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Analyze the culture of the control room in Chernobyl
Culture is a term used to describe “a pattern of shared basic assumptions” that have been learned by a group over a significant period of time and have consequently become accepted as the proper way of thinking or doing things within that group (Miller, 2012, p. 89). Hence, the formulation of a culture is premised on communication, which means that a culture can only exist within a group but not an individual. Nevertheless, the size of this group may range from a country to a small organization or even a control room as was the case in Chernobyl. Hence, the most important thing when defining or describing a culture of a particular group is the identification of the shared values or assumptions that underlie the operation of that group. 
The Schein Onion model posits that the culture of a group or organization is divisible into three distinguishable levels: artifacts, espoused values, and basic assumptions, all of which mean different things and have different levels of influence on the members of the entity. The first level, artifacts, is the cultural level with the highest degree of visibility to members and it comprises of the social and physical environment created by the members of an organization (Miller, 2012, p. 90). Artifacts are made up of overt behaviors that typify members of the entity for example decision-making styles and communication patterns and the things that are displayed by those members for instance the furniture, the dress, and the architecture. One noticeable artifact in the culture of the Chernobyl control room is the form of address, which entails the use of the title “Comrade” followed by the surname when addressing an individual (HBO, Sky UK, Mazin, & Renck, 2019). The use of this title suggests that there is a high level of formality within the organization with things following a rigid, laid down structure as evidenced in the hierarchal reporting of the incident where the junior officers relayed information to their line superiors who then conveyed it to their seniors and this continued upwards through the chain of command. This formality created a lot of bureaucracy thus hindering decision-making in critical situations because individuals could not act without seeking authorization from their superiors even when the situation demanded immediate action.  
Another visible artifact is the autocratic decision-making style in the organization. Although the safety test had already failed three times before, which would have suggested that the plant was unsafe to open, there was still an insistence on conducting another safety test during the ill-fated evening. Because the authorization of this test had come from high up in the organizational hierarchy, the night-shift supervisor, Akimov and even the Chief Engineer Fomin had no choice but to obey. Similarly, Akimov’s juniors despite lacking the requisite experience, had to follow whichever instructions were issued even when they felt that it was the wrong thing to do. The autocratic decision-making evident among the characters is indicative of a highly formalized and rigid organizational structure in which employees have little say in decision-making and are simply expected to follow orders.
Espoused values, both individual and group, make up the second level of the onion model. Values refer to the preferred ways of doing things within an organization and they are held by individuals as opposed to entities. However, although individuals may claim to hold a certain value, their behaviour may often be inconsistent with that stand. Where the artifacts observed in the first level of the model match with the espoused values, one may derive underlying cultural assumptions about an organization but if the two are incongruent, then it means that the values are future aspirations or rationalizations (Miller, 2012, p. 91). In the Chernobyl control room, the preferred way of operation was for instructions to be adhered to without question and for individuals to play their roles almost robotically despite their opinions on the matter. This bureaucratic way of operation is evident in the actions of Dytlov, Akimov and Toptunov who are determined to complete the safety test as had been instructed by the superiors and hence they make rash decisions like raising the reactor power when it falls and these orders go unquestioned. Even when Akimov eventually realizes something is wrong, he continues to insist that the reactor is intact and nobody even disputes his orders. Consequently, the autocratic decision-making of Akimov and other staff is an evident artifact that is in line with the espoused values of bureaucracy and unquestioning obedience and which together are evidence of the rigid, formal organizational culture of the Chernobyl control room. 
The third level of the onion model is the core or basic assumptions held by the members of a group about the world and its working. The constant reinforcing of these assumptions means that they are held uniformly by all members of the group who view them as “just how things work” in that entity (Miller, 2012, p. 92). One cultural assumption evident in the Chernobyl control room was the necessity of secrecy with the underlying belief being that individuals ought to know only what their superiors decided they should know. Because senior officials assumed that it was not necessary for plant workers to be fully aware of all material information relating to the plant, nobody there, even senior-ranking individuals like Plant Director Victor Brukhanov knew that it was possible for a reactor to explode. The information about the critical design flaws in the reactors remained buried by senior officials, which in turn created a culture of opaqueness and lack of accountability that resulted in the accident. 
