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Structure

' The “one best way” approach has dominated our thinking about organiza-
" tional structure since the turn of the century. There is a right way and a

' wrong way to design an organization. This approach is best captured in

" Colonel Urwick’s famous principle of the 1930s that “no supervisor can
' supervise directly the work of more than five, or at the most, six subordi-
" nates whose work interlocks” (Urwick, 1956: 41). But “one best way" think-
~ ing continues to the present day, for example in the activities of consultants

 who believe that every organization needs MBO, or LRP, or OD.
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A variety of failures, however, has made it clear that organizations

- differ, that long-range planning systems or organizational development
- programs are good for some but not others. Just as it would be foolish to

restrict a foreman to a span of control of six assembly-line workers whose
work interlocks, so too is there little sense in forcing formal planning on a
firm that must remain highly flexible in an unpredictable market (as many
firms discovered during the early days of the energy crisis).

And so recent management theory has moved away from the “onc
best way” approach, toward an “it all depends” approach, formally known
as “contingency theory.” Structure should reflect the organization’s situa-

This chapter, authored by Henry Mintzberg is drawn from two articles, “Configura-

tions of Organizational Structure,” in H. Meltizer and “W. R. Nord, Making Organizations
Humane and Productive (New York: John Wiley, 1981) and “Structure in 5's; A Synthesis of the
Research on Organization Design,” Management Science (1980) 322-41, which themselves are
based on The Structuring of Organizations: A Synthesis of the Research (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:

Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1979).
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tion—for example, its age, size, type of production system, the extent to
which its environment 1s complex and dynamic. To cite some of the more
established relationships, larger organizations need more formalized struc-
tures—more rules, more planning, tighter job descriptions; so do those in
stable environments and those in mass production. Organizations in more

complex environments need higher degrees of decentralization; those di-

versified In many markets need divisionalized instead of functional struc-
tures.

This chapter argues that the “it all depends” approach does not go far
enough, that structures are rightfully designed on the basis of a third
approach, which might be called the “geting it all wgether” or, as de-
scribed in Chapter 1, the “canfiguration” approach. Spans of control, types
of formalization and decentralization, planning systems, and matrix struc-
tures should not be picked and chosen independently, the way a shopper
picks vegetables at the market or a diner a meal at a buffet table. Rather,

‘these and other parameters of organizational design should logically con-

figure into internally consistent groupings. Like most phenomena—atoms,
ants, and stars—characteristics of organizations appear to fall into natural
clusters, or configurations.

We can, in fact, go a stép farther and include in these configurations
not only the design parameters but also the so-called contingency factors.
In other words, the organization’s type of environment, its production
system, even its age and its size, can in some sense be “chosen” to achieve
consistency with the elements of its structure. The important implication of
this conclusion, in sharp contrast to-that of contingency theory, is that
organizations can select their situations in accordance with their structural
designs just as much as they can select their designs in accordance with
their situations. Diversified firms may divisionalize, but there is also evi-
dence that divisionalized firms have a propensity to further diversify.!
Stable environments may encourage the formalization (bureaucratization)
of structure, but bureaucracies also have a habit of trying to stabilize their
environments. And in contrast, entrepreneurial firms, which operate in
dynamic environments, need to maintain flexible structures. But such
firms also seck out and try to remain in dynamic environments in which
they can outmaneuver the bureaucracies. In other words, no one factor—
structural or situational—determines the others; rather, all are often log-

‘cally formed into tightly knit configurations.

When the enormous amount of research that has been done on orga-

nizational structuring is looked at in the light of this conclusion, much of 1ts
confusion falls away, and a convergence is evident around five configura-

!See R. P. Rumclt, Strategy, Structure and Economic Performance (Division Research, Grad-
uate School of Business Administration, Harvard University, 1974, pp. 76-77); and L. E.
Fouraker and J. M. Stopford, “Organizational Structure and Multinational Strategy,” Admin-

strative Science Quarterly, 1968: 47-064,
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tions, which are distinct in their structural designs, in the situations in
which they are found, and even in the periods of history in which they first

developed. They are labeled Simple Structure, Machine Burcaugracy, Pro- |

fessional Bureaucracy, Divisionalized Form, and Adhocracy. This chapter
describes them and secks to show their relevance in the design and func-
tioning of organizations.

To understand the five configurations, we must first understand each
of the elements that make them up. After reviewing the various elements

briefly, we shall show how.all of them cluster together to form our five
configurations.

THE ELEMENTS OF THE FIVE CONFIGURATIONS

Organizational structure becornes a problem when more than one person

must coordinate different tasks to get a singie job done. That coordination
can be effected in five basic ways:

Direct supervision. One person gives direct orders to others and so coor-

dinates their work, as when an entrepreneur tells different machine
operators to make specific parts of an assembly.

Standardization of work processes. One person designs the general work
procedures of others to ensure that these are all coordinated, as when a
methods engincer specifies how an assembler should bolt a fender onto
an automobile.

Standardization of outpuls, One person specifies the general outputs of
the work of another, as when headquarters tells a division manager to

generate sales growth of 10% in a given quarter so that the firm can
meet its overall growth, goal.

Standardization of skills. A person is trained in a certain way so that he or
she coordinates automatically with others, as when a surgeon and an
anesthesiologist perform together in the operating room without hav-
ing to utter a single word.

Mutual adjustment. Two or more people communicate informally among
themselves to coordinate their work, as when a team of experts meet

together in a space agency to design a new rocket component,

Different parts of the organization play different roles in the accom-
plishment of work and of these forms ol coordination, Our framework
introduces five basic parts of the organization, shown in Figure 3-1 and
listed below:

The operating core is where the basic work of producing the organiza.
tion's procducts and services gets done, where the workers assemble
automobiles and the surgeons remove appendixes.

The strategic apex is the home of top management, where the organiza-
tion is managed from a general perspective.

