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1. A Sociological Analysis

 of Dud Behavior

 in the United States Army

H. EUGENE HODGES

''You knows sometimes I don't think the captain is very smart. He claims that he would like to see all criminals in prison and all drunks in a hospital. But if all the criminals were in prison, who'd run the government? And if all the drunks were put in a hospital, what would we do for a national defense program?" Zero---one dud who is also a composite protagonist​ made this comment after a preliminary court-martial hearing in Germany, 1959.

This paper is a descriptive study of a special kind of deviant behavior found in the peace time American army during the period from 1957 to 1959. The type of behavior discussed falls under what the military establish​ment classifies "dud behavior." The term dud when used to refer to military ordnance, is a shell, cartridge, or piece of equipment that does not work. Applied to an individual, the label means not only that the person will not work but that he will probably muddle the assigned task. This makes a dud something different from the malingerer. Whenever the situation permits, he becomes a saboteur.

Several types of persons participate in dud behavior, but this paper is focused on one of these types and is an attempt to 'formalize some of the rules of interaction that enable the dud to remain as a deviant in a total institution that is uniquely equipped to punish or weed out deviance of any kind.

Goffman's outstanding contribution to sociology in Asylums was to perceive that there is a basic similarity between dissimilar institutions such as homes for the blind, concentration camps, boarding schools, the army, and monasteries.
 Goffman groups them all under "total institutions," which he defines as "a place of residence and work where a large number of like​situated individuals, cut off from the wider society for an appreciable period of time, together lead an enclosed, formally administered round of life."
 He lists five rough groupings into which the total institutions of our society may be placed.
 The following discussion has relevance to only the fourth of these: the institutions purportedly established to facilitate some worklike task and justified only on these instrumental grounds. He places ships, work camps, colonial compounds, and army barracks in this grouping.

As Goffman expands on the concept of total institution, the reader begins to get the impression that the total institution is total not only in the sense that it fullfills all the needs of its members, but total also in its control over the behavior of its members. For example:

The surveillance nature and the system of differential punishment is such that each offense results in an almost immediate corresponding punishment to fit the seriousness of the offense. The more frequent the offense, the more severe the punishment will be; even if the offense is not generally considered to be serious.

Counter to the punishment system is the reward system. The reward system gives to the conformer certain privileges which the non-conformer is conspiciously denied.

If the members of the total institution are recruited from society-at-​large, then initially, the same types of deviates are found in both. But because of the surveillance nature of the total institution most deviates are promptly discovered. Once identified as a deviate the individual is either reformed or excluded from the social situation.

But Goffman tempers this "total" aspect of the institutional control by allowing for some types of deviant behavior that may occur at night when the surveillance system is not operating, such as the thief in the military, and also allowing for secondary adjustments which are practices that do not directly challenge staff but allow inmates to obtain forbidden satisfactions or to obtain permitted ones by forbidden means.

Goffman lists several types of adjustments that an inmate may make to the total institution.
 He considers these types of adaptations in which an inmate may choose one or the other or a combination of them during different periods of his career. Only two of these modes of adaptation--con​version and intransigency-are relevant to this discussion, and the point I wish to make is that in a task-oriented total institution a person can make an adaptation that is a combination of these two and maintain a continued degree of intransigency throughout his military career.

Goffman describes conversion as that point at which the inmate appears to take over the official or staff view of himself and tries to act out the role of the perfect inmate. The issue I take with this is that in a task-oriented total institution, the inmates are not only "stuck" with having to remain for a period of time in the total institution, but the total institution is to a degree "stuck" with having to retain and accomplish their allocated tasks with the types of inmates with which they are presented. Some of the inmates may be totally unacceptable, and in due course they are weeded out. But the vast majority of inmates fall somewhere on a continuum between being somewhat less than perfect and stop short of being totally unacceptable. In the military the staff's view of its privates are many and varied, certainly not just one category of "perfect soldier."

