
CHAPTER 1 
Management or Control? 

The best laid schemes o' mice and men 
Gang aft a-gley 

-ROBERT BURNS 

The Problem 

The ideal of a perfectly ordered organizational system is 
seductive. It promises predictability where there is uncertainty. 
In public organizations, the vision is informed by the seemingly 
well controlled private corporation. Public managers are eager 
to imitate the successful application of "scientific principles" in 
organizations. This is the appeal of management-control sys
tems. This is the elaborate confusion of management and con
trol that defeats the very purposes for which such systems are 
designed: better-managed organizations. 

Preoccupation with the corporate model of control sur
faces again and again in statements by public officials. Most re
cently, a former administrator of the U.S. Agency for Interna
tional Development (USAID), in deploring the lack of the 
profit incentives available to public managers to control subor
dinate behavior, stated: 



2 3 Management or Control? 

About the only weapon we have is sheer, stark terror, and it 
has to start at the top, and the man at the top has to drive his 
subordinates into searching for ways to perform more 
efficiently, to utilize the manpower, money, and other materials 
in a more effective fashion} 

The model is control, and it is equated with corporate opera
tions, most often unquestioned and uncriticized. But this model 
of the firm as well controlled, in a stable environment, is not 
shared by all students of corporate behavior. Our assumption 
that firms (I) seek to maximize profit, (2) operate with near
perfect knowledge, and (3) can control subordinate behavior 
through granting or withholding financial reward was long ago 
called into question by works like J. D. Thompson's Organ
izations in Action and Cyert and March's A Behavioral Theory of 
the Firm. These studies portray the corporation, not as a 
simplistic economically rational mechanism, always maximizing 
efficiency and profit, but "as a problem-facing and problem
solving phenomenon."2 Cyert and March found that firms solve 
problems piecemeal and sequentially; there was little evidence 
of long-range planning to optimize performance. In fact, firms 
adopt uncertainty-avoidance strategies and seek a negotiated 
environment. These are characteristics shared by all large-scale 
formal organizations, as we have found in subsequent investi
gations. In a recent article, Richard R. Nelson has argued: 

the firm cannot be viewed any longer as a competent, easily 
predictable, interchangeable clerk working in a well-structured 
environment on well-defined tasks. Rather the firm must be 
viewed as attempting to keep its footing and to make progress 
in a poorly structured, changing environment by trying and 
doing appropriate things .3 

Given what we have learned about corporate behavior in the 
past twenty years, we may well wonder with Thompson "why so 
many intelligent men and women in a position to make the 
same observations ... should continue to espouse patently in-
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complete views of complex organizations."4 Obviously these in
complete views create difficulties when we attempt to solve 
organizational problems. 

There are at least two problems associated with the un
hesitating adoption of a control system. First, it assumes that 
control is in fact the prevalent form in corporations; and sec
ond, it assumes that control is a desirable and realizable goal 
for all organizations. These assumptions are theoretically 
troublesome and, as we have seen, may be empirically false. In 
this essay, we shall be examining the theoretical confusion of 
management and control , and the empirical evidence for the 
costs of this confusion in lost opportunities and potential for 
successfully managing organizational activities. Since this con
fusion is rooted in classical management theory and persists in 
the modern interpretation of scientific management, operations 
research, and systems analysis, we shall be critically analyzing 
the origin and evolution of organization and management 
theory through its most "modern" application in management 
control systems. We shall also look into the implications of our 
current state-of-the-art for the education and training of ad
ministrators . In too many cases, hard-won lessons of experience 
are forgotten or ignored in our efforts to train people to con
trol large-scale formal organizations. 

We must recognize that the arguments for "improved 
management" and the attendant tools and techniques are really 
a call for more effective organizational control. This emphasis 
on control is translated into the design of management control 
systems that are intended to improve our ability to control 
organizations. But does "to manage" mean the same thing as 
"to control"? No, even though texts instruct that "to manage is 
to control:'5 In fact, the concepts are quite distinct, theoretically 
and empirically. Fusing the concepts into synonymy is the same 
type of error that led to the development and eventual discard 
of systems like Planning-Programming Budgeting (PPB). A re
view of the management-control literature clearly shows that 
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the confusion is not just a conjunction of two classes of adminis
trative behavior. On the contrary, it is used so as to exclude a 
distinguishable management function-an exclusion that 
shows in the design of management-control systems. Nor does 
a careless terminology serve to blur the distinction between 
management and control. In the language-in-use, the mana
gerial function is exhausted by the concept of control. Associ
ated with elaborate technical routines, it has led to an extraor
dinary dependence on mechanical methods. In examining 
management curricula and practice, it would seem that to con
trol, all a good manager has to do is to learn a set of procedures 
and to insure that they are complied with.6 This is the way of 
the routineer, and he becomes, as Wildavsky put it, "the prob
lem he was designed to solve:'7 Given this, let us take a closer 
look at the concepts of management and control. 

