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Abstract

This thesis reports the development of a theory of management which describes what competent managers

do or will do and prescribes what other managers could do or should do. The AE’I"illeiory of management \F)
and six organizational concepts are constructed, tested, and applied to explain and subsume many findings

of other related studies. Th{word EK T is made up of the initials of the theory's building blocks or the / _!> /7
elements of managers' actions: activities, knowledges, and tasks (Managers' tasks are also the factors for
organizational operation (FOQOs) from the system viewpoint). The six organizational concepts, namely
networked-cones structure, end-means chain, compatibility among FOOs, reflexivity in management,

distributed managing, and momentum of organization, form a basic organization theory describing or

prescribing the context of management.

The analysis of questionnaire and diary data of 1,659 actions collected from 40 Taiwanese managers
supports the AKT theory. Firstly, the nearly constant, significant coefficients of contingency from the
overall and partial cross-tabulations between the 11 manager's activities and 14 manager's tasks suggest
that the strength of association between them is independent of the manager's function, level, company,
and industry. Secondly, data indicate that all the three building blocks are necessary for the AKT theory to
be complete and parsimonious and that Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory and the process theories are
incomplete and ill-structured. Finally, regression analysis showing that managers with more management
learning have higher rates of valid diary records justifies the prescriptive dimension in the AKT theory for
those with less management learning. Besides, examinations of the characteristics of management practice

from the perspectives of the AKT theory's elements modify several previous views.

The wide-ranging implications and applications of the AKT theory and six organizational concepts are

discussed.
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Overview of This Thesis

A theory of management adequately explaining what competent managers do or will do and telling what
other managers could do or should do has been sought after for decades, if not for centuries. Many
theories of management have been constructed so far. But, they are either incomplete or ill-structured or
clashing with the practice of sound management. Applying those theories in practice may lead to confusion
about what to do, how, and why. The AKT theory of management developed in this study has a number of
advantages over its predecessors. It is empirically based and supported and logically connected with six
organizational concepts to form the central part of an organization and management theory. Also, it and
six concepts explain and subsume many findings of other related studies. Moreover, managers, teachers,
and researchers in management area could use it to describe or prescribe management practice specifically
because it discusses management using concepts of transformation systems, the elements of such a system,

managers' actions, and the elements of such actions.

The publications of Executive Behaviour by Sune Carlson in 1951 and The Management Theory
Jungle by Harold Koontz in 1961 are milestones marking the explicit search by academics for an adequate
theory of management from two different approaches. The former, borrowing methodology from theoreti-
cal natural sciences, focuses on what managers do and marks the birth of behavioral empiricism in the
study of management. The behavioral empiricists have accumulated a wealth of behavioral data. The latter
focuses on how to integrate existing management knowledge into the classicists' management functions,
i.e., for example, planning, organizing, staffing, directing, and controlling, and marks the birth of eclecti-
cism. The classicists have accumulated a wéalth of management textbooks organized in eclectic manner.
With respect to the behavioral empiricists, the AKT theory has subsumed quite a part of their data and is
constructed and tested from a different approach, i.e., the retroductive method (Hanson 1958; Pierce,
1935), which emphasizes perceiving patterns (creation of new ideas) from empirical data in order to
explain, rather than the inductive method, which relies on generalization of data, and reflexivism, which
regards human affairs as changeable, rather than naturalism, which regards objects as predetermined. With
respect to the classicists, the development of the AKT theory is a process of conquering the management

theory jungle from a quite different approach.

Specifically, from the perspective of @ management action, the AKT theory argues that, in every action,
managers perform or should perform one of the 11 manager's activities (MAs), in which they are or

should be acting thinkirlgly/w_@ one or more of the 11 manager's knowledges (MKs), in order to contrib-

.

ute to one of the 14 manager's tasks (MTs) which change the corresponding factors for organizational
operation (FOOs) for the accomplishment of their organizational tasks. In other words, organizational

tasks prompt managers' tasks and, in turn, managers' tasks prompt managers' activities. The AKT theory is
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a description of management practice for those managers who have learned management well, a guidance
for those who have not, and a mixture of description and guidance for those who are between the two
extremes. From the perspective of a/l management actions, the AKT theory describes the whole range of
management actions that could be observed in the work place. Within the scopes of the 11 activities, 11
knowledges, and 14 tasks, there could be many combinations of activity (or activities), knowledge (or
knowledges), and task (or tasks) Each combination represents an action. But, for convenience, an action

is assumed to contain one single activity and one single task

The construction of the AKT theory of management started with a basic framework derived from an
analysis of the practice and literature of management by asking "What, When, Who, Where, Why, and
How do managers do"”" The basic framework contains three building blocks: managers' activities, knowl-
edges, and tasks (Those initials make up the word 4K/'), which are arranged to illustrate that, through the
use of managers' knowledges, managers' tasks prompt their activities and, consequently, managers' activi-
ties contribute to their tasks The relationships between and among managers' activities, knowledges, and
tasks are normative and that between manager's activities and tasks is also intentional rather than causal
because managers are expected to and need to have the competence and to form an intention and a com-

mitment in order to perform an action

The elements of the three building blocks were then surveyed and categorized. The first building block
ofthe AKT theor\' or the first element of managers' actions is classified into 11 manager's activities They

are largely adapted from Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles. They are.

MAI Representing the work unit,

M.A2 Leading, 1
M.A3 Liaising.

M.A4: Collecting information,

MAS Giving information downwards,

M.A6 Giving information outwards,

M.A7: Innovating and improving,

MAS Disturbance handling,

M.A9 Resources allocating,

MA 10 Negotiating,

M.AI 1: Operating

The second building block of the AKT theory or the second element of managers' actions is classified into
11 manager's knowledges They are adapted directly from Wu's (1984) classification of management

training courses. They are >

MK1 Organization and management theory',

MK2 Human resource management and Industrial relations.



MK3:
MK4:
MKS5:
MKeé6:

MKT7:

MK38

MK9:

Production/Operation management,
Marketing,

Financial management and Accounting,
Mathematical methods,

Research and development management,
Information management,

International business management,

MKIO Business and environment,

MK 11 Other management knowledge *

12

The third building block of the AKT theory or the third element of managers' actions is classified into 14

manager's tasks They are firstly gathered from practical management books and then classified according
to the McKinsey 7-S Framework and then the system theory. Thus, they are also the factors for organiza-

tional operation (FOOs), or the elements of an organization unit as a transformation system At this

junction, managers' actions relate to the accomplishment of a unit’s tasks and an organization's objectives.

The 14 manager's tasks or factors for organizational operation (FOOs) are:

MT/TOOI: Formal plan,

MT/F002 Action plan for next step,

MTKO003 Organization structure,

MT/T004 Work fiow and regulation,

MT/F005 Equipment and support, *

MT/T006 Attention of subordinates,”

MT/F007 Competent subordinates,

MT/T008 Motivation and work climate,

MT/F009 Discipline and work ethics,

MT/FOOIO Shared objectives ofthe unit,

MT/FOOI 1

MT/F0012 Pro-unit environment,| Q

MT/FOOI13 Sharing ofoperation,

MT/FOOIl4

Six organizational concepts, which form a basic organization theory describing or prescribing the
context of management, are derived from the AKT theor>' Together, they form the core of an organization

and management theon, The six organizational concepts are:

1 Networked-cones structure show ing the structure of an organization: any unit at any level is shown as a

Smooth fiow of input or output or both,

Enhancing own knowledge or interpersonal relationship.

cone representing a transformation system and all cones are connected bilaterally, each connection

representing one of the seven kinds of relationships work-fiow, trading, servicing, advisory, auditing,

stabilization, and innovation relationship (Sayles,

A networked-cones

is more
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comprehensive and useful than a traditional pyramid/tree structure because it shows not only a
structure of authority but also patterns of bilateral interactions.

2. End-means chain: implied in the AKT theory and networked-cones structure: managers' activities are the
means for their tasks and their tasks are the means for their unit's tasks. In turn, their unit's tasks are the
means for their organization's overall objectives.

3. Compatibility among FOOs: meaning the extent of harmony among the 14 factors for organizational
operation (FOQOs) in an organization unit; three levels can be delineated: conflicting, harmonious, and
enhancing.

4. Reflexivity in management: referring to change-receivers' taking advantages of environmental changes,
such as others' implementation of policy and dissemination of management theory or forecast, and
change-originators' taking reactions into account in order to succeed.

5. Distributed managing: arguing that management responsibilities of achieving the organizational tasks are
or should be distributed to the chief managers of the units and that management tasks of creating and
changing the 14 factors for organizational operation (FOOs) are or should be distributed to the manag-
ers with expertise and time.

6. Momentum of organization: referring to the tendency of self-guidance of an organization unit.

The AKT theory and six organizational concepts are supported by empirical data. In Chapter 6, the
AKT theory and networked-cones structure are shown to be empirically supported by the diary data of
1,659 actions and questionnaire data collected from 40 Taiwanese middle- and lower-level managers.
Nearly constant coefficients of contingency from overall and partial cross tabulations between managers'
activities and tasks suggest that the strength of association between them holds across function, level,
company, and industry. Data also indicate that all the three building blocks are necessary for the AKT
theory to be complete and parsimonious and that the pre-existing theories of management, i.e., the process
theories and the ten roles theory, are incomplete and ill-structured. Findings about the participants in man-
agers' actions suggest that a networked-cones structure is a suitable structure of organization whereas a
pyramid/tree structure and a Likert's (1959, 1961) group-form structure are not. Also, regression analysis
showing that managers with more management learning produce proportionately more valid diary records

justifies the prescriptive dimension in the AKT theory for those with less management learning.

Moreover, a wide range of formerly unexplained or partially explained findings of other related studies
are shown in Chapter 8 to be explained and subsumed by the AKT theory and six concepts and, therefore,
their subsumption and generality are expanded. Meanwhile, many pre-existing concepts or theories are

shown to be less subsumptive or inadequate.

As to the charactenistics of management practice, analyses in Chapter 7 from a wider range of perspec-
tives of the elements of managers' actions than previous studies suggest modifications to several previous
views about the characteristics of decision making and planning and about the brevity, variety, and frag-
mentation of managers' actions. Findings suggest that decision making is a potentially and frequently

continuous and intricate process of brokerage in which every phase of marginal adjustment of the alterna-
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tives and compromises is a distinct situation, or a discrete event, demanding rational decision making
procedure, that managers plan by individual and collective reflections in special, longer daily actions, and

that the brevity, variety, and fragmentation ofactions do not necessarily cause a manager to be superficial.

Considering the following facts relating to the development of the AKT theory and six organizational

concepts

1 that the AKT theory and six concepts are shown in Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 to be empirically based and
logically connected,

2. that the AKT theory and networked-cones structure are shown in Chapter 6 to be empirically supported
by the findings of'this study, and

3. that a wide range of formerly unexplained or partially explained findings of other related studies are

shown in Chapter 8 to be explained and subsumed by the AKT theory and six concepts,

it is reasonable to suggest that this study has established the AKT theory in management theory in a form
which permits it to be studied, questioned, and re-tested, that the AKT theory and six concepts may’ be
true, or adequate, to be the core of a genera! organization and management theory, and that the chance for
them being true is probably quite high. Since the critical confirmation ofthe AKT theory available so far is
from the diary data of this study, further studies are necessary to evaluate its generalizability in various

organizations, especially of different cultures.

The AKT theory has theoretical implications for its predecessors. The process theories are shown to be
incomplete and ill-structured Some ofthe classicists' management functions, such as planning and organiz-
ing, are subsumed by the AKT theory Others, such as control, are subsumed by the AKT theory and six
concepts Also, Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory is shown to be incomplete and the ten roles are modi-
fied and subsumed into the 11 manager's activities Thus, the process theories and the ten roles theory are

superseded by the AKT theory and six concepts.

The AKT theor>' and six organizational concepts have widespread implications for managers, teachers,
and researchers in the management area For examples, for managers, they provide a set of checklists and a
way of thinking, or a language, for describing or prescribing the practice of management. For teachers,
they provide a comprehensive vehicle for teaching the content and characteristics of management and for
teaching descriptions and prescriptions of management. For researchers, they provide a new direction for
explorations into management They could replicate this study or survey the more detailed contents of

managers' work and theorize accordingly.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

This thesis is on the theory of management. A new theory, namely the AKT theory of management, has
been constructed, tested and evaluated. The word AKT is made up of the initials of activity, knowledge,

and task, i.e., the three principal elements of the work content of managers' actions analyzed in this study.

As described in this thesis, the AKT theory of management has a number of advantages. Firstly, it is
empirically supported. Managers were found to act within the scopes of the 11 activities, 11 knowledges,
and 14 tasks. The strength of the relationship between the 11 activities and 14 tasks was found to hold
across function, level, company, and industry. Secondly, it forms the central part of a coherent
organization and management theory which is elaborated step by step in this thesis. In other words, it, with
six organizational concepts, is capable of explaining and subsuming the findings of other related studies.
Thirdly, it could be used to describe or prescribe management practice specifically because of its focus on
managers' actions in system context. Finally, it has widespread implications for managers, researchers, and

those concerned with management education.

In this chapter, the field of study is clarified in Section 1; the motivation for this study described in
Section 2; the objectives of the study in Section 3; the scope and limitations of the study in Section 4;

research problems in Section 5, and the structure of the thesis in Section 6.

Section 1
FIELD OF STUDY

The field of this study is the theory of management. A theory of management is a theory about the practice
of management as a whole. In this study, the AKT theory has been constructed and examined from several
perspectives. To advance the discussion, a general understanding of the field of study is necessary. In this

section, relevant terms are introduced and a definition of theory of management is given.

Terminology Relating to Theory of Management

The term theory of management was used as early as in Fayol's (1916/1949) time. His work is the first
recognized attempt to establish a theory of management. He tried to initiate general discussion in order to
produce a "generally accepted theory of management" (p. 15) by publishing his General and Industrial
Management. Other interchangeable terms include "general theory of management" (e.g., Koontz, 1964, p.
246, Roethlisberger, 1964), "grand theory of management” (Earl, 1983, p. 244), and "general theory of

administration" (e.g., Greenwood, 1974, p. 21). A theory of management is a general or grand theory
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because it is about management practice as a whole and because it is the structural centre of management

e T o
—_— e e . s

theory for the rest to hang on.
—_— T TTe—

Other related but not interchangeable terms include management theory, unified theory of
management, and science of managemeni. Management theory (the totality) consists of all management
theories (parts) which are ideally integrated coherently by an adequate theory of management which is also
a management theory (a part). Thus, a theory of management is a management theory (a part) and
management theory should include a generally accepted theory of management. The term unified theory of
management of Koontz (1964) implies that his theory of management was produced through integration of
pre-existing literature. This term can be referred to a kind of theory of management constructed from a
special theorization method, the eclectic approach. Finally, the term a science of management may be
equated to management theory if management could be described in causal laws. This term was used with
a belief in the application of naturalism, the methodological approach of the theoretical natural sciences, to
management. For proponents of scientific management and management science, a science of management
is the goal of their study. For Koontz (1980), confusion between a theory of management, a science of

management, and management theory can be detected.

Definition of Theory of Management

Since a theory of management is a foo/ and a goal of management researchers, an adequate definition of it
seems to be a must in the first place. However, this is not the case. There is no particular definition of the
theory in the management area; let alone for the theory of management. The definitions of theory currently
used in the management area are borrowed from theoretical natural sciences, such as physics, and have
suffered from incomplete specification of the content and purpose of a theory. They are the results of poor
understanding of what constitutes a theory and of bias to naturalism. For example, Zikmund (1991,p. 734)

defines theory as "a coherent set of general propositions used to explain the apparent relationships among

P,

certain observed phenomena". Here the purpose of theory is confined to explanation and the content to

propositions.

However, explanation is hardly the only purpose of a theory concerning human affairs. Human beings
are not confined to established life. In history, social progress is gained from invention and innovation of
rules, roles, and institutions rather than from discovery of them. Merely to explain is therefore not enough
because social phenomena are generally changeable. Critical theorists claim that social science is reflexive
because the human subject is capable of using the findings of research to change behaviour and that natural
science is not because the object is inanimate. Therefore, naturalism must not be followed strictly in social
science because a social theory can not only explain the established social practice but also prescribe the
positive guidance for new practice. In this way, theorists participate actively in the process of
enlightenment and emancipation rather than leave it to the people concerned. To be successful, the theory

must be accepted and followed by the subjects, i.e., be self-fulfilling in Buck's (1963) sense.



