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ABSTRACT
The primary purpon‘e of this study was to describe a;d analyze the organizational
charactelistics of the supervisory units at the provincial level in Thailagid. . A second
purpose of this study was to investigate the satisfaction of administHitors and Supervisors
with their work rcsponsibilitiés and the organizational structure. The Weberian model of
bureaucracy provided the basis for the conceptual framework.
The Qrganizational Survey (-qu.;stionnaire was distributed to St\pervisors and

administrators working in twenty-five Offices of -the Provincial Primary Education

N -~

Commissions (OPPECs) which were selected by a stratified random s'amplin procedure.
- !

To establish the sample, the OPPECs were classified by size -- small, medium, and large.

Responges of 78 senior administrators, 38 section hgﬁids, and 261 supervisors were
.obtained.
Six meaningful factors of organizational characteristics emerged from the factor

analysis. They were labellcd as follows: (1) the climate of sypervisory work (2)

procedural specification, (3) control of supervxsors {4) ddmmlstratwc authomy, (5)_

bases for work assignment and promotion, and (6) hierarchy ‘of authority. Mo§_f scalés:

were intercorrelated and all of them were significantly corfelated with the total score.
Further analyses revlealcd that "thc climate of su'pcrvisory work" was the most important
" factor. -The burcaﬁcratig:'characteristics of the supervisory units tended towards an
autonomou( climate, self-imposed standard of control, mformal authonty, non- tcchmcal
bases for work as51gnment and promotion, precisely spec1ﬁcd proccdures, and
cemrahzatlon of auth'o!'n}r \ -

" The two-factor solution -- satisfaction wi operating structure arid‘ satisfaction

with resiionsibilities -- was selected to measure satigfaction with the job situation. In‘

addition, two itenis -- satisfaction with organizational functions and satisfaction with the

-~



job - were used as scales to measure overall satisfaction. Members of supervisory units
were satisfied with their job situation, as measured by thess<Lour indices.
) Results of the analysis indicated that most organizationdl characteristics were
signgicantly correlated with satisfaction. "The climate of supervisory work™ was most
N \
strongly associated with satisfaction. The position held by respondents was related more
strongly to thd orgamizational characteristics and satisfaction variables than was the
OPPEC size.
Marke dit"t‘crénccs were found, bcl\;vccn the bureaucratic characteristics identitied
in this study and those found in earlier studies. Thismay be due to differences in cultural

o«

. context and soecial characteristics between Thailand and western countries.

&
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The year 1980 was an important mllcstone in the history of the admmxstrauon of
pnmary education in Thailand. After ncarly twcnty years of dxvxdcd administrative
responsibilities between two. mxmstncs, the constramts which such an arrangement
imposed on the attainment of the national goal to unprovc the quality of primary education
were fmally recognized. The Office of thc National Primary Education Comrmssxon
(ONPEC) was established wlthm the framework of qumsty of Education (MOE) in
order to give greater unity to the administration of government primary schools:

/ An important element of the operation of ONPEC is the decentralization o:f.
administrative powers to the pro;incial level - there are ‘;3 provinces -- and to the local
level as well. This decentralized app;oach has been adopted with the expectation that it
will bring 'about' greater relevance, ‘economy, efficiency, equality and betfer qua.ljty in the

.. ) . i
provision of education. - .
* ¢

' When the supervisory units at the provinéial level were first established, they
were accountable to the Department of General Education. A critical change occurred in
the supervisory units in 1980 ivhcn they were transferred to ONPEC, the new |
organization for primary education. The transfer also held significant implications for the
administrative structure and operatwn of the supervisory units. Accordmgly, the main
purpose of this study was to describe a,nd to analyzc the orgamzatlonal charactcnsncs of
th€ supervisory units undcr ONPEC. ' " |

. A RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Three problems were addressed in thls study (a).to what. extcnt are bureaucranc
‘ dlmensxons evident in the operation ¢ of OPPEC (Ot’fices of the Provmcial Primary

-
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Education Commission) supervisory units? O(b) to what extent are administra\?rs. and
SUpervisors Satisﬁéd with the job situations in these supervisory units? and (c) what is
the relationship between satisfaction with the job situation and the organizational
characteristics of the supervisory units? ;

:I‘lmc following research questions guided the development of the study:

1. what differences exist in the bureaucratic chmacteﬁstics of the-supervisory
units as perceived by administrators at the various levels in'the structure?

2. what differences in bureaucratic c;haractcn'stic»s exist among the different sizes
of supervisory units? N ~

3. what differences are there in satisfaction with the job situations among
‘rcspond::nts working at the various levels in thé provincial organization?

4. what differences’: a‘{c there in satisfaction with the job situations among
respondents worliing in the different sizes of supervisory units?
/ 5. what is the relationship between satisfaction with the job situations and
organizational characteristics of supervisory units?

A number of more specific questions, based on these general research questions,

were developed during the data analysis stage. , - -

B. BACKGROUND TO THE PROBLEM

Administrative Structure S

\ The Office of the Nanonal Prlmary Educatlon Commission assumes both

academic and administrative responsibilities for all primary ec}ucauon in Thailand. With.

5egard to the academic aspect, ONPEC is accountable for dc‘vclopmg teaching-learning
“materials and guidelines focused on the work of teachers. As for the administrative

responsibility area, ‘ONPEC organizes and coordinates activitfé,s related to curriculum

‘ ' P :
implgmcntation. The success of curriculum implementation dcpcnds on the a,dmuustratxvc'

s
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leadership exercised by ONPEC. The Office of the National Primary Education -

Commussion provides the administrative framework for the education of about:90 percent
of the pupils of primary school age and its budget is over 61 percent of MOE's total
budge; (Suwansathit,1983:23).

The new administrative system of ONPEC is. divided into four levels: national,

provincial, district, and school-cluster or local level. Each level differs as to the emphasis

given to various activities (Office of the National Primary Education Commission,

v

1985:7) as is summarized below: . SR
national level formulation of national primary education policies
. and development plans, budget allocation, standard-
v setting academic requirements, school buildings and
expenditures, and appointment of Diréctors of
Provincial and Bangkok Metropolitan Primary

Education.

~ provincial }cycl consideration and ap val of all activities undertaken’

in theprovince conc g implementation of policies

and plans, budgct allocation, academic and personnel

matters.

district level co-ordination of all activities undertaken in the
‘ district, recommendation and provision of - basic
information concerning workplans, budgetary,

* academic and personnel matters for submission to the

provincial authorities for consideration and approval..

school-cluster mutual co-operation and support, both -level
material and intellectual, for the improvement and
effective operation of all activities of the schools in

the cluster, submission of recommendations
concerning workplans, budgctaty academic and .

personnel matters to the district authonnes for
submission to the provincial -authorities.

Administration at the provincial level is important because it is the levél between

the national and district adnnmstrauon At the provmcml level the Office of the

Provincial ana.ry Educatxon Comrmsswn (OPPEC) controls all public pmnary schools

ina provmcc The adrmmstrauve s;rucmre of a typical OPPEC is shown in P:gure 1 1,
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Figure 1.1

Administrative Structure of a Typical OPPEC

Four senior administrators are responsible for educauon in each province: (1) the
Director; (2) two Assistant Directors; and (3) the Head Supervisor. In addition to other
rcsponsnbmncs these senior administrators also deal with curriculum implementation.

Thc director has overall responsibility for the adrmmstraWducanon in the
province. For example, documents that go in and out of the office haVC to be signed out
by-him or her. Direotors delegate responsibility in selected areas to assistant directors and
to head superyisors. One assistant director is responsible for the administrative work
involving non-academic matters such as personnel, finance, and physical plant. The
second assistant director is responsible for administrative work which relates to academic
matters such as statistics on primary schools, evaluation, and the quality of primary
education. The responsibilities of the head supervisor relate directly to curriculum
implementation such as supervising teachers, providing in—scrvicé trairiing for primary

teachers, developing teaching-learning materials, developing and revising guidelines or

y B
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manuals, undertaking research projects, and making recommendations for curriculum
sdevelopment.
To serve the different aspects of their tasks, the units headed by the assistant

directors and by the head supervisor are divided into sections as shown in Figure 1.2.

OPPEC

— Director —

Assistant Head
| Directors Supervisor
Section Section
Heads Heads
General _ Personnel Finance & Pro- Supervisory
Admin. Section Section curement Section Unit

Supervi Planning and
pervisary Development
Section Section

Figure 1.2
Sections of a Typical OPPEC

¥

_ The three sections controlled by assistant directors are the General' Administration
Sectign, Personnel Section and Finance and Procurement Section. The head supcrvisbr
controls the superviso‘ry unit which is divided into two sections, the Supervisory Section
and the Planning and Development Section. Each section is led by a section head who
reports to the assistant director/head supervisor. The staff in the sections led by assistant
directors consist of people with varying levels of qualiﬁcaﬁotkrangi;lg from a non-
academic background (high school certificate) to a post-gmdﬁ;aée academic backgrouﬁd

»
L 4



\

\
\
. \ ’

(master's degree). All sup&rvisors ’in the sﬁpcrvisory units have a ﬁinimum of three
years of teaching experience and hold a bachelor's degree or certificate/dipioma in
tcaching.

This new structure cannot be fully understood however, without knowing the
background of educational administration in Thailand. Therefore, we tun briefly to a

considgration of the historysof the administ-ation of primary education in Thailand.

Historical Background

The institutionalized schooling system in Thailand was initiated during the reign
of King Rama V (1868-1910). Following the setting up of the first schools in Thailand,
a department of education was established and was later up—graded to rﬁinistry status in
1892. King Rama V's strategy was to extend basic education by c;lannelling it through
the Buddhist temples.

Between 1898 and 1911, the administration of basic education was shared
between two government bodies. The Ministry of Education (MOE) was responsible for
the administration of basic education in the capital of Bangkok, and the clergy looked
after provincial schools uhder the supervision of the Ministry of the Interior (MOI). In
1913 Education Plan B.E. 2456, which gave clear-cut definition to the management of
compulsory primary education in Thailand, was launched.

Between 1913 and 1920 the management of primary education came under the
jurisdiction of three government bodies. The MOI and the Metropolitan Adr:inistration
were responsible for the administration of provincial schools and schools in the Bangkok
Mcéropolis, respectively. The MOE was solely responsible for the primary education
curriculum in the country. ' .

In 1921, King Rama VI proclaimed the Primary Education Act B.E. 2464.
According to this prockamation, the six-grade structure of primary education was

maintained, consisting of four years of general education followed by two years of



vocational education. By vi%;c of this proclamation, primary education was made
compulsory for every school-age child, thus guaranteeing that basic education would be
open to all Thai children in tilc country.

