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Twelve citizens sit together in an elevated enclosure, like a choir loft, and silently watch a drama unfold before them, day after day. They are respectfully addressed by highly paid professionals: lawyers, judges, expert witnesses. Their job, ruling on the innocence or guilt of a defendant or the settlement of a legal claim, was once the prerogative of kings. Their decision may mean freedom or incarceration, fortune or penury, even life or death.


Juries have been the focus of much research, in part because they fill such a vital role in our society and in part because within this curiously artificial, yet intimate, group of random strangers can be found a wealth of interesting sociological phenomena. Jury verdicts and jury deliberations show the same inescapable influences of status, race, and gender that affect the rest of society.


Juries are, in some ways, society in miniature.


A vast folklore exists among trial lawyers about jurors and jury performance.


During jury selection, in a process called the voir dire, lawyers on both sides are entitled to eliminate any potential jurors with no explanation required. Many lawyers who have great faith in their ability to judge jurors consider jury selection to be the most important part of a trial. By choosing the jurors, they are choosing the verdict.


Consider some of the old-fashioned folk wisdom clung to by trial lawyers—with widely varying degrees of accuracy: Farmers believe in strict responsibility, whereas waiters and bartenders are forgiving; avoid wage earners; avoid the clergy; select married women (Belli 1954).


A guideline for Dallas, Texas, prosecutors advised against selecting “Yankees . . .


unless they appear to have common sense” (Guinther 1988: 54).


High-powered legal teams now make room for a new breed of legal specialist —the trial consultant trained in sociological techniques who contributes nothing but juror analysis as part of the jury selection process. Such was the case in the well-publicized murder trial of football player O. J. Simpson for the alleged murder of his ex-wife, Nicole Brown Simpson. According to some researchers, the jury found Simpson not guilty despite strong evidence of his guilt because the prosecutor ignored social science consultants, particularly information regarding the relevance of the racial and gender composition of the
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group decision making (Hastie and Pennington 2000; Hastie et al. 1983). For instance, jurors are much less likely to defect from large factions than from small ones. The larger the faction, the less willing a juror will be to defy the weight of group opinion.


What does this say about the state of justice in our legal system, when guilt or innocence depends not only on the legal facts but also on social aspects of the jury? Like society as a whole, and like organizations and bureaucracies, groups are subject to social influences, and understanding these influences can be essential to understanding a process such as the operation of social justice.


This chapter introduces the study of groups and the social processes and dynamics that are characteristic of group and organizational behavior. Whether a relatively small group, such as a jury, or a large organization, such as a major corporation, groups are influenced by sociological forces. •••


jury (Taylor et al. 2003; Toobin 1996). In other trials, simply the size of the jury (six versus twelve members) can make a difference (Saks and Marti 1997).


The level of analysis goes beyond simply identifying the likely bias of a given juror. Juries are groups, and groups behave differently from individuals. Understanding group behavior is critical to predicting the performance of a jury. For instance, it is possible to make an educated prediction about who in a jury will become the most influential (Hans and Martinez 1994). Researchers have found that people with high status in society do the most talking in jury deliberations and are thought by other jurors to be the most helpful in reaching a verdict (Cohen and Zhou 1991; Berger and Zelditch 1985).


Factions form during jury deliberations, and if jury analysts expect a difficult decision, they can attempt to influence how fractionalized juries will resolve their disputes based on sociological and psychological data about smallbut to help us understand the behavior of people in society.


As we inspect groups, we are able to identify characteristics that reliably predict trends in the behavior of the group, and even the behavior of individuals in the group.


The study of groups has application at all levels of society, from the attraction between people who fall in love to the characteristics that make some corporations drastically outperform their competitors. The aggregation of individuals into groups has a transforming power, and sociologists understand the social forces that make these transformations possible. In this chapter, we move from the micro level of analysis (the analysis of groups and face-to-face social influence) to the


macro level of analysis (the analysis of formal organizations and bureaucracies).


Dyads and Triads: Group Size Effects


Even the smallest groups are of acute sociological interest.


A dyad is a group consisting of two people. A triad


consists of three people. This seemingly minor distinction, first scrutinized by the German sociologist Georg Simmel (1858–1918), can have critical consequences for group behavior (Simmel 1902). Simmel was interested in discovering the effects of size on groups, and he found that the mere difference between two and three spawned entirely different group dynamics (the behavior of a group over time).


Imagine two people standing in line for lunch. First one talks, then the other, then the first again. The interaction proceeds in this way for several minutes. Now imagine a third person enters the interaction. The character of the interaction suddenly changes. At any given


Types of Groups


Each of us is a member of many groups simultaneously.


We have relationships with family, friends, team members, and professional colleagues in groups. Within these groups are gradations: We are generally closer to our siblings (brothers and sisters) than our cousins; we are intimate with some friends, merely sociable with others.


If we count up all of our group associations, ranging from the powerful associations that define our daily lives to the thinnest connections about which we have some feeling, we will uncover connections to literally hundreds of groups.


What is a group? Recall from Chapter 5 that a


group is a collection of individuals who interact with one another, share goals and norms, and have a subjective awareness as “we.” To be considered a group, a social unit must have all three characteristics. The boundaries of the definition are necessarily hazy. Consider three superficially similar examples: The individuals in a line waiting to board a bus are unlikely to have a sense of themselves as a group. A line of prisoners chained together and waiting to board a bus to the penitentiary is more likely to have a thicker sense of common feeling. Finally, no doubt the passengers who overpowered the hijacking pilots on American Airlines Flight 92 on September 11, 2001, sadly subsequently crashing the plane into a Pennsylvania farmland, became a group for a few moments.


As you remember from Chapter 5, certain gatherings are not groups in the strict sense but may be social categories (teenagers or truck drivers) or audiences


(everyone watching the same movie). The importance of defining a group is not to perfectly diagnose whether a social unit is a group—an unnecessary endeavor— moment, two people are interacting more with each other than either is with the third. When the third person wins the attention of one of the other two, a new dyad is formed, supplanting the previous pairing. The group, a triad, then consists of a dyad (the pair that is interacting) plus an isolate.


Triadic segregation is what Simmel called the tendency for triads to segregate into a pair and an isolate.


A triad tends to segregate into a coalition of the dyad against the isolate—a two-against-one situation. The isolate then has the option of initiating a coalition with either member of the dyad. This choice is a type of social advantage, leading Simmel to coin the principle of


tertius gaudens, a Latin term meaning “the third one gains.” Interactions in a triad very often end up as two against one. You may have noticed this principle of coalition formation in your own conversations. Perhaps two friends want to go to a movie you do not want to see. You appeal to one of them to go instead to a minor league baseball game. She wavers and comes over to your point of view—you have formed a coalition of two against one. The friend who wants to go to the movie is now the isolate. He may recover lost social ground by trying to form a new coalition, such as by suggesting a new alternative (going bowling or going to a different movie). This flip-flop interaction may continue for some time, demonstrating another observation by Simmel: A triad is an unstable social grouping, whereas dyads are relatively stable. The minor distinction between dyads and triads—one person—has important consequences because it changes the character of the interaction within the group. Simmel is known as the discoverer of group size effects—the effects of group number on group behavior.


Primary and Secondary Groups


Charles Horton Cooley (1864–1929), a famous sociologist of the Chicago School of sociology, introduced the concept of the primary group—defined as a group consisting of intimate, face-to-face interaction and relatively long-lasting relationships. Cooley had in mind the family and early peer group. In his original formulation, “primary” was used in the sense of “first,” the intimate group of the formative years (Cooley 1909/1967). The insight that an important distinction should be made between intimate groups and other groups proved extremely fruitful. Cooley’s somewhat narrow concept of family and childhood peers has been elaborated upon over the years to include a variety of intimate relations as examples of primary groups.


Primary groups have a powerful influence on an individual’s personality or self-identity. The effect of family on an individual can hardly be overstated. The weight of peer pressure on school children is particularly notorious.


Street gangs are a primary group. The camaraderie formed among Marine Corps units in boot camp is another classic example of a primary group.


In contrast to primary groups are secondary groups


that are larger in membership, less intimate, and less long-lasting. Secondary groups tend to be less significant in the emotional lives of people. Secondary groups include all the students at a college or university, all the people in your neighborhood, and all the people in a bureaucracy or corporation.


Secondary groups can occasionally take on the characteristics of primary groups. The process can be accelerated in situations of high stress or crisis. When a neighborhood meets with a major catastrophe, people who may know each other only as acquaintances often come to depend on each other and in the process become more intimate. The secondary group of neighbors becomes, for a time, a primary group. This is precisely what happened in otherwise impersonal neighborhoods in New York City near “ground zero” of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attack on the World Trade Center: Thousands of people pitched in to help, and as a result, many primary groups formed. Similar formations of primary groups no doubt took place in many locations in the eastern United States during the power blackout of August 2003.


Primary and secondary groups serve different needs.


Primary groups give people intimacy, companionship, and emotional support. These are termed expressive needs (also called socioemotional needs). Family and friends share and amplify your good fortune, rescue you when you misbehave, and cheer you up when life looks grim. Primary groups are a major influence on
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One of the best examples of the primary group is that consisting of parent and child.


social life and an important source of social control.


They are also a dominant influence on your likes and dislikes, preferences in clothing, political views, religious attitudes, and other characteristics. Many studies have shown the overwhelming influence of family and friendship groups on religious and political affiliation, as illustrated in the box, “Doing Sociological Research: Sharing the Journey” (Wuthnow 1994).


Secondary groups serve instrumental needs (also called task-oriented needs). Athletic teams form to have fun and win games. Political groups form to raise funds and bend the will of the legislature. Corporations form to make profits, and employees join corporations to make a living. Needless to say, intimacies can develop in the act of fulfilling instrumental needs, and primary groups may also devote themselves to meeting instrumental needs. The true distinction between primary and secondary groups is in how strongly the participants feel about one another and how dependent they are on the group for sustenance and identity. Both primary and secondary groups are indispensable elements of society.


Reference Groups


Primary and secondary groups are groups that have members. Reference groups are those to which you may or may not belong, but that you use as a standard for evaluating your values, attitudes, and behaviors (Merton and Rossi 1950). Reference groups are generalized versions of role models. They are not “groups” in the sense that the individual interacts within (or in) them.


