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except the information whick we had ai-
ready gotten, Ten different machines were
built to develop the art of cutting metals, so
that almost continucusly from 1882 for
twenty-six ‘years, all sorts of experiments
went on to deternine the twelve great ele-
ments that go to make up the-art of cutting
metals. [ am trying to show you just what is
going to take place n every industry
throughout this world. You must know
thiose facts if you are going to manufactire
cheaply, and the only way to know them is
to pay for them. . . .

THE EFFECT ON THE WORKMAN

Almost every one says, “Why, yes, that may

*.be a good thing for the manufacturer, but
how about the workmen! You are taking alf
_ the initiative away from that workman, you
are making a machine out of him; what are
you doing for him? He becomes merely a
part of the machine.” That is the almost
universal impression. Again let me try to
sweep aside the fatlacy of that view by an il-
istration. The modern surgeon withoue a
doubt is the finest mechanic in the world.
He combines the greatest mariual dexterity
with the greatest knowledge of implements
and the greatest knowledge of materiaks on
which he is working. He is a true scientist,
and he is a very highly skilled mechanic.
How does the surgeon teach his teade to
the young men who come to the medical
schaol? Does he say to them, “Now, young
men, we belong to an older generation than
you do, but the new generation is going to
far outstrip anything that has been done in
our generation; therefore, what we want of
you is your initiative. We must have your
brains, your thought, with your initiative.
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Of eourse, you know we old fellows have
certaln prejudices. For-example, if we were
going to amputate a leg, when we come
down to the bone we are accustomed to
take a saw, and we use it in that way and saw
the bone off. But, gentlemen, do not let
that fact one minute interfere wish your
originality, with your initiative, if you prefer
an axe or a hatchet,” Does the surgeon say
this? He does not. He says, “You young men
are going to outstrip us, but we will show
you how. You shall not use a single imple-
rient in a single way until vou know just
which one to use, and we will tell you
which one to use, and until you know how
to use it, we will tell you how to use that im-
plement, and after you have learned to use
that implement our way, if vou then see
any defects in the implements, any defects
in the method, then invent; but, invent
so that you can. inveht upwards. Do not
go inventing things which we discarded
years ago.” ,

That is just what we say to our young
men in the shops. Scientific management
makes no pretense that there is any finalicy
in it. We merely say that the collective work
of thitty or forty men in this trade through.
eight or ten years has gathered together a
large amount of data. Evety man in the es-
tablishment must start that way, must start
our way, then if he can show us any better
way, [ do not care what it is, we will make
arn experiment to-see if it is better, [t will be

named after him, and he will get a prize for -

having improved on one of our standards.
There is the way we make progress under
scientific management. There is your
justification for all this. It does not dwarf
initiative, it makes true initiative. Most of
our progress comes thtough our workmen,
but comes in a legitimate way.
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Bureaucracy

Max Weber

1. CHARACTERISTICS
OF BUREAUCRACY

Modern éfficialdom functions in the follow-
ing specific manner:

I. There is the principle of fixed and of-
ficial jurisdictional areas, which are gen-
erally-ordered by rules, that is, by laws or
administrative regulations.

1. The regular activities required for the
purposes of the bureaucratically governed
structure are distributed in a fixed way as of-
ficial duties.

2. The authority to give the commands
required for the discharge of these duties
is distributed in a stable way and is strictly
delimited by rules conceming the coer-
civé means, physical, sacerdotal, or other-
wise, which may be placed at the disposal of
officials.

3. Methodical provision is made for the
regular and continuous fulfillment of these
duties and for the execution of the corre-
sponding rights; only persons who have the
generally regulated qualifications to serve
are employed.

In public and lawful government these
three elements constitute “bureaucratic
authority” In privare economic domina-
tion, they constitute bureaucratic “manage-
ment.” Bureaucracy, thus understood, is futly
developed in political and ecclesiastical
cormmunities only in the modern state, and,

in the private economy, only in the most ad-.

vanced institutions of capit
nent and public cffice authority,

“with fixed

jurisdiction, is not the historical rule but
rather the exception. This is so even in large
political structures such as those of the an-
cient Crient, the Germanic and Mongolian
empires of conquest, or of many feudal struc-
tures of state. In all these cases, the ruler ex-
ecutes the most important measures through
personal trustees, table-companions, or
cowrtservants, Their commissions and au-
thority are not precisely delimited and are
temporarily called into being for each case.