Because the army is a task-oriented total institution, its privates can be placed into three general categories on the basis of work performance. The first is the person who excells in his task performance. Initially this is con​sidered undesirable. The private' s peers see him as a pace setter, and his immediate superior, the corporal, perceives him as a threat, perhaps a future competitor for rank. In any case it is less than a desirable category even though in certain areas excelling is acceptable. For example, to excel in personal appearance seems to be acceptable in basic training, or after the training period, one can excel in a specialized job, such as mechanic. The second is the average producer who does the minimum acceptable to get by. This is where the vast majority of privates fall, the average soldier. The third is the nonperformer or "dud." Several types of individuals fall within this category. There is the inept-the soldier who tries too hard, the person of low mentality, or the egghead-who remains in the dud category generally throughout his army career. A visitor to this category of nonproducers would be classified as an average soldier who for some reason such as a hangover from a long weekend, a family problem, or some other problem that results in general depression, becomes a nonproducer for a period of time. Within these categories many individuals move up and down. The third type in this category is the malingerer the rebel, or conscious dud; the saboteur, the insurgent, or the intransigent.

Goffman describes the "intransigent line" of adaptation as one in which the inmate intentionally challenges the institution by flagrantly refusing to cooperate with the staff.
 They are the "open rebels" who do not attempt to avoid the consequences of their actions. These individuals may be characterized as saying, "I am not going to do it, and to hell with you sergeant!" As Goffman points out, they are quickly detected and weeded out.

A second group of individuals take the intransigent line of adaptation, but without flagrantly refusing to do anything. This paper is focused mainly on this group. They are implacably opposed to the organizational goals of the total institution; but unlike the "open rebel," they attempt to avoid the total institutional consequences of their actions. One of the primary methods of doing this is emulating the inept.

Both the military and the inept are caught in a very peculiar position. The military has to accept the inept, for if a person could be discharged for this reason, it could become a method of exit for those who wish to avoid the military service. If a serious penalty such as a dishonourable discharge or being sent to the stockade was conferred upon them simply for muddling a task, there would be such a large proportion of our population having a dishonorable discharge or prison experience that the penalty would lose its stigma. And since some of the inept are eggheads, it is conceivable that such a discharge could even become a letter of recommendation in the intellectual world.

While the inept are genera1ly outside the reward system, they are also outside the system of severe punishment. The allocation of severe punish​ment too libera1ly reflects upon the leadership abilities of the commanding officer. I was present when a company commander was ca1led to task by a regimental commander when it was discovered that 12 percent of his company had been court-martialed. In addition, there are tasks to be per​formed and only a limited number of personnel with which to do them, and these tasks cannot be accomplished when a large number of privates are in the stockade.

Perhaps as significant a factor as any of those mentioned is that the average soldier may for some reason or other become inept for a period of time or inept at a particular task. If the private knew that a severe punish​ment awaited him the moment he ceased performing at a certain level, the degree of stress and feeling of insecurity would, perhaps, make him inept.

Given the fact that the military has approached a high degree of technological complexity and the fact that the enlisted man is a member of a heterogeneous mass (not a particular personality type), he must be given "rights." These rights set bounds within which he can operate with a degree of psychological security and therefore perform rather complex tasks. Military organizations give certain legal protections to its enlisted personnel not out of an innate sense of decency, but because these legal protections are functional to the institution. So, while the staff can make frequent assaults on an enlisted man's self and, almost at will, remove him from the privilege system, the staff is nevertheless limited in its ability to a1l0cate the severe punishments.
THE DUD GROUP

Because the development of the career of the dud has to be viewed as a process, I must select a point in time to do the analysis. One year from the time the recruits were inducted into the army is a useful point because by this time the dud group was indeed a group and no longer only an aggregate of individuals. And by this time there were 12 permanent members from the same company and five honorary members from other companies in the battalion. This dud group was unusual because they met after duty hours daily and at the same place. This seems to be an exception, because dud groups in other companies collected only at irregular intervals. This group met at a customary table in the enlisted men's beer parlor, and during duty hours many of the dud group were placed together by the NCOs to "perform" undesirable details. The group was known to nonmembers as "the dud group," but the members themselves preferred to call the group "The Buena Vista Country Club." When a number of the members assembled in the beer parlor, a member would pound on the table and ea1l the meeting to order.

The group is difficult to describe because of the extreme variation in the individuals who were members and because it was unique from other groups not so much in what it was, but in what it wasn't. The need for group membership brought an aggregate of harassed intransigents together and a common identity developed.

