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ABSTRACT 

A Theoretical Development of Relation-Oriented Organizational 

Management involves a study of management theory in an effort to ascer 

tain to what extent various theorists—Rice and Bishoprick, McGregor, 

Morse and Lorsch, Katz, Tannenbaum and Schmidt, Reddin, Likert, Argyris, 

and Mersey and Blanchard—advocate task orientation and/or relation 

orientation in their management theory. Having explicated the various 

theorists' stances, the author presents a critical analysis of their 

writing relative to their success or failure in delineating the 

presuppositions inherent in a relation-oriented theory of management. 

The study indicates that all the theorists examined to some extent fail 

to explicate the presuppositions upon which relational theory is 

grounded. The author, therefore, describes the relational theories of 

Martin Buber and Paul Tillich and indicates how their theories can 

provide the presuppositions which are lacking in the various theories 

examined but are needed to provide the presuppositional understanding 

requisite for a full understanding of their theories. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As I began to explore leadership theory and examined such 

positions as those of Morse and Lorsch, Reddin, McGregor, Rice and 

Bishoprick, Argyris and others, I readily agreed with the common 

thesis which they all--either explicitly or implicitly--shared, 

namely, that the interpersonal relational dimension in the management-

administrative milieu should be of utmost significance, and that 

management behavior should be centered on relational and personal 

dynamics. Implicit in all their theories is the emphasis upon the 

significance of persons over "things, persons over programs, goals. 

and tasks. My position is congruent with theirs in this respect. 

The position of McGregor is definitely that of one who 

stresses the importance of the personalistic dimension of the leader's 

task. McGregor's basic concept is that in every leader's relation 

to his subordinates he entertains one of two basic sets of assump 

tions. McGregor designates these as Theory X and Theory Y. Theory X 

assumes that the typical worker is lazy and prefers not to work, 

lacks ambition, and would prefer not to be given responsibility, 

prefers to be led because he is passive in nature, must be persuaded 

and pushed, rewarded and punished, tightly supervised and controlled, 

if he is to perform as expected. Theory Y assumes that the worker 

approaches work as naturally as play. He finds work satisfying or 

seekspunishing, depending on the circumstances. The worker 
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responsibility, and enjoys assuming it. He likes to exercise self-

control and self-direction (McGregor, pp. 33-48). 

McGregor admits that indifferent workers do exist, but he 

contends that they have become this way because of the way they 

have been treated. He further admits that few managers hold totally 

to either theory; he makes the categorical distinctions for the 

purpose of clarity only. The task of Theory Y managers is to build 

such a climate as espoused by their theory, and so organize working 

relationships that employees can best attain their goals by 

directing their efforts toward corporate goals. While Theory X 

encourages management by imposition. Theory Y advocates management 

by collaboration, involvement, contribution and personal commitment. 

Morse and Lorsch develop a theory which proposes to go 

"Beyond Theory Y"; but, in so doing, they imply the preference for 

an essentially personal!Stic view of Theory Y when the organization, 

task, and persons involved will permit the utilization of such an 

approach. Morse and Lorsch go "beyond Theory Y" in that they 

propose that the most productive organization is one that fits the 

needs of its task and people in any particular situation (Morse and 

Lorsch, 1970, p. 61). They propose, therefore, a "contingency 

theory" which attempts to effect a fit between task, organization. 

and people, Such a proper fit seems to have an added advantage of 

involved.developing a strong feeling of competence in the people 

The theory implicitly emphasizes the importance of the personal-

to theistic dimension, for a feeling of competence contributes 
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feeling of personal worth which the individual would entertain toward 

himself. 

Likert deliberately and consciously emphasizes the personal 

dimension. He affirms that concern for developing supportive relation 

ships is the distinguishing characteristic of the managers who are 

most productive. His analysis of leadership in American industry led 

him to assert that the managers and supervisors in American industry 

and government who are achieving the highest productivity and whose 

a betteroverall performance is most impressive are developing 

system, or what he calls "a newer theory" of organization and manage 

ment. Although Likert stresses that these successful managers have 

not yet integrated their principles into a theory of management, his 

proposal is that his development of "The Principle of Supportive 

Relationships" and its derivative can serve as the integrating 

principle of the newer theory of organization. The general pattern 

of operations of the highest-producing managers shows the following 

characteristics: a preponderance of favorable attitudes on the part 

of all members; the effective harnessing of all the major motiva 

functional forces; the development of a tightly knit, effectively 

tioning social system made up of interlocking work groups with a high 

utilizeddegree of group loyalty among the members; measurements 

primarily for self-evaluation and guidance rather than for super 

relateimposed control. Those most impressive managers consistently 

than asto their employees as persons, as human beings, rather 

entities utilized to get the work done. From these general 

charateristics, Likert develops his integrative principle, namely: 
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The leadership and other processes of the organization 
must be such as to ensure a maximum probability that in all 

interactions and all relationships with the organization 
each member will, in the light of his background, values 
and expectations, view the experience as supportive and 

one which builds and maintains his sense of personal worth 

and importance (Likert, in Pugh, ed., 1971, p. 286). 

The derivative from this principle, Likert maintains, is 

That management will make full use of the potential 
capacities of its human resources only when each person in 

an organization is a member of one or more effectively func 

tioning work groups that have a high degree of group 
loyalty, effective skills of interaction and high-performance 
goals (Likert, in Pugh, ed., 1971, p. 288). 

William S. Reddin attempts to develop a contingency theory 

of management which will be applicable regardless of the myriad of 

managerial situations in which the manager finds himself. Stressing 

that the achievement of effectiveness is the manager's "only job," 

Reddin defines effectiveness as "the extent to which a manager 

achieves the output requirements of his position" (Reddin, p. 3); 

befor it is his contention that managerial effectiveness "has to 

defined in terms of output rather than input, by what a manager 

achieves rather than what he does" (Reddin, p. 3). Reddin stresses 

which has a morethat there are four basic managerial styles, each of 

effective application and a concomitant less effective application. 

embodimentThe "integrated" managerial style has its less effective 

in the "compromiser and its more effective representative in the 

executive. The "dedicated" style is least effective in the "auto-

crat" and most effective in the "benevolent autocrat. The "related" 

but morestyle becomes less effective in the "missionary" style 

effective in the "developer. Finally, the "separated" style of 
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management is less effective in the "deserter" while finding its more 

effective managerial style in the person of the "bureaucrat, The 

style to be used depends upon the situation; neither is, in and of 

itself, more or less effective, but each of the four basic styles has 

a less effective equivalent and a more effective equivalent, The 

"correct" style depends on the situation, the components of which 

are organization, technology, superior, co-workers, and subordinates. 

In Conceptual Models of Organization, George H. Rice, Jr. and 

Dean W. Bishoprick note that there will probably be a conflict between 

those who want to control the actions of others and those whom they 

want to control. They trace the shift of power from one to the other, 

and also indicate how the form of organization shifts from raw, 

coercive autocracy at the one extreme to productive democracy at the 

other. Their study presents a variety of organizational models, 

"each of which can be used under appropriate conditions either to 

describe an existing organization and predict its behavior, or to 

serve as a blueprint for the designing of new organizations to do 

specific jobs in particular social or technical environments" (Rice 

and Bishoprick, p. 194). They present the various theories on a 

continuum or spectrum with the left end of the continuum representing 

autocracy and the right end representing egalitarianism or the 

characterisbelief that cooperative effort among people is a natural 

tic, automatic, persistent and productive. In the move from left to 

right, they describe the machine model, bureaucracy, systems, decen 

tralization, collegialism, federations, and egalitarianism. The 

shift from autocracy to egalitarianism is accompanied by another 
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important shift, namely, the shift in theory which recognizes that the 

appropriate organizational form may be any one of these according to 

whether it fits the situation or is the organizational scheme most 

appropriate for the job to be done. Nevertheless, Rice and Bishoprick 

favor the conceptual scheme which emphasizes the egalitarian, coopera 

tive, collegial approach, the scheme which enhances human self-worth, 

rather than the autocratic "machine model" which relegates persons 

to the level of things. 

Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard develop a situational 

leadership theory which turns out to be a highly complex integration 

of several other leadership theories and motivation theories as well 

as a utilization of contingency contracting, behavior modification, 

transactional analysis, force field analysis and organizational 

growth and change theories. They stress that the diagnostic skills 

of a manager should be such that he can ascertain the maturity level 

of his followers and then proceed to use the style, relationship 

behavior, task behavior, motivators and assumptions about human nature 

appropriate to the particular maturity level ascertained. Hence, 

they stress that: 

If managers are using a leadership style with a high 
ofprobability of success for working with a given level 

maturity, this perhaps is not really enough. These managers 

may be getting a reasonable amount of output, but their 
responsibilities may not stop there. Besides maintaining 
an adequate level of output, managers may want to develop 
the ability and effectiveness of their human resources 
(their followers) (Mersey and Blanchard, 1969, p. 190). 

Managers, then, cannot be interested merely in output or productivity. 

They must also be interested in the human resources. Mersey and 
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Blanchard affirm that "one of the responsibilities of managers . . . 

is developing the human resources for which they are responsible" 

(Hersey and Blanchard, 1969, p. 189). They stress this because they 

feel that: Without emphasizing that aspect of the theory, there is 

a danger that managers could use Situational Leadership Theory to 

justify the use of any behavior they wanted" (Hersey and Blanchard, 

1969, p. 189). 

Robert Tannenbaum and Warren H. Schmidt consider the problem 

of leadership patterns in their significant article in the Harvard 

Business Review (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 1973, pp. 176-185). They 

trace the various patterns through a seven-step process from autocracy 

to democracy, indicating that as one moves on the continuum from 

autocracy to democracy one realizes a shift in the amount of authority 

and freedom. The extreme autocratic side of the continuum grants 

virtually absolute authority and freedom to the superior, while the 

progression toward democracy gives increased amounts of freedom and 

authority to the subordinates as their participation in the leader 

ship relationship increases. In such a brief treatment of the 

problem, Tannenbaum and Schmidt could not possibly delineate their 

assumptions in detail. Nevertheless, their thesis, which advocates 

participatory management involving relational considerations, would 

be significantly enhanced by an understanding of the presuppositions 

which undergird relation-oriented leadership theory. 

Chris Argyris, Beach Professor of Administrative Science, 

Yale University, likewise espouses a theory of organizational develop 

ment and management the essence of which is relationally oriented. 
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His writing emphasizes the importance—and difficulty—of the develop 

ment of human values and concerns within an organizational setting. 

For example, in Management and Organizational Development: The Path 

from XA to YB (Argyris, 1971), Argyris traces the efforts of three 

organizations which attempt to move from Theory X assumptions and the 

behavior consistent with these assumptions to Theory Y assumptions 

with its concomitant behavior. His Integrating the Individual and the 

Organization (Argyris, 1964) likewise exemplifies the priority of 

relation oriented management over task orientation. He is clearly an 

advocate of relation oriented management, and his advocacy includes 

considerations of commitment, concern, trust, and openness, all of 

which are important considerations for any adequate relational theory. 

The question is whether Argyris really considers the presuppositions 

inherent in an adequate relational theory. 

I. PROBLEM 

As I noted at the outset, I readily agree with the common 

affirmation of these authors, namely, the affirmation of the signifi 

cance of the interpersonal dimension in the managerial-administrative 

milieu. The problem which I suspect to be present in all of them, 

however, is that they merely mention the significance of the personal 

dimension, and do not examine, in any detail at least, either the 

groundwork or the presuppositions for such an approach or the implica 

tions of such an understanding. Even Likert, who explicitly for 

mulates The Principle of Supportive Relationships, does not delineate 

what the application of such a principle would presuppose on the one 
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hand or entail relative to managerial relations on the other. Neither 

the presuppositions, the description, nor the entailment of the adoption 

of a person-centered theory of managerial-administrative theory is 

explicitly considered by these authors. Yet, all of them speak of 

the importance of such considerations. 

II. PURPOSE AND RATIONALE OF THE STUDY 

to delineChapter II of this study, therefore, will be devoted 

a consideration ofating the positions of the various theorists through 

This delineationthe original sources, i.e., their published works, 

each theoristwill reveal, implicitly at least, the extent to which 

does or does not consider the presuppositions entailed in a person 

intensive managerial theory. 

Chapter III of the study will be devoted to a critical analysis 

areas inof the theories previously explicated so that the explicit 

which the theorists have failed to consider the presuppositions 

be revealed.entailed by person-intensive, managerial theories may 

To the extent that the presuppositions entailed in person-

intensive managerial theory have not been delineated, the particular 

theory so lacking is weakened, Such presuppositions need to be 

be found in thedescribed, but little or no such description is to 

literature, It is at this point that contemporary philosophical 

theology can be useful, This is to say that resources are to be found 

forin philosophy which can provide the understanding necessary 

providing the presuppositions entailed by person-intensive managerial 

theory, but largely lacking in the works of many modern and 

contemporary theorists. 
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Chapter IV of the study will attempt to describe relational 

theories which can help to fill this gap. My position is that the 

relational theories of Paul Tillich and Martin Buber, both of whom are 

existentialist philosophical theologians, can contribute the specific 

of which isanalysis of interpersonal relations, the necessity 

entailed but never provided by the theorists who affirm the significance 

of the personalistic dimension in leadership theory. 

Martin Buber and Paul Tillich are examples of those whose 

relations asthought and writing evidence the significance of human 

being all-pervasive, Tillich, no less than Buber, would say, "In the 

beginning is relation" (Buber, 1958, p. 18) and "All real living is 

To delineate Buber's and Tillich'smeeting" (Buber, 1958, p. 11). 

the third task ofunderstanding of the two types of relations will be 

for the contrithis study. Such an analysis itself is warranted merely 

bution it makes to the understanding and analysis of relationships in 

and Tillich'sadministration and management. Having studied Buber's 

thought, the administrator may well use these concepts in evaluating 

his own relations. One may assume, however, that the development of 

"I-Thou" relations (Buber) or "At-onement" relations (Tillich) may well 

be a laudable attempt for a person's personal, i.e., non-professional 

is it evenrelations. But it is even possible, or if is it possible, 

I-Thou relationsworthwhile (or cost-effective) to attempt to develop 

to avoid thein administrative affairs while simultaneously working 

which are"thingifying" I-It relations of separation and estrangement 

so often characteristic of manager-employee, administrator-facul ty, 

or even faculty-faculty relations? 



11 

The fourth chapter of this study will also deal with the appli 

cability of Buber's and Tillich's relational theory to management theory. 

The connection between relational theory and management-administ rative 

theory should be self-evident; for, if as Morse and Lorsch, Rice and 

Bishoprick, Likert, McGregor, Reddin and others have observed, adminis 

tration and management are relation-intensive or relation-oriented 

rather than task-oriented, then any relational theory will contribute, 

of administraeither positively or negatively, to one's understanding 

tive theory. How much more, then, would a relational theory which 

than theemphasizes the qualitative dimension of relations rather 

quantitative contribute? 

oneBeyond a mere surface analysis, it could be questioned—if 

isis approaching the question qualitatively—whether administration 

in fact relationally oriented or task-oriented; for, rf the major objec 

aretive is to achieve a certain goal, and personal relationships 

of thisconsidered only insofar as they contribute to the achievement 

task-orientedgoal, then, the administrative orientation is in reality 

even though it involves person-to-person relations for the accomplish-

ment of the goal. If the administrative activity merely involves 

person-to-person relations more than task relations, such quantitative 

involvement does not constitute, except in a very tangential way, a 

relation-intensive situation, The persons involved and the personal 

relations may be used merely as "means to an end, and not as "ends" 

in themselves, There may be personal relations, to be sure; but the 

or, in Buber's words, as "Its"persons may be used merely as "things 

If this is the case, then the administra-to accomplish a given task, 

tive activity, even though it involves the relations of persons to 
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accomplish a task, is in reality task-intensive or task-oriented, since 

the performance of the task or the realization of the goal or objective 

is more important than the persons who are interacting. 

This complicates the issue and gets below the surface to the 

depth dimension of relational orientation. Reddin, for example, seems 

to assume that since the manager spends most of his time in working 

with human beings, then his activity can be described as relation-

oriented rather than task-oriented. Both Buber and Tillich describe 

the primarily relational character of reality. Hence, any activity 

is going to be relational in some way. The question is not whether it 

is relation-oriented or task-oriented. Such analysis, if only quantita 

tively considered, is mere surface analysis; for to work with human 

beings does not automatically entail that one's orientation is rela 

tional, i.e., person-intensive. Persons may be used as means to ends 

and treated as things to accomplish ends which are viewed as more 

important than the persons who are relating in performing the tasks. 

If so, there is a relational orientation, but an orientation relating 

persons as things. Such reduces all orientations to task orientations, 

since the primary goal is the fulfillment of a task whether one is 

involved with persons or trucks, buildings, statistics, or whatever to 

accomplish that task. 

The field of administrative-management theory must speak to 

this crucial issue. Buber and Tillich are among those who delineate 

a relational theory which stresses the all-pervasiveness of relations. 

From their standpoint the question is not whether management is 

relational-oriented or task-oriented. The question is whether our 
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relations are primarily person-intensive (Thou relations) or thing-

intensive (It relations). Managerial theorists tend to assume that the 

interactions of persons in accomplishing a task constitutes, by that very 

interactionsinteraction, a person-intensive situation. Yet, such 

constitute no such entailment; the persons could be relating to each 

mere fact thatother as objects to be used to accomplish a task. The 

relation.persons are relating does not constitute a person-intensive 

sustain aThe real question is whether it is even possible to 

"Relations ofpredominance of I-Thou relations, a predominance of 

It must beReconciliation" in administrative-management relations. 

possible, yet it will require constant vigilance. Many failures may 

occur—just as Argyris noted in his analysis of the path from XA to 

YB—because it is much easier to deal with things, whether they are 

real objects or whether they are people who are treated as objects, 

than it is to confront people in mutual interrelation. Yet, the 

sufficientdifficulty and complexity of a situation is, in itself, not 

grounds for avoiding an attempt. The essence of the problem is grasped 

And in all the seriousness of truth.by Buber when he cautions: 

hear this: without It man cannot live. But he who lives with It 

alone is not a man (Buber, 1958, p. 34). 

anThe final concern of this study, therefore, will involve 

and Tillich'sattempt to state explicitly the applicability of Buber's 

delineated earlierrelational theories to the person-intensive theories 

in the study. Such a study of applicability will entail simultaneously 

the treatment of the foregoing questions relative to the possibility 

and worthwhileness of applying person-intensive theory to management. 



CHAPTER II 

REPRESENTATIVE THEORISTS 

Introduction 

RiceIn the following description of representative theorists 

constitutes aand Bishoprick are treated first because their work 

typology of organizational possibilities and as such provides an 

introduction to the various theoretical approaches. McGregor follows 

because his has become the classic "Two theory" approach to organiza 

tional structure. Morse and Lorsch, in developing a contingency 

next. Thetheory in direct response to McGregor, logically appear 

sequence of the other theorists--Reddin,Tannenbaum and Schmidt, Katz, 

Likert, and Argyris--does not admit to any logical progression. There 

fore, it is relatively unimportant in what sequence they appear. 

because their SituationalHersey and Blanchard are considered last 

Leadership Theory is a synthesis of theories which integrates many of 

the considerations of the other theorists. Hence, they serve as a 

culmination of the study, prior to critical analysis. 

George H. Rice, Jr. and Dean W. Bishoprick 

Jr. andIn Conceptual Models of Organization, George H. Rice, 

Dean W. Bishoprick provide an excellent analysis of organizational 

model, autostructure which ranges from the extreme of the machine 

cratically managed, to the egalitarian model which is a thorough-going 

The directiondemocratic approach to organizational administration, 

the onset:toward which the authors will move is made clear at 

14 
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This book is a survey of theories in the rapidly developing 
field of study involving the organization of people for 

cooperative effort. . . . [It] argues that shifts in industrial 

technology being brought about by increasing specialization 
will result in shifts in the popularity of the various 
organizational models. Particularly, it will result in the 

emergence of more sophisticated forms of industrial democracy 
(Rice and Bishoprick, p. vii). 

As they trace the development of various organizational 

theories, Rice and Bishoprick note that modern organizational theory 

is evolving as a result of the older theories inability to incorporate 

the increasing complexity of society (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 8). Their 

judgment is that: None of the earlier theories has given sufficient 

emphasis to the problems of interrelationships or the integration of 

activity" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 8). This is a rather crucial indict 

ment since they consider organizational theory to be a study "involving 

the organization of people for cooperative endeavor" (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. vii). To fail to deal adequately with "the problem of 

interrelationships" is tantamount to failure in the whole enterprise. 

While this criticism can be made of older theories. Rice and Bishoprick 

maintain that all the modern theories are tied together by their concern 

with the performance of people in a long term, cooperative relationship 

(Rice and Bishoprick, p. 8). 

If one considered organizations merely from the single stand 

point of the particular organization's granting the members the right 

to determine organizational goals, then four types of organizations 

could be identified. The directive or entrepreneurial organization 

is operative only for the objective of those in authority. Examples 

industrialare: the military, the Roman Catholic Church, and many 

those membersorganizations in which the feelings and opinions of not 
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in power are not considered. The consensual organization is one which 

represents the goals of a large percentage of the constituents. Such 

an organization is too large to be a democracy; hence, it utilizes a 

representative form of organization. A democratic organization is one 

in which all members have an equal voice in all affairs of the organiza-

tion. Such an organization is limited to small groups and voluntary 

organizations. It is readily ruled out where private ownership of an 

enterprise is operable. The collegial form of organization develops 

in organizational structures composed of a variety of highly trained 

specialists working together cooperatively. While no one of these 

forms exists in a pure state, one or the other may be characteristic 

of a given organization while the others are instantiated to a lesser 

degree (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 3-5). The identification of the 

various extant models can be classified on a continuum with four 

designation points, moving from left to right, from authoritarian to 

democratic. Rice and Bishoprick describe these in Figure 1. 

The organization The organiza The organization The organiza 
exists to accom tion's exis exists to pro tion is an 

plish the will tence is con vide social automatic, 
of the boss tingent on benefit homeostatic 

economic pro phenomenon 
ductivity 

Figure 1. Classification of Models. 

Source: George H. Rice, Jr. and Dean W. Bishoprick. Conceptual 
Models of Organization. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1971. 
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They then develop their discussion under three categories, namely, 

which conformorganizations which conform to the Machine Model, those 

to Social Homeostasis Concepts, and those describable as Wholistic 

Models. Consider these briefly. 

The machine model. Within the machine model organization, the 

The individualgoals are those established by those in authority. 

worker is subjected to the authority of someone above him, and his 

tasks dictatedresponsibility is to obey the orders and perform the 

by those in authority. This relationship holds whether he is employed 

by an entrepreneur in a capitalistic organization or by the state in 

which utilizesa socialistic system. The structure of the organization 

the machine model is an hierarchical one, commonly referred to as the 

and rank move fromjob-task pyramid, in which authority, communication, 

the top down. The hierarchy defines the tasks to be done and deter-

mines who is to do them. The worker has specific tasks to do and is 

confined to specific pre-designated jobs, By means of such a vertical 

division of work, a high degree of specialization can be developed. 

This formal structure is maintained by classicial organization theory 

and deviations from the structure are considered undesirable and 

unnecessary (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 19-20). 

theSince the autocrat cannot be an expert in all functions, 

utilization of staff developed so that there would be persons with 

expertise to serve the leader through advising and counseling. Although 

the staff technically was merely an extension of the leader's personality 

and had no authority, nevertheless, their position and knowledge really 

granted them an authoritative role, thus mitigating the concept of 

unity of command so important to classical theory. 
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The machine model finds an ally in the economic theory of the 

firm which assumes that the basic business unit, the firm, exists for 

the welfare of its originator or owner, and that its success is to be 

measured on the basis of the benefits which accrue to him. The theory 

of the firm entertains assumptions that are congruent with those of 

the machine model. It assumes that the organization exists for the 

entrepreneur; that he can do what he wants with it; that he has the 

right, ability, power and capability to direct and control the firm; 

and that his personal benefit from the organization is the index of 

the firm's success (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 31-34). 

James S. Mooney and Alai C. Reiley in Onward Industry, Henri 

Fayol in General and Industrial Management, and Luther Ulick in "Notes 

on the Theory of Organization," are examples of those who attempted to 

delineate the basic principles of organization engendered from machine 

model and theory of the firm assumptions, Frederick W. Taylor serves 

as the primary representative of those who delineated principles for 

production efficiency and inaugurated the scientific management move 

ment, a movement which treated workers merely as cogs in the organiza 

tional machine. 

Rice and Bishoprick observe that the machine model views man 

merely as a component of the organization or a part of the machine. 

The machine model is completely task-oriented, Job standards are 

established on the basis of man's physiological characteristics, move 

behavior arement, speed, and capacity. His reasoning and emotional 

not considered. Man is merely a factor of production, placed at the 

disposal of management. 
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The machine model readily provides the basis for specific 

structuring of authority and tasks, It also provides an efficient 

and effective model for utilization with the crisis-oriented organiza-

tion. such as the military (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 47). Yet, 

knowledge, creativity and imagination are confined, in the machine 

model, to only one man, and the organization is limited to the 

capacity of his ability in these dimensions, In addition, the machine 

model gives no consideration to human factors, and fails to consider 

factors of motivation other than the economic ones. It operates with 

an anti-democratic bias and dehumanizes man. This is a significant 

source of conflict in a culture which values individual rights, freedom 

and responsibility. Assuming that man is primarily an economic 

animal, the machine model assumes as a corollary that man will ratio 

nally direct his activity toward maximizing his economic potenti 

alities. Its failure to consider man's emotional, social and 

psychological needs entails an inadequate understanding of the worker's 

role in the organization. 

Social homeostasis concepts. While the extreme case of the 

machine model may take the form of coercive dictatorship legitimized 

by kingship, ownership, social class, or religious authority, this is 

not always the case with the machine model itself; and at the opposite 

end of the spectrum is a model which not only repudiates coercion but 

describeoperates from an egalitarian position. Rice and Bishoprick 

this system by observing: 

. . . It is a more or less spontaneous response to a mutually 
recognized need among the participants. Authority is granted 
by some group members to other group members on a temporary 
basis over specific areas of responsibility in order to achieve 

results desired by both parties. 
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This system is homeostatic, That is, it is self-healing. 
and can maintain its own equilibrium without external 
intervention (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 49). 

Among those models which Rice and Bishoprick classify as homeostatic 

are the egalitarian, federation, collegial, decentralization, and 

some humanistic models. 

The egalitarian model. The essence of egalitarianism is inter 

dependency (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 199). Egalitarianism argues for 

equality which usually means equality of authority. The hierarchial 

approach is repudiated by egalitarianism, for in egalitarianism each 

person is seen to have equal rights; each is a person of dignity. 

While the machine model is effective in fulfilling physiological and 

safety needs, the egalitarian model is described by Rice and Bishoprick 

as one that "with its emphasis on freedom, democracy, and the dignity 

of man, provides a means whereby many feel that the social, ego, and 

self-fulfillment needs may be better satisfied"(Rice and Bishoprick, 

p. 52).* Man is a social animal and will readily join a group to 

help overcome his limitations and satisfy his needs. 

associaThe egalitarian model can be described as a voluntary 

needs relative totion of equals, who cooperatively relate to fulfill 

factors. Thebiological, environmental, psychological and social 

effectiveness of the egalitarian model is determined by the extent to 

which it accomplishes its cooperative purpose, and its efficacy is 

related to the extent to which the motives of the individuals within 

Confer also Waino W. Soujanen, The Dynamics of Management 
and Abraham(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1966), p. 59 

Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York: Harper and Row, 1954). 
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the organization are satisfied. These observations point to the fact 

that the survival of the egalitarian organization is dependent upon 

the survival of cooperation. The survival of cooperation, in turn, 

is contingent upon two interrelated and interdependent processes, i.e • 9 

first, the organization as a whole cooperates in relation to the 

environment, and, second, cooperative effort is maintained in relation 

to the creation and distribution of satisfactions for the individual 

(Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 51-62). Defects in either of these processes 

or in a combination of the two may lead to a dissolution of the 

organization. Its continued existence depends on internal discipline. 

Leadership in the egalitarian model differs from that of the 

machine model. Rice and Bishoprick note: 

Leadership, as a special phenomenon of the model, is 
derived from authority granted only by the members to the 

leaders, hence the leader is subject to removal at all times. 

In many cases the leader is that person who possesses the 

special skills needed by the group at a particular time 

(Rice and Bishoprick, p. 59). 

Regardless of what special skills are needed at a particular time. 

however, the leader in an egalitarian organization will always be 

involved in attempting to secure the effective adaptation of effec 

tiveness and efficiency, as indicated above, That is, the leader 

will constantly be engaged in facilitating the correlation of 

accomplishing simultaneously both group goals and individual satis-

andfactions. His authority, however, comes from the group itself, 

is operative, not by force, but only through persuasion and argument. 

The egalitarian model, therefore, works best in voluntary organiza 

whose functiontions such as clubs, service groups, and committees 

is usually that of advising. Nevertheless, there is evidence of its 
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use in organizations in which one would expect autocracy. Rice and 

Bishoprick cite examples from Xenophon's use of mercenaries in the 

fourth century B.C 9 Caesar's use of "equals as leaders of his• 

provinces, the Hopi Indians' organizational structure, as well as that 

of the Fox tribes of the Algonquin family (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 57-

58). 

The egalitarian model, although enhancing the possibility of 

individual freedom, responsibility and satisfaction, does nevertheless 

have limitations. The fact that all men have equal opportunity does 

not mean that each will have equal status or equality in development 

and satisfaction. Since not all men have the same values, each member's 

concept of the organizational goals may differ. The extent to which 

these differences are prevalent is directly proportionate to the 

difficulty of maintaining cohesiveness, and hence the existence of the 

group. Ease of entry and exit limits the group's development, since 

each member must be easily replaced and the skills employed must be 

easily learned and/or widely possessed. Finally, the egalitarian 

model limits specialization. Each person attempts to do all; the work 

flow is parallel, thus mitigating or altogether eliminating specializa 

tion. 

The federation model. While the egalitarian model describes 

an organization in which individuals work cooperatively in voluntary 

association to fulfill individual needs without the constraint of a 

describescoercive or external authority, the federation model 

fulfillspecialized groups which as groups operate autonomously to 

group and societal needs. Yet, just as the individual in the 
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egalitarian model experiences the fulfillment of his needs in relation 

to the success of the overall group, so also the individual, autonomous 

unit which is a constituent of the federation experiences its own 

success in relation to the success of the overall federation. A federa 

tion, then, consists of a number of individual, independent, autonomous, 

self-sufficient entities cooperatively contributing to an overall 

organizational goal, Each entity or activity works cooperatively with 

the other constituents of the federation without an elaborate system 

of controls. In a federation each.entity functions as a specialty group 

which performs a specific service crucial to the federation's 

continued existence. Hence, while the egalitarian model involves very 

little specialization, the federation model not only enhances but is 

even dependent upon specialization. Examples of the federation model 

are a town and General Motors Corporation. 

theIn emphasizing the importance of specialization within 

federation model. Rice and Bishoprick present a rather detailed descrip 

tion of specialization (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 67-78). The types of 

specialization include specialization by trade, specialization within 

the production-distribution chain, specialization by activity, and 

of thesespecialization by operating cycle. Respectively, each 

represent an increased refinement of specialization. Specialization 

accrue as a resultprovides the basis for e6onomic advantages which can 

of the use of specialized equipment, specialized skills, advantageous 

geographic location, and the establishment of a reputation for compe 

tence in specific areas of endeavor. Other advantages resulting from 

specialization include: 
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1. Emotional rewards to the group members from association 
with others of similar values, ideas, and problems; 

2. Development of a common technology, enabling the 
specialty to be taught, and thereby facilitating 
mobility among members of the specialty group; 

3. The evolution of responsibility for a particular role 

in society, permitting the specialty group to dominate 
a portion of the social environment (Rice and 
Bishoprick, p. 75). 

