The Difference Between Communal and
Exchange Relationships: What It Is and Is Not

Margaret S. Clark

Carnegie Mellon University

Judson Mills

University of Maryland, College Park

Replying to Batson (this issue), who argues that the difference
between communal and exchange relationships is less than
might be imagined, the authors review the communal/exchange
distinction, discuss what it does and does not mean, and address
specific issues raised by Batson. They conclude, contrary to
claims by Batson, that (a) ingratiation cannot account for all
the findings supporting the communal/exchange distinction;
() if desire for a communal relationship leads to ingratiation,
that does not contradict the distinction; (c) if communal norms
are followed for other than altruistic reasons, that does not
undermine the distinction, (d) the difference between communal
and exchange relationships is not limited to the breadth of
benefits exchanged; (e) the difference between communal and
exchange relationships is not limited to a difference in etiquette;
rathey, the communal/exchange distinction provides a theoreti-
cal explanation for the difference in etiquette.

The article by Batson (thisissue) poses the question:
‘What is the difference between communal and exchange
relationships? The question refers to the communal/
exchange distinction of Clark and Mills (1979). The answer
given by Batson is that the difference is far less than might
be imagined. Batson concludes that exchange principles
seem to operate in both exchange and communal rela-
tionships, with the difference limited to a difference in
the breadth and etiquette of benefits exchanged.

We agree with some of Batson’s comments. However,
we disagree with others and his conclusions about the
communal/exchange distinction. Our response has two
parts. In the first, we present a more complete answer to
the question of the difference between communal and
exchange relationships than is attributed to us in
Batson’s article.! We also discuss what the communal/
exchange distinction does not mean. The second part of
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our response addresses the specific issues raised in Batson’s
article.

THE COMMUNAL/EXCHANGE DISTINCTION

What Is the Communal/Exchange Distinction ?

As Batson correctly stated,? the distinction between
communal and exchange relationships is based on the
rules or norms that govern the giving and receiving of
benefits. In exchange relationships, benefits are given
with the expectation of receiving a comparable benefit
in return or as repayment for a benefit received previously.
In contrast, the norm in communal relationships is to
give benefits in response to needs or to demonstrate a
general concern for the other person. In communal
relationships, the receipt of a benefit does not change
the recipient’s obligation to respond to the other’s
needs. It does not create a specific debt or obligation
to return a comparable benefit, as it does in an ex-
change relationship.

There is more to the communal/exchange distinc-
tion than is contained in the summary given by Batson.
At the beginning of our work on the communal/exchange
distinction, our focus was on communal relationships
that are mutual (Clark & Mills, 1979). Later (Mills & Clark,
1988), we discussed one-sided communal relationships,
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such as the relationship between a parent and an infant
or young child. We noted that caring for infants and
young children, which is essential for human survival, is
the clearest example of a communal relationship. We
speculated that the human tendency to form communal
relationships has a biological basis.

The communal norm of caring for the needs of the
child functions to improve the chances of the offspring’s
survival. It also facilitates the child’s sense of security and
may satisfy nurturance needs on the part of the parent-
caretaker, thereby furnishing an important sense of ful-
fillment. In mutual communal relationships, such as
relationships between adult family members and be-
tween friends, following the communal norm of taking
care of the needs of one another can provide each
member of the relationship with a sense both of security
and of fulfillment. We believe that, for most people, their
communal relationships are the relationships that are
most important for them (Mills & Clark, 1982).

An important feature of the communal/exchange
distinction not mentioned by Batson is that communal
relationships can vary in strength (Mills & Clark, 1982,
1988).* The greater the motivation to be responsive to the
other person’s needs, the stronger the communal rela-
tionship. For instance, the communal relationship with
one’s best friend is typically stronger than that with one’s
other friends. The communal relationship with one’s
child is typically stronger than that with one’s best friend.

