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Preface

It is in the mteres t of those who contiol the bureanrattc organjzations "i
Bem ota\)/ Rme Ies to have their em ? Ir.clients, a th enera
Te e that such or(?armzattonsae ure m| tsttattveet ? The
adnnnl tratton efines or BM tion ICIEI]I an ecpve

In trtimen or he realizatio P Iyﬂroc atme A toooten
socl smentt ts. have acceptte ea of pure ad mHtIS atton an H? aé
the. basis, of their ana ? ureaucrames Even when th edy avec en%
claims of ef JC|erhcey ef ectl veness heX have not attended to pheno
that] confradict t ver oss \ltﬁ/ of an administr t|ve entt?/ Q/Iosto
bg ecte enomena e cal rocesses suc as con ct, domination,

ower an ce |on Wh ch are ubt uttons in or antzattons
At oug g s(Putes over go Bo icles, an? their “implementati n are n?

u cur oufside o ro er “channels" they arise continually In
LPreaUCta |c tue ﬁtetr ne% ect by socjal scientists. shows aabr%s otaen
Hntntentdona In favor of e ti pes ecttv?s and fhis. nas perp etuate
istorted .and  one- |men ional.

afge of organi attons crifica
ﬁer pretation, WhIC IS ﬁ aim this stu oes not take officia
etnltttons at’ t ﬁlr face value and does not t] iﬂue in_tavor. of %
"conflic aﬁn % but demonstrates concretely the” polftical dimension o
actlvhtw l< Ureaucracies.
00K IS an_ attempt to .show that contemporarg/ P
Igtanlzattons are not only ‘administrative entattes byt ar tlca
ctures In the sense that Eo(yver onflict, and domination enorm Wltd
em The specific means use monstr te this Igdﬁneral SIS IS the stu ?/
BPfQSHIF s to administrative aut ontg subortdinates whose activit ?
é clall gtttma Buregucratic pp sition 1S upequivocally poli c?
and IS occurr nce refutes the mt) at organlza lons are merT
| strum nts to a% leve externall prec d goals efficiently and effectiv
estu y of suc osnéonss oW organizations ?o wron? accordi %
to their own crlter and how employees ecome political actors, an
transcend their roles.
Making bureaucratic oppositions a focus for inquiry can be viewed as an

ureaUﬁratl

X



X PREFACE

extensrﬁn oz[ the current researah in orga]nrzatrona nalysis, which. began
gr r%/ars ago directed to reyéalin t}e informal® dimensions” 0
e avior wrthr urea cracles. The studies of info 9rou S aﬂd networka
of rules haye ?{ T Htat however, stresse a agt echanisms an
ave ket iclall re context] tact Informal mechanisms are not
Irec c en es to authority, althoug often ser e to m%ke aut orrt
earabl aucra IC ortJ osrtron paJt, cha enge the aut ﬁ\
structure an s w) F mrnrstratron ﬁnnot he u e

Reactions to ﬁhem frcras cear emonstrate that the organizat ron IS,

amonﬁ ot ert rn? % sR/s em.
IS study not only has links to a tradition rln ﬁnrzabronal an Iysrf hu
IS also J)art o a Wi rprogect Iarmed at revea n %/ ep Itica
Process In conternpor Pex S0 retres Hen F f e.Int r
I con unctr n with the “author's wor he po rtrca nsrons
socroo owe e e crrtrq? te myth t]e screntr
rY the. g ne critique fun%ronalri g The basic rnlten
work IS tos w that un ernea the claims 0f value neutra %r

u |c serv ce |sr[1tereste Ness, an P rntentrons made bYa oloqists
Hstrtutrcig al elites lies awog oftp caj conflict and coHrpe it] %rrnr{nnq
this world t ?ree 0omne 0 asks of criticism, which Is an rnte lectua

prepraratron or
he method implicit in this study might best be called ethrcoe grr%cal’
The_assumption 1S made that sogra exi tence IS an . ulreas synth ef

onflict a r]g Interests and the appeal to prin IB r.mora 9rouns
Ideals). Ideals cannot he re H F to rnterests as rt)osrtrvrsts claim no[
an rn erests e reduced. t P e léreafhe Idealist con

synthesis of the "materjal 0ss|ble w?ret'er’\lgnwn%re rtsuna]
I-Yer[r ﬁan I even Parsonrjalr gr?ualrﬁuc h Jo

goro(u The hest th a can be 'ﬁ
W etect th Qterp An&n 10ns rn acltlua Cases,

a“ F/I eber, Georg Simmel, g sattgmpte to
e re u)ts% such an rnve tr %on er not fit a Systems model ‘or a. row
chart Be |n0ta oherence. That cohérence, owever will no
be linear, pbut’ will .revea halectrc between t]ranscen ence of artra
Interest and subservience to suc Interest. tit su %est any midd
tgrm or me Iatron etween .what Kant ca Ie |nc Inati

eeprra this rstr ?ron %ear IS the essence of what Kant meant ycrrtrcr m
0 social fssu y, then,

raws upon many. cases 0 olpeposr rog
ich il ustra[se concretely t e tensron efwee LPrn]cr le and inte
wte ara xes an b H reso po rtrca g%
this wor rrws Its "crit rca] g nd its ethico- emgrrrca(!
metho rst cha ter uutrnes the myt neutral admrnrstratr n an
Brogoses te alterna h rtrcgl rnterE tation of or?anrzatron ra
0 contem orarg riugt and researc on op osrt ons in
apter 2 systematical X fetarls the %oun S or ofo ﬁas ns" H %s
itiorts, therr ormative justi catrons e third and” fourt aters a t
embrrrcal drmensro(n detailing the barriers hat o posrtrons c%n rorht
ett % undErw the strat Sgres that theP/ em once theX av een
iated espo se ions

ter 265 SOMe 0 0
frcral hierarcny and r?rsc 5565 Some 0 the policies that haBg been prozosed
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to eliminate the ab es unc v red b dIS idents or to mstjtu lonalize"
Issent.  Hence, e3|[gjn 0 ewo de mes a process 0 gF03|t|0n
amnm'g wit te cnc mstantial and . normative %ses for politics in
Peauc acies, a Psmermgt e Initiation, methods, and conse uencea
o 0pposItions, e| entification™o ?cess Wit vanousg 1ses Ictate
ec sion to raw uRon case mate lal_to ‘illustrate general  statements
% er than to draw geheral statemen]ts fro gx ausélve case descnpttons
i oes "not mean owever, that the metho eductlve rather tha
nductive,"  Whether case material 1s used | Lustratlve or ex austive
t ere 1S always a reciprocity i actual research between general statement
and artlcu af h
gle ave t? ed to bring this rotect to comepletton whether or
not t er awareo vmg such ssta ce. %v ful to my students
tDe au Unlve sh&y 8 tes. and under aduat%s om orme me about
e art ulars o reaucratlc 0ppoSsItions In Wa ? hose close to
(ﬁ’ part. ongater 0urses Were comﬁ) lete someo these students,
es ecially . Ms. E % %us as, co mued their mteres% in mY roject
ISCussINg it and A l1rt er researc "1( (earea zv ﬂ leagues m
the social science disciplines have heen kind. enpugh eak Ith me” about
the general ISSue 0 oltﬂcs within organizations an about bureagcrattc
Bp itions, It was 'In_discussions with Fred Homer hhat th of
reaucrattc opposition first arose. | ﬂm Indepted to him and to Larn
en aneJ aucg mes Steve Arthur Kroker, and RO ert Perrucc
X 00K Cou not ave een WntteP were | not or eac ve
V\ymr? hettc and Intelligent colla orattoH g o eaét glltc aej
einstein. 1 cannot t an him enough, and fortunately he “does not eman
such gratitude.

NOTE
t See, for ex m le: Deena Wemstetrl(and Mj hael A Wems em Living
Socmoequ ACnttca Itrc% uct %eh ork: . Davig. ]h Deena
Wemst n, "Determinants o Pro 0|ce In Scientific Res 3 Socmo
t Symposium #16 (Summer 1 Deena Weinstein and_Michael A
e 0 Knowe £ as Rhetonca Strateqies,” Free. Inquiry

ociolo now?edge o b atr%n n ones eF esea[ch In

ociolo Annual " Compilation,
ALl Press, 1978, pp 151 6

[nstéin, "Soc f [ es
6, //wé aX %8} %1Vz\t/1ea eDe/ena)ara(tnstem anﬁt%Mtc aeﬁ% Wemstem The
Greenwich, Connecttcu
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| Bureaucratic Oppositions:
The Phenomenon

As Lon% as the world shall last hgre will be wrongs, and if no
%agvgr jeCted and no man rene hose wrongs” would last

CIarence rS Darrow rlrrr]n ann arljsdres?lai)
Chrc%gal 12 quote [l) Arthur
Wein erg torn ey

k: Srmon and

%mned New Yor
chuster)

hat do the following accounts Fave In common?

e regional saLes ana er gromrnent ka publisher advoca\(ed
varrous forms of { eral ﬂ grofess rs to ado t %om an stext 00KS
To demaonstrate one rg technigues, ean a.subo nae entere

ro;essors office and a? Hlshj nkent Ferr thOd text. h
r}o essor unceremoniously tolg them™t % he thought % as tgrrr Ie
gro essor erver was rn ch argle Of mass se Hons of the Intro
ﬁours dn prs iscipline, so, without ssr ea% e sales manager o ere

eado ted t Cp%tex ort the manager would sen
40 ree copies which cou e sog ?<stu en t a profit of over $2, 000
ess r declded 0 assl nt e (LO % ents.
tsa es meetrn ﬁ er as ed eac |ssaff members to d#cus
therr cre trve m 8 %e |n ds of rrbest at they offere
ow t rfo erf o e sa En Were Oppose t?
thods aR eterred to se |ons ap(P |n to t e erits of thejr
oo s. When't e mana er contrnu %0 ingist on ethods, five of the six
salesmen ent. a ette o the main office he corgor tion, threatening to
resi n co ectrvey L their su ervrsor Y]vag not ismi F he manager was
not ever, but mFre ad monhse For seVﬁra monts e kept a low
Rrofre an t en vrgorouw newed his eff orts} ave I?s SP % es use
IS sales tc nig ues Athrn the ensuing hal Year a the salesmen
resigned. Shortly afterwards their supervrsor was dismissed.

1



2 BUREAUCRATIC OPPOSITION

In a large metr Jrolréan school drstrrct in WhICf] the stude scored below

averaoe n stag ﬁ IZe examrnatrto rrncr ﬁ B one 0 ﬁmentary

schoofs directe teact\ers sraecr caII the con ents oft e xamé

and to.increase eac utp gr% severa podnts The teachers feare
rators. h e

é%s%ﬁfe grer;]r(fsa{f mmtlth rx traorfris erre ucatrosnc gofalilrsre amc btaAr,fO
orh?]od or suc0 ormal ru

es S avrn1g rn rna esson pIan 00K

t_be en inst t ever secret

t\hlg%ocalgPTA and h% gt e aren %rogv raft a tter' to the %o dponf]
eaucatrorrrn eo( osrn? st'}eofhré'f“n Cl aIs to he”scehro%entTSﬁen t ﬁhc'r”vafs“gs noq
}rre 8 %ntrnued to try to rFr)nnI r?ren t his policies. princip

Frank Se[ 1C0’S storj which. w Ias made rnto an rnterei ing ﬂovre and an
unr S rre vrsron se IS, rs wide nown erpico, a police™officer in w

d wanted nd S m corruption In N

([{)e artmejr’ First he t]gmpterc} 0 s ak to h}reh f%ve admrnrst ators,
iscovere tats me were rnv ved ver actrvrtre% that he w a
ttgrng to curb. The othe (a mrnrstrators too no actjan e ga ene

campaign by seeking aid from politicians he was srmrlarly rustrate

e was repeatedly repuffed in hig eff rs t ction from high
rce and political ofticials, co trn rr IScover at a
ent crook e cops he rubbed shoul ers rth every da
na y out'of desperation... he went to a newspaper with his story.

WhatH heseJrree accounts or the numerrﬂrs others hat could h ve heen

Brted In their stea hav in commoﬂ They all relate attemp hs t(o anﬂe a
ureaucrac se W 0 work within the or anrzatron ut who do not have
aughorl ty ese %ttemgts }gr ich wr ]e ca Ied by reaucr(atrc o(no
srt ons," are orobapy ubiquit ut] r]o requently drscusse
sclenc Irterla ure reasons that will be elaborat Most ave
worked in.a ialge organization for seve[)a years are amiliar rt at east one
rns angachrmr e ones described above, and every so often the press wil
It is Si nrfrcan gat hede has grevrously been no term . in the Irterature of
social science that 1dentified byre ucraJc 0 rfosrtrons Th rsg enornenorh
occurred frequently private an ?r anization ha% ee n
Per etrate one person or smaII s uti g an¥ of a number 0
eetrn a wide ran rom utcome, ese attem

a H |1< s at

f r\% Lom belo I which emanate t]ose who lack authority, e
ape ureaucratic osrtroH because they occur outside the. norma
mrnrstratrve routrnea are chal enrqes to aut orrt However, t err aim ls
no to] usBr the machrnerg ower but to a er Rractrces and personne
b as Sitl

e%ucratrg otp a commaon Q eno enon In organizations,
gnore students’ of the or a]nrzatron

sse ce, contempo h ry
oro nization theorres screen out this phenomenon byt mrtatrons of their
qu rng concepts

The idea of theo% in social science that gtrrdes the oresen discussion | ts at
variance with the common-sense notion that™facts are immediate perceptions
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of an objective world which spontane enerate eorres whe are
P Jre(iate of e actuaq Frocess orut’ryeo |zrn |st e reverse OP n¥mon

roper
ge Ee he concegts hat make p our theories |eftu to some rl)enomena
?an exclude our entron to others. etaa rrcag gories are eams 0

frfrmrng an |ntellectual sectrum S to "see" certal ﬂs

ile . leavi ot ers |m er rbe rn eams pring a. differe

%ectron 0 acts to | 0 not mak a arent anotner, resr 3 ?]et
assumption Is th a am cogehrs the en Ire sdpectrum Indee
erent ams{rave var rn hand widths which cover gjstinct Rortrqr&s oft g
| spectrum r%e henomenon of ureaucr}atrco osrtronr IS | entrfrﬁ
a artrcu ar theoretical perspective which 1S quite different fro ia
mrnant ers ve In c%ntem rar J)r anrzatro &udres for wgrc t
enomen n |sg ut nvisibl [re 8r|p Ion oft e cyrrently omrnant
e ts limitations wi Erece %n analysis of the alternative
wit rnw |c bureaucratic Oi%thS tion can be undérstoo

AIIh h aons on fhe eme pre\{arlrnﬁlctﬁreorres of

s
8h here are maw var
qganrzatr ns are essent |ag on a "rational .mo explains

?anrzatronal atterns craf structur S mot |vat|0na? strategres (ié)?{

natJr% mec anr ms, etc, as outcomes 0 seek Ing .or
enc }ga(nrzatron 55‘ One 0 Zhe was in W IC { EOI’IG%

ecfive a

ISCOVEr" acts IS% rect 0 a Spe g Case 0

N
the prevailing odg[a]n zationa agnal ses, the pr ems gprore aret 0se of top
management and the perspective enerated'Is the managers.

That 15, research ﬁuestro S hzwe been gosed {rom r}he stflnddpornt of a
powerful actor concerned with the essentially tec nrca Justments
necessary to enhance the effectiveness of the organrza on.

The _bias of most organjzation theqry towards the care nd concerns of

|cu?ar actars wr Pn tfre o% ect o? tur? has oten resu te es rrptron

il n g %

f ulreaucra%es h)atrdo ”ﬂ so muc r evfl\rlelcI ne 03\/ gexrt the t)rgI
upport IS content|o Ran Ins. claims that ann e
tuat onﬂgas ey e ess rana%e“a so11 of %ro ﬂ] oe st

19%% Jar%eeg rI%“OT aerlr?tsclrlrrr]e g Tana erdaesrgne % 2 practrecsarrgtﬁgr%?

ma%%ér?rﬁ%we' |8 zwenEra éhe%8r Etron of the bureaucratrc orgaerairron has

?Eﬂ e model imitated py cont ganization theor gatures
8 e eber's construct, suc asa 1€ arcw% au hQI’It hrrrné and Rromotroq

on com enc an sp cr rc and written duties f]o eac atlo
roe can e u# erm ratio alrzatr rs conce t identifies

rocess rc st menta ratr t(4y In whrch the . means to an en
are eated cor ng to the crit errono enc rna redrctab attern 0

useafn ecgmes the oyerrrarnq Prrncrp e of sg lal ac |vrt§ In th
aho a ratronar organrzatron sions.are made py those at the pea
of the. hierarchy o arrt ofity_in the name and in %rests 0 constrtrden 1res su?
%s crthzen orsock olaers. “These decisions aret en |mrf rpente (irent
xsu orginates. rTganré fions are rnterpr}ete as tools ?r accom |sgrn
ds, and so the hu eings composing them are primarily interpreted a
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means and not as ends in-themselves.
fth e th eor and resear Th concernrnﬂg anrzatrons concentrates on
the rm e iments to axrmum e c cn\ers on_how management

lenc
might overcome the rra lonalit Xr kers, whose *n rﬂa groups méﬁ/
?} their own mrsunderstandtn%s of worke Vvsg

tergret t(f rules, an
oncluaes that the mana erial perspect assume te C%ICP]C

rjrmulae of a natura armon Inte est rcrent oor rnatron w
ﬁ]wrth (fa]r uman relations, as

rga to time, 1S rntere
reveale untJnteI wﬁnce 0 e unha Ir atron Irt}r

workmen.' ( onflict, When acknow q at aI IS usu su syme F
the concept drsorg Przatron S such it 1s mtergrete as berng Irrationa g
il rvateld and inimical to the ends of the organization, both substantive an

The bias gf conventional organization gheory, which excludes phe omena
?t foec' e lten of s el i

evingin con IS r ee ort anizationa
eliminale rt nrzatron neory an managerial reoo
action 1S rvr rnto cate

deal In w rc orders

bureaucratic t?ow or’rlvtrlr0 aI ﬁlcetrgnchcfrr F g

1 At
obedience falfows, enhancdrnga e(f Icienc ermpt] The offiC
entrusted with special E ssan r[n t] ec anrsm annot é
Into motron or a reste him, uf only from the ve[)y f sec n
a%eﬁ]o(ry of ac hon which .is  reall Trdua is lapeled ir atrona ?
detinea“as all behavior rnrmrcal to t e e icient attainment orPanrzfarona
9 Marntarnrng this false OJ“Q/ organization  t eorstsh all

ecolg[nrze as rationdl activity whatever 06s not’emanate from the rerarchy

In a broader sense than. the or anrzatron heorrsti use it, rationality ma}q
refer to the use o np [0 rr te means osov g 0" reach a %oal
this sense the ra ro an act tS ev ugted aacordrn% t0, Its adequac

e fa P aIse Ichotomy in ma erl

Rthe actor's goa acg
teorres of ornaanrzatron IS t re erring all actjon to egoaso ger

vel management, apd thereby taking an |d oIo Ical or artraI erspectl

ﬁe hasis gfe screntrt1 eor}y ﬁjhgs bordrna es di %e IDorders or
attempt %c ange ?o icles, the m nage ra): eorrss view tter actrons as
Irrational becaus assymptions t?\at 5 oser au hoerernOW and order

A el
are srm P}t{eans fo other en of

ds .o

these assumptions hf

a erra eor are unwarrante

It rs rttlg %rvonder then hat those holding the, assum rons of mana e
teor%/ Wou to r%cognre ureauc[]atrc 0 Posrtron rc are es en
rational actrvrrf 3enqe the va |t one or
assum Pons f In share ?and rationa man ement erp%tuates a
n}y organrzarons ss stems 0 pureI}/ n}rnrst IVe act rvr rrtrcrﬁm
o these assumptions qiscloses another view o niza ro s In whrch
Bear as se rcon erres of admrhlrst]raérve actrvrt r]te ar with politica
rocesses. 1ho ﬁ %pec Ives which do not ach %e political activit
opeprhs tc(an neither” observe nor name the pnhenomenon bureaucratic
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The persgectrve grurdr the pr]esent discussion mthludes ttae admrnrs rative
or managerial Int er etatr n of i e organization wit hn It, defining ad mrins
tration & a sBecra case of o rtr aI [ﬁrrocesses W erg 'there . rs o gete
a reement on or acceptance o rocedures an n r] Rt menta
gr anizations. are merel a mrnr trat ve en“ 18s In whic re are
uns or op osition or rssH ut suU ]rectrve will or emotion rrratron rt
course suc agreement 1 hardly eve Bresent in an or anrza ion
there 1s, o overt gﬁosrtr n one may. assume th at resse% ear
resr natron or ce, the unds for reluctant o renc to aut arran
q a/ in the case erfect a%reéemen |s Lenins ctum that
P Itics b uced Tt 3 ministration re Curent qQrganizat %n theorg
ests on { e m th of a mrnrstratron ana systematically 1ghores pnhenomen

con arctdon%/ that myth
rnrﬁtratrve m&th contains its orgn interpretation of the hr{man

condr tion o AIvrrh ouldner ha? called domain assum trons Talcott
ar ons, w 0 (%Jr%hed e mapagerial viewpoint t0 coHte P]orar socretg
ma es these assum troni He "defines the hyma nﬁ das N
orfganrs seekin sort -1a asures, which must Dbe controlled. and
hecte H) sacrifice these des|res for the rﬂarntenance of collective ets

ese collectiv lpﬁ{eects me ra throug organ zations, result In ro g
the con rtron? the survival o teorﬂanrsm T erson who ho $ suc
conception Q Liman nature believes that human beings need religion, the
atron the family, the atate and corport gonomrc er“ergrrses 1o savg
tnem_ from their own tendencies toward self-indulgence, self-destruction, an
the destruction of others.'

~n Qontrast 0 mana eria theor the domain assumptions of the present
discussion, whic rt) t the Idea that organizations ﬁre political systems,
Interpret_human beings as pur rve actors"who have t e otentlal to” act og
motrves that are not™r ote r ear resentment, or selfi errn P/mentf H
who are so etrmes anle to (ﬂues ion th% re\f]ar in it
situation” and to ﬁ on their critical rnsrolt FmrBant value ft
i)ers pective IS neither control nor |r]nstrumen ratronab ut the freedom o
R R

& T R A ty

re consl tent wrt the mo r] only the .ne a]trve reedom
eIrmrna rn ercerve use epers ectrve Jg S rscusst)on
fs not % Istenc the motivations 1dentrfie 3/ Parsons, but
ancest wrt the free om of the, auton m us mo son.
n summargl the basic contention o |trca loers ectiye on
ga}nrzatrons 1S that administrative action is not e gassrnsg
actjvi res wrthrn an. or anization ecause oas an oal ae
BO s are there. is d sa reement about ce tarn oas s ould
e pursued) nd 2 2 Hunrstrato 0 not alway %act ra rona X dat Is, t ose
anaperra not alwa s c nauct 1 emse £ 1IN, cc r ance with
unrverf crrterra 1Zed: Insfru-

mer(]ta [ﬁtronar r} rﬂrcqtlzﬁ% feansenoaaﬁ re]r?t are t“‘”tf as steps In a
R)N%elrgt%rv o? %ttr?op t%talluse and. e IS [Imite oth7 t? cesses

er h
maching-like.and so roytme that the F rers
merely extensions of ty Ih ﬁr %

e tools that they use, there are possibi tres
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different niterrfret%trons of what . should be done what aspects of thg
occupatrog should be emp hasrze what constitutes $us Ice With regar
to rewards and punis rn]ents and w er}]e ecri\ons about work become

commenta |es rint e worth and dignit orker
RF rde Hersdp ective on or%an zatrords eye ried here draws u on Karl
Istinction between r al activif

Man fine an ?Irrc ¥ Accord rng ?
annherm here are two aspects ang social sttuatjon: "first, aserre
socral events which have a urre a st pattern an recur regu arl
&on those eve ts, w |cl% e still int ocess 0 ecomrng |ch In
Ividua ea errsron ave to he ma %,ve rse to n 11 %ue
srtuatrons e a vantage of Mann erms istinction rs at 0 iti
activity 1s n tr entitied with Coercion pr with an ot er techni ue f social

contrﬁ Instead, with nceréarntv giversrt ISp utﬁ nnheim wa

mrft owever when e |dentitie ri zatro ratronalrt

8 itic rrratron rty Jgurng appr v(p that t e c re c aract rrs rc
mo ern cu ure rs ncy to include as much as(%ossr rnt e re

the rational and to brrn 1t under admrnrstratrve con eot

to reduce the ‘irrationa eIement to the vanrs in ornt n

ntrast 10 Ma nherms position, th reseri drscu |s ba on the notron
olitical tes are not rrr tional” at a u][ f] rrmarr
sa eement on te crrterra fcir eva uatrng oaL 0 av orrc

actrvr IS "irrational” | at 1t 1s le to achieve a universal

ag ree ent on go ?S merei Yectr meang SS.I
ot qs 1

Exce roduction . organizations in which the role
defd l)troﬁ Ihe b(fue 0{1 ar Worger IS re?atrve unamB upus ang progra
me machrner and other tog

s,.and In which oppogrtr I to the po%srtr‘jg
rmmoa conseg ences of pro

uction is e>i ded the erms 0

rﬁract or hzatrons ar Fervrou? to political pro eises For example
ch actrbvrty ithin or %nrzat Ps re atfes to eoP as C rengs subordrnates
é h) In the modern cultures of the there has been a ten encx
r% hstr ursh between t q realms of thin sand gersons (Kant's differentiatio
? the enal world from the " ?dom ends"” Is perh%os the most
ucr%e p , each realm avrnP rt?] stinctive standards Fanr ations
ha " most Part interpret human berrf] S aﬁ means reﬁ r than as
en ﬁrntemse ves provjde many occasions eir_ morally senerve
employees to rsRute po reres an even over 8?as Further, even where
there Is agreement on Prrncr hose who e "clai s or "cases” are

rnterpretrng ﬁystems 0 areMe to have t wn !)
gles’ w ch max clash R oseo t rsu eriors. eﬁl y, ab vet

eve o rgg izatlona rerarc les, ortrc IS inevita ebe ause
ese upper levels ecrsrens are made. concernl g routrnes ICﬂ suc
crsrons cannot themselves be routine and tfiere ma over
ternatrveﬁ Icles an rsa reement about whet er a Rar rcu ar decrsron was

est_ Intere ts of t eaenc y Or sup-un

Politica ﬁctrvrv\v in organréatrons % 50 pre ipit h hen {)r motro and
rrrra% as well as work ing con rtrons&or exam 3 scheduling n osprt s Or
academic. rnsptutrong re_ not. routi rdin

Ized aC H t0. specif Ic, procedures
o%répetrtron rment albempts at_undermin| %rrv s, and Tesentment
at Deing passe Buer” are ot bureaucratic 0ppositions, but' may encourage,
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lead . to, or deep n them. Attemp to m ke thrngs seem as though he are
roane or. that t eg are. d ter me ec jve starhdai s ofe rcren
Bro uctrvrt}r are £ssen ra etorrca strae 1es whi e the ana rra
rewpornt a\{F é)o er ort o mrnrm In cha ﬁnges to aut rrt
ra ition % g Itics has been interprefed as the. aspect of human
In which decisions are made about uch rssueﬁ as the. ro er efrnrtton

? un trri olicy, and r\ustrce Politics. has.meant the p oasr Y chooer
among ternatives within a Publrc situation: hence, discret f %
Possr ility for var |n mterp tatrons are esse traI asgrencrt]sedo hFO itica

elations. Eco omr |ns rumen al actrvrtydp
the case for po &al actrvrt which contra |ctor
e are con erne here wt hureaucratic og 0S|
efined as atem ts to change organr ations fr
uthor|3/ 8 ake such Ig ranhzatrona P
so se hose who ae outside the orPan 7at H
fonsumes 0 angﬁ)rbe affected te or?anrzat n |nc In

ts IS Eot

py
g Jtose who acE
ébersonne can

iy

arge, as evi er% environ e falist esu y 8 ItIon ?
%r anrzatrons rom ﬁ riutsre IS an rmﬁorant gar of t X
reaucracres as rtrca stems, . but subject of ther

d

Investi atrd a e one UH {rta en here, .

e politica grocess whether H oceurs In t state or |n bureaucratic
organrzatron Involves opPosrtronw H emem s of a thorit sst
do” not acguresce In geclsions t ave een ade, rn groce ur

makrn? m, or IP ferr implementation.  With regard to osrﬂon te
ssentral structura ference bet\rveen authorrtly systems is whether theg
Fave rnstrtutoga Ize procedures or dissent o h e not_recognized tn

|mac¥ ISsent. gresenta&rve S stems e contemporar world
cratic stafes, mstrtutr arze rssendyg rng r “loyal" gosrtror&
w rc 0 not vrolate cons |tut|ona rocedures, while u%orrtarran s& tems. do

not make such PPvrsrons st complex or%anrzatron ave an atrt orrtarran

structure, or t severely limit' re re ntative decisio g and so

orr)fosrtrons within them will be more similar to those In aut orrtarr n states
0 thase rn e ocracie

ere I a good Case, t?ten for drawin analogres twe bureaucratic
ggosrtron ppositions to authoritariar, states, A a cor ofation

%’% %Ot%avgrea so?ute auttForrt OVer a given Sgeogra tcha area a dJOGS d
ICI'cl

fg’ tems o orrta lve deC\ aKing w |c not
y acknowlédge opposrtron Employees, i e citizens of aut oritarian
regimes; lack freed oms
no, freed m.of s eech if they gave th rr subordrn r the press
firredIIS ﬁ ehfs](to gt tﬁncgeaptﬁe?nfai)oart can strl? g%teejl r?:rl sg)lr;
as muc as rslwment no. ri P t}lra\ and no ju CI[ dchr
Inde eﬂgﬁ”§t00 etd efore)r(rettceurtllve ust eIrasCareer Ca %avg ad]rt
8t reoresentatpgn in the cou ch Jw IC?] dp eeho(\r\é tPe firm s tf

run, N say In Its government, however much he decisions may arfect
their lives. (12)
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The Chairman of the Board of Sears, Roebuck, and Company concurs:

.. We complain about the t otalrtarran state, but in our_ individual
Hrzatrons e Fve created more or 1%35 of a totalitarian system
naustry, particularly in Targe industry. (

The strategies and tactics of oppositions, both agai tes a
or anrzatrons ar accorrjrn to crrcunt)gtances and are no% (Pegrnr tive of tH
g enon osr 10N r%se Con‘empor r¥] Iﬁ)orrca scientists, R
Xam e oten rentrate etween Vio ent an onvio ent ort)'t)osrtons t
e (?%” the continuum are It ?rna wars, war IS
efine c sern as anP/ resort to vjolen e wrthrn a p%rtrca order to
change it constrtutron rufers, or FfO ICIB Under 't ?once t
subsimes, revolution crvrI War revolt, rebelli n uprising, uerrla warfare,
mutrny Jac u rie, coup i terrorism, arh rbs [rec on According o
rirnhau er, wno |ss T rfréa concerned with rene |on such rocesses are
ternatives to esa rs e ? ma |n% e{nan S on. aut ority In an
or ercy manner ? gFr rmin @o JtiCa nctrogs in the apsence 0
go It alsructnres ca ab acco[jn 0 Ttrng ortrca emands." 15 Sucn
ternatrves of course, need not be violent ere are many’ types 0
nonvio ent rﬁpos troH to, both auth rrtarran an orma democt rc s ates
angrn% tine  disobed| nce lPublrc a principled rvrl
disobedience” such as that advocate ){ orea
BureaucF trc opp(isrtron?] are USUﬁ ly nonviolent because of the states
onop orrie alt (t where the orgapization 15 a regosrw this
orce (fdr examp R artment) conf rcth ecome yiolent. Mosdt
ureaucratic o posrtro S use t e tactics of. rssent rour%s In entrenchf
authorrtarrag tates, surih as. clandestine .in orm organizati r] symbolic
Protest pu Ircrty appeal to hr% er autnority, and, when pqss aan
ureaucratrc oppositions arE similar
ry Eastern European

atron of proce]r dres. "In man” gcts
the ‘nonviolent protests o ents 1n contempor
states
Bolrtrcal perspective on organrzatrons not only directs at)tenn?n to the
Hrevro I lected phenomena nureaucra iC odp[msrtrog ut also opens
p he rsour es 0 p rtrca sclence for organizationa i Ies. OPposr ion
de particularl revqu ions but also ebelr ns, other interna
wars arf] rot St movemens have een eﬁtensrve ied. A review 0
fome of the pertrnefnt cat Porres and conclusions, of the political science
terature 1s ugre ro Ing analogies, parallels, an c ntrasts between
oRpos tions In the po rt e In burealcracies. 'Suc comparrson also 'f
o understandin Ee nature 0 ep olitica Procesaes In a mor %ene
sense than that attar e when interest Is focused exclusive he
mstrtutron of the st
ost of o%posrtrona movements wrthrn the oIrtX have been
drstrnﬁlurs ed from ‘one anot er on the hasis, o P nd strategy.
RevolUtions aspire to a total alteration n the socro political system.