The role of management in the federation would essentially be 

that of coordination, as Rice and Bishoprick note: The basic function 

of management, then, would be to put together the various federations, 

and to supply the participating groups with the information they need 

to coordinate their activities toward a mutually advantageous goal" 

(Rice and Bishoprick, p. 67). Management itself becomes another 

which constispecialty group, just like the other specialty groups 

tute the federation, and, like these other groups, it performs a service 

necessary for the proper functioning of the whole. The manager, as 

administrator, facilitates the activities of the federation by supplying 

to function. Hecoordinative information necessary for the federation 

also serves as the ideological evangelist or emotional spiritualist who 

to its members.provides the charisma to make the organization attractive 

His leadership role includes the interpretation of ideals, customs and 

laws which weld the federation into a unity. In this role he serves 

as an ego ideal who brings unity and cohesion as the various groups 

identify with him (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 80-81). 

The idea of the federation may be questioned on the grounds of 

Itsits assumption of the voluntary nature of cooperation among groups. 

assumption concerning the coordinative effect of the market may be open 

to question. Finally, complete specialization, which federations may 



25 

attempt to instantiate, leads to complete interdependency, rejection 

of innovation and freedom, and rigidity (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 81). 

The collegial organization. Another organizational form which 

Rice and Bishoprick consider under the designation of social homeostasis 

concepts is the collegial organization. They affirm that it is quite 

clear that knowledge cannot be generated in a traditional, autocratic, 

directive type organization, but it can be in the collegial model (Rice 

and Bishoprick, p. 88). It is an organization composed of specialists 

whose sole concern is that of the generation and analysis of knowledge. 

In such an organization, the subordinate specialist determines the 

activities of the administrator. In the traditional organization, of 

course, the structure is reversed; the administrator because of superior 

knowledge, designated role, or skill, is considered the superordinate 

who directs the activities of the workers. In a collegial organization, 

the administrator serves as an enabler to facilitate the specialists, 

to free them from the restraints of activities generated in maintaining 

the organization so that they can devote their full energy to their 

specialty. Hospitals, universities and research centers are examples 

of the collegial organization. In these organizations, the specialist 

functions as the authority within the realm of his particular expertise. 

The performance of certain activities as well as the maintenance of 

the organization requires that the activities of the various specialists 

receive support and be coordinated. Since there is no supreme director, 

the role of the coordinator is most important. The administrator, then, 

in the collegial organization performs the housekeeping functions, and 

coordinates the various activities toward cooperative endeavor. 
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Coordination is also enhanced through the use of democratically func 

tioning committees and tradition and dogma, which are utilized for 

implementing form and procedure (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 93-94). 

One of the problems with collegial organizations rises from 

the different interests of the two components of the organization. The 

first component, the professional specialists, almost always gives 

complete priority to the professional research interest. The second 

component, the administrators, gives virtually unquestionable priority 

to the needs of the organization. Separate objectives, differing value 

structures, and two different functions performed by two separate and 

independent groups of people lead to inevitable conflict. A second 

which is democraticproblem relative to maintaining a collegial structure 

in nature lies in the fact that within organizations "distribution of 

power and influence are (sic) inevitable" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 97). 

Finally, Rice and Bishoprick assert that all the objectives to the 

the other of twocollegial organization concept are based on one or 

conflicting ideas, namely, anti-aristocracy and the superior-subordinate 

relationship (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 98). On the one hand, Americans 

tend to be anti-aristocratic and egalitarian; but, on the other hand, 

in workthey readily accept the superior-subordinate relationship 

situations because it is assumed that the leader is the superior, the 

relevantone who has all the knowledge, skill and information to 

accomplishing the organizational goals. 

Decentralization. Decentralization can be described as 

of decision"geographical dispersion of facilities," as "the pushing 

or themaking to the lowest practical level in an organization," as 
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acceptance of the philosophy and attitude "that each person can think 

for himself, is self-sufficient, and is capable of learning by practical 

experiences"(Rice and Bishoprick, p. 101). Not only is decentralization 

a method of accommodating large size in an organization, it can also 

serve as a means for the development, emotional growth and satisfaction 

of employees (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 100). 

Decentralization is comparable to a federation in that each unit 

is autonomous and operates independently of the others. The corporate 

executive is not directive, but supportive, and works as a coordinator. 

The subordinate executives run their own units, and are encouraged to 

make their own decisions. 

This model stands the machine model on its head. It emphasizes 

the dignity of man, two-way communication, and individual responsibility. 

It provides a method of coordination with the least amount of restric 

tion on the part of the individual. The individual unit executive, 

being autonomous, has the opportunity to pursue some of his individual 

goals and fulfill individual needs. The model allows for the development 

of individual innovation and creativity. While good training is provided 

relieved offor potential corporate managers, current top managers are 

much of the decision-making responsibility relative to lower level 

problems. 

In the decentralization model most decisions are made at the level 

where most of the pertinent information is. Time, effort, and money 

levels theare not wasted disseminating information through several to 

top and then back again, When transposition of information is necessary. 

executive.it goes directly from the operating unit to the corporate 
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An added advantage of decentralized management is that it may 

aid in the reduction of conflict and unnecessary competitiveness . The 

autocratic model tends to encourage the subordinates to compete for 

the favor of the autocrat, competition which readily results in goal 

displacement and suboptimization to the detriment of the ultimate 

goals of the organization. 

Examples of decentralized organizations are General Electric 

Corporation, the United States Government, the various forms of 

holding companies, and some large, urban school systems. 

Rice and Bishoprick's critique of the decentralization model 

indicates that use of the model has been limited because of the failure 

of organizational members to accept the philosophy of individual respon 

sibility. This, of course, is not a critique of the model itself. They 

also point out that there are limits to pushing decision making down 

to lower levels. They note Simon's observation that good decision 

of the informamaking is limited by two factors, namely, the adequacy 

tion and the knowledge and analytical capacity of the person making 

the decision (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 107). This, too, is not a critique 

theof decentralization. The two limiting factors are equally true of 

autocrat in the machine model. However, in times of crisis and stress 

centralization may become necessary to preserve the organization. Also, 

dimeneconomic factors may favor centralization of certain services or 

sions of an organization. For example, costly equipment may make it 

unfeasible for each unit within a decentralized organization to perform 

function isthe function fulfilled by such equipment; hence, the 

centralized. Finally, some measure of centralization is necessary to 
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secure the coordination to maintain the organization as one unit, Even 

a federation is centralized for coordinating purposes. Speaking of the 

necessity of centralization. Rice and Bishoprick conclude: 

The degree to which this is necessary depends a great deal 
on the organization itself and the situation in which it finds 
itself. For some, a democratic consensus arrived at by a group 
of individuals is adequate. For others, an organization modeled 

after the holding company with its independent units will work 

best. For still others, perhaps an autocratic structure is 
required. For most, it will be some mixture of all these 

models (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 108). 

Three humanistic Models. Rice and Bishoprick believe that 

organizations in America are shifting from centralization to decentral 

ization and collegial ism in decision making. This is true not only 

because of the increased sophistication of technology, but more so because 

of the realization that "enthusiasm, morale, commitment to organization 

goals, and innovation on the part of employees can only be obtained by 

treating employees in a certain way" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 111). 

Organizations have come to recognize the importance of the emotional 

needs of employees in the efficient operation of the organization. The 

development of the study of human relations in organizations sprang 

from this realization. 

Rice and Bishoprick consider three humanistic models which 

attempt to consider human needs other than the economic one. These are 

the Fusion Model, a Decision Model, and the Informal Group Overlay Model. 

The Fusion Model, as developed by E. Wright Bakke and Chris 

* 

Argyris of the Yale University Labor and Management Center, is 

A more detailed analysis of this model is presented subsequently 
in a section which deals specifically with Argyris. 
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basically a descriptive model. It tries to describe and analyze what 

actually occurs in an organization. The basic consideration of the 

theory is that of the integration of the individual and the organiza-

tion. The individual and the organization have different interests. 

Each attempts to fulfill his/her own needs. Yet, many of the individual 

needs can be met only through organizational relations, and the 

organization can only maintain itself through the activities of 

individuals. The fusion process is the attempt to reconcile the 

expectations of the individual. 

Hence, there are two elements in the fusion process, the 

personalizing process and the socializing process. The personalizing 

process "is essentially the responsiveness of the organization to the 

goals of the individual; or the recognition of these goals and a 

extent towillingness by the organization to change to a certain 

accomodate them" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 113). The process of 

socialization "consists of the changes accepted by the individual which 

is directed toward the accomplishment of organizational goals" (Rice 

and Bishoprick, p. 113). The desired fusion occurs when the personal 

izing and socializing processes are congruent. 

The second humanistic model discussed by Rice and Bishoprick 

in decisionis the Decision Model. Many times subordinate participation 

making within the organization is rejected on economic grounds. The 

rationale given is that the company cannot afford to waste time letting 

the uninformed and untrained subordinates participate in making deci 

sions that are the responsibility of the knowledgeable and competent 
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managerial staff, Rice and Bishoprick, however, believe that the 

implicit reason for denial of participative decision making is the 

to an authoritarianemotional or ideological commitment of the superior 

that the tradiposture (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 115). They affirm 

tional approach to decision making which has concentrated on action, 

should be supplanted by an understanding of decision making which 

utilizes Herbert A. Simon's contention that "the task of 'deciding' 

as much as doespervades the entire administrative organization quite 
I tl Rice andthe task of 'doing (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 115). 

that decisionBishoprick subscribe to Simon's theory which stresses 

and that themaking is at the heart of the organizational structure 

entire administrative process can be understood by analyzing the 

decision-making structure. 

Relative to analyzing the decision-making process, one needs to 

consider two questions, namely, the rationality of decision making and 

the relationship between formal authority and the decision-makin g 

alterna 
process. First, decision making is considered rational if the 

which will mosttive chosen in the decision-making process is the one 

Suchnearly contribute to the achievement of established goals, 

rational decision making requires the possession of all pertinent 

andinformation as well as the ability to analyze the information 

choose the appropriate alternatives. Yet, limits in man's analytical 

of computaability, limits in amount of information, arid limitations 

tional equipment will mitigate the possibility of rationality in 

Simon indicates that man's unconscious skills.decision making. 

reflexes, and habits; his individual values; and the extent of his 
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knowledge and information may impose limits on rationality (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. 117). But even though rationality appears impossible, 

one should, nevertheless, attempt to design the organization in such 

a way that rationality in decision making can be enhanced to the 

greatest degree possible (Rice and Bishoprick), p. 117). 

In considering the relation between formal authority and 

decision making. Rice and Bishoprick reject the traditional management 

concept which views decision making as the point at which the head of 

an hierarchical structure finally approves or disapproves a certain 

action after the problem has been passed up the line to him. They 

stress rather that decision making involves many people. Decision 

making is a process rather than a specific discrete action. It may 

start with an employee, who has no supervisory role whatsoever, 

discovering a problem which needs to be solved, a problem the solution 

of which requires a decision. Various people, and several preliminary 

decisions may have to be made before the final decision relative to 

the problem is made. Hence, the final decision, made perhaps by the 

president of the company, is merely the conclusive decision of a 

decision-making process. 

Decision making considered as a process affirms that most 

decisions require the activity and cooperation of more than one person 

in the organization. Such a process Simon designates as the composite 

decision. Rice and Bishoprick evidently consider this process as a 

humanistic model since the model entails the realization of the 

importance of the cooperative human interaction relative to any 

decision-making process. 
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The Informal Group Overlay Model is the third humanistic 

model which Rice and Bishoprick consider. While the formal hierarchical 

job-task pyramid organizational policy manuals and job descriptions 

delineate the needs and desires of the company, informal relationships 

reveal the needs and desires of the individuals within the organization. 

The latter may reveal more about the organization than the former. 

since in actuality activities within organizations conform more readily 

to functional channels rather than to the job-task pyramid, Utiliza-

tion of functional channels, i.e ♦ informal relationships, modify the5 

formal role assignments. Rice and Bishoprick discuss five such models 

which can be considered as overlay models relative to the formal 

hierarchical model. 

The "Sociometric Network" attempts to ascertain the behavior of 

persons within an organization by identifying their personal likes and 

dislikes. The attempt is made to find out whom the various employees 

like and whom they dislike. The assumption is that the persons who 

are well liked will have more influence than those who are disliked. 

The second modification of the formal system occurs through 

"The System of Functional Contacts" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 121). 

This is a realization that certain relationships will arise merely by 

the fact that one person may possess skill, expertise, or knowledge 

which is useful to another person's task completion. This may not 

involve a subordinate-superior relationship. Such relations are 

and do not conformengendered rather spontaneously as the need arises, 

to the formal hierarchical organizational structure. 

theA third group of informal relationships which modifies 

Centers. Thistraditional structure is "The Grid of Decision-Making 
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is a recognition of the importance for the organization of the decision 

making loci. Rice and Bishoprick contend that if the decision-making 

process is traced it will be found that the process rarely follows 

hierarchical channels. Moreover, the decision-making analysis will 

reveal more realistically how the organization does in fact function, 

for it traces what actually occurs rather than what someone theoreti 

cally expected to occur (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 122). 

Another modifying influence is that of "The Pattern of Power." 

Power is the ability to influence behavior in a desired way. Power 

centers may not always conform to the positional authority centers 

designated by the organizational chart. One may have power because of 

his expertise, relationship to someone (the president's wife or 

secretary), or strategic position which is far in excess of his formal 

authority.* Such informal power patterns modify the traditional 

hierarchy, for they do not conform to the assumption that power and 

authority are congruent. 

ofFinally, Rice and Bishoprick consider the "Channels 

Communications" overlay as the most important of all. Patterns of 

communication often do not follow those prescribed. Moreover, informal 

considered morecommunication often conveys more information and is 

of Communicasignificant than the official information. The "Channels 

of behaviortion" overlay becomes useful in predicting patterns 

the behaviorwithin the organization; for, as Alex Bavelas showed, 

* 

Amitai Etzoni's discussion of coercive, utilitarian, and 

normative power, as well as his description of the official, informal 
leader, and formal leader is helpful (Etzoni, 1964, pp. 58-67). 
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of individuals and groups in organizations can be predicted by 

analyzing the communication linkages amoung them (Rice and Bishoprick, 

p. 123). 

Bureaucracy versus authoritarianism. As a basis for the 

employment of human resources, bureaucracy accepts the principle of 

universal ism, i.e., what a person can do, rather than the principle 

of particularism, i.e., who a person is (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 133). 

Weber views bureaucracy as an ideal form of organization, for it 

provides a rational, predictable method for organizing the work of 

men. Since bureaucracy is based on law, rational thought and objective 

evaluation it has close affinities with the machine model. But, 

according to Rice and Bishoprick,its "roots in universalism link it 

to the cause of individual fulfillment and therefore it has more 

personal, humanistic overtones" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 134). This 

dual emphasis constitutes bureaucracy as a wholistic model. 

Rice and Bishoprick describe the bureaucracy in accordance 

with Max Weber's concept, the key components of which are purpose, 

rationality, impersonality, and routine. Using Weber's analysis, they 

indicate that a bureaucracy has the following characteristics: 

1. A continuous organization of official functions bound by 
rules. 

2. A specified sphere of competence. This involves (a) a sphere 
of obligations to perform functions which have been marked 

off as a part of a systematic division of labor, (b) the 

provision of the incumbent with the necessary authority to 

carry out these functions, (c) that the necessary means of 

compulsion are clearly defined and their use is subject to 
definite conditions. . . . 

3. The organization of offices follows the principle of 

hierarchy. . . . 
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4. The rules which regulate the conduct of an office may 
be technical rules or norms. In both cases, if their 
application is to be truly rational, specialized training 
is necessary. It is thus normally true that only a 
person who has demonstrated an adequate technical 
training is qualified to be a member of the administra 
tive staff ... and hence only such persons are eligible 
for appointment to official positions. . . . 

5. In the rational type it is a matter of principle that 
the members of the administrative staff should be 
completely separated from ownership of the means of produc 
tion or administration. . . . 

6. There is also a complete absence of appropriation of his 

official position by the incumbent . . . [i.e • the9 

position is primary, not the individual]. 
7. Administrative acts, decisions, and rules are formulated 

and recorded in writing even in cases where oral discus 
sion is the rule or even mandatory (Rice and Bishoprick, 
pp. 135-136). 

A succinct summary of this rather lengthy Weberian description 

is presented by Rice and Bishoprick when they observe: 

Bureaucracy as an organizational form is essentially thus; 
specifying the jobs to be done, clearly defining each 
individual job and its sphere of influence in a set of rules 

and regulations, and then finding men with the proper skills 

to fill the jobs. Major emphasis is placed on the position 
not the man. Rationality is the result (Rice and Bishoprick, 
p. 137). 

The bureaucracy does provide a certain amount of rational 

efficiency. It promotes stability and reliability, It fulfills the 

need of modern organizations to deal effectively with large size, 

complexity, the development of reliable information and communication 

processes, the establishment and maintenance of a chain of command 

which effectively links the various parts of the organization together. 

Moreover, bureaucracy protects the employee from the arbitrary acts of 

the employer. 

There are problems with bureaucracy, however, It results in 

rigidity and inflexibility, mitigates or eliminates innovation and 
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creative activity, tends to compartmentalize units into separate 

competing spheres, and promotes group introversion which readily leads 

to suboptimization (Rice and Bishoprick, pp. 138-139). Job security 

and promotion on the basis of seniority, a common trait of bureaucracy, 

readily leads to stagnation, and encourages the individual to refrain 

from continuous development of his personal and technical potential. 

Moreover, the precise delineation of rules merely indicates the 

parameters of minimal acceptable performance. This encourages the 

employees to do only what is required to get by; there is no reward 

for exceeding the minimal expectation. In addition, the fact that the 

bureaucracy only recognizes the formally established relationship 

weakens its ability to adapt to unexpected occurrences, fulfill the 

emotional needs of its employees, and entertain a realistic under 

standing of the actual power and influence centers in the organization. 

Not only does it tend to dehumanize through giving little attention 

to the individual person, but dehumanization is expanded because the 

bureaucracy fails to consider the informal relations and social 

groups. 

Rice and Bishoprick consider authoritarianism as an alterna 

tive to bureaucracy. Authoritarianism differs from bureaucracy in 

that the authoritarian structure concentrates the various levels of 

authority in a person rather than in a position or job description as 

does bureaucracy. The distinction between authoritarianism and 

bureaucracy is depicted by Rice and Bishoprick in the following 

model (Figure 2); 
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Characterized by: Characterized by: 

1. Duties attached to an 1. Duties attached to a 
Individual position 

2. Expediency, judgement, 2. Predetermined rules of 

opportunism, discretion behavior 

3. Freedom to Innovate 3. Predictability of performance 

4. 4.Subordinates and public Discretionary behavior limited 
subject to whims of to that foreseen prior to 
incumbent establishment of rules 

5. 5.Instructions from superiors Instructions from superiors 
take the form of defining take the form of specific 
responsibility for results rules of behavior 

6. Greatly affected by the 6. Less affected by the 
personality, knowledge, personality, knowledge, 
and ability of Incumbent and ability of incumbent 

7. Works best in small 7. Works best in large 
organizations organizations 

8. Basically dynamic 8. Basically static 

Figure 2. Contrast Between Authoitarianism and Bureaucracy. 

Source: George H. Rice, Jr. and Dean W. Bishoprick, Conceptual 
Models of Organization, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1976. 
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Since in authoritarianism complete power is concentrated in 

an individual, the subordinate is subject to his whims. The subordi 

nate has no positional security apart from his relationship with the 

superior. Subordinates, therefore, may become mere puppets or pawns 

in an effort to maintain their position. The organization's possi 

bilities are limited to the creativity and ideas of one person; 

"loyal opposition" may not be tolerated at all, since immediate assent 

to the authority's ideas often is prerequisite for maintaining one's 

job. 

Authoritarianism need not be synonymous with autocracy, for 

the person in authority may delegate authority to the various unit 

leaders. Yet, such delegation remains at his choice, within his 

control, and even at his whim, since no formally stated positional 

restraints either limit him or secure the subordinates in their posi 

tions. In an authoritarian organization, regardless of the degree 

to which the person in authority is willing to delegate authority, the 

power of delegation remains in his hands, and what he has given, he 

can also take away. The subordinate position is always dependent 

upon the good will and integrity of the superordinate (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. 143). 

The primary advantage of authoritarianism over bureaucracy 

is that authoritarianism can be more flexible, change more rapidly, 

and hence confront the unexpected more effectively (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. 145). 

The public administration or corporate model. Through pre-

established policies, job descriptions, and a hierarchical structure. 
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bureaucracy accomplishes objectives and develops programs known in 

advance. Given this understanding, the question then to be considered 

concerns the agent responsible for deciding what the objectives and 

programs are to be. The bureaucracy implements pre-established 

policies, but who established the policies? The answer to this ques 

tion is found in a consideration of the corporate model. 

The corporate model of organizations experiences its genesis 

as a group or committee of individuals banded together to organize 

and direct activities for the achievement of a specific purpose. The 

board defines the objectives, sets policies for implementing these 

objectives, and then establishes a bureaucracy to accomplish the 

predetermined objectives. The bureaucracy is responsible to the 

governing board. 

Since the board members are often elected or appointed by the 

people who are served by, benefit from, or otherwise effected by the 

bureaucracy, the corporate arrangement serves as a way in which the 

persons so effected will have some influence relative to the activities 

of the bureaucracy. In the corporate model, then, it is assumed that 

the governing board will effectively determine the policies of the 

bureaucracy and the bureaucracy, in turn, will be responsible for 

seeing that these policies are administered. 

Thus understood, the corporate model may fail to function 

properly in two dimensions. First, the governing board itself may 

inadequately represent the will of those whom it is to serve. Second, 

the governing board may be unable to direct or control the bureaucracy 

which it has established. This may arise because of the public-
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administration dichotoniy. Although ideally the board is the policy 

making body and the bureaucratic executives are to administer policy, 

in actuality only very general and broad policies can be made at the 

corporate level. Much policy must be made by the administrator in the 

daily routine of operations. The distance between the board and execu 

tives is such that the board cannot make decisions relative to such 

matters. There must be a large discretionary dimension afforded to the 

chief executive. Given this state of affairs, there exists not only 

the possibility of changes due to misunderstandings but also the possi 

bility of deliberate changes if the chief executive may entertain goals 

at variance with those of the board. In addition, policy formulation 

comes not only from the board as it carries out the will of those 

whom it serves; but it also is affected by government regulations, 

competitors' activities, clients' preferences, social custom, labor 

contract, management, and precedence within the organization (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. 152). All these factors work to alter and challenge 

the implementation of the ideal corporate model. 

The systems concept. As traditional ideas are being expanded 

upon or replaced; as the modern size and complexity of the organization 

has made it increasingly difficult to comprehend and cope with the 

organization as a whole by traditional theories; and as organizations 

themselves develop into many specialized and sometimes conflicting 

has becomeunits; the need for a new, unifying, wholistic theory 

evident. Rice and Bishoprick view systems theory as a candidate to 

fulfill this need. 
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They define a system as "a patterned, functioning relationship 

among components" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 163). The components, which 

may themselves be simple or complex, form a patterned relationship 

and function through their relationship with the other components of 

the system. The components are interdependent and must therefore take 

the various other components into account in accomplishing their own 

endeavors (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 164). Since in management theory 

a system is assumed to exist in order to achieve some specified objec 

tive, it can therefore be defined "as a number of components or 

subsystems which can be related according to some plan to achieve a 

given purpose or objective (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 164). 

Although a closed system does not exist in reality, one may 

hypothesize such a system in order to analyze the components of a 

system in isolation from environmental considerations. An analysis of 

the interaction of the components of the system itself can be a valuable 

enterprise for understanding the system. General systems theory, on 

the other hand, is an attempt to analyze and understand the inter 

relations among various disciplines as they impinge upon one another. 

It may involve an analysis of the various disciplines to ascertain 

their commonalities and thus build an all-encompassing model. Or it 

may involve an analysis in which the various constituents are viewed 

as subsystems and arranged hierarchically according to their 

complexity (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 166). 

A system approach to management would entail an attempt to 

integrate all the functions constitutive of management into an inter 

related whole which considers how each function affects other 



43 

functions as they interface. For example, the traditional functions 

of management—i.e., planning, organizing, communicating, and 

controlling—are considered not as separate functions but rather as 

interrelated dimensions constitutive of the whole, each impinging on 

the other. Systems theory essentially involves "a way of thinking 

which emphasizes the interconnection of an organization's components 

as they make up the whole organization" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 168). 

Implementing the systems concept involves designing a system in such 

a way that the basic subsystems, the larger system, and the relations 

among the elements of these systems are defined (Rice ahd Bishoprick, 

p. 171). 

There are advantages to the systems model. It lends itself to 

a wider variety and complexity than does the bureaucratic model. 

Rather than viewing components as discrete, separate entities, the 

systems model consciously deals with the interrelations of the various 

constituents. Unlike the bureaucratic model, whose components are 

essentially inanimate, the systems model is useful for both animate 

and inanimate operations. It provides a wholistic framework for manage 

ment; for, since it views each dimension's meaning in relation to the 

whole, the overall goals of the organization are kept constantly in 

focus. Use of the systems model also encompasses automation and the 

use of sophisticated analytical techniques. 

In considering possible disadvantages of the systems concept, 

one should be aware that even though the systems approach should provide 

greater opportunities for human creativity, expression and self-

fulfillment, it can nevertheless be used to dehumanize the system 
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completely. Rice and Bishoprick observe: It can extend the ideas of 

scientific management, using modern techniques, until the resulting 

organization resembles one giant machine, instead of a social system 

responsive to the human needs of the people involved" (Rice and 

Bishoprick, p. 175). In addition, it should be noted that much of the 

work done in systems theory utilizes closed system models and is 

concerned with the area of decision making. These models may not 

correspond to reality since they are limited to considering variables 

that can be identified and quantified. Open systems theory, on the 

other hand, can be more realistic since it includes the influence of 

the outside environment and random changes. Yet, it becomes extremely 

complex; its data are difficult to quantify; and its level of predict 

ability—and hence usefulness—is low. 

The modular organization. The systems model attempts to 

their interintegrate all components of an organization, understand 

dependence and areas of interpenetration, and understand the organiza 

tion as one wholistic entity. Such an endeavor, however, is untenable, 

according to Rice and Bishoprick, if it requires the manager to know 

and understand all the minute intricacies of each constituent of the 

consider thesystem. To deal with this problem, the manager may 

organization as a modular organization which "views the system as a 

number of functional components, each having specified outputs, and each 

less autonomousself-contained, or capable of existing as a more or 

body" (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 181). The module is the primary building 

block of an organization; each module performs an entire function (Rice 

more than a cell.and Bishoprick, pp. 182-183). The module is something 
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Just as in the biological sense a group of cells make up a functioning 

element, in the modular concept the module is viewed as something 

between the smallest operating element—an individual or a machine— 

and the whole organization. It is a self-contained unit, capable of 

performing an entire function without outside interference. It 

resembles a subsystem. It has its own purpose, design, and predict-

able output. It operates autonomously without outside direction during 

its performance. Its output, however, may be accepted or rejected by 

the parent organization. 

The modular approach is highly flexible. Modules can be 

employed as a process or as an individual project. They can be 

continuous and internally generated, or they can be employed from out 

side the organization for specific functions. The manager can choose 

from available modules, design alternative modules, and combine them 

into patterns of his own choosing, hence, tailoring the organization 

to fulfill any demands made upon it. In the implementation of the 

modular concept, the manager's prime responsibility becomes that of 

designing, utilizing, and patterning the ''mosaic of functionally 

distinct modules" in such a way that the organization will be able to 

meet its goals effectively and efficiently (Rice and Bishoprick, 

p. 187). 

model inRice and Bishoprick object to referring to the systems 

terms of a biological analogy. In rejecting Norbert Wiener's biological 

analogy in the Human Use of Human Beings, they remark: 

... If an organization is truly analogous to a biological 
areorganism, then the component parts of the organization 

existencenot independent in their actions since their total 
depends on the welfare of the overall organism. Nor can they 
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react independently to the demands of the environment, but can 

only react to the basic requirements of the central, governing 
body of the organism, and then only after the organism itself 

feels the necessity for reaction. The component exists for 

the welfare of the organism, and must adapt itself and conform 

to the demands of the organism (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 190). 

Rice and Bishoprick also object to Elbing and Elbing's classi 

fication of the systems model with the machine model as being "particu-

larly inhuman in its basic tenet's, Elbing and Elbing view this as 

good because the machine model, which keeps discretionary behavior by 

people in the organization to a minimum, is highly predictable, Rice 

In theand Bishoprick question the ultimate primacy of predictability, 

face of rapid change, unforeseen demands, the highly technical system, 

or where reaction speed is important, discretionary behavior on the part 

of professional people in making necessary adjustments at the subsystem 

level is crucial (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 191). They summarize: 

asTherefore, in a novel or fast-changing situation, such 
inbrought about by rapid changes in technology or changes 
modelssocial demands on the organization, the more democratic 

of organization achieve a higher degree of predictability by 
can bedistributing discretion throughout the system than 

achieved by the machine model or bureaucracy by concentrating 
discretion in the system (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 191). 

model isBut in considering the question of whether the systems 

inhuman or humanistic. Rice and Bishoprick conclude that it can be 

are considered.either, according to the way in which the components 

They conclude that the system is very inhuman if its components are 

passive, completely manipulated, controlled and directed solely for the 

system, and controlled completely by a centralized decision-making 

aselement. The system is quite humanistic, however, if it is viewed 

consisting of an interdependent relationship of machines and people. 
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with each person experiencing his own dreams, desires, hopes and preju 

dices as well as exemplifying his own needs and abilities. They feel, 

therefore, that the systems model is the one model which can be used 

by all managers regardless of their assumptions regarding the nature 

of man (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 191). 

At the conclusion of their study. Rice and Bishoprick indicate 

that the course of their study has taken them from a consideration of 

the traditional, more primitive models of organization to the more 

contemporary wholistic models. Rapid change, mobility, increased 

industrialization, more complex technology' and a higher educated popu 

have becomelace have entailed that different models of organization 

more appropriate. Rice and Bishoprick affirm that the trend is away 

from autocracy and toward a greater democracy in the world of work. 

Although they emphasize that the organizational form should be appro 

industrialpriate for the job to be done, they nevertheless advocate 

is inevitdemocracy and agree with Warren Bennis that such democracy 

able in rapidly developing, highly educated society (Rice and 

Bishoprick, pp. 202 and 206). 

Douglas McGregor 

thatDouglas McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y are so well-known 

his delineationalmost every book on management theory briefly mentions 

of the assumptions implicit in the two theories. McGregor succintly 

describes the assumptions of Theory X managers by the following: 

of work and1. The average human being has an inherent dislike 
will avoid it if he can. . . . 

2. Because of this human characteristic of dislike of work, 
threatenedmost people must be coerced, controlled, directed, 

with punishment to get them to put forth adequate effort 
. . .toward the achievement of organizational objectives. 
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3. The average human being prefers to be directed, wishes 

to avoid responsibility, has relatively little ambition, 
wants security above all . . . (McGregor, pp. 33-34). 

Likewise, McGregor tersely sums up the assumptions of Theory Y, which, 

it should be noted, he depicts as "Theory Y: The Integration of 

Individual and Organizational Goals": 

1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work is 

as natural as play or rest. The average human being does 

not inherently dislike work. Depending upon controllable 
conditions, work may be a source of satisfaction [and will 

be voluntarily performed] or a source of punishment [and 
will be avoided if possible]. 

2. External control and the threat of punishment are not the 

only means for bringing about effort toward organizational 
objectives. Man will exercise self-direction and self-
control in the service of objectives to which he is 
committed. 

