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PENGUIN BOOKS

UNDERSTANDING ORGANIZATIONS

Charles Handy is, these days, a writer and broadcaster. He has been an oil executive, an economist, a professor at the London Business School and a consultant to a wide variety of organizations in both the public and private sectors. He has also been the Warden of St George’s House in Windsor Castle, a private study centre concerned with ethical and social issues, and was for two years the Chairman of the Royal Society of Arts. He is known to many for his ‘Thought for the Day’ broadcasts on BBC Radio 4’s Today programme.

Understanding Organizations was his first book, originally published in 1976 and now in its fourth edition. Since then he has published a further ten books, including Inside Organizations, Understanding Schools as Organizations (with Robert Aitken), Understanding Voluntary Organizations, Gods of Management, The Age of Unreason, The Empty Raincoat and The Hungry Spirit. A collection of his ‘Thoughts for the Day’ is published under the title Waiting for the Mountain to Move. His work has focused on the changing shape of work and organizations and what this might mean for our futures. Several of his books are published in Penguin.




Foreword

Nothing in this book has not been said before, it’s just not been read before. This observation about an earlier edition of Understanding Organizations captures well the reason for its enduring success. Charles Handy writes in a way that makes important subjects accessible and real. In his writing we find our colleagues at work and ourselves. We recognize aspects of organizational life we have taken for granted and stopped thinking about. We can identify with his messages and empathise with his humanity. We may also be challenged by bis metaphorical illustrations and always relieved to know that in his writing there is no retreat into muddled jargon.

The themes in Understanding Organizations were well chosen for their generic and durable character. Fashions in analytical vocabulary have come and gone since this book was first published in 1976, but people are still concerned about how to motivate their subordinates, peers and bosses; how to influence and lead; how to build and run effective teams; and how to develop people and organizations.

Throughout the book the reader is encouraged to relate the concepts and frameworks to her experience or his organizational setting. This constant reflective character makes the book more of a personal journey than an impersonal trek through endless academic knowledge. The ‘so what’ challenge is well represented in Part Two, where we are encouraged to think about putting knowledge into practice. This double hurdle of scholarship and relevance is the other implicit message in a study of management and organizations now regarded by many as one of the most successful of its generation.

Andrew M. Pettigrew
Warwick Business School
1998




New Introduction to the Fourth Edition

When I first sat down to write the first edition of this book, nearly twenty-five years ago now, there were few books published on management or organizations, and almost none in Britain. Those that did exist were mostly written for academics and not for the practising executive. Most of those engaged in the real business of managing and organizing things thought that it was mostly a matter of common sense and that you either had the knack of leadership and administration or you didn’t. Sadly, common sense was not all that common and by the time you discovered that you did not have the knack of leadership it was often too late.

I commented at that time that there were three occupations in Britain for which no training or qualifications were needed – those of parent, politican and manager. I went on to say that, unfortunately, they are three of the most important roles in our society. Few of us would want to be treated by a doctor who had learnt only in the hard school of life, as managers used to, in case we were one of the doctor’s learning mistakes. Society suffered much when the school of hard knocks was the only school for its managers.

I wrote the book because I felt that common sense and intuitive leadership needed to be backed up by a better understanding of how human communities worked. I felt then, and I feel now, that organizations are not inanimate objects staffed by inconvenient things called individuals who would be much easier to deal with if they really were just human resources, a name we gave them in the hope that they would be as docile as our fork-lift trucks or as programmable as our computers. Words like ‘strategy’, ‘structure’ and ‘systems’ can easily deceive one into thinking that if you get those things right, the rest will follow.

Organizations, of course, are not objects. They are micro-societies. Those who lead them have to understand the needs and motivations of the people in them. Rulers can only rule effectively with the consent of those whom they govern, which means that they have to think about power and the sources of power, about the constituencies and factions they can rely on and about the techniques of communication and persuasion, in other words – politics. They have to work with the grain of the place, which means understanding the values and nature of its culture: ‘the way things work around here’. This book is about all these things.

Things are different today. Parents and politicians still enter their roles largely unprepared, but managers are increasingly expected to have acquired some fundamental skills and knowledge before they are entrusted with any significant responsibility. There were two MBA programmes in Britain when I started to write the book; there are now over one hundred. The bookstores are crammed with volumes of varying size and quality directed at the practising executive, full of the latest nostrums or gimmicks. Not all of them are good. Sometimes we seem to have substituted witch-doctoring for old-fashioned common sense. Because management is now defined as a skill, we can be tempted to think that it can be taught in the same way as computing or cooking. It can’t. It can only be learnt, and learnt, even now, in the school of experience. But experience guided and enlightened by understanding is likely to be a gentler experience for everyone and to lead to a shorter learning cycle. That is why this book is still essential reading for anyone interested in organizations and how to make them work better. Revisiting the book while preparing this new introduction I have realized how most of its essential messages and insights are still key, although the context has changed over time, as Part Three makes clear.

I have been gratified to notice, however, that the language that people use in organizations has begun to change. The old engineering language of constructing, commanding and controlling is giving way to a more political language of leading, co-ordinating and persuading. We talk more of groups and teams than of hierarchies, of consulting people more than of ordering them and of visions as much as of bottom lines. In which case this book, which has long argued that this is the way it should be, becomes a more immediate guidebook to the future.

My hope is that it is as pleasurable to read as it is useful, for there is no reason why study should not be pleasing, even fun at times. I have larded it with anecdotes and examples from my own and others’ experience, partly because theory that is not grounded in reality is empty fancy, but also because I hope to tempt you to add your own anecdotes to mine. This way the book becomes as much yours as mine and I hope that you will be pleased by the result.

Diss, Norfolk
2006
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1 [image: Image] About This Book

1 Introduction

1.1

I came to the study of people in organizations expecting certainty and absolute knowledge in the behavioural sciences. I anticipated that I would find laws governing the behaviour of people and of organizations as sure and as immutable as the laws of the physical sciences. I was disappointed. I found concepts and ideas abounding. I found, too often, ponderous confirmation of the obvious and weighty investigation of trivia. But the underlying unalterable laws were not there, organizations remained only patchily efficient, and the most exciting of the ideas did not always work.

This disappointment initially brought dismay and disillusionment. But then I came to realize that, perhaps with some exceptions in physiological psychology, the study of people in organizations is not to do with predictive certainty – for two very good reasons:

1 The multiplicity of variables impinging on any one organizational situation is so great (Figure 1 suggests over sixty) that data on all of them sufficient to predict the precise outcome of that multiple inter-relationship would never in practice be forthcoming.

2 What seems to be the inherent ability of the human being to override many of the influences on his behaviour.

Organizational phenomena, I realized, should be explained by the kind of contextual interpretation used by an historian. Such interpretation would allow us to predict ‘trends’ with some degree of confidence. To add precise quantities to those trends, as in the physical sciences, would, however, be inappropriate and unrealistic.