I, The principles of office hierarchy
and of levels of graded authority mean a
fermly ordeved system of super- and sub-
ordination in which there is « supervision
of the lower offices by the highet ones. Such
a system offers the governed the possibility
of appealing the decision of a lower office to
its higher authority, in a definitely regulated
manner. With the full development of the
bureaucratic type, the office hierarchy is
monocratically organized, The principle of
hierarchical office authority is found in afl
bureaucratic structures: in state and ecclési-
astical structures as well as in large party or-
ganizations and private enterprises. It does
not matter for the character of bureaticracy
whethef Tts authority is called “private” or
“public””™ 7
"When_the principle of jurisdictionsl
‘competency” is fully carried through, hier-
archical subordination—at least in public
~does not mean that the. “higher”
authority is simply authorized to take over
the business of the “lower.” Indeed, the op-
posite-is the rule. Once established and

haviiig fulfilled its task, an office tends to

Source: From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, ed. and trans., H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New Yoric: Oxford
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continue in existence and be held by an-
other incumbent, :

.

IIl. The management of the modern
office is based wupon written documents
(“the files”), which are preserved in their
ariginal or draught form. There is, there-
fore, a staff or subaltern officials and seribes
of all sorts. The body of officials actively en-
gaged in a “public” office, along with the re-
spective apparatus of material implements
and the files, make up a “bureaw.” In private
enterprise, “the bureau” is often called “the
office.” '

In principle, the modern organization of
. the civil service separates the bureau from

the private domicile of the official, and, in
general, bureaucracy segregates official ac-
tivity as something distinct from the sphere
of private life. Public monies and equipment
aredivorced from the private propesty of the
official. This ¢ondition is everywhere the
product of a long development. Nowadays,
_ itis found in public as well as in private en-
tetprises; in the latter, the principle extends
even to the leading entrepreneur. In prin-
ciple, the executive office is separated from
the household, business from private corre-
spondence, and business assets from private
fortunes, The more consistently the modern
type of business management has been car-
-ried through the more are these separations
the case. The beginnings of this process are
to be found as early as the Middle Ages.

It is the peculiarity of the modern entre-
preneur that he conducts himself as the
“first official” of his enterprise, in the very
same way in which the ruler of a specifically
modern bureaucratic state spake of hirself
as “the first servant” of the state,/The idea

["that the bureau activities of the state are in-
trinsically different in character from the
management of private economic offices is
a continental European notion and, by way
of contrast, is totally foreign to the Ameri-
anvay -~

IV, Office management, at least all
specialized office managemeni—and such
management is distinctly modern—usu-
allypresupposes thorough and expert train-

Classical Organization Theory

ing. This increasingly holds for the modern
executive and employee of private enter-

prises, in the same manner as it holds for

the state official.

V. When the office is fully developed,
official activity demands the full working
capacity of the official, trrespective of the
fact that his obligatory time in the burean
may be firmly delimited. In the normal case,
this is only the product of a long develop-
ment, in. the public as well as in the private
office. Formerly, in all ‘cases, the normal
state of affairs was reversed: official business
was discharged as a secondary activity.

VI. The management of the office fol-
lows general rules, which are more or less
stable, more or less exhaustive, and which

can be learned. Knowledge of these rules

represents a special technical learning
which the officials possess. It involves ju-
risprudence, or administrative or business
management.

The reduction of modern office manage-
ment to rules is deeply embedded in its very
nature. The theory of modern public admin-
istration, for instance, assumes that the a
thority to order certain matter:

L Lkltall natters by
which has been legally ‘granted to public
authorities—does not entitle the bureau to
regulate the __rr_@‘gf_ei" by commands given for
each case, but only 1o tégulaté the marter
abstractly. This stands in extreme contrast
to the regulation of afl refationships through
individual privileges and bestowals of favor,
which is absolutely dominant in patrimoni-
alism, at least in so far as such refationships
are not fixed by sacred tradition.

2, THE POSITION
OF THE QFFICIAL

All this results in the following for the in-
ternal and external position of the official:

1. Office holding ts o “vocatton.” Thisis

shown, first, in the requirement of a firmly
prescribed course of training, which de-
mands the entire capacity for work for a
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long period of time, and in the generally pre-
scribed and special examinations which are
prerequisites of employment. Furthermore,
the position of the official is in the nature of
a duty. This determines the internal struc-
ture of his relations, in the following man-
net: Legally and acrually, office holding is

not considered a source to be exploited for

reafs or emoluments, as was normally” il
case durinig the Middle Agesand frequently
up to the threshold of recent times. Nor is

‘office holding considered a usual exchange

of services for equivalents, as 1s the case with
free labor contracts. Entrance into an office,
including one in the private economy, is
considered an acceptance of a specific obli-
gation of faithful management in return for
a secure existence. It is decisive for the
specific nature of modern loyalty to an office
that, in the pure type, it does not establish a
relationship to a person, like the vassal's or
disciple’s faith in feudal or in patrimonial re-
lations of authority. Modern foyalty is de-
voted to impersonal and functional put-
poses. Behind the functional purposes, of
course, “ideas of culture-values” usually
stand. These are ersatz for the earthly or
supra-mundane personal master: ideas such
as “state,” “church,” “community,” “party,”
or “enterprise” are thought of as being real-
ized in a community; they provide an ideo-
logical hala for the master.

