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Designs for organizational control

External dependencies and relationships influence
organizations in important ways. For example, relation-
ships with the environment may make it impossible to
improve effectiveness when control initiatives are
limited to internally generated efforts (Kimberly and
Nielsen, 1975). In addition, subunits that satisfy exter-
nal demands may expand whereas other subunits may
shrivel (Salancik and Pfeffer, 1974). Even though these
external dependencies limit and influence organizations,
they do not completely control them.

Many studies on organizational control have de-
emphasized possible environmental effects (Giglioni
and Bedeian, 1974). Instead, they have adopted an
instrumental perspective that is centered within an
organization and emphasizes how control processes may
facilitate goal accomplishment (Georgiou, 1973; Sil-
verman, 1970). For example, Bellman (1964) proposed
that control should help organizations operate in more
desirable, reliable, convenient, and economical ways.
Anthony (1965) defined control as the process whereby
resources are obtained and used effectively and effi-
ciently for goal accomplishment. Arrow (1964) assumed
that organizations have objective functions, and he sug-
gested that control occurs as operating rules for orga-
nizational members are specified and enforcement rules
are chosen to ensure adherence to operating rules. Lowe
and Mclnnes (1971) stated that control should ensure
that organizations survive according to stipulated
criteria.

Tannenbaum (1968) and his colleagues argued that
personal-influence processes and hierarchical structures
may play important parts in controlling organizations.
He suggested that control is exercised whenever people
intentionally attempt to influence behavior. He pro-
posed that opportunities to exercise control vary accord-
ing to hierarchical level. His initial studies in the United
- States demonstrate that those higher in organizational
- hierarchies perceive that they have more influence. Sub-
N "§e’qur::nt international comparisons emphasize that the
Iqﬂuence which people perceive varies not only across
Hierarchical levels but also across countries (Tannen-

aum et al., 1974). These international comparisons
Suggest that the way influence is distributed may reflect
local political ideologies outside the organization rather
h;:;{:;;nte:rnally determined needs (Meyer and Rowan,

In contrast to Tannenbaum’s interest in the influence

of people, Lawler (1976) focused on how an artificial
control system produces behavioral results. He sug-
gested that the elements of a thermostatic system define
the mechanistic functions that are necessarily present in
a control system (Eilon, 1966). Lawler (1976) then
explored how these various functions may encourage
undesirable behavior, such as rigidity, data falsification,
and resistance to control. He also discussed the many
problems that result when rewards are tied directly to
performance measures (Argyris, 1952).

Control is effective when desired behavioral sequences
are certain to occur and organizations are certain to
achieve desired states (Katz and Kahn, 1966). March
and Simon (1958) provided a starting point for synthesiz-
ing how this might be achieved. They argued that orga-
nizational control depends partly on internal procedures
and practices and partly on ongoing external events.
People choose to notice and respond to some cues and to
ignore others. When appropriate standardized-response
routines are available, people may respond automati-
cally. Alternatively, when standardized-response
routines are not available, responses may be more dis-
cretionary. Control occurs to the extent that consistent
responses are evoked by the same cues.

Organizations are made up from subunits; what
occurs within subunits is controlled by subunits’ mem-
bers (Barnard, 1938). Control over subunits depends on
the interrelationships between subunits. These connec-
tions may be tight or loose, flexible or fixed, open or
closed, or nonexistent; they may be determined by sub-
unit members or by developments in the external envi-
ronment. Control both within and over subunits maybe
by design. Designs for control are never complete. Par-
tial designs for control over subunits include rules for
channeling work, information, and resource flows.

People within subunits determine how standardized
procedures and solution-generating routines are brought
together to form an ongoing process of organizational
control. Ongoing control within subunits depends
primarily on people’s capacities to respond to short-
term changes. Ongoing control over subunits is a longer-
term problem which depends primarily on people’s
capacities (a) to reflect on and understand relations
between subunits and with environments and (b) to make
appropriate adjustments to ensure that the organization
develops in desirable directions.

The general viewpoint presented in the chapter is that
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designs for control involve establishing fixed rules,
routines, and procedures for defining a control domain.
The rules determine what can occur; the routines and
procedures determine how things get done (Simon,
1957). The rules dominate other influential sources; as
they relate to one another and are changed, they guide
organizational evolution over time. People influence
control by setting and changing rules and by constructing
sequences of previously programmed routines and
standardized procedures in ways which are appropriate
to ongoing experience. Organizations then achieve
the goals implicit in their rules, their routines, and
their procedures (Katz and Kahn, 1966; Maruyama,
1963).

When implementing control designs, controllers
should respond to external events, but they should not
be overwhelmed by them. To achieve this balance, they
should immerse themselves in any ongoing experience
during the implementation phase. They should not
reflect on whether the existing rules are appropriate or
their available repertoire of procedures and routines is
adequate (Mintzberg, 1973). Rather, they should simply
select from their available repertoire according to cur-
rent reality demands and then act accordingly (March
and Simon, 1958). The implementation phase character-
ized by a lack of reflection is complemented by the
reflective design phase, in which the appropriateness of
existing rules and the adequacy of procedures and
routines should be assessed. Together, these two com-
plementary processes of design and implementation
define a cycle which generates and regenerates designs
for controlled organizational action.

Control designing for organizations is analogous to
being conscious as a person. Without consciousness,
people’s actions are as likely to be determined by others
as by themselves. They do not control their own actions,
and they do not know that they are not controlling them
(Torbert, 1972). Similarly, when organizations cannot
respond selectively to ongoing events, and when they
lack pre-designed rules, routines, and procedures with
which to respond, they can have no control. Instead,
organizations are buffeted this way and that by many
randomly encountered environmental forces (Cohen et
al., 1972).

Table 1 Alternative budget-oriented control behaviors

The following section examines the control games
played in organizations. Later sections explore the roles
that human cognition, information, and feedback play in
control processes and describe control within and over
subunits in more detail. A concluding section examines
the implications for designing organizational control sys-
tems.

Control games

The game' of budget control

Hofstede (1967) stated that a game spirit is the crucial
element distinguishing successful from unsuccessful
applications of budget-control techniques. He believed
that superiors’ attitudes are decisive in determining
whether control in organizations actually develops as a
game. He suggested that if superiors can establish a
trusting relationship with subordinates and provide pro-
tection from undue pressures, then the free scope
needed for game development will have been created.
Whether a control game actually occurs depends on
whether the rules are understood and accepted, and on
whether individual managers are interested in playing.

Seeking to assess what behaviors are involved in a
budget-control game in practice, Swieringa and Moncur
(1972) administered a questionnaire to international-
bank managers. Using a factor analysis, they identified
four distinct budget-oriented behaviors. Table 1 clas-
sifies the four factors by distinguishing between par-
ticipants’ situational interpretations as opposed to
where they focus attention within situations, and be-
tween an unrestricted time perspective and one where
attention is restricted to a single stream of ongoing
events.

Factor A includes high weightings on variables con-
cerned with the extent to which budgets are used to
evaluate performance and the extent to which managers
participate in determining these budgets. Budgeting
goals are usually only temporarily fixed. Periodically,
they are declared indeterminate. At these times, new
goal levels and possibly new rules for budgeting must be
established in a renegotiation process. Until these new

Time perspective

Restricted to
ongoing events

Unrestricted

Attention within
control situation

Interpretation of
control situation

concentrate on ongoing events.

evaluations based on budgets.

Factor B: Managers are unconcerned about budgets and

Factor D: Managers’ attention is distracted away from ongoing
events by budget-related requirements.

Factor A: Having participated in the budget-setting process, Factor C: Managers analyze causes of budget variances.
managers understand budget controls and performance
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goals are fixed and also accepted, there will be uncer-
tainty about the budget situation. People will focus
attention on this uncertainty and its possible meaning
rather than attending to ongoing events.

Uncertainty may be reduced by allowing people t0
participate in—and hence have more influence OVer
__the rule-making and goal-setting processes (Tannen-
baum, 1968). Indeed, in Hofstede’s (1967: 10) budget-
ing study, more influence meant participating in deter-
mining (a) the general rules and policies, (b) the specific
rules which defined personal roles, or (c) the formal
sanctions used to ensure rule conformity. As managers
participate more in the budget-setting process, they
regard budget constraints and goals as more relevant;
indeed, Hofstede found no manager who regarded
budgets as irrelevant. Searfoss and Monczka (1973)
found that more participation by subordinates is posi-
tively associated with more goal-directed and evaluative
efforts by superiors. They also found that more budget
evaluation and participation are associated with less job
ambiguity and with more confidence in, and satisfaction
with, the organization. _

Management-by-objectives programs (MB 0), though
broader than budget controls, also aim to formulate
clear, concise goals for organizational subunits by allow-
ing subunit members to participate in the goal-setting
process and by providing feedback on goal accomplish-
ment (Drucker, 1954). Managers report that MBO pro-
grams succeed in clarifying what is expected and in
increasing their awareness of overall corporate goals.
This awareness increases with more frequent feedback
(Carroll and Tosi, 1973).

As MBO programs aim simply to clarify organiza-
tional rules and expectations, permanent performance
improvements would not be expected. But because, on
balance, goal levels tend to be increased rather than
decreased (Raia, 1965), short-term performance
improvements have been documented. These have usu-
ally been temporary and have usually tapered off rela-
tively quickly (Ivancevich, 1974, 1977, Milani, 1975;
Raia, 1966). Often, MBO programs result in no perform-
ance improvement even in the short term (Carroll and
Tosi, 1973; Ivancevich, 1972). On the other hand, if the
new goals that are set are more difficult than previous
ones, and if they are also accepted, then higher perfor-
mance may be expected (Latham and Yukl, 1973,
Locke, 1968).

Tosi et al. (1976) compared various possibilities for
explaining how MBO programs may impact organizations.
They concluded that, in general, MBO programs function
to bring about more uniformity concerning situational
interpretations. In particular, they suggested that over
time, shared perceptions increase with regard to superior—
subordinate relations, goal relevance and clarity,
performance-reward associations, and job satisfaction.
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Factor B in Table 1 has high weighting on variables
indicating that managers are essentially unconcerned
about budgets. In commenting on this factor, Birnberg
(1972) thought it could indicate people who do not care.
However, managers in Hofstede’s (1967) study, who also
did not think budgets were particularly relevant, pointed
out that they were much more concerned about their on-
going work. Budget unconcern and its consequences have
not been extensively investigated; Swieringa and Moncur
(1972) found that it is positively associated with job satis-
faction.

Factor Cincludes high weightings on variablesindicat-
ing managers’ attempts to understand the reasons for
budget variances. The weightings suggest that superiors
do not play a very active role in this analysis. Rather, itis
subordinate managers who are required to explain
budget variances; superiors take these variances into
account when allocating rewards. Less experienced
managers and those spending more time with home-
office personnel are most concerned with this type of
analysis (Swieringa and Moncur, 1972). Hofstede
(1967) found that budget variances are most often
explained by standards that are perceived to be too tight
or too loose. This suggests that analyses are often not
very sophisticated, focusing on a few simple relation-
ships as understood by subordinates within the situation,
rather than on multiple relationships characterizing the
wider environment that could be brought into considera-
tion by supervisors with broader understandings of
organizational operations.

Factor D has high weightings on variables indicating
that managers may be required to reflect on budget
matters even as they believe it is more important to be
focusing on ongoing events. These disturbance variables
include meetings to discuss the meaning and importance
of budgets, excessive paperwork, stoppages in ongoing
activity because funds are exhausted, budget changes
which ignore ongoing activity, superiors expressing
satisfaction when operations come out as budgeted,
superiors providing positional support during meetings
on budget matters, and superiors bringing managers
together to deliver pep talks about budget requirements.
Swieringa and Moncur found that such disturbances
arise most often for managers who spend less time with
home-office personnel.

Swieringa and Moncur concluded their study with a
canonical correlation analysis which showed that mana-
gerial experience and satisfaction are generally posi-
tively associated with budget-oriented behaviors and
interpretations characterized by a restricted focus on
ongoing events (Mintzberg, 1973); experience and satis-
faction are unrelated to behaviors and interpretations
characterized by an unrestricted time perspective—fac-
tors C and D in Figure 1. Yet design activity would be
expected to be most effective when the time perspective
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is unrestricted. Swieringa and Moncur’s study suggests
that, in practice, the behaviors and interpretations
reflecting an unrestricted time perspective may differ
markedly from those that are ideally suitable for effec-
tive control. For example, the factor analysis suggests
that designs for control prepared and understood by
both superiors and subordinates may not occur; instead,
superiors see it as subordinates’ responsibility to explain
budget variances and to take what corrective action is
necessary. In addition, superiors intervene in disturbing
ways that are aimed at making adjustments and correc-
tions, but which in fact take subordinate managers’
attention away from ongoing events. Such behaviors by
superiors reduce organizational control (Todd, 1977,
1978).

Games of budget control include all the interpreta-
tions and behavior listed in Figure 1. If, in practice,
budget-related interpretations and behaviors are some-
thing less than ideal for control purposes, it is important
to find out the extent people within organizations dis-
criminate between their behaviors. One indication
would be whether people prefer to be involved with
budget-related behaviors and interpretations that facili-
tate control but prefer not to be involved with those that
are ineffective for control. Hofstede (1967) found thata
positive attitude toward budget control is associated
with participation in budget setting and also with
moderately tight budgets which provide a chal-
lenge—with associated expectations of performance
improvement (Collins, 1978; Dunbar, 1971; Stedry,
1960). He found that this positive attitude is also posi-
tively associated with perceptions of frequent and useful
budget meetings, and with frequent discussions with
superiors about budget figures. This suggests that a posi-
tive preference for working with budgets may generalize
indiscriminately to a positive attitude towards all
budget-oriented behaviors. Managers with a positive
attitude may prefer to be involved in distractions which
take attention away from ongoing events, as well as in
other behaviors which contribute positively to the con-
trol process. Therefore, a positive preference for work-
ing with budgets may not necessarily be associated with
more control.

In order to exercise control effectively, people need
some free scope to respond to ongoing events (Hofstede,
1967; Marrow et al., 1967). Frequent evaluations
(Hopwood, 1972, 1973), uncertainties about rules and
goals, and repeated interventions from superiors—even
well intentioned ones—all distract and disturb. For
example, De Coster and Fertakis (1968) found that both
initiatives and supportive behaviors by superiors are
associated with budget-induced pressure. When people
do not have enough free scope, they embark on
subversive games designed to confound and nullify
control.

T TR T A,

Subversive control games

As even supportive and considerate superior behavior
may encroach upon the free scope that subordinates
need to concentrate and deal with ongoing events, it is
easy for control difficulties to develop in hierarchical
authority relationships. On the one hand, superiors wish
to believe that their hierarchical statuses based op
formalized knowledge are being honored. On the other
hand subordinates know that this knowledge is often
irrelevant for solving problems arising from ongoing
events. At the same time, interventions from authority
figures should be obeyed. Subordinates are in a double
bind and find that a behavioral cycle encouraging decep-
tion has been set in motion (Bateson, 1972; Wagner,
1978). The more superiors issue commands based on
formal rationalizations, the more ritaalistic and less
relevant are these interventions to ongoing events.
There is less real reason to accept their authority, and
there is also less free scope for the subordinates to con-
centrate on ongoing events if these commands are
accepted. Instead, and to maintain their freedom of
action, subordinates may decide to behave ritualistically
and to feign deference just as the superiors have feigned
knowledge about ongoing events (Laurent, 1978). A
new game has been defined. Superiors and subordinates
are playing against each other, and each can score as
each is better able to deceive the other (Vandivier,
1972; Whetten, 1978).

Subversive control games occur at all hierarchical
levels. They are time-consuming, energy-absorbing,
stressful, and exciting. At lower levels, there are few
illusions among superiors or subordinates as to what is
going on, because task performance and evaluation are
relatively simple and objective. At higher levels, task
performance and evaluation are more complex and sub-
jective. Maintaining appearances becomes more impor-
tant as the scope of subversive playing increases
(Kanter, 1977).

