
Overall, there are good theoretical reasons for presuming that the instrumen-
tal and expressive are distinctive and more fundamental than the normative,
but also that they give rise to normative social commitments.

The idea that norms have an instrumental or expressive foundation has a
long history in sociology and social psychology (Weber 1918/1968; Durkheim
1915; Parsons 1951; Collins 1975). Link b in figure 2.1 reflects the idea that
norms and normative commitments develop from instrumental conditions
that make joint efforts and collective goods difficult to achieve without external
enforcement, that is, without monitoring and sanctioning of those who shirk
their collective responsibility (Hechter 1987; Coleman 1990). People invest in
enforcement mechanisms insofar as the subsequent benefits outweigh the costs
they incur to support group norms. Link c suggests that norms also may emerge
and be maintained owing to affective sentiments about shared memberships
or common affiliations with other people. Finally, link a posits a causal path from
instrumental to affective commitment in order to represent the “fact” that
affective ties may emerge as a by-product of the instrumental conditions that
bring the same people together around joint efforts or tasks. Figure 2.1 captures
our argument that affective and rational-choice processes are complementary
foundations for the emergence of social institutions (Hechter 1990).8

The upshot is that the simple, parsimonious framework in figure 2.1 con-
ceptualizes and elaborates further the social commitment dimension of the
problem of social order. Social commitments involve the strength of links a and
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Figure 2.1 Interrelationship of Forms of Commitment

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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effects (see Weiner 1986). For example, imagine that you are working with a
friend to refurbish an old boat. If you are successful and you primarily credit
yourself, you should experience pride. If you believe that the other person
really completed the task, you should experience gratitude toward your friend.

Bernhard Weiner (1986) theorizes these sorts of situations. He aims to
understand how people interpret the often vague and global feelings they expe-
rience in interaction with others. When people experience a successful or
blocked goal opportunity (winning the game, losing a promotion), the result
is a generalized or global emotional response, in the form of feelings of pleas-
ure or displeasure. Weiner terms these global feelings “primitive” emotions
because they are elicited by the outcome of an interaction but are not associated
with anything in particular. They are “outcome-dependent” and “attribution-
independent,” but such primitive emotions are important because people are
motivated to understand and interpret the causes of them.

Attributions of credit and blame for global emotions are simply interpreta-
tions of what or who caused these feelings. For example, the general sense of
sadness following a bad job interview may be transformed into more specific
emotions with a target or cause, such as shame, if attributed to self, or anger,
if attributed to the other. An important feature of specific emotions—in con-
trast to global or primitive emotions—is that they have targets, normally self,
other, or situation. The target actually determines the specific emotion that
emerges. Pride results from attributions of positive events to self; gratitude
results from attributions of positive events to the other; shame results from
negative events attributed to self; anger results from negative events attributed
to arbitrary or illegitimate acts of others. Overall, by differentiating global
from specific emotions and elucidating the specific types of attributions that
lead from one to another, Weiner (1986) articulates a rich image of how more
global and more specific emotions unfold in social interaction over time.

As with other attribution theories, however, Weiner’s emphasis remains on
attributions to individuals. A key point in our argument is that the objects or
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Figure 3.1 Endogenous Process in Relational Cohesion Theory

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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targets of attributions may include social units, in addition to self, other, and
situation. Social-unit attribution may be directed at small work groups, local
departments or divisions in an organization, the organization itself, a corpo-
ration, a neighborhood, a community, a nation, and so forth. If social units
are targets or perceived causes of emotions and feelings, then presumably emo-
tion attributions can have effects on compliance, cohesion, solidarity, and
social order (Markovsky and Lawler 1994; Lawler and Yoon 1996; Lawler and
Thye 2006). Social-unit attributions may forge a link between an individual’s
micro-level experiences and feelings from social interaction and one or more
group affiliations—from small groups to work organizations to communities
and nations.

The idea of social-unit attributions of emotion is new, so there are no
frameworks for dealing with them in the emotions literature. We developed a
simple framework, which is presented in table 3.1. It distinguishes global and
specific emotions, following Weiner (1986), and treats the group or social unit
as a distinct social object. We introduce the framework here and then use it in
the next chapter as we develop the theory of social commitments.