Two traits characterized the group and .both were instrumental in the group's existence: The first was a negativistic philosophy about the army and the tasks the members were assigned to perform, but no one discussed the army in general, and seldom did anyone refer to his particular job. I believe the combination of the surveillance nature of the army and the fact that no one could assume that secrecy could be maintained within the group would have made a group with a positive philosophy of insurrection impossible. The negativistic philosophy did not have great organizational potential, but each member possessed it. I designated this philosophy the "Philosophy of no!" "No, I won't do it short of prison. I won't do it unless you stand over me, and if you turn your back, I sha1l screw the job up. If I do it, you shall have to make me. If it will break, 1'11 drop it. If it will rust, I´ll wet it."

The "philosophy of no" is not a philosophy of planned action or one that requires a stated purpose or direction or even a sense of morality or a sense of justice. It is simply something that says, “No!" There is no attempt to offer anything in the place of what it is resisting; there is no attempt at formalizing a justification for the behavior it requires. It requires no degree of sophistication to practice. To attempt to direct it is like trying to push a wet noodle in a straight line. The philosophy is there. You either ride with it or get off. There is no potential for its manipulation into anything else.

There is no justification for it, just as there is no defense from it. It is not so much a philosophy as it is the absence of one, but like a philosophical system, it permeates the individual's thought pattern. It is an attitude, but it is more. It approaches being a "world view," but unlike a "world view," it is much more transitive. It is a tendency to act in a destructive manner when the opportunity is available, a tendency not to perform at all when the opportunity is not available. Only when the individual is faced with severe sanctions will he move toward task accomplishment, and when such a situation presents itself, he moves toward task accomplishment with the same degree of enthusiasm and zeal he would if he was trying to destroy an $85,000 motor.

The dud group' s membership ranged from sociopathic personality types and confirmed criminals through devout Baptists to ideological rebels. A rule existed, something on the order of the hippy concept that "everyone has his own 'bag,' and he should be allowed to have it." This concept would seem to be anti-organizational in that, if you can't open another person' s "bag," you cannot build a unifying philosophy. But it allowed this diversified collection of individuals to remain as a group. A humorous comment answered any attempt on the part of a member to get the conversation onto a. serious topic, and a member's reason for rebellion was never discussed. If the reasons were openly discussed, the chances were that they would be totally unacceptable to the other members, and the speaker would be admitting that he was an insurgent.

They had a common bond—“I ain't going to do it, but I don' t want to go to prison"-which the individual members recognized independently before the group formed, and they perceived their situation as the same. While these "cohesive" factors didn't build for within-group "trust," their sense of common destiny allowed for self-sacrifice for other individuals in the group when the situation called for it. This commitment to "not doing it" was so compelling that the duds almost daily face constant attacks on the self, complete removal from the privilege system, the possibility of spending considerable time in prison, and on occasions even death. For example, once a dud who was an ex-howitzer loader asked. me, "Did you know that if you drop a live, fixed, High-Explosive, 105 mm. howitzer shell on an iron floor, they won't let you load the howitzer anymore?" "But," he added, "if it doesn't hit exactly on its side, it may go off."

The philosophy of no does not separate this dud from the open rebel, but the second characteristic does. He attempts to avoid paying the full institutional consequences of his actions. The group functioned to socialize its members on how to emulate the inept and to reinforce the dud aspect of the members' behavior. Socialization was accomplished by a constant flow of humorous examples of dud behavior. Humor was the form of conversation. With a continued humorous flow of conversation someone described how Sgt. X got so mad at Dud B and how Dud C washed the motor of a jeep for 20 minutes with a water hose and scrubbed it dean with detergent. The content of conversation performed the "demonstration effect" of showing the others in the group where the .bounds were between the stockade and the staff's definition of inept. In the process of listening, the dud improved on his methods of emulation and became more invulnerable to the staff's attack on the "self." More invulnerable, because the staff's definition of the dud and the group's definition of its members was the same: "We aren' t worth a good goddamn." And this was what the humor of the conversation was all about. The constant flow of the content of discussion, of past and present. experiences, functioned to reinforce this one identity. No one ever talked about successes. This became the dud's greatest protection against the mortification process, he had bought the institutional identity of himself, but the institutional identity he bought is just short of being totally undesirable to the institution.

