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I Structuval Holes

of competence and duty as dimensions of trust relations in diverse institu-
tions in American socicty. ‘

Theory and research exist to ideatify trustworthy contacts. Strong rela-
tionships and mutual acquaintances tend to develop between people with
similar social attributes such as education, income, occupation, and age
{for example, Fischer, 1982; Burt, 1986, 1990b; Marsden, 1987; and see
nofe 4 below). Both factors are linked to trust. Trust is a component in
the strong relationships, and mutual acquaintances are like an insurance
policy through which interpersonal debt is enforced such that the other
person can be deemed trustworthy. (Mahria, 1991). Whether egocen-
trism, cues from presumed shared background and interests, or confi-
dence in mutual acquaintances to enforce interpersonal debt, the opera-
tional guide to the formation of close, trusting relations seems to be that
a person more like me is less likely to betray me. For the purposes here,
I set the whaole issue to one side as person-specific and presume that it
is resolved by the able player.

Siting Contacts

That leaves the first eriterion, establishing contacts where useful bits of
information are likely to air. Everything else constant, a large, diverse
network is the best guarantee of having a contact present where useful
information is aired. This is not to say that benefits must increase linearly
with size and diversity, a point to which I will return (Figure 1.5), but
only that, other things held constant, the information benefits of a large,
diverse network are more than the information benefits of a small, homo-
geneous network.

Size is the more familiar criterion. Bigger is better. Acting on this
understanding, people can expand their networks by adding more and
more confacts. They make more cold calls, affiliate with more clubs,
attend more secial fonctions. Numerous books and self-help groups can
assist them in “*networking™ their way to success by putting them in
contact with a large mumber of potentially useful, or helpful, or like-
minded peeple. The process is iflustrated by the netwerks in Figure 1.1
The four-contact metwork at the left expands to sixteen contacts at
the right. Relations are developed with a friend of each contact in net-
work A, doubling the contacts to eight in network B. Snowballing
through friends of friends, there are sixteen contacts in network C, and
50 On.

Size is a mixed blessing. More contacts can mean more exposure o
valuzhle information, mote likely early exposure, and more referrals.
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Figure 1.1 MNetwork expansion

But increasing neiwork size without considering diversity can cripple 2
netwerk in significant ways. What matters is the number of nonredundant
contacts. Contacts are redundant to the exfent that they lead to the same
people, and so provide the same information benefits.

Consider two four-contact networks, one sparse, the other dense.
There are no relations between the contacts in the sparse network, and
strong relations between every contact in the dense network. Both net-
worls cost whatever time and energy is required to maintain four relation-
ships. The sparse network provides four nonredundant contacts, one for
each relationship. Mo single one of the contacts gets the player to the
same people reached by the other contacts. In the dense network, each
relationship puts the player in contact with the same people reached
through the other relationships. The dense network contains only one
nonredundant contact. Any three are redundant with the fourth.

The sparse network provides more information benefits. If reaches in-
formation in four separate areas of social activity. The dense network is
a virtnally worthless monitoring device. Because the relations between
people in that network are strong, each person knows what the ether
people know and all will discover the same opportunities at the same
tinte,

The issue is opportunity costs. At minimum, the dense network is
inefficient in the sense that it returns less diverse information for the
same cost as that of the sparse network. A solution is to put more time
and energy info adding nonredundant contacts to the dense network. But
time and energy are limited, which means that inefficiency translates into
opportunity costs. If I take four relationships as an illustrative limit cn
the number of strong relations that a player can maintain, the player in the
dense network is cot off from three fourths of the information provided by
the sparse network,
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& strong relationship. Redundancy is unlikely, indicating a structural hole,
ers in distant groups. I will return to this issue again,

to discuss the depth of a bole, after control benefits have been introduced.

. The nuniber of structural holes can be nxﬁwnﬁnn to increase with
network size, but the holes are the key to information benefits. The opti-
mized network has two design principles.

