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COMPLIANCE AS A
I COMPARATIVE BASE

A DEFINITION OF COMPLIANCE

\Comphance is universal, existing in all social units.
It is a major elemenF' fthe relationship between those who have
power and those over whom they exercise it (Simmel, 1896). Despite
its universality, it has been chosen as a base for this comparative
study because it is a central element of organizational structure. The
emphasis on comphance w1tI1m the organization differentiates the

latter from other types of social units. Characteristics of organizations
such as their specificity, size, complexity and effectiveness each en-
hances the need for compliance. And in turn, compliance is syste-
matically related to many central organizational variables. '
Comphance refers both to a relation in which an actor behaves in

g ith a directive supported by another actor’s power, and
to the orientation of the subordinated actor to the power applied.!

By |supported we mean that those who have power manipulate
means which they command in such a manner that certain other

" actors find following the directive rewarding, while not following it

1. For other usages of the term see Bendix (1947, pp. 502-7) and Zetterberg
(1957).
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4 Toward an Analytical Typology

incurs deprivations. In this sense, compliancéwrelations are asym-
metric (or ‘“vertical”). But it is not assumed that the subordinates
have no power, only that they have less.?

’I_'l}e power-means, manipulated to support the directives, include
physical, material, and symbolic rewards and deprivations. Organiza-
tions tend to allocate these means systematically and strive to ensure
‘that they w311 be ‘nsved in conformity with the organizational norms.

‘T.'he; ion of the subordinated actor can be characterized as
positive ( 1ent) or negative (alienation). It is determined in
part by the degree to which the power applied is considered legitimate
by the subordinated actor, and in part by its cofigruence with the line
of action he would desire. We refer to this orientation, whether posi-

tive or negative, as involvement in the organization, In sum, there

: - ety

jare two parties to a cdmpliancg relationship: an actor who exercises

power, and an actor, subject to this power, who responds to this

i Tl?e next task is to use compliance as here defined to develop an
analytical bas'e for the classification of organizations. This is done in
;]h;;e stt;ps. First, three kinds of power are differentiated; then, three
s of i y

nds ¢ kinds of involvement are indicated. These asso-

vement are specified; and finally, the associations of

kinds
clations—which constitute_tompliance relationships—then serve as
the basis of our classification of organizations. -

THREE KINDS OF POWER: A COMPARATIVE DIMENSION

A Classification of Power

bv"l':c_)‘wer is an actor’s ability to induce or influence another actor to
caffy out his directives or any other norms he supports.> Goldhamer
and Shils state that “a person may be said to have power to the
extent th.at he. influences the behavior of others in accordance with
his own intentions.” (p. 171). Of course, “his own intentions” might

be to influence a person to follow others’ “intentions™ or those of a!

2. See Parsons (1957, p. 139); cf. Dahrendorf
s P ; of. (1954, p. 169).
3. See Parsons (1951, p. 121). See also Lasswell and Ka;
s P - Jt 1950, pp. 74- H
Easton (1952, p. 116); Dahl (1957); and Cantweight (1955)., (1950, pp. 74-102);

alienation or more or less |
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collectivity. In organizations, enforcing the collectivity norms is
likely to be a condition determining the power-holder’s access to the
means of power.

{Power positions are positions whose incumbents regularly have
access fo means of power. Statements about power positions imply a
particular group (or groups) who are subject to this power. For
instance, to state that prison guards have a power position implies
the subordination of inmates. In the following analysis we focus on
power relations in organizations ‘between those higher and those lower
in fank. We refer to those in power positions, who are higher in
rank, as elites or as organizational representatives. We refer to those
in suibject positions, who are lower in rank, as lower participants.

_ Power differs according to the m make the sub-
jects comply. These means may be A

“ICoercive power rests on the application, or the {
tion, of physical sanctions such as infliction of pain, deformity, or
death; generation of frustration through restriction of movement; or
controlling through force the satisfaction of needs such as those for
fooql, sex, comfort, and the like.

'Remunerative power is based on control over material resources
and tewards through allocation of salaries and wages, commissions
ontributions, “fringe benefits,” services and commodities.
1 fve power rests on the allocation “and manipulation of
symbolié rewards and deprivations ‘through employment of leaders,
manipulation of mass media, allocation of esteem and prestige sym-
bols, administration of ritual, and influence over the distribution of
“acceptance” and “positive response.” (A more eloguent name for

this power would be persuasive, or manipulative, or suggestive power.

4. We suggest that this typology is exhaustive, although the only way we can

demonstrate this is by pointing out that every type of power we have encountered
so far can be classified as belonging to one of the categories or a combination of
them.
Boulding, Neuman, and Commons have suggested similar typologies. Boulding
has developed a typology of “willingness” of persons to serve organizational ends
which includes identification, ecopomic means, and coercion. He suggests, however,
that identification should be seen as an “economic” way of inducing willingness, a
position which we believe is unacceptable to most sociologists (see Boulding, 1953,
p. xxxi; and Niebukr, “Coercion, Self-Interest, and Love,” ibid., pp. 228-44). Neu-
man has suggested that “three basic methods are at the disposal of the power group:
per: i material t i violence” (1950, p. 168). Commons distinguishes
among physical, economic, and moral power (1957, pp. 47-64). Janowitz analyzes
international relations using the concepts of “economic resources, violence, and
persuasion” (1960, p. 258). See also Deutsch (1953, pp. 218 ff.).
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6 Toward an Anolytical Typology
.

