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women of Usoda hamlet all dressed in identical yukata; and in the outermost
circle danced the children, relatives of Usoda members who had returned to the
ward for the holidays, and the few young women of the hamlet who were unmar-
ried (such as students), living with their parents, and ineligible to join the hamlet
Women's Association. Of those few members of other hamlets who did attend,
none danced. Although the previous year perhaps half of the women dancers were
from other hamlets, in 1979 none were. And everyone from other hamlets had re-
turned home by 9:00 P.M., with most returning home shortly after appearing and
paying their respects to their relatives and neighbors who were Usoda hamlet
members and present at the dance.

As soon as I realized what was happening, I asked some of the women from
other hamlets who I knew liked to dance why they were not dancing. Their re-
sponses varied: "Oh, I just donTt feel like it tonight. I must be getting old," or "I'm
a little tired tonight after all that dancing at the village bon odori." One response
was a little more specific: "They all have those identical yukata on, and it makes
it hard to join in" (minna wa yukatta ga sorotte'ru kara, odorinikui wa). And yet I
saw several of these same women at other dances held elsewhere in the following
days, and they danced then.

The effect of the identical yukata is clear: they prevented members of all
other hamlets from dancing at the Usoda dance. We may ask whether this effect
was intended and, if not, was it foreseen; or if not intended or foreseen, was it
regretted. I was unable to obtain definite answers to the first two questions.
None of the women or men from Usoda hamlet would admit that the effect of bar-
ring "outsiders" from dancing was intended, and likewise no one admitted to me
that they had thought beforehand that such an effect would be likely. On the
other hand, everyone in Usoda thought that the 1979 dance had been a smashing
success, largely due to the beauty of the identical yukata, and that they would
wear them every year whether or not anyone from other hamlets came. I could
detect no regret that their yukata had inhibited the other women from dancing.

The yukata cost approximately ¥6000 each and were made by two women
in the hamlet who had the necessary skill. Only those members of the hamlet
Women's Association who thought they would dance participated, as I was told, but
as a practical matter, all the women members under about forty-five had yukata
made. They each saved ¥1000 a month from "household expense money" (heso-
kuri) for six months after settling on the plan in January 1979. The primary effect
was to have been aesthetic: "Wouldn't everyone look nice dancing together in
identical yukata." (The dance steps are performed individually, with each dancer
performing the same movements simultaneously in a circle revolving around a
central drum tower.)

The men and women of Usoda hamlet told me that the idea of making the
yukata had originated with the women. Outside the hamlet, however, there were
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suspicions that the women had been put up to it by the men, who wanted a further
demonstration of hamlet solidarity (danketsu) with which to confront the other
hamlets of the ward. The hamlets themselves are ranked or have reputations
based on their solidarity. Usoda is acknowledged as the hamlet with the most
solidarity, and the other hamlets are only now beginning to come out of a period
of unstable leadership. It was even insinuated in more than one other hamlet that
the plan must have come from the men because the women in leadership posts or
positions of influence in the hamlet are "far too hairbrained to have ever come up
with such a plan themselves and would never have been able to carry it out with-
out the urging of their husbands and fathers-in-law."

A few days after the festivities, I asked the woman who was the ringleader
of the younger set in that hamlet if she had noticed that no women from other
hamlets had danced, although many had the year before and the year before that.
Her answer and a subsequent discussion took place:

"Yes, of course we noticed. But we don't invite people from other hamlets to
come. We don't send out invitations like the village does. Sure, we want people to
come and look, but we really hold the dance for the children and old folks. The
money we get in contributions goes for the children's undokai (field day) in this
hamlet. Every single family in this hamlet made a contribution, but you were the
only person outside the hamlet to bring one. Danketsu in this hamlet is very
strong, and we're the only hamlet able to have a bon odori and a field day for our
children."

"But didn't you notice that people from the other hamlets not only did not dance
but also didn't stay long and didn't watch either?"

"Oh, some did, but we don't send invitations, after all. People from other hamlets
can come or not come just as they like." She also mentioned that they would con-
tinue wearing the yukata every year, and so I asked if she thought anyone at all
from other hamlets would come the next year.

"Oh certainly, people will come so the children can have a good time. Everyone
enjoys seeing these kinds of dances, and more people always watch than dance
anyway."

But the women from other hamlets were not so sure that they would attend
in future. One woman, who enjoys dancing very much, responded, "Well, our chil-
dren are getting older now and don't really need me to take them just across the
road. It's not really much fun to just go and watch when you can't dance." Replies
from other women in other hamlets were much the same, and none was certain
that she would attend the next time.
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Discussion

The only hypothesis that this case addresses directly is Exchange Commit-
ment. Attempts to arrange productive exchange transactions between hamlets in
contexts other than the ward council seem generally to end in failure, as the
arrangements and later accusations involved in the Nohara-Yanagida joint spon-
sorship of a bon odori demonstrate.

But the fundamental issues here are (1) the nature of the ties between fam-
ilies in contexts other than that of the hamlet as hamlet members and (2) the cen-
tral position of the hamlet itself as the local nexus for productive exchange
transactions.

As long as women from other hamlets could remain inconspicuous among
the dancers, individuals among other individuals, they could dance freely and rely
on individual ties of kinship or neighborhood to justify their presence. They need
not be recognized as members of "other hamlets." From the perspective of the
hamlet holding the dance, however, while any individual woman from another
hamlet could justify her presence, the collectivity could not. All of these individ-
ual women, together, amounted to "too many" women from other hamlets. These
women did not bring contributions because they were not "really there." That is,
they were merely individuals in a crowd, and the ties that justified their presence
at all were not to the hamlet sponsoring the dance but to friends, neighbors, and
relatives. The relationship of these women to the dance did not continue on to the
hamlet but stopped with the individuals to whom they were tied and who were also
at the dance.

The yukata were not the result of an impulsive gesture, an aesthetic fling,
as it were, but a well-planned and carefully guarded symbolic statement through
concerted action. They effectively identified those participants who were "really
there," who had ties to the hamlet itself and could not dance for free. The women
without matching yukata, those who were not "really there" and who belonged to
other hamlets, could no longer sustain the illusion of absence, of anonymity, of
mere faces in the crowd. The overriding importance of the direct hamlet tie was
brought to consciousness again.

The effect was achieved by mapping hamlet membership onto the dress of
the dancers, by indicating an identity between dancer and hamlet member. This
was done by raising everyone's investment in the hamlet, which was, after all, the
nexus through which the dance was organized and actualized. Women from other
hamlets simply had no basis in previous investment in that hamlet upon which to
construct effects due to "further investment." The women from other hamlets
were without the opportunity to invest in yukata of the same kind, although it is
certain that, even if they had known that such a plan was afoot, they would not
have purchased yukata like those made in Usoda but, if any, different patterns for
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matching yukata in their own hamlets. The secrecy was intended entirely to
prevent women from the other hamlets from making their own identical yukata.
Without knowledge that such a plan was in the offing, it was extremely unlikely
that any other hamlet would have had identical yukata made since no other hamlet
had its own dance.

While it is sometimes, though only very rarely, possible for someone to get
"a free lunch" in a hamlet not his own, participation in hamlet affairs by outsiders
is never possible on a regular basis. The ties between individuals in different
hamlets always remain individual or aspects of temporary statuses, such as hamlet
or village offices. Ties between members of different hamlets, except as aspects
of hamlet relations, never become collective because the resources of hamlet
members are already committed to their own hamlets. Unable to match the new
level of investment required (the contributions which they had, until then, been
able to avoid making, plus the cost of the yukata), the women from the other
hamlets were obliged to withdraw and refrain from participation as dancers (in
their own eyes) and as freeloaders (in the eyes of the members of Usoda hamlet to
whom they had no individual ties). They chose not to absorb the cost of seeing
their own hamlets humiliated, which they would have done if they remained as
mere spectators. This seems to have been a uniformly unacceptable choice for
the women from all of the other hamlets, and they all retired from the field early.