3. Commitment to objectives is a function of the rewards 
associated with their achievement. The most significant 
of such rewards, e.g., the satisfaction of ego and self-

actualization needs, can be direct products of effort 
directed toward organizational objectives. 

4. The average human being learns, under proper conditions, 
not only to accept but to seek responsibility. Avoidance 
of responsibility, lack of ambition, and emphasis on 
security are generally consequences of experience, not 

inherent human characteristics. 
of 

imagination, ingenuity, and creativity in the solution 
5. The capacity to exercise a relatively high degree 

of 

organizational problems is widely, not narrowly, distributed 
in the population. 

6. Under the conditions of modern industrial life, the intel 

lectual potentialities of the average human being are only 
partially utilized (McGregor, pp. 47-48). 

ofMcGregor's description of Theory Y as "The Integration 

he does not intendIndividual and Organizational Goals" indicates that 

to limit his discussion concerning Theory Y merely to delineating the 

assumptions. In fact, his delineation of the assumptions--which many 

commentaries on McGregor present as if this were his complete treat 

his workment of the subject—is merely the starting point of 
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(McGregor, p. 53). McGregor notes that the central principle which can 

be derived from Theory X is that "direction and control through the 

exercise of authority" is the requisite managerial activity (McGregor, 

p. 49). From the assumptions of Theory Y, however, comes the principle 

'The creation ofof integration. This principle he describes as: 

can achieve theirconditions such that the members of the organization 

success of theown good best by directing their efforts toward the 

enterprise" (McGregor, p. 49). 

andTheory X which considers organizational goals automatically 

almost without question, erroneously attempts to satisfy individual, 

personal goals—if it considers them at all—through rewards of salary 

and position. Theory Y affirms not only that the individual goals 

should be considered, but in addition asserts that a failure to consider 

personal goals may cause the organization to suffer. Hence, Theory Y 

assumptions and the principle of integration which follows from Theory Y 

needs beentail that both the organization's and the individual's 

themselvesrecognized. If management insists upon employees' adapting 

concern forto management's definition of what is required without 

their own goals, then few people will commit themselves to organiza 

his undertional goals. McGregor describes integration and indicates 

standing both of how management has thought in the past and how 

management must work in the future, when he observes: 

Naturally, integration means working together for the 
success of the enterprise so we all may share in the resulting 
rewards. But management's implicit assumption is that working 
together means adjusting to the requirements of the organiza 
tion as management perceives them. In terms of existing 

theirviews, it seems inconceivable that individuals, seeking 
On theown goals, would further the ends of the enterprise. 
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contrary, this would lead to anarchy, chaos, irreconcilable 
conflicts or self-interest, lack of responsibility, 
inability to make decisions, and failure to carry out those 
that were made. 

All these consequences, and other worse ones, would be 
inevitable unless conditions could be created such that 

the members of the organization perceived that they could 

achieve their own goals best by directing their efforts 
toward the success of the enterprise. If the assumptions 
of Theory Y are valid, the practical question is whether, 
and to what extent, such conditions can be created 
(McGregor, p. 53). 

McGregor then devotes approximately two hundred pages to the considera 

tion of the possibility of creating such conditions. 

In implementing Theory Y, then, the manager is concerned with 

creating a situation in which the employee can achieve his own goals 

best by simultaneously directing his efforts toward fulfilling 

organizational goals (McGregor, p. 61). To create such a situation, 

the manager treats his subordinates as resources, not as "hands." 

He believes in letting the subordinate be responsible for his own 

development, but he participates by challenging the subordinate to do 

so and by helping insofar as possible. Theory Y entails that objec 

tives—whether organizational or personal—are not heteronomously 

imposed. The conventional process in which the higher levels ascertain 

objectives and impose them on the lower is ruled out. There is mutual 

involvement in the development of objectives. Such mutual involvement 

entails acceptance of responsibility as well as commitment to objec 

tives. Mutual involvement, commitment and responsibility rule out the 

passive acceptance, indifference, or even resistance characterized by 

the conventional method of dictating objectives from the top down 

(McGregor, p. 68). The superior, to be sure, may retain veto power. 
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but such power is used only if absolutely necessary (McGregor, p. 69). 

The superior is basically in the helper role. 

In his attempts to initiate such an approach to management, the 

superior must be careful on at least two counts. He must develop 

patience and not expect too much too fast. Secondly, he must restrain 

his natural tendency to step in and take control or give specific 

guidance. These considerations underscore the fact that Theory Y is a 

theory basedon integration and self-control, integration of organiza 

tional and personal goals and development through self-control by both 

managers and non-managers (McGregor, pp. 69-74). 

McGregor emphasizes that management by integration and self-

control is a strategy, a way of managing people. It is not a pre 

arranged prescription of techniques and strategies. Standardized forms 

and procedures are of little value. Relative to this, he notes: 

The manager who finds the underlying assumptions of Theory 
Y congenial will invent his own tactics provided he has a 

conception of the strategy involved. The manager whose under 

lying assumptions are those of Theory X cannot manage by 
integration and self-control no matter what techniques or 

forms are provided him. . . . The tools for building this 

(i.e., Theory Y) managerial philosophy are attitudes and 

beliefs about people and about the managerial roles, not 

manuals and forms (McGregor, p. 75). 

McGregor recalls that the conventional understanding of perform 

ance appraisal perceives it as a technique of personnel administration 

used to direct, judge, reward or punish people relative to management's 

desires. He affirms that the most such appraisals, so understood, can 

accomplish is to provide discrimination between those whose performance 

Fineare outstandingly good, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. 

discriminations are impossible (McGregor, pp. 81-82). 
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In contrast to the conventional approach, McGregor asserts that 

"any individual's performance is, to a considerable extent, a function 

of how he is managed" (McGregor, p. 83). A performance evaluation 

designed to direct, control, and judge will contribute little to the 

personal growth of the one appraised; and it may engender fear, anger, 

hostility, and even poorer performance in the future. The realiza 

tion that the individual's performance is related to how he is managed 

makes both manager and non-manager responsible for the performance. 

McGregor's conclusion is that the conventional development and use of 

performance appraisals is not very conducive to controlling behavior 

in an organization. Rather, whatever performance appraisal is developed 

should recognize the relational impact of such endeavors, i.e • 9 

that performance is a product of the manager—non-manager relationship 

and that the basis for performance appraisal is growth, learning, and 

improvement, not control and judgment. 

In discussing salaries and promotions, McGregor again castigates 

the conventional approach which attempts to ascertain salaries and 

promotions on the basis of what management directs. Equity, incentive, 

loyalty, productivity, and merit are all considerations relevant to 

salaries and promotions. Yet, these are more often than not considered 

merely from management's standpoint. McGregor raises the question that 

blind loyalty may well not be in the interest of the organization. The 

blindly loyal employee may fail to see policies and practices which are 

in fact detrimental to organizational welfare (McGregor, p. 95). This 

illustrates that analysis relative to salary and promotion must be 

relational rather than one-sidedly dictated by management. Moreover, 
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it is McGregor's contention that objective, quantitative data are not 

sufficient for dealing with salary and promotional considerations. Not 

only are they not sufficient, they are also not available (McGregor, 

pp. 98-99). Proper objectivity will not be achieved through the 

simplistic assumption that one can define the job, fit the individual 

to it, and then judge on the basis of the individual's success in 

making himself what the job defines him to be. This seems to have the 

merit of logical simplicity, but it is rarely followed. What is more, 

the principle of integration, which entails a relational approach, "is 

sharply contradictory to the conception that the individual must be 

adapted and molded to the requirements of the organization" (McGregor, 

p. 100). Hence, McGregor asserts that the necessity for subjective 

judgments by superiors of their subordinates cannot be eliminated. He 

concludes: Certainly the dream of a mechanical matching of job 

characteristics and personnel qualifications has no more than very 

limited possibilities. For the foreseeable future, managerial judgments 

of a subjective kind are going to play a large part in administering 

promotions and placements" (McGregor, p. 100). The principle of 

integration itself entails that a certain element of subjectivity is 

included in managerial judgments as McGregor notes: The principle 

of integration requires the active and responsible participation of 

the individual in decisions affecting his career" (McGregor, p. 103). 

Such participation enhances the possibility of congruence between 

individual goals and organizational goals. 

The Scanlon Plan presents one way of management by integration 

and self-control. The Scanlon Plan is not a formula, program, or set 
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of procedures; it is rather a philosophy of management or an individual 

way of life (McGregor, p. 110). It exemplifies two important features 

both of which are necessary and neither of which stands alone. 

First, it develops a means by which the members of the organiza 

tion share the economic gains resulting from improvements in organiza 

tional performance. In this regard, three dimensions of the plan are 

noteworthy. First, all members of the organization, except possibly 

top management, participate in the economic rewards which accrue from 

organizational improvements, Second, improvement is measured in terms 

of overall organizational economic improvement, and not merely in 

departmental terms. Third, the rewards are dispensed temporally 

in relation to the behavior which produced the reward, i.e there is• 5 

a discernable correlation between improvement and reward. 

The second feature of the Scanlon Plan involves effective 

participation by the members of the organization. The plan features 

a formal method which provides every member with the opportunity and 

encouragement to contribute his creative powers as well as his physical 

effort to the improvement of the organization. Everyone attempts to 

discover ways of improving the organization. This is the point at 

which the principle of integration is operative. McGregor explains: 

is theThis is the integrative principle in operation. It 
member ofmeans by which rich opportunities are provided every 

the organization to satisfy his higher-level needs through 
efforts directed toward the objective of the enterprise 
(McGregor, p. 113). 

contribute toEveryone becomes a human resource of know-how who can 

contribute to histhe welfare of the organization and at the same time 

own welfare, not only through the receipt of economic rewards, but 
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also through the rewards associated with achievement, competence, and 

self-fulfillment. Traditional incentive plans not only fail to 

reward individual ingenuity but in fact limit organizational improvement 

by confining participation to management, thus limiting the organiza 

tion to using merely a given number of resources (McGregor, p. 114). 

Through the Scanlon Plan the divergence between individual and 

organizational goals can be overcome or at least mitigated, for the 

goals are approached collaboratively through mutual interest, Also, 

the participative dimension of the plan allows managers to discover 

human resources and to develop these resources for the individual's 

good as well as the good of the organization, There is little concern 

regarding managerial prerogatives. Authority in the conventional 

sense of control and direction is not used. Rather, behavior is 

influenced through persuasion, logical argument, professional help, 

and mutual recognition of the objective requirements for goal attain 

ment. 

McGregor is insistent that participation is a most important 

factor for organizational as well as personal health. He rejects the 

view that participation is a magic formula to solve all of management's 

problems, and that participation is a useful item in the manager's 

bag of managerial tricks, a device for manipulating people, He like-

wise rejects the view that participation is a form of managerial 

abdication (McGregor, pp. 121-125). His view of participation sees 

it neither as a panacea nor as something to be feared as some of its 

critics see it. Rather, McGregor's view is that participation is a 

managerial point of view which includes: confidence in the 
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subordinates, the relational dependency of the manager upon his subor 

dinates, the attempt to avoid the negative consequences of management 

by direction, control and personal authority. As such, it is applic 

able not merely to groups but also to individuals. The amount of 

participation may vary considerably. The manager may make a decision. 

announce it, and hold a discussion to explain the reasons why he made 

it (McGregor, p. 126). He may make a decision and have subordinates 

participate in deciding the best way to implement it (McGregor, p. 127). 

He may discuss a pending decision with subordinates before making it 

final. themHe may present a problem to the subordinates and invite 

to assist him in finding the solution, Finally, he may allow the 

group to make the decision (McGregor, p. 127). Participation is 

really a special case of delegation; for it gives the subordinate 

greater control, greater freedom of choice, and increased responsi 

bility (McGregor, p. 131). 

McGregor affirms that participation can be a positive force 

for integration regardless of the degree of participation and regard 

less of the level at which one is working in the organization. The 

importance of participation, as well as a caution regarding its use, 

is described when McGregor observes: 

In view of the interdependence characteristic of 
industrial organizations there is reason for modifying the 

typical unilateral nature of the decision-making process. 
Participation, used judiciously, and in many different ways, 

depending upon the circumstances, offers help along these 
lines. . . . 

Participation which grows out of the assumptions of 
Theory Y offers substantial opportunities for ego satisfac 
tion for the subordinate and thus can affect motivation 

toward organizational objectives. It is an aid to 
achieving integration. In the first place, the subordinate 
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can discover the satisfaction that comes from tackling 
problems and finding successful solutions for them. This 

is by no means a minor form of satisfaction. . . . Beyond 
this there is a greater sense of independence and of 
achieving some control over one's destiny. Finally, 
there are the satisfactions that come by way of recogni 
tion from peers and superiors for having made a worth 
while contribution to the solution of an organizational 
problem. At lower levels of the organization, where the 

opportunities for satisfactions like these are distinctly 
limited, participation in departmental problem solving 
may have considerable significance in demonstrating to 

people how they can satisfy their own needs best by working 
toward organizational objectives. 

Viewed thus, participation is not a panacea, a 
manipulative device, a gimmick, or a threat. Used wisely, 
and with understanding, it is a natural concomitant of 

management by integration and self-control (McGregor, 
pp. 130-131). 

While Theory X naturally emphasizes the tactics of control. 

Theory Y stresses the nature of relationships. It attempts to create 

a climate of commitment to organizational objectives while providing 

the maximum opportunities for exercising individual initiative, 

ingenuity and self-direction (McGregor, p. 132). The relations are 

seen to be interdependent. 

The manager's attitude toward his subordinates, revealed 

through behavioral manifestations, is often referred to as the "climate" 

of the relationship. McGregor affirms that the climate is more signifi 

cant than the leadership style or personal style of the manager 

(McGregor, p. 135). A favorable managerial climate involves several 

dimensions. The manager should evidence genuine concern for the 

welfare of his employees. He should have influence upward in the 

Heorganization so that he can support his employees effectively. 

to bat for them.should have confidence in them and be willing to go 

His attitude should enhance employees' feelings for security. He 
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should, in general, hold people in high esteem. His use of participa 

tion must not be manipulative, but must be true participatory manage 

ment. 

Such dimensions which enhance the possibility of a positive 

climate do not take place in a vacuum. They are relational, and whether 

the manager who wants to act in this fashion can, in fact, do so is 

contingent upon the workers with whom he relates. The manager cannot 

have confidence in a worker who is genuinely incompetent, dishonest 

and lazy. There must be mutuality with regard to the values expressed 

(McGregor, p. 142). Generally speaking, however, McGregor concludes 

that the dependence is greater upward, and that the superior exerts 

more responsibility relative to the climate of the relationship than 

does the subordinate (McGregor, p. 142). 

McGregor rejects as illusion the idea that organizations can 

be described in terms of staff-line designations. He observes that 

complex organizations preclude the full utilization of the principle 

of unity of command. Also precluded by the complexity of the organiza 

tion's confrontation with the external environment is the belief that 

one's responsibility range is congruent with one's authority, by which 

is meant one's capability of control. Both unity of command and an 

emphasis on authority and control are corollaries of Theory X. Theory 

Y, ontheother hand, rejects the idea that the manager's main task is 

that of directing and controling. Rather, the manager, according to 

McGregor's view, is one who helps the subordinates both to want to 

achieve and actually to achieve the organizational objective. The staff 

are likewise helpers. They are not to be used as policemen to make 
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sure that all subordinates are doing as directed. They are resources 

for the whole organization. Their job is to provide professional help 

to all levels of management (McGregor, pp. 150-152, and 163). Their 

proper role is an interdependent one comparable to the relationship of 

exercisesprofessional and client, a relationship in which neither 

authority over the other but each influences the other. McGregor sums 

up the manager's role when he says: 

The industrial manager is dealing with adults who are 
only partially dependent. They can—and will—exercise 
remarkable ingenuity in defeating the purposes of external 
controls which they resent. However, they can—and do— 
learn to exercise self-direction, and self-control under 

appropriate conditions. His task is to help them discover 
objectives consistent both with organizational requirements 
and with their own personal goals, and to do so in ways 

which will encourage genuine commitment to these objectives. 
Beyond this, his task is to help them achieve those objec 
tives: to act as teacher, consultant, colleague, and only 
rarely as authoritative boss. He will not help them if he 

attempts to keep direction and control in his own hands; he 

will only hamper their growth and encourage them to develop 
countermeasures against him. Nor will he help them achieve 

organizational objectives if he establishes a police force, 
reporting to him, who will assume part or all of the task 

of control. This may divert the resentment, but it will 

intensify the negative consequences. 
He can help them only if he is prepared to relinquish 

control in the conventional sense, only if he has enough 
confidence in their willingness and ability to achieve 
organizational objectives that he can risk some poor 
judgments and some mistakes as a natural cost of their 
growth (McGregor, pp. 152-153, Emphasis, McGregor). 

turns to aFrom this summary of the managerial role, McGregor 

discussion of leadership per se. He rejects the idea that successful 

leadership can be assumed on the basis of the individual's possession 

of certain traits. He asserts that while it is quite unlikely that 

traitsthere is a single basic pattern of abilities and personality 

characteristic of all leaders" (McGregor, p. 180), many 
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characteristics, such as integrity, ambition, and judgment—which are 

allegedly essential to the leader—are likewise important for any member 

of the organization (McGregor, p. 181). There are, however, skills and 

attitudes, important to the leader, which can be acquired or modified 

extensively through learning. McGregor lists these as "competence in 

planning and initiating action, in problem solving, in keeping communica 

tion channels open and functioning effectively, in accepting responsi 

bility, and in the skills of social interaction" (McGregor, p. 182). 

Perhaps the most important point which McGregor makes is 

contained in his assertion that leadership is a relationship. He 

observes that there are at least four variables involved in leadership. 

These are: the characteristics of the leader, the characteristic s of 

the followers, the characteristics of the organization, and the social, 

economic and political milieu (McGregor, p. 182). His assertion that 

leadership is a relationship evidences his understanding "that leader 

ship is not a property of the individual, but a complex relationship 

among these variables" (McGregor, p. 182). 

In affirming that leadership is a relationship, McGregor points 

out that there is neither a universal pattern of characteristics of the 

leader nor is there a universal pattern of characteristics of the rela 

tionship between leader and follower. The acceptance of the proposition 

that leadership is a relationship has several implications for manage 

ment. First, since leadership is a relationship involving the leader, 

the followers, the organization and the socio-political economic milieu, 

and since these factors change substantially with time, a primary task 

of the leader becomes that of providing a heterogeneous supply of human 
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resources from which a variety of individuals can be selected to fill 

a variety of unpredictable needs (McGregor, p. 185). A second implica 

tion arises from the first, namely, any management development program 

should involve many people within the organization rather than a select 

few. Third, the management development program should attempt to 

develop the unique potentialities of each individual rather than 

attempt to instantiate common objectives for all (McGregor, p. 187). 

Fourth, the actual promotion policies of the organization should 

consider the heterogeneous resources in filling vacancies. It will 

likely require much effort to avoid the normal tendency of maintaining 

a certain "type" leader of homogeneous pattern, while utilizing the 

variety of resources to fit specific situations. Finally, the realiza 

tion that leadership is a relationship, indicates that not every 

promising recruit is a potential member of top management. Persons 

may be effective leaders in low or middle management while not being 

effective at the top level. The contrary is also true. Referring to 

the fact that a person may be an effective leader on one level but not 

on another, McGregor concludes: 

If we take seriously the implications of the research 
findings in this field, we will place high value on such 

people. We will seek to enable them to develop to the fullest 
And wetheir potentialities in the role they can fill best. 
thatwill find ways to reward them which will persuade them 

be awe consider outstanding leadership at any level to 
precious thing (McGregor, pp. 188-189). 

and theIn considering the relation between the individual 

group, McGregor disagrees with William H. Whyte's position that group 

activity mitigates individuality, that we have given undue emphasis to 

group phenomena, and that we have thereby lost track of the importance 
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of the individual (McGregor, pp. 229-230). McGregor states that on the 

contrary too little emphasis has been given to group behavior, and 

management does not know how to create the conditions requisite for 

individual growth and integrity within the group. 

Expanding on this idea, he describes those dynamics character 

istic of a well-functioning, efficient group. (1) The atmosphere is 

informal, comfortable, relaxed. (2) There is much p(;rtinent discussion 

in which everyone participates. (3) The group's task or objective is 

well-understood and accepted by the members. (4) Creative thoughts are 

fearlessly expressed, and people listen to each other. (5) Open disagree 

ment is present and analyzed rationally through the participation of 

the full membership. (6) Matters are settled by consensus and general 

agreement. (7) Criticism is frequent, frank, constructive and devoid of 

personal attack. (8) Freedom of expression is characteristic of a good 

group. (9) Action is accompanied by the naming and accepting of clear 

assignments. (10) The leadership of the group shifts continuously. It 

is neither dominated by the chairman nor do the members offer undue 

deference to him. (11) The group is well aware of its own operations 

and progress toward its goals (McGregor, pp. 232-235). 

He then contrasts the characteristics of a good group with those 

of a poor, ineffective group. (1) The atmosphere probably reflects 

indifference, boredom, and/or tension. (2) The discussion is dominated 

by a few people. (3) There is lack of understanding relative to the 

group's task and objectives. (4) The members fail to listen to each 

other, and the discussion lacks coherence and direction. (5) Dissagree-

ment is discouraged or not dealt with effectively, and only the more 
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agressive members succeed in expressing their ideas. (6) Actions are 

often taken prematurely before adequate examination or resolution of 

the issues. (7) Action decisions tend to be unclear. (8) The committee 

chairman retains the leadership. (9) When criticism is present, it is 

embarrassing, tension-producing, or used as personal attack. (10) 

Personal feelings are not openly aired; they remain hidden. (11) The 

group is not self-aware; it avoids consideration of its own maintenance 

(McGregor, pp. 236-238). 

After describing and contrasting the characteristics of "the 

his contentiongood group" and "the poor group," McGregor makes clear 

the individualthat organizational structure is not a choice between 

"both-and"and the group. It is not an "either-or" emphasis. It is a 

situation. The individual cannot develop apart from the group, and the 

is not thegroup cannot exist without individuals. Management 

consideration of individuals in relation, but of individual growth and 

that "theachievement occurring within the group. McGregor affirms 

the most successfulhighest commitment to organizational objectives, and 

of interactioncollaboration in achieving them, require unique kinds 

which can only occur in a highly effective group setting" (McGregor, 

the individual arep. 240). Not only must the idea that the group and 

that thenecessarily opposed be abandoned, but it must be realized 

environment for"effective managerial group provides the best possible 

individual development" (McGregor, p. 241). 

McGregor's conclusion is not that Theory Y represents the 

ultimate managerial theory which should be accepted without question, 

for he views Theory Y as one man's interpretation of current social 
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knowledge" which "will be modified—possibly supplanted—by new know 

ledge within a short time" (McGregor, p. 245). Yet, he asserts that 

it is important that limiting assumptions like those of Theory X be 

abandoned. so that future inventions with respect to the human side 

of enterprise will be more than minor changes in already obsolescent 

conceptions of organized human effort" (McGregor, p. 245). 

John J. Morse and Jay W. Lorsch 

Noting that McGregor's Human Side of Enterprise advocates 

Theory Y as "the more desirable one for managers to follow" (Morse and 

Lorsch, p. 61), John J. Morse and Jay W. Lorsch suggest that the 

proper approach to managerial dynamics will not be that of attempting 

to satisfy some universal theory. Rather, management must move 

beyond Theory Y. Such a new approach is warranted, they assert, 

Y "cause confusionbecause McGregor's discussion of Theory X and Theory 

of managers who try to choose between these two conflicting approaches, 

and "because of McGregor's own recognition that the Theory Y assump 

within a shorttions would probably be supplanted by new knowledge 

time" (Morse and Lorsch, pp. 61-62). 

that theThe Contingency Theory which they propose advocates 

best management is that which, through a careful diagnosis of pertinent 

dimensions of a given situation, enables the best "fit between task, 

organization, and people" (Morse and Lorsch, p. 62). Explaining the 

basic assumptions of their theory, which allegedly moves beyond Theory 

Y, they observe: These theoretical assumptions emphasize that the 

the nature ofappropriate pattern of organization is contingent on 
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the work to be done and on the particular needs of the people involved 

(Morse and Lorsch, p. 62). 

To ascertain the validity of the Contingency Theory, Morse and 

Lorsch designed a study, the objective of which was "to explore more 

fully how the fit between organization and task was related to success 

ful performance" (Morse and Lorsch, p. 62). Their research question 

was: Does a good fit between organizational characteristics and task 

requirements increase the motivation of individuals and hence produce 

more effective individual and organizational performance?" (Morse and 

Lorsch, p. 62). 

Their study involved the Akron Container Plant and the Hartford 

Container Plant, both of which engaged in predictable manufacturing 

tasks, and the Stockton research lab and Carmel research lab, both 

of which were pursuing unpredictable research and development tasks. 

The Akron group and the Stockton group were highly effective. This 

was true even though their organizational structures were different 

Akron's organization was highly structured, percisely defined. Formal 

rules were pervasive, specific, uniform and comprehensive. Stockton's 

employees worked with very little structure and minimal, loose and 

flexible rules. Although differing in structure, both Akron and 

Stockton were effective because Akron's highly structured organization 

was conducive to the task of manufacturing, while Stockton's flexibly 

structured organization was congruent with effective performance of 

the task of research. 

of theSimilar findings were also elicited from an analysis 

two ineffective enterprises, i.e • the Hartford Container Plan and the9 
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Carmel research lab. Hartford had a well-defined task to perform, while 

utilizing a low degree of structure, participating superiors, and 

egalitarian distribution of influence. Carmel had a relatively uncer 

tain research task, but utilized rigid structure, directive supervisors, 

and a top-heavy distribution of influence. Both Hartford and Carmel 

were ineffective, and they were, Morse and Lorsch contend, because the 

organizational structure did not fit either the task or the people. 

In neither case could the employees develop a sense of competence. In 

Hartford, where the task was clearly defined, the structure was so low 

that the workers were always uncertain and without proper direction. 

In Carmel the structure was so rigid that it mitigated or thwarted the 

sense of freedom, individual responsibility necessary for creative 

research. 

Of major significance in the Morse and Lorsch study, however, 

is the revelation that Theory X and Theory Y cannot adequately explain 

the findings. Theory Y explains the findings in the two laboratories. 

The highly motivated workers performed effectively when Theory Y assump 

tions were employed, but ineffectively when Theory X assumptions were 

instantiated. However, neither theory explains what occurred in the 

Akron plant, for the worker remained highly motivated even though the 

organization was highly formalized and there was little participation 

in decision making. According to Theory X only coercion would engender 

hard work in such a situation. Having delineated these weaknesses in 

the Theory X and Theory Y approach, Morse and Lorsch propose a new set 

of assumptions designed to overcome these paradoxes. Their Contingency 

Theory is stated as follows: 
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1. Human beings bring varying patterns of needs and motives 

into the work organization, but one central need is to 

achieve a sense of competence. 
2. The sense of competence motive, while it exists in all 

human beings, may be fulfilled in different ways by 
different people depending on how this need interacts 
with the strengths of the individual's other needs--such 
as those of power, independence, structure, achievement, 
and affiliation. 

3. Sense of competence continues to motivate even when a 

competence goal is achieved; once a goal is reached, a 

new, higher one is set (Morse and Lorsch, p. 67). 

It will be noted that Morse and Lorsch place a high degree of 

emphasis on "a sense of competence, They affirm that there is one 

way in which all people are similar, namely, "all people have a need 

to feel competent" (Morse and Lorsch, p. 67). Regardless of the 

organizational structure, it will succeed only if, and largely because, 

the sense of competence is maintained. To affirm this is automatically 

to include the worker as a central dimension in any organizational 

structure. This is to say that the orientation must take into account 

relational considerations regardless of the task. 

As Morse and Lorsch assert: 'One important implication of the 

Contingency Theory is that we must not only seek a fit between organiza 

tion and task, but also between task and people and people 

and organization" (Morse and Lorsch, p. 68). They conclude by 

reaffirming their initial thesis: While our knowledge in this area 

is still growing, we are certain that any adequate theory of motivation 

and organization will have to take account of the contingent relation 

ship between task, organization, and people" (Morse and Lorsch, p. 68). 
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Robert L. Katz 

In "The Skills of an Effective Administrator, Robert L. Katz 

moves away from the attempt, characteristic of the 1950's, to describe 

the ideal executive in terms of innate traits. Rather, he asserts 

that the effective executive is not to be discerned through his 

possession of certain basic traits, but through the skills or abilities 

he possesses. The good executive is one who can skillfully perform 

certain activities, and "the principle criterion of skillfulness must 

be effective action under varying conditions" (Katz, p. 91). 

Katz suggests that effective administration rests on three 

basic skills; that these skills are developable; and that the relative 

importance of the three skills varies with the administrative level 

at which the leader functions. He considers the administrator to be 

one who directs the activities of others in an effort to achieve 

certain objectives (Katz, p. 91). As such, the successful administra 

tor is one who effectively uses three interrelated, basic ski11s--

the technical, the human, and the conceptual (Katz, p. 91). 

Of the three skills, technical skill is the most familiar. 

It is primarily concerned with working with things, it implies "an 

understanding of, and proficiency in, a specific kind of activity, 

particularly one involving methods, processes, procedures, or tech 

niques" (Katz, p. 91). Examples of those possessing technical skills 

are surgeons, musicians, cobblers, and accountants. 

Human skill refers to the ability to work effectively with 

people both as a group member and as a leader, The way in which the 

person realistically perceives and understands the perceptions of 
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others, and the way in which he behaves based on these perceptions is 

an important index of his human skills. Katz's description of what it 

means to possess human skills is significant: 

The person with highly developed human skill is aware of 

his own attitudes, assumptions, and beliefs about other 
individuals and groups; he is able to see the usefulness and 

limitations of these feelings. By accepting the existence of 

viewpoints, perceptions, and beliefs which are different 
from his own, he is skilled in understanding what others 
really mean by their words and behavior. He is equally 
skillful in communicating to others, in their own contexts, 
what he means by hj_s behavior. 

Such a person works to create an atmosphere of approval 
and security in which subordinates feel free to express 
themselves without fear of censure or ridicule, by 
encouraging them to participate in the planning and carrying 
out of those things which directly affect them. He is 

sufficiently sensitive to the needs and motivations of 

others in his organization so that he can judge the possible 
reactions to, and outcomes of, various courses of action 
he may undertake. Having this sensitivity, he is able 
and willing to act in a way which takes these perceptions 
by others into account. 

Real skill in working with others must become a natural, 
continuous activity, since it involves sensitivity not only 
at times of decision making but also in the day-by-day 
behavior of the individual. Human skill cannot be a "some 

time thing." Techniques cannot be randomly applied, nor can 

personality traits be put on or removed like an overcoat. 
Because everything which an executive says and does (or 
leaves unsaid or undone) has an effect on his associates, 
his true self will, in time, show through. Thus, to be 

effective, this skill must be naturally developed and 
unconsciously, as well as consistently, demonstrated in 

the individual's every action. It must become an integral 
part of his whole being (Katz, pp. 91-92). 

The third skill which Katz discusses as significant for the 

skill is theeffective administrator is conceptual skill. Conceptual 

ability to see how all those elements constitutive of the organiza 

tion interrelate to form the whole. It is the ability to see all the 

functions, relationships, goals, persons and things in a wholistic. 

synoptic vision. It is the ability to see how any situation 
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contributes to or effects the welfare of the total organization. The 

success of any endeavor depends largely on the conceptual skill of 

those who plan, decide, and act relative to that endeavor (Katz, 

p. 93). Effective coordination, the future direction, and the overall 

tone of the organization depends on the conceptual skill of its 

administrators. Conceptual skill, then, involves the ability to sense 

the organization as a whole in its total situation (Katz, p. 93). 

