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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores the impact of organisational restructuring upon the
work roles and work satisfaction experiences of 1local government
managers. Using Mintzberg’s analytical framework, the thesis analyses
the ways in which middle managers’ interpersonal, informational and
decisional roles change as a result of organisational change from
bureaucratic and professionally dominated forms of "administration" to

more flexible, customer orientated, private sector styles of
"management".

The research is based upon empirical research of middle managers in a
local authority selected as a "critical" case in terms of its adoption
of "new" public sector management systems, as outlined in the
literature.

The findings indicate that most managers made significant changes in
their work behaviour within each of Mintzberg’s three role categories,
in accordance with the Authority’s formally prescribed "new" management
systems. They were familiar with the Authority’s new corporate culture,
and provided concrete evidence of application to their work behaviour.
Job satisfaction levels tended to increase, despite pressures from
continual change, and decreased job security. However, they also
identified various constraints which 1limited changes in their behaviour
- suggesting limits on the extent of the Authority’s move from the
traditional "administration" to the new "management" model of service
provision. They experienced degrees of role tension and ambiguity,
arising particularly from the Authority’s introduction of internal
market and devolved management systems.

The thesis concludes by considering factors which can inhibit full
adoption, within public sector organisations, of the “new" management
prescriptions ( including structural, behavioural and change management
constraints), and comments on the need for organisational restructuring
to be strategically managed if job satisfaction and managerial
effectiveness is to be enhanced.
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Introduction

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES OF THE RESEARCH

An increasing volume of public sector literature published during the
1980s and 1990s identifies the development of a "new" management model
within local government, involving essentially a move from bureaucratic
and professionally dominated "administration" to more flexible, customer
orientated, private sector style "management" of service provision.
However, the evidence suggesting that growing numbers of local
authorities are adopting at least some features of the "new" management
systems tends to be derived predominantly from "official™ accounts of
such changes, provided by senior managers. Relatively little empirical
investigation has been undertaken into the extent to which these formal
changes in management systems and role prescriptions have resulted in
changes in work behaviour and job satisfaction experienced by managers.
Formally adopted changes introduced by senior managers may or may not be
manifested within the actual role behaviour adopted by middle managers.
If little or no real behaviour change takes place at this level in the
organisation, then, arguably, moves within local authorities towards the
"new" management model'arg lafgely cosmetic. It is thus essential, when
attempting to assess the impact of formally espoused changes within
local authorities, to examine the extent to which, and the way in which,
middle managers have adopted new forms of work behaviour in accoréance

with the "new"” managerial role prescriptions.

The objectives of this research, therefore, are to identify the extent
to which the formal managerial role prescriptions included in the “new"
management model are being translated into actual behaviour change by
middle managers. In addition to focusing on the extent to which the

"rhetoric" of the "“new" management model is percolating down the



organisational hierarchy to produce "real" behavioural change, the
research is also concerned with the role of middle managers in
implementing change. As a number of studies suggest (Scase and Goffee,
1989; Smith, 1990; Dopson and Stewart, 1990), middle managers play a key
role in change implementation. It can be argued that the effective
planning and management of change requires careful consideration of the
impact of structural change on middle managerial work roles and work
satisfaction levels - to minimise their resistance, and maximise their
commitment to the continuing and accelerating pace of change within

local authorities.

Mintzberg’s models (1973, 1983, 1989) of organisational design and
managerial roles are used throughout the research to provide theoretical
coherence for analysing the general trends, reported within the
literature, towards local government adoption of the new management
systems. The same models are also used for analysing the data obtained
from the empirical research, which utilises a case study approach. A
local authority (Barset County Council), which adopted as a matter of
policy most of the prescriptions and practices associated with the "new"
management model, was selected as a critical case for examination.
Documentary evidence and interviews with senior managers were used to
analyse the authority’s progression during the 1980s and early 1990s
from the "traditional" to "new" forms of organisational structurd and
management systems. This was followed by interviews held with middle
managers to identify the extent to which the Authority’s formally
adopted "new" managerial policies and role prescriptions permeated and
changed their work behaviour. Semi-structured interviews were held with
48 middle managers located in four departments - two direct service
provision departments (Social Services and Highways), and two support

service departments - Finance and Commercial services.



ORGANISATION OF THE RESEARCH

The thesis is divided into ten chapters. The first four review the
literature on changing patterns of organisation design and structure,
and the impact of these <changes on the nature of managerial role
behaviour. Chapter one explores the main theoretical approaches to the
analysis of organisation design and structure, including the the
traditional "classical" theories of Taylor (19@7), Weber (1947) and
Fayol (1949), the human relations approaches, and the more recent open
systems and contingency approaches. Included within the latter approach,
Mintzberg’s (1983, 1989) model of organisational configurations, design
parameters, and contingency factors is then outlined and used to
identify different forms of organisation structure, and current patterns

of organisation restructuring.

The second chapter identifies the impact of organisational restructuring
on managerial roles. After examining the concept of managerial roles and
the nature of managerial work activities, functions, effectiveness, and
styles, this chapter adopts a contingency model of managerial work to
analyse the impact of organisational restructuring on middle managers’
roles and work satisfaction levels. Mintzberg’s (1973, 1989) contingency
model of three managerial role-sets - interpersonal, informational and
decisional - is wused as a framework for analysing these changes in
managerial work; as with chapter one, the emphasis here is on changes
occurring within largely private sector organisations, on which most of

the literature is focused.

Chapters three and four use the same (Mintzberg’s) contingency approach
to organisational structure and managerial roles to identify and analyse
the patterns of change in local government structures and management

systems during the 1980s and 1990s. Chapter three explores the changes



which took place during this period in the economic, institutional and
socio-political environment within which local government operates,
including a discussion of the key features which distinguish 1local
authority sector from private sector organisations. The impact of these
national developments, together with the part played by 1local
contingency factors (both external and internal to individual 1local
authorities) on local government structures is then explored, with a
particular focus on the nature and extent of moves from "traditiomal™ to
"new" public sector management models. Chapter four examines the impact
of moves towards the "new" management model on the work behaviour and
work satisfaction of middle managers within local authorities.
Mintzberg’s three managerial zrole-sets are wused as an analytical
framework to explore the nature and extent of the progression outlined
in the 1literature from the traditional emphasis on administrative and
professional styles and competences towards the emphasis on the
"management" approach associated with 1local authority moves towards
divisionalised forms of structure. This analysis also focuses on the'
differentiation of managerial roles, within new market forms of service

provision, into Purchaser and Provider functions.

Chapter 5 describes the research strategy and methodology, beginning
with the reasons for choosing a case-study approach and for selecting
Barset County Council as a critical case. This is followed ﬁy a
description of the methods wused to collect the data - documentary
searches, semi-structured interviews with senior and middle managers,
plus a short self-administered questionnaire to assess job satisfaction
levels. The advantages and disadvantages of these methods are discussed,
and the interview schedules are reproduced in two exhibits appended to

the chapter.



Chapters six, seven, eight, and nine analyse the data obtained from the
empirical research, using Mintzberg’s models of organisational design
and managerial roles as an analytical framework. Chapter six provides a
detailed account of the extensive restructuring and changes in
managerial role prescriptions introduced within Barset County Council
(BCC) between the mid-1980s and early 1990s, which corresponded closely
with the key features of the "new" management model identified in the
local government literature. This account, based on the formal policies
and managerial roles prescriptions developed by elected members and
senior management, is then followed within the next three chapters, by
an analysis of the views of middle managers themselves about the impact
on their work-role behaviour of Barset’s formally espoused "new"
management systems. The objective here is to assess the extent to which
the prescribed changes were realised throughout the organisation, as
manifested within the degree of real behaviour changes adopted by middle
managers - to assess the difference, if any, between the rhetoric and

the reality of the new management approach.

Chapter seven focuses omn identifying the changes in managers’
interpersonal and informational roles, and chapter eight on changes in
their decisional roles. Both chapters adopt an approach of outlining the
key features of the changes described in the 1local government
literature, followed by a brief outline of Barset’s own (almost
identical in most cases) prescriptions, and then assesses the nature of
the behavioural changes, within these prescriptions, experienced by the
managers. The chapters explore the extent of the managers’ adoption of
the new role prescriptions, and examine the various constraints which
operated within each of the three roles to limit the changes in their
work behaviour, and, hence, to limit the scope of the realisation within

Barset of the new management model. Chapter nine assesses the impact of



the new managerial roles on the managers’ work satisfaction levels,
focusing on both the intrinsic and extrinsic rewards potentially
available to the managers from their work. Their experiences of, and
attitudes towards, change are also discussed in the context of Barset’s

change management policies and practices.

Chapter ten, in conclusion, summarises the major findings from the
research, which indicated that most of the managers had made significant
changes in their work behaviour within each of the three role categories
- in accordance with BCC’s new managerial role prescriptions. However,
they also identified a number of constraints operating to 1limit the
extent of these behavioural changes - suggesting, in turn, limits on the
extent of Barset’s transition from the "traditional" to the "new"
management model. Key 4issues for further research are identified,
concerned particularly with the various factors - Dbehavioural,
structural and change management constraints - which can inhibit full
adoption by public sector organisations of the "new" management model.
The chapter also discusses the need for organisational restructuring to
be strategically managed if Jjob satisfaction and managerial

effectiveness is to be enhanced.



CHAPTER 1

Changing forms of organisation design

This chapter begins by examining the main theoretical approaches to the
analysis of organisation design and structure, including the traditional
classical theories of Taylor (1947), Weber ({(1947), and Fayol (1949), the
human relations approaches, and the more recent open systems and
contingency theories. From within the latter perspective, Mintzberg’s
(1983, 1989) model of orgarisational configurations, design parameters,
and contingency factors is then used to identify different forms of
organisation structure, and current patterns of organisation

restructuring.

Child (1984, p4) defines the structure of an organisation as ®™all the
tangible and regularly occurring features which help to shape its
members’ behaviour®. These structural features essentially represent
the way in which 1labour is divided into specialist or differentiated
tasks, which then require integration or cocordination to enable the
organisation to achieve its objectives (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967;
Mintzberg, 1983; Drucker, 1974). Characterised by different degrees of
complexity, behaviocur formalisation and centralisation (Robbins 1990),
the structure of an organisation will thus represent the pattern of
individual roles and relationships which exist within it (Dawson, 1986).
Many organisational theorists point to the evidence of such basic
structural components within the very earliest organisations developed
by the Sumeriams, the’ Bgyptians, and the Chinese {(Clutterbuck and

Crainer, 1990).

