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This project is a study of the causes and consequences

of one of the most striking movements of our time, the

ascendency of modern bureaucracy. The general purpose of

this study is both descriptive and analytic. Whereas the

first three chapters are more descriptive than analytic in

the nature of their contents, the fourth one is more analytic

than descriptive. But it may be pointed out that for the

sake of achieving a wholesome understanding, no hard and

fast line is drawn between the two approaches.

In the first chapter, an attempt is made to clarify

two major points which are: 1. That the bureaucracy is not

confined to the state only. It takes into its orbit with

almost equal compulsion the private organizations, both

economic and social. 2. That the bureaucracy is independent

of the political system of any type.

The second and the third chapters deal respectively

with the theory and the causes of the growth of bureaucracy.



In the fourth chapter, it is made clear that although

the modern bureaucratic system is an economic boon, it is

a political risk and a social doom. No doubt, the world

today is moving from dependence to interdependence through

independence. Yet modern man's subjective security, both

in political and social circles, is more analogous to the

security of a slave than that we are accustomed to dream

about the ideal type of life and liberty. Indeed, modern

civilization with its scientific temper and secular view of

life is shrouded by the bureaucratic philosophy wherein the

individualistic dignity and grandeur has no place for sur-

vival.

Finally, it may be stated that no endeavor is made to

point out the remedial measures which can be taken to avoid

the defects and deficiencies in the present theory of bureau-

cracy, for such a study is deemed as out of the perspective

of this work.
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CHAPTER I

THE NATURE OF BUREAUCRACY

The inevitable starting point of studying any aspect of

modern mass organization is a fundamental enquiry into its

nature and the factors responsible for its development. The

term "organization", as described in modern literature, has

a spectrum of phases and meanings that are often hazy and

confused. To some, for example, the concept of "organization"

is too abstract to be defined clearly. They describe it in

metaphysical language and, quite often, it is regarded as a

myth. To those who have emerged from the metaphysical world

and who have tried to see and recognize "organization" as

something real, however, the concept seems definable. The

result is, however, that the literature produced by such

writers is redundant with definitions. To them, however

abstract the concept may be, a definition is almost a neces-

sity as the basic guide post in any intelligent discussion.

Even those who have endeavored to define "organization"



differ in their conceptualization of the term. One has des-

cribed "organization" as an endeavor to accomplish large-

scale administrative tasks by systematically integrating the

work of many individuals. Dictionary defines "organization"

as different way to describe coordination. Another writer

has described "organization" as a system of roles marked by

the hierarchical authority. But such definitions are partial

and incomplete. They connote only a specific phase of an

organization and not organization as a whole. Organization,

actually, "refers to more than the frame of the edifice. It

refers to the complete body, with all its correlated func-

tions .... , the very pulse and heartbeats, the circulation and

respiration, the vital movement, so to speak of the organized

unit. It refers to the coordination of all these factors as

they cooperate for the common purpose". 1 Despite many diversi-

fications and despite the fact that modern large-scale organi-

zations present fascinating problems of their own, many

characteristics and components common to each are observable

whether they are government organizations, political parties,

corporations, religious bodies, or innumerable other enterprises.



'~ureaucracy as an abstraction is organization, and
any big organization is specifically, a bureaucracy".2

"one organization may hold inconvenience, circui-
tousness, and delay to a minimum, while another is an
operating mess. No doubt we may properly speak of one
as a 'good' bureaucracy and another a 'bad' one. But
each is a bureaucracy nonetheless if it is big enough
to have characteristics of the"3

"beyond the hint of French ancestry. The first
half of the word has been traced to the Latin burrus,
meaning a dark and somber color - a color suitable for
solemnity and possibly also to cloak evil deeds. In



Old French a related word (la bure) meant a certain
kind of cloth used on tables, especially in places
where public authorities were holding forth. In other
words, even the officials of distant times apparently
did not deem an honest table good enough to support
their elbows. From the tablecloth, the table covered
with it got the name bureau, and next this word was
applied to the office room itself. It has been claimed
that the creative mind first to envisage the public
offices as the operating government by speaking of it
as bureaucratic was Vincent de Gournay, an eighteenth-
century French minister of commerce. In all probability
he intended to express the critical point of view of
private enterprise It soon spread to other
countries. Not surprisingly, it came into considerable
vogue in nineteenth-century Germany, where a highly
developed civil service, steeped in the spirit of
authority, encountered the liberal surge But
the real flowering of the work in many languages is a
recent development. Equally recent is the systematic
description and analysis of bureaucracy both as an arm
and as part of the mind of the modern government, public
administration in the context of the industrial society".4



"bureaucracy" connnands a good deal of respect and is widely

used in the academic world to indicate a systematic approach

to any organization, the concept is unfortunately confined -

quite often with sneer and scorn - to the government activi-

ties. In fact, the word "bureaucracy" is one of the most

misused and abused words of our age, and the tyranny of

language is nowhere better exhibited so hysterically than

in its use. Through deliberate contortion and falsification,

it has come to imply red-tapism, muddling, wastefulness,

arbitrariness, regimentation, officialism, ceremonialism,

and departmentalism. Perhaps, it has become an additional

slang in the already rich vocabulary of slangs. This popular

but mistaken and reckless use of the word is often without

clear indication of the meaning ascribed to it.

As is evident in so many phases of human life, people's

contempt and derision for the bureaucracy has many reasons,

the foremost being their lack of understanding as to what

exactly is connoted by this magic word. Since the beginning

of human civilization, human thoughts and knowledge have



never been so vast and abundant, and yet so directionless

and static. Humanity, indeed, is in a strange predicament.

The predicament of bureaucracy is only one in the myriad

patterns of the same kind surrounding modern human life.

Because the term "bureaucracy" was in its early usage confined

to the Government alone, the same connotations have continued

through the present time. Historically, the practice of

popular government through democratic means is comparatively

of very recent origin. In the modern democratic countries,

government of the people, by the people, and for the people

secured its victory only after centuries of autocratic and

feudalistic rule. This resulted in administration by the few

and in submission by the rest. The consequence was a sense

of resentment and hatred in the minds of the people for the

public servants, a resentment which has continued. To

criticize severely the public servant became almost a habit -

and habit, being the persisting part of human personality,

has always shown a commendable obstinacy for its perpetual

existence.



Another explanation of the unadulatory character of many

of the common references to the bureaucrats of today stems

from the basic desire of human beings to cherish the fruits

of complete liberty. There is no doubt that man loves

freedom. But he also knows that he needs the discipline of

authority, for freedom is unworkable without responsibility.

As philosopher Hocking puts it, "Individualism grows and

spreads with responsibility. You can only make men free

when they are inwardly bound by their own sense of respon-

sibility".5 Thus, to regulate the interplay of human

activity, man rationally realizes that power has to be

delegated to someone who can exercise it when required to

keep the public business stable. Although rationally he

does so, emotionally his desire for freedom without restraint

remains persistent. Consequently, he develops a sense of

prejudice in his mind towards the bureaucrat, with his

feeling being one of disdain and lampoon for the latter.

It may be pointed out here that some people with

authority do vituperate their position and power. Undoubtedly,



a normal ratio of such employees who console their pride by

injuring others, both innocent and blameworthy, in their

brief moment of authority, can be found in any country of

the world. Yet it should be remembered that, after all,

these people are ordinary mortals with normal weaknesses

and defects, both mental and physical. They constitute a

part of the same society, are educated in the same insti-

tutions, and live in the same environments as does the rest

of the society. As in democracy, the cultivation of the

sense of responsibility directly depends upon the quality

of education it affords to its people, the percentage of

such neurotics in any country has direct ratio to the basic

principles and practices of the society of that particular

country.

Thus, it can be stated that generally the views of the

people concerning bureaucracy are ambiguous, misconstrued,

and shortsighted. In free translation the word means a

"desk government", or management by bureaus. It

"is the ordering of institutional management to



secure the advantage of system. It is analogous to
scientific management and to all rational methods.
Indeed, the argument for bureaucracy was summed up by
Alexander Pope when he remarked that order is Heaven's
firs t law". 6

scientific management".7

ment and accomplishment of mutually agreed purposes".8 From



this definition, it seems that the most fundamental property

of large-scale organizations is that they owe their existence

to some specific purpose, be it economic, political, or

social. Thus, the basic question arises as to why (and how)

organizations exist.

The major force behind the establishment of modern

large-scale organizations is some social purpose to be

achieved on a large scale. But, once the organizations are

established, their continued existence depends upon the

degree of resistance their established elements can launch

against the forces working for their destruction. The

interests, selfish or selfless, willing to create a

particular large-scale organization may be considered as

its "primary social force"; the factors able to establish

and maintain this organization may be called its "social

resource"; and the end required to be achieved through its

establishment may be taken as the "social purpose" of this

organization. All three factors vary from organization to

organization in direct proportion to the economic, political,



and social diversifications present from time to time and

from place to place. But it must be remembered that the

primary purpose, whatever it may be, is always there to

start with. Although the primary social force responsible

for the creation of really large-scale organizations is

normally a social group or economic class, feasibility of

building huge individual economic empires, especially in

the atmosphere of booming capitalism, has been exhibited at

various places by people like the Rockefellers, Birlas,

Tatas, Carnegies, Fords, Krupps, and many others.

To locate the basic reasons for the existence of

specific organization, however important the identification

may be, is not always an easy job. The primary social force

of an organization has always been quite a vague and often

obscure presence of which a few members of the organization

are even aware. This is especially true in the case of

old-established organizations because the basic purposes

laid down by their founders are not served by the members,

and are often changed in their flavor and value with the



change of time and thought. Such obscurity is particularly

manifested in the democratic countries where organizations

are part of the total society in all spheres. They do not

exist in isolation, and the social values must be reflected

in organization behavior, public or private.

These organizations, like the great schools of

philosophy and art, have been the influential perspectives

within which men have been able to achieve the loftiest of

dreams of mankind through concord and cohesion. They have

functioned as quasi-social entities wherein purpose has

defined its relevance and within which it has been accom-

plished. As social values of any society, however primitive

or sophisticated it may be, are dynamic in nature, the

primary social force of any organization has got to be

equally dynamic to keep pace with the society and to

maintain its sound survival. With this rapid and complex

change, the fundamental bases generally lose both their

significance and cognizance as the members never can afford

to analyse their choice to prefer some particular objectives



"the typical company or corporation is part and
parcel of the development of modern capitalism and it
is, therefore, generally easy enough to single out
the primary social force and to recognize the profit
motive as the fundamental purpose of the organizations".9



"In an individual organization the purpose is the
production of goods and services. The purpose is
not profit, notwithstanding that business-men,
economists, ecclesiastics, politicians, labor unions
persistently mis-state the purpose. Profit may be
essential to having a supply of inducements to satisfy
the motives of that class of contributors usually
called owners or investors whose contributions in
turn are essential to the supply of other classes of
contributors but the objective purpose of no
organization is profit but services".lO



unrealistic. Thus, a moderate explanation containing the

relative importance of the two in the case of private

organizations should be a realistic approach. An example

of this can be found in the words of Herbert Simon:

"certain individuals, primarily the customers, contribute

to the organization because of the services it provides;

others, the entrepreneurs, because of the profits they may

derive" .11

Whereas it is common to face the difficulty of locating

the primary social force in the case of private organizations

it becomes relatively simple in the case of public enterprises,

industrial or administrative, engaged in economic affairs.

