CHAPTER

DESIGNING AND MANAGING ORGANIZATIONS

public administrator needs a good understanding of the values and principles under-

lying work in the public and nonprofit sectors, knowledge of how public policy is
developed and executed, and familiarity with a number of administrative techniques pecu-
liar to public and nonprofit organizations. But the real key ro managerial success is not
what you know, but what you can do. How effectively and how responsibly can you deal
with the seemingly endless series of problems and opportunities that confront you in an
organizational setting? For example, a legislator or foundation program officer calls to
ask for an immediate report on a matter you know will require a week to examine prop-
erly; a subordinate confesses that he has grown dependent on drugs and needs your help;
someone in a meeting becomes outraged over what you perceive as a minor matter and
threatens to have you fired; your boss asks your assistance in designing a completely new
program and asks if you would be interested in running it. These situations and many
more like them constitute the real challenges of public administration.

Your response to each event, of course, is spontaneous; yet, your actions will soon add
up to a pattern that reflects your knowledge, values, and most of all, skills in dealing with
other people. Organizations create the environment or context for these actions and set
the stage for how vour choices and behaviors will be seen and reacted to by others. An
understanding of organizations—how they are structured, how they influence behavior,
how they both limit the range of possibilities and facilitate new opportunities at the same
time—is crucial to success in public administration. If, time after time, you act effectively
and responsibly in situations that arise unexpectedly and require immediate answers with
little time to think through the “theoretical” possibilities, you will be considered a highly
successful manager.

Fortunately, the skills required for managerial effectiveness can be developed over time.
In this and the following chapter, we examine how vour knowledge and values can be
brought to bear in real-world situations. We focus on the nature and structure of organiza-
tions, the specific personal and interpersonal skills a manager requires, and some ways you
might further develop those skills. In this chapter, we look at several broad approaches to
understanding the structure and design of public and nonprofit organizations, as well as
people’s behavior within those organizational settings.

The Organizational Context

To gain the ability to function well within organizations, it is useful to begin by asking
some basic questions about how and why we create organizations in the first place. What
are the reasons for and advantages of formal organizations? What do we gain and lose by
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creating organizations? Is there a best way to organize or reorganize public and nonprofit
programs? We all have certain ideas and assumptions about how to organize and structure
work. For instance, you may have preferences about how you would organize a group
project for a school assignment or how vou would organize tasks if vou and several of
your friends decided to throw a party. Where do these ideas about organizing come from,
and what have we learned about how these structures work?

Organizations are as necessary as they are unavoidable in the modern world. When you
think about all the organizations that you are connected to and rely on, the list can seem
endless: your school, the businesses you buy goods and services from, the power company,
the government organizations that you depend on for services and programs ranging from
streets and fire protection to narional defense and education. Yet, because we sometimes
get frustrated with these organizations, we forget why people create them in the first place.
Because they are so much a part of our lives, almost all of us can relay personal “horror
stories” about dealing with organizations and how an organization was slow, rigid, or
unresponsive. So why don’t we just get rid of them? '

The simple answer is that organizations exist because we need them. Think of what
school would be like without an organization with job descriptions, multiple offices,
schedules, rules, procedures, regulations, and all the features that can make organiza-
tions such as universities seem very frustrating at times. How would you know when
classes are offered? Would each professor get to decide who gets to take his or her class
and when and where it would be held? Imagine if the number of classes you were required
to take in order to graduate depended on whom you asked? What if there wasn’t any
particular department or procedure for applying for financial aid? What if the library was
open only when the library staff felt like it and people could just take books without
checking them out and keep them as long as they wanted?

Obviously, there are advantages to organizing formal structures for getting things
dgne. At the most basic level, we can often accomplish more by working together
with other people than we can alone. But there are other advantages as well. By orga-
nizing, we can achieve cooperation between people and coordination between tasks.
Organizational structures, and the rules and procedures that go with them, create pre-
dictability and regularity for the people who work in those organizations and those
that interact with them. When you create schedules and processes, then people are
not dependent on the whim of any particular individual. When rules are formally
established, then we can increase consistency and fairness. Organizational struc-
ture allows people to know what to expect and what is expected of them. Organiza-
tions also provide the framework for dividing work so people can develop skills in a
particular area—not everyone in the organization has to be an expert in everything the
organization does.

At the same time, there are disadvantages to formal organizations. Putting limits on
individual choice is unavoidable if you are to gain the advantages of formal organiza-
tion structure. The same procedures that ensure fairness and consistency in the treat-
ment of individuals in organizations often keep individuals from getting what they
want when they want it. Although, in our interactions with organiz-ations, we would
like to bypass the rules on occasion, if there were no rules, each of us would be forced
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to act alone and beg, bribe, or convince individuals to help us. As individual employees
of organizations, we may feel limited in our freedom to decide when we will go to work
and the tasks we will (or will not) accomplish. If we were completely free to do so,
however, it would be very difficult to accomplish shared tasks, much less be fair to the
needs of the people we are supposed to be serving. When we create, design, and man-
age organizations, we want to gain the advantages of predictability and fairness while
being mindful of the disadvantages and limits we are placing on individuals. Given
this challenge, what are some ways to evaluate the alternative ways of managing and
designing organizations?

Images of Organizing in the Public and Nonprofit Sectors

All managers carry around in their heads ideas or images of how public and nonprofit
organizations should operate and how individual managers should act. These images,
built up through experience, reading, discussion, and reflection, include notions about the
most effective structures for public agencies, the best way to manage employees, and the
proper relationship between elected and appointed officials. Depending on your particular
view, you will tend to look for and emphasize certain things and ignore others. The images
you carry in your head will lead you to emphasize certain aspects of organizational life
and to de-emphasize others.

Some of these images derive from our experiences in our families, others come from
school experiences, and still others are a result of work in other organizations. Some are
general lessons we learned about topics such as power and authority, communications and
cooperation, and so forth. Others are more specific to the world of work or the public
service. Some are fairly conscious; others lie far beneath the surface.

Whatever their form, these images direct our actions in specific ways. They make us see
the world in a particular way and, correspondingly, act in a particular way. So it is impor-
tant to carefully consider how individuals think about public and nonprofit organizations.
What images do we have, and how do they direct us to act? Which images allow us to be
most successful, and which hold us back or get in the way?

As you begin to think more carefully about the images that shape your work, and espe-
cially as you begin to accumulate experiences, you will begin to identify areas where your
insight (and consequently your actions) might be improved. One way to sharpen your
images of public and nonprofit organizations is to consider what scholars and practitio-
ners in the field of general management, particularly public and nonprofit management,
have said and written. Fortunately, there is a considerable and growing body of material
to draw upon that offers many categories and approaches you might use in thinking about
your involvement.

For the most part, this literature has developed out of the experiences of practicing
managers. (Because the literature on nonprofit management is still in its early stages, much
of the following discussion relates to public-sector management.) Reflective practitioners
and thoughtful academics have asked over and over how public and nonprofit manag-
ers can be helped to select those features of organizational life that will be most helpful
to them. Many students and practitioners of public administration have contributed to
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our understanding of the management of public agencies. They have developed “word
pictures” (often simply called theories) to suggest what will be most helpful when you
approach similar problems. Each theoretical approach directs attention toward certain
topics or ideas and away from others. It is up to you to select the most relevant and most
helpful approaches to your particular situation. In this chapter, we review some of the
most influential ways of thinking about organizations and management in the public sec-
tor. Some early approaches focused on fairly obvious points, but more recent approaches
are more complex and sophisticated.

The Functions of Management

In the twentieth century, French management theorist and practitioner Henri Fayol (1949)
identified five general functions managers should perform: planning, organizing, com-
manding, coordinating, and controlling. Several years later, Luther Gulick compiled a
similar list. Gulick, an adviser on federal government reorganization, described the func-
tions of public management in terms of an acronym, POSDCORB: planning, organizing,
staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting, and budgeting (Gulick, 1937a). To Fayol and
Gulick, these activities were the essence of management and identified functions that had
to be performed if organizations were to be managed effectively. They constituted advice
to managers about what they should be doing.

Planning involves preparing yourself and your organization to move effectively
into the future. All managers engage in planning at least to some extent, and for
some managers, such as those on strategic planning staffs, planning is almost a full-
time activity. Some managers make plans for the entire organization, while others
make plans for the units they directly supervise, but all managers plan for their own
activities. Unfortunately, as we noted earlier, planning is one managerial function that
is often easy to overlook. Managers get caught up in the hectic pace of conversations,
meetings, and deadlines and often neglect planning. Yet, the most effective manag-
ers are aware that time taken out for planning, whether for the organization or for
oneself, pays rich dividends.

Planning is closely related to decision making, an aspect of managerial work that cuts
across many of the other areas. The ability to make thoughtful decisions seems to distin-
guish the more successful managers. Because decision making is so fundamental to mana-
gerial work, it has been studied intensively for many years. In most organizations, decision
making is a central activity.