As individual human beings we should take delight in this lack of certainty since it carries with it a guarantee of ultimate independence. As managers, or potential organizers of people, we can take comfort in the facts that:

1 Most of the variables remain constant most of the time.

2 Most individuals do not override the influencing factors most of the time.

3 Most interpretations will be valid for the future as well as the past.

4 Prediction tends to improve as the object of study turns from individuals to collections of individuals.


Box 1.1

Until well into the seventeenth century, surgery was performed not by doctors but by barbers who, untaught and unlettered, applied whatever tortures they had picked up during their apprenticeship. Doctors, observing a literal interpretation of their oath not to inflict bodily harm, were too ‘ethical’ to cut and were not even supposed to watch. But the operation, if performed according to the rules, was presided over by a learned doctor who sat on a dais well above the struggle and read what the barber was supposed to be doing aloud from a Latin classic (which the barber, of course, did not understand). Needless to say, it was always the barber’s fault if the patient died, and always the doctor’s achievement if he survived. And the doctor got the bigger fee in either event.

There is some resemblance between the state of surgery four centuries ago and the state of organization theory until recently. There is no dearth of books in the field; indeed, organization theory is the main subject taught under the heading of ‘management’ in many of our business schools. There is a great deal of importance and value in these books – just as there was a great deal of genuine value in the classical texts on surgery. But the practising manager has only too often felt the way the barber must have felt. It is not that he, as a ‘practical man’, resisted theory. Most managers, especially in the larger companies, have learned the hard way that performance depends upon proper organization. But the practising manager did not as a rule understand the organization theorist, and vice versa.

From Drucker, The Practice of Management, 1954



1.2

Figure 1 is a schematic way of illustrating why the study of organizational effectiveness is likely to be complicated. Over sixty different variables are listed there. Most managers could suggest a few more or would group them differently. Looking at this complexity one can begin to understand why the organizational theorist will tend to focus on one group of variables, e.g. the motivation to work, in an attempt to get hold of something, and why the pragmatic manager will respond to the academic’s theories by saying, ‘Yes, that’s all very well but it doesn’t help my particular situation.’

[image: Image]

Figure 1 Some factors affecting organizational effectiveness

The diagram should also reveal the dangers of the lure of the familiar. Because we know what to do about competition, for instance, or about unions, we selectively focus on that variable or group of variables in any problem situation. Unfortunately selective focusing, if done by habit, also unfocuses a lot of other variables. I have often myself been swept up in enthusiasm for a new form of training (group dynamics is one example), only to find in the cold light of practice that it deals with only one aspect of a much more complex situation. The consultant firm that links its prestige to dealing with one set of variables (e.g. systems and structures), because that is where its operational experience lies, runs the risk of doing a superlative job on an irrelevant issue. It is of little use regulating the clocks when the house is burning down.

‘Reductionism’, as it is called, the disentangling of each variable in turn, may suit some academics and analysts but will not do for the manager who has to put the lot together and make it work. Beware the manager who hawks one patent cure. He has not studied Figure 1.

2 The utility of organizational theory

2.1

Analysis is an important prerequisite of action. It is no substitute for action, and analysis without action or implementation remains mere analysis and is often seen as irritating sophistry. Or just as the centipede was reduced to lying on its back in a ditch by pondering the question ‘How do I use my legs?’, so excessive management analysis can lead to management paralysis. But action without analysis becomes mere impulse. In fact, very little behaviour is purely impulsive. Most individuals, by the time they reach maturity, have built up an array of concepts which they use to interpret the data they observe. Many of these concepts are not part of our conscious awareness. Often they could more accurately be called beliefs, hunches or assumptions; sometimes even myths, stereotypes and superstitions.

Organization theory seeks to substitute a coherent set of conceptual frameworks for these collections of assumptions. These concepts, properly used and understood, should:


Help one to explain the Past which in turn

Helps one to understand the Present and thus

To predict the Future which leads to

More influence over future events and

Less disturbance from the Unexpected.



2.2

Do not underrate the value of the conceptual understanding of the present. One of the stereotyped assumptions of our culture is that man is master, or should be, of his environment. When anything goes wrong, or goes in an unexpected direction, we are apt to blame the individual – ourselves or someone else. This tendency towards individualism has, in my experience, caused a great deal of unnecessary trauma and personal anxiety in organizations. In fact, as Figure 1 demonstrates, the individual and his abilities are only one part of many forces bearing on a situation. A proper understanding of the relevant concepts of organization theory has brought much comfort to individuals in tension as well as allowing them to carry out the analytical task of the manager, which is:


To identify the key variables in any situation;

To predict the probable outcomes of any changes in the variables;

To select the ones he can and should influence.



Even if this yields only knowledge of the negative, that it will be useless to do such and such in such and such a situation, the manager will benefit. For in organizations, as in life, we progress as much by knowing what not to do as by recognizing what we must do.


Box 1.2

‘The centurion answered and said … “I say to this man, go and he goeth, and to another come and he cometh, and to my servant, do this and he doeth it.” ’ (Matthew 8:9)

The centurion in the Bible was explaining his organizational model. It was one which worked for him in his time and place. He assumed that it applied to everyone, everywhere.

We all of us carry around some organizational model in our minds, unstated, unformulated but very powerful none the less. We got it from our first organization, perhaps, or from the early books and films we read. For many, those first organizations were schools or armies, or just the home. They shaped our ideas of authority, of what you can expect of other people, of how close you can get to them and how you behave.

Such models, lurking in the unconscious, can be dangerous in the wrong place. We need to understand the models in our mind.



2.3

This book contains:

Some of the conceptual frameworks that I have found most useful in the interpretation of organizational phenomena;

A discussion of their application to particular types of organizational problems.

This book is eclectic. It is not a comprehensive review of all the ideas that have been put forward, though ideas for further study are suggested in Part Three. But it is a coherent set of concepts. The concepts are interpretative devices, not precise definitions in the tradition of the physical sciences. Many of them will, and should, accord with the intuitive assumptions and beliefs of successful managers.

I am reminded of a student on a management development programme. He had made half-a-million pounds by his own efforts by the time he was 35. ‘Why are you coming here as a student?’ I asked him. ‘With your success record you should join the faculty.’ ‘Not so,’ he replied, ‘I have come to find out why I was so successful.’ He understood that if he could not explain his success he could not repeat it.

So it is with the interpretative devices of organization theory. Organizations have existed for thousands of years. Many have succeeded. Many have failed. The aim of organization theory is to explain the difference. To conceptualize and understand what works well so that it can be repeated. To generalize from the particular and to perceive the common thread in the tangled skein of individual incidents. If this book, therefore, can help the individual reader to re-interpret his own experience so that he can better understand it and generalize from it, then it will have achieved its aim. To distort Pope’s dictum about wit


Theory is Nature to advantage dressed,

What oft was thought, but ne’er so well expressed.



2.4

The theme of this book could be said to be that diagnosis lies at the heart of effective management. There are lucky managers, of course; those whose favourite remedy just happens to be appropriate for the organizational malaise; those who find an organization in the bloom of health and vitality when no pill can harm or help; those few who, by force of will and personality, drag a sick constitution through to health. Most of us, however, would do better to rely on an accurate reading of the interplay of variables in Figure 1. To do this we need understanding, or theories, of the way the variables affect each other. We need to know those which we can alter and how by altering them we shall change the total situation.