THINKING SOCIOLOGICALLY


Name a primary group and a secondary group to which you belong. Compare the two groups in terms of their size, degree of intimacy, and the nature of the interaction you have within them. Are these groups primarily expressive, instrumental, or both?
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These are members of a large class of graduating seniors—a secondary group.


spiritual groups, and a myriad of other support groups. Wuthnow began his research by asking some specific questions, including, “What motivates people to join support groups?” “How do these groups function?” and “What do members like most and least about such groups?” His broadest question, however, was to wonder how the wider society is being influenced by the proliferation of small, support groups. To answer these questions, a large research team of fifteen scholars designed a study that included both a quantitative and a qualitative dimension. They distributed a survey to a representative sample of more than 1000 people in the United States.


Supplementing the survey were interviews with more than 100 support group members, group leaders, and clergy.


The researchers chose twelve groups for extensive study. Researchers spent six months to three years tracing the history of these groups, meeting with members and attending group sessions.


Based on this research, Wuthnow concludes that the small group movement is fundamentally altering U.S.


society. Forty percent of all Americans belong to one or more small groups.


As the result of participation in these groups, social values of community and spirituality are undergoing major transformation.


People say they are seeking community when they join small groups—whether the group be a recovery group, a religious group, a civic association, or some other small group.


Modern society is often characterized as remote, alienating, and without much feeling of community or group belongingness. This image of society has been carefully studied by sociologist Robert Wuthnow who noticed that, in the United States, people are looking to small groups as a place where they can find emotional and spiritual support and where they find meaning and commitment, despite the image of society as an increasingly impersonal force.


Wuthnow began his research by noting that, even with the individualistic culture of U.S. society, small groups play a major role in this society. He saw the increasing tendency of people to join recovery groups, reading groups,


DOING SOCIOLOGICAL RESEARCH


Sharing the Journey


Do you pattern your behavior based on sports stars, musicians, military officers, or business executives? If so, those role models are your reference groups.


Imitation of reference groups can have both positive and negative effects. Members of a Little League baseball team may revere major league baseball players and thus attempt to imitate laudable behaviors such as tenacity and sportsmanship, but young baseball fans are also liable to be exposed to tantrums and fights, tobacco spitting, and scandals such as drug problems and domestic violence that befall many professional athletes. This illustrates that the influence of a single reference group can be both positive and negative.


Research has shown that identification with reference groups can have a strong effect on self-evaluation and self-esteem. Before school desegregation began, it was thought that all-Black schools contributed to a negative self-evaluation among Black students. Desegregation was expected to raise the self-esteem of Black children (Clark and Clark 1947). In some cases, it did, but later research has also found that identification with a positive reference group was more important than desegregation. When racial or ethnic groups were consistently and methodically presented in a positive way, as in later pluralistic and multicultural educational programs designed to increase pride in Black culture, the self-esteem of the children was greater than that of Black children in integrated programs with no pluralistic component.


The same has been found for Latino children enrolled in Latino cultural awareness programs. Plainly, the representation of racial and ethnic groups in a society can have a striking positive or negative effect on children who are acquiring their lifetime set of group affiliations (Zhou and Bankston 2000; Baumeister 1998; Steele 1996, 1992; Steele and Aronson 1995; Banks 1976).


In-Groups and Out-Groups


When groups have a sense of themselves as “us,” there will be a complementary sense of other groups as “them.” The distinction is commonly characterized as


in-groups versus out-groups. The concept was originally elaborated by the early sociological theorist W. I.


Thomas (1931). College fraternities and sororities certainly exemplify “in” versus “out.” So do families. The same can be true of the members of your high school class, your sports team, your racial group, your gender, and your social class. Members of the wealthy classes in the United States sometimes refer to one another as PLUs—“people like us” (Graham 1999; Frazier 1957).


Attribution theory is the principle that we all make inferences about the personalities of others (called dispositional attributions), such as concluding what another person is “really like.” These attributions depend on whether you are in the in-group or the out-group.


Thomas F. Pettigrew notes that individuals commonly generate a significantly distorted perception of the motives and capabilities of other people’s acts based on whether those people are in-group or out-group members (Pettigrew 1992; Gilbert and Malone 1995). Pettigrew describes this misperception as attribution error,


meaning errors made in attributing causes for people’s behavior to their membership in a particular group,
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Wuthnow also concludes that these groups represent a quest for spirituality in a society when, for many, traditional religious values have declined. As a consequence, support groups are redefining what is sacred. They also replace explicit religious tenets imposed from the outside with internal norms that are implicit and devised by individual groups.


At the same time, these groups reflect the pluralism and diversity that characterizes society. In the end, they buffer the trend toward disintegration and isolation that people often feel in mass societies.


Questions to Consider


1. Are you a member of any support groups? Which ones? Keywords: small group, support group


2. Do you think that decline in traditional church membership is at least partly responsible for an increase in membership in support groups?


Keywords: civic participation, voluntary organization


We have included InfoTrac College Edition keywords at the end of each question to make it easier for you to find more to read on these topics. Go to


www.infotrac-college.com, an online library, to begin your search.


Source: Wuthnow, Robert. 1994. Sharing the Journey: Support Groups and America’s New Quest for Community.


New York: Free Press. •••


People turn to these small groups for emotional support more than for physical or monetary support.


Wuthnow argues that large-scale participation in small groups has arisen in a social context in which the traditional support structures in U.S. society, such as the family, no longer provide the sense of belonging and social integration that they provided in the past.


Geographic mobility, mass society, and the erosion of local ties all contribute to this trend. People still seek a sense of community, but they create it in groups that also allow them to maintain their individuality. In voluntary small groups that are different from the family, you are free to leave if the group no longer meets your needs.


such as a racial group. Attribution error has several dimensions, all tending to favor the in-group over the outgroup.


In a word, we perceive people in our in-group positively and those in out-groups negatively regardless


of their actual personal characteristics.


1. When onlookers observe improper behavior by an out-group member, they are likely to attribute the deviance to the disposition of the wrongdoer.


“Disposition” refers to the perceived “true nature,” or “inherent nature,” of the person, often considered to be genetically determined. (Example:


A White person sees a Hispanic person carrying a knife and, without any additional information, attributes this behavior to the “inherent tendency” for Hispanics to be violent. The same would be true if a Hispanic person, without any additional information, assumed that all Whites have an “inherent tendency” to be racists.)


2. When the same behavior is exhibited by an ingroup member, the common perception is that the act stems from the situation of the wrongdoer, not to the in-group member’s disposition. (Example:


A White person sees another White person carrying a knife and concludes, without any additional information, that the weapon must be carried for protection in a dangerous area.)


3. If an out-group member is seen to perform in some laudable way, the behavior is often attributed to a variety of special circumstances, and the out-group member is seen as “the exception.” 4. An in-group member who performs in the


same laudable way is given credit for a worthy personality.


Typical attribution errors include misperceptions between racial groups and also between men and women.


If a White policeman shoots a Black or Latino, a White individual, given no additional information, is likely to simply assume that the victim instigated the shooting, whereas a Black individual is more likely to assume that the policeman fired unnecessarily, perhaps because he is dispositionally predisposed to be a racist (Kluegel and Bobo 1993; Bobo and Kluegel 1991).


A related phenomenon has been seen in men’s perceptions of women coworkers. Meticulous behavior in a man is perceived positively and is seen by the man as “thorough”; in a woman, the exact same behavior is perceived negatively and is considered “picky.” Behavior applauded in a man as “aggressive” is condemned in a woman exhibiting the same behavior as “pushy” or “bitchy” (Uleman et al. 1996; Wood 1994).


Social Networks


As already noted, no individual is a member of only one group. Social life is far richer than that. Membership in several groups provides links between groups and many groups often overlap. A social network is a set of links between individuals or other social units, such as bureaucratic organizations or even entire nations (Centeno and Hargittai 2003; Mizruchi 1992).


Your group of friends, for instance, or all the people on an electronic mail list to which you subscribe are social networks (Wasserman and Faust 1994).


The network of people you are closest to, not those merely linked to you in some impersonal way, is probably most important to you. Numerous research studies indicate that people get jobs via their personal networks more often than through formal job listings, want ads, or placement agencies (Petersen et al. 2000; Granovetter 1995, 1974). This is especially true for high-paying, prestigious jobs. Getting a job is more often a matter of who you know than what you know, although both are of course important. Who you know, and who they know in turn, is a social network that may have a marked effect on your life and career.


Networks form with all the spontaneity of other forms of human interaction (Granovetter 1973; Mintz and Schwartz 1985; Wasserman and Faust 1994; Fischer 1981; Knoke 1992). One’s family usually forms the first social network in a person’s life. Later other social networks evolve, within one’s neighborhood, professional contacts, and associations formed in fraternal, religious, and volunteer groups. Networks to which you are only weakly tied still provide you with access to that network; hence, the sociological principle that there is “strength in weak ties” (Petersen et al. 2000; Montgomery 1992; Granovetter 1973).


Networks based on race, class, and gender form with particular readiness. This has been particularly true of job networks. The person who leads you to a job is likely to have a social background similar to yours. Recent research indicates that the “old boy network”— any network of White male corporate executives—is less important than it used to be. The increasing prominence of women and minorities in business organizations is diminishing the importance of the old boy network.


Still, as we will see later in this chapter, women and minorities are considerably underrepresented in corporate life, especially in high-status jobs (Green et al.


1999; Collins-Lowry 1997; Reskin and Padavic 1994; Gerson 1993).


Networks can reach around the world, but how big is the world? How many of us have remarked, “My, it’s a small world,” upon discovering that someone we just met is a friend of a friend? Research into what has come to be known as the small world problem has shown that under certain conditions, networks make the world a lot smaller than you might think.


Original “small world” researchers Travers and Milgram wanted to test whether a document could be routed to a complete stranger more than 1000 miles away using only a chain of acquaintances (Travers and
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Milgram 1969; Lin 1989; Kochen 1989; Watts and Strogatz 1998; Watts 1999). The researchers organized an experiment in which approximately 300 “senders” were all charged with getting a document to one “receiver,” a complete stranger. The receiver was a male Boston stockbroker. The senders were one group of Nebraskans and one group of Bostonians chosen completely at random. Every sender in the study was given the receiver’s name, address, occupation, alma mater, year of graduation, his wife’s maiden name, and hometown.


They were asked to send the document directly to the stockbroker if they knew him on a first-name basis. Otherwise, they were asked to send the folder to a friend, relative, or acquaintance known on a firstname basis who might be more likely than the sender to know the stockbroker.


How many intermediaries do you think it took, on average, for the document to get through? (Most people estimate from twenty to hundreds.) About one-third of the documents arrived at the target. This was good, considering that the senders did not know the target person. The surprising thing was that the average number of contacts between sender and target was only 6.2!


