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INTRODGCTION

In 1975, with the publication.pf a booklet’ entitled

"Thé Formative Years", the Ontario Ministry oflﬁducatibn
assigned major rEsponsiBiiities in curriculum develépment
to locai school boards, following a decentralization trend
which occurred throughout North America. Although the' pro-
vince continued to establish educational philosophy, local
officials were directed to translate that philosophy into
programs: |
| Thus, while the Ministry articulates the broad

goals, it is the responsibility of the local school

boards -- through their supervisory officials ~- %o

formulate local programs that are within the ration-

ale of the provincial policy and at the same time

reflect local needs and priorities (1975: 2). '
School boards responded to this directive by establishing
or expanding special units to develop local programs.
Provincial policy began fo be.translated locally into
specific objectivés and curriculum guides. As the scope of
the task became clearef, these units grew in many directions.
Guidance from the province concerning the form such exﬁan-
sion should take was not forthcoming.

At the preseﬁt time, the organization of these units

Oor program departments varies widely. TIn some cases, one or
two consultants work alone or with volunteeé teacher committees.
At the other extreme, some curriculum departments have become

very large, organized in accordance with business management

principles. The question of the most effective organizational
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structure for this curriculum task hag'never been formally !
examined.

Exciting recent developments iﬁ-orgaﬁizational analysis
have made a comparative study of program department structures
feasible, Based on Weber's;theory}of bureaucracy (1947),
measures of—sush—éé@énsionsuaswéeyfigupation,_centgalizaiiionT———.ﬁ
specializatidn, standérdization and formalization have been
developed and testéd in many different'types of orgénizapions,‘
including educational institutions. ~

Theoretical postulations and empirical tests concern-~-
ing the in%éraction of bureaucratic structure with cer&éin
types ofgfasks, environments and employees have suggested
that Ceftain forms of organization are more effective
for the achievement of program department goals.

The combination of detailed procedures for structural ’
analysis with appropriate ﬁeasures of organizational effect-
iveness enaﬁled predictions to be tested concerning superior
organizational forms for the performance of curriculum
develoPment.tasks in unpredictable enﬁironments by profes-
sionals. ) |

| fhe purpose of the'present studg was, thus, to examine
the organizational structure of Ontario schcﬁl boapd program
départments, in relation to theif effectiveness. The first

portion of this report consists of a review of the literature

examining organizational -structure in terms of bureaucratic
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theory. A conceptualization of the interaction of five
bureaucratic dimensions with tasks, environments,. and
émployees is presented. Zmpirical studies manipulating

bureaucratization, task complexity, environmental predict-

. ability or professionalization of employees are thereupon

analyzed,'and the following prediction is formulated ang

explained: Fhat program departments with ﬁiﬁiﬁélif-
bureaucratized organizational structures-afe more effectifé
in the curriculum development process than thoséiwith
highly bureaucratized structures. The generaﬁion of this
hypothesié.is followed by a_desdription of the research
design usgd to test'it, as.well as a p}esentation aﬁd
discussion of the results obtained. In an appendix, details
of the varioﬁs measures of structure and effectiveness are
givén. ]

The contributions of this study are twofold. 1In
the realm of funded knowledge concéfning.organizqtions,
it provides an extension of bureaucr;%ic Eheory and the
application of the Aston methodology.to school boardsg,
specifically to those departments"witﬁin school boards
charged with the curficulum development task. Secondly,
this study establishes a guide for the organization of
effective program departments. The latier contribution

is of major infportance to educators and indeed to society

today, for upon ‘the departments assigned the task of
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deciding what society's children will learn rests a
considerable responsibility for the direction which .the
development of that‘society will take in the future. It
is hoped that this research will contribute to soclety's
understanding of these organizational uniﬁs, and to its
ability to design them to serve civilization's ends more

effectively.
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| CHAPTEh I
BEVIEYW OF THE LITERATURE

.

The. formal study of ofganizations dates back to
the turn of the century. Since that time, various theorists
have examined organizational effectiveness from different
perspectives. Some authors have favored universal principlés‘
of management, othefs the scientific deployment of men and
machines; some have debat?d humanistic motivation techniques,
whilé still others have'cénsidered organizations as natural

systems. In this review of the literature, a theoretical

framework is developed from writings concerning structural

eleﬁénﬁs, relating the formal structure of an organization
to its effectiveness. Parfticular emphasis is placed on the
effect of the various dimensions of tureaucracy on complex
task accomplishment in unpredictable environments by pro-
fessional employees. The empirical studies focusing on

the analysis of organizational structure and its interaction
with tasks, environmehts and- employees afe reviewed to
demonstrate what the.effects of manipulating certain
structural elements in these cases have been., Finally,

a prediction concerning which organizational structures are
mqst effective in school board program departments is
derived, and a reséarch problem based on the theories and

studies reviewed is formulated.

E

P
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REVIEY OF THZ LITEZRATURE \ 2 |
1« The Nature of Organizations

An organization is a cooperative system developed
by humans to overcome individual limitations in the accomplish-
ment ofhcertain'goals (Barnard, 1938: 43)., In order to '
survive,'an organization must concern itself with achieving
its objectives, maintaiﬁing its internal system, and adapting
to its external environment (Argyris, 1966: 120).

OrganiZations develop a plurality of parts to cope
with their threefold survival attempt. These parts serve
five general functions (Bakke, 1967: 73). The "Identification
Bond' consists of the definition and legitimation of the
purpose of the organization, ﬁhile the ""Perpetuation Bonds"
are conce;ned with the acqﬁisition of resources.  The "Jork-
Tlow Bonds" include the production and distribution of output,
the "Control Bonds'", the direction and coordinaticn of all
operations. Finally, the "Homeostatlc Bond" focuses on the
maintenance of a dynamic equilibrium among all of the parts.

Analyses of the function of organizations have been
carried out on three_different levels. The individual has
been studied in relation to his spvecific role in a certain
formal position of the organization. The pattern of

social relations among individuals and groups has also

been examined., Finally, the system of interrelated elements

that characterizes the oréanization as a whole has been

described and manipulated (Blau, 1974: 113), Each of

4
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these levels of analysis has also béen related to organiza-
tional effectiveness (Steers, 19?5). |
Organizaticnal theory is a "network of ;nterconnedted
concepts, definitions, assumptions, and hypotheses (Khandwalla,
{97?: 165)u defived from the contemplation of these levels.

The present study is.concerned with the third area of emphasis:

the formal structure of the organization as ahwhole;
2. The Structure of Organizations

The structure of an organization is the formaily
sanctioned arrangement of its parts. Since it is the
visible result of qonspious efforts by the organization to
achieve its objectives while maintaining itself as an entity
and adapting to its,external environment, structure is the
ﬁedium through which the organization attempts to be effactive.
As such, it has attracted the interest of many theoristé.

warly in this century, Taylor and other advocates of
scientific management concerned themselves with optimum
arrangements of men and .machines for maximum productivity.
An organization's undertakings, it was argued, should be
divided and sﬁbdivided into very simple, carefully defined
functiodns. The specific procedures to be carried out by
individual workers in each division were to be clearly iden-
tified and closely controlled. Thus, through specialization

-
and standardization, it was arguéd, an effective organizational
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_strﬁcture would be achieved (Owens, 1970: 5-6).

‘ .The concept of an ideal structure was further
developed by Fayol, who élahoratéd upon notions of centrali-
zation, "the optimum degree for the particular concern (1952:
33),m as_well as hierarchies, it being "an error, to depa:t
needlesSly from the line of authority (1959: 36)," and
division of laboﬁr,'“the object of [which being] ... to
pr%duce more and better work with the same effort'(1959:20).”_

Gulick further described the optimum relationship of

suﬁeriors to subordinates, suggesting that "the absurdities.
of the hierarchical system of authority are made sweet and
reasonable through unity of purpose (f93?: 39)" and identify-
ing the theory of organization as "[having] to do with the
structure of coordination imposed upon the work-division |
units of an enterprise (1937: 3)." Mooney argued the univer-
sality of ;hree principles of organization: the coordinative,|
scalar and functional (1942:-5-32), principles which were
thought to be crucial éo organizational effectiveness.,

Vieber's writings defined and extended the organiza-

tichal principles described‘by these writers., His theory of
buréaucracy identified "the purely bureaucrafic fype of
administrétivé organization'" as an ideal:

From a purely technical ﬁoint of view, capable of
attaining the highest degree of efficiency and ...
formally the most rational known means of_carrying
out imperative control over human beings [it] is

superior to any other form in precision, in stability,

in_the stringency of _its discipline, and in its
reliability (1947: 337).

<



REVIEYW OF THE LITERATURE 5

Organizational structure was therefore directly linked to
organizational effectiveness. |

' “Weber described the characteristics of his ideal
bureaucracy in §ix-areas;

I. There is the principle of fixed and

official jurisdictional areas, which are
generally ordered by rules ...

II. The principles of office hierarchy and .
of levels of graded authority mean a firmly
ordered system of super- and subordination

in which ‘there is a supervision of the lower
offices by the higher ones ..,

IIT. The management of the modern office is
based upon written documents ...

IV. Office management ... usually presupnoses
thorough and expert training ...

Ve +4. official activity demands the full
working capacity of the official ...

VI. . The management of the office follows
general rules, which are more or less stable,
more or less exhaustive, and which can be v CF
learned ... only to regulate the matter BN
abstractly (1958: 196-198),

Because of the specificity of these principles, lYeber's:
theory of bureaucracy inspired many empirical studies of
organizations (Filley and House, 1969: 9), Research con-
cerning organizatioqal structure has focused on the.preseﬁce
O0f elements derived directly from Weber's'theopy; ior example,
configuration, centralization, specialization, standardiza-
tion and fofmalizatibn (Pugh et al., 1963), -

The study of formal structure was aléo\expanded to
take into consideration the influence of tpe context of the
structure and the external environment of the organization,

as a result of biological comparisons. An organization was
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envisaged as an organism, comparable to a.}iving organism

in the naﬁufal sciences. Physical models were used as

clues to organizational stud§ (Haire, 1967; Starbuck, 1965).
Increasing attention was paid to the setting in which the
organizatioh.was seen to exist as an open system. The
organization, it was maintained, depended on its enviroument
for resdurces and output consumptioh and therefore was
forceé_td‘attempt to control it. Contextual variablés such
as origin and:history, ownership and control; size, charter, ’

technology, location, resources and dependence were defined

- and studied (Pugh et al., 19692:92), as well as the predicta-

bilit'y of the external environment (Lawrence and Lorsch,
1967).‘
Organizational structure has, thus, historically bégn

described in terms of universal principles and interrelated

ideal characteristics. The theoretical postulations of

the effectiveness of these attributes have insvired further

tests in the literature.
3, Empirical *Studies of Structure

Structural variables defived from Weber's theoyydﬂ_M
of bureaucracy, such as the division of labour and hierarchies
of authority, have been the subject of many empirical studies.
Initially focusing on the présence or absence of fhese

elements, research-techniques were eventually developed

\
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which were capable of measuring the degree to wh*ch each
'attrlbute exlsted in an organization, enabling comprehen-
sive comparative studies to be undertaken,
Udy (1959), in an international study of 150

production organizations, was able to eistinguish the presence
or absence of a hierarchical authority structure, a special-
ized administrative staf?, and differeetial rewards according
to office in verious enterprises. He found these three
bureaucratic characteristics to be positively related to

each other, Udy further noted that the-technological nature
-of the task appeared to 1nflaence the level of bureaUCracy
present in an orgénlzatlon. In a later study, further posi-
tive regge%onships were identified by Udy (1965) between the

“"extent of division into subgroups and emphasis on impersonal

+

rules.

Hall (1963) constructed Likert-type scaies for six
dimensions of bureaucracy: the division of labour (functional
specialization), hierarchy of authority, system of rules con-
cer nlng rights and duties associated with positions, procedures
for work situations, impersonality, and promotion and selectlon
procedures based on technical competence. He argued that
these dimensions.should not merely be categorized as present
or absent, since they existed to varying extents in different

organlzatlons
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The degree to which each dimension is present
ranges along a continuum rather—than existing
in a present-absent dichotomy. Bureaucracy in
general thus may be viewed as a matter of degree,
rather than of kin& (1963: 37).