This is because the state-of-affairs in the latter is much

different from that of the former. In the case of public

enterprises, generally, the basic purpose of their existence

is "service". In fact, most of the time, the basic reasons

for the state to overtake the particular organization under

its control is to break down the profit hunger of the

businessman and to ensure the public for the security of



adequate "service". Further points pertaining to the public

organizations will be discussed under separate categories.

Another group of organizations, monolithic and bureau-

cratic in nature, are "religious organizations". Analysis

of such organizations, causes of their existence and

sustenance, is a difficult question. Although there are

many organizations among sectors of Hinduism, Buddhism, and

Christianity having extremely systematic, dogmatic, and

formal procedural codes, no organization in any of these

religions can excel the Roman Catholic Church, from an

organizational point of view, in maturity, age, majesty,

and strength. The Roman Catholic Church is one of the two -

military being the other - most ancient prototypes of

bureaucracy which have been very important in the study of

administration and in the development of modern models of

bureaucratic organizations. The supreme coordinating

authority of the Catholic Church resides in the Pope. While

he has a world-wide hierarchy to aid him, the real social

force resides in the infallibility of the Pope. This



doctrine must be "strong enough, in its hold on the faithful,

to overcome all centrifugal tendencies".12 This notion of

infallibility of the Pope makes the church quite authoritarian,

no less than any other totalitarian system, in setting,

despite all the rationalizations being put forward by the

church faithfuls. The working of the church is still

traditional in nature and as long as the Pope commands to

be omnipotent in the church affairs, the tradition of the

church will be maintained. Though demand for decentralization

and liberal thought is widely felt in the church, the strength

of the tradition is strong enough to resist any change. As

regards other religious bodies, "The balance of dogma and

organization, of spiritual and temporal power, differs widely

in different denominations, but matters of church government,

that is organization, playa prominent part in most of them

and usually contribute to the frequent schisms in which a

large number of sects originate".13

The exercise of authority in the case of these organi-

zations falls into many categories. Some are quite



authoritarian; but others are highly democratic. Moreover,

"Nonreligious interests exert a strong, and sometimes fearful,

influence on most religious bodies, particularly after the

conditions responsible for their birth have disappeared,

but the real problem is not the decline of their spiritual

element but their survival as religious organizations of

centuries after the end of their evangelistic youth".14

The third and final major group having bureaucratic

traits covers "Public and Political Organizations". In the

case of political organizations, while they differ quite

radically in their structural position, the primary social

force of most of them is the same. "Their primary objective

is control of the machinery of the state which is the organi-

zation with a legal monopoly of the use of power in its most

palpable form".15 Moreover, the state has a distinctive

character of being universal "which enables it to apply these

rules to all persons satisfying the condition of citizenship

or residence, and the finality of its most drastic sanctions".16

Thus, clarity of objectives, legal monopoly, and state



sovereignity make the political organization supreme, and

no one, under any form of political system, can ever afford

to ignore their political power.

Whereas it is relatively easy to locate the primary

social force in the case of political parties, the problem

becomes more acute and polemical when we deal with "public

organizations". There is no doubt that a specific public

organization is the child of some particular goal which is

supposed to be accomplished through that organization. But

the process hardly ends here. Public agencies generally

suffer from the multiplicity of goals which come into the

lime light through an evolutionary process. It is this

nature of multiplicity of their goals that generally makes

the public organizations complex and their originally

stated goals quite hazy and confused. Normally, once a

public agency is created, it must be concerned about the

accomplishment of its stated purpose, such as the protection

of forests, providing of welfare services, maintenance of

utilities, protection of liberties or maintenance of law



and order. But this process lasts only in its embryonic

stage. It is rare that a public agency is given sufficient

monies to accomplish these purposes in any absolute sense.

Citizens, particularly taxpayer groups, considering them-

selves the masters, take undue advantage of the extreme

subtlties underlying most of the purposes of the public

agencies and try to maintain control over the bureaucrats.

This transfers the concern from accomplishment of the

stated goals to the efficiency with which the job is being

done. Therefore, the public servants naturally channel all

their energy and resources to exhibit efficiency of all

available means rather than by accomplishing the goals they

originally set.

Another factor which contributes to the multiplication

of goals in the case of public agencies is the scarcity of

economic means. That is, the people generally are not

interested in what is accomplished or what ought to be

accomplished; rather they are interested in keeping the

costs, and hence taxes, low. This economy drive on the part



"Congress controls finances and has ultimate power
over reorganization; thus the agencies always seek
political support that can be exerted on Congress.
They are responsive to the President, or his coordinating
staff agencies such as the Bureau of the Budget, only
insofar as they are essential to the maintenance of
political support. Agencies that have strong interest
group support outside the bureaucracy do not generally
have to rely on the President or his staff agencies.
On the other hand, some agencies without adequate outside
group support must substitute presidential support in
order to survive. One important determinant of presi-
dential control over any particular administrative agency
is the extent of the agency's contact with and support
from private interest groups. The effectiveness of
this control, of course, will vary with the power of
the private groups concerned and their ability to
influence Congress or the courts".17



keep their hand in the making of important decisions. After

all, "politics concerns itself with the nature, sources,

use, and distribution of power" .18 And "power has been

aptly defined as 'participation in the making of decisions'.

Decisions, in turn, involve the effective implementation as

well as determination of policy, since a non-implemented

decision is now very meaningful". 19 It, therefore, becomes

the practice of these administrators to take part in estab-

lishing the major policies, and the bureaucracy, according

to them, then no more remains as merely carrying out law;

rather it becomes "deeply involved in the determination,

interpretation, and execution of 1aw".20

Thus, the interplay of the above described factors of

efficiency, goals, economy, and many others makes the analysis

of public organizations complex, and, quite often, the main

pursuit becomes an endeavor for survival and not for accom-

plishment. In fact, in the case of public enterprises, the

most important factor is the attitude of the people. As we

have seen in our above discussion, in every point it is the



attitude of the people that has a lot to do with the success

or failure of the particular agency. This is especially

true in the case of democracies where people seek to enjoy

the realization of a sacred slogan "Vox populi vox dei".

Therefore the attitude of the people in the democratic

political system has direct relation with the public agency,

and the success or failure of the latter depends upon the

solidity or the futility of the former.

In our attempt to analyze and reply to the basic

question of the existence of the modern large-scale organi-

zations, we have seen how difficult it is to clearly locate

the fundamental social force for which they are created.

A sophisticated analysis thus requires a quality of philosophy,

a tolerance of ambiguity, and the recognition that the very

nature of organization phenomenon is such as to render a

quick and easy answer to our question impossible. Rather,

it is quite possible for an organization to exist despite

the ignorance of both the members and outsiders of its basic

purpose. In the modern world, membership in some organization



is indispensable for all individuals. Like income tax, it

effects everybody. Today's man is an "organization man",

living in an "organization society" and, as such, is a

product of many organizations. These organizations are

considered as the major components constituting society.

Conformity is the universal blessing of today; non-conformity

a curse~ In highly industrialized countries, it is pro-

pagated and propounded as an established fact that organi-

zation society is the only well-tried and successful road

to prosperity, and it can be as compatible for the individual

as any previous society. If this is so, then the only thing

for an individual to do is to lose the reality of being

supreme by divorcing himself from individualism and adjust

himself to the accepted mores of the society - that is to

become an "organization man" in an "organization society".

Thus we can state that the functioning and control of the

large-scale organizations is a business of relatively few

and that democracy, in substance, is an exception and not

the rule in the organization society.



This leads us to the final conclusion that there is a

deep interlocking between the organization, society, and

individual. Whereas the modern society is a society of

organizations, the organization is a social entity in the

society. It is the presentation of a sub-culture in the

perfect whole, a sub-set in the universal set. And the

individual, like an actor, interplays between the two. To

understand completely the nature of large-scale modern

organization, the real answer lies in the understanding of

the other two components of the trinity - the individual,

and the society - and their interplay with each other.



CHAPTER II
THE THEORY OF BUREAUCRACY

We turn next towards an analysis of the structural

characteristics of a typical large-scale organization. By

"structure", we shall mean "the persistent qualities or

given elements in the environmental conditions of choice or

action which make it possible to explain and perhaps to

predict action".l Many writers agree that the modern large-

scale organizations have much similarity in form and pro-

cedure, and in the claims they make upon their members for

loyalty and conformity. But "it would be premature (rather

immature) to refer to the theory of bureaucracy, as though

there existed a single, well-defined conceptual scheme

adequate for understanding this form of organization".2

Although the literature on organization theory, available

almost affluently in the market, manifests the huge quantum

of attention devoted to this subject by many scholars from

different fields of social science, it gives hardly any



evidence of a well-defined theory acceptable to the majority

of the students of organization administration. The scattered

points of view thus contribute little towards the systematic

construction of ideas.

Therefore, considering this problem in addition to the

severe limitations of both time and space, it would be a

presumptous endeavor on my part to embark upon a pursuit of

a clear-cut theory of bureaucracy, thus reaching the ultimate

reality of the similarities and differences between the

latent and the patent elements existing simultaneously in

any organization. Nevertheless, a constructive analysis of

form and function of organization by linking the obvious

with the obscure should be in the range of feasibility.

It is quite often seen in the modern literature on

organization theory that the major types of structure

referred to are of two types, "formal" and "informal". But

this kind of polar division is neither new nor a boon to the

modern trend. It is not a boon, for "most recent research

and thought have shown that multiple relations, with con-



informal". 3 It is ancient because human propensity to create

"for centuries observers and leaders have remarked
on the distinctions between expected and unexpected
behavior in organizations. The fact that the distinc-
tions continue to be made under various names points
to an apparentaly universal condition. From at least
the time of Augustus Caesar, these similarities are
recognized and incorporated in the terms de jure (by
right) and defacto (in fact), which are roughly equi-
valent to legal or official and actual but unofficial". 4

"in industry and business today one repeatedly
hears the same general meaning phrased as 'adminis-
tration versus politics', 'theory versus practice',
'red-tape versus working relations', 'fancy versus
fact', etc. In other circles, the concepts run 'ideal-
actual', 'planned-unplanned', 'controlled-spontaneous',
'open-covert', 'myth-reality', 'official-social', 'rule-
custom', 'formal-social', 'respectable-sub rosa',
'position authority-function authority', 'manifest
structure-latent structure'''.5



types of theories, "the traditional theory", and "the

behavioral theory", which may be considered as two extremes

in the spectrum of the current organization theories. The

traditional theorists lay emphasis on the formal aspects of

the organization, and by formal aspects, they mean "a set

of relationships officially approved by those in ultimate

authority". 6 On the other hand, the behavioral scientists

emphasize the informal side of the organization, and by

informal side, they mean "the spontaneous and flexible ties

among members, guided by feelings and personal interests

indispensable for the operation of the formal, but too fluid

to be entirely contained by it".7 Whereas the traditional

organization theory, "derived philosophically from a com-

bination of absolutism, laissez faire economies, rationalism,

and an interpretation of human behavior based on the auto-

maton",8 was given a systematic treatment first by Max

Weber, a German scholar and social theorist, the theory owes

much for its schematic development to persons like Mooney,

Urwick, Fayol, White, Willoughby, and Gulick whose contri-



"the late 1930's marked the emergence of a revolt
against traditionalism in organization theory. This
revolt came from number of resources, movements, and
schools, some of them highly critical of each other.
But they had in common an agreement that traditional
concepts of organization held by management people
were too narrow and limited".9

"1920' sand 1930' s, especially the period 1926
to 1939, constituted a period of great intellectual
ferment in formulating organization concepts into
systematic form. It seems ironic that during the
period when the credos of formal organization were
receiving their most literate conceptualization, the
seeds for its decline were being laid down (by the
proponents of informal aspects of organization). It
was as though a patriarch was being prepared for burial
at the time of his birth" .10



the patriarch did not die; he merely metamorphosed". 11 Most

of the critics of traditional theory, except few who suffered

from emotional jaundice, never completely denied it; rather,

they considered the theory a fountain-head for further

development and endeavored to build a more realistic and

wholesome edifice on the foundations of traditionalism. They

valued the importance of both aspects, formal and informal,

of the organization and considered them as "interdependent

aspects of the same phenomena".12

For the purpose of this thesis, our attempt will be

towards an objective discussion, rather than a useless

criticism, of the viewpoints of both sides, traditional and

behavioral. Thus the primary question here will be: "What

constitutes modern large-scale organization?" In reply to

this question our endeavor would be to discuss the basic

components of traditional theory of organization of which

the classical model of Max Weber, whose lead has been followed

by many theorizers and categorizers, would be an ideal selec-

tion. Following this discussion, the final theme of this



chapter will be to expound the way the traditional theory

has been molded by contemporary thought and empirical

research.

