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PARTICTPATION AS A COLLECTIVE GOOD:
democracy, autocracy, and intermediate
associations in organizations,

ABSTRACT

For some two decades writers have been loud in their criti-
cisms of the authoritarian mode of management allegedly charac-
teristic of modern executiveg., Hierarchical and centralized or-
ganizations have also come under fire for their rigidity and in-
ability to assure employee-participation, The benefites of cen-
tralization and decentralization have been held to be purely con-
tingéht on technological and environmental factors. In considering
both relative democracy and relative centralization these analysts
have largely ignored intermediate associations. They assume that
the large, highly centralized and controlled organization has been
a direct result of indugirialization and is to be countered direc-
tly by democracy. This paper challenges a)} that historical assump-
tion, suggesting that centralization was itself often a response
to excessive execulive democracy, and b) the assumption that demo-
cracy leads to effective participation and/or creativity, It sug-
gests that recent stress on work groupg needs to be extended more
to administrators and augmented by the creation of an entire seg-
mentary structure through which the members of groups at different
levels can secure collective goods, It argues that such a struc-
ture can generate both greater community--and thus motivation--and
greater formal effectiveness,



For the last two decades or so, ménagement theory has been
troubled by the conflict between authority and participation, aﬁ~
tocracy and democracy. The polarity has dominated conceptualization;
the middle ground hasg only been seen as compromise or incomplete
change, This is an error, Neither the omnipotent chief executive
not the egalitarian free-for-all is as effective or constructive
as a structure of intermediate associations,

The necessity of making decisions has hbeen the primary defence
of autocracy. Gne of the major attacks on autocracy has come from
those who suggest that the old ways of doing things are no longer
adequate; the structures are rigid; the style of leadership has
gone gtale; the decisions are made in outmoded ways, Democratic
organizational structures will reinvigorate the problem'solﬁing
‘mechanisms, New and more creative decislions will be made.1

But will they? More recently, then, March and Olsen2 have
noted that prosgpective decision makers are hardly breaking down the
doors_of executive conference rooms, On the contrafy, it is difficult
to éet a great many of the most important decisions made at all,

Such a revelation follows numerous studies of participatory deci-
sion-making which found the results ambivalent at best.3 Democracy
seems demonstrably to be a more open manner of gathering new ideas
and making decisions, Whether it can actually make better decisions
than autpcracy is th some doubt, More importantly, we must ask
a) how democracy functions as a method for turning new ideas into
new policies, and b) whether the democratic procedures can in fact
secure equal aﬁtention or attention dependent solely on merit for
all ideas?

" This paper will suggest answers to these questions, and will
propose that welput more stress on intermediate associations in cur

considerations of organigzations. Along with this I argue that
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the middle-level manager should be rescued from the comparative
neglect into which he hag lately been cast, and seen much more as
the maingtay of hisg organization, The work-groups of adminiatrators,
more than of production workers , will be our concern. let us look
firgt at the background of organizational autocracy and democracy

in which the present discussion is set, Then we shall consider

the movement away from centralized control-- the autocratic model

of the organization., Next we shall take up some of the‘reaSOns why
individuals aren’t ehough to make an organization work-- the weak-
negses of the democratic model., Lastly we shall present some notions
on the role of intermediate associations as an organizational infra-
structure, and tie these in with recent attempts to bring some sort
of community back into the formal organization, |

HISTORICAL PROLOGUE

The accelerated pace with which craft production was replaced
by factory production is one of the most important aspects of the

Iy

indugtrial revolution.” One of the essential features of craft
production is the replication of similar units: increasing size by
incereasing the numbers of workmen and workshops, The first major
characteristic of factory production was centralization, At first,
centralization only took the form of puiting a nhumber of eraft
production units into a single location, instead of sending their
materials out to the craftesmen on a domestic 'putting out' system.
Soon, however, specialization began with the segregation of the
workers performing the various specific tasks of productidn.

This division of both labour and labourers was the second major
distinguishing characteristic of factory production,or, we might

say, of modern industry. It should be emphagized that the shifts

of tendency which we locate in the industrial revolution (from

perhaps 1750-1850, at the broadest) are beginnings but not ends
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to this process, The division of craft groups is still at issue.
It forms the starting point for a whole school of modern organi-
zational theory and research.5 |

Growth in traditional industry involved the replication of
relatively similar decentralized production units, The industrial
revolution brought centralization first of thesé smaller units,
and then the cohstruction of larger more complex organizations;
the prototypical firms of Andrew Ure, and indeed, still a ma jor
stereotype in our thinking, These firms were able to continue grow-
Ihg primarily by the introduction of a) outgide capital and b} in-
ternal supervisors--both under the direction of a single entrepre-
neur or entrepreneurial family.6 Although the managerial professionr
grew steadily through the industrial revolution, it did not become
a predominant form until well into the second half of the nineteenth
century.? Even where hired managers were common, however, they ap-
proximated more often to the model of the entrepreneur than that of
the senior executive, |

The situation changed_in the second half of the nineteenth .cen-
turf in two momentous ways, First, the original founders of many
of the great industrial firms died or retired, In some cases even
the second generation were by then passing out of the bugsiness,
This meant that either the business floundered and perhaﬁs died, or
that it passed into the hands of full time managers., The dying off
of the founders of firms is of course a continuous process through-
out the industrial revolution and afterward. Where firms are rela-
tively small and closely tied to the personal involvement of their
dwner/managers, this makes for more opportunities for the advance-
ment of new men, with new idéés, as the heads of their own firms,

It is not necessarily ennervating, Historians are on weak ground

when they argue that the personal
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failings of late-nineteenth century entrepreneurs can be held
regpongible for the decline of Britain's international economic
standing and industrial vitality.8

We must incorporate the second change to understand why
human mortality should agsume such'importance in thisg era., This
ig the growth in scale of the firms in question so that a) the
capitalization of the firm could not so readily be altered, and
b) the firm could nol be readily digbanded. In other words, bugi-
negses were coming more and more to assume an identity of their
own and a continuity in time separate from that of their owners
and managers.9 The next gtep in this would be the flowering of
joint stock corporations. Of course, this growth in scale -and
continuity provided greater opportunities--indeed necessities--
for the utilization of the skills of professional managers. Pre-
viously the hierarchy of the industrial firm had been one of few
steps, with a great preponderance of supervisors and few decisi0n~
makers, This was true even of a number of very large firms in the
(for the time) technologically advanced industries such as cétton.

There was another way to grow in size, however, anq%his too
left its mark on the evolution of management. This was to combine,
That is, while industry did not return to craft produotion,'it
returned to the pattern of growth characteristic of craft product-
ion: the replication of existing units, These were to some extent
centralized, although with very little impact on their planning,
policies, or production practices., Since the original managers
of the various component firms continued t¢ retain control over
their part of the whole, disorganization was extreme, In 1899,
the Calico Printers Associa%ion was formed by the amalgamation of
fifty-nine firms controlling some 85% of the British calico-printing
industry. The combine was both over-capitalised and over-administ-

ered: there was a board of directors of‘eighty—fourvmembers,>of
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whom eight were managing directors, Here,in some ways, we reach
a peak of democracy (though not, of course from the workers' point
of view), As one observer commented: the "administration resembled
the crude democratic expedient of government by mass meeting."lo

Firms like this were amalgamated from smaller ones perform-
ing similar functions, Their huge size, over-~capitalization and
narrow range of functioning impeded diversification, They encour-
aged the growth of corporate bureaucracies, It is out of their
disorganization that modern management practices and organizétion—
al structures were built, The principle was straightfoérward: the
deiegation of specific, explicitly stated, and non-overlapping
responsibilities was to be the way in which aﬁ organization got
itg work done, The military model was reintroduced; central auth-
ority was reegtablished; simple accretion of parts gave way to
planned diversification. The modern conglomerate could be seen to
have itsg birth here., More generally, the corporation became much
less tied to its past; it could turn its attention in new direc-
tions, change its product or its processeg of production. It had
enoﬁgh of an organic nature to be said to have ‘'attention'.

Such a centralized organization is obviously limited by the
capabilities of the center, The modern management concerns with
communication, decision-making, spans of control, accounfability
and record keeping all reflect thig issue., The capabilities of
the people at the center have also been at issue. Are they too
limited in their vision? Can they cope with the necessary range
of information? What gives them the ability to make decisions?