Organizing refers to many different activities, including dividing the organization into
different departments, creating levels in the organization’s hierarchy, and deciding who
reports to whom. In a specific department or division, organizing also includes the task
of defining specific positions and jobs. Note that organizing includes job design, but the
assignment of individuals to specific jobs involves the staffing rather than the organizing
function.

Staffing is the process of acquiring, training, and developing the personnel to con-
duct the organization’s activities. It is generally described as “personnel management” or
sometimes “human resources management.” As we saw in Chapter 6, specific tasks such
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as hiring, training, firing, and so forth are examples of the staffing or personnel function.
Obviously, dealing with people involves important skills in communication and motiva-

tion, as well as the ability to make sound decisions about whom to hire.

Directing is often the most dynamic and most visible management function. It includes
three critical management activities: leading, motivating, and changing things when neces-
sary. Providing direction to an organization is a subtle and complex task that involves the

full range of personal and interpersonal skills.

What Would You Do?

You have been given the assignment of managing a brand new federal program designed
to ensure an adequate supply of flu vaccine each year. Your first task will be to explore
whether provision of vaccine should become a public function or remain in private hands
(or something in between). You are then to prepare a plan for organizing the transition to
whatever new system you recommend. What would you do?

Coordinating the work of many different people in many different places is also a
central managerial function. The complexity and diversity of most modern organiza-
tions mean that a great deal of time must be spent making sure that all the “pieces”
fall into place at the right time. Coordinating involves special skills in problem
solving—how to make things work—but it also involves skills in communicating and

negotiating,.

Reporting provides the basis for accountability. It involves analyzing and keeping
records of organizational activities and performance, and then providing meaningful
and useful information to elected officials, citizens, and others to whom the manager
is accountable. Reporting and record keeping are also important so that the manager
and others can keep track of tasks and activities, analyze performance and progress
toward goal attainment, identify problems in a timely fashion, and find opportunities for

improvement.

Budgeting involves managing the organization’s resources, especially financial. It also
involves securing, planning for, and managing the organization’s funds. As we saw in
Chapter 5, budgeting is a technical field, but it also involves human skills, especially those
of developing funding for one’s programs and allocating scarce resources among compet-

ing programs and people.

In addition to these standard management functions, there are also a number of miscel-
laneous tasks that are usually considered managerial work. One of the most important
is dealing with people from outside the organization. Skills in presenting your organiza-
tion and point of view to others are becoming increasingly important as the relationships
among organizations at different levels become more intense. Representing your organiza-
tion before outside groups and organizations has come to be known in the literature on

management as boundary spanning.
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The Early Writers: A Concern for Structure

"ljhe question of how to best organize and manage work has occupied theorists and practi-
tioners for many years. When you think about setting up an organization, you might thtink
for cxample, about establishing who will be “in charge” of what, makin,g; ;qs-sigm;mnm anc{
?e]eg.atmg mfks, and maybe even setting up some rules and timetables. Alrhough thi:; may
eel like the nagural” or obvious way to organize, many of these ideas can be traced to
the work of a German sociologist named Max Weber, who observed the emergence of
large-scale organizations in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Hebwas the
first to use the term b.ureaucmcy and to write compreher{sively about the stru‘cture of fhese
Iarge_-scalc organizations. According to Weber, bureaucracy meant any large organization
public or private, characterized by a clearly defined hierarchy of irnbers;nal ()fﬁcéq qncf
ermaloyment of qualified people who are subject to strict disci‘pline and control (Gegtl; &
MJ[IS, 1946, p. 328). More specifically, Weber said that bureaucracies could be character-
ized as follows: eSS
1. There is a fixed and stable structure for dividing tasks and responsibilities established
and operated according to rules and regulations. -
. The authority to give orders related to these duties is set forth in official rules
Onl}i people who are qualified to do the work are employed in order to‘ .providc
consistent and ongoing accomplishment of organizational tasks.
lhcrc_ is a system of graded authority or hierarchy in which each level of the
organization, from bottom to top, is supervised by the next higher level.
Management is based on written records and documents to keep track of
_ correspondence, decisions, financial matters, and other items of importance.
6. Ofﬁcg management is based on thorough and expert training.
i quigng in a bureaucracy is a vocation or profession. It is generally a full-time
activity, not a secondary activity. f
Though we now ()ftcn. use bureaucracy pejoratively, Weber’s more technical use of the
term carries no negative connotation. In fact, Weber argued that bureaucracy is the
most cfhc1elnt way to organize: “Experience tends to universally show that thé p;ll'(?]‘
b.ureal.lcrarl.c type of administration [is] capable of attaining the highest degree of efﬁ}-
ciency and is formally the most rational known means of carrying out impera%ive control
over human beings” (Gerth & Mills, 1946, p. 337). On the other hand, Weber was also
Concgrned about some of the drawbacks of the bureaucratic form Ei;st he cautioned
that fully developed bureaucratic power and expertise could co.mé to “;\-'ertc:\\s'er” zr
surpass (.icm(_)cratic controls. Second, he was concerned about the effects of bﬁ reaucracy
on individual freedoms. B
Desp?te these concerns, the bureaucratic form of organization has long served as the
foundat}(m for many of our ideas about organizational design and structure. Early \F:"I:'i[ﬂ’
on public administration thought of management in highls'hmechanical tern;s‘anj cohsid?
ered questions of organizational structure and design of'paramount importance. Recall
tha.t the bi%"th of public administration as a separate field of study occurred during. a ti1;ze
of impressive gains in science and industry. New ideas and ncwdproducts were chz;nging
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society almost overnight, as were the industrial and organizational processes that made
them possible. Tt was a time of rigid control by “captains of industry”; it was also a time of
the birth of the assembly line.

In such an era, the machine became the leading image for how to organize technical and
human processes. Just as the machine was precise, mechanical, and efficient, so should be
the organizations that built the machines. The result was a highly mechanical approach to
organization that valued the idea of developing proper structures and operating them with
great efficiency.

This orientation was epitomized in the influential work of Frederick W. Taylor, who
developed what he termed “scientific management,” an approach based on carefully
defined “laws, rules, and principles” (1923, p. 7). Taylor focused first on the individual
worker, designing detailed measurements of time and motion to discover how the worker
might become more efficient. For example, one might measure the distance from where
a particular piece of equipment was stored to where it was used and then try to reduce
the distance, time, and motion required to use the equipment. (In one example, Taylor
sought to develop a “science of shoveling” based on the premise that the size of each indi-
vidual shovel load would affect the daily output of “first-class shovelers.” After careful
and detailed experiments, it was determined that the greatest tonnage per day would be
achieved with an average shovel load of about twenty-one pounds!}

Taylor’s approach could be applied to a wide variety of work-process problems, from
the design of assembly lines to the arrangement of items on one’s desk. But beyond these
efforts to turn workers into highly tuned machines, Taylor’s work provided guidance for
managers throughout the organization. The manager’s role became that of making the
organization more efficient through the application of detailed “scientific” information.
The smooth-running organization was to be highly mechanical, with the human elements
strictly controlled to contribute to overall efficiency. The manager’s job was to ensure the
efficient operation of the system.

Just as Taylor and others emphasized the efficient operation of industrial systems,
others soon applied this emphasis in public administration. Leonard White wrote,
“The objective of public administration is the most efficient utilization of the resources
at the disposal of officials and employees” (1926, p- 2). “In the science of administra-
tion, whether public or private, the basic ‘good’ is efficiency,” Luther Gulick concurred
(1937b, p. 192). Though several writers objected, pointing out that other values such as
responsiveness come into play and that mechanical efficiency is “coldly calculating and
inhuman” (Dimock, 1936, p. 120), efficiency was clearly the primary interest of most
early public administrationists.

Early writers in public administration transferred other lessons from the field of
business to the design and structure of organizations, specifically the importance of estab-
lishing single centers of power controlling basically top-down structures. At the top of
the organization there was to be one single authority to whom all subordinate personnel
ultimately reported. Though the organization would be characterized by many managers,

and perhaps many organizational units, the ultimate responsibility and authority lay
at the top.
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and Organizational Psychology at www.siop.org, and the Institute for Operations Research
and the Management Sciences at www.informs.org offer research and information sources
concerning the general principles of organization theory and behavior. For an alternative,
visit the Electronic Journal of Radical Organisation Theory at www.mngt.waikato.ac.nz/ejrot,
This site is published by the University of Waikato School of Management Studies in
Hamilton, New Zealand.

b

To reconcile this view with the democratic requirement that public organizations be
responsive to the popular will, early writers suggested that the organization’s head, the
single source of power and authority, should simply be accountable to the legislative body
in much the same way a corporate chief executive officer is accountable to a board of direc-
tors. (Recall this idea as “the doctrine of neutral competence.”) In describing the role of an
agency chief executive, early writers advised to vest all administrative authority in a single
executive who would be given power to carry out the work and the responsibility for seeing
that the work was done. According to W. F. Willoughby, this was the first step in making
the executive branch a “single, integrated piece of administrative machinery” (1927, p. 37).
(This advice was at odds with the standard political practice of that period: the election of
many administrative officers and the use of many large executive boards. As we saw earlier,
even today, most states elect officers such as secretary of state or treasurer rather than hav-
ing such officers report to a single chief executive—in this case, the governor.)

