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Introduction. 

The orientation of the High Reliability Organization (HRO) project was, by and large, toward properties of the organizations’ internal relationships.  Rochlin, in the prior chapter, provides a useful, cryptic summary of common features.  He also includes something of the intentions and experience of the research team that found itself confronting surprising levels of performance within large scale organizations that operated demanding, strongly technically oriented systems. In his words, HROs are characterized by :

1) flexible delegation of authority and structure under stress (particularly in crises and emergency situations), 

2) respect for and nurture of the skill and dedication of operators and workers at all levels, 

3) constant training,

4) a system of rewards for reporting and discovering error (not just even, but especially one’s own), and

5) a mix of welcome for and resistance to technical and organizational change that is based almost entirely on thoughtful evaluation of their short and long term effects on organizational reliability and performance.”                

(Gene I. Rochlin, “Highly Reliable Organizations: Past Research and Future Explorations”, p. 3)

And most of the other chapters in this book continue this necessary internal emphasis.  If we work to situate these insights in terms of the overall schema offered in Figure I below, many of them would be included in the left and center sections, clustering primarily within the elements emphasized in bold type. These factors act together as necessary, though probably not sufficient, conditions to realize extraordinary levels of performance and safety in the operations we observed (see note 6 below). 

Internal conditions are, indeed, important matters to improve understanding, and to highlight the operating challenges that such demanding systems entail.  At the same time, the measures to be 

taken and the social patterns to assured them are relatively costly. And they suggest management and operator skills that are often unfamiliar to managers themselves as well as to other insiders. Such costs and capabilities are certainly unappreciated by more remote management, public, and media evaluators, and political and legislative leaders.  Yet there is an urgent insistence from some operators and clients, and a range of citizens that organizations that become, so to say, 
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“magnets of reliability” concerns from the public and media attention, exhibit extraordinary performance routinely day after day, month after month, sometimes for decades.

For one set of institutions — those dealing with toxic and radioactive wastes — the explicit demand is for failure free performance, with “zero tolerance” for industrial or environmental damage, stretching over hundreds of years, effectively a social infinity.  For domains like this, the predominant public perception, at least in the U.S., is deepening suspicion.  The modal public expectation is for some form of rigorous public or self-organized regulation. 

This chapter proposes a cluster of concepts and questions which responds to the public’s sense of vulnerability to some institutions, and public demands for what most analysts recognize as 

an impossible — trials without error and complexly derived benefits without (some) potentially serious harm.  In the face of a public and media that have grown suspicious of those who operate “reliability magnets”,
 those who benefit directly from them, or those who are held publicly accountable for this impossibly high level of performance, how might analysts and institutional leaders come to understand and justify the efforts needed to assure “HRO” characteristics?  What are the research questions embedded in these considerations? 

In the following discussion, the first two points summarize conventional wisdom, a third extends the argument.

* Many large scale organizations do not draw demands for high reliability.  Can one distinguish those that become so called “reliability magnets” from those that are not likely to?  

* Of those that do draw this demand, what are the characteristics that recommend mainly market discipline as a means of public assurance?  Contrarily, what characteristics prompt public oversight, that is, organizations that become both “reliability” and “regulatory magnets”?

* If some form of non-market attention is warranted, what are the characteristics of HRO’s and their relationships to other institutions that evoke confidence from the society for the promise of sustained performance?

I shall emphasize the relationships of HRO’s and their sponsoring institutions with external groups and institutions as much as the internal HRO characteristics themselves, proposing several concepts — institutional trustworthiness, constancy, and stewardship —  that frame the challenges apparently facing a growing number of organizations. 
Context of Reliability Demands.


Many large scale organizations do not draw the high reliability demand.  Can one distinguish those that do from those that are not likely to?  Broadly, demands for high levels of operating reliability are associated with organizations that manage systems such that when serious failures occur it could be imagined (usually after a vivid demonstration in the past) to result in substantial harm to:

a) The economic viability of the organization via a perceived lost of quality in their product line;

b) Capacities to meet missions of national or public interests, national defense or public 
safety;

c) System operators, if failures put them physically in harm’s way, immediately or in the longer term;

d) Organizational neighbors, similarly if failures put them or their children in harm’s way, immediately or in the longer term; and

e) The natural environment, if failures are seen to seriously erode the longer term quality of the environment for human beings and/or for long term sustainability.

There is nothing new or startling in this list.  The first two stem from interests in productivity.  Will the quality of computer chips decline (even a little), will electricity delivery be interrupted (even a little), will airline flights be delayed or markets damaged (even a little), or will a military task force’s capacity to project force be significantly diminished?  The other conditions are about the safety of members, neighbors or the natural surround.
 And it is clear that for many organizations a combination of these conditions may be present.  At the same time, there seems to be an decreasing tolerance for error in general, even as there is an increasing sweep of organizations that can be imagined to precipitate one or another of these worries.  And for each worry, important sources of potential failures are the technical systems that have become the multipliers of productivity ...and hazard.

Trusting to the market? 

The consequences of average levels of reliable performance for individual organizations may be worrisome to operators and investors, but if failures’ consequences have few of the characteristics outlined just above, then there need not be general concern.  Such non-critical consequences may be irksome, but either economic or political markets will act eventually to redress the situation.  It is also possible that a society could turn mainly to markets as the source of social and economic discipline for organizations and networked systems that become “reliability magnets.”  This could be the case if, in addition to having one or sometimes several of the reliability prompting qualities, these organizations also exhibit properties that are appropriate to effective market dynamics. 

What might these be?  Again, there is nothing new to report.  Market dynamics work effectively as a function of the number of competitors and buyers; the cost of entry into the market place; and the degree to which operations creates minimal “externalities.” In addition, two informational aspects bear directly on our interests: the accuracy and speed of feedback about the effects of the organization’s operations and behavior.  That is, the more rapidly accurate, complete the information about successes and failures and their effects is widely disseminated, the more confident a society can be that incompetent and/or irresponsibly organizational behavior will be minimized. These conditions are more or less met in some domains, e.g., the making of computer chips (and to a lessor degree software producers) where very high levels of product quality and consistency have become the order of the day.  Because myriad users very quickly discover flaws, and there are enough sellers, the costs of failures while possibly wide spread are rarely catastrophic. Interventions in the market can with reason be rejected.