Is their expertise cutmoded pefore they leave office? But the real
villains of the piece for most observers have been the men in the

middle, the executives without the authority--or the willingness--
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to take very much action on their own, Organizations of this
variety have been faulted for their conservative sgtyle of opera-
tion, their failure to innovate and to respond to environmental
demands,

For the last two hundred years, then, industry has been
trying to navigate between two poles: between over-centralization
and exaggerated hierarchy on the one hand, and diffuse duplication
and lack of central planning on the other. Both polar types can
be faulted for the failure to remain responsive over periods of
time, to make creative decisions, Yet ingtances of both have emer~
ged as attempts to ensure more effective decision-making. The he-
roic age(s) of autocracy have been more functions of favourable
environments than of organizations themselves {(or indeed their
leaders). They have come only once in a country: as in early
nineteenth century Britainh and later nineteenth century America,.
I don't think there has ever been a comparable flowering of demo-
cratic organization--only occasional and fairly temporary flour-
ighing of particular coopera'tives.l1

It has been the tendency of recenl writers on management
to agssume that autocracy has a continuous history as the dominant
form of industrial organization since the industrial revolution,
It was succesgful at first, they suggest, when one man could prac-
tically run a whole firm because a) the firm was small and b) the

12 Autocracy became ineff-

enviroﬁment wag hot rapidly changing.
icient as firms got larger and the environment more complex, Tech-
nological innovation and the complexity of production procesgses
complicated the process, It became necessary to make the firms
more flexible. 50, the critics began to look for a prescription.

This they found in democracy, in the fluidity of organizational

forms, the permeability of internal boundaries in the organization,™

They sought to give all the employees--or at least all the admin-

n e

2

3
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igtrators equal access to the faculties of decision. They sought
to have all the members identify with the enterprise as a whole,
They were confident that they were about to move "beyond bureau-
cracy".14

TURNTNG AWAY FROM AUTOCRACY

In the 1950's a number of studies began to find growing dis-
content among fairly well-off middle management workers in America,
Despite their affluence they were experiencing some of the alien-
ation analysts had been associating primarily with workers on
rogtine production btasks. Some in fact‘suggested it was the rout-
ine nature of the executives' work which caused their dissatisfac-
tion. A larger number, however, including many of the most prom-
inent found the roots of the problem in more sociological issues.
The weakening of family bonds, uprooting from the local community,
the tendency to reach the zenith of a personal career in early
middle age--all these and many others were cited as reasons, We
cannot give a detailed catalogue of the diagnoses here. Let us
ingtead isolate some of the common principles on which they were
based, These may be termed individualization, insecurity and
shortening of temporal perspective,

The executives had been individualized to the extent that
they were forced to work alone and bear responsibility alone.Even

outgide the organization they were increasingly alone as geogra-

phical and social mobility cut them off from earlier relationships,

This of course made them vulnerable to attack within the organiza-
tion and accentuated the vulnerability by leaving them little in
the way of outsgide support to fall back upon. The complexity of
the executive's task, the insufficiency of the rules by which he
must gbvern his operation, and the rate of téchnological and org-
anizational change to which he must adapt increaged his insecurity

further, The rapidity of change shortened his whole temporal

15



8-
perspective; it meant that his children were likely to surpass
him in learning, to choose completely different careers, and in—‘
deed, to supercede him, The vicissitudes and risks of his world
were so great that he could not savour the slowly maturing plea-
sures of a traditional life, but mugt ever seek more ephemeral
enjoyments, Within the organization he had to bolster his security;
outgide it he had to get his fun when and where and in what quan-
tity he could.l6

A major point was understressed in many of these analyses,
however, Not only were middle~range executives dissatisfied with
‘ﬁﬁéir lot, but senior executives were dissatisfied with their
middle~-range executiveg., The latter were seen as the source of
the 'damn bureaucracy' which stymied the begt laid plans of top
management. They were uncreaiive, unable to handle a problem on
their own, lacking in the drive and foresight by which the senior
men had risen through the ranks--or so it appeared.17 Many of these
commentators reported complaints asg to the lack of creativity of
large firms without considering how often these COmpléints vere
voiced by the senior managers themselves., To the analysts, the
chief executives, the autocrals, were among the villains,

Or, at least, they were a superannuated and hopefully dis-
appearing species., The autocrats had indeed made their errors. It
is doubtful, however, that they were really business errors in
the degree suggested, That is, while there is a good deal of evid-
ence that the autocrats created organizations which functioned
more poorly than they might have, there ig litile evidence that
they themselves were making subgtantive errors, Rather, in their
concern for the substantive 'they failed to emphasize the purely
adminigtrative enough.18 We have now to consider briefly some of
the characteristics of the organizations in question,

One axis of the variation among organizations is the extent
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ot centralization/decentralization.19 The autocratic organizations
were faulted for an ekcess of centralization, The heads, taking
their lead from "our admirable ancestor and archetype, the aggress-~

20 gsought to have

ive, inner-directed hineteenth-century autocrat"
maximum information and control in their own hands. The subordinates,
on the other hand, were gubmissive, were at too great a distance
from the center of power to have any real impact. Implicit in many
of these comparisons of corporate formg was a comparison of forms

of political power, particularly the contrast between the Soviet
Union and the United States. The latter represented egalitarian
politics in contrast to the autocracy of the former, But if we

stop to consider, is it egalitarianism which distiguishes the Unit-
ed States mogt significantly? To be sure there is greater ffeedom
.of individual rights, and greater equality of opportunity--at least
we think go given our limited information. But are these maintain-
ed because the United States is more egalitarian in any meaningful
sensa? Or is the reason that these freedoms--and the indugtrial
andltechnological successes of which the United Stateé is proud--
may exist to be found in quite a different structural character-
igtic? Is the advantage of the United States to be found in its
larger number of intermediate associations, standing between the
individual members of gociety and the State?

In their article "Democracy is Inevitable" Slater and Bennis
ligt five values which are included in the "climate of beliefs
governing behavior" that they term'democracy:

1. Full and free communication, regardless of rank and power,
2. A reliance on consensus,rather than the more customary forms of

coercion or compromise Lo manage conflict,

3. The idea that influence is based on technical competance and
knowledge rather than on the vagaries of personsl whims or pre-:
rogatives of power,

i, An atmosphere that permits and encourages emotional expression
as well as task-oriented acts.

5. A basieally human bias, one that accepts the inevitability
of conflict between the organization and the individual, but
that is willing to cope with and mediate this conflict on rat-
ional grounds, ' ' o




10~
Thege are not simply values which they commend. According to Slater
and Bennis:
democracy becomes a functional necessity whenever a social
asystem iﬁlcompeting for survival under conditions of chronic
chahge,
I am concerned here primarily with the first two of the values
listed, although the consideration does relate in varying degree
to the rest .22 The basic congideration underlying their statement
of 'functional necessity' is the notion that the organization
requires the maximal amount of participation from its members,
and in particular the maximal amount of creativity in developing
new forms, procedures and attitudes with which to deal with the
new characteristicg of its environment, technology and membership,
I do not disagree with this consideration. I do disagree with values
| 1 and 2 as stated--or rather, with the notion that they will hedip,
Communication, I am willing to admit, may in general be taken'
for granted as a good. Consensug is also in itself unobjectionable,
although I think it is ah impracticable decision-making procedure,
and is more usually characterigtic of disinterest than involvément.
My argument will concern the use t¢ which these values are put in
the Bennig and Slater ideal of a democratic organization--an ideal
which I think is shared by a large number of experts on human rel-
ations and vrganizational development. The practical considerations
I introduce are:

a) communication among individuals is not adequate to conduct
the business of even relatively gimple organizations and thusg
either formal channels or sub-groups are inevitable,

b) full and free communication implieg a world without con-
straints of time, energy andfresources, and that in the absence
of such a world one should desire not simply the nearest approx-
imation to "full and free but rather an ordering of priorities

for communication,
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¢) the consensual management of conflict depends on_ very strong-
ly held cultural values, and thus usually on a traditional--not
a rapidly changing society.

d) Dboth communications networks and the adoption of new ideas
will be maximised not by a large number of undifferentiated in-
dividualg, but by internally organized intermediate level assoc-
iations,

INDIVIDUALS AREN"T ENQUGH

Writers on democracy, including the democratic management
ofhformal organizationg--tend very often to claim Alexis de Toque-
éille ag an intellectual antecedent, His analysis of the emergent
social form of democracy does indeed merit its status as a classic.
And T think it merits somewhat cloger attention to its central
propositions, He is often cited for his observations of the rap-
idity of change in America, for the headlong rush in which people
moved and‘the face of the country changed, Toqueville did indeed
(albeit ambivalently) see a glimpse of the European future in this,
Whether this accelerating rate of change was more cause or effect
of democracy Togueville did not say, He didn't think that the two
were geparable, The vitality of democracy, Togueville saw as def-
initely good. This is the good his self-proclaimed descendents
would also capture, But Toqueville was not really so partisan.

