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 Policy as a field of management theory

by Henry Mintzberg

Faculty of Management, McGill University, USA /

THE teaching of management has changed dramati-
J cally in the last decade. We rejected many of our
~ traditional materials in favour of significant theory;

we made strides, for the first time, toward educating

management scientists; also for the first time, re-
_search in management attained significant status
- among the outputs of the management or business
school[1]. However, one thing was somehow ignored.

Inourracetoapply quantitative methods, understand

interpersonal behaviour in organizations, and deve-

lop the disciplines of marketing, finance and produc-
tion, we gave relatively little attention to the teaching
and researching of the management process itself.

- Leonard Sayles stresses this point:

“A strange paradox flourishes in the field of edu-
cation for business. At the very time interest in
business study and management training is at an
unprecedented peak, attention to the heartland
of business practice~—the field of administration

. or management itself—is declining. Most manage-

ment education has little management in it
.o 12 P 28]

Management or Business Policy is the study of the
work of senior management, with particular focus on
the making of important decisions. It deals with the
topics of managerial roles, organizational goals,
structures and strategies. The most well-known of
Policy groups, that of the Harvard Business School,

~ defines the field in a recent memorandum (16 March,

1970) as follows:

“Business Policy is concerned with the functions
and responsibilities of general management and
the problems which affect the character and suc-
cess of the total enterprise. As a field of study, it 1s
oriented to the problems of the practicing business

manager’ . s

Many business schools view Policy as the “capstone™
or integrative course in the MBA curriculum.

In this paper, I shall discuss two common ap-
proaches to the teaching of Policy and then propose
one which, in my view, is more in keeping with

modern trends in management education. This will

be followed by a statement of a body of theory, based

primarily on the work of Herbert Simon and his col-
leagues at Carnegie-Mellon University, which can

- serve as the foundation for a new approach to

Management Policy. I shall then link this underlying
theory to the topics of managerial work, organiza-
tional goals, structure, decision-making, strategy-
making and management science at the policy level.
Finally, I shall illustrate this approach to Policy by
describing our experiences in the McGill University

MBA programme. The central themes I wish to

develop in this paper are, first, that Policy should be

- taught as a body of theory, and second, that we now

have the materials that eriable us to do so.

THE TEACHING OF POLICY

At many business schools, the Policy course conti-
nues to be the stepchild. Unlike other courses, it 1s
often taught by someone who has never studied the
field formally (perhaps a successful businessman
who has chosen to end his career in academia or an
academic from another discipline who 1s intrigued
by this important field). Many universities require a
Policy course as thecapstone ofthe MBA programme,
and many of these grope for a teaching method that
is compatible with.those used in other courses.
According to recent articles, some adopt a business
game, others send the students out to develop long-
range plans for local companies, some have the
students pretend to start companies or have them
consider social issues facing businessmen. However,

two methods appear to have predominated—the

teaching of principles and the discussion of cases.

The principles approach

Developed since the turn of the century by writers
such as Fayol[3] and Urwick and Gulick[4], the prin-
ciples approach builds its framework on the mange-
ment “functions”—usually planning, organizing, co-
ordinating and controlling. The management process
is represented by a series of “principles” (or “pro-
verbs’ as one critc has referred to them([3]), such as
the unity of command principle: “IFor any action
whatsoever, an employee should receive orders from
one superior only”’[6, p. 390].
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Policy as a field of management theory

Although popular for a great many years, the prin-
ciples approach has fallen into disfavour, and 1s less
frequently found in Policy or “general management”
courses than it once was. Its simplicity and dogma-
tism and the absence of attempts to verify its propo-
sitions by empirical research have put its proponents
on the defensive. It appears anachronistic in the

 management school which looks increasingly to the
underlying disciplines and to researched and re-
- searchable theory. While other management theorists
have felt obligated to test their hypotheses, the pro-

y ponents of the principles approach have allowed

opinions and hypotheses to emerge stated as absolute
~ truths. Much of their vocabulary is too imprecise to
allow for testing, and what could be tested, seldom
has been. The proponents “continually discussed
whether management was an art or a science but
failed to develop that portion that was scientific”[6,

p- 404]. s -. ~
One critic explains the longevity of the principles

.-« -approach in terms of 1ts pro-management nature:

“It fits in with an authoritarian attitude which is
still prevalent or at least which fits 1n with mana-
gers’ predilections—they would like to be authori-
tarian because they could make decisions more
speedily and so get the work performed more
quickly... |

“(It tells) the manager what to do and provide(s)
him with “ten easy steps” ... Prescriptive princi-
ples remove from him much of the need to think
through the problem, they short-circuit the prob-
lem and let him move to the action stage more

quickly”[7].

