our interest.

1 (The imniediatespastis bt Tarcly ] fither the present takes
hold of us foreefully or we lose ourselves in the remote past and attempt . . . to re-
create what has been wholly lost.) e
- Gocthe, Dic Wallverwandtschuficn (The Elective Aflinitics) ‘J 1

('l:hc German translation of that book was published in 1974, under

a title that means, literally, “outmigr: and contradicting.” This was

a daringly Wlslation of the terms exit and voice, and
it may have been chosen by the translator because even then migration
and would-be migration were characteristic alternatives to actual resis-
tance in the German Democratic Republic. So the title, with its accent

form of exit, may have contributed to making

on migration as a primary to makin
arly relevant to the commotion of 1989, In

the book appear particul 3 on of 1989. In
any event, only six days after the spectacular opening (?f the Berlin Wa’h
on November 9, 1989, the Franhfurter Allyemeine Zeituig, Germany’s
most respected daily newspaper, published an article by chnin.g Ritter,
Al science and humanitics section, with the title “Ab-
len Bedeutung ciner Theorie von

director of the soci
wandern, Widersprechen: Zur aktuel
A. O. Hirschman” (To cxi’t% to voice: On the current relevance ofa

iheory of A. O. Hirschman)

Pl

j Cinaguiny it is uselul to present cformulate
as bricfly as possible the concepts of exit and voice as they will be used
here. They are two contrasting responses of consumers or membets of
organizations to what they sensc, as deterioration in the quality of the
wwigpdbcncﬁts they receive. Exit is the act
of simply leaving, generally because a better good or service or benefit
is believed to be provided by another firm or organization. Indirectly

and unintentionally exit can cause the deteriorating organization to
improve its performance. Voice is the act of complaining or of organ-
izing to complain or to protcst,mmtcntion of achicving directly
a recuperation of the quality that has been impaired. Much of my book
and of my subsequent writings on this subject dealt with the conditions
under which exit or voice or both are activated.

S This inverse relationship between exit and voice was confirmed by
numerous examples from economic and social life. Thus the fact that
shares can be recadily sold in the stock market makes it difficult for
sharcholders to have any real influence on management through voice;

when exit from a marriage by divorce is casy, less effort will be made
at repairing the relationship through voice, that is, through commu-
nication and efforts at 1'CC()11cili;1tims affirmed by the influ-
ential “Turner thesis,” the absence of a strong workers” movement in
the United States can be explained in part by the possibility, real or
imagined, of “going West”—in the United States mobility was greater,
or was widely believed to be greater, than in Europe during the period

of rapid ind ustriaw;u ~ "



"\Tbc characteristics of voice could not be more

It rather looks as i
brutal repression of exit signaled by the erection of the Wall were also
understood as a further repression of voice. Formulated in these terms,
the absence of the seesaw in this instance has a certain plausibilitﬁ he
decision to tear the city of Berlin asunder with a 165-kilometer-long
wall, turning it into two noncommunicating halves, was an extraordi-
nary affirmation of state power that signaled the GDR’s general read-
iness to be more aggressive against ‘“‘state enemies.”” In other words,
not only did the building of the Wall restrain exit, but it also projected
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not occur. \ ,
Nobody can exit for you, however: the

fact that others exit may influence one’s decision to do likewise, but it
can ncver substitute for that decision. Thus exit is not only a privéte
decision; it is also a private good in that it cannot be had through the
cxertions of others, as a result of some sort of free ride!
ifferent. Voice is
typically a public activity. Though it does not indispensably require or-
ganization, action in concert with others, delegation, and all the other
features of collective action, voice thrives on it. Voice activities such as
petitions and demonstrations are therefore subject to the well-known
liabilities of free riding—even though, as I have amply argued else-
where, these liabilities can on occasion turn into assets.

curtailed did not and coul

T T “What happens here is
that the newly won right to exit actually cljmzj&: the human agents
involved. Being allowed more choice, they become more aware of and
more willing to explore the whole range of choices at their disposal.
Once men and women have won the right to move about as they please,
they may well start behaving in general as adult and hence as vocal
members of their coﬂimmmity.'\j