This situation does not, however, pertain for a number of  “reliability magnets.” Some organizations striving for highly reliable operations are “one of a kind” with few competitors, some also require large initial investment, and others are associated with intense physical or environmental hazard (externalities). And a growing number of the organizations upon which we depend involve operations such that the initial evidence of failure is ambiguous and/or failure’s effects may not be evident for a number of years, perhaps several management generations.  I expect readers can imagine some large organizational systems that exhibit all of these properties (e.g., radioactive waste management.)  As organizations are seen to exhibit fewer and fewer of the properties of  “market aptness,” so to say, trusting to the tender mercies of economic or political markets as the sole means of social discipline evokes less and less confidence.  This is especially the case for those organizations (some might call them institutions) that have a central role in maintaining important social, public or quasi-public functions.  When this occurs additional demands for organizational trust and faithfulness join wide spread calls for high reliability.  As Rochlin puts it

“[when] quasi-public socio-technical institutions penetrate deeply into the structure of modern societies, a considerable amount of institutional trust is required if they are to be allowed to continue to perform their tasks without intrusive and potentially damaging micro-management.”

Another way of saying this is that:  If the organization is seen as important to society, and if it operates systems in the interest of effectiveness that can harm its operators, its neighbors, or the natural environmental surround now or into the indefinite future, the organization must also of demonstrate that it can function with minimum error and maximum safety in such a way as to evoke a sustained sense of institutional trustworthiness and faithfulness throughout the life times the hazards involved.  Absent perceived trustworthiness and constancy, external regulatory measures are likely to increase in scope and in severity.  This can be expected even in a society whose experience with harshly regulating complex systems has not been encouraging. 

The (glory and) burdens of “reliability and regulatory magnets.”

There is no question that when organizations operate very well, on the basis of powerful (intrinsically hazardous) systems, and when they come to be seen as potent, widely spread symbols of institutional capacity they evoke wonder (sometimes gratitude) and bestow status and influence upon their leaders.  Indeed, operators and technical managers frequently harbor a sense of accomplishment and contribution to the society simple by virtue of extraordinary performance whether or not the organization is associated with hazards and externalities.
  At the same time, most of the HRO’s that draw public attention (and our research interests) exhibit several of the characteristics that leave those in their societies skeptical about mere market discipline.  These organizations (corporations, government agencies) all become magnets for regulatory concern and measures.  The less they seem credible, the more the insistence.  

If some form of non-market attention is warranted, in addition to demonstrating reliability producing properties, are there relationships to other institutions that deepen confidence within the society about the promise of sustained, extraordinary performance?  The requirements for operating continuously at high levels of reliability are rigorous enough for organizations whose situation is apt or appropriate for confident market discipline.
  When HRO’s become “regulatory magnets”, as well, could we expect additional institutional capacities that reduce the demands for external intervention? 

I believe there are.  Indeed, there must be if large scale, complexly organized institutions are to function well and to maintain their capacity to delivery benefits via intrinsically hazardous systems.

These developments produce a requirement — the “burdens” in the title of this section — to evolve institutional properties that a) signal the public trustworthiness of the organization, and, b) if it is seen as having a social function demanding effectiveness into a far reaching future and/or the potential to put that future at risk for many years, to show that as an institution it can assure the public of faithfulness, as well as continuously available highly reliable capacity.  Absent these, the political legitimacy of the enterprise is at stake.

I turn, first, to the matter of public trust and confidence, second, to institutional constancy.  Assuring these qualities, along with HRO capabilities, is at the heart of what one might call “institution stewardship.”

Enhancing Public Trust and Confidence.

When organizations operate systems that are hazardous, even those that are also very beneficial, and they do not seem apt for market discipline, publics and consumers come to feel increasingly vulnerable.  If they also distrust the institutions involved, interventions are likely.  To the degree institutional trustworthiness facilitates the operation of highly reliable organizations, especially those that contain “regulatory magnets”, can conditions that enhance public trust and confidence be identified?

Before nominating conditions that enhance trustworthiness, let us attend to meaning.  The concept of institutional trust is subject to considerable rhetorical ambiguity (e.g., trust and confidence, legitimacy),  La Porte and Metlay propose the following definitions:

1.  Trust is the belief that those with whom one interacts (agency, firm) will take your interests into account, even in situations where you are not in a position to recognize, evaluate and/or thwart a potentially negative course of action by “those trusted”.

2.  Confidence exists when the party trusted (agency, firm) is seen to be able to empathize with (know of) your interests, is competent to act on that knowledge, and will go to considerable lengths to keep its/her/his word.

3. Trustworthiness is a combination of trust and confidence.

With this definition in mind, what general conditions prompt institutional trustworthiness?  To the extent the following conditions obtain between parties, it will be possible to minimize the grounds for suspicion, to reduce the fear of injury, and to establish a basis for believing that another person/party is worthy of trust and confidence.

*  Parties have a reasonably high respect/regard for each other based on general

familiarity and perceived high degree of mutual understanding and integrity.

*  Parties possess the competence to understand the problems others face and the 

solutions advanced to address them.  

*  Parties have a reasonably equal part in defining the terms of their relationship.
 

*  Parties maintain a positive history of relationships during which agreements have 

been kept, even in the face of apparently very demanding challenges, and they take seriously the implications of their actions for sustaining the relationship.  

*  Parties are able to determine unambiguously the effects of their relationship on 

each other in a full and timely fashion.

If such abstractions are to be realized in practice so that able members of the public will regard an agency or firm (now exhibiting HRO properties) as worthy of their trust, it requires interactions with external parties, and, as importantly, a combination of internal organizational factors that make up a matrix of re-enforcing conditions.  I begin with situations in which there is already a reasonably high modicum of trust between an institution and its social or political surround.  Then I turn to more trying instances in which there is a history of distrust produces some analytical and operational surprises.

External relationships - If trusted.  In developing the capacities of HROs so that their external relationships sustain or enhance a sense of institutional trust, what principle of organizational design might be used?  Consider

When agencies/firms manage programs that could be seen as levying more potential harm than benefits upon citizens and communities, organizational leaders must give all groups of citizens and their representatives opportunities for involvement and must demonstrate fairness in negotiating the terms of their immediate relationship.

If the HRO in question enjoys a surplus of public trust, emphasis on assuring two processes or functions are sufficient: a) the continuous involvement of stake holders advisory groups with frequent contact, complete candor and rapid, full response; and b) the timely accomplishment of agreements unless modified through an open process established in advance.  Effective maintenance of these two relationships will go some distance to realizing the basic conditions of public trust and confidence because many of the qualities that enhances organization trust can be inferred from them. 