Further discussion of the criticisms of the principles
approach may be found in Simon[5] and March and
Simon[8]. Urwick has recently published a series of
articles in which he attempts to answer the critics

(see, for example,[9]).

The cass study approach

The case study method dominates the teaching of
Policy today: In its early form, cases were treated as
ends in themselves. (We can call this the “pure case
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study” method.) I have reason to believe from the
textbooks in the field and from personal discussion
with a number of Policy instructors, that something
akin to this remains in common, although not exclu-
sive practice today. Learning takes place by debating
the policy aspects of real-world situations described
on paper. The pure case study method plays down
or ignores conceptualizations and theories. A state-
ment in a 1962 edition of a popular casebook illus-

strates this view:

“It would not, in our opinion, be an irreparable
loss if we had no headings, no outline of topics. An
apprentice working under and with experienced
businessmen does not have any “topical outline™

from which tolearn. By watching, studying, asking,

thinking, imagining, co-operating. . . he comes to
know the many functions of a manager’’[10].*

Such a method has, no doubt, been used to train all
professionals in the early years of their professions.
In the absence of systematic knowledge one 1s forced
to teach by example. But the consequences must be
recognized. There can be no systematic progress in
the field, rather a continual reinforcement of current
practice; because one cannot specify what 1s to be
learned, one can never be sure whether the actual
learning that takes place is valid, or indeed, if any real
learning takes place at all. Applied to medicine, the
above quote describes the training of early medical
doctors and witch-doctors as well. The difference be-
tween the two became clear only when science was
accepted as the basis for medical instruction. What
would be the state of medicine, engineering, or micro-
economicstodayif these fields had no theory on which
to draw? We can only justify the pure case study
method when we have no useful theory to teach.
Once we do, cases belong simply as vehicles to illus-
trate and help us to teach the theory.

1 At a recent conference on the teaching of Business Policy,
held at the Harvard Business School (24-28 May, 1g971), there
was considerable debate between those who emphasized cases
and those who emphasized theory. While the latter stressed
the need to teach concepts, the former justified the case study
method in part by its power to develop student skills.
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A contemporary approach

The 1960s were revolutionary years in the teaching
of mamagement. The underlying disciplines (mathe-
matics, statistics, economicsand behavioural sciences)
took hold in the management curriculum and the ap-
plied fields become increasingly more theoretical. All
the while, the Policy course changed little. Itisindeed
ironical that we now train our students well in all the
underlying theories, functional disciplines and use

~of tools, but when they leave the business school,

these managers-to-be know almost nothing about

the management process itself, This, in my view, is

the failure of the Policy course.

There have been signs recently that suggest a
growing disenchantment with the traditional ap-
proaches to Management Policy. At the Harvard
Business School, which made its reputation by the
-application of the case study method to business

education, the Policy group pointed out in its recent
memorandum that:

-

“the conceptual output of research is considered
as input for the Policy course for, in a major break
with the past, a single set of concepts—simple,
inelegant, but powerful—has become established
as the organizing principle of the Policy course”.

Other schools have designed Policy courses which
show more dramatic breaks with the past. An ap-

proach which uses that of the Harvard Policy group

as a point of departure has been discussed by Basil
Denning[11] and the members of a Manchester
Business School graduate seminar published a
paper[12] describing an approach more deeply
grounded in theory, one akin to ours in the McGull
University MBA programme.

While cases continue to dominate the pages of
most new Policy textbooks, there are signs of change.
Summer and O’Connell[13] make an explicit attempt
to link cases to theory, while Cannon[14] develops an
entire textbook around the theme of strategy. The
two periodicals Journal of Business Policy and Policy

-Sciences, the latter concerned with public policy-

making, should have a significant impact on the
development of theory in the field, and hence, on the
courses taught[13].