71 A Typology of Organizational Structure

Strategic
Apex

Middle
» Technostructure Line

Operating Core

. FIGURE 3-1 The Five Baslc Parts of the Organization. From Henry Mintzberg, The Struc-

turing of Organizations (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1979).

The middle line comprises all those managers who stand in a direct line
relationship between the strategic apex and the operating core; among
their other tasks, the managers of the middle line (as well as those of the
strategic apex) carry out whatever direct supervision is necessary.

The technostructure includes the stall analysts who design the systems by
which work processes and outputs are standardized in the organization,

And the support staff comprises all those specialists who provide support
to the organization outside ol its operating work{low—in the typical
manufacturing firm, everything from the cafeteria stall and the mail-
room (o the public relations department and the legal counsel.

The division of the labor of the organization into different tasks and
the achievement of the various kinds of coordination among these tasks aw

accomplished through the use of a set of “design parameters,” which ar
described in Table 3-1.
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These parameters include (1) for the design of specific positions: the
extent (o which their tasks are specialized and their procedures formalized
(!)y Job descriptions, vules, and the like), and the extent o which the POsi-
tions require formal waining and indoctrination; (2) for the design of the
hierarchy: the bases on which units are grouped (notably by function per-
formed or market served) and the size ol cach of the units (that s, the span
ol control of its managers); (3) for the {leshing out of the hicerarchy
through lateral relationships: the use of action planning and performance
control systems and of “liaison devices” such as task forces, integrating
managers, and matrix structure; and (4) for the design of the decision-
making system: the extent to which power is delegated down the chain of
authority (called vertical decentralization) and out from that chain of au-
thority to nonmanagers—operators, analysts, and support staffers (called
horizontal decentralization).

TABLE 3-1: The Deslgn Parameters

Job specialization refers to the number of tasks in a given job and the worker's
control over these tasks. A job is horizontally specialized to the extent that it
encompasses few, narrowly defined tasks, vertically specialized to the extent
that the worker lacks control of the tasks performed. Uns{(illed jobs are typ!cany
highly specialized in both dimensions; skilled or professional jobs are typically
specialized horizontally but not vertically. “Job enrichment” refers to the en-
largement of jobs in both the vertical and horizontal dimensions.

Behavior formalization refers to the standardization of work processes by the
imposition of operating instructions, job descriptions, rules, regulations, and the
like. Structures that rely on standardization for coordination are generally re-
ferred to as bureaucratic, those that do not as organic.

Training and indoctrination refers to the use of formal instructional programs to
establish and standardize in people the requisite skills, knowledge, and norms
to do particular jobs in organizations. Training is a key design parameter in all
work we call professional. Training and formalization are basically’substitutes
for achieving the standardization (in effect, the bureaucratization) of behavior.
In one, the standards are internalized in formal training as skills or norms; in the

other, they are imposed on the job as rules.

Unit grouping refers to the choice of the bases by which positions are grouped
together into units, and these units into higher-order units. Grouping encour-
ages coordination by putting different jobs under common supervision, by re-
quiring them to share common resources and achieve common measures of
performance, and by iacilitating mutual adjustment among them. The various
bases for grouping—Dby work process, product, client, area, etc.—can be re-
duced to two fundamental ones—by the function performed or the markel

served,

Unit size refers to the number of positions (or units) contained in a single unit.

The equivalent term span of control is not used here because sometimes unils
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TABLE 3-1: Continued
b s Slenied ddncon nesatbaa: Seagatapaliay o

aro kopt small dosplto an absonco of close supervisory control. For oxample,
whon oxperts coordinale oxlonsively by mutual adjustment, as In an enginocor-
Ing toam In a space agency, they will form Into small teams. In this case, unit

slze Is small and span of control Is low despito a rolalive absenco of direct
supoervision, In contrast, when work Is highly standardized (bocausq of either

formalization or tralning), unit size can be vory large becauso thore Is little nead
for direct supervision. One foreman can supervise dozens of assemblers be-
cause they work according to very tight instructions.

Planning and control systems are used to standardize outputs. They may be
divided into two types: action planning systems, which specify the results of
specific actions before they are taken (for example, that holes should be drilled
with diameters of three centimeters); and performance control systems, which
specify the results of whole ranges of actions after the fact (for example, that
sales of a division should grow by 10% in a given year).

Liaison devices are a whole set of mechanisms used to encourage mutual
adjustment within and between units. They range from liaison positions (such
as the purchasing engineer who stands between purchasing and engineering), .
through task forces and standing committees that bring together members of
many departments, and integrating managers (such as brand managers), final-
ly to fully developed matrix structures. '

Vertical decentralization describes the extent to which decision-making power
Is delegated to managers down the middle line; horizontal decentralization
describes the extent to which nonmanagers (that is, people in the operating
core, technostructure, and support staff) control decision processes. Moreover,
decentralization may be selective—concerning only specific kinds of deci-
Slons—or parallel—concerning many kinds of decision altogether. Five types of
decentralization may be described: (1) vertical and horizontal centralization,
-vyhere all power rests at the strategic apex; (2) limited horizontal decentraliza-
tion (selective), where the strategic apex shares some power with the tech-
nostructure that standardizes everbody else's work; (3) limited vertical de-
cenlralization (parallel), where managers of market-based units are delegated
the power to control most of the decisions concerning their line units; (4) vertical
and horizontal decentralization, where most of the power rests in the operating
core, at the bottom of the structure; and (5) selective vertical and horizontal
decentralization, where the power over different decisions is dispersed widely in

- the organization, among managers, staff experts, and operators who work in
groups at various levels in the hierarchy.

h.—*__—__—__-—_—_——_———.-_——__-—_——— 5 .