Effidie
The first ‘design principle of an optimized network concerns efficiency:
Maximize the number of noaredundant contacts in the network to max-

imize the yield in structural holes per contact. E_.WW of
eguat size, the one with more ncnwmu:_imﬁ _B_Emﬂm ﬁ_.?..anm more ﬁmnn-

- .

fits. “THereis HTflE Bain trom a new ot

tacis. Time and energy would be betfer spent cultivating a new confact
to unreached people.’ Maximizing the nonredundancy of contacts maxi-
mizes the stroctoral holes obtained per contact.®

Efficiency is illustrated by the networks in Figure 1.3. These reach the
same people reached by the networks in Figure 1.1, but in a &mmn_.n‘:ﬁ
way. What expands in Figure 1.1 is not the benefits, but the cost of
maintaining the network. Network A pravides four nonredundant con-
tacts, Network B provides the same number. The information benefiis
provided by the initial foor contacts are redundant with benefits provided
by their close friends. All that has changed is the doubled number of
relationships maintained in the network, The situation deteriorates even
further with the sixteen contacts in network C. There are still only four

; . .
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Ketwork B'

Figyre 1.3 Strategic network expansion

Network C*
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nonredundant contacts in the network, but their bencfits are now ob-
tained al a cost of maintaining sixteen relationships.
With a little network mE.mmJ, the m_ﬁmnm contacts can

nﬁFnEmﬁ_. S wn a m__:BmQ :E.. naunmnﬂ.mrw on mai-

taining the primary contact, and allow direct relationships with others in
the cluster to weaken into indirect relations through the primary contact.
These players reached indirectly are secondary contacts. Among ihe re-
dundant contacts in a cluster, the primary contact should be the one most
easily maintained and most likely to honor an inferpersanal debt to you
in particolar. The secondary contacts are less easily maintained or less
likely 1o work for vou (even if they might work well for someone else}.
The critical decision obviously les in selecting the right person fo be a
primary contact. The importance of trust has already been discussed.
With a trusiworthy primary contact, there is little loss in information
benefits from the cluster and a gain in the reduced effort needed to main-
tain the cluster in the network,

Repeating this operation for each cluster in the network recovers effort
that would otherwise be spent maintaining redundan contacts, By rein-
vesting that saved time and efiort in developing primary contacts o new
clusters, the network expands to include an exponentialiy larger number
of contacts while expanding contact diversity. The sixteen contaets in
network C of Figure 1.1, for example, are maintained at a cost of four
primary contacts in network C' of Figure 1.3. Some portign of the time
spent maintaining the redundant other twelve contacts can be reallocated
to expanding the network to include new clusters.

.m..%.mi?@

The second design principle of an optimized network requires m further
shift in perspective: Distinguish primary from.se
to focus resources on WHMMME,E the pri
no,nikno% on the other end of your Himcowm ﬁ_unw are Eﬁm of access fo
clusters of people beyond. Guided by the first principle, these ports
should be nonredundant so as 1o reach separate, and thercfore more
diverse, social worlds of network benefits. Instead of maintaining rela-
tions with all confacts, ihe task of maintaining the total network is dele-
gated 1o primary contacts. The player a1 the center of the network is then
free to focus on properly supporting relations with primary contacts and
xpanding the nngnhw/s include new clusters. The first principle con-

ety

cerns the E@ of people reached with-a-seimary contact: the
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where the first summation is across all N primary coniacts § in your
network. If contact j is completely disconnected from all other primary
contacts, then the bracketed term equals one, indicating that § provides
one nonredundant centact in the network, As relations between j and the
other contacts strenglhen, the brackefed term approaches Py, indicating
that j is completely redundant with other contacis in #'s network, The
sum in Eq. (2.2} across contacts varies from one, indicating that the
network only provides a single contact, up to the observed number of
contacts in the network, N, indicating that every contact in the network
is nonrednndant.® With respect to structural holes, the index MEAsUTes a
network’s effective size. The ratio of this number divided by N measnres
efficiency. The efficiency ratio varies from & maximum of one, indicating
that every contact in the network is nonredundant, down to a minimuom
approaching zero, indicating high contact redundancy and therefore low
efficiency.

Table 2.1 contains the size, effective size, and efficiency of each net-
work in Figures 1.1, 1.3, and 1.4. For this illustration, [ have ireated the
networks as sociometric choice data, setting all relations to 1 where there
is a kine in a sociogram and 0 otherwise. The networks in Figures 1.1 and

-1.3 all have an effective size of four contacts, however, the increasing
conlacts in Figore 1.1 are redundant and so lower efficiency.