Perhaps most significant was a series of articles in
the 1966 volume of the Academy of Management

Journal entitled “Forum: Exchanges on Cases and

Policy courses”, in which four academics criticized

the study approach[16-20]. A comment by Gordon
is most germane to this discussion:

“If the general excuse for almost exclusive reliance
on “cases” was lack of knowledge, the excuse for
such lopsided reliance is out of date. Even as medi-
cine once relied almost exclusively on cases until
the discovery of underlying basic health sciences
(anatomy, physiology, etc.), we can no longer begin
begin with anecdotes on which to improve our
practice without previous foundations in the ap-
propriate segments of underlying disciplines”[18,

P- 354]-

Gordon and his colleagues point clearly to the prob-
lem, but while they suggest the need for a theoretical
framework, they do not present one. ‘

I wish to use Gordon’s comment as a point of de-

parture here. I shall specify below what I believe a -

contemporary Policy course must do, and then I
shall present a theoretical framework which I be-
lieve could accomplish this.

The student of Business or Management requires a

-useful conceptual framework with which to view the

world of Policy that he shall face during his career.
He requires answers to the following questions:

1) What is the job of the Manager?

2) How do organizations determine goals?

3) How do different organizations develop their
structures and which are appropriate for each?

4) By what processes are significant decisions made?

) What are the organizational strategies, and how
are they made?

6) What is the role of management science at the

- Policy level ?

The Management Policy course should provide
answers to these questions on the following bases:

a) The answers to questions of Policy must be based
on empirical research. We must observe and
study the management process in 2 systematic
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Policy as a field of management theory
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way. Then, what we teach our students should be planning) in the light of his knowledge of the
researched or at least researchable. (This point is actual management process. The Policy course
 stresséd by Sayles [2].) 5 7 must walk a line between behavioural science and
b) The answers should blend into an mteorated management science, drawing on one for des-
theory of Management Policy. We must brmo' criptive theory, on the other for prescrxptxve.
:  together the theories that we now have, integrate theory.
- them based on some underlying theory, and use €) The Policy course must Iink theory with practice.
research to fill in the gaps that remain. We have Theory alone is no better than practice alone.
- much to do, but we have the basis for a beginning. The reality of Policy is sufficiently complex to re-
_ Many theories are available that provide partial  quire that the student have the Oppormmty to
answers to our questions. These are often not  assess the relevance of theory in practice. Ideally,
recognized as Policy theories; but so long as they the students armed with theory, will observe
shed light on the questions asked in the Policy reality ficsthand, via 2 field study or live case.
course, they must be used there. Alternately, he can assess his theory 1n the context -
c) Description must precede prescription. There of a written case or business game [13].

has been too great a tendency to prescribe 1n the

literature .of Policy, to tell managers how to .\ \\\ocoiviNG THEORY FOR POLICY . 3
manage without first understanding why they do ,
; The applied fields of management have, for the

.. what they do.? In discussing how unproductive : , 2
- has been the study of the modern large corpora- ™MOst part, drawn on particular bodies of underlying

tion, John Kenneth Galbraith claims that “A th.eory—-mar k?ﬁf‘g on psycho]og,y , finance on econo-
vivid image of what should exist acts as a surrogate TS, PI oductx.on on m.atl‘lematxcs. 'I:here is 10 ob-
for reality. Pursuit of the image then prevents pur-  V19US underlying discipline to which Policy can
suit of the reality” [22]. We must avoid the temp- relate, but there is one particular body of theoxty .(pre- | ‘
tation to arm our students with simplistic pre- sumably, among others) that can serve as a basis for |
scriptions (eg planning is good per se); rather we 20 integrated theory of Policy. It has been developed - ‘

and they must come to understand the complex - OV¢f the years by Herbert Simon and his colleagues. - ‘
processes of management. Prescription is mean- 2t Carnegie-Mellon University Graduate School of - ;
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ingful only when it is grounded in valid Industrial Administration. ' 4

descrxpnon. : ‘
d) The Policy course should integrate the lessons of Simon’s administrative man i

management science. The Policy course 1s the in- Criticizing the rational man of the economxst the 1

tegrative one of the MBA curriculum, linking the mechanical man of the management philosophers, |
~applied fields of marketing, finance and and the behavioural man of the social psychologist, -
production. The modern curriculum places in-  Simon ef al., in a series of books, introduce “admini-
creasing emphasis on the scientific tools of these strative man” [, 8, 23, 24]. This man’s environment
fields (eg marketing research, capital budgeting, is complex and dynamic, his cognitive powers and
mathematical programming). The Policy course available time limited. Administrative man exhibits,
can maintain its integrative role by serving to in-  in Simon’s term, bounded rationality, that 1s, he sim-
terpret the lessons of management science for the  plifies his own work system and attempts to act
policy maker. The Policy student should learn to  rationally within it. He makes choices with regard to
assess the relevance and weaknesses of each man-  simplified models of the world, and he satisfices, that

o~ — So~a - -~

I P A

agement science technique (especially strategic is, he seeks satisfactory rather than optimal soluttons. @,
. Furthermore, his actions can be described in the ‘
2 This point is made most clearly by Wrapp [21]. terms of stimulus-response—he acts when he must. . = d

.32
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His response is a programme, the cornerstone of this
body of theory.