A number of contingency or situational factors influence the choice of
these design parameters, and vice versa. These include the age and size of
lh.c organization; its technical system of production; various characteristics
of Its environment, such as stability and complexity; and its power system,
lor example, whether or not it is tightly controlled from the outside. Some
of their influences on the design parameters are summarized in Table 3-2.
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TABLE 3-2: Tho Contingency Factors

Agoe and Size have both boon shown In tho rosoarch to havo Important offocls

on structure. In particular, the older and/or larger an organization, the more
formalized Its behavior. Moreover, It has boon found that the larger the organi-

zation, the larger the sizo of its avaerage unit and the more olaborate Its struc-
ture; that is, the more speclalized its tasks, tho moro difforoentiated its units, and
the more developed Iits administrative component of middle line and techno-
structure. Finally, Stinchcombe (1965) has shown that the structure of an orga-

nization often reflects the age of founding of its Industry.

Technical System has been found to affect certain design parameters signifi-
cantly. For one thing, the more regulating the technical system—in other words,
the more it controls the work of the operators—the more formalized is their work

and the more bureaucratic is the structure of the eperating core. And the more
sophisticated the technical system—that is, the more difficult it is to under-
stand—the more elaborate the administrative structure; specifically, the larger
and more professional the support staff, the greater the selective decentraliza-
tion (of technical decisions to that staff), and the greater the use of liaison
devices (to coordinate the work of the staff). Finally, Woodward (1965) has
shown how the automation of the work of the operating core tends to transform

a bureaucratic administrative structure into an organic one.

Environment is another major contingency factor discgssed in the literature.
Dynamic environments have been identified with organic structures, and com-
plex environments with decentralized ones. However, laboratory evidence sug-

gests that hostile environments might lead organizations to centralize their
structures temporarily. And disparities in the environment appear to encourage
selective decentralization to differentiated work conste.llatn.ons.. Finally, thereis a
good deal of evidence that diversification of the prgamzatlon s markets encoulr-
ages the use of market basis for grouping at high levels, assuming favorable

economies of scale.

Power factors have also been shown

Most important, external control of organiza . .
tion andpcentra'lization. The need for power of the various members can Influ

ence the distribution of decision-making authority, especially in the carse tc.af na
chief executive whose strong need for power tends to increase centralization.

‘ times
| been shown to have an influence on structure, some
o ediohite te but fashionable structures.

to have selective effects on structure.
tions appears to increase formaliza-

" driving organizations to favor inappropria
e P e e B ® e ol

Note: For references supporting these relationships, see Mintzberg (1979).

CONFIGURING THE ELEMENTS

ve introduced a host of bits and pieces about the
s: lots of trees, but still no forests. But a number

tand back from the specifics and try 10

Up to this point, we h
structuring of organization
of forests begin to emerge as We 5

' icture.
perceive the whole pi | .
The number 5 appeared frequently in our discu

] ANI1S ive p: ‘the organiza
five coordinating mechanisms, five parts of the organiz

ssion. There were
tion, and (in Table
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3-1) five types of i7a |
es of decentralization. In [ ; L

; 7 - In fact, the five contigurations 1ye:
N 1 2 v v = “l ( s. 3 A § L e e
of these fives together. Specifically: gurations bring al e

The n; ¥ ' SIVE o -
o ‘(?()?):((llil:l‘;:l(c&l?(l?1:' 1’( 'y.,ol A shralegie apex concerned with tight control iy
needs, vertical and forizon, S when that is what the organizadon |
i il zontal centralization vesults, aud the organization
o : t ),u.sc what we call the Stmple Structure,
bccti:nllgcézf(:j:)’:;tcft)l:‘:;c'vL'nttlotn-dgcs C(?Or(h”“.uo 3 .by Standardization (es-
o At i st t}ghtcst lorm), since it designs the systems of

ESy when thatas what the organization needs, it accepts limited

horizontal decentralizati

entralization 10 the technos

: cennostructure, and 1 1t
called Machine Bureaucracy results. ARCiR contIEption

| autonomy above all, which the
come closest to achlev.mg when coordination of their work is effecteg

The managers of the middle line try to balkanize the structure. to

courage limiled vertical decentralization to their level so that their units e
Operate as semiautonomous entities, controlled from above onl L‘ll)n .
pe:rfprmancc control systems based on standardization of outhuls; \3’her)1, .
this is what the organization needs, the Divisionalized Form results. |

And when the support staff (and sometimes the operators as well) favor
collaboration—the working together in groups whose tasks are co(;rdi
nated by mutual adjustment—and this is what the 01‘gzmi'/‘:uion need ]
selective vertical and horizontal decentralization results, and the struct : :
takes on the form of what we call the Adhocracy. ' i

2! 0 - et - -~
BN :
’

> o i"‘."-".-—".r"‘;)"(‘\‘
. A Ao d RN '\ l'" _‘t" ",
S T BREGRE NS

e

e
2N
ANt

L pA ¢ . ¢ o 5 :
€t us now take a closer look at each of these five structural configuras

tions, whose characteristics are summarized in Table 8-3
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The Simple Structure

o As shox.vr} In Figure 3-2, the Simple Structure is characterized, above
all, by what it is not—elaborated. Lypically, it has little or no technostruc-|
ture, few support staffers, a loose division of labor, minimal differentiation|

BT | St

(% iﬁ; < SR
.‘;,‘.

NG

X g

zfmong.its units, and a small middle line hierarchy. Little of its behavior isf
(orr.nahzed, and it makes minimal use of planning, training, or the lmlson
devxces.. It is, above all, organic. Its coordination is effected largely by direct
supervision. Specif’ically, power over all important decisions tends to bel

-tentralized in the hands of the chief executive officer. Thus, the strategic

{pex emerges as the key part of the structure; indeed, the structure often|

Consists of little more than a one-person strategic apex and an organic|

operating core. Grouping into units—if it exists at all—more often than not | .
s on a loose functional basis. Likewise, decision making is informal, with|
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|

i

. . ) »
: . X 4%
L 1 2 -~ - =3 .
) : .
. : ) »
e . A A P o
» b4 .
e sl s - .
y o | vt b
N . .
5 - -
=8 -
Yol oLt
v. - n s
S - T .
8 L . 2
. . = ’
: - " L
LD - . . .
v oy - -
:
. o = é
f ’ N : . "
L, W » LS.t
o - ‘-..." g
o .. . .
T T S o2,
: -
| =Y ; o ® o= N N
- b - -
Y & - y d
e N L
Byl .

