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ABSTRACT

While the humanization of organizations has long been
a goal of organizational psychologists, it is not as easily achieved
as its advocates have wished. In humanized organizations, members are
treated justly, are engaged in meaningful work, encouraged to develop
their potential, and are treated as ends rather than as means. That
these ideals have rarely been achieved is in large part the result of
the role that power plays, especially in private econonmic
organizations. The author proposes four postulates that relate to
power and its exercise within organizations and that indicate why
humanization is a yet-to-be-realized goal. First, organizations are
compnsed of ccalitions competing with each other for resources and
influence. Second, coalitions, particularly the dominant ones, seek
to protect their interests and power by affecting environmental
factors. Third, the unequal distribution of power itself has
nonhumanizing effects on both the powerful and the unpowerful. and
finally, the exerclse of power Hlthln organlzat;ons 15 onsa CEUCl 1
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2)  engaged % thelr full
Soiay
3) encouraged to develop fully their un Snitit
L) treated justly and wlth a dignity vhizh pliaces s
the non-human aspects of crganization.
and
5) sble to exercise substantlal control in o aenbzational oo
~- particularly those decisions which afiz2ct thom dirves [y
Uhile | want to emphasize that these criteria o naot ituoe 1
upon definiticn, it is reasonable to use these gleint, R ?
criteria of huranization, as | will de in this paner
As we have dreamed of organizations which wonls ve oaar rer

at least some of these features,

that such arganizations would be

often we have appearead o Lec

At some

easy Lo develup.

Leen so convinced that humanized organizations were coring that o0 oo
minte arong us came to see them as inevitable, and the pessimists rwons

us came to see humarized or

of managers. These pred
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o7 these humanizing features saermed necessary If organizations were to be
effective, to prosper and to survive. A number of things all pointed towards

the necessity for more humanlzed oroanizations. Bernis (1970) noted, some

of these including: (1) the exponential growth «f scierce, (2] turbulent

(%]

environments, {3} a younger, more mobile, betier sducated work force, (4] a
= ¥ ¥ % L

re th In the confluence betwsen rmen of knowladze and men of power, i(5) a

1w

change in managerial phllosoghy towards the emphasis on a new concept of
man based on complex and shifting needs, (6) a new concept of power based
on cellaberation and reason, and (7) new organizaticnal values based on
humanistic~democratic ideals; all pointed towards humanized organizations.
However, as Bennis and others have observed, such humanized organizations
have rnot turned out to be inevitable outcomes.

A number of other factors also help to explain why humanization has rot
taken hold {(See Nord; 197k, 1976). However only recently have we begun to
explore ceriousiy the rale of power as an inhibitor of humanization. In this
paper !} will attempt to show how a better understanding of power and the
political mature of organizations can help us to see why organizations are
so resistant to humanization.

To begin, it is necessary to have a working definition of power. Al-
though it is difficult ta find a definition of power which everyone will
accept, the mie | will use is derived from the work of Adams (1975) and
Bachrach and Baratz {1970). in this paper power will mean the abllity to
influence flow of the available erergy and resources towards certaln goatls
as opposed to other goals. | will assume that power is exerclised only when
these guals are at least partially in conflict with each other. The probliem
of humanlzing organizations involves altering the flow of resources and

energy so that at least some of the flve aspects of humanization | advanced

4



earlier are given greater emphasis.

The quest for humanized organizations can be broken 5. For
we can consider the design of systems in which i
goals and success ¢ tra ‘Licngl criteria cf or

wWhen we come to understan

snd [he power pracesses of
we are likely to have s better understanding o  the reasons why organizaticns
have remained so resistent to s ef fc :f behaviora!l
to humanize them. We will be
forces

vwhich make such outcom

mznt of

v;gfk,

| will consider four postulates about power and orga

nizatiors.
arganizations are composed of a number or

s, Flrst,
F coalitions of ing

groups -- each coalition seeking to controi or influe

scarce resources, !

Secuid, the

interests of the dumboant and ot
tions will be affected by the pressures which environmental! chario
upon an organization.