The description/prescription dimension of a theory is a continuum with description and prescription at

each extreme. From the perspective ofthis continuum, four types of social theory can be classified:

* Type 1 theory: as the description of general practice;

+ Type 2 theory: as the description of good practice,

* Type 3 theory: as partly the description of some existing practice and partly the prescription of new
practice,

* Type 4 theory: as the prescription for new practice.

Type 2, 3, and 4 theories contain different degrees of prescription and, therefore, encounter the question of
justification of the prescription in the theory Certainly, to combine both the descriptive and prescriptive

functions in a theory is not easy. However, it is far from impossible

As to the content of a theory, theorists have incomplete and ill-structured views. Though Whetten
(1989) notes that a complete theory must contain four essential elements: what, how, why, and who-
where-when, his specification ofthe sub-elements are not complete and biased to naturalism Several other
definitions oftheory contain incomplete content as well, as shown below:

A theory is a statement of relations among concepts within a set of boundary assumptions and
constraints (Bacharach, 1989, p 496)

Features of a theoretical model (1) units ... (2) laws of interaction ... (3) boundaries ... (4) system
states (Dubin, 1978, p 7-8)

A theoiy is a set of statements (definitions, assumptions, laws, hypotheses, and so on) used to explain
the facts or data in a given area (Goodson and Morgan, 1976, p. 287)

4 theory is a provisional explanatory proposition, or set of propositions, concerning some natural
phenomena and consisting of symbolic representations of (1) the observed relationships among
(measured) events, (2) the mechanisms or structures presumed to underlie such relationships, or (3)
inferred relationships and underlying mechanisms intended to account for observed data in the absence
of any direct empirical manifestation ofthe relationships. (Marx, 1976, p. 237)

Nowhere is the rule of human action included as a part of a theory. Also, different definitions emphasize

different parts of the content

By synthesizing Whetten's (1989), Dubin's (1978), Marx's (1976) and others' ideas on the content of a
theory and accommodating the argument of this study on the purpose of a theory, a theory of management
is thus defined as follows A theory of management is a conceptual framework formulated in a set of
statements concerning the conditions (context, boundaries, premises, assumptions, postulates), elements
(concepts, constructs), relationships (rules of action, laws of interaction) among elements, and
mechanisms (causes, chains of interactions) of management, its purposes are to explain or to guide the

practice of management or both
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From the perspective of the content of a theory specified in the above definition, theories can be

classified into three levels:

e Level Itheory: containing the conditions and elements;
*  Level 2theory: containing the conditions, elements, and relationships,

*  Level 3theory: containing the conditions, elements, relationships, and mechanisms.

In short, the more a theory is covering the content, the more complete andthe higher the level it is For
instance, Fayol's (1916) management functions, which contains a classification which Homans (1950,

1976) regards as the lowest form oftheory, is a Level 1 theory

From both the perspectives ofthe content and the purpose, theories can be classified into 12 categories

(three by four matrix) For example, the theory to be established in this study is a Level 3, Type 3 theory.

To evaluate a theory of management, it is necessary to examine its conceptual coherence and empirical

relevance as well as its usefulness in the following areas:

1 Description and prescription of management practice,

2. Accumulation of management knowledge,

3 Selection and development of management talent,

4, Control of managerial effectiveness,

5 Identification of managerial contribution to organization and society,

6 Justification of managerial authority and remuneration.

Section 2

THE MOTIVATION FOR THIS STUDY

This study is to fill the gap between the desperate need for an adequate theory of management and the
situation of lack of it In this section, the situation of having no adequate theory of management, the

influence of applying inadequate theories of management, and the gap to be filled are described

Surprising Situation o fHavin'* No Adequate Theory’ofManagement

Management receives much attention from many people now. This is due to democracy and people
participating in the management of their countries and communities, and to the market economy and
people seeking better management of their businesses Also, people want answers to their increasingly
sophisticated management problems because of the increasing size of business and more intensive
competition Even in the home, people look for better management because they know there are chances

for improvement

Responding to the need for better management, many academics, consultants, and practitioners of

management have done a lot oftheorizing and research in this and the last centuries As a result, we have a

tK
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wealth of management literature. Scientific management, management process and principles, human

relations, and management science are the major generic titles so far.

Ironically, we do not have an adequate theory of management now, at least in the literature, despite the
great need of practitioners and the continuing efforts oftheorists. Though the existing theories are useful in
varying degrees in certain areas, they are partial and difficult to apply. Fayol (1916/1949), Koontz (1961,
1964, 1980), and many others (e g Hodgett, 1982) all point out the multiplicity of management theory and

the discrepancies in it

Firstly, Fayol (1916/1949) notes about such a regrettable phenomenon.

Now there exists no generally accepted theory of management emanating from general discussion.
There is no shortage of personal theorizing, but failing any accepted theory each one thinks he has the
best methods ........ but good and bad are to be found side by side at the same time in the home,
workshop and State, with a persistence only to be explained by lack oftheory, (p. 15)

From Henri Fayol on, we have even more theories and they are not compatible with each other either.
In his seminal article "The Management Theory Jungle", Koontz (1961) categorizes his contemporary
theories into six "schools": the management process school, the empirical school, the human behaviour
school, the social system school, the decision theory school, and the mathematical school. He also asks for

clarification of management theory

As a result, a group of 61 management theorists, business school administrators, and management
practitioners met in a symposium for "a unified theory of management" in 1962. Ironically, the participants
were virtually speaking different language of management Those from different "schools" found difficulty

in understanding each other (Koontz, 1964) Consequently, they did not improve the situation

Koontz (1980) re-classifies his contemporary theories into eleven "approaches" and comments that it

"

implies that "the jungle’ may be getting more dense and impenetrable." These approaches are: (1) the
empirical or case approach, (2) the interpersonal behaviour approach, (3) the group behaviour approach,
(4) the co-operative social system approach, (5) the sociotechnical systems approach, (6) the decision
theorv’ approach, (7) the systems approach, (8) the mathematical or "management science" approach, (9)
the contingency or situational approach, (10) the managerial roles approach, and (11) the operational
theory approach (named as management process school in 1961 article) Though, in addition to sorrow, he

also optimistically points out the signs to "a unified and practical theory of management", yet these signs

are still very weak today

More recently, Carroll and Gillen (1987, p 38) express their regret after an informal survey on how
authors organize their management textbooks, 21 books published in the period from 1983 to 1986 were
analyzed They note:

Eleven of the twenty-one textbooks examined described Mintzberg's [(1973) ten roles] along with the
classical functions as descriptions of what managers do but, in no case were these two different
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perspectives integrated, indicating uncertainty about how they fit together, if at all. ... It seems clear
that authors are having some difficulty in handling these diverse perspectives on managerial work.

Finally, let us look into the present situation in our universities where the teaching represents the state
of the art. This researcher and his junior fellow students were told to apply appropriate "approaches" in a
contingent manner rather than to use our knowledge under the guidance of an integrated, coherent theory.
Moreover, little effort has been made to deal with the discrepancies between different approaches. The

course guides for the management courses printed in the university calendars reveal this situation as well.

Influence of Having No Adequate Theory of Management

Many of the ineffective practices and unnecessary problems in management area can be attributed to the
fact of having no adequate theory of management. As mentioned above, a theory of management has to be
useful in six areas. Now, because of the application of inadequate theory, these six areas suffer. The

followings are some evidence:

1. Description and prescription of management practice. Without an adequate theory of management,
managers are widely reported as having difficulty in describing their work properly and in finding out what
they ought to do in their jobs (e.g., Carlson, 1951; Hill, 1992; Mintzberg, 1973, 1975/1990; Sayles, 1964;

Shartle, 1956). For example, one relatively new manager of Sayles' (1964) participants reported:

I am running into all sorts of difficult administrative problems on this job, but other than saying that I
have problems, I find it difficult to talk to my boss about them. I don't know what words to use to
describe my situation. Sure, if we spent ten hours talking, I think I could communicate some of the
difficulties, but I want something more precise to diagnose what is going on, something like the terms
we have for discussing technical work. (p. 18)

The situation has not improved since 1964. One of Hill's (1992) new managers reported:

1 didn't have the slightest idea what my job was. I walked in giggling and laughing because I had been
promoted and had no idea what principles or style to be guided by. After the first day I felt like I had
run into a brick wall. (p. 15)

As to the inadequacy of the existing theories, Sayles (1964) quotes the words of a project manager in a
large, demanding, science-based organization to contrast the management practice and the inadequate

theories:

I have a terrible time trying to explain what I do at work when I get home. My wife thinks of a
manager in terms of someone who has authority over those people who work for him and who in turn
gets his job done for him. You know, she thinks of those nice, neat organization charts, too. She also
expects that when 1 get promoted, I'll have more people working for me.

Now, all of this is unrealistic. Actually, I only have eighteen people directly reporting to me. These are
the only ones I can give orders to. But 1 have to rely on the services of seventy-five or eighty other
people in this company, if my project is going to get done. They in turn are affected by perhaps several
hundred others, and 1 must sometimes see some of them, too, when my work is being held up.

So 1 am always seeing these people, trying to get their cooperation, trying to deal with delays, work
out compromises on specifications, etc. Again, when I try to explain this to my wife, she thinks that all
I do all day is argue and fight with people.

D
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Although I am an engineer, trained to do technical work in the area encompassed by this project, I
really don't have to understand anything about the technical work going on here

WTiat 1 do have to understand is how the organization works, how to get things through the
organization-and this is always changing, of course—and how to spot trouble, how to know when
things aren't going well

As for doing a lot of planning ahead, well, it's foolish. In fact, I usually come to my office in the
morning without any plans as to what 1 am going to do that day. Any minute something can happen
that upsets the works Of course, I keep in mind certain persisting problems on which I haven't been
able to make much headway, (p 43)
2 Accumulaiion of management knowledge. The difficulties in becoming a manager as described by Hill
(1992) are among the evidence of lacking satisfactory books for learning management. Students and
would-be managers get little help from years of hard learning. The reason for haying no satisfactory
management books is because of the obsession of academics with the management process approach
(Mintzberg, 1973) and of difficulties encountered in empirical research (Hales, 1986, Stewart, 1982, 1989)

and, in turn, because oflacking an adequate theory of management (Carlson, 1951).

Without commonly accepted theory, academics and practicing managers have different views about
management Dunnette and Brown (1968) reports an almost inverse ranking of the importance of articles
and books about organizational behaviour judged by managers and academics. In other words, the
important articles and books for academics are judged by managers as unimportant and vice versa. With
such fundamental difference, it is hard to believe that the accumulation of management knowledge by

academics is really for managers.

3 Selection and development of management talent. Without an adequate theory of management,
organizations have difficulty in selecting managers, and educators and trainers have difficulty in developing
them, too For selection. Hunter and Hunter (1984) provides evidence of the advantage of general
cognitive ability over assessment centre and other methods in selecting managers for performance. It is
regrettable that the study of management has not added value in this area. For education and training, Lee
(1982) has informed us that managers are gullible to follow /6t/v in management theory, such as grid
training, sensitivity training, assertiveness training, etc Also, Mintzberg (1989) criticizes the teaching of
universal "professional management" in most business schools as "thin, superficial, and sometimes
immoral" (p 348) because it excludes information details, gut feel, and unquantifiable issues. Moreover,
Wren, Buckley, and Michaelsen (1994) question the practicality of management education in business
schools They note.
Business schools are expected to be "professional" in the sense that their mission is primarily to prepare
people to practice their skills in the business world In examining the literature, however, there are
sentiments among both educators and business leaders that business schools and/or management”
professors overemphasize research, theory, and quantitative analysis in order to achieve academic
respectability at the expense of not producing managers who are equipped for the practice of
management Critics claim that analytic rigor to please other scholars has achieved preeminence over
relevance to those who practice " (p 141)
Unlike Wren et al who see the problem to be in pedagogy, this researcher believes that the more

fundamental problem lies in having no adequate theory of management Without knowing management
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conceptually in a comprehensive framework, how can teachers decide what and how to teach to their

students?

4. Control of managerial effectiveness. The effectiveness of managers' actions are paramount to the
success of organizations. But the existing theories provide no adequate answer to maintain or improve it.
Traditionally, managerial effectiveness is "controlled” after things have been done. It is widely reported
that the yearly or even quarterly rate of return on investment have been used to control managerial
effectiveness. When the profit is unsatisfactory, the manager is fired or changed. As a result, managers
focus their attention on short-term profit and, hence, long-term investments on equipment and human

resources are hindered. Gradually, the organizational effectiveness declines (Hayes and Abernathy, 1980).

Mintzberg (1989) also criticizes the detached, analytical way of controlling managerial effectiveness.
He notes,
Thin management remains distant from the subject of its efforts, acting as if it moved pieces on a
chessboard (the "portfolio" of business is one popular conception), making little effort to influence
what those pieces really do, even how they relate to each other in any but the most superficial ways.
Faced with an organization's lack of innovation, thin management throws cash at a research and
development facility; faced with declining profits in a division, thin management sells it or fires its
manager; faced with the need to bring the wonders of electronics to its products, thin management
acquires an electronics firm and slaps it together with its own activities; faced with public accusations

of the organization's social irresponsibility, thin management appoints a vice president in charge of
social responsibility to be responsible for everyone else. (p. 354)

S. ldentification of managerial contribution to organization and society. The contribution of managers
has been a controversial issue for a long time. Yet, the existing theories provide no clear answer. Henri
Fayol was unable to articulate clearly the contribution of his planning, organizing, commanding, co-
ordinating, and controlling to the organization's goal (Urwick, 1937). Frederick W. Taylor was himself a
target of attack. As a result, the discussion has been polarized. On the one extreme, some managers,
especially the owner-manager, declare forcefully that they have contributed to the livelihoods of those who
work for them. On the other extreme, words like "Everyone knew that managers were really sons of

bitches!" (quoted in Mintzberg, 1989, p. 352) can be heard even from highly educated people.

6. Justification of managerial authority and remuneration. Failure to identify managers' contribution leads
to another difficulty. The existing theories provide no reason for or against some managers' apparent high
level of authority and remuneration. Why are managers who have little knowledge of the environment
allowed to make decision for the whole organization? (see Mintzberg, 1989, p. 361) Why are some

managers paid so high and why does their remuneration become unrelated to performance? (Crystal, 1992)

Gap 10 be Iilled

From the above discussion, it is evident that a generally accepted theory of management has been expected
for a long time and many theorists have spent much time and energy on it. Yet, no theory of management

can be regarded as adequate or generally accepted because six areas of usage of a theory of management { ')

e
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are still suffering The gap between the expectation of having a generally accepted theory of management
and the reality of having none of it is waiting to be filled. In other words, there is a need for an adequate

theory of management

Section 3

OBJECTIVES OF THIS STUDY

This study aims to establish the AKT theory of management and re-examine the characteristics of
management practice under the light shed by this new theory By the term establish, it is expected that,
after the completion of this study, the AKT theory will occupy a place in management theory and be
studied, questioned, and re-tested To establish the AKT theory, it is necessary to accomplish the following

goals:

1 To review and analyze the pre-existing theories of management and related literature.
2 To construct the AKT theory of management on the basis of the existing evidence in management
literature and this researcher's personal experience of management practice
31 To derive a basic organization theory which includes six organizational concepts, namely networked-
0 1 cones structure, end-means chains, compatibility among factors for organizational operation (FOOs),
distributed managing, reflexivity in management, and momentum of organization, from the AKT theory
in order to produce the core ofa coherent organization and management theory.
4 To deduce arguments from the AKT theory and compare them with the competing arguments from the
pre-existing theories, if available, to show the differences.
5 To formulate hypotheses or discussion problems in order to test or examine the truth of those
arguments
6 To collect data relevant to those hypotheses and discussion problems
7 To test and examine the AKT theory using the collected data and the evidence from other studies in
order to provide empirical supports for it.
8 jTo test and examine the pre-existing theories using the collected data and the evidence from other

studies in order to disprove them or show their inadequacy.

