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sart of the organization, but since they are humans they
iivariably supersede the organizational context. The organ-
jzation supplies the actor with resources, tasks, goals,
--ﬁ{oﬁves, knowledge etc., while the individual contributes
sauscles, brain, eyes and voice, a face and a body. An
Iganizaﬁon ‘g made up of persons, but not of .wllloie
reons; each one enters into it with a trained and specialized
of himself’ (Cooley, 1914: 319; cf. Barnard, 1968: 16-17;
ey, 1988: 231; Coleman, 1990: 543). _

rving Goffman has penetrated into the relations betffvee_n
iduals and organizations. Although he is not clear in his
ihngs about the concept of organization as stch .(see
7 1; Burns, 1992), he has made important contributions
understanding of what he describes as ‘dual involve-
1(1959: 169). In his book Asylums he expresses this
ament in the following way: ‘Our sense of being a
can come from being drawn into a wider social unit;
se of selfhood can arise through the litile ways in
swe resist the pull’ (1968: 280).

© individuals act on behalf of organizations, which
often do, they also fo some extent perform a personal
first kind of actions Goffman calls ‘expressions given’
‘gecond kind ‘expressions given off’. Expressions
tain to actions on behalf of the organization such as
“waiter or a policeman has to do. Expressions given
lie other hand, pertain to personal traits and feelings
. They ‘involve a wide range of action that others
5. symptomatic of the actor, the expectation being
ction was performed for reasons other than the
1 conveyed in this way’ (1959: 2). _
5 policemen are concerned, ‘expressions given off
st in letting off lightly a person who has committed
\ffence; or it may be a case of taking bribes or of
+a particalar person because he or she is a
A waiter who is personally acquainted with a
act differently towards him than to an unknown

2
ORGANIZATIONAL CENTAURS

Acting on behalf of organizations

When we talk or write about organizations it is all too easy to
use a language that describes organizations as actors. We say
that a political party expresses its views, a car factory
produces cars, a theatre stages a drama, a state declares war
etc. Yet in the.true se ise of the term only human beings have
the ability to act. . is easier to say that the organization
makes a statement than to say that these individuals
representing this organization made a statement that was
decided by a majority of its board. In order to understand
what happens in and around organizations, however, it i
misleading to regard organizations as actors. :

In organizations there ,are resources and rules. Buf
organizations cannot speak or move; they have no legs o
walk with, and no eyes to see with. When organizations do
something it is always individuals who act. They do ng
act on their own account, but on behalf of the organiza
tion. '

All affiliates of an organization act both on behalf of
organization and on their own. Everything that is done in;
organizations is enacted through the bodies of its individ
affiliates. The organizational centaur is the embodiment
both actions on behalf of organizations and actions on beh.
of the natural person; it is part organization, part human

When individuals act on behalf of organizations they act

&

the examples that Goffman give in The Presentation
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of Self in Everyday Life are from service occupations Or
occupations such as teachers and doctors. Their jobs, that is,
their organizational affiliations, can be regarded, according to
Goffman, as interaction constraints, which transform the
activities of an individual into performances.

In later works Goffman called expressions given off either
secondary adjustments (1968: 172) or tole distance (1972; cf.
Burns, 1992: 137). With the concept of role distance it will be
possible to deal with ‘the divergence between obligation and
actual performance’ (1972: 102). This is a way of describing
the action of organizational centaurs and the fact that a dual
involvement is always there when we try to understand
organizational action. Individuals do things, but often not
wholeheartedly; they even do things that they do not believe
in. They do it routinely on behalf of an organization while

ir i on thi

People may act on behalf of organizations and believe that
what they do is the best and most rewarding task there is.

Yet, they may feel the need to express a role distance. An -

example is the recently converted person who has joined a
political party or church and distributes pamphlets in the
gtreet for the cause. When he meets an old friend, his boss,
or a teacher, his behaviour changes He may feel the need'to
say something disarming or apologetic. ¢

When individuals act on behalf of organizations they only
to a limited extent decide thems. ‘ves what to do. Thus, when
acting on behalf of an organizatiol. you cannot change your
mind on your own, at least not on major issues. You have to
refer to others, and it is far from certain that they will accept
your proposed changes. This is a major strain in acting on
behalf of organizations and accounts for the tension between
obligation and actual performance.

