
UNHUMAN
ORGANIZATIONS

• A suggestion to deweight the role of the human
beins in the organization, but not to devalue him.

By Harold ]. Leavitt

The purpose of this artiele is to urge that we
take another look at our beliefs about tbe place
of people in organizations. They are heliefs
that have matured, even oversolidified, in the
1940's and 1950's. And they are beliefs which,
until the last couple of years, have seemed as
safe and inviolate as the moon.

Let me emphasize from the start that although
this article is a eritique of our "human relations"
emphasis on people, I am not worried ahout
"manipulation," "group-think," "softness," "con-
formity," or any of the other recent criticisms.
In fact, most theories and techniques of human
relations are, to my mind, hoth sound and pro-
gressive. The theme here is not that human re-
lations theory is either incorrect or immoral. My
argument is that it is simply insuffieient. It is
too tiarrow a perspective from which to analyze
the management of organizations. But I am not
suggesting that we turn back to the earlier and
even narrower heliefs of "tough" management.
What we have to do is to push beyond the
plateau of present beliefs, which are becoming
too deeply ingrained among managers and social
scientists. Such heliefs now hold:

1. That organizations are and ought to he in
their essence human systems.

AUTHOR'S NOTEt This article draws on material pre-
sented at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology's
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2. Therefore, that the management of organi-
zations is and ought to be iu its essence a process
of coordinating human effort.

3. Implicitly, that the best organization is the
one in which eaeh member eontribiites up to his
"full potential"; and that the best individual man-
ager is he who has set up conditions which maxi-
mize the creativity and commitment of his people.

4. And that management is a unified rather
than a differentiated process; i.e., that good man-
agement at one level or in one locale of an organiza-
tion ought to be essentially the same as good man-
agement at any other level or locale in that or any
other organization. This itica is so implicit, so sel-
dom said aloud, that I eannot he perfectly sure it
is really there.

Incidentally, this fourth bchcf in some unifying
essence was, I think, held to hy earlier theorists
ahout management, too. To early Taylorists, for
example, "rationalization" of work was the pure
essenee of good management and was, in theory,
applicable anywhere and everywhere from presi-
dent to sweeper.

Participative Beliefs

For simplicity, let me refer to the first three
of the ahove as "participative heliefs." They
have one common integrating element — the
idea that organizations are essentially human.
It follows that we should begin our descriptions

Centennial Symposium on Exeeutivc Development in
April 1961.
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Participation — Fact or Fancy?
Even if we grant that people carry out solutions to business problems more eagerly when they

have participated in the decision, does this mean that the solution itself is better} Most people
seem to think so.

In the early days of industrial psychology, our outlook was much like the industrial engineer's.
We were worried about how to define and describe johs, how to design the physical work place
so that people would be more produetive. We ignored the feelings and social environments of
people — worrying instead ahout things like eye-hand coordination and the effects of noise on
performance.

That wave of activity was followed in the 1940's and 1950's hy studies of the relationship
between emotional and social faetors, on the one hand, and productivity and morale, on the other.
A large amount of evidence was accumulated revealing that people support what they help to
create; that democratically run groups develop greater lo\alty and cohesiveness than do auto-
cratically run ones; and that strong identification with and commitment to decisions are generated
by honest participation in the planning of those decisions.

In the last ten years, however, a third emphasis has heen erceping into behavioral researeh
ahout organizations — an emphasis on the thinking, analyzing, problem-solving side of human
behavior. Earlier in this period, we had concentrated on the willingness of people to use the
solution, not on the quality of the solution itself. A good solution to a problem, hy definition,
was one that worked; and could therefore only be a solution that people were willing to carry out;
and therefore, in turn, only one in which they had participated. Our researeh proved the posi-
tive relationship between participation and willingness, all right; hut sometimes we argued as
though we had also proved that participative solutions were better, even when measured by
some logical or economic yardstick, than solutions arrived at by a separate group of expert plan-
ners. We have argued, for example, that people elose to the job know more about the job than
anyone else. They do not make the kind of silly mistakes that experts unfamiliar with the dirty
details might make, and they Jiave more and better ideas than the experts anyw ây.