Communal relationship strength can be described in
a number of ways. One way is in terms of the costs the
person is willing to incur to meet the other’s needs,
without expecting specific compensation. Typically, peo-
ple are willing to incur greater costs to meet the needs
of their child than to meet the needs of their best friend.
As costs are usuallyrelated to the size of the benefit given,
larger benefits are usually given in stronger communal
relationships. Another way to describe communal rela-
tionship strength is in terms of whose needs take prece-
dence in case of a conflict. Assuming needs are equal,
the needs of the person with whom one has a stronger
communal relationship take precedence over the needs
of the person with whom one has a weaker communal
relationship.

Figure 1 illustrates how the degree of strength of the
communal relationship with the other and the degree of
cost of providing a benefit to the other determine when
the communal norm will be applied.* When the commu-
nal norm will be applied is also determined by the degree
of the other’s need for the benefit from the person. The
greater the other’s need, the more likely it is the com-
munal norm will be applied.

We believe most people consider themselves to have
weak communal relationships with everyone (Mills &
Clark, 1982). Most people are willing to provide aid to a
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Figure 1 When the Communal norm will be applied as a function of
communal relationship strength and cost of the benefit. (The
placement of stranger, friend, best friend, and child on the
communal relationship

stranger at some degree of cost to themselves without any
expectation of repayment, if the stranger has a need for
their aid that is great relative to its cost. An example is
calling an ambulance for a stranger who has collapsed in
front of one’s house. Even when the need is not great, aid
will be given to a stranger without any expectation of
repayment if the cost is very low, such as giving a stranger
directions.

Although communal relationships are pervasive,
strong communal relationships are rare except in the
case of family members, romantic partners, and close
friends. The weak communal relationships most people
have with strangers and acquaintances do not provide
the degree of motivation sufficient for the giving of costly
benefits, except under unusual emergency conditions
involving extraordinary need. The regular giving of
costly benefits to persons other than family members,
romantic partners, or friends required for the function-
ing of a modern economy is outside the realm of com-
munal relationships.

The social process enabling the regular giving of
costly benefits in the absence of strong communal rela-
tionships which is essential to a modern economy in-
volves the trading of benefits. Trading entails the
expectation of receiving something specific of value in
return for providing a benefit. The orderly trading of
costly benefits that forms the basis of a modern market
economy depends on the exchange norm that the re-
ceipt of a benefit incurs an obligation to return a com-
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parable benefit. The plethora of products currently avail-
able to consumers would not have been produced in the
absence of the exchange rule that a specific benefit is
owed in return for a benefit received.

To avoid confusion, it is important to keep in mind
that we use the term exchange in accord with the dictio-
nary definition of exchange as giving or taking one thing
in return for another. The term exchange has been used
rather broadly in social psychology to refer to mutually
rewarding interaction. Our use of the term is narrower,
and, we believe, more precise. In our view, an exchange
occurs when the parties involved understand that one
benefit is given in return for another benefit.

What the Communal/Exchange Distinction Does Not Mean

The communal/exchange distinction does not have the
same meaning as the difference between close and casual
relationships, as Batson assumes. It is not our view that the
difference between communal and exchange relation-
ships exhausts the psychological difference in being close.

We assume thata relationship in which the communal
norm is followed is more likely to be regarded as a close
relationship than a relationship in which the communal
norm is not followed. In fact, in some recent work we
have found that a measure of communal relationship
strength is highly correlated with a rating of the subjec-
tive closeness of the relationship with the other person
(Mills, Clark, & Ford, 1993). However, there are other
factors that may cause a person to feel close to another
person, such as the degree of shared knowledge or
experience.

If, as we assume, people have weak communal rela-
tionships with strangers, it follows that they have some
communal relationships that would not be considered
close relationships. Aiding a stranger without any expec-
tation of repayment—for example, giving a stranger
directions—is an example of a communal relationship,
albeit a very weak communal relationship. Such a rela-
tionship would not be thought of as close.

Although many exchange relationships would be con-
sidered casual relationships, an exchange relationship is
not always casual. Exchange relationships can continue
over a long period and can be quite important to the
parties involved. An example of an exchange relation-
ship that would not be considered casual is the relation-
ship between partners in a business.