Reviewing the wide range of curremnt approaches to organisation analysis,
Reed (1992, pl4) identifies "the very real differences of theoretical
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orientation, substantive focus and ideological preference which now
prevail." (pl4). Towards one end of this ideological continuum are the
"interpretive™ or “subjectivist" approaches adopted by authors such as
Bittner (1965) and Zimmerman (1970). They emphasise that the social
world, including an organisationm, is essentially a "subjective
construction" of individuals who use language and social interactions to
"create and sustain a social world of intersubjectively shared meaning.
The social world is thus of an essentially intangible nature....Such a
view does not allow for the existence of ’‘organisations’ in any hard and
concrete sense" (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p260). Towards the other end
of the ideological continuum are the "structural" or "objectivist®
approaches, adopted by organisational theorists such as Child and
Mintzberg, which emphasise the objective, tangible and concrete reality
of societal and organisation structures, and the way in which these
influence human behaviour. Thus, Child’s definition of organisation
structure quoted above, c¢learly focuses on the “tangible" nature of
organisation structure; as Child explicitly states, his use of the term
"organisational structure" is synonymous with the term “organisation“.
These approaches focus on the concept of organisations as concrete
entities or structures - as machines or organisms, assumed to be stable,
and assumed to be *rational, purposive, goal-seeking, adaptive
enterprises coping with the demands of an environment." (Burrell and
Morgan, p220). Within this approach to the analysis of organisational
structure, four key schools can be identified - (1) the so-called
uclassical™ authors (located within Morgan’s (1986) "organisation as
machine” model or "image" of organisation structures); (2) the
"post-Weberians® (concerned with the dysfunctions of bureaucratic
organisational forms); (3) the human relations theorists; and (4) the

systems/contingency theorists, (located within Morgan’s "organisations



as organisms" model). Each, in turn, will now be considered.

Classical approaches

Within the classical school, Morgan and Lessem (1989) single out Taylox
(1947), Weber (1947) and Fayol (1949) as the key theorists who "tried to
impose organisational order and objective reason on institutional whim
and personal irrationality." (Lessem, pl83). Each of these three
classical authors wrote from very different perspectives: Taylor was an
American industrial engineer, committed to improving organisational

productivity on the shop floor through more efficient job design and
reward systems; the German sociologist, Weber, developed his theory of
bureaucracy as an ideal type of the legal-rational authority which he
considered characterised contemporary capitalism; Fayol, a French
industrial engineer and administrator, produced a set of general
principles governing the effective design and management of
organisations. Yet, as Morgan points out, they all use the analogy or
metaphor of the organisation as a machine, involving the specification
of an ideal blueprint design as the most efficient means (formal
structure) for achieving predetermined ends (organisational goals).
Thus, as Weber states: “Expe?ience tends universally to show that the
purely bureaucratic type of administration....is, £from a purely
technical point of view, capable of attaining the highest degree of
efficiency ......it is superior to any other form in precision: in
stability, in the stringency of its discipline, and in its reliability."

(Weber, 1991, pl24)

Weber’s well-known distinguishing features of the bureaucratic
organisation can be summarised briefly as follows: the sphere of
competence or specialism of each office or role is clearly defined, and

occupies a specific position in a hierarchy, with the incumbent



answerable to a superior for performance; the office is full-time and
salaried with a career structure providing opportunities for advancement
through the hierarchy; appointments are made on the basis of merit,
preferably through qualifications: work activities are governed by a
prescribed system of rules and procedures, which ensures formal equality
of treatment for all individuals within the organisation and for members
of the public. Beetham (1991) emphasises two distinctions made by
Weber: firstly, between appointed officials and the corporate group - a
local authority council, or a board of directors - which employs the
bureaucratic officials to carry out their policies, and, secondly,
between the appointed officials, whose essential characteristic is the
exercise of authority, and office or production workers who do not
exercise authority. Beetham does, however, highlight the problematic
nature of this distinction, especially within public sector
bureaucracies where front line workers have authority over members of

the public.

These distinctive bureaucratic features are reflected within Taylor’s
scientific management principles (which differ significantly from Weber
in only two respects - the- absence of a career systems and fixed
salaries (Littler, 1978)), and within Fayol’s fourteen administrative
principles. Fayol considered that all organisations should develop
systems providing for: the division of work into specialised tasksy the
allocation of authority and responsibility; disciplinary agreements;
unity of command; unity of direction; the subordination of individual
interest to the general organisational interest: the remuneration of
personnel: the appropr%ate degree of centralisation; an hierarchical
chain of authority; order; equity (kindness and justice for all
employees); stability of tenure for employees; initiative (drawing up

plans and implementing them); an "Esprit de Corps" to ensure harmony and



unity within the organisation. Individuals within the classical
"organisations as machines"™ approaches are perceived essentially as
deperscnalised components of the machine, as demonstrated in: Taylor’s
concept of "economic man" (Schein, 1965); Weber’s "dominance of a spirit
of formalistic impersonality...without hatred or passion, and hence
without affection or enthusiasm.” (Weber, 1968, pl27) which
characterises the occupation by an individual of an official position or
depersonalised role within the bureaucracy; Fayol’s well known list of
universal management roles or functions: "to forecast and to plan, to

organise, to command, to coordinate and to control® (1949, p5-6).

It can be argued that the work of these three authors (with further
clarification of their principles by Urwick (1943), including bhis
well-known assertion about the optimum number of five or six
subordinates for a manager’s span of control), continues to underpin
many current approaches to the analysis of organisational design and
structures. Recent examples include: Burns and Stalker’s mechanistic
management system (1961); Handy’s role culture (1976); Deal and
Kennedy'’s process culture (1982); Hales’ models of "rationalised" and
"bureaucratic"™ organisations (1993); Mintzberg’s machine bureaucracy
(1983); and the machine metaphors of Watson (1986) and Morgan(1986).
However, unlike the classical theorists, these authors identify the
machine or bureaucratic model as just one of several different pos<dible
approaches towards designing an effective organisation, rather than as a
universal prescription to be followed by all organisations - see the
discussion of contingency theory later in this chapter. However, before
discussing this theory, it is necessary to examine the work of two
groups of authors, who identify problems and "dysfunctions" which can
exist within bureaucratic forms of organisation, and which can interfere

with the potential of such structures for achieving "precision,



reliability, efficiency® (Merton, 1968, p252).

Human Relations approaches

In contrast to the "“organisations as machines™ approach, where the
design of organisations and the control of organisational members’
behaviour was seen essentially as a "technical problem", the human
relations theorists focus on the idea that individuals working within
organisations are not just organisational "components", but: "are people
with complex needs that must be satisfied if they are to lead full and
healthy lives and to perform effectively in the workplace.™ (Morgan,
1986, p40). Thus, the seminal text, "Management and the Worker" by
Roethlisberger and Dickson (1939) highlighted the presence of "informal
structure - unofficial relationships within the work group " (Mintzberg,
1983, p8). These and other human relations authors drew attention to
importance of ensuring that organisation structures met various
psychological needs of organisational members, wusing Schein’s (1965)
"social man" and "self-actualising man®” assumptions about employee
behaviour. The former sees individuals as being motivated essentially by
social needs, and as finding their identity through relationships with
others. This involves paying attention to the roles of groups and teams
within organisation structures and to adopting more consultative and
participative management stylés which focused on guiding and supporting
staff rather than organising and controlling them (Likert, 1961;
McGregor, 1960). The "self-actualising man" assumption focuses on
organisational employees’ "self-fulfilment" needs (Maslow, 1943),
requiring organisation and job design structures which maximise the
opportunities for more éhallenging and demanding work, including greater
involvement in decision-making for staff at all organisational levels

(Hertzberg, 1966; Argyris, 1964).



Post-Weberian approaches

The works of Merton (1968), Gouldner (1954), Selznik (1966), Blau
(1855), and Blau and Scott (1963) are concerned with the "dysfunctions"®
to be found within bureaucracies. Merton argued that certain features
of bureaucratic structures result in dysfunctional behaviour - i.e.,
behaviour which c¢an frustrate the achievement of organisational goals.
Employees are encouraged to adopt forms of behaviour prescribed by
bureaucratic rules and procedures, and discouraged from improvising or
innovating or being flexible, even when such behaviour could improve
goal achievement (for example, more effective service to customers).
Such rule-following behaviour can become and end in itself, resulting in
"a displacement of goals...an instrumental value becomes a terminal
value" (Merton, 1986, p253). Conscientious adherence to regulations may
actually result in employees losing sight of the end goals towards which
their behaviour should be directed. PFailure to realise organisational
goals can result in yet more rules and regulations designed to overcome
problems and thus the situation deteriorates still further. Employees
may manifest symptoms of the fbureaucratic personality", with an "almost
compulsive adherence to institutional norms (in this case bureaucratic

rules and regulations)” (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p423}.

Alternatively, employees can engage in "unocfficial" or ®*informal" forms
of behaviour, which exists alongside or which may break or bend formal
rules and regulatiomns. These can result in the more effective
achievement of end goals - or be directed towards the realisation of a
particular employee grouping’s own sectional interests which may or may
not be aligned with formal organisational goal achievement; see
discussion below. Thus, following on from the conclusions reached by
Roethlisberger and Dickson in their seminal work quoted above, Blau and

Scott emphasise that "the formal structure is only one aspect of

- 13 -



organisational social structure and that organisational members interact
as whole persons and not merely in terms of the formal roles they
occupy" (Blau and Scott,1963, p35). Blau’s (1955) classic 1law
enforcement agency study illustrates clearly the way in which employees,
in this case, sought advice and guidance from each other in the handling
of cases despite regulations forbidding such practices; Blau concluded
that such informal joint information sharing and problem solving
actually improved operational efficiency. Similarly, Selznick (1966) and
Gouldner (1954, pp218-219) considered that the formal structure of a
rationally designed organisation was always subject to change and
modification by the informal human behaviour. For example, Gouldner
argues that effective organisational functioning depended on the extent
to which members felt that particular rules and procedures were
legitimate. He identifies three forms of bureaucracy: (1) M"mock
bureaucracy" where rules are imposed by an outside agency and where
neither workers nor management accept them, and which results in a
situation with little conflict between the two groups where "Joint
violation and evasion of rules is buttressed by the informal sentiments
of the participants"; (2) punishment-centred bureaucracy, where rules
are initiated by management or workers, and where, under circumstances
of considerable temnsion and conflict, rules are "enforced by punishment
p
and support by informal sentiments of either workers or management"; (3)
representative bureaucracy, where rules are initiated by both groups,
with 1little overt conflict between the groups resulting in "Joint
support buttressed by informal sentiments, mutual participation,

initiation, and education of workers and management®.

