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Bureaucracy

Max Weber

Characteristics of Bureaucracy

Modern officialdom functions in the following specific manner:
I There is the principle of fixed and official jurisdictional areas, which
are generally ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations.

[Italics added]
1. The regular activities required for the purposes of the bureaucratically

governed structure are distributed in a fixed way as official duties.

2. The authority to give the commands required for the discharge of these
duties is distributed in a stable way and is strictly delimited by rules concerning
the coercive means, physical, sacerdotal, or otherwise, which may be placed at
the disposal of officials.

3. Methodical provision is made for the regular and continuous fulfillment
of these duties and for the execution of the corresponding rights; only perso
who have the generally regulated qualifications to serve are employed.

~ In public and lawful government these three elements constitute “bureau-
cratic authority.” In private economic domination, they constitute bureaucratic
“mana.gement,” Bureaucracy, thus understood, is fully developed 1n political and
eccle§1astical communities only in the modern state, and, in the private economy,
only in the most advanced institutions of capitalism. Permanent and public office
authority, with fixed jurisdiction, is not the historical rule but rather the X%
::1)2' ;E:S é:;::izn ;‘l;aﬁe POlit.ical structures such as those of the anmel}tel?dr;l
structures of state. In all th engolian empires of conquest, Or O.f ma:-lt;’nt med-
sures through er. | oS¢ casss, the ruler. executes the most 1P ir con”

bersonal trustees, table-companions, or court-servants. The!

missions and authority are . 1 alled inf0
. not pr ¥ s 1ly ca
being for each case, precisely delimited and are temporartly
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[1. The pr inciples of office hierarchy
nean 4 firmly ordered system of super- qng
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Juthority, in 2 defimitely regulated manner. Wi

bureaucratic type, the office hierarchy is monocrati
of hierarchical office authority is found i

prises. It does not matter for the character
called “private” or “public.”

When the principle of jurisdictional “competency” i

hierarchical subordination—at least in public office—does not mean that the
“higher” authority 1s simply authorized to take over the business of the “lower.”

Indeed, the opposite is the rule. Once established and having fulfilled its task, an
office tends to continue in existence and be held by another incumbent. -

[lI. The management of the modern office is based upon written documents
(“the files”), which are preserved in their original or draught form. There is,
therefore, a stafl of subaltern officials and scribes of all sorts. The body of offi-

cials actively engaged in a “public” office, along with the respective apparatus of
material implements and the files, make up a “bureau.” In private enterprise, “the
bureau” is often called “the office.”

In principle, the modern organization of the civil service separates the bureau
from the private domicile of the official, and, in general, bureaucracy segregates
official activity as something distinct from the sphere of private life. Public monies
and equipment are divorced from the private property of the official. This condition
Is everywhere the product of a long development. Nowadays, it 1s found in public
as well as in private enterprises; in the latter, the principle extends even to the lead-
Ing entrepreneur. In principle, the executive office is separated from the household,
business from private correspondence, and business assets from private fortunes.
The more consistently the modern type of business management has been carried
through the more are these separations the case. The beginnings of this process are

0 be found as early as the Middle Ages.

It is the peculiarity of the modern entrepren
the “first official” of his enterprise, in the very same wdy . i
*Pecifically modern bureaucratic state spoke of himself as t‘the first servant™ ot tI

ate. The idea that the bureau activities of the S Bt ntr1 . anta] Euro-
Character from the management of private economic offices is a contine

: ; : ] ay.
P€an notjon and, by way of contrast, 18 totally foreign to the American ¥ y

. 1 ent—and
IV. Office management, at least all specialized office manager
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| as in the private office. Formerly, i, all

| state of affairs was reversed: official business was discharge,
S

re or less exhaustive, and which can .be rearnea Kn Owledge of
mo . 1 technical learning which the officials possess, |y

its very nature. The theory of modern public administration, .for Instance, assumes
that the authority to order certain matters by decree—which has been legally
eranted to public authorities—does not entitle the bureau to regulate the matter by
commands given for each case, but only to regulate the Ipatter abstra.ctly. This
stands in extreme contrast to the regulation of all relationships through individual

privileges and bestowals of favor, which 1s absolutely dominant 1n patrimonialism,
at least in so far as such relationships are not fixed by sacred tradition.

