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s, which have generally opposed views of organizations,
tems approach, but

open systems theories can take either a rational or natural sys

they look at the relationship between organizations and their settings, such as the
labor market, competiors, the community, government, and the wider culture and
society. These features of the external environment may be critical sources of
ideas, standards, opportunities, resources, and constraints for the organization, all
of which would be overlooked if one focused on the individual organization by

itself as if it were closed off from the outside world.
hes to the study of organizations are well-represented

These different approac
in the readings in this volume, as well as the controversies they have produced.
Many of these controversies relate to a further distinction among theories,
hetween those that take a relatively bemign view of organizations and those that
are critical of their influence oD society. The benign view often focuses On what
makes organizations effective, takes a managerial point of view, and sees few fun-

damental conflicts between the organization’s rulers and its members of between
the organization and the wider society. Critical approaches tend to see deep con-
d between the power of large

flicts of interest between Managers and workers an
ower and actions are

organizations and the general interest. The organization’s p
d political structure.

viewed within the context of the broader social, econoInic, an
Tn this view, organizations are {ools not for achieving some COMMON group purpose
pbut for pursuing the particular inteyests of an individual, subgroup, of class (Fischer
and Sirianni 1984; Perrow 1986). These contrasts are also well—rcpresented in

the readings that follow.
But whatever one’s perspective, the significance of the subject matter is clear.

Organizations affect people’s lives. Everyone spends a Jot of their time in organi-
zations. They are an important puilding block of society, a pervasive feature of
social structure. They affect the distribution of money, power, and happiness in
society by their impacts on both their members and those outside the organiza-
ion. Orgapizations can be efficient and inefficient, rationally ordered and
incoherent, They are sOurces of income and income inequality, satisfaction and
alienation, social cohesion and division, (8xes for the public good, political advo-
cacy for diversc viewpoints, and political influence for narrow interests. They can
reinforce harmful social tendencies, such as discrimipation, 0T help ameliorate
them. They provide valued goods and services buf can erect obstacles to the
satisfaction of needs through bureaucratic rigidity, the promotion of materialism
for its own sake, and degradadion of the environment.

Understanding organizations as a goal in ifself is worthwhile, as is the desire
to use this knowledge to improve their performance. But understanding organi-
zations is also a step toward understanding how IO
how we can live better with organizations and possibly make them serve our ends
more etfectively, or at Jeast understand betier the problemns Lo be faced (Gouldner

1954, p. 244£).

rational and natural theorie

dern society functions and

ORGANIZATIONS AS
RATIONAL SYSTEMS 1

A. ti
’ Early Definitions of Organization and Management
. Scientific Management and the Treatment of Labor

A, EArLy
DEFINITIONS OF ORGANIZATION AND MANAGEMENT

- Max Weber

The sociolo izali :
Max Weber (é}é f fgl‘gal;izaions begins with the work of the German sociologi
English in the late 1940s (,RW c;)' se work on bureaucracy was first translated 1g ltS t
of the field is interesting b eading 1). Weber’s position as the intellectual fo 20
and was mainl g because, although he wrote from a historical el
sovernmental gr c;rﬁcerped with changing patterns of political auglfrsilzecme
organizations andghasz?it:g:’ inTOSttS'ubtslfquem research focuses on buginf;csl

. erest in the kinds of histori .

motivated Wi . s of historical ¢
cations, th eher. Yet Webers ideas semain  central contribution rich with i that

W b, ough not unchallenged by later writers wtion rich with tmpli-

eber was a rational system i '
! s theorist who beli

most efficie NS | o believed that bure
today do no?fl ;forﬁl of organization and a pillar of modern soc?:tcrazy was the
and popular op;aioi t?unk of bureapcracy as efficient. Indeed Eur(})’}-)eaﬁlerif:ans
their government bur‘:zomed_ the rigidity, pettiness, and excessive inﬂue\zmer?f
1970). However, Web urracies as early as the late eighteenth centur Ai(];e N

oo sense Whegl it? er’s belief in bureaucracy’s technical Superiogt( arl(g)w
sspecially when Seens .coi}.qpared to previous forms of state admjnjstragom ”
Prussian civil orion md ight of thc.a spectacular success and discipline n} aﬁd
ower after their reorg::iz;trimy’- Wimh turned Germany into a major E'Jl‘c'i)?'lagae
aF ! on in the ninete i o
._ '\e;; ;)y Napoleon in 1806 (Albrow 1970) enth century in response to Prussia’s
SYYEDET compar . .
arismatic ang Irilfigglilzfncbs reaucratic authority to two other kinds of authority.
i . . Charismatic authority is b : :

of an excenti N v is based on the uniqu
. ptional individual, such as a religious prophet %relﬁfésrfg?l

ic

Classi .
assic Theories of Bureaucracy and Administration
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political leader, rather than any established instimtional position or office. The
emergence of charismatic authority is unpredictable, and charismatics often
oppose established rules and routings in favor of a leader’s vision. Charismatic
leaders can inspire their followers to impressive accomplishments, but because
such people are raré and eventually pass from the scene, their achievements can-
not be maintained in the long run unless their followers establish a more conven-
tional, permanent organization and a stable mechanism for choosing a successor
{o leadership that does not depend on the unusual talent of a single individual. To
outlast a charismatic leader, the group has fo build an institution 10 replace the

loose operations based on personal authority.

Authority in traditional political systems. such as monarchies, 18 pased on
long-standing and seldom questioned, often sacred, principles such as the heredi-
tary superiority of nobles, religious position or statas, oOf other reasons not
necessarily related to one’s ability to perform a role. Traditional authority has
great stability —nearly all of human history bas been lived under traditional
authority systems—but also clear limitations, because it is not based on the
technical gualifications or effectiveness of those in a position to make decisions.