As Burrell and Morgan suggest, the work of these theorists draw
attention to the fact that the "reality"™ of organisational life cannot
be seen purely in terms of a machine or a system (see discussion below)

- 14 -



with a unitary goal; it is also an aggregate of individuals and groups
working towards various ends. These may be functional or dysfunctional
for the achievement of overall organisational goals - i.e. pursuit of
such sectional interests may work with or against formal organisational
objectives. Such a view moves towards a pluralist perspective with its
emphasis on "the plural nature of the interests, conflicts and sources
of power that shape organisational life" (Moxgan, 1986, pl85), where the
concept of power becomes significant. Thus Crozier’s study of two French
public bureaucracies examines the 1links between the formal hierarchical
structure and the networks of power relations which develop between
various groups of employees such as maintenance specialists, managers
and workers: "the behaviour and attitudes of people and groups within an
organisation cannot be explained without reference to the power
relations existing amongst them" (1964, pl07). Increasingly, more recent
organisational theorists place considerable emphasis on the importance
of power for understanding how formal organisational structures work in
practice, giving rise to Morgan’s "organisation as political system”

model, and Mintzberg’s (1989) "Political Organisation™ form.

The term power in current organisational literature is commonly seen as
referring to a "relationship™ where "the power of a person A over a
person B lies in the ability of A to get B to do something that he Qould
not have done otherwise™ (Burrell and Morgan, 1979, p2l4). Within the
"organisation as machine® model, power relations are seen as based on
the formal, official and legitimate authority vested in the particular
role occupied by individuals, and directed, essentially rationally and
neutrally, towards the achievement of commonly accepted organisational
goals. However, pluralist or "political® models of organisations see
power as “the medium through which conflicts of interest are ultimately

resolved" (Morgan, 1986, pl58). Organisation structure is seen not just
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as a pregiven "machine", or a "system" (see below), with positions of
formal authority into which people are simply slotted, but as the
outcome of power relations between individuals and groups of
individuals, pursuing their own particular individual and sectional
interests which may or may not be congruent with the "official"
organisational goals set by senior management (Watson, 1980; Morgan;
Reed, 1985; Pfeffer, 1981). Thus Pfeffer’s "“political power"
organisational model sees the decision-making process as "Disorderly,
characterised by push and pull of interests" between "“shifting
coalitions and interest groups", with “information used and withheld
strategically", and with decisions made as the result of bargaining and

trade-offs between these various interest groups (Pfeffer, p3l).

Within this pluralist model, power struggles and conflicts between
organisational actors are seen as inevitable components of
organisational life, and as an intrinsic part of the structure of an
organisation. Systems and contingency theorists such as Mintzberg
acknowledge the inevitability of this "political®" side of orgamnisational
and managerial processes. However, they tend to differentiate clearly
between legally sanctioned .power relations (based on the formally
defined authority vested in official role structures, exercised through
officially prescribed means to achieve officially prescribed

?

organisational ends) , and illegitimate or "political™® power

relationships (operating outside the official organisational structure,
using illegitimate means to achieve ends which may be 1legitimate or
illegitimate). In addition, the exercise of such political power tends
to be analysed in terms of its functional or dysfunctional consegquences
for the effective and efficient operation of the organisational system:
"Politics has to do with power, not structure...politics can be viewed
as a form of organisational illness, working both against and for the
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system. On the one hand politics can undermine healthy processes,
infiltrating them to destroy them. But on the other, it can also work to
strengthen a system, acting 1like a fever to alert a system to a graver
danger, even evoking the system’s own protective and adaptive
mechanisms® (Mintzberg, 1989, p236). This system (represented in
Morgan’s "organism") model of organisational structures, is considered

in the next section of this chapter.

Systems and Contingency Theories

In contrast to the "closed and somewhat static structure™ of the machine
metaphor® (Morgan, 1991, p9%0), Roethlisberger and Dickson, in their
seminal text mentioned above, clearly perceived the organisation as
a complex open system of interrelated parts or subsystems, which
interact both within the organisation and with external environmental

systems to satisfy the organisation’s needs and ensure its survival.

Subsequent systems theorists refined and developed this model,
including: Selznick’s natural systems model (1948); Trist and Bamforth’s
socio-technical systems (1951); Burns and Stalker’s (1961) organic
system of management; Rice ;s (1958) concept of the firm as an open
system, interreacting with its environment; Katz and Kahn’s social
systems model (1966). Katz and Kahn saw organisations as social rather
than biological systems, with a structure of events or relationséips,
rather than physical parts, represented within five subsystems -
production or technical, supportive, maintenance, adaptive and
managerial subsystems. Their concept of role within the systems model,
emphasised, like Weber, ~the impersonal and rational behaviour model of

the person occupying it, and also served as a differentiation mechanism,

with organisation norms (standards of behaviour) and values



(representing contemporary theorists’ definitions of organisation
culture) providing integrative mechanisms. These concepts of
organisational differentiation and integration were central to Lawrence
and Lorsch’s contingency theory approach, outlined in their seminal

work, "Organisation and Environment"™ (1967).

Drawing upon these approaches, Burrell and Morgan (pl70) summarise the
open systems model of the organisation as "a process of mutual influence
and interaction between four functional imperatives or subsystems and
the environment in which they are located®”. They synthesise the
following key organisational subsystems from the systems theory
literature, each of which is conceptualised as a "functional imperative"”
(p168) because of its equal importance to the survival needs of the
organisation: (1) the strategic control subsystem, operated by senior
management, with the function of maintaining the balance between the
organisation and its external environment, and determining the goals and
direction of the organisation to ensure its survival; (2) the
operational or productive subsystem, including staff roles such as
personnel, sales etc., as well as line workers, which transforms inputs
into outputs of products or services for customers or clients; (3) the
human subsystem, which refers to the needs of the individuals occupying
the roles and functional specialisms within the organisation; (4) the
managerial subsystem, responsible for the function of internal control

and coordination of the organisation.

The open systems approach continues to provide a framework for analysing
organisation structure (Morgan, 1986, 1991). More sophisticated variants
of the basic systems aﬁproach have evolved in recent vyears, including
Morgan’s cybernetic or "organisations as brains" metaphor with an
emphasis on the "amazing" capacity of the organisation (as a brain) to
uorganise and reorganise itself to deal with the contingencies it
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faces." (Morgan, 1986, p97). As represented in the concept of “the
learning organisation® (Argyris and Schon, 1978; Senge, 1990), this
model also involves a move towards social action and interpretive
approaches, with post-modernist style deconstructions of the meanings
underpinning individual actions to enable members of the organisation to
develop effective learning and innovative strategies. These ideas
correspond with recent developments in management training and
development (Boyatzis, 1982; Mumford, 1989), which also reflect current
perceptions about the changing =roles of managers in contemporary

organisation structures (see chapter 2).

Contingency theory uses and develops the systems concept of organisation
structure in an attempt to identify the the "best fit™ or most effective
organisation structure for an organisation’s particular situation or set
of circumstances/contingency factors. Given that, within the contingency
approach, different functional specialisms or parts of the organisation
may well interact with different environments or use different
production processes, it is clear that this differentiation will require
different forms of structure for effective operation of these different
functional subunits. Integrative mechanisms are then required, to
coordinate all these different activities towards achieving the overall
organisational strategic goals (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). fhus,
different types of organisational structures or systems are required for
different situations or contingencies, both for the various subunits
within the organisation - different functional departments, for example

- and for the organisation as a whole.

Hales (1993, ppl52-153) identifies five sets of contingency variables
which are most commonly seen by contingency theorists as influencing the

structural form of an organisation: (1) the size (usually in relation to



numbers of employees) and age of an organisation; (2) an organisation’s
technology, in terms of (a) the level of sophistication of the technical
system and the extent to which it controls work methods, and (b) the
nature of the "transformation process" (turning inputs into outputs),
including the degree of wuniformity of inputs and predictability of
methods (summarised by Burrell and Morgan (pl73) as representing a
continuum of degrees of "routine-ness" or "discretionary content™ of the
work process; (3) the organisation’s environment, which can include a
number of contextural variables such as markets, the economy, political
and legal systems, all of which are characterised by varying degrees of
"homogeneity (complexity/diversity), how rapidly it changes (stability)
and to what extent change is foreseeable (uncertainty)"; (4) the
different goals and activities of an organisation, including the
different forms of ownership (including the public/private distinction).
performance criteria, and the nature and range of its services/products;
(5) the characteristics of an organisation’s employees, such as their
motivations, skills, knowledge base, and attitudes. In criticising what
were perceived to be over-deterministic elements within these
contingency variables, authors such as Child (1972) and Dawson (1986)
stress the need to take 'into account the part played by key
organisational actors in exercising choice over the contingency factors
they choose to respond to or use: "The ‘objective facts’ of the context
do not bhave an automatic effect on internal operations. They m;y be
noticed and interpreted by individuals, all of whom have their own
particular interests to safeguard and their own perceptions of the
appropriate strategies and tactics that should be followed...People not
only create the ‘links’ that exist between contingent factors and
structure, but they are also creators of the contingency factors
themselves." (Dawson, 1986, pl28). Thus, for example, managers can
choose to enter or leave a particular market; they can attempt to create
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demand for their products and to control and change (through using
various techniques such as mergers, joint ventures, lobbying governments
about legislation) their competitive environments. Managers’ scope for
choice may be constrained by particular contingency factors, but such

constraints will not necessarily determine managers choices for action.

An early example of the use of open systems/contingency approaches to
identify particular forms of organisational design and structures,
suitable for particular situational or contingency contexts, is the
well-known study by Burns and Stalker (1961). They identified a
continuum along which types of organisational structures can be located
ranging from "mechanistic™ at one end to *“organic" at the other. The
mechanistic or bureaucratic system had very clearly defined 1levels of
responsibility and task allocation, with firm top-down systems of
control and coordination, and an emphasis on vertical as opposed to
horizontal communication systems. Strong adherence and conformity was
expected towards an extensive system of zrules and procedures. The
organic system involved fluid definitions of roles and responsibilities,
centred around expertise rather than hierarchical positions, with
extensive horizontal and inter-departmental information £lows, and
maximum flexibility of structure to encourage innovative and problem
solving behaviour by individuals. Bureaucratic structures were seen as
more appropriate for organisations operating in environment with a high
degree of stability and certainty, and where employees had low
expectations of discretion and autonomy. Conversely, organic structures
were more appropriate for firms operating within a complex and uncertain
environment, with highly qualified, trained and skilled staff (reflected
in Mintzberg’s "adhocracy® or "innovative®™ models of oxrganisational

structure discussed below).
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A number of subsequent studies focused on the systematic identification
of various structural components and contingency factors to develop
typologies of organisation structures, including the influential "Aston
Programme 1" studies (Pugh and Hickson, 1976). These authors used three
structural components - the nature of control over workflows, the extent
to which employee behaviour was structured, and the degree of
concentration or dispersal of authority - to develop a seven fold
classification of structures. These range from the "full bureaucracy™
(corresponding closely to the traditional Weberian type described above)
to the "implicitly structured organisation®™ (reflecting the organic
form). Each type of structure was associated with a typical pattern of
contextual or contingency variables, suggesting that "bureaucracy takes

different forms in different settings" (Pugh and Hickson, ppl26-7).