The scales, which were based onlorganizatidnal members'
perceptioné,.examined structure at the individual-level.
In subsequent studies, Ha%l developed.his_conceptAof complex~
ity or degree of internal segmentatiﬁn fdrther, aventually
defining eleven indicators for it (dall et al., 1967).

In a "Formal Theofy‘of Differentiation in Organiza;
tions,'" Blau (1970). also measured structural differentiation,
the '"number of structural components that are formélly dis-
tinguished in terms of any one criterion (1970: 204)."

He originally used five empirical measures; later he

derived nine nropositions from his theory of differentiation,
concerning the relation of these measures to each other (Blau,
1974) .

Tn a series of studies, Aiken and Hage (Hage, 1965;
Aiken and Hage, 1966, 1968; Hage and Aiken, 1967, 1969, 1970)
established measufés of centralization, formalization, )
specializatidn ahd stratification, while controlling for
the effects of the environment.. They also derived proposi-
tions and corollaries predicting interactions among thése
variables.

Heydebrand (1967) developed an extensive coding

scheme for complex organizational charts and later empirically
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meagured the ‘division of labor, being functional specializa-
tioﬁ\ié well as’departmental specialization, hierarchies of
authority, and centralization (Heydebrand, 1973).

In a massive project at the University of Aston,
Pugh et Q;, (1963), arguing that despite its importanbe the
concept‘of structure still remained'primitive in its empiri-
cal applications, created and validated ektensive measures
of five carefully defiﬁed variables. Relying on responses
from interviews and documents expressed mainly on dichotomous
scales, these measures described structure at the ofganiza—
tional level, The variables included configuration, centrali-
zation, specialization, standardization and formalization.
Subsequent testing and analysis led to the identification
of four underlying dimensions of organizational structure
(Pugh gﬁ al., 1968: 89). The structuring of activities
Tactor concerned the degree to which intended employee be-
havior was overtly defined by task specialization; standard-~
" ization of procedures, and formal paper work. The concentra-
. tlion of authority dimension descfibed the degree to which
decision-making authority was vested outside the organization
or at the higher levels within it. The line control of
workflow characteristic measured the degree-of control exer-
cised by liné personnel rather than through impersonal
procedures. Finally, the supportive component factor was

concerned with the amount of auxiliary activities in the
organization.®
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Later studies refined and extended .these dimensicns
(Child, 1972, 1973; ‘Hickson, 1966; Hickson et al., 196%;

. w
Hinings and Lee, 1971; Hinings et al,, 1267; Inkson 2t 2l.,

1970b; Pheysey et al., i1971; Pugh, 1965; Pugh and Hickson,

1968, 1972; Pugh gt al., 19€8, 196%a, 1969b), A shorter

.

form of the measures was also developed (Inkson et 2l.
1970a) .
| The Aston measures originally studied in Great
Rritain were also examined in the United 3tates and Canzada
(Yickson et g;.,‘f??h). The original structural relation-
ships weré found to be stable across socisties. This

conclusion was -supported by later Canadian research

{Zoldaway =t gﬂ.; 1975; Sackney, 1276; Goodwin and C'Reilly,

. The work of Reimann (1973, 1975) in Ohiﬁ ertended the
original Aston measures of functional specié;ization, formal-
ization and lack of aﬁtonomy with the addition of eight
structural measures., These included cdelegation of authorit;
centralization, functional dispersion, hisrarchical control,
functional specificity, staff density, administrative density

and vertical span. Reimann argued that taken togzther nhi

6}

eleven measures were thoroughly representative of the

|-}
&}

r

N

[}

facets of bureaucracy. Through factor.analysis four bdasic
dimensions were finally extracted: decentralization, including

delegation of authority and centralization; specialization,

consisting of functional specialization and vertical span;
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fofmalization, encompassing formalization of role and lack
- of auténomy;'and configuration, combining administrative
density and staff density. Reimann concluded, "The results
of this research confirmed the major conclusion of the Aston
stﬁdy, namely that 'bureaucracy is not unidimensional,;but“
that organizations may be bureaucratic in any one of a
number of ways ' (1973: 469)." 3
The Aston measurés have been further examined in
several non-manufacturing environments. Hinings and Foster
(1973} dérived a model including these variables in a" study
of churches. Donaldson and %arner (1974) found the measures
- useful in research on trade.unions and-a professibnal
association. Greenwood and Hinings (1976) used them in
municipal departments. The measures gere-also found to be
applicable to the educational sector by Holdaway et al.
(1975), Sackney (1976), and Goodwin and O'Reilly (1979).
These researchers concludea, ”Thelscale values reaffirm that
the éoncept of structure which the scales operationalize
are as appropriate to educational institutions as they are,
for example, to industriai plants (Holdaway et al., 1975: 43)."
In suﬁmary, the Aston measures of bureaﬁcracy have been
analyzed and reanalyzed many times, and have been found to apoly
.in widely #aried settings. It has been demonstrapfed that they
clearly distinguish different degrees of bureauciatic

\
structure as described by Veber, through the measurement
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of five primary dimensions. Thelr usgfulness in comparing
different organizations fulfilling simila; functions has
been tested in many realms of activity, inéluding the
educational sector. As Mansfield concluded after a
_critiéal reanalysis of the Aston data, "These methods
are the most sophisticated aﬁbroach available for the
measurement of these aspects of‘the administrative

structure of organizations (1973: L487)." _ - ”
4. Five Structural Variables

The dimensions of bureaucfacy which were
definedland measured in the Aston research have been
studied in various cbmbinations by many authors.
Through a review of the literature on each attribute
individually in this section, each dimension's derivation from
'feber's conceptualization of bureaucracy is clarified
and its subsequent application in a variety of settings
is desc¢ribed. The widespread acceptance of each trait
by organizational researchers is thus made apparent, “
as well as the similarities in measurement techniques
employed. Finally, a specific operational definition
is derived for each dimension: configuration,
centralization, specialization, standardization and

formalization.
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a. Configﬁration' |
\ ﬂ&%er referred to "the principles of office -
hierarghg ané of levels of graded authority” as being
actualized in "a firmly d}dered system of super- and
subordination in which thére is supervision eof the
lower offices by the higher ones (1958: 197),." Such a
system implied both vertical and horizontal divisions
of'power.

- Pugh et al.. (1968) measured this aspect of
organizational structure verticaily by a count-of
the numger of job vositions between the chief executive
and the employees directly wofking'on the output. |
Their horizontal measure included the chief executive's
span of control, the_ratio of subordinates to first-
line supervisors, and the percentage of totallemployees
that could be classified as direct-output worksrs.

Blau (1970) referred to this attribute as
complexity énd measured it in terms of fhe number of
branches, number of occupational positions, number of
hierarchical levels, number of divisions and number
of sections within branches or divisions.

Hall and Tittle (1966) and Rushing (1967) examined

configuration by studying the hierarchy of authority
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combined with the division of, labor. For Heydebrand (1973),
configuration .formed part of a.division of labor charac-
teristic- and was measured by the degree of differentia-
fion among departments or organizatidnal cbmpopentsf
_Samuel and Mannheim (1970) used a measure of
configuration incorporating the height of the hierarchy,
the average span of coﬁ%rol, and thewcumulatite authority
Outhi (1977) measured configuration vertically
b Z;Pﬂ;ing the number of levels from the chief execu; o

flv to the nroductlon worker in the organization's

:la gest d1v1510n, and horlvontaﬁly by counting the

num er of units.

Pondy (1969) devéloPed a formula which included

rlconflwuratlon in 1ts count of ‘the , number of admlnlstra—

tive nersonnel and fhe number of‘nroductlon Dersonnel

Reimann (1973) also used a formula to measura the organ-.

 ization's hierarchy. It,lncluded the number of levels,

the average span of control'wifhin levels, and the
cumulative number of subordinates at each position.

Haas, Hall and Johnson (1963) employed a fourfold

- measure of configurétion, encompassing general division
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of labour, specific division of labour, spatial dispersion

and hierarchical differentiation.

oodward (1966) measured configuration by counting
the number of levels of the organization, the number
of executives re5ponsible?to the chief executiveé, and
the average span of contfbl of production supervisors.
This prdcedure was réplicated by Zwerman (1970).

Meyer (1972) used a count of the numﬁer of major
subunits combined with the number of levels of the

hierarchy and the number of supervisors to describe .

an organization's c9nfiguration.

Goldman (1973) examined this attribute by calculat-
ing ,the number of horizontal divisions, the number of
administrative.diﬁisions, the number of selling divisions,
the number of vertical levels, the pe:centage of managers,
and the spans of control over sales personnel and |
buyers. |

Configuration has thus been used'by'many authors

as a denotation of the shape of an organization's

"role structure,. including its heighth and breadth S

and some measure of how the 1na1viuuals wlthln that

heighth and breadth are divided into groups.
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: L
b. Centralization

eber described "fixed and offiecial jurisdic-
tibnal areas' within his-hierarchy of authority (1958:
196). 1In this way he referred to the responsibility |
of certain éositions in the hierarchy %to make decisions
pertaining to specified subjects. This attribute is
described by Pugh et al. (1968) as the degree of
authority to make various decisions affecting the
org§nizatibn located at the top of éhe hierarchy-. :It
was measured by Pugh and his associates by identifying
the levels at which specific decisicns were made,

Reimann (1975) measgred,centralization by @
calculating the percentage of decisions the chief
executive delegated to subordiﬁates, and employing an
index taking count of the locus of decision making
for various policies, the degree of information sharing
and the deéree of participation ih long-range planning.

Robey et al. (1977) multiplied the number of
final decisions made at each level b& a weight assigned
to that level. A sum of the figures for all levels

then served as their measure of centralization.
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. Slmpson and Gulley (1962) used survey questions to
determlne where the main activity of the organization was:
carried out, where initiative for change originated, and.
where decisions were finally made.

H§ll‘s ceﬁtralization dimension (1968) was defined as
the extent to which the locus of decision making was prestfuc—
tured by the organization., The measure consisted of the iden-
tification of the levels at which specific deciSions were

made.

Aiken ancd Hage (1968) asked staff members how often
they participated in organizational decisions.about the hiring
of personnel, the adoption of new organizational poliéies,
and the adoption of new programs or services. A second
measure was taken on a scale coﬁcerning the degree of cdecision
making about work derived from Hall (1963). Hage and Aiken
-summarized this variable as follows: "The smaller the pPro-
portion of jobé and occujations that participate in decision
making and the fewer the_decisionfmaking areas in which they
are involved, the more centralized the organization (1970: 38)."

Child defined centralization ds '"the extent to which
the locus of authority to make decisions affecting the organ-
ization is confined to the higher levels of the organization
(1973: 3) .0 He based its measure on the idenéification of
the hierarchical level at which specific decisiéns were

made. Holdaway et al. (19?55 made a similar examination.

-
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Blau et al. (1976) measured centralizatioﬂ‘by identify-
ing‘the levels at which twenty-five key decisions were made.
zvers et al. (1976), on the other haﬁd, used a count of the
number of employees involved in eight decision areas as
their measure of this attribute.

| Centralization has been defined in the literatufe,
therefdfe, as the extent of decision-making power exercised
by the ‘upper echelons of the authority hierarchy. It has~
been measured by estimating the numbers and types of decisions

made at each organizational level,

¢. Specialization

Yeber based his bureaucratic ideal on '"the principlé
of specializing administrative functioﬁs according to purely
objective considerations (1958: 215)." Hz thus referred to
the division of labour according to specific tasks.

Hinings et al. (1967) developed a compfehensive

’ N\
technique for measuring specialization}‘ Beginning with a
- . a

1ist of sixteen functions present in all work organizations,
it consisted of the total '"functional specialization® score
of a particular organization's endorsements on all items.
A measure of role speciaiization was further derived by
counting the extent to which specialisf roles existed within

the sixteen functional categories.

Hage and Aiken (1967; 1970) added the concept of

training to their measure of specialization, which was
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comprised of three measuresk“ the number of occupational
specialtiés, the degree of professional training, and the
amount of professional activity in each occgpation.
-\\Reimann (1975) calculated an average of the number o}

levels, the number of specialties, ana the numbér of sevén-
teen named functions which were performed by at least one
specialist. Hg_also measured the professionalization of
each category by examining the length of training required

for it and its job description.

A
T g

For Pugh et g;i (1963}, specialization referred to
é.ddunt of th§ division of labor on several dimensions,
jncluding the number of "specialisms", as well as the
differentiation of activities within each function.