But all these terms have negative value connotations which we wish
to avoid.)
] There are two kinds of normative power. One is based on the
manipulation of esteem, prestige, and ritualistic symbols (such as @
\l ﬂagh_o; a benediction); the other, on allocation and manipulation of
' acceptance and positive response (Parsons, 1951, p. 108). Although
both powers are found both in vertical and in horizontal relationships,
the ﬁr§t is more frequent in vertical relations, between actors who

[ have_ different ranks, while the second is more common in horizontal
]; relations, among actors equal in rank—in particular, in the power
! of an “informal” or primary group. over its méfnbers. Lacking better
terms, we refer to the first kind as pure normative power, and to the
second as/social power.5 Social power could be treated ‘as a distinct
ikmd of power. But since powers are here classed according to thc[
means of control employed, and since both social and pure normativc{;‘
power rest on the same set of means—manipulation of symbolic{
rewards—we treat these two powers as belonging to the same|
category. h
. Frgul the viewpoint of the organization,pure normative power
is more useful, since if can be exercised directly down the hierarchy.

Social power becomes organizational power only when
tion can inflience the group’s powers, as when a te
class climate to control a deviant child, or a union steward agitates
the membc‘ers to use their informal power to bring a deviant into line.

_Organizations can be ordered according to their power structure,

taking into account which power is predominant, how strongly it is

stressed Compared with other organizations in which the same power
is predominant, and which power constitutes the secondary source
of‘gglglrt,rol, Two methodological problems raised by such an ordering
are discussed in Chapter XII, pages 297-8.

Neutralization of Power’

Most_organizations employ all three kinds of power, but the

_degree to which they rely on each differs from organization to

| 5. This distinction draws on the differen: i

! 5 ce between social and normative int

E g::g:;‘ i;fee{fie:t to Ey 1’nl'sgn‘st,k Bales, and Shils (1953, p. 182) as the diminclzo:

t egral Avc" an e “fatent pattern maintenance” phases. In

}x:)ﬁsx::egrces:, Slnl; quifu;]guéshles between social and ideological primnr; v;l:;:
mmunication). Coleman (1957, p. 255) has poiated to the di

between group-oriented and idea-oriented a;ttachmcnts. o the difereace

et SR
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organization. Most organizations tend to emphasize only one means %

of power, relying less on the other two.® Evidence to this effect is
presented below in the analysis of the compliance structures of various

organizations. The major reason for power specialization seems to be
that when two inds of power are emphasized at the same time, over
the same subject group, they tend to neutralize each other.

Applying force, for instance, usually creates such a high degree |
of alienation that it becomes impossible to apply normative power|
successfully. This is one of the reasons why rehabilitation is rarely
achieved in traditional prisons, why custodial measures are considered |
as blocking therapy in mental hospitals, and why teachers in progres- |
sive schools tend to oppose corporal punishment. !

Similarly, the application of renumerative powers makes appeal to

“dealistic” (pure mormative) motives less fruitful. In a study of the’
motives which lead to purchase gf war bonds, Merton pointed out
that in one particularly effective drive (the campaign of Kate Smith), |
all “secular” topics were omitted and the appeal was centered on !
patriotic, “sacred” themes. Merton asked a sample of 978 people: |
“Do you think that it is a good idea to give things to people who buy ‘

bonds?”

Fifty per cent were definitely opposed in principle to premiums, bonuses
and other such inducements, and many of the remainder thought it a good
idea only for “other people” who might not buy otherwise. (1946, p. 47)

By omitting this [secular] argument, the authors of her scripts were able
to avoid the strain and incompatibility between the two main lines of
motivation: unselfish, sacrificing love of country and economic motives of
sound investment. (Ibid., p. 45)

It is .possible to make an argument for the opposite position. |
It might be claimed that the larger the number of personal needs i
whose satisfaction the organization controls, the more power it has i
over the participants. For example, labor unions that cater to and |
have control over the social as well as the economic needs of their

6. In more technical language, one can say that the three continua of power
itute a three-di jonal property space. If we collapse each dimension into
high, medium, and low ts, there are 27 possible combinations or cells. Our
hypothesis reads that most organizations fall into cells which are high on one
dimension and low or medium on the others; this excludes 18 cells (not counting
three types of dual structures discussed below). On muiti-dimensional property
space, see Barton (1955, pp. 40-52).
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members have more power over those members than do unions that

| focus only on economic needs. There may be some tension between
the two modes of control, some ambivalence and uneasy feeling
among members about the combination, but undoubtedly the total
control is larger. Similarly, it is obvious that the church has more
power over the priest than over the average parishioner. The
parishioner is exposed to normative power, whereas the priest is

| controll;d by both normative and remunerative powers.