This book should help towards that understanding. It will suggest some linking mechanisms, some charts for reading the signs of difficulty or success in organizations and for relating them to possible causes. But although understanding helps the diagnosis, gives better predictive ability and more power to influence the future, it nevertheless remains true that to understand all is not to resolve all. Diagnosis brings dilemmas. It is seldom possible to optimize on all the variables. What is good for the organization is not always good for all its members. Not all the variables are equally susceptible to change. ‘Effectiveness’ too is an umbrella-word It leaves ‘effectiveness for what or for whom?’ unanswered, although the nature of goals and objectives feeds back into the set of influencing factors (see Figure 1 again).

There is no theory that unlocks these dilemmas. Diagnosis clarifies but seldom solves. This remains a question of judgement – the ultimate justification of the managerial role. Do not look, therefore, in this book or in organization therory for detailed advice on how to manage. Look rather for interpretative schemes to clarify your organizational dilemmas.


Box 1.3 Diagnosis or functional myopia?

As director of a general management programme I was once in search of a so-called multi-disciplinary problem which would help the participants to understand the interlinking nature of the functional areas of management. It seemed to me that the recent much-publicized failure of a nationally known firm would provide a good example. I suggested this to my colleagues on the teaching staff of the programme.

‘Excellent idea,’ said the economist, ‘a classic example of the failure to forecast a peaking of the demand curve.’

‘Of course,’ said the accountant, ‘this organization has never understood the concept of cash-flow – an excellent case-study.’

‘I should be delighted to be involved,’ said the organization theorist, ‘it only goes to show how inflexible a centralized organization can become.’

‘It’s a bit too obvious, that’s the only trouble,’ said the marketing man, ‘with their distribution system and pricing policy disaster was inevitable.’

If all were right, I wondered, could any one of them be more right than the others?



3 The nature and history of organization theory

The study of people in organizations is no new phenomenon. Confucius was an expert, so were the Greeks and all civilizations who discovered how to organize large numbers of people fruitfully. Aristotle had insights into organization theory which should not be ignored.

In more modern times people have started to think about people in organizations more systematically. It was, at first, fashionable to regard organizations as machines, machines with human parts. Machines could be designed, directed, controlled, speeded up or slowed down. That made them very convenient. They could be ‘managed’ by an outside agent. Indeed, much of the language of management was at one time borrowed from engineering and, later, from electrical and electronic engineering with its talk of interlocking systems and feedback loops. It is a seductive language because it suggests that organizations are, or can be, devices under our control which we can use to implement our wishes.

Although there are many managers today who still like to use this language and would like to think that it works, the thinking about organizations has moved on a long way from those early days. Looking back now it is possible to distinguish seven schools of thought, none of which has proved to be wholly wrong, but none of which is wholly right. Like organizations themselves, the theory of organizing started out simple but got steadily more complicated. Perhaps it should not now be called a theory at all.

The seven schools of thought are:

1 Scientific Management. Building on the pioneering studies of F. W. Taylor (see Box 1.4), a man who was, by all accounts, quite a character, this school set out to prescribe how organizations should work. It produced some simple-sounding injunctions – plan ahead, count things and movements, allocate tasks and responsibilities, limit your span of control, review results. Commonsensical though it was, it was a big step forward for the time (1880s), but people had been left out of the equation – they were not to be so easily regimented, nor was the world outside so neat and stable as these rules assumed.

2 Human Relations. Chester Barnard, a businessman who could write books as well as think clearly about what he was doing, was the first to insist that organizations were not machines but co-operative communities. People had to be persuaded. Authority really came from the people you led not from those above. That was in the 1930s. Then came studies in productivity, notably at the Hawthorne plant of Western Electric, which showed how important the informal group was, and the hearts and minds of its people.

3 Bureaucratic. Max Weber wrote about bureaucracy in Germany in 1910 but it was not until the 1940s that his work was translated and debated in America and the English-speaking world. His description, and apparent support for, bureaucracy as a necessary part of organizing was not well-received. No one, it seems, approves of bureaucracy except, interestingly, lots of people in organizations who like to know where they stand, what they have to do, who is in charge and what the rules are. We should be careful not to throw out all the concepts of bureaucracy along with its name.

4 Power, Conflict and Decisions. Philip Selznick, studying the Tennessee Valley Authority in the 1950s, realized that organizations were not as logical as they seemed, even the supposedly democratic ones. Different parts of them have different goals and fight to secure them. Power, its quantity and its distribution, began to be studied, as did conflict and the way in which decisions are actually made instead of the way they should be made. Simon and March pointed out that human beings were inevitably limited in intelligence, information and even in time. People did not usually go for the best possible solution but for one that would just about do. Organizations, they suggested, could best be understood by looking at how decisions are taken and by the way the organization talks to itself, its vocabulary.

5 Technology. Joan Woodward, in Britain, then threw another spanner in the works, in the 1960s, by pointing out that the technology of the work you are doing makes a huge difference to the type of organization you can use. As Burns and Stalker, also from Britain, suggested, routine or mechanistic operations need a lot of bureaucracy whereas one-off products or ‘organic’ work arrangements need temporary groups and delegated responsibility. Lawrence and Lorsch extended this by adding in the environment. A stable environment needed a bureaucratic organization while a fast-changing one required a more flexible one to deal with it. Obvious, as so often, with hindsight, but a shaft of insight at the time.

6 Systems. It was all getting complicated. It was tempting then to subscribe to open systems theory. This theory views organizations as open systems which take in resources of all sorts, work on them and push them out, transformed. In systems thinking everything affects everything else, everything is part of something bigger and nothing can stand on its own or be understood on its own. Rather like economics, systems thinking explains everything but predicts little, although writers like Peter Senge, building on Jay Forrester’s model-building in Industrial Dynamics, are helping to make it more practically useful.

7 Institutional. Meanwhile, the sociologists and the anthropologists of organizations were beginning to insist that each organization was a unique bit of history, with its own goals, sitting in its own environment, with its own ways of doing things and its own patterns of influence. All the other schools of thought, therefore, apply in some measure. Organizations are not naturally co-operative places, they do need bureaucratic rules, but logic will not necessarily prevail because different people see things differently and have different priorities and, anyway, the technology and the market-place make some things impossible and some things essential even if you wished that they weren’t. ‘Culture’ became the fashionable word for this school of thought, with its implication that every organization had its own way of doing things but with the implied corollary that their way was not necessarily the best way or the only way.



Box 1.4 F. W. Taylor and Scientific Management

F. W. Taylor, the father of Scientific Management, was fascinated by the inefficiencies of much of the manual work that he observed. Most famously he studied the work of pig-iron handlers, men who carried heavy pieces of iron around the steel-works at the end of the last century. He went on to look at the people who shovelled coal in those steel-works and marvelled, for instance, to discover that they used the same size of shovel to lift rice coal at 3½ pounds to the shovel as they did for Massaba Range coal at 38 pounds per shovel. He discovered by experiment with the workers that there was an optimum load of 22 pounds per shovel which would permit them to lift the maximum tonnage each day. He therefore arranged for there to be a range of shovels of different sizes adapted to the types of coal. The final result was that Bethlehem Steel, where the experiments took place, were able to reduce their workforce from 600 to 140 and to pay the remaining 140 men 60 per cent higher wages provided that they met their precisely calculated targets each week.