The Position of the Official

All this results in the following for the internal and external position of
the official:

I. Office holding is a “vocation.” This is shown, first, in the requirement of
a firmly prescribed course of training, which demands the entire capacity for
work for a long period of time, and in the generally prescribed and special exami-
nations which are prerequisites of employment. Furthermore, the position of the
official is in the nature of a duty. This determines the internal structure of his rela-

tions, in the following manner: Legally and actually, office holding is not consid-

ered a source to be exploited for rents or emoluments, as was normally the case

during the Middle Ages and frequently up to the threshold of recent times. Nor 1S
office holding consi |

Behind the functional yalty is devoted to impersonal and functional purpose>
stand. Th purposes, of course, “ideas of cul lues” usually
- L1CSC are ersatz > Ol culture-va

such as “state,” “church » « 1Y Or supra-mundane personal master: ideas
being realized in a comr,nun(;?yn'ntrlllumty’” “Party,” Or “enterprise” are thought of 85
. . s LIIC : . . i

. The political official—at 4 va‘de an 1deological halo for the master
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which in the pregq ngt-dl:ls liaders are officials in the sce.r\{lced fa
cally hallowed. Y “church” has become routinize :

he governed. Hj ‘usually enjoys a distinct social esteem a5 compared W1r$
orde '~ > Social position is guaranteed by the prescriptive rules of ra

Ordér ar‘l‘c.l, folr the political official, by special definitions of the criminal code
against “1nsults of officials” ang “contempt” of state and church authorities.

.T.hf: actual social position of the official is normally highest where, as n
old civilized countries, the following conditions prevail: a strong demand for
administration by trained experts: a strong and stable social differentiation,
where the official predominantly derives from socially and economically privi-
leged strata because of the social distribution of power; or where the costliness
of the required training and status conventions are binding upon him. The pos-
session of educational certificates—to be discussed elsewhere—are usually

linked with qualification for office. Naturally, such certificates or patents
enhance the “status element” in the social position of the official. For the rest
this status factor in individual cases is explicitly and impassively acknowledged;
for example, in the prescription that the acceptance or rejection of an aspirant to
an official career depends upon the consent (“election) of the members of the
official body. This is the case in the German army with the officer corps. Similar

phenomena, which promote this guildlike closure of officialdom, are typically
found in patrimonial and, particularly, in prebendal officialdoms of the past. The
desire to resurrect such phenomena in changed forms is by no means infrequent
among modern bureaucrats. For instance, they have played a role among the
demands of the quite proletarian and expert officials (the tretyj element) during
the Russian revolution.

Usually the social esteem of the officials as such is especially low where the
demand for expert administration and the dominance of status conventions are
weak. This is especially the case in the United States; it is often the case in new
settlements by virtue of their wide fields for profitmaking and the great instability
of their social stratification.

2. The pure type of bureaucratic official 1S appointed by a superior author-
. An official elected by the governed 1s not a purely bureaucratic figure. Of
courﬁe, the formal existence of an election does not by itself mean that no
*PPointment hides behind the election—in the state, especially, appointment by
Ei?}' Chiefs. Whether or not this is the case does not depend upon legal statutes
“iZel:ip(t)}? the way in which the party mechanism'functlons. Once ﬁrmly orga-

 the parties can turn a formally free election into the mere acclamation of a

tl:ned into a fight, conducted according to definite rules, for votes in favor
0 , ‘
o designated candidates.
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The Individual and the Organization

Chris Argyris

It 1s a fact.that. mf)s.t Industrial organizations have some sort of formal structure
within which individuals must work to achie

. ve the organization’s objectives.!
Each of these basic components of organiza

o . tion (the formal structure and the
individuals) has been and continues to be the subject of much research, discus-

sion, and writing. An extensive search of the literature leads us to conclude, how-
ever, that most of these inquiries are conducted by persons typically interested in

one or the other of the basic components. Few focus on both the individual and
the organization.

Since 1n real life the formal structure and the individuals are continuously
interacting and transacting, it seems useful to consider a study of their simultane-

ous impact upon each other. It is the purpose of this paper to outline the begin-
nings of a systematic framework by which to analyze the nature of the relationship
between formal organization and individuals and from which to derive specific
hypotheses regarding their mutual impact.? Although a much more detailed defi-
ntion of formal organization will be given later, it 1s important to emphasize that
this analysis is limited to those organizations whose original formal structure 1s
defined by such traditional principles of organization as “chain of comand,”
“task specialization,” “span of control,” and so forth. Another limitation is that
since the nature of individuals varies from culture to culture, the conclusions of
this paper are also limited to those cultures wherein the proposed model of person-
ality applies (primarily American and some Western European cultures).
The method used is a simple one designed to take adv.antage of the existing
esearch on each component. The first objective 1s to ascertain the basic properties

, | jzation: Problems of Mutual Adjust-
m:::’,,chns Argyris, “The Individual and the Organization. Some Pr

_24. Copyright ©
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Administrative Science Quarterly. Reprinted by permission.
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once they are brought together?