Internal operations - If trusted.  Again when there is a surplus of trust, are there qualities of internal operation that sustain it?  Perhaps only two require continuous attention from within the HRO.  They both increase organizational efficiency and effectiveness: a) high professional and managerial competence, and b) discipline in meeting technically realistic schedules.  These qualities obviously undergird the perception of trust and are crucial to attaining highly reliable operations.  They are also qualities quite familiar to technical managers and staff, indeed, they are hallmarks of effective management.  If these characteristics can be accomplished in concert with adjustments that are prompted by effective external relationships, grounds for suspicion are avoided.

It is worth noting that the organizational conditions that sustain relationships of public trust-worthiness are reasonably straightforward; the means of their achievement well known to experienced institutional leaders.  With sufficient institutional will, leadership and the capacity to invest resources and maintain candor, trust is likely to be maintained.  But these matters are complicated by a fundamental quality of the psychology of trust.  Paul Slovic puts it this way:

Trust is fragile.  It is typically created rather slowly, but it can be destroyed in an instant — by a single mishap or mistake.  Thus, once trust is lost, it may take a long time to rebuild it to its former state.  In some instances, lost trust may never be regained....The fact that trust is easier to destroy than to create reflects certain fundamental mechanisms of human psychology that I shall call the "asymmetry principle."  When it comes to winning trust, the playing field is not level.  It is tilted toward distrust 
 [emphasis added]

This "asymmetry principle" can be seen operating in an increasing range of operational domains. When trust evaporates what are organizations faced with in developing additional capacities to recover the conditions of trustworthiness?  The analytical results are arresting.
  

External relationships - If distrusted.  When faced with a deficit of trust, in addition to the two processes or functions noted earlier, four more activities with external parties seem most needed to begin the recovery process.  (I list them as “bullets” for ease of reading:) They are:

* Consistent, respectful reaching out to state and community leaders, and general public to inform, consult about technical and operational aspects of agency activities.

* Active, periodic presence of very high agency leaders, visible and accessible to citizens at important agency field sites.

* Unmistakable local agency and program residential presence that contributes to community affairs and pays through appropriate mechanisms its fair share of the tax burden.

* Assuring negotiated benefits to the community with resources to the affected host communities that are needed to detect and respond to unexpected costs.

Each of these speaks to one or another of the undergirding relationships of trust and confidence noted above (p.7).  Together, while they rarely incur heavy financial costs, they levy serious time commitments on senior staff and managers.  And they suggest a range of interaction skills and experience only narrowly available from technically trained experts and operators.  They also indicate an expanded range of criteria for considering benefits in the local context.  

Establishing and strengthening internal processes that result in these stake holder reassuring characteristics are often fraught with management conflicts, and fears of retribution from those groups who express the most distrust.  In addition, the need to engage in these activities often seems to managers and senior technical staff that it also requires their apparent tacit recognition of a public questioning of the professionals’ personal integrity.  This is a confounding combination when an HRO or any organization is sliding toward the whirlpool of public and media suspicion, and, together with the often unusual efforts needed to assure the properties of highly reliable operations, escalate the overall demands on HROs. 

Internal operations - If distrusted.   Does loss of trust have a similar result for an organization’s internal operations?  Wouldn’t a thorough reform of the way an organization deals with affected communities and other stakeholders be enough to recover public trust and confidence and allow trustworthy administrative and technical work to go forward?   Although restructuring external interactions may certainly be necessary, it is not sufficient when several confounding conditions obtain.  These are related, in part, to the nature of some kinds of technical work, and, in part, to a characteristic of a society’s legal system.  

For a number of areas -- radioactive waste disposal is perhaps the most dramatic -- success or failure cannot be determined unequivocally for many years, far longer than the lifetimes of  HRO’s managerial and technical leadership.  The result is that the quality of the decisions taken now or operations carried out in the near future cannot be fully judged on the basis of near-term feedback.  Nor will there be any chance to reward or punish those most responsible on the basis of their performance.  When this situation occurs it denies the HRO an important market apt conditions, and  citizens who believe that they (or their children) could be at risk often, in the U.S. at least, come to a stark realization.   In the U.S. legal system and perhaps others, there are few ways of holding decision makers accountable for actions that taken in the present but cannot be discovered to be mistaken until well into the future.  In this circumstance, when an activity has a very long time horizon, the public’s attention is often re-directed inward, toward the quality of organizational knowledge, operations, and management.  And this attention is likely to heighten expectations for high quality performance; an interest which is likely to increase even more  once it is recognized that activities having a long time constant for feedback are resistant to trial-and-error learning.

This situation leads to the following premise about internal operations.
Tasks should be carried out in ways that, when the public gains access to programs via improvements in external relations, they discover activities within the organization that increase institutional trustworthiness rather than decrease it.

Put another way, the recovery of trust and confidence results only if the more one understands about the HRO or agency, the more reassured one becomes.  This reverses the oft repeated observation, "The more you know, the worse it gets.”  

For HRO’s internal operations to be a source of reassurance and to foster a recovery of trust, the organization, in addition to emphasizing professional competence and adherence to realistic schedules, should strive to develop the follow capacities: 

* Pursue technical options whose consequences can be most clearly demonstrated to broad segments of the public.

* Processes of self-assessment that permit the agency to “get ahead of problems” before they are discovered by outsiders.

* Tough internal processes of reviewing and discovering actual operating activities ... that include stake holders.

* Clear, institutionalized assignment of responsibility for protecting the efforts to sustain public trust and confidence.  

In effect, these processes work to make a HRO’s internal operations more transparent to interested, anxious, possibly hostile outsiders and stakeholders, and its staff potentially more open to critique – at least initially.  Demands to commit an organization to achieving these activities, in addition to the demanding technical and administrative processes already associated with HRO dynamics, often seems intrusive and an opening to the mischief of adversaries.  Indeed, they have these potentials.  They are also costly in time, constraining in technical or operational planning, and they may stifle innovation.  On the other hand, as outsiders come to know more fully the actual ebb and flow of HRO life, these processes demonstrate the quality assurance and self-correcting potentials employed by those operating hazardous systems.  As outsiders come to know the organization, if they discover that these activities or functions are absent, grounds for suspicion and political opposition remain.