. . T - » ~- #‘ ‘e - B ML AR 4

N ( N i A o ruo ha 208 P vt ) s i e St D - g | {..{':‘“ . A e T o AT T A o B, Tros e - 2 5 P hara 0N L 3
A AN L R R R R L T e, s e g ey 0y PR S B e S AL
LA AR U e | D '* e ¥ (Al -‘S . P2 3 a Pl e G TR AR £ = :'\“.’ e -, - -0 'l,"-.‘;\ T e Pyt AN by * : PALER 0N .‘. “.\;"‘ ‘: ; Tt > :‘-‘f - V- J bt "

V) SRS LG B LB H3 Y A Y o NS ST Voiag aim RS A =% PO P AR A T LT e b T T O S T IR A R e o O ot kU - A :

. 3 TR A LSS SRS S N 3 R e A N B S L e B S e Y LA A R e A vy e A S S LN 5 ‘/Z‘-n'{’-. S et o T

A R kD T A R e o L e U ] o e W A g A T R (o ety oL T (LN 1 A Mt s e e T S e i = N S e S R A ik T el <

b S R R S T T S AR, e A i L el RS 5 i (P AN S
1 v F N o ANl =T ep T 1 2y, T & D

N S S s s SN

¥ T - . -y = TR L e LS X

L i s RN T A2 r'_‘-'..-so4~*~', Lt e P sl
SAR 2R e A S A S U B e L T T e a” SARS vIAME T NS o= A &

’ > X
v o "t.‘ ";,’?,’.q“.:’! - ~'... —';1‘)."-’ 3 e a® AR ﬂh - . v
JERR Lol TRl ST AT AL R o ¥ ’Iir<.x‘-"":,\~i‘3{"‘,fé‘\:”{ P oo W %A
i Y i A AR P

:

-~ 24 \ .\i\\ . - )3
- X :
L

e by s AN,

' ';\.‘-"".f'.' T"ﬁf{; o ‘:
P LA B S8, l‘(
P ) e e LN T

O AN Y VA Nt T

C YA WL SANA . 244 e ‘\-\ 1\._ N Y b \.'.‘ (-‘

: oA o e 0 QAR e R s S AL T AN <.
i el e LW A 3 AR R TR SR R D D T e .