In discussing the relative importance of these three skills, 

Katz notes that they are so closely interrelated that it is difficult 

to tell where one begins and the other ends. However, it is in order 

to separate them for purposes of analysis and for purposes of emphasis 

(Katz, p. 94). As far as administration is concerned, technical skill 

has its greatest importance at the lower levels. Katz feels that the 

futher the administrator moves from the actual operation of an organiza 

tion, the less will be his need for technical skill; until at the top 

level it is almost nonexistent (Katz, p. 94). In writing a "retro 

spective conmentary" some 20 years later, however, Katz mitigated this 

assertion. He noted that "the almost nonexistent" status of technical 

skill could be applicable only in very large companies in which the 

chief executive has a large competent and experienced staff, In 

smaller organizations which do not have sufficient resources in 

experience and staff, the chief executive will need greater technical 

skill. 

when Katz first delineated his views relative• 9Originally, i.e 

to "The Skills of an Effective Administrator," he stressed that human 

skill is essential at every administrative level. He felt that it 
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was more important at the lower level where the foreman or supervisor 

was in frequent personal contact with his subordinates. As one goes 

higher in the administrative echelons and the number and frequency of 

personal contacts become fewer, the need for human skill "becomes 

proportionately, although probably not absolutely, less (Katz, p, 95). 

Also, as one goes higher, the need for human skill becomes subordinate 

to the need for conceptual skill (Katz, p. 95). After 20 years of 

experience, however, Katz made some revisions in his ideas, revisions 

which indicated that the situation was more complex and required a 

greater degree of precision than Katz had originally thought. He now 

indicates that human skill for the manager is to be understood in two 

dimensions. These include human leadership skill within the manager's 

own unit and skill in intergroup human relations. His conclusion is 

that, whereas internal or intragroup human skill is important at lower 

levels of management, intergroup skills become increasingly important 

at successively higher levels of management (Katz, p. 101). 

In analyzing conceptual skill, Katz declared its increasing 

Whenimportance at successively higher administrative levels. 

skill was aoriginally discussing the topic, he felt that conceptual 

"developable" skill, and that one of the responsibilities of executives 

skill in thiswas that of helping their juniors develop the requisite 

dimension. He suggested that conceptual skills could be developed 

through trading jobs, special assignments, case-problems courses, and 

detailed descriptions of specific complex situations (Katz, p. 99). 

But after 20 years of experience, Katz felt that such procedures could 

to enhanceonly provide opportunities for the junior executive 

His conclusion is:previously developed conceptual skills. 



72 

Unless a person has learned to think this way early in 

life, it is unrealistic to expect a major change on reaching 
ofexecutive status. ... I question how easily this way 

thinking can be inculcated after a person passes adolescence. 
In this sense, then, conceptual skill should perhaps be viewed 

as an innate ability (Katz, p. 101). 

Approaching the understanding of what constitutes the effective 

administrator from the standpoint of skills rather than traits has far-

reaching implications. As far as executive development is concerned, 

the focus should be on developing these three skills rather than upon 

attempting to teach an administrator to exemplify a certain trait 

consistently. The demonstration of a particular trait, such as decisive 

ness or dominance, in one situation may be effective; but another situa 

tion may call for a deliberately considered reflective approach to a 

problem which external observers may judge as an example of indecisive 

ness or submissiveness. The effective administrator is not the one who 

•consistently utilizes a specific trait, e.g 9 decisiveness. Rather, 

the effective administrator is one who has the human, conceptual, and 

technical skill to know which trait to employ according to the situa-

technicaltion. The relative ability to employ human, conceptual, and 

skills should be the prime consideration in the selection and placement 

of executives, for, as Katz observes: 

It is more useful to judge an administrator on the results 
Thisof his performance than on his apparent traits. . . 

on theapproach suggests that executives should not be chosen 
basis of their apparent possession of a number of behavior 
characteristics or traits, but on the basis of their posses 

ofsion of the requisite skills for the specific level 
responsibility involved (Katz, pp. 97-98). 
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wmiarn J. Reddin 

William J. Reddin's Managerial Effectiveness focuses—just 

as the title asserts—completely on managerial effectiveness, so 

completely in fact that Reddin contrasts effectiveness with efficiency. 

and asserts that "It is the manager's job to be effective, It is his 

only job" (Reddin, p. 4). Having asserted that effectiveness is the 

manager's only job, Reddin offers what he considers to be the "only 

one realistic and unambiguous definition of managerial effectiveness," 

namely "Effectiveness is the extent to which a manager achieves the 

output requirements of his position" (Reddin, p. 3). He affirms that 

effectiveness must be defined in terms of output rather than input 

and that the manager must think in terms of performance rather than 

personality. What the manager does is not nearly as important as 

what he achieves (Reddin, p. 5). Emphasis upon effectiveness leads to 

the establishment of effectiveness standards. The logical conclusion 

to the attempt to establish effectiveness standards is management by 

objectives, an activity that designs the organization around the out 

puts on the manager's job rather than the inputs (Reddin, p. 4). 

Reddin contrasts managerial effectiveness based on output with 

and leaderefficiency, apparent effectiveness, personal effectiveness, 

effectivenessship. According to his understanding, efficiency versus 

evidences the following contrasts. While efficiency stresses doing 

things right, effectiveness involves doing right things. Efficiency 

is interestedis concerned with solving problems, but effectiveness 

in producing creative alternatives. Efficiency aims at safeguarding 

Theresources. Effectiveness optimizes resource utilization. 
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efficient manager follows duties; the effective manager obtains results. 

Finally, efficiency attempts to lower costs; effectiveness increases 

profits (Reddin, p. 6). 

Apparent effectiveness is evidenced by the manager who is usually 

on time, answers promptly, has a tidy desk, makes quick decisions, and 

maintains good public relations. Yet, such apparent effectiveness may 

not lead to adequate output, and hence may not result in managerial 

effectiveness. Personal effectiveness differs from managerial effec 

tiveness, for the former involves the satisfaction of personal objec 

tives while managerial effectiveness entails the attainment of the 

objectives of the organization. 

Finally, Reddin contrasts managerial effectiveness with leader 

effectiveness. A leader is one who effectively influences his followers 

to achieve group objectives. If the leader influences his followers 

so that he gets his own way, such leadership is not, according to 

Reddin, leadership effectiveness, but personal effectiveness. Since 

leadership effectiveness is determined by the extent of influence, it 

is not really managerial effectiveness, for managerial effectiveness 

is ascertained purely by output (Reddin, p. 8). 

Reddin readily affirms that there is no one ideal style of 

management. There are four basic styles, the effectiveness of which 

is determined by the appropriateness to the situation in which it is 

used. Any one style is more or less effective depending upon the 

extent to which it is appropriate to the situation (Reddin, p. 40). 

No one style is ideal per se. The four basic styles are: the related, 

the integrated 5 the dedicated, and the separated. Each of these basic 
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styles has a more effective instantiation and a less effective actual-

ization. Since each of the four basic styles has a more and a less 

effective instance, there are eight managerial styles, Reddin calls 

these "managerial styles" to distinguish them from the four basic 

styles. The four basic styles, and their corresponding managerial 

styles are found in Figure 3. 

LESS EFFECTIVE BASIC STYLE MORE EFFECTIVE 

(i.e.: Basic Style (i.e.: Basic Style 
used inappropriately used appropriately 
relative to the relative to the 

situation.) situation,) 

RelatedMissionary - Developer 

ExecutiveCompromiser Integrated 

Autocrat Dedicated Benevolent Autocrat 

BureaucratDeserter Separated 

Figure 3. The Basic Managerial Styles 

Thus far it has been noted that Reddin describes managerial 

effectiveness in terms of four basic styles and eight managerial styles. 

Other constitutive factors of his description are "effectiveness ," 

"relationship orientation," and "task orientation, Effectiveness 

merely refers to the degree to which the basic style is appropriately 

utilized, that is, the extent to which the manager achieves the desired 

organizational outputs. Effectiveness is mitigated or negated when the 
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manager uses a style inappropriately, It is enhanced when the manager 

uses the style most appropriate to the situation. 

Reddin utilizes the concepts of "task orientation" and "relation 

ship orientation" to describe the degree to which the manager's style 

is reflective of his interest in the completion of a task or objective. 

He uses relationship orientation to refer to the degree to which the 

manager's style is directed toward a consideration of the relationships 

or the people involved in the activity over which he is the manager. 

The two factors, relationship and task, are viewed by Reddin as the 

common threads of what appear to be three different limits of relation-

ship. The Ohio State studies concluded that leadership behavior could 

be classified into two independent factors, These were "initiating 

structure" and "consideration. Initiating structure includes planning 

and organizing work and tasks. The consideration dimension involves 

maintaining relationships (Reddin, pp. 20-21). The University of 

Michigan studies concluded, not that there were two independent factors 

in leadership behavior, but rather that there was a style continuum. 

The Michigan style continuum affirmed that leader behavior moved on a 

continuum ranging from an employee-centered extreme to a production-

centered extreme (Reddin, pp. 21-22). Harvard University studies of 

small group behavior concluded that there are always two different 

kinds of leaders in small groups. One is the task leader characterized 

by those who talk more and offer suggestions relative to task accomplish 

ment. The other is the socio-emotional leader who offers psychological 

support to group members and thus makes it easier for others to talk 

(Reddin, pp. 22-23). Reddin asserts that these three studies conclude 
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essentially the same thing and in fact support his contention that the 

two major factors in a managerial situation are the task and the rela 

tionship. He concludes: 

That task and relationship capture fundamental measures 
of managerial behavior is fairly obvious. The two distinct 
elements of any manager's job are the task to be done and 

the human relationships skills he needs to see that the 

task is accomplished. . . . 
It follows that a really useful managerial-style model 

should or even must be built on these two central ideas 
(Reddin, p. 23). 

Reddin calls his managerial model the "3-D Theory, The 

elements constitutive of his theory have been delineated above. His 

theory is seen diagrammatically in Figure 4. 

ExecutiveDeveloper 

Benevolent 
Bureaucrat 

autocrat 

I 
Related I Integrated 

RO + 
I 

Separated I Dedicated 

Missionary Compromiser 

Deserter Autocrat 

Figure 4. The 3-D Style Model. 

Source: William J. Reddin. Managerial Effectiveness. New 

York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970, p. 41. 
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The Related Manager 1s basically oriented toward people (Figure 

5). His high relationship orientation and his low task orientation 

y. 
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Figure 5. Basic Style: Related. 

often produce a work atmosphere of security and acceptance (Reddin, 

p. 215). He emphasizes personal development. For him people come 

first. His managerial approach employs informality and long conversa 

tions. He is repundent, quiet, sympathetic, approving, accepting and 

friendly (Reddin, p. 125). He judges both subordinates and superiors 

according to how they relate and understand each other in the 

organization, an organization which he perceives as a social system 

(Reddin, p. 31). He influences others through friendship and under 

standing (Reddin, p. 216). He identifies with his subordinates. If 
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this identification leads the manager to center on subordinate growth, 

he utilizes the developer style. If, on the other hand, he centers on 

the subordinates' personal needs, he drifts to the missionary style 

(Reddin, p. 216). 

The developer style is the managerial style corresponding to 

the effective application of the relational style. The developer 

maintains open communications and listens to his subordinates. He 

coaches them and helps them to develop their talents. He is suppor 

tive, understanding, cooperative, both trusts and is trusted, and works 

well with the subordinates (Reddin, p. 218). He basically entertains 

Theory Y assumptions about people. The developer is one who uses a 

high relationship orientation and a low task orientation in instances 

in which such behavior is appropriate (Reddin, p. 42). 

The Related Style used ineffectively Reddin calls the Missionary 

Style. The missionary is the manager who uses a high relationship 

orientation and low task orientation in an inappropriate situation 

other considera(Reddin, pp. 42, 217). He puts relationship above all 

alltions, including production. He attempts to avoid conflict at 

costs. He tries to solve difficult human problems by transfer, promo 

tion, or pay increase (Reddin, p. 218). He is pleasant, warm, kind, 

He identifiesdependent, and always seeking acceptance of himself. 

with subordinates to such an extent that he gives up his managerial 

role (Reddin, p. 218). 

The second basic style is the Integrated Style (Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. Basic Style: Integrated. 

The integrated manager employs a maximum of both relation orienta 

tion and task orientation. He is often found supervising other 

managers who have to make decisions through interaction (Reddin, 

p. 229). He prefers two-way coimiunication. He wants to align 

personal and organizational goals, and therefore attempts to develop 

highly cooperative efforts and participative decision making while 

avoiding power differentials. He is interested in motivational 

techniques, and prefers shared objectives and responsibilities. He 

attempts to foster understanding among subordinates, and he seeks 

the causes of conflict rather than the avoidance or suppression of 

conflict. His subordinates are usually highly committed (Reddin, 

pp. 32, 229-230). The Integrated Style is often considered ideal. 
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It is close to the ideal style described by McGregor's Theory Y, Likert's 

System IV, and Blake and Mouton's 9.9 (Reddin, p. 231). Its attractive 

ness sometimes leads it to be used in inappropriate situations. 

The appropriate use of the Integrated Style is the Executive 

Style. The executive uses teamwork in decision making, and he uses 

participation appropriately. He sees his job as effectively maximizing 

the efforts of others. He views disagreement and conflict as necessary, 

normal, and appropriate in working toward organizational goals. Sub 

ordinates have confidence in the manager. He treats each one a little 

differently. He induces commitment to objectives, and encourages 

higher performance. The Executive Style is appropriately used when 

managers must decide on the optimum use of scarce resources (Reddin, 

pp. 41, 233-234). 

The inappropriate use of the Integrated Style is the Compromiser 

Style. Such a manager overuses participation and is yielding and weak. 

He accepts compromise decisions which really settle nothing and to 

which no one is truly committed. He tries to settle several alterna 

tives at once. Often subordinates are unsure of his actions and the 

future course of events (Reddin, pp. 32, 231-233). He avoids decisions, 

than he is inand is more interested in minimizing immediate problems 

orientation asmaximizing long-term production. He emphasizes task 

well relation when inappropriate. 

The third basic style is the Dedicated Style (Figure 7). This 

style is characterized by the manager who is determined, aggressive, and 

confident. He is busy and driving, and one who initiates ideas, plans. 
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Figure 7. Basic Style: Dedicated. 

and action. andHe tends to set individual tasks, responsibilities 

standards, and uses rewards, punishments, and close controls. According 

to Reddin the Dedicated Style is useful when a significantly large task 

must be done quickly or when any profound change is needed. The 

dedicated manager often knows a lot about his job and influences others 

to work through his own hard work (Reddin, pp. 31, 221-223). 

The more effective use of the Dedicated Style is the benevolent 

autocrat. The benevolent autocrat is one who is decisive and indus 

trious. He shows great initiative, and is highly energetic. He gets 

other people to do what he wants them to do without causing undue 

resentment. He will sometimes use the participative approach during 

the decision-making process but does not tend to do so after the 
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decision is made. He is on top of his job, committed, and obtains 

results. The characteristic benevolent autocrat has worked his way up 

through the ranks, has learned from his errors, and knows the company 

well. Subordinates often view his style as appropriate for the manager. 

They may view him as "hard-nosed" and a "driver"; but they also view 

him as hard-working and committed, and they, in turn, are committed to 

him (Reddin, pp. 31, 226-227). 

The less effective instantiation of the Dedicated Style is the 

autocrat. The autocrat is critical and threatening. His critical 

nature is always seen as negative rather than creative. He does not 

use participation but makes all decisions himself. He puts the 

immediate task before everything else, has no concern for relation 

ships and demands obedience and immediate results. To him cooperation 

suchmeans that subordinates do things his way. He overemphasizes 

control devices as appraisal, merit rating, piecework, efficiency 

ratings, and other quantitative efficiency approaches to output analysis. 

For him communication is not two-way; it is downward only. He is 

usually feared and disliked (Reddin, pp. 31, 224-226). 

The fourth basic style is the Separated Style (Figure 8), The 

maintains a certainSeparated Manager, as the name implies, is one who 

distance between himself and his subordinates. Appeals to principle or 

the maintenance of an appearance of an impersonal orientation may serve 

He has anas a buffer zone to allow the manager to remain separated. 

orientation toward procedure, method, and system. He is cautious. 

careful, conservative, and orderly, He is a perfectionist who prides 

himself in being accurate and precise. According to Reddin, he is 
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characterized by modesty, calmness, and discretion. He is effective 

in a stable, virtually unchanging situation, but he tends to lose 

effectiveness as the amount of required change increases. He abhors 

his subordinatesstrong personal leadership or attachment. He wants 

than the situaalso to be separated, following stated procedures rather 

tion or the manager. The separated person follows the procedures; he 

"goes by the book; and he expects his subordinates to do likewise. Such 

an approach does not lend itself to creative endeavor, imaginative 

management, or innovative techniques" (Reddin, pp. 30, 205-209), If 

the situation calls for such creativity and innovation, the separated 

manager is certainly not the man for the job. 
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The appropriate use of the Separated Style is that of the 

bureaucrat. The bureaucrat is one who conforms to the indicators of 

the Separated Style as described above. He uses separated behavior 

in a separated situation. He follows orders, rules, and procedures 

with a high degree of reliability and dependability. He is efficient 

and concerned with details. He attempts to maintain the system in a 

fair and equitable manner. Although the term "bureaucrat" has become 

a negative term in much management literature, the bureaucrat style is, 

nevertheless, a key style employed for maintaining effectiveness in 

modern organizations (Reddin, pp. 30, 213). 

The inappropriate use of the Separated Style is the deserter 

style. Reddin refers to the deserter manager as one who is using the 

Separated Style in the wrong situation. He is narrow-minded, and 

appeals to rules. He is uncreative, unimaginative, and avoids involve 

ment. He resists change and even hinders the effectiveness of others. 

He can be described as unoriginal, uncooperative, and uncommunicative 

(Reddin, pp. 30, 209-212). 

The understanding of the basic styles and their corresponding 

more effective and less effective instantiations is an important dimen 

sion of the manager's situational sensitivity. Situational sensitivity 

is the ability to read situations correctly for what they really contain. 

Any situation must be understood in terms of the five major constituents 

of that situation. These are: organization, technology, superior, 

coworkers, and subordinates (Reddin, p. 15). The implication is that 

situation realisthe effective manager will be able to understand the 

the varioustically through his sensitivity to the way in which 
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components interrelate, and thus adjust his style so that he will be 

as effective as possible, given his diagnosis of the situation. 

Some have understood Reddin to be saying that the effective 

manager is one who is able to change his style in conformity with situa 

tional demands. To be sure, this seems to be what Reddin is saying. 

It is implicit throughout his work. Yet, he explicitly denies this. 

He asserts: 

The 3-D Theory does not ask managers to change their styles 
for that is an unreasonable request. What 3-D does do is ask 

managers to improve their situational sensitivity and to read 

a situation for what it contains. Then they are asked to 

increase their range of style flex in order to respond to the 

situation appropriately and to increase their skill in situa 

tional management as a means of changing a situation needing 
change (Reddin, p. 185). 

For Reddin, then, the manager does not change styles, but he 

learns what his dominant style is—i.e., which Basic Style he uses most 

of the time--and what his supporting style is—i.e., which Basic Style 

he uses more than the other two but less than his dominant style. 

This is ascertained through the use of Reddin's MSDT or Management-

Style-Diagnosis Test, a diagnostic instrument which produces for the 

manager a style profile or a chart showing the extent to which a manager 

uses each of the managerial styles. Although a manager cannot change 

his style, according to Reddin, the diagnostic test offers him knowledge 

of the potential posibilities to be considered in his being situa-

tionally sensitive, thus allowing for the possibility of style resil 

iency, style flex, and the avoidance of style drift and style rigidity. 

A description of these dimensions of Reddin's delineation completes 

his understanding of managerial effectiveness. Situational sensitivity 
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is the ability to analyze situations correctly and realistically. It 

is the ability to ascertain what the situation is and what it requires 

for effective management (Reddin, p. 139). Style flexibility, style 

drift, style resiliency, and style rigidity are all dimensions of the 

general category of flexibility. Style flexibility refers to 

appropriate high flex, and indicates the extent to which a manager 

adjusts his style appropriately as the situation changes (Reddin, 

p. 52). Style drift, on the other hand, is inappropriate high flex. 

It is the changing of one's style because of the pressures of the 

situation. It is changing to lessen the pressure on oneself rather 

than changing to increase effectiveness (Reddin, p. 53). It is essen 

tially one's allowing pressures to dictate the style, rather than one's 

choosing, on the basis of his own situational sensitivity, the style 

to be followed. Style rigidity, on the other hand, refers to the 

maintenance of an inappropriate style. It is the maintaining of a 

style when the situation really warrants the use of a different style 

(Reddin, p. 53). Finally, style resilience refers to the proper 

maintenance of an appropriate style; it is a choice not to change even 

though pressures attempt to force a change. Resilience means to continue 

be enhancedto use an appropriate style so that effectiveness will 

oneself at a timerather than altering the style to lessen pressure on 

when doing so would lessen effectiveness. 

as aReddin's theory, then, considers managerial effectiveness 

phenomenon to be determined solely on the basis of the manager's output. 

sensitive and ifThe manager can be effective if he is situationally 

he can use one of the four basic styles in its more appropriate rather 
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than less appropriate fashion. If the situation—once analyzed in terms 

of the interrelationship of technology, subordinates, coworkers, 

superior, and organization—warrants the use of the Related Style, the 

manager should act as a developer, not as a missionary, If the style 

warranted by the situation indicates that a dedicated manager is needed, 

the manager should be a benevolent autocrat, instead of an autocrat. 

The separate manager should be a bureaucrat, not a deserter, and the 

situation requiring the integrated manager should not have a compromiser, 

but an executive. 

Reddin asserts that it is an unreasonable request to ask 

managers to change their style (Reddin, p. 185). Yet, how can his 

theory of management be situational, as he claims it to be, if change 

appropriate to situational complexities is not possible, unless, of 

course, one has a variety of managers, so that the appropriate one can 

be summoned to manage in the particular situation which requires his 

particular style? This would require the additional consideration of 

implementing a system or methodology whereby the appropriate manager 

would be selected to manage the particular situation. 

Robert Tannenbaum and Warren H. Schmidt 

In "How to Choose a Leadership Pattern," Robert Tannenbaum and 

Warren H. Schmidt examine the autocratic democratic continuum in an 

effort to provide a framework which managers might find useful in 

ascertaining what leadership role they should take in varying situations. 

The modern manager, say Tannenbaum and Schmidt, frequently 

finds himself in a dilemma as a result of what they identify as a "New 
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Problem," a "New Focus," and a "New Need. The new problem is "how 

the modern manager can be 'democratic in his relations with subordi-

nates and at the same time maintain the necessary authority and control 

(Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 176). This new problem has come into 

being as a result of a new focus. The new focus has two dimensions. 

First, the rising social sciences precipitated the emergency of "the 

concept of 'group dynamics' with its focus on members of the group 

rather than solely on the leader" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 177). 

The importance of employee involvement and participation in decision 

making was stressed, Second, evidence seemed to indicate that highly 

directive leadership was inefficient; hence, attention was directed 

The newincreasingly to employee motivation and human relations. 

problem and the new focus engendered a new need. The traditional 

and thestereotype of an effective leader was called into question; 

leader found himself in a dilemma, torn between behaving as a "strong" 

leader or a "permissive" leader, utilizing "autocratic" leadership 

that there is astyles or "democratic" leadership styles. Realizing 

new problem, a new focus and a new need, Tannenbaum and Schmidt suggest 

a structure which leaders may find useful in choosing a leadership 

role. 

behaviorFirst, they delineate the possible range of leadership 

available to a manager. They describe this range as on a continuum, 

moving from a high degree of control to freedom, but they explain that: 

never without"Neither extreme is absolute; authority and freedom are 

their limitations" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 177). The possible 

9,choices the manager may make are diagrammed in Figure 
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* 

The diagram -illustrates Tannenbaum and Schmidt's understanding 

of the possible stances a manager may take. The continuum, moving from 

left to right, moves from autocracy to democracy. First, the "manager 

makes the decision and announces it" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 177). 

utilized*In their original publication Tannenbaum and Schmidt 
the diagram in Figure lOfor depicting the leadership patterns. In 
1973, however, 15 years after the original publication of 1958, they 

It has theemploy the expanded diagram presented in Figure 10. 
rather thanadvantage over the former of depicting an open system 

a closed system, of stressing greater interdependency, of indicating 
non-traditionalthe influence of environmental factors, of reflecting 

organizational structures, and of affirming that the use of power 
is available to all parties (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, pp. 179-181). 

Subordinate-centered 
Boss-centered ■ . Ileadership 
leadership^— 

t t t t 
Manager Manager ManaKCi Manager Manager Manager Manager 
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decision decision. ideas and tentative problem, limits; subordinates 
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decision. superior. 

Figure 10. Continuum of Leadership Behavior. 

Source: Robert Tannenbaum and Warren H. Schmidt, 
II 
How 

LI,to Choose a Leadership Pattern," Harvard Business Review, 
(May-June, 1973), pp. 176-185. 
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The realization of the problem, consideration of possible solutions, 

choice of solutions, and ways of implementation by the subordinates are 

completely under the manager's province. While coercion may or may not 

be used, there is no opportunity for subordinate participation. Second, 

"The manager 'sells' his decision" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 178). 

In this situation the manager acts as before but attempts to persuade 

his employees of the legitimacy or reasonableness of the decision; 

hence, mitigating or eliminating possible resistance. Third, "The 

manager presents his ideas, invites questions" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 

p. 178). At this point, the manager makes the decision and seeks 

acceptance, but, in addition, invites discussion so that there will be 

a better understanding and fuller exploration of the implications of 

the decision. Forth, "The manager presents a tentative decision 

subject to change" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 178). In this situation, 

the decision to act is not final. The nonmanager may exert some 

influence by presenting aspects of the problem not considered or inade 

quately considered. Yet, given the reactions, the final decision 

remains with the manager just as the initiation of discussion, the 

discovery of the problem, and the proposed tentative solutions were 

within his prerogative. With the fifth pattern comes greater participa 

tion by the nonmanager, for at this point, "The manager presents the 

problem, gets suggestions, and then makes his decision" (Tannenbaum 

and Schmidt, p. 178). The manager still has the initial responsibility, 

and he retains the right to make the final decision, but the decision 

is not made prior to or without considering the suggested solutions of 

the nonmanagers. Next, "The manager defines the limits and requests 
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the group to make the decision" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 181). In 

this pattern the manager moves toward greater nonmanagerial participa 

tion by allowing the group in which he himself may be included to make 

the decision within certain prescribed parameters, He remains, however. 

the dominant force, for he presents the problem and defines the limits 

for solution. It is not until the seventh pattern that the group 

itself has the possibility of indicating what the problem is. With 

this pattern. The manager permits the group to make decisions within 

prescribed limits" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 181). This is the point 

of greatest participation, for the "prescribed limits" may be very 

broad, the group itself may indicate the problem, and the manager 

"commits himself in advance to assist in implementing whatever decision 

the group makes" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 182). 

As one moves on the continuum from left to right, the focus is 

increasingly on the nonmanagers, their interests, ideas, and responses. 

Relative to this, Tannenbaum and Schmidt consider four questions. 

First, regarding managerial responsibility, they affirm that even though 

the manager may give the nonmanager more authority and freedom, he can 

never relinquish his responsibility. Second, referring to the question 

of managerial participation with the nonmanagers once the manager has 

delegated authority, they respond that such participation is contingent 

upon whether the manager's presence will facilitate or inhibit perform 

ance. Third, Tannenbaum and Schmidt feel that it is very important for 

the group to recognize what kind of leadership behavior the manager is 

using. His failure to make clear the manner in which he will use his 

authority may lead to many relational problems. They observe: We 
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believe that it is highly important for the manager to be honest and 

clear in describing what authority he is keeping and what role he is 

asking his subordinates to assume in solving a particular problem"* 
(Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 182). Finally, concerning the question 

of ascertaining how "democratic" a manager is, Tannenbaum and Schmidt 

assert that the mere number of decisions the manager allows the non 

managers to make is not an accurate index of how "democratic" the 

manager is or how much freedom the nonmanagers enjoy. A more important 

index is the significance of the decisions with which the nonmanagers 

are entrusted and not the quantity. 

Turning from a consideration of the types of leadership which 

are possible, Tannenbaum and Schmidt next consider the types that are 

practical and desirable. To ascertain the practicality and desirability 

of the type of leadership, one should first analyze the forces in the 

manager, the forces in the subordinates and the forces in the situation. 

The manager "will be influenced greatly by the many forces 

operating within his own personality, He should therefore be aware of 

his own value system, his level of confidence in his subordinates, his 

own leadership inclinations, i.e., whether he naturally takes a highly 

directive approach, team approach, or permissive role; and his feelings 

*Parenthetically, it may be in order to note that Tannenbaum 
and Schmidt are assuming the manager's point of view throughout this 
discussion. In this case, it may be good for the manager to delineate 

clearly his leadership behavior, not merely to indicate for the non 

managers what his leadership behavior is, but also to clarify for him 
self what leadership behavior the nonmanagers understand him to be 

thinks he isusing, for what is important is not the style the manager 
using but the style the nonmanagers view him to be using, i.e., how he 
is "coming across" to them. 
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of security, or "tolerance for ambiguity," in uncertain situations 

(Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 182). 

A second dimension requiring diagnosis is that of the forces in 

the subordinates. The subordinates will be influenced by many person 

also entertainality variables,just as the manager is, and they will 

ideas about how they expect the manager to behave. The manager needs 

theirto know the dependence-independence needs of the nonmanagers, 

tolerance forreadiness to assume responsibility, their degree of 

ambiguity, their interest in the problem and the importance they attach 

to it, the extent to which they identify with the goals of the organiza 

tion, their knowledge and experience in dealing with such problems, and 

their expectations relative to sharing in decision making (Tannenbaum 

of the "forcesand Schmidt, p. 183). They concluded their consideration 

mutual confidencein the subordinate" by observing, "In a climate of 

deviations fromand respect, people tend to feel less threatened by 

normal practice, which in turn makes possible a higher degree of flexi 

bility in the whole relationship" (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 183). 

Lastly, Tannenbaum and Schmidt point out that the manager must 

in the situation.include in his diagnosis a consideration of the forces 

The forces to be considered are the type of organization, group effec-

tiveness (i.e how effectively the employees work together), the• 9 

nature of the problem itself, and the pressure of time. 

They summarize the full implications of their thesis by observing 

that: 

of those. . . The successful leader is one who is keenly aware 
forces which are most relevant to his behavior at any given 

to behavetime. ... The successful leader is one who is able 
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. . Theappropriately in the light of these perceptions. . 
successful manager of men can be primarily characterized 
neither as a strong leader nor as a permissive one. Rather, 
he is one who maintains a high batting average in accurately 
assessing the forces that determine what his most appropriate 
behavior at any given time should be and in actually being able 

heto behave accordingly. Being both insightful and flexible, 
a dilemmais less likely to see the problems of leadership as 

(Tannenbaum and Schmidt, p. 185). 