The .AKT theorv of management is intended to be useful in management practice, training, and
research Also, by studying the content and characteristics of management, it is hoped that the results will
be useful for career planning for those who want to pursue as well as for those who want to avoid a career

in management
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Section 4

SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

The Scope o f This Study

This study is confined to the construction ofthe AKT theory and empirical test and examination of it and

its competing theories As a study of general or grand theory of management, the detailed study of the

more specific content of managers' work is not included. However, suggestions for researchers to pursue

such a study can be found in Chapter 11

The Limitations o f This Study

This study is subject to the following limitations;

1

The empirical support for the AKT theory of management reported in this study is only to provide the
readers with a reason to believe the truth of the theory. No theory can be said to be proven unless it
has been tested in all related circumstances Now, this is the only study of the AKT theory. One
empirical support may sounds too little for people to believe and accept a new theory But, belief and
acceptance vary according to the amount and the perception of evidence. The perception of the
evidence varies among people with different points of view about discovery. At its least, this empirical
support can only be perceived as the first evidence to show that there may be some truth in the theory.
For Popper (1961), the construction of theory is only a personal psychological affair irrelevant to the
scientific inquiry-. At its most, this empirical confirmation can be seen as the second support because the
first one happened implicitly at the time oftheory construction. For Hanson (1958), the second support
merely marks the beginning of a confirmatory stage Above all, although the perception of evidence is
influential at this stage, it is the amount of support which will finally decide the degree of acceptance. If
the AKT theory is to be highly accepted, more empirical support is needed.

The six organizational concepts have not been empirically studied systematically because the focus is on
the AKT theory They are introduced because they are necessary for the discussion ofthe AKT theory
because they relate the AKT theory to the context of organization. However, there still is evidence for
them from this and other related studies.

It is difficult to get the cooperation of managers to fill in diaries. Most managers are busy. Most
managerial work is confidential Thus, requests for participation in research tend to be regarded as
unwanted interference, especially when the commitment oftime and energy is high and the benefit from
the study is not immediate As a result, some managers in the sample produced fewer, irregular diary
records and several others dropped out although, in contrast, several managers produced many records
in order to "help" this study.

There is still no rule for deciding the adequate time for sampling managers' actions. Their work is

generally unstructured. To find a pattern of repetition in it in order to calculate an estimation error and
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the required sample size of a manager's actions would be unrealistic. In this study, 40 managers were
asked to record diary hourly for a week because it might be easier to get managers' cooperation as
opinions suggested and because a week's observation seemed to be reasonable if various kinds of
managers are sampled However, a week's observation is experimental and might, at its least, amount
to only a glimpse of managers' work Surer replications with larger groups of managers or longer
periods of observation are wanted. This researcher hopes that, with the evidence of this study,

researchers will find it easier to collect data of such samples

Section 5
RESEARCH PROBLEMS
J  This study seeks to answer the following questions.

/T 2] WTiat is a theory of management"” What is managements WTio is a manager's What are manager's activities?
¥ I What are manager's tasks's What are manager's knowledges's What are the nature of manager's activities,

\ manager's knowledges, and manager's tasks's How do manager's activities, tasks, and knowledges related"s
' What is a suitable theory for the structure of organizations's How and why do manager's activities, tasks,

I and knowledges,work in organizational settings's How is the prescriptive dimension of the AKT theory
/~"Mustified's Why are other theories of management inadequate's What research method should be used® What

y methodological approach should be followed's and What are the characteristics of management practice's

All ofthe research problems have their purposes in this study. Some overlap with the objectives of the
study, such as those about the elements and relationships in the AKT theory and the inadequacies of the
competing theories of management Others establish necessary basis for the study to proceed, such as
those about the definition of a theory of management and the methodology. Still others are both the goals
of and basis for the study, such as the problem about a suitable theory of the structure of organizations.

The rest are applications of the research results, such as the problem about the definition of management
Section 6
STRUCTURE OF THIS THESIS

This thesis consists often chapters Their sequence, titles, and content are as follows.

Chapter 1; Introduction. A definition ofa theory of management, the motivation, the objectives, research

problems, and the scope of this study were described.

Chapter 2: Literature Review and Analysis. Management theories are classified The management
functions and Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles as pre-existing theories of management are analyzed and

criticized A basic framework of the AKT theory is derived from a critical examination of management
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literature and practice. The literature review is then re-directed to manager's activity, manager's

knowledge, and manager's task.

Chapter 3: Construction of the AKT Theory of Management. The AKT theory is constructed using
the basic framework and the classifications of manager's activities, manager's knowledges, and manager's
tasks. Also, six organizational concepts which form a basic organization theory and describe or prescribe

the context of management are also theorized.

Chapter 4: Thesis, Arguments, Hypotheses, and Discussion Problems. The thesis of this study is
expressed. The competing arguments derived from the pre-existing literature and the arguments of this
study derived from the AKT theory and six organizational concepts are contrasted. Testable hypotheses

and non-testable discussion problems are formulated.

Chapter 5: Research Methodology. The methodological approach, reflexivism, is argued. Research

methods, including the questionnaire and the diary method, are described.

Chapter 6: Findings About the Establishment of the AKT Theory of Management. The empirical
tests about the nature, relationships, and necessity of the manager's activities, knowledges, and tasks, about
a suitable theory of the structure of organizations, and about the justification of the prescriptive dimension
in the AKT theory are described. Step by step, the findings and discussions lead to the establishment of the
AKT theory.

Chapter 7: Findings About the Characteristics of Management Practice. The findings and discussions
about the characteristics of decision making and planning and about the brevity, variety, and fragmentation

of managers' actions are described from wider perspectives than the previous views.

Chapter 8: Other Related Studies' Findings Explained and Subsumed. The findings of several other

studies are re-explained with the AKT theory and the six organizational concepts and thus subsumed.

Chapter 9: Conclusions: Summary and Evaluations. The contents of the thesis are summarized; the

study and the AKT theory are evaluated from various perspectives.

Chapter 10: Theoretical implications and Applications. Theoretical implications and applications of the
AKT theory, including that for the classification of management literature and that to the definition of

management, are discussed.

Chapter 11: Suggestions for Managers, Teachers, and Researchers. Practical implications of the
research methodology, the AKT theory, and the six organizational concepts for management practice,

development, and research are suggested.
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

Since this study is about the theory of management, the background theory to look at is therefore the
existing theories of management. However, the literature is so enormous that a comprehensive review is
nearly impossible. Also, many ancient theories are either integrated by newer ones or of no use in our time
(see Wren, 1979). A review of them can distract rather than help. Therefore, this review of literature will
be confined to those theories that are still being mentioned in contemporary textbooks on organization and

management theory.

In this chapter, an overview of the theories is given in Section 1; a comprehensive review of the
classicists' management functions in Section 2 and of Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory in Section 3; an
analysis of the way followed to reach a theory of management in Section 4; the basic framework of the
AKT theory of management in Section S which redirects the approach to establishing a theory of
management and hence re-specifies the literature to be reviewed; and a comprehensive review of the
literature on the relationships among manager's activities, knowledges, and tasks in Section 6, on
manager's activities in Section 7, on manager's tasks in Section 8, and on manager's knowledges in Section
9.

Section 1

THE EXISTING THEORIES OF MANAGEMENT

The existing theories of management need to be identified before it is possible to review them. In this
section, an overview of the theories in the management area is described. Firstly, management theories are
classified. Then, those theories which are not theories of management are recognized. Finally, three kinds

of theories of management are identified.

Classifications of Management Theories

Harold Koontz identifies six major groups or "schools" of management theories in his well-known article,

The Management Theory Jungle, first published in 1961. They are:

1. The management process school. Fathered by Henri Fayol and often called the traditional or universalist
approach, this school seeks to analyze and identify the management functions in order to establish a

theory of management.
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. The empirical school. Exemplified by Emest Dale, this school uses cases to study and teach the

experience of the successes and failures of managers in order to draw generalizations about

management.

. The human behaviour school. Variously called the human relations, leadership, or behavioral sciences

approach and concentrating on the "people" part of management, this school deploys mainly
psychology and social psychology to study human behaviour in order to draw implications for
managing workplace motivation.

. The social system school. Fathered by Chester Barnard, this school regards organization as a system of
cultural interrelationships in which various groups interact and cooperate. They also prescribe the
management functions accordingly.

. The decision theory school. Concentrating on a rational approach to decision, this school deploys
economics, especially consumer choice, to analyze the persons or groups, the process, and the
alternative-selection of decision making.

. The mathematical school. By seeing organization, planning, or decision making as a logical process, the
"management scientists" or operations researchers seek to express management in terms of

mathematical symbols and relations.

About two decades later, Koontz (1980) re-examines his contemporary management theories and

identifies 11 "approaches to the study of management science and theory" (p.176). They are:

(%)

. The empirical or case approach. Formerly named as the empirical school.

. The interpersonal behaviour approach. A division of the original human behaviour school concentrating
on the psychological side of motivation or leadership.

. The group behaviour approach. Another division of the original human behaviour school concentrating
on the social psychological or sociological sides of human behaviour in groups.

. The co-operative social system approach. Formerly named as the social system school.

. The sociotechnical systems approach. This is a newer school of management generally credited to E. L.
Trist and his associates. They found that merely to look into the social problems was not enough
because individual attitudes and group behaviour (social system) are strongly influenced by the machine
or equipment (technical system) with which people work. Therefore, they argue that social and
technical systems must be considered together and be made harmonious.

. The decision theory approach. Formerly named as the decision theory school.

. The systems approach. This is a newer development in which the application of system concepts to the
study of management is emphasized. Organizations are seen as open systems interacting with the
environment outside and their elements or sub-systems interacting with each other inside.

. The mathematical or "management science” approach. Formerly named as the mathematical school.

. The contingency or sitmational approach. This is a newer approach to management thought and
practice vstressing that management practice, such as structure, depends on the circumstances (the

situation), such as production technology (e.g., Woodward, 1965).



29

10 The managerial roles appnxich. This is a newer approach to management theory popularized by
Henr>' Mintzberg (1973, 1975) The advocates observe what managers actually do in order to draw
conclusions as to what managerial activities (or roles) are From his research and others', Mintzberg
concludes that managers perform ten roles: A. interpersonal roles (figurehead, leader, liaison), B
informational roles (monitor, disseminator, spokesman), C. decisional roles (entrepreneur, disturbance
handler, resource allocator, negotiator).

11 The ofK'ralional apprixjch. Formerly named as the management process school

Years later, ihe McKinsey 7-S Framework, which consists of strategy, structure, systems, style, staff,
shared values, and skills, was added to the list as a new approach (Koontz and Weihrich, 1988) However,
scientific management, which is widely used as an approach to problem solving and has accumulated a

body oftheories, although mainly implicit, has been constantly denied inclusion in the list

Yet, another even newer approach which was not included in the list in Koontz and Weihrich (1988) is
the configurations approach (Miller and Mintzberg, 1988, Mintzberg, 1989) This approach goes beyond
the sociotechnical systems approach and the contingency or situational approach to theorize the patterns of
organization which exemplify’ not only how elements of organizational practice and environment "depend"
on each other but also how they are "“Ih”~ize”“together to form workable totalities of organizational
factors Mintzberg (1989) lists seven configurations, two more than his 1983 version They are the
entrepreneurial organization, the machine organization, the diversified organization, the professional
organization, the innovative organization, the missionary organization, and the political organization (In

introducing this approach, this researcher follows the way Harold Koontz did)

Mufiugenicnt Theories Are Not Necessarily Theories o fManagement

In their writing, Koontz (1961, 1980) and his associates (e.g., Koontz and Weihrich, 1988) fail to
distinguish clearly between management theory (the totality) and a theory of management, between a
theory of management and a science of management, and between a school of management theory, an
approach to the study of management science and theory, and an academic division of labour. He and his

associates seem to use them interchangeably.

Their most devastating mistake is to confuse a theory of management with management theory (the
totality) Although Koontz sets out for a "theory of management" (1961, p. 176, 1980, p 175 & 183),
although implicitly, the titles of his articles show that they are about management theory However, a
theory of management is a management theory (a part) whereas a management theory is not necessarily a
theory of management A theory of management relates to the practice of management as a Mhole while a
management theory (a part) is any theory that relates to the practice of management The term
management theory has a wider domain which ideally includes a theory of management. The reason why
Koontz and his associates analyze management theories (parts), instead of practice, in order to search for a
theory' of management is probably because they mistake firstly that the management functions they

prescribe (including planning, organizing, staffing, leading, and controlling) are the core "content" of a
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theory of management and secondly that a unified theory of management can be synthesized because other

schools of management theories are either 'tools" or "evidence of support" to their management functions.

Their second mistake is to confuse a theory of management with a science of management. While a
theory of management is a theory relating to management as a whole, a science of management, if it exists,
should be the integrated assembly of management theories, including a theory of management, in the form

of laws.

Finally, their third mistake is to confuse school and approach with academic division of labour. Simon
(1964) disagrees with the notion of "management theory jungle". Instead, he regards the existing
management theories as the product of academic division of labour. He notes, "... there must be a division
of labour ... in the field of management research. But a division of labour is different from ‘approaches' to
be 'synthesized™ (p.78). Other management theorists also maintain that they are not analyzing management
itself and therefore they are not drawing a theory of management (e.g., Roethlisberger, 1964, Schlaifer,
1964). Thus, the notion of "schools" of or "approaches" to management theory has been rejected by

critical management figures although some textbook writers are still using it.

UN 1)

From the above discussion, it is clear that Koontz and his associates' "schools” or "approaches” are not
actually competing ways of thinking or of theorization about management. Rather, they are mainly crude
categories of management theories. Thus, their classification of management theories does provide a
convenient vehicle for brief review. From such reviews, it is also clear that only three "approaches" are
meant to produce theories of management while the rest are not. The discussion of this division is as

follows.

The Existing Management Theories Which Are Not Theories of Management

The theories produced from the following "approaches” are management theories which are not theories of

management because they are not relating to the practice of management as a whole:

1. The empirical or case approach. The distillation of management experience is certainly useful in
formulating a theory. However, it alone is not enough in establishing a theory; other research methods
are needed to support the generality of a theory. Also, according to Koontz (1980), the new emphasis
of this approach has been on strategy and strategic planning. But "lack of conceptual clarity in the
strategy field" (Thomas and Pruett, 1993, p.3) is still the case. In fact, no explicit theory of
management has been formulated or established by this approach so far. Meanwhile, the result of
training using this approach is at best a personal, implicit theory of management.

2. The scientific management approach. Scientific management is about the applications of systematic
fact-finding methods for solving management problems. Problem solving rather than theories are the
aims. As F. W. Taylor said three weeks before his death, "scientific management at every step has been
an evolution, not a theory" (cited in Wren, 1979, p.156). Many standards and rules relating to shop

floor management have been compiled so far and are ready for use. The enormous amount of data,
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methods, and case examples make the scientific management a powerful approach to planned change.
However, its application has been confined to the lower echelon and no theory of management has
been derived from it.

. The human behaviour approach. The study of human behaviour between the leader and the led or in the
group settings and its applications to the management of motivation and behaviour syndromes are
certainly important. However, concentrating on the "people" part of organization and neglecting the
technical side will not lead to a theory of management as the sociotechnical systems approach shows.

. The sociotechnical systems approach. This approach views management from a wider perspective than
the human behaviour approach and, unlike its predecessor, it has earned many records of success in
situations where machinery or equipment strongly influence individual's attitudes and group behaviour
(e.g., Emery and Trist, 1960/1969; Trist and Bamforth, 1951). However, this approach remains more
of a philosophy than a theory. Details of a theory are yet to be specified.

. The decision theory approach. This approach has contributed to useful knowledge of the decision, the
decision process, and the decision maker to various functional areas. However, decision making is only
a part of management activity according to observational studies, such as Mintzberg (1973). As
Schlaifer (1964) notes, the domain of decision theory is quite different from that of management and is
not an approach to produce a theory of management.

. The systems approach. The system concept has enriched management theory, such as the co-operative
social systems, the sociotechnical systems, the project management concept, the planning-
programming-budgeting-systems (PPBS), the system analysis techniques and models, the
transformation system concept, and the management information systems. However, system theorists
have not managed to produce a theory of management.

. The mathematical or management science approach. This approach strives to find and improve the use
of tools of mathematics and science for discovering rules and formulas for the rationalization of
resources utilization. Since their focus is on a very special area of management, it is very unlikely for
them to produce a general theory of management.

. The contingency or situational approach. This approach has produced evidence of how organizational
practice depends on the environment. However, factors of organization are numerous. To analyze all
relevant contingency factors can be very complex and difficult. Let alone to synthesize to produce a
theory of management.