So we have tried to have the best of both worlds: workable solutions and logically better and
more creative ones, too. But though we have made a good case for human workability, we may
have heen a little overzealous in laying full claim to creativity and quality, too.

and analyses of organizations in human terms.
They have a value element in common, too —
a very strong one; i.e., not only are organizations
best described in human units; they ought to be
human. It is right, many of us believe, to think
about organizations from a human point of view,
because people are more important than any-
thing. Moreover, we are blessed (according to
these beliefs) by tbe happy coincidence that
managerial practices which place human ful-
fillment first also happen to be the most efficient
and productive practices.

I can offer no definitive evidence to prove
that these beliefs are not straw men. It may be
they are not really widely shared by social
scientists, managers, consultants, and personnel
people. If that should be the case, and they are
only fat red herrings, then our re-examination
may help to destroy them.

Reasons for Re-Examination
I urge that these beliefs be re-examixied not

so much because they are wrong, in any abso-
lute sense, and certainly not because the beliefs

that preceded them, especially the Tayloristic be-
liefs, were right. Essentially, the participative
beliefs ought to be re-examined for two reasons.

(1) In so eagerly deiiwlishing Taylorism we
may have throii-n out some useful parts of the
baby with the bath water. We may even be re-
peating some of the mistakes of Taylorism that
we have taken siieh pains to point out.

Incidentally Taylor made himself almost too
clear a target for those who came later. He had
no trouble at all organizjng all sorts of human-
istic people against him by making statements
like this:

"Now one of the \ery first requirements for a
man who is fit to handle pig iron . . . is that he
shall he so stupid and so phlegmatic that he more
nearly resembles . . . the ox than any other type.
. . . he must consequently he trained by a man
more intelligent than himself." ^

Such antidemocratic pronouncements prob-
ably cc.itributed backhandedly to the o\ersolidi-

' Frederick W. Taylor, Scientific Management (New
York, Harper & Brotbcrs, i g i r ) , p . 59.
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Heation of the participative beliefs. For while
part of the participative target was to improve
management practice, part of it was also to win
the war against "inhuman" scientific manage-
ment.

Though it is clear that Taylorism has had
some large and unforeseen costs, it also seems
clear that present day Taylorism, i.e., the ideas
and techniques of industrial engineering, con-
tinue to he viable and almost invariably present
in Ameriean firms. Human resistance to the
techniques has been a real problem, but not al-
ways an insurmountable or economically intol-
erable one. And partially witb the naive help of
social scientists, the costs of Taylorism (the
slowdown, for instance) have often heen eased
enough by psychological palliatives (like sug-
gestion systems) to warrant their continued use.

Moreover, we may have overshot. In con-
demning Taylorism, by appearing, at least, to
be condemning any differentiation of organiza-
tions that separates out planning functions from
performing functions. We have urged more
participation, more involvement, hut we have
not heen very explicit about how far we want to
go toward the extreme of having everyone par-
ticipate in everything all the time.

(2) We have new knowledge hoth from the
information and communication sciences and
the social seiences that may he applicable to or-
ganizational prohlems; and if we freeze on our
present beliefs, we may not be ahle to incorpo-
rate that knowledge.

Two relevant sets of ideas have been emerging
over the last few years. One is the development
of information teehnology, a science in which
human heings need not be the fundamental unit
of analysis. We cannot examine that in detail
here." The other set is the emerging findings
from reeent research on individual and group
prohlem solving. This research in which human
beings have indeed been the fundamental unit
will be the suhject of the rest of this discussion.

