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SUMMARY

The sources and bases of a growing critique of the * established 
orthodoxy* of organizational analysis are identified and discussed, 
and an alternative framework - derived from the perspective and 
method of interactionism - proposed for the study of organization.

Following a consideration of the historical origins of the 
interactionist approach in sociology, and an introduction to the 
basic model of social life implicit within the tradition, an attempt 
is made to apply the concepts and ideas to the specific task of 
understanding organization.

The particular development of the interactionist perspective as 
represented by the work of Strauss et al (1963) and which led to 
his conceptualisation of the organization as 'negotiated order* is 
then outlined and discussed, and an assessment made of the relevance 
and usefulness, the strengths and weaknesses of the model, through 
analysis of case material drawn from a study of factory management.

The conclusion that the negotiated order model does not fully or 
properly work out the implications of the essentially processual 
viewpoint on organization that it represents, leads to the suggestion 
of a further development of the perspective to overcome some of the 
particular difficulties associated with understanding organization 
in these terms.

Introduction of the concepts of power and influence provide the 
means for the further development of the perspective, and for the 
construction of a 'micropolitical* model of organization - which, it 
is argued on the basis of some further discussion of case material, 
enhances our understanding and appreciation of the organizational 
process.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis is concerned with understanding organizations — how they 
operate and how they change. In recent years some of the more 
established approaches to organizational analysis, as represented, 
for example, by the classical, human relations or systems models of 
organization, have come under an increasing barrage of criticism 

from a variety of sources and on a number of bases. Here, I will be 

concerned with the development of a particular perspective for 
understanding organization, and the construction of a particular 
model of organization which will, hopefully, move us towards 
alleviating some of the difficulties associated with the more 
traditional approaches.

Broadly speaking, my argument runs through three distinct phases.
In Chapters One and Two 1 make the case for an alternative perspective 
on organization; Chapters Three and Four apply that perspective - 
conceptually and practically - to the study of organization; and 
Chapters Five and Six propose and discuss a further development of 
the perspective to take account of some particular difficulties 
associated with the application of the perspective.

Chapter One begins with a ’brief and prejudiced history' of 
organizational analysis, and a discussion of the particular models 
of organization implicit within each of the classical, human relations 
and systems approaches which have tended to dominate the literature 

at least up until the late 1960s. The latter part of the chapter 
looks at the sources and bases of a growing critique of the established

— 1—
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orthodoxy of organizational analysis, and identifies the foundations 

of an alternative approach for understanding organization. In Chapter 

Two, much of the ground for what follows is prepared by examining the 
historical origins, the basic model of social life, and some of the 
fundamental concepts associated with the interactionist perspective 
in sociology - the proposed alternative framework for the study of 
organization. The chapter closes with a discussion of the methodological 
orientation of interactionism.

Chapter Three begins the task of applying the interactionist approach 
to the analysis of organization, suggesting that frcm a basic 

understanding of the nature of individual and joint action, we can 
begin to build the ideas of social association and collective structure 
that are the essence of the process of organizing. The particular 
model of organization as "negotiated order’ derived from within the 
interactionist perspective is introduced and reviewed. Chapter Four 
seeks to apply the general perspective and the specific negotiated 
order model to a particular body of case material, and to make an 
assessment of the usefulness and relevance of an interactionist 
approach to the study of organization as a result.

On the basis of that assessment. Chapter Five introduces another set 
of ideas - based on power, influence and ’micropolitics’ — 
suggested as a means for the further development of the interactionist 
perspective on organization, and building upon the progress made by 

the negotiated order model toward a processual view of organizations. 
Chapter Six comprises some further discussion of the case material 
along these lines, looking at the micropolitics of organization in 

terms of a ’three-dimensional’ view of power as presented by
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Lukes (1974) which, it is argued, can provide us with a more sensitive 

and comprehensive understanding and appreciation of the variety of ways 

in which power may be exercised and influence exerted within 

organizations than is usually contained within the literature.

Finally, Chapter Seven explores further some implications of the 

analysis of the micropolitics of organization and outlines some 
possible directions in which such analysis might usefully proceed.



CHAPTER ONE

ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS ; A BRIEF AND PREJUDICED HISTORY

The term ’organization’ wrote Egon Bittner (1965) ’’belongs to that 
category of expressions about which there is maintained an air of 

informed vagueness". In one sense of course we all know 
organizations - as observers certainly, and for most of us also 
as participants. All of us at some time in our lives will have 
had some first hand experience of organizations of one sort or 
another — schools or hospitals or councils or governments as well 
as the more traditional business organizations with which most of us 
will be familiar. Likewise all of us have, and are usually ready to 
expound at length, opinions and views about those organizations we 
know and to which we belong, and opinions and views also about 
those organizations of which we do not, nor ever will have, first
hand knowledge but whose activities and interests nevertheless 
impinge directly and indirectly upon our everyday lives.

Not surprisingly then, the analysis of what goes on in organizations 

has attracted the comment of a quite bewildering array of authors 
and commentators — a body of literature having built up from 
within the ranks of business executives and the mansigers of 
organizations themselves detailing their experiences and prescriptions; 
from administrators and politicians of every persuasion urging us 
to do this, that or the other with our organizations; from academics 
and intellectuals of varying background and discipline telling us 

why we should do this, that or the other; from organizational 
consultants and change agents who purport to explain to us how to
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set about doing this, that or the other; and increasingly from 
amongst the ranks of trade unionists and from other working people 

documenting their experiences of organization and for many of whom 

the larger part of their waking lives is spent in one organization 

or another.

The problems of organization — of how to combine and arrange the 

efforts of men - have existed since time began, dating back to the 
most rudimentary beginnings of society. Confucius was an expert, 

as were the Greeks and the Romans, as indeed were all civilizations 
who were faced with the problems involved in organizing the activities 
of large numbers of individuals. As a discrete area of study, 
however, organizational analysis might be regarded to be essentially 
a phenomenon of the twentieth century. In recent years the study of 
organizations and of their problems has established itself as an 
increasingly significant area of social-scientific investigation - 
in terms of the amount of research conducted and the sheer volume 
of the literature produced, organizational analysis can justifiably 
lay claim to being a distinct branch of social science of some 

great importance.

The field of organization studies is a natural focus of several 
disciplines - economic, politics, sociology, psychology and 

anthropology - as well as lying within the spectrum of interest 
of a number of others. Consequently many theories have been 

proposed and numerous explanations offered for understanding what 
goes on in organizations and many prescriptions made for modifying 
or changing the ways in which those organizations operate. We 
should not be surprised to find, therefore, in our investigation 

into the development of the various approaches to the study of
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organization some quite different views relating to the nature of 
the subject—matter to be investigated and the form and the manner 
such investigation should take.

Within the field of organizational theory and analysis however, 
at least until the late 1960’s, it is possible to identify three 
main lines of development, three primary schools of thought — 

classical, human relations and systems theory - which together 
with their various offshoots and derivatives would constitute the 

bulk of the available literature on the functioning of organizations. 
Each has its own battery of proponents, past and present, and each 
has its own body of fact and folklore reinterpreted as truth or 
falsehood according to your particular point of view and your 
commitment to the underlying assumptions of the particular approach 
adopted.

In the early part of this chapter 1 intend to look briefly at each 
of these three 'schools’ of organizational theorizing, focusing 
less on the substantive conclusions they reach regarding the 
structure and functioning of organizations and rather more on the 
essence of their respective approaches to the study of organization - 

on the models of organization they suggest and on the assumptions 
on which these models are based. In addition, I will try to show 
some of the ways in which research has developed, modified and 
extended these approaches.

The contributions of the early classical, human relations and 

systems theorists are of far more than merely historical interest - 
an understanding and appreciation of the work in each tradition 

is cin essential prelude to understanding many of the current
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developments within the field as the Taylors, the Mayos and the 
like have been the forerunners of so much of the research carried 

out in organizations. Also, as we shall see later, a basic 
knowledge and understanding of this work is central to our apprec

iation of the nature and significance of the substantial critique 
levelled against the mainstream of organizational theorizing and 

which is discussed in the latter part of the chapter.

Quite obviously my description and discussion of the work in each 
tradition is of necessity highly selective and will, in many 
cases, do a lot less than justice to the views of those presented. 
Similarly any review of the field which as mine does treats its 
subject matter in fairly simple linear historical development 
cannot hope to reflect the complex interrelationships which exist 
between the views and ideas of the different authors both within 
and between traditions. Detailed exposition and analysis of such 
work is beyond the aim and the scope of this chapter and the 
partial ajrid prejudiced view which results remains totally my 
responsibility. I begin as it were ’at the beginning’ with the 
so-called classical theory of organization.
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Organizational analysis - history and development 

Classical organization theory

Despite the fact that the classical model of organization might seem 

old fashioned or outdated when compared with some of the more complex 
and sophisticated theories that have followed it, it is nevertheless 

extremely important both historically and in terms of current 

practice. Historically, many of the proponents of classical theory 
might be seen as the founding fathers of organizational analysis as 
a discrete area of inquiry, having laid the foundations on which much 
subsequent theorizing was based; and even to the present day many 
executives and managers adhere to the principles of the classical 
model and several of our organizations are structured along the 
lines suggested by this model.

A major feature — perhaps the most important feature — of the 
classical approach to organizations was the attempt to study 
organizations with scientific and machine-like precepts. To the 

classical theorist the key to organizational effectiveness lay in 
defining fairly rigidly and somewhat mechanically a centralized 
and pyramidal authority structure in which the number of hierarchical 
levels, the spans of control and the line-staff relations were 

carefully defined. The approach is epitomised in the more rigid 
form of organization chart and what is defined by the organization 

chart is what is meant by organizing in the.classical scheme of 
things.

Within the particular body of theory and research of the classical 
tradition we might distinguish two main lines of development. The
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first, deriving primarily from the work of Taylor and others on 
’scientific management’ is basically concerned with the physiology 
of work and the organization of work and focuses on the specifically 
physical activities involved in production. The second main area 
of work is that associated with such as Gulick, Urwick, Fayol etc. 
who concerned themselves more with the administration and 

organization of work at the managerial level, with how to organize, 
Sind with how to structure the efforts and activities of the members 

of the organization. A related, though not directly associated line 
of research is that of Weber whose systematic development of a 
theory of bureaucracy is quite firmly rooted within the classical 
frame.

F.W. Taylor, the founder of ’scientific management’ was very much 
a practical man - he was sin eminent engineer who, his biographers 
would tell, ’’had worked his way up from the position of an ordinary 
labourer". Aside from his interest in the principles and practice 
of mansigement Taylor made several distinguished contributions in his 
own technical field of mechanical engineering. His book ’The 
Principles of Scientific Management’ was published in 191I and in 
the introduction to that text Taylor clearly laid out his 
assumptions regarding the nature of the problems faced by 
orgsinizati ons at the time he wrote and his proposed methods for 
solving those problems:

"This paper has been written: First, to point out, 
through a series of simple illustrations, the great 
loss which the whole country is suffering through 
inefficiency in nearly all of our daily acts. 
Second, to try to convince the reader that the 
remedy for this inefficiency lies in systematic 
management, rather than in searching for some 
unusual or extraordinary man. Third, to prove
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that the best management is a true science, 
resting upon clearly defined laws, rules and 
principles, as a foundation. And further, to 
show that the fundamental principles of scientific 
management are applicable to all kinds of human 
activities, from our simplest daily acts to the 
work of our great corporations, which call for the 
most elaborate cooperation. And, briefly, through 
a series of illustrations, to convince the reader 
that whenever these principles are correctly 
applied, results must follow which are truly 
astounding." (preface iii)

Taylor’s work abounds with a meticulous concern for the detailed 

analysis of everyday work activity such as shovelling, pig iron 
handling and the like. The scientific management movement brought 
considerable precision of measurement to the organization of the 
individual employee’s productive effort - it sought to show that it 
was in fact possible to specify precisely the activities involved in 
routine production tasks. The goal of the movement was to use the 
rather inefficient human ’organism’ in the best way possible, 
promising much and in many respects producing the goods. The ideas 
put forward had a quite revolutionary impact upon managerial thought 
and industrial practice and in a variety of ways the approach might 
be considered to be alive and well today, residing and flourishing 
in the work of ergonomists, work study theorists, methods 

engineers and the like.

The general problem to which classical administrative theory 
addressed itself was as follows: given a general purpose for the 

organization, we can identify the specific tasks necessary for 
achievement of that purpose — basic productive activity, service 
activity, co-ordinative activity, supervisory activity etc. - 
the problem is to group those tasks into departments and the 
departments into a larger organization in such a way as to
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rainimise the total cost of carrying out such activity. The 
position is eminently represented by Urwick (1933) in the 
introduction to his paper 'Organization as a Technical Problem'

"It is the general thesis of this paper that there 
are principles which can be arrived at inductively 
from the study of human experience of organization 
which should govern arrangements for human 
association of any kind. These principles can 
be studied as a technical question, irrespective 
of the purpose of the enterprise, the personnel 
composing it or any constitutional, political or 
social theory underlying its creation. They are 
concerned with the method of subdividing and 
allocating to individuals all the various activities, 
duties and responsibilities essential to the purpose 
contemplated, the correlation of these activities 
and the continuous control of the work of individuals 
so as to serve the most economical and the most 
effective realization of the purpose", (p.49)

Authors such as Fayol, Gulick, Mooney etc. as well as Urwick, 
concerned themselves with the formalisation and popularisation of 
'principles of management', this second line of development within 
classical theory being primarily directed, as we have already 
noted, toward the question of how to organize. The approach was 
built around four key pillars (Massie, 1965): (i) the division of 
labour; (ii) the scalar and functional processes: (iii) structure; 
and (iv) span of control. Given these major elements just about all 
of classical administrative theory can be derived. Planning, 
command, co-ordination and control were the foci of interest and 

were paramount to the organizational effort. Again, as with 
scientific management, elements of classical administrative theory 

are still much in evidence today in the work of many organizational 
design departments and of those theorists who continue to prescribe 
rules of organization.
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Quite clearly much of the work of Max Weher is firmly rooted in 

the classical tradition. His studies focused on the structure of 
the administrative aspect of organization — on the nature of 
bureaucracy. The basic assumptions of the Weberian model are 

comprehensively outlined by Katz and Kahn (1978): (i) process 
specialization of tasks; (ii) standardization of role performance;

(iii) unity of command and centralization of decision-making;
(iv) uniformity of practices; (v) no duplication of function;

(vi) reward for merit; and (vii) depersonalization of office.
The net effect of these assumptions they suggest is to produce 
a system that is universalistic rather than particularistic, it 

is government by rules and regulations, and not by individuals.
The key concepts for Weber, then, and for many of those who have 
followed him are thus seen to have a strong 'mechanistic* flavour • 
work is to be processed through a system which stresses purpose, 
rationality, impersonality and routine. As Silverman (l970) 
points out, perhaps in an uncharacteristic moment of dogmatism 
Weber committed himself to a view of this type of organization as 
the 'most efficient' and thus did not foresee the many ways in 
which his bureaucracy might be inappropriate in particular 
circumstances. Others have argued that much of Weber on 
organizations has been badly misread, misunderstood and 

misinterpreted - it nevertheless remains that many of the 
concepts and ideas discussed by Weber have infiltrated thinking 
about almost all types of organization.
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The human relations approach

It was to correct some basic deficiencies that they saw in classical 
organization theory that there grew up what has come to be known 
as the human relations school of organizational theorizing. Authors 

and theorists in the human relations tradition brought to the study 
of organizations an orientation quite different to that of the 

classical theorists who had originally argued that rational 
economic assumptions about human motivation were sufficient to 
explain behaviour in organizations. One of the founding fathers 
of the human relations approach was Elton Mayo. As Sofer (1972) 
points out; Mayo's first major study was, or at least began as 
straight industrial psychology. As such its relation to the work 
of its classical predecessors was obvious — it was concerned with 
the problem of labour turnover in the mule spinning department 
of a Philadelphia textile mill, in particular the role of fatigue 
and monotony in relation to turnover. In his 'Human Problems of 
an Industrial Civilization' (1933) Mayo identified his perspective:

"It is clear that before we can profitably assess the 
part played in industrial determinations by something 
called 'monotony' we need to be accurately informed 
with respect to (a) external working conditions;
(b) the social-personal situation in its relation 
to the individuals concerned; and (c) individual 
differences of capacity and temperament." (p 10).

There is little doubt that Taylor and his associates would have 
applauded the attempt to bring science to bear upon such problems 
and would have been greatly interested in Mayo's findings.

Probably the most famous and oft—quoted piece of research associated
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with the human relations school, however, is that related to studies 

carried out at the Western Electric Company's Hawthorne works in 

Chicago — a study designed and carried out by Mayo's team from Harvard 
University in collaboration with the company. The Hawthorne 

experiments began in 192? and the initial orientation of the 

research is reflected in Roethlisberger and Dickson's (l939) report 
of the studies in 'Management and the Worker';

"At the beginning of the enquiry the general interest 
was primarily the relation between the conditions 
of work and the incidence of fatigue and monotony 
among employees. It was anticipated that exact 
knowledge could be obtained about this relation by 
establishing an experimental situation in which 
the effect of variables like temperature, humidity 
and hours of sleep could be measured separately from 
the effect of an experimentally imposed condition 
of work." (p.3)

Again the general style was reminiscent of and characteristic of 
the approach that had been adopted by Taylor. Roethlisberger and 
Dickson's lengthy report on the research is packed with background 
information, with details of experiments conducted and results 
obtained. Their report shows also how the focus of research changed 
as their initial hypotheses failed to attract the expected support 
and the results of their experimentation seemingly became more 

and more confused.

Gradually, attention shifted from the physical characteristics of 
the work environment toward such factors as supervision and the 
attitudes and preoccupations of employees. The change in emphasis 
and in perspective is illustrated in the following extract from 
Mayo - a statement which again clearly reflects the central 
interests and preoccupations which inform the human relations
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tradition and which lie at the heart of their model of 
organization:

"Human collaboration at work, in primitive and 
developed societies, has always depended for its 
perpetuation upon the evolution of a non—logical 
social code which regulates the relations between 
persons and their attitudes to one another. 
Insistence upon a merely economic logic of 
production, especially if the logic is frequently 
changed, interferes with the development of such 
a code and consequently gives rise in the group to 
a sense of human defeat. This human defeat results 
in the formation of a social code at a lower level 
and in opposition to the economic code. One of 
its symptoms is ’restriction'." (p.120)

The experience at the Hawthorne Plant of the Western Electric 
Company had, and continues to have, a profound impact upon the 
thinking of organizational theorists and researchers and of the 
managers of organizations. In retrospect, there are several 
identifiable strands to the work. First the characteristic 
emphasis on group dynamics, on studying the functioning of groups 
and how groups affect human behaviour in organizations; secondly 
the study of what was termed 'the informal organization' - the 
activities, norms, patterns of communication and relationships 
which arise spontaneously from the effort to organize; third the 
underlying tendency to advocate more participative or 'employee- 

centred' styles of supervision and management as a means toward 
greater efficiency and effectiveness. In many ways such concerns 
might be seen as a sort of compensatory movement against the more 
obvious excesses of the classical approach with individual 
motives, goals, aspirations etc, afforded little attention within 
the classical model, now placed at the centre of attention.
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Their use of the behavioural sciences in the study of organization 
made the human relations theorists the forerunners of much 

subsequent research in the organizational area and the precursors 
of many of the themes, ideas and concepts generally subsumed under 

the label of 'organizational psychology'. Their work had revealed 
that the behavioural sciences were both useful and essential to 
the proper understanding of organization and in their very separate 

ways the approaches of organizational and management theorists such 
as Argyris, McGregor, Likert et al and those of the humanistic 
psychologists such as Maslow and Herzberg derive from and reflect 
particular elements of the human relations tradition. Whilst human 
relations theorists, however, sought only to modify classical 
organizational theory, more contemporary theorists are inclined 
toward more drastic change. Organizational humanism as represented 
by the work of Argyris, Likert, McGregor, espouses both a philosophy 
and an assortment of practical measures through which it would 
overturn the conventional structure of work and organizational 
relationships and quite fundamentally alter many of our ideas about 
organizational design and development.

Systems theory

During the 1960s and 1970s the systems approach to understanding 

organizations became increasingly influential as a means of 
analysing and interpreting what went on in organizations, the 
systems theorist arguing that the most fruitful way of looking 
at his subject-matter would derive from an eclectic range of sources, 
notably from the physical and biological sciences. Buckley (1968)
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outlines the perspective and the concept of 'system' definitively:

"A whole which functions as a whole hy virtue of the 
interdependence of its parts is called a system and 
the method which aims at discovering how this is 
brought about in the widest variety of systems has 
been called general systems theory. General systems 
theory seeks to classify systems by the way their 
components are organized (interrelated) and to derive 
'laws' or typical patterns of behaviour from the 
different classes of systems singled out by the 
taxonomy."

The term system, then, refers to an entity with independent parts — 
the parts or units in a system are linked together in such a manner 
that a change in one part affects all other parts. A 'closed' system 
is wholly comprehensible and predictable by understanding the inner 
workings of the bounded system, but an 'open' system is not. The 
workings of the open system are as they are because of responses 
to the external environment within which the system exists.

The analogy is indeed a seductive one — an organization is after all 
a collection of interdependent sub-units, a set of interacting 
elements; the approach is logically appealing - it represents a way 
of thinking which enables us to cope with complexity and complex 
phenomena by identifying their systemic relations, by breaking down 
the activity of the total whole into the discrete activities of the 
separate parts. The application of systems theory to the analysis 
of organizations shows a number of distinct elements. Katz and 
Kahn's (1966) study entitled 'The Social Psychology of Organizations' 
has established itself as something of a classic and is representative 
of the early work in the tradition. In their preface Katz and Kahn 
clearly lay out their intellectual origins and aims:
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"In our attempts to extend the description and 
explanation of organizational processes we have shifted 
from an earlier emphasis on traditional concepts of 
individual psychology and interpersonal relations 
to systems constructs. The interdependent behaviour 
of many people in their supportive and complementary 
actions takes on a form or structure which needs to 
be conceptualized at a more appropriate collective
level ....... the development of an open—system
theory ..... furnished a dynamic and adequate
framework (for this purpose)." (preface v)

Whilst, as Curt Tausky (19?0) points out, more often than not 
organizations had been studied as closed systems, as entities 
which are understandable and predictable by knowledge of the units of 
of the system and their linkages, the emphasis was gradually shifting 
to a conception of the organization as an adaptive open system 
dependent on a continual interchange with the environment in which 
it operates - and it is just that perspective that Katz and Kahn 
sought to develop.

Their processual model for understanding organizations in terms of 
’input' 'throughput' and 'output' enabled them to identify and 

isolate what they regard as the primary subsystems of the 

organization; (i) a production or technical component - primarily 

concerned with organizational throughput ; (ii) a production support 
component - which carry out transactions with the environment 
in procuring the input, disposing of output or aiding in those 
processes (e.g. purchasing, sales department); (iii) a maintenance 

component — for attracting and holding people in their functional 
roles (e.g. personnel department); (iv) an adaptive component - 
concerned with some aspects of organi zat ional change (e.g. research 
and development, organization and methods, market research);
(v) a j i institutional component — whose primary function it is to
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obtain social support and legitimacy for the organization; and

(vi) a managerial component - which directs and adjudicates amongst 
all the others, coordinates internal and external activities and 
resolves conflicts.

A systems approach thus calls attention to a wide range of social, 

psychological, economic and technical forces operating on and 
within an organization. It emphasizes interrelationships between 
these forces and the dynamics of such interrelationships. As Katz 

and Khan (1978) reflect in the second edition of their text, in 
some respects open system theory is not a theory at all but rather 
a framework, a meta—theory or a model — it provides an approach 
and a conceptual language for understanding and describing many 
kinds and levels of phenomena. As such it has had and will no 
doubt continue to have a quite significant impact upon the way in 
which we understand and describe specifically organizational phenomena.

The move toward 'open—systems* thinking about organizations has 
produced in the opinion of many a related swing towards * contingency* 
or situational design of organizations. Building on a systems 
philosophy and emphasising the complex interaction between 
environment, task, technology, organization structure and human 

motivation, contingency theories of organization suggest that there 
is no one best way to organize, design or manage an organization. 

Rather, they suggest, the most appropriate style will be dependent 
upon the particular demands of the situation which will vary from 
one organization to another and over time.

Woodward*s (1958»1965) studies, for example, have suggested that 
there was an empirical relationship between the nature of
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production systems — technology - patterns of organization and 
business success, and that it was technical methods that were the 

primary factor in determining organizational form and had the most 
fundamental influence on human relationships within the organization, 
Burns and Stalker (1961) sought to explain and illustrate how 

different technologies call for different organizational designs 
and differentiated * mechanistic* from *organismic* structures, 

arguing that firms in relatively stable environments impose quite 

different structural requirements to those operating in more complex 

and rapidly changing environments. Lawrence and Lorsch (19^7) 
continued the popularisation of the so-called contingency approach 
with their study of the structure and functioning of organizations 
in stable and changing environments. Several other lines of 
research have contributed to the perspective to the point where 
Child (1977) would describe contingency theory as the dominant 
approach to the study of organizations.

Whilst the above mentioned studies might differ in terms of the 
direction and the emphasis of their research into organizations, 
what unites them and the work of other * contingency* theorists is 

the idea derived from Burns and Stalker (1961) that:

** the beginning of administrative wisdom is the
awareness that there is no optimum type of 
management system." (p 125)

Adherence to such a viewpoint has led to the development of 
contingency approaches to virtually everything - leadership* 
job evaluation, payment systems, training and development and so 
on - as organizational analysts sought to reconcile and synthesize
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the conclusions that were emerging from a diverse body of research 

into organizational behaviour. Without a shadow of doubt the 
systems approach and the contingency approach together had reset 
the entire face and framework of organizational studies.

Discussion

In one sense the various approaches to the study of organization 
outlined above can be located in fairly broad temporal sequence by 
reference to the problems faced by organizations — in particular 
by those who sought to manage those organizations - at the time 
when those theories and approaches were developed. As Silverman 
(1970) has pointed out:

".... organizational analysis in the first few 
decades of this century began from the questions 
asked by those in positions of authority, to whom 
it sought to offer effective and preferably cheap 
solutions to troubling problems." (p 2)

Those were years of rapid population growth and of industrial 
expansion - managements were faced with the particular problems 
of bringing large numbers of men (most of them industrially 
inexperienced) together into co-operative systems of production.

The ideas put forward and the models of organization developed 
reflected these concerns. In this situation, the work of such as 
Taylor and others in the scientific management tradition might be 
interpreted as forming part of the attempt to increase productivity 
through the better utilization of manpower. Industrial organizations 
of the time were, by today's standards, chaotic. Before Taylor,
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as Tausky (l970) points out:

"....the way tasks were accomplished and coordinated
with related tasks was thought out in large part
on the shop floor - thinking and doing were fused..." (p 26)

It was into this situation that Taylor's ideas were to enter 

and:

"before he was through the separation between doing 
and thinking was firmly implanted in management 
thought and, where possible, in practice." (p 26)

The introduction of planning as a means of increasing productivity 
inevitably meant a separation of the functions of management and 
labour (given today's industrial relations problems Taylor and his 
colleagues have a lot to answer for) and much of the work carried 
out by Taylor et al was designed to facilitate such planning. For 
example, Taylor would urge that a man's pay should be related to 
his productivity since effort to raise output can be increased by 
providing a financial incentive — he believed that the fundamental 

desire of the worker was to obtain the highest possible wage and 
hence, amongst rational men, the upper limit to effort would be 
determined by physiological capacity.

Such ideas are interesting not merely in and of themselves but also 

in terms of the particular shape that they lend to the models of 
organization that were built around them. Given Taylor's specific 
predilections the individual within the organization is assigned 
an essentially passive and responding role - behaviour at work is 
seen to be determined by the situations to which the individual is
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exposed. From this the golden rule of classical organization theory 

emerges: get the situation right and the appropriate human behaviour 

and organizational performance will follow. The Taylorian model, as 
has frequently been pointed out, is quite clearly a 'machine* model. 
Taylor and most of his followers, being engineers, approached the 
organization from a peculiarly mechanistic frame of reference in 

which the individual member of the organization was regarded as an 
instrument of production which could be handled as easily as any 

other tool.

Authors such as Fayol, Gulick, Urwick et al followed a similar 
line in seeking to extend Taylor's philosophy and method in terms 
of understanding what was required administratively to operationalise 
his ideas and principles. As we have seen, their prescription, 
supported by their own research and the work of such as Weber, was 
that for effective operation, clear specialization and co-ordination 
must be carefully designed into the structure of the organization. 
Co-ordination was basically a 'control' activity, ordering the 
elements of production into a coherent and unified whole. The 
classical model of organization thus highlighted certain aspects 
of organizational functioning and neglected others, it pursued a 
particular line of inquiry into what went on within the organization 

and came to specific conclusions about how the organization should 
operate. As Perrow (1972) notes, despite the fact that the classical 

school has been derided for presenting 'principles' that were 

really only proverbs, all the resources of organizational research 
and theory today have not managed to substitute better principles, 
or proverbs, for those ridiculed.
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Whilst the ideas of scientific management and the associated notions 

of classical administrative theory had a revolutionary impact upon 
managerial thought and industrial practice they did not usher in 
total harmony between manager and worker and it was a somewhat 
different organizational world that the early human relations 
theorists entered in the late 1920s and early 1930s, and they saw 
that world in quite different terms. Classical theory had been 
concerned with how to arrange the relationships among an aggregate 
of men and positions but had neglected the psychological and 
sociological aspects of organizational behaviour - there was little 
consideration of the feelings, attitudes or personal goals of the 
individual. Human relations theorists also focused on the ordering 
of relationships but their emphasis was quite different, stressing 
the individual rather than the position, and substituting attitudes, 
values and social behaviour for impersonal offices and duties, tasks 
and responsibilities. The rapid growth of experimental psychological 
and social psychological studies at the time, together with the 
sometimes hostile reaction of workers to some of the early attempts 
to put the principles of scientific management into practice, had 
meant that managers were becoming increasingly aware of the 
significance of the human factor in organization, and it was into 

this kind of industrial and ideological climate that the human 
relations theorists made their entry.

Several of the assumptions which underlie the human relations model 

of organizations are worthy of note. Perrow (1972) in his review 
draws attention to two of these, the first related to morale, 
leadership and productivity, and the second concerned with the 
structuring of groups. Good leadership - generally described as
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democratic rather than authoritarian, employee centred rather than 
production centred, concerned with human relations rather than with 
bureaucratic rules — is said to lead to high morale with high morale 
leading to increased effort resulting in higher production.

Similarly, the ways in which groups and organizations are structured 
is also seen to affect organizational performance - greater concern 
with the interaction of groups, the role of top management in setting 

a proper climate, the minimization of hierarchical differences 
throughout the organization and the increasing of influence of all 
groups - all of these serve to create a better and more productive 
organization.

Thus the human relations approach shifted the explanatory basis of 

organizational behaviour away from impersonal mechanisms and 
towards trying to understand individual and group behaviour within 
the organization. Embedded within the approach is the additional 
assumption that there is one best way to organize relationships and 
whilst there is not total agreement as to what precisely constitutes 
the best way the general orientation is clear from the above. Over 
the last twenty five years or so, however, much of the early work 
in the human relations tradition - notably the Hawthorne studies - 
has been subjected to an increasing barrage of criticism. Amongst 

others Landsberger (1958) and Carey (196?) have taken the Hawthorne 
researchers to task for: ignoring the role of conflict in the work 
place; for being ideologically biased in favour of management ; for 

being paternalistic; for adopting an inappropriate view of man and 
society; for giving insufficient attention to factors in the outside 
environment ; for being unscientific; and for misinterpreting the 
evidence they amassed on the functioning of organizations. Perrow
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(1972) concludes:

"The history of research in this area is one of 
progressive disenchantment with (the above theses) 
and progressive awareness of the complexities of 
human behaviour and human situations. As a result 
of nearly thirty years of intensive research, we 
have a large body of information on what does not 
clearly and simply affect productivity and a 
growing list of qualifiers and conditions that 
have to be taken into account." (p 106)

Much of the subsequent research carried out in the human relations 
tradition can be seen as an extension of the work of the Hawthorne 

group, an attempt to find a more useful and palatable alternative 
to Taylor's economic maji. Several authors have argued that despite 
their many differences the human relations approach is more similar 
to the classical approach than it is different - both put forward 
basically similar models of organization, both adhere to the 
belief that there is one best way to organize, and that the 
principles of effective organization might be revealed through 
the systematic empirical investigation of particular aspects of 
organizational functioning. In this latter belief the classical 
and human relations theorists are joined also by the vast majority 
of the proponents of systems and/or contingency theory.

Systems theories, however, and the various 'contingency' theories 

that have developed from a systems viewpoint, present an altogether 
more complex and complicated view of organizational behaviour than 
do their predecessors. In essence, these approaches begin from 

the attempt to combine the ideas and the insights gained from the 
classical and from the human relations perspectives whilst at the 
same time seeking to avoid the tendency of both to vastly
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oversimplify the nature of their subject-matter. Hence the 'socio
economic man' of systems theory is a complex bundle of social needs 

and of economic self interest, and the 'sociotechnical system' a quite 
intricate arrangement of the task and social factors involved in 

organizational functioning. The model of organization now proposed is 
that of organization as organism — gone is the simple world of cause 

and effect and in its place is substituted an organizational world of 
interdependence and interrelatedness.

Thus the organizational analyst becomes the investigator of complexity, 

studying how changes in one part of the organization have their 
effect on other parts, how changes in the environment find their 
expression in the activities and processes of the organization and 
so on. He is concerned with how variables such as the goals of the 
organization, the task, the technology and the structure of the 
organization serve both individually and jointly as determinants 
of organizational behaviour and performance. There is little doubt 
that, properly applied, the power of a systems perspective for 
understanding organization is quite enormous, capable of describing 
and interpreting much of what goes on within the organization and 
offering a flexibility in terms of thinking about organization 
that classical and human relations perspectives do not. Nevertheless 
in many respects the systems approach is found wanting.

One of the most vociferous critics of the systems view of 
organization is David Silverman. Accepting that the approach has 

led to some important theoretical work and some interesting empirical 
analyses of organizations, Silverman is quick to point out that 
the approach has severe logical difficulties - the most important 
of these he suggests to be the problem of 'reification', that is
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with the attribution of concrete reality, particularly the power 
of thought and action, to social constructs:

"To use the concepts of organizational needs and 
of a system's self regulating activities in any 
way other than as a heuristic device is inadmissible 
since it implies that the power of thought and action
may reside in social constructs ....  and it is
doubtful whether systems theorists can offer any 
explanation of social change without resorting 
to reifications." (p 3/4)

Silverman (l970) mercilessly attacks this 'achilles heel' of 

systems theory whilst Peery (1975) is somewhat more pedantic in 
his specification of 'some problems in the application of general 
systems theory approaches to organizations' which, he argues: 
overemphasise growth, show little appreciation for intra— 
organizational conflict, for diversity of values, or for policital 
processes in organizations. In similar vein. Wood (l979) has 
undertaken a 'reappraisal' of the contingency approaches to 
organization, suggesting that organizational analysis should get 
away from the more deterministic undertones of contingency theory 
and break with those conceptions which treat the organization as a 
monolithic entity organized by a homogenous management.

I will return to some of these points later in this chapter and in 
chapter two but for the moment would hope that the above review and 
discussion will have provided some basic understanding of the various 
theories of organization presented and some idea of the manner in 
which each has focused attention in particular ways and has led 
to the development of particular 'models' of organizational 
functioning.
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Critique of established orthodoxy

In recent years there has developed a quite substantial and 
fundamental challenge to the 'established orthodoxy' of organizat
ional analysis as represented by the work of the authors reviewed 
above. This critique has gone significantly further than any of 
the points raised in the preceding discussion of this work and has 
implications beyond the specific difficulties which may be 

associated with one or other of the perspectives, questioning the 
very basis and' fabric of the bulk of organizational theory as 
constituted by those approaches. It is to an examination of the 
sources and the bases of this critique that I now turn.

Karl Weick (1969) outlined what he saw as 'problems in contemporary 
organization theory' and suggested what he considered to be the 
components of a revised concept of organization, more useful for 
analysis and for theory building, which focused upon the essentially 
processual nature of organization - on the processes involved in 
organizing rather than upon some abstract notion of 'the organization' 
as such. Similarly David Silverman (19?0), in drawing attention to 
what he regarded as the systems orthodoxy which characterized the 
bulk of organization theory at the time he wrote, criticized the 
assumptions on which such theory was based and the models of 
organization so derived. In its place he proposed an action frame 
of reference for the study of organization - a large proportion 

of organizational analysis, he argued, had been concerned to 
look for explanations of organizational phenomena in terms of 
relatively impersonal mechanisms whilst a more fruitful approach 
might be to focus upon the orientations and behaviour of
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organizational actors and the pattern of relations established 
by their interaction.

The work of both of these authors, particularly that of Weick, has 
been instrumental in guiding the development of this thesis.

Whilst their critiques of organizational analysis remained at the 
relatively general level, several others have conducted much more 
thoroughgoing analyses of the weaknesses and deficiencies they 
encountered in the work of their predecessors. Two good examples 

are Benfeon (1977) and Zey-Perrell (1981).

Benson (1977) argued that the study of complex organizations was 
entering a period of crisis — a crisis which affected the 
fundamental theoretical, methodological and practical commitments 
of the field. Organizational analysis, Benson suggests, has been 
dominated theoretically by the ’rational model’ or ’goal paradigm’; 
methodologically by a fairly simple form of positivism; and 
practically by what he termed * administrâtive-technical’ concerns. 
This orthodox stance, however, had in recent years been challenged 
by a number of developments which had emerged as research and 
theoretical work began to get to grips with a number of previously 
unaddressed issues. The central problem that for Benson grows out 
of such developments is;

" ... how to handle theoretically the production 
and reproduction of organizational patterns of 
behaviour", (p 3)

Zey-Perrell (198I) is similarly critical of what she terms 'the 
dominant comparative structural and structural contingency
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approaches to organization’ concluding that

"Although structural analysis has resulted in 
some limited abstract generalizations concerning 
the form of organizations, these generalizations 
do little to contribute to understanding 
organizational processes, strategic choice and 
power relationships." (p l8l)

The remainder of this thesis, then, is concerned with the 

development of a processual model of organization which might 
overcome some of the basic difficulties inherent within the dominant 
perspectives. Before embarking upon that task I would like to 
look in a little more detail at the nature and the substance of 
the critique levelled against the established orthodoxy of 
organizational analysis and, in so doing, hopefully outline the 
directions in which progress toward a processual model might 
fruitfully evolve.

Each of the specific points to be discussed below has been 
separated from the others for the purposes of analysis. In actual 
fact, however, many of these points are related by virtue of their 
reflection of various aspects of what Burrell and Morgsin (1979) 
have termed the ’dominant functionalist paradigm’ which has 
characterised the growth and development of the field of 
organizational analysis. In distinguishing between these separate 
points of criticism the intention is to more clearly indicate some 
of the directions in which analysis might proceed toward our goal 

of a processual view of organizational functioning. The first 
point goes to the very heart of the matter in distinguishing between 
’structural’ and ’processual’ models of organization:
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(i) Static conception of organization

Structural models of organization, it is suggested, present too 

’static’ a view of organizational reality. Much of the literature 
within the field has been criticized on the grounds that it over

emphasises the relatively stable and apparently fixed elements of 
organization to the exclusion of a consideration of the less 

permanent and usually less visible dynamics of organizational 
functioning. Benson (1977) reflects this point in arguing that:

"The analysis of organizations has gone forward 
on the basis of an assumption of stability in 
major organizational features .... the tendency 
is to assume the continuity of the general 
features of the organization as we have known 
it. (p 11)

Various reasons have been proposed to explain the emphasis on 
’structure’ so characteristic of much of organizational theory, 
two common themes emerging as the overuse of case-study methods and 
the tendency towards comparative analyses of organizations.
Weick (1969) for example pointed out that much of organization 
theory is constructed on the basis of anecdotal case studies, rich 
in detail but essentially situation - and time — specific in 
the sense of being focused on what should be done to overcome some 
problem or other. In essence, we are forced into a static view 
of the organization by the simple fact that mechanisms associated 
with processes, change, restructuring and fludity are not high
lighted.

We would understand organizations better, so the argument goes, if 

we paid more attention to such features. Benson (l977) suggests 
that :
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"...a process—oriented analysis would deal with 
the changes in the underpinnings, in the infra
structure upon which the organization is built. 
This would involve attending to the micro- 
processes continuously occurring within the 
organization and its environment within a 
particular period of time...." (p 11)

Weick (1969) takes the point further by arguing that:

"an organization can be understood only in terms 
of the processes that are underway, or its 
organizing activities, yet it is possible to 
see regularities in these activities ....
... the point is that the crucial events to be 
explained are processes, their structuring, 
modification and dissolving. It is not the 
tangible fixtures in an organization that are 
crucial. These merely provide the media 
through which the processes are expressed." (p I6)

Since those ’media' as Weick terms them are the fairly stable and 
observable features of the organization, attention is usually 
focused upon them rather than upon the processes which 
continually underlie them.

(ii) Preoccupation with ’variable’ analysis

Organizational theory and texts on organizational analysis abound 
with the exposition and elaboration of concepts such as 
organizational goals, structure, environment, task, technology etc. - 
and deriving from such concepts are a series of factors such as 

’goal orientation’ ’structural variability’ ’environmental 
uncertainty’ ’task variance’ ’technological complexity’ and the 
like, all of which are hypothesised to have explanatory and predictive
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value in terms of understanding the functioning of organizations.

March and Simon (1958) for example list around two hundred variables 
set forth in over two hundred hypotheses of the ’X is a function of Y' 

type to explain various organizational phenomena. Recently the 
analytical utility of many such factors and variables has increasingly 
been called into question as research has proceeded to modify and 
develop our appreciation of how organizations operate.

The tradition of variable analysis goes far beyond the specific 
province of organizational theory and is explained by Blumer (1956):

"The conventional procedure is to identify something 
which is presumed to operate on group life and 
treat it as an independent variable, and then to 
select some form of group activity as the 
dependent variable." (p 643)

Blumer also identifies what he considers to be the crucial limit 
to the successful application of variable azialysis - the specifically 
human process of interpretation and definition which occurs within 
human groups and which mediates between the so-called dependent and 
independent variables. Benson (1977) makes a somewhat similar point 
in relation to organizational phenomena:

"Organizational features are simply treated as 
objective realities having an unchallenged, 
factual character. Thus studies of such 
variables as differentiation, hierarchy, span 
of control, technolpgy and so on proceed as 
if these features are independent of the people 
in whose actions the patterns are expressed." (p 6)

Silverman (l970) relates the emphasis on variable analysis to what 

he regards as the positivist assumption, underlying so much of
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organizational analysis, that objective factors (detectable by 

'scientific’ observation) exert a direct influence upon human 

behaviour - thus he points out that what is defined by the 

observer as ’expressive supervision’ or ’high reward’ is 

subsequently used to explain the motivations and actions of those 

subjected to such supervision or reward. Like Blumer however, 

Silverman takes the characteristic feature of social action to be 

the assignment of meaning to situations and the acts of others - 

the individual actor reacts to his definition of the situation 

and not that of the observer. Whilst such factors as technology, 

the environment etc. will be an important influence upon what 

happens in organizations the essential point made by these and 

other authors is that this influence will be felt not directly but 

rather through the motivated actions of interactions of individuals 

within the organization.

(iii) Unitary view of the organization

Organizational theorists, with some exceptions, have traditionally 

viewed the organization as a singular entity unified in purpose 

by reference to some overall goal or objective. The alternative 

pluralistic view is that organizations are composed of actors and 

coalitions of actors with their own particular values, goals, 

interests, aspirations and perceptions, formed into a dynamic and 

constantly shifting relationship with each other by the processes 

of organizing.

Whether the organization is seen as a ’unitary’ entity, analogous
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to a team, or as a ’pluralistic’ entity, a coalition of interests 
and perceptions that are in some respect divergent, quite obviously 
has implications for the type of organization theory we seek to 
build. Alan Pox (1966) suggests that the view of organization 
embodied in the unitary emphasis must be abandoned as incongruent 
with reality and useless for purposes of analysis:

"In the sense that the groups (which form the 
organization) are mutually dependent they may 
be said to have a common interest in the 
survival of the whole of which they are parts. 
But this is essentially a remote, long-term 
consideration which enters little into the 
day-to-day conduct of the organization and 
cannot provide that harmony of operational 
objectives and methods for which managers 
naturally yearn." (p 4)

Mangham (1979) argues similarly for a ’pluralistic’ view of 
organization:

"Pluralism is a fact of organizational life just as it 
is a fact of life in society. People bring different 
perspectives and different experiences to bear in 
any particular social situation; they also bring 
different expectations and seek to achieve different 
goals and objectives." (p 98)

Acceptance of a pluralist perspective on organizational life 
implies our recognition of the legitimacy of the sometimes quite 

divergent claims on the organization made by the participants, and 
seeks to build into the analysis of organization the sometimes 
conflicting attitudes and values, plans and preferences of those 
participants. How such diversity becomes incorporated into the 
functioning of the organization becomes a primary focus of attention 
for the organizational analyst and researcher.
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(iv) Managerialist perspective

A somewhat different hut related point of criticism is that 
organizations and their problems have traditionally been analysed 

from a ’managerialist* point of view. Albrow (1973)» for example, 
points out that the field of organizational study is dominated by 
management concerns and that consequently research questions have 

been posed from that standpoint. Benson (l977) similarly suggests 
that analysis has been dominated by ’administrative/technical’ 
concerns :

"....that is, research questions have been posed 
from the standpoint of a powerful actor concerned 
with the essentially technical adjustments necessary 
to enhance the effectiveness of the organization." (p 4/5)

The problems with a commitment to an essentially managerialist point 
of view are not merely that a commitment to the perspective of one 
organizational group will inevitably invalidate the subsequent 
findings but rather that the elements of analysis which derive from 
such a perspective will to some extent at least be partial, and at 
worst misleading. Weick (19^9) has argued that organization theory 
has often been stifled because it has worked on problems that 
managers thought were problems, and has sought to study those 
problems using managerial concepts rather than more appropriate 

psychological or social psychological concepts. Others are more 
extreme in their indictment of such a perspective as Krupp (1961) 
demonstrates :

"(Organization theories)....frame a managerial point 
of view in the traditions of philosophic conservatism 
and management engineering. Organization theory
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forms part of a larger, more general, managerial 
interpretation of society." (preface xi)

The alternative point of view suggests that the aspirations, 
perceptions, values, interests and actions of other groups within 

the organization are as important and deserving of proper attention 

as those of management. Further, the managerialist perspective has 
retarded analysis hy restricting the focus of analysis to specific 
concerns and interpreting organizational phenomena in specific 
terms related to the management of the enterprise in question.
The alternative focus proposes that we shift our attention from 

questions specifically related to the management of organizations 
to questions which look at what needs to be accomplished for a body 
of people to become organized - thus enabling us to avoid falling 
into the trap of seeking to solve the problems of one group within 
the organization to the exclusion or relative neglect of the problems 
and issues relevant to other groups.

(v) Normative theory

Existing theories and models of organization have been further 
criticized on the grounds that, again with some exception, they 
have tended to be ’normative’ theories — the argument being that 
better progress would be made towards the goal of understanding 
organizations if such theories and models were more empirically 

based. Karl Weick (19^9) in his review of organizational theory 
argues that any discipline will rise or fall depending upon the 
reliability and validity of the observations on which its theories 

are based. In his opinion, few fields have made so much of so 

little as has organization theory - the large number of theories.
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concepts and prescriptions in the field of organization studies far 
outdistances the empirical findings on which they are supposed to 

be grounded.

Dyson (1976) relates the pervasiveness of normative theory to the 
managerialist bias inherent in most organizational analysis;

"Theories of organization have suffered from normative 
barenness and from a tendency of its normative 
theories to become too confused with theories of 
management, which tend to imply the interests of 
one group." (p 133)

He is also critical of the contribution that such theories have 
actually made in a very practical sense to the sound management of 
organizations;

"Existing normative theories with their emphasis on 
rationality, efficiency and job satisfaction remain 
unnecessarily barren and lacking in clear guidance 
to the administrator because they deflect attention 
away from the key social and political issues of 
good organizational government." (p 133)

Critics of the essentially normative basis of most of the 
traditional theories of organization, then, suggest that future 
work be directed toward the construction of a more empirically valid 
model of organizational functioning, based more upon research carried 
out into the way decisions are made and implemented in organizations 
than upon notions of how such decisions ought to be made in order 
to achieve certain (usually quite limited) goals and objectives.
The advantages of such an approach, it is suggested, would be felt 
in terms of providing a more sophisticated understanding of how 
organizations operate, and also in terms of providing some better 
guidance for those who design and manage such organizations.
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(vi) Goal orientation

Several organizational analysts have suggested a ’goal orientation’ 
to be the defining feature of organization, the assumption being 

that organizations could be best understood as goal attainment 
devices. Silverman (1970) makes the point that the attribution of 
goals to certain types of organizations occurs both in everyday 
speech and is also reflected in the dictionary definition of an 
organization as, among other things, ’a systematic arrangement for 

a definite purpose’. He identifies four principal methods by 
means of which theorists and analysts have sought to define the 
goals of an organization: (i) by reference to the original stated
goal of the organization; (ii) by reference to the current goals 
of the leadership of the organization; (iii) by inference of the 
’primary task’ of the organization through an examination of the 
behaviour of its consistent parts; and (iv) by establishing the 
series of role requirements that govern the behaviour of organizational 
members.

Whatever the precise method employed to specify the goals of the 
organization, only rarely are analysts concerned with the question 
of whether organizations can be said to have goals - their existence 
is an unquestioned and unquestionable assumption. Yet as Georgiou 

(1973) and several others have pointed out, invariably studies of 
organization have demonstrated the fruitlessness of understanding 
organizations as goal attaining devices.