The 1370s and 80s saw the proliferation of numerous structural
typologies, located towards one or other end of this mechanistic-organic
continuum. These include (moving from the bureaucratic to the organic):
Handy’s "role" as opposed to "task" cultures (1976); the "old model
assumptions" compared with the "new model assumptions" (Kanter, 1984);
the 1role (classic) organisation compared with the intrapreneurial
organisation, which emphasises the importance of small autonomous and
entrepreneurial work-groups (Macrae, 1982): type A and type 2
organisations (Ouchi, 1981), focusing upon the need for American firms
to move from inflexible and hierarchical structural forms towards the
adoption of certain features of Japanese companies such as shared forms
of decision-making, an emphasis on team work and cooperation, and
life-time employment for key employee groups; modernist (Weberian) and
postmodernist organisations (Clegg, 1990). In differentiating between

these two models, which reflect the ending of the post-war boom in



western economies in the 1970s, Clegg (pl8l) sees the postmodernist
structural form as "a more organic, less differentiated enclave of
organisations than those dominated by the bureaucratic designs of
modernity....Where post-modernist organisation was rigid, postmodern
organisation is flexible. Where modernist consumption was premised on
mass forms, postmodernist consumption is premised on niches..... Where
modernist organisation and jobs were highly differentiated, demarcated
and deskilled, postmodernist organisation and jobs are highly

de-differentiated, de-demarcated and multi-skilled....™.

Concentrating specifically upon human resource management strategies,
along the same bureaucratic/organic continuum, other theorists have
contrasted: control compared with commitment strategies (Walton, 1985);
personnel management as opposed to human resource management (Guest,
1991; Storey, 1992); type 3 and type 2 management development strategies
(Mumford, 1989). Public sector organisations have also been influenced
by these largely private sector based typologies to produce similar
models, involving a contrast between "traditional" and "new" forms of
public sector management (Stewart, 1986; Pollit, 1990); see chapters 3

and 4 for a full discussion of such models.

Arguably, one of the most influential of these structural typologies was
developed by Peters and Waterman (1982). These authors advocated the
replacement of traditional rational/bureaucratic forms of structure ;y a
more flexible, decentralised and task-based (essentially oxrganic)

approach, which was found to be associated with successful performance

in a number of "excellent" companies. Their approach, using the McKinsey

"seven S‘’s" framework, emphasises the importance of processes - ,
values, staff, styles and skills - as well as structures, systems and
strategies. Subsequent texts by Peters (Peters and Austin, 1985:

Peters, 1988) emphasise particularly the importance of strong leadership
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and culture, customer responsiveness, and the orientation towards

continual improvement, innovation and change to ensure success within a

rapidly changing environment. The 1992 publication continues the theme

of going "beyond hierarchies" towards organic forms of *"de-integrating”

network structures which transcend both intra- and inter-organisational

boundaries found within traditional bureaucratic approaches: "Most of

yesterday’s highly integrated giants are working overtime at splitting

into more manageable, more energetic wunits - i.e., de-integrating. Then

they are turning round and re-integrating - not by new acquisitions, but

via alliances with all sorts of partners of all shapes and sizes."

(Peters, 1992, p303). Clegg (1990, pl8l), too, emphasises the

development within his postmodernist organisation of ™more complex and

fragmentary relational forms, such as subcontracting and networking®.

Although these authors differ on details, their models include broadly

similar features (Dawson, 1986; Sisson, 1994), which can be summarised

under the following three headings:

BUREAUCRACY

Traditional hierarchical structure -

with many layers of command.

Developed to respond to a slow -

" changing environment. Emphasis
on permanency.

Vertical interaction and

- information flows, no lateral
communication between
departments.

Problems and tasks braken down
into spedalist roles. Precise
definition of operations, duties,
powers and responsibilities.

Large % of aperators and derical
warkers.

BUREAUCRACY IN
TRANSITION

Flattened hierarchy with fewer
layers and parallel crganisational
structures eg. project teams. .

Bureauaracy forced to change in
response to an increasingly
turbulent environment.

Vertical and lateral
communication between
departments and between
hierarchy and paraile
arganisations.

Bureaucracy retained for
administration. Parallel
organisations developed to
encourage innovation.

Fewer middle managers and
lower level operatives,

ADHQOCRACY

A team is formed to work
towards a solution to specific
problem, then dismantled when
the task is completed.

Developed to respond to fast
changing environmental
conditions. Emphasis on
flexibility. !
Technologiés such as networks
enable cammunications between
individuals. Importance of right
connections and skills to be part
of the project team.

Jabs continually redefined
through interactive self
management, individual has to
be motivated to produce high
quality work.

Large % of knowledge workers.

(Source: Watkins, Drury and Preddy (1992), From Evolution to Revolution;
The, pressures on professional life in the 1990s, Bristol, University of
Bristol, p30.)




The advocates of moves towards these more organic/flexible adhocracy
forms of structures argue that the traditional bureaucratic model "is no
longer appropriate for effective organisation in much of the current
business environment. The structures and systems associated with such
organisational forms do not adapt readily to change, and are not
flexible enough to anticipate change. Bureaucratic, hierarchical
structures thrive on stability and certainty - a state which
characterised previous environments, but not the one in which most
organisations now operate. It is becoming widely recognised, therefore,
that alternatives are needed and are appearing." (Tiernan, Flood and
Wally, 1994, p4-5). Structural forms will undoubtedly continue to differ
according to each individual organisation’s circumstances/contingency
situations, and the choices made by its senior managers (Baker, 1992;
Francis, 1994; Hales, 1993). However, increasingly, the literature
suggests that growing numbers of both public and private sector
organisations are adopting, albeit in a partial format, some of the
features associated with more flexible forms of structure.

Mintzberg (1979, 1983, 1989) used the open systems/contingency approach
to identify five key systems or parts of organisations, together with
four sub-systems or design pérameter components. These combine together
in wvarious ways, resulting in five main forms or configurations of
organisation structure found within particular situational or
contingency contexts. This model will be used for pulling togethe; the
various contingency and systems theorists’ approaches to provide a
framework for analysing current patterns of organisation structuring and
restructuring; this framework will also be wused in Chapter 3 for
identifying recent charnges in the structure and management systems of

local authorities.

Mintzberg focuses initially on the two fundamental requirements of all



organisational structures - "the division of labour into distinct tasks,
and the achievement of coordination among those tasks®, (1983, p3). Five
key mechanisms are used by different types of organisations, and at
different levels within organisations, to coordinate work. The simplest

mechanism is that of mutual adjustment where control of the work rests

with the "doers" as in very small organisations, or amongst highly
skilled and differentiated specialists in large organisations where the
complex nature of the task requires mutual sharing and adaptation. Once

organisations grow larger, the mechanism of direct supervision tends to

be used, where "one person takes responsibility for the work of others,
issuing instructions to them, and monitoring their actions.™ (1983,p4).
The remaining three methods rely on impersonal mechanisms of

standardisation. Where the nature of work processes can be highly

pre-specified or programmed, as on an assembly line, cooxrdination is
achieved through standardisation of the work process itself, by
determining to a high degree how the work is to be performed.
Coordination through standardisation of outputs focuses not on the how
but the what of the work process - on the outcomes or results of work
activities, such as particular profit or output targets. When neither
the work process nor work ou£puts can be standardised, coordination is
achieved by standardising the worker - by standardising the skills and
knowledge required for effective job performance by, for example, highly
trained and skilled professional staff. Most organisations will &se a
combination of all five, with particular concentrations of particular
coordinating methods used in particular parts of the organisation, in
relation to particular forms of work, and also in terms of decision made

about the nature of the control and decision-making systems considered

appropriate for a particular organisation (see below).

Conceptualising organisations as configurations of systems, Mintzberg



identifies six basic organisational systems or parts:

\
S
S
~
N

i,

(Source: Mintzberg (198%), Mintzberg on Management, New York, The Free
Press, p989.)

The operating core consists of those members of the organisation who are

responsible for actually producing products/services; coordination
through one of the three standardisation mechanisms is likely to
dominate here, especially in larger organisations. All except very small
organisations also need four administrative and coordinating components.

The strategic apex is composed of senior managers who have overall

responsibility for running the organisation, including the formulation
of strategy in the context of carrying out the policies of those in
control - owners, and elected/appointed members in the case of public
sector organisations. Given that the mnature of work at this 1level is
generally located at the low-routine, high-discretion end of Burrell and
Morgan’s technical systgm continuum, coordination is likely to focus
around mutual adjustment. The middle line, of middle managers, joins the
strategic apex to the operating core, thus building up an organisational
hierarchy, which may be tall, as in the case of the traditional machine
bureaucracy, or flatter, as in other organisational forms (see below).
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All five forms of coordinating mechanisms may be found in the middle
line, although more senior managers’ work is likely to be less detailed
and more aggregated than their juniors, moving toward

high-discretion/low routine forms of work.

As organisations become larger and more complex, a technostructure will

be developed, with staff located outside the middle line hierarchy -
such as finance, information technology and personnel specialists, and
planning and control analysts - who are responsible for developing
systems to plan and control the work of others in the organisation,
notably through designing standardisation systems. These include
systems to standardise work processes, outputs and skills/knowledge for
the operating core and middle line, and strategic planning and financial
control systems to enable control by the strategic apex over the goal
definition and attainment of major organisation units. Also 1located

outside the middle line, may be a support structure; staff here are not

involved in standardisation systems, but are responsible for providing a
number of support and/or advisory services, such as social facilities,
libraries, printing facilities, public relations, reseaxrch and
development etc., to all the.other parts of the organisation. The 1989
text adds a sixth system or part - organisation ideclogy or culture -
which reflects the increasing importance awarded to this concept during
the 1980s (Meek, 1992). Mintzberg defines organisation culture a; the
"traditions and beliefs of an organisation" (1989, p98):; in common with
the emphasis on shared values within Peters and Waterman’s seminal 1982
text, he stresses the key part increasingly played by the "rich system
of values and beliefs" which distinguish one organisation from another,

and which can provide an additional coordination mechanism - shared

norms and values - to replace or complement standards and procedures.



These six organisational parts or systems, in conjunction with the
coordinating mechanisms, combine to form £five main organisational
configurations or types of structure. Each configuration represents the
"best fit" to be achieved between the organisation and its particular
situational or contingency factors - age and size, technical system, the
environment and the nature of the organisation’s external control
system. Thus, each configuration represents the type of structure which
is considered to be most effective for different sets of contingency

factors.