He worried where the egalitarian impulse would lead, and emphasized

that it was not simply opposed to autoeracy any more than it was

simply anarchic:
The principle of equality begets two tendencies; the one leads
men straight to independence, anhd may suddenly drive them into
angrchy; the other conguctg thengy a ionger, more secret, but
more certain road, to servitude,

Now Toqueville was by nho meéns praising autoeracy., On the contrary:
I think that extreme centralization of government ultimately
enervates society, and thug after a length of time weakens the

government itself.,, =%

Toqueville was suggesting that the love of independence charact-
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erigtic of the citizens of free and egalitarian societies ought
to lead them to protect their independence from the central power
by ingtitutions such as the secondary powers which stemmed the
autocracy of monarchial rule in Europe, The attempt %o adapt to
change by egalitarianism pure and simple would hardly have accord-
ed with Toqueville's analysis~-or indeed with his mildly conserv-
ative premises,

Before we go on to look at the possible nature of ‘'second-
ary powers' in formal organizations, let us consider further the
reagons for their utility. We can divide our discussion into two
pagfs, the first drawing on the theory of collective action, the
second on the theory of networks and small groups. We can of course
only summarize in the gspace at hand. And let us bear in mind as
we do so, our earlier higtorical comments. Let us recall the tend-
ency we noticed for dominant modes of organization to swing bet-
ween the poles of too much and too little leadership. A cohsistent
mode of working, rather than a cycle of reciprocal over-compens-
afions would seem to be in order. T think the recent attempts to
‘democratize' the organization partake of some of this over-comp-
engation,

In the classical theory of ceollective goeds, and in its recent
elaborations, the central problem has been how to get independent
actors to work together to their common benefit, Intuitively we
are prone to think that rational actors will do so simply becéuse
they stand tggain, and that only such limitations as uncertainty
or scarcity of information work to impede the processes of ccllect-
ive action. In fact, it has been ghown that elther disproportionate
interest of one of a number o6f actors, or gome internal or external
coercion is required in many situations.25 Which is required dep-
ends largely on the size of group under consideration:

. The larger a group is, the farther it will fall short of obtain-

ing an optimal supply of any collective good, and the less iikely
that it will act to obtain even a minimal amount of such a good.
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In short,the largﬁg the group, the less it will further its
common interests. '

There are three ranges with regard to the influence of size., There
are small groups in which there is some presumption that the coll-
ective good will be provided, There are groups not small enough
for any one member to get such a considerable benefit that he |
would be willing to pay all of the cost, but in which the indiv-
idual's contribution or lack of contribution would have a notice-
able effect on the costs or benefits of others in the group, For
such an intermediate size group the result is indeterminate, Last-
ly; there are groups large enough that no individual‘'s contribution
makesg a noticeable difference to the whole or to any other indiv-
idual (assuming a low level of specific interdependence). In such
groups collective goods will not be provided unless there is coer-
cion or external inducement.27

The three levels of groups may slso be seen as levelg of
organization necessary to secure collective goods, None ig abso-
lutely necessary in the first case. In the second case at least
some informal organization is likely gince ati least two membérs
must act in concert, This, incidentally, makes thig the level at
which oligopoly may occur. In larger groups some fairly rigorous
and usually formal organization is required.28 Of course iﬁ add-
ition the greater the cost of a collective good, the greater will
be thelorganization necessary to obtain it. Let us now recall the
board of directors of the Calico Printers Association with_its
eighty-~four members. Tt should be as theorefically obvious as it
probably was intuitively obvious why this was an inefficient form
of organization which did npt long survive, If a decision is a
collective good, then a decision-making body must be adequately
organized for.it to be in the interests of the members both‘indiva

idually and collectively to see that it is made, The larger the

-
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meeting, the less likely it is for any one member to anticipate
a great enough share of such a collective good to force the meet-~
ing as a whole to make a decision, A decision which would benefit
him enough to justify the costs of organization would quite likely
cease t6 be a collective good for the rest of the members of the
board, Enter the management teamn,

The expansion of the autocrat into an autocratic committee
of senior managers does not of course significantly alter the com~
plaints of the'democratic' critics, But the essential problems
with‘their approach as a theory of collective goods have been put
fofward‘ A large set of individuals will not be able to secure
the adoption of their individually developed new ideas by the whole
unless they are internally organized., The production of new ideas
is not enough, There must be someone or some group to choose among
the ideas and to turn them into policieg., If this is still to be
democratically organized then there is a further condition which
i8 necessary and which has not been anticipated by the 'democratic®
eritigues, This is the federation, The whole collectivity must be
organized into a set of federated smaller groups organized through
intermediate levels of association to produce new ideas, bring
them forward and secure their implementation from the whole., It
will never be in the interest of a single non-autocratic indiv-
idual to pursue his new idea through to adoption in isolation,
But it may well be to the advantage of a middle-management group
say, to pursue the new ideas of its members (whether originally
individual or collective products). There are two reasons for this,
the second of which has remained more or less implicit in the theory
of collective goods, The first is simply the sharing of costs, in
particular of risk, in pushing the adoption of the new idea, If
we assume that the new idea would in fact benefit the entire org-

anization, then it would benefit the various parts of that organ-
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igation on down to the individuals including its originator in
gome proportion.29 The intermediate association combines skillsao
and shares risk--very much like a miniature of the collective enter-
prise itself,

The second feason is quite significant, and involves an
argument in favour of hierarchy. We méyﬂcallthis the segmentary
Eg;ggéglg.jl Tts basic rule is the confrontation of equals through
a process of identification by contraposition, Quite simply it
means that intermediate associations of the same level will have
dealings with each other--not at all an uncommon procedure in
everyday organizational life. Thus an individual may have dealings
ag such with another member of his work gvoup, but when he deals
with another work group within his immediate department it-is

2 He is not forced as an

through his work group and so forth.-
individual to confront an entire department, or, indeed, the rest
of the organiza%ion.33 Under the egalitarian democratic ideal,
however, the individual is left alone but for 'ephemeral and
single-purpose instrumental ties, The defencelegssness of the ind-
ividual is multiplied, not reduced, by comparison with the auto-~
cratic model.Bu

Only a segmentary organization provides at once for l&rge
scale coordination of activities and at the same time provides
the individual with a manageable size of work groups, In addition
to the advantages which the individual may gain from this, it
has been demonstrated that relatively small groups are much vetter

35

decision-makers than large ones. An important aspect of Olson's
collective goods argument is to show that this is not a transfer-
able characteristic, In othe} words, small groups can be effective
because they are small; large ones can e effective through the

agency of small groups, They cannot do so simply by adopting the
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36
the features of the small group.
The attempt to geheralize from the small group to the large
has been an important source of the problems in democratic- egal-
itarian writings on organizations, It accounts only for a part of
these problems, however, There are two other factors. One is a
set of illusiong about the importance and utility of consensus.
Olson's statement on this is sueccinct:
There is of course, no gquestion that a lack of consensus is
inimical to the prospects for group action and group cohesion,
But it does not follow that perfect consensus, both about the
desire for the collective good and the most efficlent means of
getting it, will always bring about the achievement of the
group goal, Tn a large, latent group there will be no tendency
for the group to organize to achieve its goalg through the vol-
untary, rational action of tﬁ? members of the group, even if
there ig. perfect consensus. 7
Slater and Bennis in the quotation (listing five values) given
earlier oppose consensus to coercion and compromise as means of
resolving conflict., They do not go into much detail as to how the
consensual method will work, Will it result from the technical
expertise and perfect communication of the decision-makers (every-
| body) that there are no disagreements? This seems uniikely. At
the very least many conflicts of interest are quite real and in-
tractible--not merely the results of misunderstandings., We must
also wonder at the extent te which ornsensual decisions are produced
through the coercion of the recalcitrant minority by the majority.38
A closely related problem is the likelihood of"democratic paral-
ysis": a failure to act due to the inability to reach a decision
acceptable by the agreed upon rules, Thig may, in fact, he a gen-
eral problem with all melhods of aggregating individual choices.39
Consisgtent social choices are difficult enough to arrive at with-
out demanding consensus , except perhaps consensus that a decision
has been made,
The second and related factor is the seeming assumption that

all organization members have an equal interest in all organizational

’
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issues.uo While it is true enough that over-specialization and
especially over-rigid internal boundaries can be a problem, it
does not follow that special interests can be avoided in large
organizationg, In some forms, such as specialization of skills,
substantive areas, or even geographical areas, these divisions
are part of the organization's reason for existing. In addition,
I have tried to show that it is only through the actions of spec-
ially interested intermediate level associations that collective
decisions can be made. These intermediate associations are a more
viable democratic alternafive to autocracy than are plebiscites
or large-scale consensual pelitics.

There is an ambivalence toward such groups onlthe part of
the egalitarian writers, and indeed in organizational behavior
generally, The importance of the work group for the common employ-
ee, the asgembly line worker or even craftsman is stressed contin-
uously. But for some reason the same writers see the formation of
groups among executives as subverting the overall organizational
tgoal', They assume that those who work more with their heads are
for some reason less in need of sentient attachments with groups
of their fellows., Some exceptions to this rule, such as Likert,
share a good deal with the egalitarians, but they explicitly main-
tain hierarchical structures--~though in a different form. Likert's
linking-pin structures are quite compatible with the segmentary
principle as we outlined it above, The organization's memberéhip
is divided into overlapping work groups, so that at least one men-
ber of every work group represents it at the higher level of org-

41 There are of course problems to be

anizational functioning.
gsolved with regard fto the pfimary identification of the member
who links two levels of the hierarchy, To what extent shall he
identify with his higher or lower work group? Will his represent-

ation be equal in both clirec:’t;.'wrns’?LFz
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Thug far we have concentrated on macro-structural, formal,
and frequently negative reasons why democracy at the level of ind~
ividuals is untenable as a form of organization, Let us now turn
our attention to some more positive virtues of intermediate ass-
ociations., Here we shall look firstly at the ways in which these
associations bring forward the benefits of individual participa-
tion which direct egalitarian individualism can not, and secondly
at the ways in which this perspective on organizational structure
ties in with the emerging stress on community as a virtue in org-

anizational desgign.