Weberian Model.-- The most popular traditional theory

of formal large-scale organization among social scientists

is one postulated by Max Weber, who had a great interest in

uncovering the laws of social behavior. Strangely enough,

Weber's model is not so much familiar to professional stu-

dents of management as it is to the students of sociology.

This is why, perhaps, Weber is considered more a sociologist

than a historian or a political scientist, although most of

his research was historical and much was written on the

subject of political science, the major contribution being

his famous essay on "Bureaucracy". But, however much it

has been ignored in the past, a student of organization,

whether he studies organization from a sociological, politi-

cal, or administrative point of view, can hardly afford

today to avoid the study of Weberian model of bureaucracy.



In many ways his thesis has become the central point in the

study of "bureaucracy".

In this classical essay, Weber basically assumed that

trends in organization and management in the dominant insti-

tutions of society influence all other institutions, such

as military organizations, governmental organizations,

ecclesiastical organizations, and all other forms of large-

scale organizations. He "attached no invidious connotation

to the term but indeed believed that bureaucracy was

absolutely essential for both the modern state and the

corporation".13 According to him, the major trend is

towards progressive bureaucratization of major institutions,

both public and private, which are exerting a marked influ-

ence on the minor organizations.

Thus, the age of entrepreneur, he said, is almost over

and the progressive bureaucracies controlled by professional

managers are taking place. The basis for his argument was

both historical and analytical. Historically, he quoted

some "examples of rather distinctly developed and quantita-



tively large bureaucracies",14 such as,

"Egypt, during the period of the new empire which,
however, contained strong patrimonial elements; the
latter Roman Principate, and especially the Diocletian
monarchy ; the Roman Catholic Church, increasingly
so since the end of the thirteen century; China, from
the time of Shi Hwangti until the present, but with
strong patrimonial and prebendal elements; in ever
purer forms, the modern European states and, increa-
singly, all public corporations since the time of
princely absolutism; the large modern capitalist enter-
prise, the more so as it becomes greater and more
complicated", 15

"Although Weber believed bureaucracy to be inherent
in all formal organizations, he also assumed that since
Western society lives under a regime of law which applies
to all institutions, bureaucracy is a legal as well as
an administrative concept, and from this he drew a
number of important inferences. Every orginization, he
said, includes a few policy officials and many operating
officials, who are bureaucrats. These men are subject
to the law and to the authority of policy officials and
hence might be supposed to occupy a subordinate position
in hierarchy of power. And in a formal sense, so they
do. But in addition since bureaucrats are so numerous
and so expert in institutional management, it is they
who exercise the real power when it comes to the actual
conduct of affairs."16



Analytically, he called his model of bureaucracy an

"ideal-type" to distinguish it from others like the "patri-

monial-type" and "charismatic-type" which, according to him,

have also existed. He then set his argument to prove that

bureaucracy as an "ideal-type" is a modern form of organi-

zation; that it is typical in its characteristics; and that

it will become predominant in due course of time because of

the educational and economic systems, technology, and, above

all, people's general propensities through the process of

rationalization. The main features of Weber's "ideal-type

bureaucracy are as follows:

1. "There is the principle of fixed and official

jurisdictional areas, which are generally ordered by rules,

that is, by laws or administrative regulations."17 By "fixed

or jurisdictional areas", Weber meant a clear cut division

of labor which, in turn, breeds a high degree of specializa-

tion. This means employing specialized experts and making

them responsible for the discharge of their assigned duties.

Along with responsibility, the experts are also delegated the



or otherwise, which may be placed at the disposal"18 of the

tion of the corresponding rights". 19 Thus, the whole discus-

political and ecclesiastical communities".20 Max Weber

"classified authority primarily in terms of the
grounds on which obedience was sought and given. He
described three modes of authority: (1) The 'charis-
matic' form, in which loyalty was attached to the
person of a leader on the grounds that he possessed
unusual personal qualities; (2) the 'traditional'
form, in which loyalty was attached to the person of
a leader who served and was guided by ancient traditions;
(3) and finally, the 'bureaucratic' form, in which
loyalty is attached to formal rules, but not to persons,
on the grounds that the~ are legally exacted, and
expedient or rational". 1



lower offices by the higher ones."22 By hierarchy, Weber

"That is, a bureaucrat holds an office which is
part of a much larger framework of organization that
is hierarchical and laid out with as much scientific
precision as possible. A bureaucrat's authority is
therefore attached to the position he occupies in
the hierarchy and is not independent of it. This
being the case, he has a professional and a legal duty
to conform to what is expected of him; his responsi-
bility is to comply with authority and to do his duty
without fear or favor."23

It does not matter for the character of bureaucracy whether

its authority is called private or public".24



3. "The management of the modern office is based

upon written documents (the files) The body of

officials actually engaged in a public office, along with

the respective apparatus of material implements and the

files, make up a bureau. "25 This means that the operations

are governed by abstract rules and their application. "The

executive office is separated from the household, business

from private correspondence, and business assets from pri-

vate fortunes. The more consistently the modern type of

business management has been carried through, the more are

these separations the case."26 In this feature, Weber tried

to explain the uniformity of operations and impersonality

of an individual involved in any kind of work in the bureau.

These characteristics of the impersonality of the members

of the modern-day organization are unique and are quite a

prevalent feature of today's socio-economic life.

4. "Office management, at least all specialized office

management usually presupposes thorough and expert

training. "27 By this, Weber meant that no offic ial is



recruited without adequate training; offices are filled by

merit, and merit is determined by educational criteria.

This is true for any type of work in any kind of organi-

zation, both public and private. Thus, in Weber's "ideal-

type" bureaucratic organizations, there is no place for

amateurs and laYmen. And not only are the educational

requirements as prerequisite for recruitment sufficient,

special training in the special methodology of procedures

unique to the individual organizations is extended to the

employees which constitutes special learning. The degree

of this special learning, according to Weber, differentiates

the superiority of the officials from each other.

S. "When the office is fully deve loped, offic ial

activity demands the full working capacity of the official,

irrespective of the fact that his obligatory time in the

bureau may be firmly delimited."28 By this statement,

Weber implied that a bureaucrat is a twenty-four hour em-

ployee of the organization he is patronizing; that he should

be immune to the influence of other organizations in the



6. "The management of the office follows general
rules, which are more or less stable, more or less
exhaustive, and which can be learned. Knowledge of
these rules represent a special technical learning
which the officials possess. It involves jurispru-
dence, or administrative or business management."29



Advantages of Weber's model.-- The combination of these

"bureaucracy involves a clear-cut division of
integrated activities which are regarded as duties
inherent in the office. A system of differentiated
controls and sanctions is stated in the regulations.
The assignment of roles occurs on the basis of technical
qualifications which are ascertained through formalized,
impersonal procedures (e.g., examinations). Within the
structure of hierarchically arranged authority, the
activities of trained and salaried experts are governed
by general, abstract, clearly defined rules which



preclude the necessity for the issuance of specific
instructions in each specific case. The generality of
the rules requires the constant use of categorization,
whereby individual problems and cases are classified on
the basis of designated criteria and are treated accor-
dingly. The pure type of bureaucratic official is
appointed, either by a superior or through the exercise
of impersonal competition; he is not elected. A measure
of flexibility in the bureaucracy is attained by elec-
ting higher functionaries who presumably express the
will of the electorate (e.g., a body of citizens or a
board of directors)".30

lies in the role of technical knowledge 3l The question
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and knowledge of the concrete fact within its own sphere

of interest".34

production". 35 This mechanistic comparison and technical



of the system that makes the people work efficiently and not

vice versa. Thus, Weber seemed to be sure of the impersoni-

fication and automaton of the system. He emphasized that

the degree of maturity in the dehumanization of bureaucracy

is directly proportional to the degree of its development;

and that it succeeds completely "in eliminating from business

love, hatred, and all purely personal, irrational, and

emotional elements which escape calculation".36 Therefore

the advantage of calculability demanded by "the peculiarity

of modern culture, and specifically of its technical and

economic basis"37 becomes a mutual asset for both organization

and society.

Moreover, the formulation of bureaucracy, according to

Weber, has nothing to do with the economic and political

system. That is, an organization planned on his "ideal-type"

model will survive under any political system, and will yield

the same degree of efficiency both in the capitalistic and

socialistic economies. Therefore the chief advantageous out-

come of bureaucracy based on technical knowledge, as thought



by Weber, is its technical efficiency with which the work

of organization is executed.