: - \ ' 5 T .?'_»_- s
r Vel ‘."4‘/;.“"-:"\:--\{/



BTV X WI R TIE [ S

BUREAUCRACY

j— -g S = o “é < A= : ol A T)’pology of Organizational Structure
- T o~ S W '
5 Qi oo g 2 R <358 ye B
= < 0 L x o 8 ) ac o & E© =
HrE< @ 5 EE gL 8 X chpdt TR L SRS
o< @Ta S = .0.8 G cm - & ‘;,oEg >0 >
gbe 21 8 B 07 §RUEELNE U EgRE R rug
<-0= S E o 3 = '8“'8:’,%‘0 g%ég’egé:g =
IoEY & B o ST S€8%e 25382 %8S 82
S e - —€ 82 VA= IH w323 R BB = Q
F—n,éo 'Eo ‘5 @ © 0R SoxRO O NU‘O-Q'Q'U 8.‘:
20 2= 3 =2 S8 E&gs%’, g§520§m< &
5 - Lo - o W - >
. g vy ) . SR
= O5a £ IS L o r a2 SS9
S 34T 38 £ = S sy 988 £3
O > Dot 2 Q S Al > o=l g-=
= T e AR « O 4 2 C‘°§ e
o S8 a8 S Q B > 85 ot TRy
< TTESS R 5 F W 558, 228 €3
N w C.=2'% DT 4. o~ C O E O 2 45 it :
25 5 38383 fwg € "g 3 $Sef J8%7ed FIGURE 3-2 - ‘ |
€2 W g2 < ;@ E583 = 8 % il >s=3 BE 3 & - ) 2 The Simple Structure. From Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organizations.
: |95 073288 °23%y £ 2 3§ 3528 fufiizs .
Lt [23 B ESZESPSSEETS,. § 3 EN as83 35L8p8E ¥ Ve . . . ,
Ll = @ & = &=2"'= & 3 =0 < = bove all, tllle en\gr(()inment of the Simple Structure tends 1o be at the
= same time sim i€, ' '
. | BBl 2 § prehended by 5 ; arI1 ' Zinagl lCl 5 Zlmpleuenvll;)rlr}lfmt Carli\. = cor}l;-
w S S 1 8ite o) Simgie individual, and so allows decision making to be
o g = C E B | 5 ot L. » e 2 A
= AT 8 - B 2B PPl & o - controlled by that individual. And a dynamic environment requires organic
O o o = = £ec B £ ¢ = @ S D structure. Because the future state of the environment cannot be pre-
O | 8 © N = oE = B m8 o = o & di 1711 T et -
o |5 e g ok iy [BEgE@rd BE 2 2 59 Icted, the organization cannot effect coordination by standardization. An-
— . c —_— - v— e " c " . » ’ 5 6
S 12, = 8 .. E g‘g 3 88¢E L8 ad -‘é x S & other condition common to Simple Structure is a technical system that is
D w C = = ~— c -3 v ¢ = o ® e . . n * .
E éj- < S et id > a £2¢°% @ O = 33 neither sophisticated nor regulating. A sophisticated system would require
X e O Soe & O 2 7 x ; : s
= = 0 %E'_; §8 3= 25 33°E 57¢2° S2 S o an ellzllb}i)rate support structure, to which power over technical decisions
@ , | . ‘ . - \
. would have to be delegated, whereas a regulating one would call for bu-
P o — ’ |
Q (U 2 ] 2 : ® ° »
i , TR & 5C ED reaucratization of the operating core. Young organizations and small orga-
Q - -~ . . : .
o . w 2 _g S Lo 8 >3 3 3% nizations also tend to use the Simple Structure, because they have not yet
b p= ; — A e b g v
5 2 Be = o el S = 228 3 23 had the time, or yet reached the scale of operations, required for bureau-
b S, p 53 > < R et tpet® ® & B ; ey e a © 0
= S BN S 8. 8F ;8 88 S B, (8 0% cratization. Finally, extreme hostility in their environments forces- most
= (L S8 O g8 QEQE ¢ TS S oF = © .- WAL he Simple St ; how th 211
= | NG S EEg S8es g 88 >S9 @ 8 organizatuons to use the Simple Structure, no matter how they are normally
m > o o Q » n 4¢) — s 9 | a a o » ® : . ¥
<x- 9 &8 B§ =3 2 - 8 BN SS% o £§ 5 organized. To deal with crises, organizations tend to centralize at the top
DR T ~ Q9O =0 ‘G © : : '
Z 3 o g8 28 88 '3 2°3 5 £S ,%5,8; iR L £ | temporarily, and to suspend their standard operating procedures.
= W = SJ. <@ 9 Lon o3 - ' imple S | f th %
T =Y The classic case of the Simple Structure is, of course, the en
: 5 E ol Cfle o “trepreneurial firm. The firm is aggressive and often innovative, continually
B € £8 12 | : : - bureaucracies hesitate to oper-
Z 3 = 2?2 so E8 |3 searching for risky environments where the bureaucracies c p
w ; O = r—r— : ; < R a . 5 8 < ; 8 3 S i 2 .
'é 5 < £ s % & S S 52 E £ 2 g ate, But it is also careful to remain in a market niche that its entreprencur
— 0 . e o O . | A ' 2 ? K i ot A A e 2
G PT:J & g 2 % S o g c § 9 - 0 % § é - can fully comprehend. Enti epreneu 1al firms are Lxsytillly.sx;l‘}ll, SO %hldt /{lll‘cy
c | % O o pol v g = § © - g5 30,81 1§ can remain organic and their entrepreneurs can retain tight control. Also,
= p— : ' 5 N B M ® QO C = " . ’ ; "ty <o ‘ | -
c i 2 N = Y 6= : AT : lon rate among en
z D (é % S E% > o & 3 S :ég G % ,. they are often young, n part bfacausc ghe' dltlllt [l"lt SL rvivcgtend
: |8 = oiiligg - @g oY " 2 3 S & G § 1 trepreneurial firms is so high, and in part because those th: :
o A~ - - LI 0% 2% 'y O > ¢ p : P ¥ y
= 1= 5 3 = 56 53 9w ' , to make the transition to burcaucracy as they age. Inside the structure, 4
& Lnre) 5 5 § I revolves around the éntrepreneur. Its goals are his or her goals, its strategy
4. 8 E ' e e @ ~ Az ¢ @
-~ 3% 5 BT 58 & @ B 2 | his or her vision of its place in the world. Most entreprencurs loathedl?ctt
= < = =0 - . ® - - , - . " ' w1 he : .
2%,z |20 B 58 g S0 o 1 | ' cedures 2¢ impositions on their flexibility, 'l heir unpredi
ES60|€ & o8 s9.g Ed D 8 R g T Hla reaucratic pro AR .
@ O ;.g 3 - R - £ % é Soe o032 & & §§ 5 5 | able maneuvering keeps their structures lean, fﬂt;.\l '0’1(')%‘“5 giieans
N A g 5.2 L <= C - : ‘re ' ; | — al ar : in s re CAYrC (4 0
§ = % > | c 30 22 wIEdn ¢ S 8 € of 2 b . Khandwalla (1977) found this structural form .
)-g>-§ g §-‘8 5 ESUSE 9 ‘:_‘.3 3 3 2= w Q. »
= - — O y— 0. ' ‘ _
w=—w 8 = L Q=2 BRI
x x : w Y PR B 0 AN AT D NN R PR AL TR I DR R A NS L fi‘"‘{\‘*?"“““mﬂ”“‘"“'“f”"""'»“"‘m}}*rw?pvwwwwmmwwﬂ SO
T R R T T R e e S
2 IR e ek S NN B O SR

. . A Sy '\\.--’4)-:; g 2 ;
‘? ‘ ] ‘-/"f z‘ .\n‘ "“:‘\'f.']"'.l}‘%‘.‘fl ' ‘:"." f- ! '-:f' "l'{“-::i {-'. .".\:‘,' ’;:‘1-\ W /‘ J'._ ;' ) Ay !)': .-. ‘_':‘v’ :: t \:‘- . .
AT ARG SRR SRR r e PR A ER R P

TR LR S P RIT RS S L R T A VR S A S e o L . J

5 " . . - A \ AL & J 23 . N/
e N I S A A B b Rl "I*‘ﬁfe""-:«’aiamh&?&f HONER
: LTy "'. o o‘.-.,“l " gl ':. Lk ¥t - .4 ¥ A < ) : L. n -‘ b "k .- :',; a : ! ) ‘. v t e g ..' "_t'f‘ ','.'-‘

- e L - s iy T "" }’."“-" 3 -’l’;\.\‘r;'.'::‘f"..i:\}‘ nvy 2‘.{:“"5"/""?"}1”%‘13*:&:3'!. L ‘a.x‘:-'P}.'-‘!‘.}\ 1\7.‘;" 3 d‘.'-.'-'.< B .U1 (AW 1 T

-
A



79 A Typology of Organizational Structure

: T . ’ i A ) af oy e ’
~nadiin companies. Pugh et al, (1969) also allude to this form in what they
‘ 2 . 1C1 4 6 b 8 Ve sd 4P - . $ _
- call "imphictly structured organizations,” and Woodward (1965) describes

~osuch asstructure among the smaller unit production and single-purpose |
 process firms.

v

The Machine Bureaucracy ~ ' | LI i

A second clear configuration of the design parameters has held up
consistently in the research: highly specialized, routine operating tasks,
very formalized procedures and large-sized units in the operating core,
reliance on the functional basis for grouping tasks throughout the struc-
ture, little use made of training and of the liaison devices, relauvely cen-
tralized power for decision making with some use of action planning sys-
tems, and an elaborate administrative structure with a sharp distinction
between line and staff. This is the structure W oodward (1965) found in the
mass-production firms, Burns and Stalker (1961) In thg textile industry,
Crozier (1964) in the tobacco monopoly, Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) 1n
the container firm: it is the structure the Aston group (Pugh et al., 1969)
referred to as “workflow bureaucracy.”