Analogous to bribing, hierarchical controls generally
involve financial incentives. These tend to clarify the
scoring process for the antagonists. Superiors may act as
though their subordinates care only about financial
incentives. But in a plant where piece-rate incentives
were used extensively, Roy (1952) found that although
workers constantly talked about money, this was not
because they were greatly interested in earnings. Most
chose not to maximize their incomes. Rather, for work-
ers, the piece-rate incentive system symbolized their
superiors’ ultimate incompetence. Workers constantly
sought methods to counteract their superiors’ persistent
attempts to control tightly through manipulating the
piece rates. Most often they succeeded. The result was
loose control which allowed workers wide discretion to
organize their work as situations demanded and also to



earn money if they wished. Roy noted that as workers
were able to increase their discretion, they became more
interested in their work and more productive. This
increased productivity was associated with increased
hostility towards superiors and a growing antagonism
towards the company. On the other hand, when
superiors overtly allow workers more discretion, job
interest and productivity can increase without evoking
hostility, because superiors are no longer putting subor-
dinates in the double-bind position that encourages
them to play a subversive game (Starbuck et al., 1978;
Whyte, 1955).

Similar subversive games occur within middle man-
agement. Superiors prepare work schedules, plans, and
budgets, and demand that their subordinates conform to
them; subordinates manipulate their superiors’ expecta-
tions to obtain discretion. For example, Clegg (1975)
described the tactics employed in dealing with superiors
by a project director on a construction site. Building
plans and other contractual documents are supposed to
be unequivocal, tight controls which set out exactly what
must be done, what materials must be used, and what
everything must cost. They are binding on both the
builder and the future owners, and their efficient realiza-
tion is supposed to be a primary goal towards which a
project director works. In fact, although there is little
room for negotiation over material and equipment costs,
a Bill of Works setting out what must be done can be
made quite equivocal. A project director seeks to man-
ipulate this equivocality by obtaining clarifications in
ways that increase discretion. Legal definitions are
shown to be approximate designs at best, and the project
director gains the ability to respond appropriately to the
project’s particular conditions.

How is this done? Clegg reported that top managers
believe that a building project develops steadily and
consistently. Rationalizing from this belief, top mana-
gers define a situation as being controlled when profit is
accumulating steadily over time. To assure themselves
that all is developing as it should, top managers require
project directors to prepare weekly progress reports,
setting out the work that has been done and what it has
cost. As they know the selling price, top managers
reason that they can calculate whether a profit is being
‘achieved.

When preparing reports, a project director takes top
managers’ naive beliefs and control definitions into

_ account; they fill out the forms in a way that indicates all
IS progressing according to expectations and an appro-
- priate profit is being made. What is actually happening
On a construction site may have little to do with what is
- Stated in the reports. The real events cannot be reported
AE they contradict top managers’ rationalized definitions
- for project control. A project manager believes that it is
. Decessary to conform ritualistically to top managers’
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definitional control in order to be judged competent to
direct future building projects.

During a project, matters arise or are made to arise,
which require clarifications or new construction
methods, and hence new understandings between the
owners and the builders. A project manager utilizes
these clarifications either to increase the price to the
owners or to change the completion dates, depending on
the adjustments needed to make real progress match
reported progress. The builders generally achieve pro-
fits.

At top hierarchical levels, maintaining control
appearance becomes very important. Presidents and
boards of directors are often treated as demigods, and
flattering evidence confirming past successes is deemed
to be an extremely acceptable communication from
obedient subordinates. Pahl and Winkler (1974)
examined the relationships between managers and
directors in nineteen British industrial corporations var-
ying widely in size. They emphasized that although
directors allocate resources, it is the managers who not
only control operations but also control the information
on which allocation decisions are based. By manipulat-
ing this information, the managers can prevent the
theoretically more powerful directors from controlling
resource allocations (Pettigrew, 1973; Wilensky, 1967).

Pahl and Winkler (1974) identified numerous operat-
ing rules which managers use to assure directors that
everything is in order and flowing smoothly. For
example, they never surprise directors with new infor-
mation or plans in public. Nor do they put an item on
directors’ agendas unless a decision has already been
reached. Particularly in large companies, the directors
themselves report that they are so busy dealing with
crises and attending ceremonies that they have little time
to think; this makes them easy pickings. Managers
measure their successes by their ability to maintain only
the loosest contact with the directors while obtaining the
resources they want when they want them. Managers
give only generalized cost estimates, and they promise
only barely acceptable results when they apply for
resources. They seek discretion to operate without addi-
tional constraints or performance targets. They make
intensive preparations for the directors’ allocation meet-
ings: the aim is to make sure that information supporting
their proposals is abundant and that any discordant
information has been eliminated. Such preparations fos-
ter a sense that order is being maintained, and so satisfy
the directors’ needs to confirm both their high statuses
and their belief that they exercise control.

It is remarkable that hierarchical superiors—who pos-
sess experience in organizations, who are smart, and
who value realism—are so easily deceived by illusions of
control and that they encourage control games. Such
games are expensive in time, in energy, and in hostility,
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but it may be that competitive people either enjoy play-
ing them or do not know how not to play them (Argyris,
1974). Furthermore, managerial tendencies to reject
information which questions their rationalized defini-
tions suggest they would rather have the illusion of total
control than strong influence on the reality of an ongoing
shared-control process (Janis, 1972). Hofstede (1978)
concluded that as superiors emphasize static form, and
ignore the active content in communications from sub-
ordinates (Cyertetal.,1961), the best they can achieve is
a control illusion (Boulding, 1968).

Cognition, information, and feedback

People create, implement, and modify the rules and
relations that ultimately control organizations. This sec-
tion discusses how people learn and think about their
roles within organizations, and how their thinking may be
modified in response to new information and feedback.

Cognitive norms and appropriate behavior

Dreeben (1968) suggested that formal schooling pro-
cesses teach people to detach themselves from ongoing
events and to develop their capacity to reflect on their
experience. People learn to distinguish between particu-
lar situations and their places and functions within them.
They learn that there are norms that should govern their
conduct within particular situations. Further, within
these situations, they learn that it is possible to mediate
the relationship between their feelings, their thoughts,
and their actions. Such learning helps people to under-
stand, and to participate effectively in, organizations.

Dreeben identified some norms that relate to specific
situations and which determine appropriate behavior.
For example, people are taught that in some situations it
is legitimate to require that tasks should be done alone.
They learn that in such cases they should accept personal
responsibility for interpreting the situation and that they
are accountable for how they perform. People are also
taught that it is legitimate to use standards of excellence
to evaluate performance. They learn that they should
perform as best they can and actively demonstrate their
ability to achieve. People are taught further that it is
legitimate to categorize people who are in the same
situations and who face the same ongoing problems as
members of a single class. Within this class, people learn
that fairness is based on universalistic criteria rather
than special privilege. Finally, people are taught that in
task-oriented contexts, it is legitimate to limit evalua-
tions to discrete actions that contribute to performance.
They learn that rewards are given for performance con-
tributions rather than for developing a more balanced
individual identity.

People use those norms to guide their behavior in
organizations. Specifically, given contextual cues, they
assess which norms may be relevant and how the vari-
ables that they could manipulate might relate to one
another and to organizational performance. For
example, Yates and Kulick (1977) found that naive
people generally believe there should be strong, positive
relationships between more effort and more perform-
ance success. Practical experience modifies this naive
view. As task complexity increases, the need for addi-
tional knowledge is recognized. One possibility is that
more complex understanding may develop as new
experiences and information are sequentially evaluated
(Schum, 1977). More experience may also lead to
improved performance (Barclay et al., 1971), as may
information about how environmental variables relate
to one another (Cammalleri ef al., 1973; Nystedt and
Magnusson, 1973).

On the other hand, more experience may have just the
opposite effects. People may become convinced that
reflective understanding is just not relevant for their
organizational roles. For example, Van Maanen (1973)
described how police recruits expect that hard work on
their part will lead to desirable performance and success.
But the training provided by the police academy is dull
and routinized, emphasizing obedience to departmental
rules, rigorous physical training, and ritualistic details.
Because teachers at the academy believe that little
specialized knowledge is available to help police officers
exercise control, they do not encourage recruits to look
for such knowledge. During their probationary period,
recruits’ expectations that hard work leads to success
decline consistently. Instead, new values are learned
which require no reflective thought. These include
commitment, loyalty, and dedication to the police organ-
ization, unquestioned obedience to authority figures,
strict adherence to rules, and a general desire to stay low
and to avoid trouble.

Following classroom training, recruits are introduced
to real police work in the field. They are assigned to an
experienced officer who demonstrates and explains
police routines along with what is appropriate and
expected patrol behavior. Out in the field, all officers
face the same problems and the emphasis is always on
learning the same established routines for responding to
ongoing events. Recruits are evaluated on whether they
respond to ongoing events with a willingness to take
risks in order to protect their partners Van Maanen
(1975) found that after field training, those recruits v'th
were still motivated according to reflective rationaliza-
tions received the lowest job-performance ratings.

More generally, it seems that some organizational :
contexts provide cues which suggest that the ability to-
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respond appropriately to ongoing events is most Impor=—

tant whereas others provide cues that emphasize the




need for reflective thought. Organizational control sys-
tems require both behaviors. People expect to find
interpretable cues from which they can determine what
their roles in their particular situations should be and
what roles others should play (Simon; 1957). People
may choose continually to reinterpret ongoing events in
order to confirm the context and in order to make any
needed adjustments in their behavior. As the roles they
are to play are more exactly defined, so they may be
played more effectively, but they may also be more
difficult to change.

Interpreting information

People actively interpret information and infer different
meanings depending on which situational contexts, rela-
tions, and processes they believe are implied. Percep-
tions are never objective, and meanings that are attri-
buted are always potentially uncertain even though
ongoing events may be definite, and information about
them may be specific and detailed (Hammond and
Brehmer, 1973). This is because meaning is actively
attributed based on critical processes that match pat-
terns in incoming information with stored patterns that
people have memorized from earlier experiences
(Deutsch, 1963). For example, this critical process may
be directed towards interpreting and classifying the
situational context. People compare incoming cues with
possible contextual keys which they have been taught
are important for defining situations and appropriate
behaviors. The information available may be either
precise or inexact, but the judgments made are invari-
ably simple and unequivocal. People identify not only a
context and a set of contextually compatible behaviors
but also, implicitly, a set of excluded behaviors which are
contextually incompatible.

For example, Milgram (1974) described cues which
convince people that they are in an authoritarian context
which requires obedient behavior. People have learned
that authority relationships are common within orga-
nizations. When, in addition, they notice official notices,
uniformed personnel, and organizational members who
behave calmly as though they expect obedience, and

~ there are no additional anomalous factors, people may

. decide they are indeed in an authoritarian context

gMetz, 1978). Then, automatically from previous learn-

~ g, they may believe that to behave appropriately, they

"-_t':-;-fhould repress their independent assessments and

Judgments, and respond to any ongoing events as they

- dre told by the person in authority. Similarly, superiors

ed say little but can still give subtle cues to subordi-

€S that are clearly understood to mean that deferen-

‘Hal behavior confirming superiors’ actions is appro-
pratc and expected (Halberstam, 1972).

. “fasimilar way, equally innocuous cues may be inter-
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preted as indicating that people can control a particular
situation. For example, Langer (1975) found that as a
context involving task performance is interpreted as
being familiar, or as requiring skill, or as involving com-
petition, people believe that they can control it. When
people wish to achieve specific and specified goals, and
when they spend longer thinking about these goals, they
perceive they can control their success. As more successes
have been registered in the past, people come to
believe that they control the processes which produce
those successes (Harvey and Harris, 1975; Jenkins and
Ward, 1965; Langer and Roth, 1975; Miller, 1976).

In deciding whether or not situations are controllable,
people are generally insensitive to real causal relations.
They do not distinguish between events where success
depends on controllable relations and skill, as opposed
to those where success depends on uncontrollable rela-
tions that are chance-determined (Jenkins and Ward,
1965; Schwed, 1955; Skinner, 1971). Langer (1975)
concluded that if contextual cues are interpreted as indi-
cating that control is possible, people prefer to believe
they are indeed able to exercise control (Perlmuter and
Monty, 1977), irrespective of what the objective situa-
tion may be. This leads to illusions of control.

Illusions of control do have advantages. When people
feel confident, they are more active and find it easier to
approach, to interact, and to explore (White, 1959).
People with high confidence in their control abilities
may be highly motivated to take initiatives and to invest
the time, efforts and resources which ensure successes
(McClelland and Winter, 1969).

Illusions of control also have disadvantages. Instead
of exploring what new information may mean, cognitive
activities may become increasingly rigid and retro-
spectively focused. People attribute failure to exogenous
factors or chance (Wortman and Brehm, 1975; Wort-
man et al., 1973), whereas success is attributed to their
own skills and efforts (Frieze and Weiner, 1971; Lugin-
buhl ez al., 1975) and to supposedly positive aspects of
their own work groups and organizations (Staw, 1975).
Such interpretations indicate how easily people can dis-
count information when they believe they are in control
(Fischhoff and Beyth, 1975). They allow people to argue
that although previous efforts may have failed, these
efforts were nevertheless justified.

Information about ongoing events may also be inter-
preted concerning its implications for the relations be-
tween people within the same situation, for relations
between organizational subunits, and for relations be-
tween an organization as a whole and its environment.
Such interpretations presuppose knowledge about how
people, subunits, organizations, and environments
should be related to one another.

When evaluating relations with others in the same
situation, relative rewards may be closely evaluated. If
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an existing reward structure is regarded as inequitable
according to universalistic criteria, people may adjust
both their efforts and the basis for their evaluations in
order to achieve perceived equity (Adams, 1976;
Weick, 1966). Such adjustments take place indepen-
dently of organizational control processes. In addition,
people have theories as to which relationships are most
critical for performance (Staw, 1975).

How subunit relations are evaluated is conditional on
specific situational characteristics (Dornbusch et al.,
1975). For example, Mahoney and Frost (1974) sug-
gested that evaluation criteria depend on the discretion
allowed the particular subunit (Hickson, 1966), and may
include the subunits’ flexibility, the mutual support be-
tween subunits, whether people are participating 1n
training and development programs, whether produc-
tion is flowing smoothly, and whether especially talented
personnel are used efficiently. Formal organizational
structures, SUpErvisors, co-workers, the task itself, and
peoples’ own interpretations are all information sources
that determine the criteria used for making evaluations
(Hanser and Muchinsky, 1978). As tasks require more
complex skills and autonomy, workers may rely more on
their own direct experience and assessments to decide
how information should be interpreted (Greller and
Herold, 1975).

Relations between an organization and its environ-
ment may be evaluated based on abilities to acquire and
maintain resources, on prestige, or on abilities to cope
effectively with critical contingencies (Hickson et al.,
1971; Hinings et al., 1974; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978;
Thompson, 1967). In response to information interpre-
tations that there may have been changes in these
abilities, attempts may be made to make adjustments.
But because there are many information sources and
many possible evaluation criteria, what any relational
change may mean or imply is likely to be unclear. As a
result, any adjustments that are made are likely to be
small and to reflect short time horizons (Braybrooke
and Lindblom, 1963). The intent is to alter existing
relations in a way that reduces currently perceived prob-
lems. Typically, only a restricted number of alternatives
and their consequences are examined. Such incremental
developments are open and responsive to new informa-
tion. They also have the advantage that people feel
relatively secure and in control because any changes are
so small that it is not necessary to be correct. When
errors are made, the error costs are low.

There are also problems with this incremental
adjustment process. Such adjustments are not directed
towards any stable goal, and new information may be
severely discounted. For example, Dudychaer al. (1973)
found that experimental subjects are reluctant to give up
successful strategies even though the relations on which
these strategies are based have changed. Herman (1977)

showed that unless people are actually dissatisfied, they
simply listen to, but do not respond to, persuasive com-
munications. Janis (1972) described how people may
ignore or distort information about real relations, and
remain emotionally committed to their rationalizations
about how these relations should be. Information about
ongoing events occurs at unpredictable intervals; and
the meanings that should be attributed with respect to
the particular context and appropriate behavior, and
with respect to desirable relations between people, sub-
units, and an organization and its environment, are always
problematic (Campbell, 1969). Although people’s
interpretations may promote motivation and may facili-
tate sensitivity and adaptability, they do not directly help
control. They may actually detract from control if they
lead to control illusions or to random adjustments in
relations. In order to have organizational control, it is
necessary actively to determine the information-
generation process itself, as well as its interpretation.