The ideal image of human interaction is a dialogue of two
persons who listen to each other, react on what they hear
and modify their behaviour accordingly. This is an unusual
situation. People have their hang-ups and ties. Spontaneous
reactions are rare. There are always the others, your
affiliates, who have to have their say and are easy f0 blame.

izl ce 5

In interaction on behalf of organizations people interact

.face to face and talk to each other, but there is no directness
in the 'relation since people cannot change their minds
immediately in response to the other person (see R
Johansson, 1992). Reactions are conditional; they have tc;
follow a rule or be approved by the organization — by a boss
c_:)thar. members, a spouse, parents, etc. Moreover, the sama
individual is probably affiliated with several organjzations
Other affiliations and loyalties create tensions in actions 01.1
behalf of organizations. Relations to relatives may override
loyalty to an employer, generating nepotism.
‘ Our argument is that interaction on behalf of organizations
is the most common form of human interaction when we
regard a family as an organization. Affiliation to a family, i.e
being I'narried or being a child, gives the same kinZl’s -olf
cm:tstramt on interaction as being employed in a shop or
beang a representative of a political party. Goffman madepthis
point many times (see for instance 1959: 78-9).

'There are three forms of interaction between organiz-
ational centaurs: (1) interaction between individuals ‘iithil‘l
the same organization, for instance interaction between a
supervisor and his or her subordinates; (2) interaction
betv'veen individuals representing different organizations in
for instance, business negotiations, wars and soccer ames"
and (3) interaction that takes place outside the imn%ediate’:
n;faillxin ﬁof an oagaaiaaﬁon, but where different organizational
?ntera; tho;:f&:L .of individuals interacting considerably affect their

(1) Inside organizations interaction between individuals
depends upon their position in the organization. Individuals

' are oi . . .
given resources and authority according to the division of

labcc)iur in ’ahe organization. In this respect the interaction is
predetermined by the organizational setting. Now, all

- research experience from inside organizations has shown

that formal aspects are not enough. Informal, personal and

‘bodily attributes and characteristics are essential in many

situations. Certain people, perhaps of the same age or sex
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may find it easier fo talk to each other and understand each
other. Individuals in the same position interact out of the
organizational context creating their own interaction patterns
(see Lysgaard, 1961; Burawoy, 1979). Yet, organizational
motives and resources always play arole. The point is that it
is mixed. Even though personal qualities and characteristics
are important, there are always constraints on interaction
between people due 0 their respective positions in the
organization.

(2) In interaction between individuals representing two
different organizations this is even more obvious. Moreover,
in such situations it becomes clear that the concept of role is
not enough to cover the importance of specific organizational
positions and affiliations. Two businessmen from different
companies or two politicians from different parties, for
instance, have the same roles, but the content of these roles
cannot explain their interaction. Tt is first of all detexmined by
the power resources and activities of each company of party-
The outcome of the interaction is also conditional on their
positions, that is, their authority to make decisions. )

Apart from different organizational affiliations and
resources, there are personal qualities that can influence the
interaction between two indidivuals from different organiz-
ations. Conditions such as types of personality, if they know
each other from previous occasions, if they come from the
same geographical region, if they have common acquain-
tances etc., can be decisive for the outc. me of the interaction.
Interaction between organizational cer.:aurs depends both

on their organizational bonds and on their personal traits,
and it is often hard to distinguish between them.

Clearly, interaction of this type cannot be comprehended
only in terms of roles. Tt is necessary to take the organiz-
ational context of roles into account. It is the specific
organizational affiliaion and concomitant resources. and
goals that matter in interaction between representatives from
different organizations. Inside organizations roles are turned
into positions with specific tasks and resources. Affiliation
implies a position for each affiliate within the organization.

Paul D-iMa_ggio has pointed out the neglect of the concept

?f lorgamza’ﬂon in most efforts to treat relations between

micro’ and ‘macro’ in social theories (1991: 78). DiMaggio

connects organizations with roles, and he also writes about
resoutces and control. However, he does not draw the full
conclusions of the relationship between organizations and
role.s. The relationship between general roles such as
l_:msmessman or politidan and actual organizational positions
is the same as that between institutions and organizations

Just as organizations are realized or materialized instimtions;
(the idea of family as compared to an actual family)
organizational affiliation and positions are realizations yolf
roles. Institutions and roles give general ideas and knowl-
edg:e_ about how to do things whereas organizations and
positions supply the materializations and embodiments as
well as the resources.