~ Despite its sharp distinction between line and staff, because the Ma-

chine Bureaucracy depends above all on standardization of work processes

FIGURE 3-3 The Machine Bureaucracy. From Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organiza-
. tions.

addition, the Machine Bureaucracy is typically found in the mature organi-
zation, large enough to have the scale of operations that allows for repeti-

for coordination, the technostructure, which houses the many analyst‘s wbo
do the standardizing, emerges as tlu.: k.cy part of the .slmcu‘n'.c‘.‘ ({onl.sf:;
quently, these analysts develop some 111}():'11.1;11.powcr,.}vxth'llhdc)x.::.l\:rt'l]ti;i-
the organization can be described as having limited horuont;x 1 ec r;tor‘s
tion. The analysts gain their power largely at the expense O IF 1€ ol?c:m ers,
whose work they formalize to a high degree, lelfl of the hrst; me xm;l ';Sgigs Or;
who would otherwise supervise the operators d.lrectly. Bvrlt :1 1€ .cxln].)[ Eonows
standardization extends well above the operating core, a0 with 1

the analysts’ influence. Rules and regulations—an obsession with control—

@ £ L J L '. v.
permeate the entire structure; formal communication 15 favored dt all le

¥ ; - ; " 1t
ols: decision making tends to follow ‘he formal chain of authority. Only a

e i Erew b ia g s
the strategic apex are the different functional responsibilities brought

ether; ther . A )
{;he centralization of the structure in the vel tical dimension,

The Machine Bureaucracy 1s typically associated w.lt.l;ne;\éggnc?:::ést
that are both simple and stable. Th.e work o.f f:on;pie.xt (z)l';\’(lil e
be rationalized into simple operating t:a?'ks, ‘ancl Lmv ndolzdi",ed, s
ments cannot be predicted, made repetiive, ane so standardiz ,

' : V] nt, and 1n
Machine Bureaucracy responds to a simple, stable environment,

' -emal ‘mple and stable.
turn seeks to ensure that its environment remains both simp

. ' staff in the

In fact, this helps to explain the large size 0; t’}Il‘Z Seuniiiztstability, the

Machine Bureaucracy, as shown iIn Figure '3-1'. i el supply its own

Machine Bureaucracy prefers 10 make rathel Lmnl Zl control them. 1n
ort services wherever possible so that it can closely -

efore, only at that level can the major decisions be made, hence

’
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tion and standardization, and old enough to have been able to settle on the
standards it wishes to use. Machine Burcaucracies also tend 1o be identified
with regulating technical systems, since these routinize work and so enable
that work to be standardized. But they are not typically found with sophisti-

-cated or automated technical systems because, as noted earlier, one dis-
perses power to the support staff and the other calls for organic structure

In administration, thereby driving the organization to a different configu-
ration, Finally, the Machine Bureaucracy is often associated with external
control. The greater the external control of an organization, the more its
structure tends to be centralized and formalized, the two prime design
parameters of the Machine Bureaucracy. |

Typical examples of organizations drawn to the Machine Bureaus-
cracy configuration are mass-production firms; service firms with simple,
repetitive work, such as insurance and telephone companies; government
agencies with similar work, such as post offices and tax collection depart-

ments; and organizations that have special needs for safety, such as airlines -

and fire departments, * e
The Professional Bureaucracy

Organizations can be bureaucratic without being centralized; that is,
their behavior can be standardized by a coordinating mechanism that al-
lows for decentralization. That coordinating mechanism is the sta.ndardxza-
ion of skills, a reliance on which gives rise to the configuration called

A A T A
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Professional Bureaucracy, found typically in school systems, social-work
agencies, accountng firms, and craft manu facturing firms. The organiza-
tion hires laghly tramed specialists—called prolessionals—in its operating
core, and then gives them considerable autonomy m their work. In other
words, prolessionals work relatively free not only of the administrative
hierarchy but also of their own colleagues. Much of the necessary coordina-
tion 1s achieved by design—Dby the standard skills that predetermine behav-
or. And this autonomy in the operating core means that the operating
units are typically very large, as shown in Figure 3-4, and that the structure
is decentralized in both the vertical and horizontal dimensions. In other
words, much of the formal and informal power of the Professional Bureau-
cracy rests in its operating core, clearly its key part. Not only do the profes-
sionals control their own work, but they also tend to maintain collective
control of the administrative apparatus of the organization. Managers of
the middle line, in order to have power in the Professional Bureaucracy,
must be professionals themselves, and must maintain the support of t.he
professional operators. Morcover, they typically .s}}are t'he administrative
tasks with the operating professionals. At the administrative level, however,
h contrast with the operating level, tasks require a.good deal.of mut'uaé
adjustment, achieved 1n large part through standing committces, tas:
arees. and other liaison devices. ; |
tOlCC?i‘]‘w Lechnostructure is minimal in this configuration, b.ecause.'thlc
complex work ol the operating ‘pr()l‘ession:.lls cannot czls}ly i)c) [:);(1)1;;111\/;;,
nor can its outputs be standardized by action planning and pc h
-0l s The support staff is, however, highly elaborated, as shown
control systems. PP : ine work and to
in Fi 4 largely to carry out the simpler, more routin¢ wo
lbn Fklgurfhi h’igh I%rized professionals. As a result, the support staff tend tol
- -, - ‘de of the Professiona
work in a machine-bureaucratic pocket off to one sid¢ e
~ucracy. For the support staff of t’he§e Organ}zauon's, B B
Iril%?;:lll:y, oley the oligarchy of the pl‘ofcsswnals. Finally, a curious teature