DUD BEHAVIOR

I have observed a dud tank driver tum his lead tank broadside on a bridge during an alert that sent the battalion rushing to predetermined locations around the border. Other duds, seeing what had happened, jumped out of their vehic1es and started cursing the driver, who got out of his tank and seemed almost to be getting into a fight with them. An officer jumped into the fracus and cursed the dud driver who was then struck to the point of tears and started to tell the officer that he had hit an icy spot in the road, but that he shouldn't call "my mother that." The officer, seeing that he had stepped out of line (he shouldn't curse a private), became flustered, and the other duds told the driver, "Say, did you hear what the captain called your mother man?" "Say, Zero, the captain called Bob's mother a who re." Zero asked, "Say, Captain, did you ever know Bob's mother? Hell, Captain, I never knew you were ever in Kansas." The duds were playing Bob as weIl as the captain, and Bob rose to the bait. The end product was that the battalion was late getting to its destination, and the battalion staff again failed an exercise.

One member of the dud group, who was a surveyor, was accused by the company commander of purposefully sighting all the howitzers incorrectly during an important battery exercise, which the company failed miserably. During the same day another member of the dud group directed a company of tanks in to a swamp for camouflage purposes. When confronted with this act, the private responded, "All they told me was that they wanted the tanks camouflaged. Hell, I don' t know what they were so angry about; after the tanks were parked there for 10 minutes, all you could see was their turrets." It took three days to get the tanks out of the swamp.

The problems of the staff discerning what is purposeful and what is due to "ineptness" also becomes a problem in the participant observation of dud behavior even when the observer is a member of the dud group. The rule of "never coming off the game" even within the dud group left a lot of the dud's behavior open to interpretation. One example, however, where a dud came off the game in anger, bears repeating. Jim was angry because Bob had made pfc. twice and even though Bob was a private at the time, Jim was upset about never making it even once. Jim said angrily, "I am going to tear the fucking motors out of my howitzer until they make me pfc." Jim kept true to his word and tore up three howitzer motors before he made the rank. This is insurgency on a rather high level because the motors of an armored howitzer cost $85,000 each.

The threat of physical violence always hung over the dud. One dud's answer to this was somewhat unique. He carried a Bible with him most of the time and made a point of reading or pretending he was reading when he had a few minutes break. But he only did this when he was away from the details composed mainly of duds. He mentioned to me one day that "That fucking Sergeant Smith apologized to me in front of the whole detail today for saying goddamn." The point is that this adaptation seemed to be a satis​factory justification for the dud's ineptiness to the average soldier and the staff, so that the dud was not subjected to physical abuse.

That two NCOs could call a dud away from the detail to a spot where they could not be observed and beat the dud was always a possibility. If the dud would say anything about it, the NCOs could say that the dud struck the first blow and have him court-martialed for it. I have only heard of a few instances of this happening, but it is a threat. But the average soldier is the dud's worst enemy from the period of induction to about one year after induction. After that, the average soldier sees the dud as not causing the harassment that he is getting but, in fact, is demonstrating how he can get back at the staff.
The dud seems to be unusually equipped to handle himself in case a fight is forced upon him. I observed a dud group socializing its members on the technology of how to fight. After filtering through the humor of the conversation and the irrelevancies the following rules emerged: Don't fight from anger; fight from fear. Don't hit when you are angry; you can't control your expression and the opponent will know when the punch is coming. Back down all the way until he thinks he has missed the expected fight. By this time he has become brave and has said things to you such that no court-martial in the world will convict you for whipping him. When the point comes to hit him, you must hit him first, have your weight shifted to your right leg, and have your left shoulder to him. Never hit him full on in the face; always hit him on the side of the face. The reason for this is that he has all the bone reinforcement straight on his face. "You'll mark him, but you'll also make him angry." If you hit him straight-on, you’ll knock him backwards and you’ll have to run 15 feet to hit him again. He could recover by the time you come up to hit him again. So always hit him on the side of the face. This suddenly throws his whole head sideways, and he will be dizzy for a second. Then lay on the punches with both hands as hard and as fast as possible. Try to put him on the ground, because the rule is "you don't want to have to fight him tomorrow." You have to beat him good. If you get him down, try to step on his hand. "If you step on his hand you ain't going to have to fight him for a month or so." "Give him time to time about it." This rule became institutionalized. to the point that when two duds met after one was in a fight, the immediate question was, "Say man, did you walk on him?"