_ (3) The importance of organizational affiliation and par-
flClﬂ(flI' organizational resources stretches outside the im-
?nechatle organizational context. When people meet and mix
in semi-organized fields such as cocktail parties, restaurants
ar?d bars, people often ask about the organizational affili-
ations of other people. If you know that a person is employed
by a cer‘fain company or university your interaction with this
person is affected. A person’s position and behaviour to a
large extent rests on his or her organizational affiliations and
resources, such as a wealthy family, an important company
or a famous university, even though he or she does not at
that _occafsion act on behalf of the organization. Even children
Playmg in the playground know such things. They may, for
instance, tell a playmate not to hit his antagonist bec;;use
thc.ey know that he has two big brothers. Even amon
children the organizational affiliation and resources make g
difference.

‘ 1"1_'acﬁc§111y everybody has at least two forms of affiliation —
cm?ens]:up and kinship. Most people have more. Besides
the:; parents and siblings, they may also have a family of
their own, with a spouse and children. They may have a job



34 Social organizations

and are perhaps members of one or several voluntary
associations such as a party, a trade union, a church or a
s club.
Spgj; affiliations set constraints on the interaction with other
people. The first things people want to know from you are
often your organizational affiliations: Yv_here d.o you work, to
whom are you married, what is your cmzensl_up? Anc? even if
the others do not know them, your organizational affiliations
still put constraints on your options - you have times to ke?p
and you have to account for how you have used organiz-
ional resources.

ai:lffzxre there any actions that are not partly on behalf of
organizations? Actions where people do not ask where you
come from or where you belong? Actions when nobody W:.tll
ask where you have been, what you have done, w.hat. did
you do with the money, why did you not come back in time,
what did you achieve? Actions you do on _your own
responsibility with resources you dispose of quite on your
own?

Hobos and outlaws are figures often regarded as symbols
of freedom and independence, but they are not common.:
Other examples may be poets and artis’_cs. Stﬂl., they fﬂl have
their affiliations, such as family and citizenship, which they
cannot totally escape unless they find tlr}emsgl‘:fes_ a sanctuary
somewhere. To get away from tht.en aff111ah0}15 people
sometimes try to change their identity nd their physical
appearance, or even have themsel?re.s declared deac_l. .

Now, this is not a matter of either/or. Orga.mza@o_nal
affiliation constrains interaction with other people in shifting
degrees in different situations. It varies with the life cycle.
Children and middle aged people tend to be more con-
strained by organizational affiliations than adolescents apd
pensioners. It is particularly among the latter two categories
that we notice a trend in some affluent countries of'_an
increased share of single households in the .popl?lahor},
which denotes a relative independence of affiliations in their

social lives. ‘ '
A more typical image of human behaviour would be in
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terms of action on behalf of organizations than an image of
autonomous individual actions. In interaction with other
people it is more common that people excuse or blame their
decisions and actions on their organizational affiliation than
make their decisions on their own. ‘I can't come, 1 have to go
home.” ‘No, I don‘t have time, [ have to g0 to work.” ‘I would
like to go there, but my kids don't like it.”

Acting on behalf of organizations is not necessarily bad or
negative. It is not that such action is enforced action whereas
other forms of action are free. People choose to act on behalf
of organizations, since it can be incredibly funny and
exciting. It enables people to do things they would not
otherwise dream of doing on their own such as being an
astronaut and flying to the moon or playing in the final of the
world championships in soccer. This is in the idea of
collective resources.

What you gain in access to resources and possibilities by
organizational affiliations you lose in autonomy and inde-
pendence. In organizations you can do things you would not
be able to do on your own, but you cannot quite choose
when you would like to do it, or how often or how much.
The organizational context implies a particular rhythm of
doing things. Often it means to do things faster, more
regularly and more often. What you win in terms of access to
resources you lose in spontaneity and autonomy. Organiz-
ations may become traps.

Generally it is too strong to say that people act against their
will when they act on behalf of organizations. On the other
hand, it is rarely accurate to say that they act according to
their will. Actions on behalf of organizations are normally,
although not necessarily, characterized by a dual involve-
ment; a duality of action. A dual involvement may be
expected to be more obvious in relations of employment,

“when people get paid to do things. But even members of

voluntary associations now and then do things on behalf of
their organizations that they would rather not do.

In social sciences there is a tendency to see human actors
as either determined by a social structure or culture or as
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rafional and free individuals (see Granovetter, 1985). The fact
is that though in principle people are free t0 chf)ose and act,
they seldom do, and there are few opportunities to choose
organizational affiliation. People are selected into organiz-
ations. The social world is certainly made by people,
although not according t0 their own will, but rather through
doing what other people tell them to do and often while
thinking of something else.