Pondf (1969) calculated the effective number of occupa-
tional specialties using a fo;mula which accounted for the
total number of specialties and the number of workers in
each occupational group.

Samﬁel and Mannheim (1970) distinguished three

components of specialization: functional differentiation,

" the degree of differentiation of a given work segment into

-‘)! o

separate jobs; functional diversification, the zxtent to
which positions are dispersed uniformly améng the jobs; and
functional specialization, the extent to which the whole
complex is based upon high Jevels of expertness.

Heydebrand (1973) used a simpler measure comprised
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of the éotal amount of division of labour among departyents.

Rushing (1967) limited his measure,of,speciali%Xtion
to a count of the total nuhber.of different occupations amcng
production personnel. Hall (1962) counted the number of
different functions, while Blau. gt al. (1976) combiﬁed tnis
count with 'an iﬂdex of occupational diversity, Holdaway
et al.-(1975) restricted their calculation to the number of
support nonline functions carried out by designated individuals
at least one-half of their available working time.

The specialization variable has besn usgd, in this way;
as é measure of the extent to which an organization's tasks
are divided into subtasks., It has been calculated by taking
account of (the division of labourzahd %he number of tasks
or of parts of one-task which one individual is required to
perform. Cccasionally the degres of sikill required for each

specialization has been included as vart of the measure,.

d, Standardization

According to Weber, bureaucratic management 1"follo‘.vs
general ruleé, which are more or less stable, more or less
exhaustive, and which can be learred (1958: 168)." This
structural Characteristic.referred to clearly defined
role prescriptions. |

Pugh et al., (1963; 1968)'distinguished two, aspects

of this bureaucratic dimensién. Sfandardization of
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orocedures occurred when ruless or definitions existed which
covered all circumstances and applied invariably. 3taniari-

ization of roles prescribed role dafinitions and qualifica-

tions for office, rol2 rerfdrmanc™meoasuremsnt, titles o0

Fiy t

office, symbols of role status, and rewards for rols periorm-

ance., A standardization écore was obtained by & count of
the number of such procedures and tities available o gﬁ
organizatidn from those in a given list.

Jall (1968) referred to standardizatisn as'the nre- B
'sence of rules, or the degree to which the behavior of organ-
izational members was subject to organizational control,
along with vrocedural specifications, thg extent tc which
members were obliged to follow cefined techniques in dealing
with situations which they encountered.

Standardization has, thus, been defined as the =xtent
to which roles, crocedures and activities within an organiza-
‘tion are specified. It has been measured. by counting the
number of defined procedures which role incumbents must
follow. 1In many research studies the measure for this
bursaucratic dimension has been included in the msasure for

formalization, since these two traits are very closely re-

lated (Reimann, 1973; Hage and Aiken, 1967, 1970).

]

[}
P e T

e, Formalization

In Veber's ideal bureaucracy, '"the management of

the modern office is b Wri i
: office is based upon written documents (1953: 192).
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Yleber thusrfefe;red to the written record of standardized
procedures and éctivities within the organization.

Hage and Aiken (1967; 19?O)cdmbined aspects of both
standardization and formalization in their definition of
this vafiablé as the degree of codification of jobs in an
organization.: Thus, “the greater the number of rules speci-
fying what is to be doqe, whethef formally written 6; informally
understood,.and the more strictly they are enforced, thé-
gfeater the formalization of the organization (1970: 3)." This
measure ﬁas, théréfore, twofold, including bothljob codi-
fication and rule abservation. |

Reimann (1973; 1975) calculated formalization 5§)
coﬁnting the number of specific role-defining documents --

from a set %E/ » éxisted in an organization, and

measuring the extent to wiich these documents were distributed
within the organization.

Pugh et al. definéd formalization .as "the extent to
which'ruleé, procedures, instructions, and communications
are written (1968:'75).” To mqasure this element the orga-
nization's documents were examined and a count of the
written rules ahd procedurss was taken,

Samuel and Mannheim defined formalization in a similar
manner, as the "extent to which the organization formalizes

a body of written rules and procedures to govern participants'

procedures (1970:221)." Two categories of norms were .
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distinguished: 'rules to regulate and standarcdize the

pérticipants' behaviors in general, such as disciplinéry

rules anq;duties,“ and "procedures dealing with various work

situation;, mainly from a technical point of view (19?6: 221) .

A two-part measure of these elements was therefofe‘taken.
Rushing (1965) examined the written records of rules

and past performance to measure formaTization.l ﬁall, Haas

and Johnson (1967), on thibéther hand, used five indicators

for thlS characterlstlc roles, authority relations, communi-

cations, norms and sanctions, and procesdures,  In a similar

way, Child (1973) measured the extent to which procedures,

rules, instructions and communications were written down.

This procedure was also followed by Inkson et al., (1970).

T ' Hdldaway et 5&. {(197%) counted the number of documents

in the instituftion which were used for Speaifying roles and

checking on role verformance, Hickson et al. (19?45

measured the dégree to which intended behavior was described.

'in'writing, ahd Ouchi (1977) examined the formality with

which rules and regulations were communicated to employees,

- In the literature, formalization has, thus, referred

to the definition in writing of the roles and procedures

iﬂ an organization. It has been measured by counting the

number of fules and guidelines published in company docuﬁents,

frequently taking account as well of the extent to which

such documents are distributed among employees.
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In this way, five characteristics of "eber's bureau-
cracy have been narrowly defined in the literature: config-
. LN
uration, centralization, specialization, standardization and
formalization. bmpirical measures for each of these attri-
butes have also been developed; combinred indices for stand-

ardization and formalization have frequently been emvnloyed,

5. The Relation of Structure to Organizational Iffectiveness

’

In this section, a definitidn of organizational
effectiveness is followed by a review of‘the various measures
vhich have been developea to evaluate it. ' Constraints
placed on effective structures by the nature of the task,
the organizational environment and professional employees

are then discussed.

2+ Definition of Organizational Effectiveness

BEffectiveness is commonly defined as "the éegree to
which an orgﬁnization accomplishes its objectives (Argyris,
1968: 311) .1 ‘In consideration of the problem of organizational
survival as the enterprise attempts to accomplish its
objectives, however, two additional concepts merit attention:
the organization's capacity to maintain its internal system’
inﬂworking order so that it can solve probléms effectively
and the orgigizafion‘s ability to adapt to its externmal

 environment (Argyris, 1966: 120).

,7 Definitions of organizational effectiveness. in the

literature have basically been rewvordings of this
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conceptualization. Duncan (1973), for ekample, referred
to goal achievement, integration and adaptation as compon-
ents of efféctiveness., Etzioni (1964) described the same
attributes under the headings of goal realization and effi-
‘ cieﬁcy. Georgopoulos and, Tannenbaum defined organizational
effectiveness as "the extent to which an organization as
a social system, given certain resources and means, fulfills
its objectives without incapacitating its ﬁeans and resourkes
and without placing undue strain upon its members (1957:
535-536)." Ghorpade (1970) also argued the importance of
considering the rational goal-attaining bvasis of organiza-
tions and the means used as well as the néeds experienced by
the organization's soc%al systems. Mott combined these
elements in a succinct definition of effectiveness aé
'"the ability of an organization to mobilize ité centres 7
of power for action -- production and adaptation (1972: 17)."

| Organizational effectiveness is a measure, therefore,-
of the extent of goal achievement, which is inithe long run
dependent upon internal maintenance and problem~sdlying ability
combined with adaptability to the environment.

The establishment of measures derived from this

widely écqepted definition to gauge the efféctiveness of
specific organizations has not met with an equal degree of

consensus in the literature.
4
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b. The Measurement of Organlzatlonal Affectlveness.

As~Argyrls p01nted out the measurement of organlza—
tional effectiveness in the llterature has tynlcally focused
on the degree to which an organlzatlon accomplishes ;ts

*

objectives:

-

A business firm is effective if it makes a
profit, a welfare agency if it provides pro-.
fessional service of high quality, the Depart-
ment of State if it achieves its substantive

. goals related to foreign policy (1968: 311},

'Bennis (1959) also defined effectiveness'criteria‘eelated'
to the goals of an enterprise in thie:vein: the_nuhﬁer_of
products, number of ideae, number of ciients or the extent
of services éerformed, depending‘on the organizetion's
objectives, were the measuﬁe-ef its success. Etzioni

. supported this approach;‘e_ﬁeasurement of ""the degree of

| goel achievement (1964: 8);”' .

Keeley identified two distinct sets of goals which
could be measured OfflClal goals he aescrlbed as the formally
stated charter of the organlzatlon ooeratlve goals were the °
functions the organization was actually trying to perform
(1978: 272). - |

Price (1968) argued that the latter type of goal
should be the focus of all measures of orgamizational
effectiveness. This approach was supported by Steers, who

described it'as being more realistic by focusing on "the

feasible goal set" rather than "the desired goal set (1975:
556).'
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In spite of common usage, the goal approach to the
measurement of organizational effectiveness has been criti-
cized by several authors. Yuchtman and Seashore (1967)
pointed out the difficulty of determlnlng operative goals,
that is, of obtaining a stable consensus among individual
employees on goal deflnltlon. They further arguecd that goals
defined in terms of the publicly anncunced societal functions
of an organization would be no better, since the values and
standards for effectiveness would’b;pome external to the
enterprise_itself.. Argyris (1968) maintained that two
additional dimensions must be considered as well as goals to
make the measurement of effectiveness ﬁpre valid: the
organization's internal problem-solving ability, anc its
capacity for utlllzlng human energy. Mott (1972) supported
this contention and defined three organlzlnd centers of
pover as criteria for-effectiveness, centers related to
routine production, adaptability and flexibility. ‘

Other authors have specified still different evalua-
tion criteria. Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957), for
example, measured productivity, flexibility and the absence
of organizational strain. Bennis (1962) compared organiza-
tional adaptability, sense of identity and capacity to test
re§lity. Yuchﬁman and Seashore (1967) examined the acquisi-

tion of scarce and valuéd resources, as well-as control over

the environment. Schein (1970) dis?ussed open communication,

flexibility, creativity and psychological commitment, whiie
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Vegandhl and Reimann (1073) developed both ‘behavioral

'and economlc in 1ces. Chlld (1974: 1975) based his conch—
sions on measures of profitability and growth. Duncan
(19?3;‘used three indices: an integration ihdex measuring
role confllct and amblgulty, an adaptation index measuring
flex1b171ty, and a rating for goal achlevement. ‘

Katz and Kahn (1966) measured organizational'growth,
‘survival and control over the environment. Lawrence and
‘Lorsch (196?; compared balances of integratioﬂ and differ-
entiation. Friedlander'andeiéﬁie (1968) gauged orefita-
bility, employse satisfaction and societal wvalue, whils
Price (1968) examined productivity, conforﬂlty, morale, ‘
adaptiveness and 1nst1tutlonallzatlpn. Mahoney and eitzel
(1969) based their conclusions on a combination of two

models: the general business model, conSLStlnc of Droauc-

tivity-support-~ utlllzatlon, plannlng, rellablllty and initi-’

Il

ative, and the research and development model, consisting
of'reliability; cooﬁeratiqn and development. "ebb (1974)
measured cohesion, efficiency, adaptability and support.

It is readily aﬁparent that there has been no con-
Sensus bn criteria of organizational effectivenesshin the
literature, .After a review of twenty—one emolrlcal "%udles,
Cameron (1978) concluded that most researchers have used -
sources and types of criteria which are npt comparable

with other empirical investigations, and pointed out that

'
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some choices of. criteria were more appropriate in one type '

of organization than others. Ghorpade argued in a similar

way: "It is esseéntial to recognize at the outset that

criteria which are acceptable from one frame of reference ™

may not be valid from énother varitage point (1?70: 37) .0
e further maiﬁtained that the choicé of any criteria
ought to refiect the type of ofganiza%ion ancd the purcose
ofithe inquiry. ' | .

