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5. If this is correct, then any attempt to prove
that certain activities belong in a single de-
partment because they relate to a single pur-
pose is doomed to fail. See, for example,
John M. Gaus and Leon Wolcott, Public Ad-
ministration and the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (Public Administration Service,
1940).

6. Op. cit., p. 23.

7. This distinction is implicit in most of
Gulick’s analysis of specialization. However,
since he cites as examples single depart-
ments within a city, and since he usually
speaks of “grouping activities” rather than
“dividing work,” the relative character of
these categories is not always apparent in
this discussion {op. cit., pp. 15-30).

8. Report of the Machinery of Government Com-
mittee (H. M. Stationery Office, 1918).

9. Gulick, “Notes on the Theory of Organiza-
tion,” pp. 21-30; Schuyler Wallace, Federal
Departmentalization (Columbia University
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10. The monograph by Macmahon, Millett, and
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study to the sophistication required

in administrative description. See, for
example, the discussion on pp. 233-236 of
headquarters-field relationships.

11

For an elaboration of the principle of effi-
ciency and its place in administrative theory
see Clarence E. Ridley and Herbert A. Si-
mon, Measuring Municipal Activities (Interna-
tional City Managers’ Association, 2nd ed.,
1943), particularly Chapter 1 and the pre-
face to the second edition.

Philip Selznick

Trades unions, governments, business
corporations, political parties, and the
like are formal structures in the sense
that they represent rationally ordered in-
struments for the achievement of stated
goals. “Organization,” we are told, “is
the arrangement of personnel for facili-
tating the accomplishment of some
agreed purpose through the allocation
of functions and responsibilities.”* Or,
defined more generally, formal organiza-
tion is “a system of consciously coordi-
_ nated activities or forces of two or more
persons.”? Viewed in this light, formal
organization is the structural expression
of rational action. The mobilization of
technical and managerial skills requires
a pattern of coordination, a systematic
ordering of positions and duties which
defines a chain of command and makes
possible the administrative integration
of specialized functions. In this context
delegation is the primordial organization
act, a precarious venture which requires
the continuous elaboration of formal
mechanisms of coordination and con-
trol. The security of all participants, and
of the system as a whole, generates a
persistent pressure for the institutional-
ization of relationships, which are thus
removed from the uncertainties of indi-
vidual fealty or sentiment. Moreover, it
is necessary for the relations within the
structure to be determined in such a way
that individuals will be interchangeable
and the organization will thus be free of

For an example of the use of such training,
see Herbert A. Simon and William Divine,
“Controlling Human Factors in an Adminis-
trative Experiment,” 1 Public Administration
Review 487-492 (Autumn, 1941).

See, for instance, Robert A. Walker, The
Planning Function in Urban Government (Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 1941), pp. 166-
175. Walker makes out a strong case for at-
taching the planning agency to the chief ex-
ecutive. But he rests his entire case on the
rather slender reed that “as long as the plan-
ning agency is outside the governmental
structure . . . planning will tend to encoun-
ter resistance from public officials as an inva-
sion of their responsibility and jurisdiction.”
This “resistance” is precisely the type of
nonrational loyalty which has been referred
to previously, and which is certainly a
variable.
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dependence upon personal qualities.” In

- this way, the formal structure becomes

subject to calculable manipulation, an
instrument of rational action.

But as we inspect these formal struc-
tures we begin to see that they never
succeed in conquering the nonrational
dimensions of organizational behavior.
The latter remain at once indispensable
to the continued existence of the system
of coordination and at the same time
the source of friction, dilemma, doubt,
and ruin. This fundamental paradox
arises from the fact that rational action
systems are inescapably imbedded in an
institutional matrix, in two significant
senses: (1) the action system—or the
formal structure of delegation and con-
trol which is its organizational expres-
sion—is itself only an aspect of a con-
crete social structure made up of
individuals who may interact as wholes,
not simply in terms of their formal roles
within the system; (2) the formal system,
and the social structure within which it
finds concrete existence, are alike sub-
ject to the pressure of an institutional
environment to which some overall ad-
justment must be made. The formal ad-
ministrative design can never adequately
or fully reflect the concrete organization
to which it refers, for the obvious reason
that no abstract plan or pattern can—
or may, if it is to be useful—exhaustively
describe an empirical totality. At the
same time, that which is not included

Sowrce: From American Sociological Review 13 (1948): 25-35. Copyright © 1948 American
Sociological Association. Reprinted by permission.