A final comment here.  Return to the "asymmetry principle" noted earlier.  In this context, its implications are profound.  The array of conditions we claim are associated with maintaining  public trust and confidence are few and usually can be achieved in the normal life of sophisticated, technically dependent organizations when they already command the public’s confidence.  But if public suspicions grow and turn ugly, a number of other conditions become salient and could be thought of as either remedial, that is, needed to reduce a deficit of trust, or preventative, if the work and history of the organization is such that it is operating “near the edge,” with a ready potential for losing public trust and confidence.  Prevention should be a high priority.

But securing these conditions is often difficult; indeed some may be seen as contrary to the directions the organization might wish to pursue.  For example, an organization may find it nearly impossible to select and develop technical options whose consequences can be clearly demonstrated.   If this is the case and the organization presses on, it represents the beginning of a deficit of trust.  To avoid incurring a deficit then, the organization should seek to exhibit exemplary levels of the other conditions in order to off set the suspicion arousing aspects of the unattainable public demonstration factor.  The inability to realize other trust evoking conditions increases the urgency to perform well on the remaining ones.   

For organizations already facing a serious deficit of trust, there is a further complication.  Adding only  some genuine trust-evoking actions to the standard repertoire of organizational processes is not likely to be very effective.  Put differently, sustaining and recovering trust and confidence demands more than choosing actions from a menu -- something from Column A to go along with something from Column B, hoping for a kind of linear growth in public trust.  Rather, to promote public trust and confidence, organizations need to develop substantially new behavioral recipes in which all choices and the pattern of functions hang together and reinforce each other like threads in a fabric.
  Failures in trustworthiness can stem from any one of a number of conditions, success requires enacting them all. Indeed, pursuit of a menu of separate items or actions versus the creation of a recipe or program for integrated change is probably a proper standard for evaluating how committed an agency/firm is to securing, or recovering, then maintaining the trust and confidence of its public.

Research questions implied by this discussion range across a spectrum from a) devising  unequivocal indicators of declining public trust and confidence (pt&c) so early trends may be recognized, through b) questions of regularizing processes that enhance relationships with external parties, and c) matters of situating institutional responsibilities for re-enforcing internal norms of watchfulness and assessment, to d) effective comparisons of the economic and social costs of instituting trust maintaining actions versus the costs related to the loss of trust and measures to recover it.  This should be done, of course, holding constant the varied types of trust threatening conditions and trust challenging technologies.

The second and third of these research areas are particularly demanding, and call for a good deal more research before finely tuned design guidance can be given.  Establishing satisfactory relationships with organizations and publics in a HRO’s external environment is a necessary, though often problematic, requirement.  Processes of nurturing confident and open relationships are likely to be strongly influenced by the HRO’s history with their sponsors, overseers, and stake holding communities.  The more conflictual these have been, the more effort and intensity in discovering institutional means for reassuring disaffected sponsors and citizen groups is likely to required.  And fixing organizational responsibilities for maintaining processes and rewards for trust enhancing activities that re-enforce norms of watchfulness and assessment may be difficult to achieve, especially in organizations which have gone into trustworthy debt.  Very little systematic work has been done that would allow crafting particular strategies to counter trust destroying relations in their various forms and manifestations.
The Challenge of Faithfulness in the Future.
 

To reiterate, many highly reliable organizations operate systems whose full range of positive and negative outcomes can be perceived more or less immediately.  If there is full disclosure of failures as well as successes, organizational leaders can be rewarded or held accountable.  But when operating systems are capable of large scale and/or widely distributed harm which may not be detected for several generations, our familiar processes of institutional accountability falter, and the public is rightly concerned that HROs and their regulating symbionts (if there are any) be worthy of the public's trust across these generations.

The trans-generational nature of some critical systems that draw public and industrial demands for extraordinary performance (reliability magnets) poses particularly troubling questions for students, as well as leaders, of modern organizations.  It is a challenge that appears to be at least tacitly recognized in a growing number of organizational domains as we more fully understand the nature of large scale systems and the longer term effects of their production technologies and the consequences of their actions within the societies that host them.  At the same time, it is the aspect of highly reliable operations about which the current social sciences have the least to say.  My remarks, consequently, will be cryptic.

In this section, I note the qualities of complex systems that erode accountability will processes, and struggle to define a concept of “institutional constancy.”  I suggest some factors that seem to account for public demands to assure it, then propose a suite of organizational conditions that, when added to the already formidable set associated with highly reliable operations and PT&C, become the foundation for sustained institutional stewardship.  

Drivers to seeking constancy. Two characteristics of some hazardous technical systems undermine our typical means of assuring accountability.
  First, the information needed to provide unequivocal evidence of effects may be so extensive and costly that the public comes to expect that it will not be forthcoming.   Second, harmful effects, if they could be detected, cannot be known for some time into the future due to the intrinsic properties of the production processes and their operating environments.  In consequence, apprehensive publics seek assurances that these institutions will be uncompromising in the pursuit of the highest quality operations through the relevant life times of the systems in question.  This means that the quality of both external relations and internal operations should re-assure communities of interest and stakeholders that their views will be taken seriously and that organizational processes will result in immediate adjustment to potential error (both elements of HROs).  

When harmful effects may be visited upon future generations, our concern here, assurances of continuity or institutional constancy take on increasing importance.
  The policy domains, for example, of radioactive waste management, the control of nuclear weapons, the management of water and biological resources, and the extraction of mineral resources present this situation in an extreme form.  These hazards are likely to require active attention for hundreds of years.  Indeed, mine closures and many “superfund sites” for environmental remediation are now designed assuming the need for perpetual monitoring.  And radioactive wastes may be highly dangerous for over 200,000 years, while some forms of dangerous chemicals never lose their capacity for harm.   In such policy domains, there are often a number of quite contentious issues. Institutional constancy is likely to be one of them.

More formally, institutional constancy refers to “faithful, unchanging commitment to, and repeated attainment of performance, effects, or outcomes in accord with agreements by agents of an institution made at one time as expressed or experienced in a future time.” It includes assuring continued or improved performance in the spirit of the original agreement as new information, technology, or changed conditions develop.  An organization exhibits constancy when, year after year, it achieves outcomes it agreed in the past to pursue.

Certainly leaders of some institutions are pressed to assure the public (especially able opinion leaders) that, as a condition of winning approval and resources to initiate or continue programs, their agencies and corporate contractors can credibly be expected to keep agreements and commitments with potentially affected communities far into the future. 