7

The programme as a basic work element

A programme is a generalized procedure, learned
by humans or built into machines, that 1s, used in
response to a particular type of stimulus. A secre-
tary executesa typing programme in response to dic-
tation, a fire department initiates a ﬁre—ﬁghtm pro-
gramme in response toanalarm, a manager carries out
a problem-solving programme in response to a
difficulty. Programmes comprise five basic elements
—stimuli, facrual mputs value inputs or statements
of preference, execution steps including heuristics
(rules of thumb that lead to convenient, 1f not opti-
mal, solutions), and outputs. Programmes are devel-
oped because they are economical—the. response
to each stimulus, rather than being new, can reflect

the learning of past actions.

We can classxfy programmes according to the ex-
tent to which they can be prescnbed or
“programmed”. At one extreme, we have those pro-
grammes that can be observed and easily described in
flow chart form, for example, the typing or fire-
fichting programme. These will be referred to as
operating programmes. At the other extreme, we have
complex, ill-defined programmes, where specifica-
tion of content is difficult. Termed management pro-

grammes, these include the problem-solving and
crisis handling programmes of managers.

There are a number of differences between these
two types of programme. Operating programmes tend
to have specific inputs and outputs, and the contents
are often specified for the user. The stimuli and the
outputs of management programmes often do not
come as clear signals, and the contents are usually
unspecified as well. Hence, the user 1s allowed con-
siderable discretion. While operating programmes
can usually be taught explicitly, management pro-
grammes fall into the realm of the intuitive or judge-

3 March and Simon [§] refer to operating programmes as
“performance” programmes and to mnnagemcnt programmes
as “procedural” programmes. I use the words ‘“‘operating” and
““management”’ because I believe they more clearly convey the

dxﬁ'ercnce to the reader.

mental (ie not conscious or explicit), and they often

~ require “creative’’ responses.

The thrust of programming

Can we “programme” the management pro-
gramme? That is, can we specify the complex proce-
dures used in management and other sophisticated
jobs? I would like to suggest that the basic thrust of
management theory and management science has
been in this direction—the programming of more
and more sophisticated forms of organizational work.
Indeed, man’s development through the ages can be
described in these terms, as Desmond Morris points

out:

“So, in all these spheres—in painting, sculpture,
drawing, music, singing, dancing, gymnastics,
games, sports, writing and speech—we can carry
on to our heart’s content, all through our long
lives, complet and specxahzed forms of ezplora—

- tion and experiment . ..

“(Man’s play rules) can be stated as follows: (1)

you shall investigate the unfamiliar until it has
become familiar; (2) you shall impose rhythmic
repetition on the familiar; (3) you shall vary this
repetition in as many ways as possible; (4) you
shall select the most satisfying and develop these
at the expense of others; (5) you shall combine and
recombine these variations one with another; and
(6) you shall do all this for its own sake, as an end

in 1tself.
“These principles apply from one end of the scale

to the other, whether you are consideringan infant

playing in the sand, or a composer working on a
symphony” (25).

We can trace the programming of organizational
work through four stages. A logical starting point 1s
the Industrial Revolution and the early attempts to
programme the division and flow of production work.
Adam Smith provides us with an apt illustration in
The Wealth of Nations, as he describes the manufac-

ture of pins:

“In the way in which this business is carried on, not
only the whole work 1s a particular trade, but it is

33
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Policy as a field of management theory

divided into a number of branches, of which the
greater part are likewise particular trades. One man
draws out the wire, another straights it, and a third
cutsit, a fourth pointsit, a fifth gnnds it at the top
for receiving the head; to make the head requires
two or three distinct operations; to putiton 1s a pe-
- culiar business, to whiten the pins is another; it is
even a trade by itself to put them into the paper;
and the important business of making pins 1s, 1n
this manner, divided into eighteen distinct opera-
tions, which, in some manufactories, are all per-
formed by distinct hands, though in others the
- same man will someumes perform two or three of

them’ [26].