. The McKinsey 7-S I'ramework approach. This approach presents its 7 S's as the factors of organization
and argues that, when the 7 S's are aligned, the company is organized (Waterman, 1982). Two well-
known books, The Art of Japanese Management and In Search of Excellence, are based on this
framework. However, the 7-S framework seems to be overshadowed by eight attributes of excellence.
Also, the 7 S's are defined as two levels ("Skills" is a derivative of the rest.) but are illustrated as one
level only. Nonetheless, it has many management implications.

10. The configurations approach. Mintzberg (1983, 1989) presents his configurations as a theory of

organization. Although his configurations have many management implications, they cannot be

regarded as a theory of management.
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The Existing Theories of Management

Theories produced from the following approaches are meant to be theories of management. They are:

1. The management process or functions approach. Although Koontz (1980) renamed the management
process school as the operational approach, the new title seems inadequate because of the weak
operational foundation in this approach. This point will be developed fully in the following sections.
The theories produced by this approach are a variety of management functions, or process theories. All
of these theories are meant to be universal for the management of any undertakings, or to be theories of
management. A review of them will be given in the next section.

2. The managerial roles approach. The most important theory produced by this approach is Mintzberg's
(1973) ten roles theory. This theory is meant to be a theory of management because Mintzberg argues
that all managers perform all of the ten roles. Review of it will be given in the Section 3.

3. The co-operative social systems approach. Barnard (1938) defines organization as a system of
consciously co-ordinated activities or forces of two or more persons. He argues that the imperatives for

the survival of an organization are:

(1) The willingness to cooperate,
(2) The ability to communicate,

(3) The existence and acceptance of purpose.
Thus, he prescribes the executive functions as follows:

(1) To provide a system of communication,
(2) To promote the securing of essential personal efforts,

(3) To formulate and define organizational purpose.

Barnard's theory has stimulated research in many directions but his executive functions are too narrow

in perspective and are largely forgotten.

Although there are many "schools" of or "approaches" to the studies of management (Koontz, 1961,
1980), the recognized explicit efforts to produce a theory of management have been limited to the theorists
from the management process approach (the classicists) and the managerial roles approach (the behavioral
empiricistsm), specifically, Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory. Carroll and Gillen's (1987) convenience
sample study reveals that a// of the 21 management books with publication dates between 1983 and 1986
are organized on the basis of the classicists’ management functions and 11 of the 21 books do describe
Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory as alternative description of what managers do. This evidence suggests
that the classicists' management functions are in the mainstream while Mintzberg's(1973) ten roles theory is

in the second challenging position.
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Section 2

THE CLASSICISTS' MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS:
THE MAINSTREAM THEORIES OF MANAGEMENT

There are many different forms of management functions proposed by various traditional theorists. They
are also process theories because these theorists believe their management functions form a rational
management process. These management functions are meant to be and perceived by many in the
management area as theories of management. But, these theories have common fundamental problems of
conceptual coherence and empirical relevance. In this section, the original management functions and some
latter variants are reviewed; the nature of these management functions, principles, and processes are

discussed; so is the usefulness of these management functions.

Henri Fayol's Theory of Management and The Original Management Functions

Fayol (1916/1949) constructs a theory of management based on his 30 years experience of top
management in a French mining and metallurgical company. His theory has become a milestone of
management thought in that it is a widely recognized theory and it is the original foundation upon which

many modern process theories or management functions build.

Fayol's(1916/1949) original theory comprises of six organizational activities or functions, 14
principles of management, and five elements of management (management functions). Their content are as

follows:
Six groups of organizational activities or functions are:

. Technical activities (production, manufacture, adaptation).

. Commercial activities (buying, selling, exchange).

. Financial activities (search for and optimum use of capital).

. Security activities (protection of property and persons).

. Accounting activities (stocktaking, balance sheet, costs, statistics).

. Managerial activities (planning, organization, command, co-ordination, control). (Fayol, 1949, p. 3)

AN D W —

Fourteen principles of management are:

. Division of work.

. Authority.

. Discipline.

. Unity of command.

. Unity of direction.

. Subordination of individual interests to the general interest.
. Remuneration.

. Centralization.

9. Scalar chain (line of authority).

10. Order.

11. Equity.

12. Stability of tenure of personnel.

13. Inttiative.

14. Esprit de corps. (Fayol, 1949, p. 19-20)
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Five elements of management or management functions are:

1. Planning.

2. Organizing.

3. Command.

4. Co-ordination.

5. Control. (Fayol, 1949, p. 43-107)

Brief definitions of these five management functions are:

To foresee and plan means examining the future and drawing up the plan of action. To organize means
building up the dual structure, material and human, of the undertaking. To command means maintaining
activity among the personnel. To co-ordinate means binding together, unifying and harmonizing all
activity and effort. To control means seeing that everything occurs in conformity with established rule
and expressed command. (Fayol, 1949, p. 6)

The logical relationships among the building blocks of Fayol's theory have never been clearly specified.
The problems include: How do five elements of management, or management functions, relate to six
organizational activities? How does one management function, such as planning, relate to another, such as

organizing? How do 14 principles of management relate to five management functions? How do 16

st e .

the contents of other management functions? etc. At least some of these problems were raised in front of
Henn Fayo! and he refused publicly to refine his theory (Urwick, 1937). Without clear answer to the
mentioned questions, Fayol's theory remains difficult to grasp and looks like a loose collection of

management concepts and techniques.

The most devastating problem of logical arrangement in Fayol's theory of management is that the
relationship between the five management (or administrative) functions and six organizational (or
managerial) activities has not been clearly specified. Different translators of English versions have different
perceptions of the relationship. The difference in perception leads to different definitions of management.

Fayol (1916/1929), J. A. Coubrough's translation, defines management as:

To administrate is to plan, organize, command, co-ordinate and control. ... To manage an undertaking
is to conduct it towards its objective by trying to make the best possible use of all the resources at its
disposal; it is, in fact, to ensure the smooth working of the six essential functions [or managerial
activities]. Administration is only one of these functions, but the managers of big concerns spend so
much of their time on it that their jobs sometimes seem to consist solely of administration (p.9, italics
added).

In contrast, Fayol (1916/1949), C. Storrs' translation, defines management differently as:

To manage is to forecast and plan, to organize, to command, to co-ordinate and to control. ... To
govern is to conduct the undertaking towards its objective by seeking to derive optimum advantage
from all available resources and to assure the smooth working of the six essential functions [or
organizational activities]. Management is merely one of the six functions whose smooth working
government has to ensure, but it has such a large place in the part played by higher managers that
sometimes this part seems exclusively managerial (p. 5-6, italics added).
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Although the wording of Fayol (1949), C. Storrs' translation, has had wide influence on the definition
of management because of wide publication, Wren (1979) regards J. A. Coubrough's translation as more
accurate to the original text. Urwick (1937) even avoids the word "management” and notes that "to govern
an undertaking is ... to ensure the smooth working of the six essential functions" (p. 119) which include
administration. He regards C. Storrs' translation of management for the French word administration as "a
pity" (1949, p. xii). Moreover, Gulick (1937) uses "POSDCORB" instead of management or
administration to represent "the various functional elements of the work of a chief executive because

‘administration’ and 'management’ have lost all specific content" (p. 13).

Regardless of the version of translation, the five management functions can be criticized as acontextual.
Failure to make the relationship between the six organizational activities and five management functions
clear leads to failure to locate the position of the latter in the organizational setting. Fault was probably due
to Henn Fayol because both J. A. Coubrough's and C. Storrs' translations show the same vagueness of the

relationship only in different wording.

Moreover, Fayol (1923/1937) reduced his theory of management to only having management functions
and principles. The effort of positioning management functions in the organizational setting was suspended
implicitly. Management functions remain as acontextual. Finally, Fayol's (1916/1949) concepts of
organizational activities and principles of management have largely been discarded due possibly to his own
inability to specify clearly the relationships among the building blocks of his theory and the inability of later
theorists to refine them. Though the mainstream of the theorization effort so far has been based on his
management functions, his original theory alone did not have much impact on the practice of management.
It was, at the beginning, overshadowed by the scientific management movement and was nearly forgotten

after his death in 1925 (see Wren, 1979).

Other Classicists' Process Theories: Variants of Management Functions

According to Wren (1979), it was R. C. Davies who firstly revised and re-introduced Fayol's theory in
1934 when the need for a theory of management was deep because of the larger size of enterprises, the
complexity of organization, and the difficulty to reconcile the prescriptions from different management
doctrines. The search for a general theory based on Fayol's management functions and pﬁnciples formed a
new wave in the 1950s (e.g. Newman, 1951; Terry, 1953; AFM 25-1, 1954; Koontz and O'Donnell, 1955,
Terry, 1956; McFarland, 1958). The search has never ended and newer methodologies, such as
eclecticism, interdisciplinary approach, and system theory, have been employed in theory construction (e.g.
Terry and Franklin, 1982; Koontz and Weihrich, 1988). There are many variants of management functions.

Table 2-1 shows only part of them arranged by the year of publication.

Analysis of Table 2-1 shows that, firstly, all authors have included plamning and orgamizing as
management functions, secondly, all authors except Gulick (1937) who adopts reporting instead have
included controfling, thirdly, co-ordination was not adopted as an independent function except in earlier

period, fourth, Fayol's commanding was followed by most other authors in terms of concept but not in



Table 2-1. Variants of management functions theorized by various authors

Manof~ement

functions

Authors

Fayol (1916/1949)

Davis (1934)

Gulick (1937)

Newman (1951)

Terry (1953)

US Air Force (1954)

Koontz & O'Donnell (1955)
Terry (1956)

McFarland (1958)

Hicks (1967)

Starr (1971)

Wren & Voich( 1976)

Sisk (1977)

Haimann, Scott, & Connor (1978)
Hellriegel(1978)
Stoner(1978)

Dessler (1979)

Koontz, O'Donnell, & Weihrich (1980)
Hampton (1981)

Hicks & Gullett (1981)
Hodgetts(1982)

Koontz & Weihrich (1988)
Baird, Post, & Mahon (1989)
Cole (1993)
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wording; fifth, there is no agreement on the number of management functions; and finally, there is no

agreement on the terms used.

The Nature of the Classicists' Management Functions

As to the object of management functions, Fayol (1916/1949), C. Storrs' translation, specifies that
management functions operate only on the personnel. He notes, "The managerial function finds its only
outlet through the members of the organization (body corporate). Whilst the other [organizational]
functions bring into play material and machines the managerial function operates only on the personnel.”
But this should not be interpreted as that management is "the function of getting things done through
others" (Koontz and O'Donnell, 1955, p. v & 3). If Fayo! (1916/1929), J. A. Coubrough's translation, is
followed, it is the administrative function that operates only on the personnel and management operates
on materials, machines, and the people. And Wren (1979) has shown that J. A. Coubrough's translation is

closer to Fayol's original ideas.

As to the number and content of management functions, classicists have never reached agreement over
the composition of their management functions. The number of management functions varies from three to
seven and the content and terms for them differ substantially. It is a state of many discrete competing
theories. Comparing the management functions of Fayol (1916/1949) and Davis (1934), Wren (1979)
notes,

Fayol's process added command and coordination to planning, organizing, and controlling. Davis did

not include command but included it under a more descriptive label of "executive leadership” which

permeated all other functions. Likewise, Davis treated coordination as operating throughout his organic
functions [of planning, organizing, and controlling] and not separate, as regarded by Fayol. On the

other hand, Fayol developed staffing as a subfunction of organizing while Davis paid relatively less
attention to the personnel function. (p.392)

As to the structure of management functions, most classicists adopt a single-layer structure and some
others, like Davis (1934), adopt a two-layer structure of management functions. For examples, Hicks and
Gullett (1981) and Starr (1971) treat decision making as basic function and Chen (1981) treats decision
making, coordination, and resources allocation as common to all other functions. These modifications of
process theory can be seen as raising doubts about many other classicists' treatment of management

practice as one-dimensional management functions.

Despite the effort among the classicists in modifying process theory, the classicists have not overcome
the complexity in categorizing management practice. Most process theories are still in one dimension and,
above all, these management functions are not shown to relate to any other variables in organization or

management. In other words, the process theories can still be categorized as rudimental Level 1 theory.

Being single-dimensional, the classicists' management functions were devised to have three faces: as

activities, as tasks, and as knowledges. The followings are Fayol's (1916/1949) remarks:



38

Management ... is neither an exclusive privilege nor a particular responsibility of the head or senior
members of the business; it is an activity spread, like all other [five groups of organizational] activities,
between head and members of the body corporate. (p. 6) ... To every group of activities or essential
functions there exists a corresponding special ability. There can be identified technical ability,
commercial ability, financial ability, managerial ability, etc. Each of these is based on a combination of
qualities and of knowledge ... Special knowledge: ... be it technical, commercial, financial, managerial,
etc. (p. 7) ... To foresee ... means both to assess the future and make provision for it; that is, foreseeing
is itself action already. (p. 43, italics added)

From such a notion of management functions, one will expect that a manager with planning ability
might spend some time performing planning activities or actions, using planning knowledge, and
contributing to planning tasks or responsibility at the same time. However, to call everything related to
plans planning may be an oversimplification because, firstly, in such a manner, one same activity, such as
collecting information, might be classified as different functions, such as planning and controlling, in
different situations; secondly, it presupposes a single function, such as planning, for any activity, such as
collecting information, which might have no obvious purpose at first but develops multiple purposes
afterwards. More related quotations can be read in the following discussion on the reasons for adopting

certain management functions.

The classicists' vagueness about the entity of the management functions leads to speculations by other

authors. Some examples are as follows:

Some general ideas about the responsibility of the managing director, ... some general ideas of the tasks
of the chief executives, ... (Carlson, 1951, p. 23)

... the characteristics common to all managers' job: planning, organizing, ... (Stewart, 1967/1988, p. ix)

... description of the tasks of management ... : planning, organizing, ... useful as a list of activities that
are a necessary part of management. (Stewart, 1991, p. 4)

... description of what managers ought to do ... At best they draw together a description of what an
executive may aiming to achieve; they do not describe what he does. (Mumford, 1988, p. 122)

As to the reason for adopting certain management functions, different authors have different reasons.
Generally, they stress the "usefulness" of management functions in organizing management knowledge and
the "relevance" to the management practice. However, their reasons are far from justifiable. The followings

are some of their remarks:

Foresight, organization, co-ordination and control undoubtedly form part of management as it is
commonly understood. Should command necessarily be included? It is not obligatory: command may
be treated separately. Nevertheless 1 have decided to include it under management for the following
reasons-

1. Selection and training of personnel and the setting up of the organization which are managerial
responsibilities are very much concerned with command.

2. Most principles of command are principles of management - management and command are very
closely linked. From the mere standpoint of facilitating study there would be reason to set these two
groups together.

3. Furthermore, the grouping has the advantage that it makes management a very important function at
least as worthy as the technical one of attracting and holding public attention. (Fayol, 1949, p. §, italics
added)
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The time-proven and generally acknowledged best approach for learning about management is to study
the functions of management. Therefore, the central focus of this book is on the functions of
management--planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling. Because these functions of
management readily accommodate themselves to a number of areas such as quantitative methods,
human resources, systems theory and analysis, principles of management, and contingency theories, we
have integrated materials from these and other areas into the basic structure of this book (p. xv). ...
These functions ... segment important paris of the work to be performed so that the parts may be more
easily studied and understood. (Hicks and Gullett, 1981, p. 8, italics added)

...the question of what managers actually do day by day and how they do it is really secondary to what
makes an acceptable and useful classification of knowledge. Organization of knowledge with respect to
managing is an indispensable first step in developing a science of management. ... The authors have
consequently found the functions of managers to be a useful framework in which to organize
management knowledge. There have been no new ideas, research findings, or techniques that cannot
readily be placed in these classifications. (Koontz and O'Donnell, p. 26, italics added)
These remarks contains merely personal opinion and no evidence. Some other authors, such as Hodgetts
(1982), have also mentioned an even more unjustifiable reason. They adopt certain management functions
because those functions are commonly adopted by most other classicist authors. The use of proper
methodology of theorization seems have been ignored by them. Such remark reveals that their management
functions have hardly been justified by any study to represent the activities, knowledge, and tasks in the

management area. Their reasons for compiling certain management functions indicate also the rudimentary

nature and the plight of process theories.