INTERMEDTATE ASSOCTATIONS AND COMMUNITY
The literature on the importance of work groups and gsentient

groups in general is copious and competant. We shall not review

420The immediate gatisfactions and the motivat-

b3 P

it in detail here,
ional virtues of small groups are not our concern, or it is

not the imporitance of small groups in general which T am asserting.
Rgther. T am arguing the usefulness of a structure of hierarchically
incorporated groups such that a) as one moves up the ofganization
each level is composed of representatives of all the groups in

the level immediately below it, and b) various cross-cutting ties
unite the members of different segments directly as well as through-

by It is this structure which would pro-~

the representative system,
vide for the bringing forward and adoption of new ideas considered
as collective goods, It would give individuals within the organ-
ization a 'rational' interest in such efforts,

It would also‘give individuals a ‘willingness to act' based
on quite different factors, The sentient group would constitute
a body for the sharing of risk among members so that possible
hostile reactians to the new idea could not readily have extreme

negative results for the individual, Further, the group would psycho-

socially provide the individual with a greater security. It would
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for exaple, make it possible for him to bring hig ideas out in
a familiar context, among known and trusted associates, instead
of in the impersonal context of the organization as a whole, Fac-
tors such as this will become more prominent as the group in ques-~
tion becomes more a stable sentient group--instead of a temporary
pro ject group.as

The project group has generally been proposed as a sol-
ution to the need for different combinations of skills for diff-
erent tasks under conditions of both high variety and rapid change.
Thg idea is to maximize the flexibility with which individuals
can be assigned and reassigned to different tasks, and therefore
to different groups. This would make further specialization of
individuals practicadble, and would eliminate staffing redundancies,
To an extent such flexibility is indeed to be desired, but only
to an extent, There is a great deal to be said for the problem -
golving team which is also a sentient group, where the members
are familiar with each other and experienced in working together,

I gestion the extent to which-- especially as far as-manageré are
concerned-=-the necegsary skills are rare enough and complex enough
that professional teams could not move together from task to task,
These teams need not be exclugive, dbut it would seem'that a rel-
atively small pool of skilled problem solvers could proVide for

& considerable variety of specially fitted teams. There is no
reason, for example, that each individual need be skilled in only
ohe sgpeciality.

The advantages of stable sentient groups are several, First,
commitment to the group (and thus to the task of the group) is
enhanced, The more any partiéular relationship means to someone,
obviously, the more he ig likely to put into 1%, énd the less like-
1y he is to violate his partner's dependence on him, Simple sta-

bility would enhance this somewhat, as the group becomes a part
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of the individual's planning., Much more gignificant are the effects
of multiplexity of éocial relationships.46 The larger the number
of contexts in which two individuals are linked, the greater their
commitment to each other, The failure to maintain that commitment
in any one context will have repercussions in the others, Indiv-
iduals are able in such instances to depend on each other to ex-
tents which would not otherwise be possible. In most accounts of
formal organizations it is assumed that members have monoplex
ties-~that they are only linked within a single situation, The
organizational development literature hag considered the relative
richness of the bond, the extent to which it fulfills emotional
as well as instrumental needs. There has not been much written
about the structures of reinforcement which strengthen relation-
ships quite in addition to intensity.”T

At various points observers have noted that whatever the
ILiterature might say about the instrumental nature of formal
organizations, in many cases there came to be importani nexes
of gocial relationships for their members, That is, while a great
many workers relatively low on the organization ladder were find-

48 and working as little

ing thelr pleasures in their leisure time,
as necessary to finance those pleasures, the administrators were
becoming 'organization men', lany of the writers reacted with pre-
dictable individualist oubrage and complained of the 'greedy ins-
titutions' which took over the whole lives of their members.49
Few observers questioned the coihcidence of the two trends,
They are similar in at least one respeci, Both are manifest-
ations of alienation from the work process as a crealive enterprise,
The workers' reactlon was flight; the executives, who were as like-
ly as not located in a suburb dominated by one firm,tried to make’
the organization work for them. They tried to make it become their

comnunity. Unlike the workers, they had been bred to regard their

p
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lot as a reward, a sign of success, But they were alone, There
was ho ohe to respond to their success., Their hometowns, famillies
and neighborhoods were left behind.50 There was always someone
higher still in the organization, someone whose advancement was
more rapid, whose position seemed more secure, The exaggerated
attempts at conformity which characterized the organization man
are a predictable response to alienation, Only a stable and gec-
urely sociatéd society can accept small diversities of attitude
and behavior, A drive for conformity is more likely to mask fund-
amgntal disjunctures,

Motivation and satigsfaction both come from--or at least
within--gstable gsentient groups. The degradation of crafi produc-
tion created not one but two alienated classes. The workers lost
their special craft knowledge and the social relationships of the
workplace.51 The administrators {once they succeeded the entre-'
preneurs) did not get the same sympathetic treatment, being a
newer and wealthier creation, But eventually it became clear that
they too had been left without satisfactory working éonditions.sz
Despite the deceptive appearance of all-encompassing organizational
community, the huge organizations were composed largely of isol-
ated individuals, It was this form of gigantic highly centralized
organization which I think the democratic egalitarians had in mind
when they criticized the autocratic mode of organizational lead-
ership, the assumption that there must be one man at the top,

But whether there was one or a dozen didn't really matter to the
people in the middle as much as the organization of their immed-
iate social enviromment, It was bearing responsibility alone, try-
ing to appreciate success aléne, that underlay the conformity of
the organization man--not the reality of community.

Such an organization could prosper when its community was

real, This meant, of course that it must be less cehtralized.53
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It must have gomething of a segmentary structure into which all
its members could fit, and it must encourage the formation of
multiplex bonds to reinforce the relative fragility of intra-
individual relationships. Some organizations did all three of
these things., They began to rebuild community in and around them-
gelves~-the very community of which formal organizations and form-
al social relationships had been accused of robbing us.5n The
multiplexity of social bonds depends on the overlapping of the
ingtitutional contexts of those bonds, What institution occupies
a greater place in aur lives than the formal organizations in
which we work? Especially as these come more and more to relocate
and executives come %o move more and more from one location to
another, should we not think of ways to make them into real com-
munitiesg?
CONCLUSION

0f course a large part of the problem we are considering
stems from the absence of 'real communities' outside the organiz-
ation, Perhaps we should ask ourselves, though, why we expecﬁ such
comnunities to have only incidental fties %o work organization?
In the late eighteenth century when most production was still
organized oh craft lines, work was a more, not a less impo:tant
part of each individual‘'s life, Work and practical prodﬁcti@n
relations were at the core of the social organizations of both
the village communities and the old towns, This may be one reasgohn
why members of these communities so ardently resisted the inroads
of industrial production, The new mode of work organization meant
the violation of the whole gamut of social relationships, since
tles were multiplex. We woulad rerhaps not want to create commun-
ities as conservative as were most of the old villages (and to a
lesser extent the towns). But we ought to envy both the motivation

~which social relations gave to.Work, and the strength of attachment
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to each other and their way of life with which these community
dwellers facedlthe enéroachments of industry.55 Community also
was imporiant--at least as much as the illusory ‘'inner-directed-
negs' of the stereotype--in giving the entrepreneurs the strength
to lead and the security to take risks with innovation,>®

The characteristic of most modern towns and cities which
distinguigheg them from their predecessors is not simply size,
It is the extent to which different domains of activitiy do not
overlap socially, It is quite possible gtatistically for a very
large city to be broken up into highly cohesive units with multi-
plex internal relationships, In facit, the units into which large
cities are divided vary considerably in multiplexity. Some New
York residential neighborhoods are also ethnic communities which
- ghare bonds of religion, language,shops,sports,sohools and so ferth,
In other neighborhoods propinquity may implyrno further densityof
contact than nods of recognition in elevators. Some residents of
the latter sort of area may be members of 'communities without
propinquity'; more are probably not. |

I have suggested several reasons why organizations ought
to care about the extent of internal community which they foster,
I also have argued that organizations ought to pursue this comm-
unity even where it is not directly related to the instrumental
needs of the workplace and the groups in which the‘work is done,
This is because the sociation of the members of the organization
into intermediaté associations ailows for a kind ¢f stable part-
icipation which egalitarian democracy does not, . It also has some
intrinsic value in terms of the satisfactions and motivation of
the administrators and workers themselves, The extent to which
local community and work organization can be mutually reinforcing
in this is considerable,

To take an example, Turner and Lawrence reported in a study

-
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of the relationship between workers and jobs that workers from

larger cities tended to be more satisfied with relatively simple
and uncomplicated jobs, TIn confrast, workers from smaller towns
tended to be much more satisfied with more complex tasks, The latter
wanted variety, autonomy, responsibility, interaction, etc, The
former wanted concreteness and certainty as to the limits of their
tagks and their responsibilities. Turner and Lawrence explain
this simply in terms of predispositions which the workers brought
to the organizations, This was a contingency on the basis of which
their employers should plan.57 But how many employers are there
who find the importance of gimple tasks growing? Is there not
a need for more people able and willing to take on the complex
ones, rather than simply creating more routine ones? In my ex-
perience with formal management systems in education, it appeared
that the routine aspects of these systems were multiplied in an
unsuccessful attempt to avoid the difficult, complex, and highly
uncertain problems of decision and policy making,. Would it not
gseem reasonable to turn the contingency around and ask whether
we can create the conditions of smaller towns which bred the
willingness to deal with complexity?