After 1932 the administration of primary education was placed entirely in the
hands of the MOI and the MOE. The former took responsibility for the administration of
provincial and municipal schools and the latter for the administration of primary' schools
in the Bangkok Métropolis as well as the academic aspects of primary education
developm;:nt. In 1948 all provincial primary schools were transferred from the MOI to
the jurisdiction of the Department of General Education of MOE. As a result, the majority
of primary schools, except municipal schools which were still attached to the MOI, were

" brought under one single govcmmén't unit. The MOE exercised jurisdiction over,primary
education for nearly twenty years, a period during which great difficulties were
encountered. Educational administrative powers became concentrated in the central
éévcmmcnt at the cipcnsc of effective local education administration. [n order to
decentralize administration to the provincial government level, primary education was
transferred back to the MOI in 1966, ﬁndcr the jurisdiction of the Department of Local
Adnﬁnistration. The MOE continued to have résponsibility for all academic matters.

The promulgztion of the 1960 National Education Scheme resulted in the
extension of primary education from six years to seven-years. The new educational
structure of 4-3-3-2 (seven years of primary cduc?ﬁon with four years of lower cycle and
three years of upper cycle, five years of secondary education with three years of lower
cycle and two yéars of upper cycle) was implemented. By the late 1960's, howc;'er, it
was generally felt that the 4;3-3-2 pattern of organization was not satisfactory.

Aftcr.a decade of repeated expressions of dissatisfaction, the MOE proclaimed a
new National Scheme of Education in 1977. This Naﬁ@ Scheme of Education
provided new guidelines for the implementation of the natipn} educa(ti"on programs.
With the implementation of the 1977 National Scheme of Education, the organizatin of

1 -
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education in Thailand was changed fro/m a 7-3-2-4 to a 6-3-3-4 system whereby six-year
primary schooling was compulsory, followed by a mmc-y:m lower secondary and a
three-year upper secondary for those who were occupation-bound as well as those who
were college-bound. The new plan was launched in May 1978, beginning with only one
grade at both the primary and secondary levels. ' An additional grade was added in each
successive year until the cycle of 6 grades at both levels was completed in 1983.

From 1978 to 1980 primary education was still administered by the MOL
Consequently, the MOE had to delegate the implementation of the new curriculum at the
provincial level to the MOI. Though primary education in each province was
administered by the Dcp;rtmcnt of Local Administration (DOLA), MOI, the supervisory
unit of each province was still under the Department of General Education, MOE. The
administrative structures of DOLA and the supervisory unit were independent of each
other; therefore, it was possible for the organizational structures to have different
c‘tlaractcrisﬁcs in such respects as divi{ion of labor and hierarchy of authority. For
example, the Ministry of the Interior was heaf?}ily influenced in its administrative practices
by military personnel.

At that time the supervisory units at the provincial level were directly responsible
to the Department of General Education, MOE. They were assigned the task of collecting
necessary data and statistics and had responsibility for the overall co-ordination of both

-primary and secondary education. Because the supervisory units at the regional lével
(one educational region consists of four to twelve provinces) were directly responsible for
secondary education, the work of the supervisory unit at the provincial level focused
panicularly on primary education. The supervisory unit in each province dealt with the
academic issues of primary education by cooperating ;rith the DOLA, MOL Examﬁlcs of
the work of the supervisory units included curriculum implementation, in-service training

programs, developing teaching-leaming materials, development of new innovations, and

evaluation.
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According to the administrative system outlined by the National Scheme of
Education, each prozncc was to have only one supervisory unit, under the jurisdiction of
the Department of General Education. Experience proved that the DOLA, MOI, had
insufficient qualified staff to handle the work related to educational programs, especially
curriculum implementation. This situation created some problems for the MOI. For
example, there were not enough training p:ograms for teachers. Sufficient mterials and
guidelines were not available to schools, and there were not enough personnel to help
teachers understand the new curriculum.

In 1977 primary school teachers submitted a seven-point pctifion to the
government. In one of these p;)ints, the teachers aéppgal’cd to the Government to set up
one single unified, independent office for the administration of primary education for the
whole country. Consequently, in 1979 a committee was set up by the Government to
stﬁdy problems related to the administration of primary cgt.ncation. As a result of the
work of this committee, a resolution was passed by the Cabinet to set up an entirely new
department in the MOE. _

As of 1980 p}imary cducationA, especially the academic aspects of primary
education d;vélopmcnt (i.e., curriculum development and teacher training), became the
responsibility of the Ministry of Educatioft. The Office of the National Primary Education
- Commission (ONPEC) was established to take over Admi:ﬁstmtion and management of all
government primary schools in Thailand except those' under the auépices of tlie
municipalities, a few expenmental schools under the Department of Teacher Education
and the Office of University Affan's, and special schools unda the Department of General
EQucaUOn. As a result reform of the administrative structure of primary educanon,
in 1980, both the aﬁh‘
now under one single Mxmstry, that being MOE. o

and administrative rcsponsxblhues for primary educanon ue

Under the new structure of administration, all supervisory units were u‘ansferred
to the ONPEC. However, thcy are not directly responsible to the ONPEC; rather, they



are under direct provincial administration. This greater autonomy, at the provincial level
. |
makes possible departures from previous administrative practice. For example, decisions

about academnic matters are now made at the provincial level.

Background to the 1980 Reform

_For many years the national government had expected that advantages would
result from decentralizing the administration of_ education to the local level. Local
authorjtics or provincial g'ovcrnmcnts would be encouraged toyprovide partial budgetary
support for the management of primary education in their own localities. The assumption
was made that this would lead to greater effectiveness of the local pfimal;y sghools. In
1966 all primary schools, except a small number retained by the Department of General
Education (DOGE) to serve a§ models in séhool administration, were transferred back to
the Ministry of the Interior Under the jurisdiction of the Department of 1ocal
Administration (DOLA). 'Ihs OE, however, continued to provide academic services
and to co-ordinate all academic activities for all primary schools in the country. Asa
result, the supervisory unit in _each province was still under the DOGE and was therefore
autonomous at the provincial level. It also had the same status as the DOLA. The

structure of this administrative system, as it existed before the 1980 reform, is shown in

Figure 1.3.

10



) Ministry of | »{  Ministry of
Education , the Interior
Dept. of General | g > Local
Education Government
Supervisory Unit | ‘ o Dept of Local
(provincial level) ‘ Administration
Figure 1.3

Structure of the Administrative System

. at a Provincial Level, Thailand

The gains which the natignal government hoped would follow from the
decentralization of responsibility for the administration of education in pﬁmary schools to
the loeal authorities did not materialize as envisaged. The local authorities could
contribute only 2-3.percent of the primary education budget Wim the balance being

provided by the central government. Moreover, the fact that academic and administrative

11

responsibilities for primary education were in the hands of two separate government

bodies also gave rise to certain difficulties in achieving unity in the administration of
primary educaticn. The administration of primary education Fluring this period was
characterized by serious communication problems. In addition, incentives and
opportunities for professional development were lacking, and low morale was wide-
spread among the majority of pximary school wachers '- ,

All of the above factors eventually converged and sparked off the 1977 petition.
| ‘When the ONP’EC was estabhshed in 1980, administration of primary educanon at the
provmcxal level became the responslblhty of the OPPEC. In this new adnumstrauve
structure the supemsory unit in every provmee, the ﬁmctxons of which are largely

unchanged 1s under OPPEC.. (Tbese funcuons are reported in Appendu A) In some

Y



provinces, the Head Supervisor is directly accountable to the Director as shown in Figure
1.1; in others, the Head Supervisor reports to an Assistant Director. At the beginning,

conflict on academic matters occurred in some provinces because the Head Supervisors

12

had more experience and had higher academic qualifications than the Directors. As a -

result, some Head Supervisors ignored the new administrative structure and continued to
organize their units independently. During the first year under the new administrative
system, conflicts were resolved thrbugh transfers of administrators at th; senior level.
Although organizational structures now appear stabilized, in practice the characteristics of

the structure may w)ary among the OPPECs.

For almost ninety years (1892 to 1980) unity was absent from the administration-

of primary education in Thailand. Although administration was transferred between the
MOI and the MOE, the supervisory units which had responsibility for academic activities
were always under the MOE. The problems in communication which emerged affected
the quality of primary education. In 1980 a single unified, and independent office for the
administration of primary education (ONPEC) was established and OPPECs became
responsible for both administrative and academic matters at the provincial level. Under
the new structure of administration, all supervisory units at the provir;cial level were
transferred to ONPEC and came under the control of the OPPECs. Changes in the
administrative context of supervisory units increased the possibility that there rm:ght be
variations in the structural characteristics of the units. .

C. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Thepretical Significance
In Kellermanss view (1984:92), all organizations must attend to two major
functions in accomplishing their goals. One function is internal maintenance which refers

to the effort of the organization to maintain the integrity of its various subsystems.



Another function is external/adaptabiliry which follows from the necessity for the
organization to be sensitive to its environment and to be sufficiently flexible internally to
respond to change. An effective organization is one which balances the functions of
internal maintenance and external adaptability. The leader must direct the activities of
suborfﬁates and motivate them to carry out their responsibilities efficiently.
Organizaﬁonal structure guides the leader in directing and supervising subordinates.

h In large-scale organizations, leaders should be aware that the bureaucratic model
has both functional and dysfunctional effects. The degree of bureaucratization manifested
in organizations may be influenced by the behavior of the leader, as is the overall
effectiveness of th:: organization.

Regarding the effectiveness of organizations, Steers (1977:1), concluded that:

the concept of orgamzanonal-offecnvencss means different things to
different peoplc, depending upon one's frame of reference. :

In a manner sumlar to Steers, Cameron and Whetten (1983:11) presented the view

- that the criteria used to assess organizational effectiveness are based on the personal

, & :
values and preferences of the individual, and the best criteria for assessing effectiveness.

are unknown. However, Steers (1977:7) proposed that organizational structure and
technology have an influence on effectiveness. Hall (1977:102), also; has reported that
organizational structure has an impact on the individuai, suggesting that the satisfaction of
the individual with work in related to organizational structure. Satisfaction is one variable
- which can be used to determine organizational succe.;.n and it is an indicator of
organizational effectiveness (Steers, 1977). .

Based on the characteristicS of bureaucracy, it may be argued that, theoretically,

all organizations have gimilar dimensions. In practice, however, the degreeﬁ’o which

bureaucratic characteristics are present may vary from one semng to another and from one.

organization to another; so also may work satxsfacuon vary. The cultural context is

13

sxgmfxcant factor whxch influences this vananon Therefore, it 'is pomble th t'
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bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory units in Thailand will differ from the
bureaucratic characteristics of organizations in a western country. Furthermore, this
possibility of differences in characteristics may lead to diffcrcn.ccs in satisfaction.