In contrast to charismatic and traditional forms of authority, Weber described
bureaucracy as @ rational-legal form of authority. Bureaucracies are governed by

jversally, without

a set of impersonal rules and procedures that are applied un
regard to the personal characteristics of particular individuals, and rationally
designed to serve some broader purpose. Bureaucracies employ technically

qualified, fall-time experts assigned to unique areas of responsibility in a logical
division of labor. There is a hierarchy of superiors and subordinates, and access
to positions is based on ubordinates obey superiors at

knowledge and seniotity. 3
work because they occupy an office with specific, defined, and limited rights,
not because of any personal characteristics the office holder possesses. The office
holder’s personal property is c

learly distinguished {rom that belonging to the
organization, rather than infermin

gled with it, and there is extensive use of writ-

ten documents and systematic record keeping. Today. such principles are usually

taken for granted, but they represented ceal breakthronghs in the rational
admipistration of organizations.

The efficiency of bureaucracy can be better understood if it is contrasted

further with traditional forms of authority. In traditional systems, hierarchical posi-

tion was not based on competence, but some combination of heredity, kinship,

religious status, personal loyalty, o friendship connection. Office holders served
hey were often “amateurs,” who held their jobs on @

at the whim of superiors. T
part-time basis and had no particular training for their work. The division of labor
among different functions was often haphazard, with overlaps and gaps in author-
ity and responsibilities. Decisions were based on tradition or were arbitrary,
depending on the individual making the decision rather than on a logical and con-
sistent application of principles. Record-keeping systems weie primitive. Office
holders often had property rights over the resources provided to them by the orga-
nization, such as the right to sell their position of rights to a share of tax receipts in
areas under their administration. This mixing of personal and official property often
gave officials a motivation to overtax the ruler’s subjects an
ate independently of the ruler’s purposes. This mixing also made rational account-
ing difficult, becaunse it was hard to keep control over resources or distinguish what

d the resources to Oper-
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belonged to th izati
2o .
context, it 1 easyr‘;ggzia%%r; a%d éo the oll:ﬁc:lals holding positions within it. In this
) eber would se i i . )
ing features of m ¢ rationalify and efficienc
comprison of bs;iefglcbufeaucrac:y. A number of these contrasts also hﬁl?isfg:ﬁ}?_
versonalistic, fiuid ratic and charismatic authority, which has e
For Web , }1.111 , and unstabie quality than traditional authorit o even more
eber, the use of expert specialists, i oty
L. cialists, im .
and the disciofine of Pe , impersonal norms, written doc
ability, regulgri{y anﬁ ‘;"r’;ﬁi‘gf bletr}?fchy give bureaucratic organizaﬁoni;n;irgis’
} ’ in the executi ]
authority equal ution of tasks that no o
functiony ac?:or ;i.nin te(t) bureauc:lfacy, each member repeatedly executest};er iﬁnﬂ 1Of
coal. It is not su gr' .pl‘espemﬁed standards in the service of a larger E HICU. .
human machine ffyifllgloghtzlilat Weber famously described bureaucragcy as? ae;t;ﬁ
. E ng not only its effici ;
potential; an : : iciency, but also it >
potet d he also believed its further extension into al y deh}1 rerzing
inevitable. nto all areas of social life was
Weber believe i
approach to livin;i ;nncéldﬁmlty meant rationality and the spread of a scientifi
ples. By dividing !ta-;ks ; :t salw l?ur;aaucracy as the embodiment of these princliC
ot : o logical pieces and : 3
specialists, bur i : nd parceling them ou -ti
Ml sorts on 8 ] aig:zr;;;es Mwere 1c§eally suited to accompﬁshing contlg?e)fu'gl;ﬂme
of tasks and the rationa?:t 0(‘161'[11’[}{ meant the spread of bureaucracy as thJe ssa? .
the government oivil s ity with which they were approached increasedL Not ; le
armics. hospitals, ch f??’lce, but also churches, political parties intere'st g oy
4 » arilies, volunt ats . ’ roups,
all large organizati untary associations, business enterprises, i
continuous idn]ziigts??;t'become increasingly bureaucratic insofar ;Is) tlizs, II: e
such as the family are ;\‘ril? work by qualified professionals. Even intimatg s ;1;111'6
and the social service bected by government child welfare regulations scl;lo;le ;
would be even more b ureaucracy. Weber predicted that socialist economi .
aspirations, because a urleaucratlc than capitalist systems, despite their uto iom
knowledge than markelt) anned economy requires collection of more techr? 13;1
direntive sontrol aver economies and tries to exercise more conscious N
insight considering th ¢ economy through government planning—a pe us Efnd
Though devel g ddt Weber died before the Soviet system took sh perceptive
oped as part of a com ive histori ape.
contrast befwe ! a comparative historical investigati ;
nivation appheiri;ulgeaucratlc rationality and nonbureaucratic priicﬁ:ﬁg; gﬁber i
organizational prope:;ry ;zra;zmpomry situations. The separation of persona?rag;(i
.o seemmn an obvi TetiaH i
tions and eover . vious distinction today, bu
regarding tie : ailur{cle;l; ‘at%enmes have had to develop increasingiy Sirfc(irpofa-
award contracts ma a*gl ts that purchasing managers and others Witi’l owrLI o
rons a very small bu};inwept from suppliers or potential contractors. If Eomer .
or she will have 1o s tess as an avocation and it grows, then at a cer'tain .eoEe
finances to keep clea:? t;zlf l?lflineljs account separate from his or her lg);:;ﬂa?
of the busines :
problem of how s profits. The owner will
affer current OWLZ rchoose a successor if the company is to conﬁniclstcf))face e
person -manager retires or dies, just lik . > 10 operate
centered collectivity. | ¢ a charismatic or other

Succession ar
1s a problem for nonprofits as well. Media reports regularl
¥

deSCI‘lbe exCeI) (83 l 1 1l sOc1al s ce 0 th T 1 fe-
lnay 1 S age[eaeex(:[e
S CC@SS‘f 1
sery rgal’llzatl()n

ent and hope th i i
' q
holt s f . altl tilleu' achievements can be replicated elsewhere, but that
nusually energetic and charismatic leader r’athe tlianowe
T to
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ot solve the suceession personal wealth )
and credit to try to prop up GM’s stock price. This tied th

: ied the

a standard formula. Because the Reform Party did n
ic leader withdrew from active participation, the party

problem when its charisma
t years after having received the largest share of

fizzled info irrelevance just eigh
votes of any third party in the twentieth century in 1092. Authoritarian govern-
than a rational-legal basis

ments run by strong leaders on 4 personalistic rather
face similar succession problems, but in their case the failure 10 plan for a

successor can result in destabilizing coups and civil wars.