Frederick Taylor introduced the second stage at
the turn of this century with his intensive efforts to
programme the actual content of production work.
Although he did not use the word, Taylor’s efforts
. were clearly those of programming:

“First. Find, say 10 or 15 different men (preferably
in as many separate establishments and different

parts of the country) who are especially skillful in
doing the particular work to be analyzed.

“Second. Study the exact series of elementary
operations or motions which each of these men

uses in doing the work which is being investigated,
as well as the implements each man uses.

“Third. Study with a stop-watch the time re-
quired to make each of these elementary move-
ments and then select the quickest way of doing

“each element of the work. |
“Fourth. Eliminate all false movements, slow
movements, and useless movements.
“Fifth. After doing away with all unnecessary

movements, collect into one series the quickestand

A third stage saw the thrust of programming car-
ried into the centre of the organizational hierarchy.
The industrial engineers 1mt1ated this process,
bringing their time and motion study methods to the
white-collar offices. But with the advent of the com~
puter and the parallel development of the field of
operations research, all the work of middle manage-
ment suddenly became fair game for programming.

Just as physical work could be automated by produc- .

tion machines, so now could mental work be auto-
mated by computers. The results have been and will
continue to be dramatic. As sophisticated examples
of this activity, we can cite two award-winning doc-
toral theses—Tonge’s [28] programme to balance
assembly lines and Clarkson’s simulation of the worx

of the trust investor [29].
The fourth stage—the programming of the work of

the manager hlmself—b heralded by Clarkson’s
work. Althou"h his subject worked in middle

management, hlS research provides clear indication _

that even very sophisticated, “judgemental” thought
processes can be so well understood asto be sunulated

accurately on the computer.
So far, there has been little work in this area . In

19 56, Cyert, Simon and Trow [30] reported a study

in which one decision was analysed in depth (but not

programmed). There are two unpublished Master’s

theses in which attempts were made to study the
actual programmes executed by managers [31, 32].
The study by Liong Wong [31] shows in flow chart
form the managers’ information scanning and dis-
seminating programmes, their bargaining and re-

source allocating programmes, and others. John
RadomsLy was concerned solely with the managers’

time scheduling activities. His basic result—the pro-
cramme used by the manager to choose a next task

v .y 'bul. yr.w! -.c“-c.n;u-'oNo"-‘;-ﬁ-‘lfu‘on&

e, 0

P

~.
1
;
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to work on—is shown in Figure 1 [32, p. 60].
Progress in this fourth stage has been slow because

managerial work is enormously complex and parts
are difficult to isolate for study. For this reason, a
number of researchers interested in studying com-
plex thought processes of this nature have turned to
artificial situations, such as chess or checkers [33].
Nevertheless, the important work of Radomsky and
Wong does suggest the direction of research.

best movements as well as the best 1mplernents
27l

Taylor and his followers, notably the great numbers
of time and motion study men who appeared like the

17-year locust in the middle of this century, attemp-
ted to programme totally the work of their subjects.

Freedom of action wasalmost entirely eliminated, but
the increases in efficiency were often dramatic.

34
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Policy as a field of management theory

This work is in its early stages but one finding is
clear: 1t 1s possible to describe all organizational work
- 1n terms of programmes. To do so for the work of
Senior management is, in my view, the prime chal-
lenge facing the researcher in Management Policy.

A programmed view of organizations

March and Simon describe administrative man’s
organization as a set of Joosely-coupled programmes.

- Each programme is executed independently, but is

linked to the others in a variety of ways that determine
organizational structure. First, organizations arrange
programmes in pyramidal order, with the more
general (management) programmes at the top and
the specialized (operating) programmes lower down.
Higher-level programmes construct and maintain
control over the lower-level programmes. In addi-
tion, programmes are coupled horizontally by the
flow of information and work objects (eg the output
__of one serving as the input of another) and by their
need to share common resources.