Feedback generation

People believe organizations should be controlled to
achieve goals. They believe control can be achieved
through comparing and evaluating actual and expected
performances. Indeed, providing people with outcome
feedbacks is a cue indicating that controlled perform-
ances are desired. Organizational information systems
are usually designed to generate outcome feedbacks.
Such information systems are separate from reality,
formalized, artificial, and contrived (Simon, 1969).

Most organizations rely on accounting statements ot
similar counting systems to generate outcome feedback.
The methods for generating such feedback are standar-
dized and well understood; what such feedback meansis
unequivocal, at least according to formal accounting
logic. Hence, the interpretation problems associated
with information about ongoing events are avoided. On
the other hand, it is completely unclear what may be
implied about ongoing reality by outcome feedbacks
that indicate unfavorable differences between actual
results and goals.

Hopwood (1972) observed that great emphasis o
accounting feedbacks impedes understanding. Studying
budget use in a corporation, he noted that budgets are
single-dimensional and so do not reflect all dimensioni{
relevant to organizational performance (Inn et'ﬂf:‘g'l_
1972). Hopwood found that where great emphasis i85
placed on meeting budgets, general job-relateq tension
is high, trust for superiors is low, relationships Wi
co-workers are poor, and reported costs arc maplpu:r
lated to make them look right so that the availabl
accounting data become meaningless. Managers
sometimes sensitive to these negative consequences
choose not to use output records (Ouchi, 1978)




People respond to outcome feedback indicating
unfavorable differences between actual results and goals
by subjecting them to comprehensive and critical anal-
yses in order to determine their credibility and possible
meaning (Taylor, 1975). When analyses rely only on
artificially generated data, there are defensive biases in
interpreting outcome feedbacks. Such biases are particu-
larly likely when (a) people can only reflect on, and have
no direct contact with, the situations they are supposed
to control but (b) believe they have had opportunities to
choose freely the means that were supposedly used to
exercise control. They become more defensively biased
when they receive feedback indicating negative out-
comes, which feedback is partly incomprehensible but
could be interpreted as indicating that their chosen
means are failing (Calder ez al., 1973; Collins and Hoyt,
1972; Wortman, 1975).

For example, in experiments by Staw (1976) and Staw
and Fox (1977), the experimental subjects playing
executive roles received accounting feedback describing
the results achieved by the organization which they were
supposedly controlling. These historical data showed
declining profits for two product divisions over a ten-
year period. Subjects were required to allocate new
research-and-development funds to these two divisions.
In both experimental treatments, all funds were initially
invested in a single product line. In one experimental
treatment, another executive had chosen which product
division should receive this investment; in the other
treatment, the experimental subjects chose this product
division. After additional outcome feedback indicated
that profits for both divisions had continued to decline,
the experimental subjects then made second decisions
about the research-and-development funds. This time, it
was not necessary to allocate all funds to one division.
Those who had made no initial decisions allocated, on
average, less than half of the newly available funds to the
mnitially chosen product division. Those who made the
initial decisions themselves increased their commit-
Ments on average, and invested approximately 60 per-
cent of the new funds in the previously chosen product
division. ;

Accounting feedback is more likely to be acted upon
when it is accompanied by additional information which
indicates there are causal relations that can be expected
10 continue to exert influence in the future. Staw and

‘Ross (1978), for example, found that when failure is
-_-__mPPOS_Edly caused by foreseeable events that are likely
- Opersist, decision makers make adjustments to include
: "fs-ﬁ?“ recognized reality. When feedback about negative
- duteomes is believed to be caused by temporary, un-

%’??me SVEDLS, no adjustments are made.

‘Inasmuch as outcome feedback revealing differences
tween actua] results and goals provides no informa-
iabout the causal relations determining ongoing
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events, it is not clear how it may be used to improve
control. To have any effect at all, it must be labeled
in ways that correspond to previous understandings
(Miller, 1971; Muchinsky and Dudycha, 1975). It must
also be relevant for the task at hand: for example, feed-
back to individuals may help individual performance, and
feedback to groups may help achievement where group
members have differentiated roles and are performing
interdependent tasks (Nadler, 1979). But exceptin con-
junction with increased goals (Locke et al., 1968), there
is little evidence that outcome feedback improves either
performance or control (Goldberg, 1968). There is evi-
dence that outcome feedback may confuse people
because they do not know what it implies about underly-
ing causal relations. As a result, they respond to it incon-
sistently (Schmitt et al., 1976; Staw and Fox, 1977).

After reviewing the literature on outcome feedback,
Nadler (1979) concluded that a more comprehensive
approach to feedback in organizations is needed.
Numerous variables may determine a particular output
measure and unless these are all taken into account,
control may not be effective. For example, Nelson and
Machin (1976) described the control problem associ-
ated with reducing absenteeism among hospital person-
nel. They argued that absenteeism is not just a
resource-control problem, but also involves relations
among hospital subunits and relations between the hos-
pital and other organizations. Only when the
absenteeism-control problem was considered from this
broader perspective was it possible to introduce control
measures successfully.

A basic problem with outcome feedback in general,
and accounting feedback in particular, is that it can only
be used to evaluate the past formally. Such retrospective
and formal evaluative behavior may be interesting and
satisfying for those who do it, but in itself it provides no
insights at all about control structures. To be useful for
control, feedback should describe the relations which
determine the values of the variables to be controlled
(Weick, 1969). Instead of outcome feedback, a com-
pletely different type of feedback is needed for control
purposes. Unfortunately, few field studies have
explored how types of feedback other than outcome
feedback may affect organizational control. On the
other hand, numerous experimental studies have
explored the impacts of alternative feedback types.
These results are highly suggestive as to what may hap-
pen in organizations if other forms of feedback are gen-
erated.

One series of experiments has generally assumed that
linear relationships exist between a variable to be con-
trolled and the variables which influence this control
variable. Todd and Hammond (1965) argued that feed-
back providing information about these linear relations
may improve performance and control in comparison to
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the case where only feedback on outcomes is provided.
They found that experimental subjects receiving feed-
backs about the relations between variables performed
better and improved rapidly over time, whereas those
receiving only output feedback achieved little improve-
ment. Castellan (1974) suggested that such relational
feedback might be particularly useful when it indicates
that a possible causal variable has little relevance and
hence can be ignored. Hammond and Summers (1972)
reanalyzed Todd and Hammond’s data and showed that
when outcome feedback is given in addition to feedback
on the relations between variables, the result is poorer
performance. They argued that after receiving feedback,
subjects in both conditions understood the control rela-
tions, but those who also received outcome feedback
apparently then became distracted and inconsistent in
their responses (Hammond et al., 1973).

Hammond and Summers (197.) suggested that in
addition to feedback that describes the relations be-
tween variables, feedback that describes how these rela-
tions are being perceived may also be helpful (Brunswik,

- 1956; Hursch et al., 1964), particularly when more than
one person wishes to utilize the feedback (Balke et al.,
1973; Hammond and Brehmer. 1973). Schmitt et al.
(1976) found that, indeed, feeaback on perceptions
interacts with feedback on relations to enhance perfor-
mance, but that feedback on perceptions without feed-
back on relations results in poorer performance. Ham-
mond and Brehmer (1973) found that without feedback
on perceptions and simply through discussions, people
can resolve differences in opinion with respect to the
relative importance that should be accorded particular
relations. On the other hand, without feedback on their
perceptual processes, people cannot resolve differences
about the relations that they perceive to exist between
variables. This becomes increasingly difficult as the
alternative relations they perceive are nonlinear
(Brehmer, 1974; Brehmer and Qvarnstrom, 1976).

As relations are more predictable, people base their
decisions more consistently on the relational rules they
have been able to identify (Brehmer, 1976). Unless
some exogenous information or disturbance intervenes,
people use these relational rules consistently to make
decisions. For example, Libby (1975) found that over
time, and although confidence in their own judgments
varies, bankers consistently rely on the same relational
rules defining relations between accounting ratios and
financial solvency to reach conclusions about whether or
not a firm is bankrupt.

Exogenous information or other disturbances easily
shatters this consistent and controlled behavior. For
example, Balke et al. (1973) found that negotiators
involved in intensive discussions with each other con-
tinue to believe in the same relational rules but behave
quite inconsistently with them. As they understand both

their own rules about relations and those of their part-
ners only poorly, they do not know that they are behav-
ing inconsistently. Apparently, inconsistency increases
and then dominates behaviors as relations are thought to
be probabilistic. In such circumstances, people continu-
ally make changes and test new rules. Consistent
behavior and control become impossible (Brehmer and
Kuylenstierna, 1978; Dudycha and Naylor, 1966).

If people give priority to responding adaptively to
change rather than exercising control, then it makes
sense that although they may have rules describing the
underlying relations influencing the variables to be con-
trolled, they should question them when they encounter
any challenging information. At the same time, if every-
body does this, there is likely to be little organizational
control. From a control standpoint, the problem is not to
prevent rule changes when they are needed. Rather, the
problem is to generate feedback that can prevent incon-
sistent behavior in response to probabilistic interpreta-
tions of information when, in fact, underlying relations
that are well understood—and from which appropriate
rules have been derived—are unchanged.

Apparently, with too much information, people find it
difficult to visualize what is going on. Hammond (1971)
suggested that graphical presentations of feedback, pos-
sibly using computer terminals with an interactive capa-
city, may provide an answer to this problem. Graphical
feedback is easily comprehended because the relation
between a possible causal variable and a variable to be
controlled cannot only be described, it can also be seen
(Balke et al., 1973; Hammond and Brehmer, 1973).
Similarly, a visual presentation can easily summarize a
history of probabilistic relations in such a way that

‘people can see if any underlying regularities continue to

exist. With such feedback, they are less likely to be
erroneously distracted. '
Although this excellent experimental work has impor-
tant implications for the types of feedback needed in
organizations, a broader view must be taken if such a
feedback-generation system is to be relevant for control
purposes. This is because the variables which organiza-
tions may wish to control are usually influenced not by
single, direct, causal relations, but rather by chains of
relations which have cyclic, reflexive properties
(Maruyama, 1963). Control over subunits, in particular,
is usually exercised through these loops of causal rela-
tions (Weick, 1969). '
Maruyama (1963) discussed the deviation-
counteracting and deviation-amplifying properties that
may characterize cyclic loops of causal relations between!
variables. Given a small deviation, 2 deviation-
counteracting loop ensures thatan initial state is reestab-
lished. On the other hand, if a loop is deviation-
amplifying, the same initial deviation triggers ever
greater changes so that a process is set in motion towards




a new state that may be quite different from any initial
state. More generally, deviation-amplifying loops con-
trol the goals towards which organizations strive.

Organizations’ information systems typically do not
generate feedback describing loops of causal relations.
Nevertheless, Axelrod (1976) and his colleagues have
attempted to describe the extent to which people in
organizations perceive these control processes based
on causal relations. Through analyzing various documents
and protocols, they found that people do perceive chains
of causal relations, but that retrospective reports typi-
cally omit relational links that would complete cyclical
loops. On the other hand, when asked to identify the
separate links which would form loops of cyclical rela-
tions, people do so readily (Hart, 1976). Axelrod specu-
lated that in talking about control, people may have
more relational beliefs than they can handle and that
they choose structurally simple decision-making
descriptions that emphasize causally prior relations.
This emphasis effectively hides the important role
played by cyclical relations in a control process.

Bougonet al. (1977) asked organizational members to
specify the separate influences that a subset of orga-
nizational variables have on one another. They then
constructed the relational loops that these separate
influence relations implied. They found that con-
ventional goal variables are subject to many influences,
conventional constraint variables are subject to few
influences, and conventional means variables are sub-
ject to intermediate influence. They found that the
implied loops surrounding goal variables are deviation-
amplifying. This means that goal variables are typically
unstable, generally being influenced—and turn influenc-
ing other variables—to move in consistent deviation-
amplifying directions.

Bougon et al. found that as people perceive more
relations are influencing a particular variable, they come
to believe they can control that variable. This means, for
instance, that people believe that they are most able to
control goals, then means, and believe that they have
least control over constraints. At the same time, orga-
nizational members report they are uncertain about many
influence relations. When these are eliminated so that
analyss is based exclusively on those influence relations
that are perceived to be certain, the correlation between
more influence relations and members’ beliefs in their
ability to exercise control is no longer significant. This
suggests that at least unconsciously, organizational
members know performance is controlled by the influ-
Sfice relations between variable pairs which together
Make up implicit reflexive loops. People believe they can
tervene and exercise control only to the extent that
they can perceive additional uncertainty and inconsis-

tency in these influence rélations. In general, the control
.___I:_process 15 determined by the cyclic relations, not the
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people. People exercise control to the extent that they
can break or change influence relations, or establish new
relations between variables.

Controlling behavior

People continually direct ongoing control efforts within
organizational subunits. Such control may require that
particular behaviors be executed correctly and at appro-
priate times. Techniques of behavior modification
apply here. On the other hand, control over subunits is
a rather different process. Consistently applied rules,
and the interrelationships they establish between
subunits, play the most critical role at this level in the
control process; resource-allocation processes are an
example,

Control of organizational members via behavior
modification

Behavior modification is a technique for teaching people
to respond automatically and appropriately to particular
situational cues. It probably represents the most
developed technique for using rewards and punishments
to control behavior (Nord, 1969). Stated briefly, the -
theory is that behaviors have consequences in people’s
environments, and depending on whether people judge
these consequences as positive or negative, the likeli-
hoods that their behaviors will recur increase or
decrease. Skinner (1953) argued that by appropriately
manipulating observable consequences of behavior,
controllers can encourage more desirable behavior and
discourage less desirable behavior.

The relevant sequence includes a stimulus, which sets
the appropriate occasion for the particular behavioral
sequence, the behavioral sequence itself, and the conse-
quences for the actors that depend on whether the
desired behavioral sequence is executed. Behavior mod-
ifiers should manipulate consequences in such a way that
any rewards are contingent on executing the desired
behavioral sequence correctly on appropriate occasions
(Kerr, 1975). Luthans and Kreitner (1975) described
how behavior modification might be applied to orga-
nizational control, particularly control in business orga-
nizations. Performance-related occasions are identified
where particular behaviors are desired or where unde-
sirable behaviors are occurring. These behaviors are
then precisely defined, and counts are made to determine
whether they are occurring on desired occasions. If the
counts indicate that the desired behaviors are not always
occurring on appropriate occasions, some behavior
modification may be needed. In this case, possible
consequences that could encourage desirable behavior,
or existing consequences that are encouraging undesir-
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able behavior, must be identified. These are then ma-
nipulated to modify behavioral likelihoods in desired
directions. To assess success, desirable-behavior fre-
quencies are counted before and after a modification.

If the modification is to introduce a connection be-
tween a particular occasion and a desirable behavior,
either rewards should be made clearly contingent on
appropriate behavior or, alternatively, punishing cir-
cumstances may be removed when appropriate behavior
occurs (Hamner and Organ, 1978). If the modification is
to break existing connections between a particular occa-
sion and an undesirable behavior, any reward should be
removed and no rewards should be given so that the
inappropriate behavior is slowly extinguished—or pos-
sibly the undesirable behavior should be directly
punished. Skinner (1953) argued that, where possible, it
is preferable to use rewards rather than punishments,
because rewards unequivocally add something to the
situation. Punishments are usually more expensive to
administer. In addition, they not only detract from a
situation directly but also indirectly—by creating con-
flicts between the preferred, desirable behavior and
the existing, undesiraple behavior which may be only
temporarily suppressed. The undesirable behavior
together with any conflict, resentment, and hostility
associated with the punishment may be remembered,
and later make it difficult for a person to learn or
perform this behavior in a new situation where it is
appropriate.