Georgiou asserts that:
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"The inadequacy of .... the goal paradigm in 
understanding organizations has been made clear 
in empirical analyses. The stated goals of the 
organization have often been found to be vague, 
contradictory, or multiple, with no clear 
indication of their respective priorities .... 
even when the goals are explicit, they usually 
do not specify the means to be used in 
attaining them." (p 292/293)

Several authors, Georgiou and Silverman amongst them, have documented 
and illustrated some of the acute difficulties associated with those 
approaches to the analysis of organizations which rely upon an 
assumed ’goal orientation’ for their explanations of various 

organizational phenomena. The issue is neatly captured by 
Barr Greenfield (1973) who points out that the notion of organizations 
as creations apart from people - as entities capable of having goals 
or responding to their environment - creates a paradox. If the 
organization is, as it surely must be, a social invention, then how 
can it be said to have a goal or objective?

Barr Greenfield’s proposed solution is that we give up our common 
view of the organization as a ’thing’, as an external structure with 
rules, powers and goals of its own, and see it as the basically human 
creation that it is. Such a perspective will enable us to realise 
that organizational goals are ideas held in the human mind rather than 
properties of an abstraction - the organization itself. In seeking 
an answer to the question ’What is an organization that it can have a 

goal?’ Barr Greenfield resolves the issue thus:

"....we may say that organizations have goals in 
the same way that individuals have goals - except 
that, in the organization, the individual must 
concern himself not only with his own goals but 
with those of others as well." (p 556)
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And, in a passage which reflects some of the points discussed 

earlier, develops a concept of organization that can incorporate 

such a viewpoint :

"Thus the concept of organization we are dealing 
with here is not a single, uniform entity, but 
a multifaceted notion reflecting what the 
individual sees as his social world and what 
meanings and purposes the individual brings to 
or takes from that reality." (p 556)

(vii) Emphasis upon rationality

Closely associated with the notion of the organization as a goal- 
seeking entity are a series of related assumptions which assert the 
essential rationality of 'the organization' and the behaviour of 
individuals within the organization in pursuit of the hypothesized 
goal or goals. As we have seen, Benson (l977) regards the field of 
organizational analysis to have been dominated by the rational model;

"...virtually all explanations touch base at some 
point with the assumed rationalizing tendencies 
of the organization. Where this reference point 
was not explicit, it was typically present in the 
background as an orientation and legitimation of 
the entire field in which specific studies were 
grounded." (p 4)

Zey-Ferrell (198I) suggests that the term rational has developed 
several different meanings within the organizational literature, 
'rational organization' having been used to describe organizational 
function in which:
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"(l) means-end relationships are assumed - certain 
structures result in certain outcomes or performance;
(2) organizational efficiency is maximised;
(3) decision-making follows a certain form of 
logic considered more rational than others; and
(4) the desirability and achievement of certain 
organizational outcomes or goals through a more 
rigidly structured organization are labelled as 
more bureaucratic - as rational organizations."
(p 183/ 184)

Despite the preoccupation of many organizational analysts and 
researchers with ’rationality models’ of organizations, a number 
of reasons have been put forward to explain why the assumptions 
associated with such models are simplistic and misleading. First 
of all, as we saw in relation to the previous point concerning the 
pressured goal orientation of organizations, there are quite serious 
logical and theoretical difficulties with those approaches to 
organizational analysis which rely upon the attribution of a 
concrete reality; particularly the power of thought and action, to 
what is essentially a social construct. Rationality models - which 
usually imply that organizations exist as instruments for the 
attainment of valued future states or goals — are thus subject to 
the same points of criticism as were developed there. Again 
Zey Ferrell (l981) points out that a major reason why organizations 
are not totally rational instruments is that the people who comprise 
them are not totally rational, as March and Simon (1958) well 
demonstrated.

"They seldom have a consistent ordering of goals; 
they do not always pursue systematically the goals 
they hold; they have incomplete information; they 
have an incomplete list of alternatives; they 
seldom conduct an exhaustive search of alternatives; 
and they do not always know the relationships 
between organizational means and ends." (p I8 4)
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And, in relation to another point made earlier, accepting the 

pluralistic nature of organization means that we must accept that 
there is in reality a multiplicity of rationalities originating from 

the variety of individuals and groups which make up the organization, 

and we must try to take account of those sometimes quite separate 
rationalities in our accounts of organizational action.

(viii) Inappropriate model of man

Every theory of organization is based upon an implicit or explicit 
model of human behaviour - on a certain conception of how people 

behave in organizational contexts. As Hollis (1977) remarks;

"All social theorists and philosophers who seek 
to explain human action have a *model of man*, a 
metaphysical view of human nature. Some make man 
a plastic creature of nature and nurture, some 
present him as the autonomous creator of his 
social world, some offer a compromise."

Weick (1969) suggests that the predominant model of man adopted by 
organization theorists is one in which the human is seen as 

essentially passive and reactive. According to this point of 
criticism, classical, human relations eind systems theories have 
each, in varying degrees, failed to pay due respect to the nature 
of the human element in organization. Again, as Barr-Greenfield 

(1973) points out:

"much of organization theory deals with human 
response to organization rather than with human 
activity in creating organization." (p 556)
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So, the argument goes, if we are to build a valid and useful 

model of organization we must base that model on a more sensitive 

and sophisticated awareness of human behaviour within organizations, 
on a model of man which does justice to the full complexity of such 

behaviour and which sees man as the creator of the social world he 

inhabits. Mangham (l9T9) outlines the direction for development 
of such a model;

"My metaphor for man is man; I am proposing that in 
order to understand organizations and in order to 
develop ideas for action people should be treated 
as if they were human beings as we know and 
understand them in everyday life. I submit that 
we do not know and understand people as machines, 
as plants, or as systems, rather we know and 
understand them as unique entities, as specifically 
human beings." (p I4 )

(ix) Positivist methodology

Finally, what has been termed the 'established orthodoxy' of 

organizational analysis has been fundamentally challenged and 
criticized on methodological grounds. In essence it is argued 
that a methodology derived from the physical sciences is 
inappropriate when applied to the study of social phenomena.
Benson (1977) has pointed out that methodologically, the field of 
organizational analysis has been dominated by a fairly simple form 
of positivism. Organizational features have been investigated and 
'measured* with little concern for the processes through which 
those features are produced and reproduced by participants. 
Positivism is often associated with the explanation of human 
behaviour as a direct reaction to external stimuli, hence the
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correlation of particular organizational features with particular 

patterns of behaviour. However, as McGregor (1966) illustrates 

such cause-effect mentality grossly oversimplifies the nature of 

organizational behaviour:

"... human behaviour is seldom a direct response
to objective reality, but is rather a response
to the individual’s perception of that reality." (p 216)

Silverman similarly rejects positivistic explanations which assert 

that action is determined by external and constraining, social 
and non-social, forces:

"In attributing a causative role to the constructs 
of the observer (e.g. system needs, system dynamics) 
and losing sight of the meanings which actors 
attach to their actions .... many contemporary 
sociologists have cheated themselves of a rich 
source of data." (p 141)

Mangham (1978) criticizes positivist research methodologies for 
their emphasis upon the average, for their heavy reliance on 
statistical inference about concepts which have an indefinite 

relation to the empirical world, and for the ways in which 
positivism has tended to ’stand-off’ from its potential subject matter,

The critics of positivism assert that the social world can be 
understood only from the point of view of the individuals who are 
directly involved in the creation of that world - social science is 
to be regarded as an essentially subjective and interpretive rather 
than an ’objective’ enterprise. The study of organizations, it is 
suggested, should reflect such a belief in its methodological 
orientation.
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Foundations of an alternative approach

Such, then, is the nature and substance of the critique levelled 

against the more traditional modes of organizational analysis and 
research, each of the separate points of criticism relating in one 
degree or another to the classical, human relations and systems 

models of organization discussed earlier together with their various 
offshoots and deviatives. Some of the specific points raised above 

will be elaborated in the pages that follow and in particular, the 
questions relating to the ’model of man’ implicit within the 
alternative approaches to organizational analysis and the adoption 
of an appropriate methodological stance for the study of organization, 
will form a central part of the argument of the next chapter.

The analysis of organizational research carried out in this chapter 
has thus thrown up a number of quite fundamental issues related to 
the applicability of traditional theories and approaches to the 
understanding of organizations and behaviour within organizations. 

Weick (1969) suggested that there were several concepts, assumptions 
and practices in current organization theory that seemed to stifle 
the expansion and testing of theories, and which must be recognised 
and removed if a robust model of organization is to result. Again, 

as we saw earlier, Silverman (1970) highlighted what he considered 
to be the ’systems orthodoxy’ which characterized much of the work 
in the area. This systems or functionalist perspective, however, 
was regarded as having quite severe logical difficulties which 
impeded the proper understanding of organizational functioning.

In the particular context of understanding organizational change, also.
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Barr Greenfield (1973) has suggested that most of our current 
strategies for changing organizations rest upon an oversimplification 
that conveniently separates people and organizations. Mangham (1978) 

similarly argues that the prevailing modes of exploration and the 

dominant modes of research in the literature and practice of 

organization development are derived largely from two sources, 
systems theory and humanism, and that such emphases are not 

appropriate to the development of the understanding of the practice 
of changing relations within organizations.

Contained within the work of authors and theorists such as Weick, 
Silverman, Barr Greenfield and Mangham — and implicit within the 
above discussion of the various points of critique - are the 
elements of an alternative approach to the study of organization 
and the identification of new directions for organizational analysis 
and research. Each of these authors begin from a quite fundamental 
questioning of some of the assumptions inherent within the various 
models of organization they identify and describe as being 
predominant within the field, and from some basic discussion 
of the nature of the subject matter under consideration. As 
Burrell and Morgan (1979) suggest, the study of organizations 
has been built around a series of common sense, ’taken for granted’ 
assumptions which have been incorporated as the basis of much of 
the work in the area, and:

"The question ’What is an organization?' is rarely 
given much attention; the answer is taken to be 
self-evident. 'Jhe problem of defining an organization 
is usually tackled in three or four lines which form 
a convenient springboard for moving on to the issues 
which are regarded as being of real concern. Yet 
it is the question ’What is an organization?’ that 
should lie at the heart of organizational analysis.
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Different paradigmatic locations yield different 
answers to this question." (p 219)

It is my aim in the chapters that follow to respond to Burrell and 
Morgan’s plea for a consideration of the question ’What is an 

organization?’, and to place consideration of that question at the 
heart of the discussion which follows. The two central elements 

within that discussion are constituted hy the search for a concept 
and a model of organization which (a) explicitly recognises the 

’social construction’ of organization and (h) focuses upon the 
processes involved in the activity of organizing.

Barr Greenfield (1973) has highlighted what might be regarded as the 
most basic criticism of much of the work reviewed in the early part 
of this chapter, namely that the theories and models of organization 
which derive from the classical, human relations or systems 
approaches all, to greater or lesser extent, rely upon an artificial 
’separation’ of people and organizations - all seem to view the 
organization as an entity apart from the individuals who comprise 
that organization, all seem to imply a reality over and above the 
multiple individual realities of the participants. As we have seen, 

Silverman (1970) and others have referred to this as the problem of 
reification. Such conceptualisations of organization, whilst they 
might have the virtue of simplicity tend to beg more questions than 
they answer concerning the ways in which organizations actually 
operate.

An alternative view is founded upon what Berger and Luckmann (1966) 
have termed ’the social construction of reality’, suggesting that 
all human reality is in fact socially constructed reality and must
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be understood as such. Acceptance of this basic premise that 

organizations have no existence apart from people - that not only 
do individuals create the organization but that they are the 
organization - leads us to ask some quite different questions about 

the organization, about how it functions and how it operates, than 

do the perspectives outlined above.

Recognition mf the reality of the organization as an essentially 
human and social reality implies that in order to understand 

organizations and organizational behaviour, we should focus more 
centrally on the behaviour of individuals within organization and 
the patterns of behaviour that are established between them as they 
seek to organize their efforts - we should attempt to develop a 
theory of organization which, in the words of Barr Greenfield 
"recognises its base in human action rather than in objective 
structure."

Such a view of organization as based upon human action and inter
action also necessarily implies that we attend much more closely 
to the processes through which particular patterns of organization 
are established, developed or changed - to direct our attention to 
the ongoing day-to-day interactions through which the reality of 
organization is produced and reproduced. The call for a 

’processual’ analysis of organization has come from a variety of 

directions (e.g. Silverman 1970; Eiger 1975» Benson 1977) but has 
found its most eloquent articulation in the work of Karl Weick 
whose analysis of the social psychology of organizing will feature 

prominently in subsequent chapters. In Weick’s (l9&9) opinion;



-48-

"An organization can be understood only in terms of 
the processes that are underway, or its organizing 
activities." (p 16)

His central argument is that any organization the way it runs 

through the processes of organizing and that analysis of the 

organization should be founded upon an understanding of such processes,

This, then, is my task in the chapters which follow. Msiny of the 

ideas and concepts relevant to such a task are contained within the 

work and the writings of authors within that particular tradition of 

social psychological theory and research known as ’interactionism* 

or ’symbolic interactionism’, and it is to a consideration of the 

basic model of social life as represented in the interactionist 

perspective that I turn in Chapter Two.



CHAPTER TWO

THE PERSPECTIVE AKD METHOD OF INTERACTIONISM

Burrell and Morgan (1979) begin their work on ’Sociological Paradigms 
and Organizational Analysis’ with the assertion that all theories of 
organization are based upon a philosophy of science and a theory of 
society - all social scientists approach their subject via explicit 
or implicit assumptions about the nature of the social world and 
the way in which it may be investigated. They distinguish between 
two extreme positions which reflect what they take to be the two 
major intellectual traditions which have dominated social science 
over the past two hundred years. The first of these they term 
’sociological positivism’:

"In essence this reflects the attempt to apply 
models and methods derived from the natural 
sciences to the study of human affairs. It 
treats the social world as if it were the natural 
world; adopting a ’realist’ approach to ontology. 
This is backed up by a ’positivist’ epistemology, 
relatively ’deterministic’ views of human nature 
and the use of ’nomothetic’ methodologies." (p 7)

Alternatively, they suggest, the second intellectual tradition - 

described as ’German idealism’ stands in quite start contrast to 

this:

"It is essentially ’nominalist’ in its approach to 
social reality. In contrast to the natural sciences, 
it stresses the essentially subjective nature of 
human affairs, denying the utility and relevance 
of the models and methods of natural science to 
studies in this realm. It is ’anti-positivist’ in 
epistemology, ’voluntarist’ with regard to human 
nature and it favours ’ideographic’ methods as a 
foundation fur social analysis." (p 7)

- 49-
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It is Burrell and Morgan’s contention that many sociologists and 

organizational theorists have been brought up within the tradition 

of sociological positivism, without exposure to the basic tenets of 

German idealism. However, over the last fifty years or so, they 

suggest, there has been an increasing interaction between the two 

traditions, particularly at a socio-philosophical level, such that 

’intermediate’ points of view have emerged, each with its own 

configuration of assumptions about the nature of social science.

Their work is directed towards classifying these theories, ideas 

and approaches and constructing a theoretical scheme for understanding 

their respective positions within social theory. My own purpose in 

Chapter Two is somewhat more limited to the attempt to (a) look in a 

little more detail at some of the distinctions between the two 

traditions — at what Dawe (19?0) has called ’the two sociologies’; 

cind (b) outline the basic parameters of one such ’intermediate point 

of view’ as represented by the perspective and method of inter— 

actionism, which will provide the platform on which the remainder of 

this thesis is constructed.

In the previous chapter, it was suggested that the study of 

organization had been dominated by approaches derived primarily from 

the tradition of sociological positivism - evidenced most readily 

in terms of the particular methodologies employed in organizational 

research. This chapter begins with discussion of the positivist 

approach and the identification of an alternative to positivism.
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The positivist approach and an alternative

Giddens (1975) has suggested that whilst ’positivism’ as a term of 
reference for a particular approach to social scientific investigation 

has meant somewhat different things to different people, its basic 

orientation, nevertheless:

in some sense revolves around the contention, 
or the implicit assumption that the notions and 
statements of science constitute a framework by- 
reference to which the nature of any form of 
knowledge may be determined. Positivism in 
sociology may be broadly represented as depending 
upon the assertion that the concepts and methods 
employed in natural sciences can be applied to 
form a ’science of man’ or a ’natural science of 
society." (p 3)

He identifies three principal sets of issues specific to the 
importation of positivism into sociology, the aspects of which 
comprise what he believes to be the ’positivistic attitude’.
The first is that the methodological procedures of natural science 
may be directly adapted to sociology; the second that the outcome 
or end result of sociological investigations can be formulated in 
terms parallel to those of natural science; and third, that 

sociology has a technical character, providing knowledge which is 
purely instrumental and value-free in form.

Walsh (1972) adopted a similar position in arguing that positivism 
is that tradition in sociology which argues that it should 
constitute itself as a discipline in the manner of the natural 
sciences. Although there are varieties of positivism in sociology, 
all of them subscribe to the three basic premises:
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"(l) that social phenomena are, for all analytical 
purposes, qualitatively the same as natural phenomena;
(2) that the techniques of analysis developed in the 
natural sciences are applicable to sociological 
investigation; and (3) that the aim of sociology is 
to produce a system of high-level, empirically 
grounded theoretical propositions which would 
provide the basis for predictive statements about 
social phenomena." (p 16)

Each of the differing ’strains’ of positivism discussed by Walsh 

(1972 pp 15—74) is thus seen to have been influenced by Durkheim’s 
attempt to constitute sociology as a rigorous scientific discipline, 
summed up in his oft-quoted exhortation that social facts be treated 

as ’things’. Basically Durkheim was suggesting that when men come 
together they produce an emergent level of reality which is external 
to them and which exercises control over their actions. Thus 
’sociological behaviourism’, the tradition of ’variable analysis’, 
’functionalism’, ’structuralism’ and other systems level theories 
might all be quoted as examples of the application of the positivist 
approach in sociology, the primary thrust of which has been the 
production of ’objective’ knowledge that is open to demonstrable 
proof.

The basic notion underlying positivism, then, is that a science of 
society directly comparable to natural science is both desirable 
and possible - the positivist idea of sociology is of the 
scientific study of society and the empirical tradition of the 
collection and analysis of social facts. This tradition, which 
has had a quite pervasive influence on many aspects of the 
sociological endeavour and has, and will continue to have, far- 
reaching implications for the conduct of sociological inquiry, 
has imposed itself with equal potency within the narrower field
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of organizational analysis, as the review and critique in Chapter 
One illustrated. The methods employed by organizational researchers, 
the type of data collected on the functioning of organizations, and 
the kinds of theory generated all imply more or less explicit 

acceptance of the assumptions of a ’positivist’ approach to 

organizational analysis.

Nowhere is this more clearly illustrated than in the methodological 
orientation of such as Taylor, Payol, Mayo, Katz and Kahn, and the 
like. Positivist approaches, which tend to assume that the social 

world is composed of relatively concrete empirical artefacts and 
relationships which can be identified, studied and measured through 
techniques derived from the natural sciences - in many cases via the 

use of mechanical or biological analogies - rely heavily upon 
application of the scientific method in their investigation of 
social (and organizational) phenomena. Gibson (196O) identified 
five components of the ’scientific method’ — the process of 
abstraction; the construction of general laws or statements; the 
use of empirical evidence to verify theory; ethical neutrality; and 
objectivity; - which give rise to a particular set of procedures 
that are to be adhered to in the development of sociological 
research, and all of which reflect parallel preoccupations of the 
positivist approach.

The resulting orientation is well illustrated and described by 

Thorns (1976) who suggests that the methods of science enter into 
the whole research process from beginning to end:

’’the consequence has been a form of inquiry stressing 
certain formal procedures around which the problem
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is examined at the stages of hypothesis formulation, 
empirical testing and analysis." (p 18)

In certain instances. Thorns suggests, this has meant that 
appropriate methodology (in the scientific sense) has often been 

regarded as equally, if not more, important than the accuracy or 
validity of the research findings:

"The research strategies have been marked by the 
domination of the survey approach, with emphasis 
upon identifying those variables that are seen 
to hold explanatory power with respect to particular 
social phenomena. This has led to a much greater 
concern with the reliability of the instruments 
and standardization of procedures for collection 
and analysis of the data than with the question 
of the validity of the data itself." (p 18)

Again, the application of the scientific method to the study of 
social phenomena has had a quite marked influence upon the kind 
and quality of theories developed within the social sciences. Here, 
Thorns points out, this form of sociological inquiry has typically 
led to the generation of ’analytical* theories:

"These theories have been derived via process of 
logical deduction rather than from a grounded 
empirical base within the society itself ... 
the analytical theory consists of axiomatic 
statements that are true by definition and from 
which other statements are then derived .... the 
resulting conceptual schemes have no direct 
empirical reference within society and are 
tested, if at all, only once they have been 
fully articulated." (p 1l)

Thorns’s arguments, made in relation to sociological theory in 
general, are once more particularly appropriate in terms of the 
more specific example of organizational analysis. As the earlier
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review illustrated, by and large, theories are constructed at the 

level of the group or organization, data sought by means of 
scientific and quasi-scientific investigation, and explanations 

of organizational phenomena offered in terms of relationships 
between objectively defined conceptual and analytical variables. 

Findings which challenge the basic theory or model usually lead to 
a reformulation or modification of specific elements of the model 
and rarely to a re-thinking of some of its underlying assumptions.

Giddens (1975) suggests that, as Durkheim and some of his predecessors 
envisaged it, sociology was to be the very culmination of positivism - 
the science of man would complete the historical evolution of the 
hierarchy of the scientific disciplines, and thus make possible an 
adequate understanding of that evolution. Positivist sociology's 
attempt to follow the natural science paradigm, however, necessarily 
implies the assumption that social phenomena possess the same basic 
characteristics as natural phenomena, and, increasingly, social 
scientists have begun to argue against such a position, raising 
serious doubts about the possibility or desirability of constructing 
a valid social science in the manner of the natural sciences.

The approach advocated by these critics of positivist social 
science rests upon a quite different set of assumptions regarding 
the nature of the social words to be investigated and imply a 
quite different orientation to the methods of research and theory 
construction. Dawe (1970) has gone so far as to identify 'two 
sociologies' reflecting the separate points of view - a sociology 
of social system and a sociology of social action:
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"They are grounded in the diametrically opposed 
concerns with two central problems, those of order 
and control. And, at every level they are in 
conflict. They posit antithetical views of human 
nature, of society, and of the relationship between 
the social and the individual. The first asserts 
the paramount necessity, for societal and individual 
well being, of external constraint; hence the 
notion of a social system ontologically and 
methodologically prior to its participants. The 
key notion of the second is that of autonomous man, 
able to realize his full potential and to create 
a truly human social order only when freed from 
external constraint. Society is thus the creation 
of its members; the product of their construction 
of meaning, and of the action and relationship 
through which they attempt to impose that meaning 
on their historical circumstances." (p 214)

In summary, one views action as the derivative of system whilst 
the other views system as the derivative of action, positivist 
assumptions underly the former, a quite different set of 
assumptions underly the latter.

It is to an example of the latter approach that the remainder of 
this chapter turns. Interactionists would oppose the view that 

there is no fundamental difference between the phenomena of the 
natural and the social sciences - whilst the natural world may be 
an 'object* world that exists independently of a knowing human 
subject, the same is not true of the social world which is 
fundamentally a product of human action. Whilst the natural world 
possesses no intrinsic meaning structure, the social world is a 
world constructed by meaning, and thus whilst the natural world might 
be validly investigated by the methods of the natural sciences, the 
social world can not ever be. This simple proposition can be seen 
to raise extreme doubts about the nature and validity of data about 
social phenomena and the social world derived from application of 
the scientific mode of inquiry and investigation. The procedures
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of abstration, the construction of general laws or statements, the use 

use of empirical testing procedures and the assertions of ethical 
neutrality and of objectivity, all held by Gibson to define the 

’scientific method’, are increasingly called into question and 

suggested to be deficient in that they fail to take proper account 

of the essential difference between the natural and the social 
world.

As such, the proponents of an interactionist perspective as outlined 

below represent a reaction away from the predominantly ’objectivist’ 
frame of reference implied by a positivist approach towards a more 
’subjectivist* position which argues that social behaviour must be 
understood in human terms that are fundamentally different from the 
purely scientific or objective terms. If one subscribes to a view 
of the social world which treats it as if it were a hard, external, 
objective reality, then the scientific endeavour is likely to focus 
upon the analysis of relationships and regularities between the 
elements which comprise that world, and a primary concern will be 
with the identification and definition of such elements and with the 
ways in which the relationships between them might be expressed. 
However, if one subscribes to the alternative view, which stresses 
the importance of the subjective experience of individuals in the 
creation of the social world, then the search for understanding 
focuses on different issues and in different ways, as Burrell and 
Morgan (1979) sugge st:

"The principal concern is with an understanding of 
the way in which the individual creates, modifies 
and interprets the world in which he or she finds 
himself. The emphasis in extreme cases tends to 
be placed upon the explanation and understanding 
of what is unique and particular to the individual 
rather than of what is general and universal." (p 3)
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In similar view, the advocates of an interactionist position would 
argue that theories and models of the social world should he 

constructed 'from the data*, implying a shift away from the 

analytical or deductive mode of theorizing characteristic of the 

positivist approaches toward a more inductive or 'grounded* mode. 

As the primary proponents of the discovery of grounded theory, 
Glaser and Strauss (1967) assert:

**VJe believe that the discovery of theory from data - 
which we call 'grounded* theory, is a major task 
confronting sociology today .... for such a theory 
fits empirical situations and is understandable 
to sociologists and laymen alike. Most important, 
it works - provides us with the relevant predictions, 
explanations, interpretations and applications." (pi)

Their work is devoted to the study of how the task of discovering 
theory from data systematically obtained and analysed in social 
research can be furthered. Their emphasis is on theory generation 
rather than verification, and on closing the gap between theory 
and research. Traditionally, they point out, this has been 
achieved by concentrating on improving the methods for testing 
theory - on the methodologies of verification - rather than 
closing the gap from the 'theory* side as it were - by improving 

the capacity to generate theory relevant to research.

We will return to some of the methodological implications of Glaser 
and Strauss's approach towards the end of this chapter, but for 
the moment turn to a consideration of the origins, sources and 
varieties of the interactionist approach, prior to our discussion 
of the basic model of interactionism which will form the central 
element of the chapter.
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In~b era et ionism — origins and varieties 

Jones and Day (1977) point out that:

"Symbolic interaction is not a theory. Rather it 
is a perspective, a viewpoint, a way of looking at 
certain types of social and psychological 
phenomena." (p 76)

In their essay 'Social Psychology as Symbolic Interaction' Jones 

and Day trace the historical and philosophical origins of symbolic 
interactionism as a viable theoretical perspective in sociology 
and social psychology. Most historical accounts of the rise and 
subsequent development of symbolic interactionism, they suggest, 
have had the tendency of focusing almost exclusively on American 
social thought and more specifically on authors within the 'Chicago 
School' or key individuals such as Jones, Dewey, Thomas, Cooley, Mead 
or Blumer. For their own part, however, Jones and Day show how 
the first discernible articulations of what was later to become 
known as symbolic interactionism can be found in the work of the 
'Scottish moral philosophers' - Smith, Hume and Ferguson et al - a 
group which pretty well spanned the eighteenth century. Again, 
philosophers such as Montesqiueu, Voltaire, Diderot, Rousseau, 
collectively termed 'French philosophers of the enlightenment', are 
shown to have had at least an indirect influence on the development 
of the perspective. The German influence, beginning with Kant and 
Hegel, played a much more vital and important part of the early 
intellectual development of the perspective and a knowledge of this 
work is held to be an essential prerequisite to an understanding of 
the general world view and the underlying philosophical assumptions 

of the approach.
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Overall, Jones and Day suggest, the German influence was important 
to the development of the interactionist perspective in a number 
of ways:

"First, the interrelatedness of the subject and object 
worlds was stressed. Second, the social world and 
our knowledge of it was viewed as a process that was 
always undergoing conflict, change and redevelopment. 
Third, our knowledge and interpretation of both the 
social and physical realms was found to be influenced 
and biased by a variety of divergent sources. Fourth, 
the importance of interpretation and meaning, as well 
as all of its contextual variation, was defined as 
the very essence of the social sciences " (p 86)

As well as Jones and Day a number of other authors have described 

and discussed the historical, philosophical and theoretical roots of 
interactionism - amongst these we might consider Coser (I97l);

Faris (1967); Kuhn (1964); Manis and Meltzer (1967); Turner (1974); 
and Vaughan and Reynolds (1968). In addition to these we might 
take note of Reiss (l 968) and Strauss (1964) whose work has been 
devoted to a consideration of specific authors within the tradition. 
With the 'pedigree* of the perspective well assured, most of these 
have concerned themselves with the particular influence of American 
social thought - notably the 'Chicago School' - on the development 
and establishment of the perspective.

There are many extremely complicated lines of mutual influence among 
Mead, James, Cooley, Thomas, Dewey and the like that are often 
difficult to disentangle. Most, however, were influenced by the 
philosophy of pragmatism as reflected in the work of James and Dewey. 
Cooley, for example, suggested that social organization was nothing 
more than a great web of communication and interaction that included 
all humans — society was located in the mind, each person recognizing
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a 'different’ society composed of its own people, places, events 

and images, Cooley is associated with such concepts as the 

' looking-glass self, the primary group and social process. 

Similarly W.I. Thomas is inevitably linked with the idea of the 
'definition of the situation' which builds upon Dewey's view that 

the stimuli confronting an individual have no fixed quality and 

suggests that individuals act upon the basis of their perception 
of situations rather than some objectively defined situation with 
which they are faced. Thomas viewed social psychology as primarily 
related to the study of individual mental processes, much of his 
work having been directed toward the application of his theoretical 
perspective to substantive issues, as in the classic study of the 
adaptation problems of Polish peasants in the United States.

All of these individuals, then, figured prominently in the overall 
development of the perspective, but it was George Herbert Mead who 
attempted to bring together the various concepts and strands of 
the approach by attempting to systematically link the emergence of 
the human mind, the social self and the organization of society 
to the basic processes of social interaction. Society was to be 
understood as a structure that emerged from the ongoing process of 
communicative social interaction amongst individuals mutually 
oriented to one another.

For Mead, then, human society could not exist without minds and 
selves since all of its most characteristic features presupposed 
the possession of minds and selves by its individual members.
Again, both the self and the mind are clearly social in nature - 
the self in enabling the human being to carry on a process of
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communication with himself and the mind as being the behaviour that 
takes place in this inner communication. The possession of a self 
and a mind in Mead's sense make the human being into a special kind 

of acting organism; it gives rise to a particular way of acting; it 
leads to a distinctive kind of social interaction between human beings; 

and it imparts a distinctive character to the group life of human 
beings. Thus society represented the constructed patterns of 
co-ordinated activity that were maintained by and changed through 
symbolic interaction among and within its participants - Mead totally 

rejected any 'reification' of society, arguing that it is the 
individual in interaction with others that ultimately plays the 
dominant role in shaping that society.

Subsequently many authors have taken Mead's ideas and notions and 
sought to elaborate and develop particular elements of the interactionist 
perspective. Prominent amongst these we might consider Strauss,

Goffman, Becker, Denzin and Lindesmith. Jones and Day (1977)» 
however, point to one figure - Herbert Blumer - as:

"unquestionably the foremost living disciple and 
interpreter of Mead's work." (p 97)

Blumer has been important to the development of the interactionist 
position for a variety of reasons and in a number of ways. One, he 
was the first person to provide a systematic statement on symbolic 
interaction — in 1937* Two, he contributed greatly towards gaining 
a wider critical acceptance for Mead's work and sought to make 
explicit those aspects of the perspective which had only been 
suggested or implied by Mead's analysis. Finally, he played a 
substantial part in the construction of a coherent methodological
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stance appropriate to the interactionist model, as we shall see 

later in the chapter.

In recent years the various commentators on the symbolic interactionist 

tradition have suggested that the perspective has developed into a 
number of separately identifiable sub-streams of research and 

inquiry (see Kuhn 1964; Reynolds and Meltzer 1973; Meltzer, Petras and 
Reynolds 1975)« In particular, they distinguished between the 
'Chicago School' (essentially represented by the work of Blumer 
and his colleagues) and the 'Iowa School' (as constituted by the 
work of Kuhn and his associates). As Jones sind Day point out, in 
their extremes, the Chicago and the Iowa schools reflect quite 
fundamental differences of perspective, scope ajid methods — the 
Chicago school emphasising the need for a particular methodology for 
the study of human behaviour and stressing the central importance of 
'grounded' data and participant observation methods, whilst the Iowa 
school on the other hand stands closer to positivism in its approach, 
dedicating itself much more closely to the attempt to 'operationalize' 

the key concepts and ideas of symbolic interactionism via empirical 
research.

Whilst similarities and differences between the varieties of inter
actionism surely do exist, it remains that there is a strand of 
general similarity which unites the several proponents of the 
perspective over and above any specific vagaries of application.
The basic model of interactionism outlined in the next section will 
reflect this unity of approach. Having said that, it is upon the 
contribution of Herbert Blumer that I will rely most heavily in 
the pages that follow, and in the particular discussion of the
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methodological orientation of interactionism which closes the 
chapter. The above summary of the historical roots of interactionism 

and the primary sources of interactionist thought will hopefully 

have provided a backcloth against which we might consider the 

particular approach to social life that the perspective represents. 

Symbolic interactionism constitutes both a theoretical and analytical 
perspective within social psychology and a methodological orientation. 

The remainder of this chapter, then, looks at the basic model of 
interactionism and at the particular issues of methodology raised 
by an adoption of the perspective.
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Interactionism - the basic model

A convenient starting point is the definition of sociology and, 

more specifically, of social action offered by Weber (l947)« 
Sociology, he suggested, concerns itself with;

"the interpretive understanding of social action." (p 4 )

In the same passage, he goes on to elaborate what he means by the 
term 'social action':

"we shall speak of action insofar as the acting 
individual attaches a subjective meaning to his 
behaviour — be it overt or covert, omission or 
acquiescence. Action is social insofar as its 
subjective meaning takes account of the behaviour 
of others and is thereby oriented in its course." (p 4 )

I will build my discussion of the basic model of interactionism 
around an examination of the points made by Weber in his 
definitions — taken together the three points represent the 
fundamental bases on which the interactionist tradition is 
founded and they are, respectively:

(i) that sociology should be concerned with the interpretive 
understanding of social action;

(ii) that the defining feature of action is the attachment of 
subjective meaning to behaviour;

(iii) that the essence of social action lies in the orientation 
of individual lines of action.

The interpretive understanding of social action stands in fairly
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stark contrast to the understanding and explanation of social life 
deriving from approaches within the positivist tradition discussed 

above ; the processes of meaning creation are held by many to lie 

at the heart of the interactionist model of social life; and the 

'emergent' character of all social life, as suggested by the 
reference to 'the orientation of individual lines of action' is a 

fundamental element in the particular approach to social life 
contained within the interactionist perspective. An appreciation 
of the relevance and significance of these three points can take 
us a long way towards an understanding of interactionism and I will 
discuss each of the points in turn.

(i) Interpretive understanding.

We have seen earlier that interactionists would oppose the view 
that there is no fundamental difference between the phenomena of 
the natural and the social sciences. In consequence they cast doubt 
upon the extent to which it is desirable to apply the methods of the 
natural sciences to investigation of the social world — acceptance 
of the basic positivist position, they would argue, can only lead 
to a 'pseudo—scientific' respectability because it neglects the 
distinctively symbolic and interpretive nature of the social process. 
For the interactionists, the natural world is an object world that 
exists 'out there', independent of a knowing human subject, and due 
to the externality of this world it may be validly apprehended by 
the methods of the natural sciences. The social world, on the 
other hand, is most fundamentally a product of human actors, its 
members, in the process of carrying out their everyday activities.
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'construct’ social reality. It is because of this essential 

difference in the nature of the worlds under investigation that 

social scientists within the positivist tradition are criticized 

for their methods and modes of analysis. As Blumer (1962) suggests;

"Students of human society will have to face the 
question of whether their preoccupations with 
categories of structure and organization can be 
squared with the interpretive processes by means 
of which human beings, individually and collectively, 
act in human society. It is the discrepancy between 
the two which plagues such students in their efforts 
to attain scientific propositions of the sort 
achieved in the physical and biological sciences." (p 191)

The explanation and understanding of social life, then, must remain 
true to the nature of the empirical reality it seeks to investigate, 

and acceptance of the basic postulate of the social construction of 
reality implies certain distinctive features of the social world 
which differentiate it quite sharply from the world investigated by 
the natural sciences. The social world is essentially a ’subject* 
rather than an ’object’ world - it is the product of human activity 
and is developed, sustained or modified by such activity. Understanding 
the social world thus becomes a matter of understanding the spurs to 
human activity, and this may be accomplished only from the point of 
view of the actor. The point is that the social scientist cannot take 
for granted, as the natural scientist can, the existence of a pre
constituted object world of phenomena for investigation.

Again, social structures, groups or organizations should be understood 
not as entities in their own right but as assembled out of the 
sometimes co-operative and sometimes competitive efforts and activities 

of individuals who are mutually oriented to the efforts and activities
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of others. Social interaction must be studied as an adjustive 
process in which the human participants are taking account of one 
another, interpreting each other’s acts, and adjusting their own 
actions accordingly. As Weber points out, it is man that creates 

organizations, builds them up and endows them with significance 
according to his aims - man must therefore be studied as the active 

attacher of meanings to his world and not the passive reactor whose 
actions are determined by societal or other forces.

The different assumptions held regarding the nature of the social 
world quite obviously lead to quite different conceptions of the 
task of sociology in researching, analyzing and understanding that 
world - for Durkheim and others within the positivist tradition 
sociology would be defined as the science of social facts, for those 
of an interactionist persuasion sociology and sociological inves
tigation would mean something quite markedly different.

For the interactionists, then, the task to which sociology should 
be addressing itself is the study of those processes through which 
the members of a group or organization - or society - assemble social 
structure. As Walsh (1972) suggests:

"...sociology requires an examination of the common- 
sense world of daily life rather than a settlement of 
it by theoretical representation or a taken-for-granted 
assumption of it as the background to social activity." (p 54)

Instead of assuming the existence of such objective categories as 
norms, values, role prescriptions and the like, the interactionist 
sociologist must examine how actors join together to create and 
sustain the recurrent behaviours which suggest the existence of
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norras, values or prescriptions - this, of course, implies a reversal 

of the more traditionally prevalent accounts of the relationship 

between social action and social structure which usually treats the 

former as ’determined’ in some way by the latter.

It also implies a quite different notion of ’causality’. Here Walsh 

points out that the natural sciences function, on the whole, with 

some operational concept of course, the scientist using the notion 
as an appropriate manner in which to explain relationships between 
phenomena and events. Quite severe problems arise, however, when 
the notions of causality are extended into the realm of social 
phenomena - whilst the positivist sociologist might achieve such an 
assimilation via his conceptualization of social facts, the inter
actionist cannot be satisfied with this, precisely because in his 
scheme of things a human activity is unintelligible unless its 
meaningful relationship to other activities can be understood. 
Something more is required, and that something, suggested Weber, was 
the ’interpretive understanding’ of social phenomena.

Even a cursory examination of the field of sociology and sociological 
inquiry will reveal the continuing debate regarding the essential 
nature of interaction and the appropriate mode of investigation of 
group life, polarised around some of the distinctions made above. 
Burrell and Morgan (1979) for example, quite clearly distinguish 
between the ’functionalist’ paradigm and the ’interpretive’ paradigm. 
The functionalist paradigm, they point out has constituted the 
predominant framework for the conduct of academic sociology and the 
sociology of organization:
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"It represents a perspective which is firmly rooted in 
the sociology of regulation and approaches its subject-
matter from an objectivist point of view ..... it is
characterized by a concern for providing explanations 
of the status quo, social order, consensus, social 
integration, solidarity, need satisfaction and 
actuality. It approaches these general sociological 
concerns from a standpoint which tends to be realist, 
positivist, deterministic and nomothetic." (p 25/26)

The interpretive paradigm on the other hand;

"... is informed by a concern to understand the world 
as it is, to understand the formal nature of the 
social world at the level of subjective experience.
It seeks explanation within the realm of individual 
consciousness and subjectivity, within the frame 
of reference of the participants as opposed to 
the observer of action .... in its approach to 
social science it tends to be norminalist, 
antipositivist, voluntarist and ideographic.
It sees the world as an emergent social process 
which is created by the individuals concerned." (p 28)

The basic differences between the perspectives are thus clear.
Wilson (1971), similarly, in discussing ’normative* and ’interpretive’ 
paradigms outlined what he considered to be fundamental theoretical 

and methodological difficulties which pervaded conventional 
sociology. The assumptions underlying the normative paradigm, on 

which the traditional approaches were based, consisted of two major 
orienting ideas - the notion of interaction as essentially rule 
governed and a commitment to sociological explanation which takes 
the deductive form. The concept of interaction formulated by 
Blumer, Turner and others, however, differed sharply from the 
normative paradigm in its conception of interaction as an essentially 
interpretive process in which meanings evolve and change over the 
course of the interaction. This led Wilson to conclude that:

"It is evident that if social interaction is an
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interpretive process, descriptions of action 
cannot be literal and sociological explanation of 
patterns are not deductive in any strict sense ... 
a commitment to deductive explanation, as assumed 
within the normative paradigm, is incompatible with 
the study of patterns of action." (p 77)

Rather, what was required was a theoretical and methodological 
reorientation which explicitly recognised the interpretative character 

of conventional sociological inquiry, and did not continue to suppress 
that character in the unrealistic and unrealizable attempt to follow 
the intellectual model of the natural sciences. Such a reorientation 
was possible through acceptance of the fundamental assumptions and 
premises of an interpretive paradigm.

Several authors have pointed out that the term ’interpretive sociology’ 
had been suggested by Howard Becker in order to characterize 
collectively the various sociological orientations which called 
for a subjective interpretation of social phenomena, and it is to 
this primary concern - the understanding of the social world via the 
understandings and perceptions of those who constitute that world - 
that attempts at an interpretive sociology are directed. The 

essence of the interpretive paradigm is illustrated in the following 
passage from Schütz (1962):

"Strictly speaking there are no such things as facts, 
pure and simple. All facts are from the outset 
selected from a universal context by the activities 
of our mind. They are, therefore, always interpreted 
facts, either facts looked on as detached from their 
context by an artificial abstration or facts considered 
in their particular setting. In either case they 
carry along their interpretational inner and outer 
horizon." (p 4)

The interpretive paradigm embraces a wide range of philosophical and
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sociological thought, united by the endeavour to construct theory 
from the standpoint of the individual actor as opposed to the 
observer of action. In contrast to purely naturalistic explanation, 

then, interpretive understanding always aims at grasping the meaning 
of a behaviour or a relationship - human action has a context of 

meaning that we must appreciate if we are to adequately understand 

such action. The centrality of the problem of meaning to the 

interactionist perspective is discussed below and it is only through 
an awareness of the crucial role that the processes of meaning 

creation and change play in social life that a proper appreciation 
of the significance of the interpretive method will become apparent. 
For the moment we should note that the approach to analysis inherent 
within the interpretive paradigm is quite different to that which 
characterized the major approaches to organizational analysis 
discussed in the first chapter, and the much broader tradition of 
sociological inquiry as represented by positivist and functionalist 
perspectives.

(ii) Meaning

Stone and Farberman (1970) note that the symbolic interactionist 
perspective is defined by a concern for the generation, persistence 
and transformation of meaning in our perceptions of reality. They 
are not alone in suggesting the social construction of meaning as 
the central problem to which authors within the tradition have 
addressed themselves. Hall (1972) argues that:

"Meaning is the key to understanding the interactionist 
perspective because its establishment and consequences 
are the lifeblood of human activity." (p 37)
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As interpreted by Blumer (1969 P 2-6) interactionism consists of three 
basic premises. First, that human beings act toward things on the 

basis of the meanings that the things have for them; secondly that 
those meanings are the product of social interaction in human society; 

and thirdly that such meanings are handled and modified through an 

interpretive process that is used by each individual in dealing 
with the signs he/she encounters. Taking each of these three premises 

in turn, we can look in a little more detail at what implications the 
adoption of an interactionist perspective has for our analysis and 

understanding of social life.

"Human beings act toward things on the basis of the meanings that 
the things have for them."
In this proposition, Blumer is asserting that the meaning of am object 
is not inherent to that object or defined by its physical character
istics but is rather conferred from the outside on the basis of its 
intended use. Such a position is thus seen to be quite different 
from, for example, the position of the behaviourists, who would argue 
that behaviour cam be broadly understood as a response to a particular 
stimulus whose objective characteristics might be perceived by an 
outside observer. The reaction of subjects to this stimulus may 
thus be observed amd laws or general statements formulated which 
relate the observed response to the stimulus. As Blumer points out, 
however, the position of interactionism, in contrast:

"is that the meanings things have for human beings 
are central in their own right. To ignore the 
meaning of the things toward which people act is 
seen as falsifying the behaviour under study. To 
bypass the meaning in favour of factors alleged to 
produce the behaviour is seen as a grievous neglect 
of the role of meaning in the formulation of 
behaviour." (p 3)
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By introducing the concept of meaning, interactionists add a unique 

dimension to human behaviour. Surprisingly such a viewpoint, Blumer 

argues, is ignored or played down in practically all of the work in 
contemporary social science at the time he wrote. Meaning is either 
pushed aside as unimportant or is regarded as a ’natural’ link 
between the factors responsible for human behaviour, viewing such 

behaviour as the product of those factors. So we find psychologists 
turning to factors such as ’attitudes’, conscious or unconscious 

’motives’, various aspects of ’personality’ and the like in seeking 
to account for human conduct and social behaviour. Sociologists, in 
similar fashion, refer to a battery of factors, ’social position’, 
’social role’, norms, values and group affiliations amongst them, in 

their accounts of such behaviour.

In contrast the interactionists afford a much more active role to the 
individual in assigning meanings to situations and to the actions of 
others and subsequently acting on the basis of those meanings. Thus 
different individuals may respond quite differently to the same 
objectively defined ’stimulus’ and the same individual, at different 
times or in different situations, assign varying meanings to what 
appears to an observer to be the same act. This raises two other 
points which relate to Blumer’s basic premises - first, how are 
meanings established and transformed, and consequently what part do 
they play in the construction of action?

"Meanings are the product of social interaction in human society." 
Blumer identifies two traditional ways of accounting for the origin 
of meaning - one is to regard meaning as being intrinsic to the 

thing itself, as being a natural part of its objective make up (an
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orientation related to the position of realism in philosophy and 

widely accepted within social science) and the other which regards 
meaning as a psychical accretion brought to the thing by the person 

for whom that thing has meaning. Both are rejected as unsatisfactory 

in interactionist thought meaning is seen to be a quite different 

concept as Blumer (1969) explains:

"Instead, it sees meaning as arising in the process 
of interaction between people. The meaning of a thing 
for a person grows out of the ways in which other 
persons act toward the person with regard to the thing, 
Their actions operate to define the thing for the 
person. Thus symbolic interactionism sees meanings 
as social products, as creations that are formed 
in and through the defining activities of people 
as they interact." (p 4/5)

Mangham (1978) puts it another way:

"The meanings of particular events, situations, things 
and experiences arise out of the observed behaviour 
of significant others toward them. The meaning of 
the office or role of managing director, for example, 
is given by the way people behave towards that role 
or function: reverentially, subserviently, or 
whatever." (p I4 )

So, in the interactionist view, meanings arise and are transformed 
in the context of communication with others, and the individual 
learns from others the meanings of objects and himself takes 
part in the determination of that meaning by his ovm definition of 
objects and events in interaction. In this sense, as Silverman 

(1970) points out, men come to ’know’ the social world through the 
accumulation of a shared stock of knowledge, and the correctness of 
this knowledge is continually made apparent in and verified by the 
actions of others.
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Blumer’s second premise thus affirms the ’social construction’ of 

reality and seriously calls into question the logic behind sociological 
investigation which fails to take account of the meaning component of 

human action and interaction and the defining processes involved therein. 

It follows that if the reality of the social world is socially 

constructed, then that reality is also socially changed - essentially 
the same processes of definition, communication and interaction are 

involved in the changing of meaning as were involved in the creation 
of meaning.

"Meanings are modified and handled through an interpretive process."
As was apparent from discussion of Blumer’s first two premises the 
term ’symbolic interaction’ refers to the peculiarly distinctive 
character of interaction as it takes place between human beings. 
Interaction is seen to give rise to, and in turn be dependent upon, 
the processes of meaning creation and change. In his third premise, 
Blumer seeks to emphasise that, given that the meaning of things is 
formed in the context of social interaction, it would be a mistake 
to assume that a person’s use of meaning is but an application of 
the meaning so derived. Rather, the use of meanings by an individual 
in his action involves the ’active’ process of interpretation.

The specific processes of action, interaction and the creation of 
patterns of interaction are detailed more fully in the next section, 
but here we should note that all human interaction is mediated by 
the use of symbols, by interpretation, by ascertaining the meaning 
of one another’s actions - this mediation in effect being equivalent 
to inserting an essential process of interpretation between stimulus 

and response — and, as Blumer (1969) describes the process, it has two 
steps:
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"First the actor indicates to himself the things 
toward which he is acting; he has to point out to 
himself the things that have meaning. The making 
of such indications is an internalized social 
process in that the actor is interacting with 
himself .... it is an instance of the person 
engaging in a process of communication with 
himself. Second, by virtue of this process of 
communicating with himself, interpretation becomes 
a matter of handling meanings. The actor selects, 
checks, suspends, regroups and transforms the 
meanings in the light of the situation in which 
he is placed and the direction of his action." (p 5)

Thus, interpretation, Blumer argues, should not be regarded as the 
mere automatic application of established meanings, but as a 
formative process in which meanings are used and revised in the 
course of forming lines of action - meanings play their part in 
this process through the medium of * self—interaction’. Blumer’s 
third premise, then, links our consideration of the role of meaning 
in the formation and alignment of human action with the points 
discussed in the previous section concerning the interpretive 
understanding of such action - the mode of understanding human 
action reflecting basic assumptions regarding the nature of the 

phenomena under investigation and reinforcing the need for ’subjective’ 
as opposed to ’objective’ analysis of the social order.