In this regard, it was expected that th'is study would contribute to knowledge
about burcaucralic characteristics and about worl; satisfac;ion*in a particular cultural
context, namely the supervisory units of the Thailand Ministry of Educzition, as well ag to
c;isting knowledge about the relationship between orgagization?f structure and
satisfaction in the Thailand society. Infaddition, the results of this study have potential to
incrca”sc upderstanding of the bureaucratic model in a specific cultural context, Thailand,
which is substantially different from the cultural context of a western country such as
Canada. Finally, findings of this study may provide some ideas and insights about the

possibility of different reactions of people in an Asian setting to bureaucratic

characteristics because of inherent traditions, values and attitudes toward work.

f
Practical Significance

The change of administrative structure in Thailand's system of primary education
affects administration in the supervisory units at the provincial level. The new

dmini}trativc system is expected to provide unity and improved quality in primary,&
S{uca ion. In addition, the supervisory units may work more effectively which will lead

to more\successful curriculum imblemcntation. One of the goals of the Primary
] ' y
Education Pylicy stated in the Fifth Education Development Plan (1982-1986) is:
G improve the supefvisory system in order to attain maximum efficiency
and total access to school supervision. (Office of the National Primary
Education Commission, 1983a:12)
Bureaucratic structure is classified as one aspect of educational xﬂ'inagcmcnt
inputs by the Qfﬁcc of the National Primary Education Commission (1983b:16). Thus,
at the highest administrative level in Thailand education, burcaucmnc structure is seen as a

factor affecting the quality of the supervisory system. However, there are no empirical



data on the nature of bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory units under the new
administrative systcm'. Confirmation of this point is provided in "A Study for Quality
" Development of Primary Education B.E. 2525-2534" (1982-1991) which states:
The bureaucratic and educational structures are known to be interactive
and interdependent, positively as well as negatively, and yet there has
been no study to-confirm that the bureaucratic structure has created
problems to the Thai educational system. It is apparent that there is a real
need for such a study. (Office of the National Primaty Education
Commission,1983b:16)
This study yielded data about bureaucratic characteristics of supervisory units in
Thailand and the satisfaction of administrators and supervisors with their job situations in
these units. These findings may increase knowledge of, and understanding about, the
reladonship‘ between bureaucratic characteristics and satisfaction in the supervisory units
which may contribute to the more effective operation of the supervisory system. Also,
this study may be important for policy and planning in educationat administration at the
provincial level in Thailand. )

Phals’ 2

> L
.

D.-DEFINITION OF TERMS

For the purposes of this study, relevant terms were defined as follows:
B_mang_mg_qhammnms refer io six variables or dimensions based on the
Weberian model. Thefe are hierarchy of authority, division of {abor, rules for
incumbents, procedural specification, impersonality, and technical competence. |
Satisfaction with the job sijuation refers to the extent to Which individuals react
posi@vely or negatchly to various aspects,of the situation in which they work. :
Agadgmm refer to.such matters related to curriculum impleméntation as
supervxsmg ﬁeachers, provxdmg in-gérvice trammg for teachers, developing and re\using
guxdehnes or manua.ls, undertaking research pro;ects and makmg recommcndanons fqr |
" curriculum dcvelopment. : : - //

*
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Administrative tasks refer to the tasks which administrators carry out in order to
achieve the goals of the organization. These tasks -- in such areas as personnel, budget,
and facilities -- are addressed through such proccsscs as planning, decision- ma&g,
organizing, communicating,. mﬂucncmg, coordinating, and evaluating.

Administrators refer to directors, assistant directors, head supervisors, arnd
section hcads\at*thc Offices of the Provincial Primary Educaﬁon Commissions.

Senior administrators refer to directors, assistant directors, and head supcr:isors
at the Offices of the Provincial Primary Education Commissions.

Supervisory units refér to the supervisory units at the provincial level which are
under the administration of the Offices of the Provincial Primary Education
Commissions.

Section heads refer to persons in charge of the supcrvisory‘.sections and of the
planning and development sections of the supervisory units.

Supervisors refer to the professional staff who are supervised by section heads of

the supervisory units.

E. DELIMITATIONS

1. This study focﬁsed on the organizational structure of supervisory units within
the Thailand Offices of Pfovincial Primary Education Commissions (OPPECs).

2. Sectidn heads and supervisors under the Head Supervisor were included in the
samble; other section heads and staff under the Assistant Directors were excluded. |

£

G. LIMITATIONS

1. The perceptions of administrators and supervisors in the OPPECs were used to
.assess the bureaucratic characteristics of supervisory units. Perceptions of respondents

may have been influenced by factors other than the actual operational characteristics.

-



2. The structured questionnaire approach used in this study placed limits on.the
opportunity for respondents to report additional information which they might have
recalled or had available. Cansequently, the resuits of the analyses are based on a limited

perspective on organizational structure.

LY

G. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

This thesis is c;rpprised of nine chapters. The study was introduced in Chapter 1
with particular emphasis on the background, purpose and research questions,
significance, delimitations, limitations, and definitions of texms. Chapter 2 contains a
review of the literature and a description of the conccpiual framework of the study.‘ The
design of the study is presented in Chapter 3. In Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 the results c:f
the data analyses are reported. The discussion of the study.is presented m Chapter 8. In
the final chapter, the thesis is summaﬁzed apd conclusions and mCoﬁmcndations of the

A

- . »

study arg presented.
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CHAPTER 2

N\ LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This chapter is divided into four major parts. In the first part the concept of

bureaucratic characteristics is reviewed. In particular, litcratu(rclatcd to the bureaucratic
\

model, criticisms of the Weberian bureaucratic model, and the measurement of
bureaucracy is examined. The second part of the chapter contains a review of the
literature on professional and bureaucratic orientations and of the conflict between them,
specifically in relation to educational ‘organizations. Research findings about job
Kiutlsfuctlon and about the relationship between satisfaction and organizational
charactenstics are presented in the third part. The chapt‘cr concludes with a presentation

/

of a conceptual framework for the study.

A. CONCEPTS OF BUREAUCRATIC CHARACTERISTICS

The sociological study of bureaucratic organizations originated in the seminal
rescarch of Max Weber. Weber's conceptualization of bureaucracy was mtcndcq.to be an
“ideal” type (Udy, 1959:791; Rubenstein and Haberstroh, 1966:64; Blau, | dda:38:
Aldrich, 1979:9; Osbond et al., 1980:275), but it prescntcd many difficulties to
researchers (Pugh and Hickson, 1976:25) in the sense that no "real world"” organization
exactly conformed to the Weberian model (Luthans, 1973:1 14). However, Weber's
concept of ideal buregucracy is still very useful as a basis from which organizational
chara%cnsuos can be described. Hoy and Miskel (1982:81) concludcd that "almost all
modern organization have many of the bureaucratic characteristics enumerated by Weber
-- division of labor and specialization, an impersonal orientation, a hggrarchy of authority,

rules and regulations and a career orientation.” .

18



The Bureaucrhtic Model )

Scott (1981:23) indicated that Weber used theterm "bureaucracy” to designate a
particular type of administrative structure. According to Litterer (1963:30), Weber
thought of "bureaucracy” as ""the most extreme form of formal organization wherein every
task element is completed and exactly defined by a written set of rules and procedures.”
Scott (1981:24) defined "bureaucracy” in terms of the c;(istcncc of a specializc
adminmistrative staff.  Blau (cited in Pugh and Hickson, 1976:26) described
“bureaucracy” in terms of achievement of purpose:

* Bureaucracy is organization that maximizes efficiency in administration or
an institutionalized method of organized social conduct in the interests of
administrative efficiency.

Thompson (cited in Tosi, 1975:2) characterized bureaucracy as

a highly rationalized impersonal integration of a large number of
specialists operating to achieve some objective, upon which is
superimposed a highly elaborate structure of authority.
Thus, three theorists, Scott, Blau, and Thompson defined "bureaucracy” in a similar
manner. These definitions imply that bureaucratic organizations can be efficient
Organizations. ’

According to French, Kast, and Rosenzweig (1985:362-363), the bureaucratic
model proposes certain structural characteristics that are found in every complex
organization. Scott (1981:56-72) viewed the bureaucratic model as a rational system
which exhibits the characteristics of goal specificity and high formalization -- a clear
hierarchy of author%ty, centralization, highly structured rules and rcgula;ions, and
efficiency. Similarly, Perrow (1973:3) viewed the charactc?;tics of the bureaucratic
model as "ccnUaﬁnd authority, clear lines of authority, specialization and expertise,
marked division of labor, rules and regulations, and clear separation of staff ﬁnd line."

Some theorists might disagree with Weber 'about the consequences of bureaucratic

functioning but most theorists agree that Weber's formulation of bureaucracy can be

accepted as an analytical model of organizations (Scott and Mitchell, 1972:12; Pugh and

19
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Hickson, 1976:25; Hoy and Miskel, 1982:83). Discussions about the major

characteristics of Weber's bureaucracy vary slightly among theorists.

. According to Scott and Mitchell (1972:11-12), Weber thought any
organization, public or private, had five major qualities: «.

Division of labor. Based on this characteristic, tasks are broken down intc; the
most minute particles of specialization so that even the rawest industrial worker (or
government employee) can master his task in the shortest time with a minimum of skill.
This will produce specialization and make human labor interchangeable, thereby
contributing greatly to organizational efficiency.

Centralization of authority. This charactenstic solves the problem of
coordination which is caused by fragmentation of work. By centralizing authority one
achieves control over subordinate units.

Rational program of personnel administration. This charactenistic describes
the organization's efforts to match the employee with the job. Employees of a
bureaucracy are selected by comparing the objective standards set by the officials of the
organization for adequate performance of a job with the qualifications of the applicant for
the job. : ‘

p Rules and regulations. Bureaucracies, according to Weber, have well-
articulated policies which are impersonally and uniformly app.lied by officials both to
employees within the organization and to the clients outside of the organization.

Written records. Main‘taining records that detail the transactiens of the
organization will promote organizatighal continuity and will assiSt the organization to
achieve uniformity of action. | '

L ]
2. Hoy and Miskel (1982:81-82) presented four bureaucratic characteristics:

Division of labor and specialization. This characteristic is similar to that
presented by Scott and Mitchell. ﬁoy and Miskel (1982:81) wrote that, according to
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Weber, division of labor and specialization mean that "the regular activities required for
the purposes of the bureaucratically governed structure are distributed in a fixed way as
official duties.” Therefore, efficiency should increase because division of labor produces
specialization which in turn leads to employees who become knowledgeable and expert at
performing their prescribed duties. |

Impersonal orientation. According to this characteristic, employees are
expected to make decisions based on facts, not feeling. Impersonality on the part of
administrators and subordinates assures equality of treatment and facilitates rationality.
This characteristic is similar to "rules and regulations” discussed by Scott and Mitchell.

Hierarchy of authority. This characteristic for Scott and Mitchell is
"centralization of authority.” Hoy and Miskel (1982:81) posited that offices are arranged
hierarchically in bureaucracies; that is, "each lower office is under the control and

-

supervision of a higher one.”

Rules and regulations. This characteristic provides continuity of eperations
and ensures uniformity and stability of employee action. Thus, this charactenistic
addresses a key organizational issue discussed by Scott and Mitchell as "written records.”

C_mgx_gngnmn In a bureaucratic organization, employment is based on
technical qualifications. Employees think of theixg work as a career. Individuals with
special skills are protected from arbitrary dismisg;l or denial of promotion thereby
fostering loyalty to the organization. This characteristic is viewed as a "rational program
of personnel administration” by Scott and Mitchell.