The results also highlight what is not captured, Network ' in Figure
1.3 reaches 16 people, four primary contacts and 12 secondary confacts,
but i1s effective size of four contacts computed from the above measure
is no different from network A', which only reaches a total of four con-

Table 2.7 Size, effective size, and efficiency

Zn__wwnﬂdxm.mn‘:ﬁn_m . :
Priinary Secondary m%vnmﬂ_ sire mwmmn_ ¥

Figure 1.1
Metwork A 4 0 4.0 1.04
Nerwork B 8 ] 4.0 0.3
Network C 1& it 4.0 0.25
Figure 1.3
Ketwork A" 4 0 4.4 1.90
Network B' 4 4 4.0 100
MNetwork C* 4 12 4.4 L.00
Figure 1.4
BERORE 5 10 14 0.68
AFTER 5 .| i [.04 .
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There are many reasons for the development of a cnﬁmﬁcnm,_ relation
between two people. Strategic embedding is only one. Imaginary embed-
ding relations have a simpler etiology. They only mn._.qm to —mmmnu.:u.w
tension of performing a relationship under the coastraint of wmﬁnm _:m.n
say in the negotiation of how the relationship is un_.mou.ﬁ@n. H_uan imagi-
nary relations therefore signal felt constraint and their c.onmmEum._ mal-
adaptive use leaves revealing emotiona! boils on personality. .

There is a richly documented literatore on imaginary nB_u@aEH.Hm Huw—m.
tions as defense mechanisms. There are the mechanisms of prajection,
in which you attribute yvour own impulses or ﬁmqnnvmmum ﬁ another per-
son, and identification, in which you take on nrmﬁhﬁnmnwm o_” mmuﬁ_ﬂ,
person. There are the mechanisms of denial and &mmcn.mm:cn, in which
you cauterize the self from specific objects and qmwﬁ__unm. ..H,_._mﬂn mwn
dreams, in which you perform relations in fantasy, moEmnE_,nm in & _un._.o_n
role that gives you an emotional release from the constrained relations
wou must wake 1o perform, sometimes in a pusillanimous role that mm.ﬂqﬂm
to reinforce the oppression of real life. As Sullivan (1940:69) so nicely
puts it **Dreams are interpersonal phenomena in which the other mmuouﬁ
is wholly ilusory, wholly fantastic, a projection, if you please, .“.uw nE._.‘_mE
constructive impulses, or of certain destructiveness, or of certain genital
mofivations, or something of that kind.*

IDENTIFICATION AS AN EMBEDDING RELATION .
Consider the concept of identification, for example. This is 2 .mm:mwm_
concept, used in many ways. When a person is mng&_..m:, consirained by
another person, however, idenfification is an embedding nnﬂnnﬂn Ennﬁ.-m.
nism like the concept discussed by Sigmund and Anna _u._.mmm_. Identifi-
cation here refers to 2 person’s taking on the n:mﬂmnmn%wﬂnm. of some
object, typically a person, in his or her environment. .ﬂ:m H.m an :.Bwnﬁmg._ﬁ
form of attachment and, to use the Freudian phrasing, _m typically di-
rected at objects ‘‘highly cathected with libido.™ In the ﬂ:._v_nmﬂ. mmmbu.
ples, chjecis of identification are people you want to resembie: initially
parents, iater television heroes and rock stars, popular un.ﬂ.P and at some
point, certain teachers and prestigious people in m:n..m Line of Ec_..w. By
adopting characteristic views or behaviors of a m_mﬁ_mnﬁ.; mm_:,n E »,_E
environment, yon can rationalize perceiving u_ommmn_mm.m E.HE_WH____ EmEm.
cant. For that momeni, you rise above your actual position __w the wus_acu.
ment, With respect to the source of severe ncnw:,ah.ﬁ .ﬁnnw_mnmcc: E.EH
imaginary embedding relation that provides a _uﬂ_nrmn Hnm._u_ﬁ mmon._ being
the object of constraint and replaces it with the exhilaration of being the