Hence the conclusion that any given person in the country is on average only about “six degrees of separation” from any other person, and in this sense the world “is small.” This original small-world research has recently been criticized on two grounds: First, only one-third of the documents actually arrived at the target person. The 6.2 average intermediaries applied only to these completed chains. Thus two-thirds of the initiated documents never reached the target person at all. For these persons, the world was certainly not “small.” Second, the sending chains tended to closely follow occupational, social class, and ethnic lines—just as general network theory would predict (Wasserman and Faust 1994). Thus, the world may indeed be “small,” but only for those in your own social network in the first place (Kleinfeld 2002; Watts 1999).


A recent and ongoing study of Black national leaders by Taylor and associates shows that Black leaders form a very closely knit network, one considerably more dense than longer-established White leadership networks (Jackson et al. 1995, 1994; Taylor 1992b; White leadership networks have been examined by Mills 1956; Domhoff 1998; Kadushin 1974; Moore 1979; Alba and Moore 1982). The world is indeed quite “small” for America’s Black leadership. Included in the study were members of Congress, mayors, business executives, military officers (generals and full colonels), religious leaders, civil rights leaders, media personalities, entertainment and sports figures, and others. The study found that when considering only personal acquaintances —not indirect links involving intermediaries— one-fifth of the entire national Black leadership network is included: One-fifth of all Black leaders studied know each other directly, as a friend or close acquaintance.


The Black leadership network is considerably more closely connected than White leadership networks.


The Black network had greater density. Add only one intermediary, the friend of a friend, and almost threequarters


of the entire Black leadership network is included: Any given Black leader can generally get in touch with three-quarters of all other Black leaders in the entire country either by knowing them personally (as a “friend”) or via only one common acquaintance (as a “friend of a friend”). That is pretty amazing when one realizes that the study is considering the population of Black leaders in the entire country.


Social Influence in Groups


The groups in which we participate exert tremendous influence on us. We often fail to appreciate how powerful these influences are. For example, who decides what you should wear? Do you decide for yourself each morning, or is the decision already made for you by fashion designers, role models, and your peers? Consider how closely your hair length, hair styling, and choice of jewelry has been influenced by your peers. Did you invent your baggy pants, your dreadlocks, or your blue blazer?


People who label themselves “nonconformist” often conform rigidly to the dress code of their in-group. This was true of the Beatniks in the 1950s, the hippies of the early 1960s and 1970s, the punk rockers of the 1970s and 1980s, and the grunge culture of the 1990s.


After the rebelliousness of youth has faded, the influences of our parents extend to adulthood. The choices of political party among adults (Republican, Democratic, or Independent) correlate strongly with the political party of their parents—again demonstrating the power of the primary group. Seven out of ten people vote with the party of their parents even though these same people insist that they think only for themselves when voting (Worchel et al. 2000; Taylor et al. 1997; Jennings and Niemi 1974). Furthermore, most people share the religious affiliation of their parents, although they will insist that they choose their own religion, free of any influence by either parent.


We like to think we stand on our own two feet, immune to a phenomenon as superficial as group pressure.


After all, it is part of our national motto of individualism.


The conviction that one is impervious to social influence results in what social psychologist Philip Zimbardo calls the Not-Me Syndrome: When confronted with a description of group behavior that is disappointingly conforming and not individualistic, most individuals counter that some people may be like that, “but not me” (Zimbardo et al. 1977). We all think: “Other


people yield to group pressure, but not me.” But soci-
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ological experiments often reveal a dramatic gulf between what people think they will do and what they actually do. The conformity study by Solomon Asch discussed in the following section is a case in point.


The Asch Conformity Experiment


Social influences are strong enough to make us behave in ways that would cause us discomfort on later examination.


Are they strong enough to make us disbelieve our own senses? In a classic piece of work known as the Asch Conformity Experiment, Solomon Asch showed that even simple objective facts cannot withstand the distorting pressure of group influence (Asch 1951, 1955).


Examine the two figures in Figure 6.1. Which line on the right is equal in length to the line on the left? Line B, obviously. Could anyone fail to answer correctly?


Solomon Asch discovered that social pressure of a gentle sort was sufficient to cause an astonishing rise in the number of wrong answers. Asch lined up five students at a table and administered the test shown in the figure. Unknown to the fifth student, the first four were confederates—collaborators with the experimenter who only pretended to be participants. For several rounds, the confederates gave correct answers to Asch’s tests. The fifth student also answered correctly, suspecting nothing. Then the first student gave a wrong answer. The second student gave the same wrong answer.


Third, wrong. Fourth, wrong. Then came the fifth student’s turn.


In Asch’s experiment, fully one-third of all students in the fifth position gave the same wrong answer as the confederates at least half the time. Forty percent gave “some” wrong answers. Only one in four consistently gave correct answers in defiance of the invisible pressure to conform.


Line length is not a vague or ambiguous stimulus. It is clear and objective; look at Figure 6.1! Wrong answers from one-third of all subjects is a very high percentage.


The subjects fidgeted and stammered while doing it, but they did it nonetheless. Those who did not yield to group pressure showed even more stress than those who yielded to the (apparent) opinion of the group.


Would you have gone along with the group? Perhaps, perhaps not. Sociological insight grows when we acknowledge the fact that one-third of all participants will yield to the group. The Asch experiment has been repeated many times over the years, with students and nonstudents, old and young, in groups of different sizes, and in different settings (Worchel et al. 2000; Cialdini 1993; Taylor et al. 1997). The results remain essentially the same. One-third to one-half of the subjects make a judgment contrary to objective fact, yet in conformity with the group.


The Milgram Obedience Studies


What are the limits of social pressure? In terms of moral and psychological issues, judging the length of a line is a small matter. What happens if an authority figure demands obedience—a type of conformity—even if the task is something the test subject finds reprehensible?


A chilling answer emerged from the now-famous Milgram Obedience Studies, done from 1960 through 1974 by Stanley Milgram (1974).


In this study, a naive research subject entered a laboratory-like room and was told that an experiment on learning was to be conducted. The subject was to act as a “teacher,” presenting a series of test questions to another person, the “learner.” Whenever the learner gave a wrong answer, the teacher would administer an electric shock.


The test was relatively easy. The teacher read pairs of words to the learner, such as blue box nice house wild duck The teacher then tested the learner by reading a multiple- choice answer, such as blue: sky ink box lamp The learner had to recall which term completed the pair of terms given originally, in this case, blue box.


If the learner answered incorrectly, the teacher was to press a switch on the shock machine, a formidablelooking device that emitted an ominous hum when activated (see Figure 6.2). For each successive wrong an-
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Figure 6.1 Lines from Asch Experiment


Source: Asch, Solomon. 1955. “Opinion and Social Pressure.” Scientific American 19 (July): 31–35.


swer, the teacher was to increase the intensity of the shock by 15 volts.


The machine bore labels clearly visible to the teacher:


Slight Shock, Moderate Shock, Strong Shock, Very Strong Shock, Intense Shock, Extreme Intensity Shock, Danger: Severe Shock, and lastly, XXX at 450 volts. As the voltage rose, the learner responded with squirming, groans, then loud screams.


The experiment was rigged. The learner was a confederate, an actor. No shocks were actually delivered.


The true purpose of the experiment was to see if any “teacher” would go all the way to 450 volts.


If the subject tried to quit, the experimenter responded with a sequence of prods: “Please continue.” “The experiment requires that you continue.” “It is absolutely essential that you continue.” “You have no other choice, you must go on.” In the first experiment, fully 65 percent of the volunteer subjects went all the way to 450 volts on the shock machine.


Milgram himself was astonished. Before carrying out the experiment, he had asked a variety of psychologists, sociologists, psychiatrists, and philosophers to guess how many subjects would go all the way to 450 volts.


The opinion of these consultants was that one-tenth of 1 percent (or one in a thousand) would do it.


What would you have done? Remember the Not-Me Syndrome. Think about the experimenter as an impressive authority figure in a white lab coat saying, “You have no other choice, you must go on.” Most people claim they would refuse to continue as the voltage escalates.


The significance of this experiment derives in part from how starkly it highlights the difference between what people think they will do and what they


actually do.


Milgram devised a series of additional experiments in which he varied the conditions to find out what might cause subjects not to go all the way to 450 volts. He had the learner complain of a heart condition. Still, well over half of the subjects delivered the maximum shock level.


Milgram speculated that women might be more humane than men (all prior experiments used only male subjects), so he did the experiment again using only women subjects. The results? Exactly the same. Class background made no difference. Racial and ethnic differences had no detectable effect on compliance rate.


At the time that the Milgram experiments were conducted, the world was watching the trial in Jerusalem of World War II Nazi Adolf Eichmann. Millions of Jews, Gypsies, homosexuals, and communists were murdered between 1939 and 1945 by the Nazi Party, led by Adolf Hitler. As head of the Gestapo’s Jewish section, Eichmann oversaw the deportation of Jews to concentration camps and the mass executions that followed.


Eichmann disappeared after the war, was abducted in Argentina by Israeli agents in 1961, then transported to Israel, where he was tried and ultimately hanged for crimes against humanity.


The world wanted to see what sort of monster could have committed the crimes of the Holocaust, but a jarring picture of Eichmann emerged. He was slight and mild mannered, not the raging ghoul that everyone expected. The psychiatrists who examined him found him to be sane. He insisted that although he had been a chief administrator in an organization whose product was mass murder, he was guilty only of doing what he was told to do by his superiors. He did not hate Jews, he said. In fact, he had a Jewish half-cousin whom he hid and protected. He claimed, “I was just following orders.” How different was Adolf Eichmann from the rest of us? The political theorist Hannah Arendt dared to sug-
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(a) (b) (c) (d)


Figure 6.2 Milgram’s Setup


These photographs show how intimidating—and authoritative—the Milgram experiment must have been.


Picture (a) shows the formidable-looking shock generator. Picture (b) shows the role player, who pretends to be getting the electric shock, being hooked up. Picture (c) shows an experimental subject (seated) and the experimenter (standing, in lab coat). Picture (d) shows a subject terminating the experiment prematurely, that is, before giving the highest shock level (voltage). A large majority of subjects did not do this and went all the way to the maximum shock level (65 percent of them did).