Rewards may be scheduled at various intervals. If
appropriate behavior is consistently rewarded, connec-
tions between appropriate occasions and desirable
behaviors are learned quickly; they are also quickly
forgotten when rewarding stops. If quick learning is
desired, people may be encouraged to generate feed-
back rewards for themselves that also indicate the extent
they are behaving appropriately (Lamal and Benfield,
1978; Runnionet al., 1978a,1978b). On the other hand,
if appropriate behavior is only occasionally rewarded,
preferable connections are both learned and forgotten
more slowly. These different scheduling properties
should be taken into account, and schedules should be
designed and altered depending upon the rate of
environmental change. The main aim is to make
people’s desirable responses automatic (Skinner, 1953).
Secondarily, this automatic response should be tem-
porary or permanent depending on the particular situa-
tion.

Luthans and Kreitner (1975) gave numerous
examples of successful behavior modifications in indus-
trial settings. For example, disruptive, complaining
behavior by a machine operator was eliminated, and
scrap from a stamping mill and rejects on an assembly
line were reduced. Wide success has also been reported
in reducing absenteeism and encouraging on-time

attendance (Kempen and Hall, 1977; Kentetal.,1977;
Orpen, 1977; Pedalino and Gamboa, 1974).

There is little doubt that behavior modification can
change behavior. What is not clear are when rewards and
punishments are necessary and which are useful. Some
behavioral changes occur because people develop
clearer understandings of what is possible and what is
needed (Gray, 1979; Komaki, 1977; Locke, 1977,
1979). Behavior modification has been widely reported
to have been applied successfully in the Emery Air
Freight Corporation (Business Week, 1971, 1972;
Training and Development Journal, 1972). Edward J.
Feeney introduced the program, but the modifications
were often carried out in areas where he did not have
direct responsibility. He reported that he always started
out by investigating exactly what was going on. He
found, for example, that the responsible superiors
believed that containers were being filled to 90 percent
of capacity but measurement showed only 45 percent.
Through investigation and measurement, Feeney dis-
covered cost-saving opportunities. Rewards linked to
feedback are alleged to have helped ensure that these
previously unrecognized opportunities were exploited.

Hamner and Hamner (1976) reported cases where
managers said the achievable success from behavior mod-
ification has reached a plateau and additional contingent
rewards such as praise have become irritants. Similar to
many discussions of behavior modifications, these man-
agers’ reports are unclear as to whether their organiza-
tions’ successes have been due to new understandings, to
more frequent feedback, to more challenging and
specific goal setting, to praise and recognition, or to
financial rewards. Although contingent rewards and
punishments have had important effects in laboratory
studies (Skinner, 1969), and they may help reprogram
people who have learned undesirable behaviors (Geiser,
1976), dramatic changes can be produced without
extrinsic rewards and punishments. In complex settings
such as generally exist in organizations, simply clarifying
what is going on may be enough to improve performance
and ensure appropriate behavior. Providing relevant and
immediate feedback may help people learn to select:
appropriate behaviors automatically and, in turn, this
may lead to better control and to performance
improvements (Adam, 1975). However, if the links
between performance-related occasions and appro-
priate behaviors are not problematic, behavior modifi-
cation as discussed by Skinner (1953, 1969) is unlikely
to help control.

Control within organizational subunits

Coordination and control problems in organizations are
often nearly decomposable: they can be broken down
into subproblems which are assigned to subunits where



they can be worked on in a semi-independent manner
(Simon, 1962). Thompson (1967) proposed that if the
control goal is to reduce coordination costs, interdepen-
dencies should determine which tasks are grouped
together within a subproblem. Within a subunit, the
same principles may be applied. A subproblem may be
divided into tasks which are performed in semi-
independent ways. Interdependent tasks may be
allowed to proceed for short periods as if they were
independent. After short times, interdependency prob-
lems develop and have to be solved; but after this has
been done, tasks can be reallocated and a semi-
independent phase starts again.

Where a subunit’s members perform similar and rela-
tively simple tasks, there are few interdependencies, and
most problems can be solved through standardized
routines. The main goal of control involves maintaining
a one-to-one relationship over time between, on the one
hand, the work and energy capacities available within
the subunit and, on the other, the demands being made
upon it. For example, in the clerical agency described by
Crozier (1964), the goal of control was to ensure that all
work was processed on the same day as it was received.
In normal times, the established work routines usually
satisfied work demands. When the work demands sud-
denly increased, a crisis atmosphere developed, and con-
trol by superiors became critical. The superiors insisted
that rules and standardized routines should be adhered
to and this insistence increased response rigidity and
made overtime necessary to satisfy work demands.
Alternatively, the superiors might have broken the stan-
dardized routines and added flexibility, allowing a one-
to-one relationship between capacities and demands to
be established more quickly (Drabek and Haas, 1969).

Where tasks vary and interdependencies change, it
may not always be possible to maintain a one-to-one
relationship between demands and capacities. In this
case, the control goal may be to reestablish this relation-
ship within an acceptable time period. Changes in work
demands should be monitored and, where possible,
anticipated; response capacities should sometimes be
supplemented.

Preparing forecasts and actively searching their envi-
ronments may enable people to anticipate work
demands but there is evidence that, in fact, they do not
rely much on these devices. Forecasts are typically inae-
curate (Donaldson, 1969), and most information comes
from informal contacts and discussions (Aguilar, 1967;
Kanter, 1977) rather than from formally organized
searches (March and Simon, 1958). Instead, people
usually rely on the human ability to visualize the multi-
Ple values which variables may take during different
fime periods (Weick, 1974). They simultaneously
evaluate current work demands and conjecture how
they might develop in the future; this allows both lagged
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effects and lead-time effects to be taken into account
(Deutsch, 1963). The flexibility which characterizes
human monitoring and the possibility of immediate
actions to deal with unusual changes and errors make
human response capabilities far superior to those of
mechanical techniques (Haberstroh, 1960). However,
Simon (1957) has argued that cognitive limits on human
understanding may impede control efforts. At least over
short time periods, one human mind can handle and
comprehend only so much information. That this limita-
tion constrains organizational activities over long
periods seems doubtful. But at least in the short term,
their cognitive limits may confront people with informa-
tional overloads. Weick (1970) suggested that, when
facing overloads, people seek to maintain one-to-one
relationships between the information-processing
demands they perceive being made on them and their
own information-processing capabilities as they per-
ceive them. People maintain these one-to-one relation-
ships by using disengaging strategies. One strategy is to
focus more or less exclusively on current information-
processing demands and essentially to ignore any
demands remaining from the past or potential demands
in the future. A second strategy is to focus on past
information-processing demands: ongoing projects are
carried to completion irrespective of current or future
information-processing demands, (Schutz, 1967; Weick,
1970).

Weick also argued that rather than change their stan-
dardized routines, people often respond to overloads by
redefining and simplifying their environments so that
some previously considered information becomes
irrelevant and can be ignored. Hall (1972) observed that
negotiations may have to be undertaken to accomplish
this. Managers usually respond to overloads by focusing
on the present (Carlson, 1951 ; Mintzberg, 1973; Sayles,
1964). But because current information-processing
loads can be very high for managers, and because they
lack long-term perspectives, rapid attention shifts are
common and many decisions are made by oversight and
flight (Cohen er al., 1972).

Redefining environments can erode control. In par-
ticular, some events and relationships having influence
on the situation are simply not perceived. The situation’s
complexity is not registered, and events are perceived so
that they fit in with images that are already stored
(Bruneret al., 1956). Rather than seeking to learn how
environmental and organizational variables relate to
one another, people may only be interested in output
feedbacks which ignore means-ends relations (Ouchi
and Maguire, 1975).

Only if they understand the tasks performed within
their subunit and understand how these tasks inter-
relate, can people consistently control a subunit’s per-
formance. This capability may be most evident when
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normal functioning breaks down. Those who know the
switches to push, but not the behavioral sequences
needed for task accomplishment, are likely to be help-
less when faced with a breakdown. Those with under-
standing may quickly carry out appropriate behavioral
sequences to reestablish normal functioning (Thibaut
and Kelley, 1959).

When the subproblems in subunits involve many
interdependent tasks which are performed in semi-
independent ways, breakdowns are inevitable, frequent,
and recurring (Perrow, 1967). There is a need for
experts in the subunits who understand the problem-
solving process completely. Other people learn to rely
on these experts, and the experts learn the similarities
among recurrent breakdowns. Cues may be identified
and constant relationships noticed which allow needed
solutions to be formulated quickly. Thus, problem-
solving processes may develop into solution-generating
routines, so that new solutions no longer have to be
invented from scratch (Simon, 1962).

For example, Dutton and Starbuck (1971) described a
production scheduler who had developed a solution-
generating routine to handle critical work-flow inter-
dependencies and to ensure that work flowed smoothly
and efficiently. The scheduler distinguished subsystems
where interdependencies were most critical from those
where they were not. Specifically he concentrated on
generating schedules for the two most complex and
expensive machines; these schedules largely determined
the work done on the less complicated machines down-
stream in the factory.

The scheduler had memorized his experience over
several years. Given particular orders, the materials to
be used, and the fabrication operations to be performed,
he referred to his memory and estimated the speed at
which the orders would be processed. These speed esti-
mates enabled the scheduler to forecast when a new
schedule would be required.

By observing the scheduler, Dutton and Starbuck
determined the variables that he considered when
estimating speeds. They were able to formulate simple
equations which specified relations among these vari-
ables, and which could have made the same speed esti-
mates. However, they were convinced that the scheduler
did not use equations, but had memorized the associa-
tions between orders’ characteristics and speeds. He
apparently obtained the speed estimates by a table
look-up procedure. This would mean that over a four-
year period, he had memorized a table with approxi-
mately 5,000 entries. Thus, for some people, cognitive
capacities may not be so small in the long term (March
and Simon, 1958; Williamson, 1964, 1975).

The scheduler exerted strong influence on his factory’s
profits, and he was probably the best scheduler of 25 in

his company. But his exceptional cognitive capacities

were not appreciated by his superiors. They did not
value the differentials between his schedules and those
of other schedulers. They also criticized him for optimiz-
ing globally rather than locally; essentially, his superiors
asserted that the scheduler should exhibit bureaucratic
myopia and not look outside the prescribed boundaries
of his role. When another company offered him a more
responsible job with better promotion opportunities, he
moved. '

In general, there are no constraints which force
control to be intelligent in the short run, and people
have different ideas about what constitutes intelligent
control. For example, Powell and Schlacter (1971)
hypothesized that more participation in schedule gener-
ation by members of road crews might improve their
productivity. In fact, more participation was associated
with lower productivity but higher morale. Apparently,
the schedules that had been generated by the operations
department without workers’ participation had taken
more task interdependencies into account but had
de-emphasized job satisfaction, whereas the schedules
generated by the work crews placed less emphasis on
task interdependencies and gave more attention to mat-
ters that affected their job satisfaction. Itis probable that
the operations department and the work crews dis-
agreed about the goals of control.

Susman (1970) found clear goal differences between
skillmen and their helpers in an oil refinery. The skill-
men work in a control room and are responsible for
setting control boards so that optimal operating condi-
tions are achieved. Two helpers work with each skillman
to form a work crew; the helpers are supposed to support
the skillman by handling and responding to ongoing
matters. '

Skillmen and their helpers differ in their orientations
to work. Skillmen are highly interested in applying their
cognitive skills to control problems, and they have
opportunities to do this. Helpers do not have such
opportunities, and those helpers who are more compe-
tent actually prefer to do tasks which are less demanding
cognitively—such as reading meters, organizing truck
loadings and tank transfers, and delivering laboratory
samples. Such errands provide opportunities to tour the
refinery and to establish social contacts with other work-
ers. The helpers reported that a pressure-free atmo-
sphere and opportunities to converse are the aspects
they like most about their jobs. While the helpers are
enjoying conversation, the skillmen are enjoying con-
trol.

The norms and situationally appropriate behaviors
that people have learned in school (Dreeben, 1968) are
congruent with both these alternative perspectives and |
may be used to justify alternative ways for perceiving
and allocating status within subunits. Those people who
enjoy control might argue that performance would bﬂq
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most effective if all organizational statuses are con-
gruent with opportunities to use cognitive capacities.
Such people may see status primarily as an input that
complements their technical knowledge and which helps
them implement control. At the other extreme, those
people who enjoy interpersonal relations, and who are
responsible for ongoing control actions that require little
reflective thought, might argue that organizational sta-
tuses should be allocated more justly and that oppor-
tunities to utilize cognitive capacities are unjustly distri-
buted. These people may see status primarily as areward
that should be distributed fairly in order to raise morale
(Dreeben, 1968; Weick, 1966).

Some experimental evidence suggests that, depending
on how status is allocated, different control goals may be
achieved. Sampson (1969) ran experiments with con-
gruent groups in which controllers had higher statuses
than other people, and incongruent groups in which

controllers had lower statuses than other people. The _

congruent groups performed consistently better than the
incongruent groups. Sampson also found that when sta-
tuses within a group are assigned according to a justice
principle rather than a competence principle, interper-
sonal relations are much more friendly.

Professionals in organizations derive high status from
their specialized understanding and they may use this
status in an authoritarian way. Depending on whether
their knowledge is in fact relevant to solve problems,
they may help or hinder control. For example, in an
experimental study, Cammalleri et al. (1973) found that
when an authoritarian superior understands how to
solve a problem, group performance is better than that
achieved with democratic leadership, but when an
authoritarian superior gives incorrect instructions,
group performance is far worse than with democratic
leadership. High status and an authoritarian style can
also be used to resist changes which would also dilute the
personal control of high-status people. Hage (1974), for
example, described how surgeons successfully resisted
attempts to improve a hospital’s services.

The key control positions, such as skillman and
surgeon, are not generally open to other members of
their organizations. When access to such positions opens
up, drastic changes may occur. Whyte (1961), for
instance, described how glassworks used to be con-
trolled by the most skilled glassblowers, the gaffers, who
had both high technical skill and high status, and who
exercised authoritarian control over their work teams.
Unionizations and other changes drastically altered the
gaffers’ status. Younger, less experienced workers
‘eceived rapid promotions and authoritarian control was
Teplaced by more socially sensitive leadership. The goals

- of contro] changed.

Although people within subunits may perform

- SPecialized control functions, top managers within sub-

Designs for organizational control 99

units may have to be involved in a complete role range
including cognitive-control activities and the implement-
ing of control routines (Mintzberg, 1973). Nevertheless,
like other subunit members, top managers may choose
to emphasize either cognitive activities or the imple-
menting of routines. For example, Shapira and Dunbar
(1980) found that in an in-basket simulation, managers
utilized all ten managerial roles identified by Mintzberg
(1973), but their responses clustered into two clear
groupings—informational-exchange activities that are
relevant for cognitive-control activities and the imple-
menting of control routines.

Control over organizational subunits

People are aware of their subunits’ dependency on
organizational resource pools, and they are aware that
other subunits are competing for these resources. Such
competitions can lead to much uncertainty, bargaining,
and conflict. To escape conflict, people do not require
that resource allocations should be contingent on shared
interests and common goals (White, 1974). Rather,
people loosen the couplings they perceive should exist
between one subunit and another, so that each subunit
may have some freedom to concentrate on its own affairs
and to develop somewhat independently (Glassman,
1973). To avoid bargaining, people may accept resource
allocations made by standardized routines (Gunsteren,
1976). To reduce uncertainty, they may argue that pre-
vious commitments to themselves—and other sub-
units—should continue (Wildavsky, 1975).

Standardized allocation routines usually start from
past allocations (Cowart et al., 1975; Crecine, 1969;
Davis et al., 1966, 1971; Fenno, 1966; Gerwin, 1969;
Nystrom, 1975). Then subunits state claims for more
resources, and resource guardians check whether it is
possible to meet such requests (Wildavsky, 1975). Typi-
cally, only the simplest rules are used to adjust alloca-
tions (Davis et al., 1966, 1971; Wanat, 1974). Changes
from the past are generally small and they are designed
to avoid problems rather than to achieve specific goals
(Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1963). More generally, the
control goals of allocation routines are to ensure that
resources are not e€xhausted, and that activities are not
disrupted. As a result, understandings that have been
guiding behavior in the past can usually continue to do so
in the future.