Mintzberg’s five configurations (as listed in the 1983 text) reflect the
mechanistic/bureaucratic - organic, organisation continuum of Burns and

Stalker. Mintzberg’s machine bureaucracy (renamed the machine

organisation in the 1989 text) corresponds fully with the mechanistic
form of organisation described above. The coordinating mechanisms of the
machine bureaucracy focus on standardisation of work processes; the key
part of the organisation is the technostructure, responsible for
designing the work standardisation systems. This configuration tends to
characterise larger, mature organisations with simple and stable
environments, and is commonly found in mass production, mass service,
and large government organisatiomns. The organic end of Burns and
Stalker’s continuum is represented most fully by the adhocracy
configuration (renamed the innovative organisation in the 1989 text)
with its emphasis on: "expertise, organic structure, project teams, task
forces, decentralisation of power, matrix structure, sophisticated
technical systems, automation" (Mintzberg, 1989, p209). Coordinating
mechanisms focus on mutual adjustment, and the configuration tends to
characterise young industries, with complex and dynamic environments
requiring frequent product changes, such as those found in creative,

media, and high technology organisations.



Moving away from the bureaucratic towards the organic end of the
continuum towards the entrepreneurial and innovative organisatioms,

Mintzberg identifies two other configurations: the divisionalised form

(renamed the diversified organisation in the 1989 text) and the

professional bureaucracy (remamed the professional organisation in the

1989 text), each representing some dilution of the formal structures of
the machine bureaucracy. The divisionalised form consists of market
based divisions, loosely coupled together under a central headquarters,
where divisional managers run their businesses in a semi-autonomous
fashion, subjected to coordination mechanisms which focus on the
standardisation of outputs. The diversified organisation form is
characteristic of large and mature organisations, and increasingly of
public sector organisations, with diversified product/services markets.
The key part of the professional bureaucracy is the operating core
composed of highly qualified and skilled professional staff, carrying
out complex forms of work with coordination mechanisms focused around

the standardisation of skills and knowledge. This configuration is found

mainly within service sectors, including hospitals, social work
agencies, universities etc. The simple structure (renamed the

entrepreneurial organisation in the 1989 text) uses direct supervision
as its main coordinating mechanisms, and the key part of the
organisation is the strategic apex, reflecting the domination og the
chief executive who exercises strong personal control over activities.
This form is characteristic of smaller, and young organisations such as
small fully owned businesses, or "brand-new" autonomous departments or

divisions within larger organisations.

Mintzberg’s work is generally considered to be representative of
"the more complex, more reflective contingency analyses" of organisation
design and structure (Dawson, 1986, pll4). Thus it claims to go beyond
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purely predicting the occurrence of particular events - providing
grounds for expecting particular organisational design feature to occur
- by providing a causal explarnation of why a particular event occurred
(Keat and Urry, 1982, p27), via the identification of a set of
"intermediate variables" (the nature of the work tasks carried out in an
organisation) through which the situational or contingency factors
(independent variables affect the nature of the organisation’s structure

(dependent variables) (Mintzberg, 1983, ppl22-123).

Yet, as Mintzberg himself acknowledges (1983, pl22), his focus upon the
independent situational variables determining (through the intermediate
variables) the dependent organisational structure variables had to "be
dropped®™ when analysing the particular design features of the various
configurations outlined above - because of the complex interdependencies
which exist between the various structural parts of an organisation. In
addition, even in a predictive context, contingency theories suffer from
the problem that the search for single independent determinate
relationships between contingency factors and organisational structural
features "crucially ignores interactive and sometimes contradictory
effects among different contingency factors (e.g. stable routine
technology but a turbulent environment)®™ (Hales, 1993, pl73). Hales
(pl74) goes on to point ocut that even the more sophisticated contingency
theorists such as Mintzberg, who consider intervening variables, te;d to
adopt an over-deterministic approach, with an over-reliance on
"abstract" structural forces or laws determining the systems and role
behaviour within organisations. They fail to consider the part played by
the people in organisations in constructing their own realities - making
their own identifications and interpretations of various possible
contingency factors, and exercising varying degrees of choice about what
(changes in) organisational structures and managerial role prescriptions
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to pursue. (See further discussion in chapters 3 and 4).

Similarly, Mintzberg’s (1973) contingency theory of managerial roles
(see chapter 2) does not provide an explanation of how and why
managerial behaviour takes particular forms in particular structural
contexts, or changes over time. Relatively little attention is paid to
"how such behaviour is produced, as to how people deliberately and
self-consciously interpret external pressures, such as role
expectations. There is no analysis of the meaning-structures at the
level of each actor which produce the behavioural .responses...given
certain biological and psychological properties, expressed in texrms of
particular general laws, each individual is seen as the combination of
the particular roles that he or she plays" (Keat and Urry, 1982, p9%4).
In this sense, Mintzberg’s approach remains more wedded to developing
the predictive connections between wvariables, than to elaborating the
notion of underlying causal mechanisms or processes. (Causal
explanations involve going beyond the idea that the establishment of a
regular relationship between two phenomena necessarily means that they
are causally connected. In order to establish cause, it is necessary to
"commit ourselves to the preéence of some intervening mechanism which

links them together" (Keat and Urry, p29).)

However, even given these problems with contingency theory, it remains a
powerful tool for use in attempting to gain insights into complex and
under-researched areas - providing, as it does, a clear and coherent
ordering framework for the categorisation and analysis of public sector
middle managerial role changes. Indeed, it can be argued that the
establishment of such an understanding is a vital prerequisite for the
development of an adequate causal analysis. In this sense, this thesis

sets itself the task of pursuing such an ordering descriptive analysis,



and only suggests possible causal relations; the latter would form the

subject of further research.

Mintzberg’s contingency analysis of organisational structures and
managerial roles is therefore used in the thesis to provide a clear and
systematic ordering framework - for identifying (a) the key structural
features of the various organisational models ocutlined above (positioned
along the bureaucratic/organic continuum), and (b) the key features of
the managerial role prescriptions associated with these different
structural forms (see chapter 2). Thus the distinctive design features
of these models can be clearly identified, and the extent of any
movement within organisational structures and managerial roles from one
model to another, both theoretically and empirically, can be clearly
assessed. In addition, the use of this contingency framework approach
also enables a systematic analysis to be made of the key differences
between private and public sector organisations in terms of their
situational, structural, and managerial role characteristics. Within
this analytical framework, the contributions of a wide range of other
organisational/managerial theorists are used to provide a comprehensive
analysis of the nature and extent of the formal organisational
restructuring and accompanying changes in formal managerial roles,

currently taking place in both private and pubic sector organisatiomns.

Mintzberg’s contingency theory was chosen mainly because the more récent
versions (1983, 1989) summarise and incorporate the work of other
contingency theorists, and because the 1983 text was specifically
designed to be used for empirical research purposes. The theory here is
presented in a form which can be readily applied to the analysis of
practice within organisations - as Mintzberg himself explains in his
1983 and 1989 texts, which are derived from the more purely "“academic*®
analysis presented in the original 1973 and 1979 texts.

- 33 -



Mintzberg’s model is therefore used here as a framework for examining
current patterns of organisational restructuring, for analysing patterns
of change within local authority structures, and for identifying
structural change within the case study organisation. In the context of
the five coordinating mechanisms, the six parts of the organisation and
the five configurations, Mintzberg identifies four design parameters or
structural components. Each parameter will take different forms within

each of the five configurations. These parameters consist of: the design

of positions within the organisation, including behaviour formalisation

systems; unit/departmental groupings and size; lateral 1linkages,

including planning and control systems; decision-making systems,

including the degree of centralisation/decentralisation (1983, p27):

Group Design Parameter RAelated Concegts
Design of positions Job spedalization Basic division of labor
Behavior formalization Standardization of work
. content
System of regulated flows
Training and Standardization of skills
indoctrination
Design of superstructure  Unit grouping Direct supervision

Administrative division of

labor
Systems of formal
autherity, regulated
flows, informal
communication, and
wark constellations
Organigram
Unit size System of mformal
communication
Direct supervision
Span of contral
Design of lateral linkages  Planning and contral  Sandardization of outputs
systems System of regulated Hows
Liaison devices Mutual adjustment
Systems of informal
communication, work
constellations, and ad-
hoc decision processes

Design of dedsion- Vertical Administrative division of
maling system decentralization labor
Systems of formal
authority, regulated
flows, work

constellations, and ad
hoc dedisicn processes
Horizontal Administrative division of

decentralization labor
Systems of informal
communication, work
constellations, and ad
hoc dedsion processes
(Source: Mintzberg (1983), Structure in Fives: Designing Effective

Organisations, New Jersey, Prentice Hall, p27).



These design parameters are described fully below, one by one, and used
as a framework for identifying current patterns of organisational

restructuring.

Design parameter 1 - Design of positions, behaviour formalisation,

training and indoctrination systems

This first parameter refers to three key elements: the degree of
specialisation and discretion involved in the allocation of tasks and
responsibilities to individuals, or to the nature of the "roles"
occupied by the incumbents; the nature of the behaviour formalisation
systems, (concerned with the regulation, coordination and control of
work processes and behaviour):; the training and indoctrination
(acquisition of organisational norms and and values) systems. The term
role, in this sense, represents the crucial link between the person and
the structure of the organisation (Pugh and Hickson), and is wused by
Mintzberg to refer to the "organised sets of behaviours identified with

a position." (Mintzberg, 19839, plS).

Design of positions

At the bureaucratic end of tﬁe structural design continuum, individual
job roles and tasks are tightly prescribed, with a large number of very
sharply differentiated jobs and job grades, and extensive delineation of
job activities and processes, rather than outcomes. At the other e;d of
the continuum, tasks and job roles are characterised by high discretion
and low prescription, with more emphasis on the personal style and
discretion of the incumbent. Several authors suggest moves within a
growing number of organisations toward the organic end of the continuum.
Walton (1985), Storey (1992) and Macrae (1982) identify an emphasis on
teams, rather than individuals, as basic job design and accountability

units, with an emphasis on the Japanese style "collective" as opposed to
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individual worker, and the de-differentiation of individual skills in
favour of an emphasis on the overall skills of the work group (Clegg,
1992). Essentially, the multi-skilled, flexible and problem-focused
teams approach is considered to be more effective in developing the
adaptive, innovative and even risk-taking work approaches necessary for
responding quickly to changing requirements and circumstances. As Peters
(1987, pp302-3) comments: "performance will increasingly depend on
quality, service, constant innovation/employment, and enhanced
flexibility/responsiveness. Committed, flexible, multi-skilled,
constantly retrained people, joined together in self-managing teams, are
the only possible implementers of this strategy". In addition, the
development of computer aided design and manufacturing systems, together
with computerised information systems, is faciliating the adoption of

these new forms of work organisation (Drucker, 1992).