Both personalistic political organjzations and family businesses may be
tempted to fall back on traditional rather than technically rational principles 1O
solve staffing proble ather than ability of merit

ms by using kinship or nepotism 1
to fill positions. These represent contemporary contrasts between charismatic oOf
(raditional authority & presctibe professional

nd bureaucratic principles. which
management and an impersonal system of rules, such as accounting and succes-
sion procedures.

Weber placed such a great empha
in bureaucratic administration and
might find his assertions pozzlingly obvious.

relevance for both the recent past and present.
about the spread of bureavcracy, one of the largest U.S. corporations, General

Motors, entered a crisis that would define its foture. William Durant, the founder
and then-president of (GM, was & freewheeling, nineteenth-centary style entre-
preneur who had little inclination for standard rules or procedures and who ran

little more than his own intuition. In his memoirs, Alfred Sloan,

the business with
another GM executive, described his impressions of his boss:

and calculation
mporary reader
ples also have

Around the time that Weber wrote

sis on rationality, precision,
modern life that the conte
However, these princi

disired his automotive genius, his imagina-
man qualities, and his integrity. . - But T thought he was 00
nistrator, and he overloaded himself. Important decisions
and were often made impulsively. {Sloan 1963, p- 23)

1 was of two minds about Mr. Durant. I a

tion, his generous hu
casual in his ways for an admi
had to wait until he was free,

xample of Durant’s style. Duraat was plaming a new office
that was to be the largest in the world and named the Durant
was renamed the General Motors Building. Both Sloan

ffice at the time. Sloan wandered 1nto

and Durant worked out of a New York City ©
a planning meeting one day and informalty suggested a suitable site for the new

building, giving a number of reasons:

§loan gave an €
building in Detroit
Building, though later it

aid that the next time we went
which we did. . .. He started
.. Then he stopped, for no

Durant, whereupoit he s

1 mentioned these things 0 Mr.
d take a look at [the site],

(o Detroit we would all go up at
at the corner of Cass Avenue. paced a certain distance west. .

apparent reason, at some apartment pouses. ... He said that this was about the ground
we wanted, and tumed to me and said, “Atfred, will you g0 and buy these properties for
us and M, Preatis {ihe GM Treasurer] will pay whatever you decide t0 pay for them.” L
wasn’t in the real-estate business. I didn’t even live in Detroit. (Stoan 1963, p. 26)

od occurred in 1919. Thoug
< forced Durant 1o resign as pres

The events Sloan describ: h this project was SUCCess”

ident of

organization’s Success
to Durant’
found comfort s personal fortu
able. nes more th :
butt did not baaw % Oefutrgnt was successful at founding a very 1aa]; SI::/[ s backers
business decision makin;r‘(‘gj;lle or (;perate it on a logical baSngRagI(;E:l(;.rgfl on
- . s not alw. : ) Yy m
An};:}rlwan corporations, even by 1920 ays an obvious or standard matter in
e problem is repeat 0 m
ed today in m;
grow larger. They oft . 1 many small- and medium-size ;
sion making by gann lf;fll;flic; glfﬁcultles when informal procedures ancli3 ?rfégiiisses th“.it .
solve new and larger probl ers or other nonprofessionals are no longer ad ve deci-
malize procedures, add m(fms' Leaders of the organization then face the n eguate o
they did not need when pr f§18tructure to their operations, and hire outsid, cectofor
a family or informal b problems were simpler. The organization mov ¢ xpartise
Vv
Sloan, who becamis;sr:nﬁcé :;l\:'a;d (? 1\I/lI'iore bureaucratic basis (see I‘:;az‘?r?g folo)m
. QO h I"d .
ganized the com . shortly after Durant’s resignati
corporation, Thoﬁzﬁy maiong lines that set the standard for the r;‘f)ség;l at?n’ feor-
bureaucratic rules and rcl: ye:iv Ou}d_ come to see his creation as too ri idrl1 bmeman
10 dowbt. that the c()mgan; uri? in a later, Jess stable era (see ReadiI{(l%g 23;) ‘:1111 nd to
could not hav . - , there is
an(k hapgazard fashion of Durant ¢ continued to operate in the personalistic
nother key insight fro -
N m Weber’s work
or ambiguities. Someti ork actually emerges from o ;
. n
on position in the hier aIrIcl:;S’ V\ffeber suggests that bureauncratic authof-i?f s ]:I;laws
on expert knowledge; ind YdO command, but other times he suggests yt o ased
making most cl'SCisio;ls h ec?h" Weber considered them closely related s lthl s based
tinguish managers, who Zivelgl‘ﬂy Qeveloped expertise. Weber did not ?:le;rtl thé)_se
knowledge. In th : irections, from professional o
. e m : . s, who :
ence between “line” Oa(lilegﬂ“corpgranon, this difference is reﬂecteadpip;);;;wh-n ical
hierarchy of authority fro Stiff erartments. Line management form © differ
managers and ﬁrst-Iige : m the chief executive to division, departm s acear
activitics, such as prod upervisors, and is responsible for tfle organt ent, or plant
such as research aEd dgctlloﬂ- Staff provides advice, support ancff colztel tnl)g s oore
distinguish the two kin(‘jfe opment, personnel, and accountir;g Weben ,rOf in areas
it dstinction ol 8 qf bureaucratic authority is notablé b s a11urfa to
- commanders ginated in the Prussian army’s use of a » because the line-
T Mo impo:t technical military matters (Wren 1987, p %igﬂral sall to advise
ortant, t h . P _
another in modorn Orh;?ie two kinds of authority are often in) tension wi
ment almost always 1%&3 Ei)tlonfs » s subsequent sections will show, Lirrlle V;]lth o,
- whereas staff h re formal and informal i ' anage-
. as maore teChniC 3.1 . p OWET 11 mOSt Organizatio
as a result, which expertise and can control : ns,
) can lead th j rol certain levers of
An excepti e two kinds of functi . ol power
Al ption to the senerally inferi nctions to conflict (see Read
principal output: rally inferior position of staff i o weadig 29).
L s : . atl 1s o
which case ¢ l’Il)ere iEsire profe§s1onal services, such as universitrigamzanons' whose
isteators” job is sr a situation of plural authority, and a large o o oS, in
fessionals are usuaﬂglg the professionals. Becanse internal %elgt?itnc’f the admin-
5 . more egalitari . $ amon -
Organizations galitarian and colle s £ pro
i see : : gial, some X
tions in generalp(rI?IfessmnaI organizations as an altemat;:\i:tlcs Zf puteaucratic
eckscher and Donellon 1994). Even tho ];rglﬁ “; 1;01‘ organi-
) eber tended

