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GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS


A Group is a collection of people who share a common purpose and identity—may be as few as two people—share a sense of belonging and create boundaries—groups are the essence of life in society

Aggregate—a group of people who are accidentally together but share little else in common—may share a common purpose (getting to a bus stop) but nothing else—temporarily share the same physical space and, most importantly, do not see themselves as belonging together

Category—a group of people who share a similar characteristic (education, race, gender, age, etc.) but who have never met—usually do not create a social structure--sometimes aggregates become a category and then a social group


Formal organization—the ultimate step including procedures and structure, to achieve a specific goal in the most efficient manner—college, factory, club—see Etizioni’s description of formal groups and Weber’s discussion of bureaucracies--
TYPES OF GROUPS

Charles H. Cooley (1909) developed terms:

· Primary group—a small, less-specialized group in which members engage in face-to-face emotion-based interaction over an extended period of time—have primary relationships with others in this group—“intimate face-to-face association and cooperation”—“the springs of life”—a sense of belonging and a feeling of being loved--
· Secondary group—larger, more specialized group with impersonal relationships. Goal-oriented, for a limited period of time—the size of a secondary group may vary and can evolve into a primary group—
· Voluntary associations—a group of volunteers who organize on the basis of some mutual interest—Henslin has an interesting theory: that in voluntary associations, the leaders grow distant from the members and become convinced that only the inner circle can make the group’s important decisions—Elaine Fox and George Arquitt (1985) studied VFW posts for organizational development—
Robert Michels (1876-1936)—created the term the iron law of oligarchy to show that organizations come to be dominated by self-perpetuating elite---the servicing model of unionism—for a brief introduction to his ideas on social development, check
http://www.spunk.org/library/places/germany/sp000711.txt
William Graham Sumner (1906)—created terms


Ingroup—a group to which a person belongs and with which a person feels a sense of identity—creates loyalty but also a sense of superiority and rivalry which can be destructive—also leads to discrimination and to stereotyping of other groups

Outgroup—a group to which a person does not belong and toward which a person may feel a sense of hostility or competitiveness

Groups help establish sense of self and self-worth—presence of an “enemy” helps bind groups together, said Lewis Coser at the height of the cold war (1956)—groups may set boundaries with clear criteria for membership—“Members Only”—symbols (emblems) and roles reflect the group’s identities

Group may promote stability but also may reinforce dominant cultures, such as racism, sexism, ageism—leads to ethnocentrism

Reference groups—a group that strongly influences a person’s behavior and social attitudes, regardless of whether the person is an actual member—a person may identify with the norms and values of an outside group, and may act like this group in a kind of anticipatory socialization—that is, they hope to join the group so they begin to act they way they think the group acts, rather than a group to which they belong (pretensions)—conflicting reference groups—change many times during life—groups of values in a group is called a “set”--
Social Network—a web of social relationships that link one person with other people and, through them, with still more people—especially important in postmodern/electronic communications—people engage in collaboration in networks to snap up scarce resources—have class list networks—also the circles of social capital—smaller groups within these groups are called cliques, which is often used in a negative sense—
For students, it is a good exercise to get them to diagram their social networks, which are usually defined by class, race, age, religion, ethnicity and gender—the networks are so familiar that, as in all cultures, we cannot see them as unique

Stanley Milgram (1933-1984) developed the idea in the 1960s of overlapping social networks called “the small world phenomenon,” more popularly known as “Six Degrees of Separation”— the idea of small world networks--this is the idea that while you personally only know a relatively small sample of the total population, your extended friendship network – the people who are “friends of a friend of a…” - grows extremely rapidly as the number of links in the chain increases. Milgram’s results suggested that most of the US population is within six degrees of separation from one another, i.e., that it’s truly a small world
Created the term “networking” which is so prevalent today
Milgram carried out a classic sociological research project by sending letters to “targets”—then sent letters to “starters” to see if the original letter would ever get to one of the “starters”—a later sociologists, Judith Kleinfield (2002) found that Milgram had tilted some of his project to support the small world hypothesis—drew the opposite conclusion from Milgram: people are separated by social barriers that are so high that they cannot be overcome—the “lumpy oatmeal thesis”: people are in clumps, loosely connected, or not at all—separated by more than geography—
Networking—groups of similar people help each other out

