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Abstract

This study undertook to discover why organisations are created and if organisations acmalbv work
according to expectations. The study built on Max Weber's analysis of bureaucracy and argued
that the very characteristic nature of organisations is also the major problem they have in
performing their functions in society. The paper argues that the knowledge and powers that
organisations have also help in affecting their efficiency and touch on society. It shows that the
impersonal rules that characterise organisations also produce inefficient and self-defeatiteg
behaviours in them. At the end, it was recommended among others that further studies are needed
in this area in order to discover what affects and or does not affect organisations so as to make
them function optimally. Two, treating organisations as active institutions in society will help to
understand how they construct and impact the social world. It was also recommended that
organisations be treated as independent entities so that they can continue to impact their social
environment positively and minimize tendencies of conflict in society. This can be done when.a
wider perceptual view is placed on functions of organisations. Following Weber’s caution on the
nature of bureaucracies, we recommended that the disposition of rigidness on the part of
bureaucracies be controlled so as to curtail the tendency of undermining the personal freedom of
its social environment.
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. Introduction
Formal and industrial organisations are institutions created to help people solve thelrday-'
to- day problems. in the society with ease. However, one would want to know if these
organisations actually do what their creators intend them to do. In every society, the
number of organisations created have become so many over the years that social problems
should become easier to solve. Nigeria has been having her share of problems as far as
organisation and development are concerned. Over the years, many banks and other
organisations have failed. Schools are failing. Many organisations have been privatized
for lack of performance. Many theories have also emerged along these theories to try to
explain why these organisations exist and what they actually do. Most of these theories try
to address the problem of development, governance, family, corruption, efficiency amd
welfare provision:in organisations. Development is one thing, while sustainable
development i$ another. Researches have however shown that after organisatiomal
creation, many do not actually care to monitor how these organisations really behave.
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Results have shown that most times, organisations deviate from the real goals and theories
setting them up. Results show that these organisations begin to assume and exercise
powers that were not originally intended for them. For this reason, there is the need for a
reconsideration of the life of the organisations and what they actually do in society. This
paper therefore takes a constructive sociological look at the operations of organisations
and their tendency to deviate from their actual expectations in society.

Following Max Weber's arguments on formal organisations and sociological institutional
approaches to organisational behaviour in general, this paper then argues that the

_muonahst-legal authority that organisations embody gives them power independent of the
persons that created them and channels that power in particular directions. Of note is that

organisatians by: theu' nature give rise to social knowledge. They define shared social tasks
aad values like development and transfer models of social and political organisations
sround theworld like creating markets and democracy. However, these abilities to channel
their coutses in society can also make them to become unresponsive to the demands and
expectations of the society hosting them. When organisations become obsessed with their
'own rules and interests at the expense of their primary mission it leads to inefficiency and
niﬁ&efealmg behaviour. This is so because, efficiency is also calculated by how much an
blganiSatIon affects its environment positively. Many had suggested before now that
orgamsations are mofe that the reflections of the interests of their creators and we know
that wnh time, oxgamsatlons begin to grow weak and inefficient. However, our interest

- here is to note that the nature of organisations provides a different and very broad basis for

thinking about how they influence their environment.

Organisations do more than just facilitate cooperation and problem solving in society, they
also create actors, specify responsibilities and authority among these actors. They also
define the work they do thereby giving it meaning and normative value. Even some less
powerful organisations still have power enough to affect their host communities strongly.
Note that industrial organisations are mechanisms through which problems are or should
‘be solved .and are .characterised by operational principles, norms, rules and decision-
making procedures. Weber's insights about the normative power of the rational-legal
authority : that - bureancracies embody and its implications for the ways bureaucracies
produce and: control social knowledge provide a basis for challenging the view that
organisations. are mere agents in society. Many people see the rise of technology and
industry asthe social saviour. With this, they do not consider as significant the problems

they create in society. This functionalist view of organisations as positive-positive is
‘umsatisfying. We know that whatever type of organisations they may be; they still produce
- some undesirable and even self-defeating outcomes. Most of these indesirable outcomes