Rensis Likert 

is summedThe central idea of Rensis Likert's managerial theory 

Theup in his Principle of Supportive Relationships and its corollary, 

principle is derived from Likert's analysis of the leadership and rela 

stated as follows:tional activities of high-producing managers, and is 

The leadership and other processes of the organization 
in allmust be such as to ensure a maximum probability that 

interactions and all relationships with the organization 
each member will, in the light of his background, values 

andand expectations, view the experience as supportive 
one which builds and maintains his sense of personal worth 

and importance (Likert, 1971, p. 286). 

not as aIt is important to note that Likert states this principle 

hypothesis to be sustantiated by further analysis of the productivity 

of organizations, Rather, the principle is affirmed as a conclusion of 

the vast research which he has already conducted. The corollary derived 

from the principle is that: 

Management will make full use of the potential capacities 
of its human resources only when each person in an organiza 

worktion is a member of one or more effectively functioning 
groups that have a high degree of group loyalty, effective 
skills of intervention and high-performance goals (Likert, 
1971, p. 288). 

ofLikert's research prompts him to describe the management 

he prefers toorganizations in four different categories or what 

designate as systems. He describes the four systems and then delineates 
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which based onin detail the way in which System IVoperates, the system 

the Principle of Supportive Relationships, he advocates. 

both asLikert's Principle of Supportive Relationships serves 

the conclusion drawn from his research and the essence of System IV, 

which allwhich Likert affirms to be the managerial system toward 

organizations should move. Designated as System I, System II, System 

a movementIll, and System IV, these systems exemplify respectively 

from authoritative to increasing participatory management (Likert, 

1967, p. 18), a movement which is indicated by Likert's use of descrip 

tive phrases for each of the four systems. System I he designates as 

as benevolentexploitative authoritative; System II is described 

authoritative. System III is basically consultative; while System IV 

is viewed as participative group. 

He describes each of the four systems in terms of seven organiza 

tional variables and seven operating variables. The organizational 

variables in terms of which Likert describes the four systems are as 

of motivationalfollows: the leadership process used, the character 

the character offorces, the character of the communicative process, 

the interaction-influence process, the character of the decision-making 

and the characterprocess, the character of goal setting or ordering, 

of control processes. 

also refersConsider Likert's description of System I, which he 

Relative to the leadership processesto as exploitative authoritative, 

have no confidenceused in System I, Likert observes that the superiors 

The subordinates do not feel at alland trust in their subordinates, 

free to discuss their job with the superiors. Also, the superiors 
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rarely try to get subordinates' ideas and opinions relative to job 

problems; nor do the superiors make use of any ideas or opinions of their 

subordinates. 

The motivational forces within a System I organization are 

employed in terms of fear, threats, and punishments interspersed with 

occasional rewards (Likert, 1967, p. 5). Motivation for accepting 

responsibility for the achievement of organizational goals is felt 

primarily by the top management and to a lesser extent throughout the 

managerial strata in direct proportion to the individual's rank in 

the managerial structure. Not only do the rank and file members of a 

System I organization feel little sense of responsibility, they also 

often work in ways to circumvent organizational policies or even defeat 

organizational goals. 

The communication process in a System I organization includes 

very little interaction and communication regarding the organizational 

objectives. The flow of information is one-way, downward; and such 

What littlecommunication is received with a great deal of suspicion. 

communication flows upward tends to be distorted and inaccurate (Likert, 

1967, p. 6). In addition, the entire interaction-influence process is 

minimal and always accompanied with fear and lack of trust. There is 

virtually no cooperative teamwork. 

is suchThe decision-making process in a System I organization 

that the bulk of the decisions are formally made at the top. The deci 

sion makers themselves are often totally unaware or only partially aware 

Technicalof problems which affect lower levels in the organization. 

and professional knowledge relative to decision making is used only if 
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such knowledge happens to be possessed by higher levels. Explicit 

attempts to develop professional decision-making skills are not culti-

vated. Subordinates are not at all involved in decisions related to 

their work. The decision-making process itself is not implemented in 

such a way that the motivational processes necessary to carry out the 

decision are created. In fact, the occurrence of the decision-making 

little to theprocesses, completely at the top, not only contributes 

adverse motiva-motivation to implement the decision, it often creates 

tion. 

Goal setting is wholly in the hands of top management, and goals 

are revealed to the lower strata as orders issued from above to be 

carried out without question. The result is that subordinates accept 

the goals overtly but covertly resist, circumvent, mitigate, or 

dictates therepudiate the fulfillment of the goals. Top management 

ensures thereview and control of the goals. This situation virtually 

development of an informal organization which tacitly opposes the goals 

of the formal organization. The information system of a System I 

organization is used primarily for policing or for punitive measures. 

Control data are not used for self-guidance, group problem-solving, or 

for theas means for ascertaining development or growth possibilities 

and Blanchard'ssubordinates. Likert's System I is congruent with Hersey 

directed, and"Telling" organization. It is completely controlled, 

evaluated from, for, and by top management. 

System II moves slightly toward the direction of group participa-

tion and is analogous to Hersey and Blanchard's Selling" organization. 

The initiative is still with top management, and remains with top 



100 

management; but the primary leadership at least evidences enough 

consideration toward the subordinates to attempt "to sell them" on 

organizational goals. 

The leadership processes used in a System'll organization are 

trustsuch that, unlike System I in which there is no superordinate 

and confidence in subordinates, the superordinate exhibits trust and 

of a master to aconfidence, but is condescending, analogous to that 

at all free" toslave. While in System I the subordinates do not "feel 

discuss job-related matters with their supervisor, in System II subordi 

In anates do not "feel very free" to engage in such discussions. 

the ideas andSystem II organization the manager "sometimes" solicits 

opinions of subordinates concerning probable solutions to job-related 

problems, an action only "seldom" done in a System I organization 

(Likert, 1967, p. 4). 

less onIn System II the motivational forces utilized are based 

fear, threats, and punishment and directed more toward rewards, with 

only some actual or potential punishment. The basic operating charac 

economic motivesteristic concerning motivational forces emphasizes 

(Likert, 1961, p. 223). All managerial personnel usually feel respon 

sibility, while the rank and file members of the organization feel 

relatively little responsibility for achieving the organization's goals. 

interWhile in the System I organization there is "very little" 

action and communication for achieving organizational objectives, in 

5). The communicaSystem II there is a little more (Likert, 1967, p. 

but, whereas intion is mostly downward and initiated from the top; 

in System IISystem I communication was viewed with great suspicion, 
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it may or may not be so viewed (Likert, 1967, p. 6; Likert, 1961, p. 226). 

subordinates feelThe upward flow of information is highly limited. The 

with informavery little responsibility to supply their supervisors 

tion; and when they do, it is filtered or given only upon request. In 

to distort informaSystem II there may be operative at one time forces 

tion, while at another time forces for honest communication may be 

i.e • 9evidenced (Likert, 1961, p. 227). Sideward communication, 

of theircommunication among peers, is usually fairly poor because 

competitive tendencies. While in System I the superior has no knowledge 

or understanding of the subordinates' problems, in System II he has some 

theknowledge and understanding (Likert, 1967, p. 6). Moreover, 

superior and subordinate can be moderately close if the proper roles 

is often in errorare kept (Likert, 1961, p. 227). Yet, the superior 

in his perceptions of the subordinates' problems (Likert, 1961, p. 227). 

is ordiThere is interaction-influence in System II, and it 

with correnarily accompanied with some condescension by the superiors 

sponding caution and fear by the subordinates. There is very little or 

virtually no evidence of cooperative teamwork (Likert, 1961, p. 228). 

influence on theCorrespondingly, the subordinates exercise very little 

through thegoals, methods or activities of their department except 

informal organization or unionization (Likert, 1961, p. 228). The 

amount of influence which the superior can exercise in the organization 

is proportional to his level in the organization. 

In System II the decision-making process is still centered at 

within athe top, but many decisions can be made at lower levels 

The information available to aid in decisionprescribed framework. 
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making is more adequate and accurate than that of System I; neverthe 

less, it is still described as only "moderately" accurate and adequate. 

Decision making in System II utilizes much of the technical and profes 

sional knowledge available in the higher and middle levels, while in 

System I technical and professional knowledge used in decision making 

was confined to the higher levels. Yet, the subordinates in System II 

consulted.are never involved in decision making, and only occasionally 

Hence, decision making contributes very little to subordinate motiva 

and teamwork istion. Decision making is almost entirely man-to-man, 

discouraged (Likert, 1961, p. 231). 

The character of goal-setting is such that orders are issued, 

to comment. Whileand the worker may or may not have the opportunity 

acceptance of the goals seems apparent, they often are resisted, at 

least moderately. The high goals are sought by the top, not by sub 

ordinates. 

as inThe control processes are concentrated at the top just 

middle or lowerSystem I, but some delegated control may be given to 

levels. An informal organization is usually present and partially 

resists goals. 

Control information, just as in System I, is used for policing. 

but with less punitive use. In System II such information may be used 

for guidance. Quality control and inspection are viewed as policing. 

II it is fairWhile in System I productivity is mediocre, in System 

I andto good, Loss and waste, absence and turnover are high in System 

moderately high in System II (Likert, 1961, p. 233), 
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isLikert's System III, which he designates as "Consultative" 

comparable to Hersey and Blanchard's "Participative, In System III 

the superior's trust and confidence in the subordinates are substantial, 

of decisions. Thebut not complete. He still wants to maintain control 

thesubordinates feel a greater freedom to discuss matters relative to 

job with their superior than in System II. The superior usually seeks 

the ideas and opinions of his subordinates, and he attempts to use these 

in the organization's operation. 

includeThe motivational forces employed by System III managers 

rewards and occasional punishment; but, going beyond System II, they 

also allow some subordinate involvement. Both economic and ego motives 

as aare tapped, There is more conflict, but motivational forces serve 

mitigating factor. Attitudes toward organizational goals are more 

II. A sub-favorable and supportive and less hostile than in System 

and usuallystantial number of personnel feel a sense of responsibility 

work toward fulfilling organizational goals, Cooperation is dominant. 

with accompanyingalthough there may be some competition among peers 

concomitant hostility, The satisfaction factor relative to company 

goals and individual achievement runs from "some dissatisfaction to 

moderately high satisfaction" (Likert, 1961, p. 225). 

There is substantial communication and interaction regarding the 

is both up andachievement of goals; and the communication two-way, 

from the top.down. Although the communication process is patterned 

Downward communication isthere is some initiative at lower levels, 

mayoften accepted, It may or may not be viewed with suspicion, and it 

or may not be openly questioned. Upward communication functions with 
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do take thesome adequacy, and at a moderate level, the subordinates 

responsibility to initiate the flow of accurate information upward. 

The forces to distort are less numerous than the forces to communicate 

accurately. Information that the superior wants to hear flows freely, 

with caution. Sidealthough other information may be limited or given 

ward communication is characterized as fair to good. The superior tends 

to be moderately accurate relative to his knowledge and understanding 

of the problems faced by the subordinates. 

increasedIn System III as opposed to System II, there is an 

amount of interaction with greater confidence and more cooperative 

and activitiesteamwork. Subordinates can influence the goals, methods, 

of their units more readily, not only indirectly and through the influ 

vis-a-vis theirence of unionization as in System II, but also directly 

superior. Superiors themselves can exhibit a moderate to substantial 

level of influence over organizational goals and activities, especially 

informationin the higher levels of the organization. The structured 

moderate capacitysystem remains largely downward, yet there exists a 

for influence upward and among peers. 

for theThe decision-making process in System III provides 

at theavailability of "reasonably adequate and accurate information" 

229). However,place where the decisions are made (Likert, 1961, p. 

top, while morebroad policy and general decisions are made at the 

The decision makers arespecific decisions are made at lower levels, 

in System II,more aware of the problems than are the decision makers 

middle levels inand the information sources, confined to higher and 

to the lowerSystem II, are more pervasive in System III, extending 
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levels. Although use is made of both man-to-man and group patterns for 

actual decisiondecision making, they are not usually involved in the 

somewhatitself. The decision-making process itself contributes to 

the creation of the necessary motivational forces needed in carrying out 

the decisions. 

The process of goal setting and issuance of orders in a System 

III organization is such that goals are set and orders issued only after 

the subordinates are involved in a discussion of the problems and 

possible action, This leads to an acceptance of goals, although at 

times there may be some covert resistance (Likert, 1967, p. 9; Likert, 

1961, p. 231). 

The control process of System III engenders a shared feeling of 

extend to theresponsibility primarily at the top, but such feelings 

middle and to a lesser extent to the lower levels of the organization. 

The control processes are used largely for policing, but the emphasis 

than in System II.is usually on reward with less stress on punishment 

with orders, andControl data are also used for guidance in conjunction 

some use is made of such data for self-guidance (Likert, 1967, p. 10). 

hence, thereThere remains some pressure for self and peer protection; 

inaccurate, Anis some pressure to distort and some information is 

while atinformal organization exists; but it may at times support, 

other times resist, the organizational goals. 

producThe performance of System III is characterized by good 
loss and waste.tivity, moderate absence and turnover, and moderate 

as stronglyQuality control and inspection are not used for policing 

and progress.as in System II, but only as a means of checking process 
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According to Likert the system toward which all organizations 

should move is System IV, or the "participative group" organization. 

System IV as described by Likert is the ideal organization. One wonders 

if it could even exist in reality, or whether it will always be the 

ideal "out there" toward which the organization could always move but 

never quite attain. Yet, even if completely unattainable. System IV 

can serve as a model to inform organizations what they are and what they 

could become. 

In System IV the leadership processes function on an optimum 

level regarding trust and confidence, The superiors have complete trust 

and confidence in the subordinates in all matters, They behave in such 

a way that the subordinates feel completely free to discuss job-related 

matters with them. In attempting to solve job problems, the superiors 

always get the ideas and opinions of the subordinates and always try to 

use these ideas constructively. 

The superiors make full use of economic, ego, and other major 

motivational forces. Group participation is used; and the group is 

involved in setting goals, improving methods, and appraising perform-

ance. Personnel at all levels feel real responsibility for attaining 

the organization's goals, and they behave in ways congruent with imple-

mentation and attainment of these goals. Attitudes within the organiza-

behavior towardtion are generally favorable, a fact which stimulates 

implementing organizational goals, Cooperative attitudes, mutual trust 

and confidence are evidenced in all areas of organizational activity; 

in the organizaand there is high satisfaction with regard to membership 

tion as well as personal and group achievement. 
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The communication process is open and multi-directional, both 

between individuals and within and among groups, It is initiated at 

all levels. Communication from above generally finds acceptance among 

the subordinates; but if it is not acceptable; it is openly and candidly 

questioned. Information flowing upward is accurate; there are virtually 

no forces to distort; but there are powerful forces to communicate 

accurately. The group assumes the responsibility to communicate all 

relevant information, and there is no need for a supplementary system. 

The superior usually works very closely with the subordinates; he knows 

and understands their problems and accurately perceives their situa 

tion (Likert, 1961, pp. 228-229). 

The interaction-influence process is extensive and friendly, 

exemplifying trust and confidence. Cooperative teamwork is very sub 

stantial throughout the organization. 

The decision-making process is not hierarchically implemented. 

but the decisionDecisions are formally made throughout the organization, 

making process is well integrated through a system of group overlapping 

More will be saidwhich Likert designates the "linking-pin system. 

of this later, The decision makers have relatively complete and 

Informationaccurate information at the decision-making point, 

necessary for effective decision making is readily available throughout 

the organization. 

Organizational goals are set--except in cases of emergency--

through goal participation, High goals are sought by all levels, and 

lower levels sometimes push for higher goals than those proposed by the 

top. This leads to full acceptance of the goals both overtly and 

covertly. 
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Control processes are widespread throughout the organization. 

Lower units often impose more rigorous reviews and tighter controls than 

does top management. There is strong pressure throughout the organiza 

tion for complete and accurate information since such factors are a 

prerequisite of good performance and goal fulfillment, Control data 

are used only for self-guidance and coordinated problem solving. They 

areare not used punitively. The informal and formal organization 

identical; hence, all support efforts to achieve organizational goals. 

The performance characteristics of System IV organizations are 

enviable. Quality control and inspection are necessary only to help 

Absenceworkers guide their ovm efforts. Productivity is excellent. 

and turnover are low. Efforts to keep losses to a minimum are 

initiated and implemented by the members themselves. 

Likert asserts unequivocally that System IV is the management 

It is thesystem which the most productive organizations utilize. 

system which allows the instantiation of the Principle of Supportive 

of humanRelationships, a principle which emphasizes the priority 

resources as the prime factor in organizational success. The import 

ance of human resources in Likert's management theory can hardly be 

human assetover-emphasized. His development of a methodology for 

accounting, his stress that every person in the organization must 

experience a feeling of self-worth as a result of his task performance, 

and his emphasis on the worth of the non-tangible, non-physical dimen 

abilities andsion of an organization, i.e., the human assets and 

customer goodwill, all attest to his consistency in maintaining through 

is ofout his writings that the human dimension of an organization 

146-155, 47).fundamental importance (Likert, 1967, pp. 104-105; 
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To support and describe the participatory view of management 

entailed by System IV, Likert develops the "linking pin" concept of 

management. He first describes the traditional organizational structure, 

and then contrasts it with System IV management. The traditional 

organizational structure, instantiated by System I and System II, 

consists of a man-to-man model of interaction. It does not use a group 

form of organization as does System IV. Rather, it consists of a 

series of hierarchically structured strata in which the superior relates 

to the subordinate. The president at the top of the firm has full 

authority. He delegates specific authority to each vice-president and 

holds each accountable. They, in turn, do likewise with each of their 

subordinates. The entire process is a hierarchical structure involving 

man-to-man interaction (Likert, 1967, p. 50). 

structure inIn contrast. System IV employs an overlapping group 

which each work group is linked to the rest of the organization by 

who hold memberpersons who are members of more than one group. Persons 

ship in more than one group are called "linking pins" (Likert, 1967, 

p. 50). Interaction and decision making occur through group processes. 

involved in theand all persons who are affected by a decision are 

decision-making process, In addition, ad hoc committees or special work 

the demand forgroups which cross usual group bounds may be used when 

diverse expertise, technical skill, or other factors pertaining to goal 

fulfillment warrant their use. 

be confusedLikert asserts that such group processes are not to 

over whichwith weak management or "wishy-washy" indecisive committees 

the superior has no control. He unequivocally affirms: 
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The group method of supervision holds the superior fully 
theirresponsible for the quality of all decisions and for 

implementation. He is responsible for building his subordi 
carriesnates into a group which makes the best decisions and 

them out well. The superior is accountable for all decisions, 
for their execution, and for the results (Likert, 1967, p. 51). 

The use of group decision making and multiple, overlapping group struc 

ture are methods for facilitating high performance aspirations for each 

methods is themember of the organization. The employment of these 

leader's responsibility. 

soft orThat Likert in no way views System IV as exemplary of 

the role ofweak management is indicated strikingly when he describes 

the leader in a System IV organization: 

The use of group methods of supervision does not mean 
that there is no place for leadership. The superior plays 
at least as crucial a leadership role as he does in any other 

tasks insystem of management. The leader has many essential 
of thea System IV organization. He sees that all members 

group are well trained in group decision making and in group 
ofinteraction processes as well as in the technical aspects 

their work. He seeks through both group and individual super 

vision to help each salesman set high and realistic goals for 
sourcehimself and strive to reach them. He is an important 
theof technical knowledge, is responsible for seeing that 

unit is efficiently organized and that planning, scheduling, 
theand related activities are done well. He sees that 
linksprinciple of supportive relationship is applied. He 

ofthe unit to the rest of the enterprise. He is a source 
and arestless dissatisfaction with present accomplishments 

stimulus to innovation (Likert, 1967, p. 58). 

characNot only is this particular understanding of leadership 

cannot be enter-teristic of System IV, it is a view of leadership which 

In addition, Likert stresses thattained by the other three systems, 

there are four conditions which must be met by any organization which 

problemachieves "a satisfactory solution to the coordination-functional 

These four conditions which the organization(Likert, 1967, p. 153). 

must fulfill are as follows: 
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1. It must provide high levels of cooperative behavior 
between superiors and subordinates and especially among peers. 
Favorable attitudes and confidence and trust are needed among 
members. 

2. It must have the organizational structure and the 
interation skills required to solve differences and conflicts 
and to attain creative solutions, 

and to 

create motivation and coordination without traditional forms of 

line authority. 

3. It must possess the capacity to exert influence 

4. Its decision-making processes and superior-subordinate 
relationships must be such as to enable a person to perform 
his job v/ell and without hazard when he has two or more 

superiors (Likert, 1967, p. 158). 

The central thrust of Likert's management theory, as exemplified 

of thetime after time in his various writings, is the affirmation 

institution orprimary importance of the "human components" of any 

He makes this clear in his Principle of Supportiveorganization. 

and he reiterRelationships" as described in New Patterns of Management 

ates this stance throughout The Human Organization. On the first page 

of the latter he observes: 

andAll the activities of any enterprise are initiated 
determined by the persons who make up that institution. 

all elsePlants, offices, computers, automated equipment, and 
humanthat a modern firm uses are unproductive except for 
theeffort and direction. Human beings design or order 

equipment; they decide where and how to use computers; they 
modernize or fail to modernize the technology employed; they 

andsecure the capital needed and decide on the accounting 
fiscal procedures to be used. Every aspect of a firm's 

andactivities is determined by the competence, motivation, 
Of all thegeneral effectiveness of its human organization, 

thetasks of management, managing the human component is 
central and most important task, because all else depends 
upon how well it is done (Likert, 1967, p. 1). 

Likert could well have added to this description that all the organiza 

but also fortional activities were not merely done by human beings 

ashuman beings, Be that as it may, for Likert this observation serves 

reports, anda beginning to be followed by descriptions, research 
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theories which support it. However, the observation could just as 

readily be a summary of Likert's entire position and the conclusion drawn 

from his theory, research, practice, and experience in working in organ 

izations and reflecting on their constitutive dimensions. 

Chris Argyris 

In Integrating the Individual and the Organization (1964) 

Argyris immediately reveals that his understanding of the relationship 

one which assumes thatbetween the individual and the organization is not 

between the twothe proper relation is that which eradicates the tension 

(Argyris, 1964, p. 7). He rejects the belief that what man needs is 

equilibrium, homeostasis, or a tensionless state (Argyris, 1964, p. 6). 

Rather, he affirms that man needs to be confronted with challenges to 

For mental health the individualactualize his meaningful potentialities, 

needs "striving and struggling for some goal worthy of him" (Argyris, 

1964, p. 6). Man moves toward fulfillment by actualizing meaningful 

potentialities, Hence, at the outset, Argyris makes it clear that his 

understanding of the individual's relationship to the organization is 

not one which views the eradication of tension and the establishment of 

individual "happiness as a proper goal. On the contrary, the mainten-

ance of tension as a creative dynamic is of considerable importance both 

for organizational growth and individual development, His understanding 

of the relationship is summarized when he says: 

theIt is our hypothesis that the incongruence between 
for aindividual and the organization can provide the basis 

tend tocontinued challenge which, as it is fulfilled, will 
help man to enhance his own growth and to develop organiza 
tions that will tend to be viable and effective (Argyris, 
1964, p. 7). 
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of the relationSuch an affirmation reveals that Argyris' understanding 

ship between the individual and the organization is that of a dynamic 

milieu in which there is constant movement, activity, tension, and 

challenge. 

of eitherArgyris stresses that one cannot deny the importance 

the individual or the organization, for neither can really exist in and 

butof itself. The organization cannot exist without the individual, 

the individual cannot develop and experience fulfillment apart from 

This view is delineated in Personality andorganizational involvement. 

all of whichOrganization (1957), and summarized in his later works, 

of the individualaffirm the indispensibility of the interdependence 

of each other.and the organization for the development and even survival 

Organization, heFor example, in Integrating the Individual and the 

is to present myasserts that the "primary objective of this book ... 

preliminary thinking and theorizing about how organizations might be 

possible up todesigned to take into account—more fully than has been 

this date--the energies and competences that human beings have to offer 

(Argyris, 1964, p. viii). He supports the "fusion" model developed by 

are seen asE. W. Bakke in which the individual and the organization 

mutually contributing to each other's development, growth, and effec-

His understanding oftiveness (Bakke, 1953, Pugh, 1971, p. 261). 

be increased for"psychological energy" is viewed as energy which can 
(Argyris,both individual and organizational effectiveness simultaneously 

1964, He his mix model" of organizational theory asp. ix). views one 

individual andwhich "helps us to conceptualize the full range of 
Finally, inorganizational potentialities" (Argyris, 1964, p. 148). 

The Path from XAtoYB, hisManagement and Organizational Development: 
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entire account is devoted to analyzing organizations which have attempted 

the move from McGregor's "X" assumptions with the "A" behavior exempli 

fying such assumptions, to "Y" assumptions and the "B" behavior which 

activating such assumptions instantiates (Argyris, 1971, p, x), Of his 

basic concern in this study, he observes: 

aboutThe focus is on people, not because we are unconcerned 
organizations but because people create and maintain organiza 
tions. Also, it is people who must design, accept, and imple 

in ament changes that are required to keep the organization 
healthy state (Argyris, 1971, p. xi). 

Since the success of an organization is dependent upon the people, 

one of the primary sources for energy which organizations possess is the 
** 

psychological energy of individuals. Psychological energy increases 

"XWhat this means is summarized by Argyris in the following: 
stands for Theory X, A for pattern A. Theory X is the title given by 
Douglas McGregor to a set of assumptions management has that people can 
not be trusted, and prefer to be controlled by, and to be dependent upon, 

the writer'stheir management for all actions. Pattern A represents 
findings on the interpersonal behavior, group dynamics, and organiza 
tional norms that tend to be associated with Theory X. Theory Y, 
according to McGregor, is another set of management assumptions that 
is more consistent with the potentialities of man as described by recent 

of an activeresearch. For example, it assumes that man can be more 
Pattern Bcontributor to his and to the organization's well-being. 

represents the interpersonal behavior, group dynamics, and organizational 
norms associated with Theory Y" (Argyris, 1971, p. xi). 

Argyris explains that human energy may be categorized as being 
physiological or psychological. He describes these as follows: "physio 
logical energy is best understood in terms of the physiology and 

biochemistry of the body. ... We will not be concerned with physio 
related to psychological energy other than to acknowledge that it is 
interrelated if thelogical energy and that ultimately the two must be 

framework is to be complete. . . . Psychological energy is postulated to 
exist in order to help expain observable human behavior that is not 

human seemsadequately explained by physiological energy. . . . The being 
to have available or to lose energy that cannot be explained (at this 

related to psychotime) on physiological grounds, and this seems to be 
phenomena,logical factors. In order to help us understand these 

(Argyris, 1964,psychologists postulate that psychological energy exists 
pp. 20-22). 
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as the individual experiences psychological success, Psychological 

success is experienced when people value themselves and when they 

experience an increasing sense of competence (Argyris, 1964, p. 33). 

Yet, self valuation and a sense of competence occur only as individuals 

are able to create opportunities in which they have an increased aware 

ness and acceptance of their own selves and that of others (Argyris, 

1964, p. 33). 

If individuals are to have the psychological energy necessary for 

contributions to organizational effectiveness, they must experience the 

psychological success which enhances such energy. The formal organiza 

the individual'stion, however, tends to operate in ways which repudiate 

attempts at psychological success (Argyris, 1964, p. 40). The formal 

organization tends to made the individual dependent, subordinate, 

passive, and frustrated. These negative factors increase as one goes 

down in the organizational pyramid and decrease as one rises to the top 

(Argyris, 1964, pp. 41-42, 58). Hence is evidenced the organizational 

dimemma: although psychological energy is the primary source of energy 

often functionsfor organizational success, the organizational structure 

to repudiate or at least greatly mitigate the individual's opportunities 

for experiencing the very psychological success which provides the 

effectiveness andpsychological energy upon which the organization's 

even existence depends. 

such as thatArgyris asserts that formal organizational structure 

which results from applying scientific management" principles, functions 

need for psycho-to repudiate the workers' attempts for fulfilling their 
TheIn his consideration of "The Nature of the System:logical success. 
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Lower Levels," he observes that the formal organizations tend to require 

the employees to be dependent and submissive. Not only do formal organi 

zations foster such immaturity, they resent attempts by members of the 

"lower level" to act independently and in a mature fashion. The 

fractionalization and specialization of jobs keep the workers "in line," 

success willsubmissive, and dependent. Attempts toward psychological 

result in frustration, conflict, and failure. The further one goes down 

the chain of command and consequently the more one is controlled by 

the job, the greater is the psychological failure he will experience. So 

that they will not be dismissed from their jobs, workers attempt to adapt 

the situation asto the work environment and tend to accept much of 

inevitable. They also—sometimes unconsciously and sometimes overtly 

and consciously—attempt to modify their environment through such 

activities as absenteeism, noninvolvement, goldbrieking, slow downs, 

turnover, emphasis on material factors, trade unions, and other dynamics 

which indicate alienation (Argyris, 1964, pp. 59-92). 

eliminatesThe organizational design itself--which purposefully 

the development ofthe possibility of psychological success--encourages 

such unintended organizational activities. It may be that the workers 

evenare unconsciously nonproductive, consciously nonproductive, or 

consciously anti-productive, Eventually these behaviors become ends in 

that such activitiesthemselves so that one may tend to take the position 

are necessary to maintain the internal system. 

As one goes up the organizational ladder in a hierarchically 

the first-linepatterned organization, it is readily apparent that 

The two worlds, the world ofsupervisor is truly the man-in-the-middle. 
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organizational goals and the world of anti-organizational adaptive 

behavior, exist simultaneously and overlap. Argyris notes that diffi 

culties can be avoided so long as the workers do not have to accept both 

worlds simultaneously, can keep the one secret from the other, or if the 

for the workersincongruity can be acknowledged and a defense provided 

through trade unions or other means, Yet, the supervisor cannot avoid 

confrontation of these two worlds, He can hardly avoid overlapping 

antagonistic situations, He cannot readily overcome such tension by 

identifying completely with one or the other of the two groups, by 

He remains injoining a union, becoming apathetic, or goldbricking. 

tension between the two overlapping worlds. 

As one climbs higher in the managerial hierarchy, the emphasis 

at the lowershifts. Whereas technology and controls influence behavior 

levels, their influence is lessened at higher levels; and more importance 

is attached to job objectives and interpersonal factors in ascertaining 

the effectiveness of objectives (Argyris, 1964, p. 99). Argyris points 

*In considering the foreman's situation Argyris hypothesizes: 
between the"1. The foreman is aware that there is a difference 

employees' v/orld and the management world," and he may feel that he 
he is responbelongs to neither, to only one, or to both. "2. Although 

of all thesible for their world, the foreman may not be informed 
a marginal man,employees' activities ... 3. The foreman is not only 

but he also tends to be uninformed about certain activities that may be 
. . . 4. The forecrucial in the effective administration of his unit. 

fluctuate 
man can experience conflict when the employees or management 
about their decisions. ... 5. The foreman will tend to experience 
conflict if he is coerced by management (a) to cooperatein an employee 

activity that the employees like . . . ; (b) not to participate in an 
to participateactivity the employees like; (c) to coerce the employees 

the employeesin an activity that they do not like; and (d) to coerce 
95-96).not to participate in an activity they like" (Argyris, 1964, pp. 
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values about theout that organizational design entertains implicit 

effectiveness of human relations. These values are in reality 

antithetical to the development of interpersonal competence. First, it 

those which dealis assumed that the important human relationships are 

directly with "getting the job done, i.e., with task-oriented considera-

in such ations. Second, the formal structure understands rationality 

with a concominarrow focus that it is defined as cognitive rationality 

tant deemphasis on the rationality or even the existence of feelings or 

emotions. The third value which the formal organization assumes regarding 

and control mosthuman relations is that unilateral direction, coercion, 

it is assumed thateffectively influence human relations. In addition, 

sanctions based on rewards and penalties should be developed for estab 

lishing all three values described above (Argyris, 1964, pp. 99-100). 

of interAs these three values are emphasized the development 

competencepersonal competence tends to decrease. As interpersonal 

for effectivedecreases, "the rationality and predictability necessary 

the rigidity of thefunctioning of the organization tend to decrease, and 

102). Since theorganization tends to increase" (Argyris, 1964, p. 

at the outset,rigidity of the organization engendered the alienation 
and the unintendedincreased rigidity will only increase the alienation 

activities associated with the experience of alienation; hence, a vicious 

of thesecircle ensues. Argyris emphasizes three characteristics 

unintended activities: 

1. All the unintended activities consume human energy. 
Moreover, the activities designed to protect and hide_(thereby 
integrating) the unintended with the intended activities also 

consume much human energy. 
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2. The unintended activities become integrated with the 

rest of the organization through protective mechanisms, which 

give them the quality of being repetitive, compulsive, non 

, . .constructive, and leading primarily to more difficulties. 
3, Many of the unintended activities at all levels (for 

example, apathy, rate setting, noninvolvement at the lower 

levels) can lead to conditions that increase the probability 
for the experience of psychological failure, frustration, 
and conflict. . . . (Argyris, 1964, pp. 111-112). 