Management and Control 

The critical distinguishing characteristic of management 
and control is the connotation each has in relation to uncer
tainty. The lexical definition of "control" derives from one basic 
property: the ability to determine events or outcomes. Every 
controlled circumstance implies a cause-effect relationship, so 
that change in one causal factor will produce a predetermined 
change in another dependent factor. Our ability to control, 
therefore, is a function of our knowledge. Understanding 
cause-effect relationships in a domain enables us to produce or 
to prevent a particular outcome. With complete knowledge, we 
can do so without faiJ.8 

If such organizations existed, there would be no need for 
discretion because there would be no deviation from expecta
tion. If there were an executive function,s it would be restricted 
to supplying the actors needed to carry out the existing for
mulas. Such organizations would approach the precision of a 
decision-machine: fully analyzable. Since everything about the 
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system is known (or can be known), extremely complex systems 
can be designed so that they unerringly perform their specified 
functions. The system can be completely programmed: It must 
follow the "prescription or strategy that governs the sequence 
of [its] responses."lO Behavior not prescribed is proscribed; the 
machine that exercises discretion is in need of repair. 

But those segments of organizational life that fit this model 
are of negligible importance. Once the situation is controllable, 
it is no longer problematical: it presents no mystery, no doubt, 
no anomaly. There are effective procedures or processes that 
must be followed exactly because they represent an empirically 
proven means of realizing a desired end. The procedures are 
solutions to what were once problems. Practically, the solution 
need not be perfect; in fact, it probably cannot be. It is enough 
that the variance can be probabilistically calculated within toler
able limits. Once such knowledge is possessed, procedures can 
be translated into control routines, and decisions are a product 
of organizational design. 

But even the most powerful control routines have a short 
life. Procedures and designs reach a point when they can no 
longer be trusted. Circumstances change; and once ordered 
task environments become disorderly or turbulent. Doubt and 

-1t..; uncertainty increase, as rules and solutions are no longer 
". 

adequate. Although large-scale formal organizations are con
; :~J\ ,~ , 

stantly seeking to routinize, situations arise that are extremely
:.1 

hazardous, carry high probability of costly error, and result in 
• ,I~· 

serious if not irreparable organizational injury. These risks are 
ever-present, either because the limit of the control procedure 
has been exceeded or because the problems are beyond existing 
knowledge. 

Descriptive organization theorists have emphasized that 
this is the pervasive organizational condition. Selznick states 
that such circumstances require "critical" decisions; Simon re
fers to "non-programmed" decision making, Thompson to 
'~udgmental" decisions; and Braybrooke and Lindblom argue 
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for reversible "incremental" choices. In every case, the terms 
are derived from situations marked by a wide range of poten

tial surprise. 
These are precisely the circumstances that call for man

agement. Management functions arise in organizational situa
tions that are important precisely because they are not under 
control. As Anthony Oettinger says, management is the art of 
making decisions with insufficient informationY Despite popu
lar understanding, there is an inverse relationship between the 
ability to control and the necessity to manage. A controlled 
situation is a closed set: there are well-defined objectives and 
the means to realize them. But management is needed in an 
unregulated task environment that is risk-bearing and prob
lematical. Managers must seek solutions to problems that 
threaten organizational capacity. Management is an experi
mental process the point of which is to discover the knowledge 
that will eventually permit control-to solve the problem, as it 
were. 