As the table indicates, we assume that three primary social objects are viable
targets for affect: self, other, and social unit. Global emotions are generalized
feelings of pleasure or displeasure, such as feeling good or feeling bad, feeling
up or feeling down (Lawler 2001; Lawler and Thye 2006). Specific emotions
are discrete and defined with reference to the target social object that the global
emotions are associated with. If global feelings of pleasure are attributed to one’s
own action, the emotion is pride in self; if they are attributed to the other, the
emotion felt is gratitude toward that other; if negative global feelings occur
and are attributed to oneself, the emotion is shame; if attributed to the other,
the emotion is anger. Finally, emotions attributed to a social unit foster affective
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Table 3.1 Emotions Directed at Various Social Objects

Valence of Global Emotion
Social Object Positive Negative

Self Pride Shame
Other Gratitude Anger
Social unit Affective attachment Affective detachment

Source: Adapted from American Journal of Sociology (Lawler 2001).



suggest that the sense of shared responsibility is therefore a function of the
interconnections of the activities of individuals in the group and the struc-
ture of accountability. The confluence of joint activity and joint accountabil-
ity should generate the strongest sense of shared responsibility and the
strongest tendency to attribute individually felt emotions to social units.
Moreover, changes in either the nature of the activities people engage in or
the structure of accountability under which they undertake their activities
should increase or decrease the sense of shared responsibility and, accord-
ingly, change individuals’ inclinations to attribute positive feelings from their
activities to the larger organization.

Endogenous Mechanisms
Together, the four core propositions constitute a causal chain: task jointness →
sense of shared responsibility → social unit attributions → social commitments.
This chain fleshes out the conditions under which repeated social interac-
tions are likely to generate emergent social orders through an emotional or affec-
tive process. Recall from the introduction of relational cohesion theory (see
chapter 3) that repeated exchanges or interactions lead to more cohesion and
commitment in relations, because positive feelings are generated by repeated
exchange and these feelings, in turn, foster cohesion and commitment. A sense
of shared responsibility is likely to accentuate these effects. More specifically, if
a joint task, repeatedly undertaken, generates a sense of shared responsibility,
this should increase not only the impact of repeated interaction or exchange
on positive feelings but also the likelihood that these feelings will be attributed
to the social unit. Thus, the role of shared responsibility in emergent orders
can be portrayed as shown in figure 4.1.6
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has feedback effects that enhance the sense of shared responsibility. Examples
are groups with an upbeat, confident, optimistic atmosphere and those that
appear “beaten down,” lacking in confidence, and unmotivated. The implica-
tions of this argument are captured in figure 4.2.

Micro Social Units Nested 
in Macro Social Units
At any given moment, the local, more immediate groups tend to attract the
lion’s share of people’s attention. Whether you are in your office finishing a task,
in a meeting designed to solve a problem with coworkers, or at home planning
a vacation with your family, the local relations and groups are likely to be very
salient. Larger social units—your company, your town, your neighborhood,
your nation—may be present in some sense, but generally these social units
are left in the background. We have suggested in earlier chapters that one of
the features of the world, as it appears to be changing, is that the daily micro
experiences of people are more distant and removed from larger, overarching
social units. This implies that larger, more distant macro units have receded
even further into the background, thereby accentuating the micro-macro dis-
connect that underlies problems of commitment and social order.

Yet, on an objective level, it is hard to imagine a social context in which only
the local setting or group is relevant and important. When people interact, it is
invariably within two or more nested or overlapping groups or group affiliations.
Interactions in neighborhoods occur in cities that are within states or provinces,
which in turn are in nations. Interactions in academic departments are nested
within colleges, which are nested within universities; companies are nested within
corporations, functional divisions within companies, and so forth. Interacting
with other people in nested groups is seemingly a universal human experience.

To address the issue of nested group commitments, Lawler (1992) devel-
oped a theory based on the following idea: people form stronger affective

THEORY OF SOCIAL COMMITMENTS 69

Shared
Responsibility

Spread of
Emotions

Group-Affective
Tone

Figure 4.2 Role of Emotional Contagion

Source: Authors’ compilation.



based on the intersection between individual-joint activity and individual-
joint accountability.