This move towards job design on the basis of work teams rather than
individuals also involves an emphasis on prescription of job outputs or
"ends" rather than of processes or "means". Members of the largely
self-regulating work group are allocated the discretion, or "empowered,"
using Clegg’s (1990) terminoiogy, to define their own work methods -
to achieve the prescribed outputs 1levels. These changes can also result
in a lower degree of job demarcation with fewer grades, and a flatter
organisation structure and hierarchy (see discussion below). Wiékens
(1987) and Buchanan (1989) both identify trends towards a reduction in
the number of job classifications, often accompanied by the introduction
of person and/or team and output based payment systems, with gain-based
(l1inked to labour cost savings) and profit related pay systems to
encourage overall organisational efficiency (Mahoney, 1992). This trend
is evident both within public sector professional bureaucracies and

within private sector machine bureaucracies and diversified
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organisations.

Buchanan (1994) considers that, unlike the traditional focus on
individual job design: "Increasing team autonomy leads to changes in
management structures and styles, and to revised systems for reward,
appraisal and career progressions.® (pl05). Thus he argues that job
redesign increasingly forms part of a more integrated approach towards
establishing more flexible and effective organisation configurations, in
the context of human resource management approaches where personnel
management is seen as an integral part of overall strategy formulation
and implementation. Reviewing recent studies on these more innovative
approaches to work design, Buchanan suggests that growing numbers of
manufacturing and, more recently, service sector organisations are
moving towards adoption of at least some elements of these new
approaches, although implementation may be only partial and full short
of the "ideals" prescribed in the 1literature. Storey (1992, p9%97), too,
in his analysis of changing human resource policies and practices in 15
major British organisations, comments that "even though most of the case
companies were taking some initiatives in this direction, these
endeavours often did not translate into a markedly changed employment

pattern®.

The roles of professional staff are also moving away from, the
traditional focus on individual specialist roles located within
specialist departments: "more and more are expected to work as part of a
team either in a smaller centralised function which is advisory in
nature; in profit centres; in smaller business units; or on a contract
or fee basis. Their new roles demand....greater business involvement,
high-level communications and negotiation skills for effective

networking within teams, and offer rewards based on measures of



contribution.® (Watkins, Drury and Preddy, 1992, p47). Management job
roles are also becoming broader and less specialised (see discussion

below under "unit groupings", and in chapter 2).

Behaviour Formalisation

Mintzberg defines three standardised methods of behaviour formalisation,
which refer to techniques for prescribing and coordinating work
behaviour: through work process/content (characteristic of the machine
bureaucracy); through output prescription (the divisionalised forms);
through skills and knowledge standardisation as represented most
typically in professional bureaucracies, with clear specifications of
the skills and knowledge required by role incumbents. The extent to
which any one or mixture of these formalising methods are present in an
organisation - operationalised by Pugh and Hickson (1976) in terms of
the existence or not of written job descriptions, work specifications
and general rules and procedures - will indicate the degree to which the
organisation represents a full bureaucracy. Thus, in the study quoted
above, Storey contrasts the full bureaucratic practices of precisely
delineated written contracts of employment, and clear procedural rules
with the more organic pracfices of ™"aiming to go beyond" the work
contract, a “"can do" outlook and impatience with rules, and managerial
activities geared primarily to business needs rather than ensuring
adherence to procedural controls (Storey, 1992, p28). Even a highly
formalised full bureaucracy, however, cannot regulate everything, and
will therefore include unwritten or informal behaviour formalisation and
coordinating processes. (Crozier 1964; Blau and Scott, 1963). Thus,
Mintzberg’s two (non-standardised) mechanisms of behaviour formalisation
and coordination - mutual adjustment and direct supervision, which
characterise the adhocracy and simple forms respectively - will also be
represented in the three types of bureaucratic organisations.
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Many organisations will, in practice use a mixture of all five
behaviour formalisation systems, with an emphasis towards one end or the
other of the bureaucratic/organic continuum. It is important to note
that the developments described above towards more flexible forms of
behaviour formalisation does not necessarily represent a move to an
adhocracy form of structure. These developments are more likely to take
place in the overall context of a shift in emphasis within the
standardised or bureaucratic system of behaviour formalisation - from
standardisation by work or skills, to standardisation by output
prescription - not necessarily from bureaucratic to organic systems.
Moreover, different parts of the same organisation will be dominated by
different behaviour formalisation systems. Thus, standardisation of
behaviour - through the three methods outlined above - is more likely to
be found in the 1lower middle 1line and operating core of the
organisation, where both operating and managerial work is 1likely to be
relatively morxe precisely defined, stable, and repetitive (apart from
creative/high-technological industries and small entrepreneurial
organisations). Organic formalisation systems are more 1likely to be
found at the strategic apex of the organisation, where work is less
programmed, and roles more fluid, with less prescription and high levels

of discretion.

Training and Indoctrination Systems

Linked to the behaviour formalisation systems are the training and
indoctrination systems, which also help to standardise the skills,
knowledge and attitudes required for effective role performance. The
provision of training is clearly 1linked with the complexity of job
roles; tightly prescribed job roles with maximum task fragmentation and
deskilling - taken to its extreme in the traditional mass production
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assembly line - clearly require minimum training in the relatively low
level of skills and knowledge required for effective role performance.
The 1less bureaucratic, more flexible and multi-skilled 3job roles,
mentioned above, require a more highly skilled ™and constantly
reskillable™ (Clegg, 1992, plé66) and adaptable work-force, for which the
provision of training is essential (Walton; Keep, 1989,1992; Peters and
Waterman) . Moreover, training is increasingly seen not as a separate
bolt-on activity, frequently provided in full bureaucracies by personnel
specialists, but rather as constituting an intrinsic and integral part
of effective role performance. Both individuals and teams, facilitated
and nurtured by line managers, are increasingly seen as taking
responsibility for improving their own performance, learning and skills,
notably through the development of productivity oxr quality circles
(Collard, 1992), through the concept of continuous professional and
managerial self-development, and through the development of the creative
and innovative, problem solving or "learning organisation" (Bate, 1992;
Storey, 1992; Senge, 1990). However, despite the growing levels of
rhetoric about the importance of training, the poor record of most
British firms in training provision has been well documented, and still
shows only limited improvement compared with other western and Japanese
organisations ( Keep, 1992; Handy et al, 1988). Many British firms
appear to be rooted in the "low skills equilibrium" dimension of the
full bureaucracy, at a time when increasing technological
sophistication, more specialised and discerning market demand, and
increased market competition on a global scale require the more highly
trained, educated and flexibly skilled workforce associated with the

less bureaucratised organisation.

Mintzberg suggests that formalised behaviour systems and training
systems are basically substitutes for each other - particularly in the
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case of professional bureaucracies, where professional workers are
initially trained and socialised into their job roles outside the
organisation, through their professional qualifying courses. This can
result in a potential conflict between the "professional" or
“cosmopolitan” and ‘“"employer" or "local" orientation of a professional
(Gouldner, 1957; Laffin and Young, 1990). In an attempt to reduce the
purely professional commitment of a professional, organisations can
increase the provision of in-house training/socialisation programmes.
Organisations in the public sector are also increasingly adopting the
use of the standardised behaviour formalisation systems based on
performance appraisal and review (Stoker, 1989). The standardisation of
skills method is also being used to reduce the "“professional" status of
some professional occupational segments, with some skill areas being
separated off into ancillary occupations which require a lower level of

training (Rogers, 1991).

For "training" programmes provided by organisations, one can often read
“indoctrination" programmes; Mintzberg and Smith (1990) both emphasise
the covert or overt ideological component of training programmes. In
addition to providing skillg and knowledge training, these in-house
programmes are often designed to socialise members into the behaviour
patters and the underpinning beliefs, values and attitudes (or
organisation culture) considered appropriate for ensuring effectivelrole
performance (Williams, Dobson and Walters, 1989; Turner, 1992)). In its
popular 1980s/90s guise, a deliberately designed "organisation/corporate
culture® reflects a move from the traditional concept of the pluralist
organisation, with its institutionalisation of conflict and adversarial
labour relations, to a unitarist view of employment relations. This
development is sometimes accompanied by the 1localisation of collective

bargaining, or even derecognition of the trade wunion altogether
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(Jackson, 1991; Storey, 1992). It also emphasises the move away from the
bureaucratic procedural controls and coordination mentioned above to a
strategy of commitment, of “"coordination and control based more on
shared goals values and traditions"™ (Walton, 1985, p8l), together with
the desirability of a specific organisation mission or vision, redolent
of the mission statements of Japanese organisations such as Matsushita
(Quinn et al, 1988; Peters and Waterman). The disappearance of
traditional status differentials - such as specially reserved car parks
and executive dining suites for senior staff, and all the customary
blue-collar/white collar divisions over practices such as clocking in,
payment systems etc. - in favour of "harmonisation™ of conditions of
service for all ranks are all highlighted as significant cultural
symbols of the equal importance and value attached to all employees in

the unitary organisation (Price, 1989; Wickens, 1987).

This analysis of changes currently taking place within the first of
Mintzberg’s four design parameters of organisational structure - the
design of positions - now moves on to examine patterns of change within

the second group of design parameters.

Design parameter 2 - Design of the Superstructure: Unit Size and

Grouping

7
Unit grouping - the grouping together of individual positions into units

- and Unit size represent the second of Mintzberg’s structural design
features. The size of the unit groupings, including the *"“span of
control"” will depend 1largely on the nature of the coordinating and
behaviour formalisation mechanisms. Where coordination is achieved
through standardisation - of work processes, skills or outputs - unit
size will tend to become larger, except for work units where
considerable mutual adjustment is required between team members. Thus,
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an autonomous work group or a multi-disciplinary professional group, and
the strategic apex of the organisation, where the £fluid senior
management roles involve extensive mutual adjustment, will require a
smaller unit size. Another important factor to consider when designing
unit groups, 1is the type of interdependencies between the work tasks.
Thompson (1967) identifies three types: reciprocal interdependencies,
where work flows backwards and forwards between the tasks, sequential
interdependencies, where work flows in a linear fashion from one task to
the next, and pooled interdependencies, where the tasks are independent,

requiring only the allocation amongst them of pooled resources.