Ti\us, Hoy and Miskel have presented bureaucratic characteristics that are similar

to those presented by Scott and Mitchell.

3. In a manner imilar to Hoy and Miskel and Scott and Mitchcll', Luthans
(1973:113-115) presented four major characteristics of the ideal bureaucracy.

o



Specialization and division of labor. Luthans (1973:113-114) described

Webers' bureaucracy as follows:

A specified sphere of competence. This involves (a) a sphere of
obligations to perform functions which has been marked off as part of a
systernatic division of labor. (b) The provision of the incumbent with the
necessary authority ... (c) That the necessary means of compulsion are
clearly defined and their use is subject to definite conditions.

Positions arranged in a hierarchy. According to Weber as cited by Luthans
(1973:114), this bureaucratic characteristic leads to control over every member in the
<

structure:

The organization of offices follows the principle of hierarchy; that is each
lower office is under the control and supervision of a higher one.

A _system of abstract rules. A set of formal rules ensures uniformity and

coordination of effort. Also, a well understood system of regulations provides continuity
and stability.
Impersonal relationships. Luthans (1973:114) noted Weber's ideas about

relatnonships:

It was Webér's belief that the ideal official should be dominated by a spirit
of formalistic impersonality, without hatred or passion, and hence without
affection or enthusiasm.

-

s
In addition, Luthans (1973:114) reported that technical qualification is another

important aspect of the ideal bureaucracy. Technical gualiﬁcation‘ protects the bureaucrat

(8]
(9]

from arbitrary dismissal and promotions are made according to seniority and/or

achievement. '

4 Acéording to Scott (1981:67-69), bureaucratic organizations are characterized

by:

[

A.ﬁm_dxnaxon.oﬂmmonumm The regular activities required

of pcrsonncl are distributed in a fixed way as official dunes

A_hmhlgf_qfﬁm The organization of offices follows the prmcxple of
hierarchy. Each lower office is controlled and supervised by a higher one.
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A separation of personal from official property and rights. Personal property
is clearly separated from official property an} working space from living quarters.

Selection of personnel on the basis of technical qualification. Officials are
personally free, selected on the basis of technical qualifications, appointed to office, not
elected, and compensated by salary.

Employment viewed as a carcer by participants. -Employment by the

organization constitutes a career for officials. Employees gain tenure of position and are

protected against arbitrary dismissal.

For the purposes of this study, bureaucratic characteristics are categorized into six
dimensions.- These dimensions are in fact variables, and any given organization could be
rated at any point along a continuum for each dimension. The features of each
bureaucratic characteristic are described as follows:

Hicrarchical authority. This characteristic calls for control over every member
in the organizational structure. As Weber (1947:331) stated, "each lower office is under
the control and supervision ofa higher one." Hoy and Miskel (1982:82) claimed that:

Hierarchy is perhaps the most pervasive characteristic in modern

organizations. Almost without exception, large organizations develop a -

well-established system of superordination and subordination, which
attempts to guarantee the disciplined compliance to directives from

superiors that is necessary for implementing the various tasks and
functions of an organization.

Similarly, Luthans (1973:114) asserted that:

Some organization theorists, such as Herbert Simon, have pointed out that
- hierarchy is in the natural order of things.

Luthans (1973:114) concluded that "hierarchy is a basic characteristic of complex

. organizational structure.” ' o

Hierarchy is both a structure of domination and a channel ihrough which

decisibns can be appealed from lower ranks to higher ranks. An organization and its -

.



clients benefit from an officially recognized hierarchy of authority. Decision makers are
visible and aécountable for thetr actions. )
Division of labor and specialization. In most organizations, tasks are too
complex to be performed by a single intliv{idual. Therefore, distribution of official duties
among a number of positions is required. The duties of each role are clearly specified,
a;ld each organizational member operates in a fixed and official jurisdictional area. The
incumbent of each positiop is delegated authority to carry out assigned duties. In

—

addition, employees must know the precise limits of their authority so as not to infringe
upon that of others. A highly rationalized division of labor a;nopg positions limits each
member to only a subset of the organization's tasks. Thus, division of labor facilitates
specialization and improves efficiency.

Rules for incumbents. Rules and regulations ensure objectivity and
impersonality in the hiring, firing, and promotion process. Weber (1947:330) stated that
every burej::

consists essentially in a consistent system of abstract rules which have

normally been intentionally established. Furthermore, administration of

law is held to consist in {ge application of these rules to particular cases.
The rights and duties of each position are protected by a system of rules. Perrow
(cited in Aldrich, 1979:11) asserted that rules are the basis qf self-protection for
organization members because they reduce internal conflict. In addition, the system of
rules helps to coordinate activities in the hierarchy and to control the authority of a given
level or function of the organization; thus, organizational efficiency is maximized.

Procedural specification. A procedure is taken to be an event that has
regularity of occurrence and is legitimized by the organization. Procedures are
standzirdizcd when there are mlcﬁ/or definitions that purport to cover all circumstances

/Gﬂﬁﬁ;t apply invariably (Pugh and Hickson, 1976:31). These rules would include those
on how to proceeg in ca{ses not specifically covered. Most organizations which deal with

large constituencies develop standardized pt"occdurcs‘ that members follow when dealing'
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with clients, for example, completing standard forms or following standard guidelines in
difficult situations. | ,

Impersonal relationships. Weber believed that the ideal official working
atmosphere of a bureaucracy should be dominated by rational decision-making without
anger or passion and without affection or enthusiasm (Luthans, 1973:113; Hoy and
Miskel, 1982:81). The bureaucratic superiors should make completely ratioﬁal decisions;
they must avoid emotional attachment to subordinates and clients. Impersonality assures
equality of treatment and facilitates rationality.

Technical competence. In a highly bureaucratic organization, hiring and
promotion are ideally based on competence aﬂawunivcrsalistic standards. Competence
may be measured by one's educational qualifications, previous training, standardized
tests, or ;_)crformancc in office (Aldrich, 1979:12). Employees are chosen based on their
ability and technical knowledge, rather than on technically irrelevant criteria such as sex,’
race, ethnic origin, religion, social class, or kinship ties. Efficiency is achieved by
emphasizing technical competence. According to this characteristic, positions as well as
prbmotions are opén to competition and all qualified persons are considered, thereby

ensuring that the position will be filled by the most competent individual available.

In summary, bureaucratic characteristics are designed to close off the organization
from unwanted influences. Their features are based on rational criteria. Bureaucracy
tries to eliminate or control all extra-organizational influences on the behavior of its

member.

Criticism; - of the Weberian Bureaucratic Model

To Weber, buréaucracy was the most rational system of organization available. It
maximized rational decision making and Mismﬁve efficiency. Weber (1947:337)
stated that | | |



Experience tends universally to show that the purely bureaucratic type of
administrative organization -- that is, the monocratic variety of
bureaucracy -- is, from a purely technical point of view, capable of
attaining the highest degree of efficiency and is in this sense formally the
most rational known means of carrying out imperative control over human
beings.

Hoy and Miskel (1982:83) summarized the bureaucratic model in this way:
"Weber's model of bureaucracy is functional in that application of its principles can
promote efficiency and goal attainment.” However, they also suggested that there was
the possibility of dysfunctional or negative consequences, a possibility to which Weber
paid limited attention. Scott (1981:70) expresses a similar view when he pointed out that
"Weber's formulation, while influential, has been much criticized." Similarly, Luthans

(1973:117) claimed that "The Weberian Model can serve equally well in analyzing

functional and dysfunctional ramifications of classical or%anization structure.”

Functi { Dysfuncti f the Model

Much of Weber's work is concerned with how organizatioris can be structm:ed to
achieve maximum rationality in the pursuit d{ goals. According to his model, positions
are structured in a hierarchical arrangement with each office having authority over those
below it.+ The authority to make decisions is limited to a designated level within the
hierérchy. Iﬁ order to control the authority of a given level, formalized rules and
regulations regarding obligat;ons and privileges of each position are explicitly defined.

Rules and regulations ensure objectivity and impersonality. The employee is promoted
| .

based on seniority and/or achievement.

26

Many criticisms have been leveled against the bureaucratic model. First, people

ﬂ not behave like parts of an efficient machine; they are not completely rational. People
are partially cxrnotional and their feelings interfere with their rationality. In reality,
individuals do not always act in the organization's best interest, wﬁich is sometimes in
conflict with their own. Furthermore, they may not have sufficiently complete

knowledge to identify the best interests or goals of the organization.



Second, in most organizations rules cannot be written to govern every situation.
. In some situations, there may be clear jurisdiction but no formal rules and procedures to
¢over the situations. At every level within an organization, situations will arise in which
.thcrc is no substitute for a person who can fﬁnction independently in the absence of
formalized rules and procedures. Formalized rules and conformity can obstruct creativity
and flexibility and may result in conflict.
Finally, the bureaucratic model cannot deal with structural inconsistencies such as
superordinates having less technical knowledge than the subordinates over whom they

have authority.

Func | Dysfuncti Hi hy of Authori

A hierarchy of authority helps to solve the problem of fragmentation of tasks
which results inevitably from a division of labof. A hicrarchy of authority does enhance
coordination. The functional attsibutes of hierarchy are that it maintains unity of

command, conrdinates activities and personnel, reinforces authority, and gerves as the
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formal system of commm\icatio'n. In theory, the hierarchy has both a downward and

upward orientation but in practice it has often turned out to have a downward emphasis

(Luthans, 1973:118). Two of the major dysfuncuons of hxerarchy are distortion and

blockage in communication (Hoy and Miskel, 1982 84). Every level in the hierarchy

‘produces a potential communication block. Individual initiative and participation are often
blocked, upward communication is impeded, and there is no recognition of horizontal
communication. Personnel who follow the formal hierarchy in their communication

AY

attempts may waste a great deal of time and energy.

E . ID ﬁ . ED- [P) [I l ’S . l- .

The Webenan bureaucratic model emphasizes that dxvxsxon of labor and

specialization cnhance the development of expertise; thus it serves as a model for

~ efficiency.- But there are dysfunctional qualities of division of labor .hnd gpecmhzauon.

.
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Hoy and Miskel (1982:83) pointed out, for example, that these organizational

characteristics can produce boredom.

Though specialization has been shown to lead to increased productivity and

cfficiency it can also create conflict between specialized umts to the detriment of efforts to
achieve the overall @al of the organization. Spcmallzanon may impede communication
between units.

The function of rules and regulations is to provide for continuity, coordination,

stability, and uniformif ‘Ajg&,les and regulations help members in the organization reduce

uncertainty when'th faced with variability in customers, raw material, relations with

other members, or simply the ptoblem of how to all\(‘)(zate their time. However, on the
other hand, rules often produce organizational rigidity and goal displacement. They often
become the ends for behavior rather than the means for more effective goal attainment.
Employees may become rule-oriented. In addition, rules may contribute to the
bureaucratic image of red tape.