Self-Programing People

Some remarkably similar findings keep turn-
ing up in a number of different places. They
look irrelevant at first, but I think they are really

- See Harold J. Leavitt and Thomas L. Whisler, "Man-
agement in the 1980's," HBR November-Deccmhcr
1958, p. 41 ; or H, A. Simon, "The Corporation: Will It
Be Managed by Machines?" in Management and Corpo-
rations, igfi^, edited by M. L. Anshen and C, L. Bach
(New York, McCraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., i960).

quite to the point. For instanee, given a prob-
lem to solve, people try to develop a program
that will solve not only the speeific prohlem at
hnnd but other problems of the same "class."
If we give a true-false test, the suhject not only
tries to answer each question properly; he almost
invariahly sets up and checks out hypotheses
ahout the order of true and false answers. If
he hits the sequence "True, False, True, False,"
for example, he guesses that this is "really" an
alternating series and predicts a "True" for the
next one. This is a commonplace finding, known
to haseball fans (i,e,, the next pitch is "due" to
be a fast hall) and gamhlers and school kids,
and even to social scientists.

The point, whieh I believe is as fundamental
as many other points psychologists have made
ahout the nature of man, is that humans have
strong and apparently natural tendencies to pro-
gram themselves. In many cases a "solution" to
a problem is really a program for solving all
problems of that class.

The second finding is that the challenge, the
puzzle, the motivational impetus for the proh-
lem solver also stems in part from this same
need — tbe need to develop a general program.
Moreover, when such a general program is dis-
covered, then any particular task within the pro-
gram is likely to become trivial and uninterest-
ing. When we "understand" tick-tack-toe, the
game stops being much fun.

Here is an example from an experiment that
will come up again later:

Suppose we ask three people to play the "Com-
mon Target Game." "• The three players are blind-
folded and not allowed to talk with one another.
At a signal from an instructor each is asked to put
up any number of fingers. If each man puts up
zero fingers, the sum of the three will of course
he zero; and if each man puts up his maximum of
ten, the total shown hy the three will he 30.

Given these rules, we now set up the following
task. The instructor will call out some whole tar-
get number between zero and 30. The cooperative
objective of the three players (without knowing
what the others have done) is to put up enough
fingers so that the sum of the fingers will add up
exactly to the target number. Thus, if the instruc-
tor calls out the number 16, eaeh player tries to
hold up enough fingers such that the three together

^ Research with this "Common Target Game" was
started by Alex Bavelas of Stanford University. For a
reeent paper on its use see Harold J. Leavitt, "Task Or-
dering and Organizational Development in the Common
Target Game," Behavioral Scienee, July i960, Bavelas al-
so inspired the eommunication experiment described later.



hold up a total of 16. They are then told what they
actually hit; and if they miss, they try again until
they hit that target. Then they are given a new
target.

If we play this game for a while and tune in
on the players' thoughts, it turns out that each
player is busily thinking up general systems for
deciding how many fingers to hold up. Usually
he says something like this to himself: "There
are three of us. Therefore it is probably sen-
sible to start by dividing each target number by
three. If the target is i6, we
should each take five to begin
with. Then we will have to de-
cide who will take the extra one
that is left over." He then goes
on to think up additional sets of
rules by which these leftovers
can be allocated.

But what he has done in effeet
is to say this: "Let us not treat
each new target as a brand new
problem. Let us instead classify
all possible targets into three
simple categories: (a) targets
evenly divisible by three, e.g., 15; (b) tar-
gets divisible hy three with one left over, e.g.,
16; (c) targets divisible by three with two left
over, e.g., 17." Our subject has now simplified
the world by elassifying all possible targets. No
target is any longer novel and unique. It is now
a member of one of these three classes.

Moreover, if the players can agree on one
general program that permits them to hit targets
on one trial, then they rapidly lose interest in
the game — well before all targets have been
tested. It is exciting, challenging, and disturb-
ing only until a general program has been de-
veloped. Once they have developed it, the play-
ers ean very easily instruct other people, or ma-
chines, to play the game according to the system
tliey have developed.