ful, by 1920, GM’s creditors and investor:
the company he had founded a dozen years earlier. A chaotic expansio;l plan h}‘fd_ onflate hierarchical
the economy, and Durant was discovere using his : archncal and ex .
¥ gnlz_-_ed the distinction have uizg i?uzgl 0; ;y’ _t'i:u?sequent soclologists who
' ruitful basis for understandi
ing a

collided with a downturn in
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did not treat
roup metho

professional
ate authority

pumber of aspects of organizational tife. Also, While Weber himself
it in detail, he recognized that the more egalitarian collegial or peer &
liaments, business ot

of organization, such as one finds in par
partnerships, and cooperatives, 18 another important form of legitim:

distinct from charisma, tradition, and bureaucracy.
Another area in which Weber contributed to the sociotogy of org
in his view of the relationship betweell pureancracy and democIacy. Weber's col-
league Robert Michels (see Reading 17) believed that democratic organizations,

like trade unions of political parties, invariably develop info oligarchies as$ they
grow larger and The leadership and staff becorne

become MO bureaucratic.
more professional, the membership becomes less knowledgeable about how the
organjzation is run, and the distance between leaders and rank-and-file members
widens. By contrast, Weber believed bureaucracy and democracy were compte-
mentary, because democracy requires equality before the law and bureaucratic

principles include the uniform application of rules and the use of meritocratic
qualiﬁcations, rather than social status, 10 recruit office holders. The latter claim
oxical, however, the Prussian bureau-

was a bit parad because aristocrats staffed

cracy in Weber's time. Weber also secognized that pmfessional civil servants
could undermine the aims of democratically clected political leaders becanse of
ledge and permanent status.

their insider know
Nevertheless, one can se© how bureaucracy and de

anizations is

mocracy support one another

when one considers {he recent expansion of rights and legal protections for disad-
vantaged groups. For example, occupational health and safety regulations, rules
against sexual harassment, and government regulations 10 protect the well-being of

arch all require the expansion of for-

to monitor and sanction viola-

human subjects participating in upiversity 1ese
nd of enforcement agency

ind of cestificate verifying compliance, and some kind of new

liance, all

mal rules or laws, sOme ki

tors, often some ki

function of department within the regulated organization to ensure COMp

of which expands the scope of bureaucracy.- Bureaucracy is 2 feature of most types

of regulation, including the extension of social protections 10 historically under-
Michels selection

represented groups. However, as will be apparent in the
(Reading 17) and elsewhere, the expansion of bureaicracy can stifle democracy as

well. Weber’s insight was to show that in some respects the two are complementary.
Finally, though Weber saw bureaucracy as efficient, modern, and compatible
with democracy, he did n an unmixed bless-

ot view the growth of bureaucracy as
ing. In the reading that follows, Weber speaks of bureaucracy i
inance of a spirit of formalistic impersonality . .- without hatred or passion and
hence withouot affection or enthusiasm.” Elsewhere, Weber wrote that
rationality “reduces every worker to a cog i this bureaucratic machi
w to transform himself

himself in this light, he will merely ask ho
tion drives us {0 despait’

bigger €0g. - - - The passton for bureaucratizal
consequences of bureaucracy-

p. ix). Clearly, Weber was ambivalent about the

Henri Fayol
Henri Fayol (1841-1925) is the second classic th
like Weber, & rational systemns theorist. i
translated into English un

published in 1916, was not
some of his American and English followers hegan pro

Also similar to We
til the late 1940s, thow

moting his ideas in !