Hence, it is evident that culture is critical to the operations of any entity. A flawed organizational culture can be disastrous to an organization as was the case in Chernobyl. Culture comprises of artifacts, espoused values, and underlying assumptions (Miller, 2012). In the Chernobyl control room, the assumption that secrecy was key, supported by artifacts like rigid formality and autocratic decision-making and the espoused values of unquestioned obedience combined to create a culture of opaqueness and lack of accountability, which precipitated an unfortunate yet ultimately avoidable disaster.
Changes in Communication
Encouraging openness in communication is an example of a change that could have altered the values and assumptions at Chernobyl. Open communication entails encouraging staff to share their concerns and thoughts, whether positive or negative, without the fear of victimization by the management in case the feedback is negative. Open communication is critical in any organization because it allows employees the chance to speak out and provide essential feedback that can influence decision-making (Tourish & Robson, 2004). Implementing open communication at Chernobyl, would have influenced the unquestioned obedience value by allowing the inexperienced operators to speak up on their lack of readiness to perform the test thus facilitating the realization that perhaps conducting the fatal test was not such a good idea. Besides this, if a system of open communication was in place at Chernobyl, the Plant Director would have known that his subordinates were not capable of performing such a test and this information would have been relayed to the higher-ranking officials who had ordered it. Knowing that the test was in the hands of a relatively inexperienced crew would perhaps have encouraged those officials to abandon the secrecy assumption and avail to the operators information about the preceding incidents at other reactors thus ensuring extra caution was exercised before the conduction of the fatal test. 
Resistance
[bookmark: _GoBack]Organizational dynamics inevitably entail changes whether due to the need to adapt to changing environments or as a response to situations. However, whenever individuals in an entity perceive a threat to their status or security, their natural response is usually to resist and support the maintenance of the status quo. Resistance may thus be described as any actions by employees that are geared towards the challenging, disruption, or inversion of prevailing power relations, assumption, and discourses (Folger & Skarlicki, 1999, p. 36). In Chernobyl, individuals often demonstrate resistance at various instances when dealing with their superiors. One example of resistance is manifested in episode one when Anatoly Sitnikov, the Deputy Chief Operational Engineer refuses an order to go and inspect the core, which Valerly Perovozchenko, the reactor section Foreman, insists is gone. Sitnikov is initially reluctant to obey the instructions since he knows that going there would expose him to harmful radiation. Another example of resistance is evident in episode five during the trial of the Chernobyl officials where Valery Legasov, who is the Deputy Director of the Kurchatov Institute and the man tasked with leading the clean-up effort, exposes the suppressed truth about the other plant at Leningrad and admits that his previous testimony to the IAEA was a lie. The expectation is that Legasov will testify as to the guilt of the Chernobyl officials as per the script but he opts to resist those instructions and tell the truth. 
Power resources utilized to squash resistance
When dealing with resistance in an entity, various power resources may be employed and these may be either overt or covert. One example of a power resource is formal authority, which derives from the ranking of an individual within the organizational hierarchy (Miller, 2012). In the first instance of resistance where Sitnikov initially refuses to go and inspect the core when ordered to do so, Fomin employs formal authority to compel Sitnikov to obey. Fomin, whose rank empowers him to order guards, does this by instructing a guard to escort Sitnikov thus ensuring that he has no choice but to comply with the instructions. 
Information is one of the most integral resources in any decision-making process. Hence, the gatekeeping of information and knowledge is an example of a power resource that may be employed in combating a resistance (Miller, 2012). In episode 5 of Chernobyl, Soviet Party officials employ information and knowledge control to curb Legasov’s resistance. By exposing the truth about the Leningrad plant, Legasov intends to influence subsequent actions but the Party Officials move quickly to stop this. The officials order his immediate detention by the KGB; the suppressing of his testimony in the state media; a complete erasure of his role in the containment of the aftermath and a permanent bar from working (HBO, Sky UK, Mazin, & Renck, 2019). By containing the spread of that information, party officials ensure that the objective of Legasov’s resistance — to reveal the true story of Chernobyl — does not succeed. 
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