What conditions seem to prompt a demand for constancy?  It is sought: a) if it is perceived that large scale effects or outcomes may occur across broad spatial and temporal spans, and seem to pose potentially irreversible effects; b) when these effects are also seen as hazardous, (even if the likelihood of failure is small and accompanied by substantial gains for the program's prime beneficiaries); and c) if significant risks and their costs are likely to be borne by future generations.  

The third condition —  perceptions that future generations may bear the costs of decisions made in the present — raises a particularly difficult dilemma.
  Should current populations endure costs today so that future populations will not have to?  Uncertainty about the knowledge and technological capacity of future generations exacerbates the problem.  An optimistic view assumes that difficult problems of today will be more easily solved by future generations.
  Skepticism about this, however, makes it an equivocal basis for proceeding with multi-generational programs.  An inherent part of assuring constancy would be an agreed upon basis - an ethic - of how costs and benefits should be distributed across generations.  This is especially true when operational effects extend far into the future, for it demands that generation after generation respond to new information and changing value structures in coping with long-term effects.

Each of these conditions raises serious, unresolved ethical and political questions. If an organization’s program is seen to possess them in combination, assurances of  institutional constancy are likely to be demanded as a substitute for accountability. 

For those HRO’s whose technical operations and consequences of failure can be seen as having constancy evoking characteristics, especially the combination of uneven distribution of benefits and costs among generations and the potential for a long lag in discovering information about possibly grievous damages, ignoring such “magnets of the demand for constancy” is an institutionally risky business.  Ignoring or discounting these concerns allows festering seeds of suspicion to multiple and, if coupled with conditions that are associated with “reliability and regulatory magnets” as well,  become likely grounds for political opposition and demands for increasingly rigorous regulation as a condition for even initial approval for new projects. But if organizational remedies are called for, how much additional effort and evolution of institutional capabilities could be entailed?

Conditions Encouraging Institutional Constancy.
  Attaining constancy involves demonstrating to the public or its major opinion leaders that the HRO in question (an agency, or public contractor) can both be trusted to keep its word -- to be steadfast -- for a very long time into the future, and to show the capacity to enact programs that are faithful to the original spirit of its commitments.
  

The first set of conditions speaks to the assurance of continued political and institutional will, steadfastness in "keeping the faith", the second speaks to the organizational infrastructure of institutional constancy, i.e., the capacity to follow through for many years.  

Institutional Purpose.  Constancy is about the character of future behavior and the organization must signal its collective resolve to persist in its agreements, especially with strong commitments to trusteeship and stewardship in the interests of future generations.  Measures that re-enforce this perception are: 

* The necessary formal, usually written goal of unswerving adherence to the spirit of the initial agreement or commitment; 

* Strong articulation of commitments to constancy by high status figures within an agency or firm calling especially on professional staff and key labor representatives to emphasize the importance of constancy (+the conditions that assure Public Trust and Confidence, hereinafter  [+PT&C])

* Strong evidence of institutional norms and processes that nurture the resolve to persist across many work generations, including, in the public sector, binding elements in labor contracts that extend over several political generations;
 and

* Vigorous external re-enforcement from both regulatory agencies and "public watching" groups to assure that the institutions involved will not flag in attending to performance requirements (including the support for outside groups with regular formal involvement), and resources to foster their expectations and demands for consultation if the next generation of leaders waiver in their resolve. (+PT&C)

The Infrastructure of Constancy:  While strong motivation and earnestness are necessary, they alone do not carry the day.  Other conditions should also be present to assure that actions can be carried out in realizing important commitments across multiple generations. These include:

* Administrative and technical capability and infrastructure needed to carry out activities that assure performance, along with agency/firm rewards for articulating and pursuing measures that enhance constancy and intergenerational fairness.  These should include executive socialization and training processes to re-enforce commitment and perspectives; (+PT&C)

* Analytical supports to decision making (including highly skilled professionals) that represent the interests of the future and enable work, such as "future impact analyzes," that attempts to clarify the effects of present action on future experience; and 

* Perhaps most important, evident and effective capacity to detect and remedy the early on-set of likely failures related to the activities that could threaten the future, along with the assurance of remediation resources in the event failures should occur.
 (+PT&C)

Research questions in this area stem from a nearly complete absence of systematic study. An important analytical step and several central research questions complete this discussion.  There is so little systematic evidence on the properties of constancy that it is imperative to examine, via case studies, the characteristics and experience of institutions that have long histories in search of insight regarding the requisites, costs and possibilities of increasing institutional capacities for constancy. 

(Note, I make a distinction here between properties associated with highly reliably operations (HRO’s) and those associated with assuring institutional constancy.  Organizations may exhibit one set and not the other.)

Cases studies illustrating constancy (and not necessarily either HRO behaviors or properties associated with trustworthiness) might focus on institutions which:  1) continue effectively to "keep the faith," e.g., U.S. Marines or other military institutions, selected institutions of higher education, or perhaps Swiss banks; 2) have begun programs embodied in a new agency that "may keep the faith", e.g., NASA, air traffic control, water resource development, and the U.S. Tennessee Valley Authority, and 3) have transformed situations of inconstancy that honor change and flexibility in spite of prior commitments, e.g., adaptation to economic/political interests, and limited steadfastness, into ones that exhibit greatly increased faithfulness.  Few examples of the latter category spring to mind.
 

Finally, because conditions of institutional constancy are surely contingent on the particulars of a society’s political system, I end with several questions regarding variations of organizational evolution as a function of its surrounding political system. This, of course, edges toward comparative studies of organization as they are expressed both in organization theory and in the study of comparative politics.  Both suggest literatures too extensive to cite here.

1.  How many of the changes within an organization necessary to attain institutional constancy can be accommodated within different existing legal/social systems?  It seems likely that a good number of changes will be needed if the present generation seriously wishes to take the future into account.  It is unlikely that simply continuing the status quo will suffice.  Present modes of incremental, trial and error systems, effective and fruitful in the past, do not appear to accommodate the sorts of problems addressed here. Thus, a careful consideration of constancy enhancing conditions in light of different existing legal system is crucial.  Today’s nations face a growing number of areas that pose problems of effects extending across a number of generations.  As these types of problems mount, they appear to add pressure on a wide range of national political institutions just at a time they are facing other sets of increasing demand as we.

