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Foreword 

When he was asked to evaluate the New Deal. Chester I. Barnard (1886-1961\ 

confined his use of the term 'New Deal' to the remarks he made to talk about the 

fact to having been asked to give his talk. He gave his lecture and put that lecture 

into print without making any reference to concrete phenomena relating to that par

ticular term. 

If he were to be asked now to comment on the amazing series of abrupt changt:~ 

that recently took place in the Soviet Union and the East European countries, he 

would probably attempt at reviewing those changes, as he did the last time, in a more 

general way as a question of 'individualism and collectivism', rather than comlnenting 

On them as the questions of 'capitalism "s. socialism' or 'free economy "s. planned 

economy' as seen from tht' point of vicw of economics, giving sonle concrete exal1}-

* Professor. Faculty of Economics. Kyoto Lniversity. 
1) "Collectivism and Individualism in Industrial ManagenlenC" 1934,_ in PhUosoph)!.for ManageD': 

Selected Papers flf Chester I. IJarrtard~ edited by '''~. '\I\'olfand H. lino. The title of its Japanese 
translation is KEIEISHA NO TETSUCAKU. done under the supervision of H. lino. Both, 
the original and its translation, were published by Bunshindo in 1986 in commemoration 
of the centenary of Barnard',~ birth. (Hereinafter. this collection of papers will hf' 
abbreviated as Philoso/AU.) 



2 H. !INO 

pIes. Being a person of his character, he might say, "Would you just read that paper 

I wrote at that time, 'Collectivism and Individualism in Industrial Management, 

19341l'?" 

From a point of view of a theory of organization, it may be said that, be it New 

Deal Or socialism, there exists behind it the basic question of conflict and integration 
of 'individualism and collectivism' or of 'free will and determinism.' It was, in fact, 

the question that Barnard kept on considering throughout his life. Whether to con

struct a general theory of organization on the basis of a part (individual) or a whole 

(system, organization, state), Or to conduct government, administration, management 

and operation placing emphasis On either of the above-mentioned two, individual or 

whole? What continues to be an eternally important question is "how to maintain 

a balance between the two ... individual or whole." 

The author believes that it would be of reasonable value to discuss, from the 

point of view as described above, the transitions of Barnard's images of organization 

throughout his life, the man who is called the founder of the Modern Organization 

Theory. The statements to follow are made in the order of: I. Up to the time 

around the publication of Barnard's main work, The Functions 0/ the Executive (herein

after to be referred to as The Functions); II. Around the time when he wrote his 

1943 paper classifying the organizations into 'scalar organization' and 'lateral orga

nization'; III. Around the time he wrote his 1950 paper asserting 'giving priority to 

responsibility'; and IV. Around the time he wrote his 1955 paper on 'business mo
rals.' 

I 

According to Barnard's recollections'), he was a complete individualist until the 

day he finished his school life. For a while after he found employment at the AT&T, 

a giant monopOlistic enterprise, Barnard was overwhelmed by the enormous power 

of an organization and was made to realize the existence of collectivism. Around 

that time, he seems to have had the image that "organization is a hierarchical struc-

ture of jobs." In fact, in his Philosophy, one finds an expression, such as, " ...... to 

regard organization in the nature of a tool or machine'" ... 3)" By and by, Barnard, 

as a manager, comes to acutely realize the need of integrating organization with 

individuals and writes: " ...... one and perhaps the most vital of all problems of 

human life is how effectively to develop and how practically to harmonize two 

principles of life which in isolation seem to be utterly opposed ... the one, systematic 
arrangements of human affairs, cooperation, organization, regimentation, collectivity; 

2) Refer to Barnard's 1934 paper mentioned above. 
3) Philosophy, p. 17 
4) Ibid., p. 12 
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and the other the dynamic individual."" Outside his company, too, Barnard, as 

State Director of the New] ersey Emergency Relief Administration after the Great 

Depression, experienced through his work the dynamism of organizations as it was, 

In 1938, when he was president of the New Jersey Bell Telephone Company, 

Barnard published The Functions qf the Executive, the classical work in the theory of 

organization, the book that made his name long remembered in the academic field. 

The theory of organization discussed in this book was the very first of theories of 

organization 'with a human face,' and represented an attempt at changing the theory 

of organization structure, a hierarchical exposition, into one that is more dynamic 

by placing 'human beings' at the starting point. 