This is the essential problem of relations between hamlets, and it is a ne-
cessary correlate of high mutual investment within hamlets. The ties between in-
dividuals who belong to different hamlets can never become the basis for collec-
tive action among two or more hamlets, and in fact, such ties are always suspect
in the eyes of fellow hamlet members precisely because they require resources
that all hamlet members know must be available to claims within the hamlet
first. All hamlet members have ties outside their own hamlets, but no one is will-
ing to recognize that his neighbor's extrahamlet ties have a legitimate priority
over claims originating in his own hamlet. Because the ties between individuals in
different hamlets are individual, it is never possible to raise the level of invest-
ment between hamlets to levels within any hamlet; the resource base achieved by
a hamlet cannot be duplicated by an ego-centered network, in which all members
are already members of hamlets and hamletlike groups, without initial invest-
ments beyond the reach of individuals or without raising the likelihood of defec-
tion to unacceptably high levels. Consequently, there remains a residue of suspi-
cion of defection that is debilitating in the extreme between individual hamlets,
and hamlet members remain unwilling to invest in interhamlet projects when they
cannot rely on their own ties directly to individuals in other hamlets. But again,
this multiplicity of individual ties cannot serve as a basis for collective action
because the lack of direct ties between members of the two hamlets is greater.
And where there is no tie of mutual investment to avoid defection in exchange,
exchange becomes both more costly and more risky. Insofar as Usoda's bon odori
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was a function exchange in that hamlet, we must consider the participation of
women from other hamlets as a form of deception. Not one of those women was
able to continue her behavior without the cloak of invisibility.

Resources are limited, and so hamlet solidarity can only be achieved at the
expense of limiting opportunities elsewhere. Because the mechanism of mutual
investment requires claims on all of a member's resources, opportunities outside
the group must be limited completely, at least in theory. They are not, however,
because of differences in individually controlled resources, with the lowest com-
mon denominator determining the level of activity possible in such a group, and
because there is a time lag between the proposals within the group for action and
the implementation of such proposals.

In this particular ward, each hamlet has the formal power to veto any pro-
posal made in the ward council. I was often told that if the hamlets and not the
ward were the units officially recognized by the city as administrative units, the
ward council and the ward organization would become moribund. Before the war
the ward council was primarily the organ of the landlords, who maintained ties
with landlords in other hamlets and villages. Now, because it is a ward in the city,
the village organization is almost entirely supported from above, by the city.
Despite the fact that ward members believe that "it is necessary to organize and
use large numbers of people when dealing with the city," the ward organization
continues to serve primarily as a conduit for information passed from the city to
the hamlets. If there were no ward and no ward council, however, each hamlet
would continue as a viable nexus for productive exchange among its members.
Relations between hamlets, however, even at the ward level, are tenuous at best,
and between or among individual hamlets, virtually nonexistent. This fact is less
due to the internal strength of the hamlets than to the mechanism through which
hamlet members are able to lessen the likelihood of defection in exchange within
the hamlet.



CHAPTER 5:
DECISIONS: DIVISION AND SOLIDARITY IN HAMLET SOCIETY

Where the previous chapter specifically analyzed each decision in relation
to each relevant hypothesis derived theoretically in chapter 2, it is the task of the
present chapter to trace out the more general effects of this way of making deci-
sions on the overall tenor of hamlet society. In particular, this chapter examines
the problems of participation, opposition, and membership in relation to the public
pursuit of private interest.

The process of group decision making brings together, focuses, articulates,
influences, and even creates private preferences. But while the way in which the
decision-making process generally influences the social milieu in which decisions
are made is a question of particular interest to students of decision making, deci-
sion makers themselves can only be interested in such matters to the extent they
affect the distribution of influence over outcomes of concrete decisions. Where
the two—pursuit of private interest in public settings and the effects of decision-
making procedures on social relations—come together, we shall expect to discover
an already developed native theory concerning their relation. Such theorizing can
only be an interested theorizing, however; it may or may not diverge from disin-
terested theorizing, or at least theory embedded in a different social matrix, but
its aim must always be the production of strategy and tactics for use in a specific
decision-making procedure. This is not to say that, within the scope of this study,
rural Japanese are more or less calculating as decision makers or decision theo-
rists, more or less compassionate than other human beings, or even more or less
able decision makers than members of other cultures and social situations, but
only that the task of disinterested theory is not to provide an alternative to native
theory but to demonstrate the sociological basis within which it operates and has
developed. In the case of rural Japan, this basis is the hamlet productive ex-
change relation governed by mutual investment. Consequently, we must leave
open the possibility that interested theory developed on this specific premise,
however unconsciously perceived, incompletely articulated, differently expressed,
or conceptually refined, will have generated many strategies and tactical maneu-
vers that have no place in other theories, such as those based on simple exchange
governed by contract.

145
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The findings of this study suggest that while the culture at large may or
may not include specific instructions on how collective decisions ought to be
made, unless this information is acquired by induction and presented as a rule of
thumb for the practical pursuit of private interest in a specific exchange context,
it remains irrelevant to the determination of the mode in which any particular
group decision is taken. "Voting" may or may not be regarded by many of the
participants in decision-making processes in Nohara or Japan generally as an
element in the strategic repertoire entailing negative evaluations, or even as an
importation and imposition. The tendency toward division in hamlet collective
decisions, however, is a direct result of the dramatic increase in postwar years of
privately, compared with corporately, held resources in the hamlet, together with
the commitment to productive exchange within the hamlet that is implied by
hamlet membership.

It remains a fact, however, that whatever is said about collective decision
making in hamlets of rural Japan by native participants, native theorists, or
scholarly observers, hamlet members must still make public choices. Thus, the
relation of decision mode to resource control (or any of the other hypotheses
offered here) as a generalization from the consequences of practice and the model
of exchange that explains this relationship is fundamentally irrelevant to decision
makers. They cannot "trust" these generalizations in actual practice any more
than they can "trust" their own or their neighbors' theories concerning how they
themselves collectively make decisions. What are always at issue are applications
of the rate of exchange and, hence, the distribution of resources within the ham-
let. As Bourdieu (1977: 19) points out:

The informant's discourse, in which he strives to give himself the
appearance of symbolic mastery of his practice, tends to draw atten-
tion to the most remarkable "moves," i.e. those most esteemed or
reprehended, in the different social games, . . . rather than to the
principle from which these moves and all equally possible moves can
be generated and which, belonging to the universe of the undisputed,
most often remain in their implicit state. But the subtlest pitfall
doubtless lies in the fact that such descriptions freely draw on the
highly ambiguous vocabulary of rules, the language of grammar, mo-
rality, and law, to express a social practice that in fact obeys quite
different principles. The explanation agents may provide of their own
practice, thanks to a quasi-theoretical reflection on their practice,
conceals, even from their own eyes, the true nature of their practical
mastery, i.e. that it is a learned ignorance (docta ignorantia), a mode
of practical knowledge not comprising knowledge of its own princi-
ples. It follows that this learned ignorance can only give rise to
misleading discourse of a speaker himself misled, ignorant both of the
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objective truth about his practical mastery (which is that it is igno-
rant of its own truth) and of the true principle of the knowledge his
practical mastery contains.