2. If changes needed to enhance constancy are too numerous and contrary with a society’s  existing pattern of law, how much change within a legal system would be needed to accomplish institutional constancy enhancing changes?  Are some changes likely to vary in their degree of disruption from on political system to another? 

3.  Finally, perhaps the most troubling question. Is it possible that, within present constitutional frameworks, there is a class of policy areas for which a high degree of institutional constancy is necessary to maintain political legitimacy, but it cannot be accomplished?  Are there domains that would require changes only "constitutional reform" would allow so that institutional constancy can be attained, or recovered?
  This would be a most unexpected legacy of large technical systems and our emerging political cultures.

Conclusion
This article has linked the organizations that operate systems which are both beneficial and hazardous in their design, (and hence contain activities that provoke demands for very high reliability and external regulation) with two qualities of social interactions — public trust and institutional constancy.  I argue that these are increasingly necessary both for effective production and for sustained approval from the societies that support them.  In each case, a series of organizational processes or characteristics have been proposed as means of assuring publics that an HRO, for example, is worthy of their trust and confidence and, when appropriate, it has the commitments and capabilities to demonstrate reliable performance for generations.  As these characteristics have been outlined, their numbers grow to a substantial array of additional demands on organizational leaders and the work force.  Brought together in Table A below,  I indicate the processes needed in situations where there is a “surplus of trust,” with additional processes when the HRO faces a “deficit of trust.”  Three things about this assembly startle: 

* The conditions associated with highly reliable operations are demanding, and costly in time and the need for additional managerial and professional skills.  One suspects they are well beyond the usual range of costs and skills most managers feel are legitimate aspects of their roles.

* The conditions associated with recovering public trust and confidence are also costly in time and require processes within an organization that are likely to be resented and possibly threatening to management.

* The conditions assuring institutional constancy, less well justified then the other two, heap further processes and analytical demands when an organization’s work and consequences stretch far into the future.  Once, again, these processes are not likely to seen as necessary investments by most contemporary organizational leaders.

It is also notable that there are overlapping and re-enforcing relationships among nearly half of the conditions, some contribute to two or all three of these macro organizational characteristics.

The efforts to realize highly reliable operations in a ways that evoke trust and confidence are likely to require more investment in skills and interactions with able publics than is thought to be reasonable for HROs in economic competition or facing limited public budgets. This is especially true if the organization is likely to be present in a society for a number of management generations.  These requirements reach throughout an operating organization and stress public transparency and rigorously applied processes of discovery.  They are different from the familiar skills of technical development, coordination and execution.  Without substantial change in organizational perspectives, the effort to enhance public trust and provide assurances of constancy is not likely. Herein lies an institutional, as well as physical, risk.

If the high economic and social transaction costs of HROs are not incurred and, by and by, are understood to be included in the “normal costs of doing business,” the much higher costs of publicly induce paralysis and added steep transaction costs of suspicion are likely.  If this situation intensifies and persists the political legitimacy of the organization and its correlative communities are at risk. To the degree these conceptual musing are reflected in the rough and tumble, empirical world of HROs and organizations taking on the properties that make them “reliability and regulatory magnets”, there are likely to be a multitude of research and operating challenges.

                                              Table A. Properties of Institutional Stewardship 

                                                  (X if in a surplus of trust; xx add if in deficit)
                
             
Internal Processes                                                             

HRO    PT&C  CONST
* Strong sense of mission and operational goals, unswerving commitment.                       #                           X

* Public commitments by high-status agency leaders                                                          #           
        X 

* Institutional norms that nurture commitments across many generations.                                                      X

* Culture of reliability, w/norms of equal value of reliable production and safety.             #

* Extraordinary technical competence.


        #              X

* High managerial competence and discipline in meeting ...realistic schedules.                                    X

* Pursue technical options clearly demonstrated to broad segments of the public.
                         xx 

* Structural flexibility and redundance.                                                                                 # 

* Collegial, de-centralized authority patterns in the face of  high tempo operations.           #

* Flexible decision.-making processes involving operating teams.                                       #

* Processes enabling continual search for improvement.
                             #

* Self-assessment to “get ahead of problems” before discovery by outsiders.                                       xx
* Processes that reward the discovery & reporting of error, even one’s own                        #

* Processes of review and discovery ... that include stake holders.                                        #               xx           X

* Institutionalized responsibility and resources to protect these efforts thru out org.                             xx            X

* Resources for “transferring”  requisite technical/institutional knowledge across                            
               X

   from one work & management generation to the next.              

* Analyt’l & resource support for “future impact analyzes”                                                                                   X   

* Capacity to detect/remedy the early onset of likely failure that threatens                                     
               X   

   the future, and assurance of remediation if failures occur. 

External Relationships 

* Strong superordinate institutional visibility within parent organization.                            #             xx              X

* Strong presence of stake holding groups (watchers).                                                          #              X              X  

* Mechanisms for “boundary spanning” processes btwn the unit & these “watchers.”                       xx
* Venues for credible, current operational information available on a timely basis.                            xx
* Early, continuous involvement of stake holders advisory groups w/freq. contact,                             X

   candor & rapid, full response.

* Consistent/respectful reaching out to state and community leaders, and general                              xx
   public to inform, consult ... about technical/operational agency activities.

* Timely carrying out of agreements unless modified through an open process                                   X

    established in advance.

* Active, periodic presence of very high agency leaders, visible and accessible                                   xx
   to citizens at important agency field sites.

* Unmistakable agency/program residential presence locally that contributes to                                 xx
   community affairs and pays ... its fair share of the tax burden.  

* Negotiated benefits to the community with the resources that might be needed                                xx
   to detect and respond to unexpected costs. 

[From T.R. La Porte. (1998) “Institutional Strain and Precarious Values in Meeting Future Nuclear Challenges, “ Los Alamos National Laboratory report, LA- 13515,  November.  See also T. R. La Porte, and Metlay, D. (1996)  "Facing a Deficit of Trust: Hazards and Institutional Trustworthiness," Public Administration Review. 56, 4  (July-Aug.), 341-347; and T. R. La Porte and A. Keller (1996) "Assuring Institutional Constancy: Requisite for Managing Long-Lived Hazards". Public Administration Review. 56, 6 (November/December), 535-544. ]
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�  Organizations may have properties that draw attention, bring notice and interest.  Some are such that they stimulate demands to realize one condition or another.  These organizations are analogous to magnets with attracting power much like iron fillings are drawn to objects that projects a magnetic field, e.g., lodestones.  This is to suggest that some organizations having these properties, as in our case, that provoke insistent demands for reliability, hence, become “reliability magnets”.