Electronic communities—started in the 1990s—
GROUP DYNAMICS

How groups operate—constantly changing—why are individuals willing to give up some of their “freedom” in order to participate in a group?—groups help members accomplish tasks that are impossible to do alone-conflict perspective states that groups involve series of power relationships so the needs of all individuals are not equally served--

Group characteristics—how much will an individual sacrifice to maintain membership in a group? —
instrumental, or task needs, cannot always be met by an individual so the group works cooperatively to fulfill the goal—these are always group activities (like work or school)

expressive or emotional, needs are individual, as part of a group—areas of self-expression and support, from family, friends,
“groupthink”—a negative expression of people responding in a bureaucracy

Bureaucratic personality-another negative term for someone who functions happily within a big organization

Frederic Jameson—modern postmodern sociologist who finds that the world is too fragmented so that relationships have no depth and superficial relationships

George Ritzer (1997) studied postmodern relationships in fast-food restaurants—the McDonaldization of America—he extended Max Weber’s work, in that Weber took social organization into larger forms, the bureaucracies, and Ritzer takes the analysis even further—McDonald’s, with 31,000 restaurants world-wide, becomes  a model for all of society—

Efficiency

Predictability

Uniformity

Technology substitutes for human action—everything is pre-packaged, workers do not have to “think” but respond

Speed

Affects how people respond to each other--interaction is extremely superficial—both sides respond with “recopied” language—people are living in “iron cages” and their potentials are snuffed out—"Most specifically, irrationality means that rational systems are unreasonable systems. By that I mean that they deny the basic humanity, the human reason, of the people who work within or are served by them." (Ritzer 1994:154)
Is this true of Dundalk classes?--“mindless following”—an excellent interview with Ritzer (though very difficult to read because of the background, is
http://www.mcspotlight.org/people/interviews/ritzer_george.html
There is even a message board on McDonaldization http://www.mcdonaldization.com/
In fact, Wal-Mart may be replacing McDonald’s as the social model by 2006
Group size—

· Small group—small enough for each member to know all of the others and to interact simultaneously

· Dyad—created by Georg Simmel (1902-1917) is a group of only two so the active participation of both is required or the group ceases to function as a group—marriage, close friendship,
· Triad—adding a third person to the group totally changes the dynamics—even if one person does not participate, the group can function—coalitions are now possible, as is conflict which can be carried out without terminating the group—the birth of a child is a very common transition from dyad to triad--
· Larger groups-- have shared goals and decreasing solidarity but greater power due to numbers—people begin to specialize, as the numbers of relationship expands—[see chart on Kendall, p. 183]--virtually impossible for all members to participate in discussions—look at Simmel’s concepts of absolute size and relative size—

For information on George Simmel, check uthttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Georg_Simmel
Experiment by John Darley and Bibb Latane (1968) showed group dynamics—created “the diffusion of responsibility” theory--brought a group together and had one of them fake a stroke or had fake smoke start pouring in through a vent [shades of Stanley Milgram]—if students thought they were  part of a dyad, they rushed out to help; a triad, only 80% went to help; in six-person groups, only 60% went to help—proved that group size affects our behavior—they applied their theory to areas like the Kitty Genovese case, in which in 1964, a woman in Queens was attacked when she got home from work--despite her screams, none of her neighbors moved to help her or even to call the police-- the man who finally did call admitted that he had first talked with a friend on Long Island to see what the right thing to do
Raises the whole issue of group relationships—in urban areas, are we—as Don Cheadle maintains in Crash, all strangers to each other?