It follows that the hypotheses presented in chapter 2 do not necessarily
embody forms that replicate the discourse of informants on their own behavior.
The hypotheses concerning consent criteria are specifically not the conscious
products of the participants in the decision-making process I have observed.
These criteria are as follows:

1. There must be a demonstrable potential to benefit for each mem-
ber of the group.
2. Where there is no such potential, participation cannot be induced
and no liability assigned.
3. No benefits can flow differentially to any member as a direct
function of initial private expenditure or the expenditure of corporate
resources.
4. All opportunities for benefit must provide the possibility for
individual members to benefit by further expenditure of production
costs that are not coerced in any way or, where that good to be sup-
plied does not exceed demand, by a share in those benefits equal that
of other members who share equal liability.

The "back translation" of this set of criteria, which are established from
the point of view of the collective process, is simply expressed as a judgment of
each participant on the likely outcome of each alternative, namely, "Can I do
better than this, or am I being misled?" If the issue has been thoroughly re-
searched, and if none of the above criteria have been violated with regard to any
member of the group, then no member will feel that he is being deceived or that
he can do better within the framework of the alternatives offered by the issue at
hand. Ultimately, each member must ask himself, "Well, if this is all the better I
can do in this group, can I do better elsewhere?" Historically, in this hamlet, the
answer to this question has been overwhelmingly in the negative. But insofar as it
is a question answered within the privacy of the individual household, the range of
the values defining the answer's parameters falls outside the scope of this study
and inquiry into collective, rather than individual, decision-making practice.

The primary implication of this set of criteria is that group membership
will not become, in and of itself, a liability to any member. It insures that group
members cannot be stripped of the means of production and resources necessary
for production and consumption by other members acting in concert as a coali-
tion. The importance of this element in the collective decision-making process
cannot be overemphasized because it defines the maximally effective distribution
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of resources within the hamlet with regard to the collective creation of opportuni-
ties for production and productive exchange. The hamlet in which this study was
conducted is not a collectivity in which the membership is so specialized and in-
terdependent that the removal of any one member implies the immediate extinc-
tion of the entire group or even another member. Japanese hamlets have never
been like that and are not now becoming collectivities of that sort. Rather, they
are becoming less mutually dependent, even as the total amount of resources
available for collective undertakings grows. No member is indispensible.

As a consequence, all members must at some time face the decision wheth-
er or not they would be better off as nonmembers. And conversely, the coalition
in favor of a course of action must decide whether such a member (faced with
that decision) ought no longer be a member of the group. The satisfaction of the
above criteria within each decision reduces the number of such side-decisions to
the absolute minimum and, thus, assures the stability of the group to the greatest
possible extent. It also provides for the widest possible participation in the im-
plementation of each decision.

Unanimity in the form of a lack of overt objection in itself does not guar-
antee willing participation, especially if the expression of opposition is blocked
rather than encouraged. It is clear that no goods of any kind will be produced
unless the distribution of those goods can be limited to those who combined to
provide them, or the cost of nonparticipation can be raised above the cost of
participation. Unless costly applications of force are introduced into the equa-
tion, these criteria provide maximum benefit at least cost to all members without
requiring any member to directly or indirectly subsidize any other member.

That each member must be satisfied with regard to these criteria for each
issue reveals the major structural effect of the operation of mutual investment.
Implementation of collective decisions will not redistribute resources around the
hamlet differentially and, thus, not provide only some members with the resources
necessary to move up to higher levels of investment, production, or consumption
than can be maintained within the group. And not all proposals will be imple-
mented in any event. But the commitment of resources to the relationship re-
quires that resources be made available to productive exchange within the rela-
tionship and not outside it for the same set of opportunities. Consequently, group
members may choose among proposals available outside their own group only if
their own group cannot provide the same opportunities internally (e.g., wage labor
and marriage markets). But a member cannot, in good faith, enter into an exter-
nal opportunity simply because his own group has decided not to exploit that par-
ticular opportunity.

This constraint on the ability to exploit opportunities for exchange implies
that interaction will be maximal within the group and minimal between groups or
members of different groups over the same range of opportunities. Those
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opportunities that will be exploited by members outside the group, when the group
has decided not to undertake them itself, must always contain the promise of a
much higher return or lower initial investment to be at all attractive. Unless a
group member is prepared to risk discovery of his defection from the relation, the
opportunity must provide a steady source of further alternative opportunities for
exchange and not merely a casual alternative to the ongoing exchange relation in
which he finds himself embedded. To the extent that such an opportunity appears
attractive, the risk of defection by these potential new partners also increases.
This fact is well known to the members of Nohara hamlet from both practical ex-
perience and anecdote.

At issue is not merely the sentiment of hamlet members and their idiosyn-
cratic attachment to the collective representations of a shared identity, but the
limited resources that can be collectively applied to the exploitation of an oppor-
tunity at any one time. The resulting structure of groups and relations among and
between groups is similar to that described by Nakane (1970): there will be a
sharp tendency toward hierarchy and replication of functions within groups and
extreme difficulty in raising the level of exchange by merging groups of the same
structural order, which provide the same range of exchange opportunities to their
members. Although returns may be lower within a group for any particular trans-
action when compared to those offered by alternative partners external to the
group, the risk of defection is also lower within the group. To the extent that the
entire field of opportunity is organized by mutual investment, awareness of the
likelihood of defection becomes the primary orientation toward exchanges among
members of different groups.

It is through consideration of the criteria of consent, stemming from the
impossibility of reconciling the subsidization of some hamlet members by others
with participation in everyday hamlet affairs, that we must conclude that there is
no actual privileged position corresponding to "the good of the hamlet as a whole"
from which the hamlet productive exchange relation itself can be observed. While
the group may be involved in simultaneous consideration of several different is-
sues, the tensions involved in each issue do not result in a summation of all tension
and do not present themselves as a single obstacle that immobilizes the decision-
making capacity of the group, unless defection is discovered. Not only are deci-
sions settled independently of one another, but they are never settled by regarding
any or all issues at hand as one issue with multiple solutions. This is precisely
because each issue is strictly confined to those circumstances in which it presents
itself; each member must satisfy himself that the rate of exchange determined
within the relationship is accurately (or adequately) applied to each issue as it
arises.

Contrary to the statements of participants, who easily express their belief
that it is always the same individuals who are in the opposition and that this
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tendency is a function of the personality of the individual or his household, a
review of the data shows that the support and opposition on each issue is formed
independently on the basis of objective interests in the alternatives presented by
that issue. Group members found themselves allied with different members on
every issue, and coalitions only formed around single issues, not personalities.
This state of affairs neither tempts members to resolve issues en masse nor pre-
vents them from resolving "easier" issues while more "difficult" issues remain
unsettled. Neither convenience nor expedience overrides the demand of all mem-
bers that each (for his own part) be satisfied with regard to the above criteria of
consent on each and every issue.

It is only by refusing to merge issues into single, over-arching settlements
that each member is able to "keep his books straight"—to assess the impact of
each issue on his continued ability to remain a hamlet member and avoid subsi-
dizing other members of the hamlet. It is the rate of exchange itself that, if
applied to each member's satisfaction in each issue, makes such "bookkeeping"
automatic. What is of concern, within the application of the rate of exchange and
the collective interpretation of the distribution of potential to benefit among the
membership as a social process, is that "bookkeeping" as such not become part of
the exchange process in any immediate way. Underlying this concern, and the
reason for it, is the major mechanism that makes such decision making, and such
groups, possible, namely, that an indefinitely numerous series of transactions with
the same partner(s) is one way to reduce defection in exchange. And this series
must also be well regulated to avoid involuntary consumption of resources in the
form of subsidies to other members. By avoiding "bookkeeping" altogether, no one
can "juggle the books." Over time, such subsidies as would enter through con-
stantly negotiating a new rate of exchange would not lead to a "balance of results"
among members but the breakdown of the relationship. Within the decision-
making process, the accumulation of subsidies is uni-directional when the resource
pool is finite.

In the following section, these general findings are related to the specific
features of the cases previously presented.