In vie# of the lack of consensus on effectiveness

measures, Steers (1975) defendealthe use of cperative goals.‘

After reviewing seventeen multivariate models of organiza-

tionél‘effectiveneés,'aﬁd finding little consistehcy in,

" evaluation ¢riteria, he rejected the notion that effective-

ness ‘could be defined and measured in..terms of some static

. set of variables; He copcluded that it should instead be

viewed in termsAof goalhéttainment, which he saw 25 2 measure
of the capacity of an organization to fase its resources’
suécéééfully toward specific ends. |

‘ Price (1972h)also defénded the goal approach and
identified four guidelines for gdai identification designed
to overcome the‘various'criticisms leyelled against it: a

focus-on major decision-makers; a focus on oOrganizational

rather than individual goals; a focus on operative rather

..than formal goals; and finally a focus on both intentions

{

. and activities. Uebb (1974) O&ffersd further support for this

\4

Ty

-

<,
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' approach 1f adequate care.was taken in the determination
of the goals, descrlolng the goa'| moqel as an objective
and reliable analytical tool for the measurement of organlzs-
tional verformance.

Georgopoulos and Mann (1962), iﬁ-a study of 880
eﬁployees in ten community general hospitals, developed
a measure of effectiveness based on- the concepﬁion of effect-~
iveness as a measure of how well an organization is doing
ih achieving its Operatioﬁal objectives, as perceived by the
employees. Price re-examined this eeasure's validity and
‘ reliability end coneLuded that the researchers had exercised
.”an uncommon care in the evaluation of the validity and
reliability of their measures,(1972a:106)." FPrice further
commented that the measure could be readily adaptea for
use in educational institutions and other organizations.

The Georgopoulos-Mann measure was used-again by
Knoop (1976) in a study of.seventy-five elementary schools,
and Mott (1972) in fesearch on the space industry, a research
organization, and eleven hospitals in the United States.
After further study, Mott concluded that the'ef}ectiveness
index was "a valid and‘ineXpensive measure (1972: 19%)."

In summary, organizational effectiveness has been:
measured in many uays in the literature. The traditional

goal model approaoh has received considerable support from
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many authors, particularly as operationalized in the

Georgopoulos-Mann measure. _ | o

¢c. The Relation.of Structure to‘Engctiveness
ETarly writers of organizational theory were cqncéfned
with principles that would establish a perfect, extremely
effective organiiatiéhal structure (Taylor, in.Owens, 1970;
. Tayol, 1959; Gulick, 1937; Mooney, 1947). ‘ieber's theorﬁ
of bureaucracy (1947) was also desigﬁed as an ideai, completely
rational in its attainment of éhe higﬁest degree of efficlency.
The structure of an organization is indeed the physical
means through which it must accomplish its goals. As Itziori
pointed out, ”Organizaticnsvare coordinated human efforts
to realize specific goals (1959: 43)." Légically, the shape
of that coordination or strﬁcture must haﬁe a direct effect .
on the degree of goal achilevement:
If the orientation of this structure is
compatible with the organizational goals,
the probability that these goals will be
achieved is greater than in organizations
where this is not the case (Ztzioni, 1959: L3-44).
Gouldner (1971) developed this argument further, pointing'
out that since the rationality of the modern organization
varied in degree, causing variance in individual motivation
and hence organizational effectiveness, the variation

itself was in neeéd of study and explanation.

#ickson (1?66) argued that specificity of role

prescription in an organization resulted in variance in
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employee participation and output. He postulated a curvi-,

a linear relationship between fhese eiements and demonstrated
how the conceptualeatlons of twenty-flve organlzatlonal
theorists could be c1a551f1ed u51ng such a concept,

Lawrence and Lorsch descrlbed how significant task
and environmental differences resﬁltingiin appropriate
structural differentiation led to good performance. They
concluded, "The viable organizations will be the ones that.
master. the science and art of organizational design (1967:
238)," later exPiaining that there was no one best vay to -
organize; rather, that organizations needed fo be systematic-
ally tailored to their goals (1969: 84).

Melcher (1976)-argﬁed that individual factors such
as degree of cooperation, commuﬁication, idea exéhanga'and
effort were mediated by organizational sfrucrure.l‘He
explaiﬁed that individuals'moVed.in alétructured context;
productive individual behavior was therefore partly the
'prcduct of that context. |

Thomoson (1961) examlned the characterlstlcs of
oureaucratlc structure in relatlon to the function of small
work groups. He concluded'that conflguratlon and centrali-
zatlon had a dlrect influence on the effectlveness of the
small groun thlnklng process._ He later related the loocse-
-ness of bureaucratlc.struqture.}o productire innovativeness

in organizations (Thompsbh, i965).
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”elss (1956) argued thu nesd for designing nlﬂra“chlos
sulted to the goal of the organization; he emphasized

informal processes of coordination vhen creativity and commit-

ment were _required. t"e"ley and Yukl (1977) provided a'défini-:.“

tion of organlzatlonal structure sn601Fy1ng 1ts relationshio

——

to effectlveness- atructu“e was "the formal pTan for achlev- :

ing an ef¢101ent division of labor and effective cocordination -
of member act1v1t1es” in nursult of the organlzatz_ona1
objectives (1977: 15) \
These theoretical postulations have been tesfed in
the literature in various forms. tany empirical studies
have related specific shapes of organizational structure

to effectiveness. Tor example, Baldridge and Burnham

(1975) studied innovation in school districts and concluded

that structural elements, such as complexity, were better

vrecdictors of effective innovative behavior than individual

employee characteristics,

Duncan (1973) described decision unit structure as

the critical variable determlnlng 1nformatlon processing

0 -~

'potentlal and effectlveneSQ. He came to the conclusion

that different types of organizational structure are more
appropriate for different types'of'éituations.

Frank (1963) found a relationship between role

~definition and innovation, and thus the ability of the

~



REVIZY OF THE LITEZRATURE . 35

organization.to adapt to iﬁs environment. Hage ({965) and
Hage and Aiken (1967; 1969;'1970) related the étruciural‘
Qariables‘speciali;ation, centralization and formalization.to
“the ef?ectiveness variables adaptiveness, production, cost
and morale, JSnes (1969)‘found the number of'hierarchical
levels in a prodﬁctiég group: to be related to productive
output‘in a complex manner, ©Ouchi and Johnson (i978).
related structural variables of organizétional comtrol
to ﬁhe mental well-being and hence functioning of top
executives.

’

Pennings (1975} compared the ability of envircnmental

~-

and structurai variables to predict organizaticnal eifect-
iveness and concluced that structural variables wére
superior in explaining the variance in effecfiveness.‘_'

Stinchcombe (1959} related the structure of
ccmmunication chapnels to productivitj. Jeiss (1957), on
the other hand, linked centralization to employes turnover,
accidents and absenteeism, and hence to organizational
effectivenesé}- |

The structure of an organization has, thus, been
related to its effectiveness both theoretically and
empirically in the literature., In order to specifj which

structure is most appropriate for a particular enterprise,

!

v
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it is clear, however, that certain crucial details about

that organization must be defined: the nature of its fask,

the nature of its environment, and the.néture of its employees.
Fach of these-elements imposes limitations on the type of |
organizational s%ructure which will be effective.

\ ' . N
d., Organizational Structure and the Mature of the Task -~

Modern organizations perform many different funétidns,
ranging from rigidly structured and predictable production
tasks to the pro#ision of unpredicééble-serviceé for an-
endless variety of_people. ApprOpfiéte ﬁeasures of organi-
zational effectiveness, it has been argued, must be tailored
to the organization's task. | - '

Rennis (1959) classified the functions of organizations
in four areas: habit, problem-solviﬁg, indoctrination and
service. A habit organization, he maintained, repl;cated
standard and uniform products. An effecti%e structure for
it would maximize the number of products completed.
Provlem-solving eﬁterprises, on the other hand, had the task
of creatiné new ideas, as in'fesearch or engineering establish-
ments. In this case, increasing the number of ideas created
would serve as the goal for structural ae51gn. The third
category, 1ndoctr1nat10n, had for its obJectlve the changlng
of peoples’ haolts, attltudes, intellect or oehav1or.

Schools, prisons and hospitals. were examnles of this type of

organization. Their structure, Bennis suggested, would
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focus on increasing'the number of'clients leaving. Finally,
service organizations were concerned with distributing
services either directly to a consumer or to other organiza-
tions, as was done by the military, governments, advertising
firms and taxi companies. in theSe'caées, broadening the
extent of services performed would be the purpose of strﬁc—
tural design. Begnis argued in this way that the type of
task faced by an entgrprise strongly influenced the deter-
mination of an effective structure ‘for it. )

' Thus, all organizations do not perform similar tasks;
different establishments therefore require different struc-
tures to effectively achieve their own goals.,

The curriculum develovment task faced by a school
.board program department coﬁsists of creative idea production
and problem-solving (Kirs£ and Valker, 1971). An organiza-
tn 1l structure for fthese departments should therciore be
specifically designed for this type of task.' Bennis (1959)
characterized strucfﬁres designed for problem-solving tasks
as facilitating a high similarity of goals between sﬁperiof
and subordinate employees, a high degree of prbfessionaliza—
tion, and a high degree of autonomy for workers. Goals
were long-term and frequengly intangible, éupervision
consequently included a management by objectives approach

with self-control as a modality of power. Technical competence
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had more authority than role incumbency, and only indirect’
control of réwards was held by the supervisqr'through

the promotion of conditions whéfeb& subordinétes could
achieYe ﬁh@ir own goals.

Th%se specifications have been supvorted in small
group research dealing with pomplex tasks, wheré status
diffep;ﬁce§ have been'demonétrated to negatively affec%
both communication and task~related participation. Back
et al. (1950), for éxample, found most communications to be
directed upward in é hierarchical_Setting, thus biasing the.
idea-sharing and gppportive functions of problem-solving

' groups. Barnes (1967) further found that status differences
‘hindered the establishment of task-helpful interpersonal

lrelationships.

E‘ Bavelas (1968) reported that the occurrence and utili-
!zation of insight dropped rapidly as hierarchiéal distinc-
tions emerged. This could be explained by the results af a
Study of state employmznt aﬁd federal law enforcement agencies
carried out by Blau (1969). He noted that officials with
secure status were more likely to participate in discussions
than their colleagues. They not only made the mosf sSugges-
tions, but their suggestions were aiso the ones most often
followed. In the case of creative, problem-solving tasks
where many viewpoints are essential, this.doﬁinance of a
single member’yaé dysfunctional and resulted in loweg;group

- effectiveness.
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Burns and Stalker (1968) further éxplained this
phenomenon in their observation that the less definaition
given to status, roles and modes of communiéation, the more
the activities of each member of the organization became
determined by the real tasks.

Cohen (1958) found that iov-rankingiind*viduals in
‘a hierarchical settlng communicated in a way guaranteed to‘
nrotect and enhance their relations with the hlgher qtatus :
members, to the detriment of task fulflllment. restlnger
(1950) similarly reported hierarchies to impose restraints
: against-oéen communicatioﬁ.. Gqffman.elaboréted 6n,this

occurrence in his description of the type of discussicn

'that occurs in status-differentiated. ouns as "double-
talk (1959: 194)." He further pointed out the individual's
tendency to conceal or underplay those aé_ivities, facts

" and mbtiyes which were incompatible with the superior’s
iaea;ized version of employees.and task results.

In his study of communication networks, Guetzkow

8) found hierarchical structure to have a direct effect

on glkoup task'performance. In a revwew of communication

- studills, Hare (1976) pointed out that low status 1nd1v1duals

initiated more communication with- content irrelevant to the
task; he interpreted this communication as a manifestation
of the desire to escape from a subordinate position. This

' view was also sﬁpquted by Kéiley (}éslj.
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Heinicke and Béles (1953) found that a few statements
made by the fight peOpie were readily agreed to, Homans
(1950) similarly repdrted that peonle of higher social rank
originated more interaction than those of lower status.
Hurwitz et al. (1968) described the behavior of low-ranking
individuals in such situétions as defensive, Kowitz and
Knutson (1980) supported'this view, concluding that inter-
personal ﬁorms related to the status hierarchy_inhibitéd‘the
proper analysis of informaﬁion during group discussions.
Suggestions put forwérd by higher status individuals_were
rarely criticized, while support‘for*lower ranking members'
" .participation was not often forthcoming. Similar results
Eave been revorted Ey Tippitt et al. (1952), Sherif (19?0),_
O'Reilly and Roberts (1974), Read (1981), Torrance (1955),
Zaleznik (1958) and Zander (1377). |

In summary, hierarchical distinctions in problem-
solving'gfoups have been demonstrated to be dysfunctional in
three main ways (Slau and Scott, 1962: 122-123): first,
explicit status distinctions tend to reduce normal social
interaction and social support; hence lower status members
do not receive the support neceséary for stimulating thought
and making suggestions. .Second, formaily instituted status
differences undermine the pfocesé of compétition for resvect.