The political official-~at least in the
fully developed modern state —is not con-
sidered the personal servant of a ruler. To-
day, the bishop, the priest, and the preacher
are in fact no longer, as in early Christian
times, holders of purely personal charisma.
The supra-mundane and sacred values
which they offer are given to everybedy
who seems to be worthy of them and who
asks for them. In former times, such leaders
acted upon the personal command of their
master; in principle, they were responsible
only to him. Nowadays, in spite of the par-
tial survival of the old theory, such religious
leaders are officials in the service of a func-
tional purpose, which in the present-day
“church” has become routinized and, in
eutn, ideologically hallowed.
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II. The personal position of the official
is patterned in the following way:

1. Whether he is in a private office or a
public bureau, the modem official always
strives and usually enjoys a distinct social es-
teem as compared with the governed. His so-
cial position is guaranteed by the prescrip-
tive rules of rank order and, for the political
official, by special definitions of the crimi-
nal code against “insults of officials” and
“contempt” of state and church autherities.

The actual social position of the ofécial is
nortmally highest where, as in old civilized
countries, the following conditions prevail:
a strong demand for administeation by
trained experts; a strong and stable sccial
differenitiation, where the official predomi-
nantly derives from socially and economi-
cally privileged strata because of the social
distribution of power; or where the costli-
ness of the required training and status con-
ventions are binding upon him. The posses-
sion of educational certificates—to be
discussed elsewhere—are usually linked
with qualification for office. Naturally, such
certificates ot patents enhance the “status
element” in the social position cf the offi-
cial. For the rest this status factor in in-
dividual cases is explicitly and impassively
acknowledged; for example, in the prescrip-
tion that the acceptance or rejection of an
aspirant to an official career depends upon
the consent {“election”} of the members of
the official body. This is the case in the
German army with the officer corps. Similar
phenomena, which promote this guild-like
closure of officialdom, are typically found in
patrimonial and, particularly, in prebendal
officialdoms of the past. The desire to resur-
rect such phengmena in changed forms is

. by no means infrequent among modern bu-

reaucrats. For instance, they have played a
role among the demands of the quite prole-
tarian and.expert officials (the tretyj ele-
ment) during the Russian revolution.
Usually the social esteem of the officials as
such is especially low where the demand for
expert administration and the
of status conventions are weak, This is es-
pecially the case in the Unired States; it is

inange
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* often.the case in new settlements by virtue
of their wide fields for profirmaking and the
great instability of their social strarification.

2. The pure type of bureaucratic off.
cial is appointed by a superior autherity.
An official elected by the governed is not a
purely bureaucratic figure. Of course, the
tormal existence of an election does not by
itself mean that no appointment hides be-
hind the election —in the state, especially,
appointment by party chiefs. Whether or
not this is the case does not depend upen
legal statutes but upon the way in which the
party mechanistn functions. Once firmly or-
ganized, the parties can turn a formally free
election into the mere acclamation. of 2
candidate designated by the patty chief, As
a rule, however, a formally free election is
turned inco a fight, conducted according to
definite ules, for votes in favor of one of
two designated candidates.

In all circumstances, the designation of
officials by means of an election among the
governed modifies the strictness of hierar-
chical subordination. In principle, an offi-
clal who is so elected has an autonomous
position opposite the superordinate official.
The elected official does not derive his po-
sition “from above” but “from below,” or at
least not from a superior authority of the
official hierarchy but from powerful party
men {“bosses”}, who alse determine his
further career. The career of the elected
official is not, or at least not primarily, de-
pendent upon his chief in the administra-
tion. The official who is not elected but ap-
pointed by a chief normally functions more
exactly, from a technical point of view, be-
cause, all other circumstances being equal,
it is more likely that purely functional
points’ of consideration and qualities will
determine his selection and cateer. As lay-
men, the governed can become acquainted
with the extent to which a candidate is ex-
pertly quaiified for office only i terms of ex-
perience, and hence only after his service.
Moreover, in every sort of selection of
officials by election, parties quite naturally
give decisive weight not to expert consides-
ations but o the services a follower renders