e Properties of Human Personality

The research on the human personality is SO great and voluminous that it 1S

indeed difficult to find agreement regarding 1ts basic.: propertles.3 It is even more
difficult to summarize the agreements once they are 1nferred. from Fhe existing lit-
erature. Because of space limitations it is only possible to discuss 1n detail one of
several agreements which seems to the writer to be the most relevant to the prob-

lem at hand. The others may be summarized briefly as follows. Persgnality is
conceptualized as (1) being an organization of parts where the parts maintain the

whole and the whole maintains the parts; (2) seeking internal b.alance (usually
called adjustment) and external balance (usually called adaptatnon)g (3) being
propelled by psychological (as well as physical) energy; (4) located in the need

systems; and (5) expressed through the abilities. (6) The personality organization
may be called “the self” which (7) acts to color all the individual’s experiences,

thereby causing him to live in “private worlds,” and which (8) 1s capable of

defending (maintaining) itself against threats of all types.
The self, in this culture, tends to develop along specific trends which are

operationally definable and empirically observable. The basic developmental
trends may be described as follows. The human being, in our culture:

1. tends to develop from a state of being passive as an infant to a state of

increfas.iflg.activity as an adult. (This is what E. H. Erikson has called
self-initiative and Urie Bronfenbrenner has called self-determination.) *

2. tends to develop from a state of dependence upon others as an infant to a
§tate of relative independence as an adult. Relative independence is the abil-
Ity to “stand on one’s own two feet” and simultaneously to acknowledge
healthy. depe.zndencies.5 It is characterized by the individual’s freeing himself
from .hxs childhood determiners of behavior (e.g., the family) and develop-
Ing his own set of behavioral determiners. The individual does not tend to

react to others (e.g., the boss) in terms of patterns learned during childhood.?

t (i . T :
by the past and the futuri),% the lnleIdual S behavior is more aﬂ'ected
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6. tends to develop from being in a subordinate position in the family and
society as an infant to aspiring to occupy at least an equal and/or super-
ordinate position relative to his peers.

7. tends to develop from having a lack of awareness of the self as an infant
to having an awareness of and control over the self as an adult. The
adult who experiences adequate and successful control over his own

behavior develops a sense of integrity (Erikson) and feelings of
selt-worth (Carl R. Rogers). !’

.These characteristics are postulated as being descriptive of a basic multidi-
mensional developmental process along which the growth of individuals in our
. y be measured. Presumably every individual, at any given moment in
time, could have his degree of development plotted along these dimensions. The

exact location on each dimension will probably vary with each individual and

even with the same individual at different times. Self-actualization may now be
defined more precisely as the individual’s plotted scores (or profile) along the
above dimensions.!!

A few words of explanation may be given concerning these dimensions of
personality development:

I. They are only one aspect of the total personality. All the properties of
personality mentioned above must be used in trying to understand the
behavior of a particular individual. For example, much depends upon
the individual’s self-concept, his degree of adaptation and adjustment,
and the way he perceives his private world.

2. The dimensions are continua, where the growth to be measured is
assumed to be continuously changing in degree. An individual is pre-
sumed to develop continuously in degree from infancy to adulthood.

3. The only characteristic assumed to hold for all individuals 1s that., bar-
ring unhealthy personality development, they will move from the infant
toward the adult end of each continuum. This description 1s a model out-
lining the basic growth trends. As such, it does not make any predictions
about any specific individual. It does, hov.vever, presume to supply the
researcher with basic developmental continua along which the growth

of any individual in our culture may be described and measured.

4. It is postulated that no individual will € tain -
of alr these developmental trends. Clearly all individuals cannot be max

imally independent, active, and so forth all the time and stil] Tna(;?;:u;n ag
organized society. It is the function of culture (e.g., norms, X

so forth) to inhibit maximum expression an )
and adapt by finding his optimum expressiof.

A second factor that prevents maximum :)\(I
eXpression are the limits set by the mdl
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to perform certain tasks. No given indivifiual is known to haye devel
oped all known abilities t0 their full maturity.

5 The dimensions described above are constructeq in. t.erms of latent or
genotypical characteristics. If one s‘tates that.al.i m(.imdua] needs to pe
dependent, this need may be ascertained by clinical inference, because it
s one that individuals are not usually aware of. Thl.lS one me.ly obserye
an employee acting as if he were independent., bl.lt 1L 1s possible that jf
one goes below the behavioral surface the individual may be quite
dependent. The obvious example is the employee who always seemg 1,
behave in a manner contrary to that desired by management. Although
this behavior may look as if he is independent, his contrariness may be

due to his great need to be dependent upon management which he (js-
likes to admit to himself and to others.