Instead of gtriving to®arn the approval of most members of

.
-

the group, workers concentrate on impressing the hierarchical
elite, This is dysfunctional for creative tasgk accomﬁlishment.

-
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Third, status differences distort the error-correcting
function of social interaction, since members are hésitant
+
to criticize a superordinate for fear of later repercussions.
Superior ideas are not generated in such .z situation. Thus,
as Blau and Scott concluded, creative task performance is
not enhanced by hierarchical structure:
There lS, then, some indication that differen-

tiation of hierarchical status in grouns attenu-

ates the very.characteristics that have been

hypothesized to be responsible for the superiority

of groups ... in problem-solving ... [T]he more

pronounced the hierarchical differencés in a.

%roun, the leéss effectively it will periorm
1962: 123). . :

.The organizational structure anbroprlate for a group ehgaged
in a proolem-solv1ng task, 1t has been demonstrated,

not one which‘entails-stafus distinctions. Since the
active participation, support and criticism.of all members

L

is desired, the predominance of hierarchical authority in

-
-

_such a situation has only been djsfunctlona | B
| Yoodward's research in Creat Britain (106o) on'an
srganisational rather than-a-grouu level, prov1aed additional
emnlrlcal support for the contentlon that task tyne affects

the apnronrlateness of certain structures for gan acnlevemsnt.
In a study of Y03 manufacturlng flrms cla531fled accoralng

to tﬂe technolo ical compleyity of thelr task .a SLron
frelatlon oetueeﬁxspnroprlate organlzatlonal structure ana
success anpeared w1th1n each group. The successzul fl“ms at

-

the complez extreme of the task complexity scale tendaa
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towards lese emphasie cn clearcut, written.definition'of_
du}ies, greeter.delegation of authority, more permissive
management, and less tiehtWy organized work forces. Jooanaru
concluded that Situational demands imposed themselves more
rigidly at the extremes of the task scdlei In such cases,
uﬁsatisfactd&y structures resulted immediately in declines
-in orgenizational success, 2Zvermann (1§70),confirmed theee
results in an American replication of 'oodward's researeh.
L4 '

Other studies have also identified the type of task
as crucial in deter mining the structure which is most eifec-
tive in an enterprise. Dewar and Hage (1978), for examnle,
in a longitudinal study of sixteen social service orvanizationa,
found the‘rate of chenge.in task scone To be positively
“elated to ehange in structura1 comnlexiuy. DEnaldsoq and
‘larner (1074) found the aegree OF centralization in trade
unions and.a‘profe551onal-assocmation to uifxer from that in

fbusiness ehterprises. Miley and House commented on these
‘dizferences, exnlaining that vwith relatively Dredictable
taskq deCiSions vere more effectively: made at the top of
the_organization, and 50 a rigia.formal structure would be
useful' ’ith highly unnredictable 51tuations, on the other
hana, in which all levels required considerable influence

- to deal Wlth enVironmental uncertainty, a more partiCipative

- stvucture .vas adVioable (1969: 98-99).

Hare (1970) maintainea that the very definition of the

v
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taSk 1tsel included structufal variables relating‘to the'
rules er roles to‘beﬁfollowed as well as a.method.of,im?osing.
ﬁhe““uWes. - He further pdinted out that the solution to the
task became more allecult to obtaln if the C“lte“lon for
completion was amblguouseor if g”oun cenueneus Was_neeessafy.
He thus maintéined the need for prqcequres-to te &eﬁermiﬁed.
which were apprepriate to the tasl for the'enterérise tO eef

-~

successful,
This conclusion was again suonorted'in'a comprEhe%sive
study of@seven thousand hosD1tals by eydebrand:. -

Phe relevance of nlerarchlcal coordination may o
ve limited to conditions of. low task complexity
and high routinization of work ... ‘here the task .
complexity is generated by multiple and diverse .
_obJectlvea, nonbureaucratic 'asooc1atloral'-*orms
of administration will. predominate ... In short,
it has been shown ... that ménocratic, hle”archlc
authority is not a necessary element of complex
task admlnlet%atwon, and may actually imvede 1t
or. simply be 1nefi1c1ept (19?3 3) ‘
Heydeorand concluded that ‘the greauer the Aegree of task
complexlty, the greater ehe nesd for moces of coordinatiohn
other than bureaucratic ones. In apother study (Heydebrand
and Hoell, 1973), he identified professional norms as inter-
vening between a complex task and organizational structure,
ellmlnatlng much of the need for bureaucratlc contro_o.
Additional theoretlcal arguments for the necessity
of shaping organizational structure to the task have been-
presented by Homans (1950), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967),

Lituak (1961), Melcher (1976), Perrow (1967), and Thompson
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and Bates (1957).. Further empirical vaiidation of the task- _
structure connection has been provided by Inkson et al. <T970);

’hanawalla (1974), Mohr (10?1) Mlott (10?2), Gﬁchi (?97?),
Pheysey et al, (1971), Samuel and mannbelm (1,70) Simpson
and Gulley (1902), and Udy (1957; ,q?).

In. summary, it has been-damonétrated that the task
which an organization faces places sé#ere limitat;ons on
the sort of structure which will be effective 1n its. .
accomplishment, With nonuroutlne, creative tashs, hi Hly
bureaucratic structures have proven to be less effective,
Structures which were more produdtive'with these fésks were
characterized‘ﬁy an authority structure basec on comneucﬁc
rather than hierarchical po 1glon, by cecentrallzc“, parti-
éipa%ive decision making d by a llance on prof fessional
' norms as opnosea to strlctly en;orced,;o“mallzea company
Drocedureo.

' : f.

e. Organizational Structure and the Hature of the Tnvironment.

The structure which enaﬁlesian organization to
e:;ectlvely survive and accomnllsh its, goals 1is not Only

influenced by the type of task but also by the context in

which the organization must function. The’predictébility

of the environment in terms of resource supply and product
consumption, it has been shovm, determine whether a rigid

hierarchical -arrangement or a less bureaucratic and more

flexible structure is appropriate. The agé and history

N
£
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of the organization, as well as its size, location, and legal

status similarly vlace limitations on the effectiveness of

varticular structures in! relation to goals.

In the Aston research, Pugh et al. (196%a)identified
six elements of structural context other than task complexity.
Origin and history referred to the age.of the;organization
and whether its status.wvas entrenreneurlal or zovernment.
Ounershln and control referred to the degree of nuollc
accountability and the relationship of ownership to manage-
ment. Size was conceptualized as the number of employees
and the net assets utilized, wnhile charter was. concernst
with the gdals and self image of the organization. Location

was defined as the number of operating sites of the enterprise

and dependence measured interdependence with other. organizations.

The Aston contextual variables have veen reflected 1in

the work of other researchers with similar concerns. For

example, Aiken and Hage (1968) exémined interiependence
Blau (1970), size;-Heroﬁ (1973), age; Likert (1961) canital
investment; Pondy. (1969), ownership; Robey gf al. (1977},

auntonomy; Udj (1962), independence; and Ttzioni (1964),
-eharter.

In addition tb fhese contextual eleménts, Lawrence

and Lorsch (1967) demonstrated the importance of the pre-
dlctablllty of the external environment in which the

orvanlzatlon must funct*on. Other studies of %hls variable

N
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includs discussions by Baldridge and Burnhan (1975), TFilley

Ll

and House (1967), Hirsch (1975), Homans (1950), March and
Simon (1958), and Pennings (1975)., In general, it was found
that in predictable environments nighly buFeaucratizad

structures were effective. In unpredictadle settings,

nowever, looser structures enabling greater flemibility

andy innovation were found to he more effective.

N

All 'of the variables surrouncing an organizaticn are’

of primary importance because of their potential to influence

the effectiveness of various structures. This fact has

been underlined by Pugh et al.: .

The structure of an organization 1s closely
related to the context within which it functions,
and much of the variation in organizational
structure might be explained oy contextual fac-
tors. Many such factors, including size, technol-
ogy, organizational charter or social function
and interdependence with other organizations, have
been suggested as. being of primary importance in
influencing the structure and function of an
organization (1963: 308-312) .

Thus, any study of organizational structure mhst take
account of contextual variables, if“not by measuring them

directly, then at least by exercising control over them.

f. Crganizational Structure and Professional Imployees
“Then Jeber described the highly bureaucratic structure

as an ideal, capable of attaining the highest degrée of
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efficiency of all possible forms of organizatiOn (19L7: 337),
- he was probably_influenced by thé environﬁent in which he
lived. Aleriedrich has observéd, in Yeber's writings

nthe very words vibrate with éomethihg-cf the Prussian
enthusiasm for the military type of;qrganization; and the
way‘éeems barred to any kind of consultative, let alone
cooperative pattern'(1952: St)." Thompson has described two .
conditions which were ﬁrevalent at 'ieber's time and which
vere reflected inehis-theory'ofrbureaucrac& - but'&hich

are no longer applicableé' first, a grea€ inequality aﬁang
organization members in social standing.and avilitiss, énd.
a corresponding inequality in their contributions and rewards;
and éecond,-a-technolbgy éimﬁle enough‘to be within the

grasp of an individual (1965: 3).

e}

attern

Blau has argued in a similar way that the
of social relationships and the general level of educa%ion
in the population have a considerable effect on ths viability .
of hierafchical authority in that population's worlk situations:

Yhen an authoritarian orientation toward social
relationships prevails in the family and in the
society generally and when lack of education limits
the qualification of subaltern officials, as in
Germany in jleber's time, strict hierarchical control
may be the most efficient method of bursaucratic
operation., However, vhen eguality in social
relationships is .highly valued and when a much
nigher level of popular education has been
reached ... permitting junior officials con-
siderable discretion in discharging their res-
ponsibilities may be a more efficient system of
administration (1969: 252}.
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Thus, Veber's model of a highly burcaucratizsd structure
may not be ideal in snvironments which differ from his
ovm, for more complex tasks, orxfor_individuals sho have
had more education and who are accustomed to more social
eqﬁality than these with whom he was familiar.

Cne type of individual for whom a highly dburcaucra-
tized‘structure has been'described as cdysfunctional is the
professional, Heydebrand and {iloell defined professionals

as "workers who are formally trained to produce, preserve,

communicate, and apply specialized knowledge (1973: 295)."

Jilensky described the job done by such formally trained

4 ' . .
workers as "technical -~ based on systematic knowledgs or *
doctrine acguired through long prescribed training" an
further added the distinction that "the professional ...
adheres to a set of professional norms", including a nozrm
of service, and a concern for client welfare (1964: 138
\ . -
Greenwood further exﬁggzhed that society is not composed

of professionals and non-professionals, but rather of a

i\ continuug of occupations varying in the degree to which they
-pbsseés five vprofessional characteristics: = systématic
theory base, authority over members, sanction of expertise
by the community, codes of ethics, and a somewhat unigue
culture (1966: 10). It has been demonstrated that some of

the more recently recognized professions, such as educators,
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are stronger in their possession of some of these charac-

teristics than the traditional professions, such as doctors

and lawyers“(Héll,~1975). \

A vrofessional assoclation has certain characteristics |

in common vith tihreaucracy. Blau drew attention to the

siﬁilarity in their impersonal detachment in relation.to
clients, their emphasis on speclalized technical expertise,
and the basing of their decisions on universaliistic standards_ y
(1968: 455). .