He concludes, therefore, that "individuals will tend to consume 

much energy in unintended activities and decrease the potential amount 

of energy that they bring to their work situation" (Argyris, 1964, 

p. 112). In short, the structure of the formal organization itself, 
* 

whichin attempting to insure effectiveness creates the conditions 

result in ineffectiveness. 

In order to overcome organizational ineffectiveness and decay, 

for full utilizationand to increase the psychological success necessary 

it isof energy without which there can be no effective organization, 

necessary, asserts Argyris, "to modify and add to the present strategy 

This does not meanused to design organizations" (Argyris, 1964, p. 146), 

centered, Therethat the organization will become completely "people 

will have to be changes both in the organization and in the people within 

the organization. Argyris advocates that the changes in the organization 

are betoward increasing psychological success and self-esteem to 

Following open systems theory, Argyris defines organizational 
as iteffectiveness; "An organization increases in effectiveness 

obtains: (a) increasing outputs with constant or decreasing inputs, or 
is able to(b) constant outputs with decreasing inputs, and (c) 

to do so" (Argyris,accomplish this in such a way that it can continue 
ineffective1964, p. 123, cf. also 144-145, 146). Of organizational 

of a system whenness, he observes: "This may be defined as the state 
it manifests increasing inputs for constant or decreasing outputs, and 
it does so continuously" (Argyris, 1964, p. 126). 



120 

implemented as long as they are functioning to decrease the unproductive 

ineffectivenessand compulsive activites which lead to organizational 

and decay (Argyris, 1964, p. 147). This being the case, Argyris develops 

what he refers to as the "mix model" of organizational structure, a 

model which purports to serve as an index for visualizing the complete 

range of both individual and organizational potentialities (Argyris, 

theHe observes that his model is closely aligned with1964, p. 148). 

fusion model developed by E. W. Bakke (Pugh, 1971, p. 261; Argyris, 1964, 

need bepp. 124, 152). Not only is it the case that a model not 

that changes in thecompletely people centered; the model also affirms 

of the members oforganization toward increasing psychological success 

their ability tothe organization should continue contingent upon 

The third considera-decrease the unproductive, compulsive activities, 

the changes aimed attion regarding change in the organization, is that 

be continuedincreasing psychological success and self-esteem are to only 

are resultingso long as the evidence indicates that the changes in more 

i.e., thoseefficient use of energy in the three core activities, 

the internal system,activities aimed at achieving objectives, maintaining 

1964, pp, 147, 120,and adapting to the external environment (Argyris, 
organization, for315). Such change will not be implemented only for the 

the individuals themselves will also need to change (Argyris, 1964, 

p. 147). 

ClydeRelying on the writings of Norbet Weiner (Weiner, 1950), 
1957, pp. 13-29),Kluckholn (Newman, pp. 356-357), P. G. Herbst (Herbst, 

Paul Kurtz (Kurtz,Herbert A. Simon (Simon, 1952, pp. 1130-1139), and 

definition of organization and1956, pp. 36-55), Argyris delineates his 
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then develops six propositions which describe the essential parts of an 

organization. His definition is: 

An organization is characterized by an arrangement of parts 
that form a unity or whole which feeds back to help maintain 

the parts: a "part" of an organization is actually an "organic" 
part in that it exists by virtue of its position in the pattern 
that is the whole. The whole, in turn, may be differentiated 

has afrom the parts along two dimensions. First, the whole 
different boundary than any given (or subset of parts). Second, 
the functional unit of the whole display (sic) properties only 

the wholerevealed in the actual process of full operation of 
(Argyris, 1964, pp. 119-120). 

Arygris observes that implied in this definition is a description of the 

essential parts of an organization and that these parts are also congruent 

well individualwith the essential properties of social organisms as as 

organisms. These essential properties are as follows: 

1. The pattern of parts. 
of2. The whole is maintained through the interrelatedness 

all the parts of the pattern. No one part (or subset of parts) 
completely controls or dominates the whole. The "interrelated 
ness of parts" refers to the mechanisms by which parts 
contribute or receive help from the other parts. 

3. The achievement of goals or objectives. 
4. The parts and their interrelationships change to cope 

with, and adapt to, new stimuli influencing the internal organ 

ization. 
environ5. The organization has sufficient control over its 

ment to maintain its own discreteness (Argyris, 1964, pp. 149-

150). 

in theFrom this definition and the essential parts implicit 

model indicatesdefinition, Argyris constructs his mix model. The mix 

that every organization can be described in terms of the degree to which 

for organizait goes away from or goes toward the properties essential 

of the mixtional effectiveness and growth. Note Argyris' summary 

model, a model which describes the highest possible expression 

and contrastsof one of the essential properties of the organization 
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this with the expression of the highest possible instantiation of its 

opposite (Figure 11): 

AWAY FROM THE ESSENTIAL TOWARD THE ESSENTIAL 
PROPERTIES PROPERTIES 

1. One part (subset of parts) The whole is created and 
controls the whole. controlled through interrela 

tionships of all parts. 

2. Awareness of plurality of Awareness of pattern of parts. 
parts. 

3. Achieving objectives related Achieving objectives related to 
the whole.to the parts. 

4. Unable to influence its Able to influence internally 
internally oriented oriented core activities as "it 
activities. desires. 

5. Unable to influence its Able to influence externally 
oriented activities as "it"externally oriented 

activities. desires. 

6. Nature of core activities Nature of core activities 

influenced by the present. influenced by the past, present, 
and future. 

Figure 11. The Mix Model. 

the 

Organization, New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964, p. 150. 
Source: Chris Argyris. Integrating the Individual and 

of theWhat does this mean in relation to Argyris' understanding 

ways,organization? Argyris suggests that the mix model is helpful in two 
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in theFirst, it indicates that there are certain values implicit 

organization, Second, by using the mix model continuum, one may study 

the integration of the individual and the organization by degrees rather 

mix model eliminatesthan simply as discrete entities; that is to say, the 

either/or distinctions regarding the individual and the organization 

(Argyris, 1964, p. 151). 

and theHaving indicated the significance of the mix model, 

definition of organization, Argyris infers six dimensions of organiza 

tional activity which serve to describe the essential properties of 

He further affirms their validity for any organizationorganizations, 

or the formalwhatsoever, whether it be the individual, the group, 

organization (Argyris, 1964, p. 151). As the organization moves away 

from the left end of the continuum (cf. Figure 10) it is moving toward 

in a healthythose properties essential for maintaining the organization 

state, As it moves toward the left end of the continuum, it is moving 

effecaway from those properties that are essential for organizational 

moves towardtiveness and growth. That is to say, as the organization 

for thethe left, it is moving away from those properties essential 

toward thoseorganization; as it moves toward the right it is moving 

essential properties. 

theThe first indicator of an organization's exemplifying 

to which itproperties essential to an organization is the extent 

manifests a situation in which it is not controlled by one part or a 

subset of parts, Rather, its core activities are created and controlled 

1964, p. 151). Thethrough the interrelationship of its parts (Argyris, 
from the point atsecond essential property is the organization's move 
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which it is viewed as a random plurality of parts to an understanding 

of the organization as a pattern of interrelated, interdependent parts 

the effective(Argyris, 1964, p. 152). The third dimension describes 

organization in terms of the extent to which the objectives are being 

achieved in relation to the whole instead of in relation to the parts. 

relateThere are subobjectives, to be sure, but their achievement must 

to the whole rather than merely to the part by which they are accom 

plished. This eliminates suboptimization (Argyris, 1964, p. 153). 

Fourth, the organization more nearly reflects the characteristic s 

essential to an organization in direct proportion to its ability to 

of its internalmove from a state in which it has little or no control 

its internalenvironment to a situation in which it is able to control 

is that within theactivities according to its desires. The assumption 

of the constituentsorganization no activity should be beyond the control 

The fifth dimenof that organization (Argyris, 1964, pp. 153, 179-180), 

sion is like the fourth except it refers to the organization's ability 

to control the external environment. Realizing that all organizations 

are more nearlyopen systems, Argyris stresses that the organization 

to itsapproximates the essential organization in direct proportion 
The sixth dimenability to influence its externally oriented activities. 

organizationalsion by which the organization exemplifies the essential 

overcome beingproperties has to do with the extent to which it can 

determined by the present, The organization should move from a state in 

which its core activities--i.e achieving the objectives, maintaining• 9 

largely deterthe internal system, and adapting to the environment—are 
can makemined by the present to a state in which the core activities 
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relevant use of the past to determine the present in anticipation of the 

future. In other words, the organization approaches or exemplifies the 

extent to which it canessential properties of an organization to the 

its activitiesovercome determination by the present and can shape 

relative to the past, present, and the anticipated future (Argyris, 1964, 

pp. 153-154, 180-181). 

the viewWhat the foregoing reveals is Argyris' advocation of 

rather than mechanisthat organizations are to be understood organically 

tically, designations which he indicates constitute the two categories 

by which most scholars describe the alternatives for understanding 

organizational structures. 

and haveMany scholars have conducted research on organizations 

constructed models of effective and ineffective organizations. Argyris 

exclaims that he was "struck with the convergence of ideas" of many of 
ie 

those men who designated at least two ideal types of organization. 

categories describedRegardless of the variance in terminology, the two 

that they areare substantially the same, and all the authors indicate 

all the possi-not mutually exclusive nor do they completely exhaust 

bilities. They all converge in making the same distinctions between the 

These distinctions are summarized by Argyris when hetwo ideal types. 

says: 

These include: Rensis Likert (1961, 1967), Douglas McGregor 
Robert R. Blake(1960), Herbert Shepard (1959), Warren Bennis (1959), 

Stalker (1961),and Jane S. Mouton (1961, 1964), Tom Burns and G. M. 
Louis B. Barnes (I960), and Eugene Litwak (1961). 
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Summarizing the major points emphasized by all these 
scholars, we conclude that the mechanistic organization is 

characterized by (1) decision making and control at the top 
levels of the organization, (2) an emphasis on unilateral 
management action, based on dependency and passive conformity, 
(3) the specialization of tasks so that the concern for the 

whole is broken down, (4) the centralization of information, 
rewards and penalties, membership, (5) the management being 
responsible for developing and maintaining the loyalty, 
commitment, and responsibility of all the participants on as 

high a level as possible, and (6) an emphasis on social 
status, intergroup and individual competition and rivalry. 

tend toSuch an organization assumes that people inherently 
dislike work, be irresponsible, prefer to be directed, 
desire a rational world where emotions are suppressed, and 

and"fair" management means appropriate financial rewards 
penalties. . . . 

The organic organization is variously called "participa 
tive group" (Likert), "problem solving" (Bennis), "open 
system" (Barnes), "human relations" (Litwak), and "Theory Y" 

(McGregor). The "organic organization" is characterized by 
(1) decision making widely done throughout the organization, 

based on(2) an emphasis on mutual dependence and cooperation 
trust, confidence, and high technical or professional 

and intercompetence, (3) a constant pressure to enlarge tasks 
relate them so that the concern for the whole is emphasized, 

use of(4) the decentralization of responsibility for and 
information, rewards and penalties, membership, (5) partici 

andpants at all levels being responsible for developing 
asmaintaining loyalty and commitment at as high a level 

possible, and (6) an emphasis on status through contribution 
to the whole and intergroup and interindividual cooperation. 
Such an organization assumes that people are capable of being 

inresponsible, committed, productive, and desire a world 
relationwhich the rationality of feelings and interpersonal 

ship is as valued as cognitive rationality (Argyris, 1964, 

pp. 184-185). 

indicate the converArgyris' summary of these positions serves both to 

gence of the various men's ideas and to explicate Argyris' synopsis of 

the dimensions constitutive of the organic organization, the type of 

essential properorganization which Argyris contends exemplifies the 

ties of the healthy, growing, effective organization. 
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Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard 

Paul Hersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard's development of what they 

designate as Situational Leadership Theory is explicated in Management 

of Organizational Behavior: Utilizing Human Resources (Hersey and 

Blanchard, 1977). This approach consists of first describing the 

behavioral approach to management and then analytically and critically 

becomedelineating several management theories. Such considerations 

the primary data from which they develop their own theory, a theory which 

they readily refer to as a "synthesis of theories" (Hersey and Blanchard, 

1977, p. 307). Even though the various theories have appeared to be 

unique threads, they are viewed by Hersey and Blanchard as independent 

"to weave theseviewpoints; and they interpret their task as being 

independent viewpoints into a fabric" by "using Situational Leadership 

Theory ... as a synthesizing framework to portray their compatibilities 

rather than their differences" (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 307). 

the variousHence, it is evident that Hersey and Blanchard approach 

theories* in terms, not of the diverging or distinguishing character 

istics, but rather in terms of their complementary potential for collec 

tively contributing to a deeper and broader single theory. For Hersey 

as the theoreticaland Blanchard, Situational Leadership Theory serves 

the various theories.locus for integrating the contributing factors from 

therefore, willA description of their Situational Leadership Theory, 

for, onOne need not explicate these theories at this point 
the one hand, several of them have been delineated previously in this 

theoriesstudy, while on the other hand, reference to the individual 
of Situationalwill necessarily be incorporated in the description 

Leadership Theory to follow. 
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simultaneously indicate how Mersey and Blanchard view the various 

theories as complementary. 

Mersey and Blanchard's main assumption in developing Situational 

Leadership Theory is that each leadership situation is unique; and, 

therefore, the successful and effective leadership pattern will be the 

one which is utilized as a result of a careful and accurate diagnosis 

of the factors constitutive of the particular situation, In their words, 

according to Situational Leadership Theory, consistency is not using 

the same style all the time, Instead, consistency is using the same 

style for all similar situations but varying the style appropriately 

as the situation changes" (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 173). 

that thereSituational Leadership Theory, then, rejects the idea 

is "one best style" which a manager should attempt to use consistently 

(Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 190). Rather, a careful diagnosis of 

the managerial intention will indicate that there is one particular 

and efficiency,managerial style which is best for optimum effectiveness 

given that particular situation. Mersey and Blanchard, therefore, are 

rejecting an absolutistic stance on the one hand; but they are not going 

to the other extreme and declaring that "anything goes. Stressing 

The methodological parallel between Situational Leadership 
LeadershipTheory and Situation Ethics is obvious. While Situational 

one hand whileTheory rejects a monolithic management style on the 
on the other,simultaneously rejecting an "anything goes" approach 

and ethicalSituation Ethics likewise rejects both ethical absolutism 
libertinism simultaneously. Both Situational Leadership Theory and 
Situation Ethics (or Existentialist Ethics) affirm that the ''appro 

be maintained onlypriate" stance--whether managerial or ethical--can 
situationthrough proper diagnosis and application within a certain 

Moral Responsibility,(Cf., Joseph Fletcher, Situation Ethics, 1966, and 
1967). 
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but alsothat the responsibility of managers is not merely productivity 

the conditions of the human resources, they emphasize that "an important 

role for managers is the development of the task-relevant muturity of 

on thistheir followers" (Hersey and Blanchard, p. 189). Elaborating 

contention, they note: 

We think it is vital to emphasize this developmental 
aspect of Situational Leadership Theory. Without emphasizing 
that aspect of the theory, there is a danger that managers 

thecould use Situational Leadership Theory to justify use 
thatof any behavior they wanted. Since the theory contends 

there is no "best" leadership style, the use of any style 
could be supported merely by saying "the individual or group 

closewas at such-and-such a maturity level." Thus, while 
whensupervision and direction might be necessary initially 
inworking with individuals who have had little experience 

thatdirecting their own behavior, it should be recognized 
should bethis style is only a first step. In fact, managers 

rewarded for helping their people develop and be able to 

andassume more and more responsibility on their own (Hersey 
Blanchard, 1977, pp. 189-190). 

The foregoing has revealed two major components of Hersey and 

LeaderBlanchard's Situational Leadership Theory. First, Situational 

ship Theory is a "synthesis of theories" the proper synthesis of which 

leader-provides the framework for the application of the appropriate 

ship style for the situation, Second, mere application of the appropri-

level of theate leadership style relative to the present maturity 

In addition, the managerworkers is only part of the manager's task, 

i.e., in theshould attempt to aid in the development of the workers, 

development of human resources. Hersey and Blanchard observe that: 

high... If managers are using a leadership style with a 
probability of success for working with a given level of 

Thesematurity, . . . this perhaps is not really enough. 
managers may be getting a reasonable amount of output, but 

maintheir responsibilities may not stop there. Besides 
taining an adequate level of output, managers may want to 

resourcesdevelop the ability and effectiveness of their human 
(their followers) (Hersey and Blanchard, p. 190). 
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The first major task of the manager requires the skill to 

level ofdiagnose a situation so that he can ascertain the maturity 

the personnel and the applicable task-relationship style to employ. 

Since Situational Leadership Theory is a synthesis of theories, the 

manager's diagnostic skill will be revealed by his ability to prehend 

of his ownhow the various theories contribute to a proper understanding 

managerial situation, Situational Leadership Theory, therefore, attempts 

to integrate the following: (1) the motivation theories of Maslow and 

and human natureHerzberg, (2) the understanding of management styles 

explicated in McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y, Likert's Management 

Systems, Argyris' Immaturity-Maturity Continuum, (3) Edgar H. Schein's 

four assumptions about human nature and their implied managerial styles, 

(4) Eric Berne's and Thomas Harris' transactional analysis, (5) Thomas 

Greiner's under-Gordon's Parent Effectiveness Training, (6) Larry E. 

standing of growth in organizations, (7) Kurt Lewin's understanding of 

concept of contingencychange and force field analysis, (8) Lloyd Homme's 

modificationcontracting and B. F. Skinner's understanding of behavior 

This entire fabric is woven(Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, pp. 309-318). 

within a framework not unlike Reddin's Three-Dimensional Theory as 

developed in his Managerial Effectiveness. 

in behaviorContending that "motives directed toward goals result 

Situational(Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 307), Hersey and Blanchard's 
needs to clarifyLeadership Theory makes use of Maslow's hierarchy of 

hygiene factors andhigh strength motives, while emphasizing Herzberg's 
these needs, Inmotivators to describe the goals that tend to satisfy 

hierarchy of needsother words, Hersey and Blanchard correlate Maslow's 
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with Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory, They affirm that Maslow's 

theory which views human needs as categorizable in a hierarchy including 

needs isphysiological, safety, social, esteem and self-actualization 

complemented by Herzberg's motivation-hygiene theory, a theory which 

includes maintenance dimensions and motivation dimensions, The main-

tenance dimension consists of salary and working conditions, security, 

company policy, behavior of supervisors, and interpersonal relations, 

while the motivation dimension encomposses achievement, responsibility, 

recognition for achievement, challenging work, and growth. 

asThe second dimension which Hersey and Blanchard develop 

constitutive of their Situational Leadership Theory concerns management 

style and human nature. They affirm that Likert's Management Systems 

and Argyris' Immaturity-Maturity Continuum can serve as important 

elements of Situational Leadership Theory, They illustrate the blending 

of these various theories in Figure 12. 

Likert'sHersey and Blanchard delineate the followning parallels: 

elicited by Theory XSystem I is useful for describing behavior readily 

assumptions, while his System IV illustrates behavior which Theory Y 

X assumptionsassumptions would engender. System I behavior and Theory 

whileare congruent with the immaturity end of Argyris' continuum, 

level of Argyris'sSystem IV and Theory Y are in accord with the maturity 

continuum, In other words. System I, Theory X, and the immaturity 

dimension of Argyris continuum are integrated in that they are descrip-

They coincidently describetive of people who fit in the same category, 

in acceptingpeople who prefer to be directed, are not interested 

(Hersey andresponsibility, want security above all, and are immature 
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EFFECTIVE STYLES 
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Figure 12. Relationship between Situational Leadership Theory 
and McGregor's Theory X and Theory Y, Argyris' Maturity-Immaturi ty 
Continuum, and Likert's Management Systems. 

Source: Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Management of 

Organizational Behavior, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-

Hall, Inc., 1969, p. 309. 

Blanchard, 1977, pp. 309-310). Likewise, Likert's System IV, McGregor's 

continuum can be blended;Theory Y, and the maturity dimension of Argyris 

trust and confidence.for just as System IV is based on teamwork, mutual 

behavior in thatTheory Y entertains the assumptions requisite for such 

it assumes that people are creative, not lazy, seek responsibility, and 

are self-directed. Such assumptions and the resulting behavior necessi 

the maturity dimentate a high maturity level, and hence correspond with 

sion of Argyris' continuum (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 310). 
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thatIn discussing human nature, Hersey and Blanchard assert 

• 9Argyris' integration of A behavior, i.e structured behavior, with 

Theory X and B behavior, i.e., unstructured behavior, with Theory Y as 

nature and thewell as Edgar H. Schein's four assumptions about human 

managerial styles implied by these assumptions, can all be integrated 

into Situational Leadership Theory. Argyris points out that although 

one expects structured, A behavior to be associated with Theory X assump 

tions about human nature and unstructured, B behavior to be associated 

One does findwith Theory Y assumptions, this is not always the case. 

to that one wouldYA managers, for example. Their behavior is similar 

Hersey andexpect from a manager who entertained Theory X assumptions. 

Blanchard's integration of Argyris' understanding of "the path from XA 

about humanto YB" as well as their use of Schien's four assumptions 

nature is depicted in Figure 13. 

nature--Schein's understanding of the four dimensions of human 

man, andnamely, rational-economic man, social man, self-actualizing 

Situationalcomplex man--is also integrated into Hersey and Blanchard's 

Leadership Theory. 

to theRational-economic people are those who would conform 

assumptions indicated by Theory X. These people are seen as basically 

and are to bemotivated by economic incentives, people who are passive 

controlled, manipulated by and for the organization (Hersey and Blanchard, 

p. 311). If man is viewed as social people," however, the assumption 

and are moreis that people are basically motivated by social needs 

social relations.responsive to incentives which fulfill their need for 
but shouldThis suggests that managers should be not merely task-oriented 
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Figure 13. Relationship between Situational Leadership 
Theory and Argyris' A and B behavior patterns, McGregor's Theory X 
and Y, and Schein's four assumptions about people and their implied 
managerial strategies. 

Source: Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Management of 

Organizational Behavior, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-

Hall, Inc., 1969, p. 310. 

also be aware of the needs of the people in the organization (Mersey 

and Blanchard, p. 311). The third type of person as viewed by Schein 

is self-actualizing person, the person who seeks meaning and accomp 

lishment in the work itself since his other needs have become fairly 

well satisfied (Mersey and Blanchard, p. 311). Although Mersey and 

with MaslowBlanchard do not attempt to correlate Schein's assumptions 

and Herzberg, it should be noted parenthetically that the parallel is 

readily apparent. Finally, Schein approaches the truth of the matter 
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more nearly when he refers to man as "complex man." Man is not merely 

rational-economic. social, or "self-actualizing. in a sequence of 

stages, but at any one time he is a combination of Notingall three, 

this, Mersey and Blanchard conclude: Complex individuals tax the 

diagnostic skills of managers, and as Situational Leadership Theory 

to meetimplies, it requires that they change their style appropriately 

various contingencies" (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 312). 

The third theoretical framework which Mersey and Blanchard 

of Transactionalintegrate into Situational Leadership Theory is that 

Analysis based on the work of Eric Berne's Games People Play and Thomas 

Marris I'm OK, Your're OK: A Practical Guide to Transactional Analysis. 

theories intoThe way in which they view the integration of these 

14.Situational Leadership Theory is depicted by Figure 

statesMersey and Blanchard's position is that the three ego 

described in Transactional Analysis, i.e the parent, the adult, and♦ 9 

the child, can be blended into Situational Leadership Theory and 

correlated with the maturity-immaturity continuum of Argyris and the 

four levels of "OK-ness" described by Marris. For example, if a person's 

behavior is evoked from his destructive child" ego state, the maturity 

would be SI whichlevel would be Ml and the appropriate leadership style 

is highly directive and structured, On the other hand, if the worker's 

behavior is being evoked from his adult ego state, his maturity level 

is high (M4), his life position is "I'm OK, You're OK, then the 

appropriate leadership style would be S4; for he is already thinking in 

be left alonerelational, problem solving ways and should therefore 

(Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, pp. 313-314). 
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ofSource: Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Management 
Prentice-Hall,Organizational Behavior, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 

Inc • 1969, p. 313.5 

Another theoretical construct which Mersey and Blanchard 

of Thomas Gordonintegrate into Situational Leadership Training is that 

as delineated in Parent Effectiveness Training (Mersey and Blanchard, 

Gordon notes that one of the problems in1977, pp. 173-176; 314-315). 

behavior is accep-parent-child relations is that of detemining whether 

Once this is determined, then the question oftable or unacceptable, 

is ascertained.who owns the problem" in terms of the child's behavior 

There are four possibilities: (1) neither the parent nor the child 

II 
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owns the problem; (2) The child owns the problem; (3) The parent{s) 

own the problem; (4) both parent and child own the problem (Hersey and 

Blanchard, 1977, pp. 173-176; 314-315). These four categories are 

(1) If neithertranslatable respectively into the following mq|[j^ings: 
the parent nor the child owns the problem, there is no problem for the 

child's behavior is acceptable to both parent and child. (2) If the 

child owns the problem, then the child's behavior is acceptable to the 

parents but not to the child. (3) If one or both of the parents own the 

problem, then the child's behavior is acceptable to the child, but not 

the parents. (4) If both parents and child own the problem, then the 

child's behavior is unacceptable to both parents and child (Hersey and 

Blanchard, 1977, p. 174). 

Hersey and Blanchard translate the "parent-child" terminology 

of Gordon into "leader-follower" dimensions, and affirm that Gordon's 

a leader isconcepts apply equally "to any organizational setting where 

trying to influence the behavior of others" (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, 

p. 174). Figure 15 summarizes their systhesis. 

Maturity 
Problem Possibilities Level Leadership Style 

1. Behavior acceptable M4 S4--L0W task/low rela 
to both tionship 

2. Behavior acceptable M3 S3--L0W task/high 
to leader/parent but relationship 
not to follower/child 

Ml3. Behavior acceptable to SI--High task/low 
follower/child but relationship 
not to leader/parent 

4. Behavior unacceptable M2 S2--High task/high 
to both relationship 

levelFigure 15. Parent effectiveness related to maturity 
and Situational Leadership Style. 
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In analyzing growth in organizations, Mersey and Blanchard 

considered Larry E. Greiner's developmental theory in relation to Situa 

tional Leadership Theory. Greiner maintains that a developing organiza 

tion can be characterized by five evolutionary stages of growth each of 

which ends in a period of crisis and revoi;^ion (Mersey and Blanchard, 

1977, p. 299). The initial creative dimension of an organization is 

characterized by Greiner as Growth Through Creativity, and is followed 

by a Crisis of Leadership. Then begins the second creative phase of 

Growth Through Direction, followed by a Crisis of Automony. The third 

phase is that of Growth Through Delegation, followed by a Crisis of 

Control. The fourth and fifth dimensions of growth are Growth Through 

Coordination and Growth Through Collaboration. The fourth state of 

growth is followed by Crisis of Red Tape. Greiner feels that the Crisis 

of Control leads to the fourth phase. Growth Through Coordination, but 

the return to control is often attempted through recentralization. This 

is inappropriate since the organization has already experienced the 

phase of delegation. Mence, the appropriate alternative is that of 

coordination. The attempts to coordinate often lead to the Crisis of 

Red Tape which can be effectively overcome through the Growth Through 

Collaboration phase of organizational development. The collaboration 

phase attempts to replace the formal system and procedures—which gave 

birth to the crisis of red tape--with greater social control and disci-

pline. As Mersey and Blanchard note: While the coordination phase was 

managed through formal systems and procedures, the collaboration phase 

'emphasizes greater spontaneity in management action through teams and 

the skillful confrontation of interpersonal differences 
I II 

(Mersey and 
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Blanchard, 1977, p. 301). Unsure of what revolutionary period will 

follow the Growth Through Collaboration phase of organizational develop 

ment, Greiner forsees that it will "center around the 'psychological 

saturation' of employees who grow emotionally and physically exhausted 

by the intensity of teamwork and the heavy pressure for innovative 

solutions" (Greiner, 1972, p. 44). 

Mersey and Blanchard evidently agree with Greiner's analysis of 

the stages of growth, but they affirm that the revolutionary aspects 

and the crises of leadership of which Greiner speaks can be avoided 

* 

through the proper utilization of Situational Leadership Theory. 

Assuming the occurence of the "Growth Through Creativity" phase of 

organizational development, they incorporate Greiner's other four 

phases into Situational Leadership Theory as illustrated in Figure 16. 

Their emphasis is that "the crisis of leadership might be averted by 

moving from the phase of creativity right into the phase of direction; 

the crisis of autonomy, control, and red tape might be averted by moving 

from the direction phase right into the coordination phase, then into 

*Their explanation is as follows: 
over . . . Organizations might be able to grow and develop 

time without the crisis or revolutionary phases discussed 
by Greiner. This could occur if, after the phase of 
"creativity," managers moved their organization through 
the growth phases in an order consistent with Situational 
Leadership Theory. . . . 
. . . The crisis of leadership might be averted by moving 

direcfrom the phase of creativity right into the phase of 
betion; the crisis of autonomy, control, red tape might 

averted by moving from the direction phase right into the 
andcoordination phase, then into the collaboration phase, 

finally into the delegation (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, pp. 
316-317). 
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Figure 16. Situational Leadership Theory and the evolutionary 
and growth phases of organizations discussed by Greiner. 

Source: Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Management of 

Organizational Behavior, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc • 1969, p. 317. 

collaboration phase, and finally into delegation"(Mersey and Blanchard, 

1977, pp. 316-317). 

Mersey and Blanchard discuss Situational Leadership Theory's 

understanding of change by referring to Kurt Lewin's force field analysis 

(Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, pp. 122-124, 277-280, 317-318). They assert 

is that of deterthat the first step for the leader in initiating change 

leader must correlatemining the maturity level of the people. Next, the 

level. Persons withthe appropriate leadership style with the maturity 

low maturity level will require more unfreezing. The leadership styles 
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of SI and S2, i.e • > those associated with high task, low relationship 

and high task, high relationship, are useful in unfreezing; S2 and S3 

styles emphasize the change process itself; and S4 allows refreezing 

to occur. Furthermore, Lewin's understanding of force field analysis 

emphasizes the necessity of analyzing the driving forces or what will 

offer support for the change, and the restraining forces or what will be 

opposing change. Hersey and Blanchard incorporate such analysis into 

Situational Leadership Theory; for, as they state, "We have found from 

our experience that if managers start implementing a change strategy 

out of thewithout doing that kind of analysis, they can get 'blown 

water' and not know why" (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 277). 

Finally, Hersey and Blanchard view the behavior modification 

techniques and Lloyd Homme's concept of contingency contracting as 

important dimensions constitutive of Situational Leadership Theory. 

Homme's system is designed to lead toward self-management through 

successive approximations (Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 215). In 

reinforceattempting to control what the followers do and what reward or 

to Homme'sment they will receive from doing it, the leader, according 

understanding of contingency contracting, may employ one of five possi 

bilities. These are leader-controlled contracting, partial control by 

followers contracting, equal control by leader and follower, partial 

control by leader, and follower-controlled contracting (Hersey and 

Blanchard, 1977, p. 216). These possibilities can be readily integrated 

into Situational Leadership Theory and correlated with the leadership 

styles and task-relationship orientation incumbent in this theory. 