Decision Mode and Participant Orientation

The idioms in which consensual and adversarial discussions and negotiation
are conducted in Japan are extremely clear in most instances and appear to be
deliberate exaggerations to Western eyes. A brilliant photo essay on the
Minamata pollution case by W. Eugene and Aileen Smith contains several accounts
of adversarial negotiation and decision making (Smith and Smith 1975). Robert
Smith (1978) also provides something of the flavor of the atmosphere in which
such deliberations are conducted, with armbands, posters, placards, and angry
threatening voices.
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None of the discussions that I was able to record in this fieldwork, with one
possible exception, was conducted in this idiom or with this orientation. This one
exception occurred in the late summer of 1977, at which a presentation by city
engineers of plans to expand the municipal trash-burning facilities was disrupted
by local farmers. The farmers yelled at the engineers, and the engineers ignored
the farmers. Finally, one of the farmers tore the elaborate diagram of the
planned facility from the wall on which it was hung, rolled it into a ball, and
hurled it at the chief engineer. That brought the meeting to a close.

Later, however, the man who had done this told me that it was all for show
and that "if you donTt take a tough stand with city hall, they simply will not listen
at all." Whether or not his anger, and that of the other farmers, was as intense as
they wished it to appear, I do not know. But what is clear is that there is local
understanding of the idiom of adversarial discussion and orientation to decision
making. It is an idiom and orientation that I did not once see inside the hamlet or
its subgroups.

The adversarial orientation requires direct confrontation and the close
identification by adversaries with competing alternative courses of action. The
case of the softball equipment purchase reveals an idiom of discussion in which
the participants are closely identified with alternative courses of action and yet
remain within the consensual orientation. This alternative is found in the use of
"politeness language" (keigo). Such language allows each participant to defer to
the other and show respect for him without showing agreement with his position.
It allows the individuals to demonstrate that they do not identify the other with
the position he presents and to avoid unambiguous insult when criticizing a partic-
ular course of action. It was in this idiom that much of the discussion between
Koichi and Hirao was conducted, and they resorted to this idiom as soon as they
realized that they were both committed to opposed positions on the issue.

The above shows that there are two distinct idioms of discussion when two
parties find themselves opposed. One leads to confrontation and an open break,
and the other to a separation of the speaker from his opinion. In the consensual
orientation, there are also two distinct idioms. The first is that which is ex-
pected: discussion is carried out in more or less friendly language and with a
disinterested air. This is the idiom that I most often encountered. Another is
when putative antagonists work to achieve a mutually satisfactory agreement.
This idiom, the use of the garb of public protest in which there is the appearance
of an open break, seems to occur most often in labor negotiations in Japan and
serves to symbolize the distance between labor and management even though both
parties are sincerely concerned with the welfare of the company (Hanami 1979:
42-45). In this idiom, within the consensual orientation, we see the railroads'
annual one- and two-hour strikes at contract negotiation time, for example.
Perhaps it was an example of this juxtaposition of idiom and orientation I
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witnessed when the diagram was removed from the wall and thrown at the city's
representative.

These various combinations of idiom and orientation of discussion do not,
however, correlate with the mode, division or unanimity, in which the decision is
made. Of the eight cases presented here for which a definite conclusion was
reached and known, four—softball, fire pump, English class and rice polisher-
appear to have been settled even though there was division. The others were set-
tled unanimously—fire extinguisher, rice cooker, gas ring, and city water. I do not
insist on this particular partitioning of case by mode, however. It might be pos-
sible to consider the English class as a unanimous decision, and city water, divi-
sion. But in any case, both modes have representative eases, and there are no
empty classes of decision mode.

It is useful here to discuss exactly what a vote is and can do and the overall
importance of the ability of a group to raise the costs of members who do not con-
sider the decision of the group binding. There is, first, no sense in which a vote
may be thought binding on a member opposed to it unless the costs of disregarding
the decision are higher than those involved in the decision. Obviously, where this
is not possible, only unanimous decisions are possible. Conversely, where an indi-
vidual finds that his only alternative to abiding by a decision is death, his active
participation can hardly be said to be necessary to the implementation of the de-
cision, except in hypothetical cases. Such cases are not likely to arise in the
setting in which this research, at any rate, was conducted because production and
consumption remain fundamentally independent among members of hamlets.

Second, a vote may carry either one or two messages. When it is not clear
to participants where support for any alternative lies, a vote may make this
clear. This function is extremely useful in decisions made by large groups. At the
same time, the result of the vote conveys the message to each participant that he
must then make a decision himself on whether or not he will regard the decision as
binding. This individual decision must make reference to the costs that the group
can, and is likely to, assess for noncompliance. But when the first message is
redundant and the likely result known beforehand, only the second message is con-
veyed by a vote; those in opposition to the result must either appeal the vote or be
prepared to decide whether they will consider it binding or absorb the costs the
group will impose.

The one parameter that will affect this decision is whether or not the
course of action can be implemented without the participation of those who chose
to absorb the costs for noncompliance the group will impose. The decisions taken
in this hamlet make this point extremely clear: when the resources necessary for
successful implementation must be contributed directly by the membership, no de-
cision is worth implementing that will require more than one or two members to
think carefully about the alternatives to noncompliance.
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But this is also true for those members who wish to see a certain course of
action implemented; they must always consider whether or not they wish to im-
plement any course of action that is likely to remove members from the group.
Such a course of action is rarely seen as desirable because they will have to absorb
the costs that would have been paid by those who do not comply on that decision
and, if these people are removed from the group, on every future decision as well.

It is for this reason that a small majority will not decide any issue, but only
a majority that leaves, in this case, only one or two members in the minority.
This point is apparent in the decisions on the purchase of the rice polisher and fire
pump. In the issue of the rice polisher, it was clear who was opposed to the pur-
chase and who was in favor, even without a vote. What had to be established was
not so much the distribution of opinion but the grounds for assessing penalties for
noncompliance. These grounds—objective potential to benefit—were found at the
point that insured a minimal opposition, even at the expense of a dislocation
between what was said in public and what was actually done. This solution was
also adopted for the softball equipment.

When resources needed for the implementation of a course of action are al-
ready corporate property, and implementation is possible without the active sup-
port of each member, no member will find it worthwhile to leave the group merely
to voice opposition to that course of action that he cannot, by noncompliance,
prevent being adopted and implemented. Whatever the result of the decision, an
individual member can only lose access to resources that he could not, in any
event, allocate at his own discretion. Hence, if there is agreement by a majority,
there will be unanimous agreement in such cases.

A vote, as pointed out, is not merely a mechanical device for dividing par-
ticipants in a decision by opinion. It may also serve as a medium of communica-
tion for messages other than the expression of opinion. In the case of the fire
pump, it was used simply to pressure the opposition, which was small. The issue of
the installation of city water does not seem to have come to a vote precisely be-
cause legitimate grounds for objection—poverty and lack of potential to benefit-
were of primary concern to each member, or to the group as a whole, from the be-
ginning. It may in fact be that this issue did come to a vote at some time. But if
it did, then the fact, and the results, have been expunged from the records, and
this information, as is usually the case, is not now recoverable. But whether ob-
jections were raised in a vote or not, conditions were ultimately provided so that
no objection could be sustained by any member unless that member was willing to
leave the group to avoid compliance.

The example of the decision on the English class shows how the simple me-
chanical procedure of voting, however, can serve as a means of communicating
messages other than the two mentioned above. There is no doubt that this issue
could have been settled unanimously and that, ultimately, there was not even
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opposition to allow the use of the hamlet hall. Opposition was expressed through
the vote to an issue that was not being considered at the time and that was
thought to have been settled. This represents the one occasion in which two
separate issues were linked by participants. In this case, it was not a matter of
trading off interests in issues but in expressing opposition to one course of action
through the decision being made on another. Both of the men expressing that op-
position, however, would only have done so if they knew that their opposition
would not prevent the adoption of the course of action being decided at the time.
They did not, in fact, want that course of action prevented.