The early writers who put forth the administrative management viewpoint were prac-
tical people who drew on their experience in managing public agencies. Consequently,
when they described their work, they tended to emphasize how organizational structures
might be built. Luther Gulick, for example, wrote extensively about the formation of
agencies. After the agency was created and an executive chosen, Gulick saw the next task
as one of dividing the necessary work and then establishing proper means of coordina-
tion and control. The new organization would move through four phases in which the
legislature or chief executive would (1) define the job, (2) select a director, who would
(3) determine the nature and number of required units, and (4) establish a structure of
authority through which he or she would coordinate and control activities of the units
(1937a, p. 7)

The division of labor, which amounted to creation of an organizational structure, was a
critical element. The logic was compelling: because people differ in knowledge and skills,
and because the amount of time any one person can contribute to the solution of large-
scale problems is limited, it is necessary to divide the work of the organization into man-
ageable portions. As we saw earlier, division of labor could be accomplished in a limited
number of ways. Gulick suggested organizing on the basis of (1) the major purpose served
(such as education or welfare), (2) the process (engineering or medicine), (3) the persons
or things being dealt with by the unit (veterans or convicts), or (4) the place or geographic
location where the work is done (1937a, pp. 21-29).
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top, middle, or supervisory. Supervisory managers are at the bottom of the hierarchy, top
managers at the peak, and middle managers in between. A supervisory manager directly
manages the people involved in producing the organization’s output. The supervisory level
is the first level of management, so supervisors are sometimes called first-line managers.
Normally, no managers are below the supervisory level. An example of a supervisory man-
ager is the person to whom your mail carrier reports at the post office.

Supervisors report to middle managers, usually defined as “managers who manage
other managers.” If the organization is small, there may be only one level of middle
managers; large organizations usually have more than one middle-management level.
The highest level of management, the top level, usually has the fewest managers. Top
managers, often called “executives,” are responsible for entire organizations, whereas
middle-and supervisory-level managers focus on increasingly smaller sections of the
organization. Top managers are usually the most involved in relationships with other
groups and agencies.

It is easy to distinguish supervisory-level from middle-level managers, but it is often
ambiguous where middle management stops and top management begins. Titles often
confuse things more than they help. The title of vice president, for example, indicates a
top manager in some organizations; in others, the vice president is only a middle manager.
Banks are particularly well known for having many vice presidents, most of whom are
obviously not part of top management. Similarly, titles in public organizations, such as
division director, branch chief, and department head, are used in different ways and are
usually only meaningful if you understand the conventions of the organization.

In any case, early writers on public administration generally sought to apply what they
saw as the correct “principles” of administrative management to the conduct of public
organizations. They implied that the problems and solutions facing government were
much the same as those in industry: centralization of authority and the development of
hierarchical structures. But this assumption sidestepped several important issues essential
to the operations of public agencies. Is the criterion of efficiency the only criterion by
which the work of public organizations should be evaluated? Is it incompatible to create
highly authoritarian structures to carry out the work of a democracy?

There were also questions about whether approaches to organization based on struc-
tural analysis alone were even the most efficient. In both the public and private sectors, for
example, managers and researchers began to ask whether the rigid structures described
in the principles of administrative management could effectively adapt to change. And,
perhaps most important, where does the individual enter into the equation, other than as
a potential machine? The structural lens through which many early scholars and practitio-
ners viewed the world proved to be somewhat limiting; something else was needed.

Recognizing Human Behavior

In the mid-1920s, an impetus to further investigation of informal or human factors in
organizational life came from studies conducted by Harvard researchers at the Hawthorne
Works of the Western Electric Company. The studies, which became known as the
Hawthorne studies, began in a way largely consistent with the scientific management
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tradition and were designed to measure the relationship betwe.er.l working condltlonsj
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experimental group tended to increase. Can you guess why? ' .
Researchers discovered that the experimental group was respondl.ng not to the con 1t1‘ons
around them, but to the fact that they had been singled out for special attention. A.s a result,
the researchers developed a new interest in the human aspects of orggnmanonal life. Those
in the Hawthorne study began to see organizations as not only .mgerlﬂg_thc stgted go;ﬂs Qf
producing goods or services, but also as being couccr_ned, even if 1mph_c1tly, with the dzs‘m;
bution of “satisfactions”—some monetary, others social and psychologlcalfm mepjbc?rs 0
the organization. The informal organization (in other words, the humaq interactions th':1t
paralleled those prescribed by the organizational SFI’LICtLlI’E} was viewed as important c;lr evlcn
more important than the formal organization. If this were the case, then it made sense t fg :11§
manager’s role involved attention to both the formal structure of the wo;_'k Procefs a?r tlg
pattern of informal relationships among the workers. Either one could affect efficiency an
clfeciveness. There was abundant
advice on how to manage
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Log in to www.cengage.com and open CourseReader to access the reading:

Read “Transformational Leadership in the Public Sector: Does
Structure Matter2” by Sanjay K. Pandey and Bradley E. Wright.
This article concerns the possibility of achieving transformationcl
leadership in public organizations. Specifically, it explores some
of the structural constraints on transformational leadership. But

it also points out some of the structural opportunities that public
organizations present.

What do we mean by transformational leadership?
Can you think of leaders in govermment, in private
(}rga;uzalt(ms\ or nrmpmﬁ! organizations whom
you would consider transformational? What

is it about their work that seems to distinguish
them from other leaders? Do you think the
structure of government affects the possibility of
transformational leadership? Or can leaders be
transformational in any circumstance?

Consequently, a number of
studies were undertaken
that dealt with the critical
human relationship between
manager and worker. Many
of the studies suggested that
changes in one’s approach to
managing, or management
style, could lead to impor-
tant differences in produc-
tivity. By treating workers
differently, vou could affect
the work they did.

An example of this ori-
entation was Douglas Mac-
Gregor’s (1960) discussion
of Theory X and Theory Y.
After reviewing other work
on management, MacGregor




300

Chapter 8  Designing and Managing Organizations

suggest;_d that a better theory of human behavior (not structure) might make it possible to
more effectively control workers in organizations. MacGregor contrasted a set of Azﬁsum -
tions about human behavior that appeared to form the basis for traditional nmna%;émeit
techniques (Theory X) with a set of assumptions he felt would underlie a new, more enlight-
t’m.ad approach (Theory Y). Traditionally, MacGregor argued, managers assun’je that hutiqn
bemgs are lazy and dislike work, that they must therefore be coerced to produce, and t};-ﬁ
most in fact want such direction. MacGregor suggested in contrast that work is q’ui:c mr:l—
ral, pepple do not need to be coerced, they will devote energy to objectives to w.hich thev‘ are
committed, and they will make commitments to objectives El;ar, when completed, will Ic;;dL to
rcwards.‘ As a consequence, MacGregor suggested that most workers were not b’cing utilized
to their full potential. The lesson was straightforward: managers must take care .to determine
the needs and desires of their employees and then help orient the individual’s objectives 5(;
that they are met by work that fulfills the organization’s objectives.