Professions differ from bureaucracies, however,
on at least 6nerimportant dimension. Professidnal au£hority,
rests on the voluntary recognition of certified superior
Qompétence; bureaucratic authority is based on the legiti-’
mate ?ower of command he;d by superordinates over subordinates,
which is backed by the threat of sanctions. Superior kknowl-
edge is not required for such authority (Blau, 1969: L55).
Blau continued to explain that within the structure of a
forma} organization, professionals, being a set of workers
certified and recognized as having excellénf judgement in
their-area of expertise, expected to enter the decision-
making process as equalsb They did not expect their judge-
ment to be gquestioned, except perhaps oy those vith superior
professionél expertise. A superordinate without superior
experfise was'expected'to generally follow professional

advice. Complianbe by su%ordinates with orders in matters

of professional decision was voluntary, and based on the

. 4



bl try Tt T —— g
R._a :n OF Th.:; i m—‘ﬁ .L\J P . . 11"0

recognition of expertise, ’

The professional view of authority is thus in dircct

conflict vith the bureaucratic definition of nierarchical

vower. As Meyer pointed out, sincs

professional ani bureau-
¥
cratic authority are based on different princivles, that is,

competence versus official position, "harmonious reiations
between orofessionals and bureaucrats in an.orggnizational..
setting may ....be difficult" to achieve (1968t :9#5).
Humerous studies have examined the vroblem of pro—'

fessionals in bureaucratic séttinws. 1en-uav1u (795?
lioore’ and Renck (1955),- Beche“ (1953), and Scott (1965; 1966)
.nave documeﬂtgd professional reseniment at the loss of
authority in such a setting, and diss satisfaction from role-
statﬁs disequilibrium, Hall (1968) revorted that prof;géional
a2ble to structure autonomous organizationé 0f their owm made
them significantly less bureaucratic on measures of position
power, division of‘labor, stan@spdizatidn, formaliagtion, and
adninistrative impersonality. Hs concluded that unen pro-
fessionals had the power to choose, they vreferred to function
in "a nonbureaucratic structure; nd;EB“-th ey converted
structurn to that form whenever n0851b7 o " Higher levsls of .
nrofe551onalﬂsm vere con51stently related "té lowver levels of
bureaucratization (1968: 503). ‘nen vrofessionals were
unable ‘to control the orgaﬁizational structure, however,

a potential fo//%ole conflict and.dissatisfaction eylstea.

Hall concXudéd, ””hls suggests that the nature of the
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occuvational groups in an corganization affécts the organiza-
tional structure. The-wdrkersr(proféésionals) iﬁport
standards into the organization to which the organization
must adjust (1968: S05)." |

Heydebrand (1967) found the bureaucratic centraliza-
tion of managerial authority and orofessionalization to
-conétitute“%iternative modes of coordination. He further
‘found that aﬁladvanced di'vision of labor tended to facilitate
centralization or professibnalizatiog but nqt both at the
same time.

In a later study, Heydebrand (1973) related these
trends to itask complexity, suggesting that a more coﬁplex
task performed in incréasingly divided segments by profession-
als in specialist capacities required additional administra-
tive coordination. In other pords, a narrower span of
administrétive control (and so a higher ratio of managers)
in an organization ﬁith many professionals was found to
refléct the extensive two-way communication demanded by
those professionals. As experts, they made greaﬁer contfim
butions to decision making and to organizationél operations
through confinuous feedback, when comparéd to non-profession-
als. Highly professionalized departments became increasingly
specialized and the whole organization became dedentralized,
as'aufhority was delegated to the subunit ievel. Managers;
functioned in many ﬁays as coordinators and teammates rather

than as aﬁthori%y figures.

'
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Blau's results similarly suggested that a narfow span
of managerial control over professioﬁais was not so much
relateé to closeness of sﬁpervision as it was té the high
volume of communication cccurring. Decisions were frequéntly
debated and shared rather than imposed. Hc‘conc;uded fhat
managerial authoritj over deéision making was more decentra-,

_ ‘ y
lized in organizations with large propdrtions of trained
experts than in others (1968: 462),

These findings-were supported in a stﬁdy‘by ileyer
"(1968c) who related a narrower span of éontrol over experts
to.freér,'more‘oﬁen communicétion. Similar resulis were
reported b& Stauffer et al. (1964). .

Decentralization of décision;making and altered’
higrarbhies"of éuthority are not the only changes in
Jdeber's iceal bureaucracy thch,hafe been'ﬁfo*en necessary
to acbomncéﬂﬁ-professionél workers, From a reviey of
several studies, Hall (1977) gonql@deé thaﬁ‘professiogaliza~
tion and formalization were élso'incompatible; He founc
that the more professionalized the work fofcé, the more

likely it was that formaligation ﬁould lead to conflict and
alienation, He attributed this to the fact that formaliza-
tion and professionalization were actually designed to do
the same thing, to organizé and regularize thé beha&idr of

members. TFormalization accomplished this goal by means of

rules, procedures and sanctions. Professionalization did

the same thing. Both served to acdomplish\the task. From
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the organizétioﬁ's pqintlof view, Hall ar5ue“, ‘either tech-
nique viould be appropriate (1977: 170). '

In summary, o»rofessionalization and bureaucratizatién
conflict in several important ways. Professionals 4o not
readily“accept imposed hier rchical authority; however
they voluntarlly acknowleare superior =upertise. _?rofession—
als demand pariicipative decision making. In fact, higher
nmanagerial ratios may be nece%sitated by the increased communi-
cations and decentralization genﬂ”atea by thed - Tressnce.
Stwncarclzatlon and foamallzatlon of the t sks verforned by
prof fess ionals are somewhat redundant and way causce nostilit:
since the expert training ané professional policies accomplis
the same ends.

Thus, as 5cott concluded, vhen p
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burezucratic organizations the potential existis

if not ubiguitous conflict (1966: 274). This does not mean,

ﬂ.

however, that structures cannot be design ~within which

s

hrofes 51onals can function effectﬂve \\\I: the svecial

characteristics of expert workers are take 311to considera-

2

i~

tion, much of the conflict can he

3

esolved:
‘Tundamentally, the provlem is one of the degree

of autonomy granted professional workers to SDeleJ
and to define operationally the goals 0f the organ-
izations as well as the nature of the task, to apply
their specialized knowledge, and to control the
available resources. Given these conditions, there

. should be little conflict between bureaucratic and
professional elements, even where thare is a
hierarchy (Heydebrand and iloell, 107). 311). o
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g. Sffective 3tructure in Program Devartments
Thefeffectiveness of sq%gy&’board program departments
is related to the organizational structurz of those depart-—

ments. To maximize effectivensss, the nature of the task,

-

the context and the employess must all be talen into coOn- P
sideration in the struéturalidcsign. | “

_The tésk of program depértments 1s a creative, prodlem-
solving one, Broad educational goals orovided by the Hiﬁistry‘
" must be translated into practical and specific curriculum
guides felevant to a wide range of students and USefgl to
many different teachers. Theée-guii%a(must be d;igi;ﬁ
and their implemeﬁta?iod assisted, wi%? 3£going evaldugi
and révisions completing the cycle, |

This task cdemands a great deal of creative ides

generation in response to a continuaily vaci:lat%pﬁ

. oy . - o
superstructure and an extremely varied clientels Procedures
effective at one polnt in time for one program may be tot

a

ineffective on another occasion when different environmental
) , 2 -

constraints, subject matter or clients must be considered.

The environment 4in which the program department's

task is carried out fluctuates constantly. tiiinistemial,

pubiic and teacher demands vary extensively and frequently
¢onflict at any single point in time; they rarely remain

- stable for any length of time. The contexuual_;ariables of

goals, size, control, resources and intepdependence writh

.
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-warnlng by the varloua levels of governmont Program devarte-

‘fo standardize their activities.

~

“to other subject areas. Professional employees in.any case

. ' ?EVIEW CF TH= LITS ’ATUR:

o
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-

other organlzatlons can .be chanaeJ abruntWy and with little
ments cannot aepena upon a stable env1:qnment vithin Whlcn

The people emoloyed in these departments are profession=

al educators. They have considerable Iorwal tv ining, rigidly

znforced certlflcatlon rnaulremmnts, anc nroxe sional affilia-
tlons which both sanctlon certaln tjpes of conduct and demand’

certain types-of'parﬁlclpatlon.‘ These employees nave a

'service orientation, a sincere concern for client welfare,

'and a confidence inzthelr own tralnﬁng and exwperience as

the best basis for decision maklng in their own field.

Given a creative task in an uncertain envircnment and
vrofessional employees, the‘effectiveness of school board
orogram departments is related to.the extent to which the
o;ganiiationgl structure takes all of these factors into account.

| The creative task and unpredictable context éﬁpear to

require a problem-solving, not a mechanistic orientation. The

usefulness of a great deal of specialization within the depart-

ment may be limited, for the divisions appropriate for the
: . @
writing of one curriculum at one time may be totally inappro-

priate on another occasion. Considerables standardization

»

and forma}ization of procedures may be¢ equally dysfunctional,

for each subject area and 'grade level places specific and

unique limitations on curriculum development in comparison

-4 [l r B - B . .
- * .r o : .
-, .
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fhave'ﬁot reacted well'in previous'research to soch standard-
izdtion- or formallzatlon, nreferrlng to base procedures on
thelr owa\lralnlng and ehperlence. These employees have

' also reacted badly to centrallved decision making and highly

1st uctured hlerarchles of authorlty. Seelng their own
"eexpertlse as an anproprlate authorlty base, therezore,
_these currlculum workers could be nredlcted to demand actlve
partlc;pat;on in decision making about all aspects of thelr
oors and the sﬁructure of their'work environment.

It would thus appear that s¢hool board program deoart—

ments structured in a less bureaucratlc way in response to

the'nature of thelr task, environment and employees will

3

be more effectlve than those_uhlch have a nlghWy bureaucra—‘

tlzed structure. - - o o

6. Summary and General‘Hypotheses.

4eber s:theorj 01 bureaucracy 1dent1f1ed 5ix organiza-
tlonal pr1nc1ples which he malntalned oescrlbec an 1aeal
‘_structure.r_mmplrlcal_research“basedhon hlS theory haS'led
to the development of five méasurable attributesldiffering
in eegree,from one orgaﬁizatidh to the ?QXt: configuration,
'centralization,‘specialization, formalization and standardi-
sation.' Combined'measures for the last -two dimensions
have also been derived,' : _ ‘ -
| The‘researcﬁ procedures developed at the University

of Aston'for}'comparing the degree of each of these

K' .
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traité present in‘ﬁérioﬁs establishments have b;en demon-~
strated'to“accuraﬁély distinguish among différent structures.’
According to Weber and many other theoriéfs, the:“
effectiveﬁes;;df aﬁ organization is contingenf upon its
sfructure..'Vérious attributes have been measured in empirical.
studies'exéminingleffectiveness. The Georgopoulos-Mahn
index, based on the fraditional goal model, has received
considerable éupport in the literature.
| The determination of an appfopriate étructure for
a specific organization appears to depend on several factors.
These include the task faced by the organization, its environ-
ment and the typg of employees it has. The creativej”problem-
solving nature of the curriculum development taék faced oy
prOgram'departments,_fheir unpredictable environment and
professional eﬁployees could be predicted to require a 1ess@
spepialized, decentralized decision-making structure, with
littie standardizgtioﬁ or formalizztion. The need for fewer
status distinctions in work groups-to maximize problam-
_solving gffectiveness and so the complex task accomplishm;nt
appears to be combined with = neéd for much communicztion
about 211 aspects of the operation. Thosélgtructures mey be
superior which enable the. professional employees to function

in groups with fewer status distinctions and yet simultaneously

to communicate their opinions on a wide range of matters.

Such communication would require ready access to super-
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ordinates when desired; but no comnu151on to include

Lv

ﬁigher—raﬁking_1nd1v1duals in the actual curriculum develoo-

ment process. 4 school board program department with this

- .

less bureaucratised structure could therefore be predicted
.to be slgnlflcantly more- e:fectlve 1n the acccmnllshment
\

of 1ts goals than pregram/denartmcnts with more rigid

structures.

- The present study thus examlnea organizational

H

structurq\and effectlveness 1n school boara program

departmenﬁs by testlng the following four hynotheses
~ \f‘.\ )_‘ -

I Program departments with flat configurations
hsve a higher degree of organlzatlonal
effectiveness than aepartments vith steeper
hierarchies. : .

_ . o

II. Program departments with low degrees of
centralization have a higher degree of
organizational effectiveness than depart-

. . -ments with higher levels of centrallzutlon.

ITT. ‘Program departments with low degrees of
specialization have a higher degree
of organizational effectiveness than depart-
ments with higher levels of speclalization.

- IV. Program departments with low degrees of
formalization have a higher degree of
organizational effectiveness than depart-

o ments vith higher levels of formalizat}on.
. o : :
The research design used to test these hypoﬁheses

- ?

is presented in' the following ehapter.

A
'F"
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 CHAPTER II.

RESZARCH . DESIGH

The research geSign which vas employed to test
the hypotheses presented in the preceding chapter is
described in the following manner. Section One presents
a definition of the terms used in the study, while
‘S;étidn Two specifies the variables, The sample is
‘described in-Séstion Three aﬁd‘the_investigative vrocedure
in Séction Four, with Sections Five and Six containing the
instruments ﬁeasuring the bureaucratic dimensions and level
of effectiveness, respectively. Einally,'the datd apalysis

procedures are presented in Section Seven.