127




128

in the abstract design (as reflected, for
example, in a staff-and-line Onmms.mmm._oz
chart) is vitally relevant to the mainte-
nance and development of the formal
system itself.
Organization may be viewed from two
standpoints which are analytically dis-
tinct but which are empirically united
in a context of reciprocal consequences.
On the one hand, any concrete organiza-
tional system is an economy; at the same
time, it is an adaptive social structure.
Considered as an economy, organization
is a system of relationships which define
the availability of scarce resources and
which may be manipulated in terms of
efficiency and effectiveness. It is the eco-
nomic aspect of organization which
commands the attention of management
technicians and, for the most part, stu-
dents of public as well as private adminis-
tration.t Such problems as the span of
executive control, the role of staff or
auxiliary agencies, the relation of rmm&\
quarters to field offices, and the n&mm?m
merits of single or multiple executive
boards are typical concerns of the sci-
ence of administration. The coordina-
tive scalar, and functional principles, as
clements of the theory of organization,
are products of the attempt to mx@:o.mmw
the most general features of organization
as a “technical problem” or, in our terms,
as an economy.

Organization as an economy is, how-
ever, necessarily conditioned by the or-
ganic states of the concrete structure,
outside of the systematics of delegation
and control. This becomes especially ev-
ident as the attention of leadership is
directed toward such problems as the F\
gitimacy of authority and the %:m.B.,nm
of persuasion. It is recognized implicitly
in action and explicitly in the work of
a number of students that the possibility
of manipulating the system of oooa.Em\
tion depends on the extent to ér_nr
that system is operating within an envi-
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ronment of effective inducement to indi-
vidual participants and of conditions in
which the stability of authority is as-
sured. This is in a sense the fundamental
thesis of Barnard’s remarkable study, The
Functions of the Executive. It is also the
underlying hypothesis which makes it
possible for Urwick to suggest that
“proper” or formal channels in fact func-
tion to “confirm and record” decisions
arrived at by more personal means.’ /x.\m
meet it again in the concept of adminis-
tration as a process of education, in
which the winning of consent and sup-
port is conceived to be a basic function
of leadership.® In short, it is recognized
that control and consent cannot be di-
vorced even within formally authoritar-
ian structures. ;
The indivisibility of control and con-
sent makes it necessary to view formal
organizations as cooperative systems, wid-
ening the frame of reference of those
concerned with the manipulation of or-
ganizational resources. At the point om;
action, of executive decision, the eco-
nomic aspect of organization provides
inadequate tools for control over the
concrete structure. This idea may be
readily grasped if attention is directed
to the role of the individual within
the organizational economy. From the
standpoint of organization as m.moﬁBm
system, persons are viewed ?52.55&5
in respect to their roles, as participan!
in assigned segments of the cooperatiy
system. But in fact .5&3&:&7 rmﬁw;
propensity to tesist mmﬁmnmosﬂﬁms.o? :
spill over the boundaries of their seg
mentary roles, to participate as wholes
The formal systems (at an extreme, th
disposition of “rifles” ata military perim

his own personality, partly because he
brings with him a set of established hab-
its as well, perhaps, as commitments to
special groups outside of the organi-
~_zation.

Unfortunately for the adequacy of for-
_mal systems of coordination, the needs of
. individuals do not permit a singleminded
attention to the stated goals of the sys-
tem within which they have been as--
signed. The hazard inherent in the act of
delegation derives essentially from this
fact. Delegation is an organizational act,
. having to do with formal assignments
to functions and powers. Theoretically,
these assignments are made to roles or
official positions, not to individuals as
such. In fact, however, delegation neces-
sarily involves concrete individuals who
have interests and goals which do not
always coincide with the goals of the
formal system. As a consequence, indi-
vidual personalities may offer resistance
0 the demands made upon them by the
official conditions of delegation. These
esistances are not accounted for within
the categories of coordination and dele-
ation, so that when they occur they
ust be considered as unpredictable and
ccidental. Observations of this type of
ituation within formal structures are
ufficiently commonplace. A familiar ex-
mple is that of delegation to a subordi-
ate who is also required to train his
wn teplacement. The subordinate may
esist this demand in order to maintain
ique access to the “mysteries” of the
ob, and thus insure his indispensability
the organization.