The rule about a knife being pulled by an opponent in a fight was simply "the only place a smart man gets cut with a knife is on the back of the heel."

In cases where there were no witnesses, the rule was "throw something in his face to blind him, and hit him with something heavy." Or when there was more than one opponent, "put your belt around something heavy. There is no way to block it once it is swung. If he holds his hand up, the belt will bend and the coke bottle will hit him in the head for "the pause that refreshes."

The rules are obviously an aspect of the 10wer-cIass technology which is little known, and after several demonstrations of his technology, few average soldiers or NCOs are anxious to invite the dud "out back."

I seldom observed a dud referring to a task he had muddled. If questioned about why Sergeant X had sent him to the CD, the dud would reply simply, "Aw, I dropped a battery out of one of those tanks and broke it." But he may add something like, "Did you know those batteries cost $150 each?" But since a number of duds were generally on the same detail together, a dud's muddling of a task would generally be observed by the others. When the dud group met, the re would be a humorous account of how Roberts got Sergeant Harris so angry with him that he dragged Roberts bodily out of the motor pool.

One of the dud rules was "never come off the game.'1 If a dud did admit" that he took pleasure in his deviance, he would be saying, "I am not inept; 1 am a rebel." The identity of "not being worth a good goddamn" is one that the dud must maintain even in the dud group. This was the com​mon identity of the group, and the dud knows that secrecy can never be assumed, so what he says can always get back to the staff. The dud may still be suffering from recent penal ties he received for muddling the task. But by the time the incident has been rephrased in a humorous manner and every_ one has had a good laugh about it, his spirits are up and his identity has been re-established by the group.

A unique aspect of the group was that the pecking order was reversed. The members with less group prestige pecked on members with more prestige. For example, if a challenge about the validity of a humorous story concern​ing something that happened "back home" was made, it would be made by one lower in prestige than the speaker. The speaker could choose to answer the challenge or ignore it, but he would not attack the underling.

At the beginning of the evening most of the members would start off “talking trash" or “telling lies," as the discourse was referred to. But as the interaction continued, the underlings would restrict their conversation to harassing comments or supporting statements.

1 believe this was why the average soldier could not sit at the table for more than a few minutes. He was forced to acknowledge the comments of a person whom during duty hours he could totally discount.

This reversal of the pecking order should not be surprising in a group whose members were harassed continually during the duty hours. Perhaps the requirements for leadership were that the person could take and handle more harassment than the others and that to move up in prestige in a group requires the underling to better adapt himself to take harassment-to demand more harassment from the staff. The more harassment a dud took during duty hours, the more he would become the subject of conversation in the dud group.

During duty hours the same reversed order existed. For example, on one occasion in which a sergeant attacked a dud underling, a dud leader interrupted the sergeant at the height of his attack and asked, "Sergeant, would you mind if I go to the toilet?" The sergeant, who was angry at the interruption said, "No." The dud leader then interrupted again and asked, "Sergeant, could I have permission to go see the captain?" The sergeant angrily asked, "Why?" "Because you won't let me go to the toilet." This time the sergeant's attack fell upon the dud leader who is by now asking to see the Inspector General to report the sergeant for denying rum permission to see the commanding officer.

When the attack is on one of the leaders, the other duds join in the battle, some interrupting the sergeant by also attacking the leader. "Zero, why didn't you just pull down your pants and take a dump here in the middle of the motor pool? You didn't have to bug the sergeant like that." Some of the other duds started wandering off from the work area. Someone e1se lets out a loud fart, and everyone laughs.

The sergeant suddenly perceives that he has lost control of the detail and breaks off his attack on the leader and starts attacking the group, attempting to regain control. This takes time, and the sergeant is responsible to his superiors for getting the task completed. The dud knows this and uses it as a kind of blackmail ; it becomes a power base for dealing with his immediate superiors. He also knows the limitations of the sergeant's power. When the sergeant later got back to confronting the dud leader with his behavior, the dud sets the sergeant up against the chaplain, the medical officer, and the Inspector General with the statement, "Sergeant, 1 have diarrhea; when 1 have to go, 1 have to go. Now you can raise all the hell you want to, but it won't change that."

The significance of this example is that the duds with prestige seem to be saying to the staff, "Don't pick on him, I am the leader, peck on me."