Weber and Peters (1969) edited studies detailing
routines whereby financial resources are allocated and
controlled in a department store. Allocations are made
at regular intervals. First, the top managers adjust the
previous years’ figures for any anticipated growth or
decline, and come up with a sales forecast for the total
store over the next season (Brown, 1963). This sales
forecast serves as an overall constraint on the allocations
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of open-to-buy funds made to departments. Moore and
Weber (1969) described how funds are allocated to
departments. The departmental managers make plans
six months in advance, starting from their departments’
monthly sales one year previously. These depart-
mental-sales forecasts are then compared with the total
sales anticipated by the top managers. If the departmen-
tal forecasts are higher than the sales needed to meet top
managers’ expectations, the departmental forecasts are
reduced. If the departmental forecasts are less than
needed, then no changes are made.

Myers and Weber (1969) described how departmen-
tal managers control open-to-buy funds. At the begin-
ning of each selling season, the departmental managers
use some of their open-to-buy funds to purchase mer-
chandise. As a season progresses, it becomes clearer
whether sales expectations will be met. Based on this
additional knowledge, decisions are made about further
purchases. If sales are lower and inventories higher than
expected, some planned purchases are not made in order
to avoid excessive markdowns late in the season. Thus,
actual purchase decisions are made by those managers
who know the various markets, but these managers can-
not recommit funds until their original purchases pro-
duce sales. Purchasing mistakes have to be corrected
before a season’s end, when financial resources must be
liquid for reallocation.

These allocation routines are predictable and logical.
They emphasize that funds are limited, they correct
mistakes, and they encourage efficient uses of funds
(Wildavsky, 1975). The store’s financial resources are
continuously being recommitted. Through this routine,
the store maintains financial mobility and can change
relations with its environment (Donaldson, 1969).

If environmental conditions are relatively stable and
resources are generally adequate, such allocation
routines allow subunits to be only loosely coupled
together even though all share the same resource pools
(Simon, 1962). Individual subunits can concentrate on
their own internal control goals and problems (Baumler,
1971; March and Simon, 1958). But an organization’s
resource pools are periodically checked and protected
by both the constraints and the error-correcting proper-
ties that are built into the allocation routines.

Resource pools are affected by changes in an orga-
nization’s environmental opportunities (Aldrich and
Mindlin, 1978; Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967). This
may induce changes in internal resource allocations.
Based on whether their current allocations and expec-
tations match, subunits may decide that they should grow
orretrench (Beer, 1972). They may also decide that they
should change their control goals.

Consistently applied rules then determine both how
much and in what directions subunits should either grow
or retrench (Sahal, 1978). Wanat (1974), for example,

described resource-allocation rules that ensure that
governmental departments grow. Specifically, the pre-
vious appropriation should be accepted as a base point;
all current departmental requests should be more than
or equal to previous appropriations; all current appro-
priations should be less than or equal to current
requests; all current appropriations should include the
previous base and an additional allocation for manda-
tory expenditures needed to meet increased costs for
maintaining the same level of service; all cuts should be
made on new-program requests. These rules establish a
deviation-amplifying loop in a growth direction. All cur-
rent appropriations must be equal to or greater than
previous appropriations, and departments are likely not
only to expand but to grow faster as they are more
acquisitive and make larger requests (Cowart et al.,
1975). A similar set of rules could be formulated that
would ensure that deviations are amplified in a way that
guarantees a departmental retrenchment.

Consistently applied rules may also be used to assem-
ble and eliminate change possibilities. By relying heavily
on their current understanding, people can specify more
restrictive rules and, generally speaking, this specifica-
tion excludes possibilities for change and ensures more
of the same (Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1963). Con-
versely, when fewer restrictive rules are specified, less
reliance is being put on current understanding, and more
possibilities for change exist, so that a major reorienta-
tion may take place. For example, a rule forbidding new
technologies substantially reduces the possibilities for
change. A second rule forbidding variations in products
or services would eliminate more possibilities. The rules
listed by Weick (1969: 72-73) illustrate how pos-
sibilities for change can be reduced; for example, that
any changes should minimize effort and should give
priority to doing those things which have been done
most often in the past, those things which can be done
most quickly, and those things which should cause the
least disruption.

Hage (1977) identified rules for combining change
with either growth or retrenchment. Subunits may be
required to expand by introducing new technologies, or
they may be required to retrench by utilizing more
specialized technologies suitable for meeting particular
reduced, but more secure, demands. Subunits may be
required to expand by differentiating products and ser-
vices, or they may be required to retrench by restricting
variations to a smaller range (Marrow et al., 1967).

Generally speaking, people in organizations give little
attention to the rule sequences used in organizations or
the control consequences for behavior that follow from
the resulting deviation-counteracting or deviation-
amplifying loops. This may be because people have little
awareness of these consistent relations (Balke et al.,
1973) and because they prefer to believe that they,

ey



personally, rather than impersonal rules, are in control
(Hox, 1977). This preferred perception may be achieved
by focusing on the short term (Mintzberg, 1973) so that
long-term decision-making consistencies are over-
looked. In addition, a short-term focus is likely to con-
centrate on those decisions where there is at least short-
term discretion so that there is a possibility to exercise
personal control (Bougon er al., 1977). Within this
framework, power to get things done may be perceived
to be an important variable (Kanter, 1977) and subunits
that are perceived to have power may be in a better
position to direct that discretionary decisions are made
in ways that favor them.

For example, Salancik and Pfeffer (1974) described
the budget-allocation process at the University of
Illinois, where department heads apparently do not
understand the power relations underlying the alloca-
tion process very well. Although they believe that
graduate students and national prestige are the most
important contributions that their departments make to
their university, statistical analyses suggest that power is,
in fact, primarily dependent on the outside funds that
departments attract. Salancik and Pfeffer also found
that department heads are biased, believing that budget
allocations should be based on those resources that their
own departments can supply. They found further that
departments use their power—derived from outside fund-
ing—to ensure that graduate fellowships—the most criti-
cal and scarce resources subject to discretionary decision
making—are allocated disproportionately to them-
selves. That is, powerful departments use their power to
establish deviation-amplifying loops within the orga-
nization to control those discretionary allocations that are
most important and critical. By doing so, powerful sub-
units acquire more power and weak subunits lose power.

Not every university allows its departments the
decision-making discretion to allocate pooled resources
consistently. Some universities require departments cur-
rently bringing in funds—for example, departments of
business administration or adult education—to provide
subsidies for currently less affluent departments (Bal-
dridge, 1971; Clark, 1956). They do this by eliminating
decision-making discretion and establishing allocation
rules to ensure, for example, that the university as a
whole develops in a more balanced way.

On the other hand, if departments do have decision-
making discretion to allocate pooled resources, it is
likely that powerful departments will consistently allo-
cate more critical resources to themselves, making
themselves still stronger. Salancik and Pfeffer also found
evidence that when a resource is considered less criti-
cal—in the Illinois case, funds for summer faculty fel-
lo“{sh‘ips—-, powerful departments do not use their power
[0 Initiate deviation-amplifying loops favoring them-
selves; instead, weaker departments become benefi-
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ciaries of deviation-amplifying loops, but only with
respect to resources that are not critical, and only to the
extent that powerful departments are prepared to be
generous (Thibaut and Kelley, 1959).

Salancik and Pfeffer (1974) asked whether these con-
tinued accumulations of internal power and resources to
particular subunits correspond to criteria which are
important to those external organizations on which all
subunits ultimately depend. If powerful subunits
become increasingly affluent by consistently manipulat-
ing decision-making discretion in their favor, compe-
tence and power may be attributed to them internally
(Pondy and Birnberg, 1969), but they may become
insensitive to external developments—with adverse
consequences for the total organization (Hedberg et al.,
1976). When predicted accomplishments do not match
actual outcomes, powerful subunits may readily dis-
count these discrepancies as reflecting inadequate fore-
casting, or as temporary aberrations, or as being the
responsibilities of other subunits. With internal power
but an inadequate understanding of relations between
the organization and its environment, powerful subunits
may fail to interpret realistically certain information and
feedback that should be disturbing.

Beer (1972) distinguished two operating modes that
might describe organizations that are insensitive to
developments in relations with the environment. In the
moribund mode, subunits continue to act as if everything
is normal even though changes in relations with other
subunits or with external organizations are creating seri-
ous incompatibilities. Powerful subunits may be particu-
larly susceptible to the second, self-destructive mode, in
which subunits interpret their own affluence as indicat-
ing that their total organization not only possesses ade-
quate resources, but also is confronted with extensive
growth opportunities. Members of powerful subunits
substitute their dreams of success—such as high profits,
abundant resources, and promotions (Chenoweth,
1974)—or their social ideals—such as saving cities,
reducing unemployment, and resolving racial unrest
(Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973)—for realistic under-
standing (Weick, 1974). It is only a matter of time before
such fantasies lead to self-destruction (McClelland and
Winter, 1969: 361-364). They push their organization
into expansion projects even though no external oppor-
tunities justify them. When resources are exhausted, the
organization is in serious trouble (Dunbar and Gold-
berg, 1978).

Consistently applied rules effectively control or-
ganizational subunits, and depending on whether the
loops the rules create are deviation-counteracting or
deviation-amplifying, the subunits may either remain
the same, grow, retrench, or change. At the same time,
these internal adjustments alter the organization itself in
ways which may change the equilibria between the
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organization and its environment. How far such changes
can proceed is likely to have limits (Starbuck, 1965).1Itis
important that organizational members should be aware
of the deviation-amplifying loops formed by the rules
they use, and aware of their consequences not only for
relations between subunits but also for relations be-
tween their organization and its environment. Without
such awareness, the cognitive basis for control may be
lost (Miller et al., 1960), but the rules may nevertheless
continue to exert an amplified influence so that goals
considered undesirable are, in fact, achieved.

For example, Hall (1976) described rules and conse-
quent relations that eventually destroyed 2 weekly
magazine, the Saturday Evening Post. The Post held con-
stant its advertising price per page, so that the advertising
price per reader decreased as circulation increased.
A lower advertising price per reader stimulated advertis-
ing sales, and more advertising allowed the editors to
enlarge the magazine. It was editorial policy to maintain
a more or less constant ratio of advertising pages 10
magazine size. A larger magazine attracted more sub-
scribers. However, the costs of producing a larger
magazine increased faster than the revenues obtained
from additional advertising and subscriptions. The Post
lost financial resources even as its circulation increased.
Hall suggested that this destructive loop would have
been broken if the Post had kept its advertising price per
reader constant. In a simulation, he demonstrated that,
with such a pricing rule, the negative relationship be-
tween circulation and advertising price would have dis-
appeared and profitable publication could have con-
tinued.

The successes and failures achieved by organizations
are often attributable to rules that have been consis-
tently applied. The Post example illustrates how people
have difficulty interpreting the meaning of outcome
feedback reflecting the operation of such rules. Hall’s
discussion shows how consistently applied rules have
manifest consequences which are achieved automati-
cally if people do not intervene to change them. Indeed,
established rules must channel activity in consistent
ways towards specific ends no matter what people think.
Rules can lead to highly desirable achievements,
accumulations, expansions, and growth; they can also
result in wealth being dispersed, time being wasted,
isolation, and bankruptcy.

Control rules are means to ends, and organizations
should be designed so that these ends are what people in
organizations desire. Rules are always neutral factors
that are separate from people; people can choose to
manipulate rules if they are aware of them. People do
not always perceive that they are choosing to apply rules
or that they could apply different rules.

People learn in school to make distinctions between
the ends which rules are designed to achieve. Based on

this distinction, people decide whether they should ques-
tion or change rules. Specifically, they distinguish be-
tween rules for social conduct (Collett, 1977) and rules
which summarize the knowledge needed for performing
tasks. Rules for social conduct may sometimes be chal-
lenged, but rules for task performance are more often
considered objective and factual, and somehow beyond
challenge.

Generally, in school, people are encouraged to accept
all rules as imperatives provided by more knowledge-
able authorities. People learn that they should accept the
rules, the authorities, and their knowledge without
further question. Metz (1978) described the disciplining
problems and associated fears that result when students
in school do not accept rules as imperatives. Questioning
a rule may be regarded by subordinates as a challenge to
authority or as a challenge to knowledge; from a
superior’s standpoint, this distinction may not be that
important and the questioning may be seen simply as
a challenge (Dreeben, 1968). People remember this
insensitivity and the imagined consequences that they
feared would result from challenging a superior (Metz,
1978). In later life, they may challenge rules which are
immoral or unfair, but rules that may possibly be factu-
ally false do not generate the same emotional reaction
and may be simply accepted even though they are known
to be situationally inappropriate.

The experiments by Milgram (1974) describing
obedience to authority illustrate this problem. People
volunteer to be subjects in a scientific study of memory.
On arriving at the experimental site, it is explained that
the study is concerned with how punishment affects
learning. Subjects are led to believe that they must teach
the experimenter’s confederate to learn by administer-
ing electric shocks every time the confederate appar-
ently makes a mistake. The experimenter requires that
during the experiment, the subject should increase the
shock voltage by fifteen-volt increments from fifteen
volts to 450 volts. Milgram was, in fact, interested in
finding out how long subjects would obey the experi-
menter and the rule for incrementally increasing shocks,
and how subjects would go about challenging and ever-
tually disobeying this rule and the experimenter.

Although many people challenged the experimenter
and his rule about shocking, they still continued 0
administer increasingly stronger shocks—which would
certainly have killed the confederate had the shock
machine really been connected. But the subjects did not
know this deception and most were convinced that
through the shocks administered by themselves, the con-
federate was indeed dead. Apparently within such @
situation, many people see themselves simply as agents:
mechanically executing impersonal rules which have
been rationally designed by knowledgeable authorities:
They no longer see themselves as autonomous agents




with a capacity to intervene, to change rules, and to
exercise control personally. In _these circumstances,
people tune out information that could raise doubts
about their actions, and concentrate on executing the
assigned rules and routines in a way that they believe is
satisfactory to their superiors.

Apparently, subjects did not question the experi-
ment’s scientific validity. But the confederate’s screams
for help did raise doubts about the social and moral
justification for adhering to the supposedly scientific
rules for shocking. Some people responded by at first
denying that the confederate was really being hurt and
by arguing to themselves that he was just being difficult.
As the screams continued, subjects developed subter-
fuges and made false reports to the experimenter in
efforts to avoid administering shocks. They showed
increasingly agitated symptoms of physical stress, and
requested the experimenter to alter the rule. They
threatened not to adhere to the rule if the experimenter
did not change it. But despite these protests, many
people continued to adhere to the rule and they deli-
vered lethal shocks.

To justify continuing the experiment, the experi-
menter always mentioned scientific necessity as the
prime reason. Subjects did not challenge this knowledge
base. Instead, they resisted implementing the rule
strictly on moral grounds, and many did this with great
trepidation. When there is no reason to question task
performance on moral grounds, questioning at all may
simply not occur. For example, Rokeach er al. (1960)
reported that some days after assigning subjects a logical
problem with rules that made it impossible to solve,
subjects became highly tense and started to avoid the
experimenter, but they did not admit to questioning
either the rules or whether a solution was possible. As
most organizational rules are not perceived by most
people to have immoral consequences, most are not
questioned or challenged.

Yet, when outcomes are not corresponding to ex-
pectations, people in organizations should question
the rules based on previous knowledge and being
consistently applied to achieve control over subunits
(Holstrum, 1971). Control rules are insensitive and
mechanical and ignore so much ongoing experience that
they should only be considered appropriate in the short
term. In addition, purposely established deviation-
amplifying loops inevitably change the equilibria be-
tween an organization and its environment. In this new
situation, previous knowledge about equilibria is no
longer relevant. Continued reliance on the same rules
Means that people in the organization have wedded
themselves to past success and have also committed
themselves to the means used for achieving past suc-
cesses, :

Although standardized allocation routines and other
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consistently applied rules keep coordination costs down,
they usually do not include any provisions to accommo-
date overall, comprehensive views of both subunits’
relations and external relations, not even when out-
come feedback indicates that these are getting out of line
with one another (Weick, 1976). This is a fundamental
problem with those conventional methods for control
over organizational subunits which seek to reduce
bargaining, uncertainty, and conflict.