Y

1. Definition of Terms

The definitions assigned.to the principal terms of
this study are as follows.

An organization is a cooperative system developed

to overcome individual limitations in the accomplishment

of certain goals. -It may consist of an enterprise in its
—

entirety or of a subunit of an enterprise with specific

goals of its owvm.

. .
A program devartment is that division of a school

h board assigned the taék of developing curriculum.

N [y
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The organizational structure of a Progyam department

3 .. . ¥
is thé(formally.sanctioned arrangement o ts parts, such
arrangement being describable by :lts degree of configura-~

. tion, centralization, specialization and formalization.

. The configuration of an organization is the

*hierarchical shape of its structure, and the manner in
which it is divided into groups.

Centralization is the extent of decision-making

-

vower exercised by the upper echelons of the authority

hierarchy.

Svecialization is the extent to which an organiza-

. tion's tasks are divided into subtasks.

r

. dardized roles, procedures and activities within an
organization,. '

-

o Organizational effectiveness, for the purpeses Of

. this study, is the &egree to which operative goals are

"“\u\\ - accomplished. ','

SRS 2. The Variables .

- - The dependent variabie in this study-is the dégree
) of effectiveness in goal achievement of each program
department, as measured ?y the modified Georgopoulos-Mann

(1962) instrument.

; Formalization is the definition in writing of stan-

et
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?he iﬁdependent variables of the study are the levels -
of four bureaucratic characteristics present in each progran
départment:. configuration, centralization, specialization
gnd formalization, as qhéntified in the Samuei and Mannhein
(1970} iﬁdex of configuratioh and the abbreviated Aston
measures of centralizatién, specializaﬁion and férmalization

(Retmann, 1973).
3. The Sanmple

In determining the sample to be studied, care was
taken to ensure t;!oth its represenfativ_eness of prog_ram\}
_departments in general and its limitation.of extraneous
‘variables‘ﬁo the greatest extent vossible. - {

The pfovinqe of‘Ontario was used to represent the
broad parameters for study, with the rationale that its
school bogrds-would have a similar charter and control
systém, ”performing-the same general function. and circum-
scribed by much the same legislation and directives (The
Bducation Act, 1976)." . |

From the entire rangé of 192 school boards in the
province, 188 were identified which were actually opérating
schools. Fift&-four of these were identified which had
enrollments of 10,000 or greater, since according to the

Ministry of Zducation, active curriculum development was
° L. g .

“
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oceurring in all boards of this size ( Provincial"?eview )
Report 10, 1979). Twenty-seven school board program %\N\__aj
departments were randomly selected from these flftyufouk,

of the twenty-seven, tuenty-flve nart1C1nateﬁ fully in
the study. \ |
These school boards constituted a homogensous

set of organizations in relation to fi#e of the 'seven con--
textual factors defined by Pugh et 2;..(1963):' origin"
and history, QPnerShip and control, charter,leechnolegy,
and dependence} "gcationﬁwas controlled by random.selection,
through which five of the six regions define@ by the Ministry
of Zducation were represented. The Northwestern Ontarie.
éegioh coﬁtained only one school board with the required
enrellmeht, and it was not 1dent1f1ed in the random selection
‘process. Statlstlcal account was taken of the remaining
‘contextual factor defined by the Aston researchers, that
of organizational size.

' For readers whe may be unfamiliar with Ontario
school boards, a more detailed descfiption of the progfem

departments in the sample is provided in Appendix 4.

A

L, Inyestigative Procedure

Twenty—flve school boards were randomly selected

for this study according to the guidelines descrlbed above,

Their program departments were then examined for their
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level of effectiveness and degrée of bﬁrgaucracy using
’_the Georgopoulos~Mann, Saﬁuel—Hannheim and Aston measures.
Both interviews and questionnaire fmethods were used,
Structural data was obtained through an interview with a
seniof administrator familiar with the formal crganization
of each program department, and verified by an,examination
of documents wherever possibie. Dffectiveness quastionnaires.
were completed by all members of each board's program
(department.

Complqted‘structural surveys and effectiveness
guestionnaires were scored-accordiné fo'thé criteria

" outlined by their designers.
5. The,Meaéureslof Bureaucratic Dimensions

The measure of configuratiqn_develdpeg by Samuel
and Mannheim (19705 and used by Reimann (1973) was designéd
to overcomé the methodological crudeness of previous
measures, such as the number of vertical levels or tine
average span of control. Samuel and Mannheim argued that
in addition tb their crudeness, such indices reflected.a
siﬁpiified«view of organizational-structufe and neglected .
the cumulative effect of organizational authority and

control:

If one admits the marked difference between-
a ®reman at the lower™snd of the organizaticn
and a president at the top, one should incorp-
orate suc? a _difference in the meéasures
employed (1973 217). :

+
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The formulg developed bywSamuel'and tlannheim haS'thfee
iédvantages over préviously s@égeéted indices. First, it
is sensitive to the height of the hierarchy as‘well as
" to the cumulative aufhdrity and responSibilitieé of each
- successive link in the control chain. Secqﬁd,it reflects
variations in span of control within and between levels of
supervision._'Fiﬁally, it avoids the view 0f the organiza-
tion as a simple pyrgmid (1970: 218—%19). The index is
thus an objective ada parsimonious mgésure of configuration.
As noted in the review of the(\ literature, the ° °
basic framework-of the Aston indices\used inﬁihis.study_
to measure centralization, specializgigon and formaliza-
tion was developed by Pugh gt al. (196é1\and abbreviated
by Inkson et al. (1970a) and Reimann (19?%). Tﬂe abbre-
viatéé forms have been employed and validated by numerous
authors.incluéing Néwberpy (1971), Heron (19?2); Sackney
(1976) and Goodwin (1978). - = ‘ T v
‘Jhen first developed, the Aston scales were subjected
to item analysis using the Brogden~Clemans coefficient to
test the scalability of items and their representzfiveness
of the varioué structural dimensions. Item énalysis means .
in the original sﬁudy'(Puéh‘gg é;.,h1968) ranged from 0.76
on speclialization to 0.65 on sfandardization'méasures.
Standard scores were then calculated 59 enaé}e,structural

profiles to be constructed; product~momeht coefficients

~ ' s R ' [

. S
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were used to establish variable comparisons, and a pr1nc1nal—‘
components ana1351s was emnloyed to de;lne four mutually
independent facJors. Pugh concluded tnat these measures
accurately diécriminated the structural gharacteristics of
the organlzatﬂon studied.

rrlhe many reapnrals&l replication and applicétibn
studies whlch have subscquently used the Aston measures
have reaffirmed \heir reliability and validity in delineating
the structural dihensibns of various enterprises, TFor

example, the Inﬂson et al. (1570a) teét for accuracy of

-representatlon, 1nvolv1ng two 1ndepenqent dimensions of

structure, resulted in correlations ranging from 0.91 to ‘
0.97. After item analyses on b@th the originai Aston figures
and on fresh data,.Inksoﬁ“and his colleagues concluded that
their abbreviated version of these measures rétained the
technical soundness of the original index (1970a: 324). The

many researchers who have subsequently employed the abbre-

-

Ky

viated schedule have come to similar conclusions,

‘This study employed a slightly modified form of
three ébbreviated scales.described by Reimann (19?3) as
measures of centralization, specialization and‘formaliza—
twon. The face valldlty of the modlflea scales as measures
of program department structure was tested by a. survey of

curriculum practitioners and graduate students.
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The measuring instrument as well as the scoring
technique for each dimension is included in Appendix 1.

6. The Measure of ZEffectiveness

The Georgopoulos-ltann (1962) measure of_drganiza—,
tional ef‘activ;ness, originally developed in community
hosnltals, was adapted for use in this study.
j\ﬁ' Initially, in a study of ten general hosnltals,
- 880 medical, nursing, technlcal and admlnlstratlve nersonne1
were surveyed to determine how well their organization was
achieving its objectives. Four measufes of effective=
ness were used: nursing-care, medical care, non-comparative
‘ overali patient‘care and comparative overall patient care.
The data wersg collected by.questioﬁnaire; interviews were
used as a check on questionnaire validity. After a care-
ful re-examination of this work, Price concluded that
CeorgonouWOs and Mann had'etercised "uncommon care in the
evaluatlon of the validity and rellablllty of their
measures (1972a: .106)." Their valldatlon methods 1ncluded
a comparison of questionnalre_results with clinical
judgements by physicians and nurses, as well as certain
hard criteria objective measufes (1962: 198~264).

The mean scores of all physicians in each hospital
- were found to Eé significaqtly related to the ratinés of

the hospitals by a panel of outside physicians. These
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. ‘ . r
scores were also related to the infant mortality rate. h

The evaluation of the quality of nursing care by the
doctofs and nurses'in each hospital was found ﬁo‘be relatgd‘
to the infant m&;taiity rate, while the judgement of all
hospital:émployées other than physiclans was significantly
related to that of the pﬁysicians. This was seen to inmply
' that other grouvs in the hospital vere capable of making
evaluations employing the same criteria as physicians, and
that employee§'within an organization were capablelof
- evaluating its effectiveness as well as those outside
it and in agreemeﬁt with hard criteria measures of perfor-
ﬁance. .

Six factors were cited as indicators of the valiéity
of this effectiveness.measure (1962: 215-225)., Tirst,
the ten hospitals investigated differed in the guality
of overall patient care, vith combined hospital scores
ranging from 1.99 to 2.94. Second, the relative standing
of the ten hospitals on overall care, as evaluated by one
-category of respondent, éorrelated positively with the
standing on the same measure és evaluated by other cate-
gories of respondents. Third, inter-hospital diffefences
on overall ﬁgtient care could not be’gttributed to differ-
ences in responses due to particularJchébacteristics of'

the medical and nursing staff. Control factors like shift

of work, different nospital divisions, full-time versus
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L

part-time work, and medicai sPeCial%§ éid not affect the
evaluation of overall care by the medicadal and nursing staffg;f
Fourth, 'interview data were consistent with the Questiopnhire '
ranking of the hospitals on the overall care measure. ,Fifth,"

customer satisfaction was greadwer in those'hospifals that-

ranked higher on the measure of overall patient care. Sixth,

a positive relationship exdisted between the reputéfion of
each hospital in the community and the quality of its
overall patient care.

. The intercorrelations between questionnaire measu;es
were positive and significant (1962: 227). Thus, hospitals
- which scored high cn one méasure‘wereiélso likely‘to score
high on other measures. The correlationibetween the two._.
overall care measures was O.96;lbetweeqégvefail gére |
and medical care;-0.78; between medical care. dnd nursing - H
care, 0.60. ‘ -

The Georgopoulos-Hann measure has been furfhe}
%ested in the space industry, in reséarch institutionsland “
in, other hospitals (Mott, 1972), as well as'ih schools
(Knoop, 1976). After additional validity tests of the
measure, includ;ng product-moment-correlations_among-items,
factor analysis, overall ratjngs and rater éorfelatioﬁs,
' e

Mott concluded that "the effg@¥iveness index is a valid "
‘ LA

and inexpensive measure (1972: " This conclusion was

supported by Price (1972a: éiﬂﬁ),

®

#ho further argued_its
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usefuiness in comparing differentoergan;zationéee'.

_ Georgovoulos and Mann (1962)'use&.fouftquestions
phrased in a similar ménner in their'iﬁstfument; eﬁlylthe
specific goals varied from item to 1tem._.For exambTe,
the following question was used to rate the quality of

‘overall natlent care:

On the basis of your experience and 1nformat10n,‘
how would you rate the quallty of overall care that
patients generally receive from this hosnltal°
(Check one,.)"

Overall patfent care. in thlS hosnltal is
outstanding. : =
Excellent
Very good .
Good . 7

Fair . s
Rather poor :
Overall patient care in this hospital is
poor (1962 209)." " :

'I I:l | I'I :

'-::Plearly, thls measure is alrectlj'baSed on the goal model
OF effectlveness. Its adantatlon f‘or uae in 1nst1tat10ns

“'-Ouher than h05p1tale requlres the 1uent1f1catlon of unlcue
) : . - . " - T "

i‘organlzatlonal goals..
Three crlterla were observea 1n the 1dent1;1catﬂon

of program debartment goals. Flrst as LtZlOHl argued

!-‘fshould be the case (1964 6), operational. rather than '

f"'formal goals were used Second a varlety of 1ntermed1ate

-.'as well as one overall ctherlon vere selected (Mahone;,

196? 76-91) Thlrd the achlevement of hlgher-order

goals was viewed as a more_;mportant mfasure-of

o
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orgéniﬁational‘effeétiyeness than the achieveménf of
lowér—order goals (Priée; 1972b: 12).