Let me add, in passing, on the statement by the officer with combat experience about the "dud being your best fighting man." It is repeated so of ten that it can be said to be "institutionalized." I believe it is true for the following reasons: While the average soldier is participating in regular barracks behavior, the dud is learning to come to terms with a situation fraught with anxiety and perils that could be almost equal to a combat situa​tion. He is capable of initiating spontaneous and unplanned action and knows that without a word he will have a group following him. As studies of the German Army have shown, a soldier fights well, not because of

abstract ideological principals or mother's homemade pie, but because of loyality to his group.
 The dud has a loyalty to his group that is unsurpassed by any average soldier's loyalty to a group, and the dud is capable of self​ sacrifice to defend the group's members.

But the dud in a combat situation will define the "enemy" in rather broader terms than the military would wish. Like Yousarian in Catch 22, he will define the enemy not only as the "people on the other side who are shooting at him," but will also include the staff who forces him to get there to get shot at.
 For example, during a political crisis in which everyone was saying, "There is going to be a war," a special Troop Information session was called to re-explain what "we are fighting for." The company's 1st sergeant, who had two wars behind him and who had been giving "Old Zero" a particularly rough time, said in an unusual joking manner, "Zero, if there is a war, I guess 1'11 be the first one you kill." Zero didn't answer, but the sergeant continued, "That's right, isn't it Zero?" Zero broke a dud rule, but said in a joking manner, "No sergeant, rank has its privileges, I'd km the captain first. You would have to be second." Everyone laughed except Zero and the 1st sergeant. He later stopped the harassment of Zero.

Another example of this occurred well after the period of one year at which this analysis has ~en focused, but since it has relevance to the dud's definition of the enemy, I shall give it out of context of the time sequence of the analysis. After the dud group had been formed for about six months, a number of close friendships began to form within the dud group. But these friendships were just between two members and on no occasion did it in​clude a group of three close friends. It allowed for open discussion of things with this one person with whom a degree of "trust" had been built without fearing legal consequences for his statements, because that requires two wit​nesses. I placed "trust" in quotations because they both have information that would get the other in trouble with the authorities.

I was friends with a dud I shall call "Bud." Bud, myself, and several other members of the dud group had been placed as security guards around a criptographic machine (an instrument used to decode messages) while the regiment was on maneuvers around the Czechoslovakian border. Even though it is the kind of detail that is extremely important, it is the kind on which the dud is frequently placed, because in the mid-winter it is an extremely unpleasant task and if the dud is caught sleeping on duty, he goes to the stockade.

Bud woke me early in the morning, saying, "God almighty, I had a chance to kill a general a while ago. He was walking through the woods about 3 o'clock in the morning and walked right into the security area and as he passed by the light I could see the star on his shoulder. He was a little drunk and, man, there was not a soul around. I could have killed that son ​of-a-bitch, I could have shot him dead." I asked, "Weil, why didn't you?" He answered, "Because that fucking Zero has lost all the bullets to the guns." After cursing Zero for his ineptness I went back to sleep.

The dud carries his struggle on at the lowest level possible, in task​oriented activity systems, and his opponent is generally the NCO. The NCO who finds himself with a group of duds is in an uncomfortable situation. The officers are aware that the dud will work only if completely supervised, and the dud acknowledges this by working only when completely supervised. This is no more than the officers are prepared and willing to provide, since the NCO's job is to supervise. If he turns his back for a minute, the dud stops working or breaks a shovel, and then the NCO has not performed his task correctly, and to a degree he is responsible to his superiors for it.

If the dud is referred to a higher authority for disciplinary action, he becomes the inept private, but he attempts to avoid an encounter with the officers. This is the level at which the so-called "shithouse lawyer"-the dud who has acquired some legal information in the dud group--operates, but he usually loses in such a confrontation. The dud's main defense is an appeal to the decency of the CO and a form of mild blackmail.