In writing The Functions, Barnard says, he noticed that "if these functions (of the 

executive) are to be adequately described, the description must be in terms of the 

nature of organization itself.5)" So saying, he rejected the empirical statements based 

on arbitrary classification of Inanagerial functions or manageriaI--processes, such as 

those done in the past. In order to reach the substance of organization, Barnard 

developed the theories of human beings (individuals and persons) and cooperation 

and demonstrated how the two standpoints worked ... 'individualism and collectivism' 

and 'free will and determinism.' In that theory of organization, Barnard said that, 

in addition to the structural theory of organization, ·a new theory of organization 

containing both the organization structure and the dynamic nature of organization 

should have been constructed 6). His definition of (formal) organization, that is, "a 

system of consciously coordinated activities Or forces of two or luOre persons,7)" has 

since become a model of definition of organization. Thus, organization as a system 

of human behaviors has come to replace organization as a mechanism of jobs. If the 

former were to be named 'organization', then, the latter may be called 'organization 
structure' . 

The reason why Barnard adopted such a definition as mentioned above for 'or

ganization' was for him to explain the managerial functions that exist universally in 

all sorts of cooperative activities conducted by human beings. What takes charge of 

the management of the cooperative system is a system called 'organization' compri

sing solely the human activities, the system that remains after excluding from the 

cooperative system (the systems of) its triple components, Things, Money and Man. 

The viewpoint here is set not on the (cooperative) system on the level of business 

enterprises and churches but on the (sub-) system called 'organization.' That, in 
fact, is why the theoretical composition of The Functions has sOlnetimes been charac-

5) C.l. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive, 1938, Preface, vii. Its Japanese translation, 
done by Yamamoto, Tasugi and lino and titled KEIEISHA NO Y AKUWARI has been 
published by Diamond Publishing Co. 

6) C.1. Barnard, Organization and Management, 1948, p. 111. (This collection of papers will 
hereinafter be abbreviated as 0 & M). 

7) The Functions, p. 73. 
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terized as a 'organizational managelnent theory' or 'lnanagement theory on the basis 

of organization theory.' Therefore, if one were to confine himself to studying the 

subjects of 'business enterprise' which is merely one of the many cooperative systems, 

or to remain within the framework of the traditional 'business economics or Betriebs
wirtschaftslehre' which makes economic studies of enterprises as economic units, I am 

afraid it would not be so productive for him to read The Functions, however tho

roughly he may read it. As long as One takes a viewpoint as described above, his 

understanding or criticism of the Barnard theory would not be persuasive at least 

for the present author. Barnard's definitionsl of 'system,' the definition that still 

remains effective today, and his other assertions such as his multilayered, hierarchi

calor vertical grasp'l of the 'system,' .. ·these, I believe, should never be ignored ei

ther. 

At the stage of writing The Functions, Barnard brought dynamism to the tradi

tional theory of organization structure by relating the individuals as decision-makers 

posessing free will and the power of choice to the site of organization in an appro

priate manner. As can be seen from the fact that Barnard, within the framework of 

The Functions, made extensions, expansions and additions, it is appropriate to say 

8) "A system is something which must be treated as a whole because each part is related to 
every other part included in it in a significant way." The Functions, p. 77. 

9) There is a hierarchical nature in the 'system' ...... the larger or the upper system 
(supra system ), the system and the smaller or the lower system (subsystem). Any system 
has its own characteristics as indicated by its definition. Depending on the way the 
interest or the focus is set, the position or the level of the system shifts. For example, 
the system called 'national economy' has a suprasystem called 'world economy' and 
a number of subsystems including the 'business enterprises.' Supposing the focus is set 
on the 'enterprises' as a subsystem. this would now become the system- for which --the 
'national economy' would become the suprasystem and the 'organizations' and others, the 
subsystems. Furthermore, if one were to select 'organization' as the subject of study, 
then, the system called 'enterprise' would be regarded as a suprasystem and 'individuals' 
a subsystem. 

When studying a system, it would be suffIcient for us to have a hypothesis as to its 
subsystem. When studying the national economy, it would be quite enough to regard 
the enterprise, a subsystem, as an economic unit that pursues maximum profits. However, 
it certainly would be inappropriate if a student of business administration, who is 
supposed to study the enterprise on the leve-l of the system itself, were to carelessly swallow 
such a hypothesis concerning the enterprise as a subsystem. 