No attempt to establish a closed system is ever completely 
successful.12 Anthony Downs has generalized this as the Law of 
Imperfect Control: No one can ever fully order a large organ
ization's behavior. This is complemented by the Law of Di
minishing Control: The larger the organization, the weaker the 
exercise of control. Yet the "basic control cycle" remains 
paramount and, as Downs describes it, begins with a command: 

1. 	 An official issues a set of orders. 
2. 	 He allows his subordinates time to put each order into ef

fect. 
3. 	 He selects certain orders to evaluate his subordinates' per

formance. 
4. 	 He seeks to discover what has actually been done at lower 

levels as a result of the orders he is evaluating. 
5. 	 He compares the effects of his orders with his original in

tentions. 
6. 	He decides whether these results are effective enough to re

quire no more attention, ineffective but unlikely to be im-
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proved because of severe obstacles encountered, or partially 
effective and capable of being improved by further orders. 

7. 	 In the last case, he issues further orders, starting the cycle 
again. 13 

This model is cited not because it is a caricature; rather, it 
is all too typical of a classic model that divides the organization 
into managers and workers, decision makers and doers-the 
organization in classic pyramidal form with managers at the 
apex. We assume that managers or executives decide and sub
ordinates carry out their decisions. 14 The model serves as the 
pattern for designing modern management control systems 
(MCS). These systems are analogous to the human nervous sys
tem. Information from nerve endings is transmitted to the 
brain for evaluation and decision, and a subunit is directed to 
respond. The brain directs the finger to lift, and it lifts. Error 
in this case is pathological, and we can search for damage to the 
brain, nervous system, muscles, or bones. 

Large-scale formal organizations cannot command the 
same response. Even in highly regimented organizations, lead
ers are constantly confounded not only by environmental un
certainty, but by disobedience and subtle sabotage. Organ
izational control is virtually impossible, since it requires a set of 
rules and regulations that permit supervisors and clients to 
accurately predict responses in given situations. When subordi
nates adhere closely to these rules, the procedures gradually 
subvert organizational purposes and goals. Merton labeled this 
process goal displacement, and there is ample evidence to sup
port his hypothesis. 15 We need look no further than the slow
downs and confusion caused when air traffic controllers "work 
to rule." The periodic reminders of these operators' near
indispensability serve the same purpose that strikes do for 
other workers. Efforts to control such demonstrations can cause 
other problems. Churchill and Cooper found, for example, 
that "an injUdicious use of control devices may, of itself, give 
rise to a need for further control, and so on."16 

http:hypothesis.15
http:decisions.14
http:again.13
http:successful.12
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Most administrators and serious scholars do not advocate 
rigid adherence to the tight control model. Even the most doc
trinaire control advocate would acknowledge the need for 
feedback in order to reach some accommodation between task 
environment, knowledge, and organizational goals. The con
cept of feedback-information received to update or to correct 
a current course of action - found its first formal articulation 
in the work of mathematician-philosopher Norbert Wiener. 
The language we take so much for granted now (e.g., input, 
output, and feedback) is a pastiche of Wiener's work and mod
ern economic theory. It was Wiener who almost singlehandedly 
invented cybernetics, the theoretical basis for most management 
thinking. 

[We] had already become aware of the essential unity of the set 
of problems centering about communication, control, and 
statistical mechanics, whether in the machine or in living tissue. 
. .. We have decided to call the entire field of control and 
communication theory, whether in the machine or the animal, 
by the name Cybernetics. 17 

Since cybernetics is a refinement of the nervous system 
analogy, what are the advantages and disadvantages of the 
model? The primary positive element is the addition (to the 
command and response model) of a feedback loop to modify 
and correct earlier direction. " ... feedback ... enables the sys
tem's managers to exercise their control function so as to ensure 
that the desired outputs have in fact been achieved [emphasis 
added]."18 Feedback adds an important dimension to under
standing dynamic, adaptive organizational behavior. But cer
tain problems arise when it is used as a model for organ
izational control. 