In bricklaying, he describes how an expert bricklayer, called Frank Gilbreth, was able, after 18 months of careful experiment, to show his bricklayers how to lay a brick with five motions instead of eighteen by such simple devices as building a platform to hold the bricks at a height convenient to the bricklayer instead of placing them on the ground. (Gilbreth later developed his ideas into a full-scale classification of all possible movements, which he called ‘therbligs’, his name spelt backwards).

It is obvious, really, and it was the beginning of time and motion study and of industrial engineering. It is still true. Simple things can always be done more simply.

Taylor, however, made the mistake of pressing his point too far. ‘The law is almost universal,’ he said, ‘… that the man who is fit to work at any particular trade is unable to understand the science of that trade without the kindly help and co-operation of men of a totally different education.’ That statement was an invitation to regard organizations as systems to be devised by some to be worked by others.

See further: F. W. Taylor, Scientific Management, 1947.



All the schools of thought have contributed something useful. It is wise to be eclectic, to pick from each anything that helps, to compile the sort of personal anthology which is what this book aims to be. My own biases show through if I group the many topics covered by the book under the headings of People, Power and Practicalities as in Figure 2. Organizations are to me, first and foremost, fascinating collections of people. The challenge is to make them productive and useful communities. That requires the use of power in its many guises, as well as an understanding of the context of the organization, of its history and of its purpose – the politics of the practical you might say, or the organization as it really is. I call these the practicalities, because what is the use of all our understanding if we cannot turn it into something practical and useful?
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Figure 2 The relationship between people, power and practicalities

Gareth Morgan, in a fascinating book, Images of Organization, takes another tack, suggesting that it is metaphor and analogy which gives us our understanding of organizations. He explores a range of different metaphors, looking at:


Organizations as machines;

Organizations as organisms;

Organizations as brains;

Organizations as cultures;

Organizations as political systems;

Organizations as psychic prisons;

Organizations as flux and transformation;

Organizations as instruments of domination.



The way you think, he emphasizes, governs the way you act. Make sure, therefore, that you get your thinking straight first, and realize, always, that there is more than one way of thinking about a problem. Each metaphor, he suggests, is valuable because it offers insight. We should not be blinkered in our thinking but pursue ‘the injunction of metaphor’. There is no one right answer when you are dealing with organizations. That may not seem a comforting thought to some, but I have always found it a liberating and an exciting one.


Box 1.5

Fred Taylor did not only measure pig-iron carriers and coal shovellers, he would, on his cross-country walks, constantly experiment with his legs to discover how to cover the greatest distance with a minimum use of energy, or the easiest way to vault a fence, or the ideal length of a walking stick.

Recounting this, Gareth Morgan explains that Taylor grew up in a well-to-do but puritan household which emphasized work, discipline, tidiness and the ability to keep one’s emotions in check. Taylor’s life was dominated thereafter by the need for control, a man who wanted to master every aspect of his life, even constructing a canvas that hung by two poles over his bed to keep his brain cool while he slept and so prevent nightmares.

He carried this personal obsession into his recipes for organization, recipes which happened to meet the mood of the time and were, for many years, very influential. We are all, in some way perhaps, the prisoners of our past and our models of organizations just reflections of our childhood. There is no truth, only personality. It is a sobering thought for any would-be theorist.

See Morgan, Images of Organization, 1986



4 How to use this book

4.1

Part One contains a set of models, or frameworks, for the better understanding of people and organizations. I have selected six, the six which I have found most useful. Some of them, like ‘motivation’ and ‘leadership’, are topics common to all books on organizations. Others, like ‘power and influence’ and ‘politics’ are strangely rare. The frameworks overlap. It is not possible to talk about leadership without talking about motivation, or about politics without mentioning groups. Different models, sets of concepts, can be used to describe the same phenomena. This is as it should be. There are different angles from which we view the world. The view will be slightly different from each, the truth will be a combination of all.

Part Two looks at some key and current organizational issues in the light of the concepts introduced in Part One. Part of the intention is to demonstrate how the theories can be applied to the practices. Too often the two are kept in watertight compartments. One bookcase for the theoretical models, another for the tips and hints on current practice. The discussions in this part are not intended to be a review of best current practice but rather an interpretation, often a provocative one, of the implications of some of the theories that we say we all subscribe to.

Part Three is for those who wonder about the sources of my ideas, concepts and theories, or for those who wish to pursue any topic in greater depth. For each chapter in Parts One and Two there are notes which:

(a) Give a brief and sketchy overview of the relevant field of theory;

(b) Suggest a few sources which I have found particularly helpful or stimulating;

(c) Give references to the major studies mentioned in the text.

I have kept the main text uncluttered by footnotes or references in the, perhaps erroneous, belief that the average reader will be more interested in the ideas than in detecting their ultimate origin; that the resulting models and conclusions are more useful than the process of muddling through that led me to them. For the more persistent reader Part Three should provide a short-cut to the original sources and to further reading. But I have not attempted to give any kind of survey of the literature or a complete bibliography. Others have done this much better than I could and some of them will be listed in this section.

I have attempted to keep the matter, the layout and the style of Parts One and Two as concise as possible. The leisurely style of the Russian novel must be inappropriate for the busy student of organization theory. And I would rather that the extra time should be spent in mulling over the ideas, in re-reading them, in seeking to apply them to personal experience, than in marvelling at the depth of my learning or the number of my examples.

4.2 How to learn from this book

This book has been written in the belief that a better understanding of organizations and the way they work will help to lead to more effective organizations. But it would be naïve to believe that this understanding will result merely from the reading of the text. Were that to be so then the plethora of books, journals and newspapers would by now have produced a much wiser and more understanding world than the one we observe today.

The process of understanding, or learning, is more complicated than that. There is some general agreement that it consists of four main stages.

Questioning. The individual begins to ask himself – is there a problem? What kind of a problem? What do I need to know in order to be able to deal with it. Without some form of questioning the individual will be reduced to taking it on trust that the dogma of the teacher is both apposite and useful. In all likelihood learning without questioning will be short-lived and under-utilized. It will be more akin to ritual or rote than true re-appraisal. Children will learn the verses of a poem one evening for repetition the next morning only to forget them by evening, for their learning had not been preceded by questioning. It was not connected with their experience. In our learning we work from experience outwards, not inwards from models.

Conceptualization. The nature of the problem having once been explored, the individual must conceptualize it. He must learn how to set this one experience of the problem in a more general context or framework. If he does this he will be able not only to explain the first problem but all others like it. Conceptualization elevates the particular to the universal. Without concepts the isolated experience becomes mere anecdote, an experience talked of but not learnt from. Only if the next experience is precisely the same as the preceding one can the lessons of the first be applied to the second.