The issue is complicated by the fact that the amount of each kind ‘

ment | refers to the cathectic-evaluative orientation of an actor to an

ﬁlﬁgéﬂ’gliéx_méiéﬁiéd in terms of intensity and direction.
The infensity of involvement ranges from high to low. The

direction is either positive or negative. We refer to positive involve- |

ment as pommitmient *|and to negative involvement as alienation.! | =
(The advaiitage of having a third term, involvement, is that'it enables

us to refer to the continuum in a newtral way.!?) Actors can accord- |

ingly be placed on an jnvolvement continuum which ranges from a \
highly intense negative zone through mild negative and mild positive |

e ey T B R

|

:cfcl;{flwe;v:pphgd must be taken into account. If a labor union with zones to a highly positive zone.! v LV E MET

powers has economic power which is nfuch greater than that i JUENATWE | CALOIATWE MORAL

of another union, this fact m: lai i - pueninve carafeanve MOTTL-

; ; ’ ay explain why the first union has greater ; Three Kinds of Invol fi— S ———————
power in sum, despite some “waste” d .. ‘ ree Kinds of Involvement - - N,
complicati ’f 1L e” due to neutralization. A further ! (ARSI 1 Co ik
D throueh Sonlie from the fact that neutralization may also We have found it helpful to name three zones of the involvement
varal defind g pp! cauo,n of the wrong” power in terms of the cul~ i continuum, as follows: alienative, fpr the high alienation zone; 1,
an: g . n“;l of what is appropriate to the particular organization i N e o e e T =

H activity. 1 i : . o s N
: - “y or example, aPPth.mon of economic power in religious 7. Involvement has been used in a similar manner by Morse (1953, pp. 76-96).
organizations may be less effective than in industries, not because ; The e ated th a somewhat different way by students of voting, who refer by it
two kinds of power are mixed, but because it i oy, R to the psychological investment in the outcome of an election rather than in the
to use ec : ’ . X l is considered illegitimate party, which would be parallel to Morse’s usage and ours. See, for example, Camp-
lo use ﬁonomlc pressures to attain religious goals. Finally, some ‘ bell, Gurin, and Miller (1934, pp. 33-40). @
rganizations manage i 8. Mishler defined commitment in a similar though more psychological way:
!without much Wastg &tl? app. ly two kmds of power abundantly and “An individual is committed to an organization to the extent that central tensions
R ¢ ough neutralization, because they segregate are integrated through organizationally relevant instrumental acts.” Cited by Argyris
the application of one power from that of the other. The examinati (1957, p. 202). See also Mishler (1953); Abramson, Cutler, Kautz, and Mendelson
below of combat armies and lab . e, 1ae nation (1958), p. 16): H. P. Gouldner (1960, p. 469); and Becker (1960, pp. 35M.).
| thi . abor unions supplies an illustration of 9. We draw deliberately on the associations this term has acquired from its |
v s point. usage by Marx and others. For a good apalysis of the idea of ali;naﬁon in Marxism, |
H and of its more recent development, se¢ Bell (1959 and 196 . 335-68). See |
ifvg : We l}avc? discussed some of the factors related to the tendency also D. G. Dean (1960, pp. &%-89). ¢ » PP 33568). See |
of organizations to specialize their power application. In conclusion, 10. An example of empirical indicators which can be used fo translate the |
it seems that although there can be little doubt that such ’ . in i into directly observable terms is offered by Shils and
exists, its sco d ; ! at such a tendency Yanowitz (1948, pp. 282-83). They classify “modes of social disintegration” in the
> cope and a satisfactory explanation for it have yet to be armed forces as follows: desertion; active surrender; passive surrender; youtine
established. resistance; “last-ditch” resistance. In the terms used here, these measures indicate
varying degrees of involvement, from highest alienation (desertion) to highest
commitment (last-ditch resistance).
T Nettler (1958) has developed a 17-item unidimensional scale which measures
'HREE KIND: 3 alienation from society. It seems that a similar scale could be constructed for
'S OF INVOLVEMENT: A COMPARATIVE DIMENSION measuring alienation from of commitment to organizational power without un-
due difficulties. Kor , Sheppard, and Mayer (1956, pp. 147-48) have de-
veloped a 6-item scale, measuring the ori ion of union bers to their organi-
Involv: t, C i t, and Al on zation, which supplies another illustration of the wide use and measurability of |
y these concepts, which are central to our analysis (for some further specifications, see |

Organizations must contin i i Chapter XII
u . pter ). .
ally recruit means if the! are to realize 11, Several sociologists have pointed out that the relationship between intensity

tllglvr u_g_p.als. One of théilr.fost important of these means is the positive and direction of involvement is a curvilinear one: the more positive or negative the
orientation of the participants to the organizational power. [In lve- ‘S’;fh“m‘a;:“’l;ls‘g. ﬁéﬂﬁf”{‘;?l}; it is held (Guttman, 1947, 1950, 1954, pp. 229:30;
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for_the high commitment zone; and ‘calculative, for the two mild |
zones. This classification of involvement can be applied to the orienta-"l
tions of actors in all social units and to all kinds of objects. Hence i

i

the d(.eﬁm'.tions and illustrations presented below are not limited to
organizations, but are applicable to orientations in general.
ALIENATIVE INVOLV;MENTAfAﬁenaﬁve involvement designates