This is not the whole picture. There are moments when
people experience a self-realization :‘:hrough acting on behalé
of an organization together with friends or colleagues, an
there are moments when people are really forced _th:rough
threats of violence to act against their own will. And
sometimes people refuse to obey orders and stop or leave.

Part organization . . .

When people act on behalf of organjza.tior'ls‘their abilities and
scopes are enhanced; they get exi-ramd‘lwdual strength as
well as goals and motives. Their behaviour, however, also
becomes less human.

Yet, it is not possible to eliminate the hur_nan_ part
altogether. The strategy of organizational coordmgtmn is
usually to minimize the human part to .bf; able to increase
control and predictability of actions. Which human qualities
are relevant for the action on behalf of the organization varies
with the kind of activities involved. People search for the
right person for the right job, that is, a person Whose hgman
qualities and character fit in with the o.rgamzahor-lal position.
This is not always an easy task. Sometimes physical qualities
are decisive, such as strength, sex, or appearance. Th_e 1eaderf
of a party should have the proper political optmons,
course, as well as be a good leader and manager and e
trusted by the members of the party; moreover, he or she

should look good on TV. Even in the best of cases there will

always be tensions between the organizational requirements
and the person involved.

B
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There are basically two approaches in order to minimize
the influence of the human part of the organizational centaur;
either to subsume and transform as much as possible of the

_human conduct under the auspices of the organization, thus

making it ‘part organization’, or to separate the human
interest as far as possible from organizational activities. The
first approach implies as much involvement as possible, the
second as little involvemnent as possible. The problem is that
the result is often somewhere in between, with too little
involvement as regards the first approach and too much
involvement in relation to the second approach.

The first approach implies a high degree of socialization
and indoctrination into ‘greedy’ organizations, ‘that are not
content with claiming a segment of the energy of individuals
but demand their total allegiance” (Coser, 1967: 198). The
affiliates should spend as much time as possible in their
everyday life within the realms of the organization. This is
typical of families and voluntary organizations such as
religious bodies, for example, monasteries or sects. Celibacy
is a method of preventing influence from another organiz-
ational affiliation (see Collins, 1986: 53). The idea is to fry to
shape the affiliates as much as possible according to
organizational demands and tasks. In extreme cases this may
lead to mutilations of the body, as in the case of eunuchs
(Coser, 1964).

The second approach implies construction of organiz-
ational activiies that are as independent as possible of
whoever is conducting the task. Examples are Taylorism and
bureaucracy. In these cases the idea is to create routines that
demand as little involvement as possible of the person
fulfilling the task thereby increasing substitutability. Clear
rules and tasks are ingredients of this approach (see Littler,
1982: 58). Weber wrote about bureaucracy that it functions
better ‘the more it is dehumanized’ (1968: 975). Typically this
is an approach in enterprises with routine production, but it
may also be applied in the state.

Whatever the approach, the tension between the organiz-
ational and the human is always there in all organizations
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and it is rarely resolved, although it can be expected that a
dual involvement is most obvious in forms of employment.

In chapter 1 we analysed four features constitutive of
organized interaction between individuals: affiliation, collec-
tive resources, substitutability and control. These features
can be applied in order fo study the bonds of the organiz-
ational centaurs. In order to discover the impact of organ-
izational affiliation it is most revealing to select situations
where individuals from different organizations interact with
one another, In such situations the importance of the
organizational bonds becomes obvious. Here are a great
variety of social situations ranging from journalists inter-
viewing politicians to soldiers fighting each other in a war, or
businessmen negotiating about coniracts, or social scientists
meeting in a conference.

Affiliation

The particular organizational affiliation of a person/actor is
important when the actions of other people towards that
person would differ depending on which organization he or
she belongs to. People know this in their interactions and
take it for granted and talk in different ways to people with.
different organizational affiliations; they avoid certain topics
or certain names. When one gefs to know the people one
meets daily, it is as important to learn about their organiz-
ational affiliations as their traits of character; whether they
are married, whom this or that person is married or related
to, whether the person has children or not, where he or she
works, whether he or she is a member of a party or a sports
club. Affiliations are no less important than age, looks,
temperament etc. '

A common method to indicate affiliation is through
uniforms or garments or labels, for example, a cap or a shirt
in the colours of the organization or with the name or logo of
the organization printed on it. The pointing out of organiz-
ational affiliation through clothing is typical of organizations
involved in or prepared for fighting each other, such as

armies or football teams. It is also common for employees of
the state such as policemen or postmen. Many enterprises
peErtlcularly in the service industry, equip their employee;
with special costumes to advertise their affiliation.