(iii) Orientation of lines of action

In this section the argument to date can be brought together by 
looking specifically at the nature of action and interaction viewed 
from an interactionist perspective - at some of the basic processes 
involved in the construction of a line of action, and the orientation 
of individual lines of action to form the ’joint action’, considered
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by interactionists to be the fundamental element of all social life 

and the basic building block upon which any social grouping is 

founded.

On the nature of human action, the interactionist position is quite 

clear. Again Blumer (1966) provides a clear statement of this 

position:

"Action is built up in coping with the world 
instead of merely being released from a pre
existing psychological structure by factors 
playing on that structure. By making 
indications to himself and by interpreting 
what he indicates, the individual has to 
forge or piece together a line of action." (p 536)

Thus, as Hall (l972) points out, human action is based on voluntarism, 
individual action is not ’caused’ as in natural science thinking or 
released as tension from a spring, but is rather ’built up’ or 
constructed by the individual as he confronts a situation and 
objectifies that situation on the basis of what he takes into account. 
The change in orientation is quite central to an understanding of the 
interactionist tradition - the human being assumes a much more active 

and reflective role than is the case with other more deterministic 
perspectives. It was noted in Chapter One that every theory of 
organization is based upon a ’model’ of human behaviour and, as such, 
the model inherent within interactionist theory may be seen in fairly 
sharp contrast to the model of man as reflected in, say, systems 
theory.

The interactionist view, then, suggests that the acting individual 
first identifies what he has to take into account, makes an assessment
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of that which he takes into account and makes decisions on the basis 
of that assessment - action takes place in and with regard to a 
situation, and any particular action is formed and constructed through 

such an interpretive process. Blumer (1966) provides a descriptive 

characterization of the nature of human action viewed in these terms:

"In order to act the individual has to identify 
what he wants, establish an objective or goal, 
map out a prospective line of behaviour, note 
and interpret the actions of others, figure out 
what to do at other points, and frequently spur 
himself on in the face of dragging dispositions 
or discouraging settings." (p 536)

Here Blumer begins to turn the analysis away from ’action’ toward 
’interaction’ though in no real sense can the two be separated, since 
for the interactionists society consists of individuals in interaction, 
Only very rarely can people act independently of others - as people 
act in situations they usually have to take account of the presence, 
intentions, actions and expressions of other people and much of what 
they do will be on the basis of their interpretations of the actions 
of others so derived.

Again we might consider the change of emphasis inherent in such a 
position - to note and interpret the activity of another person and 
to act on that basis is very different to having a response 

released by such activity. The distinctive character of symbolic 
interactionism is defined by individual actors’ interpretation of 
each other’s gestures, and action on the basis of the meaning yielded 
by that interpretation. The situation is clearly complicated by the 
fact that the other person is doing the same thing. Interaction is 
a process that forms human conduct instead of merely being a means



-80-

or setting for the expression of such conduct and is essentially 

constituted by the fitting together of individual lines of action 
as Blumer (1966) suggests:

"Symbolic interaction involves interpretation, or 
ascertaining the meanings of the actions or remarks 
of the other person, and definition, or conveying 
indications to another person as to how he is to act. 
Human association consists of a process of such 
interpretation and definition. Through this process 
the participants fit their own acts to the ongoing 
acts of one another and guide others in doing so." (p 537)

Much of the work of authors and theorists within the interactionist 
tradition has been devoted to the elaboration and development of 
the quite distinctive model of social life outlined above. Mead 
himself sought to outline the essential bases and principles of 
the approach and Blumer has attempted to draw these principles 
together into a coherent theoretical and methodological position. 
Others have directed their attention to specific aspects of the 
approach and have followed particular lines of development. In 
terms of the basic dynamics of interaction, particular note might 
be made of the work of McCall and Simmons (1966) whose text 
’Identities and Interactions’ is one of the clearer expositions and 
discussions of the processes of human interaction and the self
conceptions or ’identities’ that nurture and are nurtured by such a 
process.

McCall and Simmons’s analysis of the dynamics of interaction begins 
from the question (1966 p 125) ’How do persons modify their conduct 
when they encounter one another and go on to engage in more or less 
sustained interaction?’ The first stage, they suggest, is to try to 

judge others in terms of their significance for our plans of action -
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literally, they argue, we do not know what to do with respect to 

another person until we have established his meaning for us and our 
meaning for him. In any particular interactional situation there is 
a fairly constant appraisal of everyone by everyone else, and the 
pictures that each person comes up with must be roughly equivalent 

or else the parties to interaction will be acting in quite groundless 
fashion or at cross-purposes with each other. The processes through 
which such a ’working consensus’ on the identities and meanings of 

the persons involved is achieved are central to our understanding of 
the nature and pattern of interaction.

So, for example, the context or situation within which people 

encounter one another often affords excellent clues to their meaning 
for one another’s plans of action. In many situations, however, 
these contexts are to some degree ambiguous or unstructured - 
the situations are not clearly or exclusively defined in the eyes 
of the participants - and therein lies the essential nature of the 
interactive situation. Typically, there will be a number of alter
native interpretations that might be placed upon the situation, each 
of which implies a somewhat different and perhaps conflicting 
’meaning’ for the persons involved. Thus an agreement on which 
interpretation to accept must be worked out quickly and unobtrusively 
if interaction is to proceed - in most cases this will involve the 
negotiation of some sort of compromise interpretation acceptable 
to each of the parties.

The means by which these identities are negotiated and adjusted are 
quite complex and have provided a focus of attention for several 

authors - Turner, Goffman, Weinstein and Deutschberger, and Strauss
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amongst them - working broadly within the interactionist tradition. 
Again McCall and Simmons (1966) provide a useful analysis of these 
processes and suggest some of the ways in which behaviour unfolds 

within a particular interactional situation. Drawing on their 

analysis, the work of the authors mentioned above, and the discussions 
of such as Hall (l972) and Mangham (1978) allows us to consider some 

of the fundamental elements implicit within any social interaction.

"Se1f-indi cat i on"
Mead regarded the ability of the human being to act toward himself 
as the central mechanism with which he faces and deals with his 
world — this mechanism enables the individual to indicate to 
himself certain aspects of his situation and his surroundings and 
to guide his actions by what he notes. Hall (l972) provides a 
useful introduction to the concept of the ’self* in interactionist 
thought :

"As such, the self consists of ways the individual 
has of acting toward himself or treating himself.
The self, like other objects, emerges in a process 
of interaction as the individual responds to and 
internalizes aspects of definitions of him by others 
.... out of this process and functioning in every 
situation, sets of meanings are established for 
the self which guide the individual in his actions 
on the basis of the kind of object he is to 
himself." (p 38)

So through the medium of language and via the process of communication 
with others, the individual is able to be not only ’subject’ or actor 
but also an ’object’ to himself - he can see himself as others see 

him. Blumer (1969) points out that this capacity to be both subject 
and object constitutes a vital distinction for man, enabling him to
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interact with himself, so to speak, assess his circumstances and 

decide on a course of action:

"Instead of being merely an organism that responds 
to the play of factors on or through it, the 
human being is seen as an organism that has to 
deal with what it notes. It meets what it notes 
by engaging in a process of self-indication 
in which it makes an object of what it notes, gives 
it a meaning, and uses the meaning as the basis 
for directing its action." (p 14)

The conscious life of the individual, then, is a continual flow of 
self-indications, noting and taking account of certain aspects of 
his situation and interpreting the actions of others - and it is on 
the basis of such assessments that the individual begins to devise 
a role for himself and map out a prospective line of action.

"Role-taking"
An individual aligns his action to the actions of others by 
assessing what it is he thinks they are doing or are about to do - 
that is, by ascertaining the meaning of their acts. As described 

by Hall (1972):

"Role-taking is the establishment for ego of the 
meaning of the other i.e. the discovery of the 
line of action that gives the specific acts of the 
other a direction, a coherence, and significance. 
Thus we attempt to judge others in terms of their 
significance for us, and their implications for our 
plans of action." (p 39)

Mead pointed out that ’taking the role of the other’ can mean 
taking the role of a specific person or the role of a group of 

people (the generalised other). Essentially the individual is
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sec 'iîig to .-ji.scertain the intention or direction of the acts of 

others in order that he may form and align his own action on the 

basis of his interpretation. For the interactionists this is a 

fundamental element in social interaction.

McCall and Simmons suggest that in role-taking the individual is not 

trying to assess anything like the ’true’ self of the other, but is 

seeking to discover those aspects of the role projected by the 

other, and the identity which underlies that role, as a means by 

which he might see through the specific acts of others and discover 

the line of action that gives direction, coherence and meaning to 

those acts. Turner (1962) in his paper ’Role-Taking:Process versus 

Conformity’ provides a definitive statement on the nature of role- 

taking:

"The idea of role-taking shifts emphasis away from 
the simple process of enacting a prescribed role to 
devising a performance on the basis of an inputed 
other-role. The actor is net the occupant of a 
position for which there is a neat set of rules - 
a culture or a set of norms - but a person who 
must act in the perspective supplied in part by 
his relationship to others whose actions reflect 
roles that he must identify." (p 23)

Turner points out that, since the role of the other in a particular 

intei-action can only be indirectly inferred rather than directly 

known by an individual, the testing of beliefs and inferences about 

the role of the other is a continuing element in interaction - hence, 

the essentially ’tentative’ nature of much of the interaction in 

which we become involved.

The processes of sel f-iridication ar d role-ta’ing just discussed are 

basically ’cognitive’ processes, or in the words of McCall and
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Simmons "have to do with judging the identities that the various 

interactors (including oneself) are likely to claim in the situation." 

We will now turn to a consideration of the more active or expressive 

processes of presentation of self and altercasting which are, again 

in the words of McCall and Simmons, "overt processes involving 

expression of information in active attempts to affect situations."

"Presentation of self"

In ’The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life’, Erving Goffman sets 
out to understand and describe the ways in which an individual 
makes his self definitions observable to others in interaction — he 
suggests that much of our conduct in face-to-face dealings with each 
other can be viewed as a process of ’impression management’ as people 
continually seek to manipulate the signs that their appearance and 
action convey to others. The tactics of presentation of self are 
well codified and explored by Goffman (1959) and the notion has 
increasingly become incorporated in discussion of the basic processes 
of interaction. Goffman begins from the assumption that during the 

period in which the individual is in contact with another there will be 
few events occurring which will directly provide the other with all 
of the information they might require to properly align and direct 
their joint activity. Thus the interaction will depend in a quite 
fundamental manner upon the expressions or presentations of selves 
put forward by the respective parties. He distinguishes two basic 
kinds of such ’sign activity’ by an individual - one, the expression 
that he gives; and two, the expression that he gives off:

"The first involves verbal symbols or their substitutes 
which he uses admittedly and solely to convey the
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information that he and the others are known to 
attach to these symbols. This is communication in 
the traditional and narrow sense. The second 
involves a wide range of action that others can 
treat as symptomatic of the actor, the expectation 
being that the action was performed for reasons 
other than the information conveyed in this way." (p 14)

Thus by carefully controlling his expressive behaviours, the 
individual can convey to others - by means of impressions given 

and given off - an image of the character he desires to assume in 
the situation and, in so doing, attempt to constrain others, at 
least in part, to accept his claim and act toward him in the 
appropriate manner. As McCall and Simmons suggest, by conducting 
himself as if he were a certain type of person an individual exerts 
leverage on others to accept him as that person and to act toward 
him on that basis, thus supporting his performance and 'presentation*

"Altercasting"
The process of altercasting is similar in nature to that of 
presentation of self but differs in its point of application. Hall 
(1972) describes the process thus:

"In interaction the participants project identities for 
themselves and for each other. Hot only do they 
present a particular image of self but they also 
cast the alter in the position that they would like 
him to assume. People will try to devise their own 
lines of action to make the best use of alter's lines 
of action." (p 40)

Not only does our performance express an image of who we are, then, 
but it also simultaneously expresses an image of who we take the 
other to be. The significance of altercasting as described by
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Weinstein and Deutschberger (1963) lies in the fact than an identity 

established for one individual in the interactional situation has 

implications for the identities of the other parties to that 

interaction. In other words, identities are reciprocal in the 

sense that the participants to a particular interaction establish 

their respective identities and map out their respective lines of 

action in a mutually related context where the position of the one 
has implications for the other and vice-versa.

As McCall and Simmons (1966) point out, however, neither presentation 
of self nor altercasting necessarily or automatically brings into 
line the roles and characters that we devise for ourselves with 
those imputed to us by others. The processes just discussed do not 
serve to structure our interaction with others, but merely to suggest 
the directions in which we would like the interaction to proceed, 
and the identities we wish to assume. Others will, for their part, 
offer competing definitions, using the very same processes to 
indicate the somewhat different direotions in which they might wish 

to continue the interaction. The outcome is that:

"Typically the two parties will negotiate some sort 
of compromise, each acceding somewhat to the other's 
demands, though seldom in equal degree .... this 
compromise definition of the role and character of 
each is not executed in a single step but is the 
eventual result of a complex process of negotiation 
or bargaining." (p I40/ 14I)

The quote from McCall and Simmons foreshadows much of what follows 
in later chapters. Chapter Three, for example, in seeking to apply 
the basio model of interactionism to the study of organization will 
lean heavily upon the notion of 'negotiation' and make the case for
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understanding organization as negotiated order. Chapter Four looks 
at some aspects of the negotiation of order in organizations, and at 

some of the issues involved in the creation and maintenance of the 

working agreements which are the essence of organization. And, as the 

passage suggests, typically the parties will negotiate a compromise 

"though seldom in equal degree" - in Chapter Five I introduce the 
ideas of power and influence and the micropolitics of organization 

which will enable us to take our analysis of organization a stage 
further.

Returning to the discussion of the dynamics of interaction, Denzin 
(1969) makes the point that when individuals come together for the 
purpose of accomplishing a task, exchanging a greeting or whatever, 
the observed behaviour involves more than the intentions and 
meanings brought to the situation:

"The term 'interaction' suggests a central 
feature of all joint actions - an emergent 
quality that may not have existed before the 
parties came together." (p 924)

The fitting together of individual lines of action thus provides the 
basic feature of the joint action - individuals fit together their 
lines of action by first identifying the action they are going to 
engage in, and then aligning their defintions with the definitions 

and interpretations of others. Hence, the joint action becomes more 
than the mere juggling of definitions, it is a conscious and 
deliberate process of combining separate, conflicting and often 
incomplete plans of action into meaningful relation with each other 
and thus providing, temporarily at least, a basis for interaction to 
proceed and a working agreement to be achieved.
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The 'emergent* character of such working agreements makes their 
attainment problematic and far from stable. McCall and Simmons 

argue that there are essentially two stages in the process of 
reaching a working agreement - first, the negotiation of social 

identities i.e. agreement on the broad outlines of the relationship; 

and second, the negotiation of interactive roles i.e. agreement on 
the specifics of the interaction, the tasks to be accomplished, and 

how the task will be broken down into specific behaviours. The 
working agreement is thus a quite delicate balance of cognitive 

and expressive processes in interaction, and the persistence of 
such an agreement continuously dependent upon the correspondence of 
its constituent processes.

Interaction conceived in this manner is thus not simply the result 
of the specific acts of individuals but of the conscious and 
deliberate articulation of individual acts one with another in 
accordance with the needs and r.ims of the participants. As 

Blumer (1969) argues:

"A joint action, while made up of diverse component 
acts that enter into its formation, is different 
from any one of them and from their mere aggregation. 
The joint action has a distinctive character in its 
own right, a character that lies in the articulation 
or linkage as opposed to what may be articulated or 
linked. Thus the joint action may be identified 
as such and may be spoken of and handled without 
having to break it down into the separate acts that 
comprise it." (p I7)

This, he suggests is essentially what we are doing when we speak 
of such things as a marriage, a trading transaction, a parliamentary 
discussion or whatever - and, similarly we can speak of the 
collectivity that engages in joint action without having to identify
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the individual constituents of that collectivity, hence our 

reference to family, church, university, organization, nation or 

even society. Blumer’s conclusion is that:

"It is evident that the domain of the social 
scientist is constituted precisely by the 
study of joint action and of the collectivities 
that engage in joint action." (p 17)

This, then, is the basic model of joint action and of social life 

as contained within the interactionist perspective. Following 

Blumer's suggestion that the task of the social scientist is 

constituted by the study of joint action, that is the approach 

that will be taken here in terms of the analysis of organization. 

The study of organization as joint action is a far cry from the 

study of organization as structure or system so characteristic of 

those approaches discussed in Chapter One. Before turning in 

Chapter Three to look at the more specific application of the 

interactionist perspective to the analysis of organization, however, 

and to examine a model of organization conceived broadly from 

within the tradition, I would like to briefly consider some of 

the methodological consequences of adopting an interactionist 

point of view.
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Interactionism — methodological orientation

Herbert Blumer, in the introduction to his collection of papers 

entitled 'Symbolic Interactionism’ (1969) asserts that it is his 
conviction that an empirical science necessarily has to respect 

the nature of the empirical world that is its object of study. In 
his judgement, symbolic interactionism shows that respect for the 
nature of human group life and conduct and he goes on to suggest 
that such respect in turn necessitates the development of a 
methodological orientation congruent with the nature of the 

empirical world under study.

In essence, what Blumer and others are arguing is based on the 
premise that special methods are required for the study and 
understanding of the uniquely human processes involved in the 
creation of social reality. Glaser and Strauss (1968) whose work 
has been mentioned earlier, for example, argue from a similar 
position the merits of their approach to the development of ’grounded 
theory’ vis-a-vis what they call ’logico-deductive’ theory which has 
tended to characterise much of sociological analysis:

"(We) have taken the position it hat the adequacy of 
a theory for sociology today cannot be divorced 
from the process by which it is generated. Thus 
one canon for judging the usefulness of a theory 
is how it was generated - and we suggest that it 
is likely to be a better theory to the degree 
that it has been inductively developed from social 
research.” (p 5)

Glaser and Strauss’s text on 'The Discovery of Grounded Theory’ 
highlights the increasingly held belief that theoretical and 

methodological issues are well nigh inseparable in social research.



-92-

and suggests that discussions of particular approaches to the 

analysis and understanding of social life should exhibit a clear 
and coherent methodological orientation in parallel with the 
development of the perspective. Here a distinction can be made 

between ’methodology’ as a general research strategy and as 
specific research technique and it is to the former that I address 
myself here - whilst the construction of specific research method
ology will always be in relation to a particular situation and with 
particular aims in mind, there will always be a backcloth of more 
general research orientation against which such methods might be 

assessed.

In these terms, the methodological stance of’interactionism’ as I 
have discussed and described it in this chapter differs quite 
markedly from, for instance, the ’scientific method’ outlined 
earlier. The increasing number of authors and theorists writing within 
the interactionist tradition and the several texts and textbooks 
devoted to the interactionist perspective have been accompanied by 
the parallel growth of interest in the methodological orientation of 
the perspective. Amongst this work we might mention Denzin (1970) 

Deutscher (1973), Lofland (l97l), Phillips (1971,1973), and Schatzman 
and Strauss (1972) as well as Glaser and Strauss (1968) above. In 
addition, several others have addressed themselves to particular 
methodological issues associated with the perspective either 
specifically or in the course of developing their individual points 
of view.

Again Blumer (1969) provides a framework within which much of the 
debate on methodology might be discussed. It begins from the



-93-

proposition that much of the methodology traditionally applied 

within the social and psychological sciences has been inadequate and 

misguided; and that the customary means of validation of research 

findings, i.e. adhering to scientific protocol, engaging in 

replication studies, testing hypotheses, and attempting to 

’operationalise' theoretical propositions or concepts, have failed 

to provide the empirical validation that a genuine empirical social 

science requires - they give no real assurance that premises, 

problems, data, relations, concepts or interpretations are empirically 

valid. In Blumer’s view, the only way to get such assurance is to:

" go directly to the empirical social world - to see 
through meticulous examination of it whether one’s 
premises or root images of it, one’s questions and 
problems posed for it, the data one chooses out of it, 
the concepts through which one sees and analyzes it,
Sind the interpretations one applies to it are actually 
borne out. Current methodology gives no encouragement 
or sanction to such direct examination of the empirical 
social world.” (p 32)

The construction of an appropriate methodology for examination of 

the empirical social world, then, depends upon our understanding 

of the nature of that social world - and for the interactionists 

that world is the actual group life of human beings, what they 

experience and do individually and collectively as they go about 

their everyday activities.

Blumer’s paper ’The Methodological Position of Symbolic Interactionism’ 

devotes itself to a detailed examination and exploration of such 

issues. The question he poses is that, given that human group life 

has the character that is stated by the premises of interactionism, 

how should one go about studying human group life and social action?

His answer to the problems posed for methodology in the social
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sciences is that, fundamentally, the researcher should do a lot of 

free exploration in the area of his inquiry, get close to the people 

involved, see the variety of situations they meet, note their 

problems, observe how they handle them, become a party to their 
conversations and generally watch their life as it flows along.

Such an approach will be seen to be at variance with the 'positivist* 

approaches discussed earlier which were suggested to have been 
prevalent within organizational analysis and research, as Mangham 

(1978) notes:

"The research methodology appropriate to such a 
perspective upon human action ... is, of course, not 
that of positivism with its emphasis upon the average 
ajid, all too often, its heavy reliance on statistical 
inference about concepts which have an indefinite 
relation to the empirical world. Positivism ... has 
tended to stand off from its potential subject- 
matter." (p 15)

Conversely, he suggests, an appropriate research methodology - 
'qualitative research* - manifests a close association with human 
action.

The central position of the individual within the interactionist 
framework, the emphasis on action, interaction and social relationships 
that the approach suggests, all fit well with the orientation of 
qualitative research methodologies towards the analysis of 
individuals' experiences as they participate in social situations and 
settings. The 'subjectivist* tendencies inherent within the approach, 
forming a central element of the research strategy, is emphasised 
by Blumer (I966):

"the study of interaction would be made from the
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position of the actor. Since action is forged 
by the actor out of what he perceives, interprets 
and judges, one would have to see the operating 
situation as the actor sees it, perceive objects 
as the actor perceives them, ascertain their 
meaning in terms of the meaning they have for the 
actor, and follow the actor’s line of conduct as 
the actor organizes it - in short, one would have 
to take the role of the actor and see the world 
from his standpoint." (p 542)

It is in similar vein that Mangham (1978) suggests qualitative 
research as a means to ’avoid emptiness’ in our characterizations 
and descriptions of the social world, and to stimulate ’groundedness’ 
of research data in the manner suggested by Glaser and Strauss - and 
that this is to be achieved primarily by gaining familiarity with 
one’s subject matter over a period of time.

Summarizing, then, it is argued that any understanding of human 
action must begin with, and be built upon, an understanding of the 
everyday life of the individuals who perform that action. Having 
relied heavily on the thought of Herbert Blumer throughout this 

chapter in outlining the perspective and method of interactionism, 
it is fitting that he should have the last word. Returning to the 
assertion made at the beginning of this discussion of the method
ological orientation of interactionism, I quite the conclusion to 
Chapter One of Blumer (1969):

"My conclusion, in contrast to the undue length of 
this essay, is indeed brief. It can be expressed 
as a simple injunction: Respect the nature of the 
empirical world and organize a methodological 
stance to reflect that respect. This is what I 
think symbolic interactionism strives to do." (p 60)



CHAPTER THREE

AN INTERACTIONIST APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS

In Chapter One, I sought to place the theory of organization in 

broad historical context, to identify the predominant models and 

metaphors used in understanding organizations, and to outline the 

bases of a growing critique of the ’established orthodoxy’ of 

organizational analysis. Chapter Two introduced an alternative 

model of social life, based upon the perspective and method of 

interactionism, which offered the possibility of overcoming some of 

the difficulties inherent within those modes of analysis. It will 

be remembered from Chapter One that it is the aim of this thesis 

to develop a concept and a model of organization which (a) recognises 

the irreducibly social construction of organization and (b) focuses 

upon the processes involved in organizing. Chapter Three will 

continue this line of development by applying the basic perspective 

and method of interactionism to the specific task of the analysis 

of social organization, and by looking at some of the ways in which 

such a framework has contributed to the development of a particular 

model of organization conceived broadly from within the interactionist 

tradition.

Before embarking upon such a task, however, it is worthwhile briefly 

recapping on some of the points discussed in Chapter Two and high

lighting some conclusions which emerged from that discussion. As 

will be readily apparent, the interactionist model of social life is 

quite different from the model of social life implicit within those 

theories and approaches to organizational analysis. Perhaps basic

— 96—
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to every social theory is the manner in which the broader philosophical 

assumptions regarding the nature of man and the nature of social 

reality are handled, and in these respects we find marked differences 

in orientation between the interactionist perspective and the more 

’functionalist' perspective upon which those theories and approaches 

were based.

Conventional views of human behaviour within organization have tended 

to assume a relatively deterministic, nonvoluntary character - regarding 

man and his activity as being primarily determined by the situation 

or environment in which he is located. Whilst they might differ in 

terms of the particular features they regard as significant, they 

are united in that they see man as a responding organism, his behaviour 

a product of the forces which play upon him. Such a view will be 

recognized to underpin much of the social science literature and to 

lie at the heart of the models of organization reviewed in Chapter 

One. Interactionists on the other hand, in the words of Blumer

(1969):

"... recognise that human beings must have a 
makeup that fits the nature of social interaction. 
The human being is seen as an organism that not 
only responds to others on the non-symbolic level 
but as one that makes indications to others and 
interprets their indications." (p 12)

Rather than seeing an individual who passively reacts in accordance 

with stimuli, external or internal, or to impersonal forces, authors 

from within the interactionist tradition allow the individual much 

greater choice, far greater freedom of action than is normally the 

case. They assign to the individual the ability to select and 

interpret stimuli and to act on the basis of such interpretations.
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This means, as Mangham (1978) points out, that from such a 
perspective the individual assumes an importance lacking in much 

of social theory:

"Human beings are defined as the actors, the 
initiators of action, and not simply as those 
acted upon, the responders. They are defined as 
organisms with selves which construct, direct 
and monitor behaviour." (p 14)

From the point of view of interactionism, then, social action is 
lodged in ’acting* individuals who fit their respective lines of 
action to one another through a process of interpretation and 
definition. Blumer (1962) recognises such a position as being in 
direct contrast to most sociological conceptions of group action as:

"an expression of a system either in a state of 
balance or seeking to achieve balance .... or as 
an expression of the ’functions’ of a society or 
group .... or as the outward expression of elements 
lodged in society or the group such as cultural 
demands, societal purposes, social values or 
institutional stresses." (p l86)

The deficiency of such views, the interactionist would argue, lies 
in terms of their failure to relate such group ’action’ to its bases 
within the actions of individuals, and the processes through which 
those individual actions become aligned with the actions of others 
to form the joint action that is observed. Such conceptions either 
ignore or blot out that view of social life as consisting of the 
concerted actions of individuals seeking to come to terms with the 
variety of their ’life situations’ - which is precisely the stand
point that the interactionist assumes.
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Their conception of social action and interaction, then, rests 

fundamentally upon the model of man as active creator and shaper of 

his social world and this, in turn, leads to a quite different and 

quite distinctive view of social reality, fundamentally at variance 

with the view contained within more deterministic or structuralist 

perspectives. As Hall (1972) notes:

"To call attention to action, living and ongoing 
activity is to orient away from standard sociological 
notions of society as structure, as the mechanical 
or automatic exchange between positions, and to 
focus on the level of what people actually do." (p 40)

It is what people actually do as they go about meeting their 'life 
situations’ that is the necessary focus of attention for the social 
scientist within the interactionist tradition and it is in this sense 
that man ’makes’ the social world. The very existence of society 
is dependent upon its confirmation in the actions of its members 
and has no reality other than a human one. Blumer (1966) once again 
provides a definitive statement of the basic differences between the 
paradigms. Of the interactionist viewpoint he has this to say:

"It sees human society not as an established structure 
but as people meeting their conditions of life; it 
sees social action not as an emanation of societal 
structure but as a formation made by human actors; it 
sees this formation of action not as societal factors 
coming to expression through the medium of human 
organisms but as constructions made by actors out of 
what they take into account ; it sees group life not 
as a release or expression of established structure 
but as a process of building up joint actions; it 
sees social actions as having variable careers and 
not as confined to the alternatives of conformity 
to or deviation from the dictates of established 
structure; it sees the so-called interaction between 
parts of a society not as a direct exercising of 
influence by one part or another but as mediated 
throughout by interpretations made by people; 
accordingly it sees society not as a system, whether
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in the form of a static, moving or whatever 
kind of equilibrium, but as a vast number of 
occurring joint actions, many closely linked, 
many not linked at all, many prefigured and 
repit itions, others being carved out in new 
directions, and all being pursued to serve the 
purposes of the participants and not the 
requirements of a system." (p 543)

The undue length of that passage from Blumer (I966) is warranted 
to the extent that it illustrates graphically the marked differences 

in perspective between an interactionist view of society and those 
views of society as structure or system so characteristic of the 
theories of organization in Chapter One. Indeed the departure from 

the more traditional modes of organizational analysis that is being 
suggested here may be attributed in no small measure to this 
fundamentally different conception of social order held by authors 
and theorists within an interactionist tradition. Clegg and 
Dunkerley (l980) note that such modes of analysis have been 
predominantly ’deterministic’ and ’structural’ in nature:

"We encounter this determinism in the earliest 
formal theories of administration, most notably 
in Taylorism. It is also present in the human 
relations emphasis on the constraining influence 
of the human group (despite its stress on needs 
and sentiments ) particularly in studies of the 
function of group norms in restricting workers’ 
output." (p 263)

Such a deterministic framework is again characteristic of the more 
recent systems and contingency approaches to the study of 
organization, despite the efforts of some authors within those 
traditions to incorporate elements of individual choice within 

their conceptualizations of the structure and functioning of the 
organization.
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An interactionist approach to organizational analysis, in contrast, 

would concern itself more fundamentally with the 'grounding' of 

organizational phenomena such as structure, goals or technology, in 
the activities and practices of the individuals who make up that 
organization - the focus of analysis would be on the production and 

reproduction of organizational reality in the ongoing actions and 
interactions of people rather than on structure or system. Benson 

(1977) has suggested that most organizational analysts have ignored 
this problem altogether or have made assumptions which have laid 
it aside. However, recent developments, he argues, have thrust 

'the action issue' to the centre of attention within the field and 

it can no longer be shunted aside as a peripheral matter or as lying 
within the domain of some other discipline - he points to his own 

work (1977 a,b) and to that of Bittner ( 1965), Silverman (1970) and 
Jehensen (1973) as examples of critiques which, although they 
emanate from diverse sources tend to converge around the issue of 
understanding organization in terms of the actions of the participants 
and the processes through which particular organizational patterns 
have been generated and are sustained.

The interactionist perspective, then, reminds us that both literally 
and empirically, there is no organization except in the actual 
behaviour of real people at some moment in time. It alerts us to 
the fact that, as with any such social construct, the organization 
is whatever those people do and think and say. Organization, so the 
argument goes, should be seen as the arena within which social action 
takes place rather than the 'determinant' of that action. The 
appropriate level of analysis for understanding organization thus 

becomes that of the individual organizational actor, and the
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proper focus of attention for the analyst the fundamental process 

of social interaction which is the central feature of organizational 

life.
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The organization as a problem of social psychology

The focus on understanding organization through an understanding of 

the behaviour of individuals and of organizational process has a 

fairly long and (relatively) distinguished history in organizational 
analysis. Chester Barnard, for example, insisted that the 
individual is always the basic strategic factor in organization.
In the preface to 'The Functions of the Executive', published in 

1938, Barnard indicated his intention to present in an orderly 
fashion "hypotheses which (he) had gradually constructed through 
several years concerning the executive processes which are 
specialized function in what we know as organizations." He was in 
little doubt regarding the utility of most of the literature 
available within the field of organizational analysis at the time 
he wrote:

"... nothing of which I knew treated of organization 
in a way which seemed to me to correspond either 
to my experience or to the understanding implicit 
in the conduct of those recognised to be adept in 
executive practice or in the leadership of 
organi zat i ons...."

Although Barnard shared with the classical theorists the view of 
the organization as a goal-seeking entity, he devoted considerably 
less attention to the formal, technical or structural aspects of 
organization and instead focused much more centrally on the role 
of individuals within the organization, their motivation and 
behaviour. For Barnard, the analysis of organization should 
largely be concerned with the relationships between people - he 
was less interested in describing spans of control, lines of 

command or specifying job designs than with outlining and discussing
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the relationship of individual participants to the ongoing executive 

process. Whilst his focus was limited to one particular group 

(executives) of organizational participants, and his approach to 

organizational analysis fundamentally managerialist in orientation, 

Barnard's work is significant in terms of its reliance upon concepts 

related to the actions and behaviour of executives as they go about 
their task of 'managing' the organization. Perrow (l972) describes 

the first sixty-one pages of Barnard's text as devoted to the attempt 
to ground his work in some kind of theory of human interaction, 
complete with epistemological discussion.

Barnard's work contained within it the seeds of a fairly distinct 
trend in organizational analysis in that it appears to lay the 
foundations for that branch of work which has come to be known as 
the 'decision—making' school of organizational theory and research, 
as represented by authors such as Simon , March, Cyert and others. 
Much of this work, as reflected in 'Administrative Behaviour' (l957) 
'Organizations' (1958) and 'A Behavioural Theory of the Firm' (1963) 
is concerned with the organization as a problem of social psychology. 
The 'decision-making' view of organization suggests a model of human 
behaviour much more complex than that contained within the more 
traditional classical or human relations approaches which preceded 
it, and in this sense represents a significant advance in terms of 
the analysis of organization.

Simon (1957), like Barnard, argued that in a most basic sense, 
organizations are made up of individuals;

"An organization is, after all, a collection of 
people, and what the organization does is done 
by people." (p 110)
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Understanding organization, therefore, is essentially a matter of 

understanding the behaviour of individuals acting in concert, making 

choices and making decisions together. The core of Simon's work, 

as described in the introduction to 'Administrative Behaviour' is 

the proposition of:

"...a theory of human choice or decision-making 
that aims to be sufficiently broad and realistic 
to accommodate both those rational aspects of 
choice that have been the principal concern of 
the economist, and those properties and limitations 
of the human decision-making mechanisms that have 
attracted the attention of psychologists and 
practical decision-makers,"

What Simon attempted to do was to understand the basic features of 

the organizational process as they derive from the characteristcs 

of human problem-solving and rational choice. Most theories of 

individual and organizational choice, he suggested, employ a 

concept of 'comprehensive rationality' according to which individuals 

and organizations - choose the best alternative, taking account of 

consequences, their probabilities and utiliti-es. The essence of 

Simon's contribution was a recognition that individuals have 

perceptual and information processing limits and even though they 

may intend to act rationally, they are able to do so only in a 

limited fashion. His concept of 'bounded rationality' set out some 

of these limits and their consequences - for example, acting on 

the basis of sufficient rather than complete knowledge (satisficing), 

breaking down complex problems into simpler parts (factored problems), 

using simple rules to search for the solution to a problem (e.g. 

looking in the immediate vicinity of the problem), using short

cuts etc.
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Thus Simon’s analysis alerts us to some of the physical and psychological 
limits of man’s capacity as a decision maker and the consequences of 

those limitations for the organizational process — hence he argues 
that one central concern of administrative theory must he with the 

boundary between the rational and non-rational aspects of human social 
behaviour. Simon’s theory of administration has had a tremendous 
influence upon, and has stimulated considerable interest in decision
making approaches to the analysis of organization. Again, although 
Simon primarily concerned himself with decision-making behaviour 
amongst executives and senior managers within organizations, he was 
at pains to point out that the questions of choice and decision-making 
were not confined to the top ranks of the hierarchy but have their 
parallels at all other levels of organization although the nature 
and scope of such choice may vary between different levels.

The basic themes put forward by Simon in ’Administrative Behaviour* 
were developed and updated in March and Simon (1958). ’Organizations’ 
sought to extend such ideas and begin to build a theory of 
organization based upon them - a theory which saw the organization 
as a set of individuals engaged within a decision-making process.

Whilst they recognised the importance of what they termed 
’organizational constraints’ on such a process, the framework they 
propose is built essentially around the study of individual behaviours 
and motivations. Pollard (1978) argues that March and Simon (1958) 
set a new direction in organizational theory:

"The heart of the theory is expressed in the idea 
that ’propositions about organizations are 
statements about human behaviour’ and that this 
involves showing which characteristics of human 
beings are relevant to the theory." (p 224)
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The characteristics which are seen as defining the human processes 

of problem solving and choice are thus seen as determining the 
basic features of organizational functioning.

Clegg and Dunkerley (l980) suggest that the work of Simon (1957) and 
of March and Simon (1958) translates into organizational terms the 
pragmatist emphasis central to the work of philosophers such as Jones 

and Dewey:

"... this pragmatist emphasis produces a model of 
the person which stresses not a completely rational 
organizational actor but one vho is only habitually 
rational. People attempt to be rational within the 
bounds of their habitual rationality rather than the 
bounds of objective rationality." (p 265)

The similarity between some of the ideas in the Simon and March 
analysis and the ideas which underlie the approach of the 
interactionists will thus be apparent — the construction of an 
appropriate and realistic model of human behaviour on which to base 
theory, the focus on the actions and behaviour of individuals rather 
than on structure, and the conscious alignment or integration of 
individual choices and decisions, all reflect related concerns.
Clegg and Dunkerley’s (198O) reading of Simon’s work further 
elaborates the point :

"The organization thus functions through its 
structure as the definition of the situation of 
choice. The organization structure co-ordinates 
into a planned and integrated whole the web of 
individual meanings and choices." (p 265)

Whilst the central concerns might be somewhat different to that of 
classical or huojan relations theorists, the problems associated with
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’reification’ still remain within the March and Simon perspective 

and this, it is suggested, prevents their work from being much more 

than a first step towards the construction of a viable alternative 

model of the organizational process.

The March and Simon model is further developed by Cyert and March 
(1963) in ’A Behavioural Theory of the Firm’, where the organization 
is conceptualized as an ’adaptively rational system’ coping with a 
variety of internal and external constraints in arriving at decisions. 
In the Cyert and March version of the model, the firm is an information 
processing and decision making system which has to cope with conflicts 
within and outside of its boundaries. The focus is on the internal 
operations of the firm and how these conflicts are managed. Cyert 

and March conclude that (1963 pp 117-125) decision-making processes 
have four features — ’quasi-resolution of conflict’; ’uncertainty 

avoidance’; ’problemistic search’; and ’organizational learning’;
- which suggest that decision-making is an activity that muddles 

through ’incrementally’, and sometimes apparently irrationally, rather 
than in any consistent or logical fashion.

What the approaches of Simon, March, Cyert and others suggest, 
despite the many difficulties inherent within their particular 
conceptualisations of organization, is that attention to the actions 
and the behaviour of organizational participants meeting the variety 
of situations which confront them, should feature much more 
prominently as a focus of attention in organizational analysis.
In their work on executive behaviour and decision-making practice, 
Barnard to some extent, and Simon, March et al much more consciously 
recognise that such practices are fundamentally the product of 
’acting’ and ’interacting’ individuals, and a function of the
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relationships they develop around the problems and issues that 
arise within the organization.
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The contribution of an interactionist perspective

Maines (1977) has suggested that one of the sociologists’ most 
persistent criticisms of interactionism has related to its presumed 

lack of conceptualisation of social organization. However he believes 

that these critics may have underestimated and certainly have under- 
emphasised the potential contribution that the perspective might make 
to the study of social organization, arguing that there is nothing 
inherent within the perspective which precludes such analysis. A 
further aspect of Maines’s discussion is that the work of Blumer has 
often been selectively interpreted as being ’incapable of treating 
social organization’. This again, as Maines suggests, and as I will 
hope to show, is a somewhat inaccurate assertion - whilst Blumer 
did not specifically focus on the analysis of organization, there 
is implicit within his work, and most certainly contained within the 
interactionist tradition more generally, an adequate concept and 
model of organization. The next part of this chapter is devoted to 
consideration of how the ideas of the interactionists - and 
specifically the work of Blumer - can contribute to our better 
understanding of organization through their potential for analysing 

individual behaviour within organization and the organizational process

The starting point is a question which is central to the interactionist 

tradition and focuses upon exactly how it is that men are able to act 

together. From an understanding of the nature of joint action we can 

begin to build the ideas of social association and collective structure 

that are the essence of the process of organizing. It will be 

remembered from Chapter Two that from an interactionist perspective, 

the life of any human society consists necessarily of an ongoing
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process of fitting together the activities of its members, and it 
is this complex of ongoing activity that establishes structure or 

organization. In Blumer’s (1969) words:

’’.... the essence of society lies in an ongoing process 
of action - not in a posited structure of relations. 
Without action, any structure of relations between 
people is meaningless. To be understood a society 
must be seen and grasped in terms of the action that 
comprises it.’’ (p 71 )

The interactionist view of social reality, is of a diversified social 
process in which people, individually and collectively, are engaged. 
Blumer (1966) again:

’’The picture is composed in terms of action. A society 
is seen as people meeting the varieties of situations 
that are thrust on them by their conditions of life. 
These situations are met by working out joint actions 
in which participants have to align their acts to 
one another. Each participant does so by interpreting 
the acts of others and in turn, by making indications 
to others as to how they should act. By virtue of this 
process of interpretation and definition, joint actions 
are built up, they have careers." (p 541)

So the basis for joint action is the establishment through 
interpretive interaction of common definitions of the situation, and 
hence the task of the analyst becomes the study of the processes of 
interaction and interpretation which underlie such definitions.

From such a perspective joint actions may be considered to range 
from the simple collaboration of two individuals on a common task 
to the much more complex alignment of the acts of huge organizations - 
whilst the processes of alignment and orientation might differ 
according to size, the genesis of the joint action is quite the same. 
Human group life, then, consists of the orientation of lines of
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actions by the members of a group and it is this alignment of action 

that gives rise to a particular ’organization’ of conduct. It will 
also be remembered from Chapter Two that such joint action was held 
to possess a distinctive character in its own right, as opposed to 

the individual actions that give rise to it, and that we are thus 

able to speak of a group or an organization without the necessity of 

identifying individual members.

That such a perspective, dependent upon the analysis of individual 
action and interaction, should be deemed appropriate to a study of 

the functioning of large organizations was held in little doubt by 
Blumer. What he does concede, however, is that in seeing such a 
large complex of diversified activities, all hanging together in fairly 
regularised and seemingly routinised operation, and in seeing the 
combination of a large number of participants into the well-knit 
independent relationships required by organization, it is easy to 
understand how analysts have come to view organizations as entities in 
themselves, following their own djiriamics and having the character of 

system or structure. However, he argues (1969), such a view is 
grossly mistaken - one should recognise the diverse array of 
participants, occupying different points in the organization, 
engaging in their actions at these points on the basis of the 

meanings they attach to events and the definitions they make of 
their situation:

"A network or an institution does not function 
automatically because of some inner dynamics or 
system requirements; it functions because people 
at different points do something, and what they 
do is a result of hew they define the situation 
in which they are called on to act." (p 19)
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Such meanings and definitions, it should be noted, have their own 
setting within the processes of social interaction in which the 

individual is engaged - they are formed, sustained, changed or 
transformed through those same social processes.

From an interactionist perspective, then, decisions and actions in 

organizations are seen to derive from the behaviour of individual 
participants seeking to meet the ’variety of their life and work 
situations’ and the organizational processes established out of their 

attempts to work together. Such a perspective is thus geared toward 
building a model of organization from much more basic propositions 
about human action and social behaviour - prompting us to question 
much more closely the bases of individual action, the definitions 
of the situation held by actors, the alliances and coalitions they 
develop and the nature of the joint actions they enter into.

Individual behaviour and ’the definition of the situation’

We have seen earlier that Weber distinguished action from behaviour 

in general by saying that a movement is not an action unless it has 
subjective meaning for the person (s) involved. It is this attempt 
to make sense, or attribute meaning to his situation, that is the 
hallmark of models of man derived from an interactionist perspective 
as opposed to those derived from more functionalist or deterministic 
perspectives. Weber himself held that it is fundamental to man’s 
nature that he seeks to give some sort of sense to his life and set 
out to analyse and describe some of the different ways in which 
individuals give meaning to their actions. Similar concerns are
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implicit in other work - for example Kelly’s (1956) theory of 
personality rests upon the premise that man is in business to make 
sense of his world and to test that sense in terms of its predictive 

capacity, and again Schütz (196?) has suggested that the essence of 
the human condition lies in the subjective experience of acting in 
and adopting attitudes towards the everyday ’life-world’ and that the 
key human capacities are to be discovered by ’the analysis of man’s 

ongoing practical consciousness’.

For Weber, however, there were a number of ways in which individuals 

sought to give meaning to their particular actions (a) Zweckrational 

(the ideal of rational conduct, evaluatively neutral); (b) vert- 
rational (value-rational conduct); (c) affective-emotional (under the 
direct influence of feeling); and (d) traditionalist (arising out 
of established practice). Traditionally, models of man within 
organization theory have tended to emphasise consideration of (a) 
and concern themselves primarily with rationality in relation to the 
particular goals of the organization. However the ways in which 
individuals give meaning to their actions involves much more than 
the organizationally oriented, calculative rationality of such 
theory, as Weber’s relatively simple typology might suggest, and as 
certain aspects of human relations, systems and decision-making 

approaches to the study of organization have begun to demonstrate - 
emotion, values and habitual conduct can often play as significant 
a part as rational calculation in guiding the activity of man.

To understand individual behaviour within organizations, then, so 
the argument goes, we must seek to explain action in terms 
meaningful to the actors involved, a line of thinking reflected in
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Weber’s concept of ’verstehen’ which required that the actions of men 

be so understood - in terms of the subjective meaning of such action - 
rather than in terms of meanings held, however dearly, by the outside 
observer. Through some form of sympathetic introspection, the analyst 
should attempt to take the standpoint of the acting individual whose 
behaviour he is studying, and attempt to use that standpoint to 
capture the particular meaning of the action. Such concerns, as we 
saw in the latter part of Chapter Two, have found parallels in 

various analytical and methodological positions adopted by inter
actionist researchers.

One such position is that related to the concept of 'the definition 

of the situation' in interactionist thought. The idea that human 
beings act on the basis of their definitions of the situation has . 
become axiomatic for the interactionist perspective. The notion was 
first given proper expression in Thomas (1923) where he suggested 
that :

"Preliminary to any self-determined act of behaviour 
there is always a stage of examination and deliberation 
which we may call the definition of the situation. And 
actually not only concrete acts are dependent on the 
definition of the situation, but gradually a whole 
life-policy and the personality of the individual 
himself follow from a series of such definitions." (p 42)

As Ball (1972) points out, what Thomas was asserting was eminently 

common-sensical, that actions and interactions are a consequence of 

the way actors define their situation, i.e. they do things on the 
basis of what they see is to be done, can be done, will be done by 
others etc. For Ball, the definition of the situation is;
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"the SUIT, of all recognised information, from the 
point of view of the actor, which is relevant to 
locating himself and others, so that he can 
engage in self determined lines of action and 
interaction." (p 63)

Whilst Stebbins (I969) could draw attention to the paucity of 

research that focuses on the definitions of specific situations 
by individuals as explanations for the behaviour of those individuals 
in such situations, it nevertheless remains that the essence of 
Thomas's proposition has had a quite profound impact - if not in 
terms of focus then certainly in terras of orientation - on analysts 
and researchers within the interactionist tradition.

Defining the situation, then, is essentially a process of investing 
one's circumstances with meaning, and the meanings so attributed 
to situations will clearly vary from individual to individual. Prom 
such a perspective understanding individual behaviour within 
organisât ions becomes a matter of understanding individuals' 
definitions of the situations in which they have to act. Organization, 
in these terms, like the wider social reality of which it is a part, 
is thus seen as a diversified social process in which people are 
engaged in forming and sustaining joint actions to deal with each 
other and with the situations confronting them, on the basis of such 
definitions of the situation. Against such a background I now turn 
to a more detailed examination of the nature of joint action as 
manifest within an organizational setting.

Joint action and the organizational process

It will be apparent that a great deal of the behaviour we observe
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within organizations will have the character of repetitiveness and 

stability and will appear fairly 'routine' in its execution. Indeed 
Blumer (1969) notes that the preponderant portion of social action 
in a human society (at least in a settled society) is of this nature;

"In most situations in which people act toward one 
another they have in advance a firm understanding 
of how to act and how other people act. They share 
common and pre-established meanings of what is 
expected in the action of participants, and 
accordingly each participant is able to guide his 
own behaviour by such meanings." (p 17)

In Mangham's (1978) terms, the 'situational scripts' for such 

circumstances are well known - they are the product of repeated 
association with the situations involved in such scripts. Social 
actors know what is expected of them and perform, by and large, in 
line with these expectations. As examples, Mangham identifies the 
preparation of a budget, making plans, holding meetings, interviewing 
candidates, claiming expenses, doing research, making presentations 
and so on - in all cases we know not only what to do and how to 
play our part, but also what is considered not to be appropriate 
behaviour in such circumstances.

The perspective of Weick (1969) allows him to reach a similar 
conclusion from a somewhat different base. For Weick, organizing is 
accomplished by several reourrent processes which consist of 
individual behaviours that are interlocked among two or more 

persons. The behaviour of one person is 'contingent' on the 
behaviour of another person or persons, and it is this contingency 
which is the main property that separates collective from singular 
action. Weick uses Allport's (1962) concept of collective structure 

to elaborate his argument. In Allport's words;
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"... whenever there is a pluralistic situation 
in which in order for an individual (or class 
of individuals) to perform some act (or have 
some experience) that he desires to perform (or 
for which he is ’set’) it is necessary that 
another person (or persons) perform certain acts 
(either similar or different and complementary 
to his own), we have what can be called a fact 
of collective structure. It is either collectively 
actualized or potential." (p 1?)