! intense negative orientation; it is predominant in relations among
kgq_sfgx,le, foreigners. Similar orientations exist among merchants in
adventure” capitalism, where trade is built on isolated acts of ex-
chfmge, each side trying to maximize immediate profit (Gerth and
Mills, 1946, p. 67). Such an orientation sedhns to dominate the
approach of prostitutes to transient clients (K. Davis, 1937, pp. 748-
49). Some slaves seem to have held similar attitudes to their masters
and to their work. Inmates in prisons, prisoners of war, people in
. cqncentration camps, enlisted men in basic training, all tend to be
alienated from their respective organizations.'2 ) T

l | CaLc INVOLVEMENT{—Calculative involvement desig-

nates cither a negative or a positive orientation of low intensity.
Calculative orientations are predominant in relationships of mer-
chants who have continuous business contacts. Attitudes of (and
toward) permanent customers are often predominantly calculative,
as are relationships among entrepreneurs in modern (rational) capi-
tahsm.. Inmates in prisons who have established contact with prison
authorities, such as “rats” and “peddlers,” often have predominantly
calculative attitudes toward those in power (Sykes, 1958, pp 87-95).
_ | Morar, 1 INVOLVEMENT—Moral involvement designates a posi-
tive orientation of high intensity. The involvement of the parishioner
in his church, the devoted member in his party, and the loyal follower
in his leader are all “moral.”

There are two kinds of moral involvement, Jp_qrjc' and social. ;They

differ in the same way pure normative power differs from social
power. Both are intensive modes of commitment, but they differ in
their foci of orientation and in the structural conditions under which
they develop.|Pure moral commitments are based on internalization

12. For a description of this orientation in prisons see Clemmer (1958
152ff.). Attitudes toward the police, particularly l:‘ol:l the part of mcmh(ez‘s o,f ][)ll:e
lower classes, are often strictly alienative. See, for example, Banfield (1958). Illus-
trations of alienative orientations to armies are found in Norman Mailer, The Naked
andlthe Dead, and Erich'Ma.\'ia Remarque, A1l Quiet on the Western Front.
orienfx;u{l:\e ;;:r&xenx:i‘:;g;zgsher: fmd 1in the rest of the volume to refer to an

iatnltiods il k2 not 1n -positi (
P e Tomy s oroy involve a value-position of the observer (see

)

w0y
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of norms and identification with authority (like Riesman’s inner- |

directed “mode of conformity”) i_Eo‘cial commitment rests on sensi- |
tivity to pressures of primary groups and their members (Riesman’s |
ther-directed”) . Pure moral involvement tends to develop in vertical |
relationships, such as those between teachers and students, priests and |
parishioners, leaders and followers. Social involvement tends to\‘
develop in horizontal relationships like those in various types of |
primary groups. Both pure moral and social orientations might |
be found in the same relationships, but, as a rule, one orientation [
predominates.

Actors are means to each other in alienative

i

and in calculative

relations; but they are ends to each other in “social” relationships. In <
plure moral relationships the means-orientation tends to predominate.

Hence, for example, the willingness of devoted meémbers of totali-
tarian parties or religious orders t6 use each other. But unlike the
means-orientation of calculative relationships, the means-orientation
here is expected to be geared to needs of the collectivity in serving
its goals, and not to those of an individual.

“As has been stated, the preceding classification of involve-
ent can be applied to the orientations of actors in all social units
and to all kinds of objects. The analysis in this book applies the
scheme to orientations of lower participants in organizations to vari- |
ous organizational objects, in particular to the organizational power
system. The latter includes (1) the directives the organization issues,
we sanctions by which i€ supports its directives, and (3) the per-
sons who are in power positions. The choice of organizational power .
as the prime object of involvement to be examined here follows from
a widely held conception of organization as an administrative system -
or control structure. To save breath, the orientation of lower partici-
pants to the organization as a power (or control) system is referred e
to subsequently as|involvement in the organizationj When other in-
volverments are discussed; the “object -of “orientation—for example,
organizational goals—is specified.

’Or,ganizations are placed on the involvement continuum accord- |
ing to the modal involvement pattern of their lower participants. The

placing of organizations in which the participants exhibit more than|
one mode of involvement is discussed in a later chapter. |
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COMPLIANCE AS A COMPARATIVE BASE

A Typology of Compliance

Taken together, the two elements—that is, the power apphed by
the organization 0 7_19wer pa ipants?iaﬁa‘theA ement in the
organization” developed by lower participants—constitute the com-
pliance relationship. Coibining three Kinds of power with three kinds

‘of involvement produces fnmc types of comghauce as shown in the
accompanying table,!*
| hos
(Y S

pes

A Typology of Compliance Relations v\& Q v
[ZARNY
KINDS OF POWER KINDS OF INVOLVEMENT
Alienative Calevlative Moral
Coercive ] el 2 3
Remunerative 4T 5
Normative 7 T

6 s

2
The nine types are not equally likely to occur empirically, Three
—the diagonal cases, 1, 5, and 9—are found more frequently:/:zan

the other six types. This seems to be truc bécause these three types

consutute congruent rclamonsmps, whereas the other six do not.