In all of the cases analyzed here, no issue was raised that might have
caused any member to seriously consider leaving the group rather than comply
with a collective decision. In all of these cases, an argument was made so that
the criteria for participation were satisfied for each participant and the cost of
compliance was lower than the cost of noncompliance.

It is in this connection we return to what seems the prevailing "last straw"
theory of division in hamlet affairs. Smith (1978) provides an account of this
theory of hamlet conflict as well as an extended example in the Clover Affair. It
is argued that the harmony and solidarity of hamlets is provided at the expense of
suppression of points of irritation and conflict within the hamlet. When conflict
does erupt in hamlets, it does so with an extreme bitterness that only the "pres-
sure cooker" environment of close face-to-face relations makes possible. While
Smith does not subscribe wholeheartedly to this theory, neither does he offer an
explanation for the Clover Affair beyond the cogent observation that the trend
toward economic independence of members has "undermined the power of the
hamlet to defend itself against outside incursions" (1978; 241).

The model developed here favors a unified approach, which might be best
thought of as a "quantum jump" model, in which both harmony and solidarity are
real and do not suffer pressures where any issue might convert into direct hostili-
ty. On the contrary, the appearance of conflict is not directly related to the
results of past decisions and repressed hostilities but can emerge at any moment if
an issue arises in which the returns to some members are great enough that they
will never recover the value of the opportunity lost through future interaction
within the group. The model might also be thought of as a "main chance" model,
or a "once-in-a-lifetime opportunity" model. As Smith (1978: 246) points out,
"People are sufficiently aware of the practical benefits of these relationships to
be persuaded that, unless they are prepared to make the final break and move
away, it is well worth nurturing them carefully and restoring those that have been
ruptured." This sentence implies a variant of the model advocated here, the "take
the money and run" model.

There are two crucial points with regard to the circumstances under which
the Clover Affair developed and that determined the direction of its
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development. First, the Clover company, to implement its own decision to locate
in Kurusu, only needed to purchase one small piece of land in the area owned by a
Kurusu family. Second, the resources that the company needed, in effect an en-
vironment that could absorb the effluvia and other pollution its plant would gen-
erate, could be obtained without the individual consent of each hamlet member.
These two features made possible the rapid implementation of the company's deci-
sion. Any hamlet member who did not intend to take a job in the factory could
never regain what would be lost through hamlet interaction of the traditional
sort. There was no means by which the families opposed to the plan could raise
the cost of participation for those who favored the plan beyond the dissolution of
the hamlet as a nexus for productive exchange. Thus, we see that it was not the
group in the hamlet in favor of the plant that gave way, but the Clover company
itself, whose original proposal seems to have contained no small element of decep-
tion as well.

It is clearly a matter of the stakes involved and a comparison of the pay-
offs expected from investment outside the hamlet to those within. For such hos-
tility to break out, it is necessary that some members believe that they will never
get such an opportunity again, that the opportunity can never be matched within
the hamlet, and that they can implement the decision without the participation of
any members who disagree. This does not involve a majority and a minority, and a
minority can undertake such a project as well as a majority. There is no reason to
think that "old wrongs" or old alliances are involved. When such an opportunity
arises, we must always expect it to be taken, and those who take it will be pre-
pared to accept the conversion of past investments into losses. This case repre-
sents the limits to which the strategy of mutual investment is efficient. Such op-
portunities often require a strategy of unilateral action, if not outright decep-
tion: the true cost-benefit ratio is not made apparent. When defection is not re-
quired, such opportunities cannot be abandoned or lost. They must be taken or
they will amount to nothing more than subsidies of one's partners. The interests
of all members are never completely identical.

Minimal Criteria f or Consent

The Clover Affair demonstrates what can happen when an attempt is made
to implement a decision before all participants are satisfied that the criteria
given here have been satisfied. In retrospect, it is possible to imagine that these
criteria could have been satisfied for all members within the decision-making pro-
cess in its normal state, but it is not now possible to know with certainty. What is
certain is that the members in favor of the plant did not care whether everyone in
the hamlet was satisfied or not, and they were not willing to risk the plant to find
out if it would even have been possible to satisfy everyone. This can only be the
case when some members believe that the hamlet must be sacrificed to such an
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opportunity or that those who are not satisfied can be co-opted into participation
after the fact.

It must always remain a matter for the interpretation of participants
whether or not they have the potential to benefit from any issue in which they are
involved because of hamlet membership. The issues of the softball equipment and
the rice polisher both turned upon this point. Of course, such an interpretation
must be possible if there is to be consideration of a motion at all. Consequently,
much of the political activity in the hamlet consists precisely of the struggle of
opposing interpretations concerning the distribution of the potential to benefit in
any issue. The kinds of resources that are employed in this struggle can be seen in
the issues of the fire pump and the rice polisher. Group members, after all, must
participate where they can benefit; they cannot remain group members if they do
not participate where they can benefit.

It is the potential to benefit that forms the basis for consideration of any
proposal for action. Where such a basis is lacking, to the extent it is lacking,
support and participation will diminish. When a psychologically oriented student
of Japan, such as Lebra (1976; 158), writes that Japanese "comply with the will of
the group against their own will," we must interpret such statements against the
background of a system of relationships within groups where participation is not
expected at all if there is no potential to benefit but is expected where there is
such potential, even though that potential is not easily activated or realized. That
is to say, "free will" is only "free" from the point of view that each person can and
must assess the costs and benefits of any action open to him. It does not mean
that any segment of the universe is responsible for the gratification of any indi-
vidual's wants. In many groups in Japan it is clear that, while the alternatives
within the group are not all that they might always be, they are better than those
available to its members outside the group, and certainly freer of defection.
Within the group, individuals have at least two grounds for legitimate opposition
to any proposal, but that opposition must be legitimate, or the relationship cannot
be sustained. Individuals do not yield their legitimate interests to the will of the
group, but they do find, over the long run, that they must participate in the group
if they are to benefit from it.

The presence of these criteria allows judgments to be made about the wis-
dom of participation at all and not about ideal cost-benefit ratios in risk-free
situations. Again we must return to the fundamental point; the mechanism of a
series of indefinitely numerous transactions with the same partner(s) is only effec-
tive if the resources of those partners are committed to that series of transac-
tions. But this by no means implies a totality of interest among partners; what
identity of interest is present must be renegotiated with each transaction and
within the circumstances in which each transaction is embedded. The danger of
using such a mechanism unconsciously lies precisely in the opportunity for
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defection that an extensive common interest presents; the good of the group may
be offered by the unscrupulous as an alternative to the good of each member.
Unless care is taken, the caution implied by the necessity of having each of these
criteria satisfied on each occasion, one member might be deceived by another into
mistaking an extensive range of common interest for a totality of common
interest.

The issues of the rice cooker, the fire extinguisher, and the gas ring were
"simple" precisely because the common interest was so obvious, and the issues of
the softball equipment and the rice polisher, because it was not. In the case of
the fire pump, it was obvious that the common interest was being served, and the
question was merely if it was worth the cost. But it is the interpretation of "com-
mon interest," not at all obvious in every issue, that is important.

Hidden Costs and Structural Implieaticms

Whether the presence of the mechanism of mutual investment for the regu-
lation of transactions fosters trust among partners or reduces defection is prob-
ably a moot point. This mechanism, with all other mechanisms of similar func-
tion, is incapable of generating a total identity of interests among members. It
consequently is unable to preclude the possibility that the advantage gained by one
partner will not be made from the loss of another. It can, however, make oppor-
tunities in which such transactions are possible less attractive than transactions in
which gain is a function of different utilities, as in simple exchange, or in which
gain results from the concerted action of two or more partners for some benefit
that is not available to any acting separately, as in productive exchange. Such a
result in itself is no small achievement and can provide the basis for long-term
stability in exchange relations.