Often When you meet a new person the location reveals
the organizational affiliation of that person, for example, the
secretary in an office or the person who introduces a meeting
in a local union, a doctor behind his desk. On other occasions
those .acc:ompanying somebody give information about the
organizational affiliation, such as a family walking to church
or shopping.

{X' pe.rson’s surname is another indication of organizational
?fﬁhatlon, which at least in some connections gives good
information about civil status and family background.
However, some surnames give more information than
othejrs; for example, names of noble families, or important
families such as Rothschild or Vanderbilt.

Yet, in many situations in your everyday life you meet
people whose organizational affiliation you do not know.
When people act outside their organizational connection and
if they do not wear a uniform or something similar, their
exact organizational affiliation is not readily visible. In this
type of situation people who act on behalf of organizations
will siometimes be required to show a proof of belonging to a
Certlam organization. Plain clothes policemen have to show
their badges if they take official action. People collecting
money for an organization often show their ID card to prove
that jchey are representatives of that organization. When
entering a foreign country some people will be asked to show
’Fhelr passports, and they will be treated differently depend-
ing on which country they come from.

Organizational affiliation is not only a certificate attesting
edl-.l.Cat:iOIl or a professional status or legitimation. An
affiliation implies rights and duties towards an organization
as wgll as a certain treatment from people from other
.orgamz.ations. A journalist is not just a journalist. A
]ogmahst coming from the biggest newspaper in the country
will get different attention from a journalist from a small local
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newspaper by almost anybody. To some extent this is due to
differences in their access to resources.

Collective resources and power

Equipment such as cars or weapons is one of the most
apparent examples of how people’s abilities to act are
enhanced by organizational resources in ways that create
variations between people from different organizations.
Motor sport, for example, is an exceptional case among
sports since it is so obvious that the contestants have been
equipped with resources of different qualities by the teams
they belong to. This may be regarded as unfair, but on the
other hand it is an extremely common phenomenon
although rarely as obvious as in the case of Formula 1.

The effect of unequal resources is not always as obvious as -

in the cases of cars and weapons, however. Affiliates from
organizations with more resources, that is, richer organiz-
ations, often get advantages in subtler ways. They can afford
to buy better clothes, they can spend more money on
representation, they can distribute glossier prints, they can
travel more. For university students the extent of financial
support they get from their parents is of crucial importance
for their chances of entering certain universities.

There is another form of enhancement of the capacity to act.
on behalf of organizations, which is more difficult to
distinguish from personal traits or the human part of the
organizational centaur. Resources that a person acquires
through socialization in the organization become internal-
ized. The upbringing in the family, the education at school,
in-house training, the training one gets in a sports duborina
party, are organizational resources (investments in human
capital) that give varying preconditions for actions on behalf
of the organization. Actors with better training, better
education and more knowledge have many advantages in
the interaction with actors from other organizations with
fewer resources of this kind. One problem, however, is that
these resources or investments are inseparable from the
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person, which becomes particularly obvious in knowledge-
based enterprises. One solution is to ask for transfer sums
?vl_len an affiliate leaves one organization to join another, as
:I: ice-hockey or soccer. Dowry can also be understood in E'hjs
ay. :
?erhaps the most important influence of resources on
actions on behalf of organizations is indirect and comes from
the potential use of resources. This is the power aspect of
resources. When two or several representatives from differ-
fent organizations meet, in negotiations for example, their
interaction can be characterized by inequality even t"hough
they have the same equipment and degrees of education.
The actor belonging to a bigger organization usually has
access to larger resources, which makes his or her arguments
more powerful in discussions with people belonging to
poorer organizations. A person from a resourceful organiz-
ation can be nice and charming. He or she does not have to
make t_hreats; still, everybody knows that the preconditions
for .then‘ interaction are constrained by the potential power of
their respective organizations. Ultimately, nobody knows
exactly what gives power in certain situations, and notions
about the potential power of organizations are contested and
cha]lenged (this will be discussed thoroughly in chapter 6)
The point here is just to underline the fact that interactior;
?eh/v_een people from different organizations to a large extent
is guided by the notions of the potential resources each actor
hag access to through his or her organizational affiliation
This is true for businessmen from different companies as we]i
as for politicians from different parties and for presidents
frgm different states. The particular bonds of the organiz-
a_tlonal centaurs are essential for understanding the interac-
tion between them even though they appear to be equals. In
a picture the president of the United States does not look
.much different from the president of Guatemala, but their
Interaction is certainly dependent upon their respective

organizational affiliations and thus different access to
resources,
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Sybstitutability