PES—THhe involvement of lower participants
is determined by many factors such as their personality structure,
secondary socialization, memberships in other collectivities, and so on.
At the same time, organizational powers differ in the kind of involve-

,ment they tend to generate. When the kind of involvement that

lower participants have because of other factors * and the kind of
involvement that tends to be generated by the predominant form of
organizational power are the same, we refer to the relationship as
congruent. For instance, inmates are highly alienated from prisons;
coercive power tends to alienate; hence this is a case of a congruent
compliance relationship.

gong uent cases are more frequent than noncongruent ones pri-
marily

ce 1s more eﬂecnve and organizations are

do 14‘: A thformahzatmu of the relationship between rewards-allocation (which comes
sl 0 the concept of power as used here) and participation (which, as defined, is
sum ar ff’ the concept of involvement) has been suggested by Breton (1960).
‘Other factors” might include previous applications of the power,
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social units under external and internal pressure to be effective. The!
effective application of normative powers, for example, requires that
lower participants be highly committed. If lower participants are
only mildly committed to the organization, and particularly if they
are alienated from it, the application of normative power is likely
to be ineffective. Hence the association of normative power with
moral commitment.

Remuneration is at least partially wasted when actors are highly

alienated, and therefore inclined to disobey despite material sanctions;
it is also wasted when actors are highly commmed, so that they
would maintain an effective level of performance for symbolic, norma-

tive rewards only Hence the association of remuneration with calcula-

orgamzatlon is confronted Wlth lﬂg}ﬂy alienated ldwer participants,
If, on the other hand, it is applied to committed or only mildly
alienated lower participants, it is likely to affect adversely such matters
as morale, recruitment, socialization, and communication, and thus
to reduce effectiveness. (It is likely, though, to create high alienation,
and in this way to create a congruent state.)

THE INCONGRUENT TYPES—Since organizations are under pres-
sure to be effective, the suggestion that the six less effective incon-
gruent types are not just theoretical possibilities but are found em-
pirically calls for an explanation. The major reason for this occurrence
is that organizations have only limited control over the powers they
apply and the involvement of lower participants. The exercise of power
depénds on the resources the organization can recruit and the license

owed in utilizing them. Involvement depends in part on exter-

nal factors, such as membership of the participants in other collectiv-
ities (e.g., membership in labor unions !¢); basic value commitments
(e.g., Catholic versus Protestant religious commitments 17); and the
personality structure of the participants (e.g., authoritarian '8). All

16. On the effect of membership in labor unions on involvement in the corpo-
ration, see Willerman (1949, p. 4); L. R. Dean (1954); Jacobson (1951); and
Purcell (1953, pp. 79, 146).

17. See W. F. Whyte et al. (1955, pp. 45-46). Protestants are reported to be
more committed to the values of saving and productivity, whereas Catholics are
more concerned with their social standing in the work group. This makes for
differences in compliance: Protestants are reported to be more committed to the
corporation’s norms than Catholics.

18. For instance, authoritarian personality structure is associated with a “cus-
todial” orientation to mental patients (Gilbert and Levinson, 1957, pp. 26-27).
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.
these factors may
t reduce the expected
)mwﬂvement. ) p congruence of power and

| 2llows, organizations tend 10 shift
( : ]t incongruen, uent e
vk

eg}iirgmnent of 7th§: §rganization i
corriant bres ) vy i s |
H - i e e — e ——— i av ~
= ; lfgrygvz; ‘Ic:cizph;z:‘ :z Structures tend 1o resist factors pusiiinge t;(;nm!{
i "M“'Cﬁngfﬁengce ies atc;qnplmnce structure‘. ) :
__ !by e Mraﬁi'z"{i"'ﬂ'%lﬁ by a ghgx}gg in either the power applied
5€. orgamization or the involvement of lower participants, Change
for instance, a school shifts from the
ft(;ostress on Fhe “leadership” of the
he Wer participan
thro;gh socialization, cha}nges in recruli)tmentpcri:zrizl,az.ngeth(;h;i?g
reprc :e?tlil;eg tclfnlgi;g; :na]orit}.' of cases falls into the three categories
S compliance, these three types form the basis,

fi cquel alysi &
I —— ys1s, ¢ refer to the i |
or su.bs nt‘an "% f coercive ahenauve, type as|

of power takes place when,
use of corporal punishment
teachers. The involvement o

el

! a;__g; ttq»tlile remunerative-calculative fype ay ufilitar-|
o T 0 the norfmative- szl’type‘aqﬁ"rhiat?wcéin-’l

“Students of organizational change, conflict,” strain, and

similar [OplCS may find e
the six mceongru €leV
gruent types more relevant to

Compliance and Authority

s h;‘he typol'ogy of compliance relationships presented above high-
gAts some differences between the present approach to the study of
organizational control and that of studies conducted in the tradition
of Weber. ’I‘hese studi?s tend to focus on authority, or legitimate
' govygr, as tlns cor{cept is defined.? The significance of authority has
| been empl'lasmed in modern sociology in the Ppast, in order to over-
‘1 contnhe earlier biases that overemphasized force an:i economic power
| ;a;e e S(Lurc:cs of so'qal order. This emphasis, in turn, has led to an
Teémphasis on legitimate power. True, some authority can be found

19. We return to this d i ive i
lynamic perspecti i i
con;j)pt.; of gosgl and effectiveness. gee ;acge;’es;%ghamﬂ TV, after introducing the
. Ior various definitions and usages of the cén iedri
or v D cept see Fried
a formalization of the concept in relation to power aﬁd to le:;e:slliga (:z: slg.a.rl::;

(1958). For a ps i i i iti
(1955, 2. 150+ ﬁpl ;'f:hologlcal discussion of legitimate power see French and Raven
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in the control structure of lower participants in most organizations.