Rev%lutronar}/ chhange is aimed initially at the golrtrcal/governmental
machinery. Int rt eBse 0 trcal revofﬁtron involves a power tranF
a change rn the aistripution ot political power, a transformation of tne
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éléalmgq olﬁséroaderTQoScrlgP
sruptions on al
social, H%S

ess drastic and t aI forms of o osition than evqutron ae aim at
chan mg certain p |cres a d/or r acrn artrcu erson? Itles.
rebellions, couRs and cvil rsobedr nce or exam e are re prmrst rather
E)han revolutio a t}/ Bureaucratic oppositions ar necessar rY reformist,
ecar%se a reyo |0nz1ry opposrtron N an organization wou rTpresnjp DOSe
trans ormrn the socra tructure in which the organjzation wase dded é
usrnugS % anizat |on to transform that structure. While p(p ition 1 ene
e the or anrpa |orf1 as a reyolu onar Wea o(p IS not N 8oss
ccurs In.casés qf "infiltration,” suc 0sItI0 oes not see ransform
the or anrzaton In order to |m rove rt ut mere(! p use It. Eureaucr t
o(p ons, t en are %n ragl oth. nonvrolent and’reformist, and are para
srmraro positions Within aut rrtarran sta es.
subsrdrary str ction . refers to the. scoe of o osrtron Some
gosr |ona are ursue within the bo arres o he or nrﬁatron or the
agt othgs attempt to daw ar outsr uman rrqhts
President Carter, wh |c arose art In response to tTe appeas
rssr ents 10 various ﬁuthorrtarran saes ]J Instance Qf. nonviolent

opposifions In_some polifies gaining su rom another olitical syste
"vpjh i g |ch ggrssr ent Fnfr)ember of an orpani)zatron seeks toe

%r ransz ation arm? at, seeks, or sets the
c ange Trtrca revolution entails ap arra
fronts.  political, economic, psychological,

|sTtebowrn In'w
% commurications me la or Pdpvernrnenta institutions, IS a. case
ureaucratrco Rosrtrons gorn "outs idening the scope of con ict.
rece tron% aman the trate Ies, alms, an scopes of
osr aIac I t(e Ih a]nt far]zatron Wi grovde the
9 era cate rrc tramewr fo chapters totollow. .Other |st(pctrons
rom the p |t|ca sclence |terature such as t hose referring to lea
on

ershi
the condr for. opposition, and t es of gppositional actrvr will t?e
|ntro uced, 1ar| |eoppcrrt|crzert] dp 5% pw erret are_ap rogrrate
urther elucl at n of the pract ce an ems rea cratic lon
e provided ymam/ xarEg ese examp es ave been co cte ﬁ
varrious ways and ‘shoyld not viewed as necessan}/ rePresf E)atrve of a
suc cases The "universe,” as. Statisticians call | o ureaur:ﬁatrc
og osrtrons is Unknown, and possjbly un nowable an eexamﬁ ave
N Peaned from the mass m dra Kv Ile others orr atep érom non-random
mtervews with people who wor wrt rrLorﬁanrz |on includin r% stu ents.
nterestrngn enou . no one who had in a Iar e reaucracg
for more than 3 \(rpas unaware of at least one ur aucratrqh rpposrtron an

anjy (1 paﬁtrcépate In one Br mor struo ather { ﬁrocee In
]l cthve¥ amples will be used to Il strate ﬁeneralgzatr%s derive
romteo about ureaucratrcoposrtron hentr will first be directe
to.the causes, conditions, and se ps within W ich ureaucratrc op 0sitions
Frrse econd, the rofces]ses and_problems of op|p05| 1on 9roup ation -
the overcomin abrs of o edience” k, trust, and leadershi
eexamrlned A exp orat |on of t evarrous strategres and tactics o h)
posrtrons will precede ‘an evaluation of their proSpects, outcomes, and
|

gnr ICance.
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Bureaucratic Opposition

The greatest of faults, I should .F%mls to Ee jfv gmmﬁe%ergonean i
Hero orsfil

OIS .l P LU e
e

Byt ehr apolo
rom ocratic ? Itical_struct rei 8 ever,. pecaus |ar|an
ave |nst|tu lonalize opposmgns rganizations
mpleMmentation o te
proposals, for change, 1 rom ose Who_ are Infimate

cteci % em %ut do not hav% forma g horlty Attempts to e? ectuat%

bel OViI to Influence the circumstances within the organlzatlon IH
one Is employed neeess%ate initiative, energ and risk-taking. beyon
Hle votmq and ett%r wrltlng that ch racterdz ][n st artlm atlon in masa
emocrac es B sequent cha@ers the le s of initidtive, risk ﬁ]akmgesent

fates, tﬁ?/ 0no
ave TOUt ne PI’OCE ures for the ex UTESSIO

rate u' 'r% |m|unreraulcsrsal}eco osmeon Wla esucﬁcgﬁ?gordm } 8asurs
wﬁ?m t[h Vﬁ t|ons wil %ép dgressed )r are Kreaucraﬁc
Oprﬂcﬁl lons un e 3 What are th e reasons why people %v?rcome merHa

1S su orte the managerla myth, and come to believe that
mlglﬂ and st}ou B for cha g
uestion o urefiucra COpp%SItIOﬂS are updertaken is ambiguous.

nthe ontem orar soma sclences the reasons or a phenomenol _are
normalay Interpreted to e effluer}]t causes, th observaﬁle conditions
antece en} % e aﬁpearance 0 enomenon. However, there |s| another
mearim 0 gccountso uman activity whic &efers to fin causes
é qjtlm te Vgroun S Or Justifications for a ‘certain h con f
Istinction et een cgvses (Fn rounds ||s central to t e analysis o soma
ﬁtlon but |t IS oTten blurre ge eryday life and even in the s (ila| sciences.
e efficient causes or antecedent conditions sought in empirical science are

n
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observ ble\l\}%henoP ena of the same type.as the effects to he exglan g For
ex mg areto ains ooP rtron ecorr ates succesri 1Sse
fe nca pacity. for errective H an or(e ective maH ation, (1
rmrar Gur assocrates o{o osrtron with relatjve egrrvatrﬁ)n t lEJercerv
cree eween men's value J(pectatrons their value capa-
B elit rncapactt)c/ relafive errvatrPn are _empirical
[r |tron not 9roug S or Justl trons fzi of efite Incapacity or
relative depriva
t t

on become rejate when they are compared
to an jdeal normatlve sta darJ rc?r snot % Irical fr%no enon. tE

?roun S0
exa Pe If one beﬁreves tHat gove Hmentsou?rq %e strong noug to enforce
Its directives, elite rncagacrt wou ﬂroun or QP sition,”as If, was for
Hobbes, That Hobb a obh Ire e that efite | rrcalpacr was a con ition for
%Ofrt on .does not. destr rstrnctron etwee roun

tl one heli reves t alt nes value ¢ ectatrons s ou e real
then refative 10

rivation wou roun osition® unds
gtraeteassocrate V\P th "ought" statementg whr?e caus g are assoclated wrth rs

Fe confusion. between rounds an causes in ordinar drsgourse and in
ocial sc ence arrses most uent In er retrn rounds gs causes.
rrnton example, In hrs cussr n o revo%t ates that men ma
revolt Part y or even marn ecause t ey re rn ere " hut t at also t
them? Ves - %y must a ear wronge %mp must t+n ﬁrgo moral
érans 9uratron efore e will revot In the "term ?o resent
scuss on, "moral transtl uraéron m ans rvrng grounds for oggosr lon b

reference 'to an r eal. eér jtse o ever,” 1S not a.cause, althoug

commrtmegt to the 1deal or th esrrf%to realize It mrag function as causes. It

rﬂa}%ev [recessar condition gosrtrons (5 rounds he given for
t that at least so e artici ?nts committed To grfu s or ta
grounds e used a ratronar atron [(rn erests Re%ardeso how g rorrnl
3 rln rB/ate owever the ma e the Penome on o opposr 1on
ntell r%r t\ erin (Ir tative Irustr catjon for it ev\y ocra
or anrzatro normative_or ideal dimension in terms of whic rts
E fo ance ma be ged Often there alre comJ)detrn(o or comPIemen
et terra W rc erf ormart]ce maX ud riticism in terms
suc crrterr takest e form o offerr
rstrnc 10 t]ween ground aus s rs rooted in Kants r#rstrnctron
between pra&trca %R {0 oogy et rcs or KaR Practrc .anhropolo
was t e cause uman c%nduc ? n] rnadon r
rnterest w e ethics was t e ,orrnch g conduct rs
H]rs fified. Kant e“eve% af r ? on uct had ri
rntelvatg qor?rn ers ee o Irv ese Arsguastsrotn r(ritgéten%ttrcg " U u
a srnp?e ethl aF rJeaIgbut fowows Kart)t% differentiating tﬁe rdeaﬁ ?rom ?he
Ifcal mensdon of copduct. Wereo unds irrelevant’to o gosr&rons the
Rosrtrons would merely pe clashes of Tnterest. The use of | ri S, even |
only as ratronalrzatron or rnterest grve p?os tions an ideal dimension
Whether commitment t %ﬁuns r? gt or not IS an _emplrjca
8uestron the answer. to which will va erent cases. e’ 1dea
Imension, however, gives oppositions thel

publrc meaning and purpose.
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é dimensions q most of the motives, for 0 position” are
groun e |n the organiz UOHS S I'UCtUI‘f or In wiger S cra norms there is a

o 0% mF?“exesm VYe me?nrgergur? yanpgir)soo]s%no&rrn ma bﬂectrvoetlvoredugg
B R s o 1 B el 0
a]n? én erI ﬁave 3 Det ter %% ? %ern promotedJ ﬁ ﬁwratrrc
malals o? person IS just |srupgve for one reason gr. anot

resence ubjective * motives . for oppositional actrvr |s U
gngrrnlrstrators to dran all sucrr ac |vrté a %‘FB i

rtrarx g cal, irre evarbry
agvrseg ence In ang/ é ? opposrrn suc otrves must
concealed and publicly ? d by references to grounded abuses, Pose
wrt subjective motrves rop ostron then, usual Jorn or recruit others
w arec mmitted to more nobI ms
Itho he evr%ence IS not as complete as one might Wlﬁh |Eappears tg é
at eas one member of an bureaug ratic orfgosrtron |%|mcp [led yunqroun
motives, which may or ay not be supplemented by concernto eliminate
perc&rveda Uses
nexample of the interplay between rounds and motrves |n ano ositjon
}srepor]te%b a minor executive atqsma but ver succ cturrn
Irm " which was incorporated into.a la econ ccor to t
executive, an ncompete tsu erior, wno wa da e an |sron
sw g the effectiveness of he mall rou un er hrs aut r|t hou
t te
fl

3 e four su or Inates were ru%tra nf ornra t Ind|
Id not think thgt ?ctron wou ave een aken had 1t not ?ﬂleen ort
one member o tegr In thds case, the e |ent

Overweening ambitio %
groun was deviation from

ause or the opposition was ambition whi
e ideal of eﬁpgrency In other oppositions thé efficient cause can be

commétmre(rrutntsa,[%r op ’o/losrtrons are relative to the ideals brou%ht t0. bear on
concrete situations. bureaucratic oppositions are qh |{r rAgh~
egl ureaucratic iormsuciuch %gt 0se de ned. by

ganalyirs of the, roundz% Lr]reaucratrc o[r%posr lon has foth Esychologrcal

tance {0 VviIQ HOHS of

{MWeber In his ideal- PP/prc ureaurc acly canditions as | justrce
IS ogor an mcomr% ence are Infracflo ﬂrnrstratrve ru’]?s and
rovide Justl |cat|on NI ective

?f posjtion. arty rl |chent or me
?rcoles violate the prrncr Instrumental rationality, the reg%a IVe i ea
o mrstral]ron owe er, pureaucratic %peposr onf may aso] roun, e
er mora norrns such as faimess or?] suC Htrmate ethical pringip
e ca%eeqorrca Imperatiye tR treat ot Frs as eg S, NEVer as means
es ite the various criteria, however, all grounds have In common their
appeal to ideal standards and their aim at justification.
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ABUSES GROUNDED [N DEVIA
THE BU I

O
m
=
c
O
e
P
-
o

Abuses relfated to devra\trons from h adm nistrative | e%l involve issues
ustrce ef crenc?/ o[ honor. eher's |scusshon 0 te ureaucrﬁcy,
re Interpreted as mere fun tlronarres wg erform h) Yrv elr
P scn% task an who treat ever Fro enr In accordarce wrﬁh tg ritten
3 which refer 10, t groper ha df cases, not of peo ﬁ ne Is to
conduct onesotrce 'With hregtard or “person. Rules, ra F an gassronrs
are 1uéﬁr)ose govern t ureauc atf activities. eour uh
Comg feh ust as much of an emational basis as has rule vio atr n, if t
ct of hanit rs el |m|n ted. Accor In to the bureaucratic | (ea owever
I those emations Wh ulprs) rule rance areft Itte far ure to
orm accordrn% the rules, either ec use of fotal disre ard or them
ar 'J g tism) or hlecause of su 6ectrve consl eratrons uch fas racial
u 0l ‘sexua attrac lon, constitutes ureaucratrc mal easance
Ma easanc is_defined here fas e inconsistent application, or disregard of
the rules.”  The carﬁe of. malfeasance as a ground. for bur ea rat|a
Eposrt on, im Ires thﬁt all parties agree on the way ‘in whic the rule s ou
HP eln t ere r tsa reement op the | errfretatron of the ru es
which ru es should aR 1@ Cases an What a rule means) 3r%urt]
Or 0pposition concer oIr erences and not malfegsance. "Alth ? the
rstr ction bet eenH cy d rf eren%es and malfeasance rtsconcepu X ear,
Ines are blurred In”practice, because acuse zét easants often claim
tat% osrtronsa arnst them are ba? on substant |ve ISFU tes.
Charges of feasance can ocus on the rirma equa |t?/ of rule
E lication or qn su st ntrve fects of rulg violation, " Justice wit |n
anrfatrons refers to onsistent, fair, and universalistic aP lication o
th tules Injuhstmf can irecte garnst subordi Hates or agalnst ree ant
Pu lics. atter mstance r%;rous such as taxE Zers wel are
eciplents,. or customerg or anrze osrtron to the organization, b
such actrvr IS not a ure cra IC odplposrt Subordrnates who wrtness or
exPerre{rf rnjuRtrce or arrness eel a sense of moral outraﬁne
ticular they have [itt authorrty A worker In t he cost account
epartment 0 Iarge In ustrra corpofation communicates such outrage r
ess than |mpeccabe gramma

M U O D e 1 S
to devrate S0 ar trom the nornm rlactrces o?nhpe c%m any
wante now r1 a\ ersonax étte {0 set double
standards %w ere om/ the cc%untﬁ ti could go on paid t rgs {0
varrous lahts for employees, when new some of t

enforced were hased on 0 ‘f tion. Cs corgorate 0 ce asa
ée put tron of being ver r?(r)a In hegar s to i o\xlﬁes s far as

m
e{t romotr ns, 6tc. SeXes. F it was So
n:ut o accept or conform fo the strrngent ruIes of this one



GROUNDS FOR BUREAUCRATIC OPPOSITION 15

(p another  case ihe su rvréor of the research staff in a p roduction
epartment reqularly rssu Iscriminatory task assignments.” A bureau-
cratic opposition began when

.only those memt%ers of thF Staff who felt tha]t the P/ had been dis-
crimirate garnst ecause of race or sex, took 1e |at|ve to meet
with the rce a er %sug vrsorssuperror Q omplaints were
never rnvesr ate J Manager reported t e VIsIts to t
Upervisor, nane E Iscoura F and prevent. re con(gaf
e scrutinized the. work of the e employees W 0 vrsrte P
Mana er. When mistakes were found, ng matter how Insignificant, the
employees were told that they were fired. (9)

In hoth these rnstancef thﬁ bureaucratjc oep osrtr %d not me rtn mrtra
Fuccess The eventual ac wvemenh ﬁ s the re va of the .mal-

easants, was securedb Pformrn [%er ad |n|s frators of t e ysfunritrona
conse uences of norm oatron rnrstrators awareness of the violations

ves was not sufficient to secyre. remedial. action, .These cases are
rn(etrca five otN a general pattern in wﬁrcln injustice, in itself, is rnsuffrcrent

cal rc‘-eor?una\(ea] from the viewpqint of ogposrtronrsts mrustrce mcludrng the
Hse of arbitr rey power, rareIX alls tq violate t' norms of efficienc
onor. _Further, man Insta cesJ Lrn ustrce also fall under the cat? Z
forru trqh and tus are viewed er auth orrtres as serrous Infractlon
% these aut orities are not thenselves nvolved rntecorrHﬁ %ractrces
D ayley, a polit |caI screntrst states that oorru tion, "w, ern% i
garchIar to” the ac d P/ af eneral ter coverrn misuse
onsr erations

uthorit resylt 0 ersonal .gain, which need not
monetary. 1%) s defin %tron a encompass actngrrtres wr%rn both

agencres ang “private fortma cor rations. \teratu%
corruption een c ost part t olit |ts
or a zatr ns 13 This (%)sr ed em |s on corru tron |n th ublic s %c
srea Idea tha usrnes or a rons are suject
cr rne 0 t e marketplace an wr sim rupt at 0 o es
oss ut ro n| they are t o corrupt Government, on other
pporte faxpayer's mone agcording 'to t e conventrona
wrs om, as no ms titutiona che n |ts rne frcrency Business_ corruption,

then, 15 widely interpreted. as bein 0 the busr ss hile
overnmental corruption srnter rete s ul to the an
conomy ruled by o %? % s(whc ar ut [¥ Bovernme t When the

Pte strnctro etween hbusiness an

qoven E]e Ve?:gl'u ac ical mea Ing. Hawever, persrstencef
nParﬁ aISCIR In uences the ﬁelat#ve importance .0

L)vernmrenn 0(%
charges or corruption In difrere t organizations and theretore, he strategres

urs edb ureaucr tic opposition arou

P R nYP ?r 88 nrtron Etepmotrve for corru tron IS t? obtain
ersonal, ﬁfrts eyond tosF sti the cont ra of em#oo ent
ne major characte strc? ern ureaucracie t]at an . inc rlt
0es not own his or her office. A salary Is paid and perhaps other clear
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specified pe qursrtes re rovrde _but tgere s a rohrbrtron on. exchangng
the Eower o h? ; Ice or ad naI enefrts nsome r%\anr‘zatronst
se a tion of affice rom persona Ert IS wid e|y honored, Whie 'qu ers
gre exdrst nt, rstrnctron etween COITuption commrt Iy
|so ate drvr an corruptron end emrc (E or anrza N Is crucia
un erstan ureﬂuc[) Ppofsrtr on ron g a%e gtrn? o
emove enavio one mafeasant ra erent from
ern em e |n an orqanrzatron N which ¢ rru ac IVIIXHI a common

ractice. orr t organizations often res o 0slt tr
Pnj( It alo %t ”h ns were not co ﬂned angpch t so atg/d oI(‘?tors
unishe is e orts to clean up the New Yor % % Pr orce

er |co Initia far res nfere Iaro due fo his r]ar e Ju t that tp
coruptror\ Wwas an In v dual and not an or anr troH enor(n non. Wente
truth frnaa/got throu t han radh |hu e chan

e Indi cat

IS oppﬁsrtrona
tactics.. Of course, swr rns ? quent Thapters, the most
ap proRrrae tactics do not %ugrantee he success of a burgaucratic, opPosrtron
When corrugtron i espread  within an_ org anréatron it Is often
(nterpreted as normal behavior an scarceh{ perceived to norm voatron
n S ea |ng with numerous no cemeJr he servrce 0 a ar e midwestern
?/ one com % bit eré e ub} uitous
ruptro He welrs earY jaine edsregar of |s coe ues for "the
ru es. himse e no rr es eithe h 0 sorc rom drug
d Iers tr |n to avor rrest. . He carme that He knew o (h h %ne othe
uc SCrup es Hrs |na |I|¥to act In ways that he t t ro er

o resr N fo orc scrrs onsrirence a?guse
eres a no e of the others com arneﬁ W them how
andI corruptr ap tern emer |t whom | spoke,

the exce tion o the % |cer drs%ugsed ove Q atives who were

orcemen twa throu t i P/ W at 1o expect. Thg
ere co vinced, before aperso ally 3 %ontrng e corruption, that th

}rvere as they should or "had to" be and, thus, that there was no need to change

Another cons]rderatron with regard to bureaucratic oppgsition to corrup-
tron IS W 8 benetits when ther eervasrve corruRtron That Is, when the
rules are broken do the gains evole nec[) indiyiduals nvo ved 0
oes t % organization asfa whole staH hefrt rom tne Practrces (12
When rrﬂrary beneficjary. is  the organrﬁatron rtsef ground 0
pB |t|on OH t pot to as ified sruIe violatjon eher Instance
IS rrﬁ orer n% |ash merrcan mutrnatrona corporatrons or
surver arnce 0 crvr 1ans (}/ ,.0r a com an eeprn% two sefs of
quality- cont[] books to dece ve hea ins ec s such cases have more In
common with disputes over orcres an th ementa jon.
Wen |cumbents of ure ucra Ic rol s rea % anizaf |on ruI

owev ﬁt er glapp yrn% e ru es with partiali y or norrngt erug
altogether, their actions co strtute formal ‘breaches. of us s note
sUch infragtions maP/ a/ emse|ves, constitute [)ouns [ some
buregucratrc op&aosrto S. truct ra e.in ractron maY e consr ere s
an abuse or misuse 0 othorrtg ly it 15 a spur to mora
outrage over Inequity, unfairness or

ru
Y motrvatrona
ishonesty.
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The consequences of dewﬂttons from orgamzatlonal ][ms mag inde-
gen ehoyor In CR njunction with.injustice, con gtute roun (ir bug ucratic
h)ePOSI ns. Per the most |m rtant ossible effe %t rule In ractlen IS
re uctlon In Q e| mg lon of eor anlza |onse ICIEHC%/ One of the
comman Justifications ? ureaucr ssngose %eate fflclenc% than
rece |n organizationa ?rms clenc¥ e % e e ectlve achieve-
ent % the organlzatlona goa cYV ¥e w e icit_division of
a or |erarchr¥ uthority’ nucto [lce ithout re aﬁd for persons
a}r]t appomtme t an prona ion of individuals to positions or't ? as1s. of
e|r com dtenc y are de mP caracterlstlc? of a bur aUﬁrac y, all of whic
re desi to” au men& clency.  Specific setﬁ rules cover. each q
ese P eral norm fa when_. such rules are violateg the or an|zat|on \s
ely (i ecome. inef Itment of coursle ne ftmﬁncg 08S n(]g lways reu
rom rule infra hfo . For example, vioJation o IVISIQH labor;"as
colleagues |n | rent de art ents glve ¥nauthor|ze? ald to one anot er
may even the Ong 1Zat |on more ef |c:|entI at least in the short run.
I-towever pltg ate In the org Rlzatlona Hterature over the effects
0f some ur aucratic norm? on’e |c|enc there |sq Peral agreement
that .app |cat|on o the norm of competence is essential for Mmaximum

fn a(ﬁltehral and forrnalgense the sugerlors of an |ncom etent emplo ee are
the ones o have yiolated the norm of com eteitce ever, hureaucratic
? OSIl]IOHS directed against Inco then e usually focus on the mcompehent
clals, not on ho responsible “tor {heir .appointment.  Cases.in which

| 0i

ogpo? Itions are mmei at those who mndeqhnmg1 H promotion decisions are
H (J rounded Jt rges 0 scrl Inat |on at 1S, someone has not been
promote bec alse 0 A alnsTt an ascn tive ¢ ?rac eristic

suc as sex, age, race, or religion. The roheratm{t nanna voluntar
shto coy teract dtscr|m| at|0n gor examp or hlacks, women, an

as 8row ed supportt rea cratic ogpom lons agfalnst discrim atlon]
sitions are usua gton rounds of Injustice, althoug
mcomge ence ang, perhaps, dishondr may also ereasons
%eura roun for an op 05| on against mcoBtdpretence IS #hat the

E F Incumoent 1S 1SC ar |n SI ned duties. dinate 0 must
ollow mapn OJ)rlate or Ers ar aware { ormance IS
*m alre 50 OSItIO {0 mcom tence is Ot Wlt COﬂCG
or cateer a vl C desne 0 m anln ul an qua t WOI'

fHe den OIEHO{ SOJS rewarsan equ

fop rtun con
eteripus e Inap Eﬁroenat dﬁ defeatin act|on Be
crew on ?ptaln Arnh |ters Nav ese qe thelr s erlor )
hnca able 0 IVIn? orders and mutinied. uhlnry IS a S C|a ase 0
ur aftcranc opposition because there Is no i authorit ’ Oln\\llvolf\)/rgs tg

It requires irect action, and, most “imp rtant(i
tt%ﬁr ation ! authority.  3ust as in the ?IC'[IOH&? |¥te li the

e|terd£fa|r ed to a court-martial of the mutmeers #n the latter case
the court not agree with the mutmeers assessment of their superior's

an |ssues a]re mvcilved in understandn}g burealucranc incompetence, I3
|t based on Intellectual incapacity to pertorm role requirements or is It
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rooted in ps chologrcal facto‘s7 Are rncom éent officials appornted %ecause
the norms'h ven PR r% correcty r does rncompeteneony ﬁome
manifest a er cla as taken " the osrtron s there,” perpaps
spmet rnﬁ o] esructureo bureaucr&cre%t emsel?/es or about 0SItIons
of autnority that fosters incompetence? _Another set of, issues relates to the
ﬁerce tro of Incom ﬁence Sggrrorso en s%em to suffer fr ﬂm what J oarah
called . "viciqus g/ %%J naivete" about the excellence of thelr
J)omtees or jmme rat su rnéltes Is rtmerel hat SUperigrs go not want
F mit to rncorreg rrmg an romo 10 5) cedures or to mrs takes. in
aﬁg good  procedures? rar subordi rates mare Jikely t p%rcerve
mp tent ad mrsltratron bedause they are ,recé rnvove rnrsefects
o]me peope are frre or, more rare moted, does, a criterion
suc err attrtu mp [)eater part rn their réemoval than doe
Irence In sum ary rf ureau?racrs attempt to [Pursue goa
rcret wh)y are so ncompetents found in modern organizations?
a res on rn to, the 1ssues nvolved In bureducratic Inco
Betence IS, to inv frtﬂa why. Incompetents. are not removed. ost

e e e R

“re%ts%rﬁ‘s%'r%sn s e e i e g ré'rfn“trtr““““res :

ettrn oog geo le in has It\l s frustrat rons e 00r ONes out IS
missals In ew.Yor jévr service run to eﬁ

3\ er cent a year. her urred groce Ings. are h formal,
ost r rraI and enera ﬂ tive that it ISt { ervisor
e St

e rrsté oafnthe uns tt? Vi FO stk 0”5' e{mg refore,

ects on varjous seﬂments of personne|,
tremen ous consumptro of agenc trme the eav cost an

th [nary human reluctance. to easant hin s rs r mark a e
that any d

Ismissals are achieve undeP present conul IOﬂS

Lawrence Peter 15) explains epdemic mcom etence in organizations b
gr rérrn othrth %3 arded Por oin P obs we an romotion t

usual hav more status, ﬂv\nner income, an eaﬁer power,
Comgetent erformance of a new task Will eventuate In str anot er
romotjon. However, when an employee no longe

Eromotron roceEs will ena Over Frme then, 8 trhJer orm &?}qéu%t é/tpe
ncompete or example, excel nt teacher come ncr

erb cr smen ay become qgrou ine ectre oremen an so
s eop %we ome unpr uctrve sae wagers Peter traces tne

m Bosrtron on the
asrsqb tpe rmance at taskst at are not re ted to t ef nctions of the
newdo ence, bureaucracies create incompetents,

espite Its great roogularrt amogg empIo es of large orrﬁanrzatrons who
assume t" at Ppe tI h $ses @ tto selves, "Peter's
Princi IS a bt too glib to pe acce te ace v Wh o]man
l%ser atrons seem to fuP ort the "prin r One possr Is {hat the ne
job difrers n essential respects from t oId one. One ma per orm a tas

incompetence to the eva uatron 01 Cangl
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ell not onI because one has heen farned Tadeﬁuatrly for it but hecause it

afford sc value, re ard ess of 1ts financia saus and/or power
rewar s romo o administ a Ve posrtrons are offen_judged to
mcom etent h

may ave en oy

v rem ve rom orming activ trte ?hat he

3? % ere V\Peﬁ[ surtegg rﬁ h have bee
IVen eas con in o ers nless one enjoys exercising power over

the { t t

t ers or. 1§ satrsfre >%rmsrc rnancr% ang” status garn promotron

Into administration ma est 3 Ixed Iessrng ed in omﬁ

te ce .may. stem not %n rom a deficiency In.conrol. sd s an ? er
Inistrative. talents, from resentment gt emtl; girrve 0 satrs

VRIAO na%/r\s mmrsrt]r%tsroEelsd ItfeeCt &SlgttISPacgettmj (?(t)lnegrs I“i] gacsgn%relcelea/tea?t

making a sale, teaching a course, or % ents prob em
Since Ma swrrtrr]gs a Peared thos con erne wrtg vvor er abena 1on ave
considered contro F 0ne's WE Its con itions to ?
l(meo?rtant occupational value. have alled to note, probabl

ogrcal reasons, that_ form of aIre ation re{ated to lack of drrect contro
h's Inherent | admmrstratrve roles.
moe enera ourse, ?%/(or all asPects of a bureaucrgts Zb

€a re atm ﬂ ro 60 enatron he person cannot identiry
%L 1 OI' r '[ ere t’ge wor éﬁl

QSes Its subjective meaning. g
er ecomes ess evote IFss efficle ften tries to avo
crsrons Marx's not rono
co

lenation, a?t ou rt Was meant {0
lar work, 15 just as applicable, %not more% to the jobs ot th)r
coIIar bureaucrats;

hat do we mean by the alienation of labor?. Frrst that the wor he
rTorms IS extraneo stot or e that 1s, rt ersonal .to
snot art o IS nature; e 0es not r se rn Wor
u gnrei rmse ? CFerabe rat er than content
cannot re rf 0hysra an [g ge%aspowers ut rnstead
il

mes physjca e ste and_m nly while not
wor?< ?Jan h \zor lhe himself; teor e at work eexperrences
himself as a stranger. ( 16

Peo ? h 1t%errence themselves . as "other-than- themselves are no| onl
cgg% ine rcrencfy but of ouHr t cruelty. - Controls such as urt
als of humaneness unction in the autonomous person, not n those who are

stralg%ers eWee \%Fernr Pl %7 ) can be i te preteit as Jte novelist Jam
3ones*s attemptéor usfrate eveI at subor rnates Z

el e ol iy

{H 'a‘nt| ero 8Ufs 0Se Plers gomethrjng Hﬁ?fene(f %j % P?o%/ed as a

gtl evel administra tor In a large an nameless busiriess orga rzat
cum. 1s the epitome of the al| ureaucrat Hrs treatment 0

subordinates, co ea%uef and famhf IS often cru ﬂ trrg/ From. rs
interior monologue We Téarn that he is as confuse by his Karkaesque actions

as are those around him. (19)
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consTehe é’t“éé“t%%‘ednc ‘RS‘ TEHIES Ao, escniment and ae"ttt o tttg T
nglléo under rn rea on fdpr acts tH ormpé éasrs of other
r gureaucra osjtion, such as rnSJ %trce a? f(ongr nt 8
a%ra er(i 00093/ mrnrs“on Is the highest form of work an z“rd(tr
{0 % Iversall sr Ien%r %hrs Bervasrve assurnptron reveals the
ossr 1l t that ihe a mrnrs trative IS aiu htle for ? esFentrment ﬁd
i end'eeré}he rcer?r a tion may ave built-in psychological strains that
n addition to the structurl etermrnansof incompetence there are man
oD 0 A ot

Xr%t alr%1 aarnuesoctha1 psh/e exe?clfsae 8% pr?rpv%trl%?sselto has’ deﬁ(e)tre]%g&sa Xf#ects

N % orrc crzntrst$ %55633 0 osr rlg
autgorrtarran reql eP/ 0 ten uote ord ower
tends to chrrup absolute power orr so ute lf) ore to_the
oint, per gs 1S a statem nt made 0 f)he /}merrcan
evolu lon, “Power |s Intoxl caand Ther ave W me
who, W en ssesse 0 unrestrained oyyer, nave of made aver useo

\A; % g Inistrators do not, a?ar e'have abso ute or unrest o
o e ue to the J iculty 0 removrng of rcrasas n}ote< a ove an
considerations to pe discussed later, th gPose C mana errat
Eower uc as tef servatrdns of ‘superiors and  the per ormance o
ubordinates, aretrne fe|c| |\</r\el res étndts dentifi t t i

sychijatrist, Dr aldo Bird, identjfies a se esonar arac
terratrgsywnrch e'claims are re?gonﬁrble oth?etépnrgge % IS mafe/ s%ects

to the to rglanrzatrons nd for their rgcom ubserduent alfyre.

e ccess men he observed, inclu rn@ 0se "whose orr\;\al (ﬁvror*
sexua mrsa nures incompetence or brea down(f have made news headlines
recent drive for aut

orrtu( (fontro 6nhnatron assumes 0VeJ-
Wnemr %ropo r&rs as does the sex drive ther observers |dentrny
what ma e calle mae menopause”_ or mrd crisis” as a cause

competence. A journalistic account of such a crrsrs cifes the exampe of

En.h%%r p Ht’ttttsmédh e beta” dn%’t‘ptt‘g HlaSy oA, 1 ttP
IS own da wrt unrrR jorfant work. %esoc“e mare meno use %
t nents f this explanation, a rca

tenoarr?rgr(r)onmt(i]u ?re res E ?r hly career-consciqus people recg h/r ha
BAE B e B, iy

attempting fo acco nt for incompetence qne should pot overlook the
effonte o Aok ueP ? fihess Wi

he varr us t mental {lIness which are

wides read In the u Irc a Qa atﬁ ?rc Church and some unjons and
ﬁovp ations have %v te duent incidence of alcoholrsm and
ave begun cdnrcs or t ose t|o vo#unt undergo t[ at ent or who ar
ﬁersu 0.50. The medica Rro ession “classifies alcoholism and menta
Nil§ ergb as rIInes es attem t||g to re ove ﬁe stigma of persona
onsibility from the eve W}anyh vid uasae reluctant Iadmrt

ther to others or to themselves at” they su ? rom sucta aft ctions
orne bureaucratic oppositions are, of course, strugg es against administrators
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vy}ho are menfall rII!1 or al oholrcs ven if the o posrtronrst is sympathetic to

sargerrors gst SUC enev ent emotron muEt eove(come g/
attr of ruhes compassi nw Ich focuses ypon 0 Aer: lonaple actions. A
male nurse articipated in a pureaucratic orn htron tfi remove the
Director of Nursr ? Services at a suburban commu ospital at which he
was employed reported,

Morranrtarataa I 1 e i o e

Ity

ou ewas rumorng\f]m dpr?rrr OH E\P fg/ 8 B?mt
sewa ang/ times when at work acted ‘peclliar
an used mouth eodorants xcessrve

IanexrbrIrty Buch as_that exEmplr led b¥ the Director ?f Nursin Serv ces,
constitutes th e/ asrs% a_number 0 rea Borres 0 or%anr,; |og n-
competence. |? Thompson om teterm ureﬁu patholdgy” to 1denti ay
the arrousman esta Rns of In exr ility, V\'Fﬁ (un the’ gamut from persondl
problems to what Thorstein ebIerL called trained mcapacrt (over-
ecralr ation). (26 Overspecra |zed ureaucrats canot adaPt td. chan es
thin t e organiz tron he soclety rge ang, f] ﬁ evince mcnm
tﬁnc% For e am le, the |ntr0 uction"of com uter techno %ort e rise of
t) lack era lon movement probably ? (i manly a |n|strat0ﬁs {0
ecome mcompeten because he were not e enough to cope with and

ada one ansnreurrmens
Eto er OH |n\9es ated the struct uraI fact%s that lead to the
con gt#l)nt o the Inflexin bur aucrat ersonality on asserts that

eruIes he reIra |I|t orL bgh vior, ds eTsse]ntt% an efficlent
ureaucra% uc conformrt ca ﬁst beal ieve Idea| pattern are
uttressfe ystronrlr sentiments, whic entar votion to one's duties, a r]
sen%e of the limitations of one's auth orr an cfompete e, and_methodica
ger ormanc routine. activities.” such ~ sentiments are

erstresse rn orde{ to insure comgpa ce and here occurs a "transference

the sentiments from the aims of the or anizaiton onto the partrcula
detars 0 behavior req %rred bg the rtrles erence tg the ru es r maIg
concelved as a mean fran rnfto an en

Merton sug that rn?eb Ae and therefore IJoo rflf rnc% eten
ﬂ]eo[pte] are erT borbe sor memureaucrar:}/tlrtse rterrslave su @hh
W SAe s A B SO TPl

retentrvetpersona rt% e e presence of such people in organizations would
at[hra urr?rd ad eereﬁgee% xt ruLes is oﬁten |Hcom etené behavio whrch affects

eq?rcroer Can zaantronthgdvi]rggf% ete0r¥\ése tcaant result fregm fongbvrén% ntp rOm?ns
te or

IS 1l|ustra protest tact
ra%1 IC CO Fers at an)snorts thave efq‘ectrve[?y stop[%Ctl gt et ra¥f (h

tro
0hrs procegure and 1t 1S sometimes one of "the ureaucratr
ppﬁlhe Inflexibility of a superior becomes a barrier to efficiency when there
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IS a breach hetween the formal rules of an organijzation the mf rmal,
everyd g proce ures Bat often grow up In efforts to ada t the ru es to
con r\ Situatjons fn R An FBI qent €0 shdered e excessive Iphone calls
and the "insipid and insistent sEgges 1ons" 0 arters supervisor to
an at prt at tryrng fo I? petent rather than be co een
the %ent Was drscv\ﬁ]med f r 0 write U a re or rfn a t|
Erovr ed n.n or)mant 0.was Known or |su relia ||t IS CO eha
REPrte im w a bureaycratic opposition. emonstrated to the
on that t ﬁ s}upervrsors OVer-rigid ad er nce to é consti t e
mterf]er(ence with the agency's mission” and that the agent had been unfairly