Experimentation. The thesis of Chapter 1 has been that better understanding leads to better prediction which could lead to more effective action. It is this action consequent on conceptualization that is here called experimentation. Here the individual as scientist is testing his hypothesis. Having intuitively formulated the general law of gravity as little children, we are constantly experimenting from it as a base. These acts of experimentation test out the conceptualization and, if successful, implant the concepts more firmly in one’s mind. If we do not experiment with the concepts they will remain remote theory, of as much use as hieroglyphs to the average man.

Consolidation. This is the final stage. The concepts are internalized and begin to mesh in one’s mind. The experimental phase is past, and the new hypotheses become the basis for future action. They have become part of one, so that habitual behaviour is altered and affected. The lesson has been learnt.

For a self-developing individual such consolidation is but the start of a new exploration, a fresh cycle of understanding. But without the consolidation phase the conceptualization and the experimentation together become mere interesting suppositions, not useful in practice. Throughout this book the reader should continually push himself through this cycle of learning. Some of the boxes contain exercises which may help.


Box 1.6 Two nuggets of wisdom

Seek simplicity – and, having found it, suspect it. James Conant

Common sense is that layer of prejudice laid down before the age of 18.

Einstein



The boxes in Parts One and Two are not crucial to the text except when the text specifically refers to them. They are intended to flesh out the rather bare bones of the main text by providing examples, fuller definitions of key concepts, and interesting research studies. They have been boxed in order to keep the supporting material out of the way of the main argument. Read them for interest rather than from vital necessity.

The book is most sensibly read from beginning to end, since the language of Part Two is explained in Part One. But the index should lead you to a discussion of any particular topic or problem.

Finally: only some of my intellectual debts are acknowledged in Part Three. No one can study and teach in this area, can work in and with organizations and their managers, without unconsciously picking up other people’s amendments to one’s own views. The original sources of many ideas get lost in time. The evidence for some new insight may be recalled but its provenance forgotten. In these and other ways, many unnamed, unknown or forgotten people have contributed to this work. In particular my colleagues at the London Business School, my critical but stimulating students, the many managers and executives that I have known, have all had more of a share in shaping the ideas in this book than they were aware of or I can keep tally of.
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2 [image: Image] On the Motivation to Work

1  Introduction

The hermit sitting in his mountain cell and confronted one day with the Sunday newspaper might be pardoned for wondering why all those people were doing all those things. Why this eager striving to be President of the United States? Why this restless urge to merge, or, with fortunes made, to return again to the fray of business and create yet another empire? Why do all these people buy and sell their houses so ardently, enriching the middlemen but disrupting families? Why do they change their jobs, divorce their mates, chase the sun or sue their neighbour? Why do they work so hard? Why do they work when they do? Why, come to that, do they work at all?

There must be many pressures and facts which can be called upon to explain any particular set of circumstances. But is there any one set of forces, any general mechanism within each of us which pushes us one way or the other? Can we, by looking at the internal decision process, answer those questions about work for any given individual or set of individuals? Is man at work dominated by sexuality and aggression, or is he engaged on an endless pursuit of happiness? Does it make a difference if the ‘he’ is a ‘she’? Are women different from men in the way they decide their priorities? The body of knowledge about this internal decision process carries the generic title of motivation theory.

‘Motivate’ is one of those ambiguous words. The dictionary calls it a transitive verb. It normally has a subject and an object. X motivates Y, Y is motivated by X. But is X a thing or a person? Can youmotivate someone? Or is it only money, or hunger, or status, or need for affection? Are you motivated by a lack of something, in the sense that thirst equals lack of liquid, or only by the thing, e.g. water? Or is it a mixture? We use the word ambiguously. Does this mean we are unsure of what we really mean by it?

If we could understand, and could then predict, the ways in which individuals were motivated we could influence them by changing the components of that motivation process. Is that manipulation – or management? Certainly such understanding could lead to great power since it would allow the control of behaviour without the visible and unpopular trappings of control. Early work on motivation was indeed concerned to find ways by which the individual could be ‘motivated’ to apply more effort and talent to the service of his or her employer. It is only fair to add that many of these theorists were also concerned to find an answer to the problem that was consistent with the essential dignity and independence of the individual.

We should perhaps be relieved that no guaranteed formula of motivation was found. But there is now a much better understanding of the process by which the individual reaches decisions on the apportionment of his or her ambitions, time, energy and talent. The decision is often unconscious or instinctive, physical as when we go in search of food, or more psychological, as when we seek security under threat; or it may be a conscious and deliberate decision to leave or join a firm, to satisfice or to optimize. The process, we shall discover, is complex and particular. Particular to individuals and to situations. Thus no general formula can be guaranteed to work, but understanding of the process will help to explain some of the problems and difficulties of people at work.

Understanding of the process should make for better decisions affecting people in organizations, better decisions in the sense that they are taken with more knowledge of the implications and likely outcomes.

It is this kind of understanding that this chapter seeks to provide. It will start with a review of the earlier approaches to motivation, each of them with a grain of truth, but none of them sufficient in themselves. Early motivation theories will then suggest another approach and a look at the psychological contract – its application, and finally a summary and implications.


Box 2.1

All men seek one goal; success or happiness. The only way to achieve true success is to express yourself completely in service to society. First, have a definite, clear, practical ideal – a goal, an objective. Second, have the necessary means to achieve your ends – wisdom, money, materials, and methods. Third, adjust your means to that end.

Aristotle, 384-322 B.C.



2 Early motivation theories

2.1

These approaches can be categorized under three headings.

Satisfaction theories.The assumption here is that a satisfied worker is a productive worker.

Incentive theories.The assumption of these theories is based on the principle of reinforcement, what might crudely be called the ‘carrot’ approach. Individuals will work harder given specific reward or encouragement for good performance.

Intrinsic theories.Man is not an animal, say these theorists. He will work best if given a worthwhile job and allowed to get on with it. The reward will come from the satisfaction in the work itself.

2.2 Satisfaction theories

There is very little evidence that a satisfied worker actually works harder. However there is strong support for the suggestion that a satisfied worker tends to stay in the same organization. There is also evidence that satisfaction correlates positively with mental health. This suggests that paying attention to conditions of work and worker morale will reduce staff turnover and absenteeism but will not necessarily increase individual productivity. Herzberg’s findings (summarized in 3.2) suggest a reason for this.

Under this heading can be grouped those theories that hold that people work best when they like their leader, or are satisfied with their work group.

It has been suggested that where satisfaction does correlate with productivity, it may be the productivity that caused the satisfaction rather than the other way round. (See Chapter 6, section 3.1.)

2.3 Incentive theories

Incentive theories suggest that the individual will increase his efforts in order to obtain a desired reward.

Although based on the general principle of reinforcement, most of the studies in this area have concentrated on ‘pay’ or ‘money’ as a motivator. To some extent this concentration is justifiable in that money acts as a ‘stand in’ for many other rewards such as status and independence. This situation may, however, be more true of America, where most of the studies were done, than of Europe.


Box 2.2

What are the two most important factors in your job? (%)



	 
	Young urban professionals
	All other workers



	money
	22
	40



	independence
	40
	35



	gratifying work
	50
	32



	liking co-workers
	14
	25



	pleasant environment
	11
	25



	contribution to public good
	33
	15



	important career step
	10
	15



	don’t know/no answer
	3
	3




The Chivas Regal Report, ‘Working Americans: Emerging Values for 1990s’

In Britain, The Industrial Society surveyed 1063 adult workers in 1989 and found that respondents rated having an interesting and enjoyable job, security and a feeling of doing something worthwhile, more important than basic pay as motivators.