Collective structure, in Weick’s model, emerges to produce order and 

regularity in a given situation. Whilst people are continually exposed 
to streams of ongoing events it becomes difficult for a person to 
make sense of what is happening and to anticipate what will happen 

unless he is able to make some of these events recur — in order to 
make the world more predictable the individual has to establish 
events which terminate and are repeated, in other words he has to 
stabilize some portion of the ongoing events.

In a complex interdependent situation, Weick argues, the individual 
cannot produce ’closure’ by solitary acts, and therefore cycles of 
events can only be established by taking account of other persons, 
by discovering and implementing one or more ’mutually reciprocal 
behaviours’. Once a set of these interlocking behaviours has been 
established, a collective structure exists. In Allport's terivis:

"The give and take of two reciprocating individuals 
.... is a cycle in which the behaviour of each 
receives closure from, and is bound through 
reciprocation to, the behaviour of the other 
within a collective structure made up of the two." (p 13)

The basic thrust of Weick's argument is that an organization can 
best be defined in terms of the processes of organizing — indeed 

any organization is the way it runs through the processes of
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organizing. These processes, which consist of interlocked behaviours, 

are related and form a 'system'. He arrives at the following 

definitions;

"Organizing consists of the resolving of equivocality 
in an enacted environment by means of interlocked 
behaviours embedded in conditionally related processes 
Interlocked behaviours are the basic elements that 
constitute any organization. They consist of 
repetitive,reciprocal, contingent behaviours that 
develop and are maintained between two or more 
actors." (p 91)

Weick proposes that there are three organizing processes - enactment, 

selection and retention, aimed at the reduction of equivocality 
within the environment;

"The enactment process creates the information that 
the system adapts to, and in doing so removes a small 
amount of equivocality ....
... the greatest share is equivocality is removed 
by the selection process. On the basis of criteria 
established by past experience, the selection 
process sorts through the variety present in the 
equivocal information, admits those portions which 
satisfy the criteria, and thereby puts the equivocal
information into orderly form ..... retention
  is basically a storage process, it .....
removes some equivocality by integrating newer 
items with items previously retained." (p 9l/2)

Weick accounts for the stability of much of what happens in 
organizations by the specification of what he terms 'assembly 

rules' - criteria by which some subset of all the possible inter
locked behaviours relevant to the process of organizing is actually 

selected for application to the informational input, which represents 
the stream of ongoing events with which individuals in organizations 

are faced. These rules represent, in many respects, a fairly 

unique picture of the behaviour of organizational participants -
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Weick’s attempt to account for what he sees as the boundedly rational 

behaviour of individuals, socialized in part at least to the operative 
goals of specific members of the organization, and operating in an 
extremely complex, interdependent situation. He details examples 
of assembly rules thus;

"1 Effort - select those cycles whose completion
requires the least effort

2 Frequency - select those cycles that occurred most 
frequently in the past

3 Success - select those cycles that have been most
successful in removing equivocality

4 Permanence - select those cycles that will produce 
the most stable change in the input

5 Duration - select those cycles that can be
completed in the shortest period of time

6 Availability-select those cycles that are not 
currently engaged in other activities

7 Personnel - select those cycles that are 'manned
by more experienced people'

8 Relevance - select those cycles that most clearly
resemble the assumed content of the input

9 Reward - select those cycles that the members
regard as most rewarding

10 Disturbance- select those cycles that will cause 
least disruption in the ongoing system." (p 72/3)

It is fairly easy to see from these 'rules' how much of the behaviour 
that occurs within organizations will be of a routine or stable 
nature. Other particular aspects of Weick's model will be discussed 
later, but for the moment we return to our discussion of 'joint 
action' that is held to lie at the heart of the organizational 
process.

Usually, the course of a joint action will be outlined in advance 
by the fact that the participants will make a common identification 
of it - and this, according to Blumer accounts for the regularity 
and stability in the way in which events unfold. Quite clearly, man 
does not freshly create social organization at every turn - rather
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he inherits a quite complex arrangement of traditions, values and 

habits which are the result of previous efforts to deal with the 
situations to which he is exposed. The astute managing director, 

for example, will usually know how best to deal with the different 
members of his management team and over a period of time we might 

observe his characteristic ways of interacting with them. Such 

behaviour is essentially the result of his attempts to align his 
own action with the actions of those who work with him - their 
actions and reactions to their managing director will, similarly, 
be informed by their previous experience in working with him. Any 
joint action, whether newly formed or long established, has necessarily 
arisen against a background of previous actions of the participants.
In a wider sense, as Blumer (1969) notes, a new kind of joint action 
never comes into existence apart from such a background;

"The participants involved in the formation of a new 
joint action always bring to that formation the world 
of objects, the sets of meanings and the schemes of 
interpretation that they already possess. Thus, the 
new form of joint action always emerges out of and is 
connected with a context of previous joint action." (p 20)

A prerequisite for understanding such joint action is thus to 
understand the context, in a historical sense, in which that joint 
action takes place. Even in the face of new or unique situations of 
stress or crisis when people may have to improvise new responses 
markedly different from any which have preceded them, there will 
always be connection and continuity with what went before - one 
cannot understand the new form of joint action without incorporating 
knowledge of this continuity into the analysis of the new situation.

It is such order and regularity, the apparent permanence in the ways
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in which events unfold that have led a large number of authors 
and theorists to view organization or society as structure — 

Blumer (1969) suggests that:

"Most sociological schemes rest on the belief that 
a human society exists in the form of an established 
order of living, with that order resolvable into 
adherence to sets of rules, norms, values and 
sanctions that specify to people how they are to act 
in their different situations." (p 18)

On the contrary, proponents of an interactionist perspective would 

argue from a quite different standpoint that observation of 
behaviour which appears a result of the operation of norms, values, 
social rules and the like should not blind the social scientist to 

the fact that, as Blumer (1969) points out:

"... any one of them is subtended by a process of 
social interaction - a process that is necessary 
not only for their change but equally well for 
their retention in a fixed form. It is the social 
process in group life that creates and upholds 
the rules, not the rules that create and uphold 
group life." (p 19)

Whilst the background and historical context of social action may be 
important in terms of understanding that action, in no sense does 
that action or any rules or norms of behaviour established on 
the basis of that action serve to determine any subsequent action. 
Rather it is the reverse - patterns of recurrent action determine 
what we consider a norm or rule of behaviour in such circumstances. 
From the standpoint of interactionism, the 'organization' is the 
framework inside of which social action takes place, not the 
determinant of that action, the organization is the product of the 
activity of the acting units which comprise it. In Mangham's (1978) 
terms:
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"The patterns of reciprocating behaviours lead 
directly to patterns of mutual expectations which 
gradually take on the character of a norm or set 
of norms which both Ego and Alter, and other social 
actors when faced with what they take to be similar 
situations, accept as binding upon themselves and 
as defining the particular conditions of their 
interactions." (p 58)

New or novel situations, problematic for the participants in terms 
of how they are to deal with them, constantly arise as they seek 
to align their own plans and strategies of action with those of 
others seeking to do likewise. Such situations are the essence of 
any organized group life, from a relatively unstructured training 
group exercise to a diversification decision made by a large multi
national company. In both cases, the participants involved in their 
respective tasks will engage in discussion aimed at solving their 
respective problems. They will both consider alternative definitions 
and interpretations of the situation, both draw on past experience 
of similar (and sometimes not so similar*.) situations, reach 
premature conclusions, carefully ignore relevant information and 
stress less relevant information - in short, they will reach an 
essentially idiosyncratic resolution of the issues with which they 
are faced.

Careful observation of their behaviour in a number of situations 

may, as has been pointed out, lead us to draw out regularities, 
characteristic ways of behaving in particular circumstances, either 
individually or collectively, but it should be noted that it is 
the behaviour that leads us to hypothesise regularities, not 
regularities which determine behaviour. Similarly, we should 
recognise that in such cases of pre-established and repetitive joint 
action, each instance of such joint action has to be formed anew.
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The participants to such action still have to construct and fit 
together their respective individual lines of action through the 
processes of definition and interpretation - in the case of 

* repetitive’ action this is the result of the application of the 
same or similar meanings to events. Only thus can two situations 

be at least of sufficient similarity to be considered to have been 

'repeated*. From such a perspective, then, as Blumer (1969) again 
points out:

"... we are forced to realise that the play and fate 
of meaning are what is important, not the joint action 
in its established form. Repetitive and stable joint 
action is just as much a result of an interpretative 
process as is a new form of joint action that is
being developed for the first time ....
... the meanings that underlie established azid 
recurrent joint action are themselves subject to 
pressure as well as to reinforcement, to incipient 
dissatisfaction as well as to indifference; they 
may be challenged as well as affirmed, allowed to 
slip along without concern as well as subjected 
to infusions of new vigour."

All of which reinforces the point that it is action and interaction 
that lies at the heart of any organized effort, and that the 
establishment and maintenance of shared meanings play a crucial 

role in the whole process. Weick (1969 P 44) makes essentially the 
same point in terms of the formation of a group - usually, he argues, 

the developmental sequence implies that first a group forms and 
that there is then a convergence on rules etc. for maintaining the 
group. What makes more sense from the perspective implied above is 
to reverse that sequence - convergence thus precedes and, indeed, 
may be regarded as a necessary condition for, the emergence of 
groups. It is the initial overlap among people in their beliefs 
Weick points out (or in pure interactionist terms, in the meanings



-125-

and definitions they assign to events) which makes it possible for 

more enduring social relationships to emerge - having first 
converged on shared ideas of how a structure can form, the persons 
then activate a repetitive cycle of interlocked behaviours, i.e. they 

form a ’collective structure’.

Recapping briefly on the argument to date, the interactionist 

perspective suggests that the joint or collective action of group 
or organization, even of society itself, must be viewed as an inter

linkage of the separate acts of the participants. Failure to 
recognise the base of any such social action in the individual 
definitions of the situation and actions of the participants leads 
the analyst or observer to overlook the fact that any instance of 
joint action must of necessity undergo a process of formation even 
though it may appear a well-established and repetitive or routine 
activity. This formation is a resultant of the constituent 
processes of interpretation, definition and the assignment of 
meaning to the situation and to the acts of other participants that 
were discussed in Chapter Two. Social order, thus conceived, is 
a complex ’balance’ of working agreements on the basis of which 
the participants can proceed to deal with the task in hand or the 
situation which confronts them. Moreover, any instance of joint 

action has a variable or contingent life - you cannot necessarily 
assume that agreements reached during one phase of a particular 
interaction will necessarily be carried over into the next - such 

agreements are continually worked upon, reconfirmed or rejected 
during the course of the interaction. In other words, any joint 
action is contingent upon events which occur during its course - 
whilst participants may initially agree on definitions, rules of 

conduct and identities, these definitions are not fixed for all
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time or even for the course of the particular interaction, 
conflicting points of view may emerge at any stage in the proceedings 
and change the entire basis of the interaction. Thus it is that Hall 

(1972) concludes;

"Even though much of joint action is in the form of 
repetitive, patterned responses to common situations, 
each instance of it has to be recreated, reconstituted 
and reenacted. But over and above these situations, 
there are numerous contingencies, ambiguities, 
constraints, problems and conflicts which require 
new or changing definitions. Thus the quality of 
social life is characterized by greater degrees of 
uncertainty and requires stronger conscious effort 
than normally described.
.... Joint action is ... like a chemical compound 
rather than a mixture. It is more than the 
aggregate of its parts; it is a synthesis that results 
from inter-subjectivity, feedback, consensus and 
co-ordination. It is a merging, an alignment of 
actions that develops in the course of assessing 
the situations, determining what has to be done, 
assigning tasks and carrying them out. It is 
clearly a complicated process..." (p 4I)

The negotiated order model

Authors and theorists within the interactionist tradition, then, 
may be seen to adopt a quite distinctive position with regard to 
what they see as the essential nature of social reality - as 

constructed out of the actions and interactions of participants 
within the social order. In similar fashion, the development of 
an interactionist model of organization proceeds along the same 

lines - ’order’ or ’structure’ within the organization, as in any 
social grouping, is not something which automatically occurs but 
rather must be worked at continuously, and constructed out of the 

joint actions of the participants. As Strauss et.al (1963) suggest
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"the shared agreements, the binding contracts which 
constitute the grounds for an expectable, non
surprising, taken-for-granted, even ruled orderliness 
are not binding and shared for all time. Contracts, 
understandings, agreements, rules - all have appended 
to them a temporal clause". (p I4 8)

The very tenuous nature of the organizational order is thus a direct 

result of the behaviour of individuals and groups of individuals 

within the organization pursuing particular objectives in a situation 
framed by the presence of other individuals or groups - and out of 

such situations arise regularised patterns of interaction, the 
differentiation of roles and relationships, and the suggestion of 
ruled orderliness. Such orderliness is, however, from the point 
of view of the interactionists, not seen as an objective reality 
but as a complex balance of observable patterns of behaviour arising 
out of individuals' attempts to align their actions one with another. 
Such a position underpinned the work of Strauss and his colleagues 
conducted in the late 1950s and early 1960s and directed at the 
analysis of the organization of a hospital. Their conceptualisation 
of the organization as 'negotiated order’ forms the next link in the 
development of our understanding of organization from the inter
actionist perspective.

Taking their lead from the work of Mead and Blumer, Strauss et al 
began from the assertion that students of formal organization tend 

to underplay the processes of internal change as well as overestimate 
the more stable features of organizations - including their rules 

and hierarchical statuses. On the contrary, however, they suggested 
that such processes were central to the proper understanding of 
organization and in their terms the bases of concerted action, 
rather than being based upon rules or rigid role requirements, must
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be reconstituted or 'worked at' more or less continuously.

The concept that they struck upon to characterise the organizational 
process as they envisaged it was 'negotiation*. Strauss (19?8) in 
discussing the work some twenty years later, was in little doubt 
regarding the crucial importance of negotiation to the construction 

of the social order as he perceived it;

"... everyone seemed to be negotiating about something. 
So central did this negotiation seem to the events 
being studied that when writing up the conclusions 
we made 'negotiation* a key concept along with 
several others, and coined the term 'negotiated 
order'. Although sticking closely to assertions 
about psychiatric personnel and their hospitals, 
rather than writing about organizations in general, 
we did suggest that the usual structural and 
organizational approaches quite underplayed the 
important phenomena called negotiation." (p 5)

In Chapter Two, in discussing the McCall and Simmons (1966) model of 
the dynamics of interaction, we noted that negotiation - of both 
social identities and interactive roles — lay at the base of the 
achievement of the working agreements on which interaction could 
proceed. The individual processes of presentation of self and 
of altercasting in and of themselves do not serve to structure a 
particular interaction but merely to suggest the directions in which 

the interaction might proceed - they are essentially individual 
definitions of the situation. Just as one party to the interaction 

will suggest the identities to be assumed and the role to be played 

in a specific interaction, so too will the other party or parties - 
if neither is willing to give way or modify his particular definition, 
the interaction can not proceed on any meaningful basis. However, 
as McCall and Simmons (I966) pointed out :
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"Typically .... the two parties will negotiate some 
sort of compromise, each acceding somewhat to the 
other's demands, though seldom in equal degree 
this compromise definition of the role and 
character of each is not executed in a single 
step hut is the eventual result of a complex 
process of negotiation or bargaining " (p I40)

Negotiation of the social identities of each participant leads to a 

'first stage' working agreement on the basis of which the parties 

to the interaction can negotiate more specifically their individual 
parts or roles in the interaction. Although as McCall and Simmons 

point out these identities are never completely settled even in the 
most routine interaction, they form the backcloth against which the 
parties can turn to the main business of their encounter—agreeing 
the tasks to be performed and specifying the individual elements of 
task performance.

The interactionist model of organization suggests that it is just 
those same processes of presentation of self, altercasting, the 
proposal of definitions of the situation and the negotiation of 
roles and identities, that lie at the heart of organizational life. 
Organization is thus seen as a process of creating and maintaining 
relationships through the repeated and recurrent fitting together 
of individual actions - the working agreements which characterise 

organizational life derive from and are dependent upon such action 
and interaction - and in these terms 'order' and 'change' within an 
organization might be considered to be the product of more or less 

continuous negotiation. As Mangham (l979) puts it:

"Behaviour in organizations is marked by an ongoing 
process of negotiation, one in which working 
agreements are created, consolidated or overturned 
as members interact." (p 75)
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It is the dual aspects of (i) role-creation and (ii) negotiation 

that two of Strauss's colleagues, Bucher and Stelling (1969) hypothesise 

to he the primary attributes of a professional organization. They 

argue that :

"When a person who has been acknowledged as a 
professional enters the organization, he does not 
step into a clearly defined and preexisting role. 
Rather he builds his own place in the organization 
and creates the role that he plays there. In the 
medical school, for example, we have never seen 
a case in which a new faculty member took over the 
role of his predecessor. Even within the same 
discipline faculty members differ in their 
conception of their responsibilities, their 
interests, and their ways of organizing their 
time." (p 4/5 )

Hospitals provide Bucher and Stelling with many instances and examples 
of the processes of role creation at work — for example they suggest 
that the appointment of a new chief of service frequently results 
in a complete change in the way the service is run; similarly, as 
new interns, residents and attending men rotate through the service, 
each works out his role on the service in interaction with the others. 
For Bucher and Stelling, role creation is a direct consequence of 
the according of professional status - they argue that the professional 
is the person who has the right to say what should be done and 
what is necessary to gèt it done, and hence enjoy considerable scope 
in controlling their working conditions.

The model proposed by Bucher and Stelling to describe the functioning 

of professional organizations is, I suggest, more generally applicable 
to a much wider range of organizational situations - we have seen 

how the processes of establishing roles and identities lie at the 

heart of the construction of the joint actions which comprise any
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organized effort, and from such a perspective the dual aspects of 
role creation and negotiation become central to the understanding 
of order and change within any organization, whether dominated by 

professionals or not. Indeed, Bucher and Stelling (1969) argue 
similarly on the basis of their reading of the work of authors such 

as Bennis (1966), Dalton (l959)» Goldner (1967), and Goldner and 

Ritti (1967) that:

"... we had been thinking of an organization dominated 
by professionals as a distinctive type of formal 
organization. However a number of recent studies 
have emphasised fluidity and emerging forms in 
organizations, and it appears that not even industrial 
firms are as bureaucratized as was formerly believed." (p 3)

Mangham (1978) is in broad agreement and quotes the work of Martin 
(1956) to illustrate his point that whilst some'interlocked behaviours' 
are more constraining than others, particular performances within 
organizations are characterised by a degree of improvisation not 
usually found elsewhere. Martin in his study of what people do in 
an industrial plant found that staff foremen functioned 'almost 
completely in terms of alternatives which are ready made and enduring' 
but that the works manager, for example, 'frequently encounters 
situations in which the alternatives must be constructed' - in 
between the two extremes, superintendents and departmental foremen 
'were concerned with decision situations of a mixed form'.

So, what holds true for 'professionals' at relatively senior levels 
within a particular organization may also be true, in varying degrees, 
for individuals at other levels within the organizational hierarchy - 

whilst the relative amounts of discretion afforded to particular 
individuals will vary, the essential dynamics of role creation and



-132-

negotiation will remain. Some authors, notably Roy (1953,196C) 
have argued that there are, inevitably, degrees of discretion in 

every job, and scope for initiative or improvisation in even the 

most menial of tasks. Conceptualised in this fashion, shop floor 
attitudes and behaviour are seen to depend quite crucially on 
supervisor - operative interaction and relationships, and as 

Gouldner (1965) bas demonstrated in his analysis of the indulgency 
pattern, the actual patterns of interaction which develop between 

such groups are important determinants of operative behaviour in 
situations of stress.

Friedson (1976) has further elaborated the idea to conceptualise the 
division of labour as;

"... a process of social interaction in the course of 
which the participants are continually engaged in 
attempting to define, establish, maintain and renew 
the tasks they perform and the relationships with 
others which the tasks presuppose." (p 31I)

Such a perspective is a far cry from the tendency to conceptualize 
occupational roles as merely a configuration of technical or 
intellectual operations within an overall economic division of labour 
A similar position is adopted by Eiger (1975) who suggests that 
some critics of functionalist or systems analyses of industrial 
organizations have attempted to provide a reappraisal of the 
importance of organizational goals and formal procedures in 

organizations and have treated actors’ involvements and interests 
as having a problematic relationship to such goals and procedures. 
Thus, he argue s:
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The explanatory framework emphasising 
systematic constraints rooted in normative 
order has been replaced by one which sees 
both constraints and accomplishments as 
socially constructed by interactants. This 
alternative approach to the analysis of 
industrial organizations emphasises that the 
impact of organizational goals on organizational 
action is mediated by processes of interpretation 
and negotiation in which the various groups 
of participants attempt to protect and advance 
their special interests." (p $6)

Eiger’s argument is that the social relations which characterise 
industrial organizations must be understood not only in terms of 
organizational design or decision rules but also quite significantly 
in terms of the nature of the involvements of participants. Both 
organizational design and participants’ involvement are seen as 
the products of interpretation and negotiation between members of 
the organization.

As Blumer notes, in making the process of interpretation and 
definition of one another’s acts central to human interaction, 
interactionism is able to cover the full range of huiusxi association - 
co-operation as well as conflict, harmony as well as disagreement.
The participants in each of such relations have the same common 
task of constructing their acts by interpreting and defining the 
acts of each other. The question of what holds a society or 
organization together becomes less a matter of understanding one 
aspect of human association (co-operation, harmony) and much more 
of understanding a range of possible association. Traditionally, 
sociologists have held that unity, stability and orderliness within 
a society or organization derive from a sharing in common of certain 
norms or values and that conflict between values or disagreement 
over norms creates disunity, disorder or instability. Such a
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conception is radically transformed if we think of a society or an 
organization as essentially consisting of the fitting together of 

individual lines of action to form joint action. Blumer (1966) 

suggests that :

"Such alignment may take place for any number of 
reasons, depending on the situations calling for 
joint action, and need not involve, or spring 
from, the sharing of common values. The participants 
may fit their acts to one another in orderly joint 
actions on the basis of compromise, out of duress, 
because they may use one another in achieving 
their respective ends, because it is the sensible 
thing to do, or out of sheer necessity."

This is particularly likely to be true, Blumer points out, in a modem 
complex society or organization with their great diversity in 
composition, in lines of interest, and in their respective worlds 
of concern. He concludes:

"In very large measure, society becomes the 
formation of workable relations."

He believes that the Meadian perspective, in posing the questions of 
how people are led to align their actions to one another in different 
situations is a much more fruitful and realistic approach to the study 
of social association than that which presupposes and stems from a 
sharing of common norms and values. A basic implication of adopting 
an interactionist perspective on organization is acceptance of the 
premise that when individuals or groups of any size work together 
to get things done, the agreement is required about such matters as 
what, how, when and how much. Such agreement is not a prerequisite 
of association but rather a continuing requirement of association 
and hence, much more problematic in its attainment. Agreement on
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such matters arises out of interaction between the interested parties 

and continued agreement itself something to be worked at in more or 
less constant fashion through the same processes of interpretation, 

definition and interaction. It is thus that Strauss (1978) argues 

for the central role of ’negotiation’ in the construction of social 

reality;

"Negotiation is not merely one specific human 
activity or process, of importance primarily because 
it appears in particular relationships (diplomacy, 
labour relations, business transactions and so on) 
but it is of such major importance in human affairs 
that its study brings us to the heart of studying
social orders ....  the implication is that social
orders are, in some sense, always negotiated orders." (p 234/5 )

The conceptualisation of organization as ’negotiated order’ thus 
enabled Strauss and his colleagues to understand and describe a 
whole area of organizational life to which more deterministic or 
functionalist perspectives had denied them any proper access. Hence 
in their 19^3 paper, those researchers could point to a situation 
where :

"hardly anyone (knew) all the extant rules, much 
less exactly what situations they apply to, for 
whom and with what sanctions."

In particular, they found that some rules once promulgated would fall 
into disuse, or would periodically receive administrative reiteration 
after the staff had either ignored those rules or forgotten them: 
in other instances staff would call upon certain rules to obtain 
what they themselves wished; also that some staff were adept at 
breaking the rules when it suited convenience or when the situation 
demanded; and that at the very top of the administrative structure
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a quite tolerant stance would be taken toward extensiveness of 
rules and laxity of rules. Hence, their conclusion was that the 

area of action covered directly by clearly enunciated rules was 

very small. Their alternative model pictured the hospital as:

"a locale where personnel, mostly but not exclusively 
professionals, are emmeshed in a complex negotiative 
process in order both to accomplish their individual 
purposes and to work - in an established division of 
labour - toward clearly as well as vaguely phrased 
institutional objectives." (p I67)

- which is quite a different definition of organization to the ones 
more commonly encountered within the literature.

What Strauss and his colleagues were suggesting was that agreement 
about what is to be done, how and when, are essentially matters of 
bargaining and negotiation between the participants to any joint 
action rather than being determined by rules or structure, norm or 
system or whatever. As such, any instance of joint action represents 
a working agreement between those participants as to how to proceed - 
whilst such agreements and the negotiative processes which give rise 

to them normally fade into the background as interaction proceeds 
they represent the essential backcloth against which we should view 
such interaction.

Maines ('*977) in his discussion of negotiated order theory acknowledges 
its roots in research carried out in the interactionist tradition, 
arguing that from its inception the perspective was firmly grounded 
in the assumptions underlying symbolic interactionism, and that is 
has allowed those assumptions to guide its subsequent development.
He sees the main thrust of the work carried out by Strauss and his
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colleagues as conceptually oriented to Mead’s quest for an answer 
to the question of how order and change can occur simultaneously, and, 

on the basis of empirical studies of the organization of a hospital 
establishing the general framework of the perspective.

Benson and Day (1976) similarly suggest that:

"Negotiated order theory ... propounded by Anselm 
Strauss, Rue Bucher and others - brings a 
processual perspective to bear upon the 
establishment and maintenance of a division 
of labour in organizations. As such it 
provides a substantial challenge to the 
structural-functional and rational—bureaucratic 
arguments which have dominated the analysis 
of these issues." (p 1)

They go on to capture well some of the essence and the appeal of the 
negotiated order model:

"... to the analysis of (organizational) contexts 
the analysts brought a perspective stressing 
interaction. They were satisfied neither with a 
structural nor an individual perspective. The 
perspective might be termed instead situational 
in that it concerns the specific ways in which 
individuals interact within a given social context.
The situation consists of arrangements, understandings, 
definitions, practices, linkages etc. through which 
work is done. These constitute a texture which is 
irreducibly social. It cannot be reduced to 
individual orientations nor reified as a fixed 
determinate structure." (p 2)

Strauss himself (1978) has suggested that the appeal of the perspective 
reflects to some extent the dissatisfaction on the part of some 
social scientists with rationalistic models for explaining human 
behaviour. Conflict among and inside organizations is increasingly 
noted and studied, and individuals within organizations increasingly
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regarded as active shapers of their own social arrangements and social 
destinies. This has meant that models based on the stricter 

determinisms (economic, technological, social or biological) appear 
of dubious validity. The negotiated order perspective is thus a 
direct result of the efforts of theorists working most notably in the 
areas of occupations and professions, towards the development of a 
riiodel of behaviour which more closely reflected their observations 
and feelings about what took place in organizations where they carried 
out their research.

Strauss (1978) demonstates the applicability of his perspective to 
a number of research problems and settings from the issue of corruption 
in the political arena to the negotiations that occur between 
insurance companies and claimants and to clan intermarriage and 
bridewealth negotiations! My own purpose is somewhat more restricted 
to an examination of the utility of such a perspective to an under
standing of interaction within organizations. Strauss poses the 
question - What does negotiation look like, what are its special 
features, when people are and must be in fairly continuous working 
relations? Quite obviously, he argues ( 1978, p 105) organization 
can persist unless its members manage somehow to come to terms with 
each other’s actions, to work with each other, even if antagonostically, 
in order to get done whàt needs to be done ’for’ or ’in’ or ’through’ 
the organization - while some relationships among members involve 
relatively routine actions guided by what appear to be fairly standard 
rules of thumb, others may involve conflict, ambiguity, novelty and 
so on.

Strauss analyses his own research into the organization of experimental
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psychiatric wards and Dalton's (1959) work on the organization of 
individual firms as examples of studies amenable to interpretation 

via concepts of 'negotiation* and 'negotiated order'. The two 
cases differ in several important respects:

"The (experimental wards) are characterized by 
continuous working relationships that to the 
actors themselves are novel and challenging, but 
often ambiguous, puzzling, risky and frustrating.
So there is considerable negotiation over new 
tasks, new roles, new functions, and new (and old) 
jurisdictional terrains .... in the industrial 
firms discussed, a great deal of collusion, covert 
making of deals is characteristic, as individuals 
attempt to further their jobs, aspirations, careers, 
and even their nonorganizational purposes through 
negotiating covertly as well as overtly." (p 106)

Another significant difference between the two settings is that :

"... on the experimental wards the social order is 
visibly in the making, the work relationships are 
evolving before our eyes, while the negotiations 
are transparently contributing toward all this 
development. Questions of legitimacy are intimately
related to this emergent aspect of the wards .....
... whereas in the industrial firms questions of 
legitimacy are related more to a relatively durable 
web of commitments that involves both legitimate 
and illegitimate action..." (p 107)

In both cases, however, the respective researchers were faced with 
the problems of characterising the social order of the organization 
they were studying. Both reflected the view that students of 
organization had tended to overemphasise the 'stability* of such 
organization, to focus on their structure, their 'rules', their 
authority hierarchies and to quite underestimate and underplay the 
interactional dimensions, the process of role creation and role 
negotiation that seemed to be present to some degree in every
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situation. This they sought to remedy through their own focus on the 

actions, interactions and patterned relationships of the participants 

as they carried out their daily tasks, Strauss et.al providing analysis 
explicitly founded upon the idea of the 'negotiated order' and Dalton 

presenting a case study implicitly interactionist in trust and tone.

Hall (1972) in his brief review of the model of society as negotiated 
order suggests that such a model provides a useful means of 

analysing the nature and processes of joint action. He concludes:

"... joint action is now seen as a complex process 
involving all the manifestations of bargaining and 
negotiation - strategy, tact, intelligence, 
manoeuvring, persuasion, inducement, constraint, 
threat and exchange. The model of society that 
derives from the negotiated order is one characterised 
by a complex network of competing groups and 
individuals acting to control, maintain or improve 
their social conditions as defined by their self- 
interests. The realisation of these interests, 
material and ideal, are the outcomes of negotiated 
situations, encounters and relationships." (p 45)



CHAPTER FOUR

THE NEGOTIATED ORDER MODEL APPLIED

In Chapter Four I will attempt the application of some of the concepts 

and ideas introduced and discussed in the past two chapters - 
specifically the model of organization as ’negotiated order’ - to the 
analysis of a particular organizational situation. Throughout the 
chapter some assessment will be made of the potential usefulness of 
the general approach to understanding organization as suggested by 

the perspective and method of interactionism, and of the more 
specific understanding of the organization as reflected within the 
negotiated order model.

The case material to be discussed below and in the later chapters 
is derived from a lengthy period of research carried out into the 
organization and management of a production unit within a large 
manufacturing company. As such the work formed a part of a wider 
investigation into the organization of factory units with the company 
in question, and in one or two instances reference will be made to 
parallel events or circumstances at another factory in order to 
highlight or to clarify particular points. During the period of 
the research I was provided reasonable access to all areas of factory 
life - I attended most of the meetings held within the factory, those 
meetings held outside the factory but which were relevant to 
understanding how it operated (e.g. the factory managers’ meetings 
at head office), conducted interviews and discussions with all members 
of staff within the factory on several occasions, and held periodic 
review sessions with various groups of staff and with the factory 
manager.
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The factory in question was a medium sized unit within the company 

employing around three hundred people in total, of whom thirty 
were of staff, i.e. management and supervisory, status. Under the 

direction of the factory manager, the factory was one of five in the 

particular division of the company, producing specifically for one 

sector of the market. The senior staff group within the factory 
comprised Fred, the factory manager, and eight heads of department, 
all except one of which had a number of members of the junior staff 
group who reported directly to them. Very broadly speaking the 
factory was organized into four ’production’ departments - three 
concerned with particular phases of the production process, one 
a special production unit - and four ’service’ departments covering 
various aspects of the factory’s operation.

The general approach suggested by an interactionist perspective and 
the model of organization as negotiated order introduced in Chapter 
Three offer the possibility of a significantly more realistic 
understanding and appreciation of organizational life through their 
explicit focus on the bases of individual behaviour within organizations 
and the nature of the organizational process. Thus they allow us to 
overcome some of the more fundamental difficulties that were associated 
with understanding organization from the more deterministic or systems 
oriented perspectives outlined in Chapter One.

The ’definition of the situation’ as an analytic concept, for example, 
alerts us to the fact that the study of human action should be made 
from the point of view of the actor. Individual human beings 
construct their lines of action in terms of their own relatively 
idiosyncratic definitions of the situation and make choices on the
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basis of their own perceptions, interpretations and judgments. 

Furthermore, since those perceptions, interpretations and judgments 

are likely to vary from one individual to another in any specific 

situation, we must continually be wary of falling into the trap of 
seeking to identify and describe the ’objective' situation with 

which they are faced. There is no objective situation, not even in 
Maclver’s (1964) convoluted sense of ’the situation as it might 
appear to some omniscient and disinterested eye, viewing all its 
complex interdependencies and all its endless contingencies’. I 
return to this point later but for the moment note the general 
proposition that in order to understand individual behaviour within 
organizations you must look at each actor’s definitions of the 
situations which confront him - you must attempt to see those 
situations as they appear to him, ascertain their meanings to him, 
and understand his action toward others and toward the situation ii. 
those terms.

So, if we are seeking to explain the sometimes painfully faltering 
efforts of a management team to decide policy, we may come to 
understand their machinations much more sensitively when we appreciate 
that their individual perspectives are informed, at least partially, 
by somewhat different considerations and that their definitions of 
the situation in which they are collaboratively engaged and of the 
issues which face them do not exactly coincide, nor are they ever 
properly likely to. Similarly, given a degree of choice of what 
to do and how to do it, it is reasonable to assume that the individual 
members of the team will, on this basis, differ in their preferences 
and opinions about such matters. To recognise organization thus - as 

constructed out of such diversity of meaning and purpose - is a
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necessary and useful first step towards understanding the quite 

complex reality with which we are confronted in dealing with 

organizations of every shape, size and kind.

Again, the concept of the 'negotiated order' hypothesises a 

mechanism through which individual definitions are resolved into 
particular working agreements and arrangements within the organization, 
and suggests that the proper analysis 6f organization should concern 

itself with understanding how such agreements and arrangements are 
developed and maintained or changed - rather than focusing upon the 
more mechanistic notions of rules and structures which are the 
province of functionalist and/or systems theorists.

The negotiated order model, as we have seen, calls into question the 
adequacy of the formal rules and structures held to govern activity 
in organizations, suggesting that: most people do not know all of the 
rules or how and when to apply them; that such rules are far from 
extensive, or clearly stated, or clearly binding; that what rules 
do exist fail to be universal prescriptions and always require 
judgment concerning their applications to the specific case; and that 
these rules are often the subject of deliberate (and sometimes less 
than deliberate) flaunting and manipulation in the face of fairly 
continual pressure from a variety of sources. In the place of 
structure, hierarchy and rules the model paints a picture of 
organization as constructed out of more or less continuous negotiation - 
the particular working agreements which characterize organizational 
life arising out of and in turn, depending upon those processes of 
give and take, bargaining, conflict and compromise which attend the 
relationships between individuals at all levels and in every sphere
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of the organization as they carry out their everyday tasks.

Such a perspective, then, will sharpen our sensitivity to some of 

those aspects of organizational functioning which would remain 

obscure behind the attempt to present a basically orderly view of 

what is taking place within the organization, and to view what 
deviations do occur as a consequence of either human intransigence 

or system malfunction. It would heighten our awareness of the 
multitude of day-to-day agreements and arrangements which are 
negotiated by organizational participants to meet the endless variety 
of situations that they confront both as a result of external and 
internal change and the unexpected contingencies which may arise.

With these points in mind we can turn to the specific example of 
the factory organization. Observation of the behaviour of the staff 
as they went about their jobs and discussions and conversations 
with them about various aspects of the management of the factory 
provides a body of substantive data on the definitions of the 
situation held by the participants and the order that was negotiated 
between them around the particular issues of factory management.
In the analysis which follows attention will initially be focused 
upon the actions and interactions of the factory manager and his 
senior staff group.
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Definitions of the situation

It will be remembered from the discussion in Chapter Two that the 

first premise of the interactionist perspective as identified by 

Blumer (1969) was that 'Human beings act toward things on the basis 
of the meanings that the things have for them.' An illustration of 
the relevance of this point is apparent from a consideration of the 

'meaning' of the role of factory manager for Fred, and by comparing 
his views and behaviour within the role with the views and behaviour 
of one of his counterparts in another factory. Both the factories 
in question were of similar size (employing around three hundred and 
three hundred and fifty people respectively) and produced a similar 
range of the company product in varying quantities. Whilst in 
theory at least sharing the same basic task the two factory managers 
in early discussions put forward somewhat different interpretations 
and explanations of their role within the factory.

Fred "Well my job basically is to make money - to run this
factory profitably. To do that I have to pay attention 
to a number of factors: the quality of production, the 
delivery to customers, to play my part in the development 
of our product ranges etc. I have been set fairly specific 
objectives by my boss to do certain things with this 
factory and I see it as my job to begin to do something 
on some of those things."

Derek "It's to manage the factory, to make sure that we do the
best we can given the circumstances we are in. Above all,
I must keep my senior team happy and motivate them to do 
the business. From my position there is very little that 
you can do directly, you rely almost totally on the efforts 
of other people. Having said that, the things I can do, 
like making sure we get the right product loadings from 
(Head Office), I try to do to the best of my ability, so 
that the factory has the best possible chance of doing well."

The two factory managers' somewhat different conceptions of their
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role, then, and their different backgrounds and experience, led to 

some quite different behaviour in carrying out that role. Fred was 

the younger of the two and was much newer to the role of factory 
manager, having been in the job for only six months when we spoke.

He gave the impression of being very 'results-oriented' and 
tended to gauge performance — both his own and that of the factory — 
primarily by reference to some clearly defined indicators and 
criteria related to information required of him by head office.

The figures he had to produce week-by-week were of fairly vital 
concern to Fred and were quite obviously, in his view, indicative 
of how well he was coping in his job - he had been given clear and 
specific objectives by his superiors and it was his job to meet them. 

Derek had been in the factory manager's job for a much longer period 
of time and tended to take a much more detached and balanced view 
of the performance of his factory, often referring to past levels of 
performance and to 'what the factory is capable of in discussing 
the present situation. He paid a lot less attention (visibly, at 
least) to some of the weekly indicators of performance and seemed 
to rely much more on what he called his 'gut feel' for what was 
happening, and upon the views, opinions and assessments of his 
senior colleagues within the factory.

In terms of their handling of the day-to-day issues of factory 
management the two differed quite markedly. Fred exhibited an eager 
desire to get involved at the level of detail, to pay attention to 
the 'nitty-gritty' as he put it of factory life, and generally to 
play an active role in encouraging and supporting his staff 

wherever and whenever he could. This he saw as an essential part 
of his own development as a factory manager and his own learning
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about the production process. Whatever his intentions and motivations 

however, Fred’s behaviour was often construed as interference by 
some of his subordinates and led to some criticism of the way he 
tackled his job. "Fred would be better off spending his time on the 
issues which matter to this factory and leaving us to get on with our 
own jobs" was a frequently heard comment which seemed to epitomise 

the sometimes difficult relationships between Fred and his senior 
group.

Derek tended to manage his factory in a much more relaxed and 
informal fashion, seeing his role to be primarily ’facilitative’ in 
terms of creating the conditions in which those actually involved 
with the day-to-day decisions of factory management could carry out 

their tasks effectively. He sought not to get involved at the level 
of detail, and relied upon his more thorough knowledge and experience 
of factory life to decide when it was necessary for him to intervene 
in the rurming of the factory. His job, as reflected in his 
description of it, had essentially to do with working at the inter
face between the company and the factory, and it was in this area 
that he tried to concentrate his efforts.

Their respective definitions of the role of factory manager and their 
characteristic patterns of behaviour in carrying out that role also 
reflected something of the qualitatively different relationships 
Fred and Derek had established - both with the members of their 
management teams and with head office staff. In Fred’s case, he was, 
not unsurprisingly, a lot more dependent upon his production manager 
at head office than was Derek. His seemingly unquestioning 
acceptance of some head office directives and priorities was the 

source of much discussion within the factory and again led him into
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some strained and difficult confrontations with his senior staff. 

Particularly in relation to his agreement of weekly product loadings 

and factory production targets at head office factory managers’ 

meetings, Fred was often considered hy senior production personnel 

within the factory to have ’sold the factory a bit short’ and to 

have too readily accepted what was asked of him instead of arguing 
for what might be best for the factory. Derek, in contrast, was 
seen to do a generally good job for the factory in this respect, 
usually getting ’a good deal’ from head office.

More interesting from the point of view of the discussion here, of 
course, are the kind and quality of the relationships that were 
developed between Fred and the other members of the management 
group within the factory, and various elements and aspects of those 
relationships will become apparent as we discuss Fred’s factory 
throughout this chapter and in Chapter Six. So the two managers’ 
definitions of their job differed somewhat and in consequence they 
tended to do different things in terms of ’managing’ their factory, 
to focus on different aspects of what was going on around them and, 
whilst both stressed those aspects of the job that they were most 
comfortable with (each had a marketing based background), Derek 
was much more content to allow those who knew about the product to 
get on with producing it than was Fred. Observation of their 
behaviour over the weeks and months that followed confirmed this 

picture, with Fred consistently and continuously getting involved 
in more and more of what was happening within the factory and Derek 
remaining true to his stated philosophy of allowing his staff to 
get on with the job.
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Their definition of the issues which confronted them similarly 

confirmed their different conceptions of their roles in managing 

the factory - a good example being their separate responses to head 

office pressure to modify and improve some of the quality control 

procedures within the factories. Initially, the issue was discussed 

at the head office factory managers’ meeting and a memo sent to 
factory managers and factory quality controllers. Again, we can 

look at the ’meaning’ of a head office directive to Fred and to 
Derek. In a subsequent interview Fred would state;

Fred ’’I agree totally with what they are trying to do. In fact,
that’s one of my little targets. If we can make some 
headway on quality then I feel we will be doing well. In 
fact. I’m wondering about the structure of our quality 
department, or more accurately what it means for our 
quality procedures. I’m not sure that it’s such a good 
thing having Jim (also Personnel manager) in charge of 
that department - it might make more sense to having 
someone like Ron or Kevin looking after it. Anyway I ’ve 
begun to make a habit of going to the afternoon quality 
checks when I’m in the factory. Jim has missed a couple 
recently because he’s been at (Head office) on this 
Alan Lodge business, so Ron and I have handled it.’’

Derek’s attitude was quite different, though head office statistics 
would have suggested that of the two, his factory appeared to have 
the greater problem;

Derek ’’Well I’m not sure what they want us to do, the theory is 
always a bit different from what you can do in practice.
I think we’re in a difficult position about this because 
of the ranges we handle. It’s a lot easier to tighten 
up at, say, X or Y factory. Having said that, you must 
always make every effort on quality, but at the end of 
the day you have to counterbalance that with what you do 
on production or on arrears. If I went bleating to Dave 
and Barry about quality every other day then I ’m not sure 
what we would be gaining. I haue made them aware of 
what’s happening and I ’m sure they will adjust accordingly. 
It's on our arrears situation that we should be making 
our greatest push - Dave and Barry both agree.’’
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The head office push for changes in factory quality control procedures 

was thus quite significantly mediated hy the interpretations carried 

into their respective factories hy Fred and hy Derek, and hy what they 

individually sought to do on the basis of their definitions of the 

issue. We can gain some further insight into the ’meaning’ of the 

head office action by following the issue through in Fred’s factory 

in order to see how the particular issue was translated into action 
in the particular circumstance. Blumer’s second premise of inter- 
actionism from Chapter Two stated that ’Meanings are the product of

Isocial interaction in society and it is only through an understanding 
of what happened within the factory as a consequence of the head 
office pressure that we can come to fully appreciate its meaning 
for the factory.

Fred introduced the issue at one of the Monday management meetings 
as part of his report back on the factory managers’ meeting he had 
attended at head office earlier that day. His hastily prepared 
presentation followed the same basic format that had been used by 
his boss in introducing the issue to the factory managers. Fred 
stressed the need to take some action fairly speedily, despite the 
factory’s reasonable record on quality, and asked the group’s opinion 

on how to proceed. There followed some quite general discussion 
and some broad agreement that whilst the system worked quite well 
at the factory, there were occasions when for one reason or another 
quality considerations did not seem to receive the priority they 
warranted. Fred said that he would be taking a closer look at the 
whole quality process with Jim, who was responsible for quality 
within the factory, in the coming week, and would like to put the 
issue on the agenda for fuller consideration at next week’s meeting.
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Outside of the meeting the issue was discussed at length between 

Fred and Jim and between the other members of the management group, 
and by the following week’s management meeting some of the individuals 
within the group were putting forward somewhat more definitive 

statements of their respective positions on the issue, and some 
proposals as to what action might be taken within the factory. The 

production viewpoint was reflected by Ron who felt that there wasn’t 
a great deal wrong with the way in which quality was handled within 

the factory but that perhaps all of the senior staff should become 
a bit more involved with Jim on quality and to see whether some 
improvements might be made in that way.

Most of the others agreed but Jim himself and Colin, the factory 
accountant, argued for a much more far reaching consideration of 
factory quality control procedures, suggesting that they were in 
broad agreement with the head office assessment and that what was 
required was some better integration of quality checks with the 
various stages within the production process. Fred sounded out 
opinion about some form of project group to look at quality within 
the factory and so on and so forth. As well as providing more 

definitive statements of their positions, the members of the factory 
management group were beginning to outline some of the possible ways 
in which they might proceed to deal with the issue - a process which 
also began to highlight some differences in opinion between them as 
to the exact nature of the issue and what, if anything, should be 
done.

And so the discussion and debate continued, backward and forward, as 
the group decided whether it was quality standards or quality 
procedures that were in question, whether the factory’s quality
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record had improved or deteriorated over recent months, and a 
whole host of other issues related to the problem of quality control 
within the factory. The meaning of the head office directive on 
quality was being clarified, developed and modified in interaction 

amongst the individual members of the management group as it was 

applied to the particular situation - within the group there were 
a number of separate points of view, with the production faction 

having initially reached a position whereby they would argue for 

minimal change to existing processes and procedures, whilst others,
Fred amongst them, were seemingly advocating more positive and more 
immediate action.

The example, then, Ëiows some of the negotiation of order in practice - 
presumably a somewhat different order was ’negotiated’ at Derek’s 
factory on the basis of their different interpretations and definitions 
of the issue - whereby a relatively unique ’meaning’ was attributed 
to what had begun as a review by head office of quality control 
within the factories and resulted in specific action being taken in 
the factory in relation to the issue. Before looking a little more 
closely at the ’negotiated order’ of the factory, however, we can 
examine one further aspect of the definitions of the situation held 
by the members of the management group.

The issue concerned a member of the junior staff working in the product 
development group within the factory who had, by a combination of 
necessity and by default taken on an added level of responsibility 
for certain aspects of the development activity within the factory 
on specific product ranges. The decision which faced the management 
team was whether to formally upgrade the individual from grade one
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to grade two status. The issue figured prominently in one of the 

first of the management meetings that I attended and some of the 

views and opinions of the staff became apparent in subsequent 
discussion. The myriad shades of opinion are reflected in the 

following extracts from interviews carried out with each of the 

members of the senior group:

Fred "Well, it’s a tricky one really and one which goes a lot
deeper than this particular case. You know the situation 
we have here on staffing and some of the constraints
(Head Office) placed upon us I can’t upgrade Philip
to grade two because there are at least four people who 
could then knock on my door making a similar — even 
better - case for the same treatment. Under our present 
financial constraint that’s impossible."

(Qu: But you do accept that he is technically doing a grade
two job?)

"Oh yes I think that’s right, but it’s not quite as 
simple as that .... it all goes back a long way. George 
has traditionally been one under—staffed in that department 
and we get to the situation where something had to be done 
and what we did, some might say wrongly, was to move 
Bernie out of there and to put Philip in, which meant 
that we had a stronger base of what I would call development
type people ....  from there we began to spread a bit of
George’s load amongst the three of them and Philip has 
picked up bits and pieces over the last eighteen months 
or so."

Paul (factory engineer)
"That just typifies Fred. He won’t make the decision.
It's his decision and he should make it, as simple as that."

(Qu: What would you do?)

"Well, it’s not up to me and I’m not directly involved and 
I don’t really know the history but I would have thought 
that young Philip has a pretty strong case for grade two 
status. Tom (previous manager) would have made the 
decision - he would have given him a grade two and taken 
the consequences.
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Jack (production foreman - special production unit)

"That is one of the problems with this factory. Most of 
us (senior group) are grade four or five. There are 
also three grade two’s — all based on seniority — and 
all the rest are grade one. Of course they’re going 
to get fed up, there is no proper structure for them.
If a job became vacant in our group they’re not going to 
promote a grade one chap, they’ll bring in someone from 
outside to fill it, that’s why the junior staff are so 
fed up and that’s what is at the root of this if you 
ask me."

(Qu: "So what do you think Fred should do?)
"Upgrade him, take on (Head office) if he has to, he’ll 
have a lot of support."

(Qu: What do you think he will do?)
"Bugger all, come back in a year’s time and we’ll still 
be discussing it. Still, I suppose Fred will have gone 
by then and it will be someone else’s problem.

Colin (factory accountant/head of work study)
"Well, it’s all arranged with Jim isn’t it? Fred will
fudge it like he does everything else, he’ll fiddle 
some payment and cobble something together but I won’t 
support that - from my position I can’t .... Richard 
is right when he says that this should be done in the
proper way or not at all."