Inflexible adherence to rules may_ be due_ nejther to persopality nor to
bureaucratrc trajning, Eut may resulatyfrom afeeﬁrng ofqhgvrn?a”to )f)rove {0

others that one Is com etent uch overcompenfsfa IS espec Prpreva ent
among those whose a |ve c aract ristics’ ditfer from e g uad fes 0
norme al" role mcum en (for exampe women, non-whites, ‘and the very

n QTP oL Sl RO e .
subordinates, hjgh eha resulte as tem of muyt ardw ich was at
varign ewrth eru es N. nrze t ee |crenc o t |s formal system
and Telt at ease wr it untI s tetn ed atm otter super |tsors
Bl wa”a returfeedcaf ft afefo“ A Shojt st g ffffe t% Workers|
didn run reaa xercrsrn er authorit ermrt

no ta gon tran erre wo ers t feren 0S| ons a frari

gro o IIetgr |ttous m“efH SSIStaeccereacetrfvmt?ﬂ furt groupte v{r%lr ”et
ret:fratedprrn IOreveyu ze eventua urst Beca se a emaerrn
prevrousl ImaIe osition sews b specl stand rs er peer
an su eriors were C ncerneg Yvrth st ot Wit r ac mvemenf}een

s ecially a w ite midd % ge mae 'would pro ably not have
srn ‘as eing 0o ea to the pressures do omen to overstress
no S rar% uli cf sbelre]otype o management rt IS @ wonder that many more are
Rigid ruIe enfor ent becomes incompetence in several In
addrtr§n to the sE [ﬂt that t(ie rules the se!ves ﬁenerate Bnevf%enc
iubor mattes may, 0Stoevs ZS unﬁerg}roun resist ernig ia o
XS or ern treated as machineS which afe turned on at a? ecific
g %?mme perform certarn motions, and then turned off at anot er
C trme In orm ﬁs ems ma Hré)w Up as a [es onse {0. the
iq | |cat a

efhanrzaéron of the |n Vi ﬂng n assertio md(Jvrdu
ire to exert one's will Tor 1ts own sake (Dostoevsky's free om to
be free") sa oa es w a mrnrstratrve plans t0 Increase” ef |crenw X
eha |n th rug TJte et at "ratjonal” anges will rn%rease comP an{c
ent asg X the . creation f ever-new nformal nev'/r
ﬁd{nrnrstrat rs. ten tlronaf)ze their far ures by accus& g thelr ﬁ oyees
0 mess gr Irres onsr tx ecause their perspective %nota them
to acknowledge meewr [ness. A common example of such administrative
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unnel vHsron nvoIv S t| Iatrons mg eesh ay ta.lfe 40 minutes f
unch when t ru es em o our. enlig tene
manager, who oes not dant t0 ﬁ]unrs g ohes want to mar tain contr
revrf s the rujes t [( Inytes unc terward
employees begin to take 45 or 50. mrgutes or therr mrd a mea |ag
enfor emerit then, |s ofen erceive n attack. on ones |g]n enra
of one’s volitiq. %mmo] response tq the per ived de 1a nrt to
assert ones¥v |c within organization usu candp e

violation the rules are C frcrenct Yva

S0 efn neere att F
he ar obe ed, the assertron? |Iasareactron t0 rrgr enforceme
J;tton oto nizationa |crei1

tion tot various struct ral, psychol grc%l and social-ps }/%holo
Ba ex anatronso |nco mpetence, there 'Is anot ( etermrnant WA
e termed rational or srve nthrs ase eo e do not'per orm their 1
re urrements compete t ecauset ey fipd at t e requre Sare not rn
th ]rr own best |nt rest,. “Most Instances, 0 mcom etence Pwoun ed in rat ona

A e i B
(t peg ear Re were .done e?tleotrveil tyor m e clrru tron
ther rt Inter re ted as | ustrce or |ncom etence or
ose it as co nces or the c a posrtron u |c
Kposing. the cons er ecst overr ro et ro ec mi
eral stresse the reu t e cren ter ossible Kick-
ers, etc., t t e ofcrasoft e

ac 0st retrrement& ense

ent [t:o award and oyersee contracts s meffectrve ey stu

arurnunnuanoanmumnum
e%t fh g 21 : Jd

e ground Incompetence ratner than to t that o Injustice wo

ore
8tron to n om eten e] a second ﬁ]ossrble effect of norm vroIataon is
t e denra of respect onor fo 0 Fersor's whether su 0{ Inate
Jto £es .or members of or anrzatrons C en% . As a groun or og
tb n, Orsresuect IS sgect Ical Xt e1su ection .0 ersons to ?man S t
re beyond thelr role Hurrerﬂe ese regurre ents efined hy the
o P atronsru es, alt they fend to eIesexBlrcrt orcrent]st a é
oyees.  For exampe a arrperson Hnae/ require aculty atten
de armﬁntal eetrggs meet § Hassrone lasses, and turn In grades OH
. These demanqs ar wrthrntecharersonsrrghts ecause the matc
teex |crt? uples of each faculty member. However, a chajrperson uses
epartmenta unds gurchase r%urgmen t for rrvate USE, |duI t ces
se retaries t]o witness abusive te tant rum or msists tha ac t ost
e artmenta sorhal events at th |r own ex Ipense "abuses uthorrt Iates
ru es. actions as tem er a extra eman

ees are not an |nsta ces rce Ishonor.  They require
Slqlb dtt/natest 0 act m%vayst tare urtéle ined ti)y rt not irrelevant y ?herr
ok eé%rrtp Ionﬁe al secretary was fired because she refused even aftel

recei mgw rrﬁten grrectr e,"to make coffee fort e lawyers for whom she
worke ith the aid of other secretaries i the office, who came to work In
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waitress” uniforms. to rProtest her §mdssal and the news media,.a successful
ureaugratic oggosmo two week’s duration resylted in her réinstatement.
Ince fne expectatign that secretarres make cofree for ther sggerrors 1S
In organizatjons one rr]rirg ht In mre why there have not

enera

PRore of ‘such”opp osrtrons ¥ recen V hfave secretarres beegun to defi ne/

thelr rolg as e uding the tradifion nctrons da change

asaocrate Yvrt en’s Liberation Movement. Under t gw efinition,
strict secretarr tasks, such as. taking digtation an Vg o are

ercehved tQ be Ienqrtrmate deman s w ile he perf rmance of Ifely’

mot unctions Is Interprete e ra |n erfarm n

at
uties extrrnsrc to the seo[r) faria dr et wrdetlh Hpercerve o(
?onora le, an ma even eregare as an Por IS re %te to the lac T
women, . Without self-respect the experience o

et ﬁ
1shono a etreatme IS Impossile.
O ource of dishonor, then, is the mergi ngof ascriptive charafterrstrcs
an t avrorale ectatron hased ont occupational roeexRec
trons e more a srnge ascriptive roup ﬁmma ef an occupatio
|entee ore |t IS°th tt ere er be ‘dishonorable treatment. The
roun of vro on oft ureaucratrc norm 0 ére%me t "without
re ar r p&rson IS 0 ten su ge(mgnte or supplante
N assistanf to N rafn mana er mI B
rra eP her superior's rsreBpect or her
requently. asked her

H ncratic
e Sout e st was
her ong of

(an ring him coffee an made cracks abou
bers B Irevrn rlhat virtug would trrumgh that her s%perrors would
gckno gF nc Hd unish. the In ompete r3 of her immediate
0sS, she refuse too Jec egra |n treatmen

Social moveme t or aniz tro S 58% the Natr}onal Organization for
Women (s Grey drh rs, t gnagr rq roups, attempt to
combat’ %onor an ISresn ect ne of t err Sic actr S 1S CONSCIOUSNess

rarsm% Ich IS Inten ed to ive therr oon Ptuent? ense 0 r| e In
hem Ives Such P however, has th ec%o ma mge gegoe more
aware, of and vulnera e t ft e ex erre ce o dis onor n s& movemen
ranrzatrtons have | o o f enf orcemen ec angsms 0 en
onqrabl reatmf o |t| 3 easonsrt g ave often B{ase
h {ectrves exc usrvE m ter justice, The results, of their %rts,

he creation of the Equal EmpI menhOp ortunrtﬁ/ Commission, have

alfie som bUI’G cratic_oppasitions. * The 11 ovemets aJso attempt  to
o Sl e TG el 0T

ucae ic, which Includes orga}n zational aut orh
nvar hty an m pma e conseqtuences of the stereotyping which'is the basrs
0f muych-disrespective treatmen

Violation of ruIes ecr the . rights of employees or clients can be
goser! on the 8 rfy h In s%rce and rHPsr spect. (i-lowever
tivational re; Li

r{or mem eJ ureaucratrc op osition s S ¥
s onor. rhrent% are |shonore rireaucra ic tpgosrtr ns in tLher
B T A R A
he‘h (Nga%tron in eha{1¥ VY ? ﬁ\ [o

clients | f’ also more like ere the emg £es
are prof essrorhas or semi-prof efsro als whose Tocouri ational . ideol o% tresses
service to others. An example of concern for clients' rights (and of the
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precondltlo s for aé) ureaucratic opposition) is the following letter to an
‘action™ co umn of a alynewspaper

We've s he move "One Flew OveB the Cuclt(oos Nest™: now what d
th 0 a ou o 0 % een wor Bn a plivate menta
os(olta w rd |n cago and ave seen ss abuses' In the use o
troshoc ere and “we want to now at we can do about ht
at|er]s or th ggar lans are sup osed1 0 3| n consent Eorms but t
orman Is abused. Others Si them the 5|m? are tdpld {0
t5| nt et 3see no henefits an onIy paln is often vindictive
reatmen

This letter ﬁlso |IIustrates another feature of the grounﬂs for bureaticratlc
é)osno The focus o 0pposition maz be “on the rule violations
t es, Whether forma ’tnn ustlce ors aHtlve Incompetence or
onor). wever t e conce az so be with the violation of unjversal
mora wmev ?] dman conseg er(]ce? of rule violations. Victimization
or em at It reqbde H artthatlng In a bdreau ratic
8 The |n g dishonor, thef tratlon resulting from elng
H 8rdtn te to an incompetent, and t e unwdhng hnvolvement In cruelt a
a gersons utonomg provide much of the moral stimulus o
rs d wever, It 1S ne essar to reiterate that there are usually
muﬂo ounds for. anl}/ ure%ucr tic gosmon
ecedln discussion een an attemp tg analgzeafundamental
F r oea {atlco position: Ofgamzatlona use r ti)tlf]g from norm
atlons. lowing sectio ["examine the second asi¢ ground
OPpRS'“OW uses r(e ting ferences In. values and In t %preta]tlon
tmes Inten ed 0] chleve oeﬁ he major cgncern o the ana Xﬂs
f norn) violation was to define t evant nqorms .and to illustrate bri 0¥
ome of the consequ nces 0 thelr infraction., The issue of why the rules
ureaucrac are broken as not been considered” extensively,” because the

ocu& has een on pri Ctg rh procl |V|fe
na %uae analysis of the reason or norm infraction would require a
/X tinquis tng nlzatH)na rom 8 [aonal causes of rule viglation.

oanlz uences wou sets contradictor
ex |ons mple, the straln egne

rLtenure an (f mpetency i
ac em|C| stl utions |cﬂ ave heen st| Xorroanﬁ]zatlona searchers.
W orperso r] uench on [( e InfraCtign, there are t tef major
casses st sica ree understan In hat norm violation’Is
the result o some mlnls intellectua caPacn The. secod Is the
hristian ateqorﬁ/ r‘ e seven cardina ust, env

wrath, prigg, slot av%e avior that
wis }o understan atplnaq 5

act of protest or oppositio

o et punct

ed Fnd purposive, an
against t

g organization on moral grounds.
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ABUSES GROUNDED IN DISPUTES OVER POLICIES

The .majorit g ureaucratic oPposr lons appear to he %roundeg In oneror
more er 1on the norms the} constitute’ the bureg ratic 1deal,
abuses classed under the heading of norm In ractgon include such conditions fﬁ

which presupposes that

Injustice, IﬂQOﬂ%rﬁ)e ence, .and gishonor, each 0

artrchants in SItU&lIOB re a normative consensu bUt RI’ one reason
r another, one Br more Indivjduals IS e ave of evrate nt €3S cret

ar e anﬂ]ogous ehavr r would be % criminal, immoral, or a nor
wou econtrol b suc ﬁ ods as incarcer tron cho era
83tracrgm Th qhsewo ave the aut orrey unrs ruevro rsoten
050, hoth in t ? organization and soct t){ aterc apter of this study
examine some of the reasons for the failure o Tdmm strators to mete out
B gatrve §anctrons ut for t? rese t |t |s su clent to note that many
ureaucratic oppositrons stem ro suc
There are oth grotw]s than n rm meactron on whic burea cra c
g gsrtron? g ased ese 9roun S can grou ped toget er un ﬁ
Ing..0 Butes over organ %atrona palicy focus on ah usrve é
rat er “than b Sive ersons COUTSe, J dr trnctron hetween ru es an
ersons IS r atrve eca se artrcular n |vrduas are ofte 50 close as
ocrate Wrt ﬁ that an opg(?értlon may alm at t elr removal In
co unctron Wi |c chan es. tron osrtromsts may beIreY mat
e rule vro s are root)eIe |cres at are vague,” inapplica

ma ropriate, or ot erwrse o
oIrcrEs may b to be ob ectrqhnable because the contradhct

eneral urealucr dt??ms or J té are #nconsrstet with tﬁ
artrcular [g erentrate t e or anr atron rom others.. In suc
8 ?nrtron ndards or crrtrcrsm are em edded within the orqﬁmzatronss If-

riwever polici énayaﬁo eoggose because eP/ are. hel

violate ger]era moral " standards, “such as th ire rgr%us radrtrr%n the
general ‘cult |re or some éranscen ent position.  As case of horm
violations, policies m uted ecause they harm |su ordin tF employees

a
in some Way or Decalsd th ey i the organizatlon's refevant publi

Table 21  Grounds of Bureaucratic Opposition, Organizational Abuses

Rule Violations Policy Disputes
, Bureaucrgtrc Norm Moral Norms
Internal wsths(th%er ?t(%vvsajrgoagmoart%rsriatesi Ineffrcrent Ur]t\eltrr
ooy policies policies
External Injusti ce toward relevant Ineffective Immoral
J}ﬁ) % r? Jrvrduas‘) po?icies porc?es
Dis on? towr relevan
(cs and_individuals)

InePtléctrve action



GROUNDS FOR BUREAUCRATIC OPPOSITION 21

The formaI structure of opposition, noted bz Georg Simmel amon%ﬁ thers,
equires, that. there he some pornts]o] ﬁ reement “am H co |ctth
P arties in a drtron to the |ssues o w lc g/ disagree. WHen the oppositio
0 an or anrzatron IS grounded IIP g tes the areas %f agreement
among conten rs are usua % In a sens t gosrtron
grou OIT“R e 0rg ar}]zatr n |ts ouf nt) lﬁlr rievance IS
rga |zat|ona ocrisy, ~ Tne opP ﬁ onrsts al t t e or nization, IS
no vrn%(ué) {0 ITS own ﬁtan ards or t trts o cres an heir |m ementation
re nolt 9 tde to achieve its state % Martin ut F !ectrons t0
tese ng ulgences hy the Catholic C urcg was, initiall no hing more
than a. Bureaucratic op P tron roqued In a dispute over okrcg t] h
Issenting, arguments were ase e New Teﬁ mth ab whic
hurch Claimed to adhere. Accor mrg to Luther, t Era tice of sel md
mdngences was contrary to the Church's major purpose, the salvation o

utes over polj focus op Internal issues of efficienc rexternal
consrdgratrons (ofp t? cti e/ness tJPcrenc here refers toy the “use o

Hgt%rrate and_ economical means tq ac |eve the or anrz tion's_ goals.
| IS often more a parent 0] (h

nctq those wh o implement policies than to
t 0se w?] ave th authority to make them or ¢ ange f em T rs rro

ontinua source o strain in“organizations, Some organizations c no
t? tension and encourage sthor maées t0 su% tways o mcreasr
efficiency, even o the Int, of _awardin onuges for ccist -red ucdn
mnovatros An % ?ed gharmace |ca frrn]1 or exampe provige
ehmo ¥ees Wijth onet ird 0 (fave eacn year by im ementrng
%es |on In most cases, inistration and the subordinate

shoud efit Trom attempts to ma e policies more efficient.  Thus, It '3
reasona 10 assume that when bureaucratic opposrtrons coalesce aroun
pol |gy doutes somet ing more than efficiency

ehind some  palicy “disputes ﬁoncernr g |crenc [op[posrtro {0 an
mcompetent de nrst afor ne who 1 m rtte fradition,
gFrsona deology, or @ |t§ Inter rearo]n eru es. F r\ |sPutes ma
50 mask rest ance to IShonor ol ciwrng exa |ustraf
response to h IS warehouse a re a cha

se urity poli era 7; rivers were or ere o un ”r‘ mrsl}rcwuteana
Fad yth%rgld% Ile the .invoice wa Ehec ed arns ﬂh 00

CORCATAS DOty chi taPr%s”eS o & sty ched a%“ett‘ca‘ss.ve
Emoun of ﬁy H ft ?ess timg for the days de?rverres Onf the

hgnwlarnt rea\ ted {0 ef?]crenc ﬁe others were concerned fl arﬂy

shonor. ~ After com ﬁarnrn 'to, the foreman withqut suc esa
rkers attempted to have err urﬁtﬂ mtﬁrce e for them. ?ﬁesewar who

poF awargne tP]r@iv%rometrenrgire]teld ?t ﬁt%h se rh%'?ﬁaarrp”’ve \o\?vrcn%]me Rts
%downteum ttat(}/v elr rerusal o e p %%
ﬁe refsor(t1 ure uce {rlrcat(t)%r oasnrtr Iﬁt\trv Ic%or\nvagn it W aE th?tosv‘e/apnvo Z
in the. 1 fng esca?ate(ta Into %Wor% stoppage. tnder a wee rotest n
opposition was successful and the policy Was changed to requrre o y that t
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% St%r Enhecrkrsd[ a%arnst the invoice while they were being loaded onto the

In contrast to ranJcrent policies, rn ffective policies are thPse which in
ome wa are d eme Ingonsistent wrt teor ani atroR goas o exa pe
ﬁsu verting them . or being, Irrelevant el Fea man

Ffaucratrc o'ngosrtrons tha]t have recerve rc atéent on are un drn
Ineffective policies the ave e]en aite to regirect the. o ganizatio
towar S rts roper” g F r] roat,” a ureauiratrc op osrtron com 0se
of one or n] re em ees of the American Medica Asaocr tion, hase 0sg
various rcres tconsl)ers Jncons‘sent with the doals of the
Assoclation, For exam e, it ?cr rcrﬁe P r m)aW ich ermgts r%scomgan

epresentatives fo sit on the ntitic kin soclgtlo
[%e%ause ﬁ COHtI’&QICS { 38% gl endence rom

olic inde
the pro rta}gfdh%;rgtnaceutrca rn{ustrxtef)l ther rEore ﬁgt rscosu,\r/leps\

vY]ere al étra rng to t r}a Revenue Fervrce t alt)
grca etaxe gnlta Yertrs ﬂ{revenues rom 1ts publications. Documents

, laa contrinutions weg aimed at preventrng tax-reform
IS atron t a wou 0se levies on a vertrsrng revenue,  Sore T roat?
F ective ws not ere to expose the financidl hnterests .and politica

by rnr? hA restore moral p gose toé Assqciation. “Once
H anc(r:%us aBre ewrt O,ts executives giscredite Sore hroa helieves

restored to Its ort inal copstitutional o ectrvs 0
HrOWt? (Ehe science ana art of medr Ine an |h hetterm nt o ubT

0sifiqns grounded rn resrst nce to ineffective policies nfront the
obqg t en?r ﬁe or anrzatronqs goaPs are. E)rganr atlo

Bkt v oyl o Bl B B o

such as. Talcott Parsons Pete rentr oas on the basis 0 prror

theoretical categaries. || trs approac is reje In favor of an em irical

ataueé'tht‘te il f inding @ stating g0 %tn ast'éeess A0 e s T

geg Infer gro hservatron of tﬁe or anrr]zatrons ec?sron m

cess thys  recognizes ere . may be several, s
frctr oas C arIes arrrnrexp icitly. rejects de ermrn tion base
(cial statéments sg: te are fictions produced by an or

zadon {0 aCﬁOUH t%r eﬁ)(“ 8 latronalrz Its gxr?tence [)(IJ pérhgp

au lences rat Fr { an ah able Indicators. 0 urts)ose

of Ml pRople Including tne mer reet% LA Y Jh“
étﬁ th IS to the noaps mentroned In suc?t pronouncements that they wa(‘ht {0
old the organizatron, accountah

While .some rnolrcres are in clear contradiction to the offrcral goals (if the
organriatr n, ot In a muca more amolquous relatjon, Is it 8oa or a

su Fe f ureau of Investigatjon.to obtain | orma
th)egrntrma ehl?ves oF ? res,. suc gMartrn Luther Krjn Was ?t

cy of. tne FBI mer gectono OVer's gos cracles 0
I Jrrec er refn(s t?yt) h %r Ianrzatrogs oqfafrr ra? a/n alssr n}eg mcrésrsong
Such uncertar ty and ambiguity have caused some bureaucratic opposrtrons to
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hecome mrred in debﬁtes about the "true” goals of the organization and the
rtn%ss of pol crestfot ese goals.
second  an more erious eprohlem c?nfr?nted by opﬁosrtrons to
rneffecrve po ICles e presenc two cearfr distinct, and at. times
contrad| sets o oas rn all organizations. The first set confains the
commo ers 00d ms o the orgianization, .the roducts or srirvrcest at
rs su ose rovr Tesecon set comprises ose oasre ted tote
ntinu tro nization 1tself. Fue rich aerwa refers 8
|r§t Set 0 goasaste e% origntation” of ?nrrw 0 the secon
Esrts pré)Ject odfr}tatron g40 IS rstrnctroh IS, S| to others, su,p
%war 05s' erentiati output goals’ rom su port goals,
ect an Qrtyect orrentﬁtrons 0 P ﬁrganrza ron ot necess
Fntra ctory, practhcet oftencas ore am etere have ee
eatrons at t rllo icles tp Toster rat er an r t rimina
%r It1es., earm of such olicies, whrch are contradict 0( ureaus
object ori ntatron was {0 tarn drtro ongressrona U drn% progec
orreP tation). examp e of this po cy, d snitc
contes rnﬁ trs rke éln his C on res loha C mmrtee on Ine r ence,
relate 8w the F him to Iea unc rdealrst drnoga]rng o a
rat oar raid: ws nottf ﬁ/encoura rng roup to raid the Camden
raA rd, Iwasrgtrtrathg teépans 50"
nother’' case 0 con t between object and pr%je t orientations concerns
tecon itlons_In a hrcag Eﬁ atrr hosrr]utal led to a ureaucratl
osition.. The o P]osrtr that the admrnrstra 10N Was prrmarr0¥
ereste in maintaini num er.qf patient h ts and In kee rhg the costa
err care 10 a mrnrmu eopétoshtro Ists, who sa W the t sona
to-( aP/ asis ﬁ” were. members of the varreus Ir essrqns soug t
(J s whic # increase the quality. of care. rvar Ing policies were
to he ineffective because the rssenters were committed to the
acrllrtys obr r];t orientation. (43
n.“nonprofit or%anrz tions,” financial rnteress for par of the Rroreet:t
rrentatron Businesses, however rese t a special g ecause ther
rsa%reement about whe Ber rofrt or the o uctr n 0 ua ity rbds IS he

organization's prima ome socra ophers ornstein
61 Rave Frstrngtgshed Eetwee "husiness” iprn str §entr Xrngrehe
irst é Cer%ues or prorits and the second wit productio g
ave a afre hen, the dritrnctron betweeno ecta ct orrentﬁtron t
?g al cas of capitalist economic. organiz toh atever t
rob ms with, this. distinction may be, 1t, IS use u or un ers andrnu ureau
cratrc oppositions in economi or anizations. OJ examﬁe Be 00
a Iacterra

Humor proratton gro e i WI[ £ wou gehgve )hevhrltgeﬁost or ad

ounts }t S0 In order t0 rngrease Pro Its
%s profitable fo pro eqg)o Ice, cream, which therr ow vertrsrng
tenext estt (_1 oV Huma's ursuljto ﬁro it atteev%nse
uality ang u ic health provo ed a "whistle-blowing™ opposition which
was re orte rnt e gress
Pr ect orrentat# n % Lefers to the pder etuation ? t]he organization,
o[ ecomes con édwrt econtrnue omination 0 t nization's
ite. Labor unions, despite their nominal democracy, are partrcu rly subject
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el AR IS e
testimo Y t% e VIO en?e that often attends. e?orts to change otrrnlav\y
dem?cra ic but effectrve}g auf otr@arran or&anrzatrons rt 0es not ollo

Pallo e“t“ttteﬁ"” b .%md”a J R Bt o eros%enldnrﬁ) !
reasons or Irgarc

Ic structures in forma ocratic regimes,
R}esstmrsm obscured recognition o[t suTr gssrmrtres as or?posr |ona? ove
. Drssrdent swr thin the Teamsters Union r%vr%e an e p 0SI-
tion to an a arran unron ne sucn tou and
members, reac es Roer aps the F | |t In ﬁze or a urea cratic
otpnlosrtron groug PRO rrmarrRI posed. ?rne ectrveg icles, although
as also” attacked cor trgn and rule vro tion, Its b rrevan eI
oIr arc |c do?t'natrnn eno ced th oyg policies which rovr e 6 rass
eto UXurious e |rcra %ve them incomes of ov Zf
ear treat them tﬁ “ 'travel accounts nd Frenc efs. 45
£con Prrev nce, whic ustra a concem or ObAECt orre tation, |s
the chafge that the unron as not trre to achreve contracts whic contarn
ade uate sa] %t){ caL\ses ssrB tion_ of the opposition, which is
con rstent]wr rt ? tural |de ala runr nand the unro sownc t ,,
'§ the goal of . union |nc es n -the-]0 pro ec |on Ilj
urEaucrch o% osr ons In. man er I ons such . as t nite me

Workers, the Ngtiona Magrtrme nron and eInter ational adres armen
E) ave also been initiated ont e groun sof ineffectiveness an

orkers Uni
i @
Policies dat are consr?er d to He abusrve because th (ey a{e ineffective are

sometrmes rn strn lh rom those which are judged unsair, Fairness rs
oral stand ar ﬁ 88 les o relations within the orﬂ%nrzatrlg ut w IC
0es .not necessarily  coincide wit burechra IC Nno arrness does
coincide with those bureaucraérc norms_ which prescrrbe ﬁ%% freat ent
"without regard to é)ersons and hirin, an promotion on t asrs on
competence Henc opposrtrons against %Ircres which explicit drscrmr

L T e L8 i e
gten In e%ejét on? Eerro(d [)faore ut eS arleS | I%d t)dpbe Iur?farrr
PercePtron of, therr quar S |sfo ften SP urred ?/socrﬁl changes external to
the 0 as the effects of the va r

ganrzatrotn lf]C (fa beration . movements,
aVET) SSEi%E of such movements is that traditiona

Erences Ht trﬁatment
een Dased u oneierroenne%us ang Immaral assumptions about the character

and ¢ 3 rthes 0 ers of certain %rou S, Bu e ucratic oPposrtrons
roun $ In t estrtﬁrgn or arrness ve rel Iy% nces fo fuccess
of on g ave at b errt eIPosa tt’ esources .0 natrona

0 the
an acaess {0 t/ega reme les, mora pquose sttrmu ates gf d
solidarity which dre oft Tnt In ref rhses to' norm in ractron? urth er
the 3 mrnrstratorf are 0 ten ess Im é)ca e, more ecaus?
|gcgroncugatoarty|go icies may contradict their own mora sta dar sand those 0

When drscrrmrnatory policies are aimed at relevant publics or client
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roups raéher than t Iorvees of an organrz tron t abuse rs
ﬁnte preted as a breac ?1 teor§ zatrons unctr nan rs usua %u%
trfr

e more repﬁehensghl an "unfair’ m ernal rea men egde
outﬁa e at t alr tre%t ents rs %Iy due 8 g atrR
erctrms on% ave een or migh rnt e future a renp {
tura sleparatro etween Ic" and, ' ﬁrvate actrvdtv the notion
h people’ are free t o change Josbut ofteh cannot avoid the encroachment
of a8 % oanrzatron rIherr lives
char ehs of un arrness and of abuses grounded in pohcr% hich ham]
those. ? ehte 0rg Tanrza lon stem from commitm ? to absqlute mora
rrnch es rather tha TOM ISSUESs 0 e ectrveness or e rcrenc er aps the
ant moral principle her 1S t rescrr tion to re e%oeas ends
anue) Kant
Im eratrve IS

{
In- tshﬁmsejves never as. means on ormulated gv
as t catego h |mperat|ve % ategorr
rnconsrstent ureaucratic atronar(}/ which consi %rs employees a
means to enabeef ective and ef |c% al attarnmen t vare mere role
rncumbents Often when the goal 0 eorsgafn a n]rs "service cIr?nts are
re arded as means t0_profits or as £Xcuses’ for tirt er over ment undrn%]
stomers 0 roductron organrza rons are similarly viewed as means
proAts as is evr enced, by much ad ver
N ext reHr rBaseo the treatment o ople as means to norqanrﬁatronal
end 1s, p rov ed rrous Povernmenta reaucra 1es, suc ﬁ ri
gencres or whr oaf Is a reified public good. For example, 's ortﬁ
ore Krng was to e aWarded the Nobel Peace Prrte the FBI gent him an
|s wife an anpnymous letter, aon% with a tape fro onE 0 the ugs
ordrnogs ma e with t e ﬁp Toval fAtto[)ney General. Ro ert Kennedy “of
9 nversations), ing took to be & su\? gestion that he commit
?urc e or face gtjb IC dr race é 2 Other FBI ven ettas ar%arnst persons
all sec F ical spectrum ave come toll caétn grass
orical Imperative, (4? yummin ugs e proceedings at a

s
vio atron of tﬂe catﬁg
Senate nearing on this agency, columnist Ellis Cose writ

the feeli X the FBI W&Sl hat once s meon}e had Reen IaPeIed as
subversrve s]u IL}/ Communist) or was‘t t 10 %ve close as-
sociations. with subversives, any means of destroying that individual
was justified. (5

Disclosures of wrong ?rnP bérrntelhqence é;encres before con ressional

8mmrttees and trie RoCkefeller Commission, a statements to th gress Iy
1sqryntled oyees mtent vgon reformist vreaulcra IC OeP osition |

catﬁ abu% er not "I1s0 t[ed |nc| ents of zealous ag ts excee g
orit however requently suc cu ather, t

HHSGS %\/e{1 orn UI’F&UCYEiIIC grograms 0t e?y OCPthurnﬂ]eover

cades 51) Then ture O r]te rgen ganrzaﬁrons inc g Ir cult O
EECI'GC sistence . on %aé 0CCasiona US? HCfe T
ureaucratic OE%OSIII ns al arnst thelr "'immora oIrcres cU

HOWH 0 pOS?tIO S a?amg SUC|’|§O ICPES WEL& Ul r{erta en

rtake
H ?orme a ictor, Marchett ee, Who
erhrstIe From a r%?atrvey safe distance.  Such o posr?rons are borth\grhne
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Gds

es Whrch ublrc op osition to bgreaucrachf from the. outsi e
ﬁe tru so a prca Xcaus a a. [evo tlronary int nt
es t at rtron dh%C 1S.the on {able ution." (’2 hat
Marchetti ee resigned their osrtrons a rteral risked thelr ?
eir onpo ition was | %
Althou

3 rcaetgs an atnétemng?g| atlO?ractt]rgund 0f)urea r
Fne(i ence agencies arg/ F Blsc D ¥or therrmﬁegal actions,
morallgoutra e Seems to Imp e and ustarnyt dJ ?

There re several gossrble eXrﬁ) atrons for% e occurre ce of i thal
olicies. Sometimes there has bee chang er socret smora stand r St

as not been accomgg ¥ Ceratron mnP ccu r example, rnte Igence
encres concelved Institufed In wartime conditions car their p rcre
rward into \}Jgacetrme acbtrvrty A se on exp tro s cau e a
ame nrndr \u abuse ‘thei aut ority, ame t]
% gose n&/ %rnd of governmental a erlcres in t e 19705 or examé)(le
ace aron conservative | é)rcatrons on slrck or "wick men
such s Hoover an cha Nixon.  Mor structural exp anatjons for immora|
5)0 Icies enéer on the dynamics of what was call grogect orrentatron
esire to perpetuate tp g rganization an |ts lité often resy ts |n
|C|es tha sacrrfrce{J sons toté‘ eaucratrce uival en 0 rars?

Prec orrentatron S rntensr e en the organization s oce rn

etifiop with other b reaucr cres Qr %roulp uhsrness podp S SUC
so escenge” an tre ené rxo e 0 FBIand the IRS to
ass IS "enemies” exempli

8resvc?rlg o! Br/r(r)“t“%r% tluEa:easuneatcglowq t]ntealrsﬂgp s ?egajtgrfg{n alﬁftor ttlvee ea nutsl\es

%] t ermrnate tﬁem S e%tdence a%a%tst e va drt of m nageﬁa‘i
é itical activity IS ublquifous IS not CP rnfd to the State
P % the protestaHons 0T some social crenthsts P |t|1ca roces es ave
Iarrtres across rsPar te  contexts, t us t e wor

examined op O IIIOﬂS n the. state s useful for the anaysrs (?/ srmm
enomena of anrzatrons HOWSVﬁr or reaso

s
e Innin rsc ap tg itical screntrsts ave not atten Sedssu rcrentl
?ro(tjr s ff ! 0ppo trtons c?ncen ratrnq instead on t eoverttactrv
Htt’rve rounds. i essé’tttat %é/c Ol U ratc °p883 '°t5eatr”Vt%3 Jehon of
trate es and outcomes. This chapter sent o te oun
osjtion, showing, their structu atro al a
revea t err orr I |n the erception o abuse uses were ¢ ss red |n
t)eorlmseS [ 'iomam'd)ra o ces ureaucratic norms, inefficient and Ineffective

Grounds are the “good reasons"” or Fases for.action. Ge TneraII Sfore ar]z
concerted action can occur 0{ the %ans for it even he ?rmu ate P

must have reason ga[ utine.  Awareness 0 %QFOUH S Tor
opposit |on 150 ten t £ re to a S0Cla cess and is usually thefirst sta e

0
|mnta Woh 8o i B ¢l B
ormation and I later stru ving detailed t S T0r 0ppos t|0n

he next step 18 1 rnvesgt?gate |-ne PrOCesses an BroHPems of thratrng
b
lredlicratic 0 ppositions

Im
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The Conditions of
Bureaucratic Opposition

o k it nimself. t It dis f
Jgglgs Iz%rosl?n eﬁln %Oranl thu Orrllsklo ﬁ%smg? h?s ootPneg alng %21\“%% ?o

Franz Kafka, The Trial

|safaIIac hom fi |sm I|eveath nec ssarll w bed
SImP becau e¥t S ouPJ ép) re3|den (L?gr as sald Jl}
air, e may re sonab assume t at ¢ P djare not ma e Jn

LUTE&UCY&CIES& ust ?cauge there are a &J mora ﬁ or byreaucratic
un S OieODPOSITIOHS are all the reasons W yﬁu ordinates ma

norms
el et e ol T BT
the, results of un* Herr nctl nl? Ehenome Qn o bu*eaucra*lc
UL?/H concelve% S a Process In W7WICh the forces for

ﬁ osition ma Li
nge contindally struggle against ose romoting 3a ”tYon ven W en an

over 0pposItion “e erggs It remamﬁ ﬁCt t0” disso ry ver
g/namlcs oE |erarc$|c S stems as they In %ence hot gersona X and th
relations that bhin 0 essential  for a

roups ‘toget
congre enalve ud’l?ﬁrstein(ﬂng of gburepaucraﬁc eopgosnlon then o%rl%fpbrm

e fin ult to~attempt to make changes |chw §
Enost |Fe |nt | e |ﬁ1 stand aré aﬂ% ﬁs? to understa dw\?wllch conditions ar

L avora t eemter gence’ ot
econnon romqting stapili
Prlmarll under M heaaln?gtI F] yr
r%:mn n% societ Rosm e for |an|
Hobbhes' re onset qéuestlon is t
Ear ticular [n * terests to thejr su remé1

\{e bee cusse?_l \xsomal orlst
0 emo orer OW 15 a sta ean
uals wh ﬁse mtgress may ion lict?

falona uman beings subor maea“
seI mteres In survw ~and, thus, wi
fective. sovereign reqar

atYonz{] fndiviouels, aﬁcorﬂmg 5600 e, sontept 0 hedlca)mmands

t
E)es Bre?er to be controlled because
their alternative 1s to live in-a state of nature where, In a condition of the
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war of " ever man agta]rnstI ever(}/f man,’ theie IS contrnual fear agd danger oJ

vroIen t] and sho Itary, [%o nas rutish; an
short.” ree centurres zit rH b est of or er contrnues fo he
a celretrrn OTeon%ern 0 socra thou (bt Tae arsons bhes, and thﬁ

rder carms % bes saw robe Wrthacarrt wha
as ne\!er en sur 33 ). P [sons owe 06s. n(? glroun order
rimarjly. jn force a ear b t'in va econg Sus, Whrch IS, developed during
e rn rvr ua 'S 50¢ a Ization and IS reinforce varl HS Institut ron
ﬁ the utr1 arian, and Parsons, w 0 ac nov%re es normarve con roI
g rovide the twin bases of most theories of order: interest a

S L e MBS by

| tron wit i er/ con (! nt
earymo ern erro or exa{mpke trenH rg as co(nc me i
o em o (! ob owever, he
utw % onot |soe La’ Boe re assu that he rue o
e t on the. acqu escenee o the . rue on theiy onsen
eo ce 1 submissio under constr int oree orons to
Insure rnrta c m |ance But e nofed at a ter t F utlr]on of a state
most peope o wrt out regret an g rm wil rn%ty what their Pregeces
soré one because t eg/ ewas concerned. with
erstan rn% Sﬁ dy a tyran wr n}g)é when the are in no
hmmedrate d nﬂer and he a to the 1q[]ounds Iterestda utyt se o
ahit gro}oag ér and coo ation. rounds provide ry

mainstr (Pd |ssentr rg itions .in mod . soclal. t ought are suf crent
a% oInts of departure o B erstandcl [%the relative imbalance hetween the
ut ; urtg of organizational abuses and the less common response of bureau-
se ata on bu aucarco osition, .which is used in gther parts o
Ltﬁpdtb tic_opposition, which is used in other pats of
this work, Pot well a tot preser]t ISSUe. Bureaucrat&c olbgosrtrons
are essentja c|rvrtre rn whic eoge ave surmounte Qrces
Pepe atrR %r sta and have vereom fear, UtLY to the or anization’s
aﬁ 8 apit, g{) aganda, . and/or cooptation, Such %ta do B rovide
muc rmation about organizations in which abuse is widespread but overt
stru\rm‘ does not arise.
a] es consrdered t?abrt to be th fI wheel of crvrlzatron
ertarn[y no habit is niversa raste bit of obe |en Habit, o course
08S No ain muc ut m re escribes. the overw emrggnten encgl of
eople to a tn afcor Itce Wit eexpectatrops of others an ot to vi Fg
lence,. which 1S often ca F

Oi\krrajﬁcceab rHor%efenderes %f ﬁnuotbno?rtr 1S the exce troP rather than t hF
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"The fear of such banishment from the warmth and security of 'us’ into the
coldness and uncertainty of 'them,’ the fear of losing the favors of the powers
that be, all tend to force 'good’ behavior, that is, following the 'company line.’
It's that or transfer to a far-away office, a Bureau-type Siberia, or the
banishment to the Sheol outside the Bureau." (21)

A potential factor mitigating the cost of opposition for those who fear
loss of employment or salary increases is some sort of job security. Thus, one
would expect, ceteris paribus, that those with civil service protection, union
membership, familial employment, or possession of a scarce and needed skill
would be more likely to participate in bureaucratic oppositions. An attempt
was made to test this hypothesis by questioning employees of unionized and
nonunionized airlines. The results of the research indicated that union
membership does not seem to affect participation in a bureaucratic
opposition. Furthermore, a majority of respondents felt that union
membership would have no influence on such activity. The data, based on
responses to questions concerning awareness of abusive policies, suggest that
unionized workers tend to assume that it is the union's responsibility, not
theirs, to see that things are "done right." (22)

Once a bureaucratic opposition is underway, costs can also be assessed on
nonparticipants. An active member of a bureaucratic opposition waged
against an airline's new anti-hijacking regulations stated that the seniority
and recognized expertise which she and several others possessed influenced
those who were unwilling to participate to "go along" if one of the leaders
was present: "If anyone disagreed with us, they would not admit it because
they felt the group pressure." (23) In this case people participated, were
swept into action, because they found it too costly to remain inactive.