The Nature of the Classicists' Management Principles

Hicks and Gullett (1981) regard the study of management principles as "another way to understand more

about management" besides the study of management functions and also regard management principles as

"guides for managerial action." They note,
A management principle is a statement of a general truth about organization or management. Principles
of management may be thought of as the laws or fundamental truths of. organizations and management.
Principles usually prescribe a particular course of managerial action. Inherent in a principle of
management is the implication that if the principle is followed, improved organizational performance
likely will result. Similarly, a management principle implies that if the principle is not followed,
organizational performance probably will suffer. Although management principles are generally valid,
they sometimes fail to indicate the best course of managerial action. Principles of management, because

they have to do with human behavior, are not so exact or infallible as principles of the physical
sciences. (p.17)

The classicists have not fully recognized the nature of their principles. By the term principle, the
classicists seem to want to employ naturalism in order to produce laws of management. However, their
principles are in fact ru/es depicted by "successful" practitioners or academics for instructing practicing
managers on #ow to manage. The empirical base has been weak. Like other rules of human action, they are
subject to violation. Managers may choose to follow or not to follow a rule depending on the situation and
their goals. For examples, Fayol's first principle, division of work, had been followed too far so that the
Scandinavian Airline System was unable to serve customer well and decided to change from functional to
enriched customer-centred jobs and that the Enfield plant of the Digital Equipment Corporation in the

USA was unable to produce quality printed circuit board efficiently despite much supervision and decided
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to change from assembly lines to team systems (cases cited in Baird, Post, and Mahon, 1989). These cases

showed the need for balance in applying the principles of management.

The classicists' management principles are not as definite as laws in natural sciences. To apply them,
one needs well-versed managerial skills. Fayol (1916/1949) notes, "principles are flexible and capable of
adaptation to every need, it is a matter of knowing how to make use of them, which is a difficult art
requiring intelligence, experience, decision and proportion.” (p. 19) and "The principles is the lighthouse
fixing the bearings but it can only serve those who already know the way into port." (p. 42) This "flexible"

nature of management principles raises doubt about their usefulness in management education and training.

The principles of management can also be accused of wrongly promoting "one best way." To this point,
the contingency studies have proved that there is no common best way for different situations (Burns and
Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967, Woodward, 1965). In its heydays in 1950s, many books were
titled as Principles of Management (e.g., Koontz and O'Donnoell, 1955; Terry, 1953, 1956). The tide was
turned in early 1960s. The discussion of management principles occupies only a minor position in the

classicists' textbooks now.

The Nature of the Classicists' Management Process

The concept of management process is Henri Fayol's although he might not be the inventor of the term.
Fayol (1916/1949) describes the management process implicitly. Later, he notes it explicitly, "To prepare
the operations is to plan and organize; to see that they are carried out is to command and co-ordinate; to
watch the results is to control" (1923/1937, p. 103). His process of management contains five management

functions in three sequential stages.

Despite the fact that most classicists regard management as a process, this process is argued differently
by various authors. Most of them argue that management functions form a sequential, non-cyclical, one-
way process of management. Few argue a dynamic, cyclical, two-way process of "interrelated"
management functions (e.g., Hodgetts, 1982). Others, such as McFarland (1958) and Hicks and Gullett

(1981), have their special viewpoints. But none of these arguments is supported by empirical evidence.

The management process of McFarland (1958) is about management as a whole and is not just about
management functions. He interprets management as a process by which resources are combined to
achieve organizational tasks. Management, as he argues, is performed by an executive who is "a person in
an organization who possesses rank, status, and authority which permit him to plan, organize, control, and
direct the work of others" (p. 42). This concept of management process does not specify the content and

the sequence of the process and hence has little practical value.

The management process of Hicks and Gullett (1981) is firstly the "sequence of the performance of

managerial functions." They note,
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For a particular organizational task, a manager ordinarily performs the managerial functions in this
sequence planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling .. . However, a manager will usually be
simultaneously responsible for several organizational tasks. Therefore, if we studied the typical
workday of a manager, we probably would find the person performing all four functions, perhaps
several times during the day. The manager and the organization probably would be involved in projects
in various stages of completion. Some projects would be in the planning stage; others would be in the
stages of organizing, motivating, and controlling (p. 11).

Within the wider management process of Hicks and Gullet (1981), it is said to have narrower, finer
processes as well In other words, not only management as a whole but also every management function is
regarded as a process. They note on the "iterative nature of managerial functions" :

Management functions have the quality ofbeing iterative That is, they are contained within each other.

For example, planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling all occur within the planning process.

Similarly, in performing the organizing function, the other three functions are involved Thus for

organizing we need to do planning, motivating, and controlling. All four functions can be conceived as

subfunctions of each other The process of iteration could be continued to additional levels if desired

For example, within the subprocess of planning for the larger function of planning there might be

planning, organizing, motivating, and controlling The iterative nature of managerial functions
illustrates the extreme dynamism ofthe manager's role (p 11-2)

Such a notion of the "iterative nature of managerial functions" contradicts to their own statements on
the "sequence of the performance of managerial functions" How can all functions be subfunctions of each
other and be performed in sequence at the same time'" Ifit can, is it because their managerial functions are
not clearly classified” In other words, Hicks and Gullett (1981) have hardly described their managerial

functions as a process.

Hodgetts (1982) rejects the notion of a sequential, non-cyclical, one-way process of management .
Instead, he argues that a dynamic, cyclical, two-way process of "interrelated" management functions (Fig
2-1) represents the concept of management process more accurately. However, if there were more than
three management functions, as many other classicist authors argue, the "interrelated" model hardly

represents a process

Planning

Organizing Controlling

Fig 2-1 Hodgetts' (1982) interrelated management functions as a process (Source: Hodgetts, 1982, p 51)

Koontz and O'Donnell (1978) reject the notion of the management functions as a fixed process and
point out that managers actually use all functions simultaneously in practice. They note, "The managerial
functions  should not be taken to mean that managers systematically plan, then organize, then staff, lead,

and control" (p 25).
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The advantages of drafting a plan and organizing people before and evaluating the results after the "real
action" have been reiterated frequently in human history. However, plans are seldom perfect; environment
is seldom fixed, people have emotions; man gets illness; etc. Plans are frequently revised, organizations re-
adjusted, and measurements re-taken during the "implementation.” Thus, it seems that Fayol's notion of
management process represents an idealistic, normative sequence of management as a process if his
management functions were really the elements of management. From the above discussion, the
management processes of Hicks and Gullett (1981) and of Hodgetts (1982) seem to be overstating and
confusing and Koontz and O'Donnell (1978) are also misleading for not prescribing the sequence of time in

managerial work although they are more empirically oriented on this matter.

Usefulness of the Classicists' Management Functions

The classicists' management functions are regarded as more useful for teachers than for practitioners and
researchers. A management professor and practitioner notes in the "Foreword" to a revised edition of
Henri Fayol's original work, "As manager, we know that the process of management is simple in concept,

but almost impossible in execution." (Montrone, 1984, p. x). This is hardly a positive comment.

Even the alleged usefulness of management functions for teachers of managers is questionable. The
foundation of the usefulness of the classicists' management functions for teachers is that these functions are
used as convenient pigeonholes for classifying the existing management knowledge. As a result, both
teachers and managers or would-be managers are happy because all existing management theories are
classified and taught. However, whether the management theories taught are necessary and sufficient is a

big question because the classicists' management functions are weak in empirical relevance. Hence, the
Ll

effectiveness of such teaching should be questioned.

Doubt over the usefulness of the classicists' management functions for the practicing managers has been

expressed by many writers. For example,

The classical view says that the manager organizes, coordinates, plans, and controls; the facts suggest
otherwise. If you ask managers what they do, they will most likely tell you that they plan, organize,
coordinate, and control. Then watch what they do. Don't be surprised if you can't relate what you see
to these words. (Mintzberg, 1975/1990, p. 163)

The classical definitions are not helpful in providing guides for development purposes. (p. 122) ... The
fact brought out by Kotter, Mintzberg and Stewart is that the structured systematic neatness proposed
by many past managerial theorists not only has no connection with what managers currently do, but has
no sensible connection in many circumstances with what managers ought to do ... (Mumford, 1988, p.
145)

... the five categories [of function] are very general, rather abstract descriptions. Because of this they
have been more useful to management teachers and writers, as a framework for their lectures and
textbooks, than to practising managers as a guide to what they should be doing ... (p. 4). ... the
categories are of little help to a manager looking for guidance on how to be more effective. (Stewart,
1991, p. 19)
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Because of its weak conceptual coherence and empirical relevance, the classicists' management
functions are of little use for researchers, too. They, as a tool, do not provide direction for research design.
Also, because management functions are acontextual, they do not provide an adequate framework for
discussing research findings. Mintzberg (1973) notes, "... the classical school has for long served to block
our research for a deeper understanding of the work of the manager” (p. 11). This remark, although not
justifiable because researchers should not be blocked by existing thought, does portray the root of failure

of many studies in the management area.

Section 3

MINTZBERG'S (1973) TEN ROLES THEORY:
A CHALLENGING THEORY OF MANAGEMENT

Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory is another attempt to provide a theory of management from a different
approach because he argues that "ten roles are performed by all managers" (p.56). He also implies that
once people have learned his theory, they will be able to manage (Mintzberg, 1989). This typology of what
managers do has got much support from replication studies (see Martinko and Gardner, 1990) although
some studies using questionable methodology argue otherwise (e.g., McCall and Segrist, 1980). Recently,
many classicist authors have included the ten roles as an alternative framework of managerial work
although they still have difficulty in integrating the ten roles into their management functions-outlined

books (Carroll and Gillen, 1987).

In this section, the failure of the behavioral empiricist study of managers' work content before 1968,
Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory, and his description of the characteristics of management action are

discussed as follows.

Failure of the Behavioral Empiricist Study of Managers' Work Content Before 1968

The behavioral empiricists had found some characteristics of managerial behaviour rather than the confent
of management work before 1968. The findings include how long managers work, where, at what pace,
with what interruptions, with whom they work, and by what means they make contact. For example, they
found management actions were brief and fragmented, etc. More about the characteristics of management
action will be discussed later in this section. The behavioral empiricists were unable to construct any theory
of management from such findings. Instead, they applied the findings to point out what is nof a theory of
management in order to highlight the inadequacy of the process theories (e.g., Burns, 1954; Carlson, 1951;
Stewart, 1967/1988).

The behavioral empiricists did attempt to study the content of management work but they failed. The
functional areas shown in Table 2-2 were examples of categories used in the early studies to study the
work content. But they failed to produce meaningful findings. The cause of this failure was clearly shown

by Mintzberg (1973). He discovered that the neat functional categories were inadequate in the study of



44

managerial work because the manager's work frequently involves more than one function. For example, he
notes, "In the case of a meeting to sort out a conflict between two manufacturing executives, was I to

record ‘'manufacturing' or 'personnel'?" (p. 274)

Table 2-2. Functional areas used as categories of managerial work content in early studies

Carlson (1951) Burns (1954) Stewart (1967)
Finance, legal Sales Finance

Accounting Personnel General management
Buying New development and research Marketing and sales
Production Costs Personnel

Product research Production difficulties affecting design Production

Sales Production difficulties - other Public relations
Personnel Other production matters Purchasing

Public relations Office and organization Research and development
Organization planning General factory matters

Private Personal

The behavioral empiricists had perceived the inadequacy of the functional areas to be the work content
but did not know the reason before 1968. Therefore, they kept trying new categories. The inadequacy of
functional areas perceived by them include:

Although the marking practice varied somewhat between the different executives, they seemed to

associate the multi-field questions much more with such field of activity as "personnel” and "public

relations” than with fields like "finance and accountancy", "sales" or "production”. That such would be
the case was, of course, expected. Questions of personnel and public relations are not "functional" in
the same sense as questions of accountancy or sales, they are rather special aspects of all the activities

going on in an organization. A production problem or a sales problem may also be a problem of
personnel or public relations. (Carlson, 1951, p. 101)

Activities may also be analysed according to another classification - that of content - though we are on
less sure ground. (Burns, 1954, p. 75)

... some managers spent a substantial amount of time on "complex" activities (two or more subjects in
an episode). (Dubin and Spray, 1964, p. 101)

... some managers had used the classification "general management” much more than others (p. 13). ...
"General management" is when you are dealing with two or more management functions, such as sales
and production, at the same time, or in the same meeting. (Stewart, 1967/1988, p. 139)

Clearly, Carlson (1951) did not see his functional classification as problematic as Mintzberg (1973)
and Stewart (1967/1988) did. Stewart largely discarded her functional data because it was unreliable.
Mintzberg stopped collecting functional data during his pilot study. Probably, the difficulty of perceiving
the inadequacy of functions to be used as work content was complicated by the existence of possibly
genuine multi-issues in an activity. And this possibility raises another question about the unir of an action.

Should management actions be delineated according to the participants, the means of activity (They are
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scheduled meeting, unscheduled meeting, telephone, tour, and desk work/alone), the activity, the issue

dealt with, or both the activity and the issue dealt with?

Moreover, functions have a critical shortcoming to be the common categories of work content because
functions, like product divisions, are a way of structuring organizations and represent functional managers'
organizational tasks rather than the content of managerial tasks. They seems fine for senior managers but
are definitely not applicable for the lower-level managers because senior managers work across functions

but junior managers work principally within a single function.

The functional areas have not been used for collecting the data of work content since 1973.
Unfortunately, the end of trying to use functional areas as the categories of work content also
accompanied the end of searching for the contextual side of the content of management action by the

behavioral empiricists.

By the way, the findings that managers were poor estimators of their own time spent on each category
of their work (e.g., Burns, 1954; Horne and Lupton, 1965) were based on problematic functional data.

Therefore, their validity should be questioned.

However, the research into the work content was not without result. Sayles (1964), though not
classified in the work activity school by Mintzberg (1973), constructs a rudimental content of management
actions and Marples (1967) proposes a relationship between activity and task. Using anthropological
method, Sayles (1964) has studied approximately 75 lower- and middle-level managers for several years in
a division of a large American corporation and theorizes that managers participate in external work flows,
act as a leader, and act as a monitor. Specifically, the participation in external work flow is acted through

seven types of lateral relationship. They are:

1. Work-flow relationship (dealing with the inflow and outflow of parts or products),

o

. Trading relationship (dealing with selling and purchasing of goods or services),

3. Service relationship (dealing with receiving and giving services or support),

4. Advisory relationship (dealing with tailor-made solution to specific problem),

5. Auditing relationship (dealing with evaluation of performance),

6. Stabilization relationship (dealing with application for and approval of resources),

7. Innovation relationship (dealing with non-specifiable solution to general problems).

Sayles' (1964) three categories of activity are rudimental and incomplete. Acting as monitor and leader
resembles the classicists' management functions of controlling and leading. And innovating within
managers' own organization units was not included in any of his categories. However, the findings of the
seven lateral relationships, which are not the work content themselves, have many implications to
organization and management. Unfortunately, Sayles (1964) regards these seven types of relationship as if

they exist between two individual managers only rather than also between two groups of manager or two
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lorganization units. The incorporation of these seven lateral relationships into the AKT theory will be
t/ discussed in Chapter 3. })

Marples (1967) proposes that tasks originate episodes and background problems lie behind tasks.
These end-means relationships are based on 289 episodes of a week's work reported by a foreman on the
Churchill College Management Course. He notes,

it becomes clear that behind the tasks which originate the episodes lie bigger problems which are being

approached indirectly through the way in which each small task is dealt with. 'Current’ problems, i.e.,

ones which, it can be seen, will be solved and put behind the solver in the foreseeable future are used as

means to solve one or more 'background' problems whose existence is not immediately apparent. (p.
289)

Although he suggested that increasing production, improving relationships with operatives and
colleagues, and career aspirations are the background problems for the foreman, he failed to provide the
categories of activity, task, and background problem for managers in general. Also, the relationship he

proposed between episode and task is yet to be confirmed by scientific study. These are the two gaps

among others this studym—jm

The year of 1968 marked the first substantial success by Mintzberg (1968) in the study of the content
of managers' work. In particular, a new role theory, which has redirected the behavioral empiricists'
research, was constructed provisionally. Confirmatory research by Choran (1969), Costin (1970), and Bex
(1971) followed immediately. The findings were all supportive. Therefore, Henry Mintzberg had his book
The Nature of Managerial Work, which is mainly about the ten roles theory, published in 1973.