In studying the 'organization,' the human beings as its subsystem may well be 
expressed by such hypotheses as an economic man, a social man, a self-actualizing man 
and a whole man. However, the psychologists who treat the human beings as a system 
may criticize 01' even sneer at the human hypothesis or the view of human beings adopted 

by organization theorists as something extremely unrealistic. Yet, there actually would 
be nothing we could do but to endure such criticisms. 

It will be inappropriate if anyone whose viewpoint is fixed on the level of enterprise 
or cooperative system should criticize 'management theory on the basis of organization 
theory' which has its viewpoint set on the formal organization as a system. 
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that, in that stage, he brought dynamism to the traditional theory. For example, 

while using the acceptance theory of authority to deal with the hierarchical organiza

tion as a system of authority!Ol, Barnard later reflected upon himself that so long as 

he was treating the question of authority, he ought to have discussed more important 

subjects such as the contents of responsibilities, the relations between authority and 

responsibilitylll. In The Functions, Barnard discussed the formal and informal orga

nizations, but soon afterwards, he classified the formal organizations into scalar and 

lateral organizations I2 ). He regrettd his omission of the status systems13), and, in his 

paper on business morals"" amplified his references to include such subjects as 

morals, responsibilities and organizational cultures which he took up in Chapter 17 of 

The Functi01IS. It may be said that, in these facts, one can find discussions on the 

'transition of images of organization' which is the main theme of this present paper. 

II 

For a while after the publication of his The Functions, Barnard continued his 

writing, refuting criticisms of his book, or discussing on the democratic process on 

the basis of the framework of The Functions. But during World \~Tar II, he devoted 

himself to his duties as national president of the usa while concurrently holding the 

presidency of the telephone company!S). Because most of his time was devoted to his 

duties at the usa, this period (1942-45) turned out to be relatively unproductive as 

far as his writing activities were concerned. However, thanks to experiences he 

gained during this period, Barnard was able to further deepen his observation of the 

moral and value aspects of organizations, especially with regard to such themes as 

lO) Barnard's theory of organization is regarded as 'from bottom to top' or ·up" .... ard' and the 
theory of bureaucratic organization may be considered as having its characteristics in its 
heing a theory of vertical organization 'from top to bottom' or 'downward.' As to the 
source of authority, too, Barnard presented an acceptance theory of authority as against the 
theory of superior authority which is characteristic of bureaucratic organization. Such a 

view of organization and that of authority, as well as the four characteristics cited hereun~ 
der, are extremely contrastive and interesting. In such points, too, there seems to exist H 

prospect for organization theory. "The recent changes taking place in East Europe shows 
the end of the mechanis.ms we have known over the years, viz., the communism, that is, 
centrally~planned economy, authoritarian state, single-party control and subordination of 
citizen." (from the remarks made by the editor-in-chief of the British Communist Party 
organ, as quoted by The Mainichi Newspaper In its Nov. 28, 1989 morning issue). 

11) Preface in p.36 of the Japanese version of The Functions of the Executive. 
C.l. Barnard, "Book Review of Bureaucracy in a Democrar} by Charles S. Hyneman," 19.50, 
in Philosoph'\!. 

12) C.l. Barnard, "On Planning for World Government," 1943, in 0 & M. 
13) C.l. Barnard, "Functions and PathOlogy of Status Systems in Formal Organizations.." 

1945, in 0 & M. 
14) C.l. Barnard, "Elementary Conditions of Business Morals." in Philosoph)!. 
15) Please refer to this author's Barnard Kenkyu (A ,)'tud), of C.l. Barnard), Bunshindo, J97H, 

Chapter I. 
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'responsibility without authority' and 'business morals,' which the author plans to discuss 

in the following Chapter. And it was during this period that the printing was done 

of the 1943 paper which will be dealt with in this Chapter (refer to Footnote 12). 