Even if each person could affix relative values to the various costs and
benefits of opposition, such calculations would be meaningful only for the
moment and might be altered drastically with changing circumstances. When
a leader of a bureaucratic opposition in a grounds department was asked
about how he was able to handle his concern about losing his job if he
participated in an effort to change a demeaning policy, he responded: "l was
very concerned about keeping my job. | needed it greatly. But | became so
enraged at the policy that | simply forgot about my fear." (24) Can his
statement be analyzed in exchange theoretical terms to read that the benefit
of changing the policy outweighed the cost of possible dismissal? A
preferable interpretation is that, for a period of time, he became a non-
economic actor, that he acted without calculation.

A modification of the utilitarian exchange theories, which is specifically
concerned with whether or not people will participate in political action,
appears in Mancur Olsen's The Logic of Collective Action. Olsen argues that
rational and self-interested people will not help to achieve common interests
except under special conditions, because they will enjoy the benefits whether
or not they make sacrifices to bring them about. In order, then, to
understand why so many people do participate in collective action it is
necessary to assume that human beings are not always instrumentally rational
and self-interested, and/or that opposition groups exert various pressures or
offer incentives to join them. One may interpret the works of revolutionary
theorists such as Mao Tse-Tung and Fidel Castro in a bourgeois fashion,
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arguing that they offered moral incentives to adjust the balance sheet. Such
moral incentives include, as student of rebellions James Downton notes,
comradeship, pride, and purpose. (25) In his analysis of various types of
groups challenging the polity or the general society, William Gamson comes
to a similar conclusion: commitment to a cause allows one to transcend the
calculations of cost-benefit analysis. (26)

Narrow-gauge self-interest within the limits defined by a social structure,
then, is only one motivation for action. It is "consciousness that does not
transcend its rootedness in an economically competitive mode of produc-
tion." (27) Max Weber was well aware of other varieties of motivated action:
"Less 'rational’ actions are typed by Weber in terms of the pursuit of 'absolute
ends,' as flowing from affectual sentiments, or as 'traditional,' (28) Although
Weber tends to associate different types of action with different kinds of
collective associations, it is unwarranted to conclude that only one mode of
action is present in each type of social structure. Although traditional
conduct seems unlikely to motivate oppositions to bureaucratic authority in
industrialized societies, action motivated by the pursuit of absolute ends and
action impelled by affectual sentiments can and do, together or separately,
actuate bureaucratic oppositions.

Attempts to use utilitarian theories to understand why people do not take
part in grounded oppositions is further complicated by the complex relations
between knowledge and action. The utilitarian theories assume knowledge of
abuse and a considered decision about whether to act. However, at least
some people are "blind to" or fail to see any abuse, and therefore fail to act.
Many theories of falsified or distorted knowledge and conception have tried
to account for such blindness. Those concerned with why people do not
believe or know what seems to be so obvious to others have coined terms such
as happy consciousness, bad faith, false consciousness, repression, mystifi-
cation, and viciously acquired naivete to describe this phenomenon. Theories
of non-knowledge claim that people misinterpret situations either through
unconscious distortion or through inattention. Thus, with reference to
bureaucratic opposition, one reason why people do not act to correct abuses is
that they are unaware of them. While certain structurally grounded abuses
may be well hidden in some organizations, the vast majority of abuses are not
concealed from employees. Weber indicates that "bureaucratic admini-
stration always tends to be an administration of 'secret sessions’: insofar as it
can, it hides its knowledge and action from criticism." (29) However, Weber is
referring to the attempt to keep secrets from the public, not from insiders.
The lack of recognition of abuses, then, is most often the result of some
process of non-knowledge.

It is not surprising that recognition of organizational abuse is not the same
for all of those in similar positions. The psychological and social
characteristics of those who say the "emperor has no clothes" are apt to be
different than the characteristics of those who are oblivious to the nudity.
For example, oppositionists are likely to be recent arrivals to the organi-
zation. Young Turks have not been habituated to convention, do not yet have
strong loyalties, are potential or actual competitors with older employees,
are uncertain about their future, often have standards that they bring with
them from another organization, and feel the discomfort of alienation from
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ongoing informal groups. The experience of the stranger, who is unhindered
by the everyday mentality of the natives and "sees" more than they do, is
common to new arrivals. Distance from the everyday is also more
pronounced in professionals who uphold standards which are explicitly
independent of, and often in conflict with, conventional bureaucratic norms.
This clash of standards is one of the bases of the tension between
administrators and their professional subordinates that has been extensively
studied by sociologists. (30) Professionals are expected, in Thoreau’s terms, to
"march to the beat of a different drummer." For example, social workers
who strongly identified with their profession were found to be more likely to
deviate from administrative procedures than their less committed colleagues.
(31) The "professionalized" social workers justified rule violations in terms of
more effective service to their clients. In contrast, welfare workers with
weak professional orientation had a greater tendency to follow organization's
rules and procedures more strictly.

When people judge that the organization is violating moral and not only
bureaucratic standards, they are placed into a condition of role conflict. In
such cases the role of employee, which in a bureaucracy prescribes obedience
to the commands of superiors, clashes with the more generalized dictates of
citizenship, religious faith, or what Weber called ethics of ultimate ends.
However, although Weber's idea of ethical autonomy makes role conflict
intelligible, his own discussion avoids the issue by resolving it in favor of
obedience to hierarchical command:

An official who, according to his own view, receives an order that is
wrong can - and should - raise protests. However, if the superordinat-
ed office persists in its instructions, then it is not only his duty but his
Honor to carry them out in such a manner as if they were in agreement
with his own convictions, and thereby show that his sense of duty to
office outweighs his own willfulness. (32)

For Weber, the politician is of a different species or spirit <than the
bureaucrat. He writes:

it is immensely moving when a mature man - no matter whether
young or old in years - is aware of a responsibility for the
consequences of his conduct and really feels such responsibility with
heart and soul. He then acts by following an ethic of responsibility and
somewhere he reaches the point where he says: 'Here | stand; | can do
no other.' (33)

One way of resolving role conflicts is to compartmentalize one's roles. "In
modern societies, marked by a high degree of space and time specialization
and separation of human activities, it is possible for someone to be one person
at certain places and times and another person at other places and
times." (34) By employing this schizoid tactic one fails to see the immoral
actions for what they are (moral standards are reserved for roles which are
not enacted in the bureaucracy). In his advice to clinical psychologists,
Ernest Keen acknowledges the phenomenon of compartmentalization. He
warns
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To become aware of his own experience of self-as-subject may
enlighten latent values. This may put him into agonizing conflict
between his personal values and his bureaucratic values, and the
therapist must be willing to accept responsibility for his role in
bringing that conflict to a head. (35)

Even in cases in which abuses are recognized, there are barriers to
participation in bureaucratic oppositions that do not reflect the operation of
the ‘’rational calculus.” For example, Western sex-role norms inhibit
opposition by divorcing means from motive. Men are expected to be active
and aggressive, but they are also supposed to be "toughminded,” to be
insensitive to personal feelings and morality, and to direct their attention to
the "bottom line." Women, in contrast, are supposed to be "tenderminded"
(attentive to feeling and morality), but they are also expected to be passive
and quiescent. Thus, the male role permits the means to opposition but not
the motive, and the female role permits the motive but not the means.
Particular individuals, of course, do not always act consistently with either
their own normative standards or social role expectations.

Aside from the barriers to opposition imposed by deep-rooted roles is an
often unreasoned cynicism with regard to the importance and probable
success of one's efforts, and a resulting ignorance of the appropriate means of
making changes. In a study of American soldiers done during World War I
about one-half of the sample questioned indicated that during their career in
the army they had felt the desire to bring a complaint to the attention of the
authorities. Four-fifths of these people failed to bring any complaints and
cited as reasons for their decisions:

1. difficulty in gaining access to the Inspector General (the officer who

performed the role of trouble-shooter);

2. the judgment that it was futile even to try to do anything;

3. fear of reprisals. (36)

Whether or not cynicism is justified depends upon the circumstances of the
particular case, but that it engenders ignorance of the effective means of
opposition is unquestionable. (37) When courses of action are not institutiona-
lized and when examples of them are not well known, they will not, ceteris
paribus, be frequently pursued. In representative democracies the party
system provides a form of institutionalized opposition, while revolutionary
strategists have many blueprints and historical examples. Oppositional action
within organizations has neither ongoing institutions to express it nor a
historical tradition to support it - there is not even a term in the language for
such action.

Bureaucratic opposition, of course, is not the only way in which a person
can respond to disagreement with organizational policies or practices.
Disagreement with organizational authority creates conflict and conflict can
be resolved in many ways. Kurt Singer, in a decades-old article, made a
persuasive case that there are four basic solutions, to conflict based on the
two dimensions of cognition and volition. (38) The first or cognitive
dimension poses the alternatives of acknowledgment or repudiation of the
conflict. The second or volitional dimension poses the alternatives of active
or passive response to the cognition. Repudiation of conflict coupled with
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passivity means isolation from the field of activity. In an organization such
isolation would involve either psychological withdrawal from one's job
(lowering its saliency in one's life) or actually quitting. Passive acknowledg-
ment of conflict means admitting defeat before any struggle is initiated,
renouncing one's objectives: it is following the advice of "suffer and be still."
This resolution is widespread and may account for high rates of absenteeism,
lackadaisical work habits, and feelings of alienation and hostility. Such
symptoms, including expressive acts of sabotage, are the result of partial
resignation, the incomplete resolution of the conflict situation. A secretary
writes, "And everywhere we rebelled in a thousand small ways - taking extra
time in the ladies' room, misfiling important letters, ‘forgetting' to correct
typos." (39)

Repudiation of conflict coupled with an activist disposition leads to
behavior that attempts to modify the conflict situation, to integrate in some
way the opposing positions: it is the strategy of compromise that draws so
much praise from mainstream administrative theorists, though its particular
expressions may be mildly subversive. There are several ways in which
employees may attempt to compromise a conflict situation. If a policy or
superior prescribes violations of bureaucratic or moral norms the employee
may obey sporadically, agreeing to the order but doing the "right" thing when
the boss is not looking. A similar strategy is for the employee to try to
compensate for the undesirable consequences in some way. For example, a
secretary whose boss ordered her to give him monies from petty cash to use
for his personal expenses replaced the funds from her own salary. Similarly,
when a welfare department's policy changed and no longer allowed certain
expenditures for home furnishings, a case worker would write up a report in
which monies that were actually to be spent for furnishings would be charged
to some allowable category. Another variant of compromise is the effort of a
subordinate to "patch things up" with a client who has been abused by a
superior. Bordering on more acute acknowledgment of conflict are forms of
unproclaimed resistance. For example, when there is a directive to crack
down on time spent for lunch, workers may begin to take only an hour instead
of their usual hour and fifteen minutes for the official 45 minute break. On
the whole, the development of informal rules arises from the compromise
tactic of conflict resolution. (40) Many rulings, of course, cannot be
compromised and the efforts of employees towards compromise are frequent-
ly feeble attempts to assuage guilt.

The last resolution of conflict, in which incompatibility is actively
acknowledged, is termed by Singer "resolute contention": When a person
"does not want the clash of antagonistic forces to be eschewed, attenuated or
denied, he takes his stand and decides to fight the conflict out...." (41) It is
within this category of resolute contention that bureaucratic oppositions fall.
They require both full recognition of incompatible rules and a decision to
fight to establish the situation that "should" obtain.

Individuals do not randomly select one of Singer's four conflict resolution
strategies. The choice among the alternatives is influenced by a number of
factors, some of which are personality, the actions taken by others, and prior
experience with and expectations of the organization's probable responses.
Political scientists have been concerned with determining how those who
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participate in political activities differ from those who do not enter the fray.
They distinguish among levels of participation (whether or not the person
performs a leadership role) and among types of groups (traditional, democrat-
ic, or extremist). Lester Milbrath, for example, studied research on behavior
directed towards affecting the "decisional outcomes of government." He
concluded that those enacting such behavior tend to have above average
education and socioeconomic position, a sense of political efficacy, a sense of
political duty, self-confidence, and above average knowledge and sophisti-
cation. In addition, participants are more likely to be male, sociable and
outgoing, and not cynical. (42)

The extent to which participation in the political system is similar to
involvement in a bureaucratic opposition is difficult to assess. Impressionis-
tic conclusions based on the case data collected for this study indicate that
those who are most active in bureaucratic opposition groups have charac-
teristics similar to Milbrath’s intensive participants. In addition, bureaucratic
oppositionists tend to be concerned with the ethical dimensions of existence.
The sociological and political science literature on "extremist" group
members does not seem to be applicable to bureaucratic oppositions.

The preceding discussion has been concerned with the conditions inhibiting
opposition as they are expressed in the individual. There are also strictly
social conditions that block opposition which are, perhaps, reflective of
individual motives when they are woven into group traditions. Within
organizations, informal groups and their orientation to the formal authority
structure are factors with considerable influence on the probability of
struggle. In general, informal work groups are functionally adapted to the
organization and provide their members with ways of coping within the
boundaries of the administrative order. They are usually conservative forces
because they make the workplace more personal and less distant, anonymous,
and threatening. Their ideologies preach "live and let live," and although they
may disparage the organization and its leaders they offer no proposals for
change. There are, however, "deviant" informal groups which are positive
conditions for opposition. In such groups there is a tradition or a culture of
active opposition to authority. When this rate type of informal group exists it
may have developed from past experiences with bureaucratic oppositions in
which the possibilities for success were demonstrated. Despite the possibility
of oppositional traditions, however, the vast majority of informal work groups
negatively affect the potential for opposition. Their collective attitude is
one of indifference or open hostility to any change. It is only when the policy
which may provide the ground for an opposition is newly instituted, and
particularly when it disrupts the informal group’'s adaptation to the
organization, that such a group is likely to become oppositional. An example
of a disruptive policy is a no-talking rule which interferes with the group's
sociability function.

The structure of informal groups and their traditions are important
because bureaucratic oppositions are best pursued when several employees
participate. There have, of course, been both successful and unsuccessful
one-person oppositions and they will be discussed in some detail in the
following chapter. However, it is easier for an oppositionist not to go it alone
for both tactical and emotional reasons. More participants generally means
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more resources such as ideas, knowledge, and contacts within and outside the
hierarchy. For example, an opposition group of nurses felt strengthened by
the presence of a nurse who was romantically linked with a medical staff
member, even though he was already married. (43) Also, because the
administrative myth claims that all policy is rational, any opposition is
almost automatically suspected of irrationality. Lone oppositionists are
often tagged as "mental cases," deviants, or troublemakers, and are not taken
seriously. It is more difficult to make charges of mental imbalance when two
or more people publicly acknowledge the same abuse. Generally, bu-
reaucratic oppositions that are one-man shows are so only because no allies
could be found. There is almost always a search for allies, if only to fortify
the resolve and corroborate the judgment of the lone oppositionist. Also, the
search for allies may be motivated by a desire to avoid pariah status.

Large-scale social opposition groups, termed "challenge groups" by
Gamson, tend to be increasingly effective with greater membership. Such is
not the case for bureaucratic oppositions which, except in special cases of
oppositions to unions or other formally democratic structures, seem to depend
upon face-to-face interaction. Where representative institutions exist
attempts can be made to organize electoral support, but where they do not
exist there is usually a necessity for tight solidarity. Between 12 and 15
members seems to be an upper limit for oppositions, and many of the groups
contain only four or five people. Of course, the pool from which opposition
group members can be drawn also affects the size of the group, as does the
level of authority against which the opposition is raised.

The development and maintenance of the opposition group, and not only
its actual strategies, require great effort. Since groups do not form abruptly
and spontaneously like mushrooms after a rain, it is necessary to mobilize and
unite those who may be willing to act. Mobilization depends upon the
existence of quasi-groups which may be transformed into self-conscious
collectivities. The process of transformation has been described by Morris
Ginsberg who stated that a quasi-group is a collectivity which has "no
recognizable structure, but whose members have certain interests or modes
of behavior in common which may at any time lead them to form themselves
into definite groups." (44) There are many quasi-groups in organizations,
some of which crosscut one another. The most obvious are formed by people
who are in the same organizational position, such as dock loaders, nurses,
social workers, accounting clerks, or, more generally, the subordinates of a
certain official. Crosscutting groups may be based on ethnicity, sex, age,
religion, or political affiliation (more generally, upon any nonoccupational
interest), and whether or not they are activated depends a great deal on
external social circumstances.

In addition to quasi-groups and, probably more important, are the informal
work groups discussed above. Despite their generally conservative function
within organizations, it is possible for informal groups sometimes to be
transformed into oppositions, which is probably why they have both fascinated
and scared apologists for the administrative ideal since the Depression. (45)
The leader of the dock worker's opposition described earlier analyzed the
development of his opposition group from an informal work group: "The
workers in our area had gotten to be a close-knit group, because of all the
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talking and joking we had done. It's possible that is why talking and joking
aren't allowed.” (46)

The recruitment into bureaucratic oppositions is usually gradual because it
involves risks and the testing of loyalties on all sides. Likely prospects for
participation are those who indulge in the griping and black humor that is the
first response to abuse. Although such activities are useful for spreading
discontent and for delegitimating authorities, they do not themselves
constitute opposition. Depending upon the circumstances, group formation
may result from the exasperation with a long train of abuses or may be
directly related to a single precipitating event. Different members of the
group may have based their decision to struggle on different grounds (in
response to different abuses). Initiation into the group is informal. “Hey, you
know, we ought to do something about that” is often sufficient inducement to
participate for those who are already motivated. Formal groups have
initiation procedures which tend to be elaborate and replete with ritual, and
which function to inform everyone that the recruit is unmistakably a member.
For example, military induction ceremonies are blatant and include shaving
the heads of recruits, tagging them with metal identification plates, and
outfitting them distinctively, all of which is reminiscent of cattle branding.
Initiations into fraternal and religious groups also are filled with instances of
ceremonial investment. Such practices function to reinforce the newcomer’s
commitment to the group and to make resignation difficult.

Informal groups, which generally lack initiation ceremonies, are continu-
ally threatened by casual participation and "dropping out” by members. There
is no need for members to explain publicly why they have not participated
fully, they have no gifts to return, and there are no legal proceedings for
detachment. To bolster solidarity, noninstitutionalized pressures must be
mobilized. For example, frequent face-to-face interaction among members,
especially when it includes conversation about the organization's abuses,
serves to maintain and enhance commitment. When others within the
organization are aware of the group's existence the solidarity of its members
is often enhanced and is sometimes intensified when members are stigmatized
and ostracized by nonmembers. (47) In reciprocal fashion, those who are
potential converts to the group but who have refused to join are usually
viewed negatively by the group's members. At times the hostility of the
group against outsiders becomes more important to it than the original goal
of change. And when the opposition is terminated, whether or not it has been
successful, these hostilities tend to endure.

Commitment to the group need not be based only on affirmation of its
goal, but may also be based on personal loyalties. Personal loyalty is a
general characteristic of primary groups, which are characterized by
gemeinschaft (relations are personal and diffuse rather than specific to a
certain role). Where oppositions are based on gesellschaft (self-interested
exchange), there is often some unwritten bargain in which individual members
receive something of value as an inducement to maintain their participation.
Such rewards vary from the opportunity to exert power to "getting a piece of
the action" (for example, being next in line for promotion to the position
whose current incumbent is under attack by the oppositionists). When people
become disenchanted with the issue that engendered opposition, despairing of
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victory or simply becoming annoyed with all the time oppositional activity
takes away from other pursuits, their active commitment is supported by
solidarity. In their analysis of the German Army's performance during World
War I, Shils and 3anowitz claimed that the higher echelons miscalculated the
source of the soldier's commitment to keep fighting under adverse conditions.
It was assumed by the military command that patriotism and a faith in the
nobility of Hitler's mission was sufficient to sustain commitment. Shils and
Janowitz indicate that, on the contrary, loyalty was accorded mainly to the
soldier's small unit, to the individuals who comprised this primary group. (48)

The formation of groups that do not have high status in their social
environment, to which people find it risky to belong and which do not have
legitimacy, is hindered by the difficulties in developing trust among potential
members. Group formation is made even more difficult by the atmosphere of
competition engendered by organizations, in which people vie with one
another for advancement and privileges. Competitive relations and the
alienation that accompanies them create undercurrents of mistrust and
suspicion which are difficult to overcome. A leader of a secretarial
opposition comments, "This hatred of other women, which was really self-
hatred, made it easy for the Editor-in-Chief to divide and conquer." (49)

When people may face being fired or fired upon if their active opposition
is publicly known, developing trust poses problems as acute as reaching the
decision to fight to make changes in the organization. Once there is trust,
however, high risk serves to foster commitment because each one feels an
obligation not to let the others down. The positive relation between risk and
commitment, noted by Downton in his study of rebel groups, (50) may also be
explained by cognitive dissonance theory as a result of our tendency to feel
positive effect for that which we must suffer to achieve. (51) In part, this
explanation covers the patriotism of war veterans, the loyalty of hazed
fraternity brothers, and the love of a mother for her infant. Many
bureaucratic oppositions, however, are not very risky. Pledges of "united we
stand, divided we fall" and frank admissions of the risks involved in struggle
are often sufficient to create a trust which extends as far as the
organizational roles, but which does not involve the whole person. Once such
trust is established among members of an opposition group there is rarely any
further mention of the risks.

Even where trust has been created there is still a problem of maintaining
commitment. Gamson indicates that

bureaucratic organization helps a group with the problem of pattern
maintenance. By creating a structure of the roles with defined
expectations in the place of diffuse commitments, a challenging group
can better assure that certain necessary tasks will be routinely
performed. (52)

Bureaucratic opposition groups, however, rarely become formal organizations
themselves because they are usually small, face-to-face groups whose
members believe (not always correctly) that their struggle will last for only a
short time. Sometimes the informality of oppositions promotes their success,
because the administrative authorities often prefer a well-organized adver-
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sary to loose congeries of disgruntled individuals. Organized oppositions, as
Simmel recognized, are more predictable, can be more easily coopted, and
can more readily arrange compromises than informal groups:

against a diffuse multitude of enemies, one gains more often
particular victories, but has great difficulty in achieving decisive
actions which definitely fix the mutual relationship of the forces. (53)

Basic to the organization of a group is its degree of centralization and the
nature of its leadership. Most ongoing groups have specific procedures for
selecting leaders. For example, elections are used in democracies, accession
in monarchies, and preemption in revolutionary governments. Small groups
that are formed independently of the directives of authorities often use the
method of assumption in which the one assumed by all to be the best qualified
becomes the leader. To the extent to which bureaucratic opposition groups
are centralized and can be said to have leaders, assumption is the dominant
method of leadership selection. However, the infrequency of oppositional
activity makes it difficult to judge leadership ability. Unlike the hunting
groups of the Bushmen, in which the most skilled hunter is the leader who
deploys men to different areas and tasks, bureaucratic opposition groups
cannot base selection of a leader on instrumentally rational criteria. Perhaps
this is one reason why bureaucratic oppositions often have no clearly defined
administration and why those that do have leaders have no formal procedures
for acknowledging them. Generalizing from the data, leaders of opposition
groups have two basic characteristics: they are highly articulate and they are
the most strongly or among the most strongly motivated to achieve the
group's goal. Taking liberties with Weber's categories, the authority of these
leaders is based on charisma. Their personal influence alone determines the
extent to which they wili be heeded. They have no reservoir of force with
which to compel obedience. Like all unofficial leaders they must consult far
more than command. Leaders of bureaucratic oppositions serve as advisers
coordinators, and planners, provided that others are willing to listen to them’
Such noncoercive administration is frequent among small groups and even
characterizes whole communities such as the Northern Algonquians, the
Kalahari Bushmen, and some Eskimo. These communities are characterized
by primary interaction, low population density, and relatively simple social
organization.

Leaderless bureaucratic opposition groups differ very little from those
with leaders. In the former, advice is more readily given by and taken from
those who have special-area competence, and, thus, most of the members of
the group are at some time in positions of leadership. (54) Lack of
centralization is not only due to the small size and expected brief duration of
the opposition, but to the relative status of and risks taken by the members.
Most often all the members of the opposition group are at the same level of
the organizational hierarchy and, therefore, confront similar risks. When
subordinates and their immediate superiors unite, the latter usually become
the leaders. For example, in academic bureaucratic oppositions those who
have tenure tend to take the lead and to expose themselves to the authorities
of the university more than do the untenured faculty who face the risk that
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their contracts will not be renewed.

When bureaucratic oppositions are expected to last for an extended period
of time (more than a few weeks) and/or when large numbers of people are
involved in them, organizational complexity develops. Specific roles are
created and filled, including leadership positions. Examples of highly complex
opposition groups are found most frequently in labor unions. Not only are
unions legally required to have a democratic form, but they were initiated as
a kind of bureaucratic opposition and maintain a mythology of struggle and
organization. Also, oppositions against union authority often require the
coordination of large numbers of people. The wildcat strikes by mine workers
in Appalachia, which lasted for several months during the summer of 1977 and
which were directed primarily against the United Mine Workers, exemplify a
highly complex opposition group in action. The fact that workers were
scattered among numerous sites throughout the regior™eif required centralized
planning and coordination. The event that precipitated the opposition was a
change in medical benefits, which had been free in the past but which were
then put on a fee basis. Comments made by the miners, however, indicated
that the precipitant was only the straw that broke the camel’s back: the
oppositionists accused the union of being generally indifferent to the needs of
the workers. The wildcat strike included about one-half of the UMW's
175,000 working members and it appeared that the organization of the
opposition was based in some of the UMW district offices. (55) The most
militant district, /717 in Charleston, West Virginia, was treated by the UMW
hierarchy as a kind of "bargaining agent" for all of the strikers, although it
had not been authorized to speak for the other districts. Oppositions against
unions, such as this wildcat strike, are on the borderline between bureaucratic
oppositions and traditional political processes because they may involve
actions against a federated body by some of its legally constituted parts.

Another complex bureaucratic opposition group is the Professional
Drivers' Council (PROD, Inc.) which has been in conflict with its union, the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, since 1971. Membership figures
vary, but in 1977 PROD claimed 10,000 members, of whom 4,000 had paid the
$20 yearly dues. PROD has charged that the top officials of the Teamsters
have been financially irresponsible, have failed to push for legislation and
contract agreements which would reduce safety hazards, and have made a
mockery of union democracy. Unlike the UMW wildcatters, whose opposition
arose within the wunion’s formal structure, PROD was inspired by Ralph
Nader’s public interest group, from which it became independent after a year
of tutelage. The diversity and complexity of PROD'’s activities preclude a
simple structure for the group. It has won court cases which the Teamsters
grievance committees had refused to fight and it has lobbied the Departments
of Transportation, Justice, and Labor, and the Internal Revenue Service.
PROD also publishes books and a "hard-hitting" bi-monthly newspaper which
recounts the actions of its members and Teamster retaliations. (56) Finally,
the organization has been a literal prod, holding meetings throughout the
United States in which teamsters are informed about how to clean up their
local unions.

Despite the publicity that they get, large and complex bureaucratic
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Strategies and Tactics

Every public action which is not customary, either is wrong or,
if it is right, is a dangerous precedent. It follows that nothing
should ever be done for the first time.

- F.M. Cornford, Microcosmo-
graphia Académica, vil

Bureaucratic opposition is a political phenomenon that appears in an
administrative entity, which is defined so as to exclude politics. According to
the myth of administration, each employee has a prescribed role, the
performance of which is instrumental to the achievement of the organi-
zation's purposes. Under ideal circumstances there is no conflict between the
performance of a role and the efficient achievement of official organization-
al goals. Each employee is assumed to be competent, motivated to perform
the prescribed function, and able to contribute to the overall purpose. When
any of these assumptions are not met, and they are never met completely,
there is a possibility for opposition to business as usual. As Locke pointed out
in the Second Treatise, there are always abundant excuses for revolt in any
political situation, there are always grounds for opposition. The ideal
organization is no less a utopia than the ideal state.

As noted previously, bureaucracies resemble authoritarian states because
they do not provide for legitimate and institutionalized opposition. Oppo-
sition parties and interest groups in democracies need not legitimate
themselves because they are acknowledged to be integral components of the
ongoing system. Bureaucratic oppositions are, by definition, outside of and
subversive to the system in which they appear and must legitimate
themselves. The grounding of oppositions, described in the second chapter,
can be conceived of as a process of seeking for justification under conditions
in which, according to official definition, justification is ruled out. The task
of bureaucratic opposition is to create itself as a legitimate phenomenon.

The grounds for bureaucratic opposition are sought in deviations from or

57
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infractions of the norms of the organization itself or the norms of the wider
society. Although the members of an opposition may have multiple and even
conflicting motives for their participation, they must usually espouse the
cause of making the organization live up to its own standards or the standards
of the wider social environment. Only if an opposition is carried out secretly
can its members avoid the problem of justifying their dissent. However, the
grounding of an opposition merely gives it an ideology; it does not make a
place for it within the system and certainly does not insure its success. As
noted in the third chapter, oppositionists must make a self-conscious
commitment to challenge business as usual. They must organize, or at least
take individual risks. Bureaucracies are, in one respect, hierarchies of
authority. Opposition within them is a threat to the exercise of authority and
will nearly always be perceived by officials as a signal that control is giving
way to chaos. As in all authoritarian situations, the first concern of officials
is that obedience be maintained. In general, oppositionists must walk softly
and carry as big a stick as possible. Yet just because their activity is not
legitimate they cannot lower their voices, and just because they lack
authority they have little clout. Bureaucratic oppositions, then, will
predictably meet the resistance of the official hierarchy. Higher officials,
who become or are made aware of dissent, will be concerned not merely with
the validity of the grounds, but with the maintenance of obedience,
submission, and the semblance of order. The oppositionists, however, are
often unaware of or, to use Royce's expression, "viciously naive" about the
resistance they will meet and the reprisals that they may suffer. Often they
believe that the "facts" will speak for themselves, that if only the officials
are made cognizant of abuses the abuses will be corrected. Without such
innocence or naivete there would be fewer oppositions undertaken. Often the
belief that the "facts speak for themselves" is the vital lie that fuels
opposition, at least in its initial stages. The oppositionists not only use the
norms of the organization or the society to justify their case, but they often
believe that the higher administrators are committed to these norms, even to
the exclusion of maintaining the appearance of control and wisdom. Such
belief is almost never warranted. As Serpico found, the authorities
themselves may be corrupt. However, even if they are generally honest, they
will feel threatened by breaches in the chain of command. The initial
innocence of many oppositionists is, of course, instrumental to their taking
action. They are concerned with rectifying a perceived abuse, so concerned
that they put on blinders and fail to take the role of the authorities. It is
frequently their innocence or naivete that allows them to overcome
bureaucratic inertia and to transcend the paradox of their powerlessness.
Although they are engaged in a political activity, a combat, they often do not
interpret the organization as a political system, and thus are as much as or
more victims of the administrative myth than their superiors.

Just because oppositions are not legitimate phenomena within bureaucra-
cies they are relatively unstructured activities. There is no culturally-
prescribed role for the oppositionist, no ready-made routine for successful
dissent. Highly organized social acts, such as those undertaken by
bureaucracies, may be described as linear, sequential, and ordered because
they are patterned by a preordained plan. Of course, bureaucracies are not
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as orderly as their handbooks have it, or else, for one thing, oppositions would
not occur. However, business as usual in a bureaucracy often approximates
the official plan. The Platonic illusion that form structures content cannot
be maintained in any sense for bureaucratic oppositions. Their grounds are
not given to them by a charter, but must be sought and created, often in the
very process of conflict. Even when the grounds are clear, the oppositionists
must devise ways of effecting their goals, must innovate strategies.

The use of the term "strategy" implies a situation of combat. The word is
derived from the Greek and originally meant the "art of the general.” Its use
in the present discussion implies a judgment that the nature of political
activity is combative. In the Western tradition, the idea that politics is
essentially conflict is paralleled by the idea that it is or should be a rational
discussion aimed at determining the common good. The political scientist
Maurice Duverger writes:

Ever since men have been reflecting on politics they have oscillated
between two dramatically opposed interpretations. According to one,
politics is conflict, a struggle in which power allows those who possess
it to ensure their hold on society and to profit by it. According to the
other view, politics is an effort to bring about the rule of order and
justice in which power guarantees the general interest and the common
good against the pressures of private interests. (1)

The two definitions of politics tend to become confused with one another in
bureaucratic oppositions. The oppositionists often believe initially that they
can effect the changes that they seek merely by appealing rationally to a
supposed normative consensus. In later stages, if such stages occur, they
frequently shift to the view that politics is a power struggle or at least to the
idea that power is a key factor in winning the debate over just what
constitutes the common good. In the present discussion, the use of the term
strategy is meant to stress the judgment that even when the oppositionists do
not believe that they are engaged in combat, the element of conflict, of the
military campaign and the adversary relation, is always present. The mere
act of "speaking the truth to power" is a combative act because the official
who receives the message and is responsible for the organization’s proper
function is implicitly being accused of dereliction of duty. He or she should
have spotted the incompetent or unjust employee, or should not have
tolerated the ineffective or immoral policy. Oppositionists, of course, are
often unaware that they are mounting such an attack, so involved are they
with their cause.