Closely associated with this viewpoint is a “hierarchy of needs” proposed by the psy-
cho.logist Abraham Maslow. Maslow’s hierarchy is most often pictured as a pvrz'unid \t\"iﬂl
basic needs at the bottom and more complex needs near the top. The idea is that basic
needs need to be satisfied first, but, after that, needs such as love, friendship, and intim(dcv
become more important. There are five levels to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs: phvsiolorri';
cal needs, security needs, social needs, esteem needs, and self-ﬂctuﬁlization needs Th(i‘@
at the top, those who are closest to fulfilling their potential and have alreadv.cokn'lpleréd
the other levels in the hierarchy, are self-aware and concerned with personal g}owth They
have reached the level of self-actualization (Maslow, 1954). - . J

Two Classic Works

Two writers on .org:anizatimml behavior, both stimulated by the new attention to human
factors in organizational life, wrote “classics” on the subject during the 1940s and 1950s
(?ne. author, Herbert Simon, came from the field of public adl;linistration- the otl1e:r-
Chris Argyris, began his work in industrial psychology. Both have influenced ’al.l fields 012'
management even to the present. ' -

.Slmon suggested that the reason we have large organizations in the first place is that human
b(—“l]lgs are limited or “bounded” in their rationality or capacity to solve the complex problems
of the modern world. “The capacity of the human mind for f(31‘ﬁ1uiﬁting and solving complex
pr{)ble-ms is very small in comparison with the size of the problems whose solution is requ}ired
for ob}e.ctively rational behavior in the real world or even for a reasonable approxizuaﬁfm to
such o_b]{:ctive rationality” (1957, p. 198). Organizations are seen as devices far 1ﬁolding our
sometimes erratic behavior to rational patterns of obtaining our objectives. )

In t.he abstract, it’s not difficult to design a rational system for reaching organizational
()b|egr1»'es. The difficulty comes when human beings, with all their emotions and in(tcrcsr(s
are msq‘ted into the system. Because they are human, they often appear “irmtional’; in’
terms of the system, even though what they are doing, from their point of view, may be
p?rfectl,\,-' rational. The chief problem for Simon, therefore, became how to undersgand’md
Fin‘ect human behavior in such a way that it aids in pursui't of the organization’s ob'cctiLves
in a rational {that is, efficient) way. ' e
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Simon described the organization as a decision-making system involving two primary
sets of decisions on the part of the individual: the decision to be a part of an organization
and the decision to contribute desired behaviors to the organization. Simon approaches
each problem through a rational calculation of costs and benefits. For example, a person
may be expected to remain a member of an organization as long as the benefits exceed
those that might be obtained elsewhere.

The same approach is used with respect to the individual’s contributions to the organi-
zation, an issue closely tied to the question of authority. Simon argued that each individual
establishes “an area of acceptance within which the subordinate is willing to accept the
decisions made for him by his superior” (Simon, 1957, pp. 74-75). But because it is in
the interest of the organization to have the “zone™ or area of acceptance as wide as pos-
sible, the organization, through its managers, offers certain “inducements” designed to
increase the individual’s “contributions.” Inducements include money and status, but they
also involve creating a state of mind in which individuals tend to obey rather than disobey.

Simon argues that you cannot expect people to make perfectly rational decisions.
Indeed, most human beings act with bounded rationality; they seek the best possible
solution, though not necessarily the most rational from a purely economic standpoint.
Members can be made to fall in line with the organization’s expectations by means of
inducements that are just good enough to elicit the desired contributions. In this way,
what Simon terms “administrative man” (in contrast to “economic man”) becomes a part
of a rationally behaving system.

Rather than focusing on rational systems, Chris Argyris focused on the interaction of the
individual and the organization. He suggested, like MacGregor, that formal organizational
structures and traditional management practices were inconsistent with a natural human
striving for growth and development. Individuals in our society, Argyris concluded, develop
from infancy through adulthood along several important dimensions: from passivity to
activity, dependence to independence, a limited to greater range of behaviors, shallow to
deeper interests, shorter to longer time perspectives, positions of subordination to those of
equality or superordination, and lack of awareness to greater awareness. Movement along
cach dimension contributes to what we know as the healthy adult personality.

Yet, argued Argyris, these goals are exactly those that traditional management practices
prevent. For example, standard patterns of management give the individual little control
over his or her work. Workers are expected to be passive, submissive, and limited in the
range of their responses. They are expected to behave like children. Moreover, if individu-
als express frustration at such a situation, managers often see their behavior as hostile
and dysfunctional. The typical managerial response is to crack down, to assert even more
severe methods of control.

A healthier approach, suggests Argyris, would be to understand the basic tendencies of
the human personality for growth and development and then to “fuse” these tendencies
with the objectives of the organization. Achieving this congruence or fusion is the task of
the manager. This requires that the manager develop “skill in self-awareness, in effective
diagnosing, in helping individuals grow and become more creative, in coping with depen-
dent-oriented...employees, and in surviving in a competitive world of management”

(1962, p. 213).
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Both Simon and Argyris shift from concerns with structure to concerns with human
behavior. Each offers a new way of looking at organizations and the people in them. The
manager, according to this new view, needs to take structure into account (for that‘ will
affect human behavior), but the “bottom line” is how people behave. And, of course, th
behavior of human beings is affected by more than the structures in which tilf:}’ reside ’Thz
attention of the manager is redirected from structure to behavior, in Simon’s and Ar ‘./ris’
works. In this new view, the job of the manager is to mold hun;an behavior t()wafa thS
purposes of the organization. )

The Organization and Its Environment

.The earl:\' emphasis on structure and the later emphasis on human behavior proved helpful
in focutuzmg attention on important aspects of life in complex organizations. But neifher
viewpoint considered the relationship between the organization and its environment Thié
missing element began to appear, however, as writers in the field of public a-dministr.ation
returned to issues of structure, though they viewed structure in quite a different way. The
new concern for structure was stimulated by two emerging approaches to public oi’;ani-
zations: systems theory and the political economy approach. The systems appmm‘bbsuw
gested that public (or other) organizations could be viewed in the same way as bioio iC‘tl'l
or physical systems as whole “organisms,” independent of their parts and pﬁrsﬁinv §p<i:ii;1c
purposes within a complex environment. The political economy approach focuseg on pol-
itics and economics as categories for analyzing organizational behavior. P

Systems Theory

The systems model suggests that the organization receives from its environment the human
f'md material resources it requires to function, as well as requests and directives about h(;w
1r_shquld operate. These resources, requests, and directives are processed through the orga-
nization and transformed by it. The resulting outputs (products, services, and so on) fre
trangxmtted back into the environment. In turn, these outputs are taken ’into account as
new inputs are developed, and, over time, a balancing point is reached that makes 'bgl\
the survival of the organization. PR
A .c]assic study of the relationship between an agency and its environment was
Selzn!ck’s analysis of the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) in the 1940s. Selznick ar uea
that, in contrast to the closed, mechanical systems implied in many approac.i;kes to pugblic
organization, organizations are in fact open systems. That is, they exist within an institu-
tional framework, which includes political parties, pressure groups, and special imc?eets
Thgugh the groups’ demands may appear “irrational” from the perépective of the or am
zation, they simply cannot be ignored. ©
tiogllisj;}/issggglgtiz rln};\frc;l;f:aa:xll;eaii}«'oizi{ihtlf locgl.agencies in planning power distribu-
3 other prog " anticipate potential demands and be pre-
pared to respond. Additionally, the TVA wanted to get local groups committed to the TVA
program by making them feel part of the organization. B) bringing outside groups into
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the structure of the organization (by placing persons on advisory groups or negotiating
service contracts with them), TVA sought support for its own programs. You will recall
this idea as co-optation, a term Selznick defined as “the process of absorbing new ele-
ments into the leadership or policy-determining structure of the organization as a means
of averting threats to its stability or existence” (Selznick, 1949, p. 13).

What Would You Do? =

You have been taking doctoral-level classes at a local university while continuing to work as
a mid-level manager in state government. Some of your fellow workers have been teasing you
lately about your “theoretical” approach to management, which, they say, just doesn’t work
in the “real world.” You are beginning to wonder yourself whether theoretical ideas really
make a difference in practice. What would you do?

Another study examining the influence of environmental factors on the operations
of public agencies was Herbert Kaufman’s analysis of the U.S. Forest Service (Kaufman,
1960). The Forest Service faced the problem of how to secure compliance and consistency
from forest rangers scattered across the country who were subjected to pressure from their
local communities. Rangers often served, of course, in isolated locations. Although they
sought to carry out the policies of the Forest Service, they also developed loyalties to their
local communities. They often had to carry out regulations that would adversely affect
their friends and neighbors and, in such cases, might be tempted to deviate from central
office directives. The agency’s response was to devise a series of training programs, pro-
cedural devices, inspections, and sanctions as efforts to reduce the influence of the local
environment and to ensure that central office orders were actually carried out.

Looking at how environmental factors influence public organizations led other writers
to characterize public agencies as interdependent systems operating in a complex envi-
ronment. No longer could one agency’s work be viewed in isolation from that of other
public and private agencies. One would simply not be able to understand how an agency
operated without understanding the myriad external influences on the agency. Imagine,
for example, the difficulty of implementing a new set of standards for water quality in a
city located on a state boundary, such as Cincinnati. Think of all the agencies, public and
private, that would have to be notified and would wish to express their views. Think of the
various political jurisdictions—states, cities, counties, and special districts. Think of the
various bodies within each jurisdiction that might want input: the mayor, legislature, and
administrative agencies.

The complexity of administrative activities has led some scholars to suggest that it is
no longer meaningful to focus on a specific agency’s contribution to implementing policy,
but to think in terms of programs. Recall that many federal programs operate through
a pattern of funding in which money, rules, and guidelines are established for programs
that are delivered at the state and local levels through both public and private agencies.
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For example, in the delivery of social services, such as drug prevention efforts, state and
local governments use federal money to fund private or nonprofit providers of the ser-
vices. In many cases, the money goes to fund programs, not specific agencies, so that
these programs operate through rather diffuse networks of loosely joined groups rather
than through traditional hierarchical structures. In such ill-structured “structures,” older
notions of organizational control give way to new emphasis on bargaining and negotia-
tion, in which the systems perspective has much to offer.