Nevertheless, there are costs involved in the employment of this mecha-
nism. The feature of mutual investment that makes it a viable alternative to
contract is that its costs are not diverted but remain available to production as
long as exchange remains free of defection. To operate effectively, however, the
resources of the members of the exchange relation must be thoroughly committed
to exchange within the relation. When they are, they will not be available to in-
vestment in opportunities external to the relation. And these external opportuni-
ties, if not exploited, can never be known to be worse than those exploited within
the group. This difference in apparent potential must also be considered an in-
vestment in the relation.

The other cost involved is apparent in the different utilities members have
for consuming or investing their resources. Members of such exchange relations
must participate in the creation of collective opportunities when objective con-
sent criteria are satisfied. The possibilities remain, however, that a member will
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prefer to consume his share of capital costs or that those costs will leave him
unable to both subsist and still meet production costs. In this case, capital costs
can only be considered absolute losses when there is no likelihood of future recti-
fication: depending on the potential of the opportunity, interest on a loan may be
a justifiable expense. Of issues resolved in Nohara, the installation of city water
lines makes this point most clearly. Several households have ¥210,000 tied up in
water lines that, until they install lines into their own homes, provide them with
no return whatsoever.

One possible cost that can never be avoided and that is never referred to in
public is that some participants may be able to fortuitously benefit relative to
others despite an equitable distribution of initial liability. For example, a fire
pump must be housed somewhere, and wherever it is housed, it will be closer to a
water supply and to the houses of some members than others. There is little that
can be done about this. It is the sort of differential advantage that participants
must assume will "even out" in the long run. In any event, such benefits do not
come at the expense of other members.

Another potential source of costs inherent in mutual investment is, per-
haps, not as important as those previously mentioned but is one that, nevertheless,
remains unavoidable. This is the cost of limiting access to "public goods." The
simplest method to limit access is by requiring further investment in the form of a
"toll" or use tax. This strategy is clearly seen in the matter of the bon odori in
Usoda hamlet. To the extent that there was any desire to prevent the dance from
being enjoyed by those people who did not contribute toward making it possible, it
was found more expedient to resort to further investment in yukata than try to
forbid people from other hamlets from attending and risk the result of overt con-
frontation. This further investment is functionally equivalent to the requirement
of individual provision of production costs.

The issue of the installation of city water raises the question of the poten-
tial cost of not being able, even collectively, to free resources easily for invest-
ment with other groups. While the water-line project was ostensibly organized at
the village level, all important transactions were conducted at the hamlet level.
One hamlet did not even participate.

In this particular case, all financing was handled by each hamlet separately,
and each hamlet that participated did so as an independent unit. It was only when
it was obvious that installation of lines to hamlet members by their own hamlets
would be prohibitively expensive that they agreed to install lines by neighborhoods
instead. Still, the groups that undertook the financing of these lines were not the
neighborhood groups, which would ultimately use water from the lines they shared,
but the hamlets. This resulted in the odd situation of several households through-
out the ward paying for lines they do not use and using lines for which they did not
pay. Such an arrangement was possible only because all of the members of the
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participating hamlet bonded themselves for ¥50,000 each, thus insuring members
of their own, and other hamlets, that they would pay for the water lines in that
hamlet.

Within Nohara hamlet, there was some question of whether or not those
hamlet members who did not belong to the jikko-kumiai, through which organiza-
tion the financing was in part made available, should be allowed to enjoy the
benefits provided to members. Alternative sources of financing were investi-
gated, and when it was finally discovered that there were none, all hamlet mem-
bers not belonging to the jikko-kumiai were asked to make their commitment in
writing.

The attempt by Nohara and Yanagida to sponsor a joint bon odori shows
how difficult it is for two or more hamlets to engage in concerted action. One
amusing anecdote illustrating the difficulty of mixing hamlets comes from the
ward softball league. Tiny Nishioka was unable to field a complete team at a
league tournament. Rather than use men from teams with surplus members, they
used women, both from their own hamlet and from other hamlets, all members of
the women's softball team.

Another episode involving the men's softball league was rather more seri-
ous. One of the member hamlets nominated a candidate for league office who was
clearly unqualified. The hamlet was asked by the current officers to nominate an
adequate person, and it refused to do so. At a general meeting of the league, it
was suggested that the team either be removed from the league, barred from
using the village field, or fined. All of these suggestions were shown to be im-
practical or undesirable, and it was finally decided that the team would be sus-
pended for one year, the following year, if it was not able to offer a reasonable
candidate one year later. For the moment, the previous year's officers would
serve another year. This was decided as expected: after lengthy discussion, the
league president reviewed the alternatives discussed and the objections raised to
each. Finally, he stated the only alternative left, that of doing nothing, in effect,
until the next year. This was phrased in such a way that the noncompliant team
could consider themselves on a one-year probation. The difficult decision about
what to do if the recalcitrant team did not mend its ways after a year was left
undecided. The league president asked if there were any further suggestions or if
anyone was opposed to that course of action. No one was, and he undertook to in-
form the team, which sent no members to that meeting, of the decision. Interest-
ingly enough, it was the team from the same hamlet that did not have city water
installed. Because this hamlet's nonparticipation in the city water did not en-
danger anyone else's chances of having the mains installed, no conflict arose. But
the clearly blatant attempt by one team to enjoy the benefits of league member-
ship without absorbing any of the cost cannot long remain unanswered without the
dissolution of the league sooner or later.
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I do not know whether the failure of that team to supply a league officer as
agreed earlier was the result of a collective decision by the team to avoid sending
a candidate or the refusal of all of its members to accept the position. From the
point of view of the members of the league, however, this information is not rele-
vant. Whatever the reason, no team can be allowed a privileged position within
the league.

What is important is that it is exactly this unwillingness to transfer re-
sources from the hamlet to structurally equivalent groups that is at the root of
the failure of hamlets, and individuals in different hamlets, to engage in potential-
ly beneficial transactions. This is a problem implied by the hamlet relationship
itself. "Hamlet solidarity" is based on the commitment of unspecified levels of
resources by all hamlet members. This relationship requires hamlet members to
participate in all hamlet activities from which they can benefit. This requirement
in turn implies an unspecified claim on the resources of each hamlet member.
After dividing resources into those claimed by the hamlet and those earmarked for
consumption, there are few left for transactions in which the risk of defection is
high.

Incommensurability of Issues

Bailey (1965: 11), in his seminal paper on collective decision making, sug-
gests that unanimity, true consensus, cannot be achieved in groups numbering
more than about twenty members. The reason he gives is that the mechanism em-
ployed in reaching consensus is the linking of several issues in which the partic-
ipants have different interests and control, and that this mechanism is too cum-
bersome and complicated to be manipulated successfully by large numbers of par-
ticipants over a large enough number of issues. He calls this mechanism
"squaring," or "horse trading." It is the same as "log rolling," however, if difficul-
ties arise in matching issues and decision makers. El-Hakim (1978: 68) essentially
agrees that this is the mechanism employed in Sudanese decision making and that
it requires participants to exchange control "of what interest them little in return
for greater control over what interest them more."