The idea that politics is a rational discussion about the public good implies
that the participants in the discussion are equals whose arguments are judged
by their intrinsic merits. In the words of Jurgen Habermas, rational politics
implies an "ideal speech situation,” in which each member is concerned to
determine truth and goodness, not to maintain a chain of command or to gain
power and privilege. The Machiavellian definition of politics as the act of
gaining and maintaining power is more appropriate to the study of
bureaucratic opposition than the Platonic idea of rational discourse because
the oppositionists are not equal participants in the political process and they
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confront authorities who are concerned primarily with maintaining order.
k ij U 1° iud8ment made in the present discussion about what politics
should be, but only about what politics in bureaucracies have been.

The dynamics of a bureaucratic opposition can, in its most general form,
be viewed as developing goals, designing strategies for implementing the
goals, and enacting strategically appropriate tactical maneuvers. "One can
say that tactics is fighting and strategy is planning where and how to fight,
with the 'how' construed so as to exclude the details." (2) The goals of a
bureaucratic opposition are related to the grounds of the opposition but are
not always determined by them. At one extreme the actual goal of an
opposition may be the perpetuation of an illegal activity, such as pilferage,
while the public ground is the supposed incompetence of a supervisor. At the
other extreme the actual goal may follow directly from the ground, as when
the oppositionists attempt to remove a rule that causes inefficient or
ineffective functioning. Most oppositions fall between the two extremes.
First, the members of the opposition may have widely different goals, some
of which follow from ungrounded motives and others of which are based on
commitment to the public grounds. Second, there may be a range of specific
goals compatible with the general ground and the oppositionists may disagree
among themselves about which of these specific goals is the best or the most
prudent to pursue. For example, when a promotional policy bars the
advancement of women and/or minority-group members, a new policy might

allow for "token,” "merit," or "affirmative action" promotions of those
against whom discrimination is directed.
There are many determinants of goal selection. For example, how

radically the goal departs from the organization's current modus operandi is
often a function of the perceived resources of the opposition group, such as
its morale, connections, and bargaining skills. Further, the goals may be
influenced by prevailing policies in comparable organizations and may change
in the course of the opposition as actions disclose new information, close off
options, and open up new alternatives. Finally, the choice of goals may
become subordinate to the opposition’s strategy through considerations of
prudence or the presence of ungrounded motives, such as revenge or the
effort to maintain solidarity or avoid dismissal. Oppositions often adapt
satisficing” strategies in which they ask for more than they need or expect
so that they can bargain down to their actual goal, which itself only becomes
clarified in the bargaining process. The indeterminacy of goal selection is
related to the wunstructured and unprogrammed nature of bureaucratic
opposition. Clarity about goals is, for the most part, a luxury of those who
are confident that they have the means to achieve those goals and can count
on a consensus about their desirability.

Most generally, the goals of a bureaucratic opposition are either to stop
norm violations by having the violator dismissed or reformed, and/or to
change a policy in whole or in part. The goals of changing the personnel and
of changing the structure are not mutually exclusive. Other things being
equal, if there is a choice about which of these two goals to select, then
altering personnel will be preferred. The organization is not structurally
damaged by personnel changes, so by concentrating on the removal or reform
of incumbents the oppositionists can better maintain their loyalty to the
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organization itself. Attempts to alter policy are more costly. Serpico first
went after the removal of several corrupt cops, but then realized that
corruption was an unwritten policy of the New York City Police Department.
He altered his goal to changing the structure of the Department, to
eliminating ineffective, and immoral policy, and met with strong resistance
and reprisals. The Watergate investigators also sought "to determined which
of the President's men were responsible. The paradoxical conclusion was ‘all
the President's men'." (3)

Once a goal is set, even provisionally, the general plans for achieving it
need to be developed and put into effect. These general plans or strategies
fall into two major classes, based on whether they primarily involve giving
information about perceived abuses to authorities, outside agencies, or news
media, or involve taking direct action against the abuses, such as harassment,
filing suit, or disrupting the routine of work. The informing strategy is an
attempt to exercise power indirectly by pursuading someone else, usually
someone with administrative or legal authority, to rectify the perceived
abuse. Direct action, of course, involves the commitment to participate in
the power struggle oneself. However, most forms of direct action also
require the final action to be taken by those in authority.

For many reasons the informing strategy is the most prevalent used in
bureaucratic oppositions. Perhaps the most important reason for this is that
it does not appear to be political, it does not seem to commit one to a
conflict. The informer often makes the naive assumption discussed above,
that if those in positions of responsibility knew that something was amiss they
would be grateful for the knowledge and promptly go about setting things
right. Informing, then, reminds one of children tattling to their parents about
their sibling's misdeeds. The informer can, at least for a while, keep up the
pretense that the administrative ideal is honored by the authorities, that
there is a normative consensus. As Alvin Gouldner noted, human beings tend
to associate goodness with power. (4)

A second reason for the popularity of informing is that it appears to be
less costly than direct action, because it relies upon others who have
authority to do the "dirty work" of effecting change. Informing appears to
leave the decision in the hands of the authority, and, thus, it does not seem to
be rebellious. Informers break with business as usual only by violating the
chain of command, not by challenging the principle of command itself. They
are often not aware, at least consciously, that the authorities tend to
associate the chain of command with the principle of command. The
informing strategy also seems to be less costly than direct action, because
typical instances of direct action, such as work stoppages, may be grounds for
dismissal from the organization, while complaints generally are not. Again,
the oppositionists are frequently aware that authorities, who are embarrass-
ed, discredited, or compromised by revelations of misconduct, can find
excuses for bringing reprisals against dissenters. Informing, then, is as much
a political strategy as any other and, of course, many oppositionists
understand this from the outset. A u

Just as the goals of actual oppositions are often multiple and may change
over time, strategies are various and mutable. If informing fails, one may
continue to inform to higher levels within the organization or to other
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agencies with authority, or engage in some form of direct action.
Disagreement within the opposition group, or merely lack of coordination
among its members, may generate the trial of different strategies or tactics
simultaneously. In contrast to more structured conflicts such as wars, going
in more than one direction at the same time may benefit the opposition
because the dissenters are not engaged in a zero-sum game. In particular,
informing, despite its risks, does not necessarily consume much in the way of
resources. The choice of strategy, however, is not necessarily based on
calculations of instrumental rationality. Participants in oppositions usually
lack knowledge of the full range of their alternatives and of the consequences
of following the options of which they are aware. The use of an "economic”
metaphor in this discussion merely serves to indicate that choices are not
made randomly and that there is more or less a logic at work which takes
costs into account and seeks to minimize risks. If economic rationality were
a major concern of oppositionists, however, there would be few bureaucratic
oppositions.

INFORMING

There would seem to be nothing easier to do than to provide information
about an abuse. However, when the informing strategy is undertaken a
number of unforeseen problems may arise. It is not sufficient for the
oppositionist to stand in the lobby and vocally announce the abuse or to pass
out circulars to those who happen by. The proper recipients for the
information must be found and they must be willing to listen.

As hierarchies of authority, organizations attempt to restrict and to
control communication as well as to secure the performance of other tasks.
Orders are handed down from the top through a chain of command and any
information passed in the opposite direction is not supposed to break that
chain. Employees are expected to report only to their immediate superiors.
Oppositions, however, are frequently directed against just those supervisors
to whom the dissidents ordinarily report. Immediate subordinates are more
likely to become aware of the rule violations of their superior than are
officials at the superior's own level or at higher levels. In order to inform
then, the hierarchy must often be breached.

An opposition group which attempted to inform on a supervisor's
discriminatory action against the female accountants in his office went one
level higher in the chain of command. However, the supervisor's superior
refused to talk to us because we had failed to follow corporate procedures.
He pointed out to us that our first point of contact was Mr. V" the
discriminatory supervisor. (5)

Rigid adherence to the hierarchy, which makes informing within the
organization impossible, is not the only barrier to communicating about
abuses. Some counselors in a drug abuse clinic found out that the vice-
directors of the agency had been "skimming money from federal funds for
their own personal use. ... The scheme was camouflaged nicely, by talented
book-juggling' by the culprits. Funds, supposedly used for drug purchases,
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improving 'job-readiness,land counseling tools were confiscated by the vice-
directors."” (6) A statement detailing the malfeasance was drawn up by the
counselors and given to the director, but no action was taken. The
oppositionists soon learned that the director was also dishonest:

Therefore, we had to make an appointment which finally got through,
to enlighten the Executive-Director to the present conditions. This
was fairly difficult to do, because of his ‘isolated position' he kept
himself in. Finally, after three weeks of trying to get through we got
that appointment, by one day barging in his office and announcing we
needed to talk to him. (7)

In this case, the information was appreciated and action was taken.

Informing over the heads of one's immediate superiors can also backfire
when they are told about it. A weapons analyst in the U.S. Air Force,
physicist Kenneth S. Cook, broke the chain of command in the course of his
bureaucratic opposition. His immediate commanding officer informed him
that he had a copy of his "confidential" letter to the higher brass.

What followed was a Kafkaesque nightmare. Cook's top-secret
security clearance was summarily removed without explanation.
Then, before a military medical panel ... he was found mentally and
physically incapable of performing further service ... within the
government. (8)

Similarly, after his superior held up a report about air charter abuses for
more than five weeks, a Federal Aviation Administration employee, P.I.
Ryther, went over the official's head to the deputy administrator. When he
did not take the report seriously, Ryther tried to contact the administrator of
the agency. He did not respond and passed the word that he would not
comment on the report. Shortly afterwards Ryther was forced to resign when
he was "called on the carpet at a special meeting of his superiors for ignoring
proper channels." (9)

Working one's way up the organizational chart, even if gaining access is
not a problem, does not always make sense. The official chart may not
coincide with the way that power is really distributed. The more that the
oppositionists are familiar with the "shadow table" (the actual hierarchy of
influence), the better they can target their activities. At one university it is
well known that one of the several vice-presidents controls or can control all
areas of the administration. Several bureaucratic oppositions which began
with informing strategies went directly to him, by-passing chart-relevant
deans. .

Information may be ignored, used against those proffering it, or used to
further the goals of the bureaucratic opposition. Monarchs were known to kill
bearers of ill tidings and, while not nearly as severe, administrators rarely
welcome the bad news that oppositionists bring. Officials more or less
correctly feel that imprpprieties are their responsibility, because they have
formal authority over the situation. Often they were responsible for the
hiring, promotion, or good ratings of the rule violator. Anthony Jay, author
of The Corporation Man, writes:
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. the hardest and most thankless task is to tell the higher managers in
the corporation that your immediate boss is no good. In the first
place, they appointed him, so you are implicitly criticizing their
judgment. In the second place, maintenance of corporate authority
demands that they take his word against yours. In the third place, no
one much wants to employ the sort of person who is liable to go behind
his back to a superior and vilify him, even (or especially) if the person
is telling the truth. In the fourth place, your motives are bound to be
suspected. (10)

Illustrating Jay's point is an opposition which took action against a
supervisor of a research staff who "treated the staff in a belligerent and
undignified manner." (11) A complaint was lodged with the office manager,
who was the next highest authority in the department. It turned out that the
manager "placed greater credence on the reputation of the supervisor than on
the complaints of the staff." (12) His only action was to tell the supervisor
which employees had complained. "In an effort to discourage and prevent
future contacts, he scrutinized the work of those employees who visited the
Office Manager. When mistakes were found, no matter how significant, the
employees were told that they were fired." (13)

Many oppositionists have considered using the informing strategy but have
felt that it was too dangerous to undertake because of the potential for
retaliation. A police homicide detective maintains that "speaking out against
immoral or perceived unethical conduct of superiors can be a dangerous
practice.... When a member becomes known as a 'trouble maker,"' a telephone
call will precede him to every new assignment warning of his character
deficiencies." (14) An FBI agent acknowledges that "agents who wrote letters
of protest during Hoover's time could expect, at least, to be transferred to an
undesirable office." (15)

Various reasons, including the fear of transfer to distant schools, impelled
a bureaucratic opposition group of elementary school teachers to pass
information through a third party. The teachers opposed their principal's
illegal orders to have them coach students for standardized examinations and,
also, upgrade their scores. Instead of reporting to the city's board of
education directly, they informed the school's P.T.A. and helped the parents
draft letters accusing the principal and calling for his resignation. These
letters, which were sent to the members of the board of education and the
superintendent of schools, did not reveal the identities of the teachers. The
opposition group achieved its goal through an informing strategy involving
minimal riask. (16)

The tactical issues of how to inform are multidimensional. Is the
information to be proffered in person or by mail? In either case, is it to be
transmitted by each of the individuals in the opposition separately or is it to
be delivered collectively? Available examples show the use of many tactics
and it is difficult to generalize about which are the most effective. Physical
accessibility, a sense of one's communications skills, the degree that the
authority intimidates, and the nature of the information are possible
influences on which tactic will be employed.

One of the major problems that informants have is gaining credibility.
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The numerous derogatory epithets hurled at informers, such as snitch,
squealer, fink, and rat, dampen the urge to give information. John Dean,
described as "the pariah of Washington, the detested 'bottom-dwelling slug,’
the 'well-poisoner,' Nixon's despised 'Heartbreak Kid," (17) recalled his de-
cision to tell what he knew about the Watergate break-in: "Now | felt the
razor edge between the squealer and the perjurer. | had never felt more
squalid." (18) The negative view of the informer also allows the recipient of
the information to be suspicious of it and, thus, to be reluctant to act on it.
The automatic labeling of an informer as a "troublemaker" shifts the burden
from the accused to the accuser, while imputing personal (non-grounded)
motives to the oppositionist classifies the information as mere propaganda,
nothing to be taken seriously.

Oppositions mounted by only one person are most easily discredited. A
group, as long as it is not perceived to be a mob, is believed to be more
objective. Credibility is increased not only by having several people inform,
but by the "consistency credits" of the oppositionists and their organizational
status. The longer that people have been with the organization as
"cooperative team members," the more seriously will the charges be
considered. Thus, numbers, consistency credits, and level of status are all
resources of the oppositional group.

When some nurses mounted a bureaucratic opposition against an incompe-
tent nursing director, their information was ignored. However, the hospital
administrator regarded the same statements with considerably more gravity
when some physicians joined the opposition. (19) The effect of the
composition of the opposition group on its success indicates that an informing
strategy is not independent of considerations of power.

Credibility is also influenced by the evidence used to support the charges.
The pervasive legalistic mentality, probably stronger in public than in private
bureaucracies, gives "hard" evidence, such as memoranda, disinterested
observers, bookkeeping records, or tape recordings, more weight than
unsupported recall or hearsay. Some abuses are easier than others to document
with evidence convincing to the legalistic mind. Because the bureaucratic
opposition depends for its success on the administration acting on its
information to eliminate the abuse, the evidence, ceteris paribus, must be
compelling enough to overcome inertia. It is very difficult to obtain such
convincing evidence, for example, to demonstrate the incompetence of
administrators. There is usually no physical object to examine, and if
declines in output or morale are cited they can be attributed to factors other
than the manager.

Circumstantial evidence and the testimony of subordinates are often
insufficient to impel action, especially if the administrators fear legal suits
or reactions from the Civil Service Commission or unions. Thus, one
informing tactic, as was indicated above, is to inform on an easily
demonstrable abuse rather than on the abuse on which the oppositionist's
commitment is grounded. For example, the failure of a straight informing
tactic on an incompetent supervisor led the frustrated opposition group to
take advantage of a situation which would normally have been ignored. "In an
emotional outburst the Supervisor insulted a female staff member with the
use of sexist and racist slurs." At this stage of the opposition the group was
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aware that "there was (only) one provision in the company policy for the
removal of an employee at the supervisory level - the use of profanity and
abusive language to subordinates. (The group) united behind the insulted
employee and encouraged her to register a 'formal grievance' with the office
manager, who had ignored the oppositionists' previous complaints. (20) A
member of the group recalled the efficacy of altering the public ground:
"The Staff was now basing its opposition movement on a clear-cut issue of
company policy .... " (21) and anticipated the supervisor's removal. The
evidence for the new ground was easy to gather and was credible to the
administration.

Informing on sexual harrassment is particularly difficult because in serious
cases there probably will not be witnesses and there is still a widespread
belief that women are seducers "asking for" advances made by males. One
woman who was harassed stated: "As in rape cases, the woman is often held
responsible for encouraging animal urges in her male co-workers. Almost
always, the woman loses." (22) A young girl working as a housecleaner for an
older man told her residential counselor that "she wouldn't go back because he
grabbed her breast and tried to kiss her." The counselor reports that "my pain
and anger intensified when one of our male counselors said, 'She's probably
just fantasizing.™ (23) Although there are now many statutes against sexual
harassment, the problem still remains one of establishing proof. A lawyer
advised women to use a method "that is perfectly legal - that is, to
unobtrusively wire one’'s self for sound by carrying a hidden tape’ re-
corder." (24)

Although the lawyer's advice is perhaps farfetched in most cases of
harassment, tape recordings have been successfully used to provide indisput-
able evidence against corrupt police. The lone oppositionist, Detective Ellis,
"was outfitted with a tape recorder which he wore beneath his clothing." (25)
Ellis feigned interest in joining the activities of taking money from
prostitutes, pimps, and drug dealers, and in keeping some of the money
confiscated in drug arrests.

In many cases, evidence of abuse is obtainable in incriminating memo-
randa and other documents. At times these are easily accessible, especially
when the violators are unaware of the impropriety of their actions or do not
believe that they would be prosecuted for such offenses. However, when they
are cognizant of their culpability, they will carefully protect access to
potentially damaging material. The prospects of obtaining documentary
evidence are increased by bringing individuals who have access to it into the
opposition. Such evidence is also more easily secured if the informants can
act anonymously and conceal their intentions.

An example of anonymous informing was the effort of one or more
employees of the American Medical Association to change some of the
organization's illegal and unethical practices by transmitting "dozens of
confidential letters, memoranda, and other documents from AMA files "
(26) to the press. The informant's anonymity allowed continued access to the
embarrassing material. Humorously clubbed "Sore Throat" by the higher
officials of the AMA, the oppositionist has caused them to hire a private
security firm to plug the leaks. Several staff members have been given lie
detector tests. (27) Had Sore Throat's intentions and identity been known,
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the material would surely have not been available to him.

Informing strategy requires convincing evidence and the tactics used to
obtain it may include stealth. The directors of a hospital were not impressed
by the argument that a doctor made accusing a fellow surgeon literally of
killing a number of patients. They took no action against Dr. X. Dr. Harris,
the accuser, then obtained more credible evidence than his previous
testimony about a pattern to the deaths that were linked with Dr. X. He " ...
obtained a master key from a nurse and, alone in the hospital's dressing room,
opened locker number 4, assigned to Dr. X. The locker 'was a mess with
items strewn about,’ Harris testified. 'The thing that struck me were these
empty vials of tubocurarine (a trade name for purified curare) and this loaded
syringe. That was enough for me. |1 closed the locker and shuddered.” (28)
"Astounded by the discovery,"” that is, armed with more solid evidence, the
directors finally took action.

Informing strategy in oppositions directed against policies is, ceteris
paribus, more difficult than in those aimed at rule violators, if only because
of limited accessibility to needed evidence. In an article about managerial
strategies, Paul Goodman and Donald Van Houten contend that “limited
access to financial and production data plays an ... important role in
maintaining the corporate status quo." (29) They conclude, pessimistically,
that those "who wish to challenge managerial decisions on rational grounds
may thus have inadequate data from which to plead their case." (30)

In order to boost the prospects of the success of an informing strategy,
the oppositionist or opposition group may marshal a number of tactics.
Among the possible tactics is the use of rhetoric in the disclosure. Rhetorical
skill, the power to persuade, is unevenly distributed and may or may not be
used self-consciously by the opposition. Particularly when there is resistance
against a policy, the dissenters must present arguments and not merely
factual evidence. The policy may be shown to be "irrational" because it leads
to a loss of efficiency in reaching the organization's goal or because it
actually subverts the attainment of this goal. Discriminatory policies are
fought by dramatic "demonstration" that members of a group are competent
to perform relevant tasks. If the policy contradicts some moral norm the
argument may involve what rhetoricians call appeals to authority, invoking
the Church, for example. Arguments may be geared to arouse emotions, such
as sympathy or prejudice. Appeals to the awesome power of the herd
("Everyone else is doing it") are often useful. Finally, one may appeal to fear,
which is more than mere rhetoric. It is the threat of calling on other
resources and, as such, borders on direct action.

There is a paucity of data with regard to the rhetoric used by bureaucratic
oppositionists. The comparable challenge groups, social movements and
revolutionary cadres, use rhetoric too, but theirs is made public as ideo ogy.
When a bureaucratic opposition uses rhetorical arguments the appeals are
often created without self-conscious awareness and are hidden from public
view. It would be interesting to compare the rhetorical devices used within
organizations to those used on a wider public. One might expect the appeal
to reason to be more frequent in bureaucratic oppositions than elsewhere
because of the specialized content of the issues and the limited number of
people involved.



68 BUREAUCRATIC OPPOSITION

In the use of persuasion, arguments are judged to be strong only within a
specified context. The art requires sensitivity to the situation and to the
personalities involved. One may play on the honor of the firm or the
sympathies of the administrator; appeals may be couched in the "patois" of
the organization. One of the more effective of the several tactics used by
members of a bureaucratic opposition in a law office, who tried to change a
trivial but annoying policy, was to write a memo to one of the partners. In it
was explained "the illegality of withholding funds involuntarily"; that is, the
memo was couched in the legalese common to their work. (31)

Another tactic used by those without authority to accompany an informing
strategy is what may best be described as harassment. This tactic involves
repetitive informing, either by the same person or others. It persuades not by
reason but by continual annoyance. When the harassing tactic is effective,
the administrator, in exasperation, corrects the grounded abuse because his or
her inertia has been made too painful. Children, another group of people with
no authority and few sources of power, quickly learn this tactic to obtain
privileges and goods initially denied to them. Parents are known, much to the
delight of manufacturers and advertisers, to cave in to repeated wails of "Buy
me, buy me." The housewife, traditionally pictured in a situation not
dissimilar to the child’s, supposedly resorts to the same tactic - in this case
called nagging - to get what she wants.

A special kind of informing with the organization is contacting the board
of directors or board of trustees. Appealing to this body differs in several
ways from merely going up the organizational chart to a higher-level
executive. Most obviously, the office is occupied by several persons, not a
single incumbent. More significant is the ambiguous position of the board
members who are both insiders and outsiders. They have the highest
authority within the organization, appointing those who are charged with the
administration of day-to-day affairs within the broad policy guidelines
outlined by the board. But they occupy their office, both physically and
functionally, very rarely; they are not full-time employees of the
organization, but are more like absentee owners. They pursue other
occupations, if they are employed. Because of their status as partial
outsiders, the act of informing is perceived by them to be a somewhat
disloyal. However, the board is the first logical recipient of complaints
against the higher administrative officer of any organization. Typically,
lk))ureglucratic oppositions whose goal is to oust incumbent presidents go to the

oard. 3

Several accounts of bureaucratic oppositions against college presidents
have been written up in the news media. Nora Ephron has extensively
described two of them in remarkable detail. (32) In an Esquire article
ironically entitled "The Bennington Affair," the bureaucratic opposition to
remove Bennington College President Gail Parker is analyzed. The climax of
the case was the faculty's reporting to the trustees that they had no
confidence in her ability as President. Grounding their opposition on Parker's
incompetence, the faculty recounted incidents of "poor judgment, tactless-
ness, lack of follow-through." (33) They also mentioned Parker's well-known
affair with an outspoken faculty member. Ephron hints broadly that many
faculty members were not committed to the opposition's grounds. Their
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motives varied. One professor, who was a major impetus to and coordinator
of the opposition, had been acting president the year before Parker was
appointed and was thought to have been disappointed that he was not chosen
for the permanent position.

Parker antagonized the faculty in various ways and had few consistency
credits left. For example, at the customary fall presidential address she read
a long section from The Groves of Academe, a novel by Mary McCarthy.

The section concerned a faculty meeting at McCarthy’'s Jocelyn
College, where the same people got up and said the same things year
after year, and nothing happened. To this day Gail Parker cannot
understand why the faculty found the reading condescending and
offensive; she thought the section was terribly funny - and it is, of
course, which is not the point. The Bennington faculty resembled
Jocelyn’s almost too perfectly.” (34)

It was not surprising that when Parker went against tradition to announce
sweeping new policy changes without the approval or even consultation of the
faculty, the bureaucratic opposition began in earnest. Not only did this
precipitating act dishonor them, but the new guidelines were a direct threat.
Parker's report called for a reduction in both the number of faculty positions
and the percentage of tenured slots. (35) In the Bennington tradition, the
president is viewed as a leader rather than an administrator. Thus, the
charge of incompetency which led to the vote of no-confidence by the faculty
was taken seriously by the Board of Trustees. Parker and her husband, the
vice-president, were forced to resign.

At Boston University a bureaucratic opposition to oust its president met
with no success at all. John Silber is an abrasive and uncompromising person,
and was known to be so by the search committee that selected him as
president. They thought, at the time of selection, that he was just who the
university needed. The incidents that created the nucleus opposition group of
deans involved Silber’s handling of the budget. "The deans had turned their
budgets in months before, when the budgets were due, and Silber had sent the
budgets back to be revised. They turned them in again and Silber had sent
them back again” without comment. (36) They resented having to cut back
continually, especially when Silber had allocated large chunks of money to
support pet projects. Some of the deans discussed strategy. One said that he
might resign and was told by another that it was "a futile gesture ... because
no one would care if the deans resigned.” (37) Within a week two-thirds of
the deans agreed to call for Silber’'s resignation. After word of this was
"leaked” to the press "the faculty joined the deans, and at a full Faculty
Senate they voted 377 for resignation, 117 against, with 12 abstentions.” (38)

The grounds of the bureaucratic opposition to the president concerned his
"financial malfeasance.” Among other things, he was charged with obtaining
interest-free loans, having the university build a private tennis court, and
paying for his Beacon Street apartment-hideaway. It is doubtful that these
incidents would have raised many eyebrows had they been committed by some
other president, one who was not as outspoken and abrasive as Silber. The
administrators and faculty composing the opposition mainly wanted Silber
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removed from office because he had continually dishonored them, but they
did not consider this ground to be strong enough. The Board's response to the
iniormation about Silber's malfeasance was to have a member confront the
president privately, over drinks. Silber deftly "explained away" each charge
to the satisfaction of his somewhat inebriated prosecutor. He then mounted a
campaign to have statements supporting him sent to the trustees by major
politicians and educators. When he formally faced the full Board, many of
the trustees arrived thinking that he "was just wonderful." (39) Silber
toughed out" the confrontation and "defended himself brilliantly." (40)
Several years have passed since the opposition was mounted and John Silber
whose salary is over $80,000 per year, is still President of Boston University.
Why one bureaucratic opposition based on informing to the board of trustees
tailed while another succeeded cannot be determined with exactitude. One
may surmise that the contrasting political climates of the two schools, as
well as the personality differences of the presidents and board members,
helped cause the divergent outcomes.

The informing strategy is generally the first to be chosen because it
appears to demand less commitment than direct action and is relatively less
costly. The options within the broad informing strategy include alternative
recipients of the information and different ways or tactics of presenting it.
Ifkthu flrSt tfy at informinS is not successful by the opposition's standards,
which may alter, the dissenters may switch to direct action or inform
elsewhere. If they choose the latter alternative, they have three directions in
which they can move: up (to a higher level on the organizational chart),
laterally (to some supportive association such as a trade union), or outside (to
a controlling agency or the press).

Many of the same considerations relevant to informing to one's superiors
are applicable to lateral informing. Employees are involved with one or more
groups to which they can supposedly turn for redress of grievances. These
groups, such as unions, the Civil Service Commission, or professional
associations, are more or less independent of the organizational hierarchy and
can contribute various resources to bureaucratic oppositionists. Such groups
may also have some authority over the organization in which the employees
work, through laws or contractual agreements. In a sense, they can short-
circuit bureaucratic oppositions. When one of their members reports an
infraction, their representatives go to management to have it corrected.
Because they have some independent authority, their relations are best
described as negotiations rather than as bureaucratic oppositions as defined in
the present discussion. However, getting a union to take one’s grievance
seriously and act on it often amounts to making a bureaucratic opposition
within the union. Making the organization change its policy is beyond the
scope of the union's business-as-usual and involves working the political
machinery of the union.

It is not uncommon for union officials to assume the view of the upper
echelon of the organization being opposed by the employees. (41) A transit
worker in a large city attempted to make some minor policy changes in the
municipality-owned system. He first spoke with the union president:
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He listened attentively to my plans but refused to take an active role
because he was dedicating most of his time to seeking reelection. He
tried to pacify me by ... indicating that the organization was too finely
tuned to permit changes in one part. (42)

In another case, workers at a warehouse loading dock objected to a new
policy of tightened security measures. They first complained to the foreman,
informing him that the new policy placed an undue physical burden on them
and was also insulting.

Not getting any results from the foreman, the workers decided to go to
their union steward, who by that time was well aware of the situation,
(The union said) .. that they thought the security measures were good,
and they felt no need to change them because the employees wanted
it! (43)

In both of these examples, the failure of informing strategies to lateral
groups led to an escalation to direct action against the employing organi-
zation.

The difficulty with using unions to correct perceived organizational abuses
is that their major purpose lies elsewhere. The membership, particularly in
the United States, is interested in decent wage contracts and fringe benefits,
such as medical insurance and paid vacations. Resolving grievances that are
not clear-cut and explicit in the contract is generally beyond the union’s self-
imposed scope, and policy disputes are beyond its purview altogether. The
union’s power ultimately rests on the strike, thus, informing it of an abuse
which it resolves borders on direct action. However, as far as the employee
is concerned, an appeal to the union is an informing strategy. Ralph Nader
and his associates conclude that

In theory the union may, through the collective bargaining process,
demand both substantive rights to protest work that threatens the
public and procedural devices for a fair hearing when those rights are
asserted. In practice this potential has been neglected. (44)

Unlike bureaucratic organizations, unions have, at least on paper, the
political machinery with which those without formal authority may make
input. Electoral practices and other democratic mechanisms, however, are
often window dressing concealing entrenched oligarchy. The classic study of
union democracy done by Lipset et al. worked from the premise that such
democracy was the exception, not the rule. They attempted to explain how it
is possible for a democratic union to occur rather than why it does not.
Oppositions within unions rarely use informing tactics alone because it is
usually the top echelon that is being fought; informing within the union is
useless. Also, because of the political structure, dissidence is expected to be
worked out through majority opinion as expressed in union elections.
Democracy is more of a sham in some unions than in others. A Teamsters
member made a proposal at a union convention to slash President Fitz-
simmons’ salary. He was beaten by several sergeants-at-arms; "the beating
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left his face swollen and purple." Another member charged that "tactics such
as adjourning Teamsters’ meetings when dissidents try to speak or holding
meetings at hours when many union employees cannot attend are common...."
(4.5 In effect, unions which are strongly authoritarian, despite democratic
camouflage, are significant for the present study because they are similar to
bureaucratic organizations.

Other lateral groups have less power than unions. Employed professionals
can inform to their professional association which often can or will do no
more, after investigating the charges, than to censure the organization. The
association's newsletter will then describe the injustice and put its members
on notice to "try" to avoid securing a job at that institution. Among
university professors, the tight job market of the 1970s lessened social
opprobrium as an effective enforcer of the American Association of
University Professors' list of censured colleges and universities. The
association's power is mainly the ability to make swipes at an institution's
reputation among professionals.

Ernie Fitzgerald, involved in a complex bureaucratic opposition against
the cost overruns in the Defense Department, sought help from his
professional engineering association when he was dismissed from his job. He
asked that the association "investigate the professional and ethical questions
involved ...(But) the American Institute of Industrial Engineers suddenly
decided it was not a 'professional' society; it was a 'technical' organization.
Thus it absolved itself of dealing with ethical questions." (46) The overruns
were charged by Lockheed in its work on the C5A cargo plane. Fitzgerald
contends that the effectiveness of the AIIE and similar groups is "undermined
by their practice of allowing ‘'sustaining’ or ‘corporate’ members. Large
military contractors are contributing members of his own society. ... "(47)

A second type of lateral group is directly incorporated into the
bureaucracy. Organizations such as the United States Armed Services have
built-in units to redress grievances of those without authority. The Inspector
General's Office has been in existence since 1813, and similar agencies are
iound in the armies of many nations. It is formally independent of any other
channels of command. A campus Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC)
instructor enthusiastically told me that while the suggestions which emerge
from the Inspector General's investigations are called recommendations, they
are ordinarily received as commands. My general skepticism was nourished
by cases of bureaucratic oppositions within the army whose members did not
deem it worthwhile to use this Office.

In a United States Artillery installation in Germany a group of young
college-educated enlistees found their sergeant to be inordinately abusive.
His excessive drilling, overly rigid inspections, unfair distribution of passes,
and misuse of recreational funds were intolerable to them. There was no
concerted action until "for some minor infraction the sergeant pulled the
passes of the entire unit for the whole weekend. While having lunch in the
mess hall later that day the unit booed the sergeant as he passed by the
window. It was this spontaneous action that precipitated the formation of the
opposition group." (48) At a meeting that evening they discussed various
courses of action and specifically rejected the use of the Inspector General,
believing it to be ineffective. They decided upon an informing strategy. The
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unofficial leader proposed that they write up a list of their grievances and
give it to the commanding officer. Eighteen of the 20 men in the unit signed
it. The leader requested the signatures, indicating that he felt that there was
"safety in numbers." However, they failed to present the list because the
sergeant’s permission was needed to do so. Rather than change to direct
action or attempt to inform to the Inspector General or to some agency
ouside of the army, they used some ingenuity to get to the Commanding

Officer (C.O.). The leader gained access on the pretext of "personal
problems" and delivered the list. The C.O. was shocked by the list and
despite the sergeant’s threats ("I'll get you for this") most of the injustices

were eventually eliminated. (49)

William M. Evan, in an analysis of the Army’s Inspector General
Department, gives substance to suspicions about the ability of the I.G. to
reduce the need for bureaucratic oppositions. He begins by suggesting that
"the I.G. complaint procedure may seem to involve an organizational anomaly
in granting all army personnel a legal right to lodge complaints directly with
I.G. officers, for it thus sanctions the circumventing of the chain of
command."” (50) Evan indicates that the chain of command is rarely
circumvented in practice, and he supplies various structural reasons to
account for the observation. Of greatest importance is the fact that the I.G.
personnel are recruited from line officers who, after a brief stint, return to
the line. Thus, the officer serving in the I.G. has been socialized "to see the
value of the chain of command."

Upon transfer to the 1.G. he learns of the opposing principle of direct
and horizontal communication. Since he is destined soon to return to
his duties as a line officer, he is not likely to repudiate the principle of
the chain of command, much less become committed to the function of
the 1.G. complaint system. (51)

Also, the officer’s transfer to the I.G. is usually viewed as down-grading.
Evan concludes that investigators would "prefer that army personnel take up
complaints with their immediate superiors ... , and (have) a tendency to view
them as being largely unjustified." (52) And although a soldier has the right
to lodge a complaint with the I.G., line officers "may be inclined to view such
action by subordinates as virtually disloyal conduct." (53)

Substantiating Evan’s analysis is the narrow call a Staff Sergeant in the
Air Force had in using the Inspector General's office. Sergeant Hayden filed
a complaint against a superior officer, charging him with conduct unbecoming
an officer. An officer of the Inspector General conducted a two-week
inquiry and not only confirmed the charges but found further detrimental
information against the accused major: " ... petty theft, drinking on duty, and
calling the Air Force Secretary a meddling fool and an idiot." (54) The
Inspector General asked Hayden to drop the charges and when Hayden refused
he was ordered to the mental health clinic for evaluation. There, too, he was
asked to drop charges. His refusal led to his transfer into the psychiatric
facility at another base, Lackland. Fortunately for Hayden, the doctors at
Lackland discharged him with a "clean bill of health" after two weeks of
examinations.
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Further corroboration of the 1.G.'s ineffectiveness is the emergence of
unofficial complaint systems. Rather than "suffer in silence,” go through the
LG. office, or participate in a bureaucratic opposition, army personnel may
bring grievances to the chaplain or to the Mental Hygiene Consultation
Service, both of which act unofficially on complaints. (55) Whichever of
these three groups are used, the issues involved in informing, particularly
achieving credibility and having the abuse perceived as a serious one that
should be eliminated, still obtain.