An issue related to whether communal relationships
are close relationships and exchange relationships are
casual relationships is whether communal relationships
are just long-term exchange relationships. As Batson
correctly stated, we do not believe communal relation-
ships are just long-term exchange relationships. As Batson
acknowledged, certain of our findings (Clark, 1984;
Clark, Mills, & Corcoran, 1989; Clark, Mills, & Powell,

1986) are difficult to reconcile with an extended-time-
frame exchange explanation. We have pointed out
(Mills & Clark, 1982, 1988) that exchange relationships
may continue over a long period, as in the example given
above of an exchange relationship between partners in
abusiness.” We also noted that the variables of communal
versus exchange relationship and the expected length of
the relationship are conceptually independent.

The communal/exchange distinction is also different
from a distinction between altruistic and selfish relation-
ships. As Batson correctly notes, we do not assuine that
communal relationships are altruistic and exchange re-
lationships are selfish, as is sometimes thought. Nor,
however, do we assume that communal relationships are
not altruistic, as Batson suggested we do.®

In response to criticism that the communal/exchange
distinction assumes people are more unselfish than is
warranted, we pointed out that behavior in communal
relationships can be selfish in the sense that people may
follow communal norms in order to achieve some other
goal (Mills & Clark, 1988). Our position that it is not
necessary to assume that behavior in communal relation-
ships is completely unselfish does not mean, as Batson
assumed, that we regard it as completely or even primar-
ily selfish. Both communal and exchange relationships
assume a willingness to meet one’s obligations to the
other person. Exploiting the other by failing to meet
one’s obligations in either type of relationship is truly
selfish behavior (Mills & Clark, 1988).”

The issue of altruism versus selfishness is not central
to our work on the communal/exchange distinction, as
it has been to much of Batson’s own work (Batson, 1987;
Batson & Oleson, 1991).® We have, however, made pre-
dictions about the perception of altruism and selfishness
from the concept of communal relationship strength
(Mills, Clark, & Mehta, 1993). Because the expectation
that help will be provided is greater in strong communal
relationships, offering help to someone with whom there
is a weak communal relationship (such as an acquaint-
ance) leads to greater perceived altruism than offering
help to someone with whom there is a strong communal
relationship (such as a best friend or sibling). Con-
versely, failing to offer help in a strong communal rela-
tionship leads to greater perceived selfishness than
failing to offer help in a weak communal relationship.

That people follow different norms governing the
giving and receiving of benefits in communal and ex-
change relationships is what is central to the communal/
exchange distinction.® The reason that a person might
follow the communal norm in a relationship can be
considered separately from the consequences of follow-
ing the communal norm. This is an important distinc-
tion. The motivation to follow the communal norm
may be altruistic or selfish or unclassifiable. The conse-
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quences of following the communal norm are that one
is concerned with the welfare of the other person and
motivated to benefit the other when the other has a
need. For example, the motivation to follow the norm of
a communal relationship that evokes the motivation to
provide care for an aging relative without compensation
may have been created by an altruistic desire. However,
it also might have been created by a desire to fulfill one’s
duty or by some other reason.'

The communal/exchange distinction does not mean
communal relationships exist without providing rewards
to the members of the relationship. The assumption that
a communal relationship does not involve an exchange
of benefits (in the sense that a benefit is given with the
expectation of receiving a comparable benefitin return)
does not mean communal relationships are not reward-
ing to the participants. We assume that if a relationship
continues, it is rewarding, unless there are restraints
against leaving the relationship.

One reason a communal relationship can be reward-
ing without an exchange of benefits has to do with the
fact that, in our theorizing about the communal/
exchange distinction, benefits are not the same as re-
wards. We use the term benefit to refer to something that
one person chooses to give to another which is of use to
the person receiving it (Clark & Mills, 1979). There are
many satisfactions or rewards that derive from relation-
ships which are not benefits, as we use that term. For
example, the joy a parent feels when a child recovers
from an illness is not a benefit voluntarily given by the
child to the parent. Simply knowing one has a mutual
communal relationship with another person in which
each person is concerned with the other’s welfare can be
highly satisfying. However, that does not, in itself, consti-
tute a benefit, as we use the term.