To sum up, the technical virtues of bureaucracy, expoun-

ded by Weber, are "precision, speed, unambiguity, knowledge

of the files, continuity, discretion, unity, strict subordina-

tion, reduction of friction and of material and personal costs".38

These virtues when raised to optimum, continued Weber, help

to develop an inner life of organization unique to itself,

and is kept alive through the life-channels of secrecy, rou-

tine, discipline, specialized knowledge, and, above all,

technical perfection. "Indeed, the dearest wish of a bureau-

cracy is to be left alone to generate its own momentum, thus

guaranteeing permanence, purity of motive, impartiality,

faithfulness to routine, and all the rest."39

Comments on Weber's Model.-- Despite the aforesaid

advantages of Weber's model on bureaucracy, there are many

implications involved in his theory which have led many

scholars to resort to pungent criticism. The first mis-



leading implication arises out of the type of bureaucracy

Weber dealt with by calling it an "ideal-type". "This

methodological concept of 'ideal-type' has aroused a good

deal of speculation and controversy. Neither the careful

analysis of Von Schelting nor the thoughtful commentary by

Parsons has been successful in dispelling the mist which

surrounds this tool. ,,40 As the term "ideal-type" suggests,

it seems fictitous and mystical like the illusion of

platonic ideals. The basic features of his model seems

hardly either "ideal" or "types". By calling his model

"ideal", Weber endeavored to prove the perfect adequacy,

practical feasibility, and superiority of his model over

all other systems of administration. He wrote that "exper-

ience tends universally to show that the purely bureaucratic

type of administration is, from a technical point of

view, capable of attaining the highest degree of efficiency

and is in this sense the most rational known means of carrying

out imperative control over human beings".41 Thus his

approach implied that any variation in the formal structure,



"perfection of planned layout is achieved only
by institutions on the point of collapse .
During a period of exciting discovery or progress there
is no time to plan the perfect headquarters .
The time for that comes later, when all the important
work is done. Perfection, we know, is finality;
finality is death".42

"then they should be derived by carefully
abstracting from empirical givens through the method
of concomitant variations. This method ordinarily
starts with an exact appraisal (description) of one
given complex or configuration of phenomena, events,
or process; then another; then another. These in
turn are subject to comparison in terms of specific
aspects, either through actual or mental experimen-
tation".43



"his 'ideal-types' as mental constructs which are
neither derived by a process of deductive ratiocination
from higher concepts, nor built up from empirical data
by relevant inference, nor demonstrably developed as
working hypothesis from such data. The profound
methodological confusion, associated with the notion
of 'ideal-type' seriously affects Weber's discussion
of 'bureaucracy', since bureaucracy is supposed to be
one of these nebulous entities".44

"It is hypothetical in the sense that further
research and analysis may disclose (a) that more factors
should be added, or (b) that the number of factors can
be reduced. In that sense, one could even say that the
aspects severally are 'hypothetical'. But it is more
important to insist that they represent 'unreal' limits
of a developmental trend. However, these unreal limits
have no teleological or normative significance."45



The second misleading implication in Weber's model is

the too much dependence he placed on conformity to formal

rules and regulations of any organization for the purpose

of yielding the highest form of efficiency. According to

him, any non-conformity on the part of the individual to

the established rules of organization is abnormal, and hence

deterimental, because any deviation from the formal struc-

ture will lower the efficiency. But such expectance for

devotion to conformity and formalism seems very inadequate,

especially in the light of many recent empirical studies

performed by the critics of traditionalism. Today, the

informal aspects of modern large-scale organizations borne

out of non-conformity and human interaction are deemed as

well-tested and well-proved forces that are responsible for

achieving the defined purposes of any enterprise with a high

degree of efficiency. For example, C. I. Barnard, one of

the first to reject this notion of complete dependence on

the formal parts of an organization, held the opinion that

the "informal organizations are necessary to the operations



of formal organizations".46 Thus, informal patterns are a

regular, and hence imperative, part of the formal organi-

zation and must be taken into consideration. To some extent,

the informal patterns are also well-structured by the

relative influence, skill, seniority, and conviviality of

their members. But they are not bureaucratic by any stan-

dards.

Also, in the model, whereas Weber took into consider-

ation the structural, legal, and political aspects of

bureaucracy, he neglected completely the psychology of the

same. As a result of his neglect of the informal patterns

of bureaucracy, he could not realize that when the informal

and formal occur together, then the concepts like "hierarchy,

specialization, and authority produce a distinctive psycho-

logical climate"47 which can hardly keep a man as an inhuman

machine or as a small cog in an organizational machine. This

conspicuous neglect by Weber of recognizing the deep-rooted

relations between an individual and organization has been

elaborately explained by Pres thus who stated that



"not only are psychological consequences of the
model for individuals ignored, but their latent goals
are regarded as errant deviations that necessarily
subvert the organization's rational means and ends.
The critical distinction and the inevitable tension
between the authority of position (hierarchy) and the
authority of skill are unexamined. The influence of
informal groups and the organization's part in sociali-
zation are similarly neglected".48

"For Weber, authority was given consent because it
was legitimate, rather than being legitimate because it
evoked consent. For Weber, therefore, consent is
always a datum to be taken for granted rather than being
a problem whose sources had to be traced."49

"the content of discipline is nothing but the
consistently rationalized, methodically trained and
exact execution of the received order, in which all



personal criticism is unconditionally suspended and
the actor is unswervingly and exclusively set for
carrying out the connnand".50

"very words vibrate with something of the Prussian
enthusiasm for the military type of organization, and
the way seems barred to any kind of consultative, let
alone cooperative pattern. That the latter kind of
pattern may be a higher type, that it may represent
a 'more fully developed form of administrative organi-
zation', not only in terms of humanitarian values, but
also in terms of 'results', is all but excluded as
poss ibi1ity". 51



highest order of butchery and barbarity was in the same vein,

when he said in his trial in Israel, "I was given orders".

The main reason for Weber's inability in not systemati-

cally analyzing the actual social processes, which either

generated or thwarted the emergence of obedience, was that

he seemingly could not differentiate between "the right to

command" and "the capacity to command", or, in other words,

between "authority" and "power". He did not foresee that

a yawning gulf lies between the two; and that the two con-

cepts substantially differ from each other in both meaning

and substance. "Power might be defined as simply the ability

to make things happen Control might be defined as

power exercised as means toward a specific end; authority,

as vested control. ,,53 The problem of Cuba, as felt in the

United States, is a good example to clarify Weber's obscurity;

this lies in his confusion of the two concepts, "authority"

and "power". The present Cuban Government under Fidel Castro

has the right to continue and function as it considers proper

and beneficial for the country, but the Government of the



United States has the capacity to translate or dictate its

decisions in accordance with the wishes of its people. In

other words, while the Cuban Government has authority but

no power, the Government of the United States has power but

no authority.

Thus, the basic assumption of Weber that people could

be tamed to blind obedience and outright submission to the

system for the sake of discipline and efficiency was both

fallacious and dangerous, especially from a democratic point

of view. It was fallacious because the concept has no clarity

of understanding and revolves around his theory in chaos and

confusion; it was dangerous because it has the positive

connotations of "divine right" type of authoritarianism.

Another misleading implication in Weber's model is the

rigidity of his theory with its full-fledged creed and dogma.

In fact, his gospel of bureaucracy has the full blessings

of being orthodox and dogmatic, the consequence of which he

did not perceive. He did not comprehend that "orthodox bureau-

cracy carries impersonality to the point of inhumanity, rules



to the point where individuality and initiative are neu-

tralized, and automatic processes to the point where moti-

vation is excluded".54 As a result such castes of orthodoxy

hardened its borders into impassable fortresses, and the

processes of query dried into the vested interests of every-

one. From an historical point of view, he seemed to have

neglected the very law of socio-temporal change in accordance

with the variations in time and space. He maintained that

bureaucracy existed in an essentially similar form at

different times throughout the past history and believed

that bureaucratic form of organization would be considered

as an inherent necessity of all communities. This means an

immunity of bureaucracy to the changing social and political

structures of society in which the former is enmeshed. In

other words, the constancy of bureaucratic elements, regard-

less of the dynamic nature of the social structures of

society, is one of the prominent features of the Weberian

model, the reliability of which is not consistent with

empirical facts. This idea of constancy and immortality of



bureaucracy and gives little attention to their unanticipated

consequences both functional and dysfunctional".SS

"On the basis of both empirical evidence and
academic criticism, therefore, it appears that Weber's
analysis of the factors of bureaucracy is probably a
correct one, but that his 'model' of administration is
not likely to produce the results he predicted for it.
His methodology is classificatory and static rather
than evolutionary and organic. A formal classifier may
be able to differentiate the major elements of a process,
but he cannot describe a complete process, much less
the fluidity and subtleties of the administrative
process."S6



Modern Approach to the Theory of Bureaucracy.-- After

having discussed at some length the traditional viewpoint

on the theory of bureaucracy, we are now ready to venture

to undertake a project of exploring the basic contributions

of modern writers to the theory of bureaucracy. In general,

a systematic presentation of the viewpoints of all these

writers is an arrogant adventure, for different approaches

have been taken by different students of organization theory.

But, despite many deviations from the strict sense of the

term, all these approaches have a common tag - that is, they

are solidly planted in the behavioral sciences.

At the very outset, it may be pointed out that, like

the formal, informal aspects have also been overstressed by

some scholars. All the behavioral approaches are not out

of emotional bias. It can be stated with confidence that

"they have moved beyond the destructive phase of tearing

down many of our older and dearly held dogmas; they have

ventured forth in a positive attempt to build a new base for

organization theory".57 Most of the behavioral theories, it



may be noted, have been constructed with very little reliance

upon the rigid authoritative structural characteristics.

This is because the very outcome of behavioral approach has

been due to the disgust and despondency of modern-day scholars

with traditional concepts such as authority, chain of com-

mand, span of control, line and staff, and so on and so

forth. Rather, their "primary goal has been the creation of

behavior that would cut across all forms of social organi-

zation and would provide"S8 necessary tools for "interpreting,

understanding, predicting, and regulating behavior".S9

As Max Weber's theory of bureaucracy was the first

systematic presentation of the traditional approach, Barnard's

theory of organization may be deemed as the first systematic

diversification from traditionalism. It is he who recognized,

for the first time, the necessity and importance of basic

relations between the formal and the informal as applied to

any administrative system. Later on, many others, following

Barnard, blasted the traditionalism with their own dynamites.

Out of these heroes, Herbert Simon was the champion of all.



"administrative description suffers currently from
superficiality, overs implication, lack of realism. It
has confined itself too closely to the mechanism of
authority, and has failed to bring within its orbit
the other, equally important, modes of influence on
organizational behavior. It has refused to undertake
the tiresome task of studying the actual allocations of
decision-making functions. It has been satisfied to
speak of authority, centralization, span of control,
function, without seeking operational definitions of
these terms. Until administrative description reaches
a higher level of sophistication, there is little
reason to hope that rapid progress will be made toward
the identification and verification of valid adminis-
trative principles". 60

"a valid approach to the study of administration
(of organization) requires that all the relevant
diagnosis criteria be identified; that each adminis-
trative situation be analyzed in terms of the entire
set of criteria; and that research be instituted to
determine how weights can be assigned to several
criteria when they are, as they usually will be,
mutually incompatible". 61



"it is a fatal defect of the current principles
of administration that, like proverbs, they occur in
pairs. For almost every principle one can find an
equally plausible and acceptable contradictory prin-
ciple. Although the two principles of the pair will
lead to exactly opposite organizational recommendations,
there is nothing in the (traditional) theory to indicate



which is the proper one to apply".62

"the central notion is that a decision can be
regarded as a conclusion drawn (though not in any
strict logical sense) from premises; and that influence
is exercised by transmitting decisions, which are then
taken as premises for subsequent decisions".63

"although any practical activity involves both
'deciding' and 'doing', it has not commonly been
recognized that a theory of administration should be
concerned with the processes of decision as well as
with the processes of action. This neglect perhaps
stems from the notion that decision-making is confined
to the formulation of over-all policy. On the contrary,



the process of decision does not come to an end when
the general purpose of an organization has been deter-
mined. The task of 'deciding' pervades the entire
administrative organization quite as much as does the
task of 'doing' - indeed, it is integrally tied up
with the latter. A general theory of administration
must include principles of organization that will
insure correct decision-making, just as it must include
principles that will insure effective action".64

(a) the organization, and (b) the individuaL ..."65 Thus,



these principles becomes an indispensable necessity.