Hoy and Miskel (1982:84-88), in discussing Gouldner's treatment of

organizational rules, presented the functions and dysfunctions of rules as follows:

«

i) organizational rules have an e¢xplication function,(\fhat isaey explain in rather
concise and explicit terms the speciﬁc obligations of subdrdinates;
ii) the function of rules is to screen, that is, to act as a buffer between the
adxmmstrator and his or her subordmates.
iii) organizational rules may legitimize punishment;

iv) rules serve a bargaining, o™"leeway," function.



Dysfuncti f riles:
1) rules reinforce and preserve apathy by explicating the minimum level of acceptable
behavior; '
1) although rules screen the supérior from subordinates, that protection may become
dysfunctional; goal displacement develops and rules become ends in themselves; X
iii) legalism emerges from the screening and punishmcnf; when rules and
punishments are pérvasive, subordinates can adapt an extremely legalistic stance;

iv) the lécway function of rules involves the ever-present danger of being too lenient.

Fugcti i Dysfuncti (] i

V\;cber believed that the ideal official should be dominated by a "spirt of
formalistic impersonality.” According to this characteristic, in interpersonal relationships
total involvement probably nevcﬁ\occuri Each pc;son is concerned with somewhat less
than all of the actual or potential needs of the other. Impersonality may improve
rationality in decision making, but it also may produce a rather sterile atmosphere in
which péoplc interact as "nonpersons.” The impcrsonal‘ approach may result in low
morale. Low morale, in turn, frequently impairs organizational efficiency (Hoy and
Miskel, 1982:84). Luthans (1973:118) concluded that "The impersonality characteristic
of bureaucracy has even more 'dysfunctional‘consequcnces than specialization, hierarchy,

and nules.”

«

Because the Weberian bureaucratic model has both functions and dysfunctions,
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Hdy and Miskel (1982:84) spggcsted that the important question to ask 1s, "Under what
: oo .

conditions dc;cs each characteristic lead to functional but not dysfunctional
consequences?"  They suggested that "Whatever the answer to this question, the model
remains quite useful as both an analytical tool and a guide to scientific research.”

4
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In a similar manner, Scott (19.81;72)-\'recommcndcd that:

Although it is clearly possible to criticize and improve upon many specific
aspects of Weber's formulation, he remains the acknowledged master of
organization theory: the intellectual giant whose conceptions continue to
shape definitions of the central elements of administrative systems, and
whose historical and comparative vision continues to challenge and inform
our more limited views of organizational forms.

4
Measurement of Bureaucracy

According to Zey-Ferrell (1979:14-24), there are two types of organizational
measures: attitudinal (subjective or analytical)aénd glob.a‘ls (objective or institutional).
Attitudin'g,l}typcs of measures involve measuring é‘xx_}ployc;s'\attitudes in relation to a
parﬁcula£ dimension. This type of measurement rclies‘bfl the opinions of persons within
the organization. Questionnaires and/or interview séh@dﬁlcs are generally used in
acquiring data and the measure is based on the aggregation d\f\g\iata fl‘Ol‘;\ members.

\

Institutional types of measures involve measuring d\particular‘\dimensibn in
- .

relation to the characteristics of the organization. This type of n}cﬁ:rcment uses direct

sources such as documents, charters, and organizational spokespersohs. The distinction
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between attitudinal and institutional measures is based on sources of data. Institptional .

%

measures use direct-measure sources while attitudinal measures rely ori the opinions of
persons within the organization. Many methods of acquiring data exist for both types.
. To measure the degree of bureaucratization with respect to the important

components of the Weberian model, two signiﬁcaﬁt approaches, those of Hall and..r,ic\)f the

A
\\

Hall's Approach N \

This approach is one of the most systematic attcmp'ts to measure

Aston team, are reviewed.

® .
bureaucratization. It was developed by Richard H. Hall. To measure bureaucracy, Hall

(19%1) developed an organizational inventory which consisted of six central

characteristics of bureaucratic structure: (1) hierarchy of authority, (2) specialization, (3)

9



rules for incumbents, (4) procedural specification, (5) impersonality, and (6) technical
competence. Hall's instrument took the form of a questionnaire which consisted of sixty-
two items. Ten to twelve items comprised each sub-scale. The inventary was adapted
and modified by researchers such as MacKay (1964), Robinson (1966), and Punch
(1969). R
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MacKay (1964) adapted and modified Hall's organizational inventory to create the )

school organizational ini'emory (SOI) for measuring bureaucratic patterns in schools.
The SOl is in the form of Likert-type scales that operationalize the same six dimensions of
Hall's organizational inventory. Hoy and Miskel (1982:93) noted that the SOI has

. undergone several revisions and with the exception of the specialization scale, the

measures have been found reasonably reliable.
The Aston Team's Approach

The leader of this approach was D.S. Pugh. At the same time that Hall was
developing his questionnaire inventory to measure bureaucratic. structure, Pugh and his
'ass/qgiates at the University of Aston in Bh’mingham, England, constructed an interview

inventory to assess the structure of work orgéxh’z'ations (Pugh Hickson, ‘Hinings, and

Turner, 1968; Pugh and Hickson, 1976) Pugh and chkson (1976:2) 1dent1fied five.

characteristics of organizatienal’ structure as (1) specxalxzanon of . actxvmes, 2)

standardization of procedures, (3) formalization of documentatxon, 4) ce,ntrahzatlon of
authority, and (5) configuration of role structure. ‘

The Aston interview inveﬂtory was modified by other researchers in order to

make it directly applicable to the study of educauonal orgamzanons However, Hoy and .
Miskel (1982 97) have repomd that "research on the structure of public schools usmg the

Aston methodology is limited, probably because of the oomphcated and ngorous scormg,' y

*procedures for the interview data.;




In summary, the Hall and Aston abproachcs to measunng bureaucracy utilize
simular concepts. They come out of the Weberian tradition and use a number of generally
recognized characteristic of bureaucracies to conceptualize and operationalize
organigational structure. They can be viewed as complementary, not competing
approaches; their differences lie in the research strategy. Hall's instrument is a
qu‘csuonnairc requiring subordinates to make subjective assessments of variations in the
dégrcc of bureaucracy, whereas the Aston approach is a structured interview with senior
administrators in Which feelings and experiences are not probed.

Based on Weber's model, a number of formulations of the dimensions of
organtzational structure have been proposed. There are marked similarities among these
various proposals. However, tt seems thét most studies have adapted Hall's instrument

-

to measure the bureaucratic charactenstics of organizations.

*-

To measure the burcaucratic characteristics of organizational structure, Hall
(1961) developed an instrument called the Qrganizational Inventory. He used this
insrument to measgre bureaucracy in commercial and governmental organizations. The
Inventory is comprised of six dimensions or six sub-scales, as follows: Scale I
Hicrz;.rchy of authority; Scale II. Division of labor; Scale IIl. Rules for incumbents; Scale
[V. Procedural specification; Scale V. Impersonality; and Scale VI. Technical
competence. Sixty-two items are included in the Inventory. Each of six sub-scales
consists of ten items except Scale I which has twelve items. The split-half reliapility
coefficient on all scales is above .80.

Hal] used the inventory to study twenty-one governmental and commercial
organizations. He found that (1) the degree of bureaucratization was not necessarily
consistent along all six dimensions, (2) the six¢scales were not completely indepcndént,

*(3) a large organization was not necessarily more bureaucratic than a small oﬁg,‘(4)



significant differences were found in the perceptions of bureaucratization between the
executive and non-executive respondents regarding their own organization, and (5) no
significant relationships were found when the vanables of age, sex, length of service, or
educational level were introduced intd the analysis of degree of bureaucratization.
MacKay (1964:32) adapted Hall's Organtzational Inventory to measure school
charactenstics and suggested that:
Hall's research indicates at least three significant things: (1) His

Organizational Inventory is a useful device for measuring bureaucratic

aspects of organizational structure, (2) There is a need for application of
the [nventory to types of organizations other than the commercial and
government types which Hall examined, and (3) Factors affecting
perception of bureaucratization seem te merit closer examination.

The School Organizational Inventory developed by MacKay consisted of the six
dimensions of bureaucratic charactcn'stics‘ proposed by Hall. No major changes were
made in concepts but changes were made to eliminate terms specific to commercial or
governmental organizations. The split-balf reliability cocfﬁcicnt. from Scale I to Scale VI
were .90, .80, .83, .83, .81, and .80, respectively. ‘

MacKay's stixdy was carried out on a sample of thirty-one Alberta schools where
Grade IX was the highest grade taught. A sample of 364 staff members was used in the
study. The findings were as follows: (1) the schools differed significantly in the extent to
which they displayed the characteristics of hierarchical authority, job specialization, rules
of behavior, and impersonality; (2) there was a significant relationship between the
bureaucratization of a school and the staff members' ratings of its cffcctiv;pgss; &)
hiefarchical authority, specialization, behavioral rules, procedural rules, procedural
spcciﬁcation, and impersonality were correlated negatively with effectiveness ratings by
the staff; (4) technical competence was associated with a high effectiveness rating; and 5)
% there was no relationship between hierarchical position in the school and perception of

Burcaucratimdon.
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In 1966, MacKay and Robinson (Robinsorf, 1966) used the School
Organizational Inventory to measure the organizational charactenistics of schools. As a
result of this analysis, the sixty-two items of the original Organizational Inventory used
by MacKay were reduced to forty-eight. This revised inventory included the six
bureaucratic scales as proposed by Hall. Scale I (hierarchical authority) had ten items,
each of Scale II (specialization) and Scale IV (procedural specification) had seven items,
and each of Scale III (rules for incumbents), Scale V (impersonality) and Scale VI
(technical competence) had eight items.

Robinson also conducted a study, in 1966, on a sample of twenty-nine British
Columbia schools. The research findings were as follows: (1) Scales I, 111, IV and V
were positively and significantly interrelated as were Scales II and VI; (2) Scales I, III, IV
and V are negatively and significantly related to Scales II and VI; (3) there was a
significant overall difference between schools on each of the six bureaucratic dimegsions,
that is schools differed widely in the extent to which they emphésizcd hieralhical
authority, specialization, rules for incumbents, procedural specification, impersonality,
and technical competence; and (4) there were significant differences between means for
certain types of schools (six types of schools classified by grade level) on all dimensions
except Scale V1. )

Richert (1968) used the Qrganizational Structure Questionpaire to measure the
bureaucratic structure of school systems. The initial questionnaire consistc;i of seventy-
fouggtems selected from those of MacKay (1964) and Mansfield (1967). Thirty-eight

items were retained for the final version of the questionnaire in which four factors were
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identified as centralization, role performance, formalization, and standardized procedures.'

