The structure of an organisation as the pattern of relationships
Mabey, Sallaman & Storey (2001) describe the structure of an organisation as the pattern of relationships between roles in an organisation and its different parts. They see the purpose of this structure as serving to allocate work and responsibilities in order to direct activities and achieve the organisations goals. Structure enables managers to plan, direct, organise and control the activities of the organisation (Mabey, Sallaman & Storey, 2001) Here is a traditional view of organisational designthat uses principals derived from classical and scientific management.
Early organisational forms and the influence of classical science
As Handy (1993, p.350) points out, it is a long held assumption that organisations need a

hierarchical command structure if they are to work. But, he writes:
‘there is no logic which says that this horizontal decision sequence needs to be turned into a vertical ladder so that those who take the necessary earlier decisions are higher in the hierarchy than those who implement them. That is where history comes in, for those who got there first obviously set things up this way.’

So who got there first? Until the spread of the Industrial Revolution in the 18th and 19th centuries most people were occupied in some kind of agrarian activity and most were self-employed. Large organisations, apart from the church, the state and the army, were virtually unknown. Thus when early entrepreneurs first set up their enterprises they followed the hierarchical, command and control structure models of these older organisations.

Another important factor in the design of early industrial organisations was the predominant classical scientific view of the world. The work of Copernicus, Galileo,

Newton and Descartes led to a view of the world as a giant clockwork machine operated by a series of predictable universal laws. It extolled the virtues of the intellect, logic and reason, over intuition and the senses, and advocated an analytical, empirical, reductionist approach to understanding the world. This powerful paradigm encouraged the development of linear structures and reductionist thinking. It underlined the importance of the division of labour and encouraged an organisation structure made up of layers of separate neat compartments. It was a way of thinking reflected in the physical architecture of the early textile mills which rose up floor upon floor, with the machinery laid out in both horizontal and vertical linearity.

Further, classical science called for the separation of the head or the intellect from the hand or the senses and this led to the emergence of white collar workers and blue collar workers and their separate cultures.

<<Talk about operations versus support staff at BB here as an example>>
THE 20TH CENTURY – A PERIOD OF TRADITIONAL EXPERIMENTATION?
Henri Fayol is credited by many as being the founder of modern management theory and practice. Writing at the beginning of the 20th century he advocated an organisation structure that was centralised, functionally specialised and hierarchical, in which everything had its specific place. Management was viewed as being all about planning, organising, forecasting, co-ordinating and controlling. Others built on Fayol’s work, which Morgan (1986) claims provided the foundation of management theory in the first half of the last century, and which is still much in use up to the present day.

Also in the early 20th century Frederick Taylor drawing on his understanding of traditional science and scientific method devised a theory of management – scientific management. He advocated the use of ‘scientific’ methods of measurement and analysis and broke all tasks down into small repetitive components. This was considered the most effective way of operating a production process and his methods achieved their apogee in the Ford motor car production line process.

Thus the basic structure of many large organisations in the 20th century was founded on linear, segmented, hierarchical design principles as typified by Figure 1. The larger the organisation the larger the structure and the more sub divisions. It was an approach to organisation design that reflected the classical scientific worldview as did the early management theorists.

During the mid 20th century there was a trend for organisations to create huge corporate structures, often composed of many varied and different businesses, for example, the Hanson Trust, Trafalgar House, Unilever, and GKN in the UK and General Electric in the USA (Mabey, Salaman & Storey, 2001). In the public sector too, huge bureaucracies were created with the nationalisation of the public utilities after World War II and the creation of the NHS in 1948. The management of these huge organisations required a complex multilayered structure with many sub divisions. Mabey, Salaman & Storey (2001, p.157) write:
‘Tall structures were created with as many as 20 plus levels between the chief executive and the shop floor operative. Managerial control of employees at all the multiple levels was based on a mixture of direct command and budgetary responsibility. Hierarchy, command and control were the governing principles of employee management.’

But by the last decades of the 20th century, however, the trend for larger and larger structures was over. Almost every organisation experimented with some kind of structural change process (Ashkenas et al, 1995). Large conglomerates were broken up and large bureaucracies slimmed down as organisations sought to become more effective and flexible (Mabey, Salaman & Storey, 2001). Companies merged and demerged, made acquisitions or sold them off and experimented with a range of approaches designed to make them more effective and responsive to a rapidly changing world. During this period organisations were awash with notions of delayering, right / down sizing and business process re-engineering and for a time returns to shareholders were at record levels (Willis, 2001).