� The following draws on T.R. La Porte (1994). "Large Technical Systems, Institutional Surprise and Challenges to Political Legitimacy," in Hans-Ulrich Derlien, Uta Gerhardt and Fritiz Scharpf, eds. Systemrationalitat und Partialinteresse. (Systems Rationality and Partial Interests.) Festschrift fur Renate Mayntz. Baden-Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellscahft, pp. 433-452. Slightly revised version published in Technology in Society. 16, 3, (December), 269-288; T.R. La Porte (1996) "High Reliability Organizations: Unlikely, Demanding and At Risk", Journal of Crisis and Contingency Management,  4, 2 (June), 60-71; T.R. La Porte, and Metlay, D. (1996)  "Facing a Deficit of Trust: Hazards and Institutional Trustworthiness," Public Administration Review.  56, 4  (July-Aug.), 341-347 ; T. R. La Porte and A. Keller (1996) "Assuring Institutional Constancy: Requisite for Managing Long-Lived Hazards". Public Administration Review. 56, 6 (November/December), 535-544; T. R. La Porte.  (1997) “Institutional Elements for Long Term Stewardship in a Nuclear Age: Views from a “Stewardee,” Proceeding Workshop on Land Use and DOE Sites: The Implications for Long Term Stewardship, sponsored by the Resources for the Future and Environmental Management, DOE,  Washington, D.C. Jan. 16-17, 1997; and T. R. La Porte. (1998) “Institutional Strain and Precarious Values in Meeting Future Nuclear Challenges,” Center for Nuclear and Toxic Waste Management and Department of Political Science, University of California, Berkeley, California, (issued as Los Alamos National Laboratory  report, LA-13515, Nov.)


� See C. Perrow (1984) Normal Accidents: Living With High-Risk Technologies.   (New York: Basic Books) for a useful distinctions between operators, neighbors and victims.


� This has been poignantly evident in our field work on aircraft carriers, with producers and distributors of high voltage electricity, and attending to the intricacies of air traffic control operations.  Most recently, I have been struck by a similar sense among those who regularly enter the world of plutonium metal fabrication in service to nuclear weapons maintenance.  One sometimes feels that these technical specialists  have the intuition that their operating accomplishments are so great that public concerns and worries about their institutional operations seems niggling and unworthy.


�For reference and to introduce items that will appear in Table A near the end of the article, recall that, in addition to set of conditions noted by Rochlin (tagged ** in this note), there are other characteristics of Highly Reliable Organizations, some fourteen in all.  (op.  cit., T.R. La Porte, 1996.)   


HROs exhibit  Internal properties such as: a strong sense of mission and operational goals, commitment to highly reliable operations, both in production and safety; the reliability enhancing operations including extra-ordinary technical competence, and sustained, high technical performance**; structural flexibility and redundance**; collegial, de-centralized authority patterns in the face of intense, high tempo operational demands**; flexible decision-making  processes involving operating teams; processes enabling continual search for improvement**; and processes that reward the discovery and reporting of error, even one’s own**, and an organizational culture of reliability that stresses norms of the equal value of reliable production and operational safety.


     See also External Relationships including the external “watching” elements of strong superordinate institutional visibility within parent organization, and the strong presence of stake holding groups; as well as mechanisms for “boundary spanning” between HRO units and these “watchers;” and viable venues for credible operational information on a timely basis.


� An alternative, not pursued here, is to turn to the domain of technical design and seek an understanding of technical outcomes that will allow us to put in place technical systems that do not require the special set of capacities necessary  for HRO operations.  We have begun this effort at Los Alamos National Laboratory.  See T. R. La Porte (1997) “Reducing Regulatory Surprises in Hazardous Materials Management: Designing for “Future Friendly” Technologies,” Discussion paper Center for Nuclear and Toxic Waste, Management, University of California, Berkeley,  Sept. 


� Major portions of this section are taken from T.R. La Porte, and D. Metlay (1996) "Facing a Deficit of Trust: Hazards and Institutional Trustworthiness," Public Administration Review. 56, 4 (July-Aug.), 341-347.  For the conceptual basis for this argument see, US Department of Energy (1993) Earning Public Trust and Confidence: Requisites for Managing Radioactive Waste,  Secretary of Energy Advisory Board, Task Force on Radioactive Waste Management, Washington, D.C. 


� Given these definitions, many members of the public and stake holding groups, especially when they feel themselves to be vulnerable, do not believe that a number of U.S. institutions have either the intent to take their interests into account, nor, if some of its members did, the competence/ capability to act on it.  This is an untenable position in advanced industrial democracy, and it presents very sever challenges for any institution that undertakes to carry on operations having properties that put their legitimacy at risk.  See T.R. La Porte (1994)  "Large Technical Systems, Institutional Surprise and Challenges to Political Legitimacy," Technology in Society. 16, 3, (Dec.), 269�288.


�  Of course, there is no magic formula for developing organizational trust.  Sometimes parties are at complete loggerheads, or sometimes one party chooses to use distrust as a tactical weapon to advance its own ends.  In those cases, there is probably nothing an agency/firm can do to recover trust.  The claim here is that, if these processes are fully developed and with the appropriate spirit, HRO’s and other agencies/firms can become seen as worthy of the public's trust and confidence.


� Understanding and integrity, while important for anticipating a trustworthy relationship, are not identical to it.  That is, you can understand another person and have confidence in his/her integrity and still be uncertain about the degree to which he/she will take your interests into account.


� The less this is the case, the more it will be necessary to provide institutional opportunities for weaker parties to advance and press grievances -- even those of minor significance.


� P. Slovic (1993). "Perceived Risk, Trust and Democracy," Risk Analysis, 13, 675-682.