The findings indicated that school systeps differed significantly in the extent to which
they displayed the bureaucratic characteristics of centralization, role performance,
standardization of procedures, and the total score. These characteristics were
significantly and positively linked to each other.

i



Hall and Tittle (1966) used a Guttman scale of the overall degree of perceived
bureaucratization which they obtained by combining scores on six dimensions of the
Weberian characteristics of burecaucracy to study twenty-five different work
organizations. They found a slight relationship between the perceived bureaucratization
and organization size (r = 0.252 at the 6 percent level of confidence). But Pugh and his
associates (1969) found that (1) the relatively strong correlation between the logarithm of
size and structuring of activities such as specialization of roles, standardization of
functions, and formalization of procedures (r = 0.69) lent strong support to descriptive
studies of the effects of size on bureaucratization, (2) larger organizations tended to have
more specialization, more standardization and moré formalization than small
organizations, (3) there was no relationship between size and autonomy (r = 0.09) but
there was a negative relationship between size and centralization (r = -0.39), and a
positive one between size and standardization of procedures for selection and
advancement (r = 0.31), (4) the relationship with centralization had clear implications for
the concept of bureaucracy? and (5) the more specialized, standardized, and formalized
the arganization, the less it was centralized. o

Sousa and Hoy (1981) undertook an empirical investigation of 55 secondary
schools located in New Jersey which compared the Hall and Aston approaches. They
adapted Richard Hall's formulation of an organizational inventory by taking twelve items
from Hall's original inventory combined with forty-eight items from MﬁcKéy's School
Organizational Inventory. Each bureaucratic dimcnéion was measured by an average of

“ten items. By factor analysis, the School Organizational Inventory in Sousa and Hoy's \
study was limited to four structural dimensions: hierarchy of authority, presence of rules, '
 procedural specification and technical competence.

Sousa and Hoy modified the Aston interview schedule to measure bureaucratic

structure in schools. The Aston studies defined the dimensions of bureaucratic structure
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as consisting of specialization, centralization, formalization, standardization, and
‘ \
configuration. N

Data were gathered using the Hall and Aston approaches, as described above, and
were subjcctc& to comparative analysis. The results showed that (1) there were positive
correlations between hierarchy of authority and centralization, technical competence and
spccializa‘tion, presence of rules and formalization, procedural specification a(xd
standardization and (2) many of the measures are substantially intercorrelated; for

example, hierarchy of authority had a correlation of .77 with presence of rules, -.52 with

technical competence, -.49 with specialization, and .38 with centralization.

Concepts of bureaucratic characteristics can be summarized as follows:

1. Although theorists' views on the Weberian bureaucratic model may vary
slightly, most agree that this model can maximize efficiency in administration.

2. The bureaucratic model has both functional and dysfunctional aspects
particularly with respect to hierarchy of authority, division of labor and specialization,
rules, and impersonality.

3. Two significant approaches are used to measure the degree of
bureaucratization: Hall's approach and the Aston team's approach. Although both
approaches utilize similar concepts, the latter has limited use in school settings because of
the complication of scoring procedurés. However, they are seen as complgmentary, not

competing approaches.

B. PROFESSIONAL AND BUREAUCRATIC ORIENTATIONS |

In any organization there may be some dcgiee of disagreement between members

and the organization itself, if the organization of work is governed by an administrative

~ principle as opposed to an occupational principle. Scott (1981:154) suggested that under

36

the administrative principle the divisign of labor is determined by an organizational
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hierarchy in which the individual worker loses control over the dcﬁnition of the tasks to
be performed and the manner of their ?crformancc. Under ihc occupational principle,
Freidson (1973:22) stated that: i ‘
the occupational group obtains the exclusive right to perform a particular
kind of work, control training for and access to it and control the right of
determining and evaluating the way the work is performed.
) Thus, the occﬁpational group develops special arrangements for controlling
/ | individual practitioners that do not depend on hierarchical systems. A professional group

P .. . . ¥ :
has some characteristics which dx}fcr from a nonprofessional group, and these

characteristics may cause conflict with bureaucratic characteristics.

Characteristics of the Professional Orientation

The term "professional” at the individual level refers to the individual who has
successfully entered an occupation that has a specified structural process (Zey-Ferrell,
1979:174). Luthans. (1973:14) identified three basic criteria by which to evaluate a
profession: (1) a formal, standardized education; (2) a broad responsibility; and (3) a
moral and ethical code of conduct. The professional orientation has some charactcfistics
that are different from the burcaucratic orientation. \

Professionals take part in a more extensive educational and training (socialization)
process compared to that of persons in other occupations. Said another way,
professional deci;ions are based on technical expertise which is acquired through
extensive education and training (Hoy and Miskel, 1982:110). A trained professional is
an expert m a specific and limited area. The type of socialization engaged in by the
professional results in loyalty and identification. In addition, differences i;x tl'ie length of
training are important. For example, those professionals who receive the Ph.D. degree
tend to develop stronger professional loyalties gnd identifications than those persons with

master's degrees.
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A second characteristic of professionals is a client orientation; that is, the clients’
needs are paramount td the professional. The professional provides a service to clients.
Professionals are expected to subordinate their own interests and to act in the best interest
of the client. Clients' needs take priority over the needs of the organization. This
placement 6f priorities by the professional may frequently lead to resistance to
organizational rules. In addition, clients are particularly vulnerable to the actions ?1’ the
professional. Clients typically need assistance but do not know how to help themselves.
They place themselves in the hands of professionals, confident that the professionals will
act in their best interests.

A third characteristic of professionals is personal autonomy. Professionals strive
for autonomy in the work setting and organization. They are a group who control
themselves, claiming that they alone are best suited to make decisions in their specialized
area. They have an internalized code of ethics that guides activities. Blau and Scott
(1962:62) have also pointed out that the professional is controlled primarily by self-
imposed standards and peer group surveillance. Zey-Ferrell 9979: 175) noted that this
characteristic of autonomy is the one variable that sociologists most often analyze when
they find bureaucrats and professionals in conflict within an organization.

A fourth characteristic of professionals is an ob‘j.ectivc, impersonal, and impartial
approach. They are expected to avoid emotional involvement and to limit their
rélationship with clients to the technical task under éonsidcration. This characteristic is

consistent with the impersonality dimension of bureaucracy.

A final characteristic of professionals is that they are a colleague-oriented

reference group. This characteristic plays an important role in their professional
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orientation. The "significant others" for a professional are colleagues whose knowledge ~

and competence in the field are useful in decision making (Hoy and Miskel, 1982:111).



In summary, Hoy and Miskel (1982:111-112) proposed that the characteristics of
7
a professional orientation can be summarized as follows:
A
[A] professional-orientation is characterized by technical competence
acquired through long training; adherence to a set of professional norms
that includes 3/scrv1cc ideal, objectivity, impersonality, and impartiality; a

colleague-oriénted reference group; autonomy in professional decision

making; and self-imposed control based upon knowledge and standards.

Conflict Between the Professional and Bureaucratic 04rientations

Bureaucratic and professional orientations have similarities as well as some
differences. Incumbents of both orientations are expected to have technical expertise in
specialized areas, to maintain an objective perspective, and to act impersonally and
impartially. Hall (19'72:143-16?) studied professionalization and bureaucratization in a
variety of occupational groups. He found that on some dimensions of bureaucracy, there
was a positive relationship with professionalization: (1) a highly specified division of
labor might well be related to a high degree of professionalization since professionals are
specialists and (2) a strong emphasis on technical competence also has a clear relationship
with professionalization.

Differences between the two orientations are aiso apparent. Profcssionals are
expected to act in the best interest of their clients, to exercise peer regulation of conduct,
and to base actions on professional knowledge, while bureaucrats are expected to act in
the best interest of the organization, to exhibit discipline that stems from one rﬁajor line of
authority, and to act consistently according to organizAtional rules and regulations. Hall's
study (1972:143-161) supported this finding. He found that a rigid hierarchy of authority
seemed incompatible with a high level of professionalism, éspecially in terms of thc‘
attnbutes of autonomy and colleague control. The presence of an cxtcnswe number of'
organizationally based rules and procedures likewise appeared to be negauvely associated
with a high level of professionalization. These differences cause cOnﬂlct between the

professional and bureaucratic orientations.
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Conflicts between professionals and bureaucrats in organizations, as well as
between professional and bureaucratic modes of orga‘nizing, is a well documented type of
vertical conflict. Vertical conflict takes place between hierarchically ranked ‘Positions and
groups. Such conflicts may arise because either sup:rordinatcs or subordinates perceive
that others have overstepped their bounds.

The conflict between bureaucratic and professional orientations emerges from
different emphases. The bureaucxlatic orientation places an emphasis on (1) hierarchical
power by written rules and regulations and approval by a superior, (2) standardization
and routinization of procedures, (3) service to the organization and achievement of
organizational goals, (4) loyalty to the organization, and (5) line authority. In contrast,
the professional orientation places an emphasis on (1) professional norms, (2) uniqueness
of the client and complexity of the work process, (3) sc(rvicc to the client, (4) loyalty to
the profession, and (5) professional knowledge and autoﬁomy.

Gouldner (1957:281-306) claimed that numerous s:udics have shown that
employees' orientation to a profession rather than to the organization results in conflict.
Much of this conflict ;s intrapersonal, based on overriding loyalty to the profession rather
than the bureaucratic organization. Interpersonal conflict results over bureaucratic and
professional differences regarding formalization of rules and supervision.

In summary, Hoy and Miskel (1982:113) posited that the major source of conﬂicf
between the organization and the professional is the conflict bctweeﬁ "professional

expertise and autonomy" and "pureaucratic discipline and control.”

Professional and Bureaucratic Orientations in Educational Organizations
Generally, discussions of educational organizations and pmfeséionals are limited

to schools and teachers. Occasionally a similar abproach is used to analyze school

administrators. This part will focus on schools as the representative unit of educational

organizations.
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Scott (1981:222-224) asserted that professionals perform the core tasks of the
organization under two general types of arrangements: autonomous and heteronomous
professional organizations. He pointed out that schools are labeled as heteronomous
types since professionals in schools are clearly subordinate to an administrative hierarchy:
the amount of autonomy granted them is relatively small; they are subject to administrative
controls; and their discretion is clearly circumscribed. On the other hand, Hoy and
Miskel (1982:117-120) posited that teachers have prqfcssional orientations because their
teaching is characterized by a professional orientation '('1) an orientation to students, (2) an
orientation to the profession and professional colleagues, (3) a belief that competence is
based on knowledge, and (4) a belief that teachers should have decision-making
authority.

LS
The work of professional participants in heteronomous professional organizations
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takes place within a structure of general rules and of hierarchical supervision. However, ’

individual pcffqrmcrs are given considerable discretion over task decisions. In particular,
decisions concerning means or techniques. As individual professionals in the school,
teachers make choices mgarding instructional techniques and exercise autonomy with
regards to decisions about students.