souree.?
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Embedding qualities of identification are more apparent in abnormal
situations. For example, consider Anna Freud's concept of identification
with the aggressor. An identification relationship is developed with a
lormentor. Frightening qualitics of the tormentor are brought into the
self, so that, when directed at other people, the self can feel less ob-
viously the target. An often-mentioned exaniple is Bettelheim’s (1960}
description of prisoners in Nazi concentration camps who adopted the
behaviors of their guards. A contemporary example is the sympathetic
relation that develops between hostages and their terrorist captors. When
a person holds a gun to your head, his cause seems reasonable, even
righteons.

The embedding qualities of identification are also mare apparent in
abnermal uses of the mechanism. In his popular review of psychoanalytic
ideas, Charles Brenner {1955:114) atiributes to Helene Deutsch (1234) the
first systematic discussion of what would be described here as pathologi-
cal embedding. Deutsch describes 2 class of people whose personalities
are plastic adapiations built around a significant relationship. She cails
thein “‘as if" personalities because their refationship (1934:302-305) “*has
somethmg about it lacking in genuineness and yet outwardly runs along
‘as if” it were complete ... . These relationships are usnally intense and-
bear all the earmarks of friendship, love, sympathy, and understanding;
bui even the layman soon perceives something strange . . . It is like the
performance of an actor who is technically well trained but who lacks
the necessary spark to make his impersonations true to life. Thos the
essential characteristic of the person I wish to describe is that outwardly
he conducts his life as if he possessed a complete and sensitive emotional
capacity. To him there is no difference between his empty forms and
what others actually experience . | . Overenthusiastic adherence to one
philosophy can be guickly and completely replaced by another contradic-
tory one without the slightest trace of inward transiormation—simply as
a result of some accidental regrouping of the circle of acquaintances or
the like.” Deutsch describes cases of “as if” personalities that developed
from the lack of experience with tmportant childhood attachments: a
woman raised by nannies in severe detachment from her parenis, a
woman with mentally disturbed parents and a psychotic brother, and
a woman with an aleoholic father who abused her mother, who the patient
later discovered took pleasure in being brutalized. .

BOTT ROLES _
To say that the embedding qualities of identification are more obvious in
abnormal uses of fhe defence merhomicm So med o oeee a1 s - .
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embedding relations are confined to the abnormal. Elizabeth Bott’s (1957)
close study of conjugal roles in twenty normal families illustrates the
point. Bott concludes that conjugal roles are determined by the social
network of relationships with people outside the marriage. As the density
of the network increases, there is an increasing tendency for husband
and wife to segregate their marilal activities, the wife performing stereo-
typically female activitics and the husband performing stereotypically
male activities.

Segregation is described in the extreme with respect {0 an ideal typical
family, the Newbolts (Bott, 1$57:70-73): {1} husband and wife take it for
granted that men have intercsts different from women; (2} husband con-
trols finances, with wife given an allowance to maintain the household;
(3) wife controls the household (rent, utilities, food, cooking, cleaning,
etc.); (4} husband and wife deemphasize the importance of physical sexu-
ality to a happy marriage; and (5) conjugal rele activities between hus-
band and wife are treated as the proper interest of one’s friends.

Low segregation is described by the same five indicators with respecl
to a group of five families (Bott, 1957:79-84): (1) husband and wife ques-
tion the extent to which mep and women have different interests;
{2) husband and wife jointly determine the family's major financial deci-
sions; (3} husband and wife both participate in maintaining the honsehold,
{4) physical sexuality is emphasized as an important component in a
happy marriage; and (5) conjugal role activities between husband and
wife are deemed private, outside the proper interests of one’s friends.

There are standard explanations for the role segregation. Variables
such as education, occupation, parental background, and so on would be
preminent in a routine saciological explanation. Bott argues, however,
that the usual social and psychological variables do not account for the
observed variation in segregation.