People now do experiments on mass e-mails—why do individual requests get answered more quickly than group e-mails?
GROUP LEADERSHIP
Informal and formal—leaders are responsible for directing plans—the experiment by Lloyd Howells and Selwyn Becker showed that people even selected leaders by their position at a table (facing people rather than to the side)--leadership and power are important in groups, and are seen both formally and informally—larger groups tend to have formalized leadership structure—leadership functions are also classified as instrumental [tasks, goals or things] and expressive [emotional, or socioemotional] providing emotional support for members—appropriate when group is dealing with emotional issues and harmony, high morale and solidarity is essential—often the roles of instrumental and expressive have been limited by gender socialization—social change has blurred the traditional lines, however

Leadership styles

· Authoritarian leadership—makers all major decisions and assigns tasks to the members—leaders demand compliance—at an extreme, this style is dictatorial and creates intergroup hostility
· Democratic leadership—encourage group discussions and decisions are made through consensus—leaders may be blamed for being indecisive in times of crisis--
· Laissez-faire leadership—minimal leadership involvement in decisions and encourage group members to make their own decisions—“inactive” leadership
Most leadership research studies the authoritarian style [speaks to the nature of research]—imposed from outside the group rather than generated from within—define “morale”—have students evaluate any group that they participate in
Group Conformity—the process of maintaining or changing behavior to comply with the norms established by a society, subculture or other group—peer pressure
Solomon Asch (1907-1996)—experimented on people and found that they would give incorrect answers simply to “belong” to a group—to avoid ostracism or ridicule—found that as groups got larger, up to seven, the pressure to conform intensified, and then dropped off as the group got still larger—

This experiment is difficult because it involved deception about the experiment and about the participants—would results be different today or with a different gender composition of the group?

Stanley Milgram—in 1963, he created his obedience experiments, the second of his most famous projects—good description on p. 127--another ethical situation because of the deception—teacher and learner—what was the maximum shock that a “teacher” was willing to inflict when commanded?—what if subjects suffered long-term emotional problems due to the experiment?

John Pryor (1951-- )—considers himself a psychologist--conducted experiments at a university on sexual harassment—conformity was a major support for harassment so that people would take advantage of a situation if they thought they could get away with it—Pryor then merchandised himself as a consultant of workplace issues
Irving Janis (1918-1990)---conducted experiments during World War II on group morale among soldiers, an example of “how social science can be put to a practical use”—then researched how people made decisions under stress, even dieting and smoking cessation—in his book (1972), Victims of Groupthink, he studied foreign policy decisions, like the Bay of Pigs--created the term groupthink: the process by which members of a cohesive group arrive at a decision that many individuals believe is unwise

See diagram on page 179

Utilitarianism—the belief that the purpose of an action is to bring the greatest happiness to the greatest number—based on Adam Smith who claimed that free individuals would make free choices for themselves and for the good of society

Social Exchange Theory—people will act in self-interest –adjust behavior to receive rewards rather than punishment—maximize rewards and minimize punishment

Rational Choice Theory—involves actors (individuals, groups, corporations, societies) and resources (the things over which the actors have some control and about which they have some interest)—involves problem-solving and adjusting variables, the opposite of worker culture of obedience—institutional constraints also restrict choices, such as rules, laws, corporate policies or religious doctrines—Michael Hechter (1987) studied what happens when people act as individualists within an organization—the organization’s needs are given greater importance than individual satisfaction

FORMAL ORGANIZATIONS


Amitai Etzioni (      ) classified organizations into three categories

1. Normative organizations—voluntary membership to pursue common interest or to gain personal satisfaction—class, race and gender affect membership—class is most important because the cost of an organization may exclude poor people—half of all voluntary organizations in the US are exclusively female—very few control mechanisms since membership is voluntary