The nonseparability of task behavior and a sense of shared responsibility
should be lowest in the upper-left quadrant and highest in the lower-right quad-
rant. The upper-left quadrant is exemplified by a regional sales office used by
salespeople as a base of operations. Much of the work activity (selling) is done
individually, and each salesperson is held accountable by the company for the
total value of his or her sales performance. The salespeople may operate as a group
in some respects—for example, coordinating their contacts with clients, or
exchanging information that is useful to everyone—yet the framing and nature
of the work task is primarily individual. The sales office may have goals or targets
and be accountable for aggregate sales, yet the salespeople who contribute to
the aggregate (office) sales are held accountable primarily as individuals. In the
regional sales office, there is little jointness in either the activity of the salespeople
or the method of accountability; both are individualized and personalized.

The lower-right quadrant of table 4.1 is exemplified by work settings in
which teams are the principal units for generating desired results. A work team
is defined as a group of employees who have complementary skills, are com-
mitted to working together to achieve common goals, and who are collectively
responsible and held mutually accountable for results (see Katzenbach and
Smith 1993; Hackman 2002). Teams are generally different from depart-
ments, working groups, and many task forces in that they entail collective
results and responsibility for these results is shared (Katzenbach and Smith
1993). The contemporary movement from traditional hierarchical work struc-
tures to team-based work structures can be construed as a move from the
upper-left quadrant to the lower-right quadrant of table 4.1. In the former,
productive activity is individual-focused; in the latter, productive activity is
group-focused. We consider these to be the pure forms at the extreme ends of
a shared-responsibility dimension.
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Table 4.1 Forms of Shared Responsibility

Accountability

Activity Individual Joint

Individual Personal Social dilemma
Joint Production line Team

Source: Authors’ compilation.



and relations; to deal with the task dimensions we apply ideas about the forms
of interaction or exchange; and to deal with the opportunity dimensions we
analyze the network configurations within which people find partners to inter-
act with. In each case, we ask how these structural dimensions affect the emo-
tions that people experience and their tendency to attribute them to the group.
Our purpose is to show how and why these structural dimensions lead people
to think of themselves as members of a group in cognitive and behavioral terms
and to connect their individual feelings to something larger—a shared group
affiliation. When tacit or implicit group affiliations emerge in this way, they
promote an enduring, stable social order.

THE SOCIAL EXCHANGE ORIENTATION
At the heart of social exchange theorizing is a fairly sharp distinction between
interdependence (structure), transactions (exchange), and relationships (see
Emerson 1972). Structural interdependence refers to a network of possible
social ties within which people interact and exchange for things that they
need or want. The interdependence is created by the goods that people need
or desire and the availability of those goods in a network. Transactions are the
actual exchanges (giving and receiving) that produce the flows of benefit
between individuals and groups. Some transactions are explicitly contractual
in that they involve explicit agreements, such as when customers buy coffee at
a coffee shop. Other transactions are noncontractual, such as friendship and
marriage relationships. Transactions involve different tasks that vary in the
degree of jointness or shared responsibility for the results produced. Relationships
develop from repeated transactions by the same people and constitute a social
tie, which can vary in the degree to which it is instrumental (transactional) or
expressive (relational). The sequence in figure 5.1 underlies and orients social
exchange theory across a wide variety of research:
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Figure 5.1 The Orienting Model from Exchange Theory

Source: Authors’ compilation.



The theory of relational cohesion (Lawler and Yoon 1993, 1996, 1998) elab-
orates on this idea. This theory argues that structural conditions of dependence—
relative and total (mutual) dependencies—make exchanges between some
actors more likely than others. Specifically, when mutual dependence is high
(the exchange partners really need each other), people find one another more
attractive relative to other potential exchange partners. When relative depend-
ence is equal (people equally rather than unequally need each other), the
exchange partners find it easier to reach agreement because neither has an a
priori power advantage. The theory indicates that exchange frequencies across
pairs of people in a network or group vary depending on these conditions of
dependence (Lawler and Yoon 1996). The model in figure 5.2 captures the
main ideas of relational cohesion theory.