terms of the “dom-

bureancratic
ne and, seeing -
into a shightly .
' (Weber 1978, :

eorist of administration ands;
ber, Fayol's main work;
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1930s. Unlike Wi
. eber, Fayol
becaime chief of 2 lacee Fonch coal orinis academi .
1 L emic but :
bis career, Fayf)lz;oar;%ili f:cllﬂIl ch coal-mining and steel com;arlrll;m;g engmeer who
truths” that he thou ed general principles of m - Toward the end of
- ght applicable to af anagement or “acknowled,
a practitioner as well as . o all large organizati . wledged
: a thinker, F - ions, public and pri
e dln1g bureaucracy as Weber had. yol did not have the same kind of ﬁusgf{nzi
ayol described the b L
A division of lab ureaucratic organization in -
specialized know(ig gﬂg SPeCIahzat'ion of function allow;e;glrfﬂ S}Hular to Weber's.
coordination, disciplgin: n:ngrOﬁCIency in their tasks. A chain I:fs :jttl?rs ‘to dovelop
Luther Gulick, r , and constancy of purpose. A ority ensures
, reasoned, work. iy rpose. As one of Fayol’s fi
back together ed, . once divided, need yol’s followers
according to led, needs to be coordinated 0
authority” (Gulick a central design b cas ’ ed and knit
. and Urwick 19 y a “single directin ;
subordinate their in : 77, p. 6). Individual g executive
, terests to tho uals and department
a unified sense of directi se of the organization. To s need fo
degree to which dislz?;tilgz fogtge organization, but circurﬁsﬁerl:(l:igsemlelné'PIDVides
£ . and decision- i will dictate th
° ngfftaozloypdecemmhzed to subord?ngltz]s(mg must be centralized in the hancli
. . Fayol e i :
ing the military ZS A ;I(l)zliltgsmed the need for order, discipline, and rationali
ment is to plan, organize lcVe examég le. Fayol wrote that the ‘f:unct‘gauo;1 A, eit-
highly ration ali’sti , command, coordinate, and 10m of manage-
¢ tone, as do Fayol’ nate, an control. The langu
plan and organize; to yol’s definitions: “To guage has a
; to see that the : prepare the operations i
to watch the resulis i ”y are carried out is to Ons 1s to
- Weber, Fayol alzo SSIIJSoE) Cofmm[ (Fayol 1937, p. 103 ecr:l);;l]:;zc? and coordinae;
: , e of each part C in original). Li
machine, all of whos part of an organizati % - Like
’ e parts must i on as “only a cog i ;
Weber. he seemed | work in concert” (Fayol g in a big
. - > 5% t['oubled b th . ayo 1949: [1916]) b t i
Still, Fayol believ y the possible human implicati , but unlike
- od that mana an implications of this vi
organization by bei . gement should encoura ial harm g '\:'lew_
enough to eEici}ti thelir:%lia;;t; WOC;Cke;s, concerned for thf:irg ivi(]?;rai E.land ony In he
all these to be othe and obedience.” Indeed, F - competent
; r aspects of organization, i » Fayol had reason to i
reading to the . ganization, if onl ; consider
areat strikes of mi L, y secondarily. He ref .
these latter year: : of miners, railwaymen, and civi erred in the
[1916]}. In i'ract S;t?i?;:e;sgp?rdlzed nationa] life at hon;e Zr?dc\;;;g SEfVaHtS which, 1o
> vity in France had i where” (Fayol 194
century, around the tim e had increased Y 9
e Favol w . markedly after the turn
Nor were yol was writing (Short . of the
problems restri er and Tilly 1974
ably on the Fre ricted to employer , pp. 3614,
- nch : ; s and worke
oyl 1957, . 110y owerer i 1017 Mo Dy of oot
- When their comman;ierow‘::"er, in 1917, thousands of Frenclil y f organization
- roops to make yet anotsfl saf ely removed from the battle li soldiers mutinied
- German trench positio er in a series of suicidal and fruiﬂmes’ ordered their
troops only after conc I:f‘ Commanders regained control oeSS mass attack on
ants to serve as exame} ing to their demands and then exe o their mutinous
.?Il_ne, of leaders whosi ?S to the re'st (Smith 1994). Here is zztmg some partici-
ence and loyalty of theiraCk of é.lblllly and sensitivity did not ‘i“exan_lple, close to
1taktas and respond to diSUb()r;hnates, though they were able t(l)‘lsplre the confi-
ucky. Com ssent from below at . recognize their
- parable, . . some point. N :
ussian soldiers thainc()re r}gld}y enforced policies promp?é;‘ll- countries were
power. However, Fa (lmtr:buted to the revolution that brou hSlmilar mutinies
_ , Fayol generally saw things from a manage:'tallle Dolsheviks
ial perspective,
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and these specific examples of jeadership failings did not find their way into

his writings.
nderstanding of organiza-

ed to the technical u
at no gubordinate fecelve

Fayol contribut

Nevertheless,
iional strocture in several ways. He recommended th
than one superior, a8 this will lead to confusion, disorder, and
ors conflict. Fayol made the first

orders from more
when the directives of different supervis
arts to clarify hnes of authority

for the use of organization ch
and to demarcate areas of responsibility. Fayol introduced the
recommending

and comiunication
fine and staff into the study of organizations,
1 that operating management does not

distinction between
that staff perform the long-term reseatc
the pumber of subordinates one could

have time 10 conduct. He observed that

supervise offectively, known as span of control, depends OB the complexity of the

subordinates’ work. His recommendation that managers gnpervise DO more than
six subordinates. whereas foremen can supervise 15-30, 1s still influential today-
Unlike Webet, Fayol criticized excess use of papemork. He suggested that mana-
gers focus on broad issues of goals and strategies rather than jmmersing them-

setves in detail. A related contemporary principle, derived from Frederick Taylot

dvises mapagers 10 delegate all regular busines

(see below), @ s to subordinates and
focus on deviations Ot exceptions O routine only (Wren 1987, p. 114
As with Weber, many of Fayol’s principles and those of his followers are taken

for granted today, but some carry deeper implications than might be recognized
at first sight. Specialization or division of labor may seen mundane and obvious
qt first glance, but is important &0 understanding social gtratification. hecause
once individuals do different (hings. they may be differently vatued. This is (eCOg”
nized in Michels’ work and the literatare on alternatives o capitalist hierarchy

(see Readings 17, 34, and 35).
Gulick made Fayol’s connection between the division of labo
hierarchy explicit. people differ in skills and aptitudes, and specl
greater proficiency than if everyone performed the entire range
office or factory; however, speciahzation Jeads to coordination prob
ty that the central purpose oF overall task will fade from view

function. For Gulick,

son concentrates on his or her narrow
g, coordinating, an

agement; that is, a specialist in plannin
that the different in

the knowledge and authority 10 ensure
rking toward the common goal. F1o

the organization are WO

sion of labor, Culick deduces the necessity of hierarchy an
agerial specialists (Gutlick and Urwick 1977 [1937D). By contrast, oth
{he ratiopal systems (radition beld - income and power
bureaucratic organizations yepresent political forces, ral

cerns OF technical necessities.