Hersey and Blanchard illustrate the correlation as follows in Figure 17 

(Hersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 217). 
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Figure 17. Contingency contracting and Situational Leadership 
Theory. 

ofSource: Paul Mersey and Kenneth H. Blanchard. Management 
Organizational Behavior, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc • 1969, p. 317. 

employs behavior modification.Situational Leadership Theory also 

by itsthe basic premise of which is that "behavior is controlled 

immediate consequences 
II (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 207). Stressing 

that behavior can be altered, i.e • increased, suppressed, or decreased.9 

Situationalby what happens immediately after the behavior occurs. 

make theLeadership Theory uses reinforcement to help the follower 

desired behavioral change, Such reinforcement may be positive reinforce-

and the schedulingment, punishment, negative reinforcement, extinction, 

of reinforcement (Mersey and Blanchard, 1977, p. 207). 
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The foregoing has summarized Mersey and Blanchard's under 

standing of Situational Leadership Theory. .The theory is in reality 

an eclectic amalgamation of other organizational theories, motivation 

theories, and leadership theories. Its employment necessitates a know 

ledge of behavior modification, contingency contracting, force field 

analysis, transactional analysis, and parent effectiveness training. 

A primary consideration, however, is the diagnostic skill of the leader; 

for without proper diagnosis the extent to which the various constituents 

of the theory are to be applied remains distorted or unknown. Mersey 

and Blanchard conclude their delineation of Situational Leadership 

Theory by observing: 

There is still much unknown about human behavior. 

Unanswered questions remain and further research is 
necessary. Knowledge about motivation, leader behavior 
and change, will continue to be of great concern to practi 
tioners of management for several reasons: it can help to 

itimprove the effective utilization of human resources; 
can help in preventing resistance to change, restriction 
of output, and union disputes; and often it can lead to a 

more productive organization. 
Our intention has been to provide a conceptual frame 

work that may be useful to the reader in applying the 
conclusions of the behavioral sciences, The value that 

such a framework of this kind has is not in changing one's 

knowledge, but it comes when it is applied in changing 
one's behavior in working with people (Mersey and Blanchard, 
1977, pp. 322-323). 



CHAPTER III 

CRITICAL ANALYSIS 

The purpose of the foregoing has been to examine the writings 

of several management theorists in order to ascertain the extent to 

which each assessed the relative importance of the manager's task-

orientation--relation-orientation. The study has revealed that regard 

less of the differences among the theorists, they have all essentially 

presented variations on one central theme. The major consideration 

has been that of the relation-orientation. The various theorists have 

considered it essential to consider whether a particular management or 

leadership style was task-intensive or relation-intensive, what was the 

most effective combination of the two, and which position the manager 

should take relative to these. The theme has repeatedly focused on the 

the concomitantdevelopment of a relation-orientation in management with 

that the taskunderstanding, either implicitly or explicitly stated, 

lessintensive orientation is primitive, suspect, less effective, 

efficient, or in other ways questionable because of its weakness in 

developing or failing to develop human relations, human resources, or 

a milieu in which the individual is supported, trusted, and valued. 

Since the relative strength of the task-orientation--relation-

orientation of the various managerial approaches was of primary 

consideration, and is in fact the basic concern of this study, a brief 

in thisanalysis and critique concerning each theorists' position 

regard is in order. 

144 
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Rice and Bishoprick clearly state that the relation-intensive 

orientation is preferable to the task-intensive orientation exemplified 

by the machine model. It was pointed out that they viewed the various 

conceptual models of organization on a continuum, ranging from auto 

cratic, mechanistic approaches to management to democratic, humanistic, 

holistic models. Not only did they favor the latter, they stated that 

the former is archaic and primitive, and that democratic forms of 

organizational structure are both desirable and inevitable in a complex, 

rapidly developing, and highly educated society. Although one could 

their contentionreadily agree with their stance, they fail to support 

with available research and documentation from studies of extant 

their work wasorganizations. It should be remembered, however, that 

primarily designed to be descriptive of conceptual models. Hence, 

empirical data are not of primary importance. Their analysis, however, 

of Likert anddoes find empirical support in the research findings 

Argyris. 

delineaAn additional problematic area of Rice and Bishoprick's 

tion, an area which indicates an inconsistency in their assertion of 

over the taskthe priority of the relation-intensive orientation 

intensive orientation, is their understanding of the systems model. 

model whichThey describe the systems model as an organizational 

dimensions of therealizes the interrelation and interdependence of all 

takes intoorganization, and they indicate that the systems approach 

various otheraccount that action in one area will impinge upon the 

constitutive elements. Yet, they later discuss the system as a 

composition of modules, each discrete and functioning separately. 
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without any centralized coordinative element. They object to a central 

ization on the ground that each part could not act independently and 

each part would always be delayed in acting or could not freely act 

until consultation with the central element. But, such a modular inter 

pretation contradicts the very essence of systems theory. To speak 

of systems theory which includes interpenetration, interrelationship, 

overlapping, and interdependency by its very nature, and then to 

describe the system as modules which function discretely and indepen 

dently and without the necessity of correlating their activity with 

others is not to make distinctions; it is rather simply to be contra 

dictory. I point this out because Rice and Bishoprick present the 

modular organization as their candidate for describing the way systems 

theory can be understood, in opposition to the organic model developed 

by Weiner and others. My point is that the modular model as developed 

by Rice and Bishoprick contradicts their own description of systems, a 

description which is adequately dealt with by the organic model which 

they reject, or by Argyris' organic model for that matter. The modular 

model as described by Rice and Bishoprick leads to fragmentation, 

distinctness, and separation which is not admissable under the systems 

theory, a theory which by their own description includes the mutual 

interdependency contradictory to the separateness their modular organiza 

tion intends. This is important because they assert that the systems 

of hismodel is one model which any manager could employ regardless 

presuppositions regarding the nature of man (Rice and Bishoprick, p. 

191). Yet, if organizations are composed of people working coopera 

includes thetively toward designated goals, and if a systems approach 
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assumption of the interdependency, interrelationship, and interpenetra 

tion of the various constituencies, then the human element would be 

of such significance that each person's abilities and needs would be 

considered; for each would be understood as effecting the whole, regard-

less of the extent of influence. Hence, the systems model, if consistent 

with the assumption that it consists of interdependent relationships of 

men and machines, would of necessity emphasize the importance of human 

relations and human resource development. If an organization consists 

of the interdependent relations of men and machines, a mechanistic, 

or contradic-autocratic systems theory is either internally inconsistent 

tory. 

McGregor and Morse and Lorsch can be considered together 

critically, for Morse and Lorsch develop their "contingency theory" as 

a critical response to what they feel is a limitation of McGregor's 

theory. Yet, upon close analysis, Morse and Lorsch's contingency theory 

does not go beyond McGregor. Morse and Lorsch object to McGregor's 

rejection of Theory X, and also feel that their contingency theory goes 

beyond Theory Y. It may be true that Morse and Lorsch's contingency 

theory goes beyond the assumptions of Theory Y, but they have criticized 

has written about,McGregor's stance as if the assumptions were all he 

McGregor's theory of integration and self-control is highly relational 

and does consider the proper meshing of task, organization, and people 

for which Morse and Lorsch call. In addition, McGregor's theory has 

X assumptionsthe advantage of pointing out the inadequacy of Theory 

While Morse and Lorsch imply that Theoryregardless of the situation, 

McGregor'sassumptions could be useful under certain circumstances, 

X 
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theory of integration and self-control challenges the manager to attempt 

to implement the theory of integration and self-control under all 

circumstances. Management's utilization of Theory X assumptions, says 

McGregor, is to some degree an admission of failure to give proper 

consideration to human relations as well as a failure to develop human 

resources. Morse and Lorsch's "managers" turn out to be merely good 

and actdiagnosticians who analyze the task, people, and organization 

isaccordingly. McGregor's manager can go "beyond" this, in that he 

to initiate andnot merely a diagnostician; he can also be a catalyst 

lead in the change process of task, people, and organization. 

Regardless of these considerations, however, McGregor's 

fails torelation-intensive theory of integration and self-control 

delineate the presuppositions inherent in personalistic-humaniSt ic 

theories oftheory. To this extent, the resources from the relational 

Burber and Tillich can be supportive. 

a writerTurning to the writings of Robert L. Katz, we find 

the effectivewho rejects the emphasis on traits in ascertaining 

administrator, and places the focus rather upon the skills necessary 

for effective administration. It was noted that some 20 years after 

In thishis original writing, he wrote a "retrospective commentary. 

of the administra-he placed greater emphasis on human skill, the ability 

tor to relate to others. Whereas in the earlier writing he had asserted 

that human skill was more important in the lower echelons of management, 

his developed thought indicated that human skill was significant at all 

levels. He asserted that the need for human skills was more complex 

While it is true that interpersonalthan he had originally thought. 
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relational skills are important at the lower levels, at the higher 

levels interpersonal skills are also important, but at the higher levels 

an additional dimension of human skills becomes important. This is the 

dimension of intergroup relational skills, 

Katz's "retrospective commentary" thus serves as a critique of 

his own position, a position which is relationally oriented. Admittedly, 

Katz has done a commendable job in a short essay, and, needless to say, 

a thorough treatment of the subject could not be expected. Yet, two 

interrelated considerations are noteworthy. First, Katz's position 

could be described as relation-intensive, but he does not really discuss 

the administrative skills in a relational context. That is, he 

describes the administrator and his skills in such a way that the 

to thediscussion remains isolated from its direct applicability 

followers, the nonmanagers. Second, though Katz could probably not 

develop relational presuppositions within such a brief treatment, had 

Katz been aware of such relational assumptions, he would not have 

discussed the topic of administrative skills in such a way that their 

applicability to the followers was ignored. 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt also present a view of administrative 

patterns which advocates participatory administration. They trace the 

indicate themove from autocracy to participatory management and 

importance of the nonmanagers' being aware of the way in which the manager 

is using the authority, Being consistently relational, they assert 

how the non-that it is even more important for the manager to know 

managers believe him to be using authority, How they see him to be 

Inoperating is more important than how he thinks he is leading. 
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analyzing the various forces upon the manager—the forces in the manager, 

the forces in the subordinates, and the forces in the situation--

Tannenbaum and Schmidt implicitly indicate that management is relational. 

They do not view the manager's tasks in a one-sided fashion in which he 

is free to act without relational constraints. They always view the 

that thesituation relationally since they consistently indicate 

relation to nonmanager's decisions are not made in a vacuum, but in 

of themanagers, the situation, and the environment. An understanding 

assumptions underlying the relation-intensive orientation, however, 

Such awould make explicit what they present merely implicitly. 

consideration would apply relational theory to what they affirm to be 

necessary for the manager's use of authority. Just as they affirm that 

so also theirthe manager should clearly show how he uses his authority, 

analysis would be stronger if they clearly stated the implications of 

their relation-intensive orientation. Hence, their analysis would be 

Tillich.compatible with the relational theories of Buber and 

Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory is by their 

major contributionsown description a synthesis of theories. One of the 

theories which theyof their study is their synopsis of all the varying 

and Blancharduse as constituents of their own eclectic theory. Hersey 

additionalgive a view of the variety of theories as well as the 

services of their own mixing of these as ingredients of one complex 

the motivation theories oftheory. These include the following: 

Y, Likert's Manage-Maslow and Herzberg, McGregor's Theory X and Theory 

ment Systems, Argyris Immaturity-Maturity Continuum, Schein's under-

implied, Berne'sstanding of human nature and the four managerial styles 
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and Harris' Transactional Analysis, Thomas Gordon's Parent Effectiveness 

Training, Greiner's understanding of growth in organizations, Lewin's 

force field analysis, Homme's contingency contracting, and Skinner's 

behavior modification. Recall that Hersey and Blanchard's contention 

is that with the knowledge of these theories, the leader can analyze 

the situation and ascertain what task behavior or relation behavior 

he should use as leader. 

To be sure, Hersey and Blanchard's approach is relation-

oriented. That this is true is evidenced by their insistence that the 

effective leader should be interested not only in the productivity of 

the nonmanagers but should also take an active role in facilitating 

the development of the potentialities of his followers (Hersey and 

Blanchard, p. 189). 

Yet, there are problems with Hersey and Blanchard's theory 

in Situationalconcerning the development of the relationship orientation 

of theoriesLeadership Theory. Their theory tends to be a smorgasbord 

the situation.from which the manager draws data to help him diagnose 

The weakness is not merely with the eclecticism--which may or may not 

the eclecticbe a weakness contingent upon the compatibility of 

elements. The weakness has to do with the fact that for Hersey and 

whoBlanchard the leader is finally viewed as a good diagnostician, 

analyzes the situation and then applies whatever measures are necessary, 

based on his knowledge of the applicability of certain components of 

the various theories that he has in his theoretical filing cabinet. 

Blanchard takeSuch as approach implicitly indicates that Hersey and 

situation nor theseriously neither the relational dimensions of the 
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human resources, however greatly developed, of the leader. Their 

understanding indicates that the leader is really bound by the situa 

tion. Yet, an insightful, competent leader is himself a dynamic 

factor who may alter a situation otherwise diagnosed as virtually hope 

less. His diagnosis is a most important dimension of his role, but 

diagnostic skill is only the beginning. Hersey and Blanchard's 

failure to realize this indicates that they do not consider the 

importance of the human relational factor, all their references to 

human resource development to the contrary. In addition, they have not 

given explicit consideration to the assumptions entailed by affirming 

the priority of a relation orientation in management. Again, Tillich's 

and Buber's thought will prove helpful. 

Of all the theorists considered in this study, Reddin initially 

appeared to have the most to offer, yet fails to contribute a meaningful 

alternative. His contribution rests in his presentation of the basic 

and less effecmanagerial styles and the description of their effective 

tive instantiations. Such description is a helpful analytical tool to 

tends to be.assist the manager to ascertain what his basic style 

(Reddin would say, what his style is.) With this, Reddin completes his 

contribution; for after this the problems are evident. First, Reddin 

insists that a manager cannot change his basic style. If this is true, 

all Reddin's system can do is make the manager aware of what his style 

is and of the fact that there are other styles, which he cannot use. 

Reddin describesAfter insisting that a manager cannot change his style, 

to broaden thestyle flex, by which is meant the manager's ability 

applicability of his basic style. Through flex, the manager is supposed 
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to be able to be less rigid and more resilient, By resilient Reddin 

means the manager's ability to maintain a proper style, i.e the style 

most effective for the situation. Yet, if the manager cannot change 

his style, he can only maintain a proper style if the particular style 

which he uses happily is the style for which the situation calls. If 

the style cannot be changed, then all of Reddin's managerial terminology--

style drift,rigidity, resiliency, flex--become virtually meaningless. 

Yet, there is a more basic problem. Reddin specifically 

defines managerial effectiveness in terms of the manager's output, He 

states that "there is only one realistic and unambiguous definition of 

managerial effectiveness, Then he asserts: Effectiveness is the 

extent to which a manager achieves the output requirements of his 

position" (Reddin, p. 3). Once this definition is affirmed, his talk of 

orientationthe relative strength of task orientation versus relation 

within a closed frameis ultimately meaningless because it is considered 

work in which the final task--the output—is always the most important 

taskfactor. Hence, by definition, the major concern is always a 

concern, getting the job done. This means that any alleged relational 

orientation is relational only in that people are relating with people 

v’ather than with things, The relationships may well be relationships 

in which people are related to as things,as means to accomplish a task. 

not as persons, as ends in themselves, Relations are cultivated, not 

out of concern for human resource development, but really for the 

purpose of accomplishing a task, producing the output, and being effec 

tive. 
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This leads to another problem, one which Mersey and Blanchard 

cautioned against. In their Situational Leadership Theory, they--while 

contending that there is no one "best" leadership style--warned against 

going to the other extreme and assuming that "anything goes," so long as 

productivity is enhanced. This view, which Mersey and Blanchard decry, 

fourReddin is in reality advocating; for he states that there are 

styles. Any one of them may be the most effective, given the situation; 

any one of them is just as worthy or unworthy. Their proper use is to 

be ascertained solely in terms of which will more readily produce the 

desired output. This may completely ignore the worth of the persons 

to thewithin the organization, except insofar as they contribute 

organization's output. There are no provisions for the manager's 

resources.responsibility relative to the development of human 

One would needlessly suggest the importance for Reddin's theory 

to employ the insights of Buber's and Tillich's relational theory, for 

one would not expecteven though he does not develop these assumptions, 

a radical revisionhim to do so, for such development would necessitate 

of his complete system. 

theirIn evaluating the stance of Likert and Argyris concerning 

understanding of the relative importance of the task-intensive— 

little need be said.relation-intensive dimension in managerial theory, 

the relation-intensiveBoth theorists explicitly affirm the importance of 

The delineation of their theoriesorientation over the task-intensive, 

of thein preceding sections of this study offers ample evidence 

management,strength of their assertions supporting relation-intensive 
be affirmedLikert's Principle of Supportive Relations would readily 
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by Argyris. Argyris' integration model, fusion theory or mix model is 

adamantly relationally oriented. Both men support their contention 

with appropriate empirical evidence. Argyris' organic model, which 

opposes the mechanistic model, entertains no significant differences 

from Likert's System IV. Both their theories find succinct summary in 

Likert's Principle of Supportive Relations: 

The leadership and other processes of the organization 
must be such as to ensure a maximum probability that in all 

interactions and all relationships with the organization each 

member will, in the light of his background, values and expecta 
tions, view the experience as supportive and one which builds 

and maintains his sense of personal worth and importance 
(Likert, 1971, p. 286). 

In addition, Argyris emphasizes the importance of trust, openness, 

mutuality, and even directly refers to Buber's concept of "confirma-

tion. It is evident that both Likert and Argyris presuppose an 

essentially relation-intensive orientation as necessary for organiza 

tional health, growth, and development. Neither of them explicitly 

develops the assumptions upon which the orientation rests. Yet, they 

explicitly and consistently advocate such a position. Hence, especially 

in the case of Likert and Argyris, whose advocacy of a highly relational 

relationalorientation is thorough-going, will Buber's and Tillich's 

ontology serve as an important supplement. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE RELATIONAL THEORIES OF MARTIN BUBER AND PAUL TILLICH AND 

THEIR APPLICABILITY TO MANAGEMENT THEORY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this part of the study is to present a synopsis 

of the personalistic-relational theories of Martin Buber and Paul 

Tillich and to indicate that their writings can be used to provide 

the knowledge of the assumptions entailed in relation-oriented manage 

ment, a provision which is not considered, except in a very tangential 

way, by any of the management theorists considered thus far in this 

absence of astudy. As the critique of their work revealed, the 

consideration of the assumptions entailed by relation-oriented manage 

relation-ment theory is a critical one. If one is to espouse a 

oriented theory, the assumptions which are entailed by such a theory 

can beshould be made clear so that its attempted application 

approached with as much knowledge, understanding, and precision as 

possible. 

All of the theorists examined in this study, with the exception 

of Reddin, have advocated a relation-oriented approach to management 

as opposed to a task-orientation, Reddin is the outstanding example 

to the use ofof one who attempted to maintain openness relative 

either orientation. He gave priority to neither relation-orientation 

the variousnor task-orientation; and attempted merely to describe 

four basicmanagerial options, indicating that either one of the 

156 
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styles could be appropriate, contingent upon the situation, Hence, 

neither is preferable in and of itself nor to be rejected in and of 

itself; but each may be utilized with validity given its congruence 

with the demands of effectiveness, i.e., the output requirements of 

the job. 

Morse and Lorsch, too, develop a contingency theory which gives 

equal validity to the use of task-oriented and relation-oriented manage 

ment, contingent upon its congruence with the people, the task, and 

the organization. They object to McGregor's attempts to dismiss out-

of-hand Theory X as a valid option in certain situations. 

The other writers examined, however, all directly and forth 

rightly advocate a relation orientation to management in opposition to 

a task orientation. Yet, as has been shown in the explication of their 

theories, none of them has explicitly examined the assumptions entailed 

by a relation intensive management theory. To be sure, McGregor's 

ItTheory Y assumptions point in the right direction. is true that 

tasks of theHersey and Blanchard emphasize that one of the important 

his unit. Itmanager is that of developing the human resources within 

is noteworthy that Likert insists, both in his Principle of Supportive 

Relations and his System IV, that all activities and relationships 

will view thewithin the organization should be such that each person 

experience as supportive and as contributive to his sense of personal 

worth and importance, Recall that Katz altered his opinion 20 years 

Effective Administra-after the initial publication of "The Skills of an 

tor. At the latter writing, he noted that experience had taught him 

levelsthat the manager's possession of human skill is important at all 
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of management. Tannenbaum and Schmidt emphasize the progression from 

the autocratic, dictatorial manager to the management situation which 

is relation intensive; and they affirm that the managerial climate 

should be one of mutual confidence and respect and that a relation 

orientation in which both managers and non-managers jointly make deci 

sions is by far preferable to a task-oriented, autocratic type of 

management (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, pp. 183, 177). McGregor's affirma 

tion of the priority of Theory Y readily opts for a relation model, and 

Rice andunequivocally rejects the authoritarian model of management. 

Bishoprick's typology of organizational models likewise rejects the 

machine model or authoritarian approaches. Argyris' mix model rejects 

the mechanistic organization, which is essentially a Theory X organiza 

tion, and affirms unequivocally the priority of the organic organization 

interwhich emphasizes participative management, trust, confidence, 

group and interindividual cooperation, and individual responsibility, 

The mostproductivity, and commitment (Argyris, 1964, pp. 184-185). 

are those of Likertevident statements espousing a relation orientation 

in his development of System IV and Argyris who speaks of trust, commit 

ment, and the development of individual competence. One looks in vain, 

however, for an explicit and specific delineation of what such a person-

Weoriented management theory presupposes concerning relationships. 

are told that personal relations are important and that personal worth 

is to be affirmed in each situation, but none of the theorists indicate 

consideration ofwhat such a relational affirmation presupposes. No 

relation-relational theory is offered as a support for developing 

oriented management. 
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Since these presuppositions are not delineated by any of the 

theorists with any specificity, other resources must be examined in an 

effort to provide the foundational support upon which relation oriented 

management is based. 

For some time I have thought that the relational theory of 

Martin Buber could serve as the theoretical base from which the rela 

tional dimension of administrative theory could develop. His existen 

tial approach to relations and his emphasis on maintaining "Thouness," 

or personhood, in relationships could be applied meaningfully to 

administrative relational theory. 

whichSimilarly, Paul Tillich’s existential-relational schema 

he develops in his Christology,* if demythologized and secularized, 

rela-could have far-reaching implications for everyday interpersonal 

tionships. In addition, his analysis could be utilized, in conjunction 

with Buber's, to add breadth, depth, and increased applicability to 

administrative theory. 

be fruitThese two philosophical-theological approaches** can 

fully utilized in conjunction to provide one dimension for understanding 

administrative relationships. The following examination explores 

is*Note that my use of Tillich's Christological analysis to 

be demythologized and secularized, i.e., viewed from a non-religious 
standpoint. This is not an attempt to approach the problem of 
administrative-management theory from a religious standpoint. 

and**I also believe Albert Camus, coming from an atheistic 
with Buberexistentialist position, could be utilized in conjunction 

and Tillich, but such an inclusion is beyond the scope of the present 
study. Such a consideration would be an interesting topic for study 
at a later time. 
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how their relationalBuber's and Tillich's thought in an effort to show 

theories can contribute to an application of relational theory to 

management theory. 

Martin Buber's Relational Theory 

ForMartin Buber's theory of reality is relational throughout. 

that "In thehim, all reality is dyadic. In I and Thou, he affirms 

beginning is relation" (Buber, 1958, p. 18). The first sentences of X 

and Thou summarize Buber's ontology, and contain the subject of what 

he will explicate in the rest of his book. His words are poetic and 

concise: 

To man the world is twofold, in accordance with his 
twofold attitude. 

The attitude of man is twofold, in accordance with the 

twofold nature of the primary words which he speaks. 
The primary words are not isolated words, but combined 

words. 

The primary word is the combination I-Thou. 
The other primary word is the combination I-It; wherein, 

without a change in the primary word, one of the words He 

and She can replace It. 
Hence the I of man is also twofold. 

IFor the I of the primary word I-Thou is a different 
from that of the primary word I-It. 

Primary words do not signify things, but they intimate 
relations. 

Primary words do not describe something that might 
exist independently of them, but being spoken they bring 
about existence (Buber, 1958, p. 3). 

Buber's stress is dyadic, which is to say that he would oppose 

whether it be 
any attempt to locate the primary reality in one entity, 

individual 
an individual substance, an individual law, or even an 

If Buber were arguing systematically, he would nosupreme being.* 

*This of course opposes any of traditional philosophy's attempts 
et al--throughfrom the pre-Socratics--Thales, Heraclitus, Parmenides, 

locate ultimatePlato and Aristotle and on to modern philosophy, to 
reality in one being. 
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doubt affirm that the reality which we experience in the everyday world 

of our lives is always relational, There is no such thing as an iso-

lated individual, unrelated to something or someone. Since the reality 

we experience is relational, the basic reality must be relational. 

Reality, then, is never monadic; it is always dyadic. As Buber 

observes: 

There is no I taken in itself, but only the I of the 
Whenprimary word I-Thou and the I of the primary word I-It. 

a man says I he refers to one or other of these. The I to 

which he refers is present when he says I. Further, when 

he says Thou or It, the I of one of the two primary words is 

present (Buber, 1958, p. 34). 

and relationalBuber, then, describes reality as always being relational, 

and "I-Thou"reality is of two different kinds, namely, "I-It" relations 

relations. These two relations arise in three spheres. First, there 

is man's relation within nature. Buber describes our life with nature: 

"There the relation sways in gloom, beneath the level of speech. 

Creatures live and move over against us, but cannot come to us; and 

when we address them as Thou, our words cling to the threshold of speech 

with man.(Buber, 1958, p. 6). The second relation is our relation 

Buber describes this relation as "open and in the form of speech" 

(Buber, 1958, p. 6). In this relation, "We can give and accept Thou" 

"our life with(Buber, 1958, p. 6). The third sphere of relation is 

spiritual beings," which Buber describes as "clouded, yet it discloses 

eternal anditself" (Buber, 1958, p. 6). This is the realm of the 

withoutunconditioned Thou who is the ground of all relations, or that 

in thiswhich there could be no relation at all. Our consideration 

relation, and willstudy will concentrate on the first two spheres of 

consider the distinction between the two. 
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The relational world of It is basically man's relation with 

things, with objects. Objects or things can be used; they are at man's 

disposal. He may use things and discard them virtually at will (Buber, 

1958, pp. 39, 40, 39, 60). Things do not respond to man as persons 

do. Hence, man's relation to things could be described as non-

responsive, non-reciprocal and "dead, Since there is no response from 

the world of things, the It relationship is static, predictable, and 

limited. It is repetitive or "closed," and does not involve novelty 

or surprise. Since it is closed, and since the It relation permits 

can be describedthe entertainment of only limited possibilities, it 

as "finished" (Buber, 1958, p. 58). Moreover, the It can be manipulated, 

for since it does not respond, it doesn't "stand over against us" either 

confront us asas a reciprocal challenge or as a threat. It does not 

a being in itself. It is not an end, but rather a means. 

The Thou relation is describable in terms of the polar opposite 

of the It relation. Whereas the It relation is described as a relation 

with things or objects, the Thou relation is a relation involving 

subjects, The Thou is not to be used; it is not at our disposal; and 

it cannot be discarded as can the It. In relation to this understanding. 

Buber observes: If I face a human being as my Thou, and say the 

primary word I-Thou to him, he is not a thing among things, and does not 

consist of things" (Buber, 1958, p. 8). 

In theThe Thou relation is always a relation between subjects. 

andThou relationship, therefore, there is response, mutuality, 

The Thou relation is mutual while the It relation does notreciprocity, 

In Buber's words: The mancomprise mutuality (Buber, 1958, p. 15). 
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who has become conscious of I, that is the man who says I-It, stands 

before things, but not over against them in the flow of mutual action 

(Buber, 1958, p. 29). This indicates another dimension of the I-Thou 

relation, namely, the Thou limits us and "stands over aginst us" in a 

way that the It does not. The Thou relation is not manipulative. 

Whereas the It relation can be described as closed, static. 

"dead," predictable, and repetitive (Buber, 1958, p. 58); the Thou 

relation can be described as open, dynamic, "living," unpredictable, 

the situation:and novel (Buber, 1958, pp. 88, 74). As Buber describes 

"But the world of Thou is not closed. He who goes out to it with 

becomesconcentrated being and risen power to enter into relation 

aware of freedom. And to be free from belief that there is no freedom 

is indeed to be free" (Buber, 1958, p. 58). 

ofThis reference to freedom points to the unlimited dimension 

the Thou relation as contrasted with the limited nature of the It rela-

ti on. Buber refers to the unlimited characteristic of the Thou when 

he says: 

When Thou is spoken, the speaker has no thing for his 
object. For where there is a thing there is another thing. 
Every It is bounded by others: It exists only through 
being bounded by others. But when Thou is spoken, there 
is no thing. Thou has no bounds (Buber, 1958, p. 4). 

and "finished,"Hence, although the It relation is limited, static, 

in the sense that the It offers only a limited number of possible rela 

tional alternatives, the Thou relation is unlimited, for both partners 

in the relation are in constant, dynamic change. As a result, the 

Thou relation is never closed, for novel possibilities continuously 

arise. The It to which one relates is always the same It, even though 
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The Thouit may be viewed from different perspectives or intentions. 

to whom one relates is always in some way an ever changing Thou. The 

Thou cannot be captured or concretized. 

A final distinction between the It and the Thou relation has to 

do with the epistemological differentiation between the two. The way 

the Thou. Whenof knowing the It is different from the way of knowing 

derived on theone has knowledge of It, he has objective knowledge 

criteria. Onebasis of sense data or some quantifiable or measurable 

"knows about" something, and the something neither actively contributes 

An It, anthe knowledge nor hampers the derivation of knowledge. 

dimensions,object, can be observed and analyzed; its weight, color, 

data whatsoever.and density can be known without its contributing any 

the observerMoreover, the object cannot "hide itself" or prohibit 

relationfrom obtaining such knowledge about it. The epistemological 

another Thou if—with the Thou is quite different. We can really know 

of himselfand only if--he chooses to reveal himself or give knowledge 

from us. Knowto us. He may reveal himself or choose to hide himself 

to share him-ledge of the Thou is dependent upon the Thou's choosing 

It canself. In addition, the active subject, the Thou, unlike the 

is not really whopresent himself in such a way that what he presents 

he is. A mundane example of this is simply that a person may present 

situation whenhimself to be known as happy or carefree in a particular 

Knowledgein reality he is unhappy or deeply troubled and concerned.* 

is beyond*An in-depth delineation of this area of relations 
For the interested reader's informa-the scope of this consideration, 

to this topic intion, Buber goes into considerable detail relative 
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1952).Good and Evil (New York: 
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and the It doesof the It, just like the It itself, is at our disposal, 

not actively contribute to the knowing situation.* 

Buber's anthropology, then, describes reality as dyadic, Primary 

reality is not monadic; it cannot be reduced to one solitary substance 

eitheror reality. Reality is relational, and the relations consist of 

I-It relations or I-Thou relations, One must have I-It relations; but. 

without the person to person meeting in the I-Thou relation, one never 

becomes a person, a Thou. Moreover, one can also relate to subjects as 

whichif they were Its" and, in so doing, reduce even those relations 

of I-It relations.have the possibility of I-Thou relations to the level 

which serve as aThese considerations are summed up in Buber's words, 

summary of Buber's philosophical anthropology, when he says: "... 

without It man cannot live. But he who lives with Tt along is not a 

man (Buber, 1958, p. 34). The importance of this insight for Buber is 

1958, p. 11).such that he says, "All real living is meeting" (Buber, 

Buber's understanding of individual relationships is an important 

contribution to relational theory or to relation-oriented management 

because it can help the individual within the organization--both manager 

with others.and nonmanager—to ascertain the quality of his relations 

denies its relaFirst, unlike much managerial theory, which implicitly 

tional stance by viewing the organization one-sidedly from management's 

both to managersperspective, Buber's relational theory is applicable 

he is not*0f course, when Buber refers to knowledge of the It, 
even considering the question of the possibility of knowledge of the It 

since such considerain some Kantian understanding of the "ding an sich" 
tion is foreign to relational epistemology. 
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and to nonmanagers, His analysis cannot be applied one-way; to attempt 

such is to deny real relationship, Its dialogical nature conveys 

individual responsibility for relationships upon all, The nonmanager 

no less than the manager is responsible for the relational quality of 

the situation, and each bears individual responsibility for entering 

and maintaining the relation. Secondly, the existential nature of I-

Thou relations precludes the attempt to make of relations a theory 

which can be objectively applied to test, evaluate, or judge relations 

As Buber observes:either in general or from outside the relationship. 