Another reason communal relationships can be re-
warding without an exchange of benefits has to do with an
essential aspect of the communal/exchange distinction.
The communal/exchange distinction makes a distinc-
tion between the giving and receiving of benefits and
the exchange of benefits. The giving and receiving of
benefits in communal relationships does not constitute an
exchange of benefits, according to the communal/ex-
change distinction. Giving and receiving benefits is
ubiquitous in communal relationships, providing in-
numerable rewards to members of those relationships.

A point made earlier is worth reiterating here. Al-
though the term exchangehas been used broadly in social
psychology to refer to mutually rewarding interaction,
we do not use the term in that way. Rather, we use it in
accord with the dictionary definition of exchange as
giving or taking one thing in return for another. For us,
an exchange occurs when the parties involved understand
that one benefit is given in return for another benefit.
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ISSUES RAISED BY BATSON

Is Experimental Manipulation of
Desire for a Communal Relationship Valid?

Batson questions the validity of the manipulation of
desire for a communal relationship, asking whether re-
sponses to it can tell us anything about real, ongoing
communal versus exchange relationships. Considered in
that way,'! the question is best answered, as Batson him-
self does, by looking at the results of parallel studies in
which the effects of the desire for communal versus
exchange relationship manipulation can be compared
with behavior toward friends versus strangers (Clark,
1984; Clark et al., 1986, 1989; Clark & Taraban, 1991).

We agree with Batson’s statement about the results of
the parallel studies, “The results of the two studies in
each pair have always been quite similar. Subjects in-
duced to desire a communal relationship have behaved
like ongoing friends; subjects induced to desire an ex-
change relationship have behaved like strangers.”* We
agree with his comment that “the consistency of results
across these paired studies is reassuring.” These state-
ments seem to us to answer most satisfactorily the ques-
tion posed by Batson.

We are aware that, in making those statements, Batson
was not agreeing with us that the results of the parallel
studies provide evidence for the communal/exchange
distinction. Rather, he went on from those statements to
raise the possibility that subtle exchange processes might
be operating in the communal conditions of the labora-
tory studies and in the ongoing friendships. In his next
section, he suggested that the subtle exchange processes
involved ingratiation.

Can Ingratiation Account for All the Findings
Supporting the Communal/Exchange Distinction?

Batson states that ingratiation seems able to account
for the numerous empirical differences between com-
munal and exchange subjects with comparative ease. We
agree with Batson that subjects desiring a communal
relationship with another person may want to make a
favorable impression on that other person. If that is what
is meant by ingratiation, we would agree that subjects
desiring a communal relationships often follow an ingra-
tiation strategy.'®

We assume thatsubjects who want to create a favorable
impression in order to further the development of a
mutual communal relationship will take care to follow
the rules of communal relationships with the other per-
son so as to make a favorable impression. If that is
ingratiation, then an interpretation in terms of ingratia-
tion is similar to our interpretation in terms of the
concept of a communal relationship. Many of the find-
ings of the studies using the desire for communal rela-
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tionship manipulation can be explained on that basis,
but not all.

We also assume that subjects desiring a communal
relationship with another person will avoid the appear-
ance of following exchange rules with that person in order
not to create the wrong impression. That kind of behav-
ior is not what is meant by ingratiation. That is not
behavior designed to impress or, as Batson also in-
cludes in his discussion of ingratiation, behavior de-
signed to indebt.