These dual findings — programing oneself
out of a challenging and novel situation, and
then losing interest — keep showing up. And
they keep reiterating the probably obvious point,
so clearly observable in children, that people
tend to reduee eomplexity to simplicity, and hav-
ing done so find that the game isn't so much
fun any more.

These findings lead me, very tentatively, to
the generalization that high interest, high chal-
lenge, may be caused as much by the job at hand
(is it already programed or not?) as by "partici-
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pation." The players in our game participated
fully — but they got bored when required rou-
tinely to operate their program, despite tbe faet
that it was their own baby. The fun was in the
making.

If we make a big jump, we can then ask: Is
it reasonable to think that we ean, in the real
world, maintain a continuously challenging "un-
programed" state for all members of an organiza-
tion? . . . especially when members themselves
are always searching for more complete pro-

grams? . . . and while the demands made upon
the organization eall for routine tasks like mak-
ing the same part tomorrow, tomorrow, and to-
morrow that was made today?

The answer to tbis question is not obvious.
In fact we have all witnessed the frequent de-
mand of groups of workers for more and more
highly detailed job definitions, on the one hand,
accompanied by more and more complaints
about "dcskilling," on the other. Eor instanee,
the airline pilot wants more and better ground-
control programs to deal with increasing traffie;
but once he gets them, he finds that the new
programs also reduee the autonomy, the free-
dom, and the exercise of human judgment that
make ffying interesting.

Unhuman Teachers
Consider next the development and appliea-

tion of teaching machines — those simple, un-
sophisticated, mechanical gadgets which ignore
the complexities of people, and which use feed-
back principles that are almost primitive in
their simplicity.

W îth them, if the evidence is correct, we can
teach spelling faster than most human teachers
can, and perhaps languages too. We can in-
struet workers in complex machine operation,
and often thereby enlarge their jobs. And girls
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can be taught to wire complex circuits as well
as experts do simply by providing them with
a sequential series of diagrams projected on a
screen at the work place. The girl ean control
the diagram, moving back t«o pictures or for-
ward four. Teach her to solder, give her the
materials, and she can do the joh — fast.

Her joh has been enlarged, for she now wires
the whole circuit (50 or 60 hours' worth) in-
stead of one small piece. But there is no human
interaction here — no patient human teachers;
no great involvement; not even very much learn-
ing. For the crutch of the teaching machine
stays there — always. She can lean on the dia-
grams next year if she should still want to, and
she probably will.

It is beguilingly easy to demean or disavow
such gadgets, to relegate them to low-class teach-
ing of routines. It is especially easy to sweep
them aside if we have been raised in the tradi-
tion of the participative heliefs. For even more

wonder how many of the problems of teaching
have been eaused by the human teacher.

Which Kind of Structure?
A little over 12 years ago another area of re-

search got under way at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology which dealt with com-
munication nets and their effeets on prohlem
solving hy groups. As this hody of experimenta-
tion has built up, it too has added reason for
uneasiness about the unsbakability of the par-
ticipative heliefs.

Let me review the experiments very quickly.
They are quite simple in their conception and
purpose. They ask how the structure of com-
munication among members of a group affects
the way that group solves a given prohlem.

Suppose, for example, we connect up groups
of five men so that they may communicate only
through the two-way channels represented by
the lines shown below. We can then ask whether

than in management these beliefs prevail in edu-
cation. "Real" teaching is, hy current defini-
tion, a human process. How then can we take
seriously devices which completely bypass the
human teacher, which arc not even in the same
ball park with those problems that are helieved
to be at the very center of the teaching process,
i.e., teacher-student rapport, teacher understand-
ing of student personality, student dependency
on the teacher?

It is not so much that teaching machines di-
rectly threaten present heliefs about teaching;
it is rather that they simply bypass large parts
of those beliefs. By treating teaching, naively
perhaps, as something other than a human re-
lations process, one simply does not face proh-
lems that arise as a consequence of human rela-
tionships.