Organizations become more dependent on affiliates with
unique qualities and skills. A person that is difficult to
substitute is more difficult to control. A star in a soccer team
or a popular politician may take great liberties inside the
organization. When procedures to substitute a person are
comp}icated or ime-consuming, an election for instance, the
power of that person also increases. Royalties are difficult t0
substitute, because they have to fulfil specific kinship
requirements. Generally it holds that the harder it is to find
substitutes the more autonomy that person has. Thus, part
organization and part human are intertwined. Also a group
of persons or a team may make themselves hard to substitute
and control, if they monopolize important knowledge, for
instance. -
Statements or opinions expressed by organizations may
not be totally in accordance with those of any one of the
affiliates. Decisions are often compromises reached through
negotiations and formation of coalitions. Both the pro-
gramme of a political party and where a family goes for the
holidays are expressions of negotiated preferences. It is not
the programme nor the holiday any one of the affiliates
would have chosen or decided themselves. To what extent
can one expect affiliates to uphold the official version? This
varies with type of organization and position of the affiliate.
People in top positions are more often expected to give the
official version. Of course, clergymen are expected to identify
themselves with the dogma of their church, but you cannot
expect a salesman to say that everything he sells is as good as
the advertisements claim. Some organizational representa-
tives do not even pretend to accept the official view. They
say: ‘1 am only doing my job,” or ‘If I were to decide I would
not do it like this.” .
In many organizations there are authorized people in
positions to give statements or information, for instance an
ambassador. Others are prohibited from saying anything, or
at least expected not to publicly announce disagreements

U!Sﬁﬂquuuuﬁl CEirirrinsS ‘;u“

within the organization. The official spokesmen may be
exchanged, however. A state can get a new government, an
enterprise may get a new manager, a party may get a new
leadership etc. The promises or the information you had
from somebody may suddenly become worthless. It does not
matter how trustworthy that person may have been. It is not
the‘ same thing to trust a person and to trust an organization.
This is one reason why networks resting on personal contacts
are vulnerable (see chapter 4).

When you talk to somebody representing an organization
you have to find out what part is organization and what part
is human, as well as the relative weights of each part. When
two politicians from different parties meet, they must fry to
dlst_mguish between the other’s personal view and the official
policy of the party.

.Interaction among organizational centaurs is complicated
since their organizational positions are not always obvious.
Ir} some organizations, though, even the position in the
hierarchy of that organization is discernible from the uniform
or clothing, for example in the army. If you have complaints
about .service in a restaurant you want to talk to the
supervisor or the head waiter, who is probably dressed
differently from ordinary waiters.

Control

Actions of organizational centaurs rest on control. To the
degree that they depend upon the organization to be able to
come back, their actions on behalf of the organizétion are
checked. When they return they have to account for how
they have used resources, what they have achieved and what
they have said. In principle, these requirements are the same
for politicians, businessmen, diplomats and family members.

Now, as Richard Scott has pointed out, ‘so many of the
topics discussed in connection with organizations relate
more or less directly to the subject of control’ (1992: 301).
Mlost of these arguments pertain to relations inside organiz-
ations. The autonomy of positions varies depending on the
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nature of tasks and the place in the internal division of labour
(see further chapter 5). Ultimately, the cohesion of an
organization rests on the fact that affiliates conirol each other
(see Hechier, 1987).

ool is more problematic when affiliates interact with
people who do not belong to the same organization. One
interesting discussion on control concerns the so-called
‘street-level bureaucrats’, that is, public employees who have
divect contacts with clients. Even though they work within
the premises of the organization their relations with clients
are hard to monitor. It can also be difficult to evaluate their

_performance (Lipsky, 1980; R. Johansson, 1992).

This dilemma is even more pronounced in situations
where affiliates of an organization act on their own outside
the organization but not outside the organizational context,
for example as missionaries, agitafors, spies, diplomats,
negotiators or salesmen; when affiliates of the same organiz-
ation are no longer in face-to-face contact with one another
(see Goffmann, 1959: 166). This also goes for family members
going shopping or talking to teachers in school. Although
people operating on these conditions seem to be acting on
their own, they usually have to obey routines for reporting
their activities and taking orders. Missionaries are often
prohibited to ‘marry or in any other way live together with a
partner from the host country’ (G. Johansson, 1992: 207).