88 seen between 0il companies and their host communities -in Nigeria most often go
wunreported and unpunished. From the principal-agent theory, we know that bureaucratic
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politics do compromise organisational effectiveness. As we continue, we will see from
sociological and anthropolagical researches how the bareaucratic features of organisations

that make them powerful are also those that make them weak. We will also understand the -
woﬂdof«ganwaﬁmmnihowﬂwyworktbmughmdusﬁndmghowhmumwm:

consututedsoclally

Havmgseentheabow wewﬂlstaitdnswoxkbycxploxmgd:ﬁ'ermtorgamsanonﬂmomr-' "I
for the study of organisations in society. However, we will reject all the economic and . -

political arguments and adopt the sociological arguments that help to clarify the problem
of lack of empirical aspect of their argument. We will look at powers held by organisations

and their sources of influence. We will also explore the orgamsatlonal behavmur that'

undermines the stated goals of organisations.

Theoretical Approaches to Organisations .
There are two major sources of organisational theories in the social sciences. 'I-‘heeem
economical and sociological. The economistic theory is the birth child of economics and

business departments and schools. One of the major proponents of this perspective in the

social sciences is Ronal Coase (1937) and later Oliver Williamson (1975) (Bannett &
Finnemore, 2001). The economic source is rooted in assumptions of instrumental
rationality and efficiency concems. In this study, the economic perspective helped us to
explain why do people form business firms. In economics, all transactions are done in
markets and not in bureaucracies. This means that allowing large organisations to dominate
and conduct businesses is an anomaly. The theory helped to explain the need.for
organisations and how we can understand the power of their existence. On the other hand,
the sociological aspect focuses on issues of legitimacy and power. One of the major
proponents here was Max Weber (1921). It shows why organisations should exist even if
theyarenotasefﬁcientasexpected. His explanations helped us to look for kinds of power
and sources of autonomy in organisations which is an area the economists overlook. One
thing to note is that sociological explanations of organisations are different from those of
economics. These two perspectives of organisational theories focus on different things and
answer different questions.

Organisations and their Environment

lhemamdlﬁ'erenttypesofenvnonmenthﬂ'eremfactomdetermmed:ﬁ'm'

environment. There are different types of environment on which organisations -operate.

However, the environment assumed by economic approaches for organisational operation .

is narrower than that assumed by sociology. The economic approach is only out for
business and neglects social rules, cultural contents or even other agents that affect the life
and existence of organisations in society. For the economist, competition, exchange, and
pressures for efficiency are the only driving forces for organisational formation. On: the
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3 ey et

othexhand.theaomologxsts study erganisations in a wider world ofnonmarket situations
; 1 differ from the economic views. Soclologlcaﬂy, organisations are treated

i : m)tobesmdxed.Orgamsahonsdonot]ustrespondtoactorspursmng
mm in the environment but also to normative and cultural forces that shape
how they see the world and their missions. Environment is very important in this
consideration since they can “select’ or favour organisations for reasons other than efficient
ot responsive behaviour.. For instance, organisations can be created and sypported in
society for reasons of legitimacy and normative fit rather than efficient output. They may
be created not for what they do or.can do, but for what they represent symboh«,ally and the
values they embody

Organisauonal Autonomy
Are organisations autonomous? Do they have hfe and powers of their own or are they just

mechanisms by which people solve their problems?. The economist’s answer to these
questions may be that they are creations put in place just to help in problem solving. This
means. that erganisations are not things. Viewing organisations this way will make them
‘ emptysh#llsroumpemnglpohcymachmerytobe manipulated by other actors. This does
wbmntsqrgammons any autonomy and independence from their creators but makes
them pasm entities. worthy of use and drop. Studies have shown that organisations are
not.aspasgive as some assyme. Itis true that organisations are constrained by the objectives
“and. intents of people who set them up but that by no means makes them passive
mechanisms with no independent agenda as they progress. In Nigeria, there are very many
. mmlti-ngtional organisations like Banks, Communication organisations, Manufacturing
and Serviee-organisation pioneers and their objectives do no longer exist, but they are still
operating and sffecting their environments. Some of these organisations have grown and
‘expanded 1o the.point that they have become autonomous with their own authority. This
goestosayglatmtonlyam these organisations mdependentactorsmththelrown agenda
but with m mm&s in society.