The Industrial Society, ‘Blueprint for Success’, 1989



Incentive theories undoubtedly can work if:


(a) The individual perceives the increased reward to be worth the extra effort;

(b) The performance can be measured and clearly attributed to the individual;

(c) The individual wants that particular kind of reward;

(d) The increased performance will not become the new minimum standard.


These theories often work well for the owner-manager or, at the worker level, in unit or small-batch manufacturing. If, however, any of the first three conditions does not apply, the individual will tend to see the reward as an improvement to the general climate of work and will react as under Satisfaction theories. Condition (d) of course, if violated, will only create a serious credibility gap.

2.4 Intrinsic theories

These theories derive their raison d’être from some general assumptions about human needs along lines originally advocated by Maslow. Maslow categorized human needs as follows:


Self-actualization needs;

Esteem needs;

Belonging and love needs;

Safety needs;

Physiological needs.



He postulates that needs are only motivators when they are unsatisfied. He further suggests that these needs work, roughly, in the kind of hierarchy implied by the listing above. The lower-order needs (physiological and safety) are dominant until satisfied, whereupon the higher-order needs come into operation. There is considerable intuitive support for this conceptualization. If you are starving, your needs for esteem or status will be unimportant; only food matters. When adequately warm, further heat will not motivate you, i.e. the need does not operate as a motivator. Unfortunately the research evidence does not support the idea that needs become less powerful as they are satisfied, except at the very primitive level. Aldefer, who has simplified Maslow’s needs down to three categories – the need for existence, the need to relate to others and the need for personal growth – is at pains to point out that each of us may have different levels of each kind.

The assumption of the intrinsic theorists (e.g. McGregor and Likert) is that the higher-order needs are more prevalent in modern men and women than we give them credit for. In particular that we can gain a lot of satisfaction from the job itself, provided that it is our job, i.e. we have some degree of freedom in determining what the job is and how we will do it. This approach would say that involvement or participation will in general tend to increase motivation, provided that it is genuine participation. Rewards tend to lie in the task itself or in the individual’s relations with the group. The ideal is to create conditions where effective performance is a goal in itself rather than a means to a further goal. The manager is a colleague, consultant and resource, rather than a boss.

These theories are appealing but there is evidence to suggest that they do not work too well when:

The technology prevents the individual from having control over his or her job design, i.e. at shop-floor level in process, mass or large batch production;


Box 2.3

Gail Sheehy has written revealingly about the differences between male and female life patterns. ‘If women had wives to keep house for them to stay home with vomiting children, get the car fixed, fight with the painters, run to the supermarket, reconcile the bank statement, listen to everyone’s problems, cater the dinner parties, and nourish the spirit each night, just imagine the possibilities for expansion, the number of books that would be written, companies started, professorships filled, political offices that would be held, by women.’

Or, as Joan Collins once said, ‘every working woman needs a wife’. Gail Sheehy goes on, however, to point out that while both male and female can demonstrate behaviour that is initiating and behaviour that is responsive, our culture emphasizes initiating behaviour at the expense of responsiveness in young men and the reverse for young women. When talking about the first half of their lives, Sheehy notes, men talk about the actions they have initiated, women about the people they have responded to.

Reported by Gail Sheehy in Passages, 1976



The individual does not have strong needs for self-actualization, or alternatively likes authoritarian masters.

One would expect therefore to find these intrinsic theories working best where individuals of intelligence and independence were working on challenging problems, e.g. in R and D laboratories or in some consulting firms. The evidence supports this supposition.

 

2.5 Underlying assumptions

These theories all stem from some underlying assumptions about people. To a large extent unproven, they tend to represent the dominant mood or climate of opinion at that time. Schein has classified them as follows, and it is interesting to note that the categories follow each other in a sort of historical procession, starting from the time of the industrial revolution.

The rational-economic assumption. We are primarily motivated by economic needs. We are essentially passive animals to be manipulated, motivated and controlled by the organization. Our feelings are essentially irrational; organizations must be so organized that these feelings and unpredictable traits are controlled (McGregor’s Theory X Assumptions).
But, fortunately, not all of us are like this. There are those who are self-motivated, self-controlling and in charge of their emotions. This group must assume responsibility for the management of the others.

The social assumption. We are essentially social animals and gain our basic sense of identity from relationships with others. As a result of the necessary rationalization of work much of the meaning has gone out of work itself and must be sought in the social relationships of the job. Management is only effective to the extent that it can mobilize and rely on these social relationships. Issues of leadership style and group behaviour are therefore of great importance.

The self-actualizing assumption. We are primarily self-motivated and self-controlled. We seek to be mature on the job and are capable of being so. External controls and pressures are likely to be seen as reducing our autonomy and therefore will affect our motivation. Given a chance, people will voluntarily integrate their own goals with those of the organization.

The complex assumption. Schein comes down in favour of what he calls ‘complex man’. People are variable. We have many motives which have at any one time a hierarchy, but the particular hierarchy may change from time to time and situation to situation. We do not necessarily have to find fulfilment of all our needs in any one situation. We can respond to a variety of managerial strategies. Whether we will or not, will depend upon our view of their appropriateness to the situation and to our needs.

The psychological assumption. This is a category suggested by Levinson, following Jacques and Zaleznik. A person is a complex, unfolding, maturing organism who passes through physiological and psychological stages of development. We evolve an ego ideal towards which we strive. The most powerful motivating force in us, over and above such basic drives as hunger, sexuality, aggression, is the need to bring ourselves closer to our ideal. The greater the gap between our perception of ourselves in reality and our ego ideal the more angry we are with ourselves and the more guilt we feel. Work is part of our identity, our ego ideal, and opportunities must be provided for us to work towards our ego ideal in work if we are to be ‘motivated’.

 

2.6

The kind of theory that we subscribe to will colour all our views about management and people in organizations. Satisfaction and incentive theories, assumptions that people are rational-economic, will lead to a bargaining approach, to preoccupation with the extrinsic conditions of work, money and fringe benefits. Believers in intrinsic theories, in self-actualizing or psychological theories, will be more concerned with creating opportunities for individuals to develop and realize their talents, with providing the right climate for work and the right type of work.


Box 2.4

Theory X and Theory Y

Douglas McGregor in the 1950s enunciated two sets of propositions and assumptions about man in the organization.

Theory X

1 The average man is by nature indolent – he works as little as possible.

2 He lacks ambition, dislikes responsibility, prefers to be led.

3 He is inherently self-centred, indifferent to organizational needs.

4 He is by nature resistant to change.

5 He is gullible, not very bright, the ready dupe of the charlatan and the demagogue.

The implications for management are:

1 Management is responsible for organizing the elements of productive enterprise – money, materials, equipment, people – in the interest of economic ends.

2 With respect to people, this is a process of directing their efforts, motivating them, controlling their actions, modifying their behaviour to fit the needs of the organization.