In large organizations, deviations from

. formal system tend to become insti-
ionalized, so that “unwritten laws”
d informal associations are estab-
hed. Institutionalization removes such
viations from the realm of personality
erences, transforming them into a
rsistent structural aspect of formal
sanizations.” These institutionalized

vidual raises new problems for the org
nization, partly because of the needs
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rules and modes of informal cooperation
are normally attempts by participants in
the formal organization to control the
group relations which form the environ-
ment of organizational decisions. The
informal patterns (such as cliques) arise
spontaneously, are based on personal re-
lationships, and are usually directed to
the control of some specific situation.
They may be generated anywhere within
a hierarchy, often with deleterious con-
sequences for the formal goals of the or-
ganization, but they may also function
to widen the available resources of exec-
utive control and thus contribute to
rather than hinder the achievement of
the stated objectives of the organization.
The deviations tend to force a shift away
from the purely formal system as the
effective determinant of behavior to
(1) a condition in which informal pat-

terns buttress the formal, as through the

manipulation of sentiment within the

organization in favor of established au-

thority; or (2) a condition wherein the

informal controls effect a consistent

modification of formal goals, as in the

case of some bureaucratic patterns.® This

trend will eventually result in the for-
malization of erstwhile informal activi-
ties, with the cycle of deviation and
transformation beginning again on a
new level.

The relevance of informal structures
to organizational analysis underlines the
significance of conceiving of formal or-
ganizations as cooperative systems.
When the totality of interacting groups
and individuals becomes the object of
inquiry, the latter is not restricted by
formal, legal, or procedural dimensions.
The state of the system emerges as a sig-
nificant point of analysis, as when an
internal situation charged with conflict
qualifies and informs actions ostensibly
determined by formal relations and ob-
jectives. A proper understanding of the
organizational process must make it pos-
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sible to interpret changes in the formal
system—new appointments OF rules or
reorganizations—in their relation to the
informal and unavowed ties of friend-
ship, class loyalty, power cliques, or ex-
ternal commitment. This is what it
means “to know the score.” . . .

To recognize the sociological rele-
vance of formal structures is not, how-
ever, to have constructed a theory of
organization. It is important to set the
framework of analysis, and much is ac-
complished along this line when, for ex-
ample, the nature of authority in formal
organizations is reinterpreted to empha-
size the factors of cohesion and persua-
sion as against legal or coercive sources.’
This redefinition is logically the same as
that which introduced the conception of
the self as social. The latter helps make
possible, but does not of itself fulfill, the
requirements for a dynamic theory of
personality. In the same way, the defini-
tion of authority as conditioned by socio-
logical factors of sentiment and cohe-
sion—or more generally the definition
of formal organizations as cooperative
systems—only sets the stage, asan initial
requirement, for the formulation of a
theory of organization.

STRUCTURAL-FUNCTIONAL
ANALYSIS

Cooperative systems are constituted of
individuals interacting as wholes in rela-
tion to a formal system of coordination.
The concrete structure is therefore a re-
sultant of the reciprocal influences of the
formal and informal aspects of organiza-
tion. Furthermore, this structure is itself
a totality, an adaptive “organism” react-
ing to influences upon it from an exter-
nal environment. These considerations
help to define the objects of inquiry; but
to progress to a system of predicates about
these objects it is necessary to set forth
an analytical method which seems to
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maintenance of the system” as a generic
need may be specified in terms of the
following imperatives:

be fruitful and significant. The method
must have a relevance to empirical mate-
rials, which is to say, it must be more
specific in its reference than discussions
of the logic or methodology of social
science.
The organon which may be suggested
as peculiarly helpful in the analysis of
adaptive structures has been referred to
as “structural-functional analysis.”
This method may be characterized in
a sentence: Structural-functional analysis
relates contemporary and variable behavior
to a presumptively stable system of needs
and mechanisms. This means that a given
empirical system is deemed to have
basic needs, essentially related to self-
naintenance; the system develops repet-
itive means of self-defense; and day-to-
day activity is interpreted in terms of the
function served by that activity for the
maintenance and defense of the system.
Put thus generally, the approach is appli-
cable on any level in which the determi-
nate “states” of empirically isolable
systems undergo self-impelled and repet-
itive transformations when impinged
upon by external conditions. This self-
impulsion suggests the relevance of the
term “dynamic,” which is often used in
referring to physiological, psycho .
or social systems to which this type of
analysis has been applied."!
It is a postulate of the structural
functional approach that the basic need
of all empirical systems is the maint
nance of the integrity and continuity
of the system itself. Of course, such a
postulate is primarily useful in directin
attention to a set of “derived impe
tives” or needs which are sufficientl
concrete to characterize the system a
hand.”? It is perhaps rash to attemp
catalogue of these imperatives for form
organizations, but some suggestive for
mulation is needed in the interests
setting forth the type of analysis unde
discussion. In formal organizations,