Whichever definition of ingratiation is used, an ingra-
tiation interpretation cannot plausibly account for the
results of Clark (1984). In Study 1 of Clark (1984),
whereas subjects desiring an exchange relationship with
the other person followed an exchange rule by keeping
track of the other’s inputs into a joint task, subjects
desiring a communal relationship avoided doing so in a
situation in which the other had no way of knowing
whether they were keeping track. Subjects desiring an
exchange relationship were significantly more likely than
chance to choose for their part of the task a different-
color pen than the other person had used (thus enabling
themselves to keep track of the other’s inputs); subjects
desiring a communal relationship were significantly less
likely than chance to choose a different-color pen.'*

Although, before presenting the ingratiation inter-
pretation, Batson made reference to studies comparing
behavior toward friends and strangers, he did notdiscuss
how an ingratiation interpretation would explain those
studies. It cannot account for the findings of Clark
(1984) and of Clark et al. (1989) that keeping track of
inputsinto a joint task is less if the other personisa friend
than if the other is a stranger.

In the study by Clark et al. (1989), keeping track of
the other’s inputs or needs was measured by the number
of times subjects turned around to glance at lights
(which never changed). When a change in the lights
meant the other had made a substantial contribution to
a joint task, the number of glances was less if the other
was a friend than a stranger, whereas it was greater if the
other was a friend than a stranger when a change in the
lights meant the other needed help (which the subject
could not provide). An ingratiation explanation would
have to explain why not looking at the lights when a
change meant the other had made a substantial contri-
bution to the joint task (in a situation in which the other
had no way of knowing whether the subject had looked
at the lights) would be considered a means of ingratiat-
ing oneself with the other.'

If Desire for a Communal Relationship Leads to Ingratiation,
Does That Contradict the Communal/Exchange Distinction?

Batson suggests that if subjects led to desire a commu-
nal relationship employ an ingratiation strategy, that

would contradict the claim of Clark and Mills that com-
munal and exchange relations differ in that individuals
in or desiring a communal relationship operate on a
principle of concern, not a principle of exchange. Bat-
son expresses doubt that we would agree, and his doubt
iswell-founded.We do not see any contradiction between
assuming that (a) those desiring a mutual communal
relationship will try to create a favorable impression on
the other by following communal rules with the other
and (b) following communal rules involves a concern for
the other’s welfare.

There is no contradiction between those two assump-
tions because, as we noted when discussing what the
communal/exchange distinction does not mean, the
motivation causing a person to follow the rules of a
communal relationship is not necessarily the same as the
motivation that is a consequence of following the rules
of a communal relationship. The latter motivation in-
volves a concern for the welfare of the other. The former
motivation need not stem from a concern for the welfare
of the other, although it may.

Do Communal Relationships Evoke Altruistic
Motivation? If Communal Norms Are Followed
Jor Other Than Altruistic Reasons, Does That
Undermine the Communal/Exchange Distinction?

Batson states that Clark and Mills do not wish to claim
that communal relationships evoke altruistic motivation.
From our position that people in communal relation-
ships may follow the norm of showing concern for the
other’s welfare in order to achieve some other goal,
Batson further concludes that our analysis of possible
motives for benefiting the other in communal relation-
ships seems quite consistent with exchange or equity
theory explanations.

Contrary to Batson’s statement about our views, we do
wish to claim that communal relationships evoke altruis-
tic motivation, in the sense of motivation directed toward
increasing the other’s welfare.'® We agree with the au-
thors quoted by Batson who have argued that love rela-
tions have the capacity to evoke altruistic motivation.
Our view is that communal reltionships do evoke motives
directed toward increasing the other’s welfare. But it is
also our view that that is not the same as saying people
enter into or continue in communal relationships solely
for altruistic reasons.

As discussed in connection with the issue of whether
ingratiation would undermine the communal/exchange
distinction, the motivation that leads people to follow
the norms of communal relationships need not be the
same as the motivation that is evoked by the norms of
communal relationships. That people follow communal
norms for other than altruistic reasons does not contra-
dict our assumption that communal relationships evoke
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a concern for the welfare of the other person and differ
from exchange relationships.

Is the Difference Between Communal and Exchange
Relationships the Breadth of Benefits Exchanged?

Batson’s conclusion is that the difference between
communal and exchange relationships seems limited to
a difference in the breadth and etiquette of benefits
exchanged. The issue of a difference in etiquette is
different from the issue of the breadth of benefits ex-
changed and is addressed in the next section.