Ethnogmp;gc gmdies of orgamsauons describe a world in which. orgamsatlonal goals are
strongly shaped by norms of the profession that dominate the bureaucracy and in which
interest themselves are varied. Sociological theories help in ‘investigating the goals and
~ behaviour of organisations. From Weber, sociologists have explored the notion of

buseaucracy is 4 peculiarly moden cultural form that embodies certain values and can
bave its owm distinct agenda and behavioural dispositions. Instead of treating organisations
as '‘mere Bgenas or mechapisms through which actors pursue their interests, many
saciologizal appeaaches explore the social content of the organisation. The social content
would include. euiture, legsimacy concerns, dominant norms that govern behaviour and
shape intergsts and the relationship of these to a large normative and cultural environment.
Rather than assuming behavigur that corresponds to efficiency criteria alone, these
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approaches recogmze that organisations also are bound up with power and social conhol g

in ways that can eclipse efficiency concerns.

Organisational Power, Autonomy and Authority

Organisations can become autonomous sites of authonty, mdependent from the people‘ V

who created them. This is possible because power flows from two sources. These sources
are the legitimacy of rational-legal authority they embody and the Control over technical
expertise and information. These two features provide a theoretical basis for Ireatmg
organisations as autonomous actors in contemporary world politics. Since these two are
part of what defines and constitutes bureaucracy, the autonomy that flows from them is
best understood as a constitutive effect. On the other hand, to understand how
organisations become autonomous, we will turn to Weber in his bureaucratic studies. He
was deeply concerned about how the world around him was becoming bureaucratic. He
was well versed in the good, the bad and the ugly of this new social form ofau_thonty‘ To
him, bureaucracies provided a framework for social interaction that can respond to the
increasing technical demands of modem life in a stable, predictable and nonviolent way.

Weber believed that bureaucracies exemplified rationality and are technically supenor to
previous forms of rule because they bring precision, knowledge and conumnty to
increasingly complex social tasks. He also believed that upon such virtues, buremmacy
can become autonomous from their creators and at the same time dominate those ﬁ:ley
should be serving because of rational-legal authority and control over technical expertise
and information. Both rational-legal authority and control over technical expertise and
information make bureaucracies very powerful. Buxeaucracxes present themselves as
“impersonal, technocratic and neutral. These claims are what give them legitimacy and
authority. However, Weber was not unaware that behind the functional purposes of
bureaucracy are some disadvantages including behavioural dxsposmon of rigidness whc;e
the bureaucrats become specialists without spirit. Bureaucracies can undermine persoml
freedom in important ways. The impersonality, rule-bound character that empowus
bureaucracy also dehumamzes 1t.

The Pathologies of Orgamsatmns |

_Bureaucracxesarecreated,propagatedandvaluedmmodemsocwues Thlsxsbecausegf

their supposed rationality and effectiveness in_camrying out social tasks.

* characteristics apply to every type of orgamsatlon m. soclety However, criticisms agamst -

bureamracles are that fhey are also ineffective and um'esponsxve to éveryday sitiiations i in
the soclety Biireaucracies ¢reate and implement poﬁcxes that are often mot logical in
operation. They often 3¢t in ways that are in opposition to the objectives for setl:mg ﬂan
up. ‘I'heyrefusetorespondevenwhenmmatlonsarebecommgbad.

o
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: .Iangem,mnnypeopleareuymgtostudyandlmdexstandamdemngeoflmdesmble
and inefficient buresucratic behaviours that are caused by bureaucratic rules and how they
can be solved. In every field of endeavour, scholars try to discover the organisational
characteristics that produce self-defeating and inefficient behaviours. Powerful and less
powerful organisations exhibit dysfunctional behaviours. Dysfunctional behaviours are
3 thosetﬁatmdélmethestawdobjecﬁvesoforganmanons Our major point for judging
“dysﬁmchonwiﬂbeﬂ)estatbdohecuves of organisations. There can be occasions when
"ﬂie rafl orgapisatio dysf\mhon is in fact ﬁmcnonalfor some people but this is not
Many tﬁeqnes explmn the basis for understanding dysfunctional behaviour in
Eachemphasuesadiﬁ'erentamofcausahtyforsuchbehawour There are
ﬁvefeatmusofburuncmc:esthatcanpmdlwepmblcmsmorgamsauons. These are
bmhmmﬁhcpohﬁcswhchexphmsthatoneofthetbmgstbatbnngorgamsauonal
iction is the pursuit of material interests within an organisation and how this creates
competition among the organisafional operators over material resources. This leads up to
mahonaldec&msmorgamsahomﬂxatcwsemalﬁmcﬁonAnothathwqofwhﬂcmm
ion explains that the material forces outside them cause them to
‘malfunction Intlnscase, organisations are seen as not free to make their own choices;
,.mrhetﬂiearchowesmmadebythckeyplayerswhodxctatetheenmestepsmkenbythe
' Theseareseenasenvuonmental conditions of organisations.