The overall message is that exogenous structural power (dependence) condi-
tions generate commitments to social relations indirectly through an endogenous
process in which emotions are central—that is, an exchange-to-emotion-to-
cohesion sequence. Repeated exchange fosters global positive emotions in the
form of pleasure and satisfaction or interest and excitement. Positive emotions
in turn produce cohesion, or the perception that the relation is a unifying force
in the situation, because actors seek to interpret and understand the causes of
their emotions, and in the process their exchange relations become more salient.
The perception of cohesion in the relation captures the idea that the relation
itself is a solidifying or unifying force or object, external to the people involved
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main assertion is that exchange networks containing a high number of equal-
power relations and many direct connections between people will unleash pos-
itive emotions that are attributed to the larger group at the network level. In
other words, the shape of the network generates interactions and emotions that
make the social unit more salient and create an overarching group identity. In
terms of our theory, this suggests that individuals who are exchanging within
highly connected networks that comprise many equal-power relations should
be more likely to sense a common experience and a shared responsibility with
the others as they interact and exchange with select partners.

To illustrate, compare the five networks shown in figure 5.3. Assume that
each position in the network represents a person who can interact with any
connected other, but only one other at a time; in other words, the network ties
are exclusively connected. Power is determined by the potential for exclusion
among network members (the opportunity structure) and measured by the
relative winnings from negotiated exchanges between connected parties. The
three-line contains the largest power differentiation because the central posi-
tion can never be excluded and one of the peripheral persons must always be
excluded; clearly, in such a network power is centralized. This is why popular
teenagers who have many dating options with partners who have fewer options
are powerful in friendship networks. The four-line network is called a “weak
power” network because, although exclusion can occur (when the two central
actors exchange with one another), it need not occur (when each central posi-
tion exchanges with a peripheral). Such networks tend to produce slight power
advantages that favor the more central positions. Overall, it is unlikely that
either strong or weak power networks will generate a sense of shared respon-
sibility at the network level or make the network a target for emotions.

In contrast, the triangle is an equal-power network because all positions
are structurally identical. The network shape gives no position an a priori
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Their organizational membership is likely to be an important source of identity,
and those who share this identity tend to develop clannish, family-like ties to
the organization (Ouchi 1980). Affective ties to the organization are likely to
be strong in these roles. Furthermore, these are the employees who are most
likely to reveal affectively based normative commitments to the organization.
Their own interests and values are interwoven with those of the organization.

Turning to the upper-right quadrant, the prototype here is the professional
or technical employee. These roles tend to be high in centrality but narrow in
scope, given the degree of specialization they involve. Examples are software
designers in a computer firm, research and development staff in an engineering
firm, and accountants at a bank. Such employees are integral to the strategic tasks
and success of the organization, and they generate economic value for a firm, yet
their connection to the firm is primarily instrumental because the firm is mainly
a venue within which to develop their professional careers. They are more com-
mitted to their profession than to their organization and may readily leave an
organization if given a better offer that is consistent with their career. Given their
professional commitments, they also are likely to attribute positive events and
experiences proximally (locally), since their local technical unit is populated by
specialists like themselves. Overall, roles that are high in centrality but low in
scope of impact may contribute significantly to an organization’s performance,
but occupants of such roles tend to maintain some distance from the larger
organization and form the closest ties to local units with professional colleagues.

Those employees in the organization who do routine but necessary support
tasks engage in activities that are low in centrality but broad in scope. Low cen-
trality stems from the routine nature of tasks and high scope stems from the
generalized impact of support activities or operations. Take parking, trans-
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Table 6.1 Structural Roles and Commitment to Organizations

Scope
Centrality Broad Narrow

High Affective Instrumental
Distal rule Proximal rule

Low Normative Instrumental
Distal rule Proximal rule

Source: Authors’ compilation.



are assumed. Scope refers to the range of human activity regulated, monitored, or
penetrated by the social-political institutions of the state, and state strength refers
to the impact of the state structures that do exist on people within the state.
Highly centralized states tend to have relatively broad institutional scope but rel-
atively weak institutional strength, whereas highly decentralized states (for
example, federations) tend to have more limited institutional scope but higher
institutional strength. States in the modern era could expand or decline along
either or both of these dimensions. Fukuyama suggests that globalization has neg-
ative effects on state scope, but not necessarily on state strength within a given
scope. Scope and strength are useful dimensions for theorizing how states balance
freedom, opportunity, and decentralizing forces with control, constraint, and
centralizing forces, a classic issue in sociological theorizing (see Giddens 1984).