Such a mechanism would indeed be unwieldy in situations where several
participants are involved in a wide range of issues over long periods of time, but
there is no evidence that "squaring" is employed in Nohara (although it may have a
place in other contexts in Japan). The mechanism employed in Nohara produces
both unanimity and voting, and it does not require either the linking of issues by
participants with different interests in them or the trading off of these interests.
On the contrary, such "horse trading" requires an implicit terminal transaction, a
limited set of issues over which interests can be correlated. This is not the case
in Nohara. "Squaring" is, in fact, anathema to mutual investment, which requires
that there be no terminal transaction to the exchange series.
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What does occur is the apparent paradox that participants reduce expecta-
tions for issues that interest them greatly in return for greater control over issues
that interest them less. In other words, issues in which the gain of one party is
the loss of another, "zero-sum" issues, are simply not decided upon positively. On
the rare occasion in which such results cannot be avoided or resolved, the ex-
change relation itself, the hamlet, is dissolved, as in the Clover Affair. This was
the case with the hamlet head's suggestion to Takayoshi in the English class issue,
that he trade off the use of his field for the village hon odori in exchange for the
use of the village hall. This notion was not taken seriously by anyone except
himself, however. Although there is none but negative evidence, I suggest not
only that issues cannot be linked in this manner when the mechanism of mutual
investment is employed but also that differential payoffs—"side payments"—
cannot be used to induce participation. That would merely be a weakened form of
"squaring."

What we see in each case is not an exploration of possible "deals" among
participants but an examination of the circumstances in which the issue is embed-
ded for assurance that no member will be victimized by participation and that the
minimal criteria for acceptance of a course of action are satisfied for each par-
ticipant. Consequently, each issue becomes an opportunity to benefit only if each
member who must suffer any liability also has the potential to benefit. The result
is a series of low-return, low-risk transactions. The major implication of this
mechanism is that it encourages production and productivity in a way that neither
"horse trading" nor zero-sum transactions ever can. Production is both demanded,
because participants must have resources to invest in collective action if a termi-
nal transaction is to be avoided, and encouraged, because it is virtually certain
that there will be returns, however relatively low in relation to investment. It is a
mechanism that is suited to stable social relations over the long run and guaran-
tees a low risk of defection in exchange transactions while providing for unusually
high rates of production and the collective encouragement of productivity. These
are, in fact, predominant features in Japanese society and have been for perhaps
the past few hundred years. Much of what Japan is today is due in no small part
to the employment of the mechanism of mutual investment to insure the integrity
of productive exchange transactions.





CHAPTER 6:
CONCLUSIONS

A central conclusion of this study is that the mode in which a collective
decision is taken is an emergent property of the decision-making process itself and
not the result of participants' preferences, culturally or otherwise determined, for
particular decision modes. Mueller (1979: 270) concludes his extensive review of
the voluntary-exchange-oriented public-choice literature with the observation
that both modes—unanimity and division—involve dilemmas:

The basic challenge facing a community is achieving a consensus, or
the dilemma of decision-making in its absence. Public choice has
shed light on these issues, but much remains to be done. The positive
literature is riddled with demonstrations of the instability, inefficien-
cy or irrationality of various voting outcomes, the normative litera-
ture by impossibility proofs.

I suggest that these problems are at least in part due to the fact that collective
decision-making events are an expression of the underlying exchange relations of
the participants and that the act of exchange itself is never without risk of loss
due to the ever-present possibility of defection from an agreement. Precisely
because parties can come to an agreement, reach a consensus, the rates of ex-
pected utility implied by the agreed-on rate of exchange can never be realized.

It is consequently fundamental to the explanation offered here for the
emergence of unanimity or division in decisions that the mode in which a decision
is taken is the result of the interaction between the requirements of the particular
defection-reduction mechanism governing the underlying exchange relation and
the interests of the participants in the resources at issue in the decision. Overall
frequency distributions of decision modes in any social arena can thus be under-
stood as the results of participants' relations to the resources at issue and the
exchange relation obtaining (or failing to obtain) among participants rather than
as expressions of externally determined preferences for particular decision
modes. In turn, such preferences, or the disguising of preferences, must be seen
as elements of tactical maneuvering in overall strategies for securing desired
results through public-choice episodes rather than ever-present components in the
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preference schedules of participants. The three decisions requiring only hamlet
treasury funds—rice cooker, fire extinguisher, gas ring—all resulted in unanimous
agreement of the hamlet acting as council. The decision on the English class
provides additional confirmation of Hypothesis 1 insofar as opposition was raised
to the apparent negation of a previous decision and not to the use of hamlet
resources per se. Three decisions requiring individually held resources—Softball
equipment, rice polisher, fire pump—resulted in division. The mode of the water-
lines decision remains ambiguous, but accommodations were made for members
with insufficient resources to allow participation. It is possible for decisions to be
recorded ambiguously because the goal of a proposal's supporters is to generate
participation, not opposition. Division of opinion in this case was reconciled by
the same method used in the decision to construct a hamlet hall in Nishioka, the
redefinition of the conditions for participation to align them more closely with the
objective circumstances of members in opposition. In no case was the opposition
in a division ever more than two or three members.

The theory of productive exchange governed by mutual investment pre-
sented here also provides a number of additional hypotheses related to public-
choice events beyond expectations for the emergence of specific decision modes.

(1) The consensual orientation of participants remains unchanged across
the entire series of decisions. The orientation that participants bring to the
decision-making process is not created by the decision-making process but derives
from the underlying exchange relationship and the defection-reducing mechanism
in operation. Even the presence of a demonstrable "common goal" (i.e., a mutual-
ly agreeable rate of exchange) will not produce a consummated exchange without
a reliable defection-reducing mechanism. Consequently, the orientation of the
participants, whether consensual or adversarial, will not change unless the
defection-reducing mechanism itself is changed.

(2) Issues are not treated as commensurate. The attempt to link issues is
merely the attempt to reach a rate of exchange. In productive exchange relations
governed by mutual investment, however, each issue is already maximally linked
to each other issue. In other words, decisions in this context are not attempts to
find a satisfactory rate of exchange but to apply a predetermined rate of ex-
change to the specific features of each issue as it arises. The question to be
settled is not what is a mutually agreeable rate of exchange for this issue but
whether or not this issue can be fitted to the prevailing rate of exchange.

(3) Consent depends on the absence of grounds for objection. If a proposal
is productive, incentive for agreement is already present. In practice, objectively
sound proposals will be assumed satisfactory in the absence of objections, which in
turn must also be based on objective grounds. Such grounds can arise from only
two sources, namely, that the proposal "victimizes" a participant by requiring him
to contribute without possibility of future benefit or that, even having potential
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for future benefit, capital costs will leave him with too few resources to exploit
the new opportunity.

(4) Individual participation in productive exchange transactions is a func-
tion of membership rather than opportunity among structurally similar productive
exchange relations. Within such groups, the tendency is always toward self-
sufficiency. The mechanism of mutual investment demands continuity of the
group and commitment of the members to the group's future. Thus, what mem-
bers look for are opportunities for productive exchange with the partners they
already have, not new partners. Whether this arrangement is inefficient cannot be
determined because relative efficiency must be measured over the entire series of
exchanges within the group, which itself is indefinitely long. Consequently, the
tendency will be to attempt to introduce new opportunities within one's own group
where the risk of defection is low rather than to join in opportunities external to
the group.

(5) Productive exchange transactions within the corporate group create
opportunities for production but do not directly distribute benefits to members.
This is not to say that the results of production are not ever consumed, but rather
that the tendency is to increase opportunities for production rather than consump-
tion. For a proposal to be successful, it must allow for divergent levels of demand
for the specific good to be produced, and this can only occur if members are
permitted to meet their individual levels of demand independently. Barring this
incentive, only those proposals for which utilities of both capital costs and returns
on investment were equal for all participants, an obviously impossible require-
ment, could succeed. The famous distribution rule, "From each according to his
ability, to each according to his need," fails in the long run precisely because it
does not provide this incentive across transactions but encourages participants to
under-report their abilities.