The United Service Organizations, Inc. was engaged in the activities of comfor

ting and assisting the American soldiers and civilian military-personnel taking part, 

both at home and abroad, in the Second World War. The USO was actually a 

federation made up of the following six autonomous organizations; the Young Men's 

Christian Association, the Young Women's Christian Association, The National Ca

tholic Community Service, the Salvation Army, the National Jewish Welfare Board 

and the National Travelers Aid Association. Moreover the USO was actually a 

group of volunteers. It was not a 'scalar organization' like the AT&T which con

sisted mainly of employees. Hence, there inevitably arose the idea of 'lateral organi

zation' out of the need for coordination among independent organizations. Besides, 

for the many volunteers who were working not for wages but on their Own free will 

in their desire to offer social services without compensation, nothing would have 

been more essential than to offer moral persuasions without the use of authority. The 

experiences that Barnard gained at the USO were most significant to him in per

fecting his system of theories on organization, the system further developed since his 

publication of The Functions. 
Possibly because of the success of his The Functions and his remarkable activities 

at the USO, Barnard came to be widely sought after as an outstanding authority 

on the theories of organization and of management and to be asked to comment, 

with the wisdom of a practitioner, on the questions of world government or world 

organization after World War II. Thus published was his 1943 paper entitled "On 

Planning for World Government," which was an outcome of his remarks made at the 

September 1943 Symposium. 

Warning against" taking an optimistic view of such a type of planning lIS- men" -" 

tioned above, Barnard says that the purpose of this paper is "to discuss limitations 

of social and political planning." He further says that, while "many men have aspired 

to make sure of good social organization by design," its reason would be anyone 

of the following; "they have recently been impressed, perhaps, with the extent and 

success of planning on the small scale, or have been intrigued with planning on the 

large scale as attributed to the totalitarian governments, or they have accepted so

cialist or communist doctrines in which the feasibility of successful large-scale plan

ning is a basic assumption. l6)" 

Thus, Barnard says that planning of complex, large-scale social systems is dif

ficult and points out further that, as the structural aspect of organization that needs 
to be considered in carrying out the planning, there can be, along with statements 

concerning informal organization, two types of principles of composition of formal 

organization known as scalar and lateral. In retrospect, the former remarks could 

16) 0 & M, p. 135. 
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have been those suggesting a deadlocking of a centralized planned economyl7), 

while the latter assertion could be one that points out the problems in the bureau

cratic hierarchical organization. 

Since this paper concerns the images of organizations, let us not go into further 

details about the question of planning itself but instead confine our observations to 

the structural aspects of organizations which provide a basis for social planning. 

Barnard classifies the formal organizations into two distinguishable types; the 

'lateral organizations' which can be composed through a free agreement and the 

'scalar organizations' which are "vertical, articulated, hierarchical and scalar." If 

their main characteristics were to be quoted, they would be as follows IS) • 

A system of cooperative efforts established and maintained by written Or 

oral contract or by treaty (i.e., lateral organization) is an organization Jfi 

which the duty of command and the desire to obey are essentially absent. 
-I f ---is--h-on-atithori taria n organ i-za tian-. 

organization is horizontal or lateral. 

Theccprimary integration or such an 

(On the other hand, the scalar organi-

zations) are fundamentally authoritarian. In most of them, individuals, it 

is true, come into them by agreement, but the relationship between subordi

nate parts and between individuals when operating in them are controlled 

not by "considerations" fixed as in contracts but by prescriptions to be chan

ged as circumustances mal' require "for the good of the organization." The 

primary integration of scaler organization is vertical...... Formal relations 

between parts On the same level, i.e., lateral coordination, are in principle 

determined by command or instruction, not by agreement. All persons par

ticipating are bound together in the accomplishment of common purposes or 

aims of the organization which are not personal...... The essence of scalar 

organization, on the other hand, is coordination of the whole through cen

tralized authority. 

Barnard, rather than going into concrete discussions of the very planning of a 

world government, makes a detailed comparative study of merits and demerits of the 

two principles of organizing, the principles which are to be the basis of such plan

ning. It may perhaps be sensible to regard the lateral organization as being more 

advantageous on the grounds that a world government would normally consist of a 

group of sovereign nations. However, Barnard says that, after all, "the considera

tions set forth in contrasting hierarchical and lateral organizations relate essentially 

to the main political problems of our times ... the choice between totalitarianism 

and free societies.l9)" 

17) There is interesting literature concerning (limitations of) pJanning and 'planning and 
freedom.' Please refer to "A Review of Barbara \Alooton's Freedom under Planning" which 
is included in Chapter i of 0 & M. 