The issue of the breadth of benefits exchanged could
be considered in terms of whether the benefits that are
given and received in communal relationships cover a
wider range than the benefits given and received in
exchange relationships. If the issue is considered in that
way, we would disagree that the benefits given and re-
ceived cover a broader range in communal relationships
than in exchange relationships. It is difficult to think of
a benefit that can be given and received in a communal
relationship that cannot also be given and received in an
exchange relationship, by purchase or barter. Of course,
in some cases the exchange may be considered immoral,
illegal, or strange. For example, receiving money for
engaging in sex is generally regarded as immoral and is
illegal in most parts of the United States. Buying an
invitation to a party is strange and socially inappropriate.

When Batson discusses the issue of breadth of benefits
exchanged, he focuses on the comparability of the ben-
efits that are given and received. He states that the
difference between communal and exchange relations
appears to reduce to a difference in the range of benefits
considered comparable, making the assumption that the
range is greater in communal relationships. We do not
agree with that, because our position is that benefits
given and received in communal relationships are not
viewed as part of an exchange and so their comparability
is not evaluated in communal relationships.

Contrary to Batson’s statement about our position, we
do not believe that comparable value of benefits in
exchange relationships is restricted to similarity in kind
or in explicit value. We agree with Batson that compara-
ble value of benefits exchanged for one another may
include comparability on a more general, subjective
scale of value. We believe there are situations in which
very subjective scales of value are utilized in exchanges
of benefits. For instance, we can envision two neighbors
agreeing to an exchange in which the first gives the
second vegetables from the first’s garden and the second
give the first rides to the post office.

In connection with his comments about the compara-
ble worth of benefits, Batson suggests that exchange is
less tangible and less explicit in communal relationships
than in exchange relationships. As we noted when dis-
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cussing what the communal/exchange distinction does
not mean, our view is that an exchange of benefits does
not occur unless the persons involved recognize that
what is given and received is an exchange of benefits. If
the value of the “benefits” is so inexplicit, so intangible,
that the parties do not recognize them as benefits that
are being given and received for each other, then an
exchange of benefits has not occurred, as we use that
term. We doubt that creating a favorable impression with
a person with whom one desires a mutual communal
relationship by following the rules of a communal rela-
tionship with that person, or ingratiation as the term is
used in this article, is perceived by many as an exchange
of benefits."”

Yet another reason we disagree with Batson’s conclu-
sion that the difference between communal and ex-
change relationships can be reduced to a difference in
the breadth of what are considered comparable benefits
is that that assumption is not able to account for some of
the findings supporting the communal/exchange dis-
tinction. That assumption cannot explain the results of
the studies by Clark (1984) and by Clark et al. (1989),
discussed in connection with the ingratiation interpreta-
tion. If that assumption were correct, there should be no
reason to expect that keeping track of inputs into a joint
task will be less when a communal relationship is desired
than when an exchange relationship is desired or less
when the other is a friend than when the other is a
stranger.

Is the Difference Between Communal and

Exchange Relationships a Difference in Etiquette?

Batson suggests that in a communal relationship the
exchange is not as explicit or blatant, and as a result, the
etiquette differs. He further suggests that if that is so, an
exchange explanation cannot clearly be distinguished
from our own theoretical perspective, quoting from
Clark, Ouellette, Powell, and Milberg (1987) in a way
that implies we agree with him. We do agree with Batson
that the etiquette differs in communal and exchange
relationships. We do not agree that the blatancy of the
exchange is the reason the etiquette differs. And we do
not agree that our theoretical perspective cannot be
distinguished from Batson’s exchange interpretation.