1. The security of the organization as
a S.row in relation to social forces in its
environment. This imperative requires
continuous attention to the possibilities
of encroachment and to the forestalling
of threatened aggressions or deleterious
(though perhaps unintended) conse-
quences from the actions of others.

2. The stability of the lines of authority
and communication. One of the persistent
%mmnmnnm\coia of administrative deci-
sion is the weighing of consequences for
the continued capacity of leadership to
ontrol and to have access to the person-

; 3. The stability of informal relations
_ within the organization. Ties of sentiment
and self-interest are evolved as unac-
knowledged but effective mechanisms of
adjustment of individuals and mcvmnocnm
to the conditions of life within the orga-
nization. These ties represent a cement-
ng of relationships which sustains the
ormal authority in day-to-day opera-
tions and widens opportunities for effec-
tive. communication.”® Consequently,
tempts to “upset” the informal struc-
re, either frontally or as an indirect
nsequence of formal reorganization,
E normally be met with considerable

‘A. The continuity of policy and of the
urces of its determination. For each level
thin the organization, and for the or-
anization as a whole, it is necessary that
ere be a sense that action taken in the
ht of a given policy will not be placed
ontinuous jeopardy. Arbitrary or un-
dictable changes in policy undermine
significance of (and therefore the
tention to) day-to-day action by in-
cting a note of capriciousness. At the
¢ time, the organization will seek sta-
roots (or firm statutory authority or
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popular mandate) so that a sense of the
permanency and legitimacy of its acts
will be achieved.

5. A homogeneity of outlook with respect
to the meaning and role of the organization.
The minimization of disaffection re-
quires a unity derived from a common
understanding of what the character of
the organization is meant to be. When
this homogeneity breaks down, as in sit-
ﬁmao:m of internal conflict over basic
issues, the continued existence of the
organization is endangered. On the other
hand, one of the signs of “healthy” orga-
nization is the ability to effectively ori-
ent new members and readily slough off
those who cannot be adapted to the es-

tablished outlook.

This catalogue of needs cannot be
thought of as final, but it approximates
the stable system generally characteristic
of formal organizations. These impera-
tives are derived, in the sense that they
represent the conditions for survival or
self-maintenance of cooperative systems
of organized action. An inspection of
these needs suggests that organizational
survival is intimately connected with the
struggle for relative prestige, both for the
organization and for elements and indi-
viduals within it. It may therefore be
Emm: to refer to a prestige-survival motif
in organizational behavior as a short-
hand way of relating behavior needs, es-
pecially when the exact nature of the
needs remains in doubt. However,
it must be emphasized that prestige-
survival in organizations does not derive
simply from like motives in individuals.
Loyalty and self-sacrifice may be individ-
ual expressions of organizational or

group egotism and self-consciousness.
.;m concept of organizational need
directs analysis to the intemal relevance
of organizational behavior. This is espe-
n.mm_:\ pertinent with respect to discre-
tionary action undertaken by agents
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manifestly in pursuit of formal goals. The
question then becomes one of relating
the specific act of discretion to some pre-
sumptively stable organizational need. In
other words, it is not simply action
plainly oriented internally (such as in-
service training) but also action presum-
ably oriented externally which must be
inspected for its relevance to internal
conditions. This is of prime importance
for the understanding of bureaucratic be-
havior, for it is of the essence of the
latter that action formally undertaken
for substantive goals be weighed and
transformed in terms of its consequences
for the position of the officialdom. . .
The setting of structural-functional
analysis as applied to organizations re-
quires some qualification, however. Let
us entertain the suggestion that the in-
teresting problem in social science is not
so much why men act the way they do
as why men in certain circumstances
must act the way they do. This emphasis
upon constraint, if accepted, releases us
from an ubiquitous attention to behavior
in general, and especially from any un-
due fixation upon statistics. On the other
hand, it has what would seem to be salu-
tary consequence of focusing inquiry
upon certain necessary relationships of
the type “if . . . then,” for example: If
the cultural level of the rank and file
members of a formally democratic orga-
nization is below that necessary for par-
ticipation in the formulation of policy,
then there will be pressure upon the
leaders to use the tools of demagogy.