Mintzberg's (1973) Ten Roles Theory

Mintzberg (1973) observed five American chief executives each for a week and collected structured and

anecdotal data of 368 verbal and 890 written contacts by recording the time, place, participants, etc. and,
most importantly, by asking the purpose of the activity. He then used "successive iterations of the
processing of raw field data - recording, tabulating, coding and recoding, analyzing these results - until
meaningful conceptualizations appear." (p. 233) He claimed that he had followed the inductive method.
One of the results was the ten roles theory as shown in Fig. 2-2. He also marshalled the ﬁm
other studies to support his argument that "these ten roles are common to the work of all managers" (p.
55). The commonness of the ten roles for all managers is also based on the assumption that every manager
stands between his or her unit and its environment as shown in Fig. 2-3. Descriptions and examples of the

ten roles are shown in Table 2-3.

As shown in Fig. 2-2 and Table 2-3, Mintzberg (1973) divides his ten roles into three groups:
interpersonal roles (figurehead, leader, and laison), informational roles (monitor, disseminator, and
spokesman), and decisional roles (entrepreneur, disturbance handler, resource allocator, and negotiator).

He also argues that "each role is observable" (p. 57) and "these ten roles form a gestalf - an integrated



Formal authority
V and status /

Interpersonal roles

Figurehead
Leader
Liaison

Informational roles

Monitor
Disseminator
Spokesman

Decisional roles

Entrepreneur
Disturbance handler
Resource allocator
Negotiator

Fig 2-2 Mintzberg's (1973) ten manager's roles (Source; Mintzberg, 1973, p 59)

President Foreman

His/her environment

His/her environment

His/her unit

His/her unit

Fig 2-3 Mintzberg's (1973) conception ofa manager's unit and environment (Source: Adapted from

Mintzberg, 1973, p 55)
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Table 2-3. Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles
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Roles Description Examples
Interpersonal
Figurehead Symbolic head; obliged to perform a number Ceremony, status requests,

of routine duties of a legal or social nature solicitations
Leader Responsible for the motivation and activation  Virtually all managerial activities

. of subordinates; responsible for staffing, involving subordinates

training, and associated duties

Liaison Maintains self-developed network of outside Acknowledgements of mail; external

contacts and informers who provide
favours and information

board work; other activities
involving outsiders

Informational

Monitor

Dissermnator

Seeks and receives wide variety of special
information (much of it current) to develop
thorough understanding of organization
and environment; emerges as nerve centre
of internal and external information of the
organization

Transmits information received from outsiders
or from other subordinates to members of
the organization; some information factual,
some involving interpretation and
integration of diverse value positions of
organizational influencers

Handling all mail and contacts
categorized as concerned
primarily with receiving
information (e.g., periodical
news, observational tours)

Forwarding mail into organization
for informational purposes,
verbal contacts involving
information flow to subordinates
(e.g., review sessions, instant
communication flows)

Spokesman Transmits information to outsiders on Board meeting; handling mail and
organization's plans, policies, actions, contacts involving transmission
results, etc.; serves as expert on of information to outsiders
organization's industry

Decisional

Entrepreneur Searches organization and its environment for  Strategy and review sessions
opportunities and initiates "improvement involving initiation or design of
projects" to bring about change; supervises improvement projects
design of certain projects as well

Disturbance Responsible for corrective action when Strategy and review sessions

handler organization faces important, unexpected involving disturbances and crises
disturbances

Resource Responsible for the allocation of Scheduling; requests for

allocator organizational resources of all kinds - in authorization; any activity
effect the making or approval of all involving budgeting and the
significant organizational decisions programming of subordinates'
work
Negotiator Responsible for representing the organization =~ Negotiations

at major negotiations

Source: Mintzberg (1973, p. 92-3)
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whole" (p 58): The first group ofroles leads to the second which in turn leads to the third group. But, the

performing ofthe first group ofroles depends on the formal authority and status ofthe manager's position.

The ten roles theory has been wrongly accused of being based on a too small sample and rejected by
some academics For example, Koontz and Weihrich (1988) note, "the sample of five executives used in
his research is far too small to support so sweeping a conclusion" (p. 46). Flowever, such a criticism is
wTong in two respects Firstly, the ten roles were derived from 1,258 verbal and written contacts of five
chief executives, had subsumed much of the earlier empirical findings (e.g.. Guest, 1955-1956; Neustadt,
1960, Sayles, 1964), and were supported by several subsequent studies (e.g., Bex, 1971; Choran, 1969;
Costin, 1970, Feilders, 1979, Martinko and Gardner, 1990) Thus, the ten roles theory cannot be said to be
based orlfive managers only, especially in the year of 1988. Secondly, this criticism seems to presuppose
that a theory should not be accepted unless it is proven or at least supported by the findings from a single
representative sample. According to this way of thinking, Newton's theory of universal gravitation would
wrongly be dismissed as based on a very small sample ofone apple's single movement and, therefore, was
and IS unacceptable However, theories generally subsume pre-existing findings, are seldom proven, and

are generally believed in various degrees if accepted (Dubin, 1978, Hanson, 1958)

Yet, there are real shortcomings in the ten roles theoiy-. Specifically, the ten roles are not totally
observ able, they were not derived inductively, the prescriptive dimension ofthe theory was not mentioned,
these roles were actually categories of managerial activities; the ten roles are not totally operational, they
are a’ontextual, and the relationships among these roles are still not clear. These criticisms are explained as

follows

Firstly, Mintzberg (1973) can be accused of mis-conceiving that "each role is observable" (p. 57) The
ten roles were derived from the purpose of the activity reported by the executives. If these roles were
really observable, he would not have to ask the purpose of activity. In fact, without the reported purpose,
activities, "such as a meeting with an outsider, can link several roles {liaison, spokesman, negotiator)" (p

267).

Secondly, the methodological approach of deriving the ten roles was incorrectly presented by
Mintzberg ~1973) as the inductive method In fact, the ten roles as a scope were derived by the
retroductioh*”j(or abduction) process As reported by Mintzberg (1973), at the end of every iteration of
"inductive" processing of raw field data, he had to check whether "meaningful conceptualizations appear"
(p 233) A truly inductive method will not produce new ideas (Peirce, 1935, Hanson, 1958) and,
therefore, there is no need to check whether the result is meaningful or not Also, an inductive method will
make sure thaMhe data of eveiy executive support all of the ten roles. Mintzberg (1973) did make sure
that "all of the observed contacts and mail in the study of thefive executives are accounted for in the role
set" (p 57) but he did not make sure that every executive had performed all of the ten roles Therefore, the
ten roles are actually a scope of managerial roles, even for the five chief executives. Thus, his argument

that "these ten roles arc common to the work of all managers" (p 55) should be modified as: these ten
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roles are a range of managerial roles that all managers perform or could perform. By the word scope or
range, it means that a manager is not necessarily performing all of the ten roles. For example, a manager

without a subordinate will perform no leader and disseminator roles.

Thirdly, Mintzberg (1973) failed to show that there is a prescriptive dimension in his ten roles theory.
The ten roles as a scope of managerial roles was firstly derived from the purposes of the activities of five
chief executives. These executives were supposed to be model managers because they were "experienced

chief executives of medium to large organizations" (p. 237). Thus, the ten roles are the description of good

practice (or a Type 2 theory depicted in Chapter 1). This description of good practice can be prescribed to
thosé’r;lanagers ma;;ﬁn"g”?;a;lge of exemplar managerial behaviour. Or if the still learning
manager comes across the findings of the ten roles, he or she will learn the part of role-behaviours that he
or she is formerly unaware of This prescriptive dimension might even exist for the five chief executives
because some of them might not have known al! of the role-behaviours described in the ten roles theory.
Thus, these ten roles are not the description for all managers. For if the ten roles were the description of
the general practice of management (a Type 1 theory), it would be unnecessary for Mintzberg (1989) to

teach the ten roles to managers.

Fourth, the ten roles are actually ten categories of managerial activities. Mintzberg (1973) admits that
the word roles was the popular contemporary description of "homogeneous groups of managerial
activities" (p. 210). Although the word role means also "a set of activities and responsibilities” (p. 210-1),
the ten roles were derived only from behavioral data because he failed "to ask - or keep asking - the
question: why rhese behaviours and activities?" (Hales, 1986, p. 110). Therefore, the ten roles should be

seen as ten categories of managerial activities.

Fifth, the categorization of the ten roles is still inadequate although it is only a minor problem. Stewart
(1976) notes, "it is hard to allocate some activities to his categories; and some of his roles, especially that
of leader, are too broad to be of practical use." (p. 123) Mintzberg (1973) admits that "the theory of roles

.. is not fully operational ... The chief problem ... is that there is not a simple one-to-one mapping of
activities onto roles" (p. 267) and "some activities may be accounted for by more than one role" (p. 57).
"The /leader role links to every activity involving subordinates, and the monitor role, to every activity
involving information inputs to the manager, no matter what the main purposes of any of these activities."
(p. 267-8) If these roles are really derived from the purpose of activity, it is difficult to conceive that an

executive intends to lead in every activity involving subordinates.

Sixth, the ten roles theory is acontextual. The relationship between the ten roles and organizational

output has not been specified. Wilmott (1984) notes,

... although the manager's role set is said to be embedded in "formal authority", there is no discussion
of the contribution of managers' activities to the on-going reproduction and legitimation of this
authority. The roles are ... unconditioned by ... contextual circumstances. ... [For] example, there is no
analysis of how or why it is necessary for managers, in their leadership role, to "motivate" and
"activate” subordinates. (p. 357)
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Moreover, although the word role means "a set of activities and responsibilities” (p. 210-1), the ten roles
were derived from behavioral data only. The task data were not collected and subsumed in the theory.
Without considering the context, the ten roles theory is incomplete in terms of work content and is not able

to tell about the transferability of managerial knowledge and skills among different jobs.

Finally, the relationships among the ten roles are still not clear. Mintzberg (1973) theorizes that the
performance of interpersonal roles leads to that of informational roles which in tumn leads to that of
decisional roles. But, other relationships are also operative in reality. For examples, the monitor role may
lead to the performance of interpersonal roles. The spokesman role might pave the way for the liaison role.
The liaison role may lead to the performance of decisional roles. Moreover, it seems too early to theorize

the relationships among the ten roles since there is still no serious study of them.

According to the above criticisms, Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory that was originally meant to be
an inductive description of all managers' common work with underlying mechanisms to explain the
relationships between groups of roles and formal authority and status (a Level 3 theory depicted in Chapter
1) is now reduced to a list of still inadequately classified ten categories of managerial activities (a Level 1
theory) as a scope of activity that all managers perform or could perform and having a prescriptive

dimension for those managers who are still not fully aware of performing all of these activities.

Mintzberg's (1973) Description of the Characteristics of Managers' Actions

Besides the ten roles theory, Mintzberg (1973) also proposes six characteristics of managers' actions. His

six "characteristics of managerial work" (p. 28) are shown as follows:

—

. Much work at unrelenting pace.

N

. Activity characterized by brevity, variety, and fragmentation.

. Preference for live action.

(%)

4. Attraction to the verbal media.
5

. Between his organization and a network of contacts.

o))

. Blend of rights and duties.

Mintzberg's (1973) description and evidence of the six characteristics of managers' actions are shown in
Table 2-4. The first characteristic is about the amount of task and pace of activity. The second, third, and
fourth ones are about the time, the issues dealt with, and the means of activity. The fifth characteristic is
about the patterns of time and relationship in contacts. The final one is about the activeness in activity and
a prescription on how to act in order to be a successful manager. Without a framework to structure these

characteristics properly, they look patchy and are difficult to grasp.

Although there are subsequent attempts to re-define the characteristics of management action (e.g.,
Hales, 1986, Mumford, 1988; Stewart, 1983), Mintzberg's (1973) description remains valid. New terms

may be introduced and new characteristics may be added by newer versions. But they have not made any



52

Table 2-4. Mintzberg's (1973) description and evidence of the characteristics of managers' actions

1. Much work at unrelenting pace: The quantity of work to be done, or that the manager chooses to do,
during the day is substantial and the pace is unrelenting.

The chief executives claimed to work four nights out of five. One night was spent at the office; one
entertaining; and the other two were working at home (Whyte, 1954).

Foremen engaged in between 237 and 1073 incidents per day without a break in the pace (Guest, 1955-
1956).

"... the level of work activity was pretty constant throughout the day" (Dubin and Spray, 1964, p. 102).

The chief executives had no break in the pace of activity during office hours. The mail (averaged 36 pieces
per day), telephone calls (averaged S per day), and meetings (averaged 8) accounted for almost every
minute at work (Mintzberg, 1973).

2. Activity characterized by brevity, variety, and fragmentation: Managers' work has no specialization
and concentration.

Relating to brevity:
Foremen were found to have 48 seconds average duration per activity (Guest, 1955-1956).
Foremen were found to have about 2 minutes average duration per activity (Ponder, 1958).

Half of the observed activities of the five chief executives were completed in less than nine minutes, and
only one-tenth took more than an hour. Telephone calls were brief and to the point (averaging 6 minutes).
Desk work sessions and unscheduled meetings averaged 15 and 12 minutes respectively. Only scheduled
meetings commonly took more than an hour (averaged 68 minutes). (Mintzberg, 1973)

Relating 1o variety:

The chief executives averaged 36 written and 16 verbal contacts each day, almost every one dealing with a
distinct issue. The significant activity is interspersed with the trivial in no particular pattern. Certainly
monthly and seasonal patterns exist in some managerial jobs, but there is little evidence of shorter-term
patterns. Hence the manager must be prepared to shift moods quickly and frequently. (Mintzberg, 1973)

Relating to fragmentation:

Managers were found to have only nine periods of at least one-half hour without interruption in four weeks
(Stewart, 1967).

Only 12 times in the 35 days of the study did the managing director work undisturbed in his office for
intervals of at least 23 minutes (Carlson, 1951).

There was evidence that the five chief executives of my study chose not to free themselves of interruption
or to give themselves much free time. To a large extent, it was the chief executives themselves who
determined the durations of their activities. For example, they terminated many of the meetings and
telephone calls and frequently left meetings before they ended (Mintzberg, 1973).

3. Preference for live action: Managers tend to act on current, specific, well-defined, and nonroutine
issues. They are adaptive information-manipulators rather than reflective planners.

The five chief executives strongly and frequently demonstrated the desire to have the most current
information. Instant information, including gossip, speculation, and hearsay transmitted by telephone or
unscheduled meeting, received top priority, often interrupting meetings. Despite the fact that only 22
percent of their time was spent on desk work, a number of their comments suggested that mail processing
was considered to be a burden. During working hours, it was rare to see a chief executive participating in
abstract discussion or carrying out general planning. (Mintzberg, 1973)

(1o be continued)
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Table 2-4. (continued)

4. Attraction to the verbal media, including scheduled meeting, unscheduled meeting, tour, and
telephone.

Middle managers spent 80 percent of their time in conversation (Burns, 1954).
Foremen spent 57 percent of their time in face-to-face communication (Guest, 1956).

160 British senior and middle managers spent 66 percent of their time in verbal communication (Stewart,
1967/1988).

Middle managers in a manufacturing company conducted 89 percent of their episodes by verbal interaction
(Lawler, Porter, and Tennenbaum, 1968).

The five chief executives conducted 67 percent of their actions and spent 78 percent of their time in verbal
contacts (Mintzberg, 1973).

5. Between his organization and a network of contacts: The manager stands between subordinates and
the others, including superiors and outsiders to the unit that he or she manages.

Managers were consistently found to spend substantial time with subordinates and outsiders and only small
amount of time with superiors. The five chief executives spent 48 percent of their verbal contact time with
subordinates, 7 percent with directors (superiors), and 44 percent with outsiders. (Mintzberg, 1973)

160 British senior and middle managers spent 41 percent of their verbal contact time with subordinates, 12
percent with superiors, and 47 percent with others (Stewart, 1967/1988).

Foremen spent 46 percent of their verbal contact time with subordinates, 10 percent with superiors, and 44
percent with others (Jasinski, 1956).

To gain access to outside information, the five chief executives developed networks of informers - self-
designed external information systems (Mintzberg, 1973).

Foremen talked with many different individuals, rarely fewer than 25 and often more than 50. They dealt

with a wide variety of persons in the operating and service departments and on different levels (Guest,
1955-1956).

Foremen must get along with other foremen rather than exert authority over one another. They advised
and made suggestions to the diagonal non-subordinate operators rather than directed them (Jasinski,
1956).

Middle- and lower-level managers interacted in seven types of external relationships, some dealing with the
flow of work through the organization, others with services or advice, with purchasing or selling, and so
on (Sayles, 1964).