Consequently, the holders of pawer, as vel

. 1! ¢
serking power, may attempt to modify the affects of these pressure:

16 DRrE s
the distribution of power itself has Important consequences foir org
tional dynamics. Fourth, the exercise of power within organizacion: . am
very crucial aspect of the exercise of power within the larger

oD
In thls paper ! will try to show how each of these postulates ol
tion to some reasons why organizatlons are, and are likely ta re
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to humanize.

Postulate |: Organjzations are composed of coalitions which compete with

one another for resources, energy, and Influence.

Urganizations are a curious mixture of common goals, individual goals,
and subgroup goals; conflict is seldom completely resolved., There is always
conflict among competing parties for resources and energies. These confllict-
ing parties are often arraved in a number of coalitions,

As Zaleznlk (1970) has argued, competition to become a domlnant coali-
ore) is intense and an impertant feature of 1ife in organi-
zations. Moreover, competing coalitions are often engaged in what approaches
a zero-sum game. |f one coalition exercises dominant control over resources
and the allocation process, other coalitions can not. Tnese struggles are
reflected in what appear to be the palace revolts which result in the ouster
of leading corporate officials. However, as Zaleznik has shown, the struggles
are often more subtle and less spectacular. While more information about
the magnitude and frequency of these conflicts is needed, it seems reasonable
to speculate that the climates created by such st uygles are not likely to
be conducive to the achievement of humanized ends of justice, dignity, and
etc. These ends seem to be much more compatible with non-zero sum conflict.

in addition to focusing on the zero sum features of some organizational
conflict, the focus on organizatlons as coalitions highlights some other con-
straints upon hunanization. In particular we disecover why turbulent environ-
ments may not have the straight-forward éFfects of humanizing organizations
that are often assumed. Following the strategic contingencies -eory of

et. al. (1971) and Hi.nings et. al.

organlzational power developed by Hickson

(197&);!t Is clear that changes in the environment affect the balance of
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rational adsptation of a harmonious system. Rather the response is

ing internal strife may be. During and after such conflicts there 5 livtie

an to expect that the variocus parties will treat each otbar in humanized

reas

ways. Moreovar, it is reasonahle to expect that the scars, particularly wnen
the resources and rights of one or more parties have been reducec, . il &e
very slow to heal once the struggle has been decided. Organizations engaged

lict are perhaps better described in the writings of H 2bs an.

c.ﬁtu\dtﬁ‘: 2:

moderating environmental pressures and their effect

Typically we have assumed that rapidly changing environments reeail

e deroutinization of work for a large number of organizational partiaipants

and hence greater humanization hecause more individuals will be enictiiaysd

to exercise greater discretion and to use u iide variety of their s

and talents. However, Thompson's (1967) analysis gives us reason

-l
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tion this logic. Thompson suggested that while increased discretion may

occur, such increases will not be pervasive. Rather, the net result may

be an increase In the size of dominant coalition, but little change zlse-

where in the organization. Thus, the assumption of a positive correlation
between environmental turbulence and discretion In work may be true for only

ha dominant coalition

LY]

f

-t

s few employees since, as Thompson implies, members
are often intereste. -n routinizing the organization's core technology and
protecting it from fluctuations in the environment. |If the core technology
is adequately buffered, the change In the environment may affect very few
people.

For example, consider an automobile firm. In many ways, the assembly
line process is a highly buffered, protected technology. As materlals,
consumer preferences, and other things change, much of the uncertainty can
be absorbed in the design of the product, the design of work, and the
organization's structure. Throughout these changes, there is at best a
small chance that operatives on the assembly line will experience signifi-
cantly more variety in their work or exercise more diseretion. Undoubtedly
similar arguments could be made about the work of a large number of organiza-
tional participants. |In short, the interests of the deminant coalition
are to reduce the forces which threaten the smooth, routine running of their
core technology. Frequently members of this group, ngrati;g under the norms
of rationality, are motivated to exercise thelr influence to produce struc-
tures which reduce the discretion of lower level participants. Thus, while
turbulent environments may force the dominant coalition to dilute Its power

slightly, there is no assurance that this dilutlion will humanize the work

of all or even most people.
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In a more general, but related pol viesl seinnting oot
Bachrach and Baratz (1970) nave suggested that onc of tha asi sio fticam
consequentices uf pouer is the pover of pon-decraion. They suagess

the

major advantage the powerful have is their arility to suprase o i 2l

poth latent or manifest challenges to theirv vo ues and intere:

venting an issue being considered to a decision, {f tae abi i.-

te, influence one's outeomes is a critericon of homanicgfhton . axl

ing power structures often subvert the achievement of thie emn,
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quently movement towards humanized organizations will require that issues
which have been handled by ﬁéﬂﬁdééision in the past, are negc.'ated in the
present. As the history of trade unicnism documents such a process is often
bitter, and the humanized outcomes are by no means inevitable.