‘;_ Employing these criteria, goal identification was.
‘then based on Ministry of Education guidelines, curriculum’
theofy and professional opinion. -The goals were given.i
equal importance bécausé it could not be showﬁ“conclusively
that one goal was a better nmeafure of effectiveness than
amother, - '_i E o : ‘ )

In "The Formative Years'", the Miqistfy of Zducation
charged school boards with the formulation of "local
. programs that‘afe within the rationale of the provincial
policy énd at the same time reflect local needs and oriori-
.ties." The d&cument continued to more specifically assign
;eéponsibility "for ensuring that specific objectives and
the méahs used torachieve them are consistent with overall
éurposeé and priorities" including the identification of
ioqél resourceé, sequences of instruction, outlinés of work
;nd sample uhits (1975: 2). Concern was expressed also for
thé.fecognition of individual needs. Programs‘developed
" at the local level were to:

provide each child vith opportunities to achieve

the levels of competence and the forms of growth
and development implies in the aims... .Such programs
should allow individual children to move beyond the

expectations of the program without subjecting those
who cannot reach them to loss of self-asteem or
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. . :
confidence., The programs should also accommodate
any modifications that may be necessary. to meet
the needs of children with learning or other
dlsab171t1es (1075 5).

These resnon51b171t1es were. elaborated upon in a serlas of

“later Ministry documents.

Tyler (19L9) descrlbed how the currlculum QeveTOD-
ment process should proceed from educational values derived

from a conqlderatlon cf the learner, 5001ety and subject

» matter soec1a71sts, and filtered tnrough screens of ecuca-~

.

_tional'philosbphy and the psychology of learning. According
td Tyler, this value identification should be followed by .
»he selectlon of learning objectives and then learning ex-

I

pveriences 11ke'ly to be useful in tnelr attainment, The

\'\
L]

learning experiences should be organized for effectlve
inétruction and provision should be made for evaluation,
”a:précess for finding out how far the learning experieﬁces
gé developed amd organized ars actually producing the
desired resuits éﬁd ..; identifying the strengths and
weaknesses Qf the plans (1949: 105)." In this way, Tyler
identified-the.curriculum developmernit tasks as the transla-
tion of values into a‘plgn for education inclﬁding objectives,
learning experiences énd evaluation techniques.

Four similar elements of the gurriculum devEIOpment

.u.ctrves, subJect matter,

: metn?h, aqd organlzatlon and evaTuatlon fﬂ562 h25) She

-

S : . ' A}

"

$

"
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furthen\emphasiZed %hat "a de01s1on naoe about anv one .

element out of relatlonshlp to others is bound to ‘be faulty,.

because each eWement of currlculum acqulroc meanlng anc

substance 1n reference to other elements anu by its nlace

in the pattern that encompasses all otners (1962: 42u) .,
Goodlad (1066) referred to curriculum developmené at

the 1ns»1tuelonal level as cons1st1ng of the translation o

Iy

values and aims selected on a s001eta1 basls into educational

obj#fctives and lsarning opportunities intended to be rencdered

4

more specific at the instructional level. All lsvels vere

linked by feedback through the evaluation process (1965: 63).

Beauchamp developed a model for curriculum design
incorporating goals, culture content, rules for the use of

the curriculum document as a guide and an evaluation schen

[{:]

(1975: 129), !Thls conceptualization was three- eﬂmenslonaT

Zefined by the “ealm:RoL culture content, types of lesarning

-

and levels of,school organization, ,
a

Providing a practical néthod for translating scholarly

‘materials into a defensible,curriculum, Schwab (1973)

maintained that evaluation should be used as the starting
point for de zelonment. Real produces of the p_,senu

: : : : |
curriculum and a vision of '"the best student~growm (1973:

518)", he advocated, should lead to a‘discobery‘of intentions

in consideration of the student and theylocal milieu. orior
¢ ‘ T i

L

to an examination of scholarly material for its potential.
M je

.y
S
~
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3

The generation of alterrativés vias thus to lead to 4 choice

among competing currlculum bits, with subsequnnt evaluation

by the child, tne teachér and the community.

The need for considerazfion of differing individual

neecds was defended by Bruner (1974). Arguing that siuca-

tion was not a neutral subject, nor-an isolated one, Zruner
insisted ugon the neeé¢ for dealing vith curriculum in the
context of cﬁrrent vroblens, a major éxample of which he
defined as the giving back of initiative and a sense of
t ncy to each child "activating a learner ... giving,
nim his full sense of intent and initiative (197L: 178).n =
-In summary, the curriculum development process \
described in Ministry of Educatioﬁédocuments and the litera-
turs includes four main elements. Fifst, brocad goals basesd
” :
on societal values (as translated by the political authority)
nust be narrowgd into - relevant educationzal objedtives.
‘Second, learning experiences must be designed to acconelish
thosg'objectives intconsideration of individual needs and.

abilities. Such experiences must be based onwlearning

]

thecry, child psychology and. a philosophy Of ﬁaucatlon.

Third, learning experlences must be organized in a suﬂuable

_manner, and fourth, provision mus t be made following
mplementation for the evaluation of student achlevement

learning experiences'and the curriculum develomment process

v _

-’
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'Tﬁe goalé-of a progfam department could thus be

r .

- defined in séven general areas as follows:

i .

1. Developing curriculum generally. -

2. .Translating provincial goals 1nto relevant

_ local objectives.

3. Outlining suitably organized ecucatlonal

experiences to translate these local objac-

tives into learning.

L. Providing for individual differences in
the interests and abilities.of students
and teachers,

5. “Providing for the adegquate evaluation of
student. achievemert,

6. Establishing a suitable implementation
procedure.,

7. Providing for the evaluation of the curri-
culum documents produced and the curriculunm
process used,

The face validity of this definition of onerational
goals was verlfled by a survey of teachers, graduate |
students, and curriculum workers. Georgopoulos,and
Mann's (1962) measuring instrument of organizational
effectiveness was s%bsequently adapted for use in this
study incorpérating these goals, The fol;owiﬁg'qﬁestions
vere therefore used in program departments:
Te On the basis of your experience and
information, how would you rate the quality
of CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT that GENERALLY

‘occurs in your program department? (Check
one, )

Outstandlng ) °
Excellent

, Very good

Good

Fair-

Rather poor

Poor

RN II
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2. On the basis of your experienc® and information,

- how good, would you say, is the TRANSLATION OF
BROAD MINISTRY OF EDUCATION GOALS INTO RELLVANT
LOCAL ORJECTIVES in this program department?

3., On the basis of your experience and information,
now good, would you say, is the OUTLINING OF
SUITABLY ORGANIZED EDUCATIONAL EXPERIZNCZIS TO
ACHIEVE THOSE GOALS in this program department?

w L, On the basis of your experience and information,
o how good, would you say, is the PROVISION ICR
INDIVIDUAL DIFTZRENCES. IN STUDENT AND TEZACHZR
INTERESTS AND ABILITIES in this program
- department?

5, On the basis of your experience and information,
now good, would you say, is the PROVISION OF
GUIDELINES FOR THE EVALUATION QI STUDZNT
LEARNING in this program department?
. 6., On the basis of your experience and information,
how good, would you-say, is the IMPLZMINTATION
PROCEDURS in this program department?
7. On the basis of your experience and information,
how good, would you say, is the LVALUATION OF
THE EFFECTIVINZSS OF THE CURRICULUM DEVILOPMEINT.
PROCESS: in this program department?
The complété guestionnaire on organizational effectiveness
is given in Appendix 2. i
Questionnaire results were scored as they were in the
Georgepoulos-Mann study, in the following manner. Scores
of one to seven were assigned to each of the seven responses;
thé higher the score, the better the qualityﬁfor each item.
The scores of each respondent for the seven guestions were
‘added and used to compute arithmetic means, separately and

combined, by deparﬁment.
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7. Data Analysis Procedures

The data were analyéed using the following,methods.
Scores for each program ﬁepartment on fheAvarious bureau-
cratié dimensiggs were comoputed as described in Appendix 1.
;Effectiveness scores'for each program department vere
calculated as described in Section Six. To show the
iﬂtérqelationships'among the independent .variables and
size,'as well as among the depéndent variable itens,
Pearson correlation coefficients wéré computed,
| ' As a result of'the_ana%ysis of the correlations
among-the seven measures of organizational effecti#eneés, #5
the score consigting of the average ratinz of Items One ‘
to Seven was used in hypothesis testing. o

Interrétgr reliability.was estimated using Pisher
4 transformations of the Pearson correlation coefficients
betﬁeen'each‘pair of rafers on each item in each board.,
Average reliability coefficients were then calculated both
vithin and across all boérds, . >

Fiﬁally,'muitiple regression teqhnique; vere
_employed to establish the relation of *the ‘effectiveness
scores of the program depart@ents'to their,respectiye
.measures on the four bureaucratic dimensions.

The:results of all of these analyses are presented

" in the following chapter.f
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The results of the analysis of the data are
.presented in ‘the followiné manner. Section One describes
the data collection procedures. Section Two reports the .
datalobtained by the researcﬁ“instrument on the iﬁdependenf
.varlables of thls study \conflguratlon, centrall ation,
specmallzatlon and formallzatlon. zach variable is dis-
cussed independently as well as 1ﬁ pel?tiop to the other
independent variables and ‘school board size. Aﬁ examina-
tion of the data obtalned by the research instrument on
the: dependent varlable, organlzatlonal effectlveness, is
presented in Section Three. Section Four contains the
‘data pertaining to each of the four hybothesee and the

statistical decision made as a result of that data.

Finally, . the major findings are summarized in Section Five.
1, Collection of Data

The data was collected through personal interviews
.with each program department's chief executive officer,
conducted by a single researcher. Complete consisténcy

in procedure was therefore maintained.

2
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The methods outlined by the Samuel-Mannheim and
Aston‘instrument designers wefe followed precisely as
aescrlbed in the orlglnal publications. For each of the

four 1ndenendent varlables, there:ore, conroboratlng

)

written ev1dence was obtalned 1n the ;orm of devartmental

documents, ‘nxplanatlons of 1nstru ent 1tems were carcful“y

defined in .advance, and so wgre entiqal from board to

o

Lot

- ~

The nrocsdures followed in ‘the administration of
\\
the Georgonoulos-Mann instrument to the cunrlculum
viorkers were 51mllarly con81stent and exactly as- described

by the instrument de51gners.‘ ‘Corroborating qualitative-

-

evidence was nenoe collected to a551st in the walidation
of the quantitative scores obtained. The same open-
.

ended questions asked originally dealing with pressing

Ly
N ‘4
departmental concerns and system strengths or weaknesses

were usec, all 1nc1dental remarks were talllea, and
comgents made by knowleageaole experts were duly noted
and conpared. Supplementary data on respondent age, sex,
experience,-oualifications and rank were collected.

The care taken in the apnrourlate use of each of

these instruments.thus contributed to their valld and

reliable application in this study. .
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2a Indepegdent‘Variables

The data obtained'onreach of the independent variables,
configUfa#ion, centralization, spetializati?n and formalization,
are presented to describe the variaiionslin organizaﬁional
structure which existed across the total sample of twenfy—five
schoolnboard-program departments, The relationships among the
structural variables‘themselvés, as well as their relationships
with school board size; are included in order to iaentffy the

patterns which existed.
a. Configuration .

The hierarchical control'index used to measure prcgfam
department configuration ihcofporéted three elements: the
height of the hierarchy, that is, the number of lévels{ the
average span éf,control; and the cumulative authority vested
in each‘level,jn terms of the number of subordinates. (See
Appendix 1, page 141.) The cpmbined measure was expréssed
as a proportion of the difference between maximum and minimum
vossible values of cumulative authority and responsibility,

with the effect of size removed. J

Hierarchy heigﬁts ranged from-a minimum of three to a
maximum of ten levels. The number\pf different functions
arranged within these heights varied from a minimum of

five to a maximum of forty-seven.