Is such a statement universal in its
applicability? Surely not in the sense
that one can predict without remainder
the nature of all or even most political
groups in a democracy. Concrete behav-
ior is a resultant, a complex vector,
shaped by the operation of a number of
such general constraints. But there is a
test of general applicability: it is that of
noting whether the relation made ex-
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plicit must be taken into account in ac-
tion. This criterion represents an empiri-
cal test of the significance of social
generalizations. If a theory is significant
it will state a relation which will either
(1) be taken into account as an element
of achieving control; or (2) be ignored
only at the risk of losing control and
will evidence itself in a ramification of
objective or unintended consequences.'*
It is a corollary of this principle of sig-
nificance that investigation must search
out the underlying factors in organiza-

tional action, which requires a kind of

intensive analysis of the same order as
psychoanalytic probing.

A frame of reference which invites
attention to the constraints upon behav-

ior will tend to highlight tensions and
dilemmas, the characteristic paradoxes
generated in the course of action. The
dilemma may be said to be the hand-
maiden of structural-functional analysis,
for it introduces the concept of commit-
ment or involvement as fundamental to
organizational analysis. A dilemma in_
human behavior is represented by an in-
escapable commitment which cannot be
reconciled with the needs of the organ-
ism or the social system. There are many
spurious dilemmas which bave to do
with verbal contradictions, but inherent
dilemmas to which we refer are of a more
profound sort, for they reflect the basic
nature of the empirical system in ques-
tion. An economic order committed to
profit as its sustaining incentive may, in
Marxist terms, sow the seed of its own
destruction. Again, the anguish of man

torn between finitude and pride, is no
a matter of arbitrary and replaceable as
sumptions but is a reflection of the psy

chological needs of the human organism
and is concretized in his commitment to
the institutions which command his life

he is in the world and of it, inescapabl
involved in its goals and demands; at th

same time, the needs of the spirit ar
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~ compelling, proposing modes of salva-
_ tion which have continously disquieting
consequences for worldly involvements.
[n still another context, the need of the
human organism for affection and re-
sponse necessitates a commitment to el-
ements of the culture which can provide
_them; but the rule of the super-ego is
uncertain since it cannot be completely
reconciled with the need for libidinal
_satisfaction. . . .

Organizational analysis, too, must find
its selective principle; otherwise the in-
discriminate attempts to relate activity
functionally to needs will produce little
in the way of significant theory. Such a
principle might read as follows: Our
 frame of reference is to select out those needs
which cannot be fulfilled within approved
avenues of expression and thus must have
recourse to such adaptive mechanisms as
 ideology and to the manipulation of formal
processes and structures in terms of informal
goals. This formulation has many diffi-
n&ﬁmy and is not presented as conclu-
sive, but it suggests the kind of principle
which is likely to separate the quick and
the dead, the meaningful and the trite,
in the study of cooperative systems in
organized action.!

The frame of reference outlined here
for the theory of organization may now
be identified as involving the following
Em_.o_. ideas: (1) the concept of organiza-
ﬂ_ozm as cooperative systems, adaptive
ocial structures, made up of interact-
ing individuals, subgroups, and informal
lus formal relationships; (2) structural-
unctional analysis, which relates vari-
le aspects of organization (such as
als) to stable needs and self-defensive
nechanisms; (3) the concept of recalci-
nce as a quality of the tools of social
tion, involving a break in the contin-
um of adjustment and defining an envi-
nment of constraint, commitment,
d tension. This frame of reference is
uggested as providing a specifiable area
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of relations within which predicates in
the theory of organization will be sought,
and at the same time setting forth princi-
ples of selection and relevance in our
approach to the data of organization.

It will be noted that we have set forth
this frame of reference within the overall
context of social action. The significance
of events may be defined by their place
and operational role in a means-end
scheme. If functional analysis searches
out the elements important for the main-
tenance of a given structure, and that
structure is one of the materials to be
manipulated in action, then that which
is functional in respect to the structure
is also functional in respect to the action
system. This provides a ground for the
significance of functionally derived the-
ories. At the same time, relevance to
control in action is the empirical test of
their applicability or truth.