From Political Economy to Organization Development

Interest in interorganizational policy networks was further stimulated by the emergence of
the political economy approach to understanding public organizations. Wamsley and Zald
(1976) suggest that public organizations can best be understood in terms of the conjunc-
tion of political and economic factors influencing their operation. These factors affect the
organization both internally and externally, leading to four categories through which we
might view organizations. First, the external political environment involves the interplay
of various interest groups and other organizations that affect the organization’s political
climate. Second, the external economic environment consists of market exchanges that
influence the available supply of resources. Third, the internal political category focuses
on the distribution of power and authority. Fourth, the internal economy concerns the
allocation of resources and how they are used.

The Wamsley-Zald approach is related to a more sophisticated, complex approach
most often associated with Vincent Ostrom. Ostrom’s public choice approach begins with
examining how individuals might make choices if they were free to act rationally and in
their own self-interest. Under some circumstances, people might be expected to engage
in collective action, especially where “public goods™ are involved or where situations
are neither purely public nor purely private. (Public goods are distinguished from private
goods—those that can be measured, marketed, and maintained—by the fact that they are
highly indivisible; a public good such as the national defense is available to all once it is
provided for one.)

Following this logic, Ostrom sees public organizations as “a means for allocating
decision-making capabilities in order to provide public goods and services responsive
to the preferences of individuals in different social contexts” (Ostrom & Ostrom, 1971,
p. 207). Ostrom argues that the best structures for satisfying individual preferences are
not centralized bureaucratic agencies, but rather more fragmented, multiorganizational
arrangements.

Although earlier behavioral studies like Simon’s and Argyris’s were important in coun-
tering the field’s dependence on a structural interpretation of organizational life, they were
limited in certain ways. First, most of the behavioral literature failed to question the top-
down pattern of organizational authority; many people thought it merely provided more
sophisticated mechanisms for managerial control. Second, there seemed little interest in
organization change processes, at a time when rapid social change was becoming a domi-
nant feature of the landscape. Third, as open systems theorists pointed out, the perspective
failed to comprehend the complexity of interorganizational bargaining and negotiation.

2
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Similarly, the political economy approach seemed to unnecessarily limit creativity and
communication and seemed, at least to some, to place values in a secondary position.

Among major critics of earlier approaches were a group of scholars in the early 1970s
whose collective work came to be known as “the New Public Administration.” In contrast
to older approaches that emphasized efficiency and control, the New Public Administra-
tion heralded openness and change, equity and involvement. In a rapidly changing society
populated by diverse groups, the New Public Administrationists felt the key element in the
survival of organizations—indeed, of society—was the capacity to adapt to rapid social
change. Organizations would have to find ways to deal with an increasingly “turbulent”
environment.

Doing so would require stimulating the creativity of everyone involved in any public
program, both within the agency and in the environment. Involving the organization’s
members and its clients in the decision-making process would, the New Public Adminis-
trationists felt, foster creativity. Moreover, such an approach seemed far more consistent
with democratic norms and practices than operating through top-down structures of con-
trol. The key words in the New Public Administration were equity and involvement.

Many of those associated with the New Public Administration became students of
organizational change processes and sought ways to help organizations implement
needed changes. One of the most important approaches they employed was organization
development, a process-oriented approach to planned change. Organization development
suggests many techniques for change that we will examine later, but it also offers another
approach to view the work of organizations.

Robert Golembiewski, a leader in the application of organization development strate-
gies and techniques to the public sector, points out that organization development repre-
sents a particular philosophy of management that is considerably at odds with traditional
top-down tendencies and values the following:

1. Mutual accessibility and open communications

2. A willingness to experiment with new behaviors and to choose those that seem most
effective
A collaborative concept of authority that emphasizes cooperation and willingness to
examine conflicts openly
Helping relationships involving a sense of community and acceptance of responsibility
for others
Authenticity in interpersonal relationships (Golembiewski, 1972, pp. 60-66)

Decision Making in Organizations

As suggested in our discussion of the public policy process, decision making represents one
of the most critical functions of public and nonprofit organizations. Although the scope
and nature of decision making vary from issue to issue, the process itself is a daily activ-
ity. Some have even suggested that organizations can be viewed as living histories of their
decision-making processes. To better appreciate this important function, it may be helpful
to examine some of the core concepts of organizational decision making and to understand
how leaders use these concepts in their management practice (Hatch, 1997, pp. 270-281).
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Of course, both the trial-and-error and coalition models of decision making assume
that either the certainty of approach or the goals of the process have been determined.
All that’s left is “filling in the blank” of the other variable. Anyone who has served in a
public or nonprofit organization will tell you that many times both sets of questions need
to be answered. In these situations, which are characterized by a continuous ebb and flow
of leadership, ongoing change in the policy environment, and shifting sets of coalitions
among stakeholders, leaders find themselves using the “garbage can model” of decision
making. (Does this sound familiar? If not, it will very soon!) Randomness replaces ratio-
nality. Indeed, Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) used the term organized anarchies to
describe organizations that practice the garbage can model as normal policy.

The approaches to organizational decision making described here should not be taken
as mutually exclusive. Leaders in public and nonprofit organizations should explore a
variety of methods, depending on the changing conditions in the policy environment. In
fact, the most effective managers will be able to “read” the shifting conditions and balance
their desire for rationality with a sensitivity to their “political barometers.”

Scholars of organizations traditionally followed an economic view of decision making
which assumed that decisions were the result of rational, well-informed selection prg-’
cedures. (Much of our discussion to this point reflects this traditional viewpoint.) In the
rational model, management recognizes the problem, identifies alternatives, selects and
implements the most efficient alternative, and monitors the results.

However, a series of works, beginning with March and Simon (1958) and Cyert and
March (1963), challenged this rational viewpoint, arguing that decision makin-g can be
viewed as rational only in certain circumstances. Most often, organizations lack the
information and capacity needed for making rational decisions. Simon, who received
a Nobel Prize for his work in artificial intelligence, referred to this phenomenon as a
“bounded rationality,” as discussed previously. He identified five of the most common
constraints:

. Imperfect and incomplete information

. The complexity of the problem

. Human information-processing capacity

. The time available for decision-making processes

. The conflicting preferences decision makers have for organizational goals

H t‘h,1997, 5 4 . . . ° .
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Desplte attempts on the part of managers to use more rational processes, these factors pose ds teaic M }
insurmountable barriers to rational decision making. The implications are twofold. First an trategic Managemen

managers W’i! never have enough data to adequately inform decision-making processes. During the past generation, many discussions of management and organizations, especially
5;‘30”}‘11: ?Ven llf ;he}’ did, they would face conﬂicting gOﬂIS_ ffom_ stakeholders, to the point in the private sector, have emphasized the importance of understanding the “culture” of the
:ivaets.tFt)yr ‘S"’;ﬂ;‘loi E; ulr:ableht’o mak? a]t_r ul‘y r an(?nal selection of the mOit ef.ﬁci?nt zlltema- organization. Most writers re.fer to organ.iza%‘i{maf culm?’e as the basic.pat_tern of attitudes,
! - I, the hest that managers can do involves what he called “satisficing”—that beliefs, and values that underlie the organization’s operations. An organization’s culture con-
E’ makmg do W_‘th the most information possible at the time and attempting to balance sists of shared assumptions that members of the organization hold. Edgar H. Schein (1997,
etg‘f:i:f;jinhietmiSi:;ind?' s of o . . pp. 8-10) notes that cglture can be .m.anifested in many ways, including the following:

pp Jen thegois bl'a Parmul;u decision-point are relatively clear and 1. Observed bebavioral regularities when people interact. The language they use, the
th? only true variable lies in the uncertainty of the policy direction or outcome? Henry customs and traditions that evolve, and the rituals they employ in a wide variety of
I\Jhr}t_zberg an?d his colleagues (1976) referred to this as the “trial-and-error” model of Situatio.ns. ‘ , J
deus;on makmg: Managers take an incremental approach to implementing policy alterna- . Group norms. The implicit standards and values that evolve in working groups, such
tives, assess the impact, and then move to the next decision-point. Over time, the belief is as the particular norm of a “fair day’s work for a fair day’s pay” that evolved among
ti_lat a comprehensive solution to the issue will be attained, but the process will allow deci- workers in the Hawthorne studies. ' d
sion makers to pmc:eed with caution. . Espoused values. The articulated, publicly announced principles and values that the