"Every real relation in the world is exclusive (Buber, 1958, p. 99). 

That this is the case, however, does not adumbrate the significance of 

can confront him-the theory, for each person in the particular case 

self with the question of whether he is relating in mutuality, trust. 

and reciprocity in the particular relation, Each manager can ask the 

he works, Thequestion regarding each of the nonmanagers with whom 

activity.application of the relational theory itself is a relational 

In addition to an application of Buberian relational theory to 

ourindividual, unique relations, Buber's thought also contributes to 

as aunderstanding of the relational dynamic within an organization 

underwhole. Buber's contribution in this area is seen through his 

hand and "communitystanding of the phenomenon of "collective" on the one 

andon the other. Just as he makes distinctions between I-It relations 

collective and theI-Thou relations, he makes distinctions between the 

thecommunity, Buber's contribution at this point serves to enhance 

anddistinctions made by McGregor, Likert, Hersey and Blanchard, 

structure. NoteArgyris relative to different types of organizational 
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that Buber's understanding of the distinction between collective and 

community can serve to enhance the works of McGregor, Likert, Argyris, 

and others; for Buber's collective provides a deeper understanding of 

McGregor's Theory X organization, Likert's System I, and Argyris' 

mechanistic organization; while his understanding of community enriches 

McGregor's description of Theory Y, Likert's System IV, and Argyris' 

understanding of the essential properties of organization or of his 

"organic" organization. 

Buber's distinction between collectivity and community is summed 

up in Figure IS. 

Collectivity Community 

Forced Free Association 

Side-by-Side With one another 

Bundling (as sticks Free Entry and Exit 
wired in a pile) 

Individuality a Threat Individuality a Resource 
Amalgamation Unity of Relation 
Loss of Identity Identity Enhanced 
Sameness Variety/Novelty 
Assent to Action Consent to Action 

HolisticFragmented 
External Discipline Internal Discipline 
Heteronomous Autonomous 

Individual, a means Individual, an end 
ConfirmationConditional acceptance 

Person: an It Relation Person: a Thou Relation 

Figure 18. Buber's distinction between collectivity and 

community. 

But Burber's own words, written in his inimitable poetic style, go to 

Thethe heart of the matter in summing up the idea of collectivity, 

of andescription includes implicitly, but clearly, the description 

autocratic, mechanistic organization. 
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In the view customary today, which is defined by politics, 
as inthe only important thing in groups, in the present 

Sianifi-history, is what they aim at and what they accomplish. 
in as far ascance is ascribed to what goes on within them only 
aim. Thusit influences the group's action with regard to its 

it is conceded to a band conspiring to conquer the state power 
becausethat the comradeship which fills it is of value, just 

it strengthens the band's reliable assault power. Precise 
obedience will do as well, if enthusiastic drill makes up for 

there arethe associates remaining strangers to one another; 
If theindeed good grounds for preferring the rigid system. 

thengroup is striving even to reach a higher form of society 
it can seem dangerous if in the life of the group itself 
something of this higher form begins to be realized in embryo. 

of theFor from such a premature seriousness a suppression 
is that"effective" impetus is feared. The opinion apparently 

the man who whiles away his time as a guest on an oasis may be 
accounted lost for the project of irrigating the Sahara. 

By this simplified mode of valuation the real and individual 
worth of a group remains as uncomprehended as when we judge a 
person by his effect alone and not by his qualities (Buber, 
1965, pp. 30-31). 

for the outThe collective is an organization which cares only 

fulfillment andput, and those things which are done for individual 

growth are only seemingly done for that purpose, for the real purpose 

is that these activities will enhance the effectiveness, i.e., the out-

put of the organization, As Buber points out, if the rigid system 

would work just as well, then the collective would prefer the rigid 

system. This, of course, is analogous to the "human relations" movement, 

in infaras human relations were developed not for the purpose of 

for the worker,establishing and maintaining a better quality of life 

but rather because such relations were deemed as impetus for greater 

To the extent to which this is the case.organizational productivity, 

the human relations movement was just another, but perhaps more subtle. 

attempt to manipulate the worker. 

are constitu-The community is a group in which I-Thou relations 

BuberIn the collective,I-It relations predominate;tive of the group. 
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even implies that I-Thou relations are viewed as problematic, for they 

are seen as interfering with the accomplishment of the organizational 

goals. They lessen the output. While the collective is formed and 

maintained by forced associations, the conmunity is composed of members 

associating freely. In the collective the members are "bundled" 

together and work side-by-side. In a community they freely enter and 

work "with" one another. There is mutuality and reciprocity (Buber, 

1965, p. 31). In the collective, the individual is merely a means to 

an end; while in a community, the individual is an end in and of him 

self. In a collective, the individual's identity is lost in the mass; 

individuality and novelty are viewed as a threat. In a community 

are viewed as aindividuality is enhanced, and creativity and novelty 

resource, as new possibility. A collective is characterized by external 

relations.discipline, heteronomous law, and fragmented, stratified 

autonomousThe community is characterized by internal discipline, 

action, and holistic relations, In a collective, the person responds 

by assent rather than by consent, When one assents to activity, law. 

or propositions, he does so because he feels forced to do so, or he 

not wholeresponds out of fear. He does so unwillingly and therefore 

heheartedly. When one consents to an activity, law, proposition, 

because he viewsdoes so freely and holistically, with his whole being 

the response as coming from, and not adverse to, his very being, 

within the collective, the person only experiences conditional accept 

ance, if he experiences any acceptance at all. Buber's summary is well 

worth noting: 
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Collectivity is not a binding but a bundling together: 
individuals packed together, armed and equipped in common, 

with only as much life from man to man as will inflame the 

ismarching step. But community, growing community [which 
all we have known so far] is the being no longer side by 
side but with one another of a multitude of persons. And 

this multitude, though it also moves towards one goal, yet 
experiences everywhere a turning to, a dynamic facing of, 

the other, a flowing from X to Thou. Collectivity is 
based on an organized atrophy of personal existence, community 
on its increase and confirmation in life lived towards one 

another. The modern zeal for collectivity is a flight from 

community's testing and consecration of the person, a flight 
from the vital dialogic, demanding the staking of the self, 
which is in the heart of the world (Buber, 1965, pp. 31-32; 

Herberg, pp. 185-186). 

Buber's understanding of collective describes equally well McGregor's 

RiceTheory X, Likert's System I, Argyris' mechanistic organization. 

and Bishoprick's authoritarian organization, and any other organization 

effectivein which "output" is the only consideration for determining 

offers theness. On the other hand, Buber's understanding of community 

in which themanagement theorist a description of the organization 

relations are ideal, an organization in which human worth is the primary 

of thatvalue. Buber's understanding of community is a description 

toward which McGregor's theory of integration and-^'self-control , Likert's 

System IV, Rice and Bishoprick's egalitarian organization, and Argyris' 

All these attempts at describing theorganic organization are aiming, 

by Alfred N.organization which is a community are well described 

he describes theWhitehead in one concise and meaningful sentence, when 

culmination of the creative process as a reality "in which the many 

individualare one . . . without the qualification of any loss either of 

532). This, ofidentity or of completeness of unity" (Whitehead, p. 

course, would be an ideal organization; but the idea itself gives the 
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theorist something by which to evaluate organizations, and it also 

gives the manager some indication of that toward which he can strive. 

Paul Tillich's Rational Theory 

Paul Tillich develops a systematic relational schema quite 

similar to that of Martin Buber. Although Tillich develops this 

schema relative to a Christian understanding of existence and specif 

ically relative to his Christological understanding, it nevertheless 

lends itself to applicability as a non-religious or secular under 

standing of existential relationships. 

In the second volume of his Systematic Theology, Tillich delin 

eates his relational theory for the specific reason of explaining why 

Jesus came to be accepted as the Messiah and was designated as "the 

Christ. Tillich then applies the categories to Christian existence. 

Although I am not questioning that Tillich's approach is legitimate 

within the Christian milieu, I am, for the purposes of this study, 

demythologizing Tillich's theory and presenting it as a general rela 

tional theory. My thesis is, then, that Tillich's Christological 

theory can be secularized and used legitimately as a non-religious 

relational theory. Therefore, I will not consider Tillich's complex 

and systematic Christological analysis. Rather, I refer to it as a 

is thatbasis for a non-religious relational theory. My emphasis 

Tillich's relational theory is valid whether or not one approaches it 

from a Christian viewpoint. Its applicability does not presuppose a 

Christian orientation, no more than does Buber's theory presuppose a 

Jewish worldview. 
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Just as Buber views the relational possibilities of man as 

two-fold, so also does Tillich. Tillich describes the basic rela-

tional possibilities under the categories of "Estrangement" and 

Reconciliation. When man acts in relation to others, his actions 

constitute either relations of estrangement or relations of reconcil 

iation or unity. Man tends to act from self-centeredness, which 

isolates him from other men and estranges him from others since he is 

wrapped up in himself rather than reaching out to the other. 

Tillich's Christological explanation is that the man Jesus 

comes to be accepted as the Christ because he always acts from a 

reconciling or unifying dynamic rather than an estranging dynamic. 

Jesus was a man who came to be viewed as "the Christ" or "the Messiah 

because of the way he related both to God and to his fellowman 

(Tillich, Vol. II, 1957, pp. 98-117). 

inIn Tillich's understanding, relations of estrangement 

which the actions lead to the separating of persons from one another 

are characterized by the dynamics of "unbelief, hubris," and "concu-

piscence" or lust (Tillich, Vol. II, 1957, pp. 47-51). The relation of 

reconciliation is characterized by the polar opposites of these, 

namely, "faith," or "trust. surrender," and "agape," respectively. 

The former ways of relating engendered reunion, reconciliation or 

atonement. The following illustration provides an outline to 

Tillich's relational theory (Figure 19), the Appendix present a 

comparison of Buber's and Tillich's relational theories. 
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RELATIONAL POSSIBILITIES 

Estrangement Reconciliation 

(Separation) (At-onement) 

Unbelief Trust/Faith 
"Hubris" Surrender 

(of aggressiveness) 
Lust "Agape" 

Figure 19. Tillich's Relation of Estrangement and Relation 
of Reconciliation. 

It is worthwhile to note that while Tillich's relational theory deals 

with the possibilities of human relations, his category of "Estrange 

ment" is comparable to Buber's I-It" relations among people while 

Buber's "I-Thouhis category of "Reconciliation" is analogous with 

relations. 

thisWhat did Tillich mean by these concepts? In answering 

to God, asquestion, I will not apply the concepts to man's relation 

Tillich did. Rather, I will indicate what Tillich meant by these. 

and apply them to human interpersonal relations, an application which 

to Jesus—Tillich does not specifically make—except in reference 

since his interest is primarily theological, Their significance lies 

in the fact that, as I have said, they can be applied existentially 

to human relations. 

The first concept which Tillich considers under the category 

Tillich definesof Estrangement is estrangement as "unbelief, 

unbelief when he says: 
II I Unbelief for Protestant Christianity means 

the act or state in which man in the totality of his being turns away 

from God (Tillich, Vol. II, 1957, p. 47). If this is applied to 
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interpersonal relations, the act of unbelief would be that of a 

person "in the totality of his being" turning away from another 

person. Unbelief toward another person means that the person, so 

acting, has no faith in the other's possibilities. He is closed to 

the potential in the other. Instead of trust, he demands proof. 

Instead of acceptance, he is aloof, requires evidence or collateral, 

and is legalistic. This is not a cause-effect relationship. That 

is to say, unbelief is not something which the person does which 

subsequently causes estrangement. Rather, unbelief is itself sympto 

matic of the estranged relationship. This attitude indicates that 

estrangement is already present. The dynamic of unbelief separates 

persons from one another and reveals their estranged condition, i.e., 

they are as strangers to one another (Tillich, Vol. II, 1957, 

pp. 47-49). 

The polar opposite of the dynamic of unbelief is that of 

faith or trust. The relation of trust opens the person to the other's 

possibilities, does not demand proof or evidence, is not legalistic 

or contractual. It assumes the risk of acceptance. Such a relational 

dynamic, by its very action, gives birth to unified, "at-one" relations. 

The second concept under the category of estrangement is 

hubris. Coming from the Greek, "hubris" has no exact English equiva 

lent. Theologically, "hubris" refers to the self-elevation of man 

when heinto the sphere of the divine. Tillich describes "hubris" 

says: 

If a man does not acknowledge . . . the fact that he 
intois excluded from the infinity of the gods—he falls 

hubris. . . . Hubris is not one form of sin beside others. 
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It is sin in its total form, namely, the other side of 

unbelief or man's turning away from the divine center to 

which he belongs. It is turning toward one’s self as the 

center of one's self and one's world. This turning toward 

one's self is not an act done by a special part of man, 

such as his spirit. Man's whole life, including his 
sensual life, is spiritual. And it is in the totality 
of his personal being that man makes himself the center 
of his world. This is hubris. . . (Tillich, Vol. II, 
pp. 50-51). 

Transferring Tillich's understanding to the secular plain, 

one may describe "hubris" as the tendency on the part of man to 

elevate himself not merely as the center of himself but as the center 

of whole world. As such, he views everyone and everything from his 

from hisown standpoint and expects everyone else to see everything 

stance isstandpoint. The estrangement producing dynamic of this 

self-evident. It sets the person up as the absolute, solitary 

center. It is an act of self-elevation which separates the person 

from everyone else, for it sets him above everyone else, Man's 

setting himself up as the only center precludes there being other 

centers with whom he can relate. This destroys the very possibility 

of mutual relation. 

The dynamic which overcomes "hubris is man's surrender of 

his aggressiveness, his denial of attempts to be the center of the 

whole universe. To clarify this stance, one should differentiate 

between agressive and assertive behavior, Aggression may be viewed 

as activity in which one attempts to affirm himself by infringement 

upon or denial of the self of the other, Assertive behavior, on the 

other hand, would be self-affirmative action which did not infringe 

upon the other. Aggressive behavior would be destructive of the 
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other; assertive behavior would not. The former would constitute 

"hubris," while the latter would be creative for the person so 

acting. To overcome "hubris," therefore, the person surrenders his 

aggressive will to be the center and in so doing overcomes his isola 

tion and opens himself up to interpersonal relations of mutuality 

with the other. 

The third and final concept descriptive of the dynamic of 

estrangement is that of "concupiscence" or lust. Concupiscence" is 

man's attempt to possess, control, and own everything which comes 

under his province. Tillich describes this tendency in man when he 

affirms: 

The possibility of reaching unlimited abundance is 
the temptation of man who is a self and has a world. The 

classical name for this desire is concupiscentia "concupis 
cence"—the unlimited desire to draw the whole of reality 
into one's self. It refers to all aspects of man's rela 

tion to himself and his world. It refers to physical 
hunger as well as to sex, to knowledge as well as to power, 

to material wealth as well as to spiritual values (Tillich, 
Vol. II, 1975, p. 52). 

isAgain, as in the case of "hubris" the estranging dynamic 

self-evident. The person whose central concern is to control, use, 

own, or have power over the other, by this very concern estranges 

himself from the other. He treats the other as an It, to be used, 

manipulated and controlled. 

The dynamic which overcomes "concupiscence" is "agape." 

is one Greek for It refers to self-Agape" of the words "love. 

giving love, Agape" is concern for the other person's welfare "no 

matter what. It is a love that wants no harm to befall the other 

and functions to prevent harm's occurrence. This understanding has 
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significant implications for management theory because it transforms 

the entire meaning of "power, Power is often viewed from the stand-

point of "concupiscence," complete self-centeredness, or lust, the 

power to control, possess and use. But within the framework of "agape," 

power is seen not as the power to control and use but as the power to 

give and to help. He is powerful who can give. For example, the 

"agapic" manager's power would be exemplified by his having the knowledge 

to give appropriate leadership, to lead and facilitate people's develop 

ment toward their own fulfillment, and to give of his expertise for 

greater organizational and participant development. 

Earlier it was pointed out that Buber's contribution to 

his relationaladministrative-management theory is twofold. First, 

theory is helpful in understanding interpersonal relations. Second, his 

"organizational" theory (i.e., his understanding of collectivity and 

betweencommunity) contributes to an understanding of the differences 

organizations that are mechanistic. Theory X, or autocratic and organ 

izations that are organic. Theory Y, humanistic, and egalitarian. Like 

his Chris-wise, Tillich's contribution is twofold. Not only does 

tological thought when demythologized enhance our understanding of 

our underindividuals in relationship, but his ontology contributes to 

standing both of individuals in relation and groups or organizations in 

therelation. His description of the ontological polarities provides 

and theontological grounding for the integration of the individual 

IV, the mix model,organization which is advocated by Likert's System 

fusion model or organic model or Argyris and Bakke, the egalitarian 

of Tannenbaummodels of Rice and Bishoprick, the participation model 
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and Schmidt, McGregor's integration and and self-control model, and 

Hersey and Blanchard's Situational Leadership Theory. 

The second area of contribution by Tillich is in the area of 

ontology. Ontology" literally means "reasoning about being, Ontology 

is the attempt to describe the very conditions necessary for there to 

be any being whatsoever. Ontology attempts to describe the characteris 

tics of being which are the conditions for existence, In other words. 

as necesontology deals with the question of what must be presupposed 

sary for there to be anything at all. Ontological concepts, therefore. 

are a priori; they are a priori in that they are present in every actual 

experience. They are not a priori in the sense of being known prior to 

conditions ofexperience; they are a priori in that they are the 

experience. 

heAlthough Tillich does not use the Buberian terminology, 

benevertheless asserts that the initial ontological assertion must the 

is relational.affirmation that reality is dyadic, i.e., that reality 

Tillich indicates that the basic ontological structure is the subject-

structure. Theobject structure. This, in turn, entails a self-world 

the self-worldbasic reality is relational, and this is revealed in 

a Gestalt.structure. By "self" Tillich means a centered structure, 

A self for him "is not a thing that may or may not exist; it is an 

of existence"original phenomenon which logically precedes all questions 

(Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 166). 

separatedBeing a self entails several meanings. It means being 

in some way from everything else, It means having everything else 

to actopposite one's self, yet being able to look at it and upon it. 
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In Buber's words, being a self entails both distance and relation. Being 

a self entails both a distance from and a relation to other entities. 

The self has anThe self, though separate, is at the same time related. 

environment. Each being both has an environment and belongs to its 

environment. Man, who 
II I 

possesses' himself in the form of self 

timeconsciousness has a world although he is in the world at the same 

(Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 170). Yet, man is never bound completely to 

an environment. As long as he is human he is able to transcend his 

universal norms andenvironment by grasping and shaping it according to 

his environ-ideals. The basic expression of man's ability to transcend 

Man is both self-conscious and world-conscious.ment is his language. 

He is both in the world and has a world, This interdependence of ego-

self and world is the basic ontological structure and the presupposition 

of all others (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 171). This, of course, is the 

"In the beginningsame thing which Buber is saying when he asserts that 

is relation (Buber, 1958, p. 18). 

relationFrom the basic ontological structure of the self-world 

Theseare exhibited the elements which constitute that structure, 

each pole beingontological elements exhibit a polar character, with 

to the oppositemeaningful only in sofaras it refers by implication 

pole, In other words, the ontological elements are experienced in polar 

each finds its limita-tension; both are to be affirmed continuously; and 

Neither can be under-tion and its meaning in relation to the other, 

individualization and participa-stood alone. These polar elements are; 

thesetion, dynamics and form, freedom and destiny. By understanding 
betweenpolar elements we can more readily understand the relationship 
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the individual and the organization which is such a great concern in 

management theory, for these polar elements describe the conditions 

which are presupposed by such a relation. 

Consider first the ontological elements of individualization and 

participation. Individualization is a quality of everything, Without 

individualization nothing could exist, Self is defined as a structured 

center, and everything that is has such a center, Individualization, 

therefore, is an ontological element, Individualization implies partici-

pation. Without participation the category of relation would have no 

basis in reality. The individual self participates in its environment. 

Man participates in the universe through the rational structure of his 

mi nd. 

Both individualization and participation reach their highest form 

in what we call "person." As Tillich explains: 

weWhen individualization reaches the perfect form which 
form whichcall a "person," participation reaches the perfect 

we call "communion." Man participates in all levels of life, 
which hebut he participates fully only in that level of life 

isis himself—he has communion only with persons. Communion 
participation in another completely centered and completely 
individual self. In this sense communion is not something an 

essentialindividual might or might not have. Participation is 
withfor the individual, not accidental. No individual exists 

communalout participation, and no personal being exists without 
being (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 176). 

This emphasis that the height of both individualization and participation 

is achieved in the intense affirmation of both of them points to 

Tillich's continuous assertion of the necessity of maintaining both poles 

of the di-polar ontological elements; for to emphasize one pole in 

of the otherattempting to clarify its meaning results in a de-emphasis 

pole, so that instead of clarifying reality, one distorts it. A 
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balanced emphasis on both individualization and participation maintains 

the distinctiveness of individuality while allowing for the necessity 

of the individual-in-participation. 

The second pair of ontological elements is that of dynamics and 

form. Being something" means having a form. Without form there is no 

be contrastedindividual being. Tillich cautions that form should not 

with content; for the "form which makes a thing what it is, is its 

content, its essentia, its definite power of being" (Tillich, Vol. I, 

that which makes1951, p. 178). For example, the form of a tree is both 

it a tree, that which gives it the general character of treehood, as well 

of an individual tree.as that which gives it the special and unique form 

Form, however, is not a static or dormant concept. Every form 

forms something. This "something" which every form forms points to the 

other element in the polarity of dynamics and form. The "something" 

which form forms, Tillich calls "dynamics. Dynamics cannot be thought 
* 

It is the me on,of as something that is or as something that is not. 

the potentiality of being. The me on, dynamics, is nonbeing in contrast 

in contrast toto things that have form, and it is the power of being 

pure nonbeing. It is to be considered as "that which does not yet have 

being" (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 179). 

and*The early Greek philosophers, employing the precision 
One ofversatility of their language, had two words for "non-being." 

these, me on, referred to relative nonbeing, or that which is not yet 
but can become, the potential. The other word was ouk on, or absolute 

somethingnonbeing, that which is not nor can ever be, for example, 
which is logically contradictory would be classified as "ouk ontic." 
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The polarity of dynamics and form evidences itself in man's 

immediate experience as the polar structure of vitality and intention 

al ity. Vitality refers to that which keeps a living being alive and 

growing. Intentionality, the dynamic element in man, is open in all 

directions. It is bound by no a priori realm, and through it man is 

able to create a world beyond the given world. Tillich stresses that 

in this sense "intention" does not mean the will to act for a purpose. 

Rather, it means "being related to meaningful structures, living in 

universals, grasping and shaping reality" (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, 

p. 180). It means "living in tension with (and toward) something objec 

tively valid" (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 180). Man's dynamics is his 

creative vitality. It is not undirected, chaotic, self-contained 

itselfactivity; but rather it is directed, formed, and transcends 

toward meaningful contents (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 181). There is no 

like the othervitality per se and no intentionality per se; for they, 

polar elements, are interdependent. 

theIn the interdependence of dynamics and form is revealed 

character ofrelationship of becoming and being. While the dynamic 

itself andbeing points to the tendency of everything to transcend 

itscreate new forms, everything likewise has a tendency to conserve 

own form as the basis of its self-transcendence. Hence, just as it is 

neither ofnecessary to speak of both dynamics and form, omitting 

these polar elements, it is also necessary to speak of becoming and 

being as interdependent (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 181). 

freedom andThe third pair of ontological elements consists of 

Freedom indestiny. In discussing these elements, Tillich says: 
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polarity with destiny is the structural element which mades existence 

possible because it transcends the essential necessity of being with 

out destroying it" (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 182). This immediately 

offers insight into the balance which Tillich wishes to maintain with 

reference to these ontological elements. Freedom is not to be seen in 

contrast with necessity. If freedom is seen as set over gainst 

necessity, then necessity is seen as mechanistic determinancy; while 

freedom is viewed as indeterministic contingency (Tillich, Vol. I, 

1951, p. 182). In terms of his freedom, man does not experience such 

an either-or of chance and necessity. 

betweenTillich rejects as invalid the traditional discussion 

determinism and indeterminism, for in such discussions both parties 

assume that there is such a "thing" as "will" which may or may not have 

notes that thefreedom. In rejecting this discussion, Tillich first 

n I 

freedom' of a 'thing' is a contradiction in terms" (Tillich, Vol, I, 

1951, p. 184). One should not speak merely of the freedom of the will, 

but of the freedom of man, thus indicating that every part and function 

of man participates in his freedom. 

Man experiences freedom as deliberation, decision, and responsi 

bility (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 184). Deliberation, coming from the 

and motives,Latin librare, points to man's ability to weight arguments 

is man'sthe self-centered person reacts as a whole. This reaction 

A decision cuts"decision." "Decision" involves the image of cutting. 

available is to beoff possibilities. That such real possibilities are 

noted in that were this not the case then no decision would be necessary 

(Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 184). Freedom entails responsibility. 
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account"Responsibility" points to the obligation of the person to for 

his decision. He must answer for himself. He cannot ask someone else 

to answer for him. 

The correlate of freedom is destiny, Destiny is that given, 

that matrix, out of which our decisions arise, Destiny is not a strange 

power which determines what the person shall be. Destiny is the person 

as given and formed by nature, history, and himself (Tillich, Vol. I, 

1951, p. 184-185). It does not point to the opposite of freedom but to 

its conditions and limits. Freedom and destiny constitute an ontological 

polarity in which everything which participates in being must participate. 

free in the sense ofBut only man, who has a complete self and world, is 

deliberation, decision, and responsibility (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, 

p. 185). One can speak of freedom and destiny with respect to subhuman 

nature only by way of analogy, Freedom may be spoken of with regard to 

from the centered andthe Inorganic inthat the inorganic Gestalten react 

to theirself-related whole of their being; they react according 

individual structure. Such reaction or spontaneity is interdependent 

with law which determines spontaneous actions (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, 

andp. 186). Hence, Tillich concludes that the polarity of freedom 

destiny is valid for everything that is (Tillich, Vol. I, 1951, p. 186). 

The dimension of Tillich's thought is complex and highly abstract, 

the underlyingyet it serves the purpose of bringing to the surface 

whatsoever.prerequisites for any reality whatsoever or any relationship 

dynamics andKnowing that these polar relations--freedom and destiny, 

form, individualization and participation--are the ontological founda 

tions of relation and organizational reality can offer valuable insights 
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into organizational and relational understanding. - Of the theorists 

examined in this study, only Argyris really attempted a thorough 

analysis of the factors which were presupposed by the very idea of 

organization, His attempt to describe the essential properties of 

organizations is analogous to the way in which Tillich's ontological 

elements can serve as resources for understanding organizational struc-

Both writers describe the necessary constitutive elementsture. which 

which are the sinealways are operative in any organization, elements 

qua non of organizations. 

the non-Tillich's ontological elements tell the manager and 

manager that there will be freedom, dynamics, and individualizat ion 

within the organization, There will also be destiny, form, and partici-

pation as operative elements. In addition, these elements will be 

whole but also withinoperative--not merely within the organization as a 

each individual within the organization. Argyris, Likert, Mersey and 

Blanchard, and others have made us aware of the organization's producing 

elementscertain unintended results. A knowledge of the ontological 

constitutive of organizations will help the manager to attempt--

consciously and with forethought and planning--to consider the presence 

of these ontological dynamics, and try to design the organization in 

of them willsuch a way that the possibil ity of balanced instantiations 

be enhanced. Otherwise, since they will be present, they will surface 

in unintended, non-productive or even destructive ways. For example, 

consider freedom in relation to the nonmanagers. If the organization 

does not allow for the nonmanagers to experience freedom within the 

form of license;structure, freedom could surface uncontrolled in the 
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and dynamics could become destructive revolution. Moreover, a denial 

of proper freedom--an organization too highly structured—will mitigate 

or even destroy the creative forces necessary for organizational growth 

and development. From the standpoint of the managers, participation 

could become collectivism, and destiny could become distorted into 

autocratic determinism. 

Summary and Implications 

In summary, in the foregoing, I have maintained that Buber's 

and Tillich's relational theories are complementary and--what is more— 

that they can be applied meaningfully and fruitfully to a better under 

standing of organizational theory and management of organizational 

behavior. Moreover, Buber's understanding of the differentiation 

between collective and community is significantly applicable for a 

deeper understanding of the differences between mechanistic, autocratic 

organizations and organic, egalitarian, humanistic organizations. 

Finally, I indicated that Tillich's ontological analysis, in which he 

described the basic ontological elements constitutive of all relations 

and organizational constructs, could be helpful for understanding the 

dynamics which are necessarily active in any relationship or organiza-

tion whatsoever. Tillich's view is especially helpful as an accompani 

ment of Argyris' delineation of those factors essential to any organiza-

ti on. 

Another observation has been implicit in this entire analysis, 

in termsbut its being made explicit can well serve as a conclusion--both 

of an ending and in terms of a culmination—of this study. Realizing 
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that the basic structure of reality is relational gives us an important--

Justbut often ignored--insight into the management of organizations, 

or noas all reality is relational, just as there is no isolated "I," 

isolated "Thou, so also there is no such thing as an isolated "manager, 

Just as I" is a relational term, so also is "manager, There are no 

and each ofmanagers without nonmanagers, no leaders without followers; 

the di-polar elements must be maintained, for they can help or hinder. 

support or negate each other's efforts. To Buber's two primary words--

"I-It" and "I-Thou"—should be added, for the purpose of management 

theory, one other primary word, namely, "Manager-Nonmanager, Organiza-

tions cannot even exist without the interrelationship of these elements 

in some form; even less so could organizations function effectively. 

undermines theWhatever mitigates this interdependent interrelationship 

Whatever contributes to the fulfineffectiveness of the organization, 

ment of these constitutive elements contributes to organizational and 

individual growth. 
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APPENDIX 



BUBER'S AND TILLICH'S RELATIONAL THEORIES COMPARED 

For the purposes of summary and clarification, Buber and 

Tillich views could be schematized as follows: 

Relations of Estrangement Relations of Reconciliation 

(I-It) (Separation) (I-Thou) (At-oneness) 

Tillich: Tillich: 
unbelief faith/trust 
"hubris 

It 

surrender of aggressiveness 
"concupiscence "agape 

II 

Buber: Buber: 
use not subject to use 
at disposal not at our disposal 
discard cannot discard 

no mutuality mutual relations 

no reciprocity reciprocal relations 
doesn't respond responsive 
doesn't stand over against limits/stand over against 
manipulative not manipulative 
closed open 
static dynamic 
II II II II
dead 1iving 

predictable unpredictable 
repetitive novel 
1imi ted unlimited/no bounds 
"finished" lasting/continuous 
know about know 
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