Fi‘rst, unlike the Poles, Czechs, or Hungarians, the citizens of the
East German rump state could not look back on a sheltering history or
national tradition of their own, nor did they have any established, more
or less independent institutions (like the Catholic church of Poland)
that would sustain them in a struggle for some autonomy from the all-
powerful Communist Party and state. Only at a fairly late stage did the
Protestant church in East Germany take on that function to some cx-

tent® —\

{As the well-known dissident Birbel Bohley said as late as mid-1989, in
comparing the GDR and Czech situations: ‘“Here change from below
is out of the question. . . . Too many of those who would be in a po-
sition to take on political responsibility have left.”’!? The resulting exit-
induced vacuum of leadership and of political life explains a good dcal
about the eventual collapse of the GDR as apn independent entity and
its easy absorption by the Federal chublic.na



First, the 1989 upheaval in the GDR represents a reversal of a move-
mient that has been held to be characrcristic——disastrously character-
istic—of German history. A great deal has been written about the pro-
pensity of Germans in various historical circumstances to retreat from
the public domain to the strictly private—to the famous (or infamous)

Innerlichleit. This movement is supposed to have come all too easily
to Germans, particularly when they were confronted with distasteful

and repugnant events in the public domain. The idea.-often traced to

l Luther, that the inner, private sphere is something infinitely precious,

] prigtine, and inviolable may ave undercut the gmergence of the

7& public Wbiiity for the political life of his or
! |

her community. From this point of view, the story that has been told
here provides a welcome counterpoint: it essentially chronicles how
many East Germans found the road back from exit and apathy to voice,
fiom withdrawal and purely private reaction to public action. However
unintended this movement was initially, it became nevertheless a pow-
crful and successful citizen movement. Thus it stands in contrast to the
many failed revolutions as well as failures to resist tyranny that have
marked German history since the Reformation. It is therefore perhaps
to be regretted that language downgraded the movement from
““peaceful revolution™ to Wende (turn) soon after it was over )

, r.§l|';mg,cly,
once Germans had finally succeeded in toppling, at considerable risk
but without major bloodshed, an oppressive and ruinous regime, they
designated the event with a term that Jiberatcly understated
it. In this they resemble people who, on the basis of past missteps, have
a poor sclf-image

when confronted by success in some new endeavor,

ereeeS®

they will strain to reinterpret that unfamiliar experience as yet another
failure or, at best,as “nothing to writc home about,” {By contrast,

Richafd von Weizsicker, Germany’s Federal President, showed a better
appreciation of the 1989 events when he said in a recent speech: “With
their nonviolent actions, the revolutionaries of the year 1989 have given
all Germans a new awareness of liberty. The past is not extinguished in
consequence. But a decisive new chapter has been added to our his-
tory.”’3¢



T [n ‘the writings of Pascal, Nicole, Vico, Mandeville, Adam Smith,
and up to Goethe’s Faust, the principal forn taken by the idea was that
individual actions, motivated by greed and other sinful or deplorable
passions, can have a benign, a positive social outcome. These situations
are therefore similar to what is often called “blessings in disguisc.” It
was only with the experience of the French Revolution that the idea of
unintended consequences, applied to a very different underlying situ-
ation, came to stand for a process in the course of which well-
intentioned human actions have an undesirable or disastrous social out-

come. The very term ‘‘perverse effect” is of course born out of that
modern interpretation of the concept of unintended consequences.
is not an accident that the term (effes pervers) has become

articularly popular in the country whose revolutionary history is re-

sponsible for the reversal in the concept’s carlier meaning of blessings
T ——— gy

in disguise. >

g

LThe discovery of these beneficent processes represented a consider-
able achievement which made progress emerge happily from ferocious
struggle, but it entailed, as Sen shows, not only an understandable
fondness for these processes, but a hostility to other conceivable forms
of bringing about progressive change. Such alternative forms, con-
sisting, for example, in changing the conditions under which the
“struggle for life” is taking place, were decried as “meddling,” “tam-
pering,” “interfering,” and were automatically but unjustifiedly viewed
as likely to be ineffective and worse, that is, “perverse.” _