More than this, I unabashedly suggest that many of the values
of intermediate associations, segmentary organizations.'andlstrong

community structures are general, and not contingent.BB The fac- |

~ tors on which they are sometimes found to be contingent (that is, f
" on which their connection to successful management is supposed

to0 be based) show two problematic characteristics: 1) They é
agsume the existence of organizational environments as givens |
with which organizations must cope, rather than partially

ephemeral structures which they influence. The nature of an

indugtry, however, is very largely the result of the practices

of the firmg within it.59 Measures of greater or lesser success
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according to structure often compare firms operating within the
game general strategy--not firms using quite different strategies
of organization., 2) They assume that members come to the organi-
zation more or less ex nihilo yet possessed of a series of values
regarding the ways in which they wish to work. Though the organi-
zation is expected to assign the individuals to the kinds of work
at which they will be most competant and happy, it is not expected
to influence them in ways which do not accord with their pre-estab-
lished valueg, If it does, then it is guilty‘of the attempt to

60 The organization is in

fit square peg-~people into round holes,
both cases reduced to a purely reactive, almost passive position,
This is particularly ironic since at least Lorsch and Morse among
these writers suggest that their study is addresséd to the prob-
lems of organizationg which find fhat their members have higher
values for the organization, and for themselves ends other than
profit in mind,

Why, we must ask, cannot the organizationg be the activigts?
Why, if people come into organizations with ideals, cannot the or-
ganization be an important arena in which they work to fulfill them--
collectively? One reason these quesiions are overlooked is the in-
creasingly misleading assumptions made about the nature of the
firm. To a very large extent, this is still likely to be regarded
(for ease of research among other reasons) as a middle size pro-
duction firm., A number of sociological studies of service organi-
zations have shown one dimension of limitation which this imposes,
though the question of who the beneficiaries are is ﬁore complex

6 Size

than the distinction between public and private ownership,
is also an important facto:; In huge conglomerates, ilhe opportuni-
ties for individuals need not be very limiting. Such organizations
need to learn to make use of their size 10 enhance flexibility--

something which I thlnk the stability and ﬂecurlty of intermediate

assoclations w;ll make easier, The growing size of firms, and the
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growing amount of central planning {(whether or not through the
agency of the state) also introduces a new factor into choices
of organizational structures. This factor is among other things
an opportunity for organizations to work for more community in
their planning.

This brings us back to the alternating stageg in the growth
of work organizations which we outlined at the beginning of the
paper., We héve suggested some ways in which size may provide the
conditions for the recapturing of some of the conditions which were
lost in craft production, while maintaining several of the advan-
tages of centralization and coordinated administration. The growth .
of industry is often described as necessarily the growth of imper-
sonal relationships, the supplanting of traditional bonds of family,
friendship, collegiality, Need it be? TIronically, Marx and Engels
thought that indusfrialization would provide the foundation for a
new form of sociation, and thus for their envisaged socialist re-

62 So staunch a defender of industry as Reinhard Bendix,

volution.
on the other hand, defines the separation of employers and employees,
the absence of face-to-face relationships into the concept itself.é3
Perhaps there is opportunity-~and need--for a rather peaceful revo-
lution in which industry does bring a new form of community. What

is industry but work? What better foundation for community? After

all, how would we live without it?
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NOTES

Slater and Bennis provide the definitive statement of this
perspective in their article “Democracy Is Inevitable" origin-
ally published in 1964 and forming the first chapter of their
widely read book (Bennis and Slater, 1968), They cite the
theories of MeGregor, Likert, Argyris, and Blake as 'paving in
the way' to the new and more democratic'social architecture'
which they envigage, 1In fact, Likert's appreciation of demo-
cracy is somewhat different from the other’'s, and closer to
that of the present author (Likert, 1961, 1967). See also
Bennis (1966) and Argyris (1957 »1971) for further development
of the anticipated connection between democracy and participa-
tion in organizations,

Cohen, March, and Olsen (1976)., Thege authors found in fact
that both the most and least important decisions tended to be
put in the ‘'garbage can', while only those in the middle were
able to attract decision-makers,

Prominently Vroom (1960,1%4)Here personality variables were used
to deseribe the differences in workers who responded favourably
to opportunities for participatory decision-making and those
who did not., Turner and Lawrence (1965) and Lorsch and lorse
(1974) have dealt with similar variances, Vroom (1974), Vroom
and Jago {1974) and Vroom and Yetton (1973) all develop the
analysis with regard to what makes for effective leadership

and decision-making. There has been somewhat less work on the
relationship between structure and decision-making than might
be hoped, ouitside of the classic group studies (e.g., Leavitt,
1951; see also Chandler, 1962), Simon's work, though extremely
interesting in other respects, does not address this dimension
directly, since the decision to participate is assumed with the
consent to become an employee (Simon, 1957; March and Simon,
1958), The literature on motivation per se is vast, and gener-
ally lends support to the notion that participation ought to
increase motivation, The inconclusiveness of actual results
may result from the attempt to restructure a) too small a por-
tion of the individual's organizational life, and b) on too
short a time span, Thege factors make recourse to 'personality
variance' necessary.

Some general sources on mansgement and the organization of work
in the Industrial Revolution are Smelser (1959), Pollard (1965),
landes (1969}, Payne (1974), Hartwell (1970), and, primarily
on ideological elements of indusirialization, Bendix (1356).

As, most prominently, with Trist and colleagues classic studies
of Durham coal miners., See Trist and Bamforth {(1951), Trist,
et al. (1963), ,

The importance of entrepreneurial familiesgs has not received the
emphasis it deserves (but see Hartwell, 1970; Fitton and Wads-
worth, 1958; Raistrick, 1953; Addis, 1957; and, in a more gen-
eral context, Perkin, 1969),

Payne  (1974) reviews a good deal of the literature; Pollard
(1965) is the single most important study to date,

Again, see Payne (1974) for a review; also Alderoft, Ed, (1968),
McCloskey and Sandberg (1971},

Crouzet, Ed, (1972); Payne {(1974), Hartwell, (1970), Hunt (1936),.
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Payne (1967, p. 528),

Many writers, including Slater and Bennis, have confused or-
ganizational democracy with political democracy, and both with
high rates of social mobility., Democracy as a way of making
decisions may be influenced by mobility, but the two should

not be confounded. The democracy of which they are speaking

in the case of organizationg must be geen as a form of social
organization--not, for example, simply as free choices in voting,
Note further (in the light of the discussion of collective action
Delow) that the democratic cooperatives which have worked have
been fairly small, The problem of securing such a social organi-
zation in a political democracy is a related and interesting

one with which we cannot deal directly, '

I have outlined above some of the history which seems to belie
this assumption., Although the point cannot be developed here,
T would also add a query as to whether the 'knowledge revolu-
tion' is as recent a phenomenon as some writers have suggested,.
and whether its impact on contemporary indusiry is so much dif-
ferent from that of the early nineteenth century. Quite a few
managers during the industrial revolution begun at the head of
craft-production firms with a handful of employees and almost
no capital investment in machinery, asnd ended up with hundreds
of workers and whole factories full of machinery., The transi-
tion from one woman spinning in a cottage to a spinning jenny
of eighty spindles took exactly twenty years in Lancashire and
increased productivity per man hour some thirty times or more.
{Actually there has been some dispute concerning the relative
importance of man, woman, and child hours,) This progress at
least approaches modern experience for dislocating effects of
industrial change. See Smelser (1959, pp. 85-90) for a summary
of the technological changes, Studies of technology and envi-
ronment have also shown that organizations respond to some pres-
sureg by centralization, some by decentrailization., These are
responges, hot direct causal determinations, however, It is
within the range of indeterminacy left by these factors that
the choices with which this paper is concerned are to be made,

The doctors and critics here range in varying degree throughout
the many schools of organizational development,

In the words of the title of an essay by Warren Bennis (Bennis
and Slater, 1968, chap., 3).