From the traditional point of view, increase in special-

ization is directly related to the increase in administrative

efficiency. But the traditional meaning attached to the

principle of specialization suffers from over-simplification,

and its simplicity is a "deceptive simplicity - a simplicity

that conceals fundamental ambiguities".66 There are many

kinds of specializations which we must distinguish from each

other so that the real meaning of the term becomes intelli-

gible. There can be a specialization of people, a speciali-

zation of tasks, a specialization of places, and many other

divisions. While distinguishing between the specialization

of tasks and the specialization of people, Thompson stated

that "the first refers to the element of work specificity-

making activities more specific - while the second refers to

the adaptation of the individual to the conditions of his

existence - increasing his chances of health and survival".67

According to him,

"the specialized person is adapted or changed. He



can do things he could not do before and things that
other people cannot doo If these things are valued by
other people, his partial monopoly of ability to per-
form them gives him power. Other people are to some
extent dependent upon him and must to that extent
accomodate themselves to his needs. By virtue of his
own behavior he can somewhat alter the satisfactions
he receives from others. His fate is not entirely
beyond his own control".68

"moves in the direction of the ever more specific,
the narrowing of activities to simple, repetitive
routines. It moves in the direction of the micro-
division of labor, as for example, tightening bolts
in an assembly line". 69

"the specialization of tasks is an organizational
phenomenon ('the division of work'), while the speciali-
zation of people is a social process. Furthermore, task
specialization and personal specialization are mutually
antithetical. The more task specialization, the less
personal specialization".70



"specialization is not a condition of efficient
administration: it is an inevitable characteristic
of all group effort, however efficient or inefficient
that effort may be. Specialization merely means that
different persons are doing different things - and since
it is physically impossible for two persons to be doing
the same thing in the same place at the same time two
persons are always doing different things".71



behavior to be guided by a decision reached by another,

respective of his own judgment as to the merits of that

decision".72 However, any discussion on authority in orga-

nizations must recognize that there are several grounds for

its acceptance on the part of an individual. Apart from

the common type of rank and file authority based on the

hierarchical structure, there can be a charismatic authority

or a functional authority. To give an illustration of

charismatic authority, Mahatma Gandhi exercised authority

on the members of the Congress Party through his charismatic

influence. He had no formal position whatsoever in the

hierarchy of Congress; yet he was the most influential

person of his time. Mao Tse Tung of Red China is a living

example of this type of authority.

Whereas the deviation in the case of charismatic

authority from the concept of the strict type of structural

authority seems to be small, it becomes quite large and

vivid when the role of specialists in the modern large-scale

organizations is considered along with the position they



"the real fault that must be found with this prin-
ciple is that it is incompatible with the principle of
specialization. One of the most important uses to
which authority is put in organization is to bring about
specialization in the work of making decisions, so that
each decision is made at the point in the organization
where it can be made most expertly".73

that can be applied to decisions".74 Moreover, the pro-



market for their skills bring professionalization. They

attempt to mold the conditions and concepts of the organi-

zation according to their whim and fancy, thus giving a

challenge to the hierarchical structure. Indeed, they

resent the exercise of authority by those whom the pro-

fessionals call "laymen". Therefore the contradictions

between the principles of hierarchy and specialization, and

the interference of charismatic personalities in the struc-

tural hierarchy stand without giving a clue to any appro-

priate solution. "What is needed to decide the issue is a

principle of administration that will enable one to weigh

the relative advantages of the two courses of action."7S

The third and final principle which needs clarification

is the principle of efficiency. Ordinarily, efficiency

means to accomplish a maximum degree of objectives with

minimum costs through the easiest means. Other aspects

being agreeable, the major conflict between the traditional

scientists and behavioral scientists is concerned with the

means which ought to be adopted to achieve the highest



natives which produce the largest result for the given

application of resources".76

"These limits include (a) limits on his ability to
perform, and (b) limits on his ability to make correct
decisions. To the extent that these limits are removed,
the administrative organization approaches its goal of
efficiency. Two persons, given the same skills, the
same objectives and values, the same knowledge and
information, can rationally decide only upon the same
course of action. Hence, administrative theory must be
interested in the factors that will determine with
what skills, values, and knowledge the organization
member undertakes his work". 77



"organization is a very human activity; it consists
of people interacting with each other, but as modified



and influenced by nature, material things, and, almost
all ideas. The people in an organization have needs
to fulfill and goals to achieve which are to a consider-
able extent personal in nature, and sometimes in
conflict with organization goals. Yet to achieve many,
perhaps most, of these personal goals they must
collaborate with other people, and the moment they do
so a first step has been taken towards the creation of
an organization".78

directly or indirectly, to their own personal goals".79

"the socializing process is that by which individuals
are made into agents of the formal organization and/or
the informal group. The process by which the individual
is made into an agent of the formal organization is
called the formal socializing process; that by which he
is made into an agent of the informal group is called
the informal socializing process. The personalizing



process is that by which the individual actualizes
himself and by which aspects of the organization and
informal groups are made into agencies for the
individual". 80

for the behavior of a single, isolated individual to reach

any high degree of rationality", 81 because:

"(1) rationality requires a complete knowledge and
anticipation of the consequences that will follow on
each choice. In fact, knowledge of sequences is always
fragmentary. (2) Since these consequences lie in the



future, imagination must supply the lack of experienced
feeling in attaching value to them. But values can be
only imperfectly anticipated. (3) Rationality requires
a choice among all possible alternative behaviors. In
actual behavior, only a very few of all these possible
alternatives ever come to mind. "82

"the limits of rationality with which the principles
of administration must deal are that the individual is
limited by those skills, habits, and reflexes which are
no longer in the realm of conscious ... ; that the indivi-



dual is limited by his values and those conceptions of
purpose which influence him in making his decisions .... ;
and that the individual is limited by the extent of his
knowledge of things relevant to his job".83



"The extent to which bureaucracy is found in any
organization depends on both external and internal
factors. Among the principal external factors are
tradition, legalism, theocracy, concentrated economic
and political power, technology, and a failure to
inventiveness. The internal factors are the ingre-
dients of administration that produce order and system:
fixed targets, organization charts, procedure manuals,
work plans, job classifications, control mechanisms,
to mention only the more obvious ones."l



communications travel further and harder to control; that

it creates a necessity for rules and regulations; that it

enhances the impersonality trait amongst employees; and

that status and power are the best concomitants of size.

As we have already seen, such characteristics as

formalism, status, rules and regulations, impersonality,

and power collectively comprise what we generally call

"bureaucracy". Thus the most fundamental question in the

study of the growth of any type of organization - economic,

political, social, or religious - is its size. Size, of

course, "has many dimensions, including the organization's

scale of operations, volume of work, extent of capital

resources, number of clients or customers, and the geogra-

phical scope of its activities".2 Although most of these

phases will be taken into consideration, our main discussion

will center around the growth of organizations, both in

volume and value or in capacity and complexity, resulting

in huge monolithic bureaucracies. The causes of such

spectacular growth follow.



The root cause for the evolution of bureaucratic orga-

nization is the development of a money economy. Historically,

in the money economies, the process of bureaucratization

of organizations not only prevails but becomes predominant,

because the basic factor for its growth, whether private or

public, is the possibility of giving remunerations in cash.

This is quite understandable in the light of historical

evidence of huge bureaucracies which existed in Egypt, Rome,

China, and India. The point becomes all the more real when

we see that it was only the money economy which made possible

the functioning of the factory system. Thus a money economy

is a basic incentive congenial to the bureaucratization of

the sources of production and other means of existence. In

our times, this is as true in the case of industrially

developed countries as in the case of underdeveloped.

Whereas the modern industrial enterprises, like General

Motors, Imperial Chemicals, and Russian Steel factories, and

governmental organizations in the United States, Soviet

Union, Britain, and West Germany indicate the existence of



"Our scientific departments have grown tremen-
dously. Our Ministry of Commerce and Industry has
grown very greatly. There is new Ministry of Produc-
tion, there is new Ministry of Planning and so on.
Our Ministry of Health functions in a bigger way, our
Ministry of Education functions in a much bigger way,
every ministry functions in a very much bigger way
and many new ministries have come into being. Take
defense. Previously defense really was an organization
here to carry out the basic policies laid down in
London - just to give effect to them. Now we grow.
We have to lay down our policies. We have to develop
not only the outer structure of defense but the indus-
trial apparatus behind defense. The Defense Ministry
today owns great industries. The Communications
Ministry owns great factories making telephones and
what not. The Railway Ministry owns Chittaranjan
Locomotive works and the Integral Coach Building Factory
near Madras. You see how all this goes on growing."3



"bureaucracy as a permanent structure is built to
the one pre-supposition of a constant income for
maintaining it. Where such an income cannot be derived
from private profits, as in the case with the bureau-
cratic organization of large modern enterprises, or
fixed land rents, as with manor, a stable system of
taxation provides sufficient economic basis for the
existence of bureaucratic administration".4



"it seems inevitable, too, that peoples not yet
industrialized will seek a more highly organized
economic way of life as rapidly as their circumstances
will permit. The material benefits to be reaped from
such organization have been very heavily impressed upon
these peoples by the tremendous studies in living
standards among industrialized populations".5



"perrenial inflationary pressure can play an
important part in the eventual conquest of the private
enterprise system by the bureaucracy - the resultant
friction and deadlocks being attributed to private
enterprise and used as arguments for further restric-
tions and regulations".6

"the modern trade unions, like the modern corpor-
ation, is monolithic; one huge human shaft of power
directed from the top. Its conventions are attended
by professionals - 'pork choppers' - whose present and
future security depends on the maintenance of the power
hierarchy. Decisions which affect the rank-and-file



worker are increasingly removed from his hands in both
time and space. The decisions which must be made are
technically so complicated that only the expert or the
leaders advised by the expert are competent to make
them". 7

ownership for management".8



over his environment, while constituting the goals at a

given level of economic organizations, have at the same time

laid the foundations"9 of modern organizations. The origins

of such development can be estimated with the discovery of

efficient control of the energy, especially steam, in about

the Eighteenth Century. Whereas the 1870's saw the rise of

the steamship as the dominant method of inter-continental

transportation, the invention of automobiles and airplanes

made the man extremely dynamic in the Twentieth Century.

With such rapid development and efficient use of technology,

the Twentieth Century bureaucratic organization has become

"the arena where science and technology are applied"lO most

frequently.

But the modern systems of mass production that evolved

out of the factory system cannot entirely depend upon the

mere use of machines. Systematic coordination of the lines

of communications and control on huge assembly lines becomes

extremely essential. This has become possible through the

revolutionary growth of the communication sciences such as



"one has only to try to picture the large organiza-
tion of today, whether it be a corporation, a government,
a labor union, or a firm organization, operating without
telephones and conducting all its communication through
horse-drawn mails to realize the extent to which the
telephone has contributed to the growth of organization". II

"many of them, such as construction of planes and
motor cars, the petro-chemical and electronic industries
or the production of atomic energy, were indeed, unknown
a comparatively short time ago, and most of these new
agencies are by technical necessity concentrated in
large-scale productive and economic units".12



"New needs have arisen both as a result of the
growth of literacy and self-conciousness, and as a
result of the very development of organization itself,
for the development of one type of organization fre-
quently creates a need for another organization as an
offset. As for example, the growth of the large
industrial union is not unrelated to the growth of the
great corporation."13



an indispensable necessity.

