic industries
in which mutual dependence is recognized. In groups of one size
range at least, such strategic interaction must be relatively impor-
tant. That is the size range where the group is not so small that one
individual would find it profitable to purchase some of the collective
good himself, but where the number in the group is nonetheless
sufficiently small that each member’s attempts or lack of attempts to
obtain the collective good would bring about noticeable differences
in the welfare of some, or all, of the others in the group. This can
best be understood by assuming for a moment that an inclusive
collective good is already being provided in such a group through
a formal organization, and then asking what would happen if one
member of the group were to cease paying his share of the cost of
the good. If, in a reasonably small organization, a particular person
stops paying for the collective good he enjoys, the costs will rise
noticeably for each of the others in the group; accordingly, they may
then refuse to continue making their contributions, and the collective
good may no longer be provided. However, the first person could
realize that this might be the result of his refusal to pay anything
for the collective good, and that he would be worse off when the
collective good is not provided than when it was provided and he
met part of the cost. Accordingly he might continue making a con-
tribution toward the purchase of the collective good. He might; or
he might not. As in oligopoly in a market situation, the result is
indeterminate. The rational member of such a group faces a strategic
problem and while the Theory of Games and other types of analyses
might prove very helpful, there scems to be no way at present of

getting a general, valid, and determinate solution at the level of
abstraction of this chapter.®

64. It is of incidental interest here to note also that oligopoly in the marketplace is
in some respects akin to logrolling in the organization, 1f the “majority” that vari-

SR D L ki L 1S

D A Y




44 The Logic of Collective Action

What is the range of this indeterminateness? In a small group in
which a member gets such a large fraction of the tatal benefit that he
would be better off if he paid the entire cost himself, rather than go
without the good, there is some presumption that the collective good
will be provided. In a group in which no one member got such a
large benefit from the collective good that he had an interest in
providing it cven i{ he had to pay all of the cost, but in which the
individual was still so important in terms of the whole group that his
contribution or lack of contribution to the group objective had 2
noticeable effect on the costs or benefits of others in the group, the

result is indeterminate.®® By contrast, in a large group in which no
single individual’s contrib

ution makes a perceptible difference to the
or the burden or benefit of any single member of
that a collective good will not be provided
side inducements that will lead
tin their common interest.*®

group as a whole,

the group, it is certain
unless there is coercion or some out

the members of the large group to ac

tre need is viewed as a collective good—something that
obtain unless other interests also share it—then the
cost each special-interest legislator would like to avoid

is the passage of the legislation desired by the other special-interest legislators, for
uding his own con-

if these interests gain from their legistation, often others, incl
stituents, may lose. But unless he is willing to vote for the legislation desired by the
others, the particular special-interest legislator in question will not be able to get his
own legislation passed. So his goal would be to work out a coalition with other
special-interest legislatots in which they would vote for exactly the legislation he
wanted, and he in turn would give them as little in return as possible, by insisting
that they motlerate their legislative demands. But sincc every potential logroller has
this same strategy, the result is indeterminate: the logs may be rolled or they may
not. Every one of the interests will be better off if the logrolling is done than if it
is not, but as individual interests strive for better legistative bargains the result of
the competing strategies may be that no agreement is reached. This is quite similar
to the situation oligopolistic groups are in, as they all desire a higher price and will
all gain il they restrict output to get it, but they may not be able to agree on market

shares.

65. The resul
and it is also true that the
have a noticeable effect.

66. One friendly critic has suggested that even
could continue providing 2 collective good simply by conducting a kind of plebiscite

among its members, with the understanding that if there were not 3 unanimous of
nearly unanimous pledge to contribute toward providing the collective good, this
good would no longer be provided. This argument, if 1 understand it correctly, is
mistaken. In such 2 situation, an individual would know that if others provided the
collective good he would get the benefits whether he made any contribution of not.
He would therefore have no incentive to make 2 pledge unless 2 completely unani-
mous set of pledges was required, or for some other reason his one pledge would
decide whether or not the good would be provided. But if a pledge were required
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her informal coordination or

It is now possible to specify when eit
to obtain a collective good.

formal organization will be necessary
The smallest type of group—the group in which one or more
members get such a large fraction of the total benefit that they find it
worthwhile to see that the collective good is provided, even if they
have to pay the entire cost—may get along without any group agree-
ment or organization. A group agreement might be set up to sprea

the costs more widely or to step up the level of provision of the
collective good. But since there s an incentive for unilateral and
individual action to obtain the collective good, neither a formal
organization nor even an informal group agreement is indispensable
to obtain a collective good. In any group larger than this, on the
other hand, no collective good can be obtained without some group
agreement, coordination, or organization. In the intermediate or
oligopoly-sized group, where two or more members must act

simultancously before a collective good can be obtained, there must

be at least tacit coordination or organization. Moreover, the larger a
nization it will need. The

group is, the more agreement and orga
larger the group, the greater the number that will usually have to be
included in the group agrecment or organization. It may not be
necessary that the entire group be organized, since some subset of the
whole group may be able to provide the collective good. But to
establish a group agreement or organization will nonetheless always
tend to be more difficult the larger the size of the group, for the
larger the group the more difficult it will be to locate and organize
even a subsct of the group, and those in the subset will have an
incentive to continue bargaining with the others in the group until
the burden is widely shared, thereby adding to the expense of
bargaining. In short, costs of organization are an increasing function
of the number of individuals in the group. (Though the more
nowledge. 1 therefore define “noticeability” in
d the institutional arrangements, that actually