True, authority plays a role in maintaining the long-run operations of :
the organization. But so does nonlegitimated power. Since the signifi-
cance of legitimate power has been fully recognized, it is time to lay |
the ghost of Marx and the old controversy, and to give full sta
“both legitimate and nonlegitimate sources of control. -
Moreover, the concept of authority does not take into account
differences_among powers other than their legitimacy, in particular |
the nature of the sanctions (physical, material, or symbolic) on which 1
power is based. All three types of power may be regarded as legiti- *
mate by lower participants: thus there is normative,?' remunerative,

and coercive authority (differentiated by the kind of power employed,

for instance, by a leader, a contractor, and a policeman.) % But
these powers differ in the likelihood that they will be considered
legitimate by those subjected t§ them. Normative power is most
likely to be considered legitimate; coercive, least likely; and remunera-
tive is intermediate.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that involvement in the

organization is affected both by the legitimacy of a directive and by .
¢ to which it frustrates the subordinate’s need-dispositions. |

is produced not only by illegitimate exercise of power, but !

21. The concept of “normative authority” raises the question of the difference
between this kind of authority and normative power. There is clearly a high
tendency for normative power to be considered legitimate and thus to form an
authority relationship, The reason for this tendency is that the motivational signifi-
cance of rewards and deprivations depends not only on the objective nature of the
power applied, but also on the meaning attached to it by the subject. Coercive and
rémunérative means of control are considerably less dependent on such interpreta-
tions than normative ones. Most actors in most situations will see a fine as a
deprivation and cc as a punish On the other hand, if the subject
does not accept as legitimate the power of a teacher, a priest, or a party official, he,
is not likely to feel their condemnation or censure as depriving. Since normative|
power d ds on ipulation of symbols, it is much more dependent on “mean-|
ings,” and, in this sense, on the subordinate, than other powers. But it is by no{
means necessary that the application of normative power always be regarded as;
legitimate.

A person may, for example, be aware that another person has influenced his
behavior by manipulation of symbolic rewards, but feel that he had no right to
do so, that he ought not to have such power, or that a social structure in which
normative powers are concentrated (e.g., partisan control over mass media; extensive;
advertising) is unjustified. A Catholic worker who feels that his priest has no right|
to condemn him because of his vote for the “wrong” candidate may still fear the,
priest’s d ion and be affected by it.

22. For another classification of authority, which includes authority of confidence,
of identification, of sanctions, and of legitimacy, see Simon, Smithburg, and Thomp-
son (1959, p. 189).
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; also by power which frustrates needs, wishes, desires. Commit-

ment is generated not merely by directives which are considered
legitimate but also by those which are in line with internalized needs

of the subordinate. Invol e if the line of action directed

ement is posif

is conceived by the subordinate as both legitimate and gratifying. It
Is negative when the power is not granted legitimacy and when it
frustrates the subordinate. Involvement is intermediate when either
legitimation or gratification is lacking. Thus the study of involvement,
and hence that of compliance, differs from the study of authority by
taking into account the effects of the gathecti as well as the evaluative

cctiv of lower participants. ~ ~ -

imggc;t of directives on the orientati

LOWER PARTICIPANTS AND ORGANIZATIONAL BOUNDARIES

Before we can begin our comparisons, the following questions
still remain to be answered. Why do we make compliance of lower
participants the focus of the comparison? Who exactly are “lower
participants”? What are the lower boundaries of an organization?
In answering these questions, we employ part of the analytical scheme
suggested above, and thus supply the first test of its fruitfulness.

\_A[hx Lower Participanis?

Compliance of lower participants is made the focus of this
.analysis for several reasons. First, the control of lower participants
Is more problematic than that of Higher participants because, as a
ry}:,mthe 19}39; an actor is in the organizational hierarchy, the fewer
rewards he obtains. His position is more deprived; organizational
activities are less meantingful to him because he is less “in the know,”
and because often, from his position, only segments of the organiza-
tion and its activities are visible.? Second, since we are concerned
with systematic differences among organizations (the similarities
hanggrpge»n ‘more often explored), we focus on the ranks in which
the largest differences in compliance can be found. An inter-organiza-

 tional comparison of middie and higher ranks would show that their

compliance structures differ much less than those of the lower ranks
(see Chapter IX, pp. 201-3).

. 23. The term vi.fible is used here and throughout this book as defined by Merton:
zhev extent to which t!le norms and the role-performances within a group are
readily open to observation by others.” (1957, pp. 319 ff.)
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Who Are Lower Parficipants?