We reinterpret scope and strength in terms relevant to the theory of social
commitments. State scope should be manifest in the salience or immediacy of
the state in the lives of citizens. State strength should be manifest in the degree
to which structures of the state are a source of collective efficacy. Recall from
chapters 4 and 5 that the salience of a social unit is a condition for “group
formation,” or the activation of an existing group identity, and collective effi-
cacy is a counterpart to shared responsibility. Both are grounded in structural
interdependencies, joint activities, and collective outcomes. Thus, insofar as the
state is salient to citizens and perceived by them as an instrument of collective
efficacy, nationalist sentiments should develop and be sustained. Recasting
Fukuyama’s (2004) dimensions of state structure, we suggest the theoretical
model of how state structures affect nationalist sentiments—and therefore
social commitments to the state—shown in figure 9.1.
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It is the combination of shared responsibility with salience and the combi-
nation of shared responsibility with efficacy that lay the firmest foundation
for nationalist sentiments. The salience and efficacy of the state strengthen
nationalist sentiments, especially if people perceive a shared responsibility
for the collective results, because positive feelings from participation in joint
activities then are likely to be attributed to the state. In sum, the figure portrays
in a nutshell how the theory of social commitments contributes to an under-
standing of nationalist sentiments in modern nation-states.

CONCLUSIONS
There are important disagreements among political scientists and sociologists
about the current plight of the nation-state as an institution. Some argue that
the modern state, a fairly recent invention, reached its pinnacle of power in
the twentieth century and has been in decline since that time, owing primarily
to what has come to be known as globalization (Haas 2002; Fukuyama 2004).
Others argue that states have adapted to changing international conditions,
internally and externally, and preserved, if not enhanced, their role as princi-
pal mediators of international interdependencies and economic competition
(Scharpf 2000; Rodrik 1997). Finally, still other scholars stress the subjective
importance of the nation as a source of identity and a unifying force amid
growing differences among people within modern states (Greenfeld 1992;
Calhoun 2007; Laitin 2007). Nationalist sentiments are a plausible way in
which states become and remain important objects of social commitment for
citizens. Our theory suggests a micro-level affective mechanism by which this
can occur.
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Figure 9.2 Role of Shared Responsibility 
in Nationalist Sentiments
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unit while retaining the other three more clearly political units. We compared
the percentage who felt “very close” to their country versus the other units in
each survey, as well as the means for closeness.8

Table 9.1 shows the percentage of respondents who were “very close” to
the four possible units across twenty-three countries in the 1995 survey,
and table 9.2 contains the results for thirty-three countries in the 2003 sur-
vey. There is a fairly consistent pattern for the citizens to feel closer to their
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Table 9.1 Respondents Who Were Very Close to Different
Social Units, by Country, 1995

Neighborhood Town/City County/Province Country

Australia 13.2% 19.0% 23.0% 61.0%
Austria 49.6 44.0 47.5 56.1
Bulgaria 55.0 62.1 57.7 72.1
Canada 22.2 19.4 24.5 34.6
Czech Republic 36.4 38.5 21.7 47.5
Germany (West) 26.0 19.5 16.3 24.2
Germany (East) 25.1 22.6 21.1 27.7
Hungary 53.3 58.8 59.0 79.6
Ireland 40.9 33.6 36.6 53.8
Italy 30.1 39.6 35.2 42.9
Japan 41.8 37.1 41.0 60.2
Latvia 28.3 39.7 45.9 41.3
Netherlands 20.0 15.1 9.5 28.3
New Zealand 16.3 19.8 19.5 55.5
Norway 12.4 18.4 25.3 51.7
Philippines 27.8 15.1 16.2 21.9
Poland 26.4 49.7 21.4 54.6
Russia 29.5 31.8 24.6 41.7
Slovakia 43.7 36.7 21.9 41.6
Slovenia 32.6 32.6 29.2 49.3
Spain 43.7 47.7 45.9 42.7
Sweden 18.4 14.9 16.9 32.9
United Kingdom 18.4 12.8 12.0 24.0
United States 14.9 13.1 14.2 35.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on International Social Survey Program 1995.