OffeFi the opposite may also be true. Decision makers may (and will!) face a variety of group claims to be trying to achieve. J

competing demands from.st:\kehoiders, which they must balance before even moving to . Eormal philosophy. The broad policies and ideological principles that guide a group’s
thc decnspn stage. Handling the complexity of these situations requires what organiza- actions toward stockholders, employees, customers, and other stakeholders.
tion theorists refq to as the “coalition model” of decision making. The coalition model S. Rules of the game. Implicit rules for getting along in the organizations and “the
;nvqlves a search for “interest-accommodating alternatives™ as opposed to the “problem- ropes” that a newcomer must learn tot, be an accepted member—“the way we do
solving information” in the rational model. Policy leaders recognize that what may be things around here.”
rhe.mogt efficient alternative will not be acceptable to different interest groups. The best . Climate. The feeling that is conveyed in a group by the physical layout and the way in
Option.is the Oﬁﬁ_thi’}"_ can “sell” to their key constituencies. Although some believe that the which members of:che organizati{m interact with éach ()t};er, custémcrs, or ()utsid-ers.
coaht;gn mOd?] implies some sort of breakdown in “normal™ decision making, in today’s . Embedded skills. The special competencies group members display in accomplishing
dynamic, multicultural world (pgrticularly in the public and nonprofit sectors) it tends to certain tasks, the ability to make certain things that gets passed on from generation to
be the rule more than the exception. generation without nec&essarily being articulated in writing,
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8. Habits of thinking, mental models, and/or linguistic paradigms. The shared cognitive
frames that guide the perceptions, thought, and language used by the members of a
group and are taught to new members in the early socialization process.

Shared meanings. The emergent understandings that are created by group members
as they interact with each other.

“Root metaphors” or integrating symbols. The ideas, feelings, and images groups
develop to characterize themselves that may or may not be appreciated consciously,
but that become embodied in buildings, office layout, and other material artifacts of
the group.

As these manifestations suggest, some of the most important aspects of an organization
lie outside of the explicit characteristics shared in normal group interaction. The unique
ways in which an organization communicates internally and externally, its system of
reward and punishment, and the way group members perceive themselves and the outside
world all stem from the deeper, mostly undiscussed system of values and beliefs that define
the group as a whole (Schein, 1997)

What Would You Do? =

As a newly hired city manager, you want to shift the culture of your organization to reflect a
greater commitment to citizen service. What would you do?

These layers of culture represent key concerns in their own right. They yield insight
in very different ways about the nature of the group. However, organizational culture
becomes even more critical as it relates to planned organizational change. Organizations
face dynamic conditions in their internal and external environments—a variety of social,
economic, and political factors impact group performance. The successful organization
remains flexible to meet these changing conditions. Yet, given the multiple levels of orga-
nizational culture, change within the group cannot simply occur on the surface. The orga-
nization’s underlying system of beliefs and values must be transformed if change is to be
sustainable (Schein, 1997; Senge, 1990).

In this context, the notion of organizational culture becomes closely related to another
important management concept: organizational learning. Learning organizations rec-
ognize that the primary contributors to error, or the disparity between what the group
intends to happen and what actually occurs (Argyris, 1993) and thus barriers to change,
are embedded deep within the organization’s collective consciousness. They are not talked
about, or even immediately acknowledged by group members. Therefore, groups that suc-
ceed in becoming learning organizations, those that are able to correct error and overcome
their barriers, can successfully bring about change both in surface behavior and in the
underlying levels of culture in the organization.

For example, say an organization’s performance has started to suffer because of a decline
in employee satisfaction and infighting among staff members. An immediate response
may be to alter the group’s behavior to reduce the infighting and improve the quality

Networking

Organizational Culture, Organizational Learning, and Strategic Management 309

of work life. This type of surface-level change would be a form of single-loop learning.
However, such behavioral change more than likely would not resolve the deeper problem
that produced the infighting in the first place. To resolve this more tacit concern, double-
loop learning, or a change in the underlying system of beliefs, would need to occur. Both
the actions and values of the group would need to be affected. Peter Senge, writing in The
Fifth Discipline, suggests five elements that contribute to building a learning organization:
1. Personal mastery. A discipline that connects individual learning, personal skills, and
spiritual growth with organizational learning. It involves one’s inherent capacity to
continuously focus on what’s most important, while ensuring that the view of reality
remains clear and truthful (Senge, 1990, p. 141)

. Mental models. A discipline that links the way in which we view the world—our
assumptions about “how things work”—with innovation and learning. Our mental
models may pose substantial barriers to new ideas, those that conflict with our cur-
rent understanding of reality, or they may become a source of new knowledge and
creative learning (Senge, 1990, pp. 174-178).

Shared vision. A discipline in which an image or idea becomes transformed into a
powerful force that is shared throughout the organization or group. The organiza-
tion that has a shared vision is “connected, bound together by a common aspiration”
(Senge, 1990, p. 206).

Team learning. A discipline that reflects the capacity of a group of individuals to
coalesce, to engage their respective energies into an integrated team. The team remains
connected through its shared vision, thus ensuring that the individual learning that
occurs becomes translated into a group—indeed, a shared—experience (Senge, 1990,
pp. 234-235).

Systems thinking. A discipline that shows how human action—whether in business,
government, or other pursuits—represents a systemic, interrelated set of events. Thus,
we may understand and effect change by recognizing the interconnectedness of our
actions and their consequences in the broader system. Those who are able to achieve
this type of systems thinking—what Senge calls “the fifth discipline”—have embod-
ied the concept of individual and organizational learning (Senge, 1990, p. 7).

Visit MIT’s Society for Organizational Learning at www.solonline.org. This site discusses

research about organizational culture and change.

The convergence of the concepts of organizational culture and organizational learning
provides an important foundation for understanding organizational change. Yet these con-
cepts also relate to an older concept, one that remains crucial in contemporary society:
strategic management. Peters and Waterman’s In Search of Excellence (1982) introduced
this concept in its analysis of implicit philosophies that guide most successful American com-
panies. Much of the work remains just as valuable today as it was nearly three decades ago.
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In particular, Peters and Waterman state the importance of establishing a core set of values
that comprise the organization’s mission and shape decisions throughout the structure. They
suggest the importance of constant interchange between managers and workers, the orga-
nization and its clients. Though terms like “MBWA,” or Management by Walking Around,
may seem dated, the supporting principle of leadership maintaining close contact with mem-
bers of the organization has even grown in significance.

These criteria for excellence can be translated into a public-sector context without
great difficulty. For example, the International City Management Association and the
Center for Excellence in Local Government adapted Peters and Waterman’s criteria to
define “excellence in local government.”

1. Action orientation. Excellent local governments identify problems and deal with them

quickly, fighting through structural, political, legal, and environmental constraints
that make action more difficult than in the private sector.
Closeness to citizens. This criterion includes establishing and maintaining a variety of
close links with citizens who are served by the local government, including those who
are regulated against their will. Excellent local governments listen and are sensitive
and responsive to public input.

. Autonomy and entrepreneurship. Excellent local governments have developed cli-
mates conducive to conceiving ideas and doing new things to solve problems. They
have track records for implementing creative solutions, even in the face of declining
resources.

Employee orientation. This criterion demands more than lip service to employees and
their needs. Excellent local governments insist on intensive, pervasive treatment of
employees as human beings and adults.

Values. Excellent local governments have a defined set of values. Their overall focus
is on being the best by providing superior service to the public. Their values are
communicated clearly and demonstrated regularly to employees. Those values also
provide the source of enthusiasm and pride among employees.

. Mission, goals, and competence. Mission is the underlying premise of the organiza-

tion. Excellent local governments have evaluated their missions based on changing
resource levels and citizen demands, and they have used mission statements as the
foundation for establishing community and organizational goals. Within their defined
mission, excellent local governments provide consistent, uniform service levels.
Structure. In excellent local governments, the potential negative effects of antiquated,
bureaucratic structures have been minimized. These organizations have fewer man-
agement levels and fewer centralized support staffs. They provide firm central direc-
tion while giving maximum autonomy to employees.
Political relationships. DPolitical relationships refer to more than how the elected
governing body and management staff work together. In excellent local govern-
ments, managers and policy makers are tuned in to the political environment; have
established positive, open, and respectful relationships with each other; and have
established political stability (Barbour et al., 1984).

Even more recently, Jim Collins, an author well known in the field of business man-

agement, built a concept for reaching “great” levels of achievement in the public service.

Take Action
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His book Good to Great: Why Some Companies Make the Leap...and Others Don’t
(2001) and the subsequent Good to Great and the Social Sector: A Monograph to Accom-
pany Good to Great (2005), make it clear that public organizations should not blindly
follow business practices for a simple reason: public organizations’ achievement cannot
be measured though earned profit. While for the “great” private companies, it is perfectly
legitimate to measure the input and output in monetary terms, for the “great” public orga-
nizations, money is the measure for the input, but delivering “superior performance” and
«4 distinctive impact over a long period of time” are legitimate measures for successful out-
put (Collins, 2003, p. 5). See the box «Take Action: Top 10 Tips to Rediscover Your Staff.”