There are cujtmal theones ﬂnt explain the sources of organisational dysfunction. Such
ﬁ:eonesaccépiﬂntﬁ" ganisation cannot be analysed apart from the cultural contents of
“their W%Wmmmmmwmmemmmdam
cultutes‘ oi' the or ion. The internal cultural problem arises when organisations
N gtric iwpsﬂlatwmﬂdhelpmemtoachxevethelrsetgoalsmthoutthe
eomxdemtwnof any other thing. The Niger Delta of Nigeria from where the bulk of the
Nimﬁaﬁwealthhdbeencomgﬁomhasrcmmnedncglectedoverﬂleywswhﬂethe
oil companies continued to declare profits. This ultimately gave rise to the first waves of
hdnappmgmNmOnﬂleotherhand,dysﬁmuonsanseﬁomtheqxtanal

ronment when become ambiguous. This arises from the fact that the

id is fl ofcomﬁcumswhemterestsofparhesconﬂncLOnﬂleN‘gerDelum
ﬁdonnnnyoﬂnases,awhpowaﬁﬂpeopleas&admomlnﬂers,eduuﬁedelms
'mmutmsmhadtodysﬁmchon.l’mny whmorgamsanonsbegm
“to develop“ ictive intemal culturés, this can lead o ¢ ion. This can happen when
'memﬂmmmdﬂelopknowbdgemdexpemsewmch
mkcthcmwgowuhbluhedgoalpaﬂx%entheybendwomhmwmdsnﬂwm
follow them religiously, it affocts effectiveness negatively. Again, the growth of

s fr
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kmmmﬂgemmmmwudqwmﬂmmmmwmmddhnkqhnmommmdwmmnmd
dﬁmmEWMdunmmqumuﬂmwdm&mhmﬂmﬁﬂﬂuﬂommmnmmﬂcmmwmuﬂ
hatred. When this happens, instead of going forward, a counter experience will be seen.

The above shows that organisational cultures can affect behaviour much and to show this,
we will take a look at some studies in sociology and anthropology that show that
bureaucratic culture can breed problems. This will be done by taking a look at some
mechanisms by which this happens. The mechanisms include the irrationality of
rationalisation, universalism, normalisation of deviance, organisational insulation and
cultural contestation. The first three are characteristic of all bureaucracies; however, they
do not have the same intensity in all organisations. Some are observed more in some
organisations while less in others. The stand here is that the nature of an organisation
determines how it behaves. This means that the existence of these mechanisms may or may
not breed problems. It depends on situations and nature of organisations.

OnﬂwHHMmmMyofanMMammL“mkmmnmuunnmduﬁewxmhmgmbmiTho
much of good is bad, and too much of bad is bad. The truth is always at the middle. Max
Weber recognized that the rationalization process can be overdone. When this happens,
they become counterproductive. Rationalization becomes irrational when the rules .and
procedures for work become ends in themselves. Counter productivity occurs when
organisations tailor their missions to fit the existing, well-known, and comfortable
mhhnk“mmummanmmmknmsbwmmsmcmdntMmmmwﬂmmswmbekﬁ;
undone, overdone and when they are done, they are done late with no gain.

On bureaucratic universalism as a source of problem in organisations, bureaucracies are
everywhere. Being everywhere, the operators or bureaycrats necessarily flatten diversity
because they are supposed to generate universal rules and categories that are by design
inactive to contextual and particularistic concerns. The reason for this situation is that
people think that all organisations are the same and that what worked in one can also or
should work in another. This is a sometimes thing. Because of the peculiar nature of every
organisation and the actors in them, when circumstances are not appropriate to the
generalised knowledge being applied, the results can be disastrous.! To Bameth and
Finnemore (2001: 425), “although some technical skills can be transferred across contexts, .
mnaﬂkmnmﬂgemﬂqqpmummmlhmmmdawud&mnmmcmmutueqmmpmm
elsewhere.’