IS) 0 & M, pp. 150-160. 
19) a & M J Preface, viii. This Preface Was written in 1947. 
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Incidentally, in The Functions which had been published five years before the 

above-quoted paper, no such classification was made of formal organization. Orga

nization discussed there was essentially a scalar type. Even so, what Barnard said 

about the formal organization in the paper was not of such force as to urge an 

alteration in The Functions. The definition of 'formal organization' is applicable to 

both the lateral and scalar organizations, and the organizations which are consid

ered as scalar organizations are also premised on the (lateral) participation in the orga

nization by individuals with free will under a free agreement. Furthermore, the 

discussions on individuals are followed by those on component factors, such as, from 

'unit organizations' to 'complex organizations' and then, from the complex organiza

tions as individual organizations to 'inter-organizational relations' as the combina

tion of complex organizations, and further on to the 'international' combinations. 

Therefore, even within the framework as it is of The Functions, it is perfectly possible 
to consider the lateral organizations, which are characterized by free agreements, 

with regard to each of the above-mentioned stages of lateral organizations. However, 

the very fact that Barnard expressly adopted the new concept of 'lateral' represented 

an important step forward in the transition process of his view of organization, in 

that the concept further emphasized such existing concepts as agreement, freedom 

or free will. 

III 

After serving as president of the USO, Barnard from 1948 to 1952 took charge 

of management and operation of the Rockefeller Foundation. In addition to the 

active role he played in the field of medicine, remarkable contributions were made 

by him in offering financial assistance to scholars specializing in humanities and 
socra-l-- sciences-~ - Here---again,-- Barnard -muse ha ve- been in vol ve-d --In--ma-ria-ge-me-n-i-- and 
operations in which he had to rely on such concepts as 'responsibility without autho

rity' and' moral persuasions.' 

In 1950, during the above-mentioned period of his presidency at the Rockefeller 

Foundation, Barnard wrote his Book Review of Charles S. Hyneman's Bureaucracy in 
Democracy'Q) and clarified his view of organization that 'gives priority to responsibili

ty,' a condensation of his practices in organizations in the later years of his life. 

This view is one that contrasts with the view that 'gives priority to authority' and, 

if 'giving priority to authority' were an idea based on scalar organization and one that 

gives importance to vertical relationship, then, 'giving priority to responsibility' 

would be an idea based On lateral organization and therefore, may be considered as 

20) Already mentioned in Nore II. 
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one that expresses horizontal or lateral relationships between autonomous groups21). 

Here, we mLlst focus Our attention on the image of organization that lies behind 

hal. 
',' In the ronventional theory of organization structure, authority and responsibility 

correspond with each other and are said to be commensurate with each other. When 

authority is delegated from above, the person in a subordinate position would have 

to bear responsibility that is equal in volume to the authority entrusted to him. 

This is a common sense that is completely undeniable. However, if you make a 

detailed study of literature on theories of organization, you would find that there are 

disputants who put responsibility before authority in giving an explanation on rela

tions between the two, such as, "responsibility and authority correspond with each 

other." Such people say that, in order for one to carry out his responsibility, he 

-"Aou1G--l>e-gi-ven -an equal amount_ of-authority. 

Going a step forward, Barnard contends that responsibility and authority are 

not always commensurate with each other; sometimes, he says, the responsibility 

requires to be carried out even without authority. He writes: "······most of the 

work of formal organizations is accomplished under responsibility without authority, 

or in excess of authority, or without use of or reliance upon authority. Responsi

hility and authority are not unrelated, but that they are 'commensurate' is contrary 

to experience and observation .... ) " ...... experienced and effective administrators prefer 

generally not to use authority. Perhaps the most important reason for this reluc

tance is that to get things done by command relieves the subordinate of responsibility 

and restricts intelligent freedom of action. In many instances wise men prefer to 

discharge responsibilities with no authority whatever in order to impose complete 

responsi bili ty .23)': 

Regarding the origin of such a view as outlined above, the view that the author 

has named the 'theory that gives priority to responsibility,' the author once explan

ed as follows. The aLithor thinb that, even today, he can cite the explanation as it 

originally was. 

I t seems that the key to the understanding of the meaning of the theory 

21) Barnard emphasizes that it must be understood that "if any collection of individuals is 
formed into a group! it is very largely autonomous······" (W.B. Wolf, Conversations with 
Chester I. Barnard, pp. 29-30.) 

22) The author has already emphasized that the 'theory that gives priority to responsibility' 
should be grasped in the transitional process of the view of organization (the author's 
Barnard Kenk)lu, particularly its Chapters 8 and 9). The 'theory that gives priority to 
responsibility/ the author believes, should be grasped in the processes of transitions .. ·· .. 
from the theory of structure of organization that centers on jobs to the theory of orga
nization that centers on human behaviors, or from the standpoint that gives importance 
to the whole to that which respect human beings (individuals). 