On the other hand, zero-based budgeting and pro-
gram budgeting are two unconventional, comprehensive
routines for allocating - resources among subunits
(Novick, 1969). Their basic principle is that budgets
should be organized in terms of desired goals, and that
resources should be allocated to subunits according to
the contributions the subunits are expected to make to
these goals. However, these comprehensive routines
have probably never been successfully applied (Gunste-
ren, 1976). New goal categories inevitably create new
conflicts and uncertainties for subunits, all of which then
attempt to show that they contribute to all organiza-
tional goals and, therefore, have legitimate claims on all
resource pools (Wildavsky, 1975). Compromises and
adjustments become more difficult as interdependencies
become more apparent (White, 1974). But perhaps
most important, although these routines ask controllers
to reconsider what effects existing allocation routines
and rules may be having, they do not generate any
meaningful alternative routines and rules. Most people
within organizations are not prepared to work through
the uncertainties, adjustments, and reorganizations
which new, comprehensive routines and rules would
require. In contrast, the marginal routines which start
from past allocations implicitly accept existing pro-
cedures and allow meaningful comparisons. In addition,
accepting the status quo does not challenge the existing
political coalitions, which people may have struggled to
achieve.

Although conventional methods for control over
organizational subunits may make needed changes and
adjustments to control processes very difficult, such
adjustments do sometimes occur. Such change usually
requires both a clearly perceived crisis in organizations
and external relations coupled with insightful top mana-
gers who can formulate new ideologies and articulate
new sets of organizational rules (Starbuck et al., 1978).
Sometimes an organization notices that the external
environment is changing and that the organization must
also change if it is to survive. For example, Baldridge
(1971) described how, for over a century, New York
University had provided educational opportunities for
all types of people in New York. During the 1950s, as
the public educational sector expanded, the university
realized that its traditional student base would be
threatened. In the early 1960s, enrollments dropped off,
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and the university prepared to change its image and to
become a highly selective, uniquely urban center for
full-time learning. Appropriate rules and procedures
were implemented to make sure that these changes
occurred, so that by the 1970s, New York University
was a very different institution than the one that had
existed in the 1950s. This needed transformation was
achieved only at the cost of very high internal conflict.

The self-initiated reorganization achieved by New
York University is an unusual organizational saga. More
often, organizations can only achieve such changes by
replacing their leadership with new people from outside
the organization, because the existing membership can-
not conceive, or will not perceive, how they might use
rules and procedures that are different from those that
they have used in the past (Mitroffet al., 1977; Starbuck
and Hedberg, 1977). For example, Marrow et al. (1967)
described the changes that became possible only after a
plant was taken over by another company. Instead of
responding to all variations in customers’ demands, the
new marketing policy required some model standardiza-
tion and fewer models produced to customers’ specifica-
tions. These changes allowed a smoother work flow.
Within subunits, there were also changes. For example,
instead of highly specialized production, with workers
sequentially dependent on one another, workers were
reorganized into small, flexible groups and the product
range that each worker encountered was reduced. These
needed changes were perceived as potentially very
disruptive (Coch and French, 1948); without the new
leadership, they would not have occurred.

Designing control

People in organizations understand rules best in terms of
the ways they define, constrain, and restrict behavior
within subunits. Although people may often view
existing rules as stable structures (Schon, 1971), in fact,
rules should only be held and viewed constant in the
short term. In the long term, they should be reexamined,
adjusted, and changed. This is because rules play
their most critical role in the control process through
the ways they combine together to channel infor-
mation, behavior, and resource flows into deviation-
counteracting and deviation-amplifying loops that then
affect and change the relations between subunits and, in
the process, the relations between organizations and
their environments. As people reflect on the control
process, they may not see this total picture (Axelrod,
1976). Yet, the flow interrelationships and loops which
rules establish continue to exercise their controlling
effects, pushing organizations in particular directions,
irrespective of whether or not they are understood. In
this sense, interrelated control rules that combine into

flow loops are self-organizing (Sahal, 1978, 1979), and
people cannot be sure that organizational directions that
result are automatically desirable.

People may wish to have an impact on this self-
organizing system. In order to do this, they should first
recognize the self-organizing properties which charac-
terize tule systems exercising control over subunits.
After such recognition, people realize that their per-
sonal motives and individual efforts can be very secon-
dary factors in the overall control process (Stinchcombe,
1960). Any consistent associations between variables
are, alone, enough to establish deviation-counteracting
or deviation-amplifying flow loops which ensure that
organizations develop in definite directions (Thorp,
1966). But by identifying the overall directions towards
which existing rule systems are pushing organizations
(Bateson, 1972), and by intervening to establish new
rules or to change old ones, people can complement rule
systems in critical ways by steering the ongoing control
process so that organizations develop in desirable direc-
tions.

Within subunits, rules set short-term constraints
(Simon, 1962, 1964). The bases for control are estab-
lished solution-generating routines and standardized
procedures which should be combined together by
subunit members in ways that establish and maintain
one-to-one relations between subunits’ capacities and
demands. In other words, within subunits, people play a
coordinating role—rather than a steering role—in the
control process. Nevertheless, also within subunits,
people should periodically assess the effects and effi-
ciencies of solution-generating routines and assess
whether standardized procedures are being triggered on
appropriate occasions. Where necessary, expert know-
ledge may be used to improve solution-generating
routines; behavior modification may be used to establish
links between appropriate cues and needed standard-
ized procedures.

Figure 1 sets out some broad outlines for people’s role
in designs for organizational control. The control pro-
cess relies initially on outcome feedbacks. If outcomes
are as expected, the existing control system of rules,
routines, and procedures is allowed to continue. If out-
come feedbacks are not acceptable, people should inter-
vene. First, they should focus on control over subunits
and reexamine the existing information, behavior, and
resource flows between subunits and between the orga-
nization and its environment (Powers, 1978). This
requires that additional feedback must be generated 0
identify needed rule changes and to allow appropriaté
interventions to be made. If outcome feedback is still
unacceptable, it may then be necessary to focus on €oni
trol within subunits and to investigate how budget-
control games are being played. Before making 20¥
changes, additional feedback should be generated which




either describes the effects and efficiencies of solution-
generating routines, or which indicates whether stan-
dardized procedures are being triggered on appropriate
occasions, and so allow adjustments to be made.
Figure 1 shows how people should complement the
control functions performed by the rules that constrain
subunits, and the solution-generating routines and stan-
dardized procedures used within subunits. People
should see themselves as harmonizers and molders who
are prepared to be minimally content with current rules,
routines, and procedures, and who wish to improve them
(Hedberg et al., 1976). At the same time, until negative
outcome feedback is received and its implications
understood, people should continue to rely on current
rules, routines, and procedures. People within subunits
should concentrate on establishing and maintaining
one-to-one relations between their capacities and the
demands made on their subunits, by bringing together
existing solution-generating routines and known stan-
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dardized procedures in ways that are appropriate to
ongoing events.

People do not usually think that their role in exercis-
ing control over subunits should be simply complemen-
tary to the more basic control functions being automati-
cally exercised either by relations between variables or
by established rules. Similarly, within subunits, they
do not think their role should be restricted to bring-
ing together already established solution-generating
routines and standardized procedures in ways that are
appropriate to ongoing events. Rather, at both levels,
because of prescriptions that people have learned in
school and because of their own personal motives, many
people think human controllers should be the central
causal agents that give control processes their force and
character, and determine their efficiency and effective-
ness. Such people perceive control over subunits to be
exercised by leaders who have authority to specify pro-
cedures and to request information (Becker and

_ Generate new
ki outcome feedbacks
y y
Generate feedbacks about Focus on control over s?ubumls
| relations determining Compare these flows with
Outcome f%edbacks 2 information, behavior, - existing rules to determine
Yes| acceptable? No and resource flows in (a) how rules are directing
the organization and flows
between the organization (b) how rules could be changed
and its environment to direct flows in more
desirable directions
A
J
Intervene to make rule —‘ Yes 5 :
changes to redirect flows - ule changes?
No
/
Yes Is outcome feedback

now acceptable?

No
y

(a) Experts improve the
effectiveness of soluticn-
generating routines

< (b) Use behavior-modification <t

techniques to ensure

appropriate use of
standardization

Focus on control within subunits

(a) Generate feedback on the
effects and efficiencies of
solution -generating routines

(b) Generate feedback on
whether standardized
procedures are being
triggered on appropriate
occasions

L

Figure 1 Outline for people’s role in designs for controlled organizational achievement
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Neuhauser, 1975). They perceive control within sub-
units to be exercised by managers who are always
actively seeking new information and who are continu-
ally responding to ongoing events in brief, fragmented,
and varied ways (Mintzberg, 1973).

People learn in school that if tasks are assigned to
them, they should take personal responsibility for per-
forming them (Dreeben, 1968). They also learn that itis
legitimate to use standards to evaluate the work for
which they are responsible, and that rewards should be
based on their performances. As a result, people learn to
see themselves in such control situations as prime causal
agents. They learn to focus attention on their own indi-
vidual progress within the particular situations and to
ignore wider organizational contexts. Through their
successes in specialized tasks within clearly restricted
areas, people learn that they can maintain one-to-one
relations between their own capacities and the demands
made on them. In this sense, they can exercise effective
control over their own lives within organizations
(McDonough, 1975).

Success on specialized tasks within narrowly defined
contexts does not encourage people to notice wider
organizational contexts or rule networks with dynamic,
self-organizing properties. Instead, people see them-
selves as the causal agents, they see control as a system of
checks (Vertinsky, 1972), they see rules as isolated con-
straints, and they see hierarchical positions as defining a
career ladder which they can climb (Thompson, 1961)
and by which they can measure their personal progress
and success as effective causal agents (Kanter, 1977). Of
course, rules in organizations generally route informa-
tion flows through higher positions in the hierarchy,
normally allow superiors to determine how much
decision-making discretion is available to subordinates,
and usually require those higher to allocate resources.
Therefore, it is often difficult for leaders to distinguish
between impacts attributable to their special positions
and abilities and impacts attributable to rule systems.
Also, leaders do not usually object to believing that
everything comes about in their organizations because
they have charismatic qualities.

People may justify their view that they are critical
causal agents by noting that, when all is said and done, it
is people who determine and change rules, routines, and
procedures. This view is superficially correct, but it is
false in spirit. By ignoring the controlling power of self-
organizing rule systems, people falsely exaggerate, and
create illusions about, human contributions to organiza-
tional control. Leaders often do not perceive this false-
ness, nor do they see the negative consequences for
control effectiveness. Instead, they rationalize their con-
trol behavior based on the false premise that they are the
central control agents. This premise may be the ultimate
control illusion (Bakan, 1966).

Figure 2 sets out some broad outlines for people’s role
in designs for organizational control, given the premise
that people are the central causal agents in the control
process. Again, the control process is initiated by out-
come feedbacks and unacceptable outcomes are investi-
gated. Given the premise that people are the critical
control agents, this investigation concentrates on
evaluating whether people, who hold various positions
with various task assignments within the organizational
hierarchy, have fulfilled their performance respon-
sibilities. Many organizations base these assessments
on budget performance (Lawler and Rhode, 1976).
Managers who meet expectations are rewarded, possibly
financially, possibly with promotions, and possibly with
increased decision-making discretion. On the other
hand, those who fail to meet expectations may be
punished by receiving no financial rewards, no promo-
tions, and possibly by having their decision-making dis-
cretion reduced. This emphasis on personal responsibil-
ity supported by rewards and punishments then filters
down to the assessments that managers make within
their areas of responsibility.

Such a procedure creates tremendous tension within
organizations (Meyer et al., 1965) and encourages sub-
ordinates to play subversive control games. People in
subordinate positions develop entrepreneurial skills to
obtain important information about what factors are
being assessed, about how rules are being changed,
about who has been rewarded and is moving into more
powerful positions, and about who has been overlooked
for promotion and so may be losing power (Kanter,
1977). People in subordinate positions also seek to
accumulate resources to buffer themselves from unex-

‘pected demands, to increase their areas of decision-

making discretion, and to enable them temporarily to
report favorable outcomes when actual results are
unfavorable. Through such subversive games, people in
subordinate positions seek to gain control over the
reward process, and hence over their own career prog-
ress. People behave in ways that satisfy their need for
control (March and Simon, 1958)—that is, their be-
lief in themselves as causal agents. On the other hand,
organizational control becomes increasingly an illu-
sion.

Control becomes illusory because, instead of seeing
the self-organizing aspects of rule systems, people see
rules as isolated imperatives that define functional
responsibilities for hierarchical positions and oppor-
tunities for reward. They reflect on, interpret, and clas-
sify such rules or rewards as being either factually cor-
rect, or morally justified and fair. Any changes are small
and are designed to correct isolated errors, to avoid
immorality, and to eliminate unfairness. Total system
effects tend to be ignored. Once established, and espe-

cially in an authoritarian context, people hesitate 10 &
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Leaders check whether hierarchical
responsibilities have been fulfilled by managers
(a) Compare actual with budgeted performances
(b) Based on output feedback, distinguish
managers who have fulfilled assigned
responsibilities from those who have not

\
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resources to increase
their areas of decision-
making discretion

(a) Managers assess performance within areas
of responsibility

(b) Based on output feedback, distinguish
subordinates who have performed well
from those who have not

(c) Reward or punish subordinates

Figure 2 Outline for people’s role in designs to promote organizational control illusions

change or challenge rules, responsibility assignments, or
rewards. Rather, the existing situations are simply
accepted, and people rely on outcome feedback to
decide whether behavior within the situations is being
effective. Should outcomes be negative, the fault is
usually attributed to those isolated units that apparently
did not fulfil their budgets or some other expectations.
How these particular defects may really relate to the
ongoing control process is usually not understood. In
such a system, design activity is past-oriented and justi-
fied by past learning and personal ambitions rather than
being future-oriented and being directed towards
accomplishing organizational control goals. Admittedly,
some outstanding individuals may develop procedures
or solution-generating routines that are particularly
effective control devices within subunits, but such
contributions are easily dominated by the relational
Processes exercising control over subunits. Such control
efforts within subunits often go unrecognized, and may
be criticized in situations which emphasize authoritarian
relationships.

People who see themselves as primary causal agents in
the control process probably do not perceive the
dynamic self-organizing properties that characterize
ongoing structures. This blindness enables them to
regard the existing structures as frameworks which re-
duce dynamic relational fields into manageable sets of
static objects and categories, and which they then
believe they should use to interpret ongoing events.
Indeed, without such supposedly static frameworks,
people could not be so sure that they are in control. As
people in organizations want to maintain the belief that
they are exercising control, they become increasingly
committed to existing structures. They regard possible
changes as disruptive and threatening because the stable
frameworks might become unstable (Schon, 1971). This
defensiveness increases as people are committed to
seeing themselves as causal agents but at the same time
are anxious that this belief may be an illusion (Curle,
1972; Torbert, 1972). Commitment to existing rules,
routines, and procedures seems to increase as they have
been used more often to interpret more information.
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Commitment and confidence in the correctness of struc-
tures are independent of their actual effectiveness
(Goldberg, 1968). Because people in such situations
have defined away the dynamic relations which control a
total organizational situation, they cannot conceive of
alternatives to current rules, routines, or procedures.
Instead, people create rationalized, unchanging bureau-
cracy that is insensitive to ongoing events, along with
control illusions, numerous double-bind situations, and
the basis for subversive control games.

There are no cognitive limitations that prevent people
from developing the understanding needed for effective
control and effective design activities. Rather, any limi-
tations reflect people’s emotional commitments to exag-
gerated self-images. Cognitively, it is easy to understand
that the rules that are adopted in an organization at any
one time are a very small sample of a very large set.
Different rules would establish different informational,
behavioral, and resource flows between subunits and
between organizations and their environments. Loose
couplings between subunits and between the organiza-
tion and its environment should make the flow effects of
rules easier to identify and should also make these rules
easier to adjust and change.