Table 9.2 Respondents Who Were Very Close to Different
Social Units, by Country, 2003

Town/City County/Province Country

Australia 25.1% 21.7% 51.0%
Austria 57.7 56.3 59.8
Bulgaria 55.9 48.1 66.1
Canada 25.5 30.2 47.3
Chile 50.9 48.2 58.0
Czech Republic 48.0 33.7 39.1
Denmark 30.8 16.7 56.1
Finland 28.1 12.7 48.4
France 33.1 35.3 57.0
Germany (West) 33.8 21.7 25.5
Germany (East) 37.1 25.4 24.0
Hungary 55.8 53.2 75.0
Ireland 41.6 42.6 53.7
Israel—Jewish 45.9 32.2 79.9
Israel—Arab 64.5 60.5 25.7
Japan 38.7 33.8 48.9
Latvia 28.3 16.6 27.8
New Zealand 27.6 22.0 61.7
Norway 22.7 23.2 43.1
Poland 33.4 18.5 45.2
Portugal 44.0 45.6 51.5
Philippines 33.7 32.1 35.7
Russia 29.2 16.5 26.4
Slovakia 44.9 25.3 39.5
Slovenia 47.9 36.6 46.7
South Africa 63.4 51.2 60.8
South Korea 31.7 20.1 40.4
Spain 51.0 49.3 44.0
Sweden 24.1 19.7 41.2
Switzerland 36.0 28.3 40.9
Taiwan 35.6 27.2 32.1
United Kingdom 32.4 27.4 33.7
United States 22.8 23.7 52.4
Uruguay 49.9 31.0 56.4
Venezuela 53.3 47.2 58.7

Source: Authors’ compilation based on International Social Survey Program 2003.



develops routines or rituals that come to be expected by those who enter
that situation. Routine practices reduce the cognitive efforts that people
have to expend to navigate a situation by enabling them to assume that past
patterns will continue. Returning to the example from chapter 1 of a regu-
lar morning coffee shop, it takes very few visits before a customer has a sense
of the overall environment of a coffee shop—the noise level, the lighting,
and the mood, as well as the attitudes of the staff and the typical behaviors
of other customers. Customers do not have to think about these things or
wonder what the morning coffee shop will be like; they know before they
get there.

At first, predictability involves only cognitive expectations—in other words,
habits or routines without normative content or implied constraint on people.
Wrong (1994) theorizes that these cognitive expectations become normative
when people perceive that their own expectations complement those that others
have of them in the situation. For example, if person A has expectations that
person B will do y in a situation, this enables A to anticipate and successfully
interact with B by doing x. This is the social impact or value of predictability
per se (Wrong 1994). However, if A believes that B expects A to do x, and B
believes that A expects B to do y, then behaviors x and y have become normative.
One consequence is that violations of the expectations are salient, generate
discomfort, and are subject to sanctions. An unusually noisy customer in a
coffee shop with a predictably quiet, subdued mood that people expect, and
expect others to expect, is likely to receive subtle sanctions such as frowns or
quizzical looks.

In Wrong’s (1994, 59) approach, social order entails “regularly fulfilled
reciprocal expectations.” His analysis of how purely cognitive expectations
(predictability) become normative expectations (obligations) can be portrayed
as a simple micro-institutional theory of how routines or habits develop nor-
mative content at the micro level, as in figure 10.1:
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the costs? Enforcement represents a second-level public goods problem, requir-
ing another layer of norms. Because of individual incentives to violate group
norms, the effectiveness of norm enforcement is particularly problematic as
groups become larger and more formal and as informal (peer) sanctions, such
as expressions of disapproval, become less effective. Our affect mechanism of
social order makes a very simple point about the enforcement problems
involved in second-order public goods: to the degree that the person-to-group
tie has an affective component, enforcement problems should be solved with
less formal monitoring and lower transaction costs. People will obey norms
voluntarily because “group regard” becomes a factor in their decision or an ele-
ment of their utility function, owing to the affect mechanism.

From our theory, if trust relations generate positive feelings and social unit
attributions of these feelings, they can be an important source of social order.
Trust solutions to the problem of order, however, focus primarily on person-
to-person ties rather than person-to-group ties. This makes it difficult to spec-
ify how trust at the local, micro level bears on or relates to social order at a
higher or macro level (Cook, Hardin, and Levi 2005). One idea from this lit-
erature is that cultures that promote generalized attitudes of trust toward
others produce more expansive network ties because generalized trust leads
people to reach beyond their existing ties and form relations of trust with
strangers (Fukuyama 1995; Yamagishi and Yamagishi 1994). If people are build-
ing bridges across traditional subgroupings within a larger social unit, denser
and broader networks could strengthen order at the larger level—a micro-
to-macro effect. Nevertheless, trust is a relatively weaker solution to the prob-
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