Source: Milgram, Stanley. 1974. Obedience to Authority: An Experimental View. New York: Harper and Row, p. 25. © Copyright 1965 by Stanley Milgram.


gest in her book Eichmann in Jerusalem (1963) that evil on a giant scale is banal. It is not the work of monsters, but an accident of civilization. Arendt argued that to find the villain, we need to look into ourselves.


Other evil figures in history have, of course, existed.


For example, Osama bin Laden, the presumed mastermind behind the terrorist attacks on the United States, will no doubt be seen by history as an inherently evil despot. Perhaps his followers complied because they were “following orders.”


The Iraqi Prisoners at Abu Ghraib: Research Predicts Reality?


We have just learned that ordinary people will do horrible things to other humans simply because of the influence of the group, or because of an authority figure, or because of a combination of both. This has been the lesson of the Asch studies and the Milgram studies. Recent events in the world have once again shown vividly and clearly how accurate such sociological and psychological experiments are in the prediction of actual human behavior.


In the spring of 2004, it was revealed that American soldiers who were military police guards at a prison in Iraq (the prison was named Abu Ghraib) had engaged in severe torture of Iraqi prisoners of war. The torture included sexual abuse of the prisoners—having male prisoners simulate sex with other male prisoners, positioning their mouths next to the genitals of another male prisoner, being forced to masturbate in view of others, and other such acts. Still other acts of torture involved physical abuse such as beatings, stomping on the fingers of prisoners (thus fracturing them), and a large number of other physical acts of torture, including bludgeonings, some allegedly resulting in deaths of prisoners.


Such tortures are clearly outlawed by the Geneva Conventions and by clearly stated U.S. principles of war. Both male and female guards participated in these acts of torture, and while most of the Iraqi victims were male, some were female.


The guards later claimed that they were simply following orders, either orders directly given or indirectly assumed. President George W. Bush and Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld both claimed that the acts of torture were merely the acts of a “corrupt few” and that the vast majority of American soldiers would never engage in such horrible acts.


Now consider what we know from research. The Milgram studies strongly suggest that many ordinary soldiers—who were not at all “corrupt,” at least not more than average—would indeed engage in these acts of torture, particularly if they believed that they were under orders to do so, or if they believed that they would not be punished in any way if they did. The American soldiers must bear a significant portion of the responsibility for their own behavior. Nonetheless, the causes of the soldiers’ behaviors lie not in their personalities


(their “natures”), but in the social structure and group pressures of the situation.


Evidently, the soldiers (guards) in the Abu Ghraib prison would not even have to receive orders in order to engage in the torture of prisoners. A now classic study of a simulated prison by Haney, Banks, and Zimbardo (1973) shows this quite clearly. In this study, Stanford University students were told by an experimenter to enter a dungeonlike basement. Half were told to pretend to be guards (to role play being a guard) and half were told that they were prisoners (to role play being a prisoner). Which did which was randomly determined.


After two or three days, the guards began completely on their own to act very sadistically and brutally toward the prisoners—having them strip naked, simulate sex, act subservient, and so on. Interestingly, the prisoners for the most part did just what the guards wanted them to do, no matter how unpleasant the requested act! The experiment was so scary that the researchers terminated the experiment after six days— more than one week early.


Remember that this study was conducted back in 1973—thirty-one years before Abu Ghraib. Yet this simulated prison study predicted quite precisely how both “guards” and “prisoners” act in a prison situation.


Group influence effects uncovered by the Asch as well as the Milgram studies took over in both the simulated prison of 1973 as well as the only too real Iraqi prison of 2004.


Groupthink


Wealth, power, and experience are apparently not enough to save us from social and group influences.


Groupthink, as described by I. L. Janis (1982), is the tendency for group members to reach a consensus opinion, even if that decision is downright stupid. Janis reasoned that because major government policies are often the result of group decisions, it would be fruitful to analyze the group dynamics that operate at the highest level of government—for instance, in the Office of the President of the United States. The president makes


DEBUNKING SOCIETY’S MYTHS


Myth: People are just individuals who make up their own minds about how to behave.


Sociological perspective: The Asch, Milgram, and Simulated Prison experiments show conclusively that people get profoundly influenced by group pressure, often causing them to make up their minds contrary to objective fact and even to deliberately cause harm to another person.
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decisions based on group discussions with his advisers.


The president is human and thus susceptible to group influence. To what extent have past presidents and their advisers been influenced by group decision making instead of just the facts?


Janis investigated five ill-fated presidential decisions, all the products of group discussion:


• The decision of the Naval High Command in 1941 not to prepare for attack on Pearl Harbor by Japan;


• President Harry Truman’s decision to send troops to North Korea in 1951;


• President John F. Kennedy’s attempt to overthrow Cuba by launching an invasion at the Bay of Pigs in 1962;


• President Lyndon B. Johnson’s decision in 1967 to increase the number of U.S. troops in Vietnam;


• The fateful decision by President Richard M.


Nixon’s advisers in 1972 to break into Democratic Party headquarters at the Watergate apartment complex, launching the famed “Watergate affair” All of the preceding were the result of group decisions, and all were absolute fiascoes. The Bay of Pigs invasion was a major humiliation for the United States, a covert outing so ill-conceived it is hard to imagine how it survived discussion by a group of foreign policy experts.


Fifteen hundred Cuban exiles trained by the CIA to parachute into heavily armed Cuba landed in a dense, impassable swamp eighty miles from their planned drop zone with inadequate weapons and incorrect maps. A sea landing was demolished by well-prepared, prewarned Cuban defenders. The fiasco caused the resignation of the then head of the CIA. (In 2004, CIA head George Tenet resigned amid speculation that the Abu Ghraib prison situation was responsible.)


The men who advised President Kennedy to undertake the invasion were not stupid. Many considered them the brightest policy team ever assembled—“the best and the brightest” as they sometimes had been called. Secretary of State Dean Rusk was a past president of the Rockefeller Foundation. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara was a gifted statistician and past president of the Ford Motor Company. McGeorge Bundy, special assistant for national security, had been dean of Arts and Sciences at Harvard University. How could such a smart team perpetrate such a blunder?


Janis discovered a common pattern of misguided thinking in his investigations of presidential decisions.


He surmised that outbreaks of groupthink had several things in common: 1. An illusion of invulnerability. “With such a brilliant team and such a nation, how could any plan fail,” thought those in the group.


2. A falsely negative impression of those who are antagonists to the group’s plans. Fidel Castro was perceived to be clownish, and Cuban troops were supposed to be patsies. In truth, the defenders at the Bay of Pigs were highly trained commandos.


3. Discouragement of dissenting opinion. As groupthink takes hold, dissent is equated with disloyalty.


This can discourage dissenters from voicing their objections.


4. An illusion of unanimity. In the aftermath, many victims of groupthink recall their reservations, but at the moment of decision, the prevailing sense is that the entire group is in complete agreement.


We now might ask if groupthink influenced the torture of Iraqi prisoners at the Abu Ghraib prison.


The actions of the military guards were, it seems at least in part, indirectly or directly the result of highlevel group decisions among presidential advisors.


Groupthink is not inevitable when a team gathers to make a decision, but it is common and appears in all sorts of groups, from student discussion groups to the highest councils of power (Flowers 1977; McCauley 1989; Aldag and Fuller 1993; Kelley et al. 1999).


Risky Shift


The term groupthink is commonly associated with group decision making whose consequences are not merely unexpected but disastrous. Another group phenomenon,


risky shift (also called polarization shift), may help explain why the products of groupthink are frequently calamities. Have you ever found yourself in a group engaged in a high-risk activity that you would not do alone? When you created mischief as a child, were you not usually part of a group? If so, you were probably in the thrall of risky shift—the tendency for groups to weigh risk differently than individuals do.


Risky shift was first observed by James Stoner (1961). Stoner gave study participants descriptions of a situation involving risk, such as one in which an engineer must choose between job security and potentially lucrative but risky advancement. The participant is then asked to decide how much risk the engineer should take.


Before performing his study, Stoner believed that individuals in a group would take less risk in a group than


THINKING SOCIOLOGICALLY


Think of a time when you engaged in some risky behavior.


What group were you part of, and how did the group influence your behavior? Were you aware of being influenced?


How does this illustrate the concept of risky shift?


Is there more risky shift with more people in the group, thus illustrating group size effect?
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individuals alone, but he found that after his groups had engaged in open discussions, they favored greater risk than before discussion.


His research stimulated hundreds of studies using males and females, different nationalities, different tasks, and other variables (Pruitt 1971; Blaskovitch 1973; Johnson et al. 1977; Hong 1978; Worchel et al.


2000; Taylor et al. 2003). The results are complex.


Most but not all group discussion leads to greater risktaking.


In subcultures that value caution above daring, as in some work groups of Japanese and Chinese firms, group decisions are less risky after discussion than before.


The shift can occur in either direction, driven by the influence of group discussion, but there is generally some kind of shift, in one direction or the other, as opposed to no shift at all (Kerr 1992).


What causes risky shifts? The most convincing explanation is that deindividuation occurs. Deindividuation is the sense that one’s self has merged with a group.


In terms of risk-taking, one feels that responsibility (and possibly blame) is borne not only by oneself but also by the group. This seems to have happened among the American prison guards who tortured prisoners at Iraq’s Abu Ghraib prison: Each guard could convince himself or herself that responsibility, hence blame, was to be borne by the group as a whole.


The greater the number of people in a group, the greater the tendency toward deindividuation. In other words, deindividuation is a group-size effect. As groups get larger, trends in risk-taking are amplified.


Formal Organizations and Bureaucracies


Groups, as we have seen, are capable of influencing individuals to a very great extent. The study of groups and their effects on the individual represent an example of microanalysis, to use a concept introduced in Chapter 5. In contrast, the study of formal organizations and bureaucracies, a subject to which we now turn, represents an example of macroanalysis. The focus on groups draws our attention to the relatively small and less complex, whereas the focus now on organizations draws our attention to the relatively large and more structurally complex.


A formal organization is a large secondary group, highly organized to accomplish a complex task or tasks and to achieve goals efficiently. Many of us belong to various formal organizations: work organizations, schools, political parties, to name a few. Organizations are characterized by their relatively large size, compared with a small group such as a family or a friendship circle. Often organizations consist of an array of other organizations.


The federal government is a huge organization, comprising numerous other organizations, most of which are also vast. Each organization within the federal government is also designed to accomplish specific tasks, be it collecting your taxes, educating the nation’s children, or regulating the nation’s transportation system and national parks.