6. Blend of rights and duties: The managers are neither in active control of their activities nor passive to
others' initiations.

The diary controlled managing directors’ actions (Carlson, 1951).
Deadlines ruled the President's personal agenda (Neustadt, 1960).
Foremen initiated 60 percent of their verbal contacts (Guest, 1955-1956).

Middle- and lower-level managers initiated about half of their verbal contacts (Lawler, Porter, and
Tennenbaum, 1968).

Four middle managers initiated about half of their verbal contacts with peers, fewer with superiors, and
more with subordinates (Burns, 1954).

The five chief executives initiated only 32 percent of their verbal contacts and sent only 26 percent of
written contacts and almost every one of these was in response to one of the 659 pieces received.
However, the empirical evidence need not to be interpreted as that managers have little control over their
own actions. Whether a manager is 1o be depicted as the conductor of an orchestra or as the puppet in the
puppet-show depends on how he or she manages his or her own crucial decisions and obligations.
(Mintzberg, 1973)

Source: Paraphrased from Mintzberg (1973, p. 28-53).
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significant difference. They still look patchy. Perhaps, common to all of these descriptions, it is the lacking
of a structure of the content of managerial work that makes these descriptions unrelated, describing the
characteristics of management in general only, and failing to explain the differences between different jobs.
To study the content of managerial work before the characteristics of managers' actions seems necessary

because the characteristics are describing the features of work content.

The six characteristics seem mainly to focus on the behavioral side of managers' actions. Stewart
(1982) notes, "Mintzberg (1973) suggested a number of propositions about the characteristics of
managerial work. Many of these were actually statements about managerial behaviour and not necessarily
about managerial work." (p. 94) The explanation for this phenomenon lies in the general failure of the

behavioral empiricist study on the contextual or task side of managerial work as mentioned in this section.

Section 4

REFLECTIONS ON THE WAYS TO AN ADEQUATE THEORY OF
MANAGEMENT

The previous sections analyzed the existing theories of management and found that no existing theory of
management could stand firmly under scrutiny. To have an adequate theory of management, one needs to
step back and think broadly about the reason why management theorists failed and, above all, about the

correct way to be followed.

A Reflection on the Classicists' Way to a "Unified" Theory of Management

Although the classicists' management functions have enjoyed the mainstream position in the classroom
setting for several decades, it does not mean that they are successful theories of management. Their
shortcomings, such as low relevance to the management practice, closed system concept, unrelated to
organizational setting, etc., are under various attack, especially from the behavioral empiricists. As to the
future of the classicists' knowledge-integration approach to a unified theory of management, Koontz
(1980) has mixed perspectives. On the one hand, he worries that the number of different management
theories is increasing and their content difficult to reconcile. On the other hand, he sees some signs of

integration. However, these are far from the signs of an adequate theory of management.

Historically, theorists have difficulties in the integration of knowledge. It is evident that the gaps
between theories, or the paradigm clashes, had been detected but opportunities for integration were not
exploited seriously. Firstly, there was a question about the relationship between Henri Fayol's and
Frederick Taylor's theories. Fayol and his associates responded to this opportunity of integration positively
but not cleverly. Fayol announced that the two theories are not anti-thesis to each other but are
complementary (see Urwick, 1949). However, no logical connection was made to relate the two theories.
Secondly, after the Hawthome study, Elton Mayo and his associates simply dismissed the scientific

management approach as wrong rather than trying to integrate the previous theory with new findings.
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Finally, the integration of knowledge in the classicists textbooks is simply organizing various theories
under their management functions. Logical coherence between theories has not been dealt with

consciously.

Perhaps, the problem lies in the classicists' complacency about their own theories and their obsessions
with the management functions and the knowledge integration method. Firstly, being uncritical to and
complacent about their own theories, they will not be able to elaborate their theories and position others'
theories correctly. Fayol was said to have refused "to continue along logical lines" (Urwick, 1937, p. 117).
That might be the reason why he could not place Taylor's theory correctly and see a need to change his
theory in response. Also, contemporary classicists seldom criticize each other despite the fact that their
theories consist of quite different management functions. Although they blame the semantics, or word
choice, the true reason might be that no one of them is sure of his or her theory. Secondly, their obsession
with the management functions has prevented them from seeing other possibilities of constructing a theory
of management. For them, the management functions have become the management practice itself before
there is any empirical support. Finally, their obsession with the knowledge integration method has
prevented them from being critical to the existing theories. They seem to be unaware that theories are
frequently liquidated in the face of a better, new theory. To integrate a theory that should be discarded is
not critical at all. In turn, these three causes seem due to a lack of adequate method for theory

development and evaluation employed by them.

A Reflection on the Behavioral Empiricists' Way to an Inductive Theory of Management

Due to the fast accumulation of data in the early stage of the behavioral empiricist study, Mintzberg (1973)
was optimistic about the progress made by the inductive studies. He noted,
This is the school of inductive research, in which the work activities of managers are analyzed
systematically; conclusions are drawn only when they can be supported by the empirical evidence.
Furthermore, unlike those of the leader behavior school, these studies are most decidedly linked
together. The research methods used are largely similar, and in most cases there are explicit attempts

to incorporate the findings of previous studies in the developmem of new conclusions. (1973, p.21,
italics added)

However, the behavioral empiricists have not defeated the classicists. They seem to go nowhere except
replicating the early findings. Specifically, their research still suffers from the confusion of terms between
managerial work, managerial jobs, managenal behaviour, and perceptions of the job (Stewart, 1982, 1989),
and, therefore, there are diverse interests, purposes, and perspectives of research (Hales, 1986) which
make the findings difficult to relate together. Moreover, there has been no further significant development
of theory. As a result, Hales (1988) even responds with a call to return to the classicists’ management

functions in order to establish theoretical consistency and clarity.

Recently, Mintzberg (1990) has become pessimistic about the progress in management research. He

notes in the "Retrospective commentary”,
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Perhaps my greatest disappointment about the research reported here is that it did not stimulate new

efforts. In a world so concerned with management, much of the popular literature is superficial and the
academic research pedestrian. Certainly, many studies have been carried out over the last 15 years, but

the vast majority sought to replicate earlier research. In particular, we remain grossly ignorant about /7
the fundamental content of the manager's job and have barely addressed the major issues and dilemmas

in its practice. (p.170)

Probably, the problem lies in the self restriction to the inductive method. A theory has two functions for

s e e e e,

et e ot
researchers: as a ool for designing the study and as the goal of study (Marx, 1976a). The behavioral

empmcnsE have largely stuck to the inductive method and neglected the fool function of theory. A theory
may be only guesswork. But, without the guidance of theory, the task of reaching a theory of management
only by the accumulation and generalization of data would be enormous and difficult. Therefore, their self-
imposed restriction to the inductive method seems unnecessary and wrong. Moreover, merely sticking to

the inductive method will not make the study more scientific. Objectivity is only required of the evidence, —

not of the construction of theory to be used as a tool.

A Reflection on the Way It Ought to Be

From the above discussion, it could be argued that an adequate method of theory development is needed in
the management area in order to avoid the obsession with the management functions, the obsession with
the knowledge integration method, and the self restriction to the inductive method. That the behavioral
empiricist insist on empirical support is certainly a good point which might cure the classicists obsessions.
But, the changeability of management practice, which is not considered in the inductive method, must not
be overlooked. From the discussion of the philosophy of science, the retroduction method must be 27
introduced into the study of management for generating theory for ﬁlnhm Also, from the

discussion in the last section, it could be argued that ;g_gtﬁggx‘_gbg_fgr}{gﬂt\_gﬁﬁfr}:{g?nent practice before

L

its characteristics is necessary. These three points are developed as follows.

Firstly, management theorists and researchers should follow reflexivism, a methodological approach

which is described in Chapter 5, to accommodate the changeability of management practice. The

naturalism treats the object of study as unchangeable facts. But, management practice is a changeable

phenomenon. Moreover, the inductive researchers tend to perceive naturalism too narrowly and to follow
it too strictly. They will not conjecture a theory before there is a generalization of data (Ironically, they
tend to have an implicit theory as a tool to guide their collection of data.) and they will not seek
enlightenment in order to change management practice. However, following naturalism, an inductive
researcher might find his or her conclusion not congruent with the practice soon after the publication of the
findings because managers are always seeking better practice. They will not treat the research findings as
mere facts simply for understanding. For them, enlightenment derived from the findings is more important
than understanding. In other words, reflexivism, instead of naturalism, should be followed in the study of
LT
-

management.

Secondly, theorists should apply retroduction in addition to induction and deduction in the

development of theory. The process of generating a theory remains mysterious probably because almost all &

—
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methodology books adopt restrictive views of theory generation either as the outcome of induction and
deduction only (e.g., Dubin, 1978; Zikmund, 1991), or as the product of inexplicable power of mind
(Reichenbach, 1931), or as a private matters not for scientific inquiry (Popper” 1961). However, the very
limited ability of induction and deduction in generating a theory should be noticed because they "never can
originate any idea whatever" (Peirce, 1935, Vol. 5, § 146). Today, in an advanced intellectual community
where almost all possibilities of applying induction and deduction have been explored, theorists need to

~apply retroduction for generating theories-to-be.

Finally, theorists should study the content of managerial work before studying the characteristics of
management practice. As mentioned, the characteristics are simply the features of the content. To have a
complete view of the content, managers' infrequent and shorter actions, like those frequent and longer
ones, should also be subsumed Some authors, especially those who prefer questionnaire and factor
analysis to other methods (e.g., Lau, Newman, and Broedling, 1980), have tended to neglect infrequent
and shorter actions because these actions will probably not be shown as any "heavily loaded" factor on
their computer output However, task time - frequency and duration - correlates only to a low degree with
task importance (Gael, 1975). Exclusion of any management practice might lead to an incomplete theory

of management

The first and second points are for rectifying the behavioral empiricists’ self-imposed restriction to the
inductive method The third one is about the content of a theory of management Further discussion about

the methodological approaches is given in Chapter 5.

Section 5

THE BASIC FRAMEWORK OF THE AKT THEORY OF MANAGEMENT:
A NEW DIRECTION

The construction of a basic framework of management action which marks the starting point of the

construction ofthe AKT theoiy of management is discussed as follows.

The Basic T'ramcwbrk: Binlding Blocks and Their Relationships

The basic framework was derived'*-etro&ict” from this researcher's an examination on the aspects of
What, When, Where, Who(m), Why,'~and How (S5WI1H) of, firstly, management literature and, then,
management practice Firstly, it was found that any part of management literature could be described with

a combination of the following 5W IH-elements if managers' activities are assigned as whal managers do:

What activities
When work time, frequency and duration of activity, order of work flow, timing oftask
Where office, plant, division, company, other organization, home, etc

Who(m) level, function, etc of a manager, participants, direction of initiation
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Why: tasks of management, organizational objectives, etc

How: means of activity, knowledge of management.

Secondly, it was found that management literature could be classified into three partitions: activity-,
knowledge-, and task-partition, as shown in Table 2-5. This classification was a result of personal
skepticism to Koontz's (1961) grouping of management theories into six "schools" and several years'
search for a more meaningful classification of management knowledge. After a few tries to re-group those
SWIH-elements, management literature was grouped into three partitions The activity-partition
encompasses largely the literature produced by the behavioral empiricists. This part of literature has been
confined to the aspects of What, When, Where, Who(m) and part of How. As to the aspects of How, it has
been confined to the means of activity (i.e., scheduled or unscheduled meeting, tour, telephone, or desk
work) and has ignored the knowledge of management The behavioral empiricists have not studied Why
managers do what they do (or, specifically, why managers perform the ten roles). The knowledge-partition
encompasses a large volume of literature discussed generally in functional management textbooks It
contains management techniques and procedures about how to manage The task-partition encompasses a
small volume of quite subjective literature about the tasks of management and objectives of organizations.

More analyses about these partitions of literature are given in the following sections

Table 2-5 Elements in the three partitions of management literature

Aciiviiy-parimon Ktiow IcJ"e-partnion lask-parlition
What Activities
How Means of activity Know ledge of management
Why - - Tasks of management;
organizational objectives
Who(m) Level, function, etc ofa Division of work among Division oftask among
manager, participant, personnel managers

direction of initiation
Where Place of activity Place of work Division oftask among places

When Work time; frequency and Order of work flow Timing oftask
duration of activity

Thirdly, the three partitions of management literature were found to correspond to managers' activities,
knowledge, and tasks in management practice It seems to be an inevitable consequence of applying the

5V\ 1H-analysis because if activities are assigned as What managers do, a set of tasks are certainly needed

to provide the reasons for Why managers act Also, a seT of knowledg”*are needed to describe the
knowledge aspect of How managers act Besides, the discussion of What, Why, and the knowledge aspect
of How managers do all need to refer to the aspects of When, Where, and Who(m) (see Table 2-5).
Therefore, What, Why, and How (knowledge aspect) managers do were selected as the building blocks for

a framework of manauer's action and When, Where, and with Whom managers do as the common
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attachments to them The terms manager's activUies (MAs), manager's tasks (MTs), and manager's

knoM'leJges (MXs) were adopted to name the three building blocks respectively.

Finally, besides the relationship implied in What-Why analysis that manager's activities contribute to
manager's tasks, manager's tasks were found, according to this researcher’s personal experience and
understanding, to prompt manager's activities, and manager's knowledges were also found to guide the
prompting of manager's activities and the contribution to manager's tasks. Thus, the relationships among
manager's activities, tasks, and knowledges are illustrated with a line with arrows on both ends drawn
through the block of manager's knowledges to connect the blocks of manager's activities and tasks in Fig

2-4 The place of manager's knowledges in the basic framework implies that thinking is a part of managers'

action
Manager's Manager's Manager’s
activities knowledges tasks

Fig 2-4 The basic framework ofthe AKT theory of management

The basic framework of the AKT theory of management argues that, in managers' actions, managers,
prompted by their tasks, perform activities in order to contribute to their tasks and, in that process, they

think and use knowledge.

At this point, a basic framework which may be true was constructed. Yet, the contents, or categories,

ofthe three building blocks have not been decided

Justification of the Basic h'ramework as a Foundationfor a Theory ofManagement

A theory of management should be relating to management practice as a whole. So should be its basic
framework The mentioned basic framework was derived from an overall analysis of the management
literature and practice as a whole. The result is a framework of managers' actions containing manager's
activities on the behavioral side, manager's tasks on the contextual or organizational side, and manager's
knowledges relating to both sides By this framework, management in terms of managerial activities and
management in terms of managerial and organizational tasks could be connected and described at the same
time Moreover, this is a framework which contains common elements in the action of managers in
different functions, levels, etc Thus, by relating different managers' actions from the perspectives of
managerial and organizational tasks, this framework could be used to describe the management in a
function, a company, etc as a whole Hence, the basic framework could be a foundation for a theory of

manauement.
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Implicationfor Literature RevieM'

A redirection of the literature review is necessary. Since a plausible basic framework of managers' action
has been constructed and all that is needed at this moment is to investigate the truth of the relationships
among the three building blocks and to study and classify the content for them, the literature to look at for
constructing a theory of management, therefore, should be those relating to manager's activity, task, and
knowledge and the relationships among them according to the basic framework ofthe AKT theory. These

four parts of literature are reviewed in the following four sections

Section 6

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG
MANAGER'S ACTIVITIES, KNOWLEDGES, AND TASKS

In this section, a review of the literature relating to the relationships among manager's activities,
knowledges and tasks in order to investigate the truth of the relationships shown in the basic framework of

the .AKT theory is discussed as follows

According to the Classicists' Management Functions

.ls mentioned in Section 2, the classicists' management functions have three faces: as activities, as tasks,
and as knowledges Implied by this kind of theory is that managers perform managerial activities of
planning, organizing, leading, controlling, etc in order to accomplish managerial tasks of planning,
organizing, leading, controlling, etc and, during the action, they use managerial knowledges of planning,
organizing, leading, controlling, etc In other words, the activities, tasks, and knowledges are theorized by
the classicists to be three in one Together they are management functions. This runs against the basic
framework of the AKT theory which distinguishes activities, tasks, and knowledges from each other.
Therefore, the classicists' management functions and the AKT theory contain competing arguments in

tenns of relationships among managerial activities, tasks, and knowledg""" |

The Relationship Between Manager's Activities and Tasks

Implied by Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory is that managerial activities and tasks are two in one
Together they are roles Although the ten roles are actually behavioral and acontextual as mentioned in
Section 3, the term role implies task and Mintzberg sometimes mentioned task-content in the discussion of
roles In other words, he did not see the necessity to distinguish the tasks from activities. This runs against
the basic framework of the AKT theory Therefore, Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory and the AKT

theoiy contain competing arguments in terms of relationships between managerial activities and tasks.