Organizational studies have used a large number of concrete
terms to refer to lower participants: employees, rank-and-file, mem-
bers, clients, customers, inmates.?* These terms are rarely defined.
They are customarily used to designate lower participants in more |
than one organization, but none can be used for all. L

Actually, these terms can be seen as reflecting different positionsi
on at least three analytical dimensions.?* One is the nature (direction|

and intensity) of the actors’ involvement in the orgamization. Unless|

soine qualifying adjectives such as “cooperative” or “good” are intro-|
duced, inmates implies alienative involvement. Clients designates
people with alienative or calculative involvement. Customers refers to
people who have a relatively more alienative orientation than clients;
one speaks of the clients of professfonals but not ordinarily of their|
customers. Member is reserved for those who have at least some,
usually quite strong, moral commitment to their organization. Em-
ployee is used for people with various degrees of calculative
involvement.

A second dimension underlying these concrete terms is the degree'
h Iower participants are subordinated to organizational powers.
Inmates, it seems, are more subordinatéd-than employees, employees

which subordination is a central variable would take into account
that it includes at least two subvariables: the extent of control in

eath aréa (e.g., “tight” versus remote control); and the scope of |
control, measured by the number of areas in which the subject is
subordinated. Such refinement is not required for our limited use
of this dimension.

A third dimension is the amount of performance required from
the participants by the organization: it is high for employees, low for
inmates, and lowest for clients and customers.?®

24. For one of the best discussions of the concept of participation, its definition
and dimensions, see Fichter (1954, Part I, passim).

25. The djfference between concrete and analytic membership in corporations has
been pointed out by Feldman (1959).

26. Participants of a social unit might also be defined as all those who share an |
institutionalized séf of role-¢xpectations. We shall not employ this criterion since
it blurs "a major distinction, that betweén the organization as such and its social
environment. Members of most groups share such role-expectations with outsiders.

A criterion of participation which is significant for other purposes than ours is
whether lower participants have formal or actual powers, such as those reflected in
the right to vote, submit grievances, or strike.
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| Using concrete terms to designate groups of participants without
Bspecifying the underlying dimensions creates several difficulties. First
of all, the terms cannot be systematically applied. Although “mem-
bers” are in general positively involved, sometimes the term is used
to designate lower participants with an alienative orientation. Archi-
bald, for instance, uses this term to refer to members of labor unions
who are members only pro forma and who see in the union simply
| another environmental constraint, to which they adjust by paying dues.

Most workers entered the yards not merely ignorant of unions, but dis-
trustful of them. . . . They nonetheless joined the¥unions, as they were
compelled to do, with little protest. They paid the initiation fees, averag-
ing not more than twenty dollars, much as they would have bought a ticket
to the county fair: it cost money, but maybe the show would be worth
the outlay. As for dues, they paid them with resignation to the principle
that all joys of life are balanced by a measure of pain. (1947, pp. 131-32)

The term customers suggests that the actors have no moral com-
mitments to their sources of products and services. But sometimes it
is used to refer to people who buy from cooperatives, frequent only
unjonized barbers, and remain loyal to one newspaper—that is, to
people who are willing to suffer some economic loss because they
see in these sources of service something which is “good in itself”—
people who, in short, have some moral commitments.

Any moral commitment on the part of mental patients, designated
as inmates, is viewed either with surprise or as a special achievement
of the particular mental hospital; on the other hand, members of
labor unions are “expected” to show moral commitment and are
labeled “apathetic” if they do not. The fact that some mental patients
view their hospital as their home, and thus are positively involved,
whereas labor union members may see their organization as a
secondary group only, is hidden by the terminology employed. The
same point could be made for differences in performance and in

. subordination.
Although the use of such concrete terms leads to overgeneraliza-
} tion, by implying that all lower participants of an orgapization have
the characteristics usually associated with the label, they can also
impede generalization. An illustration is supplied by studies of parish-
ioners. Many of these studies focus on problems of participation, such
ag “apathy,” high turnover, and declining commitment. But rarely
are comparisons drawn, or insights transferred, from the study of
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members of voluntary associations and political organizations. Ac-
tually, all these organizations are concerned with the morz_ll com-
mitment of lower participants who have few performance obligations
and little subordination to the organization. ]

Another advantage of specifying the analytical dimensions .un.der-
lying these concepts is that the number of dimensions is ll.mltcd,
whereas the number of concrete terms grows cont'muously th‘h the
number of organizations studied. Thus the study of hf)sgltals intro-
duces patients; the analysis of churches brings up parishioners; and
the examination of armies adds soldiers. Following the p.re‘sent pro-
cedure, we can proceed to characterize the lower p.artlcxl')ants of
additional organizations by the use of the same three dimensions. ‘

Specifying the underlying dimensions enables us not ‘oyly to
formulate analytical profiles of a large variety of lower participants,
but also to compare them systematicélly with each other on these
three dimensions. For instance, “soldiers” (in combat) are high on
all three dimensions, whereas inmates are high on subordinat.ion and
alienation but low on performance; employees are medium m involve-
ment and subordination, but high on performance obligations. The
import of such comparisons will become evidexf\t later.. |

Finally, whereas concrete terms tend to limit an_alySL? to partici-
pants at particular levels, analytical terms such as ahen.apve, calcula-~
tive, and moral can be applied equally well to participants at all
levels of the organizational hierarchy. L