FIGURE3-4 The Professional Bureaucracy. From Mintzberg, The Structuring of Orgamza-

tions. - ‘

g
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of this: configuration is that it uses the functional

sroupmg concurrently inits operating core.

and served in terms of functional spectalties—chemistry stude

chemistry department in the uni ‘ P

departiment in the hospital .2

'Ijhc Prolessional Bureaucracy typically appe:

an environment that is both complex and stable.

use of skills and knowledge that can be learned only in extensive training
programs, and stability ensures that these skills settle down 1o become thﬁ
§t:1nd21rd operating procedures of the organization. Age and size are not
important factors in this configuration: T'he organization tends to use the
same standard skills no matter how small or young it is, because its profes-
sionals bring these skills with them when they Lirst join the organization. So
unlike the Machine Bureaucracy, which must design its own standards, in
the {’rofessional Bureaucracy little time and no scale of operations ;11‘6
required to establish standards. The technical system 1s of importance in
this configuration only for what it is not—neither regulating, nor sophisti-
C'fltf:'d, nor automated. Any one of these characteristics would destroy indi-
vidual operator autonomy in favor of administrative or peer-group mflu-
ence, and so drive the organization o a different conliguration. Finally,
tashion is a factor, simply because it has proven to the advantage of all
kinds of operator groups to have their work defined as pm[’essi(iml; this
enables them to demand influence and autonomy m the organization. For
this reason, Professional Bureaucrac :

today.

and market bases for
Chats, clients are categorized

. . nts by the
versity, cardiac patients by the cardiae

s 1 conjunction with
Complexity demands the

y 15 a highly fashionable structure

The Divisionalized Form

!
L

4

The Divisionalized Form is not so much a complete structure as the
superimposition of one structure on others. This structure can be de-
scribed as market-based, with a central headquarters overseeing a set of
divisions, each charged with serving its own markets. In this way there need
be little interdependence between the divisions (beyond that which
Thompson [1967] refers to as the “pooled” type), and little in the way of
close coordination. Each division is thus given a good deal of autonomy.
The result is the limited, parallel form of vertical decentralization,® with
the middle line emerging as the key part of the organization. Morcover,

2t is interesting to note that in Simon’s (1957: 80) criticism in Administrative Behavior of
the ambiguities in the classical distinction between grouping by process and by purpose, all his
examples are drawn from prafessional work, |

3*Limited” means that the equating of divisionalization with “decentralization,” as is -
done in so much of the literature, is simply not correct. In fact, as Perrow (1974: 38) points
out, the most famous example of divisionalization—that ot General Motors in the 1920s—was
dearly one of the relative centralization of the structure,
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FIGURE 3-5 The Divislonalized Form. From Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organiéations.

of

- without the need for close coordination, a large number of divisions can
- report to the one central headquarters. The main concern of that head-
quarters then becomes to find a mechanism to coordinate the goals of the
divisions with its own, without sacrificing divisional autonomy. And that it
does by standardizing the outputs of the divisions—specifically, by relying
on performance control systems to impose performance standards on the
divisions and then monitor their results. Hence, Figure 3-5 shows a small
headquarters technostructure, which is charged witb designing and operat-
ing the performance control system. Also §hown is a small head(ci{}u.\r.ters.
support staff. Included here are those units that P all tllle deijOﬁ:
(such as legal counsel), with other support units dxspm.wd to the divisio

to serve their particular needs (such as industrial relauons.). iR

Finally, there arises the question of what structure is tound I

divisions themselves. Although in principle the Divi.si.oflahze.d Form }115 sug;
posed to work with any kind of structure 1n the divisions, in fact there !

reason to believe, : -5, that .
to‘usc the Machine Bureaucracy. The Divisionalized Form requires the

establishment for each division of clearly defined per.forma‘r.lce stanﬁaci‘gi

the existence of which depend on two major assumgtﬁ’ps..k"is[’ sgxisistem

- : a single integrated system with a Sing e,

sion must be treated as a sing SysE W A T
Al ds, although the divisions may D€ 0 y eoupi

set of goals. In O S is tightl upled within.

- tion is that each 1s tightly coup
with each other, the assump . I licaselves
‘onal ones—in other woras, i€na t

Second, goals must be operation d these two assump:
A e . of performance control, Ana thesc .

to quantitative measures of p . ; , tasid

tiogs hold only in one configuration, the one that is both bureaucratic (t

operates 1n a V] ablish perfor-
! nent to be able to establish p
1S, Oper: 4 stable enough environ!  able to |
- i d: in other words, in Machine Bureaucracy.
H

TP IRE o - L =B "N - Ay G < - v =<
LA Bl 3T R e e i =
> 3 e

as illustrated in Figure 3-5, that the divisions are driven -
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fn:u'kc.t diversity; specifically, that of products and services
In region or client leads, as Channon [1976] has shown, (.
[orm of divisionalization, with certain “crincal” ’
headquarters, as in the case of purch
Ing chain.) But by the same toke

. (Diversity only
‘ ) an meomplete
lunctions concentrated at
asing in a regionally diversified retail-
. | n, 1t has also been found that divisionaliza-
hon encourages further diversilication (Rumelt, 1974 76="7"7 Fouraker
le}d Stoplord, 1968), headquarters being encouraged o do so i)y lhe‘"lsc
with w}}icll it can add divisions and by the pressures {rom the cm'pstof
aggressive general managers trained in the middle lines of such structures.
O.th.e.rwise, as befits a structure that houses Machine Bureaucracies, the
.Dmspnalized Form shares many of their conditions—an environment that
IS x}elther very complex nor very dynamic, and an organization that is
typically large and mature. In effect, the Divisionalized Form is the com.-

mon structural response to an integrated Machine Bureaucracy that has

diversified its product or service lines horizontally (that is, in conglomerate
fashion).