People often fail to perceive this flexibility when they
reflect on the control process. The result is that effective
control designs are, in fact, very fragile. Designs become
ineffective when people cling to existing structures, just
as the relations which the rules have established may
control their organizations out of existence (Hall, 1976).
Designs also become ineffective when, in response to
new and uncertain information, people decide to aban-
don adherence to established rules, routines, and pro-
cedures, even though underlying relations on which the
rules are based are unchanged (Balke et al., 1973).
These defensive and ineffective control practices
become more likely as people are more embedded in a
control system that promotes the illusion that people,
and their individual efforts, are the critical agents in the
control process (Holloman and Hendrick, 1972).
Attempts to introduce rule changes automatically make
couplings between subunits tighter, and conflict, bar-
gaining, and uncertainty increase as each subunit man-
ager propounds a narrow perspective which ignores the
total picture and possibilities for flexibility.

Much research on organizational control in fact
describes the difficulties associated with exaggerating
the roles played by people and not understanding the
functions performed by rules, routines, and procedures
in the control process. The more moderate and balanced
approach advocated here needs to be explored.
Research should seek to determine whether people who
are aware of the self-organizing properties of rules, and
who understand the necessity for preprogrammed
solution-generating routines and standardized pro-

cedures to be brought together to handle ongoing
events, are better able to design and implement effective
control. Research should also seek to describe how such

people avoid the problems associated with information

interpretation, and how they generate and share feed-
back reflecting alternative viewpoints about informa-
tion, behavior, and resource flows (Allison, 1971). And
research should seek to discover how people assess the
effects that rule changes would have on information,
behavior, and resource flows. Without such research,
organizational control systems are likely to continue to
be characterized by double binds, control illusions, sub-
versive games, and the associated human frustrations,
uncertainty, anguish, and doubts. If researchers con-
tinue to focus on ineffective control processes—where
the roles played by people, rules, routines, and pro-
cedures are not well understood—, it will remain almost
impossible to derive prescriptions which might allow
real control problems to be overcome.

References

Adam, Everett E., Jr. (1975). “Behavior modification in
quality control.” Academy of Management Journal,
18: 662-679.

Adams, J. Stacy (1976). “The structure and dynamics of
behavior in organizational boundary roles.” In Mar-
vin D. Dunnette (ed.), Handbook of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology: 1175-1199. Chicago:
Rand McNally. .

Aguilar, Francis Joseph (1967). Scanning the Business
Environment. New York: Macmillan. :

Aldrich, Howard E., and Mindlin, Sergio E. (1978).
“Uncertainty and dependence: two perspectives on
environment.” In Lucien Karpik (ed.), Organization
and Environment: 149-170. Beverly Hills, Cal.: Sage.

Allison, Graham T. (1971). Essence of Decision. Bos-
ton: Little, Brown.

Anthony, Robert N. (1965). Planning and Control Sys-
tems. Boston: Graduate School of Business Admini-
stration, Harvard University.

Argyris, Chris (1952). The Impact of Budgets on People.
Ithaca, N.Y.: School of Business and Public Admini-
stration, Cornell University.

(1974). Behind the Front Page. San Francisco,
Cal.: Jossey—Bass.

Arrow, Kenneth J. (1964). “Control in large organiza-
tions.” Management Science, 10: 397-408.

Axelrod, Robert M. (1976). Structure of Decision.
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Bakan, David (1966). The Duality of Human Existence.
Chicago: Rand McNally.

Baldridge, J. Victor (1971). Power and Conflict in the
University. New York: Wiley.

Balke, Walter Morely, Hammond, Kenneth R., and




Meyer, G. Dale (1973). ““An alternative approach to
labor-management relations.” Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly, 18: 311-327.

Barclay, Scott, Beach, Lee Roy, and Braithwaite,
Wanda P. (1971). “Normative models in the study of
cognition.” Organizational Behavior and Human Per-
formance, 6: 389-413.

Barnard, Chester Irving (1938). The Functions of the
Executive. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press.

Bateson, Gregory (1972). Steps to an Ecology of Mind.
New York: Ballantine.

Baumler, John V. (1971). “Defined criteria of perform-
ance in organizational control.” Administrative
Science Quarterly, 16: 340-349.

Becker, Selwyn W., and Neuhauser, Duncan (1975).
The Efficient Organization. New York: Elsevier.
Beer, Stafford (1972). Brain of the Firm. New York:

Herder and Herder. '

Bellman, Richard (1964). “Control theory.” Scientific
American, 211(3): 186-200.

Birnberg, Jacob G. (1972). “Discussion of the relation-
ship between managers’ budget-oriented behavior
and selected attitude, position, size, and performance
measures.” Empirical Research in Accounting:
Selected Studies. Supplement to Journal of Account-
ing Research, 10: 210-214.

Bougon, Michel, Weick, Karl, and Binkhorst, Din
(1977). “Cognition in organizations: an analysis of
the Utrecht jazz orchestra.” Administrative Science
Quarterly, 22: 606-639.

Boulding, Kenneth E. (1968). Beyond Economics. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Braybrooke, David, and Lindblom, Charles E. (1963).
A Strategy of Decision. New York: Free Press.

Brehmer, Berndt (1974). “Hypotheses about relations
between scaled variables in the learning of probabilis-
tic inference tasks.” Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 11: 1-27.

(1976). ““Subjects’ ability to find the parameters of
functional rules in probabilistic inference tasks.”
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
17: 388-397.

Brehmer, Berndt, and Kuylenstierna, Jan (1978). “Task
information and performance in probabilistic infer-
ence tasks.” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 22: 445-464.

Brehmer, Berndt, and Qvarnstrém, Géran (1976).
“Information integration and subjective weights in
multiple-cue judgements.” Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 17: 118-126.

Brown, Robert Goodell (1963). Smoothing, Forecast-
ing and Prediction of Discrete Time Series.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice—Hall.

Bruner, Jerome S., Goodnow, Jacqueline J., and Austin,

Designs for organizational control 109

George A. (1956). A Study of Thinking. New York:
Wiley.

Brunswik, Egon (1956). Perception and the Repre-
sentative Design of Psychological Experiments.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Business Week (1971). “New tool: ‘reinforcement’ for
good work.”” Business Week, No. 2207 (December
18): 76-77.

——(1972). “When Skinner’s theories work.” Business
Week, No. 2257 (December 2): 68-69.

Calder, Bobby J., Ross, Michael, and Insko, Chester A.
(1973). “Attitude change and attitude attribution:
effects of incentive, choice, and consequences.” Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 25: 84-99.

Cammalleri, Joseph A., Hendrick, Hal W., Pittman,
Wayne C., Jr.,Blout, Harry D., and Prather, Dirk C.
(1973). “Effect of different leadership styles on group
accuracy.” Journal of Applied Psychology, 57: 32-37.

Campbell, Donald T. (1969). “Reforms as experi-
ments.” American Psychologist, 24: 409-429.

Carlson, Sune (1951). Executive Behaviour. Stockholm:
Strémberg.

Carroll, Stephen J., Jr., and Tosi, Henry L., Jr. (1973).
Management by Objectives. New York: Macmillan.

Castellan, N. John, Jr. (1974). “The effect of different
types of feedback in multiple-cue probability learn-
ing.” Organizational Behavior and Human Perform-
ance, 11: 44-64.

Chenoweth, Lawrence (1974). The American Dream of
Success. North Scituate, Mass.: Duxbury.

Clark, Burton R. (1956). “Organizational adaptation
and precarious values: a case study.”” American Socio-
logical Review, 21: 327-336.

Clegg, Stewart (1975). Power, Rule and Domination.
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Coch, Lester, and French, John R. P., Jr. (1948). “Over-
coming resistance to change.” Human Relations, 1:
512-532.

Cohen, Michael D., March, James G., and Olsen, Johan
P. (1972). “A garbage can model of organizational
choice.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 17: 1-25.

Collett, Peter (1977). Social Rules and Social Behaviour.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Collins, Barry E., and Hoyt, Michael F. (1972). “Per-
sonal responsibility-for-consequences: an integration
and extension of the forced compliance literature.”
Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 8:
558-593.

Collins, Frank (1978). “The interaction of budget
characteristics and personality variables with budget-
ary response attitudes.” Accounting Review, 53:
324-335.

Cowart, Andrew T., Hansen, Tore, and Brofoss, Karl-
Erik (1975). “Budgetary strategies and success at
multiple decision levels in the Norwegian urban



110 Handbook of Organizational Design

setting.” American Political Science Review, 69:
543-558.

Crecine, John P. (1969). Governmental Problem Solv-
ing. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Crozier, Michel (1964). The Bureaucratic Phenome-
non. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Curle, Adam (1972). Mystics and Militants. London:
Tavistock.

Cyert, Richard M., March, James G., and Starbuck,
William H. (1961). “Two experiments on bias and
conflict in organizational estimation.” Management
Science, 7: 254-264.

Davis, Otto A., Dempster, Michael A. H., and Wil-
davsky, Aaron B. (1966). “A theory of the budgetary
process.” American Political Science Review, 60:
529-547.

——(1971). “On the process of budgeting II: an empiri-
cal study of Congressional appropriations.” In Robert
F. Byrne, Abraham Charnes, William W. Cooper,
Otto A. Davis, and Dorothy Gilford (eds.), Studies in
Budgeting: 292-375. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

De Coster, Don T., and Fertakis, John P. (1968).
“Budget-induced pressure and its relationship to
supervisory behavior.” Journal of Accounting
Research, 6: 237-246.

Deutsch, Karl W. (1963). The Nerves of Government.
New York: Free Press.

Donaldson, Gordon (1969). Strategy for Financial
Mobility. Boston: Graduate School of Business Ad-
ministration, Harvard University.

Dornbusch, Sanford, and Scott, W. Richard, with Busch-
ing, Bruce C., and Laing, James D. (1975). Evaluation
and the Exercise of Authority. San Francisco: Jos-
sey—Bass.

Drabek, Thomas E., and Haas, J. Eugene (1969).
“Laboratory simulation of organizational stress.”
American Sociological Review, 34: 223-238.

Dreeben, Robert (1968). On What is Learned in School.
Reading, Mass.: Addison—Wesley.

Drucker, Peter F. (1954). The Practice of Management.
New York: Harper.

Dudycha, Arthur L., Dumoff, Myron G., and Dudycha,
Linda Weathers (1973). “Choice behavior in dynamic
environments.” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 9: 328-338.

Dudycha, Linda Weathers, and Naylor, James C. (1966).

“Characteristics of the human inference process in
complex choice behavior situations.” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 1: 110-128.

Dunbar, Roger L. M. (1971). “Budgeting for control.”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 16: 88-96.

Dunbar, Roger L. M., and Goldberg, Walter H. (1978).
“Crisis development and strategic response in Euro-
pean corporations.” Journal of Business Administra-
tion, 9(2): 139-149.

Dutton, John M., and Starbuck, William H. (1971).
“Finding Charlie’s run-time estimator.” In John M.
Dutton and William H. Starbuck (eds.), Computer
Simulation of Human Behavior: 218-242. New York:
Wiley.

Eilon, Samuel (1966). “A classification of administra-
tive control systems.” Journal of Management
Studies, 3: 36—48.

Fenno, Richard (1966). The Power of the Purse. Bos-
ton: Little, Brown.

Fischhoff, Baruch, and Beyth, Ruth (1975). “I knew it
would happen: remembered probabilities of once-
future things.” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 13: 1-16.

Fox, Robin (1977). “The inherent rules of violence.”
In Peter Collett (ed.), Social Rules and Social
Behaviour: 132-149. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Frieze, Irene, and Weiner, Bernard (1971). “Cue util-
ization and attributional judgements for success and
failure.” Journal of Personality, 39: 591-605.

Geiser, Robert L. (1976). Behavior Mod and the Man-
aged Society. Boston: Beacon Press.

Georgiou, Petro (1973). “The goal paradigm and notes
towards a counter paradigm.” Administrative Science
Quarterly, 18: 291-310.

Gerwin, Donald (1969). Budgeting Public Funds. Madi-
son: University of Wisconsin Press.

Giglioni, Giovanni B., and Bedeian, Arthur G. (1974).
“A conspectus of management control theory:
1900-1972.” Academy of Management Journal, 17:
292-305.

Glassman, Robert B. (1973). “Persistence and loose
coupling in living systems.” Behavioral Science, 18:
83-98.

Goldberg, Lewis R. (1968). “Simple models or simple
processes? Some research on clinical judgements.”
American Psychologist, 23: 483-496.

Gray, Jerry L. (1979). “The myths of the myths about
behavior mod in organizations: a reply to Locke’s
criticisms of behavior modification.” Academy of
Management Review, 4: 121-129.

Greller, Martin M., and Herold, David M. (1975).
“Sources of feedback: a preliminary investigation.”
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
13: 244-256.

Gunsteren, Herman R. Van (1976). The Quest for Con-
trol. London: Wiley.

Haberstroh, Chadwick J. (1960). “Control as an organ-
izational process.” Management Science, 6: 165-171.

Hage, Jerald (1974). Communication and Organiza-
tional Control. New York: Wiley. i .

—— (1977). “Choosing constraints and constraining
choice.” In Malcolm Warner (ed.), Organizational
Choice and Constraint: 1-56. Westmead, England:
Saxon House.

T D

H,




Halberstam, David (1972). The Best and the Brightest.
New York: Random House.

Hall, Douglas T. (1972). “A model of coping with role
conflict: the role behavior of college educated
women.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 17:
471-486.

Hall, Roger L. (1976). “A system pathology of an orga-
nization: the rise and fall of the old ‘Saturday Even-
ing Post’.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 21:
185-211.

Hammond, Kenneth R. (1971). “Computer graphics as
an aid to learning.” Science, 172: 903-908.

Hammond, Kenneth R., and Brehmer, Berndt (1973).
“Quasi-rationality and distrust: implications for
international conflict.” In Leon Rappoport and David
A. Summers (eds.), Human Judgement and Social
Interaction: 338-391. New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston.

Hammond, Kenneth R., and Summers, David A.
(1972). “Cognitive control.” Psychological Review,
79: 58-67.

Hammond, Kenneth R., Summers, David A., and
Deane, Donald H. (1973). “Negative effects of
outcome-feedback in multiple-cue probability learn-
ing.” Organizational Behavior and Human Perfor-
mance, 9: 30-34,

Hamner, W. Clay, and Hamner, Ellen P. (1976).
“Behavior modification on the bottom line.” Orga-
nizational Dynamics, 4(4): 2-21.

Hamner, W. Clay, and Organ, Dennis W. (1978). Orga-
nizational Behavior. Dallas: Business Publications.
Hanser, Lawrence M., and Muchinsky, Paul M. (1978).
“Work as an information environment.” Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Performance, 21: 47-60.

Hart, Jeffrey (1976). “Comparative cognition: politics
of international control of the oceans”. In Robert
Axelrod (ed.), Structure of Decision: 180-217.
Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press.

Harvey, John H., and Harris, Ben (1975). “Determin-
ants of perceived choice and the relationship between
perceived choice and expectancy about feelings of
internal control.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 31: 101-106.

Hedberg, Bo L. T., Nystrom, Paul C., and Starbuck,
William H. (1976). “Camping on seesaws: prescrip-
tions for a self-designing organization.” Administrative
Science Quarterly, 21: 41-65.

Herman, Jeanne B. (1977). “Cognitive processing
of persuasive communications.” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 19: 126-147.

Hickson, David J. (1966). “A convergence in organiza-
tion theory.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 11:
224-237.

Hickson, David J., Hinings, Christopher R., Lee,
Charles A., Schneck, Rodney E., and Pennings,

T e P i D e S e T T e

Designs for organizational control 111

Johannes M. (1971). “A strategic contingencies
theory of intraorganizational power.”” Administrative
Science Quarterly, 16: 216-229.

Hinings, Christopher R.,-Hickson, David J., Pennings,
Johannes M., and Schneck, Rodney E. (1974).
“Structural conditions of intraorganizational power.”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 19: 22-44.

Hofstede, Geert H. (1967). The Game of Budget Con-
trol. Assen: Van Gorcum.

—— (1978). “The poverty of management control
philosophy.” Academy of Management Review, 3:
450-461.

Holloman, Charles R., and Hendrick, Hal W. (1972).
“Effect of sensitivity training on tolerance for disso-
nance.” Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 8:
174-187.