Let's take a closer look at the steps required to insure 
efficient cybernetic control: (1) Planning; (2) communicating 
clear objectives to all organizational functions and levels; and 
(3) monitoring implementation to insure compliance with the 
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original objectives, i.e., identifying deviance. 19 This process re
quires error detection, a high degree of knowledge, and a 
stable consensus on the desired future state. To carry out the 
process, cybernetic systems require information flows to update 
plans and to respecify objectives. An ex post evaluation is also 
needed to measure how closely the program matches objectives. 
The manager's task is to maintain progress toward realizing ob
jectives (or a reasonable approximation). Feedback loops do not 
mitigate the presumption of knowledge (existing or attainable) 
and dominance that is implicit in the concept of controPO 

An important aspect of the cybernetics concept is its focus on 
flows, not least of which are iriformation flows. These are crucial, 
because information gleaned from the environment and gen
erated internally, perhaps through feedback, as well as histori
cal information, data, and accumulated knowledge, are the 
inputs upon which controllers make decisions and coordinate 
activities. Moreover, the controller's output is information in the 
form of instructions given to actuators, and subsequently to 
processors to implement these decisions.21 

,'~: i 
,\' ,'; , Control requires either near-perfect knowledge or absolute 
i:}I., faith. By contrast, management presumes uncertainty and acts 
'/>.ll\ to reduce the degree of this condition. Management seeks;",l,< 

pragmatic evidence of utility. For example, in the worldwide 
::e" 

energy crisis, we speak of managing energy resources, not of'j;:.; ., 
controlling them. This is a direct reference to the perceived'1.1'; 1 

uncertainty about future energy sources. What is so certain 
about organizations and their environments that would lead us 
to impose control mechanisms? We can begin answering this 
question by using ]. D. Thompson's distinction among organ
ization elements: input and output activities and a technical 
core. As he puts it: 

Organizational rationality ... never conforms to closed-system 
logic but demands the logic of an open system. Moreover, since 
the technological activities are embedded in and interdepen

.... 

http:decisions.21
http:deviance.19
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dent with acUvltles which are open to the environment, the 
closed system can never be attained for the technological com
ponent.... [Yet] the technical core must be able to operate as if 
the market will absorb the product at a continuous rate and as 
if inputs flowed continuously, at a steady rate and with spec
ified quality. Conceivably both sets of conditions could occur; 
realistically they do not. But organizations reveal a variety of 
devices for approximating these 'as if' assumptions, with input 
and output components meeting fluctuating environments and 
converting them into steady conditions for the technological 
core .22 

Thompson's formulation requires only that the core re
quiring buffering be technological in relation to other organ
izational elements. Thus, the technical core of a publishing 
house may extend from printing/distribution elements into the 
editing/preparation process. The key point is the determination 
that an element critical to the continued existence of the organ
ization must be buffered if the organization is to continue to 
exist. In some cores (such as printing), control methods are 
most likely to work; we would not want the uncertainty of a 
book's critical reception to directly affect the printer's task. We 
may want acceptance to influence an editor's work, but we do 
not want the editor directly confronting market uncertain
ties-editors probably have enough to deal with. To some ex
tent, therefore, quite a few organizational elements require 
buffering without necessarily being narrowly technical or 
mechanistic. The problems arise when the need for control ex
tends beyond these technical cores, and well-developed mech
anisms that were designed to buffer in fact insulate managers 
from their real task of dealing with uncertainty and maintain
ing an open system. There are at least two patterns of organ
izational activity that follow Thompson's framework and can 
lead to applying control systems in inappropriate circumstances. 

In the first, near-perfect knowledge is not assumed any
where in the organization, and yet the technical core must be 
buffered. In R&D organizations, for example, the input is 
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clients' problems and the output is the product of the "think 
tank;' their technical core. In general, all R&D activities are 
very risky, but managers at the input and output stages absorb 
environmental uncertainty dealing with organizational survival, 
while the problem-solving activities in the technical core, the 
primary organizational function, continue relatively unim
peded. Of course, uncertainty is reduced, and the technical 
core is buffered by managers acting "as if"; but they remain 
sensitive to changes and disruptions. 

In the second pattern, however, the "as if" assumptions in 
the input-output stages become imbued with the certainty of a 
technical core. In manufacturing, for example, assembly lines 
and equipment are organized as if the market will absorb 
product and as if materials will continue to flow. The manufac
turing process itself is known; it is not subject to debate or even 
(in some cases) to further investigation. The mix of certainty in 
the technical core and uncertaintylrisk in other organizational 
domains can lead to an almost irresistible tendency to transfer 
control techniques from the technical core to the more uncer
tain input-output elements. 