(Qu: What would you do?)

"Nothing .... Philip is doing a grade one job .... he 
took the job as a grade one job and just because the 
nature of the work may have changed - and I ’m not 
necessarily accepting that it has - that doesn’t mean 
it’s a grade two job now."

Richard (production foreman - also staff union representative)

"Depending on what hat I ’ve got on ... As a union man 
Philip is now doing what is technically a grade two job."
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(Qu : By what criteria?)

"Well he’s responsible for (product X) from the time it 
enters development to when Ron gets it, he attends all 
of the development meetings on X at (Head Office), a whole 
range of things. That means he’s grade two and we should 
follow the proper line of action and formally upgrade him 
.... if you ask me as production foreman what I would do. 
I’ve got to say that we must hold on this particular one 
until we clarify exactly what we are going to do, until 
we decide what happens to the likes of Martin and Gary in 
my department for instance. If you looked at the thing 
logically, it’s in the production area that we need a 
proper hierarchy, that’s what we really need to get 
straight. I would be in favour of giving George his 
extra man and taking it from there."

George (head of development group — Philip’s boss)
"What it boils down to is the fact that we’re undermanned. 
If we are going to get the right sort of liaison with 
production in this factory then we must have the extra man 
.... so it’s not really a question of do we have a grade 
two and two grades one in the department, it’s a question 
of us having the purely numerical strength to do what we 
have to do - making someone a grade two doesn’t mean that 
he will be able to be in two places at once which is what 
he needs to be."

(Qu: What about your own involvement with (product X?)
"It’s not as great as it mi^t have been, or as great as 
I would have liked it to have been. If I didn’t have 
to scurry around looking for this, that and the other all 
of the time then I would be able to do the job as it 
really should be done. Also the time I am having to 
spend at (Head office) is becoming ridiculous. There’s 
meetings for this, meetings for that...."

(Qu: Do you think Philip should be upgraded?)
"If he were I think it would be a temporary solution to a 
permanent problem and we wouldn’t be tackling the real 
issue."

Kevin (production foreman)

"Well, you won’t please us all on this one. People are 
beginning to develop quite strong views .... personally 
I don’t know the history or anything but I can see both
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sides. Something will obviously have to be done with 
the gradings structure in this factory. I ’m sure Philip 
is doing a grade two rated job and he’s a lad we should 
be encouraging ... the official production view is that 
there are better arguments for one or two of our lads 
being upgraded .... it doesn’t really apply to my area 
but it certainly does in Richard’s for example.’’

Ron (production foreman)

’’Of course he’s grade two ... I don’t know what Fred is 
dithering about, he can waffle a bit at times. He 
waffled three months ago and I suppose he’ll still be 
waffling in six months’ time. Production people often 
don’t really understand the position of development but 
I worked there before doing this job. If we are going 
to tighten up the production/development link then it’s 
vital that they should have some sort of structure in 
that department so that they’re not totally reliant on 
George all of the time.’’

Jim (personnel/head of quality control)
"Well, as Fred has probably outlined to you we’re under 
severe pressure from (Head Office). It’s all very well for 
those out there to bleat about what we should do and how 
we should make up our minds but it’s not as simple as that, 
not by a long chalk .... what you must remember is that 
Fred is in a difficult position, whichever way he goes he 
will be jumped on ... there’s no way George is going to 
get the fourth job back in the present climate, he’d do 
well to hang on to Philip and if he got a grade two that 
would be something."

(Qu: Is Philip doing a grade two job?)
"Yes and no. Under ideal circumstances no, but given the 
pressure we are under to work with the newer product range 
then probably yes."

So what might appear at first glance to be a relatively simple issue 
which might have been resolved by looking closely at Philip’s job and 
at the factory gradings structure, soon takes on a more ominous character 
as people’s positions on the issue become clear. Definitions of what 
the issue really is all about, what the consequences of doing X or Y
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might he, and suggestions as to how the issue might he resolved all 

serve to complicate the issue facing the group.

Pred’d position is one of some uncertainty, awareness of what is 
’possible* and what is ’not possible’ from a company viewpoint, and of 

a historical context to the issue which has been around for longer 
than he has been factory manager. Paul is not really involved, sees 
it as an issue which reflects Fred’s indecisiveness and focuses on the 
merits of Philip’s case for upgrading. For Jack the problem is 
essentially structural, he recognises the possible conflict with head 
office and sees the issue in the wider context of junior staff morale 
within the factory. Colin argues that Philip is doing a grade one job 
aiid sees a conspiracy between Fred and Jim which will fudge the issue, 
he will not let the issue rest but is probably in favour of doing 
nothing about it. Richard has a split view, depending upon which 
hat he has on, seeing Philip’s argument for grade two status but also 
implicitly recognising the similar claims of members of his own 

department, and won’t allow anything final to happen until his own 
department’s position is clarified. George wants an extra body in 
the department and this for him is the ’real’ issue at stake, and is 
probably not in favour of an upgrade if it will in any way weaken 
his case for getting the extra man. Kevin is the least involved of the 
production foremen and whilst understanding the argument for upgrading 
appreciates the position of his colleagues, notably that of Richard, 
and his own need to support that position. Ron, also a production man 
but with a development background, however, does not totally support 
the ’production view’ and would argue for upgrading. Finally, Jim, 
the personnel manager, is close to the factory manager and similarly 
feels the head office pressure and is probably in favour of giving 

Philip grade two status at the present point in time.
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The issue neatly illustrates some aspects of the third premise of 

interaction as suggested by Blumer that 'Meanings are modified and 

handled through an interpretive process'. He argues (1969) that :

"... while the meaning of things is formed in the 
context of social interaction and is derived by 
the person from that interaction, it is a mistake 
to think that the use of meaning by a person is but 
an application of the meaning so derived. This 
mistake seriously mars the work of many scholars 
who otherwise follow the interactionist approach." (p 5)

The two elements of (a) the actor indicating to himself the things 
toward which he is acting and (b) interpretation becoming a matter 
of handling meanings are both apparent in the above as the self 
conscious and purposive orientation of the individual members of 
the management group toward an issue which confronted them. Each held 
relatively distinct interpretations and definitions of the situation 
according to the circumstances they were in, and each tended to see 
the issue in terms of what its implications were for them as well as 
for the factory - in consequence they each sought to advance a point 
of view in line with those interpretations and definitions. So 
what appears a relatively simple issue to an observer becomes 
transformed into a more complex issue as the participants add their 
own 'meanings', interpretations and definitions both individually 
and collectively.

Blumer (1969) again points out that;

"the actor selects, checks, suspends, regroups 
and transforms meanings in the light of the 
situation in which he is placed and the direction 
of his action."
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Any particular issue has several different possibilities or 

implications, it is more or less ambiguous and is subject to a 

variety of interpretations and, as Weick (1969) points out much of 
organizing has to do with the reduction of equivocality and it is 

the particular ways in which that equivocality is reduced that gives 

the organization its particular character. So, for example, in 
relation to the above issue we might find Fred arguing for some 

ex gratia payment to Philip in order to avoid the implications of 
having to argue the case for upgrading at head office, or to avoid 
the subsequent claims for similar status by other members of the junior 
staff. George, for his part, might argue against upgrading because 
it would weaken his case for getting an extra man in the department, 
or - if he comes to see that as a 'lost cause' in the current climate — 
he might argue the opposite, preferring to hold Philip in the 
department and to have him at grade two status than have nothing at 
all. Others, Colin perhaps, might see the issue as one which must be 
resolved properly for the future good of the factory, and Jack might 
regard it as an opportunity to begin to address the wider issue of 
the gradings structure within the factory.

And so we might go on, outlining the possibilities and the variety of 
ways in which the issue might be understood. The essential point to 
be borne in mind is that they are possibilities - the 'meaning' of 
a particular issue and what is to be done about the issue are 
fundamentally a function of actors' definitions, the issue has no 
meaning apart from that imported to it by individuals who are acting 
in relation to that issue by defining it in terms of their plans 
and purposes, and by taking account of the plans and purposes of 
others.
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What happened? Well, predictably - nothing. The group were, as had 

been predicted, still discussing it six months later and possibly 

still are. The issue had, however, broadened itself into looking 

more closely at the whole gradings structure within the factory. 

Philip had applied for a job in one of the other factories, but Ron 

was looking for someone to work in his department and people thought 

that Philip might move in order to gain some further production 

experience.

Looking at what happened in this particular issue and on the 'quality* 
issue discussed earlier - initially a project group was set up under 
the chairmanship of Ron to look at 'quality procedures within the 
factory' - begins to highlight some potential difficulties in 
understanding organization through the definitions of the situation 
of the individual participants. There is very little evidence within 
those definitions per se to suggest which will be accepted or which 
will have the greater impact upon what happens within the factory. 
Again, such definitions are, however temporarily or fleetingly, rooted 
in time - we need to look much more closely at how and why definitions 
change over time, or why some definitions do not change, if we are 

to properly understand the process of organizing. I will return to 
these points later but for the moment turn to a consideration of some 
aspects of the negotiation of order as manifest within the factory 
management setting.
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The Negotiated Order

The examples just quoted were of that mundane type which seemed to 

arise in each and every area of factory operation. Definitions of the 

situation were not that dramatically different nor were the issues of 

such great moment as to force their way to the attention of the factory 
management group for speedy resolution. However, the theory problem 
of the gradings structure as reflected in the issue just discussed 
was to take up several hours at subsequent meetings of the group and 

seemed to be an endless topic of conversation at lunch breaks and in 
passing conversation between staff as they went about their daily 
business.

The wider issue neatly polarized the positions of senior and junior 
members of the management group and separated the relatively powerful 
factory management team from the other members of staff within the 
factory. The latent conflicts between the senior team and the other 
staff led to some level of mistrust between the two groups and was to 
figure prominently in discussions with the junior staff who saw the 
particular example of Philip’s proposed upgrading as a part of the 
senior group’s defence of their prominent position within the factory.

More fundamental differences in definitions of the situation existed, 
for example, between those members of the management team who had a 
background relating to work with the particular company and the 
product - probably having joined the company from school and having 
worked either on the shop floor or in a junior staff role in one of 
the factories — and those who had joined the company either as graduate 

trainees or from another company in another industry and who tended to
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occupy ’service' roles within the factory. The divide was to run 
throughout much of the company’s operation and was particularly 

apparent at the level of factory management where the two factions 

came into the most direct sort of contact.

In terms of the management group within Fred’s factory, for example, 

the split was five - four in favour of those with a basically 
’production’ background (three of the five having joined the particular 
company from school), and the distinction is quite well captured and 
summarised in the following brief extract from one of their management 
meetings:

Ron (directing his comments to me)

’’You see, Bryan, what you must understand is that the 
primary role of this factory is production - if we didn’t 
produce anything we’d go out of business. We have this 
discussion about our unmeasured costs over and over again 
but at the end of the day it’s Colin’s problem (factory 
accountant). I can accept, and I think you’ll back me up 
Kevin (another production foreman) that we have a duty to 
do all we can to keep our costs at a minimum, and to try 
to reduce costs where we can but our first priority has got to 
be to meet our targets and to get product out of the door 
to such a. standard that we won’t see it again — we can’t 
go changing what we’ve agreed on this, right Richard?
(other production foreman)"

Kevin "Yes, but the point Colin is trying to make Ron, is..."

Colin (interrupting)

"Do you know that your figures are the worst we’ve had 
since we had (particular product range X) here Ron, and 
there’s no way that ...."

Fred "Look, I’m not sure that we should get in too much detail
What we need to do...."
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Colin "No Fred, I’m sorry but I must make the point. I could
sit on my (behind) in the office all day and re-arrange 
the figures, add this in here, take that out there, but 
who do we think we’re kidding? We need to know exactly 
what these costs are, what proportions they are, and that 
will involve Michael (from Colin’s department) going in 
with Ron and getting much more involved on the detail. 
There’s not a lot to be gained...."

Ron "But that’s exactly what you do isn’t it?"

Colin "What do you mean?"

Ron "Add up and take away. I provide you with all the
figures you need to have, why can’t you get on with it..."

And so it went on, and on. Maybe the extract appears a little rough 
on Ron because any reasonable man (especially if he were an accountant) 
would have to agree with Colin that accurate figures are needed for 
control purposes. But if there were time to look at the issue in 
greater depth then a reasonable man (and, perhaps, even some accountants) 
would also agree with Ron that maybe sufficient information was already 
available to Colin, in a suitable form, for control purposes. The 
basic point is that the definitions of Ron (and of Kevin, Richard,

Jack and Paul) were characteristically couched in production related 
terms and those of Colin (and of George, Jim and Fred) from a somewhat 
different perspective.

The issue is that of the classic production/Gervice interface, but 
seemed to run a little deeper than that in the factory situation in 
question, and was never very far from the surface in any of the 
discussions that the group embarked upon. Other points which might 

be made in relation to the above illustration are that the group were
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talking about only a relatively minor change to what they were 

currently doing - Michael to spend a few more minutes per day with 

Ron, some small changes in the reporting of cost data - but assumed 

massive proportions in terms of what the implications of the change 

might be, and the discussion soon turned into debate about what 

exactly the figures meant, why they reported data in that particular 
way anyway, and how some members of the group believed that such 
figures did not actually measure what they purported to measure.

Again, there may be a lot more at stake than how long Michael spends 
working with Ron’s group and what figures go on to a piece of paper. 
In discussing the issue with members of the group following the 
meeting a whole range of interpretations and definitions were offered 
which ’explained’ what Ron’s position was, what Colin’s position was, 
and what was ’really’ happening. Such considerations, then, take us 
a little way further in terms of our understanding of this particular 
organization.

What was ’really’ happening, from a negotiated order perspective, was 
the negotiation of order - the factory management team was engaged in 
working out a little of who should do what, where and how, and very 
rapidly getting embroiled in wider discussions of why. As we have 
already seen, the members of the factory management team are involved 
in the negotiation of order about what to do about the head office 
directive on quality, what to do about the gradings structure within 

the factory and what information should be collected, specifically 
cost data associated with raw materials processing. Throughout 
factory life, then, there were numerous examples and illustrations 
of people working out the detail of their everyday tasks and in so
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doing, working out their specific roles within the organization, what 

they actually do, working out the kind and quality of their relation

ships with each other and in general working out the * organizational 

process*.

Very early in the research I had heen introduced to the *theory* of 
the production process of the factory — who should do what to raw 
materials, pass it on to whom and when and so on — so that raw 

material came in at one end and finished product was despatched to 
warehouse at the other. I was also introduced to some of the * logic* 
of the activities that supported such a process, like production control 
and work study, and to some of those activities that were essential to 
the efficient continuation of the process, like product development 
on the one hand and engineering and machine maintenance on the other. 
Similarly I was introduced to the basic organization of the factory 
into three production process departments, a special production unit, • 
and * service* departments covering personnel and quality control (an 
unholy alliance as it turned out), financial and work study (somewhat, 
but not a lot, more * holy*), product development, and engineering - all 
operating under separate heads of department.

So theK was *theory*, there was the idea of *rules* and of patterns 
of activity expressed as *what we ought to do* or *how we should 
(or actually would) handle this or that occurence*. Often such logic 
would have a considerable impact upon what happened within the
factory, but equally often it did not - in practice it never worked
like that, I was told, because of a hundred and one things that
could happen and the thousand and one that did. It didn’t even happen

like that in Jack’s special production department which had been
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set up about eighteen months ago, part experimental (a new production 

process) and in theory separate from the rest of the factory and run 

as a unit.

Whilst the basic pattern and process of factory activity may have been 

established, its application in specific instances had to be worked 
out as the various ranges of product were msmufactured and as different 

kinds and quality of raw material were transformed through somewhat 
different production processes into quite different types of product 
which left the factory. The situation was complicated, as Ron 
explained to me on my second visit to the factory - having already 
spent twenty minutes describing the process in lurid detail and 
covering his large blackboard in so doing — "by the fact that we've 
got people doing all of these things!"

The basic pattern and process, then, fell far short of specifying 
exactly what to do in the specific circumstances which confronted the 
factory management team, and many of the observations and conclusions 

of Strauss et al detailed in the previous chapter were equally 
applicable to the situation as described here. The 'rules' did not 
specify exactly what to do in particular circumstances for a variety 
of reasons. First of all, they cannot possibly be expected to 
anticipate all eventualities, to cover all of the complex inter
dependencies, to handle all of the internal and external changes 
which may impinge upon any sophisticated production process.
Equally, however, people want and need freedom and flexibility, room 
for maneouvre within the general context in which they operate. 
'Negotiation' is therefore required to turn the 'generalized mandate' 
into practice, as Strauss points out, "the area of action covered by
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the enunciated rules is very small"; and to reconcile the differences 

which exist. Whilst there may appear to he lots of surface agreement 

upon what to do and upon how to do it, and whilst viewing the process 

for short periods of time may give the appearance of permanence and 

stability in the way events unfold and issues are handled, a deeper 
analysis of the process and for relatively longer periods of time 

will reveal the nature and significance of some of the divergent 
views and discrepant purpose out of which any organization is constructed, 

and differences about what to do, how to do it, and what will be the 
consequences of action will become more apparent.

There were fairly obvious illustrations of people 'negotiating order' 
all the time and all over the place, generally in terms of establishing 
roles and relationships between departments and specifically in terms 
of what to do on particular issues which arose. One example was the 
negotiation of order between the product development group and the 
production departments. In theory, the product development group 
would be provided with a pattern for a specific product range and 
their task was basically to liaise with production staff in charge of 

the various areas of production on exactly how it would be made.
Putting a fairly broad concept into actual working practice was the 
source of fairly continuous negotiation between the representatives of 

the product development and production departments as they traded off 
what was necessary, what was essential, what was desirable and what 
was impossible. Bargains were struck and compromises were reached with 
those responsible for one part of the production process, some of which 
would eventually lead to difficulties with other parts of the process, 
which led to further rounds of negotiation, and so the pattern would 
go on.
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Particular agreements would be reached for particular products at 
particular points in time. When the inevitable difficulties and problems 

arose, this would lead to further deviations from established practice. 
Some of the negotiation of order would take place at factory management 

meetings or other meetings within the factory, overtly and involving 

all of those present. Most would take place relatively informally 
between the two, three or four people most directly involved; some 
practices and procedures would be negotiated quite covertly as corners 

were cut and as seemingly irreconcilable problems were overcome by one 
means or another. This, I was told, was the essence of factory 
organization - finding a pattern that worked for what you had to do; 
no two weeks would be the same, that was the fascination; no two 
product ranges would be the same, you never quite knew what would be 
happening next week or next month, what the next problem would be.

Another illustration of the concept of negotiated order in practice 
related to the flow of production from one department to the next.
There was a production plan whereby the passage of varying quantities 
of partly completed product through the factory would be outlined in 
advance and where, in theory, it was possible to monitor the movement 
of product about the factory. However, because 'everyone knew' that 
the plan could not be pursued systematically in all instances since 
any one of a number of factors could affect the process (from variable 
raw materials quality in one area to staff shortages in another) 

there were progress charts whose purpose it was to record and 
document the deviations from plan, and a member of staff a part of 
whose role it was to make the necessary contingency arrangements which 
ensured a satisfactory flow of product, and to keep the charts up 
t o dat e .
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Despite this format, deals would be struck covertly, and sometimes 

not so covertly, between department heads, between supervisors within 

departments (sometimes without the knowledge of their superiors) and 

in one or two remarkable instances between shop floor personnel, which 

related to the actual flow of partly finished product around the 
factory and with or without informing the person monitoring such flow. 

This made the progress reviewer's job virtually impossible, and since 

most people knew that it went on, and most benefited from some 
'bending' of the rules, it made it impossible to do very much about 

it except to keep it in reasonable check. Most important of all, it 
seemed to work. Whilst appearing (certainly to the outsider) as 
almost totally out of control, at the end of the day it was an 
(a) necessary and (b) reasonable response to the sometimes seemingly 
inordinately difficult task of managing a complex manufacturing 
operation. So again bargains would be struck, deals would be made 
and favours would be done one for another, and presumably reciprocated 
as different quantities and ranges of product were manufactured.

Again, order was negotiated fairly constantly between the production 
departments and the 'service' departments at all levels of factory 
operation and over a variety of issues. Quality, for example, is 
never an absolute judgment but more a comparative judgment whose 
standards were 'negotiated' and agreed between production formen, 
production supervisors, development and quality staff, and rarely 
the same from one product range to the next, sometimes varying 
between different batches of the same range. Similarly 'deals' would 
be done on a variety of personnel related issues — from the manpower 
allocations to specific production areas to the application or non
application of warning or disciplinary procedures.
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Many of the points raised by Strauss et.al (1963) iri their initial 
articulation of the negotiated order model, then, may be seen to be 
applicable to our understanding of the factory organization, and we 

might agree that:

"no one knows i;hat the (organization) is on any 
given day unless he has a comprehensive grasp 
of what combination of rules and policies, along 
with agreements, understandings, pacts, contracts 
and other working arrangements, currently obtains. 
In any pragmatic sense, this is the (organization) 
at the moment: this is its social order." (p I65)

Whilst the individuals within the factory management team may share 

the goal of profitable production, we must also agree that this is 
'only a single, vaguely ambiguous goal' and may mask a considerable 
measure of disagreement and conflicting purpose. Problems arise as 
the goal of profitable production is translated into the production 
of varying quantities of different ranges of company product to 
particular quality and other (e.g. cost) standards — and then, as 
Strauss and his colleagues point out in relation to their example:

"the disagreements flare up — the generalized 
mandate helps not at all to handle the specific 
issues - and a complicated process of negotiation, 
of bargaining, of give-and-take necessarily begins." (p 154)

And, again, as many students of organization have demonstrated, where 
there exists a differentiated and specialized organizational process, 
the specific groups and the particular individuals within that process 
begin to develop their own goals and interests and to follow their 
own patterns and procedures - such diversity of purpose necessarily 
has its impact upon the nature and character of the organization at 
any given point in time.
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A further development of the perspective

In the previous sections, then, I have suggested that paying attention 

to the definitions of the situation held hy the respective factory 
managers and hy the members of the factory management team will allow 

us a more empathetic understanding and appreciation of their behaviour 
in the particular situations which confront them. Again, the model 

of organization as negotiated order considerably enhances our 

understanding of the process through which organizational arrangements 
are continuously being negotiated through the day-to-day interactions 
of participants. Most importantly of all, perhaps, the model has 

firmly implanted within our thoughts the fundamental notion that 
'order* is something at which the members of any organization must 
work more or less continuously, thus calling into serious question 
several of the assumptions which underpinned the more deterministic 
and functionalist approaches to organizational analysis, presenting 
in their place, as Day and Day (1977) suggest:

"an interactional model involving a processual and 
emergent analysis of the manner in which the division 
of labour and work are accomplished in large organiz
ations. In this framework the informal aspects of 
organization are stressed as much as the formal ..." (p 126)

The brief discussion and illustration of definitions of the situation 
and of the negotiated order model of organization, however, also 
brings to light some further issues related to understanding 
organization from an interactionist perspective, and which are 
left only partially resolved by the particular frame of analysis as 
outlined above. In what follows, then, I will suggest that under

standing organization through studying the definitions of the situation
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of the participants and through conceptualisation of the organization 

as negotiated order, whilst representing significant advance upon some 
of the approaches discussed in Chapter One, still falls short of 
providing a satisfactory explanation of the ways in which the 
organization operates.

Basically my argument is that the negotiated order model does not 
properly work out the implications of the essentially processual 

viewpoint it represents, and that in order for further progress to 
be made, some modification and development of the perspective and 
model is necessary.

Perinbanayagam (1974) is responsible for one of the most thoughtful 
and thought provoking analyses of the concept of the definition of 
the situation and its relevance and usefulness to the sociological 
enterprise. In his paper he makes a number of points related to 
theoretical and methodological issues which surround the use of the 
concept and in particular draws our attention to two distinct, but 
related, points — first, that defining the situation is an irreducibly 
social process and must be regarded as such; and secondly, that it is 
in fact a process: in any interactional context people do not hold 
definitions of the situation so much as they are more or less 
continuously seeking to define situations,

W.I. Thomas himself, it is suggested, even in his initial elaboration 
of the concept :

"left many questions unanswered and did not specify 
the processes by which situations are in fact defined - 
the systematics by which meanings are created." (p 523)
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There is thus a misleading suggestion in Thomas's work, Perinbanayagam 

goes on to argue, of an actor who is defining situations all alone, 
there is little conception of interaction, of an 'other'. The work 
of several other notable proponents (Merton, Stebbins, Schütz,
McHugh, Garfinkel) of the concept is critically examined, most of 

whom are similarly regarded to have failed to come to grips with the 
true implications of this point. For example, Schütz in his analysis 

fails to properly appreciate:

"the problem that meanings and definitions are 
negotiated between participants and not merely 
constituted by the self, or ego, as Schütz calls 
him." (p 525/526)

This means that he is forced to take up a position where a subjective 
intelligence is seen as perceiving and defining the world, and where the 
self is said to constitute the world and not participate in its 
constitution with other people. McHugh's work similarly.

"seems to have missed the heart of the problem: the 
mutual exchange of cues, gestures, signs and symbols, 
the anticipating tentativeness of all normal inter
actions, the responsive adjustment of the participants 
in a transaction."

Perinbanayagarrf s argument is thus that such approaches seem to treat 

the problem of the definition of the situation as apart from and 
different from the work of other interactionist authors and 

consequently try to explicate the concept within very narrow limits. 
The best way of overcoming such difficulties, he believes, and to 

appreciate the full range of the concept, is to consider it in 

direct association with Mead's notions of the social act and the 
social process which leads to the proper realisation that:
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"definitions of the situation are serialled and 
mutually sensitive acts of negotiations and not 
psychologistically constructed inferences arrived 
at alone and unaided." (p 531)

Similarly, critiques have been offered of the negotiated order 
perspective, notably by Day and Day (1977) and by Benson and Day 
(1976) as well as by Strauss himself (1978) in his attempt to 
develop and extend the basic conceptual scheme. These critics 

have made a number of points which highlight some of the weaknesses 
and the deficiencies of the model. Benson and Day, for example, 
suggest that the perspective is singularly unable to deal with the 
larger set of constraints or limits within which negotiation is 
possible, nor with the processes leading to radical breaks with the 
present negotiated order.

Day and Day (1977) pick up some of these points and elaborate them 
somewhat more fully. They postulate three basic difficulties with 
the paradigm;

"(1)... there appears to be a very strong 
tendency for the participant observer to 
embrace only the participant's own 
interpretations of situations ... such an 
approach clearly ignores alternative and 
sometimes contradictory explanations of the 
same situations.....
(2)... only a rather restricted effort is 
made to show how the world outside of the 
organization impinges upon what goes on 
inside it ..
(3)... most of the studies conducted from 
this perspective represent limited attempts 
to understand the broader historical forces 
at work in our society ...."

Their conclusion is that perhaps the most serious limitation of the 
theory of negotiated order is its overall failure to place specific
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negotiative processes within their total contextual framework, and 
their proposed solution - to see the negotiated order as the social 

product it is, the outcome of an ongoing process of social construction; 
to link contingent features in the negotiative context to larger 
social patterns; and to examine the power of various participants 

to control the negotiation process.

Some of the specific points of criticism, I feel, may he met fairly 

squarely from within the paradigm. For example, the 'larger set of 
constraints' which affect the negotiated order do so only in so far 
as the participants become aware of them and as they figure in 
their definitions of the situation e.g. the factory manager's 
importation of 'constraints' into the negotiated order of the factory 
through his agreement of product loadings for the factory at the head 
office meeting. Similarly, the 'world outside' or 'broader historical 
forces' may be seen as impinging upon what takes place within the 
factory only through individuals' interpretations of the world outside 
and of history, and here we might quote the examples of market 
research information or economic or social trends which might affect 
the operation of the factory through their incorporation within the 
definitions and interpretations of members of the management team.

The more serious point, however, relates to the similar argument 
contained within Perinbanayagam's assessment of the use of the 
concept of the definition of the situation, and which suggests that 
we should pay much more explicit attention to the process of 
negotiating order rather than to the particular form of the 
negotiated order at a particular point in time.
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In terms of the illustration of the ideas and concepts in the earlier 

part of this chapter, then, analysis of the definitions of the 
situation of participants and of the negotiated order which currently 

obtains within the organization tells us only part of the story, is 
of limited utility in understanding the organization, and may be 
seen to be inadequate for a variety of reasons and in a number of 

ways.

The definitions of the situation that were put forward by the members 
of the management group, for example, illustrate very well the subtly 
different perspectives and the range of points of view from which any 
issue might be viewed - that we each have our own particular 
interpretation and assessment of issues and events. But there is a 
danger in the assumption that such definitions are in any way 
'fixed* for anything other than a particular moment in time, as a 
rigid application of the concept might imply, and as many researchers 
of the definition of the situation appear to have implicitly assumed. 
Rather, peoples' positions on issues develop and change over time 
with the progress of the issue and in line with the definitions and 
interpretations of others. The concept, in and of itself, tells us 
very little about the ways in which we come to hold our particular 
definitions of the situation, or, correspondingly about how those 

definitions are changed or why they might remain the same.

An interactionist perspective, of course, suggests that our 
definitions of the situation are the product of social interaction, 
and in this respect we come to appreciate that such definitions 
are complex by the very fact that they are social in character, and 
are not ideas confined inside the head of a single person. The true
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essence of the concept, then, lies as Perinbanayagani suggests, not so 
much in the fact that we hold particular definitions of the situation 
as that we are more or less continuously engaged in a process of 

defining situations as we interact and as we construct our individual 

lines of action. This dual nature of the definition of the situation • 

as well as guiding and directing the course of interaction, 
simultaneously existing as the product of such interaction - makes 

the concept much more difficult to research or to analyse but offers 

the potentially greater reward of more adequate understanding of the 
nature and basis of individual action.

In other words we must become more aware of the fundamentally 
purposive orientation of individuals' attempts to define situations 
than aJialysis of the concept may have traditionally assumed — to 
appreciate that all such action is a purposive orientation to the 
future — and that definitions of the situation are much more tentative 
and unstable, and hence changeable and mobilisable, than might at 
first be imagined, because they are necessarily reflexively related 
to the similar efforts to define situations by the other parties to 

the interaction.

So, in terms of understanding the particular factory organization we 
might more readily accept some of the ambiguities within the 

definitions of the individual participants - how George for example, 
can argue simultaneously for adherence to the proper product 
specification in development and for modifications in specific 
instances to overcome particular production problems — and some of 
the attendant instabilities in Fred’s definitions as he is caught 
between the pressures of head office on the one hand, and his factory
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management group on the other. Fred and George, rather than holding 

particular definitions, then, are engaged in a process of continually 
seeking to define - new elements within situations and new inter
pretations of events offer the possibility of constructing new 
definitions, new goals and needs which arise moment by moment lead 

them to redefine, and so on.

In consequence, 'negotiation* takes place against a background of 

inevitable and quite necessary change rather than a background of 
stability, which makes the process of organizing rather more subject 
to flux than even the negotiated order theorists have assumed.
Agreement in one context to do something is quite readily transformed 
into agreement in another context to do nothing as the individual 
attempts to pick his way through the intricacies of his organizational 
life.

Similarly, then, the negotiated order model very adequately illustrates 
what the organization 'is' at a given point in time, but does not 
adequately analyse how it came to be like that, how a particular 
'order' is negotiated, why it holds in place or why and how it is 
changed to a different 'order'. The concept, as it has been 
articulated and elaborated by Strauss and his colleagues, and as it 
has characteristically been applied to the study of organization lacks 
explanatory focus — too much attention is paid to the study of 
particular negotiated order and too little attention to the study of 
the processes through which order is negotiated.

The negotiated order model is thus capable of illustrating well the 
kinds of things that are problematic within organizations e.g. the



- 180-

product development/production links, the precise flow of partly 
finished product around the factory etc. - it can highlight those 
areas in which negotiation occurs and in some instances can provide 

retrospective assessments of the order which has been negotiated.
But the model is much less capable of explaining or analysing: the 
particular outcomes of negotiated order and how they are achieved; 
the fact that whilst everything, in theory at least, might be 

'negotiable* some issues come to be excluded altogether from the 
negotiation of order; that we do not all have an equal say in the 
negotiation of order - some get what they want, some do not, some 
are happy with particular outcomes, most (if my research is anything 
to go by) are not, and so on; or how a particular 'order' at point A 
is modified and transformed into a different 'order' at point B.

In summary, the negotiated order is only the negotiated order for a 
particular moment in time, held in place only for as long as it meets 
the needs of individuals and reflects their interpretations and 
definitions. Just as those interpretations and definitions are 
continually being changed and developed, so too is the negotiated 
order. The particular model of organization suggested by the 
perspective, it is suggested, (i) does not say enough about the 
process of negotiating order and (ii) does not provide the 
explanatory basis for understanding the particular outcomes of 
negotiated interactions.

In the chapters to follow I will attempt some further development 
of the interactionist perspective on organization along the lines 
suggested by the above discussion. The directions of such develop
ment are broadly determined by the need to look much more closely
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at the process of defining situations, rather than at definitions of 

situations and the process of negotiating order, rather than at 

negotiated orders. Despite their processual bias, some of the ideas 
and concepts that have been discussed in the past two chapters still 
tend to imply permanence rather than change, view the organization as 
in a state of being rather than in a process of becoming, and focus 

too centrally on content and context rather than upon the processes 
involved in organizing.

Following Weick*s continual exhortations, then, that we should 
consider organizing as a process rather than looking at 'the 
organization' which will tell us about a particular state of affairs 
at a particular point in time, we should move toward understanding 
organization as a continual process of defining situations and 
negotiating order and focus more centrally on the dynamics of 
interaction within organizations. Further development of the inter
actionist perspective is, I believe, possible through understanding 
these processes of defining situations and negotiating order as 
'micropolitical' - as dependent upon the relative power and 
influence of individuals within organizations to impact the 
definitions of others and to affect negotiations. In this frame, the 
concepts of 'definition' and 'negotiation' become a part of a much 
wider set of ideas related to power. Influence and micropolitics.

My proposed solution to some of the dilemmas posed in the latter 

part of this chapter, thus, is to focus on the micropolitics of 
organization and that is the task of Chapters Five and Six. Chapter 
Five introduces the ideas of power, influence and micropolitics, and 

Chapter Six will look at the 'micropolitics' of factory organization.



CHAPTER FIVE

POWER, INFLUENCE AND MICROPOLITICS

The case for a micropolitical perspective

In this section, I would like to put forward the proposition that we
are all 'political*beings in our everyday lives, that politics in its

most basic sense has to do with how people affect each other. To the 
extent that we might communicate with students in order to teach them, 
or with the members of our family to decide where we should go for a 
day out, or with our colleagues at work to talk them into adopting a 
new investment or marketing policy, we are engaged in what I would 
term the micropolitics of the classroom, the family or the organization.

What I am essentially arguing is that all interaction, all social 
life, has a micropolitical base in the sense that in the process of 
teaching, deciding where to go for a day out, or debating investment 
or marketing policy, what we say and do affects others (or at least 

most of us hope it does) and we can thus view our words and deeds as 
forms of political action. To argue thus, that all interaction has 
a micropolitical base, is not to deny that what I term micropolitics

goes on at meiny different levels and with highly differential
consequences. Quite obviously deciding where to go for a day out 
and deciding upon a potential change in investment policy has 
different implications and consequences for those involved in making 
such decisions and for those affected by the decisions, and the 
process of decision-making in the two circumstances will be subject 
to some qualitatively different considerations. But equally, the
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two decisions are also subject to somewhat similar considerations in 

that they both involve the coming together of individuals with 

different aims and objectives, different preferences as to what to do, 

and different perceptions of the issue, to make a decision.

Wrong (1968) and others have thus suggested that one can and should 

recognise that power and influence are inherent in all social 
interaction which consists of actors reciprocally producing effects 
upon one another, and, in this sense, people may be seen in their 

everyday lives to be exercising varying degrees of mutual influence 
and control over one another's behaviour as they interact. Since all 
social life and hence all social interaction implies a degree of choice 
about what to do and how to do it and since people are likely to 
differ in their views as to which course of action to pursue, some 
degree of political behaviour is inevitable. Again, as we more or 
less continuously strive to exert some influence over what happens to 
us in our everyday lives our behaviour will, in any interdependent 
situation necessarily have consequences for others who are seeking 
to do the same. Moreover, to the extent that we have learned to 
become 'social' beings we continually attempt to anticipate other's 
reactions to our attitudes and our behaviour and this raises the 
possibility of a whole range of tacit influence and power as we 
attempt to play our part in the constitution of the social order.

So, as reasonable men agree and disagree over the means and ends of 
particular social orders, and as they attempt to affect the 
directions that their lives take, and as they seek to align their 
actions implicitly and explicitly with the actions of others they 

intentionally and unintentionally and in all sorts of ways, influence
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each other's opinions and behaviour. The particular term 'micropolitics' 

as a description of such activity has been used by Bums (1961) in 

his analysis of the mechanisms of institutional and organizational 
change but nowhere does he make explicit the precise meaning he 

attaches to the term. My own use of the concept carries with it some 

particular connotations which I would like to briefly address at 
this point.

The essence of the notion of micropolitics is obviously contained 
within the above few sentences on the micropolitics of everyday life 
and basically what I mean when I refer to micropolitics are those 
aspects of interaction which relate to our attempts to influence 
the definitions of others and to exert some control over the course 
of the interaction. The idea is quite close to what Weinstein and 
Deutschberger (1964) have referred to as 'the problem of the 
interpersonal task'. The analysis put forward by Weinstein and 
Deutschberger provides an important link between the perspective 
and method of interactionism discussed in Chapter Two and the specific 
development of that perspective to include the notions of power, 
influence and micropolitics suggested here.

Weinstein and Deutschberger (1964) suggest the problem of the inter
personal task to be:

"influencing others so they respond in ways congruent 
with one's own purposes" (p 451)

and which they believe to have been a residual category in social 
psychology, both in the group dynamics focus on the common group
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task and in role theory which they regard as having emphasised 
automatic normative reciprocity. They begin from the conviction 

that individual behaviour is crucially shaped by and within each 
specific social interaction and go on to explain and analyse:

"the ways in which an individual (ego) attempts 
to organize the various factors in his interaction 
with another (alter) so that alter is constrained 
to give responses that accord with ego’s preferences 
and will advance ego's goals in the situation." (p 452)

The key word in that is to 'organize* - which indicates an activity 
that is both orientational and instrumental. Hence we come to 
appreciate that the particular flow of any interaction is determined 
not only by the way a particular actor defines the situation for 
himself, but more crucially by the extent to which each of the 
participants to the interaction structures the situation for the 
other's perception and hence seeks to influence his response. This, 
Weinstein and Deutschberger point out :

"grants that individuals are neither passive nor 
entirely powerless in their relationships with one 
another, and that each participant attempts to 
exercise his own direction over the flow of the 
interaction." (p 543)

This, then, is the 'interpersonal task' which refers to the specific 
ways in which each individual, in line with his own goals, attempts to 
shape the behaviour of other individuals in interaction - their 
encounter is seen as a bargaining type process in which each 
participant must adjust his lines of action to the lines of action 
of the other. Weinstein and Deutschberger's own specific focus is upon 

the 'alteraasting' perspective which we discussed briefly in Chapter
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Tw o but their approach is illustrative of a much wider range of 

concerns to do with the dynamics of power and influence in 

interaction.

Micropolitics in the sense described here has also been a focus of 

attention for other authors operating from broadly within the 

interactionist tradition, though whilst the idea of 'tactical* and 
'strategic' behaviour is never very far from the surface of 
discussion of the interactionist perspective it is rarely explicitly 

recognized within the literature. However, McCall and Simmons (1966) 
for example, in their discussion of the dynamics of interaction 
introduced earlier suggest that:

"In concrete encounters, the people involved seldom 
have altogether equal voices in shaping the nature 
and the course of the interaction. In most cases, 
one actor (or coalition of actors) will be in a 
position to drive a harder bargain for his 
definition of the situation and his plans of 
action." (p 157)

A more notable commentator on some of the tactics and strategies of 
interaction is Erving Goffman, whose work as recognised by Rogers 
(1980) implicitly recognises a particular notion of power and 
influence, and whose discussion of the management of impressions and 
identities, the presentations of self, and the relatively purposive 
orientations of individuals in interaction is clearly of relevance 
to the perspective outlined here.

Similarly of interest and relevance is the work of Hall (l972) whose 
critical discussion of the symbolic interactionist perspective and 
the negotiated order model lead him to conclude that:
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"Introduction of the concept power provides us 
with a vehicle for understanding the outcomes 
of negotiated interactions and for analyzing the 
processes by which those outcomes were determined." (p 46)

The study of micropolitics, then, is the study of the dynamics of 
power and influence, and it is with the above points in mind that 
I turn for a consideration of some ideas related to the social 
psychological definition of power and influence - toward 

understanding power as a specifically interactional phenomenon - 
and to a discussion of Lukes's (1974) conceptualization of the 
three dimensions of power which implicitly suggests a model for 
the study of the micropolitics of social life.
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Toward a social-psychological definition of power and influence

As with so many other social-psychological concepts it is Max Weber 

who might be regarded to have opened the way for new developments in 

the analysis of power. Up until the time at which he wrote, it has 
been suggested, most political theorists had taken it for granted 

that such terms as ’power’, ’influence' and 'authority' needed no 
great elaboration, presumably because the meaning of these words 
was clear to men of common sense. Even Machiavelli in his writings 
on the subject did not consider political terms to require much 
discussion or definition, preferring instead to concentrate his 
attention on the concrete and practical as opposed to the theoretical 
or abstract.

For Weber, however, an important task was the pursuit of analytical 
and conceptual clarity in his discussion of the phenomena of social 
life and of power and politics in particular. Power, he wrote (1947):

"is the probability that one actor within a social 
relationship will be in a position to carry out his 
will despite resistance, regardless of the basis on 
which this probability rests." (p 152)

Such a definition permitted Weber to suggest that the concept of 
power is highly comprehensive from the point of view of sociology - 
all conceivable qualities of a person and all conceivable combinations 
of circumstances may put him in a position to impose his will in a 
given situation. Power and influence are often seen as personal 
attributes or properties of a substantial nature - for example we 
talk of the possession and accumulation of power, the distribution of 

power, and equality or inequality of the power of different individuals
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but one of We Tier ' s distinctive contributions was his continual focus 

on the relational aspects of power and influence, stressing the 

belief that such concepts find their origin in specific social 
relations between actors, and that the proper investigation of power 

and influence should focus on those social relations. Of course, the 

debate between those who understand power as an attribute and those 

who understand it as a relation dates back to the work of philosophers 
such as Hobbes and Locke, but it was Weber’s contribution to the 
debate that seems to have spawned the particular efforts to clarify 
the meaning of the concepts with which I will be concerned here.

It would seem that practically all subsequent social-psychologically 
oriented theorists of power have been affected in one way or another, 
directly or indirectly, by Weber's thinking on the subject, influenced 
by his particular definition of power and in agreement with his basic 
assertion of the centrality of the concept for the understanding of 
social life. For example, Bierstedt (1950):

"Power ... is a universal phenomenon in human 
societies and in all social relationships. It is 
never wholly absent from social interaction, except 
perhaps in the primary group where 'personal 
identification' (Hiller) is complete and in those 
relations of 'polite acquaintance' (Simmel) 
which are social in the narrowest sense. All 
other social relations contain components of 
power." (p 730)*

Bierstedt portrays power as force or the ability to apply sanctions, 
suggesting that it is in fact a potential and not to be confused

* Bierstedt's definition of power is as follows: "Power is
latent force ... power itself is the prior capacity which 
makes the application of the force possible."
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with the actual use of force, that is the application of sanctions.

He further distinguishes 'power* from 'influence* by suggesting that 
power is inherently coercive and implies involuntary submission, whereas 
influence is persuasive and implies voluntary submission.

In Bierstedt*s opinion, then, force is manifest power and force in 

the sociological sense means 'the reduction or limitation or closure 
or even total elimination of alternatives to the social action of 
one person or group by another person or group'. He quotes "Your 
money or your life" as symbolizing a situation of naked force, the 

reduction of alternatives to two. Bachrach and Baratz (1963) reject 
this point of view, arguing that:

"As (they) see it, the essential difference between 
power and force is simply that in a power relationship 
one party obtains another's compliance, while in a 
situation involving force one's objectives must be 
achieved, if at all, in the face of noncompliance." (p 636)

Their point is an important one, since the issue of individual choice 
lies at the heart of discussions of power and influence. So, if 
A's demand for B's money or his life prompts B to surrender his wallet 
then A has exercised power - he has secured B's compliance(and perhaps 

more importantly his money!) by the threat of even more severe 
deprivation. However if A has to kill B to get his money then he has 
had to resort to force - he has had to actually invoke the threatened 

sanction. In other words, in a power relationship it is B who chooses 
what to do, while in a force relationship it is clearly A. In 
Bachrach and Baratz*s terms force, unlike power, is non-rational 
(because B has no choice) arid also tends to be non-relational (does 
not necessarily depend on interaction).
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The actual application of sanctions is thus often an admission of 

defeat by the would-be wielder of power - the prior threat of 
sanctions having failed to bring about the desired behaviour - and 
the resort to force can often lead to a subsequent loss of power in 

those cases where force leads to stiffer resistance in the future, 

or a recognition that the consequences were not as great as may have 

been expected. Similarly, just as the use of force may reduce power, 

repeated threats to invoke sanctions which are not in fact carried 
out will gradually lead to a loss of credibility in the minds of 
those threatened until in time the ’threats’ do not produce the 
desired behaviour.

Whilst we might thus disagree with Bierstedt’s conceptualisation of 
power as force, his work is still important in terms of distinguishing 
the concept of ’power’ from that of ’influence’. Bierstedt suggests 
that one person has influence over another to the extent that the 
first, without resorting to a threat of deprivation, causes the 
second to change his course of action - the exercise of power depends 
upon potential sanctions, while the exercise of influence does not.
Of course the line between power and influence is often difficult 
to draw in a complex real-life situation where one person’s reasons 
for action in accordance with another’s wishes are confused or 

multiple. Again, the two may be and usually are mutually reinforcing - 
power frequently generates influence and vice versa. However, even 
though the distinction between power and influence may often be 

blurred, it does not lessen the crucial importance of making such a 
distinction since the dynamics of power and influence relations are 
subtly different as we will see from an examination of case material 
later.
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Bell (1975) makes a similar distinction in his work, which we will 
discuss later, between power communications - which involve either 
threats and promises - and influence communications - which are 

intended to affect the action of B in the absence of sanctions.

Bierstedt’s analysis, then, sought to shift the discussion of power 
and influence away from the previously predominant ’political’ 

context of much of the work up to the time at which he wrote, and 

lay some further foundations for the move, which Weber had urged, 
towards a sociological context in which the meaning of the concept 
could be more reasonably and comprehensively elaborated. Bierstedt’s 

paper (1950) raised a number of issues of concern to the would-be 
theorist of power and influence, but it is to the work of Robert Dahl 
(1957 and subsequently) that we must turn for further conceptual 
sophistication.

The fact that some people have more power than others Dahl suggests 
to be one of the most palpable facts of human existence and in 
consequence the phenomenon has attracted the attentions of many 

scholars from many different disciplines, and the word and its 
synonyms have become embedded in the languages of all civilized 
peoples. This has occurred however, Dahl asserts, without any 
great conceptual clarity or definitional vigour, and it is these 
deficiencies he seeks to remedy in his (1957) paper. He begins 
from two fundamental propositions. First, that if so many people 
at so many different times have felt the need to attach the label 
power, or something like it, to some ’Thing’ they believe they 
have observed, then one is tempted to suppose that the ’Thing’ must 
exist, and not only exist but exist in a form, capable of being
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studied more or less systematically; and second, that a ’Thing' to 
which people attach so many labels with subtly or grossly different 

meanings, in many different cultures and times, is probably not a 
’Thing’ at all but many things. The two propositions reflect Dahl’s 
twin preoccupations in studying the concept of power - to formulate 
a statement of the concept that is rigorous enough to be of use in 

the systematic study of power, and to understand some of the subtly 
different manifestations of power in social life.

Dahl’s (1957) intuitive idea of power, similar to that of Weber above, 
is that:

”A has power over B to the extent that he can get 
B to do something that B would not otherwise do.” (p 202)

His basic premise - that power is a relation between people rather 
than an attribute of an actor - obviously follows the line of thought 
we have begun to trace through Weber and Bierstedt. In several 
other important respects, however, Dahl’s concept of power differs 
quite considerably from that of Bierstedt. First of all, Dahl’s 
work fuses the ’potential’ and ’use’ dimensions of power that were 
separated in the notion of power held by Bierstedt. Pouer is not 
power in Dahl’s terms unless it is used and used successfully. If 
a person does not use the available power, then power cannot be 

attributed to him - power is viewed in terms of cause and effect. 
Based on John Stuart Mill’s ’method of difference’, if party B does 
X when party A does Y but not when party A does Y’, then A has 
power over B. The degree of power depends on the specific 
probabilities of B doing X (instead of X^) when A does Y (rather 
than Ŷ  ). From Dahl’s point of view, then, power is exercised
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whenever one party affects the behaviour of another, which brings 

us to a second difference between his own and Bierstedt’s concept of 
power - Dahl effectively equates power with influence, the defining 

characteristic being the change in behaviour.

The theoretical analysis proposed by Dahl, then, conceives of power 
in terms of changes in the probability of overt action and Dahl saw 
as one of his primary tasks the ’operationalisation’ of the concept 

of power via probability functions and mathematical formulae. His 
explanation of power and power relations are couched in such terms, 
and in his 1957 paper culminate in the measurement and ranking of 
the power of a number of senators in terms of their comparative 
influence over the Senate on questions of foreign affairs. His 
analysis, whilst seemingly pedantic and somewhat mechanistic in 
terms of its conclusions, contains many useful insights into the 
workings of power, but unfortunately his attempts to meet high 
standards of logical rigour and empirical verification often 
obscures such insights and prevent Dahl from further development 
of some of the more useful and promising aspects of his work. He 
is often more interested, it seems, in his first proposition 
related to the systematic study of power than in his second related 
to an explication of the many shapes and forms that the exercise 
of power might take.