3 People must be persuaded, rewarded, punished, controlled, their activities must be directed.

Theory Y

1 People are not by nature passive or resistant to organizational needs. They have become so as a result of experience in organizations.

2 The motivation, the potential for development, the capacity to assume responsibility, the readiness to direct behaviour towards organizational goals, are all present in people. It is a responsibility of management to make it possible for people to reorganize and develop the human characteristics for themselves.

3 Management is responsible for organizing the elements of productive enterprise in the interest of economic ends, but their essential task is to arrange the conditions and methods of operation so that people can achieve their own goals best by directing their own efforts towards organizational objectives.

From McGregor, The Human Side of Enterprise, 1960



At this point it might be helpful to the reader to pause and reflect upon his or her assumptions about people and the appropriate theory of motivation. For we are now going to complicate the whole issue, to pour more variables into the mix than are assumed even by Schein’s complex assumption or Levinson’s psychological one. Working from a basic model of a person’s decision-making process we shall proceed piecemeal towards a better and fuller understanding of how people answer the three questions posed at the beginning of this chapter. The resulting picture will be complicated and intricate. This is only in line with the intricacies of reality, but for most operational purposes psychological reality is too complex. We are reduced to thinking in stereotypes or over-simplifications in order to get anything done and to avoid the paralysis of analysis. This process of reduction is, however, a better base for action if we understand the underlying complexity and if we confront our other prejudices, assumptions and stereotypes along the way.

3 An alternative approach

3.1

Faced with the variety of all the approaches to motivation it is possible to begin to build up an admittedly theoretical model but a model which seeks to explain some of the apparent contradictions or lack of support in the research studies, and pull together the various strands of the different theories.

The bare bones of the basic model are set out in Figure 3. In this form the model is most understandable if it is regarded as the way the individual deals with individual decisions, to do or not to do something, to go or not to go, to apportion or not to apportion time, energy and talents. This approach is based on the idea that we are self-activating organisms, and can, to some degree, control our own destiny and our own responses to pressures, that we can select our goals and choose the paths towards them. Some versions of this approach have in fact been given the name of path-goal theories (Georgopoulos).

[image: Image]

Figure 3 The individual decision

The model in this form merely states that each individual has a set of needs and of desired results. That we decide how much ‘E’ (which stands for effort, energy, excitement, expenditure, etc.) to invest by doing a calculation. The process of calculation is not often as coldblooded or deliberate as this description would suggest, but more of that anon. Let us first add some flesh to the model.

 

3.2 Individual needs

Almost all theories of motivation make some assumptions about individual needs, or drives. They have been categorized, listed, and titled in a variety of ways. Some of the most useful lists are:

1 Maslow’s hierarchy of needs; simplified by Aldefer.

2 Roethlisberger and Dickson amplify Maslow. They add on to physiological and safety needs the following:


Friendship and Belonging Needs;

Needs for Justice & Fair Treatment;

Dependence – Independence;

Needs for Achievement.



3 Herzberg’s two-factor theory. Herzberg maintains, on the basis of his research studies, that in any work situation you can distinguish between the factors that dissatisfy and those that satisfy. The interesting thing is that they are not the opposites of each other. Dealing with the dissatisfying factors does not turn them into satisfying or motivating factors. In general, the dissatisfying factors are things to do with conditions of work – company policy and administration, supervision, salary, interpersonal relations and physical working conditions. He called these the hygiene or maintenance factors. They are the necessary conditions of successful motivation. The satisfiers are achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility and advancement. These he called the motivators. Good hygiene deals with the question ‘Why work here?’, only the motivators deal with ‘Why work harder?’

4 McClelland. McClelland and his co-workers have looked at the way people think, in many cultures and many sections of society. They have grouped the responses into three categories each representing an identifiable human motive or need. These are:


Need for affiliation;

Need for power;

Need for achievement.



Most people have some of each in their thoughts, but seldom in the same strength.

The need for power. Most managers have a high need for power (as defined by McClelland’s tests). High need for power by itself will often lead to unconstructive authoritarianism. Combined with, in particular, need for achievement it can lead to productive and satisfying results. Some degree of need for power seems to be a necessary condition for managerial success. Having it, however, does not guarantee success!

The need for affiliation. The individual with a high need for affiliation alone will tend to be more concerned with developing and maintaining relationships than with decision-making. These sort of people are often seen as ineffective helpers, probably because they are not task-oriented enough. However, some need for affiliation is probably present in most. It is present but is seldom dominant in successful individuals.

The need for achievement. The individual with high scores on this need will like personal responsibility, moderate and calculated risks, feedback on how he is doing. Unless moderated by other needs the high need-achiever may tend to become too individualistic to be very successful in any organization where other people’s contentions need to be harnessed.

5 Robert Ardrey, working from his observations of animal populations arrived at three basic needs (identity, security and stimulation)in his book The Territorial Imperative.

These categories of needs should not be thought of as exclusive. Anyone can add to these lists. Nor need we feel confined to lists of three or five. My own list embraces all the needs mentioned above since they all seem to operate at one time or another. One psychologist, Murray, listed thirty needs which perhaps is too wide a spread to be useful in analysis. The valuable aspect of most of these particular lists is that ways have been developed of measuring them. The really important points to remember about needs are:

That each individual has their own set, sets that may differ widely; That the relative importance of each need in the set can change over time. For instance, in times of redundancy, the security needs suddenly come to the fore so that there is little point in relying on self-actualization as a motivator.

It is interesting to speculate on the origins of particular need hierarchies, or individual differences. This would lead us deeper into personality and behaviour theory than would be appropriate in this section. But at least we can list the influencing factors that must be thought of in any consideration of an individual’s set of needs.

Heredity/early environment. Recognized by all theorists as crucially important, it is notoriously hard to disentangle the effect of one from the other. Physical talents are more easily attributed to heredity, aspiration levels and ego ideals to environment.

Education. By changing an individual’s set of models through his or her educational surroundings the priority rating of needs can be changed. McClelland has also applied an educational approach to the raising of levels of need for achievement.

The individual’s self-concept. The individual’s assessment of his or her personal capacities, of their place in society, of their degree of aspiration, will affect the strength of each need. The self-concept itself is largely the result of early environment, education, and the people we have chosen to model ourselves on – parents, teachers, friends.

Experience. The individual’s experience in life, our age, the degree to which we have in the past satiated some needs, will all affect our current need set. Needs not satisfied by experience at the appropriate stage in life can often remain dominant unnaturally long. The forty-year-old adolescent may never have had the opportunity in adolescence to satisfy the needs for play and rebellion appropriate to that age.

 

3.3 The motivation calculus

This calculus is the heart of the whole problem. It is the mechanism by which we decide how much ‘E’ we expend on any particular activity or set of activities.

Most motivational theories have been concerned with the expenditure of effort. This word has perhaps too narrow a connotation. There do appear to be a whole set of words, characterized by the fact that they start with ‘E’, which help to widen the application of motivation theory. They include for instance, the word ‘energy’. There is some ground for believing that we have finite quantities or levels of energy – whether or not this is true we can certainly decide how to apportion our own individual stock of energy and we do so decide. Motivation theory has to explain that decision. So too it must be with excitement, enthusiasm, emotion, expenditure of time, expenditure of money, expenditure of passion.