Moreover, there is ample evidence that possession of power itself can
Wemanized treatment of inwer level participants by the powerful.
There are 2 number of studies in the literature which are most Instructive
on this point. Several of them have been reported by Kipnis (1972) and

Kipnis, Castell, Gergen, & Mauch (1976). Based on his work Kipnis (1972)

coneluded

the control of power triggers a chain of events,
which, in theory, at least, goes like this: (a)
with the control of power goes increased temptations
[sic] to influence others' behavior. (b) as actual
influence attempts increase, there avises the belief
that the behavior of others is not self-controlled,
that it is caused by the powerholder, {(c) hen. a
devaluation of their performance. In addition, with
increased influsnce attempts, forces are cenerated
within the more powerful to (d) increase psycholog-
ical distance from the less powerful and view them
as objects of manipulation. (p. 40)

studies which lead to similar conclusions have been conducted by Zimbardo
and Rosenhan. Zimbardo's (New York Times, 1973) discussion of hls mock prison
at Stanford University and Rosenhan's (1973) observations of treatment of
mental patients by hospital personnel provide relatively convincing evidence
that the position of power itself leads the powerful to treat the less power-
ful in a non-humanized fashion,

Overall, it appears that the possession of the power has Impor-
tant behavioral effects. In McGregor's terms, there seems to be a tendency
for powerful people to adopt Theory X assumptions about the - subordinates.

Effects on the less powerful. The unequal distributior of power has

10



complemantary, non-humanlizing effects on the less povarful, while @ aps

of few organizational studies of this phenomenon, evidenie of 1t can bz

found in a variety of sources. For exarple, Michael Harrington's {1262)
description of "twisted splirit" of the American poor and the "eculture of

T RS I L i 3
gl.hl]i_j! 177y widuimbing: Wb Gy

individuals developing servile attitudes towards

sively reviewed the psychological effects of the feelings of

which accrue to indlviduals. Fincliy, Cul

relatively powerless becone trapped by

vulnerable to excess influence. Such
accept the status quo rather than to develop alternative ways of thinking

| S =

and acting. Thus il seems reasonable to hypothesize thst, at
g IF ]

many conditions, humanized relationships may be more probable when individeal:

are relatively equal in their power relatlonships «ith cach other than «her

they are grossly discrepant.

Postulate 4: The exercise of power within organizations is one vei. ciucinl

aspect of the exercise of power within the larger social

One of the most productive outcomes of assessing the relationship be~
tween power and humanized organizations m well be that such discussions
direct us to the work of political scient sts. Their ideas point to some
important omissions in cur thinking abou. power and control of work oiganiza-

tions. Robert Dahl's (1970) book provides a basis for exploring sors of

) L ‘
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thase considerations.

Suppose we assume, as we have dcne in our political ideology, that
democracy or equality in the ability to exert control is a potent forcz
for more humanized decisions. While Dahl was explicit about a number of
factors which qualify this democratic assumption, he did suggest that organ-
izationai democracy may be a necessary condition for a humanized social
system. Dahl directed his attenticn primarily at macro issues; he s
conzerned with organizational democracy as a way of changing the current
situations where what are in fact public decisions are made by private offi-
cials. (For example, given the magnitude of the resources and consequences
involved, Dahl suggests that many declsions macde by firms like General Motors
can not reascnably be considered private matters) .