Internally created groups, such as the Inspector General's Office and
company unions, are only as effective as their top echelon allows them to be.
Corporate malfeasance, on the whole, and rule violation by those in ultimate
authority are abuses outside the official jurisdictions of ombundsman-style
offices. The types of abuses which they are prepared to take seriously and
the scope of the recommendations they are prepared to make are influenced
by the climate of each particular bureaucracy. Whether such offices are used
or by-passed by employees is a function of their perceived effectiveness.
Because they allow their employees to "blow off steam” as they inform, they
may function more as "pressure escape valves" than as mechanisms to correct
abuses. As such they are rather functional to maintaining the status quo and,
thus, it is understandable that bureaucracies have created them.

Ombundsman offices within bureaucracies correspond closely to those
created by various levels of government to give their citizens redress of
grievances against official agencies. More specifically, they resemble the
executive ombundsman found in many American cities and counties more than
the classical ombundsman developed in Scandinavia. The latter is an officer
of Parliament who investigates citizens' complaints about unfair treatment by
governmental departments and who recommends a remedy if a complaint is
deemed just. The office was begun in Sweden and Finland and was adopted by
Denmark in 1955. Since then Norway and New Zealand, among others, have,
adopted it. (56)

The executive ombundsman differs from his classical cousin in that the
former is dependent upon the chief executive and serves at his
pleasure, while a classical ombundsman, once appointed, serves for a
fixed term at least formally independent of the appointing agency. (57)

The lack of independence of the executive ombundsman tends to interfere
with the task of redressing grievances, whether the executive is a mayor or a
corporation president. (58) It is interesting to note that those governments
which have institutionalized the classical ombundsman may be termed the
most progressive; they are the best exemplars of the welfare state. They
represent, also, Max Weber's fears of a rationalized world - the Crystal
Palace where politics has been replaced by administration. The ombundsman
provides a small measure of politics in a system that considers politics to be
an anachronism. Because the ombundsman offices are ultimately controlled
by the administration within bureaucracies, policies and rule violations that
are in the administration's interests cannot be opposed by them. Thus, the
offices serve a rather limited function in correcting abuses.

A second alternative to informing to one's superiors within the organi-
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zation, which may supplement or substitute for appeal to a lateral
organization, is informing to a governmental agency or to the general public
through the news media. "Whistle blowing" may be undertaken after other
informing or direct-action strategies have failed or it may be the first resort
of oppositionists. When an organization is systemically corrupt it is neither
prudent nor effective to inform within it.

The rationale for whistle blowing is that the interests of the public are
generally harmed by organizational abuses that are illegal, that violate
widespread moral norms, or that breed inefficiency. Both public and private
sector organizations are, in some sense, responsible to the public. The
consumer, the taxpayer, the citizen, and the patient, among others, are all
recipients of the effects of organizations and can be appealed to by the
whistle blower. Most often, of course, public outrage at organizational
abuses is not very great. (59) Regulatory agencies, which are often staffed by
personnel on loan from the organizations that they monitor, also cannot be
relied upon to act against reported abuses. Nonetheless, if the oppositionists
cannot trust the higher levels of their own organization, they may have
nowhere else to go but to the public, or its official representatives in the
executive or legislative branches of government, or to independent regulatory
authorities.

Although going outside the organization to the public seems to be merely
a logical progression in the attempt to make changes in an organization by
those without the authority to do so, it is not perceived to be continuous with
other strategies. Dissent is interpreted as disorganization and making
internal dissent public is viewed as a direct attack on an organization, a
treasonous act. Even those outside the organization may deem the whistle
blower a traitor: "Martin Luther seems to be about the only figure of note to
make much headway with public opinion after doing an inside job on a corrupt
organization." (60)

Organizations can be usefully conceived of as miniatures of society.

They have a hierarchy of status and of roles, a system of myths and
values, and a catalogue of expected behaviors. ... (They) meet many of
the most basic needs of their members and expect in return loyalty and
conformity. (61)

Americans who protested against the Vietham war were told directly by
bumper stickers and indirectly by police actions, "America - Love it or Leave
it." Those who have felt the response to whistle blowing are familiar with
this kind of sentiment: "the principle is 'your organization, love it or leave
it.'"" (62) The self-image of organizations as self-contained polities leads
administrators to view governmental agencies as foreign powers. Organi-
zations are usually willing to submit voluntarily to governmental authority
only when it suits their interests to do so. Otherwise they must be coerced in
some way. Bureaucratic oppositionists who call upon the power of Congress,
for example, are seen in the same light as the Spanish Republicans viewed
Franco's use of German fighter planes or, better yet, as anti-Communists
view Soviet support of revolutionary groups in Western democracies or non-
Marxist dictatorships.
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In the past decade there has been a spate of whistle blowing activities.
Several books have been written on the phenomenon itself and conferences
have been organized around the theme. (63) It is the form of bureaucratic
opposition that is most widely known because gaining public awareness is its
central strategy. Whistle blowing, especially when it is the first tactic used
in an opposition, is more likely to be done by one person rather than by a
group. Perhaps this is partially explained by the extreme risk, including
opprobrium, of such action. Going beyond narrow self-interest may be
possible in crowds, but opposition groups tend to discuss alternatives
"rationally,Mincluding the possible reprisals that might be taken against them.
Heroic stances are easier to take when others are not around to remind one of
the consequences of an action.

Even its supporters recognize that whistle blowing is a strategy that
supports a basically conservative position. Informing in general is not
designed to change but rather to restore. The information proffered
demonstrates that what "is" is not what was "supposed to be." It is designed
to provoke outrage - the organization is shown to be exceeding the bounds of
authority and/or decency. The bounds, secured by social values, are upheld by
the whistle blower, or at least they are espoused in public, whatever other
motives may be involved.

A classic example of the whistle blower's temperament is found in
Christopher Pyle's opposition against the United States Army's practice of
civilian surveillance. In two articles, one published in January and a follow-
up in July 1970 in The Washington Monthly, Pyle described in some detail the
surveillance apparatus used by the Army and its development after 1967. He
also argued vigorously that the Army's activities were unconstitutional. The
grounds of this opposition were provisions of the United States Constitution,
while the strategy was to make it public that the U.S. Army was violating the
fundamental law. The effectiveness of an informing strategy rests upon the
commitment of those who have the authority to uphold a standard to enforce
it. If the authorities are neither indignant nor enraged about transgressions
they will not be moved to take action merely because of the oppositionist's
information. Pyle's disclosure did not fall on deaf ears. It was picked up by
the American Civil Liberties Union and the press. Senator Sam Ervin,
Chairman of the Constitutional Rights Subcommittee, was particularly
disturbed and instituted hearings on the case in February 1971. The Senate's
power over the Army is related not so much to substantive legislation as to
the disbursement of military funding. The armed services are concerned for
their budgets. A few weeks after the start of Ervin's hearings the Assistant
Secretary of Defense revealed Defense Department regulations that prohibit-
ed military involvement in civilian affairs, promised that these regulations
would be followed, and indicated that much of the irregularly collected
information had been destroyed. (64)

The problems that face all bureaucratic oppositionists who attempt an
informing strategy, deciding upon and gaining access to those who should
receive the information, and presenting credible evidence to them, are also
confronted by the whistle blower. One of the major decisions involves the
choice among the alternatives of going to the "authorities," contacting a
referee group, or bringing the case to the attention of the general public. (65)
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The bases for the selection of one or more of these possibilities are rather
complex. Potential whistle blowers may not be aware of all of the agencies
that might have an interest in their information. And even if all of the
possible recipients of the revelations are known, the oppositionists might
believe that most of them would not be sympathetic, that they have been
"captured" by the organization they regulate.

With regard to personal security, particularly to future employment,
blowing the whistle to a governmental agency is usually less costly than
presenting the information to the general public. Not only is more
confidential informing viewed as a less treasonous act, but there are often
built-in protections for the oppositionist. For example, it is a violation of
federal law to retaliate against someone who testifies before a congressional
committee. Whether or not potential whistle blowers are aware of the
different risks involved in different strategies is not easy to assess. The
option selected is usually related to the ground of the opposition. If the abuse
is a clear-cut violation of an enforced statute and a remedy is obvious,
informing to the appropriate governmental agency is the reasonable alterna-
tive.

The selection of the recipient may also be made in terms of the non-
grounded aims of the opposition. Even if the whistle blowers are all
committed to the grounds and sincerely seek to remove the abuse, their
commitment may still be accompanied by a desire for vengeance. Durkheim’s
distinction between two types of sanctions for rule violations, retributive and
restorative, is useful here. (66) The first type of sanction corresponds to
criminal statutes and, according to Durkheim, is prevalent in premodern
groups characterized by strong we-feelings based on the similarity of each
individual to the others. Restorative sanctions, in contrast, predominate in
modern societies which have a complex division of labor. People are aware of
one another as functionaries who may not resemble them, but upon whom
they depend.

The hypothesis here is that those who seek vengeance do not as closely
identify themselves with their occupational roles as do those who seek only
the elimination of the abuse. Whistle blowing to the general public is a more
punitive measure than bringing information to a referee group or to a
government agency, especially if the information is not made public.
Informing to the public holds the organization up to scorn. Threatening the
organization’s "good will," lowering the public's opinion of it, is painful to
those who identify with that organization. Further, a tarnished public image
may lead to fewer customers, lower work effectiveness, or reduced funding
by a constituent-pressured Congress. A certain amount of vengeance will be
accomplished if some arm of the government calls those who are responsible
for the abuse on the carpet. However, other things being equal, more
vengeance can be had by going to the general public.

Once the initial choice is made about where to blow the whistle, the
problem of obtaining access and of gaining credibility still remains. The
approach to a congressional committee or a government regulatory agency is
much like the political insurgent's appeal for international support. And as
Mostafa Rejai indicates, there is typically a counterappeal by the incumbents.
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This taking of countermeasures for international aid is usually easier
for the incumbents, since they are in formal control of the political
and diplomatic apparatus of the country and since they are likely to
have a variety of international contacts. (67)

In like fashion, the heads of the organizations employing the oppositionists,
because of their official legitimacy, political ties, access to lawyers and
sometimes to large funds, have a greater opportunity to debunk the claims of
the oppositionists before governmental agencies than their adversaries have
to discredit them. The organization's records are often accepted as valid and
even blunt and unsupported denials by officers are greeted as effective
rebuttals to the oppositionists. Discussing the problems of labor union
members who have attempted informing strategies against the myriad abuses
of union officials, Burton Hall remarks:

...the rank-and-file union member who appeals to the Secretary (of
Labor) against the union leaders feels that he is appealing to the ally
of his enemy to protect him against his enemy.... Yet the law bars
union members from complaining of stolen union elections to any court
or agency other than this very friend of the officials he is complaining
about. (68) K 5

Regulatory agencies were not set up to handle complaints from the
employees of the organizations that they monitor. Their inspiration, when it
does not emanate from the regulated themselves, comes from other
government agencies, legislative bodies, or consumers. The regulatory bodies
frequently do not carry out their public charges effectively. For example,
the Food and Drug Administration was barraged with complaints from both
consumers and physicians about the baneful effects of feminine deodorant
sprays, but no investigation was made of the charges. Finally, the Federal
Trade Commission, in checking out the truth of the advertisements for this
product, advised the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to investigate.
Unable to subpoena records, the FDA took the word of the manufacturers,
delaying their own research on the issue. (69) Confidence in the effectiveness
of such "watchdog” agencies is further shaken by the existence of bureau-
cratic oppositions within them.

One such opposition occurred in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare. It illustrates the difficulties involved in using such agencies to aid
bureaucratic oppositions, because it demonstrates the effect of politics on
the will to enforce the law. The Office for Civil Rights, authorized by Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, was responsible for seeing that schools,
universities, hospitals, nursing homes, and welfare agencies which received
HEW subsidies did not engage in discriminatory practices. OCR Director,
Leon Panetta, was rather effective in accomplishing his duties, much to the
chagrin of the new Nixon administration. In February 1970 he was dismissed
and his staff understood this action as "simply the climax of a series of
attacks by the Administration on 'the program'...." (70) Their bureaucratic
opposition, planned in numerous strategy discussions, was to protest against
the policy to the White House, since the President was the ultimate chief of
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their bureaucracy. Their opposition, grounded in charges of ineffectiveness,
used strategies other than informing, such as several high-level resignations
and a letter signed by almost 2,000 HEW employees.

Another case of a bureaucratic opposition within a government agency
involved the microbiologist J. Anthony Morris. For a decade he had been at
the National Institutes of Health, involved in experiments on the long-term
effects of flu vaccine. The response to his internal memo that questioned the
benefits of flu vaccine was the removal of his staff, his experimental animals,
and laboratory, and the blockage by his superiors of the publication of his
scientific articles. (71) Helped by one of Ralph Nader’'s "raiders,” his
statement detailing the irregularities of the NIH flu vaccine program set off
investigations by Senator Abraham Ribicoff and the General Accounting
Office. Morris’ whistle blowing to the government resulted in HEW
Secretary Elliot Richardson transferring him to the Food and Drug Admini-
stration to continue his flu research. No punitive or remedial action was
taken against or within NIH. In 1976 Morris publicly criticized the swine flu
program. He had tested the live vaccine in mice and found that it was
potentially carcinogenic. Further, he claimed that it might trigger various
neurological illnesses, including Guillan-Barre Syndrome. Morris turned out
to be correct and the Federal government has agreed to pay "reparations” to
those who suffered from vaccine-related disorders. The Commissioner of the
Food and Drug Administration, however, fired Morris for "insubordination.”
Thus, even well-grounded bureaucratic oppositions are not always successful.
Morris upheld the organization’s official functions, to protect health, and
presented information that showed the organization’s policies were detrimen-
tal to health. Rather than being rewarded for his efforts, he was punished.

Congressional subcommittee hearings seem to provide would-be whistle
blowers with once-in-a-lifetime opportunities to gain a receptive audience for
their revelations. In the early 1960s Senator Kefauver headed a committee
investigating the drug industry. A medical director at E.R. Squibb and Sons,
Dr. A. Dale Console, testified on the ways in which drug sales were increased
by the exploitation of physicians. (72) Although Dr. Console was apparently
committed to a bureaucratic opposition on moral grounds, he gave a

psychological explanation for his action: ”1 had compromised to the point
where my back was against a wall and | had to choose between resigning
myself to total capitulation or resigning.... ” (73) "The invitation to testify

before the Kefauver Committee offered him the platform he sought.” (74)

Similarly, an employee of the Internal Revenue Service from 1948 to 1971
came forward (the religious metaphor is appropriate) at the Senate
subcommittee hearings on the Internal Revenue Service conducted by Senator
Montoya. Stanley Prescott described policies which resulted in the
"abusive treatment of the taxpayer” and the "violation of taxpayers' rights.”
(75) Prescott's grounds for opposition were the immorality and the ineffec-
tiveness of policy. He stated that "the overseer at each level must find
among his subordinates at least one ‘'weak' employee and ‘help’ him into
unemployment or a nervous breakdown." (76)

With seizures and the threat of seizures hanging over taxpayers' heads,

the fear to which IRS employees are subjected is thus passed on to the
taxpayer, which is the whole intention of the program anyway. (77)
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The Senate Watergate Committee allowed numerous White House
bureaucrats to blow the whistle. It is doubtful that Alexander Butterfield, a
major aide of John Haldeman, would have informed on his bosses had he not
been called upon to testify. It was Butterfield who revealed the existence of

ixon s taping system, which made the President's "stonewalling" technique
ineffective. He did not regret giving the testimony, however. 'l was a loyal
troop, he explains. 'But my mother also raised me to be an honest troop, and

told the truth. No other way." (78) It is difficult to determine whether
Watergate was an externally provoked opposition or a true bureaucratic
opposition as the phenomenon is defined here. The identity of Deep Throat
would make it easier to classify the affair.

Whether or not congressional hearings are held to advance political
careers, as a journalist with conservative leanings claims, (79) they do seem
to encourage whistle blowers. In 1975 Nicholas von Hoffman remarked that
these days you can't walk in a door in the Capitol without coming upon
s???e. ” recounting to a raised row of legislators some awful business of
official betrayal and ignominy. The tales they tell in these hearing rooms of
government murders, burglaries, and pornographic pictures are incontestably
icky.... \oo/

One such tale-teller was ex-Marine Hardy. As a paid informant for the

i I\ WaS n°t as embedded in the Bureau's hierarchy as an agent. He
told Otis Pike's congressional committee on intelligence how the FBI paid him
o ead a raid on a draft board. (81) Although Hardy considered the policies
that he had executed to be immoral, it is not likely that he would have
initiated a bureaucratic opposition had the Pike hearings not occurred. They
provided a whistle-blowing forum where he could give the detailed infor-
mation about the abuses without much fear of retaliation and could also clear
his troubled conscience: "l only hope and pray that by coming here today, |
can right some of the wrong that was committed." (82) It seems that the
spate of congressional hearings that started with the Watergate investigations
has abated. Perhaps future election years will generate their reemergence,
encouraging both political careers among members of Congress and the
testimony of whistle blowers.

Another arm of government, the courts, can be used by those without
authority to correct abuses in their places of employment. The ground of the
bureaucratic opposition must be some organizational rule violation or policy
that breaks a public law. Unless the information that one has would interest
a district attorney or federal prosecutor, who would then base a case on it,
going to court is a costly and time-consuming undertaking.

The successful use of a public prosecutor is illustrated by a bureaucratic
opposition mounted by a lone employee of the Good Humor Corporation, the

Pr°ducer* The identity of the informer is not known, but he or she
told the Brooklyn District Attorney's office that the ice cream was knowingly
marketed with an illegally high bacteria count. Furthermore, the company
was keeping " ... two sets of quality control records: a false one to-show
state inspectors and an elaborately coded secret set containing true bacteria
counts for the company’s own use. The secret books showed coliform counts
on some batches of ice cream 200 times as high as the law allows." (83) The
District Attorney investigated and subpoenaed company records. Although
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several thousand documents had been destroyed, enough evidence remained
for the oppositionist to sit back as a grand jury handed up a 244-count
indictment. (84) The press-dubbed "lce-cream gate" was a successful
bureaucratic opposition in which the legal system acted on information and
allowed the employee to maintain anonymity.

The costliness of informing in court by suing the organization results from
the need to have professional help and adequate evidence. There are a
number of possible sources of assistance, such as the American Civil Liberties
Union, that have helped bureaucratic oppositionists use the courts to check
organizational abuses. Access to the courts, then, often requires access to
interest groups that can provide resources. Also, there are governmental
agencies that are empowered to press law suits. For example, the Office of
Civil Rights within the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare can
bring a case before an administrative court if there is evidence of
discriminatory practices. But administrative courts, like the Federal
judiciary, have the ability to construe rules more or less strictly. Thus,
despite "watertight" evidence, there is no guarantee of success.

Use of the courts is made especially difficult for those who cannot obtain
legal assistance. Mike LaVelle, a columnist who champions blue-collar
interests, reports:

| have run into a few cases where a union member has asked me if |
knew of a good labor lawyer and then added, "l can't seem to find one.
As soon as they find out that my beef is against a union they won't
have anything to do with me."(85)

A further difficulty for those wanting to inform to the courts or to their
union is that "the by-laws of some unions allow them to fine a member or
expel him if a worker files any legal action against the union." (86)

Relative to informing against one's organization to the government,
bringing charges to a private referee group is, in general, easier but less
effective. Such groups vary widely in their areas of concern, modes of
action, and sources of support. Among them are the Anti-Defamation
League, Consumers Union, Underwriters Laboratories, Sierra Club, and
Common Cause. Some are independent of the groups and organizations that
they monitor (for example, the Consumers Union), while others are supported
by these organizations (for example, the Better Business Bureau). Referee
groups are distinguished here from lateral groups because the latter are
formed by employees while the former are either created by the organi-
zations themselves or by some constituency.

Referee groups may sometimes take legal action against abuses where
there are codes of good practice, as in the numerous "self-regulated”
industries. For example, New York Stock Exchange members may "discipline
member firms for defrauding customers or for failing to maintain adequate
supplies of working capital." (87) However, most referee groups utilize the
methods of persuasion, which may vary from rational arguments to threats of
public exposure. They may also serve as conduits to access for oppositionists
to more directly powerful agencies such as courts and legislative committees.
When the National Institutes of Health took Dr. Morris' laboratory facilities
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away from him after he disagreed with their position on flu vaccines, he was
helped to present his case to Congress by the public interest organization,
Common Cause, and by Ralph Nader’s group. (88)

Other referee groups, such as the Consumers Union, act by directly
exposing abuses to the public. Whether or not they have their own publishing
ve icle, the press, which accepts their information as highly credible, will
help the exposure. These referee groups appear to be effective in aiding
ureaucratic oppositions against the production of dangerous goods. Although
it is possible to debate the potential danger of a product, it is far easier to
reach consensus that people should not be physically harmed by their
purchases and to "prove" that an item is unsafe, than to demonstrate such
intangibles as dishonor, injustice, or even inefficiency.

Perhaps because of the actual or perceived difficulties in obtaining
ettective action by informing to referee groups, governmental agencies,
courts, or Congress, many bureaucratic oppositionists bring their information
directly to the general public. Some take this route because the nature of the
abuse is complex or not specifically covered by law, although it is judged to
be an offense to public morality. There are other reasons for going public
such as the oppositionist’'s wish to remain anonymous or to damage the
reputation of the organization.

Many oppositionists who inform to the public do so only after failures of
other options. An example is Karen Silkwood's bureaucratic opposition
against the plutonium plant in which she was employed. The Kerr-McGee
~arron River facility makes plutonium pellets for nuclear power plants.
Ms. Silkwood was highly critical of the plant's health and safety procedures.
She had gone to her union, the Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers Union,
claiming definite instances of company sloppiness." (89) The OCAW had
little influence with management but helped Silkwood to present her case to
the Atomic Energy Commission. As a result of the Commission's inaction,
she compiled careful documentation of safety lapses and contamination and
was on her way to blow the whistle. She had her evidence in a brown manila
tolder and a notebook which friends had seen in her hands just before she left
lor her appointment with a reporter from The New York Times. (90) She never
met the reporter and was found dead in her wrecked car. there was good
reason to believe that she had been murdered, particularly because the
evidence she had with her was never found. (91)

The AEC finally did complete its investigations. It found that only a few

.nu™erous allegations referred to possible violations of the
Commissions standards, but admitted that many others "had substance or
partial substance." (92) The AEC did not put an end to the dangerous
situation, however, and wary environmental groups conclude that the AEC is
an ineffective regulator because it "needed the fuel rods and thus had a clear
interest in keeping Kerr-McGee's plant in operation." (93) Karen Silkwood
never had the opportunity to give a statement to the press, but informing to
the media was clearly a logical recourse for her after the failure of her
informing strategy.

Informing to the general public is somewhat different from going to
various superiors within the organization, to a lateral group such as a union,
or to some arm of government. When following the latter courses, those to
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whom one presents the information have the authority to act to eliminate the
abuse or at least have the power to put pressure on those who do have such
authority. The public is several steps removed from the ability to change the
objectionable actions. Instrumentally, citizens can pressure politicians to
take action through individual contacts, organized lobbies, or the expression
of opinion, among other means. However, immediate remedies are usually
ruled out by this informing strategy. Informing the general public is similar
to bringing information to Congress which may become more widely known
through press coverage, because the consequences may overflow the goals of
the opposition. Sometimes bureaucratic oppositionists acknowledge the
possible repercussions and use the informing strategy merely as a tactic
within an overall strategy of direct action.

Taking one’s case to the public is more complicated than playing the town
crier with prefacing shouts of "Hear ye, Hear ye!” Communication in a mass
society is mediated by complex organizations. Thus, informing to the public-
at-large requires the use of the news media, where the usual set of informing
problems, such as gaining access and establishing credibility, are encountered.
However, because newspapers and television newscasts are business enter-
prises, there are additional considerations. Frequently the media employ
criteria that are not relevant to "the public interest,” such as what will boost
profits or maintain business power in general. Even if the oppositionist's
information is not suppressed, it may be reported in such a way as to raise
doubts about the credibility of its source. Despite obstacles, however, many
bureaucratic oppositions succeed in placing their facts before the public.

There are a few media outlets that are very cooperative in publishing the
information of bureaucratic oppositionists. The magazine Washington
Monthly and Jack Anderson's syndicated column have been used by many
whistle blowers to present their cases. Both are modern-day exponents of the
muckraking philosophy. Its notable representatives, Upton Sinclair, lda
Tarbell, and Lincoln Steffens, did their work prior to World War I. In
newspapers and books muckrakers exposed unseemly, corrupt, and dangerous
practices of politicians and corporations. Their work was characterized by an
attitude of "throw-the-rascals-outism.” (94) As professional journalists, the
muckrakers were not employed by those who they exposed. In a sense, a
person who blows the whistle is "the muckraker from within.” (95)

A bureaucratic opposition mounted by staff members against Senator
Thomas Dodd used the columns of Drew Pearson and Jack Anderson to reach
the public. Relying on the rest of the Senate to take action against the
abuses which grounded their opposition would probably have been fruitless.
There were two major and interconnected grounds for the opposition: Dodd
had been syphoning off hundreds of thousands of dollars from campaign
contributions for private use, and had accepted funds from those whose
vested interests he supported on the Senate floor. The opposition consisted of
Dodd's administrative assistant, James Boyd, and an office secretary,
Marjorie Carpenter. Peters and Branch's description of the bureaucratic
opposition indicates that Boyd, anguished by the corruption, had intended
merely to "leave quietly and loyally.” (96) A 1964 election campaign report
filed by Dodd for the State of Connecticut was so fradulent that the decision
was made to expose the malfeasance, but only after the Senator had
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dishonored his assistant. Boyd recalled: ,fThe campaign diversion in 1964 was
bad but it took Dodd’s malevolence to make his actions real - not abstract. |
felt small and like | was being toyed with for the first time since | was in the
Marine Corps.” (97)

Actions that dishonor members of the opposition group are not unusual
catalysts for the emergence of dissent. Several accounts similar to Boyd's
can be found in the statements of other oppositionists. The rage felt at
insults is often sufficient to overcome the fears of the risks involved or, as in
Boyd's case, the appeal of a good position. The reaction to dishonor, however,
does not rule out a strong commitment to the grounds of the opposition. Boyd
and Carpenter failed to take action, despite their initial decision, for six
months. They have candidly revealed their thoughts during this period:

We kept wondering 'Who are we to take him on?' And there was always
a fear of looking naive - of summoning up a burst of moralism and then
having everyone laugh and say that's just the way things are done. (98)

But Boyd and Carpenter did finally act, giving their information to Jack
Anderson "who encouraged them with his muckraker's fervent argument that
the public had a right to know if there was evidence of foul deeds behind
Dodd's senatorial pomp.” (99) Twenty-three columns were devoted to their
information over a period of several months. Pressured by an informed
public, the Senate voted to censure Dodd. However, support for the judgment
that difficulties are involved in using the press is provided by the fact that
the first two of the columns were suppressed by The Washington Post. Only
edited versions of the others were printed after Drew Pearson exerted
pressure. (100)

Informing to the press is probably easier since Woodward and Bernstein's
capitalization of Watergate, with the aid of the indispensable Deep Throat.
Investigative journalism has become the rage. Newsmen are willing to use
"tips” from insiders to expose wrongdoing. Giving data to the press is often a
way of getting political officials to take the complaints which are
simultaneously revealed to them seriously. Such whistle blowing is frequently
a costly escalation of informing and is often tried after initial failure with
intraorganizational personnel. A typical illustration is the opposition
mounted by two nurses at the Shiprock Indian Health Service Hospital,
located on a Navajo reservation in New Mexico. (101) The nurses complained
about filth and poor patient care, protesting for three months through the
hospital's chain of command. They then sent a letter describing the
conditions to President Ford, which was also published in a local newspaper.
They were admonished and within a month were fired for "continued
disruption of the work force and conduct unbecoming an Indian Health Service
Employee.” (102) The charge against them was, in essence, "washing dirty
linen in public," a deed sure to displease any administrator.

Frank Serpico's opposition mirrors the nurse's plight, although it was far
more protracted and dangerous. He had gone up the line of command within
the New York City Police Department in an effort to combat the corrupt
practices that abounded. He soon learned that accepting payoffs was not a
rule violation committed by a random few, but was an unofficial policy,
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condoned by the highest echelons. He enlisted the aid of the Internal Security
Division of the Department, but was soon disheartened by their inaction. He
was unable to reach the Mayor, only getting as far as one of his aides. (103)
Serpico's friend, David Durk, had earlier suggested going to the press:

Durk had a contact on The New York Times, and they would go to him

and blow everything wide open. ... He reasoned, it was highly unlikely
tNat The Times would act simply on the say-so of two cops at their
level, even though Durk was a detective. ... Serpico had another

thought. Suppose a superior officer, a full inspector, a Paul Delise,
accompanied him to The Times and confirmed what he had to say
about corruption in the department and the system which allowed it to
flourish? That, maybe, would make a difference. (104)

Serpico was aware that he had a problem of gaining credibility for his
information with the press. At first Delise refused to join the opposition,

pleading: "I have a wife and kids, and | just bought a house and there's a
mortgage on it, and if | had to leave the department | don't know what other
field 1 could go into. ..." (105) But Delise was finally persuaded to

accompany Serpico and Durk to the Times contact. Serpico was correct that
he needed an upper-level police officer to support his information. The Times
journalist, Burnham, indicated that if "Delise hadn't been there, nothing would
have happened." (106) Burnham's editor gave him the go ahead to write up a
three-part series about police misconduct with Serpico's revelations inter-
spersed throughout. When the story finally appeared in print it set off a spate
of similar ones in the competing daily newspapers, and on radio and television
news programs. The Mayor appointed an independent investigatory Commis-
sion headed by a lawyer, Whitman Knapp. Several suits were brought against
the Commission by the police. One of them declared that the investigation
might result in "great expense, harassment and inconvenience to police-
men." (107)

Serpico gave testimony in both the closed and open phases of the Knapp
Commission's investigation. Unlike other witnesses who concentrated on the
misdeeds of specific persons and who testified because they were granted
immunity from prosecution, Serpico repeatedly stressed the policies of the
department that allowed corruption to flourish and, more important, that did
not permit honest police work. Despite the publicity generated by the
investigation, only a few individuals were charged with offenses and they
received minor administrative punishments. The overall policy which
encouraged corrupt and ineffective activities remained intact.

Serpico's opposition shows some of the problems of the informing strategy
in general. Because he did not have documentary evidence, as did the
anonymous "Sore Throat" who opposed the American Medical Association,
Serpico needed to supplement his word with the testimony of a higher
official. Serpico also could not control the direction that the response to his
revelations took. While he had realized painfully that the entire system was
corrupt, the ensuing investigation concentrated on specific misdeeds.

A two-man bureaucratic opposition against Southwest Bell Telephone
Company was able to get incriminating information into the newspapers
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despite the lack of "hard evidence." The method used to gain credibility,
however, was costly. One of the two oppositionists, T.O. Gravitt, a chief
executive for the phone company in Texas, committed suicide and left a
detailed death note. In it he stated that the company was making political
payoffs, doing illegal wiretapping, and using questionable bookkeeping
methods to secure telephone rate increases. (108) According to Gravitt's
widow and James Ashley, the other member of the opposition who was
general commercial manager for Southwest Bell's San Antonio office, the
suicide was a direct result of the company's attempt to squash the
bureaucratic opposition. "Ashley claims that when Bell learned that he and
Gravitt were planning to expose such practices, the company started
investigating their private lives." (109) Gravitt's family and James Ashley
won a slander suit against Southwestern Bell for three million dollars, but in
I(lﬂbt) of the events, one may question whether the opposition was successful.

Another way of disseminating information to the public about organi-
zational abuse is to publish a book. Like the other means of informing, this
tactic has difficulties. The information has to be both substantial enough to
fill at least part of a book and capable of arousing public interest. If the
latter requirement is not met the manuscript will probably not be published
by a commercial press and, therefore, will not be distributed widely or
reviewed in magazines and newspapers. "Vanity" publishing is not usually
effective for oppositionists, although it is possible for a privately published
work to be picked up by a commercial press if it has some success. Other
difficulties with publishing arise if the organization to be exposed has enough
clout to discourage publishers from printing the damaging information. For
example, several former agents have tried to publish books exposing the
illegal, ineffective, and immoral policies of the Central Intelligence Agency.
Philip Agee had to have his book, Inside the Company: CIA Diary, published
in London by Penguin Books. At least three American publishing houses,
Straight Arrow, Simon and Schuster, and Warner Paperback had "been
dissuaded from publishing it by the prospect of interminable legal hassling and
expense." (I11) Having to write the book after leaving the CIA was also
difficult for Agee. He wrote it "abroad while bugged and hounded, he claims,
by Company agents." (112) Once the book was in print there was a concerted
effort to discredit the author. Agee was called a Communist agent, a traitor,
a fool, a drunk, and a womanizer. (113)

Victor Marchetti, a former high-ranking CIA official who has co-authored
a book exposing the Agency, has also been harrassed in his efforts to make
evidence public. Portions of this book, CIA and the Cult of Intelligence,
written with John Marks, a former State Department official, had been
censored prior to its publication. The CIA also obtained a permanent
injunction, upheld by the Supreme Court, which prohibits Marchetti from
"writing or saying anything, 'fact, fiction, or otherwise' about intelligence
without prior approval of the Central Intelligence Agency." (114) The Agency
even tried, though unsuccessfully, to block the publication of the book by
attempting to discredit Marchetti's character with the publisher. Another
exposure of the CIA, John Stockwell's book In Search of Enemies, was
published secretly by W.W. Norton. Only six people within the company knew
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about the project. (115)

It is instructive to compare the bureaucratic oppositions of Victor
Marchetti and Philip Agee. Both chose to publish books as the way to inform
the public and they exposed similar types of organizational abuses. Both
resigned from their positions before writing their respective books. Yet the
goals of their oppositions differed. Marchetti, who had a high rank within the
Agency, hoped that the information he provided would "win public support for
a comprehensive review of the CIA in the congressional arena."” (116) That is,
Marchetti wished to curb the abuses, to reform the Agency. In contrast,
Agee's case described the limit of bureaucratic oppositions: his goal being
the abolition of the CIA. (117) Agee does not believe that significant reforms
of the Agency are possible and, so, he aims at the bureaucratic analogy to
revolution in the polity.

Publishing a book about organizational abuses has several drawbacks that
tend to make it a less effective tactic than other variations on the informing
theme. The author often becomes a celebrity while the book's message is
relegated to a secondary importance. Philip Agee complained: "people seem
more interested in me and my potential trajectory than in what | can say
about the Central Intelligence Agency." (118) Also, while the public expects
the press to check on the facts and to serve as an authenticator of them, the
same expectation does not apply to book publishers. Finally, blowing the
whistle through publishing a book allows the oppositionist to gain financially
and, therefore, casts doubt upon the veracity of the story.

The advantages of exposing abuses through a book incjude the whistle
blower's control over the context in which the information is presented. He
or she can both analyze the causes of the problems identified and offer
proposals for change. The book can also serve as a public confession, since
many bureaucratic oppositionists have participated in the abuses that they
later expose or try to eliminate. For example, Victor Marchetti comments on
Philip Agee's expose:

| am a Catholic. | understand what Phil was trying to do in his book.
This was his sincere act of contrition and complete confession that
every Catholic has to make before he dies so that he at least has a
chance to go to heaven without a mortal sin on his soul. (119)

Most bureaucratic oppositions which inform to the general public are
undertaken by people who are no longer employed in the target organization.
Usually the whistleblowers resign, but if they do not, as soon as their
"treasonous" act is known they are wusually fired promptly. In those
bureaucracies where the employees have some protection, such as those
covered by civil service regulations, paychecks may still arrive, but the
executive or professional informer will not be allowed to do any meaningful
work. When informing outside of the organization is done by those who were
never employed by it, the phenomenon is no longer classified as bureaucratic
opposition, because different principles of action and consequences apply.
The outside informer, for example, cannot be deemed a traitor. Also,
external oppositions often do not have as much access to confidential
information as do informers from within.



88 BUREAUCRATIC OPPOSITION

Bureaucratic oppositions using an informing strategy focus all of their
attention on the grounds of the opposition. Their method is to gain access to
those who are empowered to act to remedy the abuse and to give them the
facts." The underlying assumption of informing is: "If they only knew, boy,
would they be angry!" When this assumption is contradicted, the opposition-
ists either believe that the person who heard them is an exception and
proceed tolook for a more appreciative ear, or they become disillusioned and
give up, or they explore the possibilities for direct action.