The learning of an organizational culture or ideology
becomes most important for affiliatés acting to a great extent
on their own (see Mintzberg, 1979: 98). Yet, they cannot be
left without control® altogether. They seldom have full
authority to negotiate or use resources. Their decisions have

to be confirmed by other affiliates. The division of labour in

organizations is in itself a form of control. To increase the
dependence of affiliates is another way of controlling them. If
the dependence on the organization decreases, however, the
bonds between a person and the organization are weakened
and thus the conditions for control change. If a spy is offered
a residence and a good income in another couniry the
situation may become critical.

'urgdnfzmwuul Cetuums 3 4o

Through organizational affiliation human capacities to act
are transformed. Some capacities are hindered to some
extent such as the capacity to make decisions about your own
actions, or to plan your own actions or to say what you think.
Other capacities are increased, such as physical ability and
strength through- military or athletic training. Knowledge is
enhanced through education and cultural influences. Organ-
izational affiliation implies a transformation of human
capacities by increasing possibilities to operate and calculate
while restraining emotional capacities. Actors become
stronger, more knowledgeable but less sensitive and less

emotionally open, the more they depend on their organiz-
ational affiliation. ‘

Part human . . .

To understand how organizations work it is necessary to
know their limits. All organizations are vulnerable and many
organizations fail and are dissolved. One of the restrictions in
grganizaﬁons is their difficulties in directing and controlling
individual affiliates with feelings, interests and qualities that
supersede the realms of the organization. In the long run it
happens that people increasingly become accustomed to and
moulded into their organizational identities, which may even
create an overconformity in adherence to rules and organiz-
ational demands {see Merton, 1968). Goffman assumes that
people filling positions in the middle ranges of organizations
‘most closely approach what the organizations expect them
to be’ (1968: 182). Consequently, secondary adjustments are
least found in the middle of hierarchies and more frequently
at the top or at the bottom. However, ‘part human’ is rarely
totally obliterated. From the perspective of the organization
thg human part of the organizational centaur is often a
nuisance.

When acting on behalf of organizations one normally uses
only a part of one’s human capacities, only part of one’s
knowledge. Many white-collar professions call for knowl-
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edge and mental qualities, whereas in many manual jobs
physical powers are used, but opportunities to exercise one’s
creativity are few. Neither in families do affiliates get to use
all their abilities, which is one of the reasons behind the
increasing participation of women in wage labour (see
Cockburn, 1991: 151). Certain actions on behalf of organiz-
ations require a large part of one’s personality. A politician,
for instance, uses his or her personal charm in order to
persuade other peo sle. Personal affection or dislike between

party leaders may t »important in establishing or preventing

cooperation between two parties.

In actions on behalf of organizations the organization
determines with whom to interact, with whom to be friendly, -
whom to help, but it is far from certain that these are the
people with whom you would choose to interact if you had
your own choice.

Human capacities and needs that are not satisfied or used
may give rise to unintended forms of interaction, para]lel to,

alf of the organization. Such

or instead of, action on beh _
interaction may be little things like people siting around

talking to each other inistead of working, or people going to
political meetings not to discuss politics but to meet friends
and gossip. This kind of interaction may certainly be
productive and even be encouraged. Generaily, though,
from the point of view of the organization, it is a disturbance.
Informal relations may also axise in relations between staff
and inmates or clients. It is well known from many studies
how prison officers develop patterns of interaction with
prisoners that deviate from official rules; patterns that give
them mutual advantages. Goffman (1968: 89, 184) reports
from his study of ‘Central Hospital’ how the staff used
atients as baby-sitters, gardeners ot for house painiing.
Some affiliates have to interact with representatives from
other organizations as customers, business partners or
negotiators. Such interaction may lead to close contacts but it
must not become too close. Asan employee you are expected
to be friendly to customers, but you should not become their
friend. Organizations have fo take measures in order to

Organizational centaurs 47

prevent affiliates in such iti
. positions from taking adv
theslg conltacts._ An example of such a gain is ag l:)ri’nzrmﬁge o
o (\)rer? writers have pointed out the importémce of
% Er na -relatlonsf that is, networks, in contacts betwe
) geiael;lsaﬂons.l?alespeople often know each other well ’Irt3 2
way, there is evidence all around ,

