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Key Debates 

Assignment 1. Notes

Using the GDAT method of promoting a meaningful debate the following subject is proposed:

Does a resistance culture within an organisation have value?

Proposer : Keith Huggins



Proposal
Research has shown that an inner resistive force resides in organisations as a counter to their dominant management culture.
Do these counter forces have value?
Should the dominant culture attempt to combat it?
Or, should they be considered as a safety valve to avoid more serious disruptions?
This debate, therefore, is to ask the participants to discuss the merits, or not of the presence of resistive counterculture and its effectiveness to balance and / or mitigate the more dominant organisational culture as performed by the management.
To be considered are formations of these countering cultures in that the dominant executive culture is hierarchal, formal, structured, rules-based organisation whose aim is to subjugate the ‘self’ or identity of the workforce by embracing a team membership and adopting the company values while envisioning the larger picture. The less dominant resistive culture is an amorphous entity that is non-hierarchal, informal, non-structured and focussed on local issues / perceived injustices


Introduction
A secondary title for this presentation can also be framed as the study of a subversive and covert sub-culture that resides within organisations; the counter- culture and is it a force for good?
The origins of this informal, non-hierarchal entity can be traced by the works of Foucault and his theories concerning the presence of an all-pervasive power/control and its companion/counter dynamic of resistance

Modern management techniques use the ‘gaze’ to control their employees by utilising the method of self-discipline, subjugating identity and creating a new ‘normal’ to control behaviour.
The counter of this is a covert resistance by the workforce, by rather than a fight for power, but to create an individual space to regain their identity and ‘self’.
An Anthropological research can be used to study this resistive force to realise the rationale behind the phenomenon, its effectiveness and provide management with an understanding of its workforce to enable a harmonious environment rather than cope with an  adversarial  situation.


Presentation
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Organisational Resistance.
Is it of Value?
The following presentation will identify the presence of this particular brand of sub-culture, where does it reside and what are the aims of such an entity. As a philosophy, Foucault and his theories concerning power dynamics will be discussed.
This resistance may manifest itself in a variety of forms and a sample of these will be identified.
The purpose of this presentation is in promoting and provoking debate on the subject of an organisational resistive force and its overall value to the management, workforce and its societal culture.
The rationale behind the chess image of this first slide is to represent the subject as a serious game that is played, perhaps under the radar within organisations.
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Every Organisation has a dominant culture and that is the management
It is the Management who set the rules, the place of work and the times of work.
The working environment is conditioned by the management.
The employees are encouraged by the management  to embrace the company’s values and aims.
Team membership is encouraged where is everybody is to consider themselves an important team player.
Dissension is frowned upon and considered disloyal.
The dominant culture wishes to subsume the workers identity into the corporate vision.
The ‘Gaze’ is employed, Foucault (1975) where supervision is negligible, but considered to be ever present
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But, within every organisation there resides a counterculture that acts as a counterbalance to the dominant culture.
It is non-hierarchal; it is not structured in any formal way.
It is a resistance to the management culture developed amorphously without any prior planning, acting covertly and anonymously.
It does not covet power but acts against perceived sense of injustices or illogical management decisions.
There is a determination for the individual to maintain a sense of ‘self’ and identity rather than  be subsumed by the dominant culture.
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Where does the counterculture reside?
The resistive counterculture resides in all organisations and is not confined to any particular industry.
As long as there is are conflicting cultures based on differing social levels there will always be, according to Foucault (1975),  be a dominant regime and a countering  resistance. 
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The Police.
From Japan to Northern Ireland, police forces around the world have similar structures of bureaucracy.
The officer on the beat has a regime of severe penalties for malpractice.
As discussed by Waddington (1999) the police have developed a sub-culture, not only against their superiors, but as a defence against the citizenry in general. 
Waddington (1999) suggests that this sub-culture has developed what is described as ‘café talk’ where officers meet, perhaps around the water cooler, to vent their frustrations or anger to their fellow workers. Again, showing this resistance to authority is to be unplanned and developed amorphously with perhaps more focus on the covert to avoid severe repercussions.
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Retail
Research by Martin (1992) has shown the resistive counterculture to have organically (that being non-hierarchal, unstructured and informal) and with  different attitudes and opinions  to the dominant culture. The management are concerned with enacting change, productivity and maximising profits, whereas the shop floor workers have little or no understanding of the larger picture but are focussed on local issues of complaint.
Martin (1992) shows that amongst the larger retail organisations, the executive management, the regional management and the shop management are probably located in different geographic locations, perhaps internationally; the shop worker is separated by several degrees of isolation from those who are in dominance and no concept of the overall vision of the company.
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IT or Knowledge workers.
In the relatively new industry of IT, the workers have an equal or higher level of knowledge than the management. Again, they have no desire to compete with the dominant culture but have the requisite skills to affect the efficiency and productivity of the organisation.
To resist against perceived injustices or illogical management decisions, a low level of sabotage may be enacted in an anonymous mode that will not attract disciplinary consequences.
This resistive force may extremely effective and conducted in a covert and anonymous fashion where the sabotage may not be immediately identified, detection would be  difficult and rectification problematic.
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Factories
Resistance to a dominant management culture by the workers originated via  the industrial revolution and its shop floor according to Friedman (1977, cited by Ackroyd  and Thompson, 2016) where, rather than organised labour units, came from localised groups to resist against perceived injustices.
Was it management’s desire for maximum productivity from its workers to provide higher profits, developed in the industrial revolution that created a counter balance to overbearing management techniques that forged a resistive force?
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Academia
According to comments by Anderson (2008, cited by Kalfa and Wilkinson, and Gollan ( 2017) the dominant management regime (culture) has been observed to utilise a more ‘muscular’ approach to its activities such as the introduction of performance appraisals for the staff. This practice is widely used by industry for their staff.
Academics  have according to Anderson (2008, cited by Kalfa and Wilkinson, and Gollan ( 2017) have acted by attempting to ameliorate rather than confront or overthrow the management. 
Anderson (2008, cited by Kalfa and Wilkinson, and Gollan ( 2017) determines that academics resist management activities by covert actions as ‘avoiding or forgetting’
and considers them to be formidable as they have the skills to rebel and innovate.
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The Aims of the Counterculture
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The counterculture is not dominant and does not wish to be. 
Its concerns are local issues that affect individuals directly.
It is amorphous that acts in a covert manner and anonymously.
The consequences of resistive activities are therefore effectively reduced.
Being an amorphous entity developed organically as a natural counterbalance to
a dominant force, Foucault (1975) there no or little interest in the company’s values and aims or show willingness to be a team player. This is not a power play or wish to overthrow the management; it is rather to gain, locally and individually the identity or ‘self’ (perhaps respect) of the worker.