Holstrum, Gary L. (1971). “The effect of budget adap-
tiveness and tightness on managerial decision
behavior.” Journal of Accounting Research, 9:
268-277.

Hopwood, Anthony G. (1972). “An empirical study of
the role of accounting data in performance evalua-
tion.” Empirical Research in Accounting: Selected
Studies. Supplement to Journal of Accounting
Research, 10: 156-182. :

— (1973). An Accounting System and Managerial
Behaviour. Westmead, England: Saxon House.

Hursch, Carolyn J., Hammond, Kenneth R., and
Hursch, Jack L. (1964). “Some methodological con-
siderations in multiple—cue probability studies.”
Psychological Review, 71: 42-60.

Inn, Andres, Hulin, Charles L., and Tucker, Ledyard
(1972). “Three sources of criterion variance: static
dimensionality, dynamic dimensionality, and indi-
vidual dimensionality.” Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 8: 58-83.

Ivancevich, John M. (1972). ““A longitudinal assessment

of management by objectives.” Administrative Sci-

ence Quarterly, 17: 126-138.

(1974). “Changes in performance in a manage-

ment by objectives program.” Administrative Science

Quarterly, 19: 563-574.

(1977). “Different goal setting treatments and
their effects on performance and job satisfaction.”
Academy of Management Journal, 20: 406—419.

Janis, Irving L. (1972). Victims of Groupthink. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin.

Jenkins, Herbert M., and Ward, William C. (1965).
“Judgement of contingency between responses and
outcomes.” Psychological Monographs, 79 (594):
1-17.

Kanter, Rosabeth Moss (1977). Men and Women of the
Corporation. New York: Basic Books.

Katz, Daniel, and Kahn, Robert L. (1966). The Social
Psychology of Organizations. New York: Wiley.




112 Handbook of Organizational Design

Kempen, Robert W., and Hall, R. Vance (1977).
“Reduction of industrial absenteeism: results of a
behavioral approach.” Journal of Organizational
Behavior Management, 1: 1-21.

Kent, Harry M., Malott, Richard W., and Greening,
Marie (1977). “Improving attendance at work in a
volunteer food cooperative with a token economy.”
Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, 1
89-98.

Kerr, Steven (1975). “On the folly of rewarding A,
while hoping for B.” Academy of Management Jour-
nal, 18: 769-783.

Kimberly, John R., and Nielsen, Warren R. (1975).
“Organization development and change in organiza-
tional performance.” Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 20: 191-206.

Komaki, Judi (1977). “Alternative evaluation strategies
in work settings: reversal and multiple base-line
designs.” Journal of Organizational Behavior Man-
agement, 1: 53-77.

Lamal, Peter A., and Benfield, A. (1978). “The effect of
self-monitoring on job tardiness and percentage of
time spent working.” Journal of Organizational
Behavior Management, 1: 142-149.

Langer, Ellen J. (1975). “The illusion of control.” Jour- -

nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32:
311-328.

Langer, Ellen J., and Roth, Jane (1975). “Heads I win,
tails it’s chance: the illusion of control as a function of
the sequence outcomes in a purely chance task.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32:
951-9355.

Latham, Gary P., and Yukl, Gary A. (1975). “A review
of research on the application of goal setting in orga-
nizations.” Academy of Management Journal, 18:
824-845.

Laurent, André (1978). ‘“Managerial subordinacy: a
neglected aspect of organizational hierarchies.”
Academy of Management Review, 3: 220-230.

Lawler, Edward E., III (1976). “Control systems in
organizations.” In Marvin D. Dunnette (ed.), Hand-
book of Industrial and Organizational Psychology:
1247-1291. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Lawler, Edward E., III, and Rhode, John G. (1976).
Information and Control in Organizations. Pacific
Palisades, Cal.: Goodyear.

Libby, Robert (1975). “The use of simulated decmon
makers in information evaluation.” Accounting
Review, 50: 475-489.

Locke, Edwin A. (1968). “Towards a theory of task
motivation and incentives.” Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 3: 157-189.

—— (1977). “The myths of behavior mod in organiza-
tions.” Academy of Management Review, 2:
543-553.

—— (1979). “Myths in ‘The myths of the myths about
behavior mod in organizations’.”” Academy of Man-
agement Review, 4: 131-136.

Locke, Edwin A., Cortledge, Norman, and Koeppel,
Jeffrey (1968). “‘Motivational effects of knowledge of
results: a goals-setting phenomena?”” Psychological
Bulletin, 70: 474-485.

Lowe, E. A, and McInnes, James M. (1971). “Control
in socio-economic organizations: a rationale for the
design of management control systems (Section I).”
Journal of Management Studies, 8: 213-227.

Luginbuhl, James E. R., Crowe, Donald H., and Kahan,
James P. (1975). “Causal attributions for success and
failure.” Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 31: 86-93.

Luthans, Fred, and Kreitner, Robert (1975). Organiza-
tional Behavior Modification. Glenview, Ill.: Scott,
Foresman.

McClelland, David C., and Winter, David G. (1969).
Motivating Economic Achievement. New York: Free
Press.

McDonough, John J. (1975). “One day in the life of Ivan
Denisovich: a study of the structural requisites of
organization.” Human Relations, 28: 295-328.

Mahoney, Thomas A., and Frost, Peter J. (1974). “The
role of technology in models of organizational effec-
tiveness.” Organizational Behavior and Human Per-
formance, 11: 122-138. i

March, James G., and Simon, Herbert A.
Organizations. New York: Wiley.

Marrow, Alfred J., Bowers, David G., and Seashore,
Stanley E. (1967). Management by Participation.
New York: Harper & Row.

Maruyama, Magoroh (1963). “The second cybernetics:

. deviation-amplifying mutual causal processes.”
American Scientist, 51: 164-179.

Metz, Mary Haywood (1978). “Order in the secondary
school: strategies for control and their consequenoes
Sociological Inquiry, 48: 59-69.

Meyer, Herbert H., Kay, Emanuel, and French, John R.
P., Jr. (1965). “Split roles in performance appraisal.”
Harvard Business Review, 43(1): 123-129.

Meyer, John W., and Rowan, Brian (1977). “Insti-
tutionalizeéd organizations: formal structure as myth
and ceremony.” American Journal of Sociology,
83: 340-363.

Milani, Ken (1975). “The relationship of participation
in budget-setting to industrial supervisor performance
and attitudes: a field study.” Accounting Review, 50:
274-284.

Milgram, Stanley (1974). Obedience to Authority. New
York: Harper & Row.

Miller, Dale T. (1976). “Ego involvement and attribu-
tions for success and failure.” Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 34: 901-906.

(1958).

_



Miller, George A., Galanter, Eugene, and Pribram, Karl
H. (1960). Plans and the Structure of Behavior. New
York: Holt.

Miller, Patrick McC. (1971). “Do labels mislead? A
multiple cue study, within the framework of Bruns-
wik’s probabilistic functionalism.”” Organizational
Behavior and Human Performance, 6: 480-500.

Mintzberg, Henry (1973). The Nature of Managerial
Work. New York: Harper & Row.

Mitroff, Ian I., Barabba, Vincent P., and Kilmann,
Ralph H. (1977). “The application of behavioral and
philosophical technologies to strategic planning: a
case study of a large federal agency.” Management
Science, 24: 44-58.

Moore, Charles G., and Weber, C. Edward (1969). “A
comparison of the planning of sales by two depart-
ment store buyers.” In C. Edward Weber and Gerald
Peters (eds.), Management Action: 19-40. Scranton,
Pa.: International Textbook.

Muchinsky, Paul M., and Dudycha, Arthur L. (1975).
*“Human inference behavior in abstract and meaning-
ful environments.” Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance, 13: 377-391.

Myers, Buddy L., and Weber, C. Edward (1969). “Pur-
chase planning for department store buyers.” In C.
Edward Weber and Gerald Peters (eds.), Manage-
ment Action: 61-75. Scranton, Pa.: International
Textbook.

Nadler, David A. (1979). “The effects of feedback on

* task group behavior: a review of the experimental
research.” Organizational Behavior and Human Per-
formance, 23: 309-338.

Nelson, Edwin G., and Machin, John L. J. (1976).
“Management control: systems thinking applied to
the development of a framework for empirical
studies.” Journal of Management Studies, 13:
274-287.

Nord, Walter R. (1969). “Beyond the teaching
machine: the neglected area of operant conditioning
in the theory and practice of management.” Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Performance, 4: 375-
401.

Novick, David (1969). Program Budgeting (2nd ed.).
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Nystedt, Lars, and Magnusson, David (1973). “Cue
relevance and feedback in a clinical prediction task.”
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 9:
100-109.

Nystrom, Paul C. (1975). “Input-output processes of the
Federal Trade Commission.” Administrative Science
Quarterly, 20: 104-113.

Orpen, Christopher (1977). “Effects of bonuses for
attendance on the absenteeism of industrial workers.”
Journal of Organizational Behavior Management, 1:
118-124.

_ _

Designs for organizational control 113

Ouchi, William G. (1978). “The transmission of control
through organizational hierarchy.” Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 21: 173-192.

Ouchi, William G., and Maguire, Mary Ann (1975).
“Organizational control: two functions.” Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 20: 559-569.

Pahl, Raymond E., and Winkler, Jack T. (1974). “The
economic elite: theory and practice.” In Philip Stan-
worth and Anthony Giddens (eds.), Elites and Power
in British Society: 102-122. Cambridge, England:
Cambridge University Press.

Pedalino, Ed., and Gamboa, Victor U. (1974).
“Behavior modification and absenteeism: interven-
tion in one industrial setting.” Journal of Applied
Psychology, 59: 694-698. '

Perlmuter, Lawrence C., and Monty, Richard A.
(1977). “The importance of perceived control: fact or
fantasy.” American Scientist, 65: 759-765.

Perrow, Charles (1967). “A framework for the com-
parative analysis of organizations.” American Socio-
logical Review, 32: 194-208. :

Pettigrew, Andrew M. (1973). The Politics of Organiza-
tional Decision Making. London: Tavistock.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and Salancik, Gerald R.(1978). The
External Control of Organizations. New York:
Harper & Row.

Pondy, Louis R., and Birnberg, Jacob G. (1969). “An
experimental study of the allocation of financial
resources within small, hierarchical task groups.”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 14: 192-201.

Powell, Reed M., and Schlacter, John L. (1971). “Par-
ticipative management—a panacea?”’ Academy of
Management Journal, 14: 165-173.

Powers, William T. (1978). “Quantitative analysis of
purposive systems: some spadework at the founda-
tions of scientific psychology.” Psychological Review,
85: 417-435. .

Pressman, Jeffrey L., and Wildavsky, Aaron B. (1973).
Implementation. Berkeley: University of California
Press.

Raia, Anthony P. (1965). “Goal setting and self-
control.” Journal of Management Studies, 2: 34-53.

——(1966). “A second look at management goals and
controls.” California Management Review, 8(4):
49-58.

Rokeach, Milton, Laffey, John J., Oram, Alfred, and
Denny, M. Ray (1960). “On loyalty to and defection
from a belief system: an experimental analogy.” In
Milton Rokeach (ed.), The Open and Closed Mind:
243-256. New York: Basic Books.

Roy, Donald (1952). “Quota restriction and gold brick-
ing in a machine shop.” American Journal of Soci-
ology, 57: 427-442.

Runnion, Alex, Johnson, Twila, and McWhorter, John
(1978a). “The effects of feedback and reinforcement



114 Handbook of Organizational Design

on truck turnaround time in materials transporta-
tion.” Journal of Organizational Behavior Manage-
ment, 1: 110-117.

Runnion, Alex, Watson, Jesse O., and McWhorter, John
(1978b). “Energy savings in interstate transportation
through feedback and reinforcement.” Journal of
Organizational Behavior Management, 1: 180-
191.

Sahal, Devendra (1978). “Principles of regulation and
control.” Kybernetes, 7: 19-24.

—— (1979). “A unified theory of self-organization.”
Journal of Cybernetics, 9: 127-142.

Salancik, Gerald R., and Pfeffer, Jeffrey (1974). “The
bases and use of power in organizational decision
making: the case of a university.” Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly, 19: 453-473.

Sampson, Edward E. (1969). ““Studies in status congru-
ence.” In Leonard Berkowitz (ed.), Advances in Ex-
perimental Social Psychology, Vol. 4: 225-270. New
York: Academic Press.

Sayles, Leonard R. (1964). Managerial Behavior. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Schmitt, Neal, Coyle, Bryan W., and King, Larry
(1976). “Feedback and task predictability as deter-
minants of performance in multiple cue probability
learning tasks.” Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 16: 388—402.

Schon, Donald A. (1971). Beyond the Stable State.
London: Temple Smith.

Schum, David A. (1977). “Contrast effects in inference:
on the conditioning of current evidence by prior evi-
dence.” Organizational Behavior and Human Per-
formance, 18: 217-253.

Schutz, Alfred (1967). The Phenomenology of the
Social World. Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University
Press.

Schwed, Fred (1955). Where are the Customers’
Yachts? New York: Simon and Schuster.

Searfoss, D. Gerald, and Monczka, Robert M. (1973).
“Perceived participation in the budget process and
motivation to achieve the budget.” Academy of Man-
agement Journal, 16: 541-554.

Shapira, Zur, and Dunbar, Roger L. M. (1980). “Test-
ing Mintzberg’s managerial roles classification using
an in-basket simulation.” Journal of Applied
Psychology, 65: 87-95. ’

Silverman, David (1970). The Theory of Organisations.
London: Heinemann.

Simon, Herbert A. (1957). Administrative Behavior.
New York: Macmillan.

—(1962). “The architecture of complexity.” Proceed-
ings of the American Philosophical Society, 106:
467-482.

—— (1964). “On the concept of organizational goal.”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 9: 1-22.

—— (1969). The Sciences of the Artificial. Cambridge,
Mass.: M.L.T. Press.

Skinner, Burrhus Frederic (1953). Science and Human
Behavior. New York: Macmillan.

—— (1969). Contingencies of Reinforcement. New
York: Appleton-Century—Crofts.

——(1971). Beyond Freedom and Dignity. New York:
Knopf.

Starbuck, William H. (1965). “Organizational growth
and development.” In James G. March (ed.), Hand-
book of Organizations: 451-533. Chicago: Rand
McNally.

Starbuck, William H., and Hedberg, Bo L. T. (1977).
“Saving an organization from a stagnating environ-
ment.” In Hans B. Thorelli (ed.), Strategy + Structure
= Performance: 249-258. Bloomington: Indiana
University.

Starbuck, William H., Greve, Arent, and Hedberg, Bo
L. T. (1978). “Responding to crises.” Journal of
Business Administration, 9(2): 111-137.

Staw, Barry M. (1975). “Attribution of the ‘causes’ of
performance: a general alternative interpretation of
cross-sectional research on organizations.” Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Performance, 13:
414-432.

— (1976). “Knee-deep in the big muddy: a study of
escalating commitment to a chosen course of action.”
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance,
16: 27-44.

Staw, Barry M., and Fox, Frederick V. (1977).
“Escalation: the determinants of commitment to a
chosen course of action.” Human Relations, 30:
431-450.

Staw, Barry M., and Ross, Jerry (1978). “Commitment
to a policy decision: a multi-theoretical perspective.”
Administrative Science Quarterly, 23: 40-64.

Stedry, Andrew C. (1960). Budget Control and Cost
Behavior. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall.

Stinchcombe, Arthur L. (1960). “The sociology of
organization and the theory of the firm.” Pacific
Sociological Review, 3: 75-82.

Susman, Gerald I. (1970). “The concept of status con-
gruence as a basis to predict task allocations in auton-
omous work groups.” Administrative Science Quar-
terly, 15: 164-175.

Swieringa, Robert J., and Moncur, Robert H. (1972).
“The relationship between managers’ budget-
oriented behavior and selected attitude, position, size,
and performance measures.” Empirical Research in
Accounting: Selected Studies. Supplement to Journal
of Accounting Research, 10: 194-209.

Tannenbaum, Arnold S. (1968). Control in Organiza-
tions. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Tannenbaum, Amold S., Kavti¢, Bogdan, Rosner,
Menachem, Vianello, Mino, and Wieser, Georg (1 974).