Mills (1951), Bennis and Slater (1968), Whijte (1956), Levinson
(1969). etc, _

The popular early sixties musiecal "How to Succeed in Business
Without Really Trying" captured the essence of this view of the
organization man (not without truth)., It chronicles the arbi-
trariness of the young window-washer's rise to the Chairmanship,
the minor events on which a whole future might turn. But this
is not just the story of the meteoric rise. It is also a por-
trait pf the anxieties of every other rising and even risen
executive; his fears for his title on the door and carpet on
the floor,

Tn fact, the stereotyped differences between the more 'aggressive'
general manager and more 'academic' middie or senior level exeocu~

tive seem to have empirical foundations, even if both groups are
drawn for .study from comparably elite WBA's. See Harrell (1976).

A point which has not gone unnoticed, See Bennis' essays in
Bennis and Slater (1968),

LN
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A number of studies have given this dimension empirical alten-
tion, Woodward (1958, 1965), Burns and Stalker (1961), Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967) and Miller and Rice (1967) are among the most
important. I aveid Lawrence and Lorsch's phrase 'differentia-
tion and integration' as it brings together a number of aspects
and in my opinion partially obscureg the underlying reality by
false dichotomy. Differentiation may be a pre-condition of
gstable integration as I shall suggest below. HNore recently,
and with a less prescriptive orientation, the Aston group and
Blau and colleagues have studied similar problems (Pugh, et al,
1968, 1969; Hinings and lee, 1970; €hild, 1972a,b, 1973; Child
and Mansfield, 1972 Blau and 5choenherr, 1971; Blau, et al,,
1976), Child's gtudies are the most directly relevant.

Bennis, in Bennis and Slater (1968, p, 99).

Slater and Bennis in Bennis and Slater (1968, p., #), I should
point out in advance of the disagreement which follows not only
that T admire Bennid and Slater's work, but that I share many
of the premises and conclusions, though not the central one,

The first two values seem to me the distinguishing ones, The
third is direct carryover from classical Weberian bureaucracy
theory~-or more generally, from Benthamite Utilitarianism in
the J, 8. Mill lineage, The fourth and fifth are values of
mahy social formations, not specific to democracy.

Toqueville (1840, p, 346), "As in ages of equality no man is
compellied to lend his assigtance to hig fellow-men, and none
has any right to expect much gupport from them, every one is

at once independent and powerless, Thege two conditions, which
must never be e¢ither separately considered or confounded to-
gether, inspire the citizen of a democratic country with very
contrary propensities, His independence fills him with self.
reliance and pride amongst hig equalsy hig debility makes him
feel from time to time the want of gsome outward assistance,

~which he cannot expect from any of them, because they are all

impotent and unsympathizing. In thisg predicament he naturally
turns his eyes to that imposing power which alone rises above
the level of universal depression, Of that power his wants and
especially his desires continually remind him, until he ulti-
mately views it as the sole and necessary support of his own
weakness" (op. ¢it., p. 352).

Toqueville (1840, p. 360),

This discussion draws heavily on Olson (1971). In small groups
the chances are good that one member will gain more from the
collective good than it would cost him to provide it alone,
Inequaliiy within the group increases the likelihood of this
means of securing collective goods. This will of course not.
insure optimality, since that depends on the equivalence of
marginal costs and returns for the provision of the collective
good, "Since an individual member thus gets only part of the
benefit of any expenditure he makes to obtain more of the col-
lective good, he will discontinue his purchase of the collective
good before the optimal amount for the group as a whole hag been
obtained" (Olson, op. cit., p. 35).

Olson (1971, p. 36). See Smith (1976) for a furtherand relevant
contrtbublon on the effect of size on the abllity of groups (in
thig case communities) to secure collective goods.

The reader will note that a good deal is made in this argument
of size, As Olson notes, the 'noticeability' of a members' con-
tribution or non- contrlbut}on is an important operdtlvp factor

‘heavily lnfluenced by, though not identical with size, Seec p. .
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27 con't, 45, n, 67. 1In one sense the present paper is concerned
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with organizational arrangements which enhance ‘noticeability*.

Tt is not, however, necessary that the whole group be organized
since some subset could be adequately organized to provide the
collective good, TIn general, the larger the group the more or-
ganization will be required. Further, the rate at which organi-
zation must increase is greater than the simple arithmetic in-
crease in group size, There may of course be economies of scale
in organization., MNuch organizational theory is in fact indirec-
tly devoted to the question of how to secure more organization
for less management, as it were,

To avoid confusing the issue let us assume the benefits will be
distributed equally, as though all members of the organization
were equal partners in its enterprise,

Many of these skills may be congidered ‘secondary'. That is,
they are skills useful in securing the adoption of the contri-
butions of the group.

Which principle perhaps finds its greatest (and most successful?)
elaboration in the lineage structure of tribal societies, A A
generally accessible and comprehensive discussion is to be found
in Smith (1956).

An Arab proverb expresses this in the language of kinship, saying:
"T agalinst my brothers, I and my brothers against my cousing, T
and my brothers and my cousing against the world,"

Olson (1971, p. 63) does recognize the potential importance of
'federal' groups--which of course is.totally consistent with his
theory.

Although, of course, those who propose the egalitarian mode of
operation generally also propose safeguards for the individual.
These are usually at the level of ideas, however, and lack struc-
tural supports in their models,

This has been shown in a number of controlled environment studies,
and more interestingly, in James (1951) study of currently func-
tioning groups., It is also, of course, a familiar aspect of our
everyday organizational experience,

A point Olson makes in specific opposition to Homans influential
conclusions in The Human Group (Olson, 1971, p». 57; Homans,
195k, p. 468). :

Olson (1971, pp. 59-60)

Of course a minority in a consensual system is in a good pesition
to bargain with the majority and produce a compromise {another

re jected form of decision}, The minority can hold out for vari-
ous benefits (bribes) inreturn for providing consensus, but the
majority can also threaten ostracism or other punishments. Such
coercion is reported in communal living groups where social se-
lective inducements can be very effectively manipulated although
consensual ideologies prevail, See Zablocki on New York's Bru-
derhoff (1970) and Abarbanel on an Igraeli Moshav (1979%). ~

See Arrow (1963), Dahl (1956), Senn (1974) and in general the
whole series of debates on social choice and the integrability
of utilities,.

A problem -WcGregor thought had disapveared: "We have now dig-
covered that there is no answer in the simple removal of control--
that abdication is not a workable alternative to authoritarianism.
We have learned that there is no direct correlation between em-
ployee satisfaction and productivity, We recognize that 'indus-
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O con't, trial democracy! cannot consist in permitiing everyone
to decide everything, that indusirial health does not flow
sutomatically from the elimination of dissatisfaction, dis-
agreement or even open confliet” (1960, pp. 314-5), Despite
this recognition, McGregor's 'Theory Y' does notl give adequate
attention to the giructures which might stand in between author-
itarianism and abdication., However, (1967) shows modification.

b1, Likert (1961, 1967).

42, Gluckman (1968) offers scme astute observations on such ‘'inter-
hierarchical roles'. Miller and Rice also give a pointed dis-
cussion of the complexities produced by crossing group boun-
daries for meetings of representatives. (1967, p. 22 et seq.)

h2a, Miller and Rice (1967) remains the most useful overall account,

43, Though they do of course support our emphasig on the importance
of these groups., See Likert {1967) and Vroom and Yetton (1973)
for considerations,

B, Miller and Rice's conditions for the effectiveness of autono-
" mous work groups are instructive here:
a) The task must be such that those engaged on its parts can
experience, as a group, the completion of a 'whole' task,
b} The group must be able to regulate its own activities and
be judged by results; that is, there must be a well-defined
boundary with a measureable intake/output ratio that can serve
as a criterion of performance,
¢) The group has to be of such a size that it can not only reg-
ulate its own activities, but alsc provide satisfactory person-
al relationships.....
d) The range of skills required in the group for task perfor-
mance must not be so great as to reinforce external affiliations
and thug induce internal differentiation. Nor should status
difference in the group be large enough to inhibit internal

. mobility. ’

e) The task/sentient group should not be unique, so that those
who become disaffected have no alternative group engaged on a
_similar task and requiring similar skills and experience to
whieh they can move, Otherwise the investment in the one group
is likely to be so great ag to distort values and judgements,
and the possibilily of expulsion so threatening as to be de-
gtructive, (1967, p., 256)
On point 'b', however, compare Ouchi and NMaguire's interesting
findings that behaviour control is exerted when means-ends
relations are known and instruction possible, Output conirol,
on the other hand, is a response to uncertainty and complexity.
ODutput measures were found more important as a means of com-
munication among sub-~units than directly of control(1975).

45, Although the benefits of small size on ease of communication do
remain true of project groups.

b6, The term multiplexity in this context was introducéd by Gluckman,
See (1956) for an accessible account, The term ig similar in im-
plication to Parsons' 'diffuse' relations (1951) although the lat-
ter carries an unfortunate implication of over-extension, The
development of the ugage in social network theory has been sum-
marized by Kitchell (1969, 1973) and Barnes (1972). Aldrich {1975}
has summarized some of the network arguments with organizations
in mind, although he is concerned with inter-{not intra-)organi-
zational relations, In fact, he does not consider multiplexity
which would have been a useful supplement to density in his treat-
ment of sub-groups. y
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Intensity and frequency of interaction are the sources of
strength about which most CD practitioners write, Relatively
weak and seldom actualized ties can also endure and make im-
portant contributions to individual security and organizational
effectiveness, See Granovetter (1973).