Both Weber and Fayol resttic

zation. Organizations arc gelf-consc
s they address are the proper

il witl
strong arguments

r, inequabity, and
alization {eads to

1ems and the
as each per-

possibil
d supervisin

m the need {for a divi

eve that inequalities of

ted their attention L0 the formal aspects

iously designed tools ased to attain Spec

of jobs n an '

the solution Was man- -
g who has :

dividuals and parts of

d a stratom of man- :
ers outside
ug
ther than efficiency con-

ific

design of organizationa}
ncreased efficiency:

0 L
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to explain the reaso is rigidi
bt member;: tf((;_)r ;EIS ngu‘hty. In order to perform reli
oo thels members & adhere strictly to rules, but this le dr menbors oot s
e i cns in themso 1:33 Because conformity is clearlyareS membe'rs e orpaat
waters, officials have a os-te'p artures from the rules put an Wg il 1o wnchaned
pasers, ofelals bave a rIiJV itive incentive to be cautious and Of e 10 malte o
of the established rules y th§1r professional identity from conietont apneatin
Soutee of infloxibiity i; ti;'lratmnal as .that may be sometimzon;ﬂem o ot
treat individual cases acc z'norm T o s o s
e st ording to an equal standarc’! and Whﬂi?lmres it viow oo
il we might view as
tk is only one of the first to engage the large questi
estion of the

merits of the bure i
B atcratic mod sy
of organization . odel, which i
studies s a central debate th
: roughout histo
Iy

e e

B. SCIEN
. INTIELC
MANAGEMENT AND THE PosiTioN oF L
ABOR

Weber and Fayol discuss
Serpectne of ; ed .OIganizational str i
perspoety anlzllifzjggsland civil servants, Anothiitgf;ss?gi funCthﬂng e
Frderic, Wil v Taylor (1856 -1915). i best known for i viows o bow t0
AT A ;)ngnage blue-collar workers. T II e
e iy 1 becomer; hlla(IeIphja and made the uﬁusf lotrzl eisio i
out o arvard 1o become 1Omachmlst apprentice. Taking a 'oallj idvals o
L 8 comm engmeeri,n 3{; r rose to chief engineer withi Ty e e
Vi, Tl pomg e e positions at
contny, o }]:e ;:ltr)rslgihgulsaitzr called scientific ma;zlg?er::z\;f ﬁm i tho o o the
ook found o ;'SS consultqnt and began pubIIshiounq t}?e e whieh
.. R nagomont with s tence. Until his death, Taylor e ot s
© movement, even craze l:hrsry hzeal’ aﬂ_d e e Cﬂﬂﬁromowd ke
= 11y, teaching courses ,in S}lg out United States and within o u i alinde
o oatting coutses luf:ntlﬁc management during th ety o ot
applied Taylor’s princi (1) (1909-1914; Wren 1987) ilthe o o ooinesaoe
orginizations was enorrpilzlslseizctﬂa% e PreSCIibed- e p::ftlilciw Eusmesses
| atgc-senle ‘ , 50 controversi ’ ence on
;.nm‘eteemh Cemi;t(;)r;f; first began to eclipse sxji:lfl'-scale
asisclea from D:lrant’ anagement techniques did not al s chonge 2o oy
35 woll a8 in the ST illkaerformance at GM as late a 1\;’31)/5 O
, knowledge, rules, and proceduies \igi‘eonlthe o oo
relatively unsys-

matic, but b .
g ’ CCOmng mo .
rationalization, g more precise and methodical—a pr
— ocess Weber
called

Above all
sTayloI‘ wal
ted ¢
rved at Mibals poe o {0 wansform the idi
i ale into . e idiosyncratic .
bsetvation and measure\:ilat he considered a rigorous SCi‘:IC]’rk practices he first
ent. Taylor saw that managemecet of worlk through
nt permitted each

goals, and the question
structure and rules. A certain organizational pblueprint meant i
Not tong after the works of Weber amli Fayol were tr;nséatei;nto E?%;I]l Ker' to perform his tasks diff
an alternative view. Robert erton ) us:crafi . s differe
e :g;tcnces and others meref;tgfflge %f these variations reflecting .
. nor the work ndividual method previ-
rker knew which method was ?hfeth‘s Wor-ker, Neither
est in terms of

American sociologists began 10 offer
was the first to challenge Weber's ernphasis
Reflecting the commonsense View that bureauc

on the efficie
racies tend 10 b

ncy of bHureaucrac
e rigid, Merton trie

EHCV “d IHIllHIllZlIlg sir ain on the huIIlaIl bOd ¥.
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. workers had more intimate knowledge

ds, and materials with which they worked, and they used this

| their work pace. Small work groups used peer pressure to
ace on all their members, a practice known as restric-
anyone worked too hard at any time, manage-
work to that standard all the time, & speed-up
practice was known as rafe cutting, becanse
those paid by the piece would now be paid a jower rate per umt produced. Issues
of vestriction of output and conflicts over appropriate effort levels were 10 arise
repeatedly in both the history of American capitalism and the literature on Orga-
nizations (see Readings 7, 8, 12, 15, and 3(0), Taylor recognized an jmportant fact
about all organizations: 1f one works alone, the problem of work discipline is only
one of self-discipline; but in a cooperative of collective work process, there is &
problem of control or how to ensute that other people will do what you want them