The group's greatest organizational assets would be considered liabilities

in any other setting. Its loose organization, its lack of planning, the lack of formalized rules, the absence of serious discussion, and the constant flow of humorous examples of rebellion enabled the members to avoid the institu​tion's proscriptions against mutiny, malingering, and sabotage. The group members' sense of common identity and common destiny brought this diversified assortment of human material into a cohesive group whenever one of its members was assaulted by the staff and with a degree of spon​taneity that all the planning possible could not accomplish. The humorous discourse established, maintained, and reinforced the dud's identity as a task muddler. The content of the discourse gave him the methods of in​surgency and provided the demonstration effect by showing him where the boundaries lay in the system of differential punishments. The characteristics of the philosophy of no and the desire to avoid the severe institutional consequences of their actions placed them in a position of being continuing insurgents but without any belief system that could be grasped by the staff as a unifying force of insurgency.

The dud presents the authorities with a special problem. They are re​quired to draw a line between ineptness, inefficiency, extenuating circum​stances that would affect the completion of a task and the purposeful in tent towards incompletion and gross incompetence. This must be done in many

cases without any objective act being performed.

AN ATTEMPT AT FORMALIZING THE DUD RULES

From my observations in the peace time army, I would think that any attempt by privates to build a positive philosophy of action to resist the military authorities would be quickly discovered and harshly dealt with. To build a group with a positive philosophy requires a degree of discussion, argumentation, and a kind of conversion experience of the new members that is observable by the staff. Of all the things the dud learned, the most salient was to avoid the statement of rebellion, a statement of a position that transcends the task-oriented situation. One such statement was made by a private who was something of an ideological rebel. During a conversation about the army the private said, "I hate the army, and I am not going to do a goddamn thing for them. I am not even going to put salt on their food."

This latter statement is an example of breaking a dud rule. The private put his whole approach to the army in one sentence, a sentence that was clever, well phrased, and bears repeating. Since secrecy is almost impossible to maintain, such cleverly expressed sentences eventually get to the staff. When this happens and the private is identified as a rebel, in Goffman's words, "the institution shows as much special devotion to the rebel all1e has shown to it."

Zero broke this role when he threatened the. life of the CO and the 1st sergeant in the presence of the company and not only got away with it but to a degree benefitted from it. This says something about general rules as boundary-setting mechanisms. One plays by the rules when he can't trust his feeling about the social situation! But within the general context of these rules, each situation has its own rules; with each NCO or officer the game was adapted to his characteristic response pattern.

Another dud role was "watch out for the intermediary, the person who is between the privates and the staff." This is sometimes the corporal who has not fully left his former pfc. status and is not fully at ease with sergeants. But it is also the private who forms a friendship tie with the NCOs or the private, such as the company clerk, who occupies a coveted position in the institution. They are the carriers of information, of statements; but perhaps even more significantly, they are the carriers of impressions and interpreta​tions of what is going on in the community of privates in which they live, and they name the persons they feel are causing it. If a private was a friend of a corporal, the duds constantly harassed him with statements like, "Say, I hear you are screwing Corporal X's wife." Or, "What are you doing in the EM club, I thought you would be drinking with Corporal X in the NCO club."

While the clever statement about taking a rebellious stand was breaking a dud rule, the clever, or certainly precise, statement was considered 'a dud's best verbal defense when he was referred for punishment to the company commander. The rule is: Avoid an elaborate discussion or explanation to explain why you have done something or why you haven't. Select and reiterate the statement that places you outside the severe punishment system and attempt to settle for an attack on the self or further removal from the reward system. An example of this was a dud who had gotten into a drunken brawl with an NCO. In the preliminary court-martial hearing alter the statement is read that "anything you say may be held against you" and when the CO asks, "Private what do you have to say in your defense?" the private answered, "I want to press charges against the sergeant, because. he hit me."

"But Private, you cursed him."

"But Sir, the sergeant hit me."

"You cursed him first."

"But 1 didn't hit him first, Sir, a sergeant shouldn't hit a private."

"You put the sergeant in the hospital."

"Sir, he shouldn't have hit me."

It was this one statement that was the difference between the stockade and suffering company discipline. Any further explanation would have only gotten in the way of the main point. The private would have gone to jail if the sergeant hadn't hit him, but to get the private, the CO would also have had to court-martial the sergeant. Added to this was the problem of con​flicting reports from the witnesses, because some of them were part of the core dud group.

A case of the carefully worded statement that reeks of "ineptness" was one when a dud was referred to the CO for discipline for calling an Italian sergeant a "Wop." The dud's defense was, "But sir, that is what he is-a "Wop."

The CO responded, "Don' t you know not to call an ItaIian a 'Wop'?"