(6) Productive exchange transactions governed by mutual investment
always follow the same bifurcate procedure. Capital costs are met as a function
of relative resource control, and production costs are met individually. This
hypothesis is a restatement of the underlying idea that the rate of exchange is
fixed across the entire series of transactions and not determined anew with each
transaction. But this restatement is important insofar as it emphasizes the con-
tinuity and interdependence of the exchange relationship. Decisions are never
made solely on the basis of the attractiveness of the issue at hand. The effect of
the decision on the relationship itself must be considered. But this effect is not so
much consciously considered in itself as the issue is made to conform to this
fundamental procedure. By conscientiously applying the prevailing rate of ex-
change to each transaction, the feedback component of the distribution rule
assures the continuity of the relationship.
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(7) Overt advocacy of a particular course of action by individual members
is much less likely than overt opposition. Objectively sound proposals are assumed
support even in the absence of advocacy; objections to such proposals will only be
raised on specific, limited grounds. The distinction to be made here between
simply offering a proposal for consideration and advocating a course of action is a
pragmatic one: in the decision-making process, advocates become identified with
specific courses of action while those who suggest appealing proposals do not. The
productive exchange relation implies a willingness, even eagerness, on the part of
all members to make suggestions for possible transactions. Thus, from a strategic
point of view, an advocate runs a needless risk that a member with a legitimate
objection is already prepared to take, the accusation that his action will lead to
defection from the prevailing rate of exchange. Given that all members of the
group are predisposed to participate in novel productive exchange relations at
acceptable resource levels, any advocacy beyond an objective, disinterested
presentation of the features of a course of action can only result in suspicion
directed toward the advocate.

Taken all together, these hypotheses yield a decision-making practice in
which a great deal of attention is paid to the information-gathering process,
consultation of interested parties is wide (and often prolonged), issues are treated
as amenable to "objectively best" solutions, maximal participation by all partici-
pants is encouraged, rhetorical usage is characterized by the appearance of ob-
jectivity, and personalities are treated as irrelevant. Pains are taken by partici-
pants to dissociate themselves from specific courses of action, and comments are
largely confined to concrete aspects of the issue at hand. Participants do not
refer to their individual interests in the issue at hand; this information is assumed
to be based on widely shared knowledge of participants1 circumstances in relation
to the issue under discussion. It is the task of the chairman or moderator to draw
these recommendations, objections, comments, and tacitly shared understandings
into a coherent proposal.

This process is, as are all decision-making processes, open to manipula-
tion. Because legitimate grounds for objection are not fundamentally subjective
and because issues are not resolved through compromises that link issues, the most
sensitive point in the procedure is not the chairman's attempt to reach a "sense of
the meeting," a consensus solution, but the distribution of information regarding
the objective circumstances surrounding the issue in relation to participants'
interests. The notion of an "objectively best" solution implies an identity of
interest among participants to the extent specified in the distribution rule, i.e.,
that all members have the potential to benefit by the transaction and that capital
costs are not so high that members have no resources left to exploit the opportu-
nity created through the transaction. To apply this distribution rule, however, all
participants must have access to the same information. For the decision-making
process to remain above suspicion, the information-gathering process must be as
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public as possible. The well-publicized phenomenon of preconsultation in Japan,
nemawashi, or shita sodan, is not so much an aspect of the search for information
that will help in the discovery of an objectively correct solution as an attempt to
clarify that which is not overt and public, but tacit, assumed, and ultimately
private, the specific interests of the participants in the issue in relation to their
objective circumstances. In groups where accurate information of this order is
widely shared, little of this kind of consultation is necessary, but the public as-
pects of the information search process remain imperative under all circum-
stances. And, of course, the possibility always remains that, despite the objection
of a small minority, other members will see a particular course of action as so
desirable that they are willing to pursue its implementation without the consent of
all members. Here again, we would expect capitulation or resignation rather than
compromise and, in resolving such apparent impasses, emphasis on "misunder-
standing" and "apologies." This process is based, as much as possible, on shared in-
formation and objectivity and not whim; dissolution of the relationship can only
result from complete resignation or defection from the prevailing rate of
exchange.

This decision-making process is found in hamlet society in rural Japan
because the foundation of hamlet society is the productive exchange relation
governed by mutual investment that includes all hamlet members. As a result of
this exchange relation in combination with this defection-reducing mechanism,
minimal constraints are placed on production within the hamlet, while the flow of
resources to alternative exchange opportunities is greatly reduced. The general
result, in hamlet society, is an extremely competitive and conservative social
fabric receptive to a very high degree to innovation in production. Through pro-
ductive exchange and mutual investment the hamlet converts its social exclusivity
and internal competition into high levels of cooperation. The resultant solidarity
and high rates of consummated exchange transactions produce a corporate identi-
ty that depends neither upon kinship criteria to define potential exchange partners
nor upon a costly system of external guarantees to assure the integrity of transac-
tions.

These characteristics are not common to hamlet society alone. A well-
known element of Japanese folk sociology holds that family life and hamlet social
organization are both replicated in even the largest commercial enterprises;
Atsumi (1975; 5) cites no fewer than five authorities on this point, and no doubt
more could easily be found. The common thread that binds these different kinds
of social entities together, gives them a similar appearance despite their many
differences, is their common foundation of production, in general, and productive
exchange relations governed by mutual investment, in particular. It is the capaci-
ty of this mechanism to consistently condition and coordinate virtually all produc-
tive exchange relations within a circumscribed social field that encourages the
habit of viewing even large firms as if they were ie or buraku. Beyond
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decision-making practices, there are many features of Japanese society that en-
courage further investigation in terms of the theory of productive exchange gov-
erned by mutual investment presented here. Another possibility lies in the general
absence in Japan of conflict-resolution patterns based on advocacy and direct con-
frontation, as well as the small number of professional advocates (Holden 1980:
752) and infrequent recourse to the formal legal system (Haley 1982). In general,
however, it is apparent that Japanese society is oriented toward "the long run" to
an extraordinary degree, exhibits an equally high degree of social integration, en-
courages participation, and expects commitment from its members. All of these
features are expected in groups organized for productive exchange and governed
by mutual investment.



NOTES TO CHAPTERS

Chapter 1

•^Discussions of buraku decision making can be found prominently in
Akimoto (1973), Dore (1959, 1978), Dull (1954), Scalapino and Masami (1962),
Steiner (1956, 1968), Sutton (1953), Ward (1951a, 1951b, 1953), and Beardsley,
Hall, and Ward (1959). Brown (1974), Kerlinger (1951), Lebra (1976), and Nakane
(1970) offer generalized accounts of decision making throughout Japanese
society. Decision making in historical settings is discussed in Befu (1966), Hackett
(1968), Hall (1968), Ike (1964), Scalapino (1968), and Yoshida (1964, 1975). For
accounts of contemporary decision making in government and business, see
Abegglen (1958), Clark (1979), Dore (1973), Silberman (1967, 1973), Tsuji (1968),
and the several contributions to Vogel (1975).

Chapter 2

It is worth noting here that even simple association courts the dangers
entailed by advocacy. The messenger is sometimes blamed for the message he
brings; "Although the post of headman is an honor and a mark of general confi-
dence, it is generally assumed with real reluctance. It takes time which many
farmers can ill afford to give, and it obliges its occupant to initiate action or
make public recommendations that are certain to incur the ill will of at least
some members of the buraku" (Beardsley, Hall, and Ward 1959s 356).

Chapter 4

This was the only occasion where I heard hamlet men use such language
among themselves. This unusual occurrence is emphasized by the region's national
reputation for blunt, informal, and even impolite speech.

The "fifteen kankeisha" referred to here are the thirteen or fourteen
regular users of the seimaiki noted in figure 2.

Loans from the hamlet treasury could only be considered at this time
because the ¥500,000 received from the railroad had not yet been spent.
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