The machine bureaucracy will typically group positions together on the
basis of function - by staff expertise and skills, or the work process
and function. The sequential and reciprocal interdependencies therefore
flow across departmental boundaries. This causes difficulties in
identifying clear accountablity for performance outcomes for any one
unit, and also tends to result in inadequate lateral coordinating links
between the wunits and departments, which inhibits flexibility and
adaptation to changing environmental circumstances (Kanter, 1984;
Peters, 1987). Staff also. tend to develop strong sectional or
departmental interests and 1loyalties at the expense of the overall
corporate interest. The full bureaucracy does, however, have several
advantages. Grouping by function provides career paths for staff gased
on their specialist expertise, which will also be strengthened and
enhanced by the close contact with similar specialist workers. Economies
of scale can result from grouping specialists together; the provision of
centralised specialist ®staff" functions such as personnel, data

processing etc., can be more economical than dispersing such specialists

amongst each department.



Large organisations moving away from the full bureaucracy model
typically move towards a market based structure, characteristic of the
divisionalised form (Mintzberg; Pugh and Hickson; Child). (The
professional bureaucracy and adhocracy will tend to use a combination of
both market and function bases.) It is important, however, to note,
particularly in large organisations with a market based structure, that
a degree of functional grouping is still likely to exist within the work
process at the lower levels of the operating core. Associated with the
market base of divisionalised forms are also the development of many
small quasi-autonomous strategic business units operating as profit or
cost centres (Purcell, 1992). Market based structures - based on
product, client or geographical area - have the advantage of containing
sequential and reciprocal interdependencies within one wunit. This form
also facilitates lateral coordination or networking between all the work
functions (Burns and Stalker; Mueller, 1991), and can increase the
capacity for adaptation, innovation and flexibility by the
quasi-independent market based units (Peters and Waterman). Individual
units can more easily be made accountable for the achievement of
performance objectives. The major disadvantages with the market based
structure include a tendency for specialist staff to feel isolated from
their fellow specialists, thus possibly impeding their effectiveness and
restricting opportunities for continued professional development;
opportunities for specialist career progression within the organis;tion
are also reduced. The duplication of specialist staff functions, such as
personnel, marketing etc., at each of the market units, can also prove
expensive. For example, Gpodhart (1992) reported an increase in the
number of personnel specialists, due 1largely to the decentralisation of
pay bargaining (involving duplication of industrial relations personnel)
to the market based units. Unproductive competition can occur between
units with the same customer base (Solomons, 1965); this problem has
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been highlighted by critics of the British government’s plans for
allowing schools to "opt out" of local authority control. Moreover,
mechanisms for enabling 1lateral communication and information flows
between the various semi-autonomous units can alsoc be inadequate (see

discussion below, under “lateral linkages").

The increased degree of dispersal of staff functions within the
operating unit - especially within the divisionalised form - reflect the
increased emphasis wupon the primary importance of the production
managers, and upon the operational servicing and enabling rather than
the controlling role of specialist staff such as personnel officers
{(Sisson, 1989; Storey, 1989, 1992; Armstrong and Cooke, 1992). Kanter
(1989) also emphasises the importance of staff functions geared
specifically toward the needs of operating managers, and located close
to the 1line manager “"customer" or vrecipient of the central staff
services. These developments include trends towards reducing the size of
the centralised functional specialist staff departments, associated with
the "simple form, lean structure" organisation structure advocated by
Peters and Waterman and Kanter (1989). The distinctions between some
specialist staff and 1line .managers are also becoming blurred -
corresponding more to the Marks and Spencer model of "every manager a
personnel manager" (Tse, 1985, p28). The management role is becoming
less specialised, and more generalist, moving some way toward/ the

Japanese relatively non-specialised management roles and career paths

identified by Ouchi and Clegg.

The market-based or federated structure also possesses the advantage of
enabling a flat organisation hierarchy, as Mintzberg explains: "only a
few functional units c¢an be grouped into a higher-order unit, whereas,

typically, many more market based units can be so grouped.® (Mintzberg,
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1983, p71l). Aided by the development of computerised management
information systems, which can render unnecessary some of the middle
management layers intervening between the centre and the operating core,
this move towards flat organisations is highlighted in a number of
studies of recent organisation restructuring, summarised by, amongst
others, Clegg, Smith, Kanter (1989), and Buchanan and McCalman (1989).
As Tiernan, Flood and Wally (1994, p8) point out: "Reducing the layers
in the hierarchy reduces costs, frees up information flows, speeds up
communications, and allows more innovative ideas to flourish and to
filter though the structure - rather than blocked by communication
bottlenecks". However, as Jacques (1991) suggests, hierarchical
structures do continue to possess the advantages originally highlighted
by Weber and other traditional theorists, and are unlikely to disappear;
the trend is towards streamlining and improving the functioning of

hierarchies, rather than abolishing them.

This analysis - of changes currently taking place within Mintzberg’'s
four design parameters of organisational structure - now moves on to

examine patterns of change within the third group of design parameters.

Desigqn parameters 3 - design of lateral linkages: planning and control

systems, and liaison devices

Planning and control systems are essential in all organisations‘ for
directly specifying and monitoring the nature, quantity and quality of
outputs, and are 1linked with the behaviour formalisation systems
outlined above for regulating behaviour. Mintzberg identifies two basic
forms of planning and control systems - performance control and action
planning - which are both found to varying degrees within most
organisations, although both these systems tend to exist at fairly

minimal levels within the professional bureaucracy, simple structure and
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the adhocracy. Action planning systems, operating basically from the
top-down in the organisation, tend to prevail within the full
bureaucracy, where strategic planning at the top is developed into
specific programmes which are in turn “elaborated and scheduled, and
eventually emerge as a set of specific operating specification which
evoke specific actions directly.®" (Mintzberg, 1983, p79). Great emphasis
is placed upon controlling every detail of the decision making and
actions to be taken within the work process, as well as specifying the
nature of the output produced, involving the extensive written
procedures and specifications outlined above as characterising the full

bureaucracy.

Performance control systems - imposing performance standards on outputs
(ends), but intended to devolve to operating units control of the work
processes or "means" - tend to characterise the market based structure
of the divisionalised form, and are increasingly being adopted within
public sector professional bureaucracies (see chapter 3). Operating both
from top-down and bottom-up, as performance targets are negotiated
between superiors and subordinates, corporate objectives are refined
into more detailed performance standards down the hieraxchy, and then
passed back to the top for monitoring and review and further strategic
planning. The much vaunted flexibility and autonomy apparently given to
work groups and decentralised business units or profit centres within
the divisionalised form tends, however, to take place within the context
of extensive performance controls on outputs - financial targets and the
like. These can actually constrain worker/manager actions and behaviour
as stringently as the t;aditional bureaucratic controls on process, and,
with the development of sophisticated computerised management
information systems, possibly even more rigorously (Fincham and Rhodes,

1992). Moreover, the adoption of quality assurance systems, such as
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BS5750, can involve detailed prescription of procedures, analogous to
the action planning systems found in machine bureaucracies. Similarly,
devolved responsibilities for resource management - for example through
devolved budgeting - can involve extensive prescriptions governing the
deployment of funds which 1imit the operating autonomy of business
units. Payment systems within the performance control systems tend to
move from Jjob based to person and output based systems. Despite the
reservations expressed by a number of authors about the efficacy of
performance related pay - the difficulties of specifying precisely
defined outputs for certain work activities, achieving fair and
equitable systems for linking pay to achievement, and tendencies for
individually-based systems to erode team cooperation -~ these systems are
increasingly being adopted by growing numbers of both private and public

sector organisations (Kessler, 13894).

As outlined earlier, planning and control systems involve the use of
five basic mechanisms for coordinating and integrating organisational
activities: direct supervision, characterising the simple structure;
mutual adjustment in the adhocracy; the traditional bureaucratic methods
of standardisation - of work- processes, skills and outputs - for the
machine bureaucracy, the professional bureaucracy and the divisiomalised
form. Child (1984) and Mintzberg (1983) identify the requirement for
additional, structural forms of mutual adjustment to supplement
standardised coordinating mechanisms. These can include the use of
flexible work groups and multi-disciplinary professional teams in the
operating core, already noted above, and the adoption, at higher levels
in the organisation of~1iaison positions, task forces and committees,
and integrative managerial positions, each of which can overlay the
functional or market based structures. The ultimate liaison device is

the matrix, which breaks the traditional bureaucratic imperative of the



unity of command. Matrices are designed to produce more flexible or
organic structures, which can innovate and adapt to dynamic and complex
environments through encouraging open lines of communication, and
enabling the grouping and regrouping of flexible mobile staff members to
carry out the required "uncertain, complex and interdependent tasks"

(Child, 1984, p101).

Manifested in its purest form as Mintzberg’s adhocracy, Mintzberg
emphasises that, despite the currently fashionable nature of this matrix
or organic structure, it is most suitable for new, young, high tech and
creative industries, or sectors of industries, such as media
organisations, advertising, aerospace, electronics etc.. However, a
number of authors express doubts, even with these particular industrial
sectors, about the efficacy of the full-blown formal matrix structure
with its well documented problems of the extensive administrative and
consultative arrangements required, plus the difficulties of role
conflict and ambiguity for the participants (Child; Kanter, 1989; Peters
and Waterman) . However, Francis (1994) points out that, in the wake of
increasingly complex and automated production technologies, more
sophisticated products and increasingly competitive markets, growing
numbers of firms are moving to matrix forms of organisation - partly in
response to recent studies of the _world automobile industries, which
identified matrix organisation as one of the key causes of the superior
speed and efficiency with which Japanese car manufacturers developed new

models.

Certainly, a feature of all the organisation structures posed as
alternatives to machine bureaucracies is the increased importance
attached to developing both formal and informal horizontal communication
and coordination systems between parts of the organisation, and a great
increase in the fluidity of role positions within them: "we have gone
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way beyond matrix.....There are so many lines of reporting that in some
ways it’s like having none. As a manager there is a lot of uncertainty
that you have to take responsibility for. You have to negotiaée for the
authority to act, or sometimes you act first and hope to work it out
later™ (multinational corporation manager, quoted in Kolb et al, 1991,
p222). Mueller (pl55) highlights the growth in "networking" systems,
both formal and informal, which, aided by the development of new
technology, can distribute "powers and responsibility along horizontal

or wavy lines (not the rigid, vertical lines found in burearcracies)®".

Increasingly, organisations are introducing more sophisticated
computerised information systems for improving information and
communication flows at three levels - at work group,

intra-organisational and inter-organisational levels (Tapscott and

Caston, 1993).

With the growth in outsourcing or subcontracting (which Peters and Clegg
call “"de-integration") of certain organisational functions, and, in the
public sector, the requirements to subject increasing numbers of
services to compulsory competitive tendering (which splits the
specification from the pro§ision of services).,, organisations are
increasingly becoming seen as loose networks or federations of more or
less autonomous units (Francis). Here, hierarchies are being replaced
by internal markets as a method of regulating or coordin;ting
transactions between different units - increasingly such transactions
may be between units both within the organisation and external to it,
resulting in a blurring of inter-organisational boundaries. In turn,
market relationships, for regulating transactions between these units
are seen as being replaced by "network" relationships (Levacic, 1991).
Network relationships between these units (whether internal or external

to the organisation) require the longer-term development of mutual trust
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and cooperation - negotiation or mutual adjustment - Dbetween equals,
rather than reliance upon short-term, impersonal market mechanisms

(Peters, 1992; Lorenz, 1991).