to do, sometimes known as the principal-agency problem (se¢ Reading 21)-
Taylor was determined 0 gliminate restriction of output and break all worker
anagement cOntro

resistance 10 M pace. Taylor saw his mis-
sion as recaptoring knowledge ab duction process from the

workers for management by using the ccientific method. He interviewed and
observed workers, conducted controtled experiments to determine the most effi-
cient techniques and maximum output levels, and devised detailed work rules and
wage incentives tO enforce those methods and production targets. In order 1o

gather the necessary information, Taylor had workers perform their jobs using
thods, and he observed an in detail, &

different me d timed their every movement
d motion study. termined

procedure known as fime an {n this fashion, Taylor de
what he thought was the one best way 2 job should be performed. Until this time,

engineers had standardized only physical inputs; NOW they would standardize the
human inputs.
Workers would work in rigid conformi
be expected to (meet the output quotas that were determined
this system. Taylor believed workers would not feel more tired, because the
experiments were designed to find the procedure that impose
ase, Taylor believed that people

the human body. To use a contemporary phr
worked “smarter not harder” when they used the best methods devised by scientific

management.
Taylor also

effort norms and that

workers individually.

on their ability to me
e to restrict output. Taylor

Moreover, compared 10 management

of the tools, metho
knowledge to contro
enforce a oderate work p
tion of output. They feared that it
ment would require all of them to
without any increase in pay. This

ty to the prescribed method and would
to be feasible ynder

a negative influence on workers’
the work force and bargain with

dual incentive wage based

helieved that group life exerted
management should divide
Individuals would be paid an indivi
et or exceed output targets as a way
believed that scientific
both workers and management, because it el

{ the economic pie by raising productivity an
gers not 10 jeopardize reforms by cuiting rates an
rkers to restsict their output. Even
their accustomed behavior, he believed that they would embrac
and work more diligently when they saw their incomies 1ise.
Gulick all wiote about the importance
d the principle further than Taylor. As

pressur
best interests of
{he distribution ©
He warned mana
fears that Jed WO
tant to changing
the new methods
Weber, Fayol, and
]abor, but no one carrie

a consequence

d the least strain on .

to break the power of peer
management was in the
iminated disputes over
d expanding the pie:
d confirming the
if workers wore initially resis

of the division 0
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his techniques
, Work
found their jobs Surbgir\?iggzjo-used to perform whole tasks, such a '
assigned to each. Perhaps th:llgo Iza}?ow’ simple tasks wit,h a sep%jriéaf'E \;erkers,
of assembly lines . est iflustration of this principle i e individual
. and semi-skilled . is principle is the substituti
vious hand-made meth ed workers in the automobile i ubstitution
ods of auto | ! mobile industry for th
wofl"%leésdg%.ma‘:k’ Jones, and Roos 135%%““1011 involving predominanslyecief;
vision of lab i '
formed by craft or Oth;): ;1]15(;( dictated that all planning functions ;
departments in the mana ) -Zrls E e transferred to growing induﬂ;tff'mfvmusly .
lacked the time anagerial bureaucracy be strial engineering
, eX e . because T: ;
Workers lost all disgf:[;zi’ ;?g motivation required to conlelggtrw?:l}llceved V.V()rkers
planning was to come fi now simply followed mana experiments.
T gement’s ord
body, mana rom above. If the organ ers, and all
& gement would be the brai 1zatlon were compared t
continued to domi e brains and workers the h e human
began to rethink t&aif 'Sﬁ mfnufacmring until the early laQHE?S - This philosophy
Taylor and his follo?;vferat 1\’Workers should check their brai;:swth f}? Iélanagers
factory floor. Ta § s also extended scienti at the door.”
: . Taylor developed meth ientific management b
ing systems of record keepi e ! ods of cost accounting that rati t}yond the
followers. Hen eeping, quite apart from | rationalized exist-
) ry Gannt, also d abor management. O :
Leffingwell appli ; eveloped charts ¢ . One of his
pplied Taylor’s princi o track output and i
Certain kinds of routine whi principles to clerical costs. William
routine white-coll work and office man
were often organi at work, such as ins : agement.
entry and telegho;lzeeccla;long factory lines, and similar lgi?ﬁetgéalms processing,
s centers, is oft ; . ay, such as d
ment IJI'IHCLpleq Lillian Gi en still ()rganlzed . . ata
. s. Gilbreth applied scienti along scientific m.
nomics and wrote applied scientific man anage-
Through Saving T ;:;ch ZOOkS as Management in the ;i;mt?nt fo h.ome €co-
Taylor’s, applied Scient?gc nﬁz ergy (1955). Her husband Frasi( [iapp;f 7 Living
to reduce his shaving ti nagement to his personal li » @ colleague of
) ng time b nal life, such as findi
his face (Wren 1 v seventeen second . inding ways
o 987). Howeve nds by using two brush
ies ;elaites to his treatment of leiig;r;OSt of Taylor’s influence in organizeastit:nlgtthgr
aylor believed that w . e
orkers would :
were dull, repetiti . ould not mind the rest j
involve Tess ghysi;:f ;itlsd stripped of all decision makjﬂgrubc;ur ed jobs even if they
-would earn using the eail“ _and because workers could mz;ke ;ause the tasks would
years on the shop Ml xisting, less productive work method (;fle money than they
though not of Organizf;(zir!l {aylor considered himself to be asﬁj aving spent many
rates, and socialist poiiﬁca or. He wrote during a time of labor ae'nd -Of the.’ worker,
worker conflicts and i 3, and he believed his methods would gitation, high strike
The reality was c;;lﬁugur;{te an era of industrial peace ‘;Ed solve management-
ommon in manu} e a bit more complex. S cooperation.
. act ) . Speed-u )
diClZed the Practic?as?Ll zrilsnfgo btefF’re scientific managemfnst Harﬁi fztlih(‘auttmg o
d:motion study ideal stering mistrust, employers fo , although Laylor
ing rates. After inzizt;mlted f_Or just this purpose of inEESJ?IS method of time
ethods Visited an emplo ae engineers or efficiency experts sc%xng lspef‘:d_ups and
en larc? er for little or no Béxi’rf Orke\r; might find themselves w(;(;k?d in Taylor’s
entded'to-a number of pay. Workers’ discontents with sci ng consider-
Laylor’s lifetime 1\“&211 publicized strikes and a cong?etshsismer]]t-lﬁc manage-
ol to control lal;o ny came to view Taylorism as ona 1nve§t1gaﬁ0n
r, output levels, and work pace management ideology