‘‘‘‘‘ Ll UC 1L 101 LUE LU LI ural T discovery of this null
cftect ranks witlmle famous invention of the zero concept by the In-
dians and Arabs, but the sharp distinction between the perversity and
fw thesis did make it possible to delineate two very different styles
of thinking about the resistance of the social order to human action
and planning: in the case of the perverse cftect, the social world is seen
as highly volatile, with every move lcading ToTiimerous unpredictable
countermoves; in the case of the futility effect, to the contrary, the social
world is viewed as remarkably stable and as being structured in accor-
dance with Taws that human action is impgtent to modify.® As a result
of their sharp differences the two arguments, while frequently used
concurrently, are often logically incompatible; in any event, they have
very different polemical postures and bites, with the futility thesis being
often more insulting to the advocates of change and reform than the

perversity thesis. )

fascinating history of the two principal electoral Reform Bills adopted
by England in the course of the nineteenth century (in 1832 and
1867)—the two bills that transformed the English political system from
an oligarchy to a democracy. In the parliamentary debates around these
bills and in particular in the speeches of their opponents, I found re-
markable evidence for the prominence of the jeopardy argument. Time
and again it was argued that adoption of these bills would gravely jeop-
ardize England’s ancient and unique achievement—its Liberty, or the
individual liberties of its citizcns.}
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LI return to the original situation which made me formulate the get-
ting-stuck concept, that is, to the passage from T. H. Marshall’s second
stage of citizenship, where individual liberties and universal manhood
suffrage have both been secured, to the third stage, where the rights of
citizens to education, health, minimal well-being, and economic secu-
rity would also be guaranteed or widely respected. With regard to this
particular transition or intended but uncertain sequence, I had written
that ““a society which has pioneered in securing these [individual] lib-
erties is likely to experience special difficulties in subsequently estab-
lishing comprehensive social welfare policies. The very values that serve
such a society well in one phase—the belief in the supreme value of
individuality, the insistence on individual achievement and individual
responsibility—may be something of an embarrassment later on when
a communitarian, solidaristic ethos needs to be stressed™ (p. 131). '}

[The jeopardy thesis argues that an
existing reform is likely to be endangered by a proposcd new reform.
In the case just discussed it is, racher similarly, the profitability of ex-
isting firms that might chi by domgstic production of inputs
which are currently imported. It is theself-interes f these firms that

makes them lukewarm or outright opposed to new members joining

the club.?

(Lais topic has called forth a vast literature, but one component of the
“penalty of an carly start” (Veblen) is widely agreed to have been the
unwillingness of British industrialists to adapt or respond to certain new
financial and organizational patterns that were proving successful clse-
where.10 In other words, they were unwilling to risk jeopardizing their

existing way of lifc.

1t was clearly a “scl-subversive” enterprise—to adapt a term Nie-
tzsche used when he set 6ut to write his virulent anti-Wagner tract after
having long been an ardent admirer and close friend of the composer.'®
I did hesitate a bit as I realized the risks involved—the possible accu-
sations of inconsistency and of weakening the case against reactionary
rhetoric which I had made so far. Nevertheless, I proceeded to write
that chapter for various reasons I found compelling, 7}

-0



Over the years I have collected aphorisms and other
pronouncemcﬁ?s that I find particularl'y insightful or congenial. Some-
times they come in contrasting pairs. An outstanding example consists
of, on the one hand, the famous proto-Romantic pronouncement of
Vauvenargues: ‘‘Les grandes idées viennent du coeur” (Great ideas
C(Mt) and, on the other, Paul Valéry’s striking coun-
teraffirmation: “Nos plus importantes pensées sont celles qui contre-
disent nos sentiments” (Our most important ideas are those that con-
tradict our feelings). As Niels Bohr once noted, there are two kinds of
frat: the truth of “simple and Clear” statements whose opposite is (
obviously wrong, and the decp truths” whose “«opposite also contains

deep truth.”? The Vauvenargues-Valéry pair is a particularly good il-
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fustration of such deep truths. In retrospect I might say that writin
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my book gave me 2 chance to demonstrate my tondness for both aph-
orisms: Vauvenargues presides over the first chapters and then gives

way to Valéry as patron-saint of the last two. _\
dSocial scientists are of course forever (and properly) eager to detect
. ~ ~ . . .. T . e
unintended effects of social actions and policics. But are they similarly

looking out for unintended consequences of their own thoughts, that is,

for thoughts they did not initially expect or intend to come up with? :)

7 \Only the works of the most creative, expansive, and in-
novative thinkers are allowed to be full of unresolved contradictions.
To get on with their work these thinkers seem to agree with Emerson

. . . . . . .
that “consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds”; they leave it to their

critics to expose the contradictions and to their interpreters to labor at
reconciling them. ],