Though teachers have a brofcssional' orientation, they function in a school --
which can be described as a formal organization. As employces of a school' district,
teachers may also demonstrate the c¢haracteristics of the bureaucratic orientation: (1)
loyalty to administratioh, (2) loyalty to the organization, (3) a belief that teaching
competence i$ based on cxperiéncc, 4) an endorsement of prz;cﬁcw which treat personnel

interchangeably, (5) an emphasis on standardization and on rules and regulations, and (6)

loyalty to the public. Conflict may emerge in schools if teachers’ pmfessimai authority is

not supported by the climate or structure of the organization. However, Marjoribanks
(:1 977:104-113) suggested th@t a bureaucratic mentauon and the professional attitudes of
teachers need not be in conflict if schools increase the professional autonomy of teachers.
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According to the above descriptions of autonomous and heteronomous
professional organizatiotls, and of professional and bureaucratic orientations, the
supervisory units at the provincial level in Thailand can be described as heterendmous
professional organizations in wh‘fich professional supervisors are employed. The
supervisory unit in Thailand appears to exhibit characteristics similar to those of the
A comparison of positions in schools and positions in the

school as described above.

supervisory units in Thailand is presented below:

School
1) school administrators

(principals, assistant principals)

ii) department heads
(classification based on subjects
or areas) .
iii) teachers
(classification based on
subjects or areas; clients are

students and parents)

S . Uni
i) senior administrators

(directors, assistant directors,
head supervisors)

il) section heads
(classification based on functions
or areas)

iii) supervisors
(classification based on subjects or
areas, clients are principals,

teachers, and other educational

officers)

In light of the above discussion, it seems possible that conflict between
professional and bureaucratic orientations may emerge in the supervisoty units in.
Thailand. The Offices of the Provincial Primary Education Commissions' (OPPECs)
appear to be formal organizations with characteristics that are' reflective of the
bureaucratic ooricntation. On the other har}d, members in the supervisory units- may

display characteristics that are reflective of the professional orientation. However, there

«
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are no empirical data to support this suggestion. Therefare, this study will examine the

degree of bureaucracy in supervisory units at the provincial level in Thailand.

C. JOB SATISFACTION

Despite n,urhcrcl>us studies, the concept of job satisfaction is nebulous (Mumford,
1972:4). Hoppock ’(1935:47) defined job satisfaction as any combination of
psychological, physiological, and environmental circumstances that cause a person to say
"I am satisfied with my job.” Vroom (1964:99) defined job satisfaction as "the positive
orientation of an individual toward the work role which ‘hc is presently occupying.”
Locke (1969:316) defined job satisfaction as "the pleasurable emotional state resulting
frqm the appraisal of one's job as achieving or facilitating one's values." Related to
education, Hoy and Miskel (1982:334) stated that:

rd

In education settings job satisfaction can be said to be a present and past-
oriented affective state that results when the educator evaluates his or her
work role.

In order to ‘gain a better understanding of job satisfaction, a number of theories and

selected studies measuring job satisfaction are described below.

Theory. of Satisfaction

Two popular theories of satisfaction are Maslow's need hierarchy theory and

Herzberg's dual-factor theory.

ar

This theory has gained considerable attention in the stuAdy‘ of motivaﬁon. Hudgins

et al. (1983:394) claim that this. theory probably lends ic‘best understanding of h/uman -
| needs. Maslow's model consists of five basic need levels organized in a- hierarchy.
From lowest to hi‘ghes‘t, they are: (1) physiolbgic;l,néedé, (2) safety needé, @3)
belongingneés and affiliative needs, (4) esteem ﬁgeds, and (5) s?lf-actuali‘zatioﬁ needs.



These five needs are related to one another and are arranged in a hierarchy of prepotency;
that is, lower-order or more basic needs must be satisfied before the ncﬁ higherjorder
need can be satisfied.

Maslow (1968:22-23) proposed that the first four needs were "essentially deficits

in the organism, empty holes, so to speak, which must be Tilled up for health's sake, and

" furthermore, must be filled up from without by human beings other than the subject.”

-~

Clifford (1981:353) concluded that those who met the four lower needs were free to fill

_their needs for self-actualization.

Hudgins et al. (1983:395-398) clarified this point and suggested that self-

actualization differs from the other needs in the hierarchy in one important respect. Self-
actualization is a continuous process of growth and development that builds on needs for
achievement, competence, and independence and includes concepts pf mastery and
creativity.

Hoy and Miskel (1982:139-140) noted that the meaning of self-actualization is the

subject of much discussion. They supported the sirhple definition of Campbell and
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Pritchard (1976:97): self-actualization is the need to be what an individual wants to be, to

achieve fulfillment of life goals, and to réalizc the potential of his or her personality.

Based on Maslow's theory, Porter (1962:375-384) developed the Need

Satisfaction Questionnaire (NSQ). Trusty and Sergiovanni (1966:168-'1 80) modified the

NSQ for use in specific organizational settings, including schools. .

Herzberg's Dual-Factor Theory

The basic postulate of this theory is that one set of rewards contributes to job
satisfaction and a separate set to job dissatisfaction. Positive events are dominated by
references to achievement, recognition, possibility of growth, work itself, rcspthibility,
and advancement. Negative events are dominated by references to interpersonal relations

with superiors and peers, technical supervision, compaﬁy policy and administration,



working conditions, and personal life. In short, this theory postulates two sets of factors:
) motivators or satisfiers which produce satisfaction, and (2) hygienes or maintenance
factors which produce dissatisfaction. Job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are separate
and distinct dimensions; they are not opposites. Absence of job sgtisfaction factors does
not iiccessarily cause job dissatisfaction.

Herzberg's Dl;al-Factor theory was derived from the models and assumptions of
Maslow's theory. The two concepts seem to be closely related. However, Herzberg
went further than Maslow, by cutting the hierarchy off near the top and maintaining that
motivation only results from some clements of esteem needs and sclf;aémalizadon
(Stuart-Kotze, 1980:90). Hoy and Miskel (1982:150) report that Herzberg's theory has

been widely accepted and used as the theoretical rationale for numerous empirical

investigations and administrative innovations.

Measurement of Job Satisfaction N
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- Steers (1977) proposed that problems still exist regarding the measurement of

organizational effectiveness because thcrcbis little agreement among investigators
concerning which criteria represent useful indicators of effectiveness. However, in an
effort to make the abstract notion-of effectiveness somewhat more tangible (and
measurable), several organizational analysts have attempted to identify the more salient

facets associated with the construct. Job satisfaction is one of the five facets which is

widely used to measure organizational gffcctivencss (Steers, 1977:38-45, 175). .

Questionnaires are typically used to measure job satisfaction. Questionnaires vary-

primarily in their directriess in assessing the concept. - |

The most well known instrument used to measure job satisfaction is thé Job
Descﬁpf:’on Index (JDI) which was developed by Sthith and her co-workers (Smith et al,,
1969). The IDI contains five main sub-scales for satisfaction: work on present job,

.
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supkrviston, present pay, people on your present job, and opportunities for promotion.
As well, an indication of overall job satisfaction is sought.

Numerous studies of job satisfaction have been undertaken in education.
Holdaway (1978:31) posited that "Some earlier writers (e.g. Hoppock, 1935)
emphasized Qverall job satisfaction, but most of the later writers also examined
satisfaction with discriminable aspects of the job situation.” Gunn (1984) investigated the
cxlcn&t to which the job satisfaction of high school principals in senior high schools in
Alberta related to selected individual characteristics and perceptions of their school’s
ctfectiveness, their effectiveness as a leader and their level of influence, and to
organiz;monal characteristics of the ‘ls. By using a questionnaire and a semi-
structured interview he found that there is a direct relationship between the overall job
satisfaction of senior high school principals and their perceptions of their school's overall
effectiveness, their overall effectiveness as a leader, and their overall level of influence.

Rice (1978) measured the job satisfaction of principals. He examined the cx&cnt
ot overall job satisfaction, satisfaction with aspgets of the job, and the relationship
between specific individual vaniables and job@sfaction. The major findings were as
follows: (1) principals were moderately satis.ﬁ/ed with the job and with specific aspects of
the job; (2) in genéral, higher level needs of principals were less satisfied than lower level
needs; (3) principals idcntiﬁ'c‘g relationships with teachers, responsibility and ’autonomy,
and a sense of accomplishment as sourécs of satisfaction; (4) administration and policies,
routine work, workload, societal attitudes towards education and parenta] attitudes
towards the school were sclcc,:tcd as sources of overall dissatisfaction; (5) the Motivator

factor contributed more to overall satisfaction and the Hygiene factor contributed more to

overall dissatisfaction; (6) interpersonal rclationships with teachers was found to be a

satisfier rather than a dissatisfier; and (7) responsibility and autonomy and Principal-

Teacher Work Involvement contributed most to overall job satisfaction.

~
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Sonoda (1983) studied the job satisfaction experienced by Eurther Education
Coordinators in Alberta. Overall satisfaction, the facets of the job contributing to job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction, the importance of the job facets to satisfaction, and the
relationships among the personal-social, professional, and organizational charactenstics
of the coordinators with job satisfaction were determined. In addition, the degree of
consistency of the research findings with Herzberg's dual-factor theory was investigated.
A questionnaire was used to collect data from 68 further education coordinators. The
findings indicated that (1) coordinators generally experienced moderate overall job
satisfaction, (2) the job facets considered most important to job satisfaction were related
to the interaction with the Further Education councils, (3) least satisfaction with the facets
of the job involved salary matters and accessibility to clerical assistance, (4) job

satisfaction was most related to recognition and responsibility, (S) job dissatisfaction was

associated with salary matters, administrative policies and procedures, and interpersonal
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relationships, and (6) the findings of this study were consistent with Herzberg's dual- -

factor theory.

Armann (1981) examined job satisfaction of Directors of Nursing in Western
Canada. The ‘1 18 Directors identified job facets which contributed to job satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. The relationships between job facet satisfaction and selected variables
related to organizational, personal-social and their, professional characteristics were
determined. A questionnaire was used to collect data. The résu];s revealed that directors
were moderately satisfied it their jobs. The aspects which contributed to disg.atisfaction
were nonavailability of provisions for sabbatical leave, unavailability of support staff and
portion of time devoted to operational duties. Responsibilit'y in their job, competence of
employees an:i support of staff in their attempts to introduce new ideas were important to
th&?g‘abx;atisfaction. Involvement in decision-making contributed to positive feelings
toward the job. ‘In addition, the situations which contributed most to job satisfaction or

overall job satisfaction were aspects of the work itself, interpe::sonal relationships and
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responsibility. Aspects of unionism, medical staff bias and hospital policy contributed to
job dissatisfaction. Generally, the findings of this study were consistent with Herzberg's
two-factor theory.

Onuoha (1980) investigated the job attitudes related to job satisfaction and job
dissatisfaction of educators in rehabilitation medicine in Canadian universites. Job facets
and job aspects which contributed to job’satisfaction and dissatisfaction of physical and
occupational therapy educators were identified. In addition, the extent to which
Herzberg's two-factor theory of job satisfaction was applicable to this p‘?bfcssional group
was explored. A questionnaire was used to collect data from 94 educators. The major
findings were as follows: (1) in general, the respondents were moderately satisfied;
overall job satisfaction and intrinsic job facets contributed more to overall job satisfaction
than did extrinsic job facets; (2) significant differences in the level of overall job
satisfaction existed among the respondents grouped according to their level of education,
salary scales, and years in present employment; and (3) benefits, altruism, work
conditions, environment support and work ethos were the factors which accounted for

some of the differences in the level of overall job satisfaction of the respondents grouped

by selected demographic characteristics.