Box 2.5

Holland has described how people with different orientations tend to choose different work environments to suit their skills and needs.

1 Realistic The realistic person seeks objective, concrete goals and tasks and likes to manipulate things – tools, machines, animals and people. They are best suited by agriculture, engineering, outdoor conservation work and similar practical jobs.

2 Intellectual Ideas, words and symbols are important to these people, who are best suited to tasks requiring abstract and creative abilities, suggesting science, teaching or writing.

3 Social These people are best known for their interpersonal skills and interest in other people. Social work and counselling are possible careers and so is the organization of others.

4 Conventional The conventional person copes with life by following the rules and selecting goals approved of by society and customer. Accounting, office work and administration often suit them well.

5 Enterprising High energy, enthusiasm, dominance and impulsiveness are the hallmarks of these people, leading to occupations such as sales, politics, entrepreneurial business or foreign service.

6 Artistic The artistic person uses feelings, intuitions and imagination to create forms and products, leading most obviously to the performing arts, or writing, painting and music.

From Holland, Making Vocational Choices, 1973



The calculus is different for each individual. We have all seen instances where, when everything seems the same to everybody, one man appears to decide to invest all his energies and efforts while the rest of us hang back. For each individual the calculus has three separate elements:


(a) The strength or salience of the need;

(b) The expectancy that ‘E’ will lead to a particular result;

(c) The instrumentality of that result in reducing the need in (a).


To give an example: a person who has a high need for. power if given a task to do and promised promotion at the end of it will expend energy on the task to the degree that he or she believes:


That good performance will lead to promotion (expectancy);

That promotion will satisfy his power needs (instrumentality).


If either of these conditions does not apply we will not expend energy over and above that needed to keep us employed (assuming that our need for security is operating). This example brings out two other important elements of the calculus:


It is subjective. The individual makes it personally and no one else’s guess is necessarily right.

The relationship between strength of need, expectancy and instrumentality is multiplicative, i.e. if one is zero the whole sum is zero.


There are two further aspects of this calculus that are worthy of note:

1 The act of calculation can range from unconscious all the way to totally conscious or deliberate. The unconscious we label ‘instinct’, the conscious ‘calculating’. When the calculus is unconscious or instinctual the individual will react to the most immediate need. The desire for another drink, although irrational, will prevail if the calculus is kept at the instinctual level. The time-span covered by the calculus can vary from the immediate to decades of years. That is, the calculus can take into account results over the next half-hour or over the following day, or following year. The longer the period the more the needs that have to be considered, e.g. desire for health versus need for a drink.

It is possible that psychological maturity in an individual shows up in a more conscious calculus and in a lengthening time-span for the payoff of expenditure. Small children appear to make almost instinctive calculations aimed at almost immediate results. As they grow up the calculus seems to become more conscious, and often as a result more complicated, and their time-span for pay-off rather longer. Occasionally, for the highly analytical or the emotionally insecure, the possible variations of ‘E’, of obtainable results, and of differing time-spans, result in a paralysis of the calculus, which shows up as inertia, withdrawal or breakdown. In such


3.4 Results



Box 2.6 Evidence for the calculus
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4 The psychological contract
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4.5 The application of the psychological contract



Box 2.7 What subordinates vant in a job compared with their superiors’ estimates (%)a






5 Summary and implications

5.1 A summary of the principal arguments thus far may be helpful

























5.2 The implications
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7 In conclusion
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Box 2.8 Tolstoy on reinforcing the self-concept
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7.2 Psychological success












Box 2.10 Unemployment’s threat to psychological success
























PENGUIN BOOKS

UK | USA | Canada | Ireland | Australia

India | New Zealand | South Africa

Penguin Books is part of the Penguin Random House group of companies whose addresses can be found at global.penguinrandomhouse.com.

[image: Penguin Random House UK]

First published 1976

Fourth edition 1993

Reprinted with a new Foreword and a new Introduction 1999

Copyright © Charles Handy, 1976, 1981, 1985, 1993, 1999

Foreword copyright © Andrew M. Pettigrew, 1999

All rights reserved

The moral right of the author has been asserted

ISBN: 978-0-141-92730-5


OPS/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Title Page



		About the Author



		Foreword



		New Introduction to the Fourth Edition



		Part One: The Concepts 



		1 About This Book



		2 On the Motivation to Work



		3 On Roles and Interactions



		4 On Leadership



		5 On Power and Influence



		6 On the Workings of Groups



		7 On the Cultures of Organizations









		Part Two: The Concepts in Application



		Introduction to Part Two



		8 On the People of Organizations and their Development



		9 On the Work of the Organization – and its Design



		10 On Politics and Change



		11 On Being a Manager



		12 On the Future of Organizations









		Part Three: A Guide to Further Study



		Introduction to Part Three



		Chapter 1



		Chapter 2



		Chapter 3



		Chapter 4



		Chapter 5



		Chapter 6



		Chapter 7



		Chapter 8



		Chapter 9



		Chapter 10



		Chapter 11



		Chapter 12









		Acknowledgements



		Follow Penguin



		Copyright Page











		Cover



		Table of Contents



		Begin Reading







OPS/images/penguinLogo_large.gif





OPS/images/cover.jpg
Charles Handy

Understanding

Organizations






OPS/images/penguinLogo_small.gif





OPS/images/9780140156034015_UnderstandingOrganizations_IMGX_001.jpg
Charles Handy

Penguin Books

1

Understanding
Organizations

{

Fourth Edition

)






OPS/images/PCHI_1.gif





OPS/images/9780140156034015_UnderstandingOrganizations_IMGX_004.jpg
skill and personal personality
knowledge situation
aptitude
style other ) Ability
activities experience
standards
need training
goals leadership hierarchy
age
power base history expected
results A
type of . Motivation to Work
people size level of
aspiriation
relationships values
rewards A
task 23
time and 3
place o
<.
. iob 3
size j Hole 3
_____________ %
age
Group Epfs cti
cohesion Relations IS ectiveness
goals objectives The Organization Organization
relationships unions
leader type of economy &
task people ) Economic £
competition Environment §
£
. resources 3
admin. structure location i w
. capacity 2
control system amenities ~
reward system shifts Physical Environment
systems and
power structure structures safety
type of people job layout
noise condition of
plant
pe of
technology

Technological

raw materials Environment

rate of
exchange





OPS/images/9780140156034015_UnderstandingOrganizations_IMGX_037.jpg





OPS/images/9780140156034015_UnderstandingOrganizations_IMGX_005.jpg
People

motivation

needs

levels of energy . X
inter-group relations

career
experience

age

individual skills

pay
attitudes

personalities rewards and punishment

training

responsibilities

psychological
contact

groups the leaders

type of influence

and abilities leadership style

Practicalities

control
systems

technology

the environment

the market

philosophies

career structures

change





OPS/images/9780140156034015_UnderstandingOrganizations_IMGX_006.jpg
needs

'E' factors the motivation calculus

results





OPS/images/prhuklogo.jpg
Penguin
Random Houge
UK