By virtue of his consistent focus on overt action and his 

continual attention to the problems of scientific analysis and 
empirical verification of his concept of power, Dahl has been 
suggested to epitomise the classic behaviourist approach to the 
study of power and politics. Power has to do with changing
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behaviour and politics has inescapably to do with decisions, he was 

to argue in a later (196I) paper. As such his work, and the work 
of others of a ’behaviourist* persuasion, has been subjected to 
quite considerable critical discussion. We will discuss later the 

substantive critique of the behaviourist approach but first make a 
number of points related to Dahl’s specific concept of power.

We have already noted in discussing the work of Bierstedt the 
desirability of distinguishing between the ’potential’ and ’use’ 
dimensions of power. Individuals may respond or comply in 
anticipation of sanctions rather than awaiting their actual 
application and Dahl’s approach seems quite unable to deal with 
such a proposition. Wrong (1968 and 1979) has given extensive 
consideration to this issue and concludes (1979) that there are 
two senses in which power is always potential:

’’The first, a trivial one, is that it is meaningful 
to assert that someone ’has’ power even when not 
engaged in exercising it if there is no reason to 
doubt his ability and disposition to exercise it 
on future occasions as he has in the past, e.g. the 
king asleep at night. The second, far more 
significant and complex sense in which power is 
potential is summed up by Friedrich’s well-known 
phrase ’the rule of anticipated reactions’. People 
may react to the possessor or controller of resources 
by anticipating the effective use of these resources 
to control their own actions.” (p 126)

Wrong distinguishes not only potential power and actual power (the 
use of power) but also the potential for power. As is apparent 
from the above quote, to Wrong power does not imply the use or 
successful use of the potential because the potential itself may 

be enough to alter the behaviours of others. An individual can 
have power without using it - the compliance of others is often
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based on their subjective expectation that the potential can and 

will be used when necessary and thus the potential often (indeed, 

usually) may make the use of power unnecessary. But in addition to 
this. Wrong suggests that individuals may control resources that 

can be developed into a base for power or can be left dormant or 
underdeveloped, that is they have a potential for power through 

which they can acquire power in a particular situation or relationship. 

This he terms the potential for power. All in all. Wrong’s analysis
suggests that much greater attention should be given to the ’subjective’
nature of power and the processes of power acquisition.

Wrong asserts that for the sake the analytical precision and clarity,
he prefers to use the term ’latent’ rather than ’potential’ to
indicate or suggest the covert presence of something actually 
affecting a situation in contrast to the weaker implication of 
’potential’ that something may assert its presence under purely 
hypothetical or counter-factual conditions. Whatever the particular 
terminology used, the weaknesses inherent in Dahl’s conceptualisation 
are clear.

We also noted earlier the possible benefits to be derived from 
distinguishing between power which implies and depends upon the 
potential use of sanctions and influence which does not. Again,
Dahl’s concept of power does not allow us to make such distinctions, 
treating the process of influence as a particular manifestation of 
power and subject to broadly similar consideration in its particular 
applicat ion.
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With these considerations in mind, we can now turn to the particular 

ways in which Dah] attempted to refine and elaborate his concept of 

power and his particular conceptual scheme for analysing power 

relations by reference to such features as (a) the source or base 

of an actor's power; (b) the means or instruments used by particular 

individuals to exert power; and (c) the amount or extent and 
(d) the range or scope of a particular actor’s power.

Discussion of such features of power relations will help us to deal 

with a literature on particular aspects of power and influence that 
is quite diverse, and in some ways conflicting and contradictory, 
not least in terms of the attempt to describe and define the sources 
or bases of power.

The base of an actor’s power, Dahl (l957) writes:

... consists of all the resources - opportunities, 
acts, objects etc - that he can exploit in order 
to affect the behaviour of another.” (p 203)

As an example Dahl cited some of the possible bases of a President’s 
power over a senator - his patronage, his constitutional veto, the 
possibility of calling White House conferences, his influence with 
the national electorate, his charisma, his charm and the like.

The search for and enumeration of sources and bases of an actor’s 
power has attracted the attention of a wide array of scholars and 
theorists, - and their typologies and classificatory schemes vary 
quite enormously one with the other, with often as many points of 
difference and dispute as of similarity.
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Dahl himself (196I), following his own line of inquiry into democracy 

and power in an American city advanced a quite comprehensive and 
particularised list of what he termed ’resources available to 

political man for influencing others’ which included:

”... an individual’s own time; access to money, 
credit and wealth; control over information; 
esteem or social standing; the possession of 
charisma, popularity, legitimacy, legality;
.... the rights pertaining to public office ..; 
solidarity: the capacity of a member of one 
segment of society to evoke support from others 
who identify him as like themselves because of 
similarities in occupation, social standing, 
religion, ethnic origin, or racial stock 
the right to vote, intelligence, education, 
and perhaps even one’s energy level.” (p 226)

A much more general and frequently quoted classification is that of 
French and Raven (1959)» discussion of which finds its way into 
almost every textbook of social psychology and an increasing number 
of those on organizational behaviour. They distinguished five major 
bases of power: reward, coercive, referent, legitimate and expert.
Later versions of the scheme add ’information’ as a separate sixth 

basis of power (Raven 1974)*

French and Raven were primarily concerned, then, with thë bases of 
interpersonal power - their typology is based on the nature of the 
relationship between the power holder and the power recipient.
Reward power quite obviously has as its basis the ability to reward and 
is limited to those situations in which the reward is meaningful for 
the power recipient; coercive power is founded upon the recipient’s 
perceptions of the ability of the power holder to distribute punish
ments; legitimate power suggests that the recipient acknowledges 

that the power holder has the ’right’ to influence him and that he
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has some obligation to follow the directions of the influence; 
referent power is present when a power recipient identifies with a 

power holder and seeks to model his behaviour; and expert power 

is based on the special knowledge attributed to the power holder by 

the recipient. Finally, information power is based on the recognition 
of the power recipient that the power holder has, for the present 

time at least, information that he is not a party to.

Bacharach and Lawler (198O) argue that whilst French and Raven provide 

an extensive repertoire of the possible bases of power, they do not 

provide anything like a cogent theoretical framework through which 
those bases may be understood and related to each other, and also 
that there is overlap between some of the categories — for example 
between legitimacy and expertise, information and expertise. Their 
own preference is for a framework which distinguishes ’bases’ of 
power from ’sources’ of power:

"In dealing with the bases of power we are interested 
in what parties control that enables them to 
manipulate the behaviour of others; in referring 
to the sources of power we are speaking of how 
parties come to control the bases of power." (p 34)

Given such a contrast, the work of Et ziotii (l 96I ) seems to offer a 
much more relevant starting point since he appears to maintain a 
consistent focus on what Bacharach and Lawler would term the bases 
of power. Etzioni identifies three forms of power, each relying on 
a different type of sanction: coercive power which rests on the 
ability to apply the threat of physical sanctions; remunerative 
power which is based on the control of material resources and 
rewards; and normative power which is based on the control of
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symbolic rewards. In applying Etzioni’s scheme to an organizational 

setting, however, Bacharach and Lawler (198O) suggest that one 
additional basis for power should be considered:

’’In an organizational setting access to information, 
that is, knowledge, also becomes a basis of power. 
When an actor in an organization controls unique 
information and when that information is needed 
to make a decision, the actor has power.’’ (p 34)

In terms of the sources of power, Bacharach and Lawler (l980 p 35-36) 

list four: (I) office or structural position; (2) personal
characteristics; (3) expertise; (4) opportunity.

The office or structural position, they argue, might provide an 
individual with access to a number of the bases of power, e.g. 
particular information, the opportunity to manipulate symbols etc. 
Personal characteristics might include charisma, verbal skill or 
the ability to argue effectively for a particular position.
Expertise obviously refers to the specialized information that an 

individual might bring to the organization, typically based on 
activities outside the organization. It is a ’source’ rather than 
a ’base’ in Bacharach and Lawler’s terms because it is a means by 

which an individual comes to control particular information rather 
than the control itself. Opportunity as a source of power is 
embedded in the informal structure of the organization and consists 
of the possible exploitation of such access to information or 
control of activity that whilst not formally recognised might exist 
for an individual in a particular situation.

Discussion of such a distinction between the bases and sources of 

power draws attention to a similar attempt to define power in terms
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of resources put forward by Rogers (1974)* She begins from the 
definition of a power resource as any attribute, circumstance, or 

possession that increases the ability of its holder to influence a 
person or group, and goes on to hypothesise two distinct kinds of 

resources implied by her definition;

"Instrumental resources are those that can be 
activated or invoked as a means of attempting 
to influence .... in simple terms, instrumental 
resources are the means of influence; they 
can be used to reward, punish or persuade. 
Infra-resources are those attributes, 
circumstances, or possessions that must be 
present before the appropriate instrumental 
resources can be activated or invoked; in that 
situation they are the preconditions or 
prerequisites without which instrumental 
resources are useless." (p 1425)

Instrumental resources may be anything from position and various 
attributes of an individual which enable him to engage in bargaining, 
to interpersonal skill, to knowledge, expertise or information. But 
it is Rogers’s idea of the ’infra-resources’ that distinguishes her 
model from the several others. Here she focuses primarily on 
perceptions, information, access and the like — arguing that, for 
example, incomplete or distorted information about a situation can 
diminish the effectiveness of instrumental resources, and drawing 

attention to the fact that in order for any instrumental resource to 
be used effectively, the individual must have the requisite infra
resources, the sensitivity to the particular requirements of a given 
situation, in order to facilitate that effective utilisation. Thus, 
whilst not denying the continuity of certain resources that an 

individual may possess which allow him to influence others, we must 
always be aware that perception and judgements about how and when to 

use those resources play an equally important part in the process of 

influence.
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What the analyses of both Bacharach and Lawler (l980) and Rogers 
(1974) do is to move discussion of sources, bases and power resources 
away from the fairly static conception implied in the work of Dahl 

and towards an appreciation of the essentially dyn'amic character of 
power and influence relations.

Dahl himself (1957) paid attention to the dynamics of power through his 
attempt to look at tie means or instruments used by particular 
individuals to exert power;

"In a sense, the base is inert, passive. It must be 
exploited in some fashion if the behaviour of others 
is to be altered. The means or instrumeids of such 
exploitation are numerous; often they involve threats 
or promises to employ the base in some way and they 
may involve actual use of the base." (p 203)

Again as an example Dahl referred to the means which might be employed 
by the President, which might include the promise of patronage, the 
threat of veto, the holding of a conference, the threat of appeal to 
the electorate, the exercise of cha.rm and charisma etc. Thus, he 
suggested the means is a mediating activity by A between A ’s base 

and B’s response. Such a proposition illustrates well the essentially 
behaviourist perspective of Dahl’s conception of power and this 
perspective is similarly apparent in his discussion of the amount/ 
extent and reige/scope of an individual actor’s power;

"The scope of the President’s power might therefore 
include such Congressional actions as passing or 
killing a Bill, failing to override a veto, holding 
hearings etc .... The amount of an actor’s power 
can be represented by a probability statement; e.g. 
the charges are 9 out of 10 that if the President 
promises a judgeship to five key Senators, the Senate 
will not override hi s veto .... Clearly, the amount 
can only be specified in conjunction with the means 
and scope." (p 203)
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For Da)I î, who is primarily concerned with the particular substantive 
area of governmental decision-making and with the construction of a 
rigorous and operationally verifiable concept of power, then, the 
amount and scope of power must be specified fairly precisely - scope 

refers chiefly to different institutional activities or ’issue-areas' 
such as education, political nominations, urban planning and the like 
which are objectively defined; and amount to varying degrees of 

probability that A ’s actions will affect B. Others who have conducted 

Diore general analyses of power relations have considered the issues 
of amount and scope of one actor’s power and influence over another 
in much more elaborate fashion.

For example. Wrong (1979) has suggested that, although power relations 
are assymmetrical in that the power holder exercises greater control 
over the behaviour of the power subject than the reverse, reciprocity 
of influence — the defining criterion of the social relation itself — 
is never entirely destroyed except in those forms of physical violence 
which, although directed against a human being, treat him as no 
more than a physical object. Rather, he argues:

"Assymetry exists in each individual act - response 
sequence, but the actors continually alternate the 
roles of power holder and power subject in the course 
of the interaction. In a stable social relation ... 
a pattern may emerge in which one actor controls the 
other with respect to particular situations and 
spheres of conduct - or ’scopes’ as they have often 
been called - while the other actor is regularly 
dominant in other areas of activity." (p 10)

Thus Wrong draws our attention to the inherent dangers of treating 
power relations as exclusively hierarchical or unilateral, and the 
possibility that we might overlook that class of relations between
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individuals in which the control of one over the other with reference 
to a particular scope is balanced by the control of the other in a 

different scope. The term ’intercursive power’ has been suggested for 
those relations characterized by a balance of power and a division of 

scopes, in contrast to ’integral power’ in which decision-making and 
initiatives to action are centralised or monopolized by one party.
The notion of intercursive power is a useful one in terms of describing 
and understanding any situation of complex interdependence, such as an 

organization, where different individuals have varying degrees of 
power related to different aspects of their jobs.

Emerson (I962) takes a somewhat different approach, again taking his 
line from Weber in rejecting those treatments of power which see it 
as an attribute of a person or group, and attempting in his paper to 
"construct a simple theory of the power aspects of social relations".
It is a common observation, Emerson suggests, that some person X 
dominates Y, while being subservient in relation with Z, and hence 
to say that ’X has power’ is vacant, unless we specify ’over whom’.
Thus :

"In making these necessary qualifications we force 
ourselves to face up to the obvious: power is a 
property of the social relation; it is not an 
attribute of the actor." (p 32)

Emerson’s distinctive contribution is the recognition that social 
relations commonly entail ties of mutual dependence between the parties, 
and it is this dependence that he sees to be the factor which binds 
actors together in social life:
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"A depends upon B if he aspires to goals or gratifications 
whose achievement is facilitated by appropriate actions 
on B’s part. By virtue of mutual dependency, it is 
more or less imperative to each party that he be able 
to control or influence the other’s conduct. At the 
same time, these ties of mutual dependence imply that 
each party is in a position, to some degree, to grant 
or deny, facilitate or hinder, the other’s gratification. 
Thus it would appear that the power to control or 
influence the other resides in control over the things 
he values, which may range all the way from oil 
resources to ego support, depending upon the relation 
in question.
In short, power resides implicitly in the other’s 
dependency." (p 32)

Two variables are hypothesised to fix the dependence of one actor upon 
another - (l) A ’s motivational investment in goals mediated by B and 
(2) the availability of those goals to A outside of the A—B relation. 
In line with his assertions that the dépendance of one party provides 
the basis for the power of the other, Emerson defines that power as 
potential influence;

"Power (P ab). The power of actor A over actor B 
is the amount of resistance on the part of B which 
can be potentially overcome by A." (p 32)

To the basic notion of A in some way affecting B, then, Emerson has 
added the dimension of dependence. Quite obviously, the power— 
dependence theory as proposed by Emerson has its roots in the wider 
theory of social exchange and his debt to such authors as Homans 

(1961) and to Thibaut and Kelley (1959) is apparent throughout his 
paper. Power is a central aspect of an exchange approach to social 
relationships and dependence or interdependence between actors in a 
social relationship forms the essential base for understanding that 
relationship. So in Emerson’s theory, the capability to overcome 

resistance is ultimately grounded in the nature of the dependence 
between two actors, and it is assumed that such dependence is not a
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’constant’ but rather varies across relationships and settings, and 

it is this variable nature of dependence that is of prime concern to 

the analyst.

So, to summarise, from the standpoint of power-dependence theory, 

power is a function of dependence. More specifically, the power of 
an actor in a given relationship is a function of the other person’s 
dependence on that actor. The greater the other’s dependence on the 
actor, the greater the actor’s power in the relationship. Similarly, 
the other’s power is a function of the actor’s dependence on the other. 
The greater the actor’s dependence on the other, the greater the other’s 
power in the social relationship.

Bacharach and Lawler (I98O) suggest that power-dependence theory has a 
number of advantages over more traditional theories of power, arguing 
that there is a strong case to be made for treating dependence as a 
formal dimension of power and making power a central concern of 
almost any sociological analysis. They draw attention to studies of 
their own (l9?6a,1976b, 1979) which confirm that power dependence 
theory identifies the basic parameters that constrain a power 
relationship:

’’...The dimensions of dependence determine whether 
parties stay in a given relationship, attempt to 
change it by tactical action, increase the amount 
of distance in the relationship, or simply abandon 
it." (p 23)

Curiously enough, they do not refer to Emerson (1964) who looks 
Specifically at power-dependence relations in two experimental 
situations.
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The three ’dimensions* of power

Baohrach and Baratz in two influential papers (1962 and 1963) and 

later in their hook (1970) have put forward a substantial critique 
of the kind of approach to the study of power that is characterized 
by the work of such as Dahl that we have just examined and discussed.

In essence, their point is that the conception of power implicit in 
this work is both too restricted and too restrictive in the sense 
that it only allows for consideration of that exercise of power 
that is directly observable and fairly unambiguously identifiable.
This is only one of power’s two ’faces’.

Theorists such as Dahl, they argue, who puts forward what they consider 
to be the classic behaviourist conception of power, mistakenly 
assume that power and its correlates are activated in and can be 
observed only in decision-making situations - this means that they 
overlook the equally, if not more important area of what they call 
’nondecision-making’ and which they define (1963) as :

’’the practice of limiting the scope of actual 
decision-making to ’safe’ issues by manipulating 
the dominant community values, myths, and 
political institutions and procedures.’’ (p 632)

To pass over such a practice is, for Baohrach and Baratz, to 

neglect one whole ’face’ of power, and the importance of their work 
is that they bring the crucially important idea of the ’mobilization 
of bias’ into the discussion of power. It is, in their (1970) 
words :
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"a set of predomiiiant values, beliefs, rituals 
and institutional procedures (’rules of the 
game’) that operate systematically and 
consistently to the benefit of certain persons 
and groups at the expense of others. Those 
who benefit are placed in a preferred position 
to defend and promote their vested interests. 
More often than not, the ’status quo defenders’ 
are a minority or elite group within the 
population in question.’’ (p 43)

A satisfactory analysis of the two dimensions of power, then, 
involves the examination of both decision-making and nondecison- 

making and whilst the approach of Dahl covers the first, it says 
nothing about the latter. So Baohrach and Baratz redefine the 
boundaries of what is to count as a political issue - for Dahl this 
boundary was set by the particular decisions to be made but 
Baohrach and Baratz also seek to identify and include within that 
boundary potential issues which nondecision-making prevents from 
being actual.

Lukes (1974) carries out a far more thoroughgoing critique of the 
classic behaviourist conception of power as reflected in the 
work of Dahl, azid suggests that, considerable advance that it may 
be, Baohrach and Baratz’s analysis still leaves a number of 
questions unanswered. Lukes presents a three dimensional model 
of power, taking Dahl’s view, the second ’face’ of power as presented 
by Baohrach and Baratz and adding his own third dimension.

Lukes agrees with Baohrach and Baratz that Dahl’s conception of 
power focuses almost exclusively on observable behaviour in 

identifying power and that this involves studying decison-making 
- power in Dahl’s terms can be analysed only after careful 

examination of a series of concrete decisions. However, there is
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another assumption implicit in Dahl’s theory of power that Lukes’ 
analysis calls into question, namely that these decisions involve 

direct i.e. actual and observable, conflict. In his own work, 

however, Dahl (1961) is quite sensitive to the operation of power 

or influence in the absence of conflict, leading Lukes (1974) to 
conclude that:

"... the text of Who Governs? is more subtle and 
profound than the general conceptual and method
ological pronouncements of its author and his 
colleagues; it is in contradiction with their 
conceptual framework and their methodology. In 
other words, it represents an insight which this 
one dimensional view of power is unable to 
exploit." (p 14)

Despite this insight, according to Dahl’s theory conflict is assumed 
to be crucial in providing evidence of the existence of power 
relations and necessary for the exercise of power, and this Lukes 
suggests to be a further critical deficiency of the behaviourist 
approach.

Thus, he concludes:

"...that this first, one-dimensional view of 
power involves a focus on behaviour in the 
making of decisions on issues over which there 
is an observable conflict of subjective interests, 
seen as express policy preferences, revealed by 
political participation." (p 15)

The two-dimensional view as proposed by Bachrach and Baratz 
represents a considerable advance on this, says Lukes, in the sense 
that it allows for consideration of the ways in which power is 
exercised not just upon participants within the decision-making
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process but also towards the exclusion of certain participants and 

issues altogether - the ways in which some issues are organized 

into politics while others are organized out. Despite this crucial 

difference, however, Lukes is still not satisfied that the concept 

of power associated with Bachrach and Baratz allows for inclusive 

consideration of the many and subtle ways that it may be exercised. 

He argues that, like Dahl, Bachrach and Baratz also rely on actual, 

observable conflict, overt or covert:

"Just as (Dahl et al) hold that power in decision
making only shows up where there is conflict, 
Bachrach and Baratz assume the same to be true in 
cases of nondecision-making. Thus they write 
that if ’there is no conflict, overt or covert, 
the presumption must be that there is consensus 
on the prevailing allocation of values, in which 
case nondecision-making is impossible.’" (p 19)

Lukes’s conclusion is that:

"... the two dimensional view of power involves 
a qualified critique of the behavioural focus 
of the first view (l say qualified because it is 
still assumed that nondecision-making is still 
a form of decision-making) and it allows for 
consideration of the ways in which decisions are 
prevented from being taken on potential issues 
over which there is an observable conflict of 
(subjective) interests, seen as embodied in 
express policy preferences and sub-political 
grievances." (p 20)

So the scene is set for Lukes’s own contribution - the three 

dimensional view of power. He outlines three reasons why the two- 

dimensional view of power is inadequate.

First, he suggests, its critique of behaviourism is too qualified, 

and the approach is still too committed to the study of actual
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behaviour. The ’bias’ of any system is not sustained merely by the 

individually chosen acts of an elite, but also most importantly by 

the socially structured and culturally patterned behaviour of groups 

and practices of institutions. In other words, Bachrach.and Baratz 

offer too methodologically individualist a view of power.

Secondly, the approach is inadequate in its association of power 

with actual, observable conflict. Manipulation and authority are 

forms of power, says Lukes, which may not involve such conflict, but 

more importantly, he feels that whilst:

"... A may exercise power over B by getting him to do
what he does not want to do, he also exercises power
over him by influencing, shaping or determining his
very wants. Indeed, is it not the supreme exercise
of power to get another or others to have the desires
that you want them to have - that is, to secure their
compliance by controlling their thoughts and desires?" (p 23)

This is, I believe, the crux of Lukes’s position, but he adds a 

third point of critique of the two dimensional view of power related 

to its insistence that nondecision-making power only exists where 

there are grievances which are denied entry into the political 

process in the form of issues. However, Lukes argues, to assume 

that the absence of grievance equals genuine consensus is problematic 

to the extent that it simply rules out the possibility of false or 

manipulated consensus by definitional fiat.

This third point, then, is related to the second, and also relates 

the concept of power to the concept of the definition of the 

situation introduced earlier by suggesting that if you can get 

others to accept your definition of the situation then they will
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act in the manner you prescribe, and hence you will have exerted 

power over them.

Lukes states the advantages of the three-dimensional view of 

power:

"it offers ... the prospect of a serious sociological 
and not merely personalised explanation of how 
political systems prevent demands from becoming 
political issues or even from being made." (p 38)

The traditional objections to such an analysis are of course 

related to the methodological problems associated with the study 

and explanation of what does not happen, and it is this issue to 

which Lukes turns his attention in the latter part of his text, 

arguing that just because it is difficult or even impossible to show 

that power has been exercised in a given situation, we cannot 

conclude that it has not, and suggesting his belief that it is 

possible to identify an exercise of power of this type.

His analysis has some interesting implications for our discussion 

of power and influence. In the first place, he argues, the notion 

of exercising power has a doubly unfortunate connotation:

"... it is sometimes assumed to be both individ
ualistic and intentional, that is, it seems to 
carry the suggestion that the exercise of power is 
a matter of individuals consciously acting to 
affect others." (p 39)

Lukes believes that such assumptions are unwarranted and to a 

certain extent, unjustified. In addition,
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the phrase 'exercising power’ .... conceals 
an interesting and important ambiguity." (p 39)

Traditional definitions of power involve the double claim that A 

acts (or fails to act) in a certain way and that B does what he 
would not otherwise do, but, Lukes asks, what about that situation 

where B responds in the way he does but we cannot ascertain whether 
this is because A acted in a particular way or another actor A^ 
acted in a different way, both of which might have led B to act as 
he did. It is thus a pointless question to ask which of them 
’produced’ this change since they both may have made a difference to 
the outcome. Hence, we must distinguish between the ’operative’ 
sense of exercising power and the ’effective’ sense of exercising 
power where we might be justified in suggesting that a particular 
actor’s behaviour or non-behaviour made a difference to the outcome. 
In Lukes’s words:

"In the case of an effective exercise of power A gets 
B to do what he would not otherwise do; in the case 
of an operative exercise of power. A, together with 
another or other sufficient conditions, gets B to 
do what he would not otherwise do." (p 41)

He also specifies the conditions under which we might reasonably 
assume the exercise of power to have taken place:

"...in general, any attribution of the exercise 
of power always implies a relevant counterfactual, 
to the effect that but for A, or but for A 
together with any other sufficient conditions,
B would otherwise have done (differently)." (p 41 )

To this, Lukes adds that:
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"... we also need to specify the means or 
mechanisms by which A has prevented, or else 
acted (or abstained from acting) in a manner 
sufficient to prevent B from doing so." (p 41/42)

The kind of analysis provided by Lukes has considerably advanced our 
theoretical understanding of power through his basic critique of 

behaviourally oriented conceptions of power, such as that of Dahl, 
and through his elaboration and extension of the work of Bachrach 

and Baratz which culminates in his proposal of a three dimensional 
view of power. In addition, Lukes’s analysis begins to focus our 
attention on the means and mechanisms through which one actor may 
seek to influence or exercise power over another, implying the wide 
variety of such means and mechanisms available to the actor, and 
stressing the pervasiveness of the less ’visible’ dimensions of 
power which serve to shape beliefs and preferences.

As such Lukes’s work, as well as offering the possibility of a 
seriously sociological study of power, also provides a lead toward 
the introduction and incorporation of notions of power and politics 
into interactionist theory and research. Rose (1962) and Hall (1972) 

have both suggested that the concept of power is noticeably absent 
from the writings of the interactionists. For example. Rose (1962) 
in discussing some of the inadequacies and gaps in interactionist 
theory writes:

"There is aneglect of power relationships between 
persons and groups, and while these are generally 
assumed to exist, they are seldom given due weight."

Hall (1972) believes that the absence of the concept may, in part 
at least, be due to its typical definition in non-symbolic terms.
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However if we accept the point of view put forward by Lukes it may 

well be that it is the symbolic aspects of power and politics that 

are most significant, and a focus on the dynamics of power or the 

micropolitics of interaction as defined earlier, the most potentially 

rewarding.

Lukes himself does not attempt the further explication of his point 

of view through the presentation of examples or case material of 
his own, but rather is content to rely upon the analysis of 

Crenson (1971) as representing a serious attempt to empirically 
apply the two dimensional view of power whilst unwittingly 
incorporating some elements of the three dimensional view as 
elaborated by Lukes.

Again, Gaventa (196O) has attempted to apply Lukes’s perspective to 
the understanding of how pa:a? works to develop and maintain the 

quiescence of the powerless in a US valley community.
Similarly Bachrach and Baratz whilst, in their 1970 book at least, 
beginning to identify some of the possible forms of nondecision— 

making and associated mechanisms of power, again rely on the 
analysis of Vidich and Bensman (1958) of small town politics for 
the further development of aspects of the second dimension or 
’face’ of power.
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A micropolitical model of organization

Until relatively recently, the study of power in organizations and 

of organizational politics were both topics which, cs Allen et al 

(1979) have suggested, were made conspicuous by their absence in the 
literature on organizations. Pfeffer (198I) suggests a number of 

reasons for this — (i) that the concept of power is problematic within 
the social science literature; (ii) other competing perspectives for 
understanding organization conform more closely to socially held 
values of rationality and effectiveness; and (iii) the concept of 
power is troublesome to the socialization of managers and the 
practice of management because of its implications and connotations.
Of course, the latter appears to Pfeffer to be the most significant:

"power and organization politics are topics that 
make people uncomfortable. Power is a word with an 
ideological tinge. Politics is barely ethical 
if one uses it to get something accomplished; it is 
often seen as quite unethical when someone else 
uses it against us or in a situation in which we 
are involved." (preface Px)

In the last few years, however, he argues, despite all of the above, 
there has been increasing interest in a political perspective on 
organizational behaviour and long overdue recognition that processes 
of power and influence play an important part in determining what 
happens and why in organizations. Pfeffer’s text is an admirable 
commentary on the bulk of the literature within the field of 
organizational analysis which has derived from such concerns and 

interests, and, taken together with Bacharach and Lawler (198O) 
is a good reflection of much of the work that has been done in the 

area.

Following Lukes’s (1974) postulation of the ’three-dimensional’ view 
of power which we have just discussed, however, it is suggested 
that by far the greater pr .portion of such work has been concerned
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to look in too restricted a focus at its subject-matter. Lukes's 

analysis, it will be remembered, concluded that the ’one-dimensional* 
perspective viewed power and influence in terms of (usually overt) 
behaviour in the making of decisions, and it is such an approach and 
such a conceptualisation of power that is seen to be characteristic 
of much of the work of those authors and theorists who have sought 
to study power and politics in an organizational context.

Such a perspective, for example, might be considered to form the 

basis of Pfeffer and Salanick’s (1971» 1974) own analysis of power 
and resource allocation within the organization. Their particular 

research, as with so many others, begins from the March and Simon 
(1958) conceptualisation of the organization in terms of decisions 
and decision-making and subsequently proceeds along a fairly 
standard course of inquiry into the role and relevance of power in 
the ifiaking of the specific decisions of resource allocation in the 
university they studied.

Again the work by Hickson, Minings et al (1971, 1974) on the 
development of a strategic contingencies theory of intra organizational 
power, whilst it presents a more inclusive analysis of some of the 

processes of power and influence within the organization, still holds 
firm to a focus on power related to, and reflected in, the making 
of specifically identifiable and observable decisions in order to 
advance their particular point of view.

And, similarly the case study by Pettigrew (1973) purports to explore 
the political dimensions of organization in the context of a series 
of innovative decisions in the firm he studied, and takes as its
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primary referent'point the making of a single computer purchase 
decision, the observation and analysis of which is held to reveal the 
essential structure and dynamics of power within the organization in 
que stion.

The point is that whilst each of these authors' analyses - 
particularly that of Pettigrew - does incorporate some limited 

attention to certain aspects of two and, much more uniquely, three- 
dimensional power, the predominant concerns of Pfeffer and Salancik, 
Hickson and Hinings Pettigrew and several others has been to study 
power in terms of decision-making within organizations. Each 
follows, in his own particular way, that approach to the analysis 
of power and politics which suggests that it is primarily the 
exercise (and usually overt exercise) of power that is central to 
our understanding of the phenomenon, and their respective theoretical 
and methodological preoccupations accordingly lie in the area of 
studying the particular power and influence of individuals on 
decisions made.

Hardly surprisingly, the conclusions to be drawn from such investigation 
and analysis about the nature and the distribution of power and 
influence within the organization may be seen to be quite limited, 

a point well recognised by Pfeffer (I98O, 198I) in some of his later 
work, and most strikingly apparent when viewing the phenomena in the 
three-dimensional focus proposed by Lukes. Such approaches, as has 
been identified, then, beg a number of important questions related 
to the particular concept of power as reflected in their analyses, 
through their over-emphasis on studying power of the first dimension 

and their relative neglect of the less readily apparent, less
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'visible’ - though often more fundamental - aspects of power and 

influence of the second and third dimensions.

There is little doubt that a one-dimensional view of power and 
influence will reveal many important insights into the dynamics of 
organization but my argument here is that in order to properly 

understand and analyse the micropolitics of organization we must 
view power in the three-dimensional focus proposed by Lukes. Thus 
the approach suggested and developed here is seen to differ in its 

basis and in its orientation to much of the existing literature within 
the area of power and politics in organization.

Much closer to the perspective a^ outlined here, and much more 
specifically relevant to the development of this perspective, is the 
work of Dalton (1959) whose text on ’Men who manage’ captures the 
sense of the micropolitical dynamic implicit within all organization, 
or of Burns (1977) who reflects well how the definitions, inter
pretations and actions of individuals within organization come to 
shape the precise nature of that organization, and how when those 
definitions change, the organization similarly changes. Again, the 
model of organizational politics as suggested by Allison (1971) 
might be seen to contain within it many of the elements of the 

micropolitical model as identified here, and whose governmental 
politics model sees:

’’no unitary actor but rather many actors as players - 
players who focus not on a single, strategic issue 
but on many diverse intra-national problems as well; 
players who act in terms of no consistent set of 
strategic objectives but rather acccrding to various 
conceptions of national, organizational and personal 
goals; players who make government decisions not by
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a single, rational choice but by the pulling 
and hauling that is politics." (p 144)

A micropolitical model of organization draws our attention to a 
number of features of organization which remain obscure from other 
points of view, and builds upon the progress made by the negotiated 

order perspective toward a processual view of organizationo It takes 
into account individuals with diverse definitions of the situation, 
divergent goals and objectives, and begins to tap some of the sources 
of such definitions, some of the reasons for such diversity. It 
suggests a number of features of individuals' definitions which find 
only limited recognition within the negotiated order model, i.e. that 
they are continually tentative, a function of individuals' goals and 
objectives, are formed and reformed in interaction, are constantly 
shifting as events occur, are shaped by what we have to do and by 
our ideas of what we should do, and so on. It recognises the essence 
of organization to be constituted in the face-to-face interaction and 
the relationships that are developed between individuals within 
organizations who are intent upon pursuing a variety of ends via 
the opportunities that they are able to create through their own 
behaviour, in the broad context of constraints imposed on them by 
the behaviour of others. It sees the process of organizing as a more 
or less continuous process of forming and aligning definitions, the 
continuous construction of working agreements, the constant alignment 
of purpose. From a micropolitical perspective, decisions are not made 
in a rational or formal way but rather through processes of bargaining 
and negotiation, conflict and compromise.

Such a model, then, following Allison (1971) views organizational 
action as 'micropolitical resultant' - resultant in the sense that
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what happens in organizations should not be seen as the choice of a 

single, rational decision-maker nor as some aggregated, prefered 

outcome of an organizational 'elite* but rather as deriving from a 
complex pattern of action and interaction established between 

individuals at all levels of organization as they go about their 

everyday organizational tasks; - micropolitical in the sense that 
individuals within organizations have a differential interest in, and 

unequal influence upon what happens in their organizations and that 

an understanding of particular organizational outcomes is essentially 
a matter of understanding the distribution and the dynamics of power 
and influence that are the essence of the process of organizing.

In Chapter Six, I will turn to an exploration of the micropolitics 
of organization as reflected in the factory management situation 
discussed earlier in Chapter Four, and analyse the micropolitics 
of factory management along the three dimensions of power as 
identified by Lukes.



CHAPTER SIX

THE MICROPOLITICS OF ORGANIZATION’

In Chapter Three I discussed the model of organization as proposed by- 
Strauss and his colleagues and most clearly formulated in their 19^3 

paper. Their approach, it will be recalled, illustrated the potential 
usefulness in viewing the organization from what might broadly be termed 
an interactionist perspective - highlighting the sometimes quite 
diverse definitions of the situation held by individuals within the 
organization and conceptualising the organization as a 'negotiated 
order' derived out of the attempts of those individuals to work together 

Chapter Four looked at the application of such ideas to a particular 
factory organization and concluded by suggesting that the model was 
deficient to the extent that (a) it did not fully or properly work 
through the implications of the basically processual view of 
organization that it represented and (b) that it provided little in 
the way of specifying any explanatory mechanisms through which 

particular organizational outcomes might be analysed and understood.

In order for the true potential of the perspective to be realised, 
both criticisms need to be overcome. First of all, we must avoid 
the particular pitfalls inherent in understanding individuals' 
definitions of the situation as prior states or as fixed for anything 
other than a particular moment in time — such definitions are more or 
less continuously shifting as time proceeds and as events occur and 
are reflexively related to the definitions and interpretations of 
others - and, similarly, we must recognise that a particular
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negotiated order within the organization holds good only for as 

long as it continues to meet the needs of those involved in its 

construction, and that its particular elements are under fairly close 

scrutiny and pressure for change from a variety of sources and for 

most of the time. Secondly, we must begin to specify some of the 

ways in which individuals' perceptions and definitions of the 

situation are developed and maintained or changed, and how particular 

working agreements and negotiated orders are agreed and held together 

or overturned as the work of the organization is accomplished.

This task I have begun in the previous chapter by the introduction of 

the concepts of power and influence as explanatory variables, and 

the idea of 'micropolitics' as an explanatory mechanism for under

standing organization and organizational change. At the end of the 

chapter I briefly outlined some of the basic elements of a micro

political model of organization. The aim of this chapter is to 

develop and extend some of the ideas introduced in Chapter Five - 

specifically the Lukes conceptual scheme which has suggested a 

'three-dimensional' view of power - (l) by some further analytical 

development of the scheme in terms of its application to the study 

of organization; and (2) by illustration of some aspects of the 

micropolitics of organization from the example of factory management 

discussed earlier.
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The micropolitics of factory management

In this section, then, I relate the concepts of power and influence 

to an understanding of organization through a discussion of the 

micropolitics of factory management.

Micropolitical activity as I have described it in the previous 

chapter was apparent at each and every level of the factory 

organization, and whilst my primary focus in much of what follows 

will be upon micropolitics within and around the management group 

in the factory, some additional attention will be paid to the junior 

staff group within the factory and to head office activity, most 

notably in the discussion of the second and third 'dimensions' of 

power and particularly as such activity relates to the definitions, 

interpretations, actions and interactions of the senior group.

Again, politics, or 'micropolitics' as I prefer to call it, seemed 

to be an endlessly fascinating topic of conversation for individuals 

at all levels of the organization, who see and understand much of 

their own and others' behaviour in what might broadly be labelled 

micropolitical terms. We shall discuss this point somewhat more 

fully in a moment in looking at individuals' conceptions of decision

making within the organization as a political process, but note 

here also that throughout the investigation into the management 

and organization of the factory I was to come up against explanations 

of all sorts of issues and events couched loosely (and sometimes much 

less loosely) in terms related to the micropolitical perspective 

suggested here. Time and time again people would refer to power 

or the politics of organization and consistently refer to this or
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that event as understandable within the 'political context*in which 

the event occurred.

So, for example, in seeking to make sense of what happened around 

them people would rely upon their largely intuitive understanding of 

the organization as a social reality (this happened because X wanted 

it to happen' or 'that happened because A had previously agreed it 

with B') and support and elaborate upon that understanding by 

reference to notions of power, influence, bargaining and persuasion 

to further explain events, thus reflecting their appreciation also 

of the organization as a 'political reality' ('X tends to dominate 

that meeting' or 'A relies heavily upon B in this or that circumstance' 

etc. )

My task here, however, is to try to move away from this purely 

intuitive idea of what was going on and to attempt to look more 

rigorously at the micropolitics of organization — in this instance 

at the micropolitics of factory organization and management - using 

the concepts and ideas introduced earlier. The Lukes scheme allows 

us to begin to analyse in more rigorous fashion what we mean by 

micropolitical activity within organization, and can help us to 

identify and illustrate some of the variety of ways in which micro

political activity affects what happens in organizations. This I 

believe it allows us to do without losing sight of that essential 

empirical base of individuals' intuitive appreciation of the dynamics 

of the organization of which they form a part, and it is to a discussion 

and some illustration of the three dimensions of power that I now 

turn.
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Power - the first dimension

The first 'dimension* of power, as suggested by the analysis of the 

previous chapter, views power in terms of deciding what to do on the 

specific issues of factory management and understands the balance 

and distribution of power within the organization by looking at who 

prevails in decision-making over a variety of those issues.

One of the first points that should be made in relation to the 

study of one-dimensional power in organizations is that there is 

fairly widespread recognition of the 'political' basis of much of 

organizational decision-making, not only in the sense of 'gossip' 

or the stories that are told about how the organization operates, 

but also in the participants' own understanding and analyses of 

the decision-making processes of which they are a part. Hence, 

several of the members of the management group (and other staff 

within the factory) would themselves identify, in interviews and 

discussions, many of the elements of the micropolitical model of 

organization previously outlined as being relevant to their own 

situation.

So, for example, Richard, one of the production foremen within the 

factory, had this to say about the quite different interpretations 

and definitions of factory performance as viewed from a 'production' 

and a 'financial' point of view:

Richard "It's quite obvious that Colin does not see things quite 
the same way that we do on (product returns). He will 
look at those figures as an accountant and say that we 
must do X and Y and that will improve our productive 
efficiency by Z^. But from a production point of view 
to do X or Y might not make sense within the overall
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pattern of the way we work - he will look at those figures 
'cold* while we have to continually think in terms of how 
things will work out in practice. I'm not saying he's 
wrong but that he's judging our performance along one set 
of criteria only."

Talking to Colin is always 'a bit of a problem' for Richard because of 

their quite separate viewpoints and is also complicated by the fact 

that Colin, as well as being factory accountant, is also head of the 

work study department within the factory. Again, there are tensions 

and conflicts between individuals and departments who not only define 

issues somewhat differently but would also argue for different courses 

of action to be taken in specific instances, a point well recognised 

by Paul, the factory engineer, in his discussion of his role within 

the factory:

Paul "There are times when I have to put my foot down quite hard 
with Kevin and co. That's often the most difficult part of 
my job really, because I know what effect taking a particular 
machine out would have, but I am also aware of what effects 
not taking it out might have in the longer term .... I have 
to work quite hard sometimes to convince them that I'm not 
just being a pain - but we usually manage without quite 
coming to blows."

So in this instance Paul's goals and objectives in the particular 

situation - to carry out proper machine maintenance - may be, and indeed 

are recognised to be, at odds with the goals and objectives of Kevin 

and his colleagues in the production departments who are seeking to 

meet production targets and for whom the loss of a machine represents 

the immediate loss of productive capacity. For Paul it is a matter 

of influencing, cajoling, sometimes bargaining and sometimes 

pressuring others in order to get done what he feels is necessary 

to be done.
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Similarly, there is evidence of different interpretations, different 

goals and objectives, and different priorities and preferences which 

exist between Fred, the factory manager, and the other members of his 

factory management team:

Fred "I have been told by Ernest (production manager and Fred's 
immediate boss) that we must begin to handle a much wider 
range of product than we currently do or traditionally 
have been used to. Consequently a part of my job has to be 
to try to convince the others that this is the way to go,
th;it this in fact is the only way we can go ......
.....  and to look at what we need to do to get geared up
for that situation. We have been criticised in the past for 
a lack of flexibility in terms of what we can handle and I 
believe that now is the time to begin to do something."

Any specific moves in this direction, however, would almost certainly 

meet some resistance from Ron, a production foreman exid the most 

experienced member of the management group:

Ron "The strength of this factory lies in long runs of production, 
that is what we are used to and that is what the work force
knows and will accept  and I think Fred ought to put
that point cf view more forcefully at (Head office). It's 
not only this factory that relies on the 'bread and butter 
stuff, so does the whole company. (Factory X) is a different 
proposition - they are better equipped to deal with several 
ranges and with frequent change, the staff and the work force
are accustbmed to that  I think we will have to go
much more carefully, tread a lot more gingerly on this one."

The point is not so much that such differences of viewpoint and of 

goals and objectives exist as that they are recognised by the members 

of the management group, and are taken into account by them in their 

dealings with each other - the idea of such differences and the 

perception of organizational decision-making as a political process 

become incorporated into the ways in which individuals define issues 

and events.
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As well as recognizing the elements of the political context in which 

they operate, the members of the management group also seem to have 

developed a quite sensitive appreciation of who holds power within the 

organization, and have quite clear ideas of winners and losers, gains 

and losses in terms of the specific decisions that are made, inside 

and outside of the factory. The net result of all of this is apparent 

in the particular views and beliefs they hold about the nature of the 

organizational process, at one moment 'depending on give and take' 

and at another seemingly 'a bit of a battle', and is evidenced in 

their awareness of, and use of, a wide variety of means and 

mechanisms, interpersonal tactics and strategies designed to exert 

influence over what takes place and what decisions are made.

Some illustrations from the study of factory organization and 

management will reveal something of the nature and the scope of such 

means and mechanisms, and the variety of scenes and settings for 

micropolitical activity which exist within the organization, and 

will help us to understand some of the ways in which the 'one

dimensional' approach to the study of power within organizations is 

of use to us in analyzing what happens and why. Observation of the 

behaviour of the staff as they went about the business of managing 

the factory would identify, as was suggested in an earlier chapter, 

that there is something of a formal sturcture for decision-making 

within the factory, and that there are patterns and procedures for 

making decisions on many of the issues and problems which arise.

The formal structure and processes of decision making within the 

factory thus provide one focus of micropolitical activity as the 

structure is applied to the specific issues and problems as they 

arise, and looking at such a formal structure and how it operates
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helps us to understand something of the nature and distribution of 

power within the organization.

So for example we find a fairly elaborate structure of meetings within 

the factory which deal with the various aspects of factory management, 

and which provide the participants with one arena in which they might 

engage in the micropolitics of organization. The most important of 

these meetings is held to be the weekly factory 'management meeting' 

attended by Fred (factory manager) and each of the eight heads of 

department. This meeting takes place on Monday afternoons and is 

designed to follow the fortnightly factory managers' meeting, 

attended by Fred, and which takes place at Head Office on Monday 

mornings - thus enabling the efficient and speedy dissemination of 

information and briefing of his senior group by Fred on any company- 

wide issues and proposals relevant to the factory. In addition to 

being an information dissemination mechanism the meeting has a number 

of other functions ■ - one, it discusses various 'policy' issues to do 

with the management of the factory; two, it reviews factory performance 

and effectiveness; and three, it receives reports from all heads of 

department on issues and problems in their specific areas.

The other meeting which is quite central to the operation of the 

factory is the 'input meeting', held on Tuesday mornings, and which 

is primarily concerned with production matters, with product loadings 

and targets, the distribution of work throughout the factory, and a 

whole host of issues related to the production function within the 

factory. The meeting, chaired by Ron (production foreman and production 

controller), usually follows a fairly unstructured format whereby it 

(a) reviews the past week's performance; (b) adjusts the present
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week's activity in the light of that review and any other contingencies 

(manning levels etc); and (c) agrees the following week's targets arid 

loading etc. Some would, and do, argue this to be the most important 
meeting which takes place within the factory - it is attended by Fred 
on those Tuesdays when he is in the factory, Ron, Kevin, Richard and 
Jack, the four production foremen, Peter, a production planner from 
Ren's department, and two other production supervisors. In addition, 

on some weeks, a member of Colin's (factory accountant/work study) 
department attended "when the need arose". This was the 'production 
mafia meeting' in the folklore of the factory - the occasion when the 
production barons of the factory would meet with selected others to 
discuss the 'real business' of the factory.

Other meetings which took place within the factory were the various 
individual departmental meetings which primarily disseminated selected 
or 'relevant' information and discussed the business of the particular 
department; product development meetings - attended by a core group 
of George (head of product development) and his staff and involving 
members of the production and work study staff as appropriate; and one 
or two special project groups looking at particular issues which met 
irregularly and whose composition varied with the problem or issue 
being addressed.

Studying the formal meetings and what happens in them.is thus one 
obvious way of studying the micropolitics of organization and of 
beginning to understand which individuals (and groups) have power 
and influence within the factory. The answers to questions such as 
-Who attends which meetings? Who dominates the meetings? Who seems 
to get his own way within the meetings? Who seems satisfied with the
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outcomes? Who is dissatisfied? - will all help us towards an 

appreciation of 'one-dimensional* power in operation within the 

factory.

The factory management meeting followed a basically orderly format. 
Items for the agenda could be handed to the factory manager's 
secretary up to the previous Friday for inclusion in the following 
Monday's meeting, and the 'departmental reports' section of the meeting 

was a relatively informal 'around the table' kind of discussion.
More careful observation and analysis of a number of these meetings, 
however, showed that the actual agenda was usually quite small - only 
rarely, for example, would production staff put an issue on the 
agenda, and much of the early discussion in the meetings centred 
around Fred's report back on company issues and, whether or not he 
had attended a head office meeting earlier in the day, he usually took 
the initiative in this part of the meeting. Every week there would 
follow some quite detailed questioning of Fred, mainly by the 
production staff within the meeting who would give him a hard time on 
many of the issues. Again Colin (factory accountant) would 
constantly raise issues in this part, and every other pant of 
meeting - rarely would he table specific items for the agenda, though, 
preferring to take what advantage he could of what was being discussed 
to raise his issues, or raise a whole series of them under Any Other 
Business, much to the annoyance of Fred who would constantly take Colin 
to task for the practice, but seemed practically unable to do anything 
to alter the situation. Reports back from each department varied 
in their length,breadth and depth according to the particular 
individual in charge of the department, and quite obviously some 
clearly calculated decisions were made as to whether or not to raise
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particular problems and issues for discussion with the whole group, 

and in this phase of the meeting - as in all other phases - a range 
of styles was apparent and a wide variety of stratagems and manoeuvres 

in evidence.

Looking at the characters that are involved in the Monday management 

meeting and at their characteristic ways of operating, inside and 
outside of the meeting, and at some of their opinions and views of 

the decision-making process within the factory will help us to 
understand Something of their relative power and influence over 
events. Ron, for example, was a 'canny operator* in the opinion 
of one of his colleagues, and carried the obvious respect of most 
for his experience of the production process and of factory life in 
general. He made an eager and enthusiastic contribution to the 
management meeting aijd was obviously something of an 'opinion leader' 
for the production staff within the factory:

Richard "You've got to respect Ron's judgement on a lot of these 
issues. After all he has been around a lot longer than 
most of us and knows this factory inside out .... if 
any of us have a problem, and I don't just mean production 
people, it's Ron that we turn to first."