The 'Affluent Worker' studies in England are the classic re-
ports on this, though they are not without problems., The trend
they analyze seems if anything to be stronger in America. See
Goldthorpe, et al, (1968),

To quote Lewis Coser (1974),

Lest this sound too bleak a picture of the recent past, we
should of course remember that social mobility and geographic
displacement have always been a part of the American experience
(and indeed of the experience of industrialization in most
countries)., T1 is only the rate which seems to have increased,
the gualitative experience is not new,

Harry Braverman (1974) has given a good account of the degrada-
tion of labour for the 'working classes', The lot of the mid-
dle level adminisirators (higher than clerks) has not generally
been analyzed in these terms, although see NMills (1951) and
Slater (1970, chap, TI).

I am considering administrators here, not other white collar
workers. Clerks, for example, are a different matter altoge-
ther (although the boundaries are sometimes hard to draw),

The extent to which the actual work was not satisfying is be-
yond the scope of this paper, alihough I would speculate that
individualization and specialization would leave many a middle
and lower level administrabr without the chance to deal with
*whole' tasks., These became complex enough to be the province
of geveral peopie--in the best instances, of a group.

This suggestion ig not meant to contradict the very useful re-
gsearch results of Woodward (1958, 1965), Burns and Stalker (1961),
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Miller and Rice (1967), and others.
These workers show a relationship for successful organizations
between the extent of centralization and the complexity and

rate of change of the environment, and/or technology, Lawrence
and Lorsch have gome particularly interesting comments on the
impact on the organization as a whole of the differences in
environment which confront different departments, Organizations
in which intermediate associations were encouraged to be strong
should be better able to cope with variations in envircpment,

See Aldrich and Pfeffer (1976) for a review of recent work.

Ouchi's present research attempts to translate Toénnies' contrast
between Gemeinschaft and (Gesellschaft into terms applicable to
organizations (personal communication, 1976). Nisbet (1951) re-.
mains probably the best account of the seeking of community in
the history of ideas, and in particular of the 19th Century
French thinkers who tied it to intermediate associations. See
also NWisbet (1975).

Tn areas of industrialization such as Northwest England's tex-
tile region, craft communities were the most consistently able
to organize to pursue their objectives including the defence of
their working conditions. They were not, here, ultimately suc-
cessful, Norwich, in fact, so much discouraged industrial in-
novation (factories especially) that its industry left{though
of_courge there were additional reasons as well), Cne of its
original strengths was - the prosperity which it lost
during the industrial revolution, Thompson (1963) is still the
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tory, Thglis (1971) considers the role of poverty; see also
Hobgsbawm (1952); Foster (1974); and Tho_mpson (1967} on more
gpecific aspects; and for descriﬁwive brilliance, the Hammonds'
The Skilled Labourer (1919).

Family and communitly were important in forming partnerships,
extending credit, making business contacts and producing a
united policy against workers as well as providing motivation
and a reference group for accomplishment (see Payne, 1974,
Hartwell, 1970). The extent to which 'inner-directedness' was
a characteristic of isolated individuals also requires ques-
tion, The protestant ethic was instilled through churches in
close knit communities (though often for the socially mobile),
It did not exist only in the realm of ideas. The entrepreneurs
may have been alone st the heads of their firms (if these were
not family businesses or other active partnerships) but they
were not alone in their churches, clubs, neighborhoods, and,
more recently though perhaps less gtrongly, their condominiums
and cocktail parties, Aggressiveness may be quite 'other-direc-
ted', sometimes,

Turner and lawrence (1965)., See also Lorsch and Morse (1974),

A good deal of important research has come from the self-styled
contingency theorists (lLawrence, Lorsch, Morse, Fiedler...)

and their chosen allies (Thompson, Woodward, to a lesser extent
Burns, Stalker, Miller and Riee). There is, however, a genheral
problem in the major studies of Turner and Lawrence (1965),
Lawrence and Lorsch {1967) and Lorsch and Morse {1974): a ten-
dency to generalize too quickly and too crudely from a narrow
range of empirical data. The ceniral message--that there ij

no one right way-~is indisputable, This does not entirely pre-
clude the existence of general principles, however, which can
be manipulated in various ways. Boudon's (1974) caution is ap-
plicable: gocial sclentists' results are rarely strong enough
for them to speak in terms of causality; it is better to con-
gider results as more or less wesk implications,

0f course the extent to which the practices of one firm can
shape those of the industry is yet another problem for the
theories of collective goods and of the firm,

Even though these values may not be internally consistent or
workable, See especially Lorsch and Worse (1974) on organiza-
tions and their members,

See, for example, Blau and Schoenhery (1971), Blau and Scoti's
(1962) 'who benefits?' typology is also attacking this issue.

Marx and Engels (1848), Engels (1880, esp. pp. 97-98 on “anta-
gonism between the organization of production in the individual
workshop and the anarchy of production is society generally).

Bendix (1956, p. 2)




=3
REFERENCES

Abarbanel, J, (1975) "rhe Dilemma of Economic Competition in an Tsg-
raeli Moshav," In S. F. loore and B, G. Myerhoff (Eds,) Symbol

and Politics in Communal Ideology. Tthaca: Cornell University
Press, pp. 104-65,

Addis, J. B. (1967) The Crawshay Dynasty: A Study in Tndustrial
Organization and Development, 1756-1867. Cardiff: the University.

Aldcroft, D, H. (Ed.) (1968) The Development of British Industry and
Foreign Competition, 1875-191%,

Aldriech, H. (1975} "Organization Sets, Action Sets, and Ne tworks:
making the most of simplicity,"” mimeo, forthcoming in W, Star-
buch (Ed,) Handbook of Organizational Design, Vol, I.

Aldrich, H, and J. Pfeffer (1976) "Environments of Organizations,"
In A. Inkeles (Ed,) Annual Review of Sociology, vel, II, Palo
Alto: Annuzl Reviews, Inc,(forthcoming.)

Argyris, C. (1957) Personality and Organization, New York: Harper,

Argyris, C. (1971) Management and Organizational Development., New
York: McGraw-Hill,

Arrow, K. J. (1963) Social Choice and Tndividual Values, 2nd Edition,
New Haven: Yale Unlversity Press,

Barnes, J. A. {(1972) "Social Networks." Andover, Mass.: Addison-
Wesley Module #26,

Bendix, R, (1956) Work and Authority in Industry. Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press {this ed. 1974),

Bennis, W. G. (1966) Changing Organizationsg, New York: McGraw-Hill,

Bennig, W. G. and Slater, P, E. (1968) The Temporary Society. New
. Yorik: Harper, ' :

Blau, P. M. and Scott, W. R. (1963) Formal Organizations: a compara-

_Yive approach, London: Routledge,

Blau, P, M. and R, A. Schoenherr (1971) The Structure of Organizations,
New York: Bagic Books.

Blau, P, M., Tracy, P., Falbe, C, and McKinley, W. (1976) "Techno-
© logy, Size and Complexity of Organizations,” Administrative
Science Quarterly (forthcoming).

Boudon, R. {1974) The Logic of Sociolngical Explanation, Trans, by
T, Burns. Harmondsworth: Penguln,

Braverman, H, (1974} Labour and Monopoly Capital. New York: fonthly
Review Press,

Burns, T and Stalker, G.M., {1961) The tanagement of Organisations
London:Tavistock,

Chandler, A.D, (1962) Strategy and Structure Cambridge, Mass,:
M.I.T, Press,

Child,J, (1972) "Organizational Structure and Strgkgies of
Control®, Administrative Science Quarterly, 17 pp 163-177,

Child, J, (1972) "Organizational Structure,Environment and
Performance: The Role of Strategic Choice", Sociology 6 pp 1-22

Child, J. (1973) "Strategies of Control and Organizational
Behavior" Adminigtrative Science Quarterly 18 pp 1-17,




~35.

Child, J. and Mansfield, R. (1972) " Technology, Size and
Crganization Structure", Sociology 6 pp 369-393,

Cohen, M.A., March, J.G. and Olsen, J.P, (1976) "People,Problems
Solutions and the Ambiguity of Relevance", in J.G. Karch
and J.P, Olsen (1976) Ambiguity and Choice in Organisations,
Bergen:Universitetsforlaget,

Coser, L, (1974) Greedy Tnstitutions New York:Free Press,

Crouzet, I, (ed,) (1972) Capital Formation in the Tndustrial
‘Revolution , :

Dahl, R, (1956) A Preface to Democratic Theory, Chicago:
University of Chlcago Press,

Engels, F. (1880) "Socialism: Utopian and Scientific" in
L. Fevgr (ed,) Marx and Engels: basic writings on politics
and_philosophy. (1959) New York: Doubleday, pp 68-111.