Organizations develop their own cultures and routinized practices. The culture of an organization may be reflected in certain symbols, values, and rituals. Some organizations develop their own language and styles of dress. The norms can be subtle, such as men expected to wear long sleeve shirts or women expected to wear stockings, even on hot summer days. It does not take explicit rules to regulate this behavior; comments from coworkers or bosses may be enough to enforce such organizational norms. Some work organizations have instituted a practice called “casual day”—one day per week, usually Friday, when workers can dress less formally.


Organizations tend to be persistent although they are also responsive to the broader social environment where they are located (DiMaggio and Powell 1991).


Organizations are frequently under pressure to respond to changes in the society, incorporating new practices and beliefs into their structure as society itself changes.


Business corporations have had to respond to increasing global competition. They do so by expanding into new international markets, developing a globally focused workforce, and trimming costs by “downsizing,” that is, eliminating workers and various layers of management.


Another recent response to increased global
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Streaking, or running nude in a public place, is more common as a group activity than as a strictly individual one. This illustrates how the group can provide the persons in it with deindividuation, or merging of self with group. This allows the individual to feel less responsibility or blame for his or her actions and thus convince herself or himself that the group must share in the blame.


competition is outsourcing—having manufacturing tasks ordinarily performed by the home company (such as the manufacture of athletic shoes or soccer balls) performed instead by foreign workers.


Organizations can be tools for innovation, depending on the organization’s values and purpose. Rape crisis centers are examples of organizations that originally emerged from the women’s movement because of the perceived need for services for rape victims. Rape crisis centers have, in many cases, changed how police departments and hospital emergency personnel respond to rape victims. By advocating changes in rape law and services for rape victims, rape crisis centers have generated change in other organizations as well (Schmitt and Martin 1999; Fried 1994).


Types of Organizations


Sociologists Blau and Scott (1974) and Etzioni (1975) classify formal organizations into three categories, distinguished by their types of membership affiliation: normative, coercive, and utilitarian.


A normative organization is one that people join in order to pursue goals that they consider personally worthwhile. They obtain personal satisfaction but no monetary reward for being in such an organization. In many instances, the person joins the normative organization for the social prestige that it offers. Many are service and charitable organizations. Such organizations are often called voluntary organizations, and they include organizations such as the Parent-Teacher Association (PTA), Kiwanis clubs, political parties, religious organizations, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), B’Nai Brith, LaRaza, and other similar voluntary organizations that are concerned with specific issues. Civic and charitable organizations (such as the League of Women Voters) and political organizations (such as the National Women’s political caucus) were formed because for decades women were excluded from all-male organizations and political networks. Like other service and charitable organizations, these have been created to meet particular needs, ones that members see as not being served by other organizations.


Gender, class, race, and ethnicity all play a role in who joins what voluntary organizations. Social class is reflected in the fact that many people do not join certain organizations, simply because they cannot afford to join. Joining a professional organization, as one example, can cost hundreds of dollars each year. Those who feel disenfranchised, however, may join grassroots organizations—voluntary organizations that spring from specific local needs that people think are unmet.


A tenants’ organization may form to protest rent increases or lack of services, or a new political party may emerge from people’s sense of alienation from existing party organizations. African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans have formed many of their own grassroots organizations, in part because of their historical exclusion from traditional White voluntary organizations.


African American fraternities and sororities are a classic example (see the box “Understanding Diversity” on the Delta Sigma Theta sorority).


The NAACP, founded in 1909 by W. E. B. Du Bois (recall him from Chapter 1), and the National Urban League are two other large national organizations that have historically fought racial oppression on the legal and urban fronts, respectively. La Raza Unida, a Latino organization devoted to civic activities as well as combating racial–ethnic oppression, has a large membership, with Latinas holding major offices. Such voluntary organizations dedicated to the causes of people of color have in recent years had more women in leadership positions in the organizations than have many standard White organizations. Similarly, Native American voluntary organizations have had increasing numbers of women in leadership positions (Feagin and Feagin 1993; Snipp 1996, 1989).


Coercive organizations are characterized by membership that is largely involuntary. Prisons are an example of organizations that people are coerced to “join” by virtue of their being punished for a crime. Similarly, mental hospitals are coercive organizations. People are placed in them, often involuntarily, for some form of psychiatric treatment. Prisons and mental hospitals are similar in many respects in their treatment of inmates or patients. They both have strong security measures such as guards, locked and barred windows, and high walls (Goffman 1961; Rosenhan 1973). Sexual harassment and sexual victimization are quite common in both prisons and mental hospitals (Andersen 2003; Chesney-Lind 1992).


The sociologist Erving Goffman has described coercive organizations as total institutions. A total institution


is an organization cut off from the rest of society where individuals who reside there are subject to strict social control (Goffman 1961). Total institutions include two populations: the “inmates” and the staff. Within total institutions, the staff exercises complete power over inmates. Nurses have power over mental patients in the same way that guards have power over prisoners.


The staff administers all the affairs of everyday life, including basic human functions such as eating and sleeping.


Rigid routines are characteristic of total institutions, thus explaining the common complaint by those in hospitals that they cannot sleep because nurses routinely enter their rooms at night, whether or not the patient needs treatment.


The third type of organization is the utilitarian organization.


These are large organizations, either for
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profit or nonprofit, that are joined by individuals for specific purposes, such as monetary reward. Large business organizations that generate profits (in the case of for-profit organizations) and salaries and wages for their employees (as with either for-profit or nonprofit organizations) are these kinds of organizations. Examples of large for-profit organizations include General Motors, Microsoft, Amazon.com, and Procter & Gamble. Examples of large nonprofit organizations that pay salaries to employees are colleges, universities, and the organization that manufactures the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT), Educational Testing Service (ETS).


Some utilitarian organizations may also be coercive organizations. This is especially the case as various organizations have become increasingly privatized. Mental hospitals may be owned by a large for-profit chain.


Although now run by states or the federal government, some prisons have become privatized. Some cities have turned their public schools over to private corporations to see if they can be better managed.


Bureaucracy


As formal organizations develop, many become a bureaucracy,


a type of formal organization characterized by an authority hierarchy, a clear division of labor, and explicit rules. Bureaucracies are notorious for their unwieldy size and complexity, as well as for their reputation of being highly impersonal and machinelike in their operation. The federal government is an example of a cumbersome bureaucracy that many believe is ineffective due to its sheer size. Numerous other formal organizations have developed into large bureaucracies: IBM, Disney, and many universities, hospitals, and law firms.


Other formal organizations, such as Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco, quickly developed into a large bureaucracy, then subsequently collapsed under fraudulent accounting procedures.


The early sociological theorist Max Weber (1947/ 1925) analyzed the classic characteristics of the bureaucracy.


These characteristics represent what he called the ideal type bureaucracy. This model is rarely seen in reality but defines the typical characteristics of a social form. The characteristics of bureaucracies are


1. High degree of division of labor and specialization.


The notion of the specialist embodies this criterion.


Bureaucracies ideally employ specialists in the various positions and occupations, and these specialists are responsible for a specific set of duties. Job titles and job descriptions define the nature of each such position.


Sociologist Charles Perrow (1994, 1986) notes that many modern bureaucracies have hierarchical authority structures and an elaborate division of labor.
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Consequently, Delta has had to alter its purposes and goals throughout the years—and must continue to do so—as well as its internal structure to accommodate them. This makes the Black sorority a particularly dynamic organization.


At the same time, however, changes cannot occur too abruptly or without the consensus of an increasingly diverse constituency. For like other social movement organizations, its viability is dependent on the growth of its membership, which in turn, is largely determined by the number of its members who feel that the sorority’s goals are in harmony with their own. This makes it complex as well as concentrated, it invites apathy—the kiss of death for a social movement organization.


The challenge of the sorority, one made all the more difficult by the pathos of the Black women’s experience in North America, is to maintain that sense of sisterhood while striving, organizationally, for a more general purpose: aiding the Black community as a whole through social, political, and economic means. As one can see from the rules that govern the social movement organization, this idea can be a difficult one to realize. But the effort to resolve the tension between the goals of organization, and those of the sisterhood, through strengthening social bonds within the context of social action has been an interesting and engaging experiment. It is one that can be seen as a model for Black organizational life, and which adds contour and dimension to the history of Black women in this country.


Source: Giddings, Paula. 1994. In Search of Sisterhood: Delta Sigma Theta and the Challenge of the Black Sorority Movement. New York: William Morrow. •••


DELTA Sigma Theta sorority is one of the largest Black women’s organizations in the world, with more than 125,000 members. Its membership has included such significant Black women leaders as Mary Church Terrell, Sadie T. M. Alexander, Patricia Roberts Harris, Barbara Jordan, Leontyne Price, and Dorothy Height. Like other Black women’s sororities, the unique history of race and gender discrimination gives this organization an identity very different from that of White sororities. In her history of Delta Sigma Theta, whose members are referred to as “Deltas,” Paula Giddings, a contemporary African American scholar, writes that organizations:


. . . must be able to adapt to changing environments: in this case, the ever changing exigencies of race relations and the attitudes toward women.


UNDERSTANDING DIVERSITY


The Deltas: Black Sororities as Organizations


2. Hierarchy of authority. In a bureaucracy, positions are arranged in a hierarchy so that each position is under the supervision of a higher position. The hierarchy is often represented in an organizational chart, a diagram in the shape of a pyramid that shows relative rank of each position plus the lines of authority between each. These lines of authority are often called the “chain of command,” and they show not only who has authority, but also who is responsible to whom and how many positions are responsible to a given position.


3. Rules and regulations. All the activities in a bureaucracy are governed by a set of detailed rules and procedures. These rules are designed, ideally, to cover almost every possible situation and problem that might arise, including hiring, firing, salary scales, rules for sick pay and absences, and the everyday operation of the organization.


4. Impersonal relationships. Social interaction in the bureaucracy is supposed to be guided by instrumental


criteria, such as the organization’s rules, rather than by social–emotional criteria, such as personal attractions or likes and dislikes. The ideal is based on applying the rules objectively to minimize personal favoritism —such as giving someone a promotion simply because that person is well-liked or firing someone because that person is not well-liked. Of course, as we will see, sociologists have pointed out that bureaucracy has another face—the social interaction that keeps the bureaucracy working and often involves interpersonal friendships and social ties, typically among people taken for granted in these organizations, such as support staff.


5. Career ladders. Candidates for the various positions in the bureaucracy should be selected on the basis of specific criteria, such as education, experience, and standardized examinations. The idea is that advancement through the organization becomes a career for the individual.