We agree with Batson’s comment concerning eti-
quette, that it is appropriate for a lawyer to send a bill
but not appropriate to ask a date to pay for dinner with
affection or for communal subjects to ask directly for
liking in exchange for helping. That comment raises the
question: If in each case the benefit was given in ex-
change for a future benefit, why is it appropriate to ask
for the (future) benefit in the first case but not in the
others? Why does the etiquette differ? Why is blatancy
allowed in one case but not in the others?
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From the perspective of the exchange interpretation
favored by Batson, the etiquette or code of manners
governing social conduct in communal and exchange
relationships is arbitrary. It just happens that blatancy is
allowed in one case and not in the others. From the
perspective of the communal/exchange distinction, the
reason the etiquette differs is that the norms governing
the giving and receiving of benefits are different in
communal and exchange relationships. Asking for a
benefit following the receipt of a benefit is likely to be
viewed as treating the matter as an exchange and hence
will be avoided if a communal relationship exists or is
desired.

Some years ago, we began a chapter on the communal/
exchange distinction (Mills & Clark, 1982) with an ex-
ample involving etiquette as a way of illustrating the
distinction. The example posed the question of why a
merchantwould be expected to apologize if the price tag
were missing from an item for sale and also to apologize
if the price tag were not missing from the same item after
it was gift-wrapped. We pointed out that the differences
in social norms or etiquette illustrated by the price tag
example could not be explained from the perspective of
theories that assume all social relationships are based on
exchange. Such differences can, however, be explained
by the communal/exchange distinction. Price tags are
removed from gifts because they emphasize the cost of
the benefit given, which is inappropriate in a communal
relationship because it gives the appearance that the gift
giver regards the benefit as part of an exchange. From
our perspective, the differences in etiquette in commu-
nal and exchange relationships are no accident but,
rather, reflect important underlying differences in com-
munal and exchange norms.

CONCLUSIONS

A careful examination of the communal/exchange
distinction, we believe, leads to the conclusion that it is
psychologically important. Communal relationships are
essential for the survival of infants and young children,
and they can provide a sense of security and fulfillment
not furnished by exchange relationships. Although ex-
change relationships are essential for the functioning of
amodern economy, for most people communal relation-
ships are the relationships that are the most important.

Parsimony, as expressed in a quotation attributed to
Einstein, “Everything should be made as simple as pos-
sible but not simpler,” is on the side of the communal/
exchange distinction. Contrary to the claim of Batson,
ingratiation cannot account for all the findings support-
ing the communal/exchange distinction. Batson’s
claims that if desire for a communal relationship leads
to ingratiation, that would contradict the distinction,

and if communal norms are followed for other than
altruistic reasons, that would undermine the distinction,
are not warranted, because the motivation to follow the
communal norm is not necessarily the same as the moti-
vation that is evoked by following the communal norm.
Contrary to Batson’s claim, the difference between com-
munal and exchange relationships is not limited to the
breadth of benefits exchanged. Etiquette is different in
communal and exchange relationships, not by accident,
but, rather, because the norms are different in commu-
nal and exchange relationships.

We fear that a failure to make a distinction between
communal and exchange relationships would deprive us
of a useful conceptual tool for understanding the giving
and receiving of benefits and of a fruitful source of
empirically testable ideas about social relationships. It
would confront us with the question of how to explain a
variety of important social phenomena, Why do the
differences in etiquette described by Batson exist? Why
is keeping track of inputs into joint tasks less in commu-
nal relationships than in exchange relationships? Why is
the motivation to meet the needs of another person
greater in some instances (e.g., one’s child) than in
other instances (e.g., an acquaintance) ? Why will parents
provide extensive care for a severely retarded child who
is unable to give them any repayment, while others are
unwilling to do the same for that child?

NOTES

1. Although our focus is on communal and exchange relation-
ships, we recognize there are other kinds of relationships as well. Asin
previousarticles (Mills & Clark, 1982, 1986), we will refer to exploitative
relationships, in which one person seeks as many benefits from another
person as possible without any sense of obligation either to meet the
needs of the other or to repay the other for the specific benefits
received.

2. In the interest of focusing on the major issues, we will not review
the various instances in Batson’s article in which language is attributed
to us which we did not actually use and to which we would not subscribe.
One such instance is in the abstract of his article. Batson states (refer-
ring to us), “They say that benefits in communal relationships may be
bestowed with an eye to gaining self-benefits,” language we never used
that does not accurately state our view on the matter.