It is the structure of a couple's external netwark that predicts segrega-
tion. Bott (1957:60) focuses on connectivity: ““The degree of segregation
in the role-relationship of husband and wife varies directly with the con-
nectedness of the family’s social network.” A highly connected network

(Bott, 1957.65-70) is one in which: (1} relations are multiplex—{friends
include neighbors, relatives, and people with whom one socializes—and
in particular there is extensive visiting and mutual aid from relatives,
especially between the wife and her mother; (2) spouses socialize inde-
pendently and with different peeple, the wife with female neighbors and
the husband with long-time male friends; and (3} there are strong ties
between friends independent of the couple, the husband’s friends meeting

Strategic Embedding and Fnstitutional Residue 257

ﬁEnE.EE and the wife's friends meefing without her. In contrast, low
nﬁu:nnt,._..zw, networks are ones in which (Bott, 1957:74ff.): (1) friends are
zoﬁ,qn_mﬁdmmw (2) husband and wife share the same friends and typically
sociahze together with their friends, going to restaurants, films, and so
on; and (3) many of the couple’s friends do not know ane muaﬂ_uw_..
Husband and wife hole signatures in an fllustrative Bott role are pre-
seated in Figure 7.4 (compare with Figures 2.6 and 2.7). The couple’s
ﬂnﬁwcaw, at the top of the figure, shows the wife's strong relatiens with
her interconnected friends, especially with her mother, Jessica, and the

Pessica sor -t mrm e s e oo e Robert
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Fignre 74 Huole signatures in a high-sepregation cogjugal role.
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husband's strong refations with the interconnected *“mates” with whom
he grew up. As summarized by an informant (Bott, [957:68-69), “Men
have friends. Women have relatives™ and **Women don’t have friends.
They have Mum.* The hole signature for the wife’s position m the net-
work highlights her constrained relationship with ker mother. There are
no relations in this network where the wife can hide from her mother.
The network is hierarchical, with *“Mum®* on top. The hole signature for
the husband is less hierarchical. He is locked into a circle of high-
constraint relations with his mates.

Spouses have little say in each other’s role performance. Husband
and wife have a strong relationship, but the relation’s location in social
structure makes it negligible. The wife's refation with her husband is the
least constrained in her hole signature, the most surreunded by structural
holes. When adapting to the preferences of her mother and friends, her
conjugal relationship is the most open to redefinition. On the other side,
the wife is a weak comstraint in the husband’s hole signature. When the
husband adapts to the preferences of his mates, his conjugal relationship
is the most apen to redefinifion.

The marriage is a relationship kaid on top of two separate, pre-existing,
high-constraint networks. Husband and wife come to this marriage as
representatives of external constituencies. They have less say in the con-
jugal role they negotiate than in their outside constituencies. The hnsband
performs ta the audience of his mates. The wife performs to the audience
of her mother and friends. Both husband and wife in such networks turn
in the sex stercotypical performances deemed the proper interest of
friends outside the marriage, as fllustrated by Bott's indicators of high
segregation.

Compare this wilh the hole signatures in Figure 7.5. The relations with
and among the couple’s contacts illustrate the low-connectivity networks
in Boti's analysis. Friends are less connected with one anofher and are
less exclusively the husband’s or the wife’s friends. 1f the network in
Figure 7.4 had been deliberately transformed to look like Figure 7.5,
it would be an ilfustration of the withdrawal and expansion strategies
for managing constraint. Wife and husband have withdrawn from some
high-constraint relationships and introduced new contacts connected by
structural holes. Such changes are traced by Bott (1957:90, 106-108) to
geographic mobility, which frees the couple from their previous high-
constraint, if supportive, relationships (compare Young and Willmott,

1957). In Figure 7.5, the wife’s mother isn't connected to the new frends
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and the husband's mates aren’t an interconnected external constituency. .
The wife has two new friends in the neighborhood and also has friends
in common with her husband. The husband has two new friends at work
and shares mutral friends with his wife. These changes have reversed
the position of husband. and wife in each other’s networks. Now they are
each the strongest constraint in the other’s hole signature. The conjugal
role they negotiate will be more responsive to each other than to any

Jessica BT Rober
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Figure 7.7 Hole signatires in a low-segregation conjugat role.
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external infiuence. Husband and wife in snch networks turn in perfor-
mances less characterized by sex role stereptyping, as illvstrated by
Bott's indicators of low role segregation.,

THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION
In sum, there is a fundamental guestion for the development of perscnal-
ity that is analogous to the fundamental question for the entrepreneur
building a firm. The question is rarely asked explicitly, but is nevertheiess
informative as an analytical concept. Do I conduct this constraint-
generating relationship “as is,”" with its known limits for negotiation,
or do I embed it in another relationship that would make it easier fo
transact?