This analysis of changes currently taking place within the third of
Mintzberg’s four design parameters of organisational structure - the
design of lateral linkages - now moves on to examine patterns of change

within the fourth, and last, group of design parameters.

Design parameter 4 - Design of decision making systems: centralisation

and decentralisation

Decentralisation refers to a situation where "the authority to make
specified (usually operational) decisions is passed down to units and
people at lower levels in the organisation’s hierarchy”, in contrast to
centralisation, where the strategic apex at the top of the organisation
retains authority over most decision-making (Child, 1984, pl4é6).
Mintzberg defines two types of formal decentralisation - vertical, when
power is dispersed or delegated wvertically to others in the chain of
command down the organisation; horizontal, where power is allocated to
persons outside the 1line management hierarchy such as functional staff
specialists, and operators. The geographical dispersal of services
amongst different locations may or may mnot involve elements of

4

horizontal and/or vertical decentralisation.

At one end of the continuum, the simple structure and machine
bureaucracy is characterised by a large degree of vertical
centralisation at the strategic apex of the organisation, with, for the
bureaucracy, limited horizontal decentralisation to the functional staff
concerned with organising the standardised planning and control systems.

A certain degree of vertical decentralisation takes place within the



divisionalised form, delegated from the centre to the quasi-autonomous
divisions. Some horizontal decentralisation to specialist functional
staff both at the centre and within the divisions may occur, with
further horizontal and vertical decentralisation within the divisions
and strategic business units. However, as noted above, a fairly high
degree of vertical centralisation is 1likely to be retained within the
divisions through the use standardised skill and work process behaviour
formalisation processes as well as through standardised performance

control systems.

The adhocracy is characterised by limited vertical and extensive
horizontal decentralisation represented through its extensive use of
flexible multi-disciplinary project work groups and teams. The greatest
degree of both horizontal and vertical decentralisation is found in the
professional bureaucracy, where power based on expert knowledge is
concentrated at the bottom of the organisation, although the trend
towards exercising control through the standardisation of outputs may be
weakening the professional power base here. What Johnson (1972) calls
the collegiate or professional method of occupational control, based on
extensive control of the ~practitioner/client relationship by the
professional, is increasingly being replaced by control exercised by the
powerful "client™ or "purchaser™ functions within private and public
sector organisations’ internal market systems, which defines both the
service standard to be achieved, and, increasingly, the methods to be

used.

Essentially, both organisational centralisation and decentralisation
represent different stfategies for maintaining organisational control.
In a relatively centralised organisation (such as the machine
bureaucracy), the emphasis tends towards detailed control through direct
supervision, through the standardisation of work processes, and through
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formal rules and procedures. In more decentralised organisations
(characteristic of more organic structural forms), the emphasis is more
on lower level managers and staff taking responsibility for controlling
their own, and their colleagues’ performance - within a firm framework
of clearly specified corporate policies, coherently articulated sets of
organisational norms and values, and clearly formulated contractual
objectives or service specifications for each wunit (Hales). Control
systems tend to focus on performance measurement, using performance
targets based on both resource management and product/service delivery
criteria. 1In practice however, many organisations are reluctant to
reduce their reliance on relatively detailed and centralised control
systems - especially when faced by hostile and threatening external
environments - for reasons connected basically with senior management
fears of losing power and status, and with the practical difficultiers
of maintaining control over decentralised management units (Mintzberg;
Hales, 1993; Robbins, 1990). Smith (1990) uses the term "“coercive
autonomy" to describe the situation where managers’ devolved powers are
so constrained by the imposition of such controls on the scope of their
activities, that, in reality, their authority to act is severely
retricted. Mintzberg’s concept of the "pulls® which exist between the
six basic parts of the organisation - with the groups within each part
attempting to maximise their own power and influence - aptly illustxrates
these ongoing tensions and conflicts pushing and pulling organisations
towards relative centralisation or decentralisation of decision-making

authority.

Conclusion

The discussion above outlined the key changes currently taking place

within each of Mintzberg’s four organisational design parameters: the



design of positions; the design of the superstructure; the design of
lateral linkages; the design of decision-making systems. The nature of
these changes suggests that growing numbers of organisations are moving
towards the adoption of structural features associated with the more
organic forms of structure, rather than those characteristic of the
mechanistic or bureaucratic end of Burns and Stalker’s classic
structural continuum. However, as indicated above, it is difficult, in
this necessarily brief review of current developments, to distinguish
clearly between rhetoric and reality in terms of assessing the extent to
which the theoretical models 4in the 1literature actually represent
changing practices within organisations. A number of authors - such as
Walton, and Watkins et al. - identify intermediate or "transitional:;
positions between the bureaucratic and organic extremes, and suggest
only partial adoption by most organisations of the new structural
features outlined above. In any case, as Mintzberg himself states, from
within the contingency theory perspective, the fullest expression of the
organic structural form - the adhocracy - is likely to be appropriate

only for firms operating in particular sectors.

Essentially, the adoption by many organisations of some of the new
design features is likely to take the form of an amendment to, rather
than a replacement for, more traditional bureaucratic structures, which,
as Jacques (1991) and Hales (1993) suggest, continue to form the basic
design pattern for most organisations. Nevertheless, it does appear, in
the context of increasingly dynamic socio-economic and technological
environments, that significant changes are occurring - albeit to
different degrees, and %n different ways, within different organisations
- within the four design parameters. The following chapter examines the
impact of these developments on the roles of middle managers located

within these changing organisational structures.



CHAPTER 2

Organisational restructuring and middle managerial roles

The concept of role represents the 1link or point of contact between the
individual manager and the structure of an organisation (Pugh and
Hickson, 1976; Salaman, 1980; Hales, 1986), and can thus be wused to
"examine both the structural expectational determinants of behaviour and
the effects of individual projects and choices.®" (Hales, pl08). The
structural organisational theorists discussed in Chapter 1 - the
classical, post-Weberian, human relations systems and contingency
theorists - all emphasise the structural constraints on an individual’s
behaviour within the organisation, notably through the concept of a
specific organisational office, position or "role®™. These prescribe,
with varying degrees of specificity: "the organised sets of behaviour
associated with a position” (Mintzberg, 1989, plS), or “the bundles of
expectations directed at the incumbents of positions in a given society™
(Dahrendorf, 1968, p 36). After examining the concept of managerial
roles and the nature of managerial work activities, functions,
effectiveness and styles, this chapter adopts a contingency model of
managerial work to identify £he impact of organisational restructuring
on middle managers’ roles and work satisfaction levels. Mintzberg’s
contingency model of managerial roles - interpersonal, informational and
decisional - is used as a framework for analysing these change; in
managerial work, with particular emphasis on changing middle management
work roles. As with Chapter 1, the emphasis here is on changes occurring
within mainly private sector organisations, on which most of the

literature is focused.

The concept of managerial roles

Whilst emphasising the potential usefulness of the concept of role for
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analysing managerial work and functions, Hales emphasises the
requirement to distinguish c¢learly between: the "structurally given
demands (norms, expectations, taboos, responsibilities and the 1like)
associated with a given social position"; the way in which an individual
acts or behaves (with or without conscious intention); the individual’s
own personal "orientation or conception of the part he is to play in the
organisation" (Levinson, 1966, p251). Using this approach, Stewart
(1989) distinguishes between organisational job prescriptions, the
individual manager‘’s own constructs and agendas and the manager’s

consequent actions or behaviour.

Focusing on the nature of the organisationally given role demands upon
an individual, Levinson identifies the importance of analysing the
varying degrees of explicitness, clarity and consensus about the
expectations and definitions of role requirements held by all the
participants. These range from relatively tightly defined low discretion
roles in the traditiomal bureaucracy to less specific, more ambiguous
roles in more organic structures, with higher levels of discretion which
require a greater degree of individual judgement and initiative
(Stewart, 1982,1989, 1991; ﬁarshall and Stewart, 1981; Smith 1990;
Kanter, 1984, 1989; Snow et al, 1992). Organisations will place varying
levels of emphases and compulsion on the behaviour requirements of

managerial roles, through rewards and sanctions or control syséems,
resulting in "must-, shall-, and can-expectations" indications to the
incumbent about the ranges of possible behaviour permissible within a
managerial position (Dahrendorf, 1968, p69; Stewart, 1989). Sometimes
these prescriptions can be inconsistent and contradictoxry. The
allocation of more discretion to managerial roles, and formal
requirements for more proactive and entrepreneurial role performance can

conflict with the reality of the tighter controls and restrictions on
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management autonomy, which frequently accompany organisational
retrenchment, causing severe role conflict and ambiguity for the middle

managers involved (Broussine, 1983; Smith, 1990).

In addition to comnstraining role behaviour, organisation control systems
also attempt to influence role attributes - the ™appearance and
character" required of a role incumbent or "Organisation Man" (Whyte,
1957) ; contemporary management literature places considerable emphasis
on the importance of organisational commitment and involvement
strategies (Walton, 1985; Williams et al, 1989). Specifically designed
organisational cultural and value systems become significant mechanisms
for stipulating the scope of more broadly defined, high discretion
managerial roles (Peters and Waterman, 1982; Schein, 1992). Also
significant here, is the nature of the technology wused within the
organisation; as Levinson (1966, p255), points out: "technological and
ecological facilities are not merely ’‘tools’ by which norms are met;
they are often a crucial basis for the maintenance or change of an
organisation form". Thus the introduction of computerised technology for
both production and information systems has had considerable impact on

managerial role requirements (see below).

The impact of these various structural constraints on role performance,
however, can only be understood and analysed in the context Jf an
appreciation of the individual’s own perception or conception of his/her
organisational role identity and the nature of the structural
constraints upon it: "a role is not simply an acting out of the rules
and constraints that operate on a particular hierarchic position, but a
constantly changing, negotiated product of the interactions of different
purposes and priorities within a framework of rules and constraints."

(Salaman, pl30). Thus, individuals, or actors, will behave or act on



the basis of their own interpretations or definitions of organisational
role demands and expectations (Rose, 1975; Silverman, 1970). They will
exercise a degree of choice in their role performance, made in the
context of structural constraints, which they personally perceive as
significant in the 1light of their own needs, abilities and perceptions
of their work-role identities and their "general personal philosophies

of behaviour (Marshall and Stewart, pl87).

Also significant here is the information which individuals will derive
about expected role performance from their "role set™ - the sources of
th