CO-OPTATION AS
A MECHANISM
OF ADJUSTMENT

The frame of reference stated above is
in fact an amalgam of definition, resolu-
tion, and substantive theory. There is an
element of definition on conceiving of
formal organizations as cooperative sys-
tems, though of course the interaction
of informal and formal patterns is a ques-
tion of fact; in a sense, we are resolving
to employ structural-functional analysis
on the assumption that it will be fruitful
to do so, though here, too, the specifica-
tion of needs or derived imperatives is
a matter for empirical inquiry; and our
predication of recalcitrance as a quality
of the tools of action is itself a substantive

theory, perhaps fundamental to a general

:Dn._mmmﬁms&bm of the nature of social

action.

A theory of organization requires
more than a general frame of reference,
though the latter is indispensable to in-
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form the approach of inquiry to any
given set of materials. What is necessary
is the construction of generalizations
concerning transformations within and
among cooperative systems. These gen-
eralizations represent, from the stand-
point of particular cases, possible predi-
cates which are relevant to the materials
as we know them in general, but which
are not necessarily controlling in all cir-
cumstances. A theory of transformations
in organization would specify those
states of the system which resulted typi-
cally in predictable, or at least under-
standable, changes in such aspects of or-
ganization as goals, leadership, doctrine,
efficiency, effectiveness, and size. These
empirical generalizations would be sys-
tematized as they were related to the
stable needs of the cooperative system.
Changes in the characteristics of orga-
nizations may occur as a result of many
different conditions, not always or neces-
sarily related to the processes of organi-
sation as such. But the theory of orga-
nization must be selective, so that expla-
nations of transformations will be sought
within its own assumptions or frame of
reference. Consider the question of size.
Organizations may expand for many rea-
sons—the availability of markets, legis-
lative delegations, the swing of opin-
ion—which may be accidental from the
point of view of the organizational pro-
cess. To explore changes in size (as of,
say, a trades union) as related to changes
in nonorganizational conditions may be
necessitated by the historical events to
be described, but it will not of itself ad-
vance the frontiers of the theory of orga-
nization. However, if “the innate pro-
pensity of all organizations to expand”
is asserted as a function of “the inherent
instability of incentives”'® then transfor-
mations have been stated within the
terms of the theory of organization itself.
It is likely that in many cases the general-
ization in question may represent only a

Neoclassical Organization Theory Foundations of the Theory of Organization

 Co-optation is the process of absorbing
new elements into the leadership or policy-
_ determining structure of an organization as
_ ameans of averting threats to its stability or
_existence. This is a defensive mechanism,
_ formulated as one of a number of possible
predicates available for the interpreta-
_tion of organizational behavior. Co-
_ optation tells us something about the
_process by which an institutional envi-
_tonment impinges itself upon an organi-
_zation and effects changes in its leader-
ship and policy. Formal authority may
 resort to co-optation under the following
_general conditions:

minor aspect of the empirical changes,
but these organizational relations must
be made explicit if the theory is to re-
ceive development.

In a frame of reference which specifies
needs and anticipates the formulation of
a set of self-defensive responses or mech-
anisms, the latter appear to constitute
one kind of empirical generalization or’
“possible predicate” within the general
theory. The needs of organizations
(whatever investigation may determine
them to be) are posited as attributes of
all organizations, but the responses to
disequilibrium will be varied. The mech
anisms used by the system in fulfillment
of its needs will be repetitive and thus
may be described as a specifiable set of
assertions within the theory of organiza-
tion, but any given organization may of
may not have recourse to the character-
istic modes of response. Certainly no
given organization will employ all of the
possible mechanisms which are theoreti:
cally available. When Barnard speaks of
an “innate propensity of organization to

expand,” he is in fact formulating one
of the general mechanisms, namely,
expansion, which is a characteristic
mode of response available to an organi-
zation under pressure from within. These
responses necessarily involve a transfor:
mation (in this case, size) of some struc-
tural aspect of the organization. ;
Other examples of the self-defensive