Unlike the classicists and Mintzberg (1973), some researchers distinguish tasks from activities (e.g..
Hales, 1986, Kelly, 1969; Marples, 1967, Willmott, 1984) although they do not specify completely the

content of managerial tasks For examples, Marples (1967) notes, based on his analysis of 289 episodes
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reported by a foreman, that "the tasks ... originate the episodes" (p. 289). Similarly, Kelly (1969) notes,
based on his study of four section managers, that "the task is the principal determinant structuring the
behavior of section managers" (p. 355). The conclusions of these two studies are in agreement with the

arguments of the AKT theory that manager's tasks are different from activities and that tasks prompt

activities. ——

o

As to the nature of the relationship between manager's tasks and activities, there are two implicit
competing arguments. The first one is as a law; the second as a rule or as a norm. The first one is generally
proposed by researchers who have followed the naturalism, or the methodology used in theoretical natural
sciences. They think that the state of independent variable(s) determines the state of dependent variable
(e.g., Kelly, 1969). The second argument is generally proposed by researchers who recognize the influence
of human reflection and intention on the performance of actions. They think that reasons form intention
which prompts action (e.g., Moya, 1990). For them, a task will not definitely determine an activity because

it might not form an intention or because other tasks might form competing intentions.

Moya (1990) argues that human actions are intentional rather thaicfagsal. because of the reflection of
— o
the actor and, therefore, that naturalism is not an adequate approach to the study of human action. He

notes:

... intentions are not ordinary causes, nor are they factually linked with actions. Rather, they prompt
actions as standards that the agent commits himself to meet and to do so correctly. Their relation to
reasons is not merely factual, either. Intentions are backed by reasons in that reasons provide good
arguments for forming them. That the relation between reasons, intentions and intentional actions is
normative and that normativity itself has to be given genuine efficacy in prompting our intentional
actions is strongly suggested by the fact that the opposite [causal] assumption cannot yield a correct
and complete analysis of intentional actions ... . ... a general, scientific concept of cause is not able to
capture the structural relations involved in human intentional action. (p. 168)

Moya's argument is in agreement with this researcher's management experience and, hence, the

argument of the AKT theory that manager's tasks prompt manager's activities. Moreover, by this
S e re

intentional human action theory, manager's tasks and activities are not independent and dependent

variables in the sense used in naturalism. This discussion is continued in Chapter 3.

The Relationship of Manager's Knowledges to Manager's Activities and Tasks

As mentioned, the classicists' management functions imply that manager's activities, tasks, and knowledg@
are three faces of managers' actions. Unlike the classicists, the AKT theory argues that they are three parts
of actions. The place of manager's knowledges in the basic framework means that thinking with knowledge
is a pari of an action. This argument is in agreement with the inferences of Isenberg (1984), Sayles (1964),
and Weick (1983). Isenberg (1984) notes that thinking is inseparable from acting. Sayles (1964) notes,
"Obviously the executive must think, or use his intellectual powers, but this must be an integral part of his
interactional behavior." (p. 37) Also, Weick (1983) notes, "When managers act, their thinking occurs
concurrently with action.” (p. 223) What they have not claimed explicitly is that thinking is a part of a

managerial action.
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In summary, the conclusions of Marples (1967) and Kelly (1969) about the relationship between manager's
tasks and activities, the intentional human action theory of Moya (1990) about the nature of that
relationship, and the inferences of Isenberg (1984), Sayles (1964), and Weick (1983) about the relationship
between thinking and action all together are in agreement with the relationships among manager's
activities, tasks, and knowledges shown in the basic framework of the AKT theory. In contrast, the
classicists' management functions and Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory argue, although implicitly,
differently.

Section 7

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON MANAGER'S ACTIVITIES

In this section, a review of the literature relating to the activities of managers in order to identify the

} content of manager's activities is discussed as follows.

— T—
The Classicists' Literature on Manager's Activities

Owing to their mainstream position in the theory of management, the classicists' management functions
should be considered the candidate for the content of manager's activities in the AKT theory. As
mentioned, the classicists' management functions have three faces. Activity is one of them. Although this
runs against the basic framework of the AKT theory which distinguishes activity from task and knowledge,
one would still ask whether the classicists' management functions could be the content of manager's
activities. The answer is that they are the manager's activities in the classicist term. However, they are not
suitable candidates for the content of manager's activities in the basic framework of the AKT theory
because no set of management functions has been validly shown to be complete and relevant to managerial
activity exclusively. As to the incompleteness of management functions, Mintzberg (1973, 1975) points out
that the performance of his figurehead, liaison, and disturbance handler roles is not described by the

classicists' management functions.

The Statistical Categorizations of Managerial Activities

Using a three-step procedure (List of statements, questionnaires, and factor analysis), the researchers of a
research program on leadership at the Ohio State University have produced various categorizations of
managerial activity since late 1940s (e.g., Shartle, 1949; Fleishman, 1953; Mahoney, Jerdee, and Carroll,
1965). The number of categories ranges from 14 to 2. Shartle (1949) was the first to present a 14-category

list of managerial activities:

1. Inspection of the organization
2. Investigation and research
3. Planning

4. Preparations of procedures and methods
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. Co-ordination

6. Evaluation

7. Interpretation of plans and procedures
8. Supervision of technical operations

9. Personnel activities

10. Public relations

11. Professional consultation

12. Negotiations

13. Scheduling, routines, dispatching

14. Technical and professional operations

The above categorization of managerial activity lacks conceptual clarity and is not mutually exclusive.
For examples, one might ask that does inspection of the organization involve no evaluation at all? The
number of category was reduced to two by Fleishman (1953). He notes,

practically all the variation could be accounted for by ... two major dimensions. (p. 4) ... Items in the

"Consideration" dimension were concerned with the extent to which the leader was considerate of his

worker' feelings. It reflected the "human relations" aspects of group leadership. Items in the "Initiating

Structure" dimension reflected the extent to which the leader defined or facilitated group interactions

toward goal attainment. He does this by planning, communicating, scheduling, criticizing, trying out
new ideas, etc. (p. 2)

Fleishman's findings that all the supervisory work can be described as consideration and initiating
smructure was repeated by many studies (e.g., Prien, 1963). Campbell et al. (1970) criticize the result of
these studies as "an oversimplification of the characteristics and full range of behaviors demanded by
managerial jobs!" (p. 85) Certainly, the categorization of two dimensions of managerial activity is sound in
terms of statistical independence. But, it tells little about the similarities and differences in managerial jobs
unless the elements of the two dimensions are specified. Thus, these categories of leadership behaviours

are not suitable candidates for the content of manager's activities of the AKT theory.

The Behavioral IEmpiricists' Literature on Manager's Activities

Since Mintzberg's (1973) ten roles theory is in the challenging position for a theory of management, it
should also be considered the candidate for the content of manager's activities in the AKT theory. As
reviewed in Section 3, the ten roles are reduced to a list of still inadequately classified categories of
managerial activities. Therefore, they are not readily a suitable candidate for the content of manager's
activities in the AKT theory. However, the ten roles are empirically supported meaningful categorization of
behavioral side (or acontextual) managerial activities and the inadequacy in the categorization is not
serious. A few modification will turn them into a set of suitable categories of manager's activities. This is

described in Chapter 3.



Section 8
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON MANAGER'S TASKS

In this section, a review of the literature relating to the tasks of managers in order to identify the content of

manager's tasks is discussed as follows.

The Classicists' Literature on Manager's Tasks

As mentioned, the classicists' management functions have three faces. Tasks is one of them. Implied by the
classicists' management functions is that managers perform managerial activities of planning, organizing,
leading, controlling, etc. in order to accomplish managerial tasks of planning, organizing, leading,
controlling, etc. However, there is no empirical support that managers are actually dealing with and only
with these tasks. In fact, these tasks are incomplete as the content of manager's tasks. By adopting a closed
system concept, the classicists' management functions do not include the task of dealing with external
environment. Hence, the classicists' management functions are not a suitable candidate for the content of

manager's tasks in the AKT theory.

In addition to management functions, Fayol (1916/1949) also argues that the organization has to carry
out 16 managerial duties whatever the size of the organization. For example, the first one is to "ensure that
the plan is judiciously prepared and strictly carried out." (p. 53) He also uses the term mission of
management for these 16 managerial duties. Thus, he gives these duties an impression of collective
managerial tasks. However, these duties are merely more specific statements about the implementation of
his five management functions and a few management principles. They are still incomplete to be the
content of manager's tasks in the AKT theory. And those relating to management principles are merely the
duties of conformity to those principles. The duties of conformity are different from the duties of action. In

other words, they are in different dimensions.

J. E. Walters' Management Tasks or Problems

Walter (1937) defines management, from the scientific management point of view, "as the scientific
selection, control, and disposition of methods, money, men, materials, machinery, maintenance,
manufacturing, marketing, and measurement" (p.4). He regards these nine M's as the "problems" that
scientific methods can be applied to. In other words, he regards these M's as the scope of manager's tasks
since the application of scientific methods to problems should be performed by managers according to
scientific management. His nine M's or manager's tasks contain the following sub-tasks:
1. Methods:

Policies and principles.

Organization.

Job description, evaluation, and classification.

Time and motion economy.
Simplification, standardization, and system.
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2. Money:
Ownership.
Financing,
General accounting.
Cost accounting.
Wage incentives.
Profits.

3. Men:
Personnel management.
Employment.
Employee-employer dealings.
Personnel maintenance.
Training and education.
Medical and health service.
Safety and accident prevention.
Personnel service work.

4. Materials, Machinery, and Maintenance:
Plant location and layout.
Purchasing.
Material handling.
Stores.
Machinery and equipment.
Lighting.
Power, heating, and air-conditioning.
Maintenance.
Waste.

5. Manufacturing (Production control):
Issuing of orders.
Planning and engineering.
Routing
Scheduling.
Dispatching.
Inspection.

6. Marketing:
Market analysis.
Selling the product.
Advertising, publicity, and public relations.

7. Measurement:
Research.
Profits and budgets.
Performance ratios, percentages, and charts.
Social service. (Walters, 1937, p. 4-5)

Walters' nine M's of management are useful as a check-list for tackling unrelated, micro-level problems
which were the conventional managerial problems of the scientific management movement. But they are
not suitable to be used as manager's tasks in a theory of management because, firstly, some M's are specific
to some organization units and should be seen as organizational tasks rather than common managerial
tasks. For example, marketing will probably never become a problem for a maintenance manager.
Secondly, many M's are not operational because they are not clearly classified. For example, a lack of

competent skills to deal with customers can be classified as a problem of either "training and education" or
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"selling the product”. Finally, it is difficult to have a broad view of the organization from these M's because

the relationships among them are not specified.

Peter Drucker's Objectives of a Business

Drucker (1955) dismisses "the search for the one right objective” (p. 52) of a business and argues that
"there are eight areas in which objectives of performance and results have to be set, ... whatever the
business, whatever the economic conditions, whatever the business's size or stage of growth" (p. 53). His

common eight areas of objectives are:

1. Market standing,

. Innovation,

. Productivity,

. Physical and financial resources,

. Profitability,

. Manager performance and development,

. Worker performance and attitude,
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. Public responsibility.

Drucker's objectives of a business are certainly the aims that every manager in business needs to keep in
mind. However, they are broad, overall objectives of a business. They are organizational tasks. To apply
to managerial actions, they lack specificity. In other words, they are not operational at action level. For
example, how should we classify an action of innovation in equipment (physical resource) which might
increase the producrivity and might eventually increase profitability or market standing? Therefore,
Drucker's objectives of a business seem to be the indirect tasks of managers' actions. And they are not a
suitable candidate for the content of manager's tasks in the AKT theory because this theory is about the

manager's action and managers are seldom dealing with those objectives directly.

McKinsey 7-S Framework

The management consultants of McKinsey & Company in the USA have constructed a 7-S framework
which consists of strategy, structure, systems, style, staff, shared values, and skills as shown in Fig. 2-5 and
Table 2-6. The McKinsey 7-S Framework belongs to a series of theory development about the elements of

an organization and the compatibility among these elements.

Firstly, Chandler (1962), from an early historical analysis, argues that the structure of an organization
follows its strategy. This theory of the compatibility between strategy and structure contains prescriptive,
or normative, dimension. From the analysis, Chandler found that, stage by stage, organizations had
pursued the growth strategy of (1) expansion of volume, (2) geographic dispersion, (3) vertical integration,
and (4) product diversification and, meanwhile, they either had changed their structure from functional to
product to multi-divisional forms to adapt to the requirements of strategy or had been driven out of

business.
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Strategy

Shared
values

Fig. 2-5 The McKinsey 7-S Framework (Source: Peters and Waterman, 1982, p. 10).

Table 2-6. A summary of the McKinsey 7 S's

—

. Strategy. A coherent set of actions aimed at gaining a sustainable advantage over competition,

improving position facing customers, or allocating resources.

2. Structure. The organization chart and accompanying baggage that show who reports to whom and how
tasks are both divided up and integrated.

3. Systems. The processes and flows that show how an organization gets things done from day to day
(information systems, capital budgeting systems, manufacturing processes, quality control systems, and
performance measurement systems all would be good examples).

4. Style. Tangible evidence of what management considers important by the way it collectively spends time
and attention and uses symbolic behaviour. It is not what management says is important; it is the way
management behaves.

5. Staff. The people in an organization. Here it is very useful to think not about individual personalities but
about corporate demographics.

6. Shared values (or superordinate goals). The values that go beyond, but might well include, simple goal
statements in determining corporate destiny. To fit the concept, these values must be shared by most
people in an organization.

7. Skills. A derivative of the rest. Skills are those capabilities that are possessed by an organization as a

whole as opposed to the people in it.

Source: Waterman (1982/1987, p. 289).
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Secondly, Galbraith (1977) modifies Chandler's theory and argues that organization is more than just
structure. He expands the elements of an organization to including structure, processes (budgeting,
planning, teams, etc.), reward systems (promotions and compensation), and people (selection and
development). He also argues that all of the elements of organization must be in harmony with each other.
Thus, the argument becomes that the strategy and elements of an organization must be compatible to each

other.

Thirdly, a few unpublished theories on the elements of organization have been used in management
courses. For examples, Cyrus Gibson was using an early version of related elements of organization to
teach the middle-level executives in Harvard University's Program for Management Development (see
Pascale and Athos, 1981, p. 209). Harold Leavitt has constructed "Leavitt's Diamond" which includes
"task, structure, people, information and control, and environment” (see Peters and Waterman, 1982, p.
11n).

Finally, Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) present the 7-S framework (Shared values was
originally named superordinate goals in the article.) as "a new view of organization" (p. 18) and claim that
they "and others have ... tested it in teaching, in workshops, and in direct problem solving ... [and] have
found it enormously helpful ... in diagnosing the causes of organizational malaise and in formulating
programs for improvement." (p. 17) Subsequently, two well-known books, The Art of Japanese
Management by Pascale and Athos (1981) and /n Search of Excellence by Peters and Waterman (1982),
based on studies using the 7 S's as the conceptual framework were published. In essence, Waterman et al.,
like Galbraith (1977), argue that structure only is not organization. Instead, the 7 S's are. They dismiss the
practice of merely changing structure in organizational changes, a practice which is supposed to be
influenced by Chandler's (1962) argument that structure follows strategy. To be effective, they claim that

all of the 7 S's have to be considered in an organizational change.

However, the content of the 7-S framework is still incomplete and its structure incorrectly shown. As
to the content, the 7 S's does not include the environment. This seems to suggest that organizations do not
do anything to influence their environments. In fact, this is not true. As to the structure of the 7 S's, the
skills is defined as "a derivative of the rest” (Waterman, 1987, p. 289), or a second-order construct.
However, the 7 S's are all treated as first-order constructs in the iflustration (Fig. 2-5) and discussions.
Also, the illustration of the 7 S's seems to suggest that there is no direct relationship between srructure and
staff. between systems and skills, and between strategy and style because there is no line connecting them.

The definitions, illustration, and discussions of the 7 S's contain contradictions.

Besides, the nature of the 