"Sir, the first time lever saw one was when my daddy carried me to Tampa, and we met this funoy talking man, and I said, daddy, who was that?" and he said, "Why, that's a 'Wop,' son." And sir, that's what the sergeant is, sir; he's a 'Wop'."

This kind of defense gives the company commander a feeling that he is persecuting an inept private. The statement, "But, sir, that is what he is, sir, a Wop" brings forth a desire to educate, not punish. But also behind the statement is a threat of blackmail, because to bring such a case before a Summary court-martial on a battalion level would, to a degree, open up the company to inspection by the CO's superiors. If a suspicion of persecuting an inept private arises in his own mind, it may arise in his superior's mind.

The dud's greatest weapon is "blackmail," and the army can be characterized as an institution of perpetual blackmail The dud knows that the system is a lot looser than it seems, and he also knows that the professional soldier generally violates as many regulations as he thinks he can get by with. And the dud watches for his superiors' violations.

If the dud wants to "get at" a superior, he generally has to do so through his superior's decency." Whenever the superior opens himself up to the dud, the superior is vulnerable. For example, a. sergeant had recently spent a pleasant Sunday afternoon playing poker with some of the privates. Several days later he was taking a dud to the ca for muddling a task, and when they got out of earshot of the others, the dud said, "Sergeant, you are angry with me because you think I am going to tell the other guys that you were cheating at poker the other day. Weil, Sergeant, I ain't going to tell any​one, I ain't even going to tell the ca. So there ain't no need to be angry with me." (Experience tells the dud to cover the overt threat, so he follows it with as much "trash" as he can.) The dud continues, "My granddaddy taught me to play poker back in Alabama, and he taught me every trick in the book. Re was a professional poker player, and the railroads used to hire him to keep the section gangs broke so they wouldn't quit work and go home, but he began to drink a lot. . . ."

The fact that the dud is dependent on the "decent" side of the staff necessitates another rule and it is as basic to his survival as any other. This is: Never game call. Never confide in anyone what the game is, because once you have described your interactional pattern to others and the rules by which you are playing, you have done one of two things : You have "killed the game" or you have certainly changed it by making it visible. You may have killed it because you have created expectations in others about your performance, and you are stuck with it because you know they are watching. For example, the private who said "I don't want to put salt on their food" was game calling. When others know the game, the game caller can no longer maintain the flexibility required, and he is forced to embrace the game and play it even when he would be better off out of the game.

Even within the dud group there was no "game calling." Dud rules were ​never discussed between individual duds or in the group. They were un​spoken rules communicated by the never-ending examples of what the duds did during duty hours. When "game calling" occurs and the staff gets word of it, the dud's protection collapses.

When the game is even suspected by the staff and a particular dud comes under attack, the legal knowledge he has picked up in the dud group becomes instrumental. The staff may set up a situation in which the dud has a task to do and witnesses are present to testify that he was malingering. One Sunday afternoon the dud group was sitting in the EM Club. An NCO came in and walked up to a dud whom the ca ~ad recently promised would be in the stockade within a month. The NCO, who was basically a very unfriendly sort, placed a friendly hand on the shoulder of the dud and said, "Jim, Sergeant Jones and I have a little job we are going to have to do, so come along and give us a hand. It is not going to be hard." Jim said, "Be glad to help you, Sergeant." The two NCOs got in the front of a truck, Jim jumped in the back, and they drove to the coal pile. Sergeant

Jones said to Jim, "Jim, you don't have to work too hard, but this is a direct order, load the truck with coal." Jim shovelled coal as hard and as fast as humanly possible, until he filled the truck to overflowing. They returned to the company area to unload the coal and Sergeant Jones went to report to the CO's office. With the witness gone, Jim began to have trouble unloading the coal. The sergeant eventually decided he would rather do it himself than spend his Sunday afternoon watching Jim drop his shovel.

When he is under duress and threat of court-martial, the dud can become a producer to protect himself: If the period of duress is a long one, he can even move up to the category of "average producer" for a period. But he doesn't leave the dud group. Once the pressure is off and the ca is attempting to put another dud in the stockade "within a month," the dud will return to his pattern of dud behavior. With this adaptation he has achieved a degree of efficacy, a feeling of having an effect on his environment, and a feeling of control that the total institution of the army has denied those of his station.
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