Tofurther our development of this theory, we must
depart at this point from the material of the Carnegie
School and turn to some theory of Katz and Kahn
[34]. They view the organization as an open system,

~ 1mporting energy from the environment, transform-

ing it, and sending back outputs in return for pay-
ments which buy new inputs to start the cycle again.
Five types of work are needed to operate the organi-

zational system:

“(1) production subsystems concerned with the

work that gets done; (2) supportive subsystems of
procurement, disposal, and institutional relations;

(3) maintenance subsystems for tying people into
their functional roles; (4) adaptive subsystems,

concerned with organizational change; (5) mana-
gerial systems for the direction, adjudication, and

control of the many subsystems and activities of
the structure” [32, p. 39]-

Taking a cue from this framework, I shall describe
the organization in terms of four basic participants:

O perators

Operators carry out the basic, routine work of the
organization, that is, they operate the production and
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supportive subsystems. In the typical manufacturing
firm, this includes machine operators, assemblers,
warehousemen, purchasing agents and salesmen. In
general, the work of the operator is well-deined—
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often he is responsible for the execution of a single

programme—and most often he uses operating pro-

grammes which allow for little discretion. There are,
however, exceptions. Medical personnel in hospitals
and academics in universities are operators, 2lthough
much of their work is unprogrammed.

Technocrats
Technocrats are concerned with the design, con-

trol and’ improvement of the organization’s work.
They are of two types. One, responsible for the main-

tenance subsystem, specializes in designing pro-
grammes, establishing workflows and monitoring
performance. Included here are industrial engineers,
accounting and control people, and budget analysts.
The second group deals with the-adaptive subsystem.
Typical of these are market researchers and long-
range planners—those staff people who collect ex-
ternal information and use it to help the organization

- adapt to its changing environment. Katz and Kahn

point out the similarities and differences between
these two types of technocrats:

“The adaptive function, like the maintenance
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function, is directed toward the survival of the or- o
ganization. Although the maintenance function e
faces inward and the adaptive function faces out- . ~ | al

ward, they are similar with respect to another basic
tendency. Both move in the direction of preserving

constancy and predictability in the conditions of
organizational life. The maintenance function

moves toward a constant set of internal structures.
The adaptive function tends to achieve environ-

Examples would be capital budgeting, cost-benefit
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mental constancy by bringing the external world I
)
under control” [34, p. 91]. -
Technocrats use what we mught call “analytical >
programmes’’. Like operating programmes, these &
usually have specific, learnable content, but, like fl'
management programmes, they handle general kinds .
of stimuli and are often used on an ad hoc basis. :Il
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analysis, and time study analysis. The development
and application of these programmes has been so

rapid in recent years as to prompt John Kenneth
Galbraith to write a book suggesting that technocrats
have gained control of large corporations [22].

Managers
Managers assume formal authority of organiza-

‘tions or their parts. Their prime responsibility is to

ensure that the organization produces its goods and

~ services efficiently. They must oversee the work of

operators and technocrats; they must lead them and
allocate resources to them; they must maintain

- stability in the event of disturbances, ensure an ap-

propriate rate of change, and maintain certain rela-
tionships between the organization and 1ts
environment. For the most part, the manager’s pro-

~ grammes are most general and are not, at this point,

well understood.

- Influencers” |

Influencers form the power system of the

.organization. These are the people who are, in one

way or another, able to influence organizational pre-
ferences or goals. Owners often seek profits; untons
may seek power over policy decisions; society seeks
a greater recognition of the common good ; managers

often seek increased rates of growth. Influencers

exist because organizations have discretionary powers
and create surpluses as by-products of their
operations. The influencers bargain among them-
selves for control over decisions and for these
surpluses. Together they form coalitions of various
kinds and these, through the process of bargaining,
establish organizational goals.

. This, then, 1s one view of the organizational system.

- It consists of four sets of participants with different

responsibilities, who use operating, analytical,
management and bargaining programmes coupled to-
gether in a complex structure. Although some of
these programmes remain ill-defined, there are clear
indications that one important thrust of manage-
ment theory is in the direction of programming
them.

THE THEORY OF MANAGEMENT POLICY

I have now. outlined what I feel 1s needed in the
development of the field of Management Policy and
what I feel can serve as a body of underlying theory.

I should like in this section to draw the material of the -

previous sections together, and to provide support
for my contention that we can now approach Policy
as a field of management theory because, in fact,
sufficient theoretical material now exists.

Figure 2 illustrates the material presented below.
Policy is viewed as comprising eight topics—three

underlying elements, two dealing with the policy-

making process itself, and three dealing with the
application of management science at the Policy
level. I shall present each together with sample
readings to illustrate that in fact we now have enough
theoretical material to begin to develop Policy as a

field of management theory.