Taking this view of things, one begins to

comparable groups, working on the same proh-
lem, will solve it "better" in fNetwork I than in
Network IT or Network III.

The men are put in booths so that they can-
not see one another, and then given this simple
prohlem to solve:

Each man has a cup containing five marbles of
different colors. Only one corresponding color
marble appears in all of the cups. The problem is
to discover what that single color is, and to do it as
fast as possihie. Ouly written communications are
allowed — only along the channels open iti the
particular network being tested. The joh is not
considered solved until all five men know what the
common color is. The prohieni is used again and
again for the same group in the same net, each
time with new sets of marbles.

We can then measure the "efficiency" of each
net by such factors as speed of problem solving.
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number of messages sent, number of errors
made, clarity of organizational form, specificity
of each job in the organization, and clarity of
leadership. It turns out that on these simple
tasks Network I is far more efficient than II,
which in turn is more efficient than IIL In other
words, groups of individuals placed in Network
I within a very few trials solve these problems
in an orderly, neat, quick, clear,
well-struetured way — with min-
imum messages. In Network III,
comparable groups solve the same
problems less quickly, less neat-
ly, with less order, and with less
clarity about individual jobs and
the organizational structure —
and they take more paper, too.

However, if we now ask mem-
bers of these three networks to
indicate how happy they are in
their jobs, we get the reverse ef-
fect. Network III people are
happier, on the average, than T[
or I people (though the center
man in Network I is apt to be quite happy).
But since we are concerned with effeetiveness,
we may argue that happiness is not very impor-
tant anyway. So let us go on to some other pos-
sible criteria of organizational effectiveness:
creativity and flexibility.

We find two interesting things. Eirst, when
a bright new idea for improvement of operations
is introduced into each of these nets, the rapid
acceptance of the new idea is more likely in III
than in L Tf a member of I comes up with the
idea and passes it along, it is likely to be discard-
ed (by the man in the middle) on the ground
that he is too busy, or the idea is too hard to im-
plement, or "We are doing O.K. already; don't
foul up the works by trying to ehange every-
thing!"

Correspondingly, if we change the problem
by introducing "noisy marbles" * (marbles of un-
usual colors for which there are no common
names), then again we find that III has advan-
tages over L Network III is able to adapt to this
change by developing a new code, some agreed-
on set of names for the colors. Network I seems
to have much greater diffieulty in adapting to
this more abstract and novel job.

So by certain industrial engineering-type eri-
teria (speed, clarity of organization and job de-
scriptions, parsimonious use of paper, and so
on), the highly routinized, noninvolving, cen-
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tralized Net^vork I seems to work best. But if
our criteria of effectiveness are more ephemeral,
more general (like acceptance of creativity, flexi-
bility in dealing with novel problems, generally
high morale, and loyalty), then the more egali-
tarian or deeentralized Network III seems to
work better.

What shall we eonclude? Using the common

"efficiency" eriteria, the Taylorists are right.
But these are narrow and inhuman, and if we
use creativity and morale as criteria, modern
participative beliefs are right. But are we also
to conclude that the criteria of creativity and
ffexibility and morale are somehow fundamen-
tally more important than speed and clarity and
orderliness?

Or shall we (and I favor this eonclusion) prag-
matically conclude that if ŵ e want to achieve
one kind of goal, then one kind of structure
seems feasible? If we want other criteria to gov-
ern, then another structure may make sense.
Certainly it is reasonable to guess that in tbe
real (as distinct from the laboratory) world,
there will be loeations and times which might
make one set of criteria more important than the
other even within the same large organization.

But participative managers, myself once in-
cluded, will immediately go back to tlie happi-
ness issue that I treated so eavalicrly a few para-
graphs ago. They will eounter by arguing that
Network T cannot work long — for the growing

' Research on this part of tbe problem w:is eonducted
at M.I.T.'s Group Networks Laboratory by L. Cbristie,
p . Luce, and J. Macy; sec tbeir Communication and
t.carmng in Tash Oriented Grrnqn, Rescareb Lab of
Electronics, MIT (Tceh Report No. 2 3 1 , Mav 1952)
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resistance and low morale it generates in its
members will eventually cause it to burst.