One might say that an independent person is one whose behavior is not
caused by the influence others have over him. Of course, no individya]

1s completely independent. All of us have our healthy dependencies
(i.e., those which help us to be creative and to develop). One operational
criterion to ascertain whether an individual’s desire to be, let us say,
independent and active is truly a mature manifestation is to ascertain the
extent to which he permits others to express the same needs. Thus an
autocratic leader may say that he needs to be active and independent; he
may also say that he wants subordinates who are the same. There is

ample research to suggest, however, that his leadership pattern only
makes him and his subordinates more dependence-ridden.

Some Basic Properties of Formal Organization

The.next step 1s to focus the analytic spotlight on the formal organization.
What are its properties? What are its basic “givens”? What probable impact Will

organizatio”

. al
g assumption made by the creators of fo”t”is
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Mechanistic and Organic dystems

Tom Burns and G. M. Stalker

We are now at the point at which we may set down the outline of the two manage-
ment systems which represent for us. .. the two polar extremities of the forms

which such systems can take when they are adapted to a specific rate of technical
and commercial change. The case we have tried to establish from the literature is

that the different forms assumed by a working organization do exist objectively and
are not merely interpretations offered by observers of different schools.

Both types represent a “rational” form of organization, in that they may both,
in our experience, be explicitly and deliberately created and maintained to explott
the human resources of a concern in the most efficient manner feasible in the cir-
cumstances of the concern. Not surprisingly, however, each exhibits characteristics
which have been hitherto associated with different kinds of interpretation. For it 1s
our contention that empirical findings have usually been classified according to
sociological ideology rather than according to the functional specificity of the
working organization to its task and the conditions confronting it.

We have tried to argue that these are two formally contrasted forms of man-
agement system. These we shall call the mechanistic and organic forms.

A mechanistic management system is appropriate to stable conditions. It 1S
characterized by:

(a) the specialized differentiation of functional tasks into which the problems
and tasks facing the concern as a whole are broken down:

| (b) the abstract nature of each individual task, which is pursued with tech-
niques and purposes more or less distinct from those of the concern as a whole; 7.€-
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(d) the precise definition of rights and obligations and technical methods
attached to each functional role:

(e) the translation of rights and obligations and methods into the responsibili-
ties of a functional position;

(/) hierarchic structure of control, authority and communication;

(g) a reinforcement of the hierarchic structure by the location of knowledge
of actualities exclusively at the top of the hierarchy, where the final reconciliation
of distinct tasks and assessment of relevance is made.!

(h) a tendency for interaction between members of the concern to be vertical,
i.e., between superior and subordinate;

(1) a tendency for operations and working behavior to be governed by the
Instructions and decisions issued by superiors;

(/) nsistence on loyalty to the concern and obedience to super1ors as a condi-
tion of membership;

(k) a greater importance and prestige attaching to internal (local) than to gen-
eral (cosmopolitan) knowledge, experience, and skill.

The organic form is appropriate to changing conditions, which give rise con-
stantly to fresh problems and unforeseen requirements for action which cannot be
broken down or distributed automatically arising from the functional roles defined
within a hierarchic structure. It is characterized by:

(a) the contributive nature of special knowledge and experience to the com-
mon task of the concern;

(b) the “realistic” nature of the individual task, which is seen as set by the
total situation of the concemn;

(c) the adjustment and continual redefinition of individual tasks through
interaction with others;

(d) the shedding of “responsibility” as a limited field of rights, obligations
and methods. (Problems may not be posted upwards, downwards, or sideways as
being someone else’s responsibility); .

(e) the spread of commitment to the concern beyond any techn{'cal definition;

(f) a network structure of control, authority, and communication. The sanc-
tions which apply to the individual’s conduct in his working role derive more
from presumed community of interest with the rest of the working or,gamz:.atxor;1 n
the survival and growth of the firm, and less from a contractgal relations ;;3
between himself and a non-personal corporation, repr esented for him by an imm

authority and communication; | |
0 .(h) a lateral rather than a vertical dire
rgamzatioﬂ, communication between people O



. ' is more highly valued than loyalty and obedience,
(k) importance and prestige attach to affiliations and expertise valid in the

industrial and technical and commercial milieus external to the. firm. |
One important corollary t0 be attached to this account 1s that while organjc

systems are not hierarchic in the same sense as are mechanistic, they remain strat;.

fied. Positions are differentiated according to sen?iority——f'. e. greater lepertise. The
lead in joint decisions 1S frequently taken by Seniors, b,l:t. it is an essential presump.
tion of the organic system that the lead, i.e., “authority, 1S tak.en by whoever shows
himself most informed and capable, i.e., the “best authority.” The location of
authority is settled by consensus.