The Divisionalized Form is very fashionable in industry. It is found in
pure or partial form among the vast majority of America’s largest corpora-
tions, the notable exceptions being those with glant economies of scale in
their traditional businesses (Wrigley, 1970; Rumelt, 1974). It is also found
ouEside the sphere of business (in the form of multiverities, conglomerate
unions, and government itself), but often in impure form ()Witng o the
difticulty of developing relevant performance measures.

The Adhocracy

Sophisticated innovation requires a fifth and very different structural
configuration, one that is able to fuse experts drawn from different spe-
c.mltics mto smoothly functioning project teams. Adhocracy is such a con-
Higuration, consisting of organic structure with little formalization of be-
havior; extensive horizontal job specialization based on formal training; a
lendency to group the professional specialists in functional units for house-
keeping purposes but to deploy them in small, market-based teams to do
their project work. It relies on the liaison devices to encourage mutual
adjustment—the key coordinating mechanism—uwithin and between these
leams, and decentralizes power selectively to these teams, which are located
at various places.in the organization and involve various mixtures of line
managers and statf and operating experts. Of all the configurations, Ad-

hocracy shows the least reverence for the classical principles of manage-
ment: It gives quasi-formal authority to staff personnel, thereby blurring
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mance standards) and integrate | drives organizations toward the line—staff distinction, and it relies extensively on matrix structure, com- \
Moreover, as noted SRR, B s t'tutges external control’ ' bining functional and market bases for grouping concurrently and thereby
Machine Bureaucracy. Here the headquarters constl Tisansingith Thesnnindinlesa8 ek somsarih |
g i b | encourages the use of the Divisionalized Form=— Adhocracies may be divided into two main types. In the Op(fmling
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dhocracy, the innovation is carried oﬁt
t the case.of consulting firms, adver
1 effect, there corresponds to every Profession:
g Adhocragy that does similay work but ;5-5.“;:1?11 ——
very consulting firm that seeks to pigeon] vllt S
105t relevant standard skl A gty

. ] l & @ @ [

the latter, in order t
- S . O
r * @ 8 8 K]
: (:3}1 ltts professionals in multidisciplinary teams so as to encourage mutu-
ladjustment. In the Operatmg Adhocracy, the administrative and operat-
0 a single effort. In other words, ad hoc project

ng work tend to blend int
arp differentiation of the planning and design of

. (.ln‘ectly on behalf of (he client

Using agencics, and £ .
tucracy an Operat-
ader orientation, For
cach client problem into the
repertoire, there is another

vork does not allow a sh
he work from its actual execution:
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FIGURE 3-6 The Adhocracy. From Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organizations.

to be very young on average. Many of them either die early or else shift to
bureaucratic configurations to escape the uncertainty.

Adhocracies of the administrative kind are also associated with techni-
cal systems that are sophisticated and automated. Sophistication requires
that power over decisions concerning the technical system be given to spe-
cialists in the support staff, thereby creating selective decentralization to 2
work constellation that makes heavy use of the liaison devices. And auto-
mation in the operating core transforms a bureaucratic administrative
structure Into an organic one, because it frees the organization of the need
to control operators by technocratic standards. The standards are built
right into the machines. In effect, the support staff, being charged with the
sclection and engineering of the automated equipment, takes over the
function of designing the work of the operating core. The vesult is the
Achocracy configuration., . :

Finally, fashion is an important factor, because every characteristic of
Adhocracy is very much in vogue today—emphasis on expertise, organic
and matrix structure, teams and task forces, decentralization without
power concentration, sophisticated and automated technical systems,

- youth, and complex, dynamic environments. In fact, perhaps the best sup-

port for Stinchcombe's claim, cited carlicr, that structuve reflects the age of
founding of the industry, comes from the observation that although Ad-

hocracy secems to be used in few industriés that were fully developed before

World War 1], it is found extensively in almost every one that developed
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since that time. Thus, it is described by Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) in
plastics companies, by Chandler and Sayles (1971) in NASA, by Woodward
(19(w) In modern process production, and by Galbraith (1973) in the Boe-
ing Company. Adhocracy seems clearly to be the structure of our age.

BEYOND THE FIVE CONFIGURATIONS

Our five conﬁgurations have been referred to in this chapter as ideal or
pure types. The question then arises as to where—or whether—they can be
found. It is clear that each configuration is a simplification, understating
the true complexity of all but the simplest organizational structures. In that
sense, every sentence in our description of the configurations has been an
overstatement (mcludmg this'one!). And yet our reading of the research
literature suggests that in many cases, the need to favor one of the five
coordinating mechanisms introduced earlier draws the organization to-
ward one of the configurations. It is presumably its search tor harmony in
structure and situation that causes an organization to favor one of the pure
types. |

Other structures, of course, emerge dlfferently Some appear to be in
transition from one pure type to another, in response to a changed situa-
tion. Others exhibit structures that can be described as hybrids of the
configurations, perhaps because different torces pull them toward differ-
ent pure types. The symphony orchestra, tor example, seems to use a
- combination of Slmple Structure and Professional Bureaucracy: It hires
highly trained musicians and relies largely on their standardized skills to
produce its music, yet it also requires a strong, sometimes autocratic, leader
to weld them into a tightly coordinated unit. Other hybrids seem to be
dysfunctional, as in the case of the orgamization that no sooner gives its
middle managers autonomy subject to performance control, as in the Divi-
sionalized Form, than it takes it away by direct supervision, as in the Simple
Structure. School systems, police forces, and the like are often forced to
centralize power inappropriately because of the external controls imposed
upon them. Would-be Professional Bureaucracies become Machine Bu-
reaucracies, to the regret of operator and chient alike.

The point to be emphasized is not that the five conligurations repre-
sent some final typology, but that together as a set they represent a concep-
tual framework that can be used o help us comprehend organizational
behavior: how structures emerge, how and why they change over time, and
why certain pathologies plague organizational design.