-federal judges, appointed by the Presi
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to the party boss. This holds for al| kinds of
procurement of officials by elections, for the
designation of formally free, elected officials
by party bosses when they determine the
slate of candidates, or the free appointment
by a chief who has himself been elected.
The contrast, however, is relative: substan-
tially similar conditions hold where legiti-
mate monarchs and their subordinates ap-
point officials, except that the influence of
the followings isithen less controliable.
Where the demand for administration
by trained experts is considerable, and the
party followings have to recognize an in-
tellectually developed, educated, and freely
moving “public -opinion,” the use of un.
qualified officials falls back upon the party
in power at the next election. Naturally,

this is more likely to happen when the

officials are appointed by the chief. The de-
mand for a trained administration now ex-
ists in the United States, but in the large
cities, where immigrant votes are “cor-
ralled,” there is, of coutse, no educated pub-
lic opinion. Thesefore, popular elections of
the administrative chiefand alss of hifs sub-
ordinate officials Usually endanger the &x-
pert gualification of the official as well as
the precise functioning of the bureaucratic
mechanism. It also weakens the depésd-
ence of the officials upon the hierarchy,
This holds at least for the large administra-
tive bodies that are difficult to supervise.

C ldent,
gainst elected judges in the United

as over

States is well known, although both types
of officials have been selected primarily in
tetins of party considerations. The great
changés in Amefican metropolitan admin-
istrations demanded by reformers have pro-
ceeded essentially from elected mayors
working with an apparatus of officials who
were appointed by them. These reforms
have thus come about in a “Caesarist” fash-
ion. Viewed technically, as an otganized
form of authority, the efficiency of “Cae-
sarism,” which often grows out of democ-
racy, tests in general upon the position of
the “Caesar” as a free trustee of the masses

The superior qualification and integrity of
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(of the army or of the citizenry), who is un-
fertered by tradition. The “Caesar” is thus
the unrestrained master of a body of highly
qualified military officers and officials whom
he selects freely and persorally without
regard to tradition or to any other consider-
ations. This “nile of the pefsonial jeriits,”"
however, stands in contradiction to the for-
matly “democratic” principle of a univer-
sally elected officialdom.

3. Normally, the position of the official is
heid for life, at least in public bureaucracies;
and this is increasingly the case for all sim-
itar structures. As a factual rule, tenure for
life is presupposed, even where the giving of
notice or periodic reappointment occurs. In
contrast to the worker in a private enter-
prise, the official normally holds tenure. Le-
gal or actual life-tenure, however, is not
recognized as the official’s right to the pos-
session of office, as was the case with many
structures of authority in the past. Where
legal guatantees against arbitrary dismissal
or transfer are developed, they merely serve
to guarantee a strictly objective discharge of
specific office duties free from all personal |
considérations. Ii Gérniatiy, this is the case
for all juridical and, increasingly, for all
administrative officials.

Within the bureaucracy, therefore, the
measure of “independence,” legally guaran-
teed by tenure, is not always a source of in-
creased status for the official whose position
is thus secured. Indeed, often the reverse
holds, especially in old cultures and com-
munities that are highly differentiated. In
such communities, the stricter the subordi-
nation under the arbitrary rule of the mas-
tet, the mote it guarantees the maintenance
of the conventionai seigneurial style of liv-
ing for the official. Because of the very ab-
sence of these legal guarantees of tenure, the
conventional esteem for the official may rise
in the same way as, during the Middle Ages,
the esteem of the nobility of office rose at
the. expense of esteem for the freemen, and
as the king’s judge surpassed that of the
people’s judge. In Germany, the military
officer or the administrative official can be
removed from office at any rime, or at least
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far more readily than the “independent
judge,” who never pays with loss of his office
for even the grossest offense against the
“code of honot” or against social conven-
tions of the salon. For this very reason, if
other things are equal, in the eyes of the
master stratum the judge is considered less
qualified for social intercourse than are
officess and administrative officials, whaose
greater dependence on the master is a
greater guarantee of their conformity with
status conventions/Of couise, the average )
officiEl sEves Tor a civil-service law, which F
would materially secure his old age and pro- |
vide increased guarantees against his arbi-{
trary removal from office. This striving, |
however, has its limits. A very strong de-
{tvelopment of the “right to the office” natu-
t rally makes it more difficult to staff them
i with regard to technical efficiency, for such
| a development decreases the career oppor- |
| tunities of ambitious candidates for office. |
"This makes for the fact that officials, of the
whele, do not feel their dependency upon
those at the top. This lack of a feeling of de-
pendency, however, rests primarily upen
the inclination to depend upon one's equals
rather than upon the socially inferior and
governed strata. The present conservative
movement ameng the Badenia clergy, occa-
sioned by the anxiety of a presumably .
threatening separation of church and state,
has been expressly determined by the desite
1ot to be turned “from a master into a ser-
vant of the parish,”