1. When there exists a hiatus be-
tween consent and control, so that the
egitimacy of the formal authority is
called into question. The “indivisibility”
of consent and control refers, of course,
0 an optimum situation. Where control
acks an adequate measure of consent,
t may revert to coercive measures or
attempt somehow to win the consent of
the governed. One means of winning
consent is to co-opt elements into the
leadership or organization, usually ele-
ments which in some way reflect the
entiment, or possess the confidence of
he relevant public or mass. As a result,
t is expected that the new elements will
end respectability or legitimacy to the
organs of control and thus reestablish
the ‘stability of formal authority. This
rocess is widely used, and in many dif-
erent contexts. It is met in colonial
ountries, where the organs of alien
ontrol reaffirm their legitimacy by
o-opting native leaders into the colo-
al-administration. We find it in the
henomenon  of  “crisis-patriotism”
erein formally disfranchised groups
e temporarily given representation in
councils of government in order to
n their solidarity in a time of national
tress.. Co-optation is presently being
nsidered by the United States Army

of these organizations to the institu
tional environments in which they live,
The tendency to construct ideologies
reflecting the need to come to terms with
major social forces, is one such mecha
nism. Less well understood as a mecha
nism of organizational adjustment i
what we may term co-optation. Som
statement of the meaning of this concep
may aid in clarifying the foregoiny
analysis.
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in its study of proposals to give enlisted
personnel representation in the court-
martial machinery—a clearly adaptive
response to stresses made explicit during
the war, the lack of confidence in the
administration of army justice. The
“unity” parties of totalitarian states are
another form of co-optation; company
unions or some employee representation
plans in industry are still another. In
each of these cases, the response of for-
mal authority (private or public, in a
large organization or a small one) is an
attempt to correct a state of imbalance
by formal measures. It will be noted,
moreover, that what is shared is the re-
sponsibility for power rather than power
itself. These conditions define what we
shall refer to as formal co-optation.

2. Co-optation may be a response to
the pressure of specific centers of power.
This is not necessarily a matter of legiti-
macy or of a general and diffuse lack of
confidence. These may be well estab-
lished; and yet organized forces which
are able to threaten the formal authority
may effectively shape its structure and
policy. The organization in respect to its
institutional environment—or the lead-
ership in respect to its ranks—must take
these forces into account. As a conse-
quence, the outside elements may be
brought into the leadership or policy-
determining structure, may be given a
place as a recognition of and concession
to the resources they can independently
command. The representation of inter-
ests through administrative constituen-
cies is a typical example of this process.
Or, within an organization, individuals
upon whom the group is dependent for
funds or other resources may insist upon
and receive a share in the determination
of policy. This form of cooperation is
typically expressed in informal terms, for
the problem is not one of responding to
a state of imbalance with respect to the
people as a whole” but rather one of
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meeting the pressure of specific ._.S&Sm:.\
als or interest-groups which are in a posi-
tion to enforce demands. The latter are
interested in the substance of power and
not its forms. Moreover, an open ac-
knowledgement of capitulation to spe-
cific interests may itself undermine the
sense of legitimacy of the mo«Bm_ author-
ity within the community. Conse-
quently, there is a positive pressure to
refrain from explicit recognition of the
relationship established. This mo.:s of
the co-optative mechanism, having to
do with the sharing of power as a re-
sponse to specific pressures, may be
termed informal co-optation.

Co-optation reflects a state of 85&05
between formal authority msﬁ.w social
power. The former is embodied in a par-
ticular structure and leadership, but the
latter has to do with subjective and ob-
jective factors which ooDQo_. n.rm loyal-
ties and potential manipulability of ﬁra
community. Where the formal mcn.wo:Q
is an expression of social power, its sta-
bility is assured. On the other hand,
when it becomes divorced from the
sources of social power its continued ex-
istence is threatened. This threat may
arise from the sheer alienation of senti-
ment or from the fact that other leader-
ships have control over the sources .Om
social power. Where a formal mchoH._Q.
has been accustomed to the assumption
that its constituents respond to it as 5.9\
viduals, there may be a rude mém_wﬁ:_dm
when organization of those constituents
on a non-governmental basis creates nu-
clei of power which are able mmmmnn:\m:\
to demand a sharing of power.