We intuitively recognize the qualitative difference in the 
two patterns described. Scientists at Bell Laboratories are given 
a free hand to experiment, with no effort to control their activ
ities. Bell employees have come up with a number of technical 
breakthroughs (e.g., the transistor, "chip" technology, glass 
fiber transmission) that would have been impossible had they 
been tied to a narrow view of corporate interest. In this sense, 
AT&T has truly managed the organization; their relative 
monopoly in commercial communications in North America 
has not inhibited a search for advances in electronics theory 
and communications technology. Had Bell applied telephone 
manufacturing control mechanisms to their R&D component, 
we would probably still be using handcranks and manual 
switchboards. 

In hierarchic organizations, as long as managers are aware 
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of the distinction between a technical core's relatively certain 
task environment (in most cases a product of buffering) and 
the more uncertain domain of the organizational system and its 
environment, there is little likelihood that control mechanisms 
will disrupt less certain organizational domains. This delicate 
balancing of determinate and indeterminate, of insulating a 
technical core while maintaining sensitivity to environmental 
influences, is the essence of management.23 

Good managing requires an acknowledgment that there 
are situations in which control is appropriate; refusing to con
trol in known domains can lead to organizational collapse. But 
a more powerful danger lies in trying to control in inappropri
ate circumstances. Organizations tend to do this in at least two 
ways. First, as stated, organizations may presume that control 
mechanisms that work well in a technical core are appropriate 
for the entire organization (e.g., using engineering techniques 
in marketing situations). Second, a control system that works 
well in a technical core is presumed to be generalizable to all 
organizations, even those without an equivalent technical core. 
For our purposes, the second instance is most immediate and 
far-reaching. This is precisely what happens when managers of 
public organizations assume that techniques developed to im
prove assembly line operations are adequate to other tasks in 
organizations. It is not that no industrial management control 
system is applicable to other agencies; it is, rather, that perhaps 
the system was not as successful in its original application and 
might even be inappropriate to the task for which it was de
signed. The control system considered for adoption must first 
be considered on its own merits, i.e., whether it worked in the 
original setting. 

Poorly managed organizations accept the "as if" hypothesis 
as reality and extend it to all elements. The problems arise be
cause "as if" must be temporary, subject to revision as more 
knowledge is gained. Organizational actions are based on exist
ing knowledge, with skeptical confidence guarding against 
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massive error. Accepting the "as if" proposition as fact, how
ever, requires only blind faith in the outcome.24 Once faith re
places pragmatism as a basis for action, there is little or no 
potential for error detection and correction-the key to man
aging. Uncertainty is then reduced, not through knowledge, 
but through the power of a belief system or incumbent authori
ty.25 Administrators believe in a technique'S efficacy and emu
late other organizations, not necessarily because of religious 
fervor or coercion, but because they want to believe. Organ
izations are not always forced to adopt apparently successful 
control systems; quite often they do so because they want to 
believe another corporation really knows how to get things 

",' done. But as we have pointed out, the presumed certainty of

itV: corporate activities may well be fallacious. 

'y" This desire to believe in the adoption of a control system is :l\, 
"f, essentially political, reflecting a need to dominate the organiza~_ ,.t. 

~:nt , 

~" 
 tion and its environment. In this condition knowledge about

,Y
'It';' 

I: 
the organization and its environment is important only insofar 

," as it contributes to eliciting the directed response. Information ,, :,IS, 
' ~I:! I flow and the trial and error process by which knowledge is 

,~~, .." 
.11 ' gained are measured by an ability to command organizational 
'J~"': or environmental compliance.26 Public organizations are par

, ~J 

\:f~\" 
'. 1" , ~···i ticularly susceptible to generalizing control to inappropriate

" tT ~t i : 
';,~'l)l ' realms, partly because of demands for bureaucrats to be "in
}( ].'~', 

\'i;~;' . control" of their organizations and accountable to a superior 
', ' .' authority.27'/ 

The principle of accountability, so much a part of the polit
ical system, generates a need to reduce liability and to protect 
against public embarrassment. All organizational executives are 
legally and politically responsible for their agents and subordi
nates, anyone of whom may engage in unauthorized actions. 
There are, of course, sanctions against such behavior; but apart 
from that, a number of groups may be willing to make political 
capital out of such untoward actions. This ever-present threat 
forces most public executives to constantly seek ways to reduce 
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their political risks, thereby protecting themselves and their 
organizations. 