� This discussion in effect proposes hypotheses derived inductively from listening carefully to those who felt betrayed and from an intensive analytical effort to understand trust relationships.  Compare B. Barber (1983) The Logic and Limits of Trust. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press; J. Fountain (1994) "Trust as a Basis for Interorganizational Forms," paper presented conference on Network Analysis and Innovations in Public Programs," University of Wisconsin, Madison, September 30; D. Gambetta (1988). "Can We Trust Trust?" in D. Gambetta, ed., Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relations. New York: Basil Blackwell, 213-37; and R. Hardin (1994) "Trustworthiness," paper presented conference on Network Analysis and Innovations in Public Programs, University of  Wisconsin, Madison, September 30.  See N. Luhmann  (1979) Trust and Power. New York: Wiley. Eds. T. Burns and G. Poggi, ch. 7.  Original German edition. Vertrauen: Eim Mechanismus de Reduktion sozialer Komplexitaet. Stuttgart: Enke, 1973. Trans. by H. Davis, J. Raffan and K. Rooney. for one of the few general theoretical explorations of the function trust plays as a means individuals employ to simplify social complexity.  He argues that the more technically complex a system, the more individuals need/wish to trust the "system" in order to cope with the increased complexity of individual experience induced by the system.


� Imagine what would happen if one baked a cake with all the ingredients except the pinch of salt. Daniel Metlay is to be credited with this observation and metaphor.


� This section draws from major portions of T.R. La Porte and A. Keller (1996) "Assuring Institutional Constancy: Requisite for Managing Long-Lived Hazards". Public Administration Review. 56, 6 (November/ December), 535-544.  It is also strongly informed by my recent work exploring the organizational challenges posed in the U.S. by what government leaders calling variously, “science based stockpile stewardship (of nuclear weapons), ” nuclear materials stewardship,” and sometimes “environmental stewardship.” Although the empirical referents of the first two contrasted to the latter domains are very different, the challenges provoked by the longevity of the materials involved prompt very similar organizational puzzles. 


� See La Porte and Metlay, op. cit., and DOE, op. cit., for discussions of the accountability challenge. Cf. J.Q. Wilson. (1989) Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It. New York: Basic Books.


� While our mind’s eye turns quickly to public organizations, the argument applies with nearly as much force to the private sector in the U.S., especially those firms responding to the strong economic incentives for short term gain and deferral of costs.


� Think, for example, of FAA's air traffic control operations, together with air carriers.  They have consistently achieved high level of flight safety and traffic coordination in commercial aviation and flight operations at sea.  And the nuclear navy has consistently achieved high levels of safety aboard nuclear submarines; and electrical utilities have achieved remarkably high levels of availability of electrical power.  Great universities exhibit constancy in commitments to intellectual excellence generation after generation through producing very skilled undergraduates and professionals as well as path breaking research.


�  See, for example, R. M. Green (1980) “ Intergenerational Distributive Justice and Environmental Responsibility,” in E.  D. Partridge, ed., Responsibilities to Future Generations: Environmental Ethics, Buffalo: Prometheus Books; R. Howarth (1991)  “Intergenerational Competitive Equilibria Under Technological Uncertainty and an Exhaustible Resource Constraint,”  Journal of Environmental Economics and Management, 21: 225-243; B. Norton (1982)  “Environmental Ethics and the Rights of Future Generations,” Environmental Ethics, Winter : 319-338; and P. Wenz (1983) “Ethics, Energy Policy, and Future Generations,” Environmental Ethics, 5: 195-209.


� For comment of how responsibility should be divided between generations that accounts for changes in knowledge, see, W. Halfele (1990) “Energy from Nuclear Power,” Scientific American. 263, 3 (September): 136-144; and C. Perrings (1991) “Reserved Rationality and the Precautionary Principle: Technological Change, Time and Uncertainty in Environmental Decision Making,” in R. Costanza, ed. , Ecological Economics: The Science and Management of Sustainability. New York: Columbia University Press.


� Note there are severe analytical and practical limitations to attaining institutional constancy over many generations, especially: a) weak analytical bases for confidently predicting the outcomes of institutional activities over long periods of time; b) limited means to re-enforce or reward generations of consistent behavior; and c) scanty knowledge about designing institutional relationships that improve rather than degrade the quality of action taking in the future that is faithful to the spirit of present commitments and agreements.  Incentives to improve conditions that would assure constancy of institutional are scant.  So is interest in analysis which would improve our understanding of institutional and administrative design.  Indeed, there is almost nothing insightful in the literature about increasing institutional inertia or constancy.  It is still an analytical puzzle. 


� While these two qualities are closely related, one can imagine succeeding at one without achieving the other.  A HRO might be able to persuade the public that it was firmly committed to certain objectives but actually turn out to be in no position to realize them.  Conversely, a HRO could very well be situated, motivated, and structured to carry out its commitments for years to come, but be unable to convince the public of its steadfastness.


� This point is akin to the arguments made classically by P. Selznick (1957)  Leadership in Administration. New York: Harper & Row, and J. Q. Wilson,  Bureaucracy, op cit. 99-102, about the importance of institutional leadership and the character of the organization's sense of  mission.  When these exist, it binds workers and their leaders to the goals of the agency often transcending a number of management generations.


� The optimum would be when these measures lead to laws, formal agreements, and foundation/non-governmental organization funding and infrastructure for continual encouragement and sanctions for "keeping the faith."


� See for example T. R. La Porte, and C. Thomas (1994) “Regulatory Compliance and the Ethos of Quality Enhancement: Surprises in Nuclear Power Plant Operations,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory. 5, 4 (December): 250-295.  Cf. K. Shrader-Frechette (1993)  “Risk Methodology and Institution Bias”, Research, in Social Problems and Public Policy. 5, 207-223; and L. Clarke (1993) “The Disqualification Heuristic: When Do Organizations Misperceive Risk?” Research in Social Problems and Public Policy. 5, 289-312, for discussions of the conditions that result in operator misperception of risk; conditions that would require strong antidotes if constancy is to be assured.


� The exception in the U.S. is being played out by the U.S. chemical industry's Chemical Stewardship Program.  See R. Begley (1994) Chemical Week. (July, 5/12): 42-43;  R. Luft, (1992). “Environmental Stewardship: It's  Good Business.” Environmental Progress. 11, 4 (November).


� See R. Dahl ( 1994) The New American Political (Dis)Order. Berkeley: Institute of Governmental Studies Press, University of California. 


� One instance of this situation, perhaps singular to U.S., is the prohibition constraining the U.S. Congress from making agreements that absolutely bind future congressional action.  That is, whatever bargain is made either by Congress or an Executive Department may be abrogated by a future Congress. This is,  of  course, a serious defect if assurances of institutional constancy are sought by parties, such as communities or with the several States, to agreements which pertain to the future.





� A parallel strategy, not explored herein, would be to re-visit the possibilities for reducing the intensity of pressures that result in increased demands for institutional constancy.
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