6. Efficiency. Bureaucracies are designed to coordinate the activities of a large number of people in pursuit of organizational goals. Ideally, all activities have been designed to maximize this efficiency. The whole system is intended to keep social–emotional relations and interactions at a minimum and instrumental interactions at a maximum. These characteristics give bureaucracies the reputation of being huge and remote organizations, more intent on generating profit than serving people’s needs.


Bureaucracy’s Other Face


All the preceding characteristics of Weber’s “ideal type” are general defining characteristics. Rarely do bureaucracies meet this exact description. As we will see, sociologists have pointed out that bureaucracy has another face—the social interaction that keeps the bureaucracy working and that often involves interpersonal friendships and social ties, including network ties, typically among those who are taken for granted in these organizations, such as secretaries.


This informal structure of social interactions in bureaucratic settings ignore, change, or otherwise bypass the formal structure and rules of the organization. Sociologist Charles Page (1946) coined the term bureaucracy’s other face to describe this condition.


This other face is the informal culture that evolved over time as a reaction to the formality and impersonality of the bureaucracy. Thus, secretaries “bend the rules a bit” when asked to do something more quickly than usual for a boss they like and slow down or otherwise sabotage work for a boss they do not like. Researchers have noted, for example, that secretaries have more authority than their job titles—and their salaries—suggest.


As a way around the cumbersome formal communication channels within the organization, the informal social network or “grapevine” often works better, faster, and sometimes even more accurately. As with any culture, the informal culture in the bureaucracy has its own norms or rules. One is not supposed to “stab friends in the back,” as by “ratting on” them to a boss or spreading a rumor about them that is intended to hurt them or get them fired.


Bureaucracy’s other face can also be seen in the workplace subcultures that develop, even in the largest bureaucracies. Some sociologists interpret the subcultures that develop within bureaucracies as people’s attempts to humanize an otherwise impersonal organization.


Keeping photographs of one’s family and loved ones in the office, placing personal decorations on one’s desk (if permitted), and organizing office parties are ways that people resist the impersonal culture. As with any group, this informal culture can exclude some employees, increasing the isolation they may already feel at work. Gay and lesbian workers may feel left out when other workers gossip about people’s dates or discuss family weddings. In male-dominated organizations, women may be left out of the informal banter that may intentionally include inappropriate sexual remarks.


The informal norms that develop within a modern bureaucracy often cause worker productivity to go up or down. The classic Hawthorne studies, so named because they were carried out at the Western Electric telephone plant in Hawthorne, Illinois, in the 1930s (Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939), discovered that small groups of workers developed their own ideas—their own norms—about how much work they should produce each day. If someone produced too many completed tasks in a day, he would make the rest of the workers “look bad” and run the risk of the management raising expectations for the workers’ daily production.


Because of this, anyone producing too much
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was informally labeled a “rate buster,” and that person was punished by some act, such as punches on the shoulder (called “binging”) or by group ridicule (“razzing”).


By the same token, someone accused of producing too little was labeled a “chiseler” and punished in the same way. This informal culture of bureaucracy’s other face continues today in a manner similar to the culture initially discovered in the early Hawthorne Studies (Perrow 1994, 1986).


Problems of Bureaucracies


Problems have developed in contemporary society that grow out of the nature of the complex bureaucracy. The two problems of risky shift in work groups and the development of groupthink have already been discussed.


Two additional problems include a tendency to bureaucratic


ritualism and the potential for alienation on the part of those within the organization.


Ritualism Rigid adherence to rules can produce a slavish following of them, which may not accomplish the purpose for which the rules were originally designed.


The rules become an end in themselves rather than a means to an end.


A now classic example of the consequences of organizational ritualism has come to haunt us: the explosion of the space shuttle Challenger on January 28, 1986, and to our horror, the more recent breakup of yet another space shuttle, the Columbia, on February 1, 2003.


People in the United States became bound together at the moment of the Challenger accident. Many remember where they were and exactly what they were doing when they heard about the tragedy. The failure of the essential O-ring gaskets on the solid fuel booster rockets of the space shuttle caused the catastrophic explosion.


It was revealed later that the O-rings became brittle at below-freezing temperatures, which occurred at the launch pad the evening before the Challenger took off.


Why did the managers and engineers at NASA (National Aeronautics and Space Administration) allow the shuttle to take off given these prior conditions? The managers had all the information about the O-rings prior to the launch. Furthermore, engineers had warned
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The horror of the explosion of the space shuttle Challenger in 1986 is seen in the faces of the observers here. All seven astronauts died in the explosion (top right photo). Sociologist Diane Vaughan (1996) attributes the disaster to an ill-formed launch decision based on group interaction phenomena such as risky shift, ritualism, groupthink, and the normalization of deviance. Tragedy struck again in February 2003, when the space shuttle Columbia broke up upon reentry into the atmosphere, killing all seven of the astronauts aboard (bottom right photo).


them against the danger. Sociologist Diane Vaughan (1996), in a detailed analysis of the decision to launch involving extensive interviews with the managers and engineers who were directly involved, uncovered both risky shift and organizational ritualism within the organization.


Vaughan documents the incremental descent into poor judgment supported by a culture of high-risk technology. The NASA insiders, confronted with danger signals, proceeded as if nothing was wrong when they were repeatedly faced with the evidence that something was very wrong. They in effect normalized their own behavior, so that their actions became acceptable to them, representing nothing out of the ordinary. This is an example of organizational ritualism and what sociologist Vaughan calls the “normalization of deviance.” Unfortunately, history repeated itself on February 1, 2003, when the space shuttle Columbia, upon its return from space, broke up in a fiery descent into the atmosphere above Texas, killing all who were aboard. Evidence showed that a piece of hard insulating foam separated from an external fuel tank during launch and struck the shuttle’s left wing, damaging it and dislodging its heat-resistant tiles necessary for reentry. The absence of these tiles caused the burn-up upon reentry into the atmosphere. With eerie similarity to the earlier 1986


Challenger accident, a recent research report concludes that a “flawed institutional culture” and—citing sociologist Diane Vaughan—a normalization of deviance accompanying a gradual erosion of safety margins were among the causes of the Columbia accident (Schwartz and Wald 2003).


No safety rules were broken in either accident. No single individual was at fault. The story is not one of evil intent but of the organizational ritualism in one of the most powerful bureaucracies in the United States.


It is a story of rigid group conformity within an organization and of how deviant behavior is redefined, that is, socially constructed, to be perceived as normal. Organizational rituals are so dominant that the means toward goals become the goals themselves. Vaughan’s analysis is a powerful warning about the hidden hazards of group conformity in a high-tech age.


Alienation The stresses on rules and procedures within a bureaucracy can result in a decrease in the overall cohesion of the organization. The individual may become psychologically separated from the organization and its goals. This is a state of what is called


alienation. Alienation results in increased turnover, tardiness, absenteeism, and overall dissatisfaction with the organization.


Alienation can be widespread in organizations where workers have little control over what they do, or are employed on an assembly line, doing the same repetitive action and are treated like machines. Alienation is not restricted to manual labor, however. In organizations where workers are isolated from others, where they are expected only to implement rules, or where they think they have little chance of advancement, alienation can be common (see Chapter 18). As we will see, some organizations have developed new patterns of work to try to minimize worker alienation and, therefore, enhance their productivity.


The McDonaldization of Society


Sometimes the problems and peculiarities of bureaucracy can affect the total society. Such has been the case with what George Ritzer (2002) has called the McDonaldization of society, a term coined from the well-known fast-food chain. In fact, one study (Schlosser 2001) concludes that each month, 90 percent of U.S. children between ages three and nine visit McDonald’s! Ritzer noticed that the principles that characterize fast-food organizations are increasingly dominating more and more aspects of U.S. society and societies around the world. “McDonaldization” refers to the increasing and ubiquitous presence of the fast-food model in most organizations that shape daily life. Work, travel, leisure, shopping, health care, education, and politics have all become subject to McDonaldization. Each industry is based on a principle of high and efficient productivity, which translates into a highly rational social organization, with workers employed at low pay, and customers experiencing ease, convenience, and familiarity.


Ritzer argues that McDonald’s has been such a successful business model that other industries have adopted the same organizational characteristics. Some have nicknames that associate them with the McDonald’s chain: McPaper for USA Today, McChild for child-care chains such as Kinder-Care, and McDoctor for the drive-in clin-
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Evidence of the “McDonaldization of society” can be seen everywhere, perhaps including on your own campus. Shopping malls, food courts, sports stadiums, even cruise ships reflect this trend toward standardization.


ics that deal quickly and efficiently with minor health and dental problems.


Ritzer identifies four dimensions of the McDonaldization process: efficiency, calculability, predictability, and control. These characteristics, Ritzer notes, were anticipated long ago by theorist Max Weber:


1. Efficiency means that things move from start to completion in a streamlined path. Steps in the production of a hamburger are regulated so that each hamburger is made exactly the same way—hardly characteristic of a home-cooked meal. Business can be even more efficient if the customer does the work once done by an employee, such as using automated teller machines without the personal contact.


2. Calculability means there is an emphasis on the quantitative aspects of products sold—size, cost, and the time it takes to get the product. At McDonald’s, branch managers must account for the number of cubic inches of ketchup used per day. Sensors on drink machines can cut off the liquid flow to ensure that each drink is exactly the same size. Workers are monitored to determine how long it takes them to complete a transaction.


Every bit of food and drink is closely monitored by computer, and everything has to be accounted for.


3. Predictability is the assurance that products will be exactly the same, no matter when or where they are purchased. Eat an Egg McMuffin in New York, and it will taste just the same as an Egg McMuffin in Los Angeles or Paris!


4. Control is the primary organizational principle that lies behind McDonaldization. Behavior of the customers and workers is reduced to a series of machinelike actions. Ultimately, efficient technologies replace much of the work that humans once did. People are also carefully monitored and watched in these organizations, given that uncertainty in human behavior will produce inefficiency and unpredictability.


McDonaldization clearly brings many benefits.


There is a greater availability of goods and services to a wide proportion of the population, instantaneous
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This map shows the retail sales per square foot by state, within the United States. Notice that some states have a high number of retail sales as a ratio of leasable land and thus a possibly high degree of “McDonaldization”; some states have considerably fewer and thus a relatively low degree of “McDonaldization.” Relative to other states, where does your state stand in retail sales per square foot of leasable land?


Data: From the U.S. Census Bureau, 2002. Statistical Abstract of the United States 2002.Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, p. 650.