4. The official receives the regular pecu-
niary cornpensation of a normally fixed
salary and the old age security provided by a
pension. The salary is not measured like a

wage in terms of work done, but according
to “status,” that is, according 1o the kind of
funcrion (the "rank”) and, in add

oot 3 1 t1

sibly, according to the length of service.
The relatively geeat security of the oficial’s
income, as well as the rewards of social es-
teem, make the office a sought-after posi-
tion, especially in countries which ne
longer provide opportunities for colonial
profits. In such countries, this situarion per-
mits relatively low salaries for officiali.
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5. The official is set for a “career” within
the hierarchical order of the public service.
He moves from the lower, less important,
end lower paid to the higher positions.
The average official naturally desires a
mechanical fixing of the conditions of
promotion: if not of the offices, at least of
the salary levels. He wants these conditions
fixed in terms of “seniority,” or possibly ac-
cording to grades achieved in 2 developed
systemn of expert examinations. Here and
there, such examinations actually form a
character indelebilis of the official and have
lifelong effects on his career. To this is
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joined the desire to qualify the right to
office and the increasing tendency toward
status group closure and economic secutity.

All of this makes for a tendercy to consider

the offices as “prebends” of those who are
qualifed by educational certificates. The

Friecessity of taking géneral pétsshial and in-

: tellectual qualifications into consideration,

| irrespecrive of the often subaltern character .
‘of the education certificate, has led to a |
" condition in which the highest political -

_offices, especially the positions of “minis-

‘ters,” are principally filled without refer. *
ience to such certificates. oo
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Notes on the Theory of Organization

Luther Gulick

Every large-scale or complicated enterprise
requires many men to cafry it forward.
Wherever many men are thus working to-
gether the best results are secured when
there is a division of work among these men.
The theory of organization, therefore, has
to do with the structure of co-crdination
imposed upon the work-division units of an
enterprise. Hence it is not possible to detet-
mine how an activity is to be organized
without, at the same time, considering how
the work in question is to be divided. Work

“division s the foundation of organization;

indeed, the reason for organization.

1. THE DIVISION OF WORE

It is appropriate at the outset of this discus-
sion to consider the reasons for and the ef-
fect of the division of work. It is sufficient for
our purpose to note the following factors.

Why Divide Work?

Because men differ in nature, capacity and

skill, and gain greatly in dexterity by spe-
cialization; Because the same man cannot
be at two places at the same time; Because
the range of knowledge and skill is so great
that a man cannot within his life-span
know more than a small fraction of it. In
other words, it is a question of human na-
ture, time, and $pace.

In a shoe factory it would be possible to
have 1,000 men each assigned to making
complete pairs of shoes. Hach man would
cut his leather, stamp in the eyelets, sew up

the tops, sew on the bottoms, nail on the
heels, put in the laces, and pack each pair in
a hox. It might take two days to do the job.
One thousand men would make 500 pairs of
shoes a day. It would also be possible to di-
vide the work among these same men, using
the identical hand methods, in an entirely
different way. One group of men would be
assigned to cut the leather, anorher to put-
ting in the eyelets, another to stitching up
the tops, another to sewing on the soles,
another to nailing on the heels, znother to
inserting the laces and packing the pairs of
shoes. We know from common sense and
experience that thére are two great gains in
this latter process: first, it makes possible
the better utilization of the varying skills
and aptitudes of the different workmen, and
encourages the development of specializa-
tion; and second, it eliminates the time that
is lost when a workman turns from a knife,
to a punch, to a needle and awl, to a ham-
mer, and moves from table to bench, to
anvil, to stool. Withour any pressure on the

workers, they could probably turn out twice.

as many shoes in a single day. There would
be additional economies, because inserting
laces and packing could be assigned to un-
skilled and low-paid workers. Moreover, in
the cutting of the leather there would be
less spoilage because the less skillful pattern
cutters would be eliminated and assigned to
other wortk. It would also be possible to cut
adozen shoe tops at the same time from the
same pattern with little addirional effort.
All of these-advances would follow, with-
out the introduction of new labor saving
machinery.

Source: Papers on the Science &f Admr‘nfstmﬁon, ed. Luther Gulick and Lyndall Urwick (New York: Institute of
Public Administration, 1937}, 3-13. Reprinted with permission. :
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