Slide 11
[image]
Foucault
According to Pickett (1996),  Foucault emphasises that the resistance against the dominant culture does not require power but to attain an independence to that dominant force; this resistance, being non-hierarchal and informal concerns itself with local issues.
Foucault according to Pickett (1996) determines that management’s power is to subjugate the individual and segregate the opposition and is hierarchal and elitist whereas resistance is non-hierarchal and informal; knowledge of the dominant culture’s methods increase the efficiencies of the resistive forces.
A dominant culture or group cannot, according to Foucault can diminish the power of a less dominant group as adaptation can be exercised to resist and therefore a counter power always exists.
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How Does Resistance manifest itself?
Given that the counterculture resides in a variety of unrelated industries, they have been formed organically, devoid of planning, impromptu and have no interest in the overthrow of the management, the modes of resistance are adapted to act as a counterbalance to local issues.



Slide 13
Bitching
Discussed by Sotirin and Gottfried (1999) the content of this informal mode of communication focusses on frustrations or indignation, based on an intimate knowledge of the company’s operation. It involves perceived injustices and frustrations over managements inabilities.  
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Restrictive or False Communication.
Collinson (1994, cited by Efthymiou, 2009) suggests covert defiance is deliberately holding back on relevant information to the management. Do not tell them anything; it will only encourage them.
It is assumed that management requires a constant stream of information and feedback to mitigate for disruptions in the productive process; by restricting this flow, the worker is effectively sabotaging the process. Conversely, providing false information would allow for wrong decisions to be made.
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Cynicism
This according to Ackroyd and Thompson (1999, cited by  Efthymiou, 2009) is the method by which the worker can develop an inner self (or space) to avoid management’s efforts to undermine their identity.
Cynicism is perhaps a non-belief in the corporate vision of being a valuable team member and loyal to the company’s aims and values.
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Pretence
Simply the art of pretending to work if supervision is present and cessation of work if unsupervised.
Given the use of the ‘Gaze’ by the management where supervision is not obvious Focault (1975) but assumed to be all pervasive, this technique would require a degree of skill from the worker to avoid any consequences.
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Sabotage
This could perhaps involve the use of physical damage to the company’s plant or product or using covert methods by anonymously affecting productivity or by providing a bad service to customers or clients.
Knowledge workers with their skill set are able to sabotage company’s activities by overloading computers or introducing various forms of virus to disrupt programs, covertly and anonymously.
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Debate
This purpose of this presentation was to identify the existence of the resistive sub-culture that resides in organisations to combat / confront an overwhelming dominant culture. Given the probability of disciplinary consequences enacted by the management as a reaction to subversive activities, the sub-culture acts in a covert and anonymous way to avoid those consequences.
This confrontation is complex in that each side is fighting a different battle to achieve separate aims.
Does management attempt to confront the resistance or does it accept its inevitability, by turning a blind eye to its activities in the hope that such counterbalance entities may act as a safety valve for the workers frustrations?
Would the workers ever be completely satisfied, and resistive activities are natural behaviour as a counterpoint to dominant authority?
Does an anarchist element reside in the human psyche that wishes to disrupt a regime?
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