TOP 10 TIPS TO REDISCOVER YOUR STAFF

. Dump contingency management practices. Read up on the subject and identify how
contingency manifests itself in tangible ways in organizations; set about changing habits
and processes.

. Embrace complexiry. Complexity management practices are the antithesis of contingency
management. Complexity is a nonlinear management model. It is not just a theory. Learn what
it means in practice and develop staff to work in new ways.

. Make plans and stick to them. All the unpredictability and uncertainty around contingency
management in practice is unsettling for staff. It gives the impression of a lack of direction,
lack of conviction, and inconsistency. Learn to have plans that can absorb and accommodate
challenges rather than plans that keep attuned to outside demands. Plan for the unexpected
and expect the unpredictable.

. Reassess your approach and attitudes toward organizational culture. Know that organi-
sational culture can be influenced but not controlled by senior managers. Do not mistake
quiet compliance for cultural change. It is a staff survival mechanism; fury may be bubbling
beneath!

. Find ways to involve all staff in culture renewal, evaluation, and development initiatives.
Remember that your staff creates the culture, so getting them positive and excited leads to a
positive and exciting culture.

. Look carefully at your cultural messages and symbols, and ask whether you and your top team
are really delivering on them. Would I, as an outsider coming to your place for the first time,
see that you mean what you preach or is it just more empty rhetoric? Take the time to make
your values mean something,

. Think about how you can stop talking about empowering work practices and begin enshrining
them so that people believe you mean it. A charter is one good idea.

(Continued)
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(Continuted)

8. Remember that delegation is not empowerment. Review your approach and make sure

m

anagers do not pass on work to others as a “development opportunity.” Staff always sees

this for what it really is, and it does only damage.

9. In

vite staff to take the initiative. Real empowerment is about creating the space for people to

empower themselves. Support and encourage this but do not dicrate it.

10. Retain your awareness that the changes managerialism dictates might make the organization

meaner and leaner burt that the effects on people policies must be carefully managed.

SOURCE: Paul Davis, “Too Busy Managing to Lead? A View from ‘Down Under,” Public Management
89, no. 1 (January/February 2007): 28-32.

1.

Collins (20035) offers five essential elements for building “great” public organizations:

p. 8). His advice to public organizations is to actually be concentrated on great outputs.

Level 5 leadership—getting things done within a diffuse power structure (p. 9). A
level S leader is the leader who can “build enduring greatness through a paradoxi-
cal blend of personal humility and professional will” (Collins, 2005, p. 12, “Level 5
Leadership/Level 5 Hierarchy™). True leaders, as the author implies, are those who
empower people. These leaders are followed by the people when people have the free-

dom not to follow them (Collins, 20085, p. 13).

First who—getting the right people on the bus, within social-sector constraints

&

(p. 13). True leaders also know who should be “on the bus” and how to attract the
right people to “get on the bus”; that is, they know how to overcome social-sector
constraints and recruit motivated and competent “great” (not good or average) people.
The bhedgehog concept—rethinking the economic engine without a profit motive
(p. 17). In order to be effective with all the constraints in the social sector, social-
passion,” “best at,” and
“resource engine” (Collins, 2005, p. 19). “Passion” refers to the organization’s values
and core mission; “best at” refers to the activities that are unique to the organization;

13

sector managers should concentrate on three elements:

“resource engine” refers to the appropriate combination of time, money, and brand.

Turning the flywheel—building momentum by building the brand (p. 23). Organizations
in the social sector should build brand, by which they are recognized in a positive man-
ner, The brand helps these organizations achieve superior performance. But organizations
will be able to build the brand only if they recognize that they should make a change
within the organization. In other words, while the sector itself may face huge challenges,
social-sector organizations should recognize what is their (own) advantage and work on

building and advancing their “pocket of greatness” (Collins, 2005, pp. 28-31)

Defining “great—calibrating success without business metrics (p.4). Public organizations
should strive for excellence in delivering services. According to the author, “what matters
is not finding the perfect indicator, but settling upon a consistent and intelligent method of
assessing your output results, and then tracking your trajectory with rigor” (Collins, 2005,
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Guidelines for Public Management

What lessons can you draw from these various perspectives that might guide your actions
as a public manager? One way to begin to answer that question is to summarize some of
the thinking about management in terms of guidelines for practice. The recent literature
on strategic management seems to suggest the following guidelines:

1.

Maintain clarity about organizational priorities, goals, and objectives. Although some
ambiguity is often unavoidable in stating organization priorities, goals, and objec-
tives, most organizations are far too confused on these issues. This confusion leaves
people throughout the organization, including people who are required to make
frequent decisions about organizational direction, without an appropriate basis for
making such decisions. The direction of the organization should be stated as clearly
as possible and widely communicated to all members.

Make decisions today in terms of the most likely future circumstances. Strategic man-
agement implies making all organizational decisions in terms of “futurity”—that is,
how they will meet expected changes in the environment. It suggests taking every
action in light of anticipated conditions, thus putting the organization in the best
position to take advantage of future opportunities.

Be attentive to the context in which you operate, especially relationships with other
actors in the governmental system. There is a natural but unfortunate tendency
toward “tunnel vision” in most organizations. Actions are viewed in immediate
terms, without duly considering who will be affected by the action. Acknowledging
the importance of the environment is essential to strategic thinking.

Understand clearly the organization’s capacities and limitations. New programs and
policies can be effectively implemented only if they fall within the existing capacity of
the organization or provide sufficient opportunity to build capacity. There are dan-
gers in both underutilization of resources and becoming overextended.

Balance program goals with attention to organizational values and processes. It is
important to state programmatic objectives clearly; however, the organization’s cul-
ture and the prevailing norms, beliefs, and values of its members are equally impor-
tant. Organizational processes, such as leadership, communications, motivation,
group dynamics, and so forth, need constant attention, because they are essential to
goal accomplishment.

Create diverse mechanisms, both temporary and permanent, for constantly renego-
tiating programs and processes. Both programmatic concerns and organizational
processes are constantly changing in ways that affect persons throughout the organi-
zation. Thus, clarity with respect to priorities, goals, and objectives must not lead to
rigidity. Mechanisms must permit and, in fact, encourage the entire membership of
the organization to contribute regularly to refining programs and processes.

. Build trust and commitment through open communications and genuine participation.

Guidelines by which we measure the degree of participation the organization encour-
ages include members’ access to information and to forums of decision making, their
ability to open any issue without fear of retaliation, and their feeling that their ideas
will at least be considered by major decision makers (Redford, 1969, p. 8).
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Much of the work reviewed here applies equally to management in the public and
private sectors. But it is interesting to note that some of the most recent general trends in
management have been anticipated in public-sector management. Public organizations’
dependence on pluralistic decision processes—that is, processes through which different
people and groups are likely to be involved—makes the process of managing change in the
public sector quite complicated. It also means that a high degree of ambiguity and uncer-
tainty is likely to surround most efforts to implement or alter programs. Managers must
be especially skillful in negotiating across organizational boundaries rather than expect-
ing to control circumstances “from the top.” In addition, public organizations must have
a service orientation—specifically, an understanding of and an attempt to act in accord
with the public interest. We noted that organizations seeking public purposes must oper-
ate openly, be cognizant of client interests, and understand the political context within
which they operate.

Under these circumstances, it is not at all surprising that the values and perspectives
that now seem so much a part of “modern management,” such as those associated with
strategic management or Total Quality Management, have always been central (if not
dominant) in public administration theory. Thus, for example, Marshall Dimock’s (1936,
p. 120) comment that “successful administration is warm and vibrant. [t is human” sounds
very much like a quotation from Peter Senge or Jim Collins. One might thus argue that, in
contrast to Woodrow Wilson’s admonition that public agencies should operate like busi-
nesses, it seems that public organizations and the values and interests they represent today
should be and are becoming models for organizations of all types.

However, in this age of reinvention and managerialist government, there are reasons to
be concerned that business values have overshadowed the ethic of citizenship that accom-
panies our theory of democracy. Public administration sometimes seems to be more con-
cerned with promoting the entrepreneurial spirit than fostering meaningful engagement
and sustaining citizen participation in civil society. There is a danger of devoting our-
selves to satisfying the customer while neglecting to ensure equity, justice, and equality
for citizens.

We will note later, in discussing recent critiques of the reinvention movement, that
citizens are more than mere customers of government; they are its owners. Placing this
relationship in economic terms reduces the role (and responsibility) of the citizen in the
governance process. This critique carries important implications for our notions of public
management. Specifically, in the current framework, public administrators cannot afford
to view citizens in instrumental terms, and thus believe that by achieving an efficient,
market-oriented system of service delivery that citizen trust and participation will be
maintained. Citizen engagement, in this context, may be limited to a source of legitimation
for public decisions that have already been made in more rational forms (for different per-
spectives, see Bryson & Crosby, 1992; Chrislip & Larson, 1994; Thomas, 1995).