Reducing risk in this context is not only understandable, it 
is necessary. But as stated, this protective reaction may so 
dominate an agency as to actually promote a pervasive goal 
displacement. It is not at all unusual for departmental exec
utives to be more concerned about a congressional presentation 
or their media image than about the effectiveness of their 
agency's programs. The art lies in achieving a balance for the 
organization between preventing embarrassment and getting 
things done. How well this is done will vary with the status and 
influence of the organization and its leaders; but the sword of 
accountability and the concern over embarrassment are potent 
forces in an executive's receptivity to control systems. 

Whether managing or controlling, all organizations require 
cooperative action within a prevailing value structure. Values 
are defined either by a majority of members or by a minority 
dominant coalition.28 Well-managed organizations usually have 
institutionalized forms for periodically renegotiating the value 
consensus. Controlling, however, cannot permit redefining 
value preferences, since the measure of movement toward goal 
realization might be lost in the process. Constantly readjusting 
organizational values and goals in response to feedback makes 
control meaningless. There are no fixed reference points 
against which to measure progress, and defining error is prob
lematical. An environmentally inappropriate control system 
quickly ceases to search for deviance, but instead seeks to iden
tify deviants. 29 

Cybernetic control requires a flow of time-series data to 
measure movement toward a relatively stable goal or a return 
to a steady state-the self-adjusting process of homeostasis. 30 

Yet the rapid introduction of a myriad technical innovations 
and the shifting coalitions in modern large-scale formal organ
izations make any data series questionable. It therefore be
comes practically impossible to control in such circumstances. 

Management or Control? 

Interestingly enough, though this is inconsistent with 
cybernetics, bargaining and negotiation are common even in 
organizations dominated by control systems. The auto industry 
is a particularly relevant illustration. Control is entirely appro
priate for assembly lines, but workers often introduce an ele
ment of uncertainty that disrupts the relatively straightforward 
servomechanistic operation. Disagreements over values (e.g., 
production goals and organization of work) are either 
negotiated or become the subject of conflict. The well-managed 
corporation recognizes the differing degrees of relative uncer
tainty in the organization and adopts a strategy suitable to the 
problem. The organization uses control systems in certain op
erations, but a managing strategy (bargaining) is used to return 
the subsystem to a steady state when control systems might lead 
to further disorder. 

There is nothing intrinsically wrong with an organization's 
using a control system, but we must ask whether it is appropri
ate to the task. In the assembly line example, there is often a 
need to manage in what is normally perceived as a control 
situation. Attempts to impose corporate control over workers 
can lead to disruption and work stoppage which, if prolonged, 
will threaten organizational existence. 

Control of Values 

In hierarchical organizations, members concede much 
decision-making authority to upper organizational levels. In 
non-coercive situations, participants agree on a desired future 
state. Important questions are not ones of value (since there is 
agreement on the desired condition), but ones of fact. Organ
izational members concentrate on finding out how best to re
alize the desired state. If knowledge exists, control mechanisms 
may work; if not, efforts to control may disrupt the value 
consensus. 

Values are not constant. There are bound to be changes 
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and disagreement in interpreting goals. When disagreement 
occurs, the upper level of the hierarchy may choose not to bar
gain to reach a new consensus but, rather, to introduce coercive 
measures to force compliance. Control systems are introduced, 
not to arrive at a new agreement and not to correct deviations 
from a generally held view, but to guard against sabotage of the 
views of those in command. Error in this case is defined by 
hierarchic preference (value), not by a mutual agreement on a 
planned course of action to reach a common goal. 

It must be emphasized that managing does not preclude 
using control mechanisms when appropriate. In fact, the point 
of management is to move as many problems as possible to a 
stage where cybernetic control can be implemented.31 Man
agement acknowledges the existence of dominant uncertainty 
and is sensitive to critical differences between tasks and task 
environments. Managing accepts the need to act "as if" near
perfect knowledge exists, but it is not taken in by the fiction. 