The significance of co-optation for or-
ganizational analysis is not m_BmE that
there is a change in or a .—uwom&mgdm. of
Jeadership, and that this is an m.&m?:&
response, but also that this change is nozwm\
quential for the character ﬁ& role of the
organization. Co-optation involves com-
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mitment, so that the groups to ,.i:or
adaptation has been made constrain .ﬁrm
field of choice available to the organiza-
tion or leadership in question. Hv.m char-
acter of the co-opted elements will nec-
essarily shape (inhibit or broaden) the
modes of action available to the leader-
ship which has won mmm@gﬁ.o: and manw\ ‘
rity at the price of commitment. H _m ;
concept of co-optation thus implicitly
sets forth the major points of the frame
of reference outlined above: it is an adap- _
tive response of a cooperative system toa
stable need, generating transformations

which reflect constraints enforced by the
recalcitrant tools of action. ;

ment and the Worker (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1941), p. 524; also Bar-
nard, op. cit., c. ix; and Wilbert E. Moore,
Industrial Relations and the Social Order (New
York: Macmillan, 1946), chap. xv.

8. For an analysis of the latter in these terms,

. see Philip Selznick, “An Approach to a The-
ory of Bureaucracy,” American Sociological Re-
view 8 (February, 1943).

9. Robert Michels, “Authority,” Encyclopedia of
the Social Sciences (New York: Macmillan,
1931), pp. 319ff.; also Barnard, op cit., c.

Xii.

10. For a presentation of this approach having a
more general reference than the study of for-
mal organizations, see Talcott Parsons, “The
Present Position and Prospects of Systematic
Theory in Sociology,” in Georges Gurvitch
and Wilbert E. Moore (ed.), Twentieth Cen.-

tury Sociology (New York: The Philosophical
Library, 1945).

11, “Structure” refers to both the relationships
within the system (formal plus informal pat-
terus in organization) and the set of needs
and modes of satisfaction which characterize
the given type of empirical system. As the
utilization of this type of analysis proceeds,
the concept of “need” will require further
clarification. In particular, the impuration of
a “stable set of needs” to organizational sys-
tems must not function as a new instinct
theory. At the same time, we cannot avoid
using these inductions as to generic needs,
for they help us to stake out our area of in-
_quiry. The author is indebted to Robert K.
Metton who has, in correspondence, raised
some important objections to the use of the
_term “need” in this context.
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6. See Gaus, op. cit. Studies of the vﬂZmB
morale are instances of the same oﬁmsﬁw\
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in recent years from the work of the Har.
vard Business School group.
7. The creation of informal structures i.ﬁrw
various types of organizations has receive
explicit recognition in recent years. Sex

Roethlisberger and W. ]. Dickson, Manay

. For “derived imperative” see Bronislaw Mali-

- nowski, The Dynamics of Culture Change

_ (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1945),
pp. 44ff. For the use of “need” in place of

. ‘motive” see the same author’s A Scientific
Theory of Culture (Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press, 1944), pp. 89-90.

They may also destroy those relationships, as
_noted above, but the need remains, generat-
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ing one of the persistent dilemmas of lead-
ership.

14. See R. M. Maclver’s discussion of the “dy-
namic assessment” which “brings the exter-
nal world selectively into the subjective
realm, conferring on it subjective signifi-
cance for the ends of action.” Social Causa-
tion (Boston: Ginn, 1942), chaps. 11, 12.
The analysis of this assessment within the
context of organized action yields the im-
plicit knowledge which guides the choice
among alternatives. See also Robert K. Mer-
ton, “The Unanticipated Consequences of
Purposive Social Action,” American Sociologi-
cal Review 1 (December, 1936).

15. This is not meant to deprecate the study of
organizations as economies or formal systems.
The latter represent an independent level,
abstracted from organizational structures as
cooperative or adaptive systems (“or-
ganisms”).

16. Bamnard, op. cit., pp. 158-159.

17. It is perhaps useful to restrict the concept of
co-optation to formal organizations, but in
fact it probably reflects a process characteris-
tic of all group leaderships. This has re-
ceived some recognition in the analysis of
class structure, wherein the ruling class is in-
terpreted as protecting its own stability by
absorbing new elements. Thus Michels
made the point that “an aristocracy cannot
maintain an enduring stability by sealing it-
self off hermetically.” See Robert Michels,
Umschichtungen in den herrschenden Klassen
nach dem Kriege (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer,
1934), p. 39; also Gaetano Mosca, The Rul-
ing Class (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1939),

p- 413ff. The alliance or amalgamation of
classes in the face of a common threat may
be reflected in formal and informal co-
optative responses among formal organiza-
tions sensitive to class pressures. In a forth-
coming volume, TVA and the Grass Roots,
the author has made extensive use of the
concept of co-optation in analyzing some as-
pects of the organizational behavior of a gov-
ernment agency,