MAPPING AMERICA’S DIVERSITY


MAP 6.1 The McDonaldization of Society


service and convenience to a public with less free time, predictability and familiarity in the goods bought and sold, and standardization of pricing and uniform quality of goods sold, to name a few. However, this increasingly rational system of goods and services also spawns irrationalities. For example, the majority of workers at McDonald’s lack full-time employment, have no worker benefits, have no control over their workplace, and quit on average after four to five months (Schlosser 2001). Ritzer argues that, as we become more dependent on what is familiar and expected, the danger of dehumanization arises. People lose their creativity, and the quality of goods and services is of little concern.


This disrupts the fundamental human capacity for error, surprise, and imagination. Even with increasing globalization and the opportunities it provides to expose ourselves to diverse ways of life, McDonaldization has come to characterize other societies, too. A tourist can travel to the other side of the world and taste the familiar Chicken McNuggets or a Dunkin’ Donut!


Notice, as you go through your daily life, the extraordinary presence of the process Weber and Ritzer have observed. In what areas of life do you see the process of McDonaldization? How has it influenced the national culture? These questions will help you see how McDonaldization has permeated U.S. society and will help you think about formal organizations as a sociologist would. You might ask where you see evidence of McDonaldization on your campus and in your community.


New Global Organizational Forms and the Japanese Model


The problem of bureaucratization and increasing rationality in social systems has encouraged some people to look beyond Western society bureaucracy for new organizational forms that will potentially avoid some of the problems of dehumanization in bureaucracies that sociologists have noted (Perrow 1994, 1986). The traditional approach to bureaucracy is that, by nature, people hate their jobs and want to avoid work and responsibility.


This theory suggested that people do not care about the needs of the organization, only about their personal needs. As a result, according to this perspective, people will work only when they are rigidly controlled and monitored, as with time clocks, and with a system of promotions and salaries. This organizational model lies behind the classical Weberian bureaucracy and, though not so crudely put, still dominates in many work organizations and management perspectives in the United States and parts of western Europe.


More recent bureaucratic perspectives suggest that people are passive and irresponsible only because of
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the sociologist– economist Thorstein Veblen and his concept of “conspicuous consumption.” Even universities entice both parents and students to come and stay with “theme” dorms, fast-food restaurants, souvenir shops, and video arcades.


Students become “enchanted” with such cathedrals of consumption, and they are thus more compelled to stay enrolled in the university. The result is that consumption pervades our lives, and we have become consumed by consumption.


Source: Ritzer, George. 1999. Enchanting a Disenchanted World: Revolutionizing the Means of Consumption. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press. •••


According to sociologist George Ritzer, we all live in a society clogged with McDonald’s, Toys “R” Us, Disney World, cybermalls, chain stores, discount houses, cruise ships, gated communities, and the Home Shopping Network.


All these structures have pushed us into “hyperconsumption,” or extreme consumerism. Drawing partly on early sociological theorists Max Weber and Emile Durkheim, Ritzer argues that these “cathedrals of consumption” have created a spectacular and simulated world that has become capable of luring us again and again into new purchases.


They have become cathedrals to which we make “pilgrimages” to practice our consumer religion. These new cathedrals of consumption have enticed us to consume far more than we ever did in the past, consume far beyond our needs, giving a picture of the United States (and other countries such as Japan) envisioned decades ago by


FORCES OF SOCIAL CHANGE


Consumerism


“Conspicuous consumption,” a term used by sociologisteconomist Thorstein Veblen, has become increasingly apparent in our materially based culture, even though its “style” has changed, as shown in comparing these two photographs.


Rick Maimen/CORBIS © PEMCO/CORBIS


their experience with the organization. Many people do have a desire to work as well as to be creative and to take on responsibility. This perspective predicts that an organization can operate efficiently and produce if the self-direction of the individual, called self-actualization,


is permitted expression (Argyris 1990). Management’s task, under this theory, is to organize things so that people can accomplish their own personal goals while furthering the organization’s goals as well.


In recent years, U.S. competition with Japan has spawned interest in Japanese styles of management.


Recently, an organizational form used by many Japanese corporations has been adopted by some U.S. companies (Ouchi 1981). This perspective values long-term employment, interpersonal trust, and above all, close personal relationships. In this respect, it advocates the opposite of what Western bureaucracy advocates. The Japanese theory places considerable emphasis upon primary group relationships. It has created a form of work in which small groups of workers meet periodically with managers to discuss ways the organization can work better.


By this style of management, managers and their companies are encouraged to take a long-term orientation toward their problems and products. Personal friendships among coworkers are encouraged. Managers are encouraged to move around to different organizational positions rather than become narrow specialists.


They are encouraged to manage their department by “walking around” to develop closer relationships with other employees.


This management style emerges from one particular characteristic of Japanese culture, one that emphasizes lifelong employment in the same company, company loyalty, and complete attachment to one’s work.


Whether it can be successfully transported to the United States and other Western countries, with their unique cultural traditions, is questionable. United States corporate culture still favors individualism— the exact opposite of the Japanese group-oriented, participative-management approach. Sociological research finds some support for the idea that workers are less alienated and experience greater solidarity among themselves in firms that practice more participative management, compared with workers where all power rests with management (Yeats 1991). Participative management and group orientation does not, however, bring workers the same levels of satisfaction as when workers make their own decisions based on their skills and long-term employment (Hodson 1996).


Given the recent collapses of several major bureaucracies in the United States—Enron, WorldCom, and Tyco, for example—no doubt at least some organizational boards of directors will be giving serious consideration to re-tooling and restructuring their organizations along the lines of participative management.


Diversity: Race, Gender, and Class in Organizations


The hierarchical structuring of organizations results in the concentration of power and influence with a few individuals at the top. Because organizations tend to reflect patterns within the broader society, this hierarchy, like that of society, is marked by inequality in race, gender, and class relations. Although the concentration of power in organizations is incompatible with the principles of a democratic society (Perrow 1994, 1986), discrimination against women and minorities definitely still occurs. There have been widespread disparities in the promotion rates for White and Black workers, which is a pattern repeated in most work organizations (Eichenwald 1996; McGuire and Reskin 1993; Collins 1996).


Traditionally, within organizations, the most powerful positions are held by White men of upper-class status.


Women and minorities, on average, occupy lower positions in the organization. A very few minorities and women do get promoted, but there remains a “glass ceiling” effect, meaning that women and minorities may be promoted but only to a certain level. The glass ceiling acts as a barrier to the promotion of women and minorities into higher ranks of management What are the barriers that prevent more inclusiveness in the higher ranks of organizations?


Sociological research finds that organizations are sensitive to the climate in which they operate. The more
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A Japanese work group, illustrating close and expressive interaction.


egalitarian the environment in which a firm operates, the more equitable its treatment of women and minorities will be. In particular, sociologists have found that those industries with the strongest ties to the federal government tend to be more favorable in their treatment of women and minorities. Put a little differently, the greater the involvement of the federal government in a given industry, the more favorable jobs and earnings are for minority men and women and White women (Beggs 1995).


Other studies find that patterns of race and gender discrimination persist throughout organizations, even when formal barriers to advancement have been removed.


Many minorities are now equal to Whites in education, particularly those with organizational jobs that require advanced graduate degrees such as the master of business administration (MBA). Still, White men in organizations are more likely to receive promotions than African American, Hispanic, and Native American workers with the same education (DeWitt 1995; Zwerling and Silver 1992). In such cases, lack of promotion of the minority person cannot then be attributed to a lack of education. The same thing often happens to both White and minority women in organizations: Women are less likely to receive promotions than a White male who has the same education. Studies also consistently find that women are held to higher promotion standards than men. For men, the longer they are in a position in an organization, the more likely they will be promoted, but the same is not true for women (Smith 1999). Studies find that women change jobs more frequently within organizations than do men, but these tend to be lateral moves. For men, job changes are more likely to mark a jump from a lower to a higher level in the organization, thus constituting a promotion.


Things work the same way with respect to people being discharged or fired. Studies clearly show that Black federal employees (men and women) are more than twice as likely to be dismissed than are their White counterparts (DeWitt 1995; Zwerling and Silver 1992).


This disparity occurs regardless of education, occupational category, pay level, type of federal agency, age, performance rating, seniority, or attendance record.


The main reasons cited in the studies for such disparities are lack of network contacts with the “old boy” network, and racial bias within the organization. The studies show conclusively that, with such factors as education, occupational category, pay level, type of federal agency, taken into account, race is still an important reason for the way people are treated in organizations today. The studies strongly suggest that racism thrives in the bureaucracy.


A classic study by Rosabeth Moss Kanter (1977) demonstrated how the hierarchical structure of the bureaucracy negatively affects both minorities and women who are underrepresented in the organization. They feel put “out front” and under the all-too-watchful eyes of their superiors. As a result, they often suffer severe stress (Jackson 2000; Jackson et al. 1994, 1995; Yoder 1991; Spangler et al. 1978; Kanter 1977). This is called “tokenism.” Such token representatives find it difficult to gain credibility with not only their superiors, who are for the most part White males, but with their coworkers as well, who often accuse them of getting the position simply because they are women, a minority, or both.


It is a widespread phenomenon in universities and colleges that minorities and women are accused of being admitted simply because of their race or their gender, even in instances when this has clearly not been the case.


This has stressful effects on the person and shows that tokenism can have very negative consequences.


Social class, in addition to race and gender, plays a part in determining people’s place within formal organizations.


Middle- and upper-class employees in orga-


Diversity: Race, Gender, and Class in Organizations ••• 159


Table 6.1


Theoretical Perspectives on Organizations


Functionalist Theory Conflict Theory Symbolic Interaction Theory


Central focus Positive functions (such Hierarchical nature of bureaucracy Stresses the role of self in the as efficiency) contribute encourages conflict between su- bureaucracy and how the self to unity and stability of perior and subordinate, men and develops and changes the organization women, and people of different racial or class backgrounds


Relationship of Individuals like parts of Individuals are subordinated to Interaction between superiors and


individual to the a machine, irrelevant systems of power and experience subordinates forms the structure


organization for their personal stress and alienation as a result of the organization characteristics


Criticism Hierarchy can result in De-emphasizes the positive ways Tends to downplay overall social dysfunctions such as that organizations work organization


ritualism and alienation


nizations make higher salaries and wages and are more likely to get promoted than people of less social class status, even for individuals who are of the same race or ethnicity. This even holds for persons coming from families of less social class status but who are themselves as well educated as their middle- and upper-class coworkers. This means that their lower salaries and lack of promotion cannot necessarily be attributed to their lack of education. In this respect, their treatment in the bureaucracy only perpetuates the negative effects of the social class system in the United States.