Ideally, in a book such as this, we should refer to lower partici-:
pants in analytical terms, those of various degrees qf involvement, |
subordination, and performance obligations. Since this would make
the discussion awkward, the concrete terms are used, but pr}ly to refer
to typical analytical constellations, Inmates are lower participants wth
high alienation, low performance obligations, and hlgh.subordx.nauon.
The term will not be used to refer to other combinations which are
sometimes found among lower participants in prisons} Mgmbsis is
used to refer only to lower participants who are highly committed;-

Ihedium on subordination, and low on performance obligations; it is .
not used to refer to ‘alienated lower participants in voluntary asso- :
ciations. Similarly, other terms are used as specified below.
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Analytical Specifications of Some Concepts
Referring to Lower Participants *

Nature of
Involvement

Lower (Intensity and Performance
Participants Direction) Subordination Obligations
Inmates High, negative High Low
Employees Low, negative Medium High
©of positive
Customers Low, negative None Low
or positive
Parishioners High, positive Low Low
Members High, positive Medium to Low
Low
Devoted Adherents High, positive High High

* This table contains a set of definitions to be used. It is not exhaustive,
referring to lower partici

either in concepts
ipants or In possible combinations of “'scores’’

on the various dimensions.
Lower versus Higher Participants

Higher participants have a “permanent” power advantage over
lower participants because of their organizational position. Thus, by
definition, higher participants as a group are less subordinated than

 lower participants. Often, though not in ail organizational types, they
| are also more committed, and have more performance obligations (it

we see decision making and other mental activities as performances).
Thus the three dimensions which serve to distinguish among various
types of lower participants also mark the dividing line between lower
1 and higher participants. These very dimensions also enable us to sug-

gest a way to delineate the Organizational boundaries—that is, to
distinguish between participants and nonparticipants.

Organizational Boundaries

Students of organizations must often make decisions about the
boundaries of the unit they are studying: who is a Participant, who
an outsider. March and Simon, for example, take a broad view of
organizational boundaries: “When we describe the chief participants
of most business organizations, we generally limit our attention to
the following five major classes: employees, investors, suppliers, dis-
tributers, and consumers.” (1958, p. 89)
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We follow a narrower definition and see a§3';.>articipan?§,‘al_l ac.tor.s
who are high on at least one of the three dimensions Qf‘pamcxpano.n._
involvement, _sybordination, and performance. ‘Thus, students, in l
n?z’ltes‘,ﬂsorliiiers, workers, and many others are included. Custc}mgrs |
and clients, on the other hand, who score low on all three criteria,

re consi “outsiders.” )
e \(;&215 ;gzr:l?i like to underscore the importance of th1§ way oﬁ
delineating the organizational boundaries. It draws the line muc

i
i

“Tower” t studies of bureaucracie‘s, which tel_]d to includt:
only pers are part of a formal hierarchy: priests, tl:utt ngt‘
parishioners; stewards, but not union membqs; .guards, 1}1 no 1
inmates; nurses, but not patients. We treat organizations as co jeql?rvg
ties of which the lower participants are an ntfxportant §cgment. (i

“exclude "them from the analysis would be like studying colonia
structures without the natives, stratificatign without the lower classes,

litical regime without the citizens or voters. .

* aItps(::e;rfs to ugs especially misleading to include the lower partlcg—
pants in organizational charts when they have a formal role, as irh
vates in armies or workers in factories, and to exclude them whf:n they i
have no such status, as is true for parishioners or'membe;s..Thss pra;l:- |
tice leads to such misleading comparisons as seeing thf: priests as ! te
privates of the church and teachers as the lowcsl‘:-ran.kmg participants
of schools, in both cases ignoring the psycholog.lc.al m{port of havu'lg
“subordinates.” One should not let legal or administrative charaf:tcns;
tics stand in the way of a sociological analysis. However, the main tes
of the decision to delineate the orgauizatif)rf as we have ck‘lc?sen
follows: it lies in the scope, interest, and validity of the propositions .
this approach yields.

SUMMARY

Compliance patterns were chosen as the basis f9r our compara?\zf
study of organizations because compha.ncfa 'relat.lons are a centr
element of organizational structure. It ch§tmgulshe§ organizations '
from other collectivities because organizatlc.ms require more cox:‘;l‘
pliance than other collectivities do,1 and it is systematically relat

anizational variables.
© nza;lr)r,lpol;g;;eo;ifers both to a relation in which an actor behaves

in accordance with a directive supported by another person’s power.
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and to the orientation of the subject to the power applied. There are

three kinds of power: cqercive, remunerative, and normative; and
three kinds of involvement: alienative, calculative, and moral. There
are, therefore, nine possible types of compliance. Three of these types
(congruent types) are more effective than the other six; they are
also empirically much more frequent. These three types form the
basis of our comparative study.

Each organizational rank has its own compliance structure. We
focus on the compliance structure of lower participants, first because
their compliance is more problematic than that of higher participants,
and second because organizations can be ost fruitfully distinguished
from each other at this level.

Lower participants are actors who are high on at least one of the
ithree dimensions of participation: involvement, performance obliga-
itions, and subordination. An examination of concrete terms often
‘used to refer to different groups of lower participants shows that
they can be seen as positions on these three analytical dimensions,
- which also enable us also to delineate systematically the boundaries
of organizations. We are now ready to engage in the first major
substantive step: classification of organizations according to their
compliance structures.