. . ‘ us of the ext
Eg;lach business relations are mixed up with socfa); eor:et?
G rficf);riltter, 1985: 4?5). Granovetter argues against Z
andphiee v}xlr‘ay of 1ook1%1g at distinctions between markets
ar SOCialrar(I: ies. Accordu_mg to him, they are both embedded
. organi;z ggr?ns. Blil:.t this al_)rgument cannot be taken too far

: s are too embedded in network il be
e L0o ¢ s they wil
c?wsolved. There is a limit to the embeddedness of ¢ 1 o
disso i of organiza-
Org:;r;altrilo I:zltuahons when representatives from different
s are expected to fight each oth
er th
_ ztf}tllgi a]:l;ld start to cooperate. This rarely happens inezocllsgry
o6 g 3_;1;)81‘&: have been cases of fixed matches Axelroci
: gives the example of the trench :
the First World War o o ol
, where German and Fre i
o1 whe: : nch soldie
E}?;)F:Smd in not opening fire against each other. It hap erliz
that I?ps ?efusg to shoot at demonstrators or protes}t?ers
since eyf 1de-nhfy themselves with the protesters Om;
Augu};tel gglthlzs W?Is the failed coup d'état in Mosc;)w in
: . In order to avoid refusals fr i
. commanders may recruit tr  ather parts of the
oops from other t
country, who may even be ity the
unable to speak wi
protesters. That is one strate inimize oo o
] to mi i
' th§ human part of soldiers. ® imize the Inflacnce of
In s .
ion nfzaméohﬁzl sse;)}c1 eala::d SIeXI:]:hW are explicit parts of the
- or, es. In this respect sex is * i
b L sche art organiz-
5 113:1;1‘. Se>‘cua1_1ty is in a sense turned into acﬁonpon be}%alrfuif
o Sevg:;liﬁon, t;a;hons that spouses expect of each other
er types of organization sex i '
: . ar and sexualit
. ;Ee:gt;;feﬂigjr}htasks and positions or to attract customezsa;i
5. e “sexy” uniform of a i
. . cub waitress
:’lf:nce, exlets for profit both her female sexuality am’:l f}?l‘
sexuality of the client’ (Cockburn, 1991: 149) )




48 Social organizatioﬁs

When sex is not explicitly part organization it is part
human, and as such it plays a role in many organizations in
the interaction between affiliates and in relations with
customers or dlients. Cynthia Cockburn writes: “All organiz-
ations must generate policies for handling sexual affairs and
marriages among their employees if they are to avoid
disruption, loss of output and failure of managerial control’
(1991: 151). In her book In the Way of Women, Cockburn
discusses sexual harassment in work organizations as a way
for male employees to assert their position of power (1991:
64, 142). The mix of men and women in similar positions
affects actions on be’.alf of organizations. When the propor-
tion of women is small their visibility as women increases.
They become tokens as part human and not as part
organization (see Kanter, 1977: 207-12).

Likewise in relations between affiliates and clients there
may occur situations where sexuality impinges upon the
organizational interaction. Patients may ask nurses for sexual
services. In psychotherapy it happens that the close.relation-
ship between the therapist and the client is changed into a
relationship of love and sexuality, which often leaves the
client in a worse state than before the therapy started. In
interaction between neighbouring families there are often
informal rules prohibiting too close relations between the
husband of one family and the wife of another. It is very rare
for a man to be able to call on a’woman in a neighbouring
family if she is alone at home (see Rosengren, 1991).

The human part of the organizational centaur sets limits to
demands on actions on behalf of an organization. Affiliates
cannot be made to do anything or act against personal
convictions. Political parties often compromise about their
demands, and politicians now and then have to argue in
favour of decisions they do not embrace themselves. Some-
times a member of a party or a government may think that
compromises have gone too far, and as a result he or she
leaves the party. Sometimes employees quit their jobs when
conditions become unbearable even though they do not have
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a new job to go to. Reactions of this kind may also be
collective, such as in wildcat strikes. '

There is always a tension between organizational demands
and the human mind and body. When and how people react
to such tensions is contingent on the exact situation and
constellation of other organizations. The threshold to leave
an organization is lower the more alternatives there are, and
the lower the dependence on organizational resources is
Dependence on organizational resources within families caﬁ
be seen as proportionate to the incomes. of the spouses
(ﬂobson, 1990), and this often affects divorces. Reactions of
dissatisfaction may be discussed in terms of exit and voice
(see Hirschman, 1970, 1981; see also Ahrne, 1990: 84-90).