an
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of Taylor’s influence
g Taylorism as @

ely as & neutral

Braverman is the sharpest critic
(Reading 3). Braverman view

e to wiest power from workers rather than meT
f subdividing work into

management device
technique for ephancing efficiency. The philosophy ©
narrow tasks and rigidly separating planning from execution eliminates the need
for scarce craft skills while turning meaningful work into alienating labor.
Inequality aiso grows when managers substitute cheaper workers for beiter-paid
skilled labor. The purpose of scientific management, in Braverman’s view, is 10
lower labor costs. increase worker effort, limit workers’ autonomny. and enhance
management control. Braverman argues that the division of labor as currently
practiced is ot a technical requirement, as Guticl, Taylor, and managers would
argue, but really an artificial means of denying workers & wider knowledge of the
production process and guaranteeing a role for capitalists as integrators of the
ated by dividing unified craft work into

narrow jobs that they have consciously Cre
w Taylor’s influence on

gmall, unskilled pieces.
Braverman and others subscribing to de-skilling theory vie
capitatist management as pervasive and negative, not simply in the early twentieth-
century factory but also in modern manufacturing, clerical, service, and profes-
sional work, In which there 1s 2 constant tendency 10 simplify tasks and replace
Averman 1974; (Garson 1988).
sence and do not

skilled workers with less skilled workers (Br
jew this as a great exaggeration of Taylor’s inft
tion between

However, others V1

believe that the trend in modern economies has been one of polanza

a small class of owners and managesrs, on the one hand, and a {ar

de-skilled, pootly paid workers, 00 the other (Attewell 1987; Nelson 1995).
Taylor even has defenders who argue th % benefited some workers.

at his Wor
Modern industrial engineering considers Taylor 0 be the father of ergonomics,
which 1s the science

of arranging things people use so that the least strain is put
on the humad body.

Within social science, Harry
on work and organizations

BUREAUCRACY AND
LEGITIMATE AUTHORITY

MAX WEBER

: 2. Traditional
ToE TY belief ; grounds—resting on :
1 . an estab
PES OF LEGITIMATE ﬂf fef llr!.the sanctity of immemorial txadjt'a fished
e legitimacy of those exercising auth tons and
authority under

Domina
TT .
ON them (traditional authority); or finally,

e

3. Charismati
atic grounds—resti
. sting on devoti
exce . evofion to
acterptlfonal' salnctlty, heroism or exemplar Chthe
p atter?m mdlgldual person, and of the nogmaﬁifr:;
or order revealed
. . or o i -
(charismatic authority). rdained by him

. THE BASIS OF LEGITIMACY

There ar
_ e three pure types of legitimate domina

“lon. The validit, .
b ed on: y of the cia;ms to legitimacy may be

{H the case o IEga] allthorlty ()hf: IENce 18 Owed
E d
to the legally E‘,Stabllshed 1mpeI'SOIla] ()l’dGI. I[:

. Rational
grounds—restin . extends t
. g on a bel . o the pe R
chief in the legality ~ of office under i? brifozsrtexer?smg the authority
ue of the formal legali
egality

enacted rules and the right of those elevated to o ¢
R e right of th d f their commands and only within the scope of
a{_;t_honty under such rules to i uSe 1mmt : o y O
. s to s
e oy issue commands authority of the OS ce 1 Cltasle ol 1ra
i he office. In the f traditiona
egal authority authority, obedience is owed to the o the
d the person of the

However, time and motion study for the purpose of setting
output standards earned him few friends among workers, and even some of
Taylor’s defenders acknowledge that employer rate cuiting and worker hostility
were common in practice (Nelson 1995). Nevertheless, most organizational
researchers would agree a8 a general principle that people within an orgamzation,
including managers, ¢an gain power Over others by hoarding knowledge rather
than sharing 1t 10 make others dependent 0D them and create the sense that they
are indispensable. The narrow and restrictive approach to structuring job tasks -
and their perceived dehumanizing character have also been vecurring SOUICes of !
discontent (see Readings 9-12. 15, 30, 34, and 35). Even Taylor wrote disparag--
ingly of the level of intelligence required to perform the jobs he designed. :
Like all rational systems theorists, Taylor believed that 2 correctly designed:
system could write many of the human and social dimensions of organizations out
of the equation. With the proper management hiueprint, orgapizations as artificial.
creations could rua of themselves like well-oited machines. For Taylor, an op
raal work systern required simply the correct physical layout of the work envl
ropment, determination of the workers’ proper podily motions, and the right
monetary incentives {0 ensure employees would work to their physical potentizﬂ_'
However, Taylor never really came {o terms with the inanagement bias embedd
in his philosophy and how it affected the quatity of the work lives of those wh '
had to work undet his system. Indeed, subsequegt generations of managers Wo of_cfﬁ';ff g and Society: An Quiline of I .
. ' ress, for Uni nterpretive Sociol
find the human clement Tarely proved s0 simple to control as Taylor SUppose ited States and Canadian rights; Moh:?i”ébbykl\:ﬂx Weber (1924/1968). Copyright © 1
: : ’ cck for worldwide rights. Us..ed by permissican9 o8 by