Onnmmmuumnofdwumwasasmuzofpmﬂmnnimgmmummghmmmmxms
establish rules to provide a predictable response to environmental stimuli in ways, that
- safeguard against decisions that might lead to accidents and faulty decisions. However,
many times organisations thinking that they know it all can make small and calcalated
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' ‘,:Membhﬂnd*bewmofnewwMOrmsunmonal
Sipjlles, icinly caloulati th bealing the rules in @i instance does not creatc
4 ulvmmmdhostconnmnmes.ﬂlemm:sﬂmtwhatwakedmsmauonAmay

"ot ‘work i situstion B. every situation needs its own analysis and application. The
" eviations of organisational norms which did not actually cause any problems at the time
. * xillér snilysis can accumulate over time and' eventually result in normalisation of
" devisnde "Iy ‘tieans: that what was once considered bad can begin to appear a good
- piratitice Whiclr éan also backfire. Chemical organisations sending wastes little by little into
" their host envittmment fo save cost can result in the accumulation of the same chemical
“frovetmmdhecunedetnmﬂtoevuybody

‘fi"Onmghnmomlmm,whmmmgamsmmdoamtgetmnghfeedbackonns
activities from the host. environment, it might become an island. By being so, the
mgamsmmﬁ)mnnsownmlunmmdwoﬂdwewsﬂmdonotpmmomthegoalsand
xpéctation ofthsewhoawdlt.mscanbeasomceofpmbltoboththe
, cmtbegmm’beegomucabomﬂwnpmfwsmmlmmdomnpdmandneglectthe
’ newssarynmthtembemdebyothas Again, the absence of competitors in an
: mvnonmanmmkemmsaumthmkthatxthasnauandasmhmﬁnsemcm
i’aboutfeuln&.l‘h:scanbcamceoflrwbleonandforotgamsanons

Lastly, on cultural contestation, with time organisations which actually are organised

~ around the principle of division of labour begin to witness the growth of departments. Each
departiient is peopled with varying experts and as such will begin to develop different

 cultures and interests. From this may arise interdepartmental conflicts and hatred as noted
-tbefme.md&wdepuMmaybeglnmﬁngorreeognﬂxmoverothers They may
"uﬂoﬂuﬂnmgs.'l‘hlsﬁghtmaynotbesoopmandnoncedbm

‘ ‘WemmmmMWehawsnuhedmdmﬂumdaﬂﬂlemgamsanms

and how tiey work, what affects or does not affect them and how organisational problems
" can'be't ‘Solved. Depeniding on one’s field and interest, people have different views
about organisations. The economists, the political scientists, the chemists, the sociologists
‘allhavedrﬁmntpetspecnvesonmsues In this paper, we have tried to uphold the
'\mlogkialﬁmtofvﬁwmmsanmsmN'lgunmdmggestMmganimonsbe
mnﬂtlubdasacﬁnphyasmsocxety This will bring out the impertance of
4 anid an understanding of their impact on social life. We have tried to show
ib ‘ﬁtayﬁsﬁmmwmmwuﬂnomywhwhmwdmdﬂwyusethe
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autommyﬁomihmrmgmlmmumemdumhshmﬂdbeuwedas
independent entities which can as well have varying effects on their host communities. It
is therefore recommended that further studies are needed in this area in order to discover
what affects and. or does not affect organisations so as to make them function optimally.
_ Tmmmmmsnmmmmyﬂbbmmmbwﬂwy

construct and impact the social world. It is also recommended that organisations-be treated
asmdependentmhhessoﬂntﬂncymcmmmehnpmtﬂmrsocmlmmm
pomﬁvelyandmmmnzemndemmofconﬂlctmsomay ‘This can be done when a wider

percephnlwewmphcedmﬁmchonsofmgamsahmFdhwmgWeber’scMononﬁw .

muneofhmmmcm,“mnddlatthcdlmofngldnessonthepmtg-
bureaucracies be controlled so as to curtail the tendency of undermining the
ﬁeedomofltssomalmvnm.WeknowmatoverngldnwsmMecnms .
and unresponsiveness to environmental demands.
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