A second observation is that the area of commitment to the concern—the
extent to which the individual yields himself as a resource o be used by the work-
ing organization—is far more extensive in organic than in mechanistic systems.
Commitment, in fact, is expected to approach that of the professional scientist to

his work, and frequently does. One further consequence of this is that it becomes
far less feasible to distinguish “informal” from “formal” organization.

Thirdly, the emptying out of significance from the hierarchic command sys-
tem, by which co-operation is ensured and which serves to monitor the working

organization under a mechanistic system, is countered by the development of
shared beliefs about the values and goals of the concern. The growth and accretion
of institutionalized values, beliefs, and conduct, in the form of commitments, ideol-

ogy, and manners, around an image of the concern in its industrial and commercial
setting make good the loss of formal structure.

Finally, the two forms of systems represent a polarity, not a dichotomy; there
are, as we have tried to show, intermediate stages between the extremities empirl-

cally knqu to us. Also, the relation of one form to the other is elastic, so that a
concern oscillating between relative stability and relative change may also oscillate

between the two foqns. A concern may (and frequently does) operate with a man-
agement system which includes both types.

~ The organic form, by departing from the familiar clarity and fixity of the
hierarchic structure, is often experienced b

y the individual manager as an uneasy;
embarrassed, or chronically anxious
. - quest for knowl hould be
doing, or what is expected of him, Wisdge ubout wiat e &

. and similar apprehensi hat others
are doing. Indeed, as we shal] see pprehensiveness about w

later, this kind of j if the
. . ) 9 r SSa |
organic form of organization is to work effec oy

L t1 nxiety
finds expression in resentment when vely. Unde.rstandabl}f, sucl.1 an



fefinition is gIven, the more omniscient the management must b
tjons are left whole or partly undischarged, no person is overburdee, S(c)i thflt e
gated responsibility, or left without the authority to do his job pro n:r] W;Eh l(lindel.e-
(0 have all the separate functions attached to individual rolespﬁttli)n )tlo :tho o
comprehensively, to have communication between persons constantgly riainet;izzg
on a level adequate to the needs of each functional role, requires rules or traditions
of behavior proved over a long time and an equally fixed, stable task. The omni-
science which may then be credited to the head of the concern 1s expressed
throughout its body through the lines of command, extending in a clear, explicitly

titled hierarchy of officers and subordinates.
The whole mechanistic form is instinct with this twofold principle of defini-

tion and dependence which acts as the frame within which action is conceived and
carried out. It works, unconsciously, almost in the smallest minutiae of daily activ-
ity. “How late is late?”” The answer to this question is not to be found in the rule
book, but in the superior. Late is when the boss thinks it is late. Is he the kind of

man who thinks 8:00 is the time, and 8:01 is late? Does he think that 8:15 is all
right occasionally if it is not a regular thing? Does he think that everyone should be

allowed a five-minute grace after 8:00 but after that they are late?
Settling questions about how a person’s job is to be done in this way 1s never-

theless simple, direct, and economical of effort. We shall later examine more fully
the nature of the protection and freedom (in other respects than his job) which this

affords the individual.
nization needs emphasis. It 1s a neces-

One other feature of mechanistic orga
dual “works on his own,” functionally

sary condition of its operation that the indivi
isolated; he “knows his job,” he 1s “responsible for seeing 1t’s done.” He works at a

job which is 1n a sens€ artificially abstracted from the realities of the situation the
with, the accountant “dealing with the costs side,” the works

» and so on. As this works out in practice, the rest of
f the problem situation the individual has to deal
fully; i.e., difficulties and problems arising from

been handed over the “responsibility barrier”
regarded as “really” the responsibility of the

d. As a design engineer put it,

concern is dealing
manager “pushing production,’
the organization becomes part O

with in order to perform Success
work or information which has
between two jobs or departments are
person from whom they wWere receive

When you get designers handing over designs completely to production, it’s
“their responsibility” now. And you get tennis games played with the respon-
sibility for anything that goes wrong. What happens is that you’re constantly
getting unsuspected faults arising from characteristics which you didn’t think
important in the design. If you get to hear of these through a sales person, or a
production person, Of somebody to whom the design was handed over to In

the dim past, then, instead of being a design problem, it’s an annoyance
caused by that particular person, who can’t do his own job—because you'd

thought you were finished with that one, and you’re on to something else now.

When the assumptions of the form of organization make for preoccupation
with specialized tasks, the chances of career success, or of greater influence,