The social class stratification system produces major differences in the opportunities and life chances of individuals and the bureaucracy simply carries these differences forward. Class stereotypes also influence hiring practices in organizations. Personnel officers look for people with “certain demeanors,” a code for those who convey middle-class or upper middle-class standards of dress, language, manners, and so forth, which some people may simply be unable to afford.


Patterns of race, class, and gender inequality in organizations persist at the same time that many organizations have become increasingly aware of the need for a more diverse workforce. Responding to the simple fact of more diversity within the working-age population, organizations have developed human relations experts who work within organizations to enhance sensitivity to diversity. Such “diversity training” is now common in most large organizations, a reflection of the significance of diversity in today’s society.


Functional, Conflict, and Symbolic Interaction: Theoretical Perspectives


All three major sociological perspectives—functional, conflict, and symbolic interaction—are exhibited in the analysis of formal organizations and bureaucracies. The functional perspective, based in this case on the early writing of Max Weber, argues that certain functions, called eufunctions (meaning positive functions), characterize bureaucracies and contribute to its overall unity. The bureaucracy exists to accomplish these eufunctions, such as efficiency, control, impersonal relations, and a chance for the individual to develop a career within the bureaucracy. As we have seen, however, bureaucracies develop the “other face” (informal interaction and culture, as opposed to formal or bureaucratic interaction and culture), as well as the problems of ritualism and alienation of the person from the organization.


These latter problems are called dysfunctions


(negative outcomes or functions) and have the conse-


DEBUNKING SOCIETY’S MYTHS


Myth: Programs designed to enhance the number of women and minorities in organizational leadership are no longer needed because discriminatory barriers have been removed.


Sociological perspective: Research continues to find significant differences in the promotion rates for women and minorities in most organizational settings. Even with the removal of formal discriminatory barriers, organizational practices persist that block the mobility of these workers.
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programs are, they do not deal with fundamental problems of equity in the workplace and have done little to advance women and racial–ethnic minorities into senior positions in such firms.


Finally, research evidence shows that both minorities and women are still quite far away from complete equality in rank, salary, and promotional opportunities in today’s bureaucracies.


• How would you go about measuring whether equality for minorities and women has been attained in an organization?


• In your opinion, what factors (variables) should one consider?


Taking Action


Go to the Taking Action Exercise on the companion website—at http://sociology .wadsworth.com/andersen_taylor4e/— to learn more about an organization that addresses this topic. •••


Many organizations have tried to foster a more positive organizational climate for all members by sponsoring diversity workshops and other training efforts designed to make people more aware of racial, ethnic, and gender differences that affect people’s interaction in the workplace. Advocates of diversity training say that enhanced awareness and sensitivity toward others makes a more positive environment for all members of the organization.


Critics say that, well-meaning as such


TAKING ON SOCIAL ISSUES


Has Racial and Gender Equality Been Achieved in Bureaucracies?


quence of contributing to the disunity and lack of harmony in the bureaucracy.


The conflict perspective argues that the hierarchical or stratified nature of the bureaucracy in effect encourages instead of inhibits conflict among the individuals within it. These conflicts are between superior and subordinate, as well as between racial and ethnic groups, men and women, and people of different social class backgrounds. This hampers the smooth and efficient running of the bureaucracy.


The symbolic interaction perspective underlies two management theories, those of Argyris (1990) and
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Ouchi (1981) discussed earlier. Symbolic interaction stresses the role of the self in any group, and especially how the self develops as a product of social interaction.


Argyris’s theory advocates increased involvement of the self within the organization, as a way of “actualizing” the self and, as a result, reducing the disconnection between individual and organization as well as other organizational problems and dysfunctions. Ouchi’s theory argues that increased interaction between superior and subordinate, based on the Japanese organizational model of executives “walking around” and interacting more on a primary group basis, will reduce organizational dysfunctions.


Chapter Summary


What are the types of groups?


Groups are a fact of human existence and permeate virtually every facet of our lives. Group size is important, as is the otherwise simple distinction between dyads and triads. Groups are of several types. Primary groups


form the basic building blocks of social interaction in society. Reference groups play a major role in forming our attitudes and life goals, as do our relationships with


in-groups and out-groups. Social networks partly determine things such as who we know and the kinds of jobs we get. Networks based on race–ethnicity, social class, and other social variables are extremely closely connected, or very dense.


How strong is social influence?


The social influence that groups exert upon us is tremendous, as seen by the Asch conformity experiments. The Milgram experiments demonstrated that the interpersonal influence of an authority figure can cause an individual to act against his or her deep convictions. The recent torture and abuse of Iraqi prisoners of war by American soldiers as prison guards serves as testimony to the powerful effects of both social influence and authority structures.


What is the importance of groupthink and risky shift?


Groupthink can be so pervasive that it adversely affects group decision making. Risky shift similarly often compels individuals to reach decisions that are at odds with their better judgment.


What are the types of formal organizations and bureaucracies, and what are some of their problems?


Formal organizations are of several types, such as normative, coercive, or utilitarian. Groups occur within organizations, and thus individuals within organizations are subject to group effects, such as groupthink and risky shift. Weber typified bureaucracies as organizations with an efficient division of labor, an authority hierarchy, rules, impersonal relationships, and career ladders. Bureaucratic rigidities often result in organization problems such as ritualism, which may have been at least partly responsible for the space shuttle Challenger explosion in 1986, and also the space shuttle Columbia explosion in 2003. The McDonaldization of society has resulted in greater efficiency, calculability, and control in many industries, probably at the expense of some individual creativity.


What are some new global organizational forms?


Some new global organizational forms have attempted to reduce worker alienation by adapting Japanese styles of management, such as the use of small groups, and participative management, instead of traditional topdown management styles. Whether such practices can thrive in a different cultural context is to date uncertain.


What are some of the problems of diversity in organizations?


Formal organizations tend to perpetuate inequality of race–ethnicity, gender, and social class. Blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans are less likely to get promoted and more likely to get fired than Whites of comparable education and other qualifications. Women experience similar effects of inequality, especially negative effects of
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tokenism such as stress and lowered self-esteem. Finally, persons of less than middle-class origins make less money and are less likely to get promoted than a middle-class person of comparable education. Diversity training has been introduced to many organizations as an attempt to combat such problems.


What do the three theoretical perspectives say about organizations?


Functional, conflict, and symbolic interaction theories highlight and clarify the analysis of organizations by specifying both organizational functions and dysfunctions (functional theory); by analyzing the consequences of hierarchical, gender, race, and social class conflict in organizations (conflict theory); and finally, by studying the importance of social interaction and integration of the self into the organization (symbolic interaction theory).


Key Terms Researching Society with MicroCase Online


You can see the results of actual research by using the Wadsworth MicroCase® Online feature available to you.


This feature allows you to look at some of the results from national surveys, census data, and some other data sources. You can explore this easy-to-use feature on your own, but try this example. Suppose you want to know:


Is high communication technology in a country, such as the presence of cell phones, related to some other aspect of communication technology, such as the number of televisions per 1000 people in the country? You can do the analysis yourself!


To answer this question, go to http://sociology.wadsworth .com/andersen_taylor4e/, select MicroCase Online from the left navigation bar, and follow the directions there to analyze the following data: Data File: NATIONS attribution error 143 attribution theory 143 bureaucracy 152 coercive organization 151 dyad 140 expressive needs 141 formal organization 150 group 140 group size effect 141 groupthink 148 instrumental needs 142 normative organization 151 primary group 141 reference group 142 risky shift 149 secondary group 141 social network 144 total institution 151 triad 140 triadic segregation 141 utilitarian organization 151 voluntary organization 151 Task: SCATTERPLOT Dependent Variable: CELL PHONE Independent Variable: TV1000


Questions


You will get a diagram called a scatterplot, where each dot represents a country. One axis of the scatterplott (the X-axis) represents the number of televisions per 1000 persons, and the other axis (the Y-axis) represents the number of cell phone subscribers per 100,000 people.


Do you see a pattern among the dots? Answer the following questions:


1. Is the number of cell phones greater or lesser the greater the number of televisions in a country?


2. How closely is the number of cell phones tied to the number of televisions?


3. What does all this tell you about different types of communication technology in a country (recall that “ism” about how different technologies may be related)?


What for example might this tell you about the number of computers with Internet capability in a country?
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Supplement your review of this chapter by going to the companion Web site to take one of the Tutorial Quizzes, use the flash cards to master key terms, and check out the many other study aids you’ll find there. You’ll also find special features such as GSS Data and Census 2000 information, data and resources at your fingertips to help you with that special project or do some research on your own.


Suggested Readings and Web Resources


Collins-Lowry, Sharon M. 1996. Black Corporate Executives.


Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press.


Based on extensive interviewing of successful Black executives, this research examines the experiences of some of the first Black managers to succeed in major corporations. Collins-Lowry’s work shows the continuing significance of race in structuring experiences within corporate organizations.


Homans, George C. 1992 [1950]. The Human Group.


New Brunswick, NJ: Thomson Learning.


A classic that combines knowledge about groups with knowledge about formal organizations, this book has been one of the most useful and has served to stimulate research in group interaction over numerous decades.
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Kanter, Rosabeth Moss. 1977. Men and Women of the Corporation. New York: Basic Books.


This classic study shows the significance of gender, and tokenism, in structuring opportunities for women in corporations. Although more than twenty-five years old, the book’s insights continue to be supported by subsequent research on gender dynamics in work organizations.


Ritzer, George. 2002. The McDonaldization of Society: An Investigation Into the Changing Character of Contemporary Society and Life, 2nd ed. Newbury Park, CA: Pine Forge Press.


This is an entertaining account of the fast-food approach to bureaucratic organization. The book highlights the influence of this model of bureaucracy upon many kinds of bureaucracies in American society, even the structure of the community health clinic.


Vaughan, Diane. 1996. The Challenger Launch Decision: Risky Technology, Culture, and Deviance in NASA.


Chicago: University of Chicago Press.


Vaughan’s research explores how ordinary behavior and ritualism within organizations can result in disastrous consequences, such as the Challenger space shuttle explosion in 1986. In many ways, this study foretold the February 1, 2003 breakup upon decent of the space shuttle Columbia.


McDonaldization of Society


www.sociology.net/mcdonald/


This is the home page for George Ritzer’s book, and it provides additional information about and links to discussion and illustration of this concept.
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