The evidence is negative. The relative impor-
tance of this resistance is apparently small.
There seem to be fairly cheap ways of compen-
sating for the low morale, yet still keeping the
organization going efficiently. To the best of
my capacity to speculate, and also the best of my
knowledge from extended runs (60 trials) of
Network I,"' it can keep going indefinitely, high-
ly programed and unchallenging as it is to most
of its members. Moreover, we could probably
automate Network I rather easily if we wanted
to, and get rid of the human factor altogether.

Planned Decisions

In the Common Target Game mentioned ear-
lier — the little game in which three players
hold up fingers to try to sum to a target — some
other interestingly odd results turn up. For one
thing, we find that the game is solved hetter
with an asymmetric system of rewards. If we
offer only one player in the group a personal
bonus depending on the numher of fingers he
contributes, groups seem to perform better than
if we offer no rewards to anybody or equal re-
wards to everybody. In fact, if we offer every-
one a personal payoff (i point per finger, say),
so that each man gets a reward in accordance
with the size of his contribution, performance
is not very good but learning is very fast. There
is evidence, in other words, that competitive
groups learn how to solve the problem very
quickly, but tben refuse to solve it that way be-
cause they arc so busy competing.

One more finding: If groups simply play the
game cooperatively, without any special payoff
system, they almost never come up with the one
cleanest and simplest solution to it. If, how-
ever, we ask them to sit down and plan how to
play it, they almost always do come up with that
neat and elegant system, (The simple, neat so-
lution: A takes everything from o to 10; B adds
everything from 11 through 20; and so on.)

Tentatively, then, we have these mildly dis-
turbing findings:

• Differentiated groups (ones in which some
memhers are rewarded differently from others) can

•̂ A. M, Cohen, W. G. Bennis, and G. H. Wolkon,
"The Effeets of Continued Practice on the Behaviors of
Prohlem Solving Groups," Soeiometry, December 1961.

"W. R, Dill, W. Hoffman, H. J, LeaviU, and T.
O'Mara, "Experiences with a Complex Management
Game," California Management Review, Spring, 1961,
PP- 38-51-

perform better than un differentiated groups —
whether they be rewarded cooperatively only, or
both cooperatively and competitively.

• Gompetitively motivated groups learn faster
than cooperative ones; but their eorresponding per-
formance is dampened hy their competition.

• Groups that "evolve" by working together
directly ou the prohlem eome up with different,
less clean, and less simple solutions than groups in
which the planning and the performing phases of
their activity are separated.

These results do not directly contradict any
present ideas; but they suggest that manipula-
tion of variables like competition or differenti-
ation of roles may yield results we cannot easily
fit into our well-organized and perhaps overly
rigidified beliefs about the universal effective-
ness of self-determination, wholehearted cooper-
ation, and bottom-up planning.

What Kinds of Teams Win?

Finally, in some researeh we have been doing
recently with the complex year-long business
game that has been developed at Carnegie In-
stitute of Technology, another similar finding
has turned up,'' We found that those teams had
the highest morale and also performed best in
which there was the greatest differentiation of
influence among team members. That is, teams
whose players saw themselves as all about equal-
ly influential were less satisfied and made small-
er profits than teams whose players agreed that
some particular individuals were a good deal
more influential than others.

Now bringing the influence prohlem in at
this point may be another red herring. But the
optimal distribution of influence, and of power
that produces influence, has been one of the
problems that has plagued us industrial social
scientists for a long time. Does participative
management mean, in its extreme form, equal
distribution of power throughout the organiza-
tion? If not, then how should power be dis-
tributed? What is a "democratic" distrihution?
What is an autocratic one? I fear that none of
us has satisfactorily resolved these questions.
We have made some soft statements, pointing
out that participation does not mean that every-
one does the same joh, and that the president
ought still to be the president. But our specifica-
tions have not been clear and consistent, and we
have never made a very good theoretical ease for
any optimal differentiation of power within an
organization.