This view was shared by Fred who similarly acknowledged the value of 
Ron's vast experience and his immense contribution to factory life:

Fred "In many respects, Ron is the backbone of the factory.
I honestly don't know what we would do without him....
I rely on him a tremendous amount in lots of areas .... 
he has also got the respect of each and every member of 
staff within the factory and of the work force."

Ron used his experience to good effect both inside and outside of
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the meeting - there was an air of confidence and of certainty in much 

of what he said and did which often made it difficult for his 
colleagues to argue against his particular point of view. As we 

shall see, Ron was a quite central character in most of what happened 
within the factory. Kevin and Richard, the other production foremen 
had been in the factory for a much shorter period and tended to say 
much less at the meetings, although Richard would sometimes make quite 
incisive interventions in discussions at various points, some of them 

reflecting his role as factory ASTMS representative. Jack, foreman 
of the special production unit, had like Ron been in the factory for 
a number of years, and again had the obvious respect of his colleagues 
- most of the group were interested in his unit's work and whilst his 
contributions were often presented in a low-key manner, they usually 
carried some weight within the group.

Often, the production faction within the meeting would present a 
quite united front on many of the issues that were raised.
Establishing 'the production view' was one way in which Ron, Kevin, 
Richard and to a lesser extent. Jack could maintain a balance of 
power within the group:

Ron "There’s a lot of informal contact between all of the
senior group, but the most important is between myself 
and the other production foremen .... we rely on each
other to be able to do our jobs properly ....  there
lias to be a lot of give and take ..... I know I can rely
on Kevin and the others to support me in the meeting, 
most likely we will have formed a view on the issue 
anyway, and that's what it's all about, hearing the 
different views and then making the judgment as to what 
to do. "

The broad coalition of the production group would be supported by a 
network of reciprocal deals, bargains and arrangements between the
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production foremen as reflected in Kevin's description of how the 

factory operates:

Kevin "The factory is like a great big lumbering machine -
the flow of work from one area to another depends 
absolutely on the flexibility that you can develop 
around the different bits. I always like to help Ron 
or Richard out where I can because I know they will do 
the same .... you run into unforseen problems, you need 
to be able to go along to Ron and say 'Look, I need so- 
and-so* and be fairly sure that you will get what you 
want .... O.K. so we're a bit naughty in not telling 
Jim or Colin sometimes but our job is to get the product 
out of the door."

In many ways, and quite naturally, the meeting was dominated by 
production related issues and this was reflected in the behaviour 
and attitudes of the other members of the senior group. For example, 
George (head of product development) seemed to adopt quite defensive 
postures at the meeting, his group being under fairly constant attack 
from production. His role and the way his department operated meant 
that George was often on a hiding to nothing on many of the issues, 
though having said that, he was a strongish character who rarely 
flinched from the many challenges and criticisms that would be thrown 

his way. However, in a later interview he admitted:

George "It's quite a hostile environment for me in that
meeting at the present point in time. I sometimes 
think that Ron, Kevin and the others resent the 
attention that is being paid to marketing and product 
development within the company as a whole. Sometimes 
I think that they would be happy to go on producing 
(particular product range) for evermore - irrespective 
of what the market might think."

Colin (factory accountant and head of work study), as mentioned, was 
an active character and far from letting himself or his department 
be attacked by the production foremen sought to attack production
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himself as often as he could and usually armed with the requisite 
facts and figures to make a significant impact. Throughout the 
meeting and in all areas of factory life Colin would seek a central 
role for himself and his staff group, constantly challenging the 
others, asking questions and generally probing, harrying and worrying 
those around him.

Colin, too, was well aware of the value of mobilizing a degree of 

support for his views prior to the discussion of issues at the 
meeting. Whilst relatively enduring coalitions would be built, for 
example, between the production foremen within the factory who had 
many common interests and who would have relatively high levels of 
contact with each other as a matter of course, Colin had to rely much 
more upon temporary alliances with individual members of the group:

Colin "George is my only real ally at that management meeting
.... We rely on each other for some backing at least
against the production 'heavies' ..... for example, I
know that he wants to get the particular development 
costings on (product type) through fairly quickly and 
also that it might take a bit of manipulation to get 
them through but I am willing to back him .... and in one 
way he's right, but they are bound to disagree because 
they will want to get the maximum possible leeway in which 
to work."

The exchange of favours was thus one v;ay in which Colin could build 
support for his own views and for what he wanted to do. Such 
alliances and coalitions as he could develop, however, were usually 

specifically related to particular issues. Much of his time would 
be taken up in 'doing his homework' on issues which might arise, 
accepting that it was no easy task to argue against the strong 
production faction within the factory on any issue, however trivial.
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The other two members of the management group were Jim and Paul, both 

of whom cut a relatively low profile at the management meeting and 
tended to restrict themselves more generally to their own tasks within 

the factory. Jim (personnel and head of quality) was described by 
several of his colleagues to be 'a man in search of a quiet life*.
His interventions at meetings seemed, by and large, to be restricted 
to one or two swipes from the sidelines and constantly sought to 
avoid involvement in enytliing other than his own specific province, 
much to the annoyance of Colin, and he reported back little from 

his small department. Paul (the factory engineer) was a quiet 

character who made his report efficiently and precisely and got 
what business he needed to do agreed in the meeting, but mrely 
gave the impression of being a true ’member* of the decision-making 
team in any area other than on engineering issues.

I have mentioned earlier that Fred was relatively new to the role of 
factory manager and some of his uncertainty and inexperience was 
apparent from his behaviour within the meeting. He was consistently 
taken to task on his reports back from head office and there was 
fairly constant implicit criticism of the way he was handling 
the factory's affairs at company level. He had the unfortunate 

tendency to precede many of his statements within the meeting with 
the preface "I don't really know but...." or "Well, if it's up to 
me...." which provided ample opportunity for his senior group to 
tell him exactly what he did not know, or why it wasn't up to him. 
Whilst he was in the chair at the meeting, he rarely seemed in 
control of the meeting and nor did he want to be - though this was 
a function not only of his own preference but of the senior group's 
efforts to deny him strict control. As time went on, Fred became
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more and more hooked into patterns of behaviour within the meeting 

and within the factory in general that he would find it increasingly 
difficult to break, particularly on those occasions when he really 

did want to exert some more direct control. His own feelings about 

the meeting - and of his senior team — were summed up as follows:

Fred "They are quite a powerful bunch aren't they .... before
I actually raise anything with them I have to feel I am 
absolutely confident of my position or I will get 
deflected ... I find that I have to work quite hard in 
that meeting - it doesn't help that I am quite new 
because they think they can pull the wool over my eyes 
and one or two of them will tend to try it on a bit."

The meeting as a whole gave the impression that much of the real 
business was being done elsewhere but nevertheless it was the senior 
decision-making forum of the factory and usually if an issue were 
tricky enough or persistent enough it would eventually find its 
way to discussion at the meeting. Obviously the production elements 
within the meeting held a number of the strongest cards and tended 
to dominate a lot of the discussion and take up much of the air time. 
Ron and Jack between them represented many years of production 
experience, knew all of the ropes, and held a lot of sway with the 
others; Colin (accounts/work study) always worked hard at the meeting 
and always had his 'homework' done on issues which arose; Fred 
obviously had a power position and a significant influence on decisions 
but his tendency towards indecisiveness meant that his influence was 
not what it might have been. This meant that the meeting was 
production dominated and that the production group tended to get 
most of what they wanted from the meeting for most of the time.
George, and to a much lesser extent Colin, often went away from the 
meeting dissatisfied with particular outcomes and Fred often felt
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that the meeting had left him with more problems than it had 

resolved.

The input meeting was somewhat different in atmosphere and in style. 

It followed a much looser format than the Monday management meeting 
and often seemed to veer off into quite rambling discussion. As 
mentioned, there were basically three parts to the meeting - review 

of past week, contingency planning for the present week and planning 
next week’s schedule - these constituted the discipline around 
which a wide variety of production (and other) issues would be 
discussed. Ron co-ordinated all of the business of the meeting 
which he chaired and which, broadly speaking, he controlled. 
Attendance of the meeting was interesting, almost exclusively 
comprising production staff, the only exception being that a member 
of the work study department attended when appropriate. There was 
strong resistance to claims by George (development) that he should 
also attend the meeting. Fred for his part missed many of the 
meetings whilst he was at head office - in many ways the input 
meeting was a difficult meeting for him, seemingly unable to find 

a role for himself and being unable to contribute as much as he 
would like due to his inexperience and lack of knowledge of some 
of the detail of the production process. However, the meeting did 
need some ’policing' by either Fred or by George in order to avoid 
some quite dubious practices being introduced behind the development 
group's back, which subsequently would lead to problems but overcome 
some immediate production difficulties. There were fairly even 
levels of contribution to the meeting by each of the four production 
foremen with Kevin and Richard more prominent than in the management 
meetings, but the junior staff members of the group - the production
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planner and the two supervisors - played the fairly limited roles 

of information providers and gatherers and seemed to exert little 

influence over the decisions made. This meeting like so many other 

activities within the factory reflected the great divide that existed 
between senior and junior staff levels and which was a constant source 

of irritation to the junior group.

Some departmental meetings took place regularly within the factory, 
others did not - some seemed to involve fairly full and open discussion 
of many issues, others did not. The senior group in their dealings 
with the members of their department selectively interpreted and 
selectively disseminated the information they received from Fred and 
information that derived from decisions they themselves had made. 
Product development meetings were fairly relaxed affairs and included 
George, the head of development, together with the rest of his team, 
one of the production foremen - usually Ron - and Colin or one of 
his staff who provided the work study input to the meeting. Fred 
would also attend as many of the meetings as he could and in some 
cases members of head office marketing or development groups might 
also attend.

Most of the project group meetings I saw were also quite relaxed 
affairs, freed from the pressures of having to make the necessary 
day-to-day decisions of factory management. Nevertheless such 
meetings were often illustrative of some of the enduring tensions 
which existed within the factory and which affected much of what 
happened and the way things were done, notable amongst these being 
the interface between production and 'service' functions and the 
apparent gulf of information between senior and junior staff members.
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I will return tu a discussion of the composit j oi' of some of these 
meetings in the discussion of ’two-dimensional* power, but for the 
moment note that in all such groups the ’production’ element held 
sway and on the surface at least appeared a fairly cohesive unit 
with little readily apparent differences of philosophy or opinion.
The only real challenge to their predominance within the factory 
would come from Colin and his group who iri either his factory 

accountant or work study capacity had gained some foothold in most 

areas of factory life.

The negotiated order perspective discussed in chapters three and 
four highlighted the fact that such formal meetings and formal 
interactions, such formal decision-making as does take place, is 
paralleled by a vast network of relatively informal practices and 
arrangements or ’negotiations’ between the participants which 
supplement and in many instances seemingly replace the more formal 
c.pparatus of decision-making. Some examples were given there of 
the type and extent of such negotiations in the management of the 
factory - many of which become almost ’routinized’ in the sense of 
being understood as "the way things are done" or the way particular 
issues are resolved, and accepted as such by many of the parties.

The point to be made here, however, is that study of these more 
informal interactions or ’negotiations’ which take place will provide 
for us some further data on one-dimensional power and the micropolitics 
of factory management, such activity providing another focus of 
micropolitical activity as bargains were struck, compromises reached 
outside of the formal rules and procedures. This aspect of bne- 

diraensional’ power is quite obviously much more difficult to study or
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research since it requires a much more intimate familiarity with 

the characters involved, and much more significantly due to the fact 
that such activity will often be undertaken covertly. Having said 
that, when research is carried out over significantly long periods 

of time more and more evidence of such activity will be accumulated, 

and some appreciation gained of individuals’ relative power and 

influence over decisions made informally.

Again the questions are - Who is involved? In what ways? and Who gets 

what he wants? Who dominates the interaction? Who is satisfied with 

particular outcomes and who is dissatisfied? — and on the basis of 
this type of analysis some further tentative suggestions are possible. 
There was a great deal of informal contact between all of the 
production foremen and two of them even shared the same office. Many 
hours of discussion would take place during (and outside of) work 
hours, with Ron, as production controller, often the hub of such 
activity. Any log of the networks of interaction within the factory 
would show Ron to be involved in, and at the centre of, much of the 
formal and informal discussion which took place. His advice would be 
sought on many issues by all members of the management group and by 
the junior staff and his undoubted knowledge of the production process 
and methods placed him in a unique position to influence events. It 
is probably fair to say that informal contact was high between all of 
the members of the senior group, whether in production or service 
role, and this obviously had a lot to do with their perceived 
collective strength. As for Fred, the factory manager, the high level 
of informal discussion, agreement and decision-making represented 
another significant barrier to a proper understanding of what was 
going on and explained his inability to get to grips with some of
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the more ’grass-roots’ types of problem he felt that the factory 

had.

Again, then, the overall picture provided by a study of the more 

’informal’ processes of decision-making within the factory would 
confirm the predominant position of the production group in such 
activity - they were involved in and were at the heart of most 
discussions, and their influence extended over all areas of factory 
life. On most of the issues and for most of the time it would 

appear that they would get what they wanted. Whilst such a state 
of affairs is what might be expected in what is essentially a 
production unit, it does not necessarily follow that the concerns 
and priorities of production should assume the primary significance 
in terms of all decisions made within the factory — which appeared 
to be the case in this particular instance.

The production group’s dominance meant that the roles of the others 
within the factory were made all the harder to perform effectively, 
and we have already seen that there were a variety of responses to 
such a state of affairs. Colin would attempt to fight every battle, 
while Jim would adopt a quite passive stance toward much of what 
went on around him. George would tend to look outside of the 
factory to get uuch of his work accomplished and seek to exert his 
influence in more indirect fashion. Fred, for his part, would find 
it much easier to get to grips with and become involved in the 
’service’ functions within the factory, but would consistently fail 
to make any significant impact upon particular key areas of factory 
life. Some of the consequences of the production group’s power 
position were a lack of integration of production with other
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production related activity within the factory, which led to some 

poor decisions being made in specific areas, and a certain degree of 

inflexibility and resistance to necessary (and in some cases, urgent) 
change in others.

Observing such practices and procedures as I have begun to describe, 
then, observing what happens within meetings and in some of the 

informal interactions which take place around the factory can reveal 
one aspect, or ’face’, of power and can tell us in Bachrach and 
Baratz’s words ’’who participates, who gains and loses, and who 
prevails in decision—making’’. It is this ’dimension’ of power that 
is recognised by most and understood by most, and it is to these 
areas of activity that people are usually drawing your attention when 
they speak of the politics of organization.

The mechanisms of power of the first dimension are relatively straight
forward and widely understood, and involve the political resources 
that are brought by the actors to the decision-making arena and their 
skill and will in using those resources. The study of power and 
politics in organizational decision-making has been accompanied by 
the development of a number of typologies of means of influencing 
decisions, and detailing the ’tactics’ and ’strategies’ of political 
behaviour within organizations. Amongst these we might mention 

Allen et al (1979); Izraeli (1975); Kotter (1977); Martin and Simms 
(1956); McMurry (1973); Mechanic (1962); Mowday (1978) and Strauss 
(1962) who between them have discussed a wide variety of such means 
and mechanisms of exerting power and exercising influence.

However, this kind of analysis of power, in terms of the making of the
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fairly specific and observable decisions of factory management alone 
is quite unsatisfactory and can often hide as much as it reveals - it 

provides no final answei'S to the question of who holds power and who 
influences events within the factory since it studies only the first 
dimension of power, and my argument here is that the processes of 

power and influence need to be understood in the three dimensional 

focus proposed by Lukes. Similarly, the mechanisms of one-dimensional 
power represent only a partial understanding of the ways in which 
power and influence ; nay be exercised within the organization. Thus, 
consideration of the micropolitics of organization as I have described 
it here is only the tip of the iceberg so to speak, and it is to some 
of the less obvious manifestations of power and influence in organ
izations that I now turn in discussing the second ’dimension’ of 
power.

Power — the second dimension

It was suggested in the previous section that understanding the 

formal structure and some of the informal processes of decision
making in an organization can often hide as much as it illuminates 
about the nature and distribution of power within that organization- 
that much of the power and influence exerted by individuals within 
organizations may be exerted outside of the actual, observable 

decision-making process. A two-dimensional view of power, in 
recognising this aspect of organizational functioning thus takes us 
some way further in terms of understanding the micropolitics of 
organisation, and in sc doing moves us toward a more consciously 

'interactionist' notion of power than was the case with the one
dimensional view presented earlier.
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An interactionist perspective, it will be remembered, focuses our 
attention upon some of the ways ii which organization is dependent 

upon the meanings attributed to it by the members of the organization, 
and how such meanings arise out of, and are maintained or developed 

in, interaction. From such a perspective power and influence are 
intimately related to such processes of meaning creation and change, 

and as such are equally likely to be exercised outside of the overt 
decision-making processes of the organization as contained within 

them.

Thus we are encouraged to look harder and longer at a much larger 
slice of organizational life if we are to uncover the essential 
dynamics of power and influence as they are brought to bear within 
the organization. Only rarely do we find attention to such consid
erations within the organizational literature and even more rarely 
in that part of the literature that deals with power or politics 
in organizations, and which, as we have seen, has tended toward a 
focus on decision-making. For cons: c’ei-ation of some aspects of two- 
dimensional power in organizations we must turn to the work of such 
a.s Dalton (1957) or Burns (1977) mentioned earlier, whose treatment 
of power and the politics of organization forms part of a much more 
general perspective, and whose analysis of the processes of power 
and influence remains, in consequence, largely intuitive and under

developed.

The basic premise of a ’two-dimensional’ approach to power, as was 
explained in Chapter Five, is that power is exercised not just upon 
participants within the decision-making processes but also towards 
the exclusion of certain issues and participants altogether. In
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Other words, the structure and functioning of the organization reflects 
the power of individuals and groups within it as well as providing the 

’arena’ so to speak within which power might be exercised - the 
processes of power and influence frame the context in which decisions 

are made. The second dimension, then, views power in terms of 
deciding which issues are addressed, how, where and when. In Bachrach 
and Baratz’s terms, every organization has a ’mobilization of bias’ 

whereby some members of the organization are placed in a prefered 

position to defend and promote their interests, to exert what power 

and influence they have over the activities of others by virtue of 
that position. Often such a mobilization of bias is sustained through 
’non-decisions’ whereby issues are prevented from entering the 
decision-making arenas by a variety of practices and procedures, 
ranging from force to the threat of sanctions to the use of persuasive 
suggestion or argumentation. Study of the micropolitics of organization, 
then, to quote Bachrach and Baratz again: ’’must focus on who gets what, 
when and how and who gets left out and how - and how the two are 
interrelated."

In other words the two-dimensional approach prompts us to question the 
formal structure of the organization and look much more closely at 
what decisions are made and how, to investigate what underpins such 
a structure and network of decisions - what are some of the processes 
that keep it in place? that give it its particular shape? Who is 
involved in meetings and in the more informal patterns of interaction?
- and who is not? Which issues are discussed? - and which are not?
Who or what determines the agenda of discussion within the factory? 
Answers to these and other questions should give us a much more 
rounded and balanced understanding of power and influence within the 
organization in question.
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So, a ’two-dimensional’ view of power within organizations will, for 
example, alert us to the impact of some of the decisions made outside 
of the factory upon what happens inside, and will make us more 
acutely aware of the framework or context in which factory activity, 
including decision-making activity, should be considered. The 

company, which has eight such production facilities located in a 
relatively small geographical area, quite obviously seeks to 
centralise certain decisions and provide particular services to the 
production units from its Head Office base.

For example, at the time when the particular investigation took place 
the company’s marketing effort was almost exclusively based at Head 
Office, and the necessary links with the factories organised through 
the factory managers and factory product development groups.
Similarly, most of the buying decisions and the warehousing/stock 
level decisions were taken centrally. Again, the company required 
specific information from the factories in particular format in 
order that these (and other) decisions might be made, and likewise 
it provided for the factories other more general information at 
particular times in particular format about company performance, 
company policies and the like. All of these company wide practices 
and procedures serve to create the basic climate and context for 
decision-making within the factory and as such might be seen as tending 
to focus the activity of the factory and of the individual members of 
the factory management team in a particular way.

The primary link between company and factory is the individual 
factory manager who in his fortnightly factory managers’ meetings, 
and his various relationships with other Head Office departments and
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staff, most notably with his production manager, would be responsible 
for agreeing the basic parameters of factory activity. Thus the 
impact of company policies, decisions and requirements upon the factory 

would be felt, in the first instance, through the definitions and 

interpretations of the particular factory manager - a fact well 
recognised by the senior management group within the factory. There 
was much reference to "what Fred gets us from (Head Office)" and 

what he should (or should not) accept from them in terms of product 
loadings or design and development requirements. The general 
impression among-st his senior g-roup was that Fred did not handle 
the relationship with Head Office as effectively as he might have 
done and there was fairly constant comment on how he had been "taken 
for a ride by (His boss)", "conned by the more experienced factory 
managers" and generally failed to represent the factory’s interests 
adequately.

Richard "That’s one of the crucial variables — it’s very important 
to understand what the factory can handle, what it can and
what it can’t do .... sometimes it will take a factory
manager a little while to get to Icnow what we want and what 
we need .... it was O.K. with Tim (previous manager) but 
Fred is a bit different, but he will have to learn that 
it’s no good coming back here and asking us to do the 
impossible "

Again, there was evidence of the senior group within the factory, 
whilst they were excluded from the actual discussions and processes 
of decision-making about such issues as product loadings at head 
office, seeking to exert some influence on those discussions by giving 
Fred a particular impression of events within the factory, which he 
would then carry into discussions at head office - not only, then, 
were members of the management group aware of certain aspects of 

’two-dimensional’ power in operation through their exclusion from
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many of the decisions which affected their own and the factory’s 

performance, but also they would actively seek to do something about 

such exclusion:

Ron ’’The product loadings we get from (Head office) and the
pattern of those loadings - how many changes, when, and 
what kind, and so on can really determine how successful
or profitable we are going to be .... the only way we
can influence that is through Fred .... therefore we must 
work very hard to ensure that Fred knows what we need 
him to know about how particular product ranges are going, 
where we are on particular developments etc.’’

Colin ’’You’ve got to be a bit careful with Fred, he tends to
get carried away a bit, imagining that we can do all 
sorts of things. He also gets a bit sucked in by what 
Ernest and the others at (Head Office) will tell him.... 
we have to keep a balance in this factory between what 
I call our established ranges and the right amount of 
new stuff and development work and sometimes we have to 
spell that out to Fred .... it’s all a matter of giving 
him the right perspective on the thing - and that’s our 
perspective,.’’

For Colin, giving Fred the ’right’ perspective often meant deliberately 
engineering Fred’s impression of the performance of the factory - 
sometimes even to the point of manipulating some of the figures. For 
all of the staff within the factory, the actual product loadings they 
received were of vital importance, often meaning, as Ron pointed out, 
the difference between success and failure.

Fred was also well aware of the particular head office-factory links 
and relationships which existed and there was evidence too, of his 

efforts to manage and organise the agenda of discussion within the 
factory, for example by excluding discussion of certain issues 
altogether or by consciously choosing a particular time arid a 

particular arena in which to discuss them. A good example of this
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occui-red following a decision made at the head office factory 
managers’ meeting to reduce the quantity of a specific product type 
manufactured at the factory, and to re-allocate that quantity to one 

of the other factories. Fred decided against raising the issue at 

two meetings of the management group, explaining that:

Fred: "I know what their attitude will he — it is something
that we must handle quite carefully and introduce quite 
gently - there is no sense in stirring this one ahead 
of time. When I know exactly what we will be getting 
to replace (particular product type) - how much and 
what sort of change will be involved — then I will 
decide howr to handle it.’’

As well as creating the basic parameters within which much of 
factory activity should be viewed, the decisions that were made at 
head office also served to affect the distribution of power within 
the factory by their allowance of, or denial of, access to information 
and discussion related to more general company decisions. For example, 
the company’s extensive marketing effort (replacing to some extent 
what had been a more traditional production/quality bias) coupled 
with some basic changes in the target market meant that at the time 
of the research, quite significant power accrued to the product 
development groups within the factories. This fact was well appreciated 

by George, the head of product development, and was exploited to the 
full in his dealings with his colleagues and particularly the 
production foremen. He continually sought to become more and more 
involved in various head office product development and marketing 
project groups, and would spend a lot of time outside the factory in 
discussion with company marketing and central development staff.

Kevin "It's becoming bloody impossible to get hold of George
these days ....  his travelling expenses must be about
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the same as my annual budget  but seriously though
he moans about his lack of involvement in production, 
about not getting to hear about things, and about how his 
department should be better integrated into the factory, 
but what can you do when the guy's not here half the time?"

For George, however, the time he spent outside the factory accumulating 

information, finding things out and generally getting involved in the 
wider company marketing and development issues (encouraged by Fred), 

led to a much more significant and lasting influence on factory 

affairs and decisions than would have been the case if he had adopted 
the more parochial attitude his colleagues consistently urged him to 
adopt. The momentum provided by the marketing drive within the company, 

together with the ease of access provided for George to centralised 
discussions and decisions, was thus an important source of power and 
influence for him, but this was not the case for some others of the 
senior group who found it much more difficult to influence events at 
head office level. For example Ron was in charge of the raw materials 
input Ü0 the factory and he and the other production firemen were 
increasingly aware of quality deficiencies in raw materials supplies 
to the factory, and the impact that this was having on the efficiency 

of the production process in certain areas. Their persistent attempts 
to do something about this issue, however, consistently failed to 
significantly alter the situation, and they were thus left with the 
problems it gave rise to. Ron found it much more difficult to 
influence decisions on raw materials purchase at head office, despite 
the extensive network of contacts he had built up within the company, 

many of whom worked centrally. He would constantly raise the issue 
with Fred, both informally and during factory management meetings, 
and could rely on support from nearly all of his colleagues in 
arguing that savings made on raw materials supplies was false
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economy, and was the root cause of many of the production difficulties 

the factory was increasingly getting into. In addition, Ron sought 
to do what he could he talking directly to some suppliers, hut it was 
his failure to impact the head office discussions and decisions on 
the issue and Fred's seeming reluctance to stand firm on the issue 

with his superiors that worked against what he felt to he a proper 

resolution of the problem. In this instance Ron was effectively 

excluded from exerting an influence on the quality of raw materials 
supplies by the deliberate and conscious choices of others, notably 
from head office, but also including Fred who, for whatever reasons, 
apparently preferred to live with the problems which arose rather 
than seek to resolve them — at least in this particular way.

Ron "I have raised this one time and again with Fred and
with John at (Head office). I have brought it up at the 
meeting, I have talked to Fred outside of the meeting...
I mean that's the reason that we are in trouble with 
(particular product range). We knew at the development 
stage that there would be problems, George told Fred and 
told (Head office) and yet we sat back and waited for 
the problems to come up .... you can only do so much, you 
can only make so much of a bad job .... it's not as if 
we will learn from this, we will be in trouble again 
with (particular product range) for the same reasons."

Fred's attitude to the issue, and in particular to Ron's efforts to 
do something more directly about the problem, was somewhat different

Fred "There is a right way a  id a wrong way of doing things ...
Ron can't go talking to suppliers and damaging what has 
been agreed at (Head office) .... We have a policy, we 
are under certain financial constraints, sometimes I 
think they are living in cloud cuckoo land .... it's the 
same at (factory X and factory Y ). We will have to learn 
to live with it, and come to terms with it."

There are other examples of the ways in which some issues relevant to
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tl.e running of the factory were openly discussed and debated at head 
office and where the participation and involvement of certain members 

of the management group was encouraged and invited, but equally there 

were also several other issues which, from the point of view of some 
members of the group, were much more difficult and sometimes 
impossible to penetrate and where their participaticn was actively 
discouraged and in some instances deliberately prevented. The 

'buffer* so to speak, for much of this process was Fred who, as we 

have seen, frequently came under quite severe criticism for the ways 

in which the head office-factory interface was managed.

Jack "The basic problem is that many of those at (Head office)
haven't worked in a factory for long enough to realise 
what it is we are up against - particularly some of the
marketing group ....  in that situation you need a
strong factory manager to tell them where to get off .... 
Fred is improving on that score and he's getting more 
and more involved with my group, he now needs to do that 
with Ron, Kevin and Richard's departments as well...."

Kevin "I'm sure that Ernest thinks we can do miracles here ....
we very rarely see him, or anyone else from (Head office) 
so they don't get to understand cur problems on some of 
the newer ranges. That's one of the basic difficulties 
in this company - (Head Office) are too remote to 
understand what is going on, it's incredible really 
because they're only a couple of hours away."

As well as providing us with a more satisfactory understanding of how 
decisions made outside of the factory affect what happens inside, how 
access to such decision-making may be encouraged or denied, and the 
distribution of power and influence within the organization thus 

significantly altered, a 'two-dimensional' view has similar 
relevance to our understanding of the processes of power and 
influence as exercised upon decision-making within the factory 

itself. Inside the factory similar patterns of inclusion and
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exclusion of participants and issues are apparent, not too far below 

the surface of factory life and fairly readily amenable to investigation 
and analysis. The most notable of these concerns the considerable gap 
which exists between the senior group, comprising all of those who 

report to the factory manager and who attend the management meeting, 
and the other junior members of staff, in terms of their relative 

power and influence over events within the factory. The senior group's 
dominance of most of the issues and areas of decision-making was a 
primary source of discontent to many of the junior staff within the 
factory, who thought that several barriers had been erected towards 
their exclusion from a proper involvement in many aspects of factory 
management, and towards the maintenance of the senior group's power 
position over such issues, as the following comments from members of 
the junior staff illustrate;

Martin "Most of the decisions are made at the Monday meeting, and 
our involvement in many of them is quite minimal, sometimes 
we will be asked our opinions on this issue or that, but 
it's by far the exception rather than the rule."

Peter "They say that we don't take enough responsibility - but
how can we unless we get more involved, find out more 
about what's going on .... one of the problems here is 
that they (the senior group) won't let go. I don't know 
if it's because they are frightened to delegate or what, 
but they like to keep it very much within their little 
clique - they even get a bit fed up if I go to direct to 
Larry or Chris (from George's department) on a problem 
without chatting to them first."

Perhaps the most obvious manifestation of this exclusion they felt 
to be the senior staff attitude to the grading of personnel within the 
factory - looking at the particular gradings structure in operation 
within the factory reveals that the eight members of the senior 

group were graded four or five, whilst the remainder of the staff
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were grade one (with the exception of three 'personal' grades two 
based on years service within the factory rather than on job content.)

Such an imbalance of structure, which was relatively unique within the company 

was felt by the junior staff to have been fairly deliberately 'engineered' 
by their senior colleagues over the years through their refusal to 
appoint staff at grades two or three or to promote staff from inside 
the factory to those grades. Whatever the reasons for the imbalance, 

it represented a clear indication of the -senior staff clique' to 
many of their subordinates:

Roger "The one about Philip is just classic, there is absolutely
no doubt whatsoever that he is doing a grade two job.
He has got a lot of production experience so they can't 
deny him on that score, but they are dragging their 
feet .... I think you can take the 'conspiracy theory' 
a bit far but it makes you wonder."

Similarly, observation of the nature and quality of junior staff 
involvement in decision-making within the factory provided further 
evidence of the relatively dominant position of the senior group.
The two major meetings which took place within the factory, as we 
have already noted, were dominated by senior staff both in terms of 
the attendance of those meetings and in the case of the input 
meeting, which some junior staff did attend, in terms of the level 
and content of their participation. Again, it was apparent that the 
senior group were quite selective in terms of the information they 

provided for their staff in departmental meetings, and in terms of the 
opportunity they would provide for the raising and discussion of issues 
The senior group had a forum - the weekly management meetings - for 
the airing and discussion of the issues of common concern which 

might arise during the week, whilst the junior staff had no such 
forum or arena for dialogue amongst themselves; the networks of
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interaction between the members of the senior group were quite 
extensive with much informal discussion of issues and problems as 

a matter of course throughout the day, but in contrast there was 
surprisingly little interdepartmental contact between their junior 
colleagues, other than on a routine or fairly narrowly defined basis. 

Lunchtime discussions, however, would focus on many areas of discontent 
amongst the junior staff, on the latest machinations of the senior 

staff 'clique' and their general inability to influence many of the 
decisions which were made. All of this would be recalled in my 
interviews with them as would be the oft—repeated perception that 

they (senior staff) had become more and more divorced from the 'real' 
business of production within the factory - a sentiment which had 
an ironic parallel in the senior staff's own feelings about the 
Head Office organization and staff.

The relative positions of the senior and junior staff groups within 
the factory reflected the peculiarly cumulative nature of power 
and influence within organization, the idea that 'power leads to 
power' and that the more power you have, the more power you are able 
to get - a phenomenon that 'two-dimensional' analysis of power 
and influence demonstrates and illustrates well. Interestingly, also, 
this aspect of the power of the senior staff group also operated in 
the other direction as it were, as they held a firm control on some 
issues which Fred himself wished to, but found himself unable to 
influence.

Fred "I would really like to do something on our arrears
situation, that is something that definitely needs 
looking at. Again I think it's a matter of procedures 
.... to me the whole thing is chaotic, the whole system 
of arrears chasing needs looking at, but that's a long 
job and people will take a lot of convincing. . ..
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I know Colin has similar problems with some of the 
things he wants to do .... I suppose the biggest barrier 
is that the system works — after a fashion, but it's not 
right."

"Yes, there is a bit of a 'production mafia' in this
factory, and it shows itself in a number of ways ....
I would like George to go to the input meeting on a 
regular basis, because I think product development is an 
essential part of this factory's business, but can I 
convince Ron and the others? ... I would also like to 
see the junior staff much more involved in what I would 
call the day-to-day running of the factory, which would 
release the senior group a bit more so that we can deal 
with the wider issues that will face us in the coming 
months, but again people won't budge.

So Fred found it difficult to influence some of the specific issues 
related to the management of the factory that he felt needed addressing 
such as the procedures for "arrears chasing" - or to make progress on 
some of the wider issues - like the better integration of product 
development into factory operation, by Graeme's attendance of the 
input meeting, or the extended involvement of junior staff in more 
areas of the day-to-day running of the factory in order that his 
senior group could devote more time to discussing longer-term and 
'policy' issues.

The network of procedures for making decisions within the factory, 
then, and the patterns of formal and informal interaction established 
between the members of the factory management team, served to give 
power to some and to exclude others by reducing their opportunity to 
exert their influence upon events. Thus, one obvious source of 
power is this ability to control the decision-making process, and 
in the situation discussed here this control had been achieved quite 
effectively by the senior group to the exclusion of their junior 
colleagues, and in some instances even the factory manager, from
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certain areas of factory operation. Again, within the senior group, 
the production faction was predominant and a two-dimensional view of 

power would suggest that on certain crucial issues they had biohilised 

the bias’ of the factory organization in their favour, primarily 
through their almost total control of the factory input meeting, and 
supported by the high levels of informal contact they established 
between themselves and which covered most areas of factory activity. 

The ’production mafia’ was a concept which also figures prominently 
in Colin's perception of how the factory operated:

Colin "It's myth this magical senior team rubbish ... this
factory is run by what I call the 'production mafia', and 
by one or two within that. Things will change, though, 
they will have to in the current climate, that particular 
dog has almost had its day .... you can see the change in 
the company right from the very top and pretty soon that 
will be felt in the factory...."

For the present, however, their influence stretched to most areas of 
factory life, and their position remained relatively secure, as this 
comment from Jim illustrates:

Jim "They don't tell me anything .... so I've taken to sending
them memos ....  they talk to head office personnel about
manning levels and appointments without even telling me.
It-puts me in a hopeless position when Kingsley (from Head 
office) comes on the phone and tells me about something 
which has happened this very morning and I don't get to 
hear about it .... "

Analysis of the second 'dimension' of power within organizations 
also necessarily involves consideration of that discussion - either 
in formal meetings or informally between the members of the 
organization - which looks at the organizational process, at the 
ways in which thirgs are done within the organization in question.
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Even a cursory examination of most organizations will reveal that much 
of their activity is of this nature - discussing and debating the 
merits of various approaches to a problem, deciding on the ways in 
which issues should be tackled, agreeing who should be involved and 
in what capacity etc.

Within the factory there was more or less continuous debate regarding 

how it should operate, who should do what and when over specific 
issues or problems that would arise, or over the basic process of 

factory organization. A good example was the seemingly perennial 
issue around the work flow decisions made (often informally) by the 
production foremen within the factory, and the involvement - or lack 
of it - of others of the senior group in such decisions. Colin 
represented one end of the spectrum of views:

Colin "Some of the things they get up to are sheer lunacy from
a financial point of view  if there is one thing I
am committed to doing it is making them realise that they
can’t carry on the way they have been doing ....  our
arrears situation is going from bad to worse..."

The other side of the coin, the production view, is reflected by 
Kevin:

Kevin "If there is one thing that must remain absolutely
sacrosanct it must be our discretion in those areas .... 
the proper place to discuss that sort of thing is at the 
input meeting and in any case it is in the nature of the 
thing that sometimes you have to make snap decisions 
problems can arise, you can be short of manpower in one 
area, you can have trouble with a particular batch of 
raw material in another .... the only feasible way of 
dealing with that is with the other production foremen 
as and when it arises."

So Colin’s efforts to try to systematise and standardise practices
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and procedures related to work flow decisions, in a particular way and 

for what he would consider to be and would seek to demonstrate to be 
sound financial reasons, would be countered by the claims for 
flexibility made by the production foremen in order that they might 
meet their production targets. In one sense the debate might be 

seen to revolve around the parties’ respective influence over and 
control of, the decision-making process, around who is and who 

should be involved in making such decisions.

Often such debate and discussion will take up more time than 
consideration of the issue itself. The essential point is that 
decisions that are made about who is involved in which issues and 
in what capacity etc. will serve to affect the balance of power 
within the organization. A successful attempt by Colin to tighten 
up procedures will mean some greater influence for him and his 
department in production flow decisions. This kind of analysis, 
then, would also look at such issues as how information is collected 
and presented within the organization, by whom and for whom; what 
kind of information is deemed appropriate and relevant to understanding 
particular issues and problems, and how and where reports are made 
on such information; who should be on particular committees, who 
should (and should not) be involved in particular project groups; 
who has access to which areas of the organization, to which information; 
who puts together the agenda for the meetings which take place. All 
of these questions are relevant to an understanding of the second 
dimension of power since they all involve the structuring of the 
organization and the structuring of the decision-m.aking of the 
organization. Structuring the organization in a particular way, 
patterning its activity in a particular way means that some gain the



- 262-

right opportunity to exert influence and to exercise power, and 
that others are effectively denied this opportunity. Where particular 
patterns of activity, particular ways of handling issues are apparent 
within the organization a two-dimensional perspective would suggest 
that this is the result of the conscious decisions of individuals and 
groups within the organization who, by exerting influence upon the 

ways in which issues and problems are addressed, place themselves in 
an advantageous position to exert influence over actual decisions 

made on those issues and problems.

In another sense,the continued debate about who does what and when 
within the organization is an example of the dynamics of role creation, 
for it is in the decisions about who is involved in what activities 
and in what decisions that roles are defined within the organization 
and, according to the ’two-dimensional’ view, that the potential for 
influencing decisions is established. An illustration from the 
factory management situation, concerns the role of the product 
development group within the factory, which we have commented upon 
earlier, and which was a continuing bone of contention amongst the 
senior group within the factory, particularly in the light of the 
perceived changes in marketing policy and philosophy within the 
company as a whole. The issue found expression in those activities 
that the development group became involved in, and those to which 
they were denied proper access.

Ron "Product development exist to provide a ’service’ and that’s
exactly what they should do. By and large in this factory 
we get on pretty well, we get what we want from them and 
we do our best to give them what they need to do their job."

The situation is seen somewhat differently by George, the head of the
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product development group:

George "If we are to do our job properly we need to get more 
involved and maintain our involvement throughout the 
development cycle and into full production .... and I 
don’t mean the kind of token involvement that you can 
often get at meetings .... what would help us most is 
much more frequent contact with first line supervisors 
and to get that two things need to happen - one, the 
production barons must release their grip a bit and 
let their supervision earn their money, and two, we 
need to replace Tony, it’s three years since we had 
the right strength in the department."

Thus different individuals and groups within the organization saw the 

role of product development in the factory quite differently. By 
and large, as we have seen, the production group were at the time 
of the research able to maintain their particular definition of the 
situation and of the role of the product development group - 
George’s department were effectively denied access to the significant 
’input meetings’ and, in the climate in which the factory was 
operating, it seemed unlikely that they would get the required extra 
man in the department, which meant that their resources would be 
stretched thinly over the work they had to do, and that they would be 
prevented from performing their role in quite the way in which they 
would have wished.

Looking at power along this second ’dimension’, then, means that 
some of the data introduced in Chapter Four which particularly 
related to the proposed upgrading of Philip, a supervisor in George’s 
group, might be reinterpreted. The arguments for upgrading on the 
pc.rt of Ron, Kevin, Richard and Jack, and the indecision and uncertainty 
shown by George himself, and by Fred, must be seen against the 
background of what implications upgrading might have in the context
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of the definition of the role of product development within the 

factory.

In one sense, then, exercise of 'two-dimensional* power as we have 

discussed it here is another 'tactic' or 'strategy' for exerting 
influence over what happens within the factory, but, as we have 

seen from the analysis of Bachrach and Baratz and of Lukes, and as 
I hope the above discussion will have illustrated, it must be 

considered as an analytically and conceptually distinct dimension 
of power worthy of consideration in its own right. The effective 
exercise of such 'two-dimensional' power and influence is dependent 
upon a much more acute political awareness, a much more sensitive 
appreciation of the ways in which power and politics influence 
decisions and decision-making within the organization, and how such 
processes may be operated to gain advantage. Usually it will 
require also a much more thorough understanding of the workings of 
the particular organization in question, of the particular subtleties 
and peculiarities of its 'political system'. For example there were 
several instances where Fred, as we have seen, was aware of what he 
wanted to do on particular issues yet was unable to exert an 
influence upon what was happening because he did not fully understand 
the particular machinations of the system he sought to impact or 
change. Similarly, power accrued to the production element of the 
senior staff group as a result of their refusal to allow other members 
of the group to become fully aware of the intricacies of the systems 
they operated, and hence the consequent air of 'mystique' which had 
grown up around some of their practices and procedures. This was a 
source of fairly constant annoyance to Colin, whose role it was to 
monitor and account for such activity, but who found that certain
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aspects of production activity were virtually impossible to coordinate 
or control or, in his own words "sheer chaos when viewed on any 
logical basis". His efforts to do something about this quite 
naturally foundered on what he saw as the intransigence of the 
production staff, but what they would see as their legitimate efforts 

to get the best out of the factory in production terms.

The mechanisms of power of the second dimension involve those 
identifiable actions, then, which operate to prevent issues from 

entering the decision-making arenas, and those less explicitly 
observable, but equally important, actions which affect how particular 
issues will be addressed within the organization. One of the primary 
methods of sustaining a given ’mobilization of bias' is through non- ■ 
decision-making - by seeking to thwart the attempt to present and 
promote alternative points of view or make a challenge to the existing 
state of affairs. Sometimes the use of force or the threat of the 
imposition of sanctions achieve these ends, but more prevalent within 
an organizational context are other tactics or strategies such as 
invoking an existing 'bias' of the system by for example, drawing 
attention to a norm, procedure or established process for dealing with 
the issue. Effectively invoking procedure when appropriate is one 
key to the exercise of this kind of power, as is the capacity to delay 
or confuse, to hurry things up or slow things down according to 
your interests - controlling the pace of events is often an important 
step towards controlling those events, and those individuals within 
organizations who can exert influence over when an issue is discussed, 
when particular steps should be taken, gain for themselves important 
leverage over the decision-making process itself.
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Again, the ability to draw parallels with other situations shows an 
understanding of the particular situation under discussion and in many 

instances, by implication, indicates what should be done, and those 

who can convince others of the validity of such a comparison place 

themselves in a position to influence those others. Other tactics 

and strategies of such ’two-dimensional’ power and influence include 
the labelling or symbolizing of activity in a particular way and the 

use of essentially ’symbolic’ appeal - processes that we will examine 
again in more detail in the discussion of three-dimensional power; 
creating or devising new rules of procedures for dealing with issues, 
or ’bureaucratizing’ the organizational processes around such issues; 
and setting into motion particular sequences of events which are 
often self-perpetuating or difficult to reverse - another process to 
be discussed later in the particular context of factory management.

Once patterns of prevalence have been established within the actual 
decision-making arenas, power may be wielded more readily over the 
decision-making agenda itself and, once such power is established 
then as we have seen it begins to acquire a peculiarly ’cumulative’ 
nature. This is due quite obviously to the fact that the ’power- 

holders’ are placed in an advantageous position to defend and promote 
their interests and further exert their power and influence over 
decision-making and the decision-making process, but is also due to 
the fact that the relatively ’power-less’ begin to assimilate those 
patterns of activity which serve to maintain and sustain the status 

quo. They become in effect resigned to a particular balance of power 
and thereby come to restrict or channel their efforts into those 
directions where they may be able to impact (albeit in limited 
fashion) events. For example, they may become increasingly dependent
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upon rules and procedures, and argue their points of view almost 

exclusively from such a position - the personnel manager in the 
particular factory organization being discussed found this to be 

one of the more effective ways in which he could operate, and seemed 
to exhibit such behaviours as a matter of course in discussing almost 

any issue. Again, when it was in his interests Colin, the factory 
accountant would argue from this basis in discussions with members 
of the production group - his only apparent way of controlling some 

of their activity.

This ’two-dimensional' view of power, then, has begun to examine 
and analyse certain aspects of the micropolitics of organization 
which were not apparent from the more widely accepted viewpoint 
of studying decisions made within the organization, and has raised 
issues which suggest that the processes of power and influence in 
organizational life may run considerably deeper than might first 
be imagined. As was the case with ’one-dimensional' power discussed 
earlier, the mechanisms of power of the second dimension are once 
again based upon rhetoric, argument and persuasion. In the case 
of the exercise of ’two-dimensional’ power, however, the mechanisms 
are somewhat more subtle, and the skills involved somewhat more 
refined - the exercise of such power relies more heavily on the 
’reading’ of the situation and of the organization, and the skills 
are less those of working the system as of creating the system that 
will serve your needs, allow you to do what you want to do within 
the organization.
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Power - the third dimension

It is fairly clear that a two-dimensional view of power within 
organizations represents a quite considerable advance over the more 

restricted and restrictive one-dimensional view, and that the notion 

of power implicit within the two dimensional perspective carries with 
it the possibility of a much more inclusive appreciation of the 
micropolitics of organization. It will be remembered from the previous 
chapter, however, that it was Lukes’s contention that the two dimensional 
view of power represented too qualified a critique of the narrower view, 
and that, considerable advance that it may be, such a view of power 
still leaves a number of important questions unanswered regarding the 
many and various ways in which the processes of power and influence 
manifest themselves in social life.

A three-dimensional view of power in organizations, according to 
this argument, would thus provide us with further insight into and 
understanding of the micropolitics of organization, and would move 
us still further towards a truly ’interactionist’ view of power by 
analysing much more closely some of the ways in which symbols, 
patterns, settings and the like serve to shape perceptions and 

definitions, and thus crucially affect our behaviour and hence, our 
organization. The three-dimensional perspective on power and 
influence represents a truly interactionist view in the sense that 
the processes of meaning creation and change are now identified and 
recognised as the central processes involved in organizing, and 
whilst each of the other two views of power have, in their separate 
ways, focused upon various aspects of power and influence in 
interaction and micropolitics in terms of deciding what to do on
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specific issues, and upon deciding which issues are to be addressed 
and how, it is only with the incorporation of elements of a three 
dimensional view that the concepts of power and influence as inter
actional phenomena find their proper expression.

The central thrust of Lukes*s argument was that the emphasis of the 

two dimensional view of power remained upon those issues and 
activities over which there was fairly readily apparent conflict 

of interest and/or preference, the result of which may be that the 
crucial point is missed - "that the most effective use of power is 
to prevent such conflict from arising in the first place." A three 
dimensional view would thus draw attention to, and include in its 
conception of power, that exercise of power and that exertion of 
influence which takes place through the formation and shaping of 
individuals’ perceptions of issues and events and definitions of 
the situation which arise often before issues become recognized 
and before the need for decision becomes apparent.

Studies of power and influence in this ’three-dimensional’ perspective 
again are extremely rare, and within the field of organization 
studies, virtually non-existent. However, there are some elements 
within the organizational literature which offer some limited 
analysis of this kind. We have already mentioned the case studies 

by Dalton (1959) and Pettigrew (1973) and the study of the BBC by 
Burns (l977), and a reinterpretation of some of these authors' 
findings is possible along the lines suggested here.

A three-dimensional analysis of power within organizations would 

involve a still more thoroughgoing analysis of organizational behaviour
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and organizational process than was the case with the one or two 
dimensional views, and would focus much more centrally on the processes 
of interaction and communication which lie at the heart of organization, 
So, for example, it would comprise a study of the communication of 
information within the organization - both of what is communicated 
and how it is communicated; a study of how events come to be 
interpreted in particular ways, of who is responsible for such 
interpretations, and of how others come to accept such interpretations; 

in other words, it would involve locating the power processes that 
lie behind the social construction of meaning within the organization, 
and behind those patterns of organizational dialogue and debate which 
form and alter beliefs about what is happening and why, and thus 
about what should be done and how.