The analytic ability to function with "as if" propositions 
while remaining sensitive to error-potential is a principal char
acteristic of management. It is, therefore, most important in 
public organizations, where there is rarely a technical core that 
lends itself to control. In managing, the primary objective is not 
to force compliant responses to reach a stable desired end-state, 
but to analyze problems pragmatically.3z Managing does not 
discount the utility of a control response, but first asks whether 
the problem belongs to the determinate or the indeterminate class. 
If determinate, managers can proceed to develop appropriate 
control mechanisms.33 If indeterminate, they must ascertain 
whether the indeterminacy is a function of fact or value; that is, 
whether the problem can be resolved through new knowledge 
or whether it is necessary to arrive at a new value consensus. If 
the problem is one of fact, then the organization begins to 
search for and test ways to move the problem to the determi
nate class, and then to install systems of control. If the problem 
is disagreement on values, managers reinstitute bargaining and 
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negotiation strategies to deVelop the "as if" propositions 
needed for continued organizational operation. 

Whether the problem belongs to the fact or the value class, 
organizational members must remain sensitive to the potential 
for error in control situations and to the possible need for bar
gaining. We must always recognize that in hierarchic organ
izations there is the possibility that the value premises of a 
majority or dominant minority coalition may be imposed by 

) . ' coercion or by promising present or future rewards. 
Control can only be imposed when the organizational lead

ership is powerful enough to dominate members and units. 
r< Occasionally, this may well be the only way to keep an organ
'/~ . 

ization together, and it can even succeed as long as it is under::·1·"
~~\l'l'l taken with a clear appreciation of the ever-present potential for
:~~:l error and conflict escalation. But persisting in this strategy in
\I~,I ;: . the face of repeated error can only exacerbate existing prob., ' f '?' 
: :<~ll '/ lems and lead to new, unforeseen difficulties. Managing doesd~'\'l' ''~.. \
'j;; ...~',. not guarantee success, but it can increase the probability that 
.;' l~:: ' " errors will be detected and corrected, thereby reducing the 
'il~;'\ costs of error.r('ibl. ' '. 

, ~!<j l . 
, ',t, 

Summary 

Management and control are critical activities in all organ
izations. What is important in analyzing organizational behavior 
is which orientation dominates. The manager's task is not to 
follow mythical "principles;' but to discern which situations call 
for management and which call for control. This is a manager's 

.~:, work. 34 
':'.' 

The need to buffer a technical core (i.e., to use control 
mechanisms when appropriate) gives rise to various strategies. 
In private organizations, technical cores are usually buffered by 
absorbing uncertainty in input/output elements. Public agencies 
rarely have an equivalent technical core, and smooth organ
izational functioning requires operating "as if" such knowledge 
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and determinacy exist. When "as if" is accepted as truth in any 
organization, error detection/correction potential is drastically 
diminished. 

Pursuing an inappropriate control orientation can blind 
organizational leaders to error. The need to reduce uncertainty 
within organizations leads to a belief that control can be 
exerted over the organizational environment. This is almost in
variably impossible, but the assumption of control in organ
izational and environmental relationships precludes the poten
tial for detecting and correcting error. Though organizational 
stability can be achieved through bargaining or through com
plete control of one organizational element over another, this 
can lead to the presumption of environmental stability or en
vironmental control. Such behavior produces Edsels. 

To achieve stability, organizations can bargain internally 
and with others, but not with nature. The best strategy is to 
manage. Maybe we can't control our environment, but we can 
reduce the organizational uncertainty we have to live with. 

'. . 1 

CHAPTER 2 
The Costs of 

Conceptual Confusion 

Folly is often more cruel in the consequence 
than malice can be in the intent. 

-LORD HALIFAX 

Confusing the concepts of management and control is an 
~~.~ .. order of problem that is far from academic. It can have the 
•~;';, r 


:~.' '. most serious consequences for the world of everyday affairs, 

Such confusion leads to two types of error, both of which are,'F: 

'" , costly. These errors are: managing or experimenting when
'.~

'9 controlling is more appropriate, and attempting to control 
when managing would be more appropriate. The errors occur 
because it is assumed that there is no difference between man
aging and controlling; we fail to appreciate the varying degrees 
of knowledge that exist in problem domains. For examples of 
each error, we need look no further than efforts undertaken to 
meet the worldwide oil shortage. There is ample evidence that 
a well-developed technology exists to use solar energy as a 
power source in both residential and commercial buildings. In 
fact, solar panels have been in use in some areas of the United 
States since the early 1930s. Yet we proceed in an experimental 
mode, as though the technology had yet to be developed, in

19 