Friedler,®.E. (1967) A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness,
~NewYork: Megraw Hill,

Fittoen, R.S. and Wadsworth, A.R. (1958) The Strutts and the
Arkwrights, 1758-1830, Manchester: the University Press,

Foster, J. (1974) Class Struggle in the Industrial Revolution,
Londont Weigenfeld and Nicolson,

Gluckman, M, (1956) Custom and Conflict in Africa. Oxford:Blackwell,

Gluckman, M, (1968) "Inter-Hierarchical Roles: Professional
and Party Ethics in Tribal Areas in South and Central
Africa", in M.J. Swartz, ed.: Ldcal Level Politics,
Chicago: Aldine pp 69-94,

Goldthorype, J., Lockwood, D., Beckhofer, F, and Platt, J, (1968)
The Affluent Worker: JTndustrial Attitudes and Behaviour. Cam-
- bridge: The University Press,

Granovetter, Mark (1973) "The Strength of Weak Ties," American Jour-
nal of Sociology, vol. 78, pp. 1360-80.

Hammond, J. L. and Barbara (1919) The Skilled ILabourer, London:
Longman's (this ed, 1966).

Harrell, T, W, (1976) "A Study of General Managers," Graduate
School of Business, Stanford University, mimeo,

Hartwell, R. M. (1970) "Business Management in England during the
Period of Early Industrialization: Inducements and Obstacles,"
In R, M. Hartwell (Ed.,) The Tndustrial Revelution, Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, pp. 28-471,

Hinings, C.R. and Lee, G. L. (1969) "Dimensions of organization struc-
turegand their context: a replication," Sociology, vol. 5 #1,
pp. 83-93, : '

Hobsbawm, B. J, (1952) "The Machine Breakers,* In Labouring ien.
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, pp. 5-22 (this ed, 19687,
Homans, G. C. (1951) The Human Group. London: Routledge,

Hunt, B.C. (1936) The Developmenil of the Business Corporation in
Britain, 1800-1667, Cambridge, WMass.: Harvard University Press,

Inglis, Brian (1971) Poverty and the TIndustrial Revolution, London:
Panther,

Jameg, John (1951) %A Preliminary Study of the Size Determinant in
Small Group Interaction," American Sociological Review, vol,
CXVI, pp. 474-477,




~36-

Langes, D, S. (1969) The Unbound Prometheus. Cambridge: The
University Press. :

Lawrence, P. R. and Lorsch, J, W, (1969) Organization and Environ-
ment, Bogton: the Harvard Business School,

Leavitt, H, J. (1951) "Some Effects of Certain Communication Pat-
terns on Group Performance," In D. 8. Pugh (Ed.) Organization
Theory (1971). Harmondsworth: Penguin, pp. 72-97.

Ievinson, H. (1969) Executive Stress, New York: Harper and Row,
Likert, R. (1961) New Patterns of Management. New York: WeGraw-Hill,

Likert, R. {1967) The Human Organization: Its danagement and Values,
New York: MecGraw~Hill,

Lorseh, J. W. and Morse, J. J. (1974) Organizations and Their Members,
New York: Harper and Row,

March, J, G. and Simon, H. A, (1958) Organizations. New York: Wiley,

Marx, K. and Engels, F, {(1848) "Manifesto of the Communist Party,"
.In L, Feuer (Ed.) Marx and Engels: Dbasic writings on politics
‘and philosophy. (1959) New York: Doubleday.,

MeCloskey, Donald M. and Lars G. Sandberg (1971) "From Damnation to
Redemption: Judgments on the ILate Victorian Entrepreneur,”
Explorations in Economic History, IX.

McGregor, D, (1960) The Human Side of Enterprise. New York: NcGraw-
Hill.

Milleg, C., W. (1951) White Collar, Glencoe: The Free Press,

Mitchell, J., C. Ed.: (1969) Social Networks in Urban Situations. -
Manchester: The University Press,

Mitchell, J. C. (1973) "Networks, Norms, and Tnstitutions." 1In J.
Boisgevain and J. €, Mitchell (Eds,) Network AnalySLS' Studies
. in Human Interaction, The Hague: Nouton,

Nisbet, R. A, (1951) The Quest for Lommunlfy {also publlbhed as Com-
. munlty and Power) New York: Oxford University Press,

Nigbet, R, A. (1975} The Twilight of Community, New York: Oxford
University Press,

Clson, WMancur Jr., {(1971) The Logic of Collective Action. New York:
schooken,

Ouechi, W. G, and Maguire, M, A, (1935) "Organizational Control: Two
‘ Func@ions,“ Administrative Science Quarterly., Veol, 20, pp.

559-69.

Parsons, T. (1951} The Social System., Glencoe: The Free Press,

Payne, P, L. (1967) "The Emergence of the lLarge-scale Company in
Great Britain," Economic¢ History Review, 2nd Ser., XX.

Payne, P, L. (1974) British Entrepreneurship in the Nlneteénth
Century. London: Macililan,

Perkin, H. (1969) The Origins of Modern English Society, 1780-1880,
London: Routledge,

Pollard, S. (1965) The Cenesig of Modern fianagement: A Study of the
Industrial Revolution in England, London: Allen and Unwin,

Pugh, D, 5., Hickson, D. J,, Hinings, C. R. and Turner, C. {1968)
"DLmens;ons of Organization Structure,* Administrative Science
Quarterly, vol, 13, pp. 65-105,




w37

Pugh, D. S.. chkson, D. J., Hinings, C.R. and Turner, C. (1969)
“Phe Context of Organizational Structures," Administrative
Science Quarterly, vol. 14, pp. 91-114,

Raistrick, A, (1953) Dynasty of Iron Founders., Newlton Abbot:
Dav1d and Charles (This ed. 1970).

Sen, A, K. (1971) Collective Choice and Social Welfare, REdinburgh:
Oliver and Boyd,

Simon, H, A, (1957) -Administrative Behavior (Rev, Ed.) New Yorkt
The Iree Press

Slater, P, E. (1970) In Pursuit of Loneliness: American Cultiure
at the Breaking Point, Harmondsworih: Penguin,

Smelser, N. J. (1959) Social Change in the Indugtrial Revolution,
London: Routledge and Kegan, Paul,

Smith, J. (1976) "Communities, Associations, and the Supply of Col~
lective Goods," American Journal of Sociology. Vol, 82, pp.
291-308,

Smith, M, ¢, (1956) "0On Segmentary Lineage Systems," In Corporations
‘ and Society., London: Duckworth, pp. 13-70,

Thompson, E. P, (1963) The Making of the English Working Class, (This
edition 1968, with Postscrlpt) Harmondsworth: Penguln.

Thompson, E, P, (1967) "Time, Work-Discipline, and Industrial Capi-~
talism,” In M. W. Flinn and T. C, Smout (Eds,) Essays in 8001al
History. London: Oxford University Press (1974}, pp. 39-77.

Thompson, J. D, (1967) Qrganizations in Action, New York: FecGraw-
Hill,

de Toqueville, A, (1840) Democracy in America, Vol. II, trans. by
H. Reeve, NMNew York: Schocken,

Trist, E. A. and X. W, Bamforth (1951) "Some Social and Psychological
Congequences of the Longwall Method of Coal-Getting," In D.S.
Pugh, Ed.: (1971) Organization Theory, Harmondsworth: Penguin,
pp. 345-69

Trist, E, L, Higgin, G. W,, Murray, H. and Pollock, A. B. (1963)
Organizational Choige: Capabilities of Groups at the Coal Face
Under Changing Technologies. London: Tavistock.

Turner, A, N. and Lawrence, P. R. {1965) Industrial Jobs and the
Worker, Boston: Harvard Business School,

Vroom, V, H. (1960) Some Personality Determinants of the Effects of
Participation, Englewood Cliffs, N, J.: Prentice-Hall.

Vroom, V; H, (1964) vork and Wotivation. New York: Wiley.

Vroom, V, H, (1974) "Decision- Making and Leadership Process," Jour-
nal of Contemporary Business, vol, 3 #4, pp., 47-64,

Vroom, V. H. and Jago, A, G. (1974) "Decision~Making as a Social
Process: Normative and Descriptive Models of Leader Behavior,®
Decision Sciences, vol, & #4, pp. 743-769,

Vroom, V. H. and Yetton, P, W, (1973) leadership and Decision-paking.
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,

Whyte, W. H., Jr. (1956) The Organization Man, Garden City, N. Y.:
Doubleday, . '

¥

Woodward, J. (195C) Management and Technology. ILondon: H.i.S.0.

Woodward, J. (1965) Industrial Organization: Theory and Practice,
London: Oxford Universily Press. - -

Zablocki, B. (1970) The Joyful Community. Baltimore: Penguin,




	Participation as a collective good democracy autocracy and intermediate associations in organizations(cover)
	calhounParticipationAsAColl (2)
	(1980) Participation as a Collective Good
	(1980) Participation as a Collective Good last pages