Such a limited concept of engagement not only weakens our systems of public manage-
ment and administration—it removes decision-making processes from the public realm—
but it also threatens to destroy the remaining level of citizen trust we as public servants
enjoy. Citizens have expressed that their confidence is less contingent on managerial pur-
suits, such as efficiency and performance, and more on the values of responsiveness and
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the modernist desire for unifying views with their belief that knowledge is fundamentally
fragmented—that is, knowledge is produced in so many different bits and pieces that there
can l.ae no reasonable expectation that it will ever add up to an integrated and singu-
@ar wevy” (Hatch, 1997, p. 44). Consequently, we are faced with this question: given the
increasingly global, networked nature of public and nonprofit organizations, how can we
cling to a belief in a central, complete theory of management?

A second important theme involves a postmodernist challenge to what is called the
progress myth. This stems from modernity’s premise that our scientific knowledge is the result
of a cumulative process, with one theory building uniformly on previous theories toward a
shared end of advancing the human condition. Rather than some altruistic enterprise, post-
modernists argue that modernity proved to be a wholesale abuse of scientific knowledge by
the powerful for the purpose of maintaining the status quo. Indeed, even the notion of a
common human goal reveals the power-saturated, neocolonial character of modernism. So
how can we presume to be in a position to determine what’s in the best interest of societies
around the world, much less to impose a particular form of knowledge to identify and evalu-
ate policy alternatives? In other words, this new perspective casts doubts on anyone’s claim to
understand reality and casts doubt on anyone’s claim to hold power over others. 7

To counter these tendencies, postmodern theorists employ a narrative device known
as discourse analysis. It begins by viewing presentations of organizational inquiry—such
as oral, textual, or visual narratives—as forms of discourse and then using what they call
d1:x‘course analysis to deconstruct the narratives to reveal modernist assumptions under-
lying the content. Discourse analysis exposes (and challenges) any attempt on the part
of the “author(s)” to provide some type of grand narrative, in the modernist tradition,
f’f organizations or society. Another purpose, however, is more action-oriented and
pwolves the use of discourse analysis to reverse the power-saturated state of language
in the organizational context. It opens the door for more diverse “voices” in organiza-
tional.narrati‘{es—that is, the inclusion of traditionally dispossessed participants in social
experiences of management.

Issues of Gender and Power

Feminist scholars have used elements of discourse analysis, as well as the liberating experi-
ence of postmodernism generally, to launch a sustained critique against traditional organi-
zation and management theory. At the heart of their critique is the segmentation of power
along gender lines in organizational hierarchies—what the feminist scholar Jane Flax
refers to as a “sexual division of labor” in modern management.

In Chapter 6, we discussed the “glass ceiling” that limits the advancement of women
in the workplace. However, Flax points out that the corollary to such structural barriers
is that women tend to be employed in occupational areas that consist overwhelmingly of
other women, jobs that are paid less and subject women workers to gender—stereoltvped
roles, like child care, schoolteachers, housecleaning, secretaries, and other forms of
“women’s work” (cited in Hatch, 1997, p. 293).

Mary Guy and Meredith Newman (2004), along with Sharon Mastracci
(Guy, Newman, & Mastracci, 2008), have explored this issue by asking what it is about
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women’s jobs that causes them to pay less. They employ the term emotional labor to
indicate that some tasks require “the emotive work thought natural for women, such
as caring, negotiating, empathizing, smoothing troubled relationships, and working
behind the scenes to enable cooperation” (p. 298). This work is largely invisible and not
fully compensated, whether such positions are held by men or women. Public service
relies heavily on such skills, yet pay and promotion systems fail to acknowledge and
compensate this work.

This concern for the powerless provides perhaps the most compelling argument of
femninist theories. From a foundation in neo-Marxian critical theory, feminist scholars
draw into question the very legitimacy of our ways of organizing in the postindustrial era.
To them, studies of organization and management theory have become little more than
sources of intellectual justification for an abuse of power by elites whose only purpose
is to maintain social, political, and economic order. Even postmodernism itself has come
under attack from feminist critics, who see these theories as shifting the concern away
from substantive issues of power and inequality in daily work life.

Moreover, contrary to what advocates depict as a democratization of economic and
political space in the global marketplace, feminist critics argue globalization and the
imposition of new forms of governance by industrialized nations have done nothing but
take the Northern, Western drive for power and economic supremacy to new frontiers
(Stivers, 2002). The result has been a further marginalization of women, especially in what

the development community refers to as “third world” societies.

Summary and Action Implications

As we have seen, your behavior is guided by the images you carry around in your head:
images that have to do with the role of public agencies in a democratic society, with the
most effective and responsible way to run a complex public organization, and with the
relationships you establish with other actors, both within and outside the governmental
system. Over your career, you will develop and refine your images based on experience,
careful reflection, and self-critique. You will also benefit from comparing your images (and
approaches) to those that other people recommend.

Through the years, students and practitioners of public administration have spent con-
siderable time reflecting on the nature of their work and sorting out the factors that make
for successful public management. Each resulting theory represents an attempt to suggest
where you should cast your attention. Because you can’t attend to all things at once, a cer-
tain amount of selectivity goes into theory building. Each theory implies evaluating what
is most important to be aware of and to do to manage successfully.

Early writers thought that issues of organizational structure were most important, so
they spent considerable time detailing concerns for structure. Later theorists (some of
them practitioners) felt that structural issues should be balanced, if not outweighed, by
a concern for the behavior of individuals in the organization. Still others sought further
refinements, moving from behavior to structure and back again. More recent approaches
have emphasized the organization’s culture or value structure, but others have challenged
the very notion of our ways of organizing in contemporary society.
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For the time being, however, we should note the special sensitivity that those in public
organizations have always shown for value questions. We have seen time and again how
the values of public service—the pursuit of the public interest—affect the work of those in
public organizations. The concern of contemporary writers in business and related fields
of service and human values is something that those in public administration have always
had to contend with, especially as they have been challenged to find a form of manage-
ment compatible with the requirements of a democratic society.

STUDY QUESTIONS

. Discuss the approaches to public management espoused by early writers.

. Explain Douglas MacGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y management concepts.

. Compare the management approaches of Herbert Simon and Chris Argyris.

. Two management approaches combine the human element with the structural aspect

of the organization. Discuss the differences between the systems approach and the
political economy approach.

. What shared assumptions, as outlined by Edgar H. Schein, seem consistent in organi-
zational cultures? What features do Peters and Waterman contribute to the list?

. What basic philosophies underlie recent work in organizational culture and strategic
management?

SES AND EXERCISES

1. In four small groups (or multiples of four), analyze your class as an organization,
taking into account questions of power and authority, communications, motivation,
group dynamics, and so on. One group should employ only a structural perspective,
the second group should employ only a behavioral perspective, and the third group
should employ only a systems perspective. The fourth group should employ whatever
perspective {or combination of perspectives) that its members consider most modern
and most complete. Have each group (or a representative of each type of group,
depending on the numbers) report their conclusions to the entire class. Think of each
perspective as allowing you to see certain things and preventing you from seeing
others. What do you see from the structural perspective? What about the behavioral
perspective? The systems perspective? The combination perspective is likely to seem
most complete, but consider the possibility that this modern viewpoint overlooks a
great deal, and that, though we think it is complete (as those using earlier perspectives
considered them complete), there may be much left to understand about organiza-
tions, even small ones. What other questions might we encounter in the future?
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2. As a class, study the interorganizational relationships of one small organization.
The organization might be a unit at the university (either an academic or a staff
unit); a unit in city, state, or federal government; or a local nonprofit organization.
Pick an organization that is clearly identifiable and, if possible, that appears to have
considerable autonomy. Based on interviews with its top administrators and top
staff people, develop a chart showing the organization’s relationships with others in
its environment. (A model resembling a molecular structure might be appropriate.)
Indicate the importance of each relationship, the degree to which that relationship is
considered positive or negative, and the degree to which it is considered essential. Try
to develop some sense for how much time administrators and staff members spend
on external relations versus internal organizational work.

. The following statement is a mission statement from the City of Oakland (California):
“The City of Oakland is committed to the delivery of effective, courteous, and
responsive services. Citizens and employees are treated with fairness, dignity, and
respect. Civic and employee pride are accomplished through constant pursuit of
excellence and a workforce that values and reflects the diversity of the Oakland
community.” First, this statement permeates the organization. For something that
is well established, what elements would you wish to add to the statement? Second,
think about the relationship between a city and its citizens. What statements of
philosophy dealing with the relationship between city and citizens would be appro-
priate to add? Third, given the statement and your modifications, what specific steps
would you recommend to the elected and appointed officials in the city for putting
their commitments (and yours) into practice?
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