Managerial work

To understand managerial work, we must focus
on the roles performed by managers (eg leadership,
entrepreneurship) and on the programmes.they use
in carrying out these roles.. We must study work
characteristics (eg with whom they spend their time),
and we must analyse variations in managerial jobs.
Unfortunately, the vast amount of armchair wisdom
in the literature on this topic has hidden from most
scholars the useful studies and analyses that do exist.
We have considerable empirical material on mana-
gerial work characteristics, notably from the British
“diary” researchers, and a few interesting studies
which capture the complexity of managerial roles
(notably the work of Sayles[35]). Our chief concern s
with the programming of managerial work, and here
there is little (with the exception of the two Master’s
theses cited earlier). Some of the more interesting
material can be found in [21, 35, 38-42].

Organizational goals

We can describe organizational goals by studying
influencers, the coalitions they form, and the goal
behaviours these exhibit. We have much literature
on different views of goals—the classical economists
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Planning
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Figure 2 : The topics of management policy

on profit maximization, Baumol [43] on sales maxi-
mization, Papandreou [44] on the preference func-
tion, Simon on sets of constraints, Cyert and March
[24] on coalitions. By analysing different coalition
formations, we can identify particular goal behaviours
with each. We can discuss coalitions as being either
dominated or non-dominated. Where one individual
dominates, we would expect the organizational goals
to reflect his personal goals. If he has strong needs
along one goal dimension (eg, profit), then one would
expect the organization to exhibit something akin to
maximizing behaviour. A coalition without a domi-
nating member would likely exhibit the satishcing
behaviour described by Cyertand March, as difterent

_influencers bargain among themselves for power and

33

rewards. Such an approach to the study of organiza-
tional goals is supported also by [45-49]-

Organizational structure

Here we deal with the coupling of the programmes
of managers, technocrats and operators, and the re-
sulting flow of authority, information and objects.
After Burns and Stalker [50], we find it convenient
to distinguish two basic forms of structure—
“bureaucratic” for programmed work and ““organic”
for unprogrammed work. Specific types of structure
—process, output or product, and matrix—can be

discussed in these terms. We can then relate a variety

of factors to structural form, noting, for example, that
with increased age and size and more stable environ-
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THE ROLE OF THE MANAGEMENT
SCIENTIST

The previous five topics have dealt with descrip-
tive theory; the last three deal with the attempts by
management scientists to bring their science to bear
on the management process. In this section, we focus
on the technocrat himself—the nature and charac-
teristics of his work, the methods he uses and, 1n par-
ticular, the nature of his relationship with the mana-

mental conditions, organizations tend. increasingly
to programme their work and hence become more
bufgaucmtic. (See, also, [50-55].)

- Decision-making |
The first three topics—the policy elements—des-
cribe certain basic facets of organizational activity.

Together they provide the descriptive theory needed
to understand how organizations make complex

“unprogrammed’’) decisions. Our concern here is
to develop a precise understanding of the high-order
managerial processes used in the making of these
decisions. While we lack a general theory of unpro-
grammed decision-making, we do have considerable
literature on the subject. Some of the more interesting

works are [8 ch. 5-6, 23, 29, 30, 33 ch. 3, 56-59].

Strategy-making

The field of Management Policy focuses ultimately
on the strategy-making process—the making and in-
terrelating of significant decisions to form strategies.
Strategy has been defined in a variety of ways—as a
plan, a pattern of behaviour, a modus operandi, the

-organization’s basic character. In my view, strategies p

ger and the reasons for the conflicts that arise. See
[13 ch. 1-3, 22, 66-69] for interesting readings on this
topic. ° .

Analytical programmes

Some of the technocrat’s programmes are con-
cerned with helping the manager in the making of
individual decisions. Among these are marketing re-
search, forecasting, cost-benefit analysis and mathe-
matical modelling. In addition, technocrats design
information systems for managers. Management
Policy can be concerned, not with the teaching of
these programmes (this is done in functional area
courses), but with the assessment of their relevance
for the manager: whereand when they can used, when
and why they fail, how they must be modified. For

are those patterns emerging from streams of pastand assistance with this aspect see [64 ch. 2-3, 70-73]-

present decisions which influence future decisions.
Thus, while decision-making 1s concerned with ana-
Iysing and programming the making of single deci-
sions, strategy-making is the study of decision
streams. In studying strategy-making, one can trace
"the stream of significant decisions 1n an organization,
noting that the more current and the more important
a decision, the greater its influence on strategy (a pro-
cess that can be described as exponential smoothing).
The literature, of which there 1s an increasing
amount, may be depicted as presenting three views
of strategy-making. The entrepreneurial view focuses
on the dominant manager who seeks bold opportuni-
ties to attain clear goals; the adaptive view, more typi-
cal of the non-dominated coalition, treats strategy-
making as a reactive, disjointed, incremental process;
the planning view focuses on the analytical highly-
integrated, one-point-in-time method of making
strategy. (See [24 ch. 6, 52, 60-65]).