Framed by this question, a person is a synthesis of two networks.
The foundation is a network of constraint-generating relationships—some
mixture of kinship, authority, and intimacy relations. Built on top of the
foundation is a network of real and imagined embedding relationships.
The structure of the embedding relationships is predicted by the structure
of the consiraint-generating relationships. The prediction is the substance
of the strategy hypothesis. The strategy hypothesis when applied to a
ﬁmwmoﬂ._ says that in relationships which severely constrain there is an
incentive to embed the relationship in other relations over which fhe
individual has more control. In response to felt consiraint, mental images
and discretionary relationships are built to manage constraint emetion-
ally. Together, the constraints and accompanying embedding relations
define a social construction visible to the analyst as personality. In orien-
tatjon, this image is akin to Lewin's (1936, 1951) idea of discussing per-
sonality in terms of the surrounding field of object-specific forces shaping
it. In substance, the image is allied with Suliivan’s (1940, 1953) interper-
sonal theory of psychiatry. He describes how the growth and characteris-
tics of personality are determined by the extent to which, and manner in
which, the power maotive is satisfied in relationships. This is not power
as control over others so much as power as a sense of security created
by having control over things that matter to the self. Relations in which
security is threatened trigger anxiety to which the individual responds
with a defense, and the stage is sef for an adjustment to the individual’s
personality.

Personality is a form of organization in a complex environment. The
firm is a comparatively simple person: the network of transactions among

suppliers and customers defines market constraints on the producer. Cor-
porate ties of various kinds embed constrained transactions in corporate
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authority to make it easier, and more profitable, to conduct what would
otherwise be constrained negotiations. People are more complex. Embed-
ding is more fluid, more varied, less visible. The foundational constraint-
generating relations vary—sometimes kinship, sometimes job related,
sometimes emationally significant ties from one’s past—and the embed-
ding relations shift and vary—sometimes friendship, sometimes joking,
semetimes sex, sometimes an effort to bring the source of constraint into
a collaborative project, sometimes wholly imaginary relations as illus-
trated by the residues of identification, built to manage emotionally what
cannot be managed in fact. The analogy is nevertheless instructive to
establisk the broad scope of the strategy hypothesis. As the firm is 2
social construction by players navigating around constrained market
transactions, personality is an emotional construction by a person navi-
gating around constrained refationships. The two phenomena, widely dif-
ferent in substance, are similarly predicted as a strategic response to
constrained interaction defined by the distribution of hofes in the social
structure.

DOING RESEARCH
Research can move in two directions: describing how aggregate personal-
ity aftributes vary with aggregate constraint or describing the transac-
tional basis of personality.

In the first direction, kinds of personalities develop in kinds of net-
waorks. For example. David Riesman's (1950) sociclegical discussion of
American personality develops a confrast between “‘inner-direcled’” per-
sons, who act from internalized values, and *‘other-dirccted™ persons,
who act from their perception of the values of others, The two kinds of
persons can both develop into “‘autonomous™ persons, but would do
so in different ways. The image of the “‘other-directed” person bears
resemblance in the extreme (o the pathologies described by Deutsch in
her *“as if”" personalities, Riesman’s (1950:142) image of the antonomous
person is closely related to what I have discossed as the freedom possible
froni structural holes: ““The autonomous are those who on the whole are
capable of conforming to the behavioral norms of their society—a capac-
ity the anomics usoally lack—but are free to choose whether to conform
or not.”’

Riesman’s description of the “*autonomous person kighlights the posi-
tive side of the personality associated with aceess to structural holes;
Michael Thompson, Richard Ellis, and Aaron Wildavsky's (1990) descrip-
tion of the *‘individualist’ highlights the negative side. Their classifica-
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external influence. Husband and wife in such networks turn in perfo
mances less characterized by sex role sterectyping, as illustrated b
Bott's indicators of low role segregation.