While the informing strategy is often based on the belief that "the facts
speak for themselves," direct action is governed by the premise that the
facts" must be supported by power. |If the facts do speak for themselves
then the number and status of opposition-group members should make no
difference for success. Ideally, an informing strategy works like the feed-
back given by a thermostat to a furnace or a gyroscope to a steering
mechanism, maintaining a steady state or an equilibrium. The information
should be sufficient to correct the "error." Of course, the ideal of the
informing strategy is nearly never actualized. Because of the risks involved
in undertaking a bureaucratic opposition, which are often most severe when
one goes outside the organization, and the general lack of rewards if the
opposition is successful, whistle blowers tend to be highly committed to the
grounds they publicly announce. They are the most idealistic of opposition-
ists, whether in terms of the public goals of an institution, the laws of the
state, or the precepts of a moral system. They are also the firmest believers
in the efficacy of the "facts.”

Informing strategy is most applicable to getting rid of incumbents who
have violated important organizational rules, especially if these rules are
backed by wider cultural standards. Oppositions against organizational
policies that run counter to strongly held norms of the larger society may be
able to inform effectively to authorities outside of the organization or to the
general public. Bureaucratic oppositions grounded in abuses other than these
two are less likely to employ informing effectively and often find direct
action to be more expedient.

DIRECT ACTION

The informing strategy presupposes that the recipients of revelations
about abuses share a formal if not a personal commitment to the norms or
values grounding the opposition. Frequently, however, oppositionists find that
such a consensus does not exist, or they are aware of dissensus from the
outset. When the authorities do not subscribe, at least officially, to the
public goals of the opposition, the dissenters must develop strategies that
exert influence or power more directly. The use of persuasion to alter the
value commitments of authorities is a possible option, but it does not seem to
be an effective one, because higher administrators are not known to be
favorable to having their goals changed by subordinates. Debate over value
commitments is an effective mechanism of change only where political
participation is legitimate, and it is not in bureaucracies. Thus, oppositionists
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who do not inform or who go beyond merely providing information usually
attempt either to rectify the abusive situation by themselves or to get the
authorities to make the desired changes despite their disagreement. In both
of these cases the oppositionists usually must admit to themselves and to
others that they are engaged in a political conflict.

The distinction between informing tactics and more direct exercises of
power or influence is not sharp and in many concrete cases the two shade off
into one another. Each type of strategy can be used subordinated to the
other in a variety of circumstances, but in the most frequent cases a basic
informing strategy is bolstered by other tactics. Some of these instances
have already been described. For example, when the Bennington faculty
informed on the college's president to the board of trustees "dozens of
impassioned faculty galleys arrived at the offices and homes of the trustees.”
(120) The oppositionists assumed, correctly or not, that merely describing the
grounds, citing the president's incompetence, and expressing their lack of
confidence in her leadership ability was insufficient. To get the board to fire
Parker they felt that they had to spell out the detrimental consequences of
her behavior in a dramatic way. Although the faculty members believed that
they shared a normative community with the trustees, they augmented their
presentation of facts with arguments and with demonstrations of mass
indignation. In this case the power of rhetorical persuasion was used within an
informing strategy to convince authorities that the conditions grounding the
opposition were seriously discrepant with common values.

Another dramatic way of highlighting the seriousness of an abuse is the
recruitment of those with relatively high status in the organization to inform
with the original opposition group. This tactic is analogous to the
rhetorician's argument from authority. A group of nurses attempted to
remove the director of nursing services from office on the grounds of
incompetence by allying themselves "with a group of militant anti-
administration doctors " who presented their complaints to the hospital's
board of directors. (121) This tactic was unsuccessful, but it was easily
converted into a direct-action strategy that will be discussed below.

The presentation of arguments may be accompanied or replaced by various
actions with persuasive aims. Administrators who do not share an
oppositionist's judgment about a certain policy may reexamine their stand
when the employee resigns in protest, particularly if it is done publicly and
supplemented with whistle blowing. Resignation adds greatly to credibility,
in the same way as did the suicide of the telephone executive cited above.

A bureaucratic opposition was mounted by three middle-management
engineers who were employed in the nuclear energy division of General
Electric Corporation. They did not believe that the radiation-containment
safety devices in nuclear plants provided adequate protection. Their
superiors did not seem to be concerned about the functioning of the system
and denied ever having heard the engineers' complaints. (122) The engineers
decided that because of the safety hazards nuclear reactors should not be
produced. Thus, they opposed the goal of the division in which they were
employed on moral grounds. The authority to which they appealed was the
general public, since they assumed that the corporation was not interested in
abolishing one of its major divisions. They called a press conference to
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announce their resignations, and to assert that the nuclear power plants now
in operation in the United States "are plagued by design defects and operating
(plrzog)lems to an extent that poses a major safety dilemma for the nation."

Their action was directed towards changing the values of citizens who
might pressure state or national governments to regulate nuclear plants out
of existence. The effect of their resignation was assessed by one journalist,
in a front-page story, in the following terms:

It was like a shot heard 'round the nuclear energy world, signalling
what could become a national reappraisal of the growing dependence
on nuclear power in the United States. (124)

A direct attempt to exploit the drama of a situation to change a practice
wWifs ~ some legal secretaries in Chicago. They wanted to eliminate
the office policy that required them to prepare coffee for their bosses. (125)
One of the secretaries in the office protested this policy verbally and was
promptly fired. The others then came to the office dressed in waitress'
uniforms. (126) Their action is reminiscent of the tactics of the Yippies, who
threw money onto the floor of the New York Stock Exchange where brokers
ran over one another to retrieve the bills. Both events dramatized the values
of the opposed practices for those involved in them. By holding up a mirror,
distorted to be sure, it was hoped to shame the opponent into abandoning the
practice. It is difficult to assess the efficacy of the secretarial opposition
because the local news media publicized it. Had the secretaries intended to
use a whistle-blowing tactic they could not have chosen better. Access to
television newscasts is made easier when the visual element is emphasized
and even more so when people look slightly ridiculous. The fired secretary
was rehired and the policy was changed.

When the women's movement began denouncing the treatment of females
as sex objects, but before anyone had thought to struggle against such
dishonor by legal or administrative means, a secretary told me about a
political tactic used in a bureaucratic opposition against a boss who made
lewd remarks about her and her co-worker's bodies. He was particularly
intrigued by breasts, but would observe and comment on other parts of the
body as well. The two women began to feel more and more demeaned, but
were sure that if they complained to him or to any other male they would be
met with derision. After some months of frustration they hit upon a tactic
which proved effective. Whenever they looked at their boss they stared
directly and continuously at his crotch. He became flustered almost
immediately but it took him some time to make the connection between their
stares and his own behavior towards them. Nothing was said but he no longer
closely observed or commented on their bodies. One suspects that his
standard of appropriate behavior toward women was changed by the
secretarial guerilla theater and not by a change in his appreciation of their
anatomy.

Some bureaucratic oppositions use informing as a tactic to accomplish a
hidden goal. Particularly when the aim is to remove a superior from office,
or to restrict his or her power, the dissenters may try to build a case by
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presenting evidence of infractions that do not really concern them. Here
informing is neither idealistic nor naive, but instrumental and manipulative.
The dissenters rationally choose the information that will be taken most
seriously by the authorities, and select the most sympathetic and effective
recipients; they exercise political savvy. This tactic is feasible in many
oppositions. Subordinates, especially assistants, aides, and secretaries, are
often privy to compromising information which they generally help to keep
hidden because of their loyalty. Abuses which diminish this loyalty allow the
use of confidential data. As in the case of dramatizing tactics, informing
with ulterior motives requires some acting ability. One must pretend to some
show of outrage over conditions that are not felt to be abusive.

Acting and dissembling are also required when informing itself is disguised
under a cover of sociability. It may be effective and diminish risks merely to
chat with a superior's boss on a person-to-person basis; thus, a member of the
bureaucratic opposition group who has social access to an administrator is a
great asset. Showing no sign that one is pleading a case, disparaging remarks,
gossip, and insinuations can be dropped which put the abusive superior in a
bad light. The more that one is aware of the particular values held by the
administrator, the better one can tailor one’s "casual” conversation. The
grounds to which the oppositionists are committed need never be mentioned.
The aim here is to have the superior viewed less favorably, to redefine the
situation as viewed by the higher administrator. If the tactic is effective, the
targeted superior will no longer be given the benefit of the doubt and
otherwise innocuous behavior may be judged to be grounds for dismissal.

The various means of dramatization and the devious uses of informing are
embroideries of the basic informing strategy. There is a class of tactics,
however, that rely upon verbal expression, but which border on or constitute
direct action. As the courts have recognized, speech may incite or harm as
well as provide information. In bureaucratic oppositions speech ordinarily
becomes direct political action in the form of threats.

The power to threaten a superior with informing others about an abuse is
available to all employees who dare to use it. The assumption is that while
the superior does not object to the rule violation or disputed policy, at least
not strongly enough to take remedial action, he or she acknowledges that
higher authorities might be outraged if they were apprised of the situation.
In most cases it is probably less risky actually to do the informing than to
threaten to do so. The threat gives the superior time to cover tracks, to
prepare a case against the oppositionists, or to try to silence them. Threats
can evoke cooptation offers, counter threats, or even physical attacks. Karen
Silkwood supposedly was murdered when it was found out that she was going
to blow the whistle on her employers. (127)

A special variant of the tactic of threatening is the threat to resign. The
assumption here, whether made explicitly or merely understood, is that the
organization will be adversely affected by the oppositionist’s departure. The
threat of resignation is meaningful when those issuing it are not readily
replaceable, and it has long been viewed as a test of power in the polity.
Authorities who give in to such threats are perceived as weakening their
control, and according subordinates a veto power over decisions.

The bureaucratic opposition against an incompetent director of nursing
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services at a suburban hospital, which was mentioned above, escalated its
attack to the tactic of threatening resignation after trying numerous means
of informing. The group recruited some doctors to give them more authority
when they informed. The hospital administration finally acted and removed
the director when the doctors issued an ultimatum indicating that they would
leave en masse in two weeks if remedial action were not taken. (128) Doctors
are not easily replaced and the resignations would have diminished the
effectiveness of the hospital greatly.

In an even more successful case the staff (nurses, mental health and social
service workers) at a psychiatric hospital opposed the authority structure of
the organization on the grounds of ineffective policy. The doctors, who
visited the hospital infrequently, had administrative control over the therapy
program, and thus, over the staff. The opposition arguedthat the staff

should be free from outside control so it could develop its own
treatment philosophy and experiment with different approaches. It
seemed rather obvious that the psychiatrists had become rigid in their
approach. They were, in effect, alienating themselves from the unit
workers and from their patients while perpetuating their own roles
without evaluating their efficiency. (129)

Presentation of their case to the administration did not meet with success,
but when the staff threatened a mass resignation, which would have closed
the hospital, the authorities reluctantly gave in and changed the struc-
ture. (130)

The threat of resignation, however, sometimes backfires. A number of
college book travelers opposed their supervisor's unethical sales methods and
threatened their mass resignation if the practices were not changed. The
sales department made no response to their move. In effect, their bluff had
been called and, one by one, the salesmen resigned.

The use of threats as an opposition tactic is always risky because a threat
is adirect attack on an adversary, an open acknowledgment of conflict. If the
bluff is called and the threat is not carried out, credibility, power, and dignity
tend to be lost altogether. The costs of threatening are, at one extreme,
dismissal or actual physical harm, and, at the other, a breach of the trust that
is necessary to conduct day-to-day business without uncertainty and tension.
At the very least, those who threaten show that they no longer uphold the
myth of obedience to authority. In contrast, nonverbal political tactics allow
the oppositionists to appear to be as loyal as ever - the opposition to a
supervisor, for example, can be kept a secret and yet be effective.

Abusive supervisors are particularly appropriate targets for being secretly
undermined. A telephone company employee, who was a member of a group
that wished to oust a foreman who made disparaging remarks about his
subordinates, indicates why and how such a tactic works:

The job of the foreman is to make sure that the workers are doing
their specific task. But most often, the foreman never knows how the
workers do their job. All telephone problems are discovered and solved
through a computer. The foreman has only been trained about basic
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computer "know-how.” On the other hand, the workers know how to
'foul up the works’ long enough for just a little trouble. The foreman
gets called 'on the carpet’ every time the computer "goes down” - stops
for some unknown reason. Note that this is an effective means of
opposition because the foreman does not know enough about the
computer to know if he has been deliberately set up or not. He just
"looks bad.” (131)

The astute participant-observer assesses this tactic:

. the workers can oppose without getting reprimanded in any way. It
has one drawback however; the workers cannot attend the meetings of
the officials when the foreman is being called in. So the workers never
know if they are having any success. (132)

In order to overcome their uncertainty and gain quick results, the opposition-
ists tried another strategy which resulted in reprisals. What they did not
know was that before they had implemented their second strategy the
administration had decided to transfer the foreman. The opposition had been
successful in making him look incompetent, but its members learned about
their effectiveness too late. They underestimated their power, the source of
which was their technical expertise.

This tactic is also described by Robert Merton with regard to its use
against political appointees or elected officials who are in charge of public
bureaucracies: "if the bureaucrats believe that their status is not adequately
recognized ... detailed information will be withheld from (the official),
leading him to errors for which he is held responsible.” (133) Here, too, job
expertise is a source of power for the "lower participants." David Mechanic
formally states the principle involved:

Other factors remaining constant, to the extent that a low-ranking
participant has important expert knowledge not available to high-
ranking participants, he is likely to have power over them. (134)

Making a superior appear to be incompetent need not rely on expertise.
Sabotage may be effected by other means. For example, a secretary may
insert a compromising sentence into a letter dictated by her boss, who usually
signs his correspondence without reading it over. Possibilities for disruption
proliferate once the decision to begin hostilities is made.

An alternative tactic to sabotage, which is also aimed primarily against
superiors who are perceived to be abusive, is harassment. As was noted
earlier, the harassment of employees is often a ground for opposition.
Administrators who are blocked from dismissing disliked employees by union
or civil service rules frequently attempt to make life at the workplace
difficult for them. A government report on whistle blowing notes:

Informal harassment is a common bureaucratic practice ... often used
against whistle blowers because it is difficult to prove and quite often
the employee has not done anything technically improper to justify
formal action. (135)
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Oppositionists do not usually have the authority to create difficulties for
their targets legitimately, but they may be able to exercise informal power.

In a small municipal agency a bureaucratic opposition used psychological
warlare against an abusive supervisor. She was what may be termed a "power

reak, ever, eaSer to display her control by committing injustices and
ishonoring her subordinates. After the supervisor had dishonored the
individual with the least tenure and the weakest personality in the office, all
ot the ~subordinates met to chart their opposition. They believed that the
agencys director and his administrative assistant were not concerned with
the office and, thus, that informing would be fruitless. They decided to use
psychological pressure to try to get the supervisor to resign or at least to be
less abusive. They isolated her; "Her attempts to engage in conversation
were totally ignored." (136) Each morning the employees greeted one another
wi exaggerated friendliness but did not even speak to the supervisor.
Having no one else in the office with whom to be sociable, the supervisor was
e ectively ostracized. The tactic itself probably would have been sufficient
0 get results, but success was speeded when the administrative assistant
noticed the situation and inquired about its cause. The staff told him about
the problems and shortly afterwards the supervisor was reprimanded and
certain functions were removed from her authority.

Ostracism is not the only means by which subordinates can drive their
superiors to want to leave a position. Neurotic tendencies can be
exacerbated and reinforced to the point at which the target of the opposition
does become emotionally incapacitated. When the tactic is successful the
superior either quits or is dismissed, but when it is not the oppositionist's
situation is probably worse than it had been before.

Pushing an abusive superior over the brink has also been literally
attempted and sometimes effected. There are many cases of murder or
battery by disgruntled" employees against supervisors. Most often such
incidents are based on perceived dishonor suffered by the subordinate and
occur after a reprimand or a dismissal. Battery against the foreman has, in
tact, been glorified in country music. Murderers, of course, are not allowed
to enjoy the new bureaucratic climate that they have created, unless they can
escape detection. A seeming example of the use of murder as a tactic in a
bureaucratic opposition took place in a perfume factory in New Jersey A
worker, Robert Mayer, brought suit in a federal court against the company,
alleging safety violations. Three months after the suit was thrown out of
court he walked into the factory "...and, without a word, shot to death the
company president and two plant foremen..." (137) He then killed himself. In
this respect murderers resemble the "alumni" whistle blowers who do not seek
anonymity and who have no intention or hope of regaining employment in
their former organization. Murder and whistle blowing are also similar
because most cases mix grounded opposition with emotional intensity.

Forcing a superior to leave the organization through psychological or
physical pressure is the only use of power in which bureaucratic oppositionists
need not ultimately rely on those with authority to put the desired change
into effect. There is, however, another possible tactic against abusive
superiors which might preserve the anonymity of the oppositionists. Rather
than try to make superiors appear to be incompetent, as did the telephone
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workers mentioned earlier, the oppositionists might attempt to goad and
guide them into actually committing some abuse or violating a rule that is
considered to be important by the authorities. Ideally such transgressions
would be obvious to the higher levels of administration or the evidence of
them strong enough to be presented anonymously. A variation on the same
theme, if the situation was not ideal, would be to inform on the artificially
induced abuse. In the use of this tactic the rule violation would not serve as
the ground to which the oppositionists were committed; their power of
cunning would be used to provoke and induce a grounded abuse. It is of
interest that in none of the more than one hundred cases of bureaucratic
oppositions of which | have accounts has this tactic been deployed.
Omniscient narrators did not write the case descriptions and those who might
use this kind of tactic may either be ashamed to own up to their deeds and/or
be afraid that admission might overturn, even at a later date, the successful
opposition.

The various tactics of harassment, psychological pressure, and deception
are most effective against abusive personnel, but have little applicability in
policy disputes. Policies cannot be changed directly without administrative
action, nor can they be altered indirectly by tactics such as goading in which
the authorities are not aware that there is an organized opposition. It is
possible, however, for subordinates to use "the power of lower participants” to
make it plain that the administration's projects will be obstructed.

Many if not most workers have the power that comes from their bending
the rules to achieve greater efficiency. Thomas Scheff describes the
power that hospital ward attendants have over physicians. (138) The paper
work concerning medication is extensive and is the official responsibility of
the doctor. The attendants assume some of this work, which allows them
influence over decisions made about the patients. If the attendants opposed
some policy they could refuse to fill out the numerous forms which are not
their responsibility. The tacit threat of such action keeps the physicians from
making policy changes that would displease the attendants.

One of the more popular kinds of direct action, the greve du zele ("work
by rule"), consists of "slowing down the work flow and paralyzing the
functioning of the organization just by observing, to the letter, all the
required prescriptions ... ” (139) This tactic involves an open attack upon the
effectiveness of the organization and requires the participation of a large
percentage of the work force. It trades upon the paradox that rule
infractions are instrumental to the efficient functioning of the organization.

(Although many organization theorists have stressed) ... the functional
characteristics of rules within an organization, it should be clear that
full compliance to all the rules at all times will probably be
dysfunctional for the organization. Complete and apathetic com-
pliance may do everything but facilitate achievement of organizational
goals. (140)

Work-by-rule is probably a popular tactic because it requires the
oppositionists to obey the rules, not to break or circumvent them. Work
slowdowns, which result from strict adherence to rules, are often psychologi-
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cally rewarding to the participants as well as minimal in their risks. Because
the action impairs the functioning of the bureaucracy, participants and
others, both inside and outside the organization, become aware of the
importance of the work they have been doing.

A bureaucratic opposition in the suburban-area marketing department of a
major telephone company was grounded in dispute over a policy change. A
team of efficiency experts had been brought in and they proceeded to
reevaluate jobs, install a new set of procedures, and increase the norms of
expected output. One of those affected by the reorganization reported that

Employees became so caught up in paper work, detailed procedures and
seemingly unnecessary reports, many of which were repetitious, that
our department began to lose sight of its real purpose, which was the
sales and servicing of our markets. (141)

The opposition seemed to be grounded not only in the inefficiency and
ineffectiveness of the new policy, but in the judgment that the department
had been dishonored, that departmental authority had been usurped by the
consultants. The new procedures also resulted in a number of demotions,
transfers, and forced retirements. The informant expressed the mood of the
dissenters: "Our plea was to have the honor of having our own management
team attempting to get rid of bunglers rather than these outsiders." (142)

Their collective action consisted of a work slow down in processing each
order and a refusal to put in the overtime needed to clear up the situation.
The results were that the number of installation orders dropped sharply and
the installers complained. Customers, many of them large businesses, sent in
a rash of complaints, some directly to the president’s office. Not only did the
oppositionists recognize the importance of their jobs, but the tactic was
appropriate to the abuse, and therefore psychologically satisfying. They were
aggrieved by the imposition of new rules without consultation - "The
administration only seems interested in our functioning with mechanical
efficiency." (143) Their work-by-rule tactic told the upper echelons, "Well, if
you treat us as machines we will behave as machines. Machines will follow
all directions explicitly, have no flexibility or discretion, and will not put in
any extra effort. We will show you how ineffective machines are!"

A similar opposition in a legal office used, among other tactics, a greve du
zele to oppose a minor personnel policy that was thought to be unfair.----------

We decided to do everything by the rules. Time cards which affect
billing time were fully written out with no abbreviations. All long
distance calls were refused unless accepted by an attorney. No
Xeroxing was done without an appointment in the Xerox log. Nothing
was notarized by secretaries until completely read. Nobody signed
their bosses' names to documents no matter how urgent the necessity
of sending out the document became. In essence everything the office
manual required was done. But thisreally fouled up the system because
of the numerous informal rules which had developed were no longer
being followed. (144)
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The sense of poetic justice associated with this tactic was obvious and
satisfying to the opposition group members: "If the unfair policy was coming
from the office manual then we will show you how stupid that manual is by
obeying all of its rules to the letter."

The gratification felt by many of those who initiate a greve du zele is
underlined by the fact that this technique is used as an end-In-itself.
Frequently slaves and others who feel that they cannot successfully make any
changes in their conditions engage in continuous work slowdowns. Others call
them "lazy" or "stupid" but they and their comrades know that they could
work much more rapidly and with greater precision. "Backstage" they
exaggeratedly mimic themselves to show that they know that they are
purposely "presenting themselves"” as having diminished capacity. Their
gratification comes from "putting one over" on their masters and the poetic
justice of "you treat me as less than human and | will behave accordingly."

Work stoppages are similar to greve du zele because they also require
widespread support. Both tactics presuppose that the administration values
effectiveness and efficiency enough to make concessions if these goals are
threatened. The power exhibited in a work stoppage is the least specialized
resource of the "lower participant." Mechanic states, "To the extent that a
person is dependent on another,'he is potentially subject to the other person's
power." (145) The strike, then, depends for its efficacy upon the difficulty of
replacing the dissidents. Those with highly specialized skills have greater
leverage than those without them who also often have clauses banning wildcat
strikes in their employment contracts.

The strike which is initiated and authorized by a wunion is not a
bureaucratic opposition as defined in this study because it is a type of inter-
organizational conflict rather than a movement for change from below. The
wildcat strike, however, since it is not sanctioned by union authority and may
even be a rebellion against it, falls squarely within the bounds of the present
discussion. Unionized workers are knowledgable about strikes in general, so it
does not take much creativity to suggest a wildcat. The solidarity nurtured
for strikes called by the union also serves wildcatters. The tactic requires a
strong sense of camaraderie that exceeds any loyalty to the union or, of
course, to the employer.

Coal miners are well known for the use of wildcat tactics; their bloody
labor history and the dangerous conditions of their everyday work have helped
to establish very strong bonds among co-workers. Many Appalachian locals of
the United Mine Workers union engaged in unauthorized work stoppages
during the summer of 1977. The workers were protesting cutbacks in miners’
health benefits. On June 20, 1977, the miners received a letter stating that
they would each have to pay 40 per cent of medical costs up to $500. Until
then they had enjoyed free medical care, the legacy of John L. Lewis'
negotiations. "The next day, scarcely a ton of coal was mined in Eastern
Kentucky." (146) The change in policy came about because of the depletion of
the medical funds contributed by the owners on the basis of days worked and
tonnage mined. The contributions had dropped in part because of previous
wildcat strikes.

The national union election had been held less than a week before the
change in medical policy was announced and, despite denials of any
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foreknowledge, re-elected United Mine Workers President Arnold Miller was
suspected of complicity by the rank-and-file. The wildcat strike probably
hurt him more than it affected the mine owners:

The longer it lasts, the less leverage Miller will have in national
contract talks. Moreover, his authority in the union is rapidly
eroding... (147)

The workers, who wished to have their medical benefits restored immediate-
ly, were not satisfied with Miller's explanations that they would have to wait
for national contract negotiations to open. After the workers refused to go
back to work, the wunion hierarchy dispatched “armed organizers from
Pennsylvania to do battle with unruly picketers.” The wildcatters broadened
their opposition and mounted a recall movement against Miller. The situation
was not resolved before the national contract was negotiated, as was
evidenced by the great coal strike of 1978 which grew directly out of this
bureaucratic opposition.

Wildcat strikes are direct challenges to the authority of the union
hierarchy and they are rarely undertaken when the union leadership can
marshal effective violence to enforce its control. When single members or
small groups oppose a union they cannot strike, but may resign. If they do so
they are often vulnerable to reprisals if they attempt to keep working in the
same line. For example, an electrical worker attempted to oppose corruption
in the Communications Workers of America. When he realized that the
abuses could not be cleaned up by his efforts he resigned, not in protest, but
because he did not want to support a corrupt union. He was harassed, beaten,
and fired. (148)

Work slowdowns and stoppages are highly visible protests that sharply
define a conflict situation. They are opposition tactics that are aimed at
changing administrative policy and, more rarely, personnel by diminishing
organizational effectiveness and efficiency. It is often possible for workers
to oppose a policy without bearing the costs of open confrontation by
circumventing the rules or ignoring them. Disobedience itself is not
necessarily a tactic of bureaucratic opposition. To qualify it must be
interpreted as insubordination both by the workers and by the authorities.
Executive orders may not be carried out merely because of misunderstanding
or inability to comply rather than because of defiance. (149) Robert Presthus
observes that ”In organizations, people rarely withhold consent. Rather, they
evade, procrastinate, 'misunderstand,’ 'forget’ ... " (150) Such actions are not
bureaucratic oppositions because there is no attempt to change the
organizational policy.

Self-conscious and conspicuous disobedience of an organizational rule is an
oppositional tactic which directly challenges the principle of command.
Unmistakable defiance not only may cause inefficiency but also dishonors the
authorities. (151) Many administrators tend to believe with Chester |I.
Barnard that
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. the efficiency of an organization is affected by the degree to which
individuals assent to orders, denying the authority of an organization
communication is a threat to the interests of all individuals who derive
a net advantage from their connection with the organization ... (152)

Frequently, open disobedience is succeeded by other tactics because
reprisals are taken against some of the participants. These reprisals may be
swiftly enacted because authorities usually have the legal or administrative
right toretaliate against rule violations without interference by unions or civil
service commissions. Thus, broad participation is an important factor for the
success of defiance. Reprisals are not easily directed against more than a
very small percentage of the work force without damaging efficiency.

The host of tactics open to bureaucratic oppositionists, whether within an
informing strategy or direct action, does not assure success. There is no way
of estimating what percentage of oppositions achieves their goals of
eliminating an abusive administrator or changing a policy. Some movements
are defeated swiftly, others may escalate from less costly tactics to more
risky ones. Combining two or more tactics may be effective when done either
simultaneously or in sequence. Some oppositions do not fulfill their goals but
continue to fight nevertheless. A few try to become permanent by formally
organizing.

PROD is a group of Teamsters Union members who are opposed to the
corruption of the union hierarchy. The group has existed for a number of
years and has a research director and a newspaper to enable it to inform on
the leadership. (152) Engaging in other tactics such as court suits and
informing to the government, PROD is a multifaceted and resourceful
opposition group. It can offer some protection against executive retaliation
and has finances and manpower that dwarf oppositions within other
bureaucracies. Such institutionalized dissent as PROD is the limit of
bureaucratic opposition, because it borders on the creation of a new lateral
organization with a specialized staff and hierarchy of its own. As Max Weber
noted, formal organization means routine. The essence of bureaucratic
opposition is to disrupt routine, which is why its tactics are so diverse and
the probabilities of their success so difficult to determine.
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Consequences and Policy

Mut, tut, child," said the Duchess. "Everything's got a moral if
only you can find it."
Lewis Carroll, Alice in Wonderland

Bureaucratic oppositions are political phenomena that appear within social
entities which are not supposed to be political systems. According to the
administrative myth, the officials of a bureaucracy are primarily committed
to the efficient and effective achievement of their public mission. They are
responsible, through a board of directors, a board of trustees, or an elected
official, to one or more broader constituencies. Their ultimate goals are
provided for them by others, and their task is to make sure that these goals
are fulfilled by developing specific policies and securing adequate implemen-
tation of them. If there are any obstacles to effective goal attainment, the
administrators are supposed to be aware of them and to correct them. In
terms of the administrative myth there should be no grounds for conflict
within a bureaucracy, because employees are aware that they have no formal
right to dispute the organization's public aims and administrators are
motivated to achieve those aims efficiently and according to the rules. The
ubiquity of bureaucratic oppositions shows that organizations are not self-
corrective and, therefore, are not nonpolitical. They are, instead, seedbeds
of conflict in which overt struggle is often muted by repression, just as it is in
the authoritarian state, which also claims to have dispensed with politics.

The grounds for oppositions show that in contemporary organizations some
employees do dispute the policies that specify general goals, though not
usually the goals themselves, and that administrators often are not
committed to the official aims of the organization, are not dedicated to
efficient performance, and are not motivated to rectify even abuse that
results from breach of the organization's own rules. For whatever motives an
opposition may be initiated, it is usually possible to find abundant grounds for
it and, perhaps, to induce such grounds. The conditions for political activity,
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then, are present within the everyday life of bureaucracies, though they may
be concealed by widespread belief in the administrative myth and, more
importantly, by fear of hierarchical power and habits of obedience that may
originate in belief and fear. If the barriers to opposition are overcome, the
administrative myth is dispelled, at least temporarily. Even the most
innocent informer acknowledges, at least implicitly, that some abuses have
escaped the attention of the authorities, that supervision is not all that it
should be. In the ideal bureaucracy, "feedback" in the form of suggestions,
praise, and reports of work output, not demands, is the only legitimate
communication from the lower to the higher levels. Oppositions make
demands, even if they are attenuated as tacit expectations that the
authorities will act on information presented to them.

OPPOSITION AND AUTHORITY

Once a political process has been unleashed in a bureaucracy the first
concerns of the authorities are to contain it within the organization, reassert
the chain of command, and refurbish the administrative myth. They may also
attempt to correct the abuses, but they will try to do so without admitting
that there are abuses. Thus, they are not likely to reward oppositionists and
tend to punish them even if they believe that the opposition was warranted.
The authorities will attempt to depoliticize the situation as quickly as
possible by suppressing conflict. They may do so through taking punitive
measures, through making concessions, or through a combination of the two.
Usually there will be some use of power and the main consequence of
opposition will be reassertion of the hierarchy. Conditions, however, will not
return to the status quo ante, because the political nature of the organization
will have been revealed. All parties to the conflict will learn what a General
Motors executive found out:

What is really involved is politics, the conscious sharing of control and
power. History does not offer many examples of oligarchies that have
abdicated with grace and good will. (1)

Of course, if the hierarchy fails to reassert itself effectively, the organi-
zation will have become politicized.

The "bureaucratic genius for retaliation” (2) is at its most creative in
devising reprisals against those who mount oppositions. Among reprisals,
personal attacks can be distinguished from job and career related measures.
Aggression against persons includes various forms of physical attack and
mental harassment, for which no authority is required. Vindictive admini-
strators, who are anxious to maintain their control, often resemble school-
yard bullies or sadistic prison guards. Particularly, as in unions, where
officials do not have authority over a dissident’s working conditions, personal
reprisals are likely to be used frequently.

For example, when several electrical workers tried and failed to rectify
corruption in a local union, they "resigned from the union - determined not to
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finance an organization whose leaders refused to account for its funds....
They were pelted with bolts and screws, punched, tripped, and burned with
cigarettes. Only a few friends of the three refused to take part in the
harassment."” (3) The whistle blower, who attempts to go outside of the
organization to expose abuses, is particularly vulnerable to attack. Karen
Ann Silkwood may have been murdered to keep her from presenting
incriminating documents about the Kerr-McGee Corporation to the press. (4)

Co-workers who interact with oppositionists are viewed as disloyal and are
subject to "guilt by association." Thus, there is a tendency to ostracize
dissenters. "The Amish know exactly what they are doing when they 'shun' a
brother; so do the Russians when they make a comrade a ‘nonperson’.” (5)
After blowing the whistle on the Air Force's cover-up of cost overruns Ernie
Fitzgerald returned to his office and found "the beginnings of a small pile of
call messages on his secretary's desk - each one a cancelled invitation to a
meeting, party, or dinner." (6)

Job and career related reprisals are more common measures against
oppositionists than physical and psychological attacks, because they allow
officials to use the organization's powers against isolated individuals or small
groups. Vindictive administrators need not commit themselves to a personal
conflict, but need only manipulate the rules and exercise their authority to
make the oppositionist's work life difficult or impossible. Attacks upon one's
career can be as damaging as physical or psychological assaults because work
provides the means to subsistence and leisure and, for many people, a purpose
for existence.

Dismissal is, of course, the most extreme job-related sanction and is a
measure frequently taken against dissidents. A psychiatric nurse who was
quoted in a news article as criticizing the quality of patient care and the
behavior of the medical staff at the Philadelphia hospital where she worked
was fired. (7) Also fired was a policeman who appeared on a television news
program and told about other police officers who had taken for their own use
recovered stolen property obtained in their regular course of duty. (8) A sales
executive at U.S. Steel blew the whistle on defective pipes and was
discharged. Ralph Nader and his associates analyzed this reprisal:

The reason given: insubordination. Apparently, even though he may
have saved the company substantial costs had the pipe been prema-
turely marketed and saved users of the pipe from physical and
financial injury, he had ignored the rules of the game and breached the
etiquette of hierarchical management. (9)

Yet another example of retaliation by firing concerns a civilian doctor
working for the United States Army who blew the whistle. He charged that
there was "widespread negligence in military medical exams." The Army
expected him to handle 25 complete physicals each day, while he claimed that
only ten could be performed adequately. He was fired on the grounds of
inefficiency. (10)

In addition to being dismissed, oppositionists may also be denied letters of
recommendation or be blacklisted. In essence, they may be "exiled" from the
profession, craft, or career to which they have devoted much of their lives,
and, therefore, may suffer many of the same problems, frustrations, and
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bitterness as political exiles. Less severe measures of reprisal which also
damage the individual materially and socially are demotions and, if there is a
rating system, demerits. Such formal reprisals are used when the authorities
believe that they can act with impunity, free from the scrutiny of unions,
civil service commissions, or other groups to which they might be answerable.

When it is not prudent for administrators to remove a dissident from a
position, either by demotion or dismissal, their authority over the workplace
can be used to make the conditions of employment difficult or intolerable for
the targeted individual. Such measures cannot be grounds for court cases or
administrative actions because they are within the discretion of officials, and
are usually not logged on the employee's permanent record. Interference with
a dissenter's work is a common bureaucratic practice, and is particularly
prevalent in governmental agencies which are circumscribed by civil service
regulations. It can be used by immediate supervisors on their own initiative
or as part of an overall plan involving top agency officials. A congressional
report referring specifically to whistle blowers employed by the federal
government states: "Informal harassment can interfere with an employee’s
ability to do his work and result in disillusionment, resignation, or grounds for
formal removal." (11)

The aim of interference with an individual’'s work can be to force the
employee to resign, to set an example for other subordinates, or simply to get
even with the dissenter. The forms taken by such retaliation are myriad and
can be especially painful to the recipients when they are tailor-made
tortures, as were those described by George Orwell in 1984. Many
bureaucratic oppositionists initiate dissent just because they are dedicated to
high standards of job performance. Reprisals that prevent them from doing
their work well are severe punishments. For example, a high-level meat
grader for the Food and Drug Administration made the "mistake" of helping
to force the resignations of 70 percent of the Chicago meat graders by
working with the FBI to prove their corruption. Since his involvement he has
been assigned a steady flow of assistant supervisors. "By the time he finishes
training one to be of any real assistance, transfer orders come in and the
process starts again." (12) J.A. Morris' bureaucratic opposition against the
National Institutes of Health has been described previously. He was opposed
to the agency's policy of promoting flu vaccines because his own research led
him to conclude that such programs were ineffective and potentially harmful.
The hierarchy's reprisal was to prevent him from doing any research. The
authorities destroyed thousands of his experimental animals, forced him from
his laboratory into a small room, and crated away his research materials. (13)

When the targeted employee is not a dedicated and committed worker
there are other reprisals that can be taken by the administration. Among
employees in law enforcement agencies and school systems the measure most
feared is transfer to an undesirable area where, for example, the likelihood of
physical attack is high. The power of corporations to make punitive transfers
is discussed by Anthony Jay. Employees "can be told to go and live in another
part of the country, or another part of the world, or to desert their wives and
children for months or years ...." (14) The authorities also have discretion
over perquisites, which are not only valued for their intrinsic worth, but for
the status-honor that they confer. Corner offices, a private secretary instead
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of the typing pool, a convenient parking space, travel, and flexible schedules
are some of the privileges of certain jobs that give satisfaction and that may
be revoked.