3. Another quantitative aspect of the communal/exchange dis-
tinction is the degree of certainty that one hasa communal relationship
or an exchange relationship with a given other person.

4. Figure 1 is based on ideas that appeared in references cited by
Batson (Mills & Clark, 1982, 1988), although the figure itself did not
appear in those references.

5. Another example is a long-term exchange relationship we know
of in which an elderly woman with no children has willed a contractor
her home in exchange for providing specified maintenance of the
home and improvements to it during her lifetime.

6. Referring to our views, Batson states: “There is no claim that
communal relationships necessarily evoke motives directed toward
increasing the partner’s welfare (i.e., altruistic motives). . . . Those
psychologists who accused them of imputing altruistic motives to individ-
uals in or desiring a communal relationship simply misunderstood.”

7. We also noted thatviolations of communal and exchange norms
do not disprove the existence of those norms, because the meaning of
a social norm includes the possibility that some behavior does not
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conform to the norm. In another article we have analyzed similarities
and differences in exploitation in communal and exchange relation-
ships (Mills & Clark, 1986).

8. We suspect Batson’s critique was stimulated by the realization
that our work does not help resolve the issue of major concern to
Batson of whether people are capable of motivation with an ultimate
goal of benefiting someone else (Batson & Oleson, 1991). Although
that might be an important issue, we have not been concerned with it
in our work on the communal/exchange distinction, nor have we ever
claimed our work was useful in resolving it.

9. We do not assume people are explicitly aware of the communal/
exchange distinction or are able to describe how it affects their reac-
tions (Clark & Mills, 1979). We assume they follow the rules of commu-
nal and exchange relationships in the same way that they follow the
rules of grammar when speaking, without necessarily being aware of
the content of the rules or even that they are following rules.

10. A nanny-child relationship is an example of a communal rela-
tionship in which the motivation to follow the communal norm is
clearly not altruistic. The nanny receives money and/or other benefits
from the child’s parents in return for which the nanny is obligated to
care for the needs of the child. The exchange relationship between the
nanny and the child’s parents provides the basis for the onesided
communal relationship the nanny has with the child.

11. The question could also be considered in terms of whether the
experimental manipulation is valid in the sense that it actually does
manipulate the desire for a communal versus an exchange relation-
ship. Evidence that it does is presented in Clark (1986).

12. We do not assume that the effects of desire for a communal
versus an exchange relationship will always be the same as the effects
of an ongoing communal relationship versus an ongoing exchange
relationship. For example, the tendency to avoid behaving in a way that
might be interpreted as following the exchange norm is greater in a
new communal relationship about which there is uncertainty than in
a well-established relationship (Clark, 1984).

13. Jones (1964) defined ingratiation as a class of strategic behaviors
illicitly designed to influence a particular other person concerning the
attractiveness of one’s personal qualities. When discussing ingratiation,
Batson uses the words o indebt as well as the words to impress. If
ingratiation includes illicitly designed behavior or behavior designed
to indebt, we would not agree that subjects desiring a communal
relationship employ an ingratiation strategy.

14. Batson'’s suggestion that the results for the communal subjects
can be attributed to their being more focused on doing well on their
part of the task lacks plausibility. The choice of which pen the subject
would use occurred before the subject began working on the task, and
the choice of a pen does not require much focus. Even if the communal
subjects were distracted by a focus on the upcoming task, that should
produce random choices rather than the obtained result of fewer
choices of the different-color pen than expected by chance.

15. The results cannot be attributed to a difference in focus on the
subject’s task, because the measure was obtained before the subject
received the task, while the subject was waiting alone, having been told
to relax and having been provided with magazines to read.

16. This definition of altruistic motivation used by Batson in his
comments about the communal/exchange distinction is not precisely
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the same as the definition of altruism he has used in describing his own
research (Batson & Oleson, 1991)—that s, motivation with an ultimate
goal of benefiting someone else.

17. Except by those who have taken social psychology from an
exchange theorist.
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