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Sticky Note
eye opener !

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight

Johan
Highlight



Again the finding is antiegalitarian, and in
favor of differentiation. Yet egalitarianism of
both communication and of power is often as-
sumed to produce, through the participative be-
liefs, involvement, commitment, and morale.

Idea of Differentiation

So it is developments in these two areas —
the information sciences and bits and pieces of
organizational research — that should, I sub-
mit, stimulate us to start re-examining our be-
liefs about the role of people in organizations.
Together these developments suggest that we
need to beeome more analytical about organiza-
tions, to separate our values from our analyses
more than we have up until now; that we need
also to take a more microscopic look at large or-
ganizations and to allow for the possibility of
differentiating several kinds of structures and
managerial practices within them.

Changes in this direction are, of course, al-
ready taking place but mostly at the research
level (as distinct from the level of applied prae-
tice). In practice, participative management and
the beliefs that aecompany it are clearly very
much on the rise. Efforts to promote more open
communication across and up and down the or-
ganization are visible everywhere. There is not
a first-rate business school in the country that
does not place heavy emphasis on human rela-
tions in industry, with its implicit assumption
of the essential role of people in problem solv-
ing. Although groujis and eommittees are still
dirty words in some industrial quarters, thev are
not nearly as dirty as they used to be. And cer-
tainly deeentralizatioii is an acceptable idea for
almost every educated American executive.

But it is worth pointing out that, even at the
level of current practice, participative ideas do
not seem to be sweeping into the organization
uniformly. In general, we have been concentrat-
ing more effort on developing participation at
middle-management than at hourly levels
the Scanlon plan notwithstanding. We train
supervisors, stud)- P. & D groups, counsel top
management, and run sensitivity training pro-
grams for management groups, all on a large
seale. Except for the Scanlon plan, it is not clear
that we have moved very much beyond the sug-
gestion system on the hourly worker front. But
this is not because social scientists have not tried.
They have tried very hard to bring the hourly
worker into such activities. Sometimes they
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have been rebuff'ed by the w^orkers or their
unions, sometimes hy managerial unwillingness
to indulge in such "risky" experiments.

This differential emphasis on middle man-
agement as opposed to hourly workers is prob-
ably not a temporary accident. It represents, I
believe, a general trend toward differentiating
management methods at different organization-
al levels, roughly in accordance with the "pro-
gramcdness" of the tasks that those levels per-
form. It represents a new third approach to the
problem of the routinization and proeramin" of
work.

The first approach was Taylor's: to routinize
all work and, by routinizing, to control it. The
second, the participative approach, was to strive
to eliminate routine ~~ to make all jobs chal-
lenging and novel. I suggest that the third ap-
proach — the one we are drifting into — is to
do both: to routinize and control what we ean;
to loosen up and make challenging what we ean-
not. In so doing we may end up being efficient,
and at once human and unhuman, depending
on \\here, within the large organization, we
ehoose to focus.

Consider, for example, recent thinking about
the administration of research and development
activities. Many observers have pointed up the
growing tentlency to free researehers, to depro-
gram them, to loosen their administrative bonds.
Certainly the typical large and enlightened firm
has moved in this direetion, from a puneh-the-
timc-clock attitude toward R & D (especially R)
to looser controls and a freer environment.

What Does Change Mean?

I think most social scientists and personnel
people bave interpreted the change as a large
breakthrough in the war against the whole
tightly run autocracy of industrial organization.
Loosening up of R & D, many feel. Is just the
first step toward loosening up the whole show.
Eor our goal is not to eliminate the time clock
in the lab; it is to eliminate all time clocks. The
emancipated researcher is thus not a special case,
but a mode] of the freedom that all members of
an organization will ultimately enjoy.