But the drama does not end here. To create such condi-

tions as are congenial to the general contentment of the

people is not a simple problem. Many complexities, an

obvious outcome of this process, very naturally give birth

to various perplexities and a sense of skepticism in and

around the public mind which in turn becomes a good stimu-

lant to motivate the general masses to seek security through

organizations like labor unions or government welfare agencies.

In a country like the United States, where the spirit of

capitalism still echoes high, benefit agencies like the

social security administration and the department of health,

education, and welfare are the conspicuous examples of huge

and flourishing bureaucracies. This is how through the inter-

play of causes and consequences, bureaucratization in the

modern society has been proliferating during the past

hundred years.

Closely related to the human curiosity for economic

gains and physical comforts is another much-craved and deep-



"an attribute of self-conciousness. It is likely
to increase with a rise in literacy and with a rise in
democratic conciousness. In a feudal society the demand
for rising status may well be latent, perhaps because
of the care with which the individual is integrated
into the local organization of the manor or guild. It
is in the rise of the market as a dominant instrument
in the organization of society and in the consequent
disorganization of status structure, that we may look
for the reasons of rising demand for status".14

"In a very real sense an individual person can
exist only as part of the larger organization of society,
just as an organ or a cell can exist only within the
larger organization of the body Even Simon
Stylites on his pillar must have been part of a larger
society which respected hermits and was willing to
support them; otherwise he would have perished in a few
days or would have been hauled off to a mental insti-
tution (or whatever was the ancient substitute)."15



organization". 16 This process of man's sub-concious struggle

"The rise of the labor movement (in the non-socialis-
tic countries) is closely related to the fact that
business enterprises by their very nature cannot provide
the worker with adequate status in them. The worker is
part of the 'market' of the enterprise - economically



he is something like a raw material! - and unless he
is tied to the enterprise by some sort of peonage he
is not a participant in the enterprise in the same
sense that management is. That is to say, workers are
part of the environment of the enterprise rather than
part of the enterprise itself, something like the cus-
tomers of the enterprise. Their relationship with the
enterprise is continually limited by the fact that they
can quit at any time and try to get a job in some other
enterprise. In this sense the whole system of enter-
prises forms the environment of the individual worker,
but he does not feel himself to be 'part' of any of
them. This destruction of status as a result of the
development of free and active labor markets is probably
one of the most important forces underlying the rise of
the labor movement. "17



interesting to note that these organizations, which came to

function to meet the special needs under the circumstances

prevailing at the time of their birth, continued to exist.

They perpetuated their existence on the basis of many

reasons, three being of extreme importance. One reason was

that these organizations were utilized for bringing the

conditions back to normality during post-war days. But,

as Strauss pointed out, "the extreme situation may have been

relatively short-lived, but it was preceded by massive war

preparations and followed by slow and painful process of

reconversion and recovery which in many countries lasted

rather longer than the wars themselves".l8

The second reason was that, after this recovery when

the conditions in most of the countries came to the state

of being stable, the survival of many organizations, espe-

cially government departments, became a political question

due to the severe resistance of those who were benefitted

either as employees or as clientelle by the former's exis-

tence.



"the armed forces of most great and not-so-great
powers remain formidable mass organizations differing
not only in size but also in kind from the armies which
fought the Crimean War of 1854 and the Boer War of 1899".19

"defense means that the demands of defense are
inherently insatiable. That is to say, the attempt on
the part of each organization to provide for its own
defense results in an arms race. A arms to be stronger
than B; this makes B weaker, and so B must arm to become
stronger than A; this makes A weaker, so he must arm
some more. The race goes on until either there is some
kind of monopolistic settlement - a cartel, for instance,
in the case of firms or a federation in the case of
states - or the tension becomes unendurable and there
is an attempt on the part of each to render the other
. . " 20~mpotent, ~.e. war .



"which can not really be considered as a whole but
only in terms of subgroups, employs over one-half of
all the civilians in federal service. Its appropriation
amounts close to sixty per cent of the national budget -
over fifty billion dollars. Its responsibility, shared
with the President and Congress, emcompass no less than
the security of the nation".21



"it seems that unions have benefitted most from
emergencies, such as war and depression. Once crisis
provided an opportunity for entry, they consolidated
their gains, which included not only increased numbers
but also a foot in the door that served them well as
time and organization brought new opportunities".22

qua size is highly valued, consolidation for sheer growth

will always be powerful motive".23 An obvious result of



Germany".24 The main effects of such mergers, as Strauss

"through trusts, holding companies or interlocking
clique (have been) spread through a broad cross-section
of the economy of a modern industrial nation, and the
cooperation of a few large concerns (has been) dominating
a major industry throughout the (non-communist) world".25



"on September 13, A.D. 288, Servaeus Africanus,
a high official of the Roman administration in Egypt,
found it necessary to write to the district Governor
of Middle Egypt, to complain of the useless multipli-
city of officials in the administration of the crown
accounts: '.... It is apparent from the accounts alone
that a number of persons, wishing to batten on the
estates of the Treasury, have invented titles for them-
selves, such as comptroller, secretary, or superintendent,
whereby they procure no advantage to the Treasury but
swallow up the profits. It has therefore become
necessary for me to send you instructions to arrange
a single superintendent of good standing to be chosen
for each estate on the responsibility of the local
municipal council, and to abolish all remaining offices,
though the superintendent elected shall have power to
choose two, or at most three, assistants. By this
means the wasteful expenditure will be curtailed, and
the estates of the Treasury receive proper attention.
You will, of course, ensure that only such persons are
appointed to assist the superintendents as can stand
pub lic secrutiny. Good bye' .u26



of bureaucratic expansion presented by A. Northcote Parkinson,

commonly known as "Parkinson's law".27 Although Parkinson

"Thus if a man would prevent his appointees from
becoming a threat to his own position, he merely appoints
two officials where formerly there was one and divides
the work between them, and they go on subdividing ad
infinitum, like certain lower forms of vegetable life."28



"in a formal organization, the salary and promo-
tion system often depends on the number of people
supervised by a particular official rather than on the
skill required of him or the quality of results. Lack
of motivation and failure of leadership are additional
factors in proliferating staff. When motivation and
leadership are dynamic, especially under conditions
of competition and profit making, the tendency to
redundancy is often checked. As a man can work off
his fat by vigorous exercise, so also can an insti-
tution".29



CHAPTER IV

THE CONSEQUENCES OF MODERN BUREAUCRACY

According to Henry Ford, the machine was the most

important element of modern society. But in reality the

factor is not a mechanism but an institution - the large-

scale bureaucratic organization. Whether modern society

is under the political system of capitalism, fascism, or

socialism, organization is its central institution with

similar behavior, outlook, and complexity. Thus, modern

large-scale organization is an inseparable feature of

modern society. Its effect has been in every nook and

corner of the activities of the modern world. It has become

a universal phenomenon in both developed and underdeveloped

countries. Indeed, today's world has ?ecome an organiza-

tion world, and man, an organization man.

The importance of organizations does not only stem

from the fact that most of the adult population spends much

of their daily time working in modern bureaucratic organi-

zations. Rather they are important because of the profound



influence they create on both individuals and society. This

consequential impact of organizations on individuals and

society is the topic of discussion in this chapter. The

main consequences of modern large-scale organizations can

be put into three categories - social, economic, and politi-

cal.

1. Social Consequences.-- In the ambit of organization

management, no issue is more polemical, and hence debatable,

than the social and psychological consequences of modern

bureaucratic organizations. Perhaps the very importance of

such consequences is the off-shoot of their controversial

nature - admired by some, execrated by many, but ignored by

none. From its admirer's point of view, organization growth

and its resultant effects have been a normal process in the

course of history. As Whyte pointed out, "To say that we

must recognize the dilemmas of organization society is not

to be inconsistent with the hopeful premise that organiza-

tion can be as compatible for the individual as any previous



soc iety " .1 According to him., man is bas ically in

"the fault is not in organization, in short, it
is our worship of it. It is our vain quest for a
utopian equilibrium, which would be terrible if it ever
did come to pass; it is in the soft-minded denial that
there is a conflict between the individual and society.
There must always be, and it is the price of the
individual that he must face these conflicts".2

"for the demands for his surrender are constant
and powerful, and the more he has come to like the life
of organization the more difficult does he find it to
resist these demands, or even to recognize them".3



"becomes an economic
of atomistic management.
will sit in this fashion,
in the course of Y radius
be .000 minutes".4

atom that dances to the tune
Your place is just here, you
your arms will move X inches
and the time of movement will

"in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
rationality was identified with freedom. The ideas of
Freud about the individual, and of Marx about society,
were strengthened by the assumption of the coincidence
of freedom and rationality. Now rationality seems to
have taken on a new form, to have its seat not in
individual men, but in social institutions which by
their bureaucratic planning and mathematical foresight
usurp both freedom and rationality from the little
individual men caught in them .... ".5



retrogression to barbarism (no matter under what veneer
of display and luxury), unless it is generalized indi-
vidualism: An individualism which takes into account
the real good and effective - not merely formal -
freedom of every member".6

"Herrrrnedin by necessarily rational and impersonal
demands the individual would, therefore, be in an
element contrary to his personalizing nature. When



requested to neatly separate but rationally exercise
both aptitudes, he would indeed become distressed."7

"Dissatisfaction, apathy, boredom, lack of joy and
happiness, a sense of futility and vague feeling that
life is meaningless, are the unavoidable results of
this situation. This socially patterned syndrome of
pathology may not be in the awareness of people; it
may be covered by a frantic flight into escape activities,
or by a craving for more money, power, prestige .
But the weight of the latter motivation is so great
only because the alienated person cannot help seeking
for such compensations for his inner vaccuity, not
because these desires are the 'natural' or most important
incentives for work. "8



tiona1 desires and wishes. These dogmas in the creed of

formal organization create in the mind of the healthy

individual (both mentally and phys ica11y) feelings of failure

and frustration, conflict and chaos. This is because they

are incompa tib1e with his very nature. They are

"much more congruent with the needs of infants in
our culture. In effect, therefore, organizations are
willing to pay high wages and provide adequate seniority
if mature adults will, for eight hours a day, behave in
less than mature manner! If the analysis is correct
this inevitable incongruency increases (1) as the
employees are of increasing maturity, (2) as the formal
structure is made clear-cut and logically tight
for maximum formal organizational effectiveness, (3)
as one goes down the line of command, (4) as the jobs
become more and more mechanized".9



"work is becoming more repetitive and thoughtless
as the planners, the micromotionists, and the scientific
managers further strip the worker of his right to think
and move freely. Life is being denied; need to control,
creativeness, curiosity, and independent thought are
being baulked, and the result, the inevitable result,
is fight or flight on the part of the worker, apathy or
destructiveness, psychic regression".lO



"if he affirms his individuality as a total man
in each of his relations to the world, seeing, hearing,
smelling, tasting, feeling, thinking, willing, loving -
in short, if he affirms and expresses all organs of
his individuality" .11