THE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION
In sum, there is a fundamental question for the developmest of ﬂ.mmmcna
ity that is analogous to the fundamental question for the entrepreneur
building a firm. The question is rarely asked explicitly, but 1s nevertheless
jnformative as an analvtical concept. Do I condnct this constraint-
generating relationship “‘as is,” with its known limits for negotiation,
or do I embed it in another relationship that would make it easier to
transact?
Framed by this question, a person is a synthesis of two aefworks.
The foundation is a network of constrainf-generating relationships—some
mixture of kinship, authority, and intimacy relations. Buit on top of the
foundation is a network of real and imagined embedding relationships.
The structure of the embedding relationships is predicted by the structure
of the constraint-generating relationships. The prediction is the substance
of the strategy hypothesis. The strafegy hypothesis when applied to a
person says that in relationships which severely consirain there is an
incentive to embed the relationship in other relations over which the
individual has more control. In response to felt constraint, mental images -
and discretionary relationships are built to manage constraint emotion-
ally. Together, the constraints and accompanying embedding relations -
define a social construction visible to the analyst as personality. In orien-
tation, this image is akin to Lewin's (1936, 1951} idea of discussing per-
sonality in terms of the surrounding field of object-specific forces shaping -
it. In substance, the image is allied with Sullivan’s {1940, 1953) interper-
sonal theory of psychiatry. He describes how the growth and characteris-
tics of personality are determined by the extent to which, and manner in
which, the power motive is satisfied in relationships. This is not power
as control over others so much as power as & sense of security created
by having contro! over things thaf matter to the self. Relations in which
security is threatened frigger anxiety 1o which the imdividual responds
with a defense, and the stage is set for an adjustment to the individual’s
personality.

Personality is a form of organization in a complex environment. The
firm is 2 comparatively simple person: the network of transactions among
suppliers and customers defines market constraints on the producer. Cor-
porate ties of various kinds embed constrained transactions in corporate
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aothority to make it easier, and more profitable, to condnct what would
otherwise be consirained negotiations. People are more complex. Embed-
ding is more fluid, more varied, less visible. The foundational constraint-
generating relations vary—sometimes kinship, sometimes job related,
sometimes emotionally significant ties from one's past—and the embed-
ding relations shift and vary—sometimes friendship, sometimes joking,
sometimes sex, sometimes an effort to bring the source of constraint into
a collaborative project, sometimes wholly imaginary relations as illus-
trated by the residues of idenfification, built to manage emotionalty what

- cannot be managed in fact. The analogy is nevertheless instructive to

establish the broad scope of the strategy hypothesis. As the firm is a
social construction by players navigating around constrained market
transactions, personality is an emotional construction by a person navi-
gating arcund constrained relationships. The two phenomena, widely dif-
ferent in substance, are similarly predicted as a strategic response to
constrained inferaction defined by the distribution of holes in the social
structure. .

DOING RESEARCH ‘
Research ¢an move in two directions: describing how aggregate personal-
ity aftributes vary with ageregate constraint or nmmn:_u_bm the transac-
tional basis of personality.

In the first direction, kinds of personalities develop in kinds of net-
works. For example, David Riesman’s (1950) sociological discussion of
American personality develops a contrast between *‘inner-directed” per-
sons, who act from internalized valves, and *other-directed™ persons,
who act from their pereeption of the values of others. The two kinds of
persons can both develop into “‘autonomous' persons, but would do
so in different ways. The image of the “other-directed” person bears
resemblance in the extreme to the pathologies described by Deutsch in
her **as if”" personalities. Riesman’s (1950:142) image of the antonomous
person is closely related to what T have discussed as the freedom possible
from structural holes: “The autonomous are those who on the whole are
capable of conforming to the behavioral norms of their society—a capac-
ity the anomics usually lack—but are free to choose whether to conform
or not."’

Riesman’s description of the ““autonomous’ person highlights the posi-
tive side of the personality associated with access to structural holes:
Michael Thompson, Richard Ellis, and Aaren Wildavsky's (1990) descrip-
tion of the “'individoalist™ highlights the negative side. Their classifica-