This is a pleasant, democratic vision, but I
don"t believe it. Top management's willingness,
under duress, to allow the R & D prima donna
to behave like a prima donna ean have another
meaning. It can mean movement toward a more
differentiated organization, with some parts of
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it very much loosened up while other parts be-
come increasingly tight. While the creative re-
searcher is being let't free to create, the mate-
rials purchasing clerk must conform more tight-
ly than ever to tbe new computer controlled
program he has been handed.

I submit that the facts we have all observed
fit together better when thus interpreted as sig-
nals of increasing differentiation.

By this third interpretation, we are not seeing
in R & D the growth of partieipative manage-
ment as such, but the growth of management-
according-tO'task; with the use of those admin-
istrative tools, participative or otherwise, that
seem hest adapted to the task at hand.

If this interpretation is correct, we should he
seeing less and less uniformity in managerial
practice; more of a class system, if you like —
though a fluid one — in which the rules gov-
erning everything from hours of work to meth-
ods of evaluation to systems of compensa-
tion may vary from one group to another within
the same parent organization. And, further, the
many variations w'lW he understandahle in large
part if one looks first at the tasks that each group
is trying to accomplish, and secondly at the tools,
psychological and technical, that are at the mo-
ment available for working on those tasks.

By this interpretation, too, growing differ-
entiation should create some nasty prohlems in
its own right. Differentiation should make for
more problems of communication among sets
of subgroups each governed by different rules.
Mobility from one subgroup to another should
become more difficult. And so on.

Let us, if you will permit me to press the
point, suppose such problems do arise. Wbat
might we do to solve them? If we jump off
from our participative beliefs, we move almost
naturally toward a search lor ways of inereasing
communication among groups, and opening mo-
bility pathways as widely as possible. Jumping
ofl' from a more analytic base, however, we might
stop and ask: Is communication among these
groups useful? How much? For what? And
how much mobility?

Perhaps only a thread of communication will
be needed — perhaps no mohility across groups
at all. But without further speculation I sug-
gest that more and more we are differentiating
classes and suhclasses of tasks within organiza-
tions, so that questions about how much we use

people, the kinds of people we use, and the
kinds of rules within which we ask them to
operate, all are being increasingly differentiated
— largely in accordance with our ability to
specify and program the tasks which need to be
performed and in accordance with the kind of
tools availahle to us.

Conclusion

The main purposes of this article, then, have
been to ask for a rc-examination of the "partici-
pative heliefs" about management, and to urge
a consideration of the idea of differentiation.

Tn asking For a second look at the participative
heliefs, I have tried not to associate myself with
some others who are asking for the same thing
but for quite different reasons. I do not want
a return to tough management. Nor am I wor-
ried ahout groups replacing individuals. In my
opinion the participative beliefs represent a great
advance in management, one that needs now
only to be placed In perspective.

Tn our eagerness over the last couple of dec-
ades to expand and test our nĉ v and exciting
findings about participation, we may have made
two serious but understandable and correctable
mistakes: we have on occasion confused our ob-
servations witb our values; and we have as-
sumed that our participative heliefs represented
the absolute zero of management — that there
was no more basie level.

But though I helieve in the values associated
with the participative beliefs and in their great
practical utility for solving huge present and
future problems of human relationships, I ask
that we try to fit them into the still hroader per-
spective on organizations that is being generated
out of the communication and systems sciences,
and out of our rapidly growing understanding
of the processes of thinking, organizing, antt
problem solving.

One way of setting these beliefs into a dif-
ferent perspective may be, I submit, by viewing
large organizations as differentiated sets of sub-
systems rather than as unified wholes. Such a
view leads us toward a management-by-task
kind of outlook — with the recognition that
many suhparts of the organization may per-
form many different kinds of tasks, and there-
fore may call for many different kinds of mana-
gerial praetiees.
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