{Xt that point, an interesting memorandum was circulated to the par-
ticipants in the discussion.?* It attempted to list all the conceivable “un-
intended repercussions” that might flow from the proposed scheme.
The list was surprisingly long and diverse. If future fathers who are
unmarried face an assured long-term drain on their incomes, how might
they react? They may insist that the woman they impregnate have an

e

abortion; or they may be attracted to “oli-the-book” jobs whose wages
could not be attached; or they might *“disappear,” move to another
state, and assume a NEW identity and social security number; and so
forth. The strategies open to individuals intent on evading the proposed
measure are obviously extremely varied. It is no doubt important to
think in advance about such strategies and about the likelihood that
they will be widely adopted, witlr the result that the proposed policy

would be thwarted and would generate perverse results, such as a wide-
M

spread increase i1 crime, abortions, and other ills.
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The point can be generalized: while the new fashion to look out in
advance for dangers that may lurk in reform proposals is to be wel-
comed, reformers should be aware of the clementary economic prin-

ciple that a search is not to be pushed beyond the point where the-

marginal cost of the search begins to exceed its marginal bcncﬁt.i*rj
Two observations can make this principle a bit less abstract (and less
tautological). In the first place, a thorough search for neguative reper-
cussions has a psychological cost: overconfidence. The relentless pros-
pecting for perverse effects may itself have a perverse effect; it is apt to
make the refosmer inswthererrtiyalert to newly emerging dangers. More
important, reformers must realize that it is impossible to guard in ad-
vance against all possible risks and dangers. The most thorough pros-
pecting will miss out on some negative effects that will appear only as
events unfold. {This inability to foresee future _g‘g_t_lple will strike us as
less disturbing once we realize that we are-similarly unable to think in

advance of the remedial mcasurgs that may become available or that we

may devise_once trouble occurs.? {As Racine sums up the matter in
y.e :

Andromagque:

... tant de prudence entraine trop de soin

Je ne sais point prévoir les malheurs de si loin
*(So much prudence requires too much care

I am unable to foresee mistortuncs from so far).

JAs Gunnar Myrdal
argucd long ago, progressives can and should make a convincing case
for the policics they advocate on the ground that they arc #ight and

Just, rather than by alleging that they are needed to stave off some

e

Ll‘llixlgs are rather different in the case of yet another typical progres-
sive argument which I implicitly ask my friends to use sparingly. It is
the argument that a proB_ofse/gL_,mf&n_l_i_sl Wnlpatiblc with pre-
vious progressive achievements but will actually strengthen them and
will b¢ strengthened by them. Similarly, progressives will often argue
that “all good things go together” or that there is no conceivable area
of conflict between two desirable objectives (for example, “the choice
bcm%xmntalmotection and economic growth is a false
one?”). In itself, this is an attractive and scemingly innocuous way of
arguing and my advice to reformers cannot be never to use this argu- |
ment. Given their considerable interest in_arguing along mutual sup-

port rather than jeopardy lines, reformers may actually come upon, and

will obviously then want to invoke, various obvious and not obvious

reasons why synergy between two reforms exists or can be expected to
J e e e et 3 S e 0

come into being. T\
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A further example of arguing against my own pxoposmons is my
récent attempt—sce Chapter 1, above—'0 understand the events that
led to the downfall of the German Dem cratic Republic in 1989 with
the help of the concepts of my 1970 book Exit, Voice, and Loyalry. In
the book I had explained at length how exit undermines _voice and
how the inability to exit can strengthen voice. What happencd in the
German Democratic chublu in the course of 1989 seemed to con-
tradict thls model: here the massive ﬂlg,ht towwrd tlm\‘W;ekst (.ontnbuted
which was brought down by the combined blows inflicted by ¢ exit and
voice. It was this unexpected and effective collaboration of exit and
voice that excited my interest and made me examine closely the se-
quence of events. In the process I came upon some complications of
the original model that, once being introduced, made it quite easy to
understand how exit and voice could work in unison rather than at
cross purposes. But, as I wrote above, the inventiveness of history was
necded to suggest the complication and to reveal its importance.

(I_-Lcrc lies also the reason why my exercises in self-subversion, while
often expericnced at first as traumatic, are eventually rewarding and
enriching. The new dynamics I come upon in matters of dependence,
linkages, exit-voice, and so on, dg‘n_Ktin the end cancel out or refiite
the earlier findings: rather, they define domains of the social world
where the originally postulated relationships do not hold. Far from
having to hang my head in shame on account of some egregious error
that needs to be recanted, I can still land on my feet and in fact come
out on top as I celebrate the new complexities I have uncovcredj