"to an over-concern with strict adherence to regu-
lations which induces timidity, conservatism, and
technic ism. Displacement of sentiments from goals onto
means is fostered by the tremendous sYmbolic signifi-
cance of the means (rules)".12



liThe conflict tends to arise because the employees
want to be creative, active, and independent, but they
cannot. One way to reduce the conflict is for the
employee to decide not to be creative, active, and
independent while at work. 1113



his best energy fQr seven or eight hours a day pro-
ducing something. He needs his work in order to make,
a living, but his role is essentially a passive one.
He fulfils a small isolated function in a complicated
and highly organized process of production, and is
never confronted with his product as a whole, at least
not as a producer, but only as a consumer, provided
he has the money to buy his product in a store. He is
concerned neither with the whole product in its physical
aspects nor with its wider economic and social aspects.
He is put in a certain place, has to carry out a certain
task, but does not participate in the organization of
management of the work. He is not interested, nor does
he know why one produces this instead of another com-
modity - what relation it has to the needs of the society
as a whole. The shoes, the cars, the electric bulbs,
are produced by the enterprise using the machines. He
is a part of the machines, rather than its master as an
active agent. The machine, instead of being in his
service to work for him, which once had to be performed
by sheer physical energy, has become his master. Instead
of the machine being the substitute for human energy,
man has become a substitute for the machine. His work
can be defined as the performance of acts which cannot
yet be performed by machines."14

"it is not just industrial workers who find them-
selves alienated from work. A growing army of salaried
or white-collar workers faces conditions which if more
pleasant physically are no less disruptive psychologi-
cally. The powerlessness of factory employees is
matched by the powerlessness of white collars. But
bureaucracy must not be seen as alienating only when it
is huge, or because it aims at ever greater efficiency.
A cruel work situation is bound to evoke anger or rage,



however repressed. But even under 'ideal' conditions
of bureaucratic order - where there are neither great
creative incentives nor disruptive tensions - the
result is an isolated remote world of conformists, or
what Mills calls the 'cheerful robots'".lS

relinquishment of himself, of God within himself. ") 16

"tends to be shallow, free with his money, friendly,
uncertain of himself and his values, and showy with his
tangible possessions (his car, his house, his wife's fur
coat). Socially he belongs to the new middle class; in
business, he is the bureaucrat and salaried employee.
Passive conformity is his mode. Approval from others
is his goal. Nothing in his character, no possession



he owns, no inheritance of name or talent, no work he
has done has value for itself; its only worth is its
effect on others. He is afraid to be different".17

"the majority of people are motivated by a wish
for greater material gain, for comfort and gadgets,
and this wish is restricted only by the desire for
security and the avoidance for risks. They are
increasingly satisfied with a life regulated and mani-
pulated, both in the sphere of production and of con-
sumption, by the state and the big corporations and
their respective bureaucracies; they have reached a
degree of conformity which has wiped out individuality
to a remarkable extent. They are .... impotent commodity
men serving verile machines". 18



"We now know that a life which goes excessively
against natural impulse is one which is likely to
involve effects of strain that may be quite as bad as
indulgence in forbidden impulses would have been.
People who live a life which is unnatural beyond a
point .... may develop strains of cruelty, or, on the
other hand, they may so completely lose all joy in
life that they have no longer any capacity for effort."19

"Organized irresponsibility, in this impersonal
sense, is a leading characteristic of modern indus-
trial societies everywhere. On every hand the indivi-
dual is confronted with seemingly remote organizations;
he feels dwarfed and helpless before the managerial
cadres and their manipulated and manipulating minions."ZO

"like the worker, like everybody, deals with imper-
sonal giants: with the giant competitive enterprise,
with the giant national and world market; with the
giant consumer, who has to be coaxed and manipulated,
with the giant unions; and the giant government. They



determine the activity of the manager and they direct
the activity of the worker and clerk".2l

necessary to the operation of a large administrative appara-

tus".22 For example, a limited exercise of authority is



"stereotyped behavior is not adapted to the
exigencies of individual problems. The impersonal
treatment of affairs which are at times of great per-
sonal significance to the client gives rise to the
change of 'arrogance' and 'haughtiness' of the bureau-
crat".23

ness, officiousness, mediocrity, and stagnation".24



"includes those bureaucratic ills, as instanced
by nepotism, favoritism, graft, corruption, and the like,
which, upon analysis, are found to represent failure
to live up to the requirements of bureaucratic struc-
ture".25



labor, hence the transformation of man into a crippled

monstrosity".26 As a result,

"the work has ceased to be a part of the worker's
nature and consequently he does not fulfil himself in
his work but denies himself, has a feeling of misery
rather than well-being, does not develop freely his
mental and physical energies but is physically exhausted
and mentally debased".27

tion".28 During this period, the shattering impact of work



whom he has projected his living substance".29 By deductive

"A direct consequence of the alienation of man
from the product of his labor, from his life activity
and from his species life is that man is alienated from
other men. When man confronts himself, he also con-
fronts other men. What is true of man's relationship
to his worker to the product of his work and to himself,
is also true of his relationship to other men, to their
labor and to the objects of their labor. In general,
the statement that man is alienated from his species
life means that each man is alienated from others, and
that each of the others is likewise alienated from
human life."30



tic realization has become the common trait of modern society,

western society in particular. Human life has become drab

and dismal, the existence dull and dusty. The inferiority

of the age is symbolized by the underlying paradox marked

by the simultaneous existence of the affluence of physical

leisure and liberty on the one hand, and mental and moral

decay on the other. In consequence, man indeed has become

the most confused, abused, and seduced creature of this

planet; an utter and unmitigated alienation and divorce

from the spark of his own self has become the sign of the

time.

~. Economic Consequences.-- From the economic point of

view, the resultant effects of modern organizations are quite

conspicuous. First, and most apparent of all, is the effect

of size on both production and productivity of the society.

Although it is difficult to assess conclusively the real

effect of the growth of organizations on the rate of increase

of both production and productivity in the absence of authen-



"creates giants who can do things that puny man
by himself cannot do. These giants throw bridges across
rivers, pick up men and goods and carry them allover
the world with seven-leagued boots, erect skyscrapers,
and even achieve knowledge which no single individual
could possibly do".31



as large an organization as Yugoslavia."32

specialization".33 Love and respect for specialization,

"Cleo. Man, as I have hinted before, naturally loves
to imitate what he sees others do, which is the reason
that savage people all do the same thing: this hinders
them from meliorating their condition, though they are
always wishing for it: but if one will wholly apply
himself to the making of bows and arrows, whilst another
provides food, a third builds huts, a fourth makes gar-
ments, and a fifth utensils, they not only become useful
to one another, but the callings and employments them-
selves will, in the same number of years, receive much
greater improvements, than if all had been promiscuously
followed by everyone of the five. Hor. I believe you
are perfectly right there: and the truth of what you
say is in nothing so conspicuous as it is in watch-
making, which is come to a higher degree of perfection
than it would have been arrived at yet, if the whole had



always remained the employment of one person; and I am
persuaded that even the plenty we have of clocks and
watches, as well as the exactness and beauty they may
be made of, are chiefly owing to the division that has
been made of that art into many branches. "34

"the greatest improvement in the productive powers
of labour, and the greater art of the skill, dexterity,
and judgment with which it is anywhere directed, or
applied, seem to have been the effects of the division
of labour This great increase of the quantity
of work, which, in consequence of the division of labour,
the same number of people are capable of performing,
is owing to three different circumstances: first, to
the increase of dexterity in every particular workman;
secondly, to the saving of the time which is commonly
lost in passing from one species of work to another;
and lastly, to the invention of a great number of
machines which facilitate and abridge labour, and enable
one man to do the work of many".35

lowest ranks of the people".36 But it may be stated here



is achieved through organization".37

"in which every man works for himself at his own
trade and exchanges the products of his work for the
products of the works of others. The specialization in
this case is made possible not by the possibility of
exchange .... Up to a point a market is a substitute for
the organization, in that it permits a society to develop
the advantages of specialization without concious coor-
dination".38



"such formality (hierarchy), which is integrated
with the distribution of authority within the system,
serves to minimize friction by largely restricting
(official) contact to modes which are previously defined
by the rules of the organization. Ready calculability
of other's behavior and a stable set of mutual expec-
tations is thus built up. Moreover, formality facili-
tates the interaction of the occupants of offices
despite their (possible hostile) private attitudes
toward one another. In this way, the subordinate is
protected from the arbitrary action of his superior,
since the actions of both are constrained by a mutually
recognized set of rules. Specific procedural devices
foster objectivity and restrain the quick passage of
impulse into action". 39

"today, it is primarily the capitalist market
economy which demands that the official business of the



administration be discharged precisely, unambiguously,
continuously, and with as much speed as possible.
Normally, the very large modern capitalist enterprises
are themselves unequalled models of strict bureaucratic
organization. Business management throughout rests on
increasing precision, steadiness, and, above all, the
speed of operations .... The extraordinary increase in
the speed by which public announcements, as well as
economic and political facts, are transmitted exerts a
steady and sharp pressure in the direction of speeding
up the tempo of administrative reaction towards various
situations. The optimum of such reaction time is
normally attained only by a strictly bureaucratic orga-
nization".40

monopolistic or competitive character".41 Although, from

"for a small firm in a big market, that is to say,
there are no obstacles to an increase in sales at the
market price; for all practical purposes the firm can
sell as much or as little as it wishes in the unlimited



market without either taking a lower price or incurring
selling cost".42



ness".43 But, from a strict point of view, by monopoly,

"we mean only those single sellers whose markets
are not open to the intrusion of would-be producers
of the same commodity and of actual producers of
similar ones or, speaking slightly more technically,
only those single sellers who face a given demand
schedule that is severely independent of their own
action as well as of any reactions to their action by
other concerns".44

rence"~5 the cases of short-run monopoly can be traced quite



"even tolerable approximations to the requirements
of the concept must be still rarer than are cases of
perfect competition. The power to exploit at pleasure
a given pattern of demand - or one that changes indepen-
dently of the monopolist's action and of reactions it
provokes - can under the conditions of intact capitalism
hardly persist for a period long enough to matter for
the analysis of total output, unless buttressed by
public authority, for instance, in the case of fiscal
monopolies". 46

"there cannot be any reasonable doubt that under
the conditions of our epoch such superiority is as a
matter of fact the outstanding feature of the typical
large-scale unit of control, though mere size is
neither necessary nor sufficient for it".47

"it distorts the structure of production, in that
less of the monopolized product and more of other pro-



ducts are produced than might be thought desirable;
and it also distorts the structure of income, in that
the monopolist is enabled to exact a greater income
from society in return for its product than is strictly
necessary."~8

output",49 they have their advantages also. As to their

"it seems probable that some degree of irmnobility
of resources is necessary in society if technical pro-
gress is to be made; otherwise the profits of innovation
will be irmnediately eroded away by a rush of irmnitators,
and the incentives to innovations will be much reduced". 50

"not only arise in the process of creative destruc-
tion and function in a way entirely different from the
static schema, but in many cases of decisive importance
they provide the necessary form for the achievement.
They largely create what they exploit. Hence the usual
conclusion about their influence on long-run output
would be invalid even if they were genuine monopolies
in the technical sense of the term".5l



monopoly) which would not otherwise exist, presumably in the

interest of protecting innovator".52

"homogeneous product; that is, the product of each
firm is identical in the mind of the buyer, so that he
is swayed only by consideration of price".53



"characterized by an intense competition, in the
sense that the one organization can expand only at the
expense of others and any attempt on the part of one
to expand is observed by others and usually calls for
some kind of retaliatory action".54



international political market. The resultant impact of

such a competition is quite apparent in the form of the

hydrogen bomb with its sister nuclear weapons which carry

with them a sufficient pernicious potentiality to annihilate

the seed of humanity from the globe. But the consequences

of their cooperation in order to divide and manipulate the

remaining parts of the world, as Stalin and Hitler tried

unsuccessfully to decide the fate of Europe before World

War II, would be a greater hyperbole of tragedy. In such

a case, out of the two evils, competition or cooperation,

the former is certainly less than the latter both in the

fields of economics and politics, for cooperation reduces

oligopoly to virtual monopoly.