2. Coercive Organizations—people forced to join—often involved with involuntary resocialization—restrictive barriers

3. Utilitarian Organizations—voluntary—people join a group when material rewards are provided—what about the workplace?

Bureaucracies—organizational model with a 
1. hierarchy of authority, 
2. a clear division of labor, 
3. explicit rules and procedures and 
4. impersonality in personnel matters—
Dilbert—examples of bureaucracies are corporations, school systems, unions, non-profit groups, sports teams--for Max Weber, bureaucracy was rational and an efficient means of attaining organizational goals—he believed that rationality was the passing of informal or spontaneous procedures into formal administered rules and procedures—Weber believed that bureaucracies would come to dominate society—the rationalization of social life--the ideal bureaucracy has

· Hierarchy of authority—clear levels of authority, a chain of command—influences social interaction—assignments flow up and down--a graded system of interpersonal relationships—a society of unequals—rewards become scarcer toward the bottom of the pyramid—look at any organizational chart for an example of a bureaucracy—
· Division of labor—each worker has a specific task to carry out, and the tasks are coordinated to accomplish the purposes of the organization
· Rules and Regulations—standardized and provide continuity

· Qualification-based employment—yeah sure—supposedly personal connections are not relevant to success—people meet standards

· Impersonality—detached approach—

· Predictability—always the same result from the same action—

Informal Structure in bureaucracies—participants’ activities that do not correspond to the formal structure—the “grapevine”—conflict communications—creates new models of organization—peer pressure in the workplace—
The Hawthorne Effect was an attempt to figure out how to make individuals work faster, against their “informal” resistance—conducted by Elton Mayo, the research at Western Electric’s Hawthorne plant, near Chicago, from 1924 to 1932, helped to launch a whole new approach to human relations in industry, an approach that underlies current attempts by American industry to motivate workers and increase productivity by redesigning job conditions—challenged Taylorism, which proposed that workers were only motivated by money and needed a structure--it reflected the change from a workshop system, where the workers controlled the pace of production, and regulated among themselves how the work process should be carried out, and the post-Taylor workplace with a clearly identified “management” and ‘workers”—showed inherent sense of co-operation among workers if left “uncontrolled”—Hawthorne tried to use these networks as motivating forces—
The first three experiments at the Hawthorne plant tested the effects of different degrees of illumination on the work of groups of women who inspected parts, assembled relays, or wound coils of wire. According to later accounts, the women in each of these experiments worked progressively faster, regardless of increases or decreases in lighting. The only account of these experiments published at the time, however, was a brief summary in an engineering newsletter. No detailed or documented report ever came out, and the original research data somehow disappeared.

In another experiment, the “Mica Splitting Test,” the researchers first monitored the output of five experienced women at their regular department workstations, where they split, measured, and trimmed mica chips used for insulation. Then they moved the women to a special test room where, unlike their cohorts, they received 10-minute rest breaks at 9:30 a.m., and 2:30 p.m.  After a brief decline in performance following the move, the women’s output increased by an average of .15 percent and remained at that level for the duration of the experiment. When they returned to their department, losing the rest periods, their output dropped back to the original rate. Since no other conditions had changed, the researchers attributed the increase in output to the beneficial effects of rest periods, not to the effect of the experiment itself.

In still another study, the researchers observed the performance of a team of 14 men who assembled telephone terminals in the “bank wiring” department.  They then moved these men to a special test room, without introducing any other changes in work or pay conditions. Despite the move to a separate experimental setting, the men’s output did not increase, as it would have if the Hawthorne effect had occurred. Throughout the one-year experiment, the group maintained a steady rate of two terminals per day. By means of an informal understanding, individual members adjusted their work rates to keep up with or wait for the rest of the group. Group disapproval slowed down those whom the team members branded as “slaves” or “speed kings.” If the team got ahead of its normal rate, during the morning, the members tended to ease up during the afternoon. Thus, there was no increase in output to be explained by any Hawthorne effect.
A personnel specialist named H. McIlvane Parsons, a past president of The Society of Engineering Psychologists, used the 50th anniversary of the plant in 1974 to re-interview some of the participated and to throw up doubts about the accuracy of Hawthorne’s study.