23) Philosophy, p. J 52 
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that gives priority to responsibility and of Barnard's criticism of the principle 

of parity of authority and responsibility can be found in the very fact that 

a person like Barnard, in order to explain the actual behaviors of administra

tors, considers the formal organizations from a moral point of view rather 

than from legal, political Or economic point of view. In other words, res

ponsibility is given priority when one adopts the view of organizations as 

living systams with 'flesh and blood' rather than as 'skeletal' systems. 

The grounds for the theory that gives priority to responsibility as refer

red to by Barnard may be summarized as follows: 

(1) As a result of increase in the extent of specialization, mutual-dependence 

relationships have been strengthened and reliability, or self-governing 

responsible behaviors, have come to be sought more and more. 

(2) A formal organization is a social system and is an autonomous moral 

institution. 
(3) Dependence on legal and formal factors and disregard of moral factors 

of organization put authority In a central position and exclude the main 

subject of responsibility. 

(4) The above is shown by the experience and observations in the practice 

of management and operation. 

There probably will be no need to stress that, through the above, one perceives 
the underlying views of human beings and of organizations of Barnard's that are 

unique to him24l. 

IV 

As can be seen from the foregoing overview, Barnard's image of organization has 

~ inC\ined~-increasingly-towards attaching-importance to human beings-(individuah-}as-~

he approached the final years of his life. In other words, if we were to set 'collecti

vism' against 'individualism' and 'determinism' against 'free will', we notice that, in 

the case of Barnard, the balance tips towards the latter in both contrapositions. 

Since cutting off either one of the two sides would be un-Barnard way of thinking, 
it would probably be appropriate to use the expression 'balance.' Similar contrapo

sitions may be possible on many other items as well. But in any of such contrapo

sitions, one notes that the latter always outweighs the former. If such contrapositions 

were to be given here at random as they come to the author's mind, they would be 
as follows: structure and dynamics, formal organization and informal organization, 
the whole and a part, complex organization and unit organization, formal authority 

theory and accpetance theory of authority, upper and lower, vertical and horizontal, 

scalar organizations and lateral organizations, giving priority to authority and giving 

priority to responsibility, and finally, the following contrapositions which should rela-

24) Barnard Kenkyu, p. 223. 
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te to the themes of this Chapter; facts, logic, laws, regulations, restrictions, etc., as 

against values, responsibilities, morals, cultures, freedom, autonomy, etc. 

After joining the AT&T in 1909, Barnard served as president of the New Jersey 

Bell Telephone Company (1927-1948) and then as president of the Rockefeller Foun

dation (1948-1952). And after that, he retired from active life. Throughout his life, 

Barnard concerned himself with an extraordinarily large number of organizations 

including the usa, and contributed to the successful operation of those organiza

tions. As what he himself called a 'participant observer,' Barnard coolly observed 

the acutal running of various organizations and compiled the results of his experien

ces with the practical operation of the organizations into a large number of theses 

including The Functions. Certainly without all those writings, Barnard's name would 

not have stayed in our memories as clearly as they have. 
\Vhat proved to be Barnard's virtually final thesis was the "Elementary Condi

tions .of Business Morals25)," the thesis that adorned the first page of the inaugural 

issue of the California Management Review and gave the greatest influence on the sub

sequent development of the theory of organization. 

Barnard s.ays that, through his studies as described in his The Functions, particu

larly in its Chapter 17, the following two main ideas have emerged: 

The first is that every formal organization is a social system, something 

much broader than a bare economic Or political instrumentality or the fictional 

legal entity implicit in corporation law. As social systems, organizations 

give expression to or reflect mores, patterns of culture, implicit assumptions 

as to the world, deep convictions, unconscious beliefs that make them large
ly autonomous moral institutions on which instrumental political, economic, 

religious, or other functinns are superimposed or from which they evolve. 

The second idea is that to a large extent management decisions are con

cerned with moral issues. Undoubtedly long before recognizing this I had 

had numerous experiences exemplifying it; but I had never distinguished 

between decisions of a technical or technological character, subject to factual 

and reasoned conclusions, and those involving a less tangible sensing of 

values. But this idea of moralities in organizations was one of issues ari

sing within organizations, with little or no reference to prevalent moral 

conceptions in the great societies within which these formal organizations 

exist, nOr did it take into account the obligations of incorporated organiza
tions as legal entities2S). 