More general measures of reprisal involve the denial of possibilities for
promotion and salary increases. Advancement on the organizational ladder is
largely a function of loyalty. Critical analysts of bureaucracy claim that
"individual workers gain promotion only by manifesting managerially-defined
norms of behavior and commitment and by accepting, without protest or
grumbling, authoritative commands from above." (15) The individual's
performance is often difficult to evaluate, so promotion is frequently granted
on the basis of loyalty to superiors and social conformity. Robert Presthus
concurs:

For various reasons, including the desire to preserve internal unity and
discipline, LOYALTY seems to have become the main basis for
bureaucratic succession. (16)

Presthus interprets bureaucracies "as miniature social systems that meet
many of the most basic needs of their members and expect in return loyalty
and conformity."” (17) Thus, punishing bureaucratic oppositionists by failing to
promote them, despite their competence, is a "natural” reprisal.

The retaliatory measures against oppositionists may be more or less
severe. Assuming that the authorities are instrumentally rational, one would
expect in return the strength of reprisals to be commensurate with or at least
relative to the real or potential damage done by the opposition to the
administration. Bureaucratic oppositions which are grounded in policy abuses
rather than in rule violations, which have goals of policy change rather than
of personnel change, and which utilize tactics that reveal the opposition to
outside agencies rather than keep it within the organization are more
dangerous to the hierarchy of authority and tend to call forth more severe
retaliation. Similarly, open political tactics threaten the chain of command
more than informing and, thus, will tend to be more severely suppressed.

Organizational reprisals against bureaucratic oppositionists may serve
purposes other than retribution and deterrence. Administrative measures
may be counter attacks to repulse the opposition's assault, to prevent the
erosion of authority, and to stave off the changes in policy or personnel that
are the aims of the opposition. When the authorities attempt to damage the
reputations of dissenters they not only harm the individuals but diminish their
political effectiveness. Such techniques of character assassination are
spelled out in a manuscript known as the "Malek Manual," which was written
for Nixon appointees with the intention of helping them rule the federal
agencies. The measures advised in the Malek Manual are "designed to focus
attention on the employee and not his or her allegations.” (18) The strategy is
similar to that used against rebels in the polity. "The rebel is depicted in
negative terms by society, labeled ‘irrational,1 'degenerate,” or at least
'irresponsible.™ (19)

Destroying the reputations of dissidents robs them of credibility, while
transferring them may deprive them of access to the evidence needed to
prove the existence of an abuse. The Malek Manual laments the difficulty of
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firing federal bureaucrats - "Political disloyalty and insimpatico relationships
with the Administration, unfortunately, are not grounds for the removal or
suspension of an employee.” (20) Therefore, a number of suggestions are
made for neutralizing the employee, such as the "special assignment
technique (the traveling salesman),” "the layering technique,” and the
"shifting responsibilities and isolation techniques." The Manual condones
covert threats to fire, transfer, or demote employees, which may cause
oppositionists to abandon their project. (21)

Retaliation by the administration is the organizational counterpart of
punitive sanctions in society at large. Reprisals are social control
mechanisms used to keep people in line when more pervasive inducements and
penalties, such as monetary reward, career advancement, social approval, and
guilt fail to elicit obedience. They are political tactics just as are the
maneuvers of the dissidents. A comparison of opposition tactics with
administrative reprisals shows just how many more resources are at the
disposal of the authorities than are available to their subordinates.

Successful retaliation by the administration against a bureaucratic
opposition reasserts the organization’s chain of command and is a signal to
dissenters that future activities will be costly and likely to fail. In many
cases, then, the consequences of opposition include a lower probability that
open conflict will break out again. There are many reasons why opposition
may not be self perpetuating. Most important, unless the authorities are
irrational in their use of power, they will have learned how to prevent new
troubles by being alert to their causes. Perhaps they will rectify the abuse,
but they may also learn how to cover it up better or devise new work rules
that monitor employees more closely, deprive them of access to information,
or punish dissent more severely. In some cases the budget of a rebellious
department may be cut or certain of its perquisites revoked, putting the
members on notice that they are not indispensable and that they no longer
have high status-honor. The ringleaders of the opposition may be fired,
hounded out of the organization, or transferred, removing the potential
initiators of future dissent and destroying the solidarity of the struggle group.
Exemplary punishments may be meted out, showing employees what they can
expect if they disobey, or certain oppositionists may be coopted, weakening
the morale of the remaining members.

. Cooptation is a popular tactic for suppressing future conflict because it
allows the organization to keep an individual with leadership skills and also
destroys the mutual trust among dissenters necessary to maintain an
opposition.

There are many ways to coopt incumbents who emerge with views
inconsistent with existing ones.... conflict may be resolved by
establishing a small program of the type proposed.... Over time, the
proposal backers may find that the ideas are less workable than they
originally thought and the unit may simply be disbanded. Thus,
cooptation is less dramatic than...overt dismissal, but may well have
the same effect of resolving the strain without preciptating any type
of structural change. (22)
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In addition to any measures directly taken by the authorities, the very
process of opposition often has a chilling effect on future political activity.
The costs of opposition in time, peace of mind, congeniality, ability to do
effective work, and, perhaps, even money and health only become apparent
after the struggle has been initiated. Having suffered such costs, former
oppositionists may be reluctant ever to challenge organizational authority
again. The will to resist may be replaced by bitterness (especially if one's
friends have been fired or punished), cynicism, apathy, or expediency ("If you
can't beat 'em, join 'em!"). New employees who might initiate action will
enter a demoralized social context, and will be unable to inspire the zeal to
resist authority.

The very social relations among oppositionists may further dampen the
will to resist future abuses or to continue resisting abuses that have not been
corrected. Particularly in protracted oppositions, the members of the group
will differentiate themselves by their willingness to take risks, to support
their comrades emotionally, and to spend time devising tactics and
politicking.  Jealousies and rivalries may build up based on differential
contributions to the common effort. Some members may give in to the
authorities and be branded as traitors, while others may escalate the conflict
and be branded as hotheads. People will also reveal the weaknesses in their
characters under stress and may be humiliated in front of their colleagues.
By the time some protracted oppositions are over, their members will have
such animosity and distrust towards one another that future collaboration will
be ruled out. Opposition may sometimes be inspiring but it is rarely pleasant.
Even when struggle is successful group solidarity may be destroyed:

A group's complete victory over its enemies is thus not always
fortunate in the sociological sense. Victory lowers the energy which
guarantees the unity of the group; and the dissolving forces, which are
always at work, gain hold. (23)

When the authorities are able to suppress an opposition thoroughly, the
chain of command will be vindicated but the performance of the organization
may suffer. Successful reprisals demonstrate the brute power of the
administration to overcome dissent, but they do not enhance feelings of
obligation and loyalty to the organization. An opposition may fail and may
even make future struggles less likely to occur, but organizational functioning
may become less efficient. Obedience to organizational rules on the basis of
fear rather than on the grounds of legitimacy has several interrelated results.
First, employees will respect only the letter, not the spirit, of the rules. The
consequence is similar to a greve du zele action. In most bureaucracies the
rules must be supplemented by common sense and used as flexible guidelines
rather than cookbook-style instructions. Over-rigid adherence to them
generally impairs efficiency. The informal practices which normally emerge
to shore up or complement official orders are either purposefully neglected
out of fear of reprisals or spite, or are not even considered. Development of
informal procedures requires both creativity and extra energy, both of which
are inhibited by fear. Presthus reflects on the effects of the anxiety to
please superiors that is caused by fear:
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Since the elite is remote and its will cannot always be definitely
known, the individual attempts to anticipate its expectations. As a
result such expectations may seem more compelling than they are
meant to be. The individual is not inclined in any case to
underestimate them for fear of impairing his career chances. In this
way organizational claims may be expanded beyond reason. Here the
federal government's loyalty-security program is illustrative. The
going rationale was, "Don't take a chance, kick 'em in the pants." This
rule of exaggerated response is a major dysfunction of big organi-
zations. (24)

Similarly, fearful or apathetic employees are unlikely to report inefficiencies
to higher authorities, thus depriving administrators of valuable "feedback."

A second consequence of obedience from fear is a tendency for employees
to break rules when they believe that they will not be caught ("When the cat's
away the mice will play."). In a study of boys working under varying
conditions of authority, noncompliance increased greatly when the autocratic
leader left the room. ( ) The implication of this research is that obedience
requires constant supervision when it is obtained through fear. When an
organization gains obedience by implicit or explicit threat, it becomes similar
to a police state which must continually monitor its citizens and expend
appreciable resources to do so. The more closely an organization must
supervise its personnel, the less efficient it will be. Employees will take less
productive initiative and managerial overhead will increase. Authoritarian
states may have as their primary aim the assertion of a chain of command.
Organizational elites must usually seek other goals in addition to maintaining
control.

A final consequence of obedience obtained through fear, particularly
obedience to rules or superiors perceived to be abusive, is impairment of the
mental and/or physical health of the employee.

They'd like to tell off their bosses but don't know how to do it. They
evade and repress their great dislike of the situation because they feel
powerless to win out over the boss. This often leads to illness,
frequent absenteeism, regular tardiness, and poor work habits. (26)

Obviously such reactions damage both the efficiency and the effectiveness of
the organization.

The creation of a climate of fear in the wake of an opposition
demonstrates the power of the organization's hierarchy but weakens, at least
temporarily, its legitimate authority. It is difficult to generalize about the
long-term effects of the exercise of brute power in organizations. If the
opposition is isolated and its ring leaders are dismissed or otherwise
neutralized harsh reprisals will probably strengthen the authority system over
the long range, because employees will be aware that officials are prepared
to assert themselves decisively when they are challenged. If, however,
oppositions are frequent or the organization as a whole is corrupt, inefficient,
or otherwise abusive, stringent retaliation against a particular group of
dissidents will feed a cycle of demoralization and inefficiency. Whether such
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a cycle is damaging to the authorities depends upon their commitment to the
official goals of the organization and the pressure of constituencies and
governmental agencies on them to achieve those goals.

Oppositions, of course, are not always effectively suppressed by organi-
zational authorities. Sometimes they are successful in eliminating the abuses
that they have fought and sometimes they win concessions from higher
authorities. When dissidents are successful, believe that they have
succeeded, or are not dispirited by administrative reprisals, they may create
a political culture at the workplace, making future oppositions more likely.
While suppressed dissent generally leads to demoralization, at least in the
short run, opposition that is not crushed generates the belief among
employees that they need not obey authorities without question, that they
have some power over their conditions or even over the policies that they
execute. A successful opposition within one department of an organization
may serve as a model for others to emulate, thereby weakening the chain of
command. If it has been well enough publicized, an opposition may even be
imitated in other organizations.

Whether or not a bureaucratic opposition has achieved its goal, it may
help to make future oppositions possible by providing a base of employees who
can be mobilized for action. One of the major difficulties in undertaking an
opposition is finding employees who are willing to act and then forming them
into a cohesive group. To the extent that the previous opposition group
remains solidary and politically motivated, the likelihood of future oppo-
sitions is enhanced. During the first struggle the tactics used may have led to
a strong camaraderie and trust among the group members that remained after
the group's combat function was discarded. For example, tactics that involve
secrecy among the members, such as anonymous informing or making a
superior appear to be incompetent, often provide a sense of solidarity. This
result has been noted by those studying secret societies. (27)

Past exploits may lead to the continued coherence of the group, not
merely because the members share a common experience, but because of the
negative reaction of their colleagues. It is understandable that a state of
mutual animosity usually exists between those involved in the opposition and
those who might have been but refused to take part. Such hostile feelings
may linger long after the conclusion of the opposition and may serve to
perpetuate the group, if only because of the enmity they receive from and
feel towards the "scabs." In such cases the dissolution of the group from its
internal tensions will be avoided.

From a sociological viewpoint, the broadest generalization that can be
drawn about the consequences of bureaucratic oppositions is that they tend to
weaken the legitimate authority of the organization over at least some of its
employees. Max Weber, who was primarily concerned with the authority of
the state, argued that the grounds of legitimacy could be traditional (from
inherited custom), charismatic (from the personal gift of a leader), or legal-
rational (from a set of procedures). Although bureaucracies develop
traditions and sometimes are taken over by charismatic figures, their major
basis of authority in the Weberian scheme is legal-rational. Thus, their
legitimacy can be impaired if their officials break the rules or if subordinates
challenge the rules.
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The fundamental proposition that rule infractions weaken bureaucratic
authority must be modified to account for the consequences of bureaucratic
oppositions. First, bureaucracies do not depend for their legitimacy only upon
legal-rational authority. Their rules must not merely be formally consistent
and explicit, but they must also promote the organization's pursuit of its
official aims. Thus, bureaucratic authority is both legal-rational and
instrumental-rational. There may be a conflict between these two grounds
for legitimacy when there is question about whether the formal rules serve
the organization's purposes. Some bureaucratic oppositions challenge legal-
rational authority in order to promote instrumental-rational authority, others
are aimed against officials who violate the rules, and still others are aimed at
officials who do not apply the rules effectively.

For the administrative myth, the rules of the organization are instrumen-
tally adapted to its goals and the officials apply those rules universally and
effectively. The conditions for myth to approximate reality include the
requirement that the goals be clear and consistent. If multiple and
contradictory aims can be imputed to the organization, its legitimacy may be
impaired by dissensus over which should be given priority. For example, the
engineers who exposed the dangers of nuclear reactors believed that General
Electric should not profit at the expense of public safety. (28) Similarly, the
whistle blower who informed the District Attorney in Brooklyn that the Good
Humor Corporation was marketing ice cream with high bacteria counts
believed that a safe product was more important than high profits. (29) In
both these cases, the authority of the organization was challenged on the
grounds of value rationality, not on the grounds of instrumental rationality.
(30) Thus, a second modification of Weber's scheme must include the
possibility that an organization's legitimacy is rooted in the purposes that it
pursues as well as in its formal consistency and its efficiency and
effectiveness. Some employees may be committed to the goals that the
organization actually achieves, others may mount oppositions when the actual
goals conflict with the official purposes, and still others may dissent against
practices that breach moral standards. In the last case it is claimed that a
moral ideal should be the supreme goal of the organization or that it should at
least limit the pursuit of its other aims.

Rule infractions, then, only necessarily weaken the organization's authori-
ty when a) there is agreement on the organization's goals, b) the rules are
instrumentally rational with regard to those goals, and c) officials pursue
those goals competently and effectively. If any of these three conditions are
not met, rule infractions may or may not weaken the organization's
legitimate authority, depending upon the specific circumstances. For
example, the overall authority of an organization may be strengthened when
employees are permitted to bend or break the rules in order to achieve
greater efficiency, or when the organization departs from its official goal in
order to provide more jobs at the sacrifice of efficiency.

Bureaucratic oppositions, then, do not weaken legitimate organizational
authority merely because they may break some of the rules, but because they
challenge the chain of command. Whatever effects oppositions may have that
strengthen overall authority in the long run, they always impair the principle
of hierarchy in the short run. They show that the authorities have not been
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wise enough to assure obedience, and, thus, they expose the weakness of the
structure. Even if an opposition is crushed, it turns the organization into
more of a power system than it was previously. In essence, bureaucratic
opposition creates a gap between the maintenance of order and the purposes
of work, between power and goodness, between ’project orientation" and
"object orientation." (31) It politicizes the organization by opening up
disputes over goals, the means to achieve goals, or the effective use of
means. For as long as the opposition lasts subordinates take a responsibility
for the organization that is not theirs by formal right.

Opposition, then, reveals that some authorities have not been responsible,
that they have allowed grounded abuses to exist and that they have created
conditions in which subordinates can act to try to rectify those abuses. A
functionalist might argue against the interpretation that successful
oppositions could increase the legitimacy of the chain of command by
eliminating incompetent or abusive personnel, by achieving the alteration of
inefficient practices, or by recommitting the organization to its official
goals. All of these effects may occur and may help to strengthen legitimacy
in the long run, but they will not eliminate the short-run effect of politicizing
the organization. The functionalist might reply that the public punishment of
rule violators, the reasonable alteration of rules, or the rededication to
official aims may convince subordinates of the essential goodness of the
authorities and reinforce normative solidarity. It is difficult to assess the
strength of this argument, but it may be noted that public rectification of
abuses promotes solidarity most in communities whose members share an
identity of interest and have a "consciousness of kind." In such communities
public punishment makes the norms conspicuous by singling out isolated
deviants from the rest of the community, by focusing attention upon the
"exceptions who prove the rule." Organizations are hierarchies, not
communities. Admission by officials that oppositionists were right probably
casts doubt upon their competence more than it creates solidarity. Such
admission may also reveal that the abuses are not exceptions, but the rule.

If oppositions are made public, they also impair the legitimate authority
of the organization in the wider society which may lead to new legal controls
over it, loss of its effectiveness with clients or customers, or decline in its
status. Statements by officials that abuses have been or will be corrected
cannot, in the short run, counterbalance the suspicions created among those
who are affected by or are dependent on the organization. Further,
oppositions alert those outside the organization that the chain of command
has been challenged and that the authorities may not be able to speak for the
agency competently or carry out their promises. This consequence of
opposition is probably the basic reason why officials are so concerned that
dissent be suppressed before it escalates and broadens its range beyond the
organization. In a competitive environment the organization must speak with
one voice lest its adversaries sense weakness and take advantage of it.

The belief that opposition might hurt the organization’s public standing
has even prevented the initiation of some bureaucratic oppositions, because
the effectiveness of the organization has consequences for the welfare of the
subordinates. Stanley Weir, in an analysis of the International Longshore-
man’s Workers Union, concluded that this belief is responsible for
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. the refusal of the working longshoremen to air the problems of their
union in public. They have felt that the ensuing scandal would create a
reactionary offensive against the job-hiring process which the ILWU
controls jointly with the stevedoring companies..« (32)

The vital tension of bureaucratic opposition springs from the fact that in
all organizations there are wide deviations from the administrative ideal, and
yet that attempts to correct these deviations from below weaken the chain of
command and invite disorder. The same sort of tension marks all
authoritarian systems, because they do not institutionalize opposition. Such
systems rely on control from above and when that control fails the system
itself must be disrupted to correct abuses. When abuses become systemic,
the entire system must be revised or an unjust and stagnant order maintained.
In democratic systems there are ways of airing grievances, publicizing abuses,
and altering policies in an orderly fashion, so opposition in them need not
always threaten legitimate authority. Organizations, which are predominant-
ly authoritarian systems, are structurally incapable of taking full advantage
of the benefits of opposition. Their first concern is to suppress.

POLICY

Bureaucratic oppositions, particularly those that have occurred in public
agencies, have alerted legislators, constituencies, and the general public to
organizational abuses. The melioristic impulse is strong in the United States;
many people believe that the recognition of a problem, an evil, or a lack
requires self-conscious intervention to set things right. In the view of the
reformer it should be possible to provide an orderly means of eliminating,
preventing, or at least lessening the abuses that have been exposed by the
irregular tactics of oppositions. The preceding discussion has argued that
whether or not oppositions are successful, their general effect is to weaken
the organization’s chain of command. Proposals to provide new agencies to
perform the functions of oppositions or to make certain oppositions
legitimate will have the same effect of weakening the administrative
hierarchy. The most basic question of policy directed at remediating
organizational abuses, then, is whether or not it is desirable, or even feasible,
to diminish the autonomy of contemporary hierarchies. Some insight into the
dimensions of this question will result from considering how administrative
autonomy is currently limited.

In addition to the threat of bureaucratic oppositions, administrators in
complex societies are constrained by a wide variety of factors to eliminate
sadistic, insecure, or incompetent personnel, to promote efficiency and
effectiveness, and to refrain from making and implementing illegal, though
not always immoral, policy. First, bureaucracies are enmeshed in a
competitive environment. Businesses must normally return a reasonable rate
of profit to continue operating, and if they are "bailed out" of trouble by
government they are likely to suffer increased regulation. Colleges and
hospitals must have adequate enrollments and reasonable rates of occupancy
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or they face diminished contributions or budget cuts. Even governmental
agencies, which are monopolies, must compete against one another for shares
of budgets, and must at least appear to achieve a certain standard of
performance. Competitive controls are minimized for businesses which are
monopoly suppliers of an important product or service and for governmental
agencies concerned with security, such as the CIA. In both cases, a veil of
secrecy inhibits effective oversight.

A second limitation on administrative autonomy is public regulation
through legislative oversight, independent regulatory agencies, executive
control, or the court system. Ever since the Progressive era at the beginning
of the twentieth century, many measures have been taken to correct
organizational abuses by employing the countervailing power of the public
sector. The preceding discussion has shown that government controls have
not prevented abuses that generate bureaucratic oppositions, though it has
not demonstrated that such controls have failed to lessen the number of
abuses or their severity. Often organizations have "colonized" regulatory
authorities with sympathetic personnel or have "captured" them in order to
use them as tools for their own advantage. Even in such cases, however,
competing interests have gained some leverage over the administrative
hierarchy, reducing its autonomy.

A third set of restrictions on bureaucratic autonomy is provided by
organized interest groups and lateral organizations, such as civil rights
groups, consumer movements, unions, and professional associations. Whether
or not limitations on administrative power are written into contracts, as they
sometimes are when an organization is checked by a union, or into consent
decrees, as they are when interest groups bring successful suits, hierarchies
are circumscribed by lateral organizations merely by the threats of decreased
support or of attempts to seek legislative remedies. The preceding chapters
have shown that lateral organizations have been no more successful than
government agencies in preventing abuses but, again, it has not argued that
such interest groups have been entirely ineffective.

The present study of bureaucratic oppositions has been biased in the
direction of demonstrating just how ineffective the checks on complex
organizations have been. However, the conclusion need not be drawn that
more of the same kinds of checks would rectify more of the abuses, or that
there are other kinds of constraints, consistent with the present order, that
have not yet been tried. Current measures have perhaps not been successful,
because the condition for effectiveness would be the destruction of the
organization as an authoritarian system. Those who offer policy proposals to
correct organizational abuses will find that their plans fall into one of two
categories: either they will merely repeat previous efforts or they will alter
the current authority system so much as to change the hierarchical principle
radically. If the first is the case, then the organization will still have the
autonomy to perpetrate and conceal abuses, barring opposition, while if the
second is the intent the present system itself will be put in question.

A few oppositionists and commentators have been aware of the dilemma
of reform and have advocated drastic measures. In certain cases there have
been proposals to eliminate the offending organization altogether. For
example, the nuclear engineers who resigned from General Electric because
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they realized that nuclear safety was not technologically feasible joined
forces with anti-nuclear groups to urge legislation to ban all atomic plants.
(33) Similarly, a group whose goal is the destruction of the CIA includes some
former CIA employees, including Philip Agee. Its plans involve the
establishment of "a worldwide network of agents to expose CIA personnel and
methods of operation.” (34) Such attempts to abolish organizations, of
course, only apply to special cases and cannot be applied universally, unless
alternative ways of performing collective tasks are proposed and implement-
ed.

Sometimes oppositionists can create a new organization that is intended
either to supplant the old one or to compete with it successfully enough to
spur changes. Such schismatic initiatives are beyond the capabilities of most
employees, either because of the enormous capital investment required to
start a new organization or because of the guaranteed monopoly of
government agencies. There are some organizations where the possibility
exists, particularly those which are skill rather than capital intensive, such as
consulting firms, advertising agencies, and especially religious organizations.

Papal authority was critically diminished by Martin Luther's bureaucratic
opposition.  Protestant asceticism makes schisms practicable because an
ornate church is not required. The abundance of sects now in existence is
witness to the feasibility of starting new religious organizations. A group of
"moderates who believed they had become the victims of an 'ecclesiastical
tyranny" within the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod split from the Church's
Concordia Theological Seminary in St. Louis. (35) A "seminary in exile" was
established and thousands of church members were reformed into new
congregations. The leadership of the parent Church then declared the
opposition group to be a separate church. (36)

Radical and comprehensive change has been suggested by those who
propose substituting participatory democracy at the workplace for the
principle of hierarchy. The program of worker self-management involves

the full and direct participation of every working member in
decisions which vitally affect him. ... It involves the full decision-
making process of discussion and selection of alternatives, coming to
agreement, implementing, and assessing consequences. (37)

Substituting participation for hierarchical authority attacks the very heart of
the bureaucracy. Higher administrators would no longer enjoy the secrecy
necessary to perpetrate many abuses. As Weber noted, "Bureaucratic
administration always tends to be an administration of 'secret sessions':
insofar as it can, it hides its knowledge and action from criticism." (38)
Democracy in the organization means the institutionalization of opposition.
It is the only plan that would dissolve the dilemma of authoritarian politics,
because it would eliminate them.

It is beyond the scope of the present study to assess the practicability or
the desirability of worker self-management. The theoretical and empirical
literature about the subject is large and growing. (39) It is important to note
here, however, that democratic machinery does not itself insure actual
democracy, as unions and many local governments illustrate. Employee
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“"culture," the imperatives of technology, and the political and economic
climate in which an organization is embedded are just some of the factors that
need to be considered in any discussion about the possibility of democratizing
orgnaizations. Further, in order to give worker self-management a "fair
chance" it would have to be universalized, which would demand both a
socialist economy and new forms of citizen-controlled public institutions.
Such a radical change may be desirable, but it is not currently a "live option,"
at least in the United States.

Most suggestions for eliminating organizational abuses are efforts to work
within the present system of controls and constraints. The most popular
proposals concentrate on rectifying the specific abuses that have been
exposed by extending the kinds of regulatory mechanisms developed since the
Progressive era to cover them. For example, instituting a Cabinet
Department of Consumer Affairs or strengthening the Consumer Product
Safety Commission is a proposed response to revelations about hazardous
products. Similarly, there have been calls to reform the Civil Service
Commission to enable administrators to more easily dismiss incompetent
employees. Such measures have been repeatedly tested for more than
years in a wide variety of contexts. As noted above, their success has been
limited by the autonomy of the organization’s administration. Target
organizations will attempt to colonize or capture regulatory authorities and
to blunt their effectiveness. |If their efforts are unsuccessful some abuses
may be corrected, but perhaps at the cost of efficiency or effectiveness.

Similar to government regulation and tightened public controls are
measures that increase the power of lateral organizations over the target
bureaucracy. For example, various women’s groups, such as the National
Organization for Women, Working Women United, and the Women’s Equity
Action League, provide how-to information and legal aid to oppositions
fighting superiors who sexually harass their female subordinates, or policies
which discriminate against female employees. Ralph Nader and his associates
call for the encouragement of bureaucratic oppositionists by professional
societies and instruct these groups to "reformulate their codes of ethics to
make them relevant to the employment relationship as well as to the client-
professional relationship." (40) Professional associations and unions may also
provide legal aid for members employed in abusive organizations. A self-help
organization has been formed "to provide assistance to all employees of
security-related agencies who wish to come forth and expose inefficiency or
illegality in the outfit they work for. Legal assistance for the new
organization will be provided by the American Civil Liberties Union...." (41)

The American Chemical Society has proposed the institution of a legal aid
fund to help oppositionists resist abusive practices. The Society’s president
argued:

We are aware of many cases in industry, government laboratories and
even universities where scientists have been retaliated against when
their professional standards interfered with the interests of their
employers or funders. (42)

Chemists who opposed their organization's policies in the name of their
professional standards would be able to fight retaliation from their superiors
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in the courts with the ACS'’s aid.

Some bureaucratic oppositions have led to the formation of lateral groups
to check the offending organization. One such example is the Teamster
reform group mentioned earlier, PROD. In the main, PROD regularizes the
informing tactics of many bureaucratic oppositions. One of its efforts was to
support Teamster members in a New Jersey local who were being coerced
into contributing money to the legal defense committee for Anthony
Provenzano. (43) He had once headed the local, but had been convicted in
court of murder and extortion. His victim had been his major rival for
leadership in the union. Members of the local were far too intimidated to
oppose the policy themselves but PROD was able to act on their behalf. Its
tactic was to inform to the Justice Department. A letter was sent to the
organized crime and racketeering section head by Paul Poulos, PROD's
organizing director -" ... Poulos said his group has received calls and letters
from union members who believe they will face hardships on the job if they do
not contribute to Provenzano's defense.1(44)

While the example of PROD shows some of the limitations of unionism,
the result of a few bureaucratic oppositions is the formation of a union to
provide a regular check on perceived abuses. If a union does emerge from a
bureaucratic opposition it is likely that the struggle was unsuccessful. Had
the dissidents achieved their goal they would not have seen the need to
continue to commit resources to a conflict. Some outsiders, unaware of the
failed attempt to oust President Silber, could not understand why Boston
University's faculty chose to unionize. An insider grasped the situation:

"This is the most status-anxious faculty," says one of the Silber's
deans. "They are more royal than the king, more papal than the pope.
For this faculty to have embraced unionism prior to John Silber was
unthinkable." (45)

Just as government regulation has a long history, so does the use of
pressure by lateral organizations. The consequence of such pressure may be
to lessen certain abuses, but unless the lateral organization shares power with
the target bureaucracy it will probably not eliminate them. If the target
bureaucracy is able to coopt the lateral organization it will probably be even
more difficult than before for subordinates to resist abuses. The same
conclusion applies to regulatory agencies that are colonized or captured by
the regulated. If the target bureaucracy is not successful at cooptation then
it may lost efficiency because of the measures it takes to satisfy organized
interests. The values promoted and sacrificed by both government regulation
and intervention by lateral organization will depend on the balance of power
in each concrete situation. In general, reformers might remember
Santayana's dictum:

A thousand reforms have left the world as corrupt as ever, for each
successful reform has founded a new institution, and this institution
has bred its new and congenial abuses. (46)
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The use of government regulation and lateral groups to check organi-
zational abuses relies upon bringing external power to bear upon the target
bureaucracy, forestalling the need for spontaneous opposition from within or
at least giving such opposition leverage outside of the organization. Another
sort of proposal for change is aimed at modifying the internal structure of the
organization to provide new channels for reporting abuses or legal protection
for those who blow the whistle. A law professor has, for example, suggested
the creation of

full-time, well-staffed in-house probation officers which are either
appointed by the courts or regulatory agencies, and who are designated
to receive bad news. (47)

Such an official, similar to the ombundsman, would be a projection of outside
agencies into the organization. Depending on the powers assigned to the
office, the organization’s hierarchy would be more or less impaired. At one
extreme there would merely be a new conduit for information and at the
other there would be authority over management, such as is exerted in the
Soviet Union by Communist Party "control commissions.” The same dilemma
applies to this proposal as to the other, more traditional, measures. If the
organization coopts the new office, then oppositionists will be more reluctant
to initiate action, but if the office is not coopted, the administration will lose
authority, not necessarily to subordinates, but to an external agency which
may itself be abusive. In the case of "public directors," there would be
multiple centers of authority within the organization, breaking the chain of
command.

Perhaps the most popular new remedy for organizational abuses is the
provision of legal protection from reprisals for employees who wish to blow
the whistle. Basic to this reform is the extension to employees of some
constitutional rights that now exist only for citizens. Law professor David
Ewing, in his book Freedom Inside the Organization: Bringing Civil Liberties
to the Workplace, calls for the following in a j*blll of rights lor organization
people" - "freedom to criticize a company’'s social and ethical policies.
Freedom to object to an immoral or unethical directive.” (48) Ewing argues
that

The First Amendment need not and should not be applied to all forms
of employee speech and writing. If it is applied just to questions of
social responsibility, morality, and ethics, the need is met. Then those
who know first and most about questionable corporate plans and
practices would be free to challenge management without losing their
jobs and chances for promotion. (49)

Bills submitted to the Ninety-fifth Congress attempted to provide such

rights to employees of the federal government. For example, the
coordinated Senate bill, S. 3108, sponsored by Senators Leahy, Humphrey, and
Abourezk would " ... provide for the protection of government employees who

disclose information of illegal or improper actions within the government" by
setting up a Merit Systems Protection Board to investigate complaints about
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abuses and to restore "aggrieved” employees to their status prior to improper
disciplinary action. For private employees, a writer in a management journal
suggests that the corporation "should develop around a ‘constitution* that
establishes the rights of the individual and the limitation of the power of the
organization over him." (50)

Except for the suggestion that organizations be made constitutional,
which would acknowledge them to be political systems and change their
present form, the proposals to grant and protect employee rights are not
substantially different from the creation of "public directors." Such rights, to
be effective, would have to be enforced by an agency, perhaps a "merit
systems protection board," which would be able to enter the organization,
investigate it, and discipline it in certain areas of administration. Short of
some form of self-management, subordinates who mount oppositions must
rely on their own wits or on the power of some external agency. A new
external agency to hear and perhaps redress complaints about abuses would
probably suffer the same fate as the Inspector General in the Armed Services.
The ineffectiveness of the Inspector General, discussed previously, was
attributed primarily to the impossibility of maintaining a dual structure of
authority in a hierarchical organization. Just as in the case of the "public
director," a merit systems protection board would inhibit opposition if it were
weak or coopted, or would take control of the organization if it followed the
Soviet model of control commissions. Under present conditions in the United
States the former alternative would be the more likely outcome.

All of the proposed reforms of bureaucratic abuses which work within the
present system confront a basic dilemma. The ground of hierarchical
administrative authority is that a specific group of officials should be held
responsible for the conduct and performance of the organization. The chain
of command is a way of localizing and fixing responsibility. The presence of
abuses within organizations shows that in many cases the officials cannot or
will not behave responsibly, or that their interpretation of responsible
behavior differs from that of other groups or individuals. Reform of abuses
concentrates on making officials accountable to other agencies. Such
accountability, however, weakens their autonomy or, in the case of cooption,
allows them to be even more abusive and less accountable than they were
before. Reform, then, diffuses responsibility and gives officials excuses for
their failures. They may actually become so hedged by regulations and
pressures that they cannot act effectively, or they may be able to blame
other agencies for their own misdeeds. Meanwhile there is no guarantee that
subordinates and publics will suffer any less abuse. Yet the call for reform
responds to a situation in which the competitive controls which supposedly
undergird organizational society have failed. It is, indeed, a vicious circle.

The choice seems to be between abusive organizations which maintain
their chains of command, and irresponsible organizations in which authority is
fragmented and diffused among plural agencies and groups - either "decen-
tralized totalitarianism" or "hyper-pluralism.”" Much of the reason for this
prospect lies in the deep social conflicts in contemporary societies over the
purposes that organizations should serve. Within this atmosphere of division
no consistent "public" policy for rectifying abuses can be formulated. Each
measure will help some groups and hinder others. Those who disapprove of
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the aims of current organizational elites will welcome the fragmentation of
their power, while those who approve of those aims will deplore it. Probably
nothing will stop the abuses, or the spontaneous oppositions against them.

In the light of the policy alternatives, bureaucratic oppositions take on a
more favorable appearance. They respond to specific situations flexibly,
show people that at least for a moment they can resist, sometimes create
systems of shared power, and keep elites aware that their employees are
persons, not "cheerful robots." Bureaucratic oppositions fulfill more closely
than any other contemporary social phenomena the Jeffersonian ideal of
human beings freely and periodically asserting their liberty against tyrannical
structures. To attempt to regularize them would deprive them of their
essence and deliver them to dependence upon other hierarchies. To "manage"”
them into submission would be to take another long step towards the one-
dimensional society, the "crystal palace." To give them friendly encourage-
ment, with a dash of realism, has been the purpose of this book.
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