Goal displacement—even after a bureaucracy has accomplished its original purpose, it looks for ways to perpetuate itself—explain Henslin’s conflict with The March of Dimes—
Weber’s belief in the power of bureaucracies was the major topic of sociologists after WWII, when large corporations became common—the other-directed man and The Lonely Crowd reflected attempts to determine how individuals fit into such bureaucracies—http://www.robertfulford.com/LonelyCrowd.html

Bureaucracies often intensify inequalities of 
· race—the organizations inherently are open to favoritism and discrimination--Joe R. Feagin (1991) did a study of entry of African-Americans into organizations—big racial issues—look at unions as classic examples—many blacks are excluded from informal networks
· class—work creates class, by income, status, satisfaction and expectations—jobs not only  reflect class status, they perpetuate them—low wage usually is always low wage—
· gender—women are “on display” in predominantly male bureaucracies—“the glass ceiling”—affects areas like self-esteem, hope and despair—sexual harassment is a reflection of this gender inequality—Lois Jenson confronted multiple bureaucracies—Carly Fiorino, the poster girl for overcoming bureaucratic gender obstacles,  uses gender as an excuse for failure
Coping with bureaucracies—


Fighting red tape


Bureaucratic alienation—the term was created by Marx to describe being cut off from the final products of one’s work—

Resisting alienation—
To see a whole sociology course on bureaucracy and democracy, check out 

http://www.democ.uci.edu/education/courses/schonfeld04.htm
Henslin spend a lot of time (pp. 118-121) describing the qualities of working in a corporation—becomes a society in itself, with classes, roles, expectations, norms, values, etc.—what about “diversity training?”—compares US and Japanese corporations—relate to The Machine That Changed The World, but for CCBC students, industrial examples are almost no longer relevant—the expectation of job security has changed in reality, so corporations are trying to shift the culture that that such a tenure is no longer an expectation, so that disappointment and alienation are controlled—
Bureaucracy and Oligarchy—sociologist Charles Perrow (1986) supports bureaucracies and claims that the high standard of living in industrialized countries is the result of the efficiencies of a bureaucratic organization—Robert Michels [see above] proposed the iron law of oligarchy: all bureaucracies tend to be ruled by a few—the concentration of power is harmful to individuals—may also, according to modern management theories, be harmful to the bureaucracy (cf. GM)—most “leaders” criticize Michels because he is, indirectly, criticizing them—an iron law is that officers of a bureaucracy maintain their positions by avoiding criticism—teflon leaders—

Perrow wrote a wonderful article (though full of jargon) in Fall, 2005, on FEMA and Hurricane Katrina, analyzing the failure of a bureaucracy http://www.hsaj.org/?fullarticle=1.2.4
ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF ORGANIZATION


Many people thought that a bureaucracy, far from creating progress, became an obstacle to it, so new forms were evaluated—“more humane” structures were supposedly designed to

1. have a more flexible structure with more power sharing

2. encourage participants to share their ideas  and try new approaches to problem-solving

3. create “ladders,” so that no one has a permanent place in a bureaucracy

4. realize the conflicts between bureaucratic demands and human needs (family time, job satisfaction)

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE IN JAPAN


In Kendall, this section is already out-of-date because the global economy has exerted a negative impact on the Japanese employment structure—read The Machine That Changed The World to see the apex of the smart industrial system, with close relationships and emphasis on stability—see also W. Edwards Deming who first took apart a bureaucracy and put it back together in a different way
Quality Circles—

Organizations in the future—will we go back to the future by reviving the cooperative structures of prehistoric times—the horizontal model of organization rather than the vertical—a major issue is whether the inequalities that are found in bureaucracies can be eliminated—this would be a revolution in itself—a whole cultural shift—walks away from the notion that competition is healthy and good—
READINGS

“Hanging Tongues”—participant observation--shows a sense of solidarity that develops in a mindless job—really “cut red tape” by reorganizing the workplace—great article about coping with alienation and displacement—
“Just Another Routine Emergency”—another in-group, with norms and values—outsiders and insiders--
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