Dahl has observed that in America, we have made a strange ideological
distinction about the exercise of power. Pcwer exercised in political or-
ganizations ought to be public and democratic; power within economic organ-
izatlons, however, need not be democratic and in fact ought to be left in
the hands of the owners or managers of the firm. In Dahl's words

...the prevailing ideolcgy prescribes 'pri.ate"

enterprise, that is, firms managed by officials

who are legally, If not de factr responsible to

private shareholders ... . It i» widely taken for

granted that the only appropriste form for managing
economic enterprise is a privateiv ownad firm... .
Ordinarily technical arguments in favor of an alterna-

tive must be of enormous weight to overcome tne purely
ideological bias in favor of the private firm. (p. 117-118).

According to Dahl this ideological bias and the correlated absence of a
socialist tradition has left us without the '...capacity for clear headed
public consideration of how economic enterprises should be governed.'" (p. 119).

Pateman (1975) built upon Dahl's work to provide some insights about

5 12
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processes within organizations. Pateman suggested that since organlzatlions
are so Important in the lives of people, a fully democratic society lIs
possible only If democratic voting is extended to organizations. She main-
tained that unless such an extension Is made, voting and representation

are doomed t. be largely formal matters. Fateman wrote:

The aim of organizational democracy Is democracy.

It is not primarily increased productivity, efficiency,
or better Industrial relations (even though these things
may even result from organizational democracy); rather

it is to further justice, equality, freedom, the rights
of clitizens, and the protection of interests of citizens,
all familiar democratic alms. (p. 18=19).

it is within such a self-managing organizational democracy
that contemporary theorles of 'participative management'

and the many current experiments with job enlargement,

job enrichment, project management, and the rest can take
their place. Such measures are often treated with suspicion
by radicals and unions, and they do often, but not always,
amount to little more than pseudo-participation...; on the
other hand, seep in the right way, they provide a basis .
for 'encroaching control' in present non-democratic organ-
izations and they also provide valuable experience and
information for the democratized organization itself.

(p. 20-21)

It is only a radical, particlpataryrapprcaéh to organiza-
tional democracy that is likely to foster the expertise,
skills, and confidence, both in the dally work process
and in the exercise of democratic citizenship with the
enterprise, that are vital if members of the organization
as a whole are to be equipped to meet the chal lenge of
control that will come from the technostructure (p. 21).

This argument leads to a direct consideration of the right to exercise
power within an organization in a democratic society. inquiry into this
question, of course, has potentially radical implications. When we start

"te discuss power in this way, we are beginning to ask as Ellerman (1975)

did, '"Who is the firm?" -When we start discussing power our perspective

may broaden. We begin to question the rights by which certain individuals or

\Fu
P |
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groups now exercise control. It may well be that alternative bases of power
are much more consistent with the existence of not only a fully democratic
system but with humanizatlion of organizations itself. When_we focus on
power we are focusing on the right to make decisions or to not make deci-
sions as well as on the nature of the particular decisions made.

Based on our ideology and the work of a number of political sclentists,
It seems reasonable to assume that equal access to power (political democracy)
Is a force for justice, human dignity and control over one's outcomes in
organizations as well as in society. |f these outcomes include much of what
we mean by humanization, (and | believe they do), then we may be forced
to at least consider organizational democracy as a necessary condltion for

humanization.
Conclusion

When we look at the eriteria commonly used to define humanization and
we view organizations as power systems, humanization of organizations is any-
thing but inevitable. Perhaps, without distorting my position too much, |
can summarize the feelings which underlie my argument by looking at the two
Golden Rules. First, it seems to me that many of us who seek to humanize
organizations dream of organizations where the powerful people elther out
of self Interest or out of moral commitment, follow the first golden rule
-- Do unto others as you would have them do unto you.'" This rule, however,
is not very deggriptlve of much of the world we live in. The real world
Is perhaps better characterized by the second Golden Rule, the source of
which | found on the wall in a men's room at Washington University. fhis

golden rule states, ""Them that has the gold makes the rules,'
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ExIsting rules In organizations and the distribution of crganizational
resources do not support humanized relatlonships. Humanlization of such
systems |s by no means inevitable, but instead, may require considerable
struggle. Perhaps the basis for such a struggle can be solidifled by
treating organizations more as political systems than as goal! seeking
entitles and understanding the role that power plays in these systems betler
than we now do. In this regard, the political scientists may be able to
help us, althuugh in turning tu them we run the risk of broadening our scope

seyond what is normally considered that of organizational psychology.

15
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