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In the heyday of promuigating general theories, ap-
plicable to any kind of organization, my thesis was
counterpoised as an inquiry into how environmental
conditions made organizations look and operate dif-
ferently. It emphasized the importance of setting and
showed how systematic study of variations in environ-
ment couid explain differences in managerial power
relationships and decision making. It showed how
such studies could be done a decade before most stu-
dents of organizations agreed they were important.
[The 55C!® indicates that this paper has been cited
in over 225 publications since 1966.]
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The research started as a boondoggie. After
my master’s degree, | wanted to spend a year
overseas and the classroom. Tom
aFubynymttonay,lplmda
study of factors influencing the of cen-
tralization in the
firms. After three ntervuews ina
dozen firms, | had learned the hard way that
“degree of centralization’ was a mushy con-
cept and that there were no good schema
around for categorizing the environmental in-
fluences that made managements organize and
operate so differently.

Bemused chief execu(lvesletmeipmdﬂie
rest of the year doing intensive data gathering
by interview, observation, and survey in two
firms that seemed to be polar in one
dimension of centralization: the of au-
tonomy the president granted key
foc'mmdecm And | accepted an invi-

to Carnegie to enter their new PhD
mmmﬂnmﬂm,mnwl
‘was data before my final course
wofkandeums,lcouldtrytomd(emyhloﬁ

wegian studies into a dissertation. The rest of
the year involved overkill in the collection of
data because | knew that after getting back to

the US and working through a more formal
conceptual framework, there would be no
second round of data o

| returned to at a time when
Herbert Simon was two projects that
muupinﬂonmd%.ﬁeﬁrﬂwua
similar set of systematic observations of

matter. it was

in trying to desc the two firms’ environ-

ments because no one eise had

tried and few seemed to care. When

1 10 report the work outside, only james
, an mdmdlve

circumstance. The article did
not provide an abiding and testable theory. it
did, as a of current deal
with environment as a pattern of information
flows. it was intended—and still looks -
able—as a careful ¢ ative case is,
as a source of some i ed h , and
as a argument for the importance of
designing and measuring in re-
lation to the settings in ate.
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