The focus of a 'three-dimensional' approach to the study of power 
and influence thus falls upon those processes of situational 
definition and the negotiation of order that were introduced earlier 
in our discussion of the elements of an interactionist approach to 
the study of organization, and significantly advances our understanding 
of those processes through the introduction of explanatory variables - 

power and influence - for analysing the essential dynamics of defining 
situations and negotiating order. Applying such a perspective to the 
factory management example allows for consideration of a number of 
features of what I have termed the 'micropolitics of organization' 
that were inadequately accounted for in either the one- or two- 

dimensional views of power and influence presented earlier, and thus 
places us firmly back in that tradition of interactionist analysis 
that has guided the development of this thesis from Chapter Two 
onwards.
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In terms of understanding the impact and influence of head office 
activity upon the organization and management of the factory, for 

example, the three-dimensional perspective offers a much more 
sensitive appreciation of how such activity affects factory life 
through its entry into, and incorporation within, the perceptions, 

interpretations and definitions of members of the factory management 

team. It was mentioned earlier that the primary axis of the 
company/factory interface was the individual factory manager - it 
was through Fred that the impact of any policy agreed or decision 
taken at head office would be felt, in the first instance at least, 

within the factory. Hence Fred’s behaviour at the factory management 
meetings, his reports back from head office, and some of his 
informal discussions with the members of his management team, come 
to take on an added significance for understanding what went on 
within the factory.

Looking at a number of such definitions and interpretations as Fred 
provided for the group over a period of time presents an intriguing 
picture. Much of his presentation, many of the statements he would 
make at meetings would be cast in fairly general terms, often to 
the point of being quite vague about certain aspects of what had 
been discussed and decided at head office. Again, head office 
decisions and priorities would be presented as definitive statements 
in terms of their implications for the factory, though in several 
instances when questioned or challenged on particular issues, Fred 
would give the impression of uncertainty about what was being asked 
or why, anf would sometimes back down from some of the positions he 
had adopted. His perceptions and definitions were also quite 

obviously derived primarily from Ernest, his boss, often referring
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speciiically to "what Ernest wants us to do" or "what Ernest thinks" 
about this or that issue.

Such definitions were received, not surprisingly, with a fair degree 
of scepticism and resentment on the part of several of the management 

team, who felt that most Head office staff (Ernest included) were 
unaware of, and insensitive to, many of the realities of factory 
life, and they would rarely miss the opportunity to offer Fred their 
own alternative points of view on many of the issues, and haul their 
manager over the coals for his failure to adequately represent the 
factory’s interests in discussion with Ernest and his colleagues.
Hence the impact of some of the head office priorities and procedures, 
as reflected in Fred’s definitions, was not as great as it might 
have been - the meanings which Fred sought to assign to such priorities 
were regularly and consistently challenged by the strong management 
team within the factory and sometimes even rejected outright.

The essential point to be borne in mind is that it is through such 
stated definitions and interpretations and their acceptance or 
rejection, through Fred’s success or failure in imposing his 
definitions and his meaning on events, that the true impact of 
specific company decisions will be felt in terms of what happens 
within the factory - and that such impact will be affected by the 
style or manner, the general tone and tenor in which they are 
presented, as well as by the content of that presentation. In this 
instance Fred’s attempts to define the situation were countered 
quite dramatically by some alternative definitions offered by members 
of his management team, and on several occasions it was these 

definitions that attracted most support, and consequently had the
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greater impact on what happened at the factory.

A similar analysis could he made of the other axes of company-factory 
interface, such as that which existed between George and the head 
office marketing group, or between Ron and the materials supply 

department, and some further assessment offered of the kind and 
quality of head office influence upon factory activity. In George’s 

case, his relations with head office were largely harmonious and 
his efforts to translate company objectives in terms of product 
design and development into effective working practice in the factory 
(often against some considerable opposition) would be relatively 
energetic. In the latter case, however, the relationships were quite 
different and far less harmonious - Ron’s definitions of the situation 
reflecting the usually combative stance that each seemed to adopt 
toward the other, and his thinly disguised disrespect for their 
policies and for some of the decisions they ,uade - often referring 
to their ’’lack of appreciation of how a factory operates, what a 
factory needs’’ and their ’’working to totally different priorities 
than the factory’’. Such definitions as Ron presented of head office 
inefficiency and intransigence, and their separation from the harsh 
realities of production, would usually attract a lot of support from 
within the management group and would be the subject of much discussion 
in the factory management meetings and informally within the factory.
In particular the apparent marketing/sales bias of the head office 
operation was the source of much frustration and annoyance to the 
management group within the factory, and was reflected in a more or 
less continuous debate over where the strength of the company lay, 
and the directions in which it ought to focus its energies.
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In each of these cases, then, the influence of the head office 
organization upon factory activity was mediated by the interpretations 

and definitions of the members of the management team within the 
factory and the readiness (or lack of readiness) of their colleagues 

to accept those definitions - the ’power' or influence of head 

office personnel over specific areas of factory operation was 
significantly affected by the skill and will of their ’agents', so 

to speak, to gain credibility for the points of view put forward and 
to seek to put into practice the steps necessary to forward the 

company’s policies effectively.

From the company’s point of view their attempt to shift the 
essential business philosophy of the organization from its 
traditionally secure production/quality emphasis toward a much 
more self-consciously marketing/sales oriented base was amply 
evidenced by their appointment of marketing oriented and marketing 
trained factory managers, often the product of a business school - 
a good example of this being Fred’s appointment to replace a manager 
very much ’of the old school’ and who had been trained and promoted 

from within the factory system. Fred’s own background and inclination 
led him to stress different aspects of his role to his predecessor, 
and often brought him into conflict with members of his senior group. 
Nevertheless it was through such appointments and through the 
relationships they developed with the senior staff within the 
factory that the company sought to influence how the factory was 
organized and managed, and to begin to incorporate some aspects of 
their new philosophy into the activities and practices, the means 
and methods of production.
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Within the factory, however, the production ethos was still predominant 
In numerical terms alone the production group formed the greater part, 
of the management team and as we have already noted usually held sway 
within the factory management meetings and utterly dominated the 
important input meetings. Some three quarters of the junior staff 

within the factory were also located within the production function. 

Such a breakdown of the personnel within the factory alone was 
sufficient to ensure that most of the discussion and the debate which 
took place would centre around the issues and problems of production 
and their solution, and meant that production priorities would almost 
permanently be to the fore, often at the expense of a proper 
integration of product development and design, and sometimes 
seemingly with fairly scant regard for some of the more basic 
financial imperatives of efficient production. This inevitably 
meant that cost control within the factory — particularly the 
control of overhead or 'nonproductive' costs - was difficult to 
achieve on anything other than an 'ad-hoc' basis, and the issue and 
some of its implications would take up inordinate amounts of time 
in discussion at the management meetings, occasionally on the 
agenda, often in Colin's departmental report, and usually also under 
any other business.

Within the factory, then, the meaning of events was established 

primarily in 'production' terms - many of the practices and procedures 
in operation within the factory (some of which had been in operation 
for twenty years or more) were jealously guarded by the production 
foremen, all of whom had grown up within the system and many of whom 
had played their part in developing and establishing those particular 
modes of operation. "It works for us here at (Factory X)" was a
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comment often used to justify the ways in which they operated, and 

to argue against specific proposals to change or modify those operations 
By their virtual monopoly of formal interaction with their production 
supervisors, the foremen also ensured that many of their own values, 
many of their patterns and processes of organizing production, would 

be perpetuated. Their management of the information communicated to 

these junior staff, their interpretations of what was happening within 
the factory, and the ways in which they organized their staff all 
served to reinforce the basic production philosophy of the factory.
They were able to maintain their dominant position in terms of 
defining the parameters of factory activity - the 'why* and 'how' of 
what was done - for a variety of reasons.

First and foremost their knowledge of the production process was both 
intimate and expert, and rarely would a problem arise that had not 
been encountered in some way or other before (they had over one 
hundred man years' experience between the four production foremen) - 
thus they would attract the support and respect of nearly all of the 
staff within the factory for their ability to deal with and solve 
such problems. Secondly, and quite obviously, since the primary 
function of the unit was production, most of the controls and most of 
the information collected was in production terms - the structures and 
the processes of the factory organization were such as to facilitate the 
appreciation of production performance and related concerns such as 
quality, raw materials supply etc, and less geared towards understanding 
the associated financial, sales or personnel aspects of the factory's 
operation. The company's tendency to seek the centralise the 
important decisions in these areas may thus be seen to work against 
them in terms of modifying or changing factory procedures in line
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with new (company) priorities and objectives, and meant that the 

staff in these areas their factory managers would be faced with a 

whole host of problems in seeking to implement change.

What this model of 'three-dimensional' power and influence focuses 
our attention upon, then, are some of the patterns of meaning 
established within the organization, and which may be seen to 
'define' the particular culture of the organization, the particular 
stance it adopts to issues and events, and the overall climate of 
decision-making within the organization. It forces us to look 
behind such patterns and processes and to identify their bases in 
the activities and practices of the members of the organization — 
it heightens our awareness of 'strong' and 'weak' departments in 
organizations, and of those individuals who, in one way or another, 
are instrumental in defining situations and establishing the 
rationale of what happens within their departments and the organization 
in general. Power of this third dimension is thus concerned with 
creating the backcloth to discussion and debate, seeking to ensure 
that minds are focused on particular issues and problems, and that 

those issues and problems are addressed in the 'appropriate' manner.

As well as applying to the discussion of issues and problems in 
general terms, three-dimensional power and influence also function 
on the specifics involved in the consideration of those issues. By 
choosing to highlight certain aspects of a situation, posing 
particular elements of a problem as the essence of that problem, 
individuals within organizations seek to exert their power and 
influence over definitions of the situation and hence over the 
situation itself. And it is in these terms, by the influencing
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of individuals' perceptions of fairly specific issues and events, that 
three-dimensional power is most readily apparent within organizations - 
gradually, over periods of time, certain individuals become equipped 

to exert their influence upon the organization, not by influencing 

actual decisions or by controlling -the decision-making agenda or 
arena, but rather by the processes of defining situations, shaping 
and manipulating others' perceptions of what is going on around them, 

and generally affecting others' conceptions of what can and should 

be done.

In his discussion of three dimensional power, Lukes makes the point 
that the 'defenders of the status quo' may be so secure and pervasive 
that they are unaware of any potential challenge or challengers to 
their position, and thus of any alternatives to the existing political 
process - and such a state of affairs may be said to characterise the 
factory organization that we are discussing here. Many of the staff 
within the factory, in particular the senior production foremen, 
actually believed that production was the be-all and end-all of 
factory activity and were secure in that belief. The strength of the 
company, they would argue, lay in production excellence and in the 
quality of the product offered - that was what the company had built 
its name and its reputation around, and it was such a philosophy 
that would see it through the present difficult climate. Their 
best defence against the cheaper imports that threatened the 

company's markets was to redouble their efforts to create a better 
product - whilst they were not against change 'with the times' and 
'with the changing market' they did not appreciate the need to 
change their sound, tried and tested methods and modes of production.
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Similarly, Lukes argues that the 'bias’ of an organization is 
mobilized not only by the conscious actions and decisions of 

individuals, but also by the socially structured arid culturally 
patterned behaviour of groups and practices of institutions - and again 

we have seen that some ways in which the way the factory operated 
meant that particular aspects of issues and problems would be 
highlighted and others relatively neglected. Not only was the 

particular organisation in question more able to deal with production 
as opposed to say, financial or marketing problems, but it was also 
geared up to perceive problems in production related terms. Colin, 
as we have discussed, ensured that for the most part the financial 
implications of certain decisions taken were appreciated, and that 
such considerations formed a part of the thinking of the team, but 
others were less successful in operating within the particular 
framework of factory activity with the result that their inaction 
or inability to act caused some difficulties for Fred and for the 
company's head office.

Lukes also contends that it is unsatisfactory to suppose that power 
is exercised only in situations where there is a conflict of interest, 
and again the factory example would bear him out to the extent that 
in a most basic sense all of the staff within the factory were 
dependent upon the production process — on levels of output achieved, 
the quality of product etc - but the continued emphasis on production 
and viewing issues and problems in those terms meant that certain 
other realities were not faced, or at least not adequately 
appreciated by staff within the factory. Nondecision-making power 
does not only exist where there are grievances or conflicts which 

are denied entry into the organizational process in the form of
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issues, for as Lukes points out, there may he a situation of 'latent 
conflict' - of contradiction between the interests of those who 
exercise power and exert influence and the 'real' interests of those 
who are excluded from the arenas of debate, or denied the opportunity 

of seeing aspects of that debate which may lead them to alternative 
points of view or alternative conceptions of issues and problems.

The obvious problems involved in making such statements, as Lukes well 
recognised, are those of (a) justifying what he calls the 'relevant 

counterfactual' - i.e. establishing that individuals in a particular 
situation would have acted differently had they not been influenced 
or had power not been exercised; and (b) of identifying the mechanism 
of the alleged exercise of power. Could we, for example, assert that 
the dominance of the production function within the factory operated 
against the best interests of the factory as a whole by their 
continued attention to the minutiae of production, and the maintenance 
of particular patterns of activity, instead of focusing more centrally 
on other, perhaps wider and longer-term, issues - such as the likely 
shape of the factory or the likely nature of productive activity 
in three or five years time? Or again that those patterns of activity 
were specifically a function of the conscious efforts of individuals - 
as has been suggested, three-dimensional power may also be a function 
of what Lukes calls 'the operation of institutional practices.'

Hence, studying power and influence of the third dimension is much 
more problematic, propositions relating to three-dimensional power 
are much more speculative - researching the phenomena is dependent 
upon an understanding of the world-taken-for-granted of the participants 
and an understanding of the ways in which this world is structured by
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the definitions of certain of its participants. Even more than this, 

however, we must also begin to identify and discuss through our 
analysis some of the ways in which the goals or wants of individuals 

are influenced, shaped or determined by others.

All of this means, as has been noted by Gaventa (198O), that by far 

the least developed and least understood mechanisms of power are 

those of the third dimension. On the basis of the above discussion 

of factory organization, then, what can be said of the operation of 
three-dimensional power in the particular situation? First of all, 
that it is quite apparent that the 'organization' is held in place 
by a series of underlying themes which shape and maintain patterns 
of activity within the organization; that these themes can be 
identified and some of their consequences for organizing understood. 
In addition, we can also understand something of the nature of such 
themes, and can suggest some of the ways in which such themes are 
held in place.

The most central 'theme' of course relates to the predominance of the 
production ethos:

Richard "The important thing is to get product out of the door
there is no getting away from the fact that if we didn't 
produce anything tomorrow or next week or next month then
we would show no profit and we would have no jobs ....
service functions in a factory should do just that - 
provide a service - the tail must not be allowed to wag 
the dog...."

The idea of production chauvinism pervaded the factory, and, indeed 
ran throughout much of the organization, thus making it much easier 
for production managers to get what they wanted, to realise their
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definitions of the situation, and relatively more difficult for others 

to influence what happened.

The predominance of the production ethos was accompanied by the 

associated raising of the status of production methods and means to 

a fine art:

Ron "I am proud of our efforts here - we are, within this
company, the factory that is probably best equipped to 
deal with any medium to long run batches of production 
over the years we have developed the capability to produce 
better quality for longer runs than any of our other units 
... and that’s not been done without a lot of sweat from 
many of the foremen over the last twenty years. That’s 
what we are geared up to do, and I defy you to find it 
done better. As well as that, we are now beginning to 
develop the capability for shorter runs, in Jack’s 
department, and we’ve done that by sticking to our 
disciplines, to what we know."

The pride in production and factory performance was echoed in the 
loyalty of the junior staff within the factory to their production 
foremen:

Henry "I know they are coming in for a lot of criticism but I
would still maintain that here at (Factory A) we have the 
best group of senior foremen in the company — it’s people 
like Ron, Jack and Richard that this company’s strength 
is built upon, and now Kevin is fitting in a lot better - 
they might not be right about everything, but I would 
back them 75^ of the time.

A related theme has to do with the perceived strength of the senior 
group within the factory:

Jack "Because we have undergone so many changes of factory
manager in the last six or seven years, we as a senior 
group have had to take on more of the responsibility, 
make a lot more of the decisions, to the point where the 
factory now almost runs itself."
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Colin "We’ve had to take the initiative ourselves, because you
cannot rely on Fred being here in twelve months time .... 
if the past record is anything to go by he will get a 
marketing job at (Head office). The strength of this 
factory lies in its senior group and, much as I hate to 
admit it, in people like Ron and Jack etc."

Again, the belief in the strength of the senior group was widely 
accepted, and served to further enhance their control over factory 
life. Taking both of these themes together, we can look more closely 
at their implications for what happened within the factory.

Holding such beliefs - that the factory is all about production, that
the strength of the factory lies in the senior group - has a number
of interesting corollaries. For example, the continued stress on 
’getting product out of the door’ meant that many of the associated 
activities such as finance, product development and, increasingly, 
quality control were consistently assigned lower priority in terms 
of decision-making within the factory. Similarly, since the senior 
team were regarded as central to the effective operation of the 
factory, most activity would be focused around them. Hence, some 
of the corollaries or related beliefs, that the factory is not so 
much about finance, or marketing, or personnel issues, that you cannot 
depend upon the factory manager being the factory manager in twelve 
months, that we do not have the right calibre of junior staff within
the factory, all serve to reinforce and maintain the status quo, i.e.
the centralisation of decisions amongst the senior staff (even, as we 
have seen, sometimes to the exclusion of the factory manager) and the 
predominance of the production faction within that group.

Such themes as have been identified, however, it should be remembered, 

are beliefs, they have no basis in objective fact, or any claim to a
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basis in objective fact - it may equally be true that financial 
considerations or considerations of product development should be to 

the fore in making decisions within the factory, that the factory 

manager will be in charge for the next ten years, that there are 
amongst the junior staff a number of individuals capable of 

assuming much greater degrees of responsibility than they presently 
do, and so on. The importance of such themes lies in their providing 
the rationale and the justification for following particular 
definitions of the situation, and hence pursuing certain courses of 

action, rather than in their validity.

A similar analysis might be made of other pervasive themes of factory 
life - for example that related to the ’remoteness’ of Head office 
from the operation of the factory and the associated discrediting 
of head office marketing activity. Again there was the widely held 
belief that head office staff did not really understand the problems 
of a factory, that decisions which came out of head office were often made 
without proper appreciation of their implications for the factory, and 

that many of those decisions were ill-timed or ill-judged. Such a 
perception of the nature and quality of head office decisions and 
decision-making is of relevance less for its accuracy or validity - 
whether or not head office staff did understand or take into full 
account the impact of their decisions upon the operation of their 
factories - as for the ways in which it allows individual members 
of the factory management group to offer alternative points of view, 
alternative interpretations and definitions of the situation, and to 
argue for different courses of action to be taken as a result.

Finally we might note some of the ways in which such pervasive themes
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are developed and maintained within the factory, and why they are so 

particularly resistant to change. Firstly, there are a number of 
fairly direct means of establishing such beliefs - for example, by 
controlling the flow of information within the factory. What 

information is collected, when and how and by whom all serve to 

affect decision-making and the way decisions are made within the 

factory, but also affects people’s perceptions of the issues themselves 

and more significantly their very conception of the issues that are 
relevant to them. The selective use of information, the deliberate 
witholding of information and the selective dissemination of 
information thus become means of exercising three as well as one or 
two-dimensional power. Again, the processes of socialization whereby 
people become accustomed to the ’culture’ of the organization, the 
particular ways of doing things and particular decisions that are 
made, similarly comes to affect the ways in which they view those 
procedures and decisions.

Fred "I don't want to rock the boat too much because by and
large we are on course ....  whilst some of the ways we
do things may seem chaotic to you there is a kind of 
logic, a way of working that seems to transcend that .... 
of course, we are quite dependent on two or three 
individuals within the team and a lot of informal contact 
between all of us to maintain that."

Having accepted that 'by and large we are on course’ makes it 

difficult for Fred to risk too much in challenging the system, or 
introducing too much change into the way the factory operates, and 
hence he becomes gradually ’sucked in’ to a system that initially 
appeared chaotic but will in twelve months time probably appear to 
him as the most natural way of doing things.
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As well as the more direct and observable means of establishing and 
maintaining three dimensional power and influence, there are also a 
number of more indirect means and mechanisms - and amongst these 

we might note, for example, those basically psychological adaptations 
to the state of being without power, or having little influence, 

which affect the ways in which individuals might see the world and 

hence respond to it. This may manifest itself - as it appeared to 

in the case of Jim, the personnel manager in the factory - in a 
pattern of withdrawal or in fairly rigid adherence to rules and 
systems in relation to his particular sphere of influence:

Jim "I think in personnel more than in any other area you
have to go by the book or you could get into quite
serious trouble ..... similarly we know what we can
and can't do in terms of numbers, and it's ray job 
to ensure that we stick to that discipline and to put it 
into as effective practice as possible."

Again the relative lack of involvement of junior staff in many areas 
of factory activity may lead either to a lack of awareness or under
standing of the issues involved in the management of the factory, in 
particular those issues which might be relevant to them', or to the 
development of uncertain or ambiguous definitions and interpretations 
as they are exposed to only parts of the 'total' picture.

Bill "In one sense we are totally dependent on the decisions that
they make, a lot of it is really out of our hands .... 
they are paid to manage the factory, we are paid to do our 
jobs, it's as simple as that. It would be very difficult 
for me to start to do something, say, in (particular 
department) because I really don't know what will be 
coming up next week, next month or next year."

Geoff "The worst thing is waiting on a decision from them
(senior group). For example, this business with the 
disciplinary action on (individual in Geoff's department) -
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something really needs to be done fairly smartly about that 
but Jim says that it has to i ait on what (Head Office) say 
.... which I can understand but doesn't make my job any 
easier. People are wondering why we aren't doing anything
  I'm 99^ certain that it's going to have to be
dismissal in the "end."

Stephen "That is the frustrating thing .... very often you know
what needs to be done and you might agree it with Philip, 
but then he says he needs to check it with George who of 
course is away at (Head office) .... Worse than that you 
might go along to (particular shop floor department) and 
say to a particular individual,look, this is what we are 
going to be doing and this is what it means for you, and 
he wants to talk to Ron or to Colin, or wants to know if 
we've agreed it with Richard .... you don't want to have 
to rely on them, but because of the way we are set up, 
and I suppose because of the way they are, it's almost 
inevitable. In the end you have little choice...."

Many of the definitions and interpretations of members of the junior 
staff group, and much of their behaviour in carrying out their roles 
within the organization is thus better understood against the back
ground of appreciation of some of the dynamics of 'three-dimensional' 
power. In several ways the denial of participation in particular 
issues or areas of factory life has created greater dependence of 
some individuals upon others, and hence has allowed for the more 
ready assimilation of, or accommodation to, the perceptions and 
definitions of those others. Again, many of the observable 
consequences of the operation of power along this third 'dimension' - 
the deferral of action, the sense of powerlessness, the acceptance 
of quite limited roles in factory life, the failure to develop 
skills, and some of the routines of non-involvement and non
participation may be seen not only as consequences, but in another 
way also serving to maintain such power and influence as presently 
obtains within the organization.
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This, then, is the essence of the notion of power of the third 
dimension as suggested by Lukes, whose argument has been that a 

proper understanding of the dynamics of power and influence requires 

that they must be analysed on each of the three dimensions he has 

identified, and that it is only through such analysis that we 
become fully aware of the true nature and extent of power relations 
in social life.

This chapter has attempted to relate the three 'dimensions' of power 
as identified by Lukes to the study of organization. The empirical 
application of Lukes's ideas via discussion and illustration of some 
aspects of factory management will hopefully have made the case for 
viewing power and the micropolitics of organization in terms of the 
three-dimensional focus he has proposed. Basically it is suggested 
that the extended notion of power inherent within the three-dimensional 
view will have facilitated our understanding and appreciation of the 
variety of ways in which power is manifest within, and comes to have 
an impact upon, organizational life. Some of the specific points of 
the discussion will be taken up in the final chapter where I explore 
further some of the implications of studying the micropolitics of 
organization.



CHAPTER SEVEN

STUDYING THE MICROPOLITICS OF ORGANIZATION

This thesis began from the identification and discussion of a growing 
critique of some of the more ’orthodox’ approaches to organisâtional 
analysis, and has developed a line of thinking which has its roots 
within the interactionist tradition in social psychology, and which 
has culminated in the suggestion of the usefulness and relevance of a 

micropolitical perspective for the study of organization.

The two central notions which have guided the development of this 
thesis are thus seen to be a commitment to the belief that interaction 
lies at the heart of organizational life, indeed of all organized 
effort, and the assertion that such interaction has a ’micropolitical’ 
base in terms of the intentional and unintentional effects that what 
we say and what we do has upon those others with" whom we interact.

In the last two chapters I have looked more closely at the general 

notions of power, influence and micropolitics in social life, and 

specifically at the ’three-dimensional’ model of power as proposed 

by Lukes (1974), and have attempted to apply some of the particular 

elements of Lukes's approach and analysis to the study of the 

micropolitics of organization. The end result has been a much more 

sophisticated understanding of the micropolitics of organization than 

is usually found within the literature, and a more sensitive 

appreciation of the variety of ways in which power may be exercised 

and influence exerted by some individuals within organizations upon 

the definitions and actions of others, and hence over the organizational 

process.

-289^
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In Chapter Seven, I would like to take up some further issues 

related to the study of the micropolitics of organization - in 
particular some of the issues raised by application of the Lukes 

scheme to the analysis of the factory organization in the previous 
chapter - and to suggest some of the possible ways in which the 
analysis might proceed from this point.



- 291-

The discussion and illustration of the micropolitics of factory 

management contained within the previous chapter has, as has already 
been pointed out, given us some quite significant insights into, and 

has made explicit, many aspects of the dynamics of power and influence 
within organizations that are largely unaddressed by, or at best 
remain obscure within, much of the existing literature within the area. 
The Lukes scheme has suggested a model for the study of power and 
the micropolitics of organization and, it will be remembered, argues 

that power may be exercised (a) directly over the decision-making 
processes of the organization; (b) by acting to prevent certain issues 
and certain actors from gaining access to the decision-making process; 
and (c) by shaping the perceptions and definitions of others within 
the organization. So, in looking at the particular example of factory 
management we can better appreciate some of the ways in which the senior 
group within the factory - and in particular the production faction in 
that group - were able to hold sway over many of the issues which arose 
through their control of the decision-making processes within the 
factory; how this power was mediated in certain areas, and over 
particular issues, by company head office personnel who sought to 
centralise some of the key decisions which affected factory performance; 
and how junior staff within the factory were effectively excluded 
from many of the issues discussed and decisions made within the factory. 
Again, consideration of the third ’dimension’ of power illustrates 
how the senior group, and once more primarily the production foremen 
from within that group, were able to exert further influence over
what happened in the factory through their instigation of, and
efforts to perpetuate, particular views, ideas and beliefs held 

about the organizational process and about factory and company life

more generally, which served to affect the perceptions and definitions



- 292-

of others within the factory (including the factory manager) and which 
led to the maintenance of their relative power position over factory 

affairs.

In summary, then, the workings of each of the three 'dimensions’ 
of power could be witnessed in the everyday life of the organization 
and hence the case might be made that power within organizations can 
and should be viewed in the three dimensional focus proposed by 
Lukes. Again, enough has probably been said to suggest that some of 
the mechanisms and processes of power within each dimension are 

recognizable and specifiable. However, as the discussion of the 
micropolitics of factory management will also have demonstrated, the 
Lukes scheme, like so many others, is somewhat better at illustration 
than it is at explanation — the application of the scheme helps us to 
become more aware of what is happening within the organization but 
provides us with only a partial understanding of how or why it happens. 
So, for example, we might appreciate that exerting influence over 
decisions is a matter of building support for your position or 
controlling the flow of information regarding the particular issue, 
but we will know less about the precise ways in which individuals 
within organizations actually go about building support or controlling 
the flow of information.

Similarly, whilst the three dimensions of power as suggested by Lukes 
are analytically separate, in a practical context both their existence 
and their workings are much more difficult to differentiate or to 
treat separately. As Gaventa (198O) has pointed out:

"Whilst each dimension of power has its 
mechanisms and uses, it is only through the
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interrelationship of the dimensions 
and the re-enforcing effect of each 
dimension on the other that the total 
impact of power upon the actions and 
the conceptions of the powerless may 
be fully understood." (p 256)

In this sense, the total impact of a power relationship in a 
specific instance is much more than the sum of its parts - power 
serves to create power, powerlessness serves to maintain and 
reinforce powerlessness. So, once having gained a degree of power 
over the decision-making process, the members of the management 
group were better able to develop the means necessary to control 
the arenas and agendas of decision-making within the factory, and 
hence to have their definitions of the situation prevail. Those 
who have little influence over the actual decisions made find it more 
difficult to gain access or a voice in affecting the way in which 
decisions are made, or to gain a proper hearing for their definitions 
of the situation.

Essentially the same point is made regarding the means or mechanisms 
of exerting power or exercising influence. 'Controlling the flow 
of information', for example, is equally relevant to making a decision 
on a specific issue, to controlling the decision-making agenda, or 
to influencing the perceptions and definitions of others within the 
organization concerning relevant issues and events. Hence the 
difficulty encountered in the previous chapter, and also reflected 
in the work of Gaventa, of specifying the particular ways in which 
power may be exercised along each of the three dimensions. As Lukes 
himself suggests in his discussion of the three-dimensional view of 
power, each successive 'level' of power leads to subsume, or at 

least to carry with it implications for understanding power at each
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of the other levels - thus each alleged exercise of power of the 

second or third dimension will need to be understood in terms of 
its consequences for the exercise of power of the first, or of the 
first and second, dimensions if its true significance is to be 

properly appreciated.

On the question, then, of how individuals within organizations 

exert power and exercise influence, Lukes's initial answer would be: 
by impacting decisions, by controlling the decision-making agenda 
and by influencing, shaping or determining the wants of others.
The strength of his approach and of his conceptual scheme, lies in 
the area of identifying and establishing the exercise of power - a 
problem which has beset many of the students of power and politics - 
and in extending our notions of what constitutes an exercise of 
power. In these respects Lukes brings an authority and understanding 
of such concerns which is extremely useful. Where the Lukes analysis 
and conceptual scheme is somewhat less helpful, however, is in the 
area of identifying and describing the precise ways in which 
individuals impact decisions, control decision-making agendas and 

influence, shape or determine the wants of others. Whilst each of 
his three dimensions of power carries with it the suggestion of 
some of the ways in which power is actually exercised, some further 
conceptual or analytical apparatus is required to adequately explain 
the dynamics of power and influence within organizations.

So once more, though some significant progress has been made, we 
are still left with some of the more intransigent problems associated 

with the study of 'process', in this case the study of organizational 
process. Despite the consistent and persistent encouragements to
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study process made within the literature, despite the recognition 

of the relevance and usefulness of processual analyses to the 
task of understanding organizations and changing organizations (as 

evidenced for example in Schein's (1969) identification of the task 
and role of the process consultant) and despite the largely intuitive 
understanding shown by some individuals of the intricacies of the 

organizational process of which they are a part, we are forced to 
the realisation that, in many respects, the concepts that we have for 
understanding the organizational process are quite limited.

The basic dilemma faced by anyone seeking to analyse or describe the 
organizational process is, of course, that studying process requires 
familiarity with the organization in question, with its participants 
and with its 'data'. Such familiarity, however, as has been 
demonstrated here and in countless hundreds of other texts on 
organizations and discussions of the organizational process, too often 

and too quickly tends to draw you into content and into context.
In discussing some of the processes of factory management earlier 
in Chapter Four and Six, the temptation was to become involved in 
elaborating the pros and cons of various arguments, focusing upon 
the detail of what was being discussed rather than upon the ways 
in which issues were discussed, upon the particular ways in which 
the processes of organizing unfolded.

Weick (1969) argues similarly in his text on the social psychology of 
organizing that it is neither the tangible fixtures in an organization 
nor the content of discussions within organizations that are crucial - 
these merely provide the media through which the processes of 
organizing are expressed. The apparent tangibility of such content
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and context has little to do with their degree of importance for 

understanding what occurs;

"Their importance lies solely in the shape 
they will give to the processes that occur 
over and over in any collectivity involving 
any number of props and persons." (p 17)

His commitment to, and faith in, the virtues of a processual model 
of organizing is what marks Weick's unique contribution to the 

organizational literature, and it is this commitment which establishes 
the particular merits of Weick’s approach over, say, the negotiated 
order model of Chapters Three and Four.

If studying process in organizations is difficult, then studying 
’micropolitical process’ is doubly difficult, since the more 
successfully power is exercised within the organization, the more 
difficult it becomes to study - which was essentially the case with 
the exercise of power of the third dimension in the Lukes framework. 
The researcher of the micropolitics of organization (particularly 
of its less apparent manifestations) is hampered by the fact that the 

very process he is attempting to study will usually incorporate both 
him and his research, and by the inevitability that at least a certain 
proportion of such micropolitical activity as he is investigating 
will be undertaken relatively ’covertly’.

One possible way out of such dilemmas and difficulties may be to 
adopt the convention followed by authors such as Bell (l975)» and by 
Edelman (1964,1971,1977) and which has as its basis the study of 
politics through the analysis of 'political talk' and 'political 

language' and it is to a consideration of some aspects of these authors 

work that I will now turn.
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For Bell (l975) language is the medium of politics. His new paradigm 
of politics is founded on the premise that:

"Politics is talk. An oversimplification, of 
course, but one that lies closer to the truth 
than definitions like 'who gets what,when,how'
... A suitable reformulation might be, politics: 
who talks to whom,when,how." (plO)

Bell suggests that the traditional terminology of political science 
is poverty stricken - the arid and narrow 'scholarly' definition of 

a term like power is often stretched to cover literally a multitude 
of sins - but in contrast he argues:

"everyday language represents an embarrassment 
of riches .... our day—do-day experience throws 
up a host of terms which describe in implicit 
detail a vast range of qualitatively different 
relationships: manipulation,guidance,counseling, 
pressure,hypnosis,suggestion,extortion,blackmail, 
coercion,advising,instructing,commanding,demanding 
.... similarly, we possess a sophisticated 
repertoire of concepts which outline appropriate 
responses to these initiatives: acceptance, 
agreement, obedience, capitulation, resistance, 
opposition and so on." (p 7)

Far less 'scientific' perhaps, impossible to operationalise almost 
certainly, but Bell's analysis certainly captures much more of 
the flavour of power and influence relations as we might observe 
them in everyday life, and as we might seek to describe them in 
face-to-face discussion.

Bell addresses the issues raised by the attempt to codify, segment, 
define complex concepts, and bemoans the distressing extent to which 
we are hampered in this effort by the medium of print which is hard 
and fast, mercilessly permanent and inflexible, in which everything
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must be stated precisely and consistently, and which seems at times 
to be hopelessly unable to capture what he terms the 'delicate 
shadings' of social life as conveyed in speech by gesture, intonation 

and formal expression. His aim is to attempt to make some improvement 
on other conceptual schemes by raising to a level of consciousness 

those sensitivities that are implicit in our everyday language but 

are absent from our theoretical jargon.

This he seeks to do by focusing on the study of politics as talk, as 

language, as communication, and as such his work may be seen to 
forge an important link with the perspective and method of inter- 
actionism which has guided the development of the point of view 
presented here. In addition, it would allow for consideration of 
some of the more subtle, yet less visible, dimensions of power as 
identified in the Bachrach and Baratz and Lukes critiques as well 
as the more overt manifestations of power and influence relations.
Bell distinguishes between power communications and influence 
communications :

"It is to communications which involve either 
threats or promises that I wish to attach the 
name power .... the concept refers to a certain 
relationship, embodied in a communication, 
by which A presents B with an 'offer' to which 
is attached a contingency in the form of a
reward (promise) or a penalty (threat) ....
.... the concept of influence .... I define 
as a communication intended to affect the 
action of B in the absence of sanctions (i.e. 
threats and promises) .... in place of a 
threat or promise, influence involves a kind 
of prediction in the form of advice, encourage
ment, warning and so on." (p 2l/p 24)

To power communications and influence communications, Bell adds the 
further category of 'authority communications' which are expressed
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in the categorical or imperative form (i.e. ’Do X’) as opposed to 

the hypothetical or contingent form of the others. Together, his 
trinity of concepts - power, influence and authority - are suggested 

to bring the whole of politics into focus and comprise generic 
forms, the derivatives of which facilitate the understanding of 

the widest variety of ’political' relationships.

So, Bell asserts, if politics is communication we must study who 

talks to whom and what they say, and also become aware of power 

and influence 'communicated' in a nonverbal and sometimes unconscious 
manner - thus incorporating the possibility of tacit power and 
influence, and suggesting that people can be influenced by the 
example of someone who is totally oblivious to the existence of 
the relationship, and again that someone can exert power simply 
by displaying or shifting the sources of power without exercising 
power through the issue of a direct power communication.

A useful first step, then, is to examine patterns of communication, 
though Bell warns against the belief that this will tell us all, 
or even most of what we need to know:

"we must not allow ourselves to be seduced 
by the slick assertion that the medium is 
the message. The medium is after all merely 
the medium. We must look not only at the form 
but also at the content of communication.
What is said and how?" (p 94)

Similarly, he suggests that our concern must be interpretive as 
well as analytic, and in arguing that attention be paid to 
understanding the 'meaning' of the communication to both sender 
and receiver. Bell provides a further important link with the
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tradition of interactionist thought reviewed earlier. The focus of 

such study, however, as Bell insists, must remain upon ’the ways in 
which interactors communicate with each other’ and in his framework, 
words are the instruments of power, influence and authority and it 
is thus words themselves which have political significance:

"Hobbes's Leviathan was, among other things, 
the 'sovereign definer' exercising absolute 
authority over the meaning of terms and the 
publication of doctrines. But no one 
appreciated the political significance of 
words more than George Orwell, whose brilliant 
satire on 'Newspeak' today appears uncannily 
prophetic. To control thought (and therefore 
action) effectively, one must control 
language and meaning." (p 98)

So Bell's distinctive contribution is a redefinition of politics 
in terms of language and communication - by studying the various 
forms and patterns of communication we are able to understand better 
the nature of relationships between individuals, and what happens 
and why as they seek to work together. The analysis of Murray 
Edelman similarly focuses upon the study of language and symbols 
as a means of understanding power and politics. His early (1964) 
work examines the notion of policies as a symbolic form and whilst 
his primary concerns are related to an understanding of the state 
and the individual's relation to the state, many of the concepts 
and ideas that he introduces are much more generally applicable 
to other realms of inquiry.

Edelman's primary focus of attention in his later work is on the 
reasons for, and the conditions which surround, mass arousal and 

quiescense and the politics oT poverty and inequality. In discussing 

these basic themes (1971, 1977) he puts forward the hypothesis that
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language and symbols create problematic beliefs, perceptions and 
assumptions in both elites and non-elites that lead to the 

relatively quiescent acceptance of chronic poverty and inequality.
In a much wider sense, however, what Edelman is discussing is the 
role played by language and syiTibols in the creation of our more 
general perceptions, beliefs and ideas and the possible uses (and 
abuses) of such symbolic form by actors in a social relationship 
to affect the perceptions and beliefs of others. One of his central 

themes - that political actions chiefly arouse or satisfy people 
not by granting or witholding their stable substantive demands, but 
rather by changing their demands and expectations - falls very much 
in line with Lukes’s idea of three-dimensional power and gains much 
wider applicability when understood in those terms.

Edelman*s (1971) belief in the centrality of the symbolic aspects 

of political activity is quite clear;

"(This emphasis) places at the centre of 
attention the symbolizing ability with 
which man adapts his world to his behaviour 
and his behaviour to his world. Only man 
among living things reconstructs his past, 
perceives his present condition, and 
anticipates his future through symbols 
that abstract, screen, condense, distort, 
displace and even create what the senses 
bring to his attention. The ability to 
manipulate sense perceptions symbolically 
permits complex reasoning and planning 
and consequent efficacious action." (p 2)

So it is man’s symbolizing ability that, for Edelman, lies at the 
heart of what he is and what he does, and this aspect of his work 
places him squarely in the tradition of interactionist theory and 

research discussed earlier. His distinctive contribution to this
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tradition lies in his focus on the specifically political dimensions 

of man's symbolizing ability and thus, a further premise on which his 

work is based relates to his assertion that what he terms 'political' 
perceptions have distinctive characteristics that make them dynamically 
different from other perceptions:

we have compelling evidence from a variety 
of kinds of observation that political beliefs, 
demands, and attitudes, far from being fixed and 
stable are frequently sporadic in appearance, 
fluctuating in intensity, ambivalent in composition 
and therefore logically inconsistent in pattern 
and structure." (p 3)

The conventional approach to politics assumes that individuals hold 
relatively stable positions on issues and that policy represents a 
response to some aggregation of these positions. Edelman rejects 
such a viewpoint arguing that individuals' positions on issues are 
mobilisable rather than fixed and that the essence of politics lies 
in the process rather than in particular outcomes:

".... if this model is a fairly accurate one, it 
follows that political scientists and advocates 
of particular policies should recognise political 
manoeuvre as itself the end point of the game ; 
for in the process (rather than in the content of
  decisions and rules) leaders gain or lose
followings, followers achieve a role and a political 
identity, and money and status are reallocated, 
often to different groups from those formally 
designated as the beneficiaries of the governmental 
activity in question." (p 4)

The parallels between the kind of analysis put forward by Edelman 
and the idea of the negotiated order introduced earlier are obvious - 
similarly, his insistence on understanding the essential instability 
of our perceptions and cognitions, and the fluctuating character of
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individuals’ positions on issues fits well with the need identified 

earlier to focus on the process of negotiating order and on individuals' 
constantly shifting definitions of their situation rather than upon 

understanding a particular negotiated order as the outcome of 
bargaining processes conducted between individuals with relatively 

fixed positions on the issues which confront them. To thàt core 
idea, Edelman has added the notions of power and politics and stressed 
the central role that language and symbols play in such political 
activity.

Edelman's basic premise then, is that relationships of power are 
manifested in daily life through language forms, myths and symbolic 
responses to issues and events. Throughout his work he consistently 
draws our attention to the essentially problematic nature of social 
'facts', and to the impact of language forms and structures in 
forming the ways in which people understand their social worlds.

And, as he suggests (1975):

"Only rarely can there be direct observation 
of events, and even then language forms shape 
the meaning of what (we) see. It is language 
that evokes most of the political 'realities' 
people experience. The challenge is to learn 
how language and gestures are systematically 
transformed into complex cognitive structures." 
(P 3)

There is no one 'real' perception, then, but a cognitive structure 
with alternative facets, possibilities and combinations appearing as 
the observer encounters new situations and is subjected to the 
definitions and interpretations of others — thus the issues which 

face individuals are the complex cognitive structures people acquire 
about them, and such cognitions are complex by the very fact that
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they are social in character. The task thus is to understand such 

a complex social reality, how it is formed and how it is changed - 

the essential mechanism for Edelman is the use of ’political language.’

What the analysis of Bell and Edelman would suggest, then, for our 
study of organization is that we should pay more explicit attention 
to 'organizational talk' - who says what to whom, when and how? - and 
to the particular role that language and symbols play in establishing 
and maintaining, or changing the meanings that individuals within 
organizations assign to issues and events. We have seen earlier that 
any complex social reality is likely to be open to a variety of 
interpretations, that the same 'facts' may admit a range of meanings, 
and that the particular meaning attributed to events is the result 
of a complex micropolitical process — the distinctive contribution 
of the approach suggested by Bell and by Edelman lies in their 
recognition of, and belief in, the linguistic bases of such a process.

Following this line of argument, much of the debate within organizations 
may be seen to consist largely of the efforts of individuals to gain 

acceptance and support for their particular definitions of an issue in 
the face of the competing efforts of others to gain acceptance for 
alternative definitions and interpretations of the issue - and since 
participants are likely to see such debate as about 'facts' or 
'individual values' or whatever, the peculiar social and linguistic 
elements of such definitions and interpretations will often go 
unrecognised. On the contrary, however, from this perspective the 
particular ways in which ideas are expressed and situations defined 
become central to the attempt to understand what is going on within 

the organization, and hence the critical variables in such definitions
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are related to the plausibility or credibility of particular arguments, 

rather than the 'truth', 'accuracy' or 'validity' of assertions made 
in support of those arguments.

Thus the ways in which people attempt to gain support for their 
definitions of the situation and for their interpretation of issues, 

through symbolic form and symbolic evocation, offers the possibility 
of a further level of analysis of the micropolitics of organization, 
and another potential means of exploring more precisely how 
individuals within organizations exert power or exercise influence 
over the perceptions and definitions of those others with whom they 
interact, and thereby come to influence events.

So, for example, some of the possible directions of such an exploration 
might be to look at: the particular labelling of situations within 
organizations e.g. as 'crises' or as 'routine' - quite obviously 
discussing issues in the language of crisis will have different 
implications for people's perceptions of the situation than would 

discussion of the issue in the language of routine or of regularity. 
Again we might look at the 'character' assigned to others within the 

organization e.g. some are heroes, some villains, some fools (see 
Mangham 1979) and how particular individuals are seen by others within 
the organizations will again have implications for the manner in which 
their definitions and interpretations will be received. Similarly 
we should take more account of the different ways in which individuals 
might talk to each other in organizations - with deference, contempt, 
respect or whatever, and of the ways in which people might signal 
things to each other - in a direct or confrontational manner or much 
more tentatively and cautiously.
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On a similar basis we might explore some of the characteristics and 

linguistic bases of those definitions of the situation which are 

relatively difficult (or, conversely relatively easy) to challenge, 

or the particular implications of the ’tone' that is set in 
discussions, notably in the early stages of such discussions, and 

which fundamentally affects the subsequent course of the interaction. 

Such a list is by no means exhaustive but is illustrative of the kinds 
of considerations that would inform a study of the micropolitics of 
organization deriving from the perspective suggested by the work of 
Bell and Edelman.

Studying 'political talk' and 'political language' is thus one 
particularly suggestive medium through which we might further analyse 
the micropolitics of organization, and begin to specify more precisely 
some of the means and mechanisms of exerting power and exercising 
influence within organizations. Before closing however, I would 
like to briefly mention two other potential sources of data for 
the student of the micropolitical activity within organizations.

First of all, there is a vast amount of data contained within auto
biographical accounts of individuals' experiences of organization 
that might provide the impetus for the further development of 
concepts relevant to the understanding of the micropolitics of 
organization. Much of the description of issues and particular 
situations aS reflected, say, in the writings of Lyndon Johnson 
or Harold Wilson on the organizational process in government, has 
more to do with understanding the interactions and relationships 
between people, than with the actual substance of specific issues 
arid events as a historian might relate. In Edelman's terms, such
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data is less 'semantic' i.e. dealing explicitly with the state of the 

external world, and more 'aesthetic' i.e. to do with states of mind 

or with the processes between people, and whilst such data might be 

looked down upon from a strictly academic perspective, it may 

accurately represent some of the more elusive intricacies of the 

organizational process that we are trying to capture.

And again, in novels and fictional explorations of organizational 
functioning (and malfunctioning) we might find further examples of 
the kinds of processes we are trying to analyse and describe, and 
the kinds of interpersonal tactics and strategies that are employed 
by individuals in seeking to influence events. Often, then, this 
appears a more legitimate medium in which the micropolitics of 
organization (particularly the more dubious aspects of such activity) 
might be explored, without the attendant needs to explain or analyse, 
and without the necessity of having to make the seemingly unavoidable 
value judgements and the like that the academic literature on 
organizational politics seems to be inevitably drawn into.

In both these areas, then, of 'micropolitics' in autobiographical 
accounts and 'micropolitics' in fiction, we might - initially at 
least - find the qualitatively different kinds of relationships: 
"manipulation, guidance, counseling, pressure, hypnosis, suggestion, 
extortion, blackmail, coercion, advising, instructing, commanding, 
demanding" which Bell suggests are omnipresent in social life and 
comprise the particular subject-matter of the student of micropolitics.
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In this thesis, then, I have suggested that an interactionist approach 

to the study of organization can help us to overcome many of the 

problems identified and discussed in Chapter One as having been 

associated with the more traditional modes of organizational analysis 

and research as represented by the examples of the classical, human 
relations and systems models of organization. In line with that 
critique I have attempted to construct a model of organization which 

more explicitly recognizes the 'social construction' of organization, 
and focuses more centrally upon the processes involved in the 

activity of organizing.

In the early chapters I have argued, and have sought to demonstrate, 
that there is implicit within the interactionist perspective generally, 
and reflected in the thought and writings of one of its leading 
proponents - Herbert Blumer - a model for the study of joint action, 
and hence for the study of the organizational process. The negotiated 
order model, as put forward by Anselm Strauss and his colleagues, 
represents a particular development of the interactionist perspective 
on organization, and as such was seen to be useful and helpful in 
some respects, though somewhat less useful in others.

Whilst some of the specific criticisms of the negotiated order model 
may be met fairly squarely from within the perspective, in particular 
it was suggested that the model did not properly work through the 
implications of the processual viewpoint that it represented, 
and that it lacked necessary explanatory focus, providing little in 
the way of specifying any explanatory mechanism through which 
particular organizational outcomes might be analysed or understood.
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Thus a further development of the interactionist perspectives on 
organization was proposed which was based upon a quite different set 

of ideas related to power, influence and the ’micropolitics’ of 
organization. The latter part of the thesis, then, may be seen to 

have been guided by a commitment to the belief that all interaction 

has a ’micropolitical’ base in the sense that we all seek to gain some 
credibility for, and acceptance of, our definitions of the situation, 
we all attempt to ensure that our views are taken into account by 
others, and consequently we all produce a variety of intended and 
unintended effects upon each other in the process of interaction.

Hence, if we are interested in studying interaction in organizations, 
so the argument goes, we are required to recognise and take full 
account of the specifically micropolitical dimensions of such 
interaction in our explanations and descriptions of the organizational 
process. Whilst the importance and relevance of power, influence and 
politics is often recognised within case studies and novels on 
organizational life, and forms the basis of much anecdotal and 
impressionistic data on the functioning of organization, the concepts 

are rarely afforded central theoretical importance.

This thesis, I hope, goes some way to correcting this deficiency, and 
I would close by reiterating my faith in the utility of a micro
political model for understanding the organizational process and in 
the possibilities offered for further exploration of the micropolitics 
of organization.
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