exist in any given group, insetad of assuming a “‘natural noticeability” unaffected by
any group advertising or other arrangements. This point, along with many other
valuable comments, has been brought to my attention by Professof Jerome Rothen-
berg. who does, however, make much more of a group’s assumed capacity to create
artificial noticeability” than 1 would want to do. I know of no practical example
of a group or organization that has done much of anything, apart from improve
information, to enhance the noticeability of an individual's actions in striving for

a collective good.
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amount of that good, the less likely it is thateven 2 minimal
of that good could be obtained without coercion or scparate,

incentives.
- This means that there arc

factors that keep larger groups
First, the larger the group, the smaller the fractio
benefit any person acting in the group interest reccives, and the less

adequate the reward for any group-oricnlcd action, and the farther
the group falls short of getting an optimal supply of the collective
good, even if it should get some. Second, since the larger the group,
the smaller the share of the total benefit going to any individual, or
to any (absolutely) small subset of members of the group, the less
the likelihood that any small subset of the group, much less any
single individual, will gain enough from getting the collective good
to bear the burden of providing even 2 small amount of it; in other
words, the larger the group the smaller the likelihood of oligopolistic
interaction that might help obtain the good. Third, the larger the
number of members in the group the greater the organization costs,
and thus the higher the hurdle that must be jumped before any of
the collective good at all can be obtained. For these reasons, the
larger the group the farther it will fall short of providing an optimal
supply of a collective good, and very large groups normally will not,
in the absence of coercion of separate, outside incentives, provide

|_themselves with even minimal amounts of a collective good.**

logically conceivable, tvial, case in which
Id be provided with a very small amount of 2 collective good
te incentives. 1f some very small group enjoyed 2 collective
f the members would benefit by making sure that
cost, and if millions of people then

amount
outside

now three separate but cumulative

from furthering their own interests.
n of the total group

68. There is one but surely empirically tri
a large group cou
without coercion of outsic
good so inexpensive that any one ¢

it was provided, even if he had to pay all of the
entered the group. with the cost of the good nonctheless remaining constant, the

large Rroup could be provided with a little of this collective good. This is because
by hypothesis in this example the costs have remained unchanged, so that one person
still has an incentive to see that the good is provided. Even in such a case 3
this, however, it would still not be quite right to say that the large group was acting
in its group interest, since the output of the collective good would be incredibly
suboptimal. The optimal level of provision of the public good would increase each
time an individual entered the group, since the unit cost of the collective good by
hypothesis is constant, while the benefit from an additional unit of it increases with
every entrant. Yet the original provider would have no incentive to provide more
as the group expanded, unless ho formed an organization to share costs with the
others in this (now large) group. But that would entail incurring the considerable
costs of a large organization, and there would be no way these costs could be covered
through the voluntary and rational action of the individuals in the group. Thus,
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to any organization working in the latent group’s interest, or to bear
in any other way any of the costs of the necessary collective action.
Only a separate and “selective” incentive will stimulate a rational
individual in a latent group to act in a group-oriented way. In such
circumstances group action can be obtained only through an incen-
tive that operates, not indiscriminately, like the collective good, upon
the group as a whole, but rather selectively toward the individuals in
the group. The incentive must be “selective” so that those who do not
join the organization working for the group’s interest, or in other
ways contribute to the attainment of the group’s interest, can be
treated differently from those who do. These “selective incentives”
can be either negative or positive, in that they can either coerce by
punishing those who fail to bear an allocated share of the costs of the
group action, or they can be positive inducements offered to those
who act in the group interest.”? A latent group that has been led to
act in its group interest, either because of coercion of the individuals
in the group or because of positive rewards to those individuals, will
here be called a “mobilized” latent group.” Large groups are thus
called “latent” groups because they have a latent power or capacity
for action, but that potential power can be realized or “mobilized”
only with the aid of “selective incentives.”

The chances for group-oriented action are indeed different in cach
of the categories just explained. In some cases one may have some
expectation that the collective or public good will be provided; in
other cases one may be assured that (unless there are selective in-
centives) it will not; and still other cases could just as easily go either

72. Coercion is here defined to be a punishment that leaves an.individual on a
lower indiflerence curve than he would have been on had he borne his allocated
share of the cost of the collective good and not been coerced. A iJOélf‘,i.Vc inducement
is defined to be any reward that leaves an individual who pay¥¢ his ‘allocated share
of the cost of a collective good and receives the reward, on a; higher indifference
curve than he would have been had he borne none of the cost of the collective good
and lost the reward. In other words, selective incentives are defined to be greater

in value, in terms of each individual's preferences, than each individial's share of
the cost of the collective good. Sanctions and inducements of smaller-value will not
be sufficient to mobilize a latent group. On some of the problems of distinguishing
and defining coercion and positive incentives see Alfred Kuhn, The Study of Society:
A Unified Approach (Homewood, IIL.: Richard D. Irwin, Inc. and the Dorsey Press,
Inc, 1963), pp. 365-370.

73. Deutsch has also used the term “mobilization’ in a somewhat similar context,
but his use of the word is not the same, See Karl Deutsch, “Social Mobilization and
Political Development,” American Political Science Review, LV (September 1961),
493-514. :
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way. In any event, size is onc of the determining factors in deciding
whether or not it is possible that the voluntary, rational pursuit of
individual interest will bring forth group-oriented behavior. Small
groups will further their common interests better than large groups.

The question asked earlier in this chapter can now be answered.
It now seems that small groups are not only quantitatively, but also
qualitatively, different from large groups, and that the existence of
large associations cannot be explained in terms of the same factors

- that explain the existence of small groups.
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