<<Mix in disadvantages from Video Notes>>

Downsizing was used by many companies as a way of adjusting their structures in order to be fitter and more effective. Large organisations with many bureaucratic aspects like Kodak, IBM and General Motors restructured in this way (Mabey, Salaman & Storey, 2001). This and the often accompanying trend for outsourcing resulted in a wave of new problems particularly with employee insecurity and loss of expert knowledge. Coulson- Thomas and Coe (1991) report that in many of these slimmer organisations there were issues of work overload, increased work stress, lack of vision, poor decision making, corporate in fighting and so on.

Further, this approach proved to be an unsatisfactory one, not only because of the immediate social costs and the loss of experience and valuable skills, but because many organisations failed to capitalise on the restructuring and implement new supportive systems (Mabey, Salaman & Storey, 2001). They changed the structure of the organisation but not in such a way as to improve its overall long term effectiveness. This apparent lack of insight concerning the importance of the relationship between structure and internal and external systems and human behaviours displays a restricted understanding of the principles of organisation design.
The Bureaucracy
Classical bureaucracies are structured on principles of hierarchy, authority and notions of control and they consider the use of rational approaches and long term planning processes as highly desirable. They are neatly structured into many compartmentalised layers in a reductionist approach to design. Most organisations have some bureaucratic aspects to them such is the power of the mechanistic concept (Morgan, 1986). Mabey, Salaman & Storey (2001) also point out that in spite of delayering, more flexible job design, team working across functions and a range of reshaping change initiatives most large organisations today are essentially still bureaucracies.
Divisionalised Structures and Strategic Business Units
The 1980s and 90s also saw decentralising as a key trend for many large organisations who set up divisionalised structures and strategic business units. Corporate roles and responsibilities were devolved out to the individual divisions or units, with strategic business units having more autonomy and less centralised features than divisional structures. As a result of these approaches many of the synergies and advantages of a large company were lost and the new structures often failed to build in strong links across units so that core competencies were shared and corporate cohesion maintained (Mabey, Salaman & Storey, 2001). Decentralisation appears to be a continuing process but as Mabey, Salaman & Storey (2001, p.158) observe, a process which appears to be made possible ‘by a series of moves which amount to increased centralisation’.
ORGANISATIONAL FORMS FOR THE 21ST CENTURY
At the end of the 20th century some less traditional forms of organisation structure began to emerge as evidenced by the ‘de-structured’ forms described by Mabey, Salaman & Storey (2001). Handy (1990) observes that the old mechanistic systems are everywhere breaking down. Mabey, Salaman & Storey (2001) talk of the emergence of a new paradigm for organisational form which seeks to replace the rigidity and cumbersome nature of the traditional form. Ashkenas et al (1995) report on a change in design principles that amounts to a major shift. Figure 2 summarises the success factors of both the ‘old’ and ‘newer’ approaches as described by Ashkenas et al (1995, p.7)

The shift in design principles recognises that size (large), role clarity

(compartmentalisation and levels of authority), specialisation (subdivisions of role / tasks and tight functionalism) and control, all typical of the traditional type of organisation structure shown in Figure 1 are no longer effective. From a complexity paradigm perspective the shift is encouraging and the new success factors resonate well with complexity principles. But is this shift in design principles truly a deep level, second order change or transformation (Dale, 1994) where mental models have shifted? Or is it a superficial change (Morgan, 1993) that has arisen as a learning response to past weaknesses and where nothing of real significance has happened? I would suggest that for most large organisations it is probably the latter. They have amended or adjusted their design principles but have not thought about organisation design in a ground breaking way that is truly innovative.

<<Link in to BB values and organisational change>>

<<Also start now to talk about new modern structures>>

<<Workers Co-operatives, 1 worker 1 vote equal pay>>

<<Talk about my work, 7 different areas, 7 set of rules, no common ground causes issues>>

<<M. Moore – Capitalism a Love Story (why do we work in a dictatorship when we live in a democracy?>>