According to Barnard, recognition of the fact that cooperation among men, 

25) This is the text of the lecture that Barnard gave in 1955 at the University of California 
(Berkeley). It was later published in the California Management Review, Vol. 1, No.1, Fall 
1958 as the opening article in the magazine's inaugural issue. It is also included in the 
Philosophy as Chapter II. 

26) Philosophy, p. 162. 
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through formal organizations of their activities, creates moralities was, to him, in 

1938, a startling conception. 

Consequently, Barnard defined moralities, classified the moralities in business 

into eight types and discussed the conflicts of responsibilities that arise between dij~ 

ferent moralities and the methods of resolving such conflicts. Those were, in fact, 

amplification of what he wrote in Chapter 17 of his The Functions. 
The fact that formal organizations eventually develop into a moral institution 

may be an evidence of existence of a condition in which, metaphorically speaking, 

the formal organizations which as 'skeletons' serVe as a means are continuing to 

exists as systems with 'flesh and blood' while maintaining autonomous organs which 

perform their respective functions. What create flesh and blood would be "mores, 

patterns of culture, implicit assumptions as to the world, deep convictions and un

conscious beliefs" and such factors as 'values, responsibilities, morals and cultures'. 

Though it may sound superfluous to readers, the author wishes to express his hope 

that we shall not be misunderstood as being indulged in an argument only about 

organization morality or organization culture as upper structures27). 

The author wishes to conclude this paper by quoting from the conclusive portion 

of the above-cited thesis on business morals, the thesis that seems to reflect Barnard's 

view of organization in his later years. 

What impresses me the most In the present situation IS not the confu

sion, the frustration, and the irresponsibility to which sO much attention is 

given, but rather the enormous increase in responsible behavior that has at

tended the growth of modern civilization and its technOlogical expression. 

Despite the wars of recent years and the conflicts of many kinds of which 

we are almost pathologically conscious, the fact is that a network of social 

behavior of enormous size and complexity is carried on daily and largely 

autonomously with relatively few-errors or failures, although it is the errors 

and the failures that occupy us almost entirely in the news reports······ Yet 

the dependability with which the burden of specialized activities is carried 

on, and the dependability which we ascribe to those who do the carrying on, 

is the most essential aspect of modern civilization. 

This matter takes on increasing importance with respect to one of the 

crucial problems of Our times: how to secure the essential degree of COor

dination of a vast system of activities while securing the degree of decentra

lization and autonomy essential to initiative and, indeed, to responsible 

behavior. It is almost obvious that those who are not capable of dependable 

behavior cannot be entrusted with the making of local decisions. Yet, if 

27) Even though we admit that we are relatively emphasizing the moral institution rather 
than the formal organization as an organization of work; responsibllity rather than 
authority; mental or intellectual labor rather than manual or productive laborj manage
ment rather than operation; and freedom rather than restriction .. ···· .. · 
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this cannot be done the burden placed upon centralized authority for 

securing appropriate behavior over vast areas is in fact an impossible one···· .. 

Authority could not sufficiently operate if it were not for the deVelopment 

of the moral sense to which we broadly give the name "sense of respon

sibility." Responsibility cannot be arbitrarily delegated and, therefore, a 

high degree of effective autonomous behavior cannot be secured except as 

responsibility is freely accepted. When so accepted the possibility of effective 

autonomous behavior is realized. 

Conclusion 

It seems to the author that it is more appropriate In the contemporary society 

to get things done by relying on responsible behaviors, freedom and autonomy of 

individuals rather than by orders, restrictions Or subordinations"~as 10flg as such 
reliance is based on human nature and also on the motivation theory. The theory 

of management based on the theory of organnization with a 'human face', or 

Barnard's type of management theory based on theory of organization, still continues 

to maintain its effectiveness. Indeed, it even seems to the author that now is the 

time for it to display its true effectiveness (especially in Japan). The increasingly 

complex socio-economic system of today cannot be designed as easily as one may 

think, even if one Inay make maXimUlTI use of computers. From the point of view 

of theory of organization, too, it is risky to believe in the potentialities of centralized 

planning or to place excessive trust in the capabilities of the bureaucratic organiza

tions which are dominated by elites. Can't the transitions of Barnard's images of 

organization be the sounds of an alarm bell warning against such dangers as des

cribed above? 