1. Political Consequences.-- The organization effects

have not been confined to economic and social life alone.

They have been led into the realm of politics after having

penetrated into the economic world. In fact,

"one can almost describe the history of the present



era as a continuous encroachment of politics on economics.
We mean here by 'politics' the concious organization
and planning through the instruments of authority and
subordination, private or public; by 'economics' the
unconcious and automatic coordination of human activity
through the market and the price-profit mechanism".55

"who gets what, when, how".56 According to him, in politics

powerful'''.57



"increasing power of the state, in democratic and
in totalitarian regimes alike. We shall be missing
some of the most important political aspects of life,
however, if we concentrate, as so many political
scientists do, on the state alone. The political prob-
lem is one which is found in all organizations~ whether
state, church, firm, union, lodge, or family".J8



"The basic problem of scarcity which dominates
economics likewise dominates politics; if there were
no scarcity, there would be no problem of distribution.
It is because there is not enough for all, of either
cadillacs or influence, that the problem of justice
arises, a problem which social institutions represent,
an imperfect attempt to solve."59



a particular bureaucracy, the "external political process"

deals with the reaction of bureaucracy to its external

environment on a political basis. Thus, while the former

deals with individual survival and promotion in the organi-

zation, the latter's concern is to promote and maintain the

organization and its influence in the society at large.

Today, it is almost inevitable that the field of inter-

nal organization politics is gaining more and more interest

and seems destined to attract increasing attention in the

years ahead. It certainly behoves applied anthropologists,

psychologists, and professional students of management alike

to take active cognizance of the social processes which lie

at the very heart of organization behavior. To some extent,

the behavioral approach having concerned itself with the

exploration, both extensive and intensive, of the totality

of organization life, and not only with its structural mecha-

nisms, has helped to spotlight the realities of political

life in various organization segments. It has been noted

time and again that



"the administrative structure is also the scene
of an unending and desperate battle for personal sur-
vival, power and prestige. In large part, his career
depends upon his skill at the game of bureaucratic
real-politic, i.e. his mastery of the administrative
version of 'who gets what, when, and how'''.60

"must learn to play the appropriate roles. Such
roles require adaptability to the techniques of conflict,
accomodation, and cooperation. If they are successful,
they may gain power and status. If they fail, others
rise to take their places".6l



over it, and that of acting with respect to it".62 His-

"before the industrial revolution the owner-worker
performed all three, as do most farmers today. But
during the nineteenth century the bulk of industrial
production came to be carried on by enterprises in
which a division had occurred, the owner fulfilling the
first two functions while the latter was in large mea-
sure performed by a separate group, the hired managers.
Under such a system of production, the owners were
distinguished primarily by the fact that they were in
a position both to manage an enterprise or delegate its
management and to receive any profits or benefits which
might accrue. The managers on the other hand were
distinguished primarily by the fact that they operated
an enterprise, presumably in the interests of the owners.
The difference between ownership and management was thus



in part one between position and action".63

"under the corporate system, the second function,
that of having power over an enterprise, has become
separated from the first. The position of the owner
has been reduced to that of having a set of legal and
factual interests in the enterprise while the group
which we have called control, are in the position of
having legal and factual powers over it".64

"first that the company should be made to earn the
maximum profit compatible with a reasonable degree of
risk; second, that as large as proportion of these pro-
fits should be distributed as the best interests of the
business permit, and that nothing should happen to impair



his right to receive his equitable share of those profits
which are distributed; and finally that his stock should
remain freely marketable at a fair price."65

case, the "controlling-group" with all the power in its

"We must conclude, therefore, that the interests
of ownership and control are in large measure opposed
if the interests of the latter grow primarily out of
the desire for personal monetary gain."66

"The primary responsibility for business leadership
in the large corporation has devolved upon a group of
men who are professional managers. Their position is
not achieved through ownership. They are salaried
experts, trained by education and experience in the field
of management. "67



"Though salaried managers, they find themselves
responsible for making the decisions which effect not
merely the dividends their stockholders receive but
also the prices consumers pay, the wages their workers
earn, and the level of output and emploYmeRt in their
own firms and in the economy as a whole."6

"at the least, this holds that control of corporate
business enterprises has progressively passed into the
hands of professional management, at the extreme, that
the managers are well on the road to becoming the new
ru 1ing class11 • 69

"To the dozen or so men in control, there is room
for such initiative. For the tens and even hundreds of
thousands of workers and of owners in a single enter-
prise, individual initiative no longer exists. Their
activity is group activity on a scale so large that
the individual, except he in a position of control, has



dropped into relative insignificance. At the same
time the problems of control have become problems in
economic government. '00

on compromise".71 He discusses six problem areas where

"(1) pressures for economy of operations; (2)
'corporation' of officially powerless experts with their
administrative supervisors; (3) local meanings found by
unions and management in the high level work agreements
to which they are subject; (4) uncertainty about the



route to a place in middle and upper management; and
(5) the task of recognizing and rewarding differential
contributions. Both as an accompaniment and a residuum
of these organizational perturbations are (6) the psycho-
logical and moral conflicts of the individual executive
who must in some fashion balance the spirit and letter
of the firm as he meets the claims of subordinates and
associates."72



taneously by the imposition of some stringent unofficial

qualifications. The very nature of this interplay of

official with the unofficial becomes then the basic founda-

tion for political activities. For example, unofficial

qualifications for promotion in Dalton's study at Milo

included (1) membership in the Masons and not in the Roman

Catholic Church, (2) Anglo-Saxon or German ethnic background,

(3) membership in local yacht club, and (4) republican orien-

tation in politics. Dalton believes that the root of such

unofficial qualifications playing so important a role is

that people on the higher ladders of the hierarchy tend to

place their greatest confidence in people who are generally

similar to themselves in order to solidify and perpetuate

their existing power within the organization.

The second area deals with the maintenance-production

battle which is another version of the standing debate over

long-run and short-run goals. Although, with modern methods

of planning and bureaucratic tools, production and mainte-

nance would seem to be chiseled activities falling in the



"The area of upkeep was used by the department
chief as one means of relieving cost pressures on him-
self. In using the escape he of course competed
obscurely with other heads groping for similar devices.
Hence at times calculating alliances were formed to
share an expedient. As pressures for economy increased,
many operation executives placed low short-run production
costs above concern for equipment. That is, they favored
continuous use of the equipment with shut downs only for
breakdowns followed by minimum repair and quick resump-
tion of production."73



"vertical cliques usually occur in a single depart-
ment. The tie is between the top officer and some of
his subordinates. It is vertical in the sense that it
is an up-and down- alliance between formal unequals ....
Horizontal cliques, on the other hand, cut across more
than one department and embrace formal equals for the
most part.74 (The third) clique is called random because
its members usually cannot be classified in terms of
formal rank, duties, or departmental origin, though they
associate intimately enough to exchange confidences".75



as 'politics' is the art of living together in organi-
zations and of rising organizations to accomplish the
purposes of mankind. It has certainll resulted in a
great 'politicizing' of human life".7

"there are two methods of distributing power. One
is through the wide distribution of property in a society
in which the market is the main instrument of coordi-
nation of human activity. The other is by legal and
constitutional limitations on the power of those in
position of authority and by political arrangements for
subjecting the actions of governors to the will of the
governed". 77



"Every organization, therefore, and not only the
national state, faces a problem of defense. The growth
in the size and power of individual organizations makes
this problem much more difficult. Indeed, it is hardly
an exaggeration to say that the most important problem
facing mankind today is how to prevent the defense of
each from becoming the destruction of all. This pro-
blem becomes most acute in the case of the national
state itself, where we are witnessing a world-wide
breakdown in the ability of the national state to defend
itself except at a stupendous cost in terms of economic
resources, human dignity and freedom, and human kind-
ness. The problem is felt, however, at all levels of
organizations as organizations become bigger and fewer."78



"one aspect of defense among organizations which
is of special importance is that the means of defense
must be compatible with the spirit and purpose of the
organization. The means of defense, that is to say,
must be compatible with the general cultural framework
in which the organization finds itself".79

averting threats to its stability and existence".80 The

"the organization imperatives which define the need
for cooptation arise out of a situation in which formal
authority is actually or potentially in a state of
imbalance with respect to its institutional environment ...
Failure to reflect the true balance of power will neces-
sitate a realistic adjustment to those centers of



institutional strength which are in a position to strike
organized blows and thus to enforce concrete demands".8l

public".82 In such a case, there is no actual transfer of

"formal cooptation ostensibly shares authority, but
in doing so is involved in a dilemma. The real point
is the sharing of the public symbols or administrative
burdens of authority, and consequently public responsi-
bility, without the transfer of substantive power; it
therefore becomes necessary to insure that the coopted
elements do not get out of hand, do not take advantage
of their formal position to encroach upon the actual
arena of decision. Consequently, formal cooptation
requires informal control over the coopted elements
lest the unity of command and decision be imperiled".83



is a need of adjustment to the pressure of specific centers

of power within the community".84 This is assumed to happen

"The informal cooptation of existing nucleuses of
power into the total (formal plus informal) policy-
determining structure of an organization, symptomatic
of an underlying stress, is mechanism of adjustment to
concrete forces. On this level, interaction occurs
among those who are in a position to muster forces and
make them count, which means that the stake is a sub-
stantive reallocation of authority, rather than any
purely verbal readjustment.,,8S



"many organizations usually regarded as 'private'
fall into this category. The labor union clearly has
weapons in the strike, the boycott, even sabotage.
Business firms have corresponding weapons in the lock-
out, the black list, the yellow-dog contract. These
are instruments designed to enforce the will of one
organization on that of another through the ability to
inflict harm. Advertising likewise is a weapon, in
that it represents the use of resources to increase
the sales of one business at the expense of others.
Even religious organizations have not always been above
the rise of 'spiritual weapons' - the rise of the fear
of hell, or even of social disapproval, as a weapon to
enforce adherence".87



The "nation-state" is the most familiar example pertaining

to such types of organizations. The nation-state is defensive,

for it is warranted with the responsibility of maintaining

the freedom and security of the country. "It is no exaggera-

tion to say that today the greatest crisis which mankind has

to face is the crisis of national defense ..•."88 It is

offensive, for it is expected to equally enhance and propa-

gate the national ideas and ideals in different parts of the

world. This can be made more clear by illustrating the case

of the Soviet Union and the United States. Militarily, both

countries are using defensive weapons; but politically, both

are equally offensive, whether in Africa or in Asia.
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