Planning programmes

Here we assess the relevance of those technocrat
programmes that are used to bring analysis to bear on

the making of streams or groups of decisions (1e on

the strategy-making process). Two programmes in
particular have been developed and applied to date.
Capital budgeting is a programme for making choices
among independent projects competing for the same
financial resources. Strategic planningisa programme
(or group of programmes) used to design integrated
strategies for organizations. The literature 1s exten-
sive and 1s growing quickly; unfortunately, little of
it assesses the relevance or success of the techniques.
Among the literature that does see [74-79]-

THE McGILL EXPERIENCE

For four years, McGill University MBA students
have studied Management Policy as it is presented
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in this paper. These students form groups of five, ganic at the top. The goals of small firms have re-
each group studying an organization (a “live peatedly been described by the students in terms, not
laboratory”) in the Montreal area for a four month  of maximization, but of survival. In one interesting
period. The students read the theory, and then carry  case, the goals of a racetrack were described 1n terms
out research projectsin their field organizations. Here  of a “non-dominated coalition” in which owners,
“they get the opportunity to learn about reality ina  horsemen, bettors, and the government have locked
- systematic way, and to test the theory against the themselves into a very specific method of sharing

reality they observe first-hand (and, as a result to financial benefits. In another case, strategy-making
further develop the theory). in the Montreal radio industry was viewed as a zero-

. Five studies are undertaken: one to describe the sum game, with given players and a fixed audience
work of one manager; one to study the organization’s  size. Another group analysed the frustrating plight

influencers, its coalition and its goals;.one to specify  of a university trying to state operational goals 1n the

its structure; one to programme (ie describe in deci- face of a ““non-dominated coalition™. -

sion net form) one major decision; and one to deter- ~ Our attempt at McGill to teach Management

mine its strategy and the process by which it Policy in this way appears to have met with success.

developed. In addition, the students complete a The course blends in well with the MBA programme

major analytical assienment and discuss in detail the being the most theoretical and quantitative 1n
organization’s strategies. Their ﬁndxngs provide the Canada much like those of MIT and Carnegie-
basis for seminar discussions.* Mellon). It has met with an enthusiastic response
Forty-two organizations have been studned todate from students and the members of the organizations
“including a bank, a racetrack, four hospitals, three under study, both of whom get the opportunity to
academic institutions, a cultural centre, a number of focusina systematic way on the management process
medium-sized manufacturing firms, a stock ex- itself. The course also provides me with the valuable
change, a medical research clinic, 2 city administra- opportunity to assess the relevance of the theory that

~ tion, and others. A wealth of empirical data has been  Itry toteach. Mostimportant, the course has demon-
~ collected on topics that have hitherto been subjected  strated that we now know enough to approach Pohcy

to little research. For example, we have collected de- as a field of management theory.

detailed data on the making of forty-two “unpro-
grammed’ decisions, and one student has completed ACKNOWLEDGEMENT =

an MBA thesis in which he used some of these data to The author would like to thank his colleagues,
develop a general descrnpnon of unprogrammed Pradip Khandwalla, David Robertson and Peter

decision-making. . Y. Sandiford, for their helpful comments.
Students have come up with a number of interest-

ing findings. For example, in describing structures,
they have found that while most organizations tend o -ceRENCES
to be bureaucratic at the bottom, all are highly or- [1] Zalaznick, Sheldon, “The MBA—the Man, the Myth

4 The reader may be interested in further detail. The major  and the Method” Fartune May 1968 pp. 168ff., where it is
assignment is worked out with the organization (with which, argued that the rcsearch output may, in fact, be more impor-

mcxdbntally, thestudents make theirown contact). Thereadings  tant than the student output.
are summarized for the students in chapters of The Theory af [2] Sayles, Leonard, “Whatever Happened to Management
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