In summary, similar results were found in the studies by Gunn (1984), Rice
(1978), Sonoda (1983) and Onuoha (}980). The overall satisfaction Qf respondents was

moderate; the findings were consistent with Herzberg's two-factor theory.

Relationship Between Job Satisfaction and Organizational Structure

) As mentioned earlier, job satisfaction has been used as a criterion in measuring
organizational effectiveness. Some findings indicate that job satisfaction is related to
other factors such as productivity (Azumi, 1972:419; Luthans, 1973:37; Zey-Ferrell,
1979:329; Hoy and Miskel, 1982:333), absenteeism (Price, 1972:14) and program

change (Azumi, 1972:486-487). Some studies correlated job satisfaction with the
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organizational structure. Since the present study examined this relationship, a number of
studies which examined the relationships between job satisfaction and organizational
str}xc ture are particularly relevant.
Indik (1965) investigated the relationship between organizational size and
membership participation. Three scts of data were used: (1) a set of 32 delivery
organizations {(15-61 male members); (2) a set of 36 automobile dealership organizations
(25-312 male and female members of which females were in the minority); (3) ':l sct of 28
Munits of a voluntary association (101-2989 female members). Indik defined
"specialization” in terms of "varied job content"; the less varied the job content, the
greater the specialization. He predicted that a high degree of specialization would produce
a low degree of satisfaction that would, in turn, produce a low degree of membership
participation. The prediction was confirmed for the dclivcr‘y organization and the
automobile dealerships, but not for the voluntary associations. He added that the results
for the voluntary associations were in the right direction, but were not statistically
significant.
Based on studies of occupational differences in work satisfaction, Etzioni
(1969:225) reported that: |
Work satisfaction varied greatly by occupation. Highest percentages of
;ati.sficd wor}:ners are ulsuallg1 found among fpetc'lofe?‘s.i%nals and
usinessmen. In a given plant, the proportion satisfied 1s higher among
clerical workers than among factory workers, just as in general labor force
samples it is higher among middle-class than among manual working class
occupations. Within the manual working class, job satisfaction is highest
among skilled workers, lowest among unskilled labors and workers on
assembly lines. ¢
In general, the higher the level of skill and responsibility, the greater the job
satisfaction. ) |
‘Gosine and Keith (1970) studied the relationship between urban female public
school teacher personality characteristics and organizational. structure. The instruments

consisted of the Orgaxﬁzational Inventory (questionnaire on bureaucracy), a Satisfaction
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Questionnaire, and the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule. They found that (1) the
interaction between bureaucratization and teacher need for "independence” was an
important determinant of job satisfaction for teachers with high independence needs and
(2) that schools with high bureaucratization were associated with high satisfaction for
teachers with low independence needs.
) Ratsoy (1973) concluded from reviewing the literature that teacher job
satisfaction, in general, was lower in schools where teachers perceived a high degree of
bureaucracy. However, Hoy and Miskel (1982:338) suggested that:
When specific bureaucratic dimensions of schools are related to job
satisfaction, a complex picture emerges. Bureaucratic factors which
enhance status differences among the professionals, such as the hierarchy
of authority and centralization, produce low levels of satisfaction. But
factors which clarify the job and yield equal applications of school policy
ppromote high levels of satisfaction.

" Holdaway (1978:27-28) indicated that many educational administrators and some
writers seem to hold the view that professionalization of teachcrﬁ wonld produce higher
levels of satisfaction. He gave some examples: (1) Grassie and ézir‘sjs (1973) found .two
distinct "attitudel groups (the professionals and the nonprofessionals) and concluded that
administrative action taken to increase the satisfaction of one group may decrease the
satisfaction of the other group; and (2) Corwin (1965) concluded that increased
professionalism produced increased militancy and conflict, particularly with authority
figures.

Finally, Steers (1977:68) suggested that several aspects of organimtional structure
can affect certain facets of organizational effectiveness. He also proposed that the
relationships between the attitudinal and attachment facets of effectiveness such as job
satisfaction, retention, and attendance, and the structural variables of centralization,

specialization, formalization, organization size, and work-group size are negative. In

general:
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employees tend to become more attached to an organization, as well as
more satisfied, when they have an opportunity to accept more
responsibility, when their tasks provide them with greater variety and
involvement, when rules and regulations are kept at a minimum, and when
the organization and work group are of a modest size.

The studies on relationship between job satisfaction and organizational structure

showed that these two sets of variables were associated.

D. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

On the basis of the literature review of burc;ucratic characteristics, the six
dimensions of bureaucratic organization proposed by Hall and developed by MacKay and
Robinson were considered to be appropriate for the purpose of this study. Bureaucratic
structure was a:major variable in the study; another major variable was satisfaction with
the job situation. The variables in the study and their relationships are shown in Figure
2.1.

The supervisory units 2t the provincial level in Thailand were the focal
organizations for this study. The structure of supervisory units was conceptualized in
terms of six general bureaucratic characteristics: hierarchy of authority, division of labor,

ules for incumbents, procedural specification, impersonality and technical competence.
Some variation ir: these characteristics from those in other settings was expected because

of the distinctive social, political and cultural context of the supervisory units. Variations
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" in these characteristics was also expected across different sizes of organizations. The
. e _

units were classified into three sizes -- small, medium, and large -- and Bangkok was also
considered separately. Perceptions of the organizational characteristics were assumed to
be influenced by the i)ositions held by organizational members and by some of their
personal and p}oféssional characteristics. Positions of mspoﬁdents were classified into

three categories: senior administrators, section-heads and supervisors. Both the position

N
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Figure 2.1

Conceptual Framework of the Study

held and the structure of supervisory units were expected to be related to the degree of
satisfaction with the job situation. Background characteristics of respondents (age, sex,
educational level) and some external characteristics (social, political and cultural), which
were not examined directly, were considered in the interpretation of results. On the basis
of the perceptions of organizational characteristics and the degree of job satisfaction, the
researcher intended to make some judgements about the structure of supervisory units in

the Thailand OPPECs.

E. SUMMARY

In this chapter, three areas of the .administrative literature -- concepts of

bureaucratic characteristics, professional and bureaucratic orientations, and job
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satisfaction -- were examined. The review showed that Weberian bureaucracy was an
"ideal" type. Weber's formulation has been used as an analytical model of organization.
Formal organizations are characterized by features of division of labor and specialization,
hierarchy of authority, impersonal orientation, rules and regulations, and technical
competence. Though theorists have accepted the applicability of the Weberian
bureaucratic model, they have also criticized and pointed out dysfunctions of this model.

Two ameachcs used to measure bureaucratic characteristics were described.
Hall's approach relies on a questionnaire called the Organizational Inventory which
focused on six characteristics of bureaucracy. The Aston approach involves a structured
interview focusing on five characteristics of ofganizational structure. Both approaches
have been widely used but Hall's approach is more applicable in the educational setting.

" Professional and bureaucratic orientations are characterized by similarities as well
as differences. In terms of both oricntationé, members of organizations are expected to
demonstrate technical expertise, to maintain an objective perspective, and to act
impersonally and impartially. Conflicts due to the different characteristits emerge
between professionals and bureaucrats. Results of research suggest that teachers, as
professionals in schools which have bureaucratic structures, may experience conflict with
administrators. )

Studies related to job satisfaction are numerous but the concept of job satisfaction
is nebulous. Several definitions and theories of job satisfaction have been developed.
Maslow's need hierarchical theory consists of five basic need levels. Herzberg's dual-
factor theory postulates two sets of factots: (1) motivators or satisfiers which produce
 satisfaction and (2) hygienes or maintenance factors which produce dissatisfaction.
Numerous studies have used Herzberg's dual-factor theory as a basis to measure job
satisfaction. The questionnaire is the typical instrument. Studies related to job

satisfaction and to the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational structure

“
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indicated that a variety of indicators have been used and that job satisfaction was related to
characteristics of bureaucracy.

The conceptual framework of the study was based on two sets of variables. One
set consisted of variables on the size of supervisory units and position of respondents.
Another set consisted of variables on bureaucratic characteristics (Hall's approach) and

satisfaction which were assumed to be influenced by variables in the first set.

54



CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY (

This chapter describes the research mcthodo_logy used in the study. In the section
which follows, the description of the development of the questionnaire is followed by an
explanation of population and sample. In a subsequent section, the procedures applied in
data collection and the analyses are explained. Finally, the profile of the respondents is

presented.

A. DESIGN AND METHOD

I

The research design selected for this study was essentially a survey which relied

exclusively on quantitative methods. Data were collected by the use of a questionnaire.

" The descriptive survey technique and questionnaire approach to dafa collection were

deemed to be appropriate for this study for a number of reasons. First, the descriptive
survey attempts to measure what exists- without questioning why it existé (Ary et al,,
1985:337). Second, an attempt is made to study relationships which may be causal but
not to test cause and effect relationships (Guba, 1963:244-248). Third, some advantages
of the questionnaire approach are that it gathers data in response to spec‘iﬁc questions and
that all respondents answer within the same framework, if the structured format or close-
ended approach is used (Wiersma, 1980:147; Vockell, 1983'8‘2) Edurth, the
questionnaire is typically morc efficient am‘racncal and allows for the @d;f a large
sample. Fifth, standard mstructxons are given to all subjects and investigator bxas is
avoided (Ary et al., 1972:169-170). v L K

P The Orgamzauonal Burvey Questionnaire, which was designed for the purposcs

of this study, was organized into three sections. These sections focused on (l)

‘ LS
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organigational characteristics, (2) satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction, and (3) background data on respondents.

The qucsﬁonhairc was first developed in English and later translated into Thai.
Only the Thai version was used in data collection. To ensure that consistency c?xistcd
between the Thai and the English versions, three graduate students from Thailand at the
University of Alberta were requested to translate the Thai version of the questionnaire
back to English without a previous review of the original English version. Copies of the

English and Thai versions of the questionnaire are included in Appendix C.

Section One: Organizational Characteristicé

The items in this section were adapted from the organizational inventory
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d~cvclopcd by Hall (1961) and from the School Organizational Inventory developed by’

MacKay (1964) as modified by MacKay and Robinson (1966). This section contains
sixty-two items which refer to six dimeﬁsions of bureaucratic characteristics of an
organization. Each of these dimensions was treated as a separate continuum. The
meanings of the six dimensions are as follows (Hall, 1977:147): .

1. The hierarchy of authority -- the extent to which the locus of decision
making is prestructured by the organization.

2. Division of labor -- the extent to which work tasks are subdivided by
functional specialization decided by the organization.

3. Presence of rules -gthe degree to which the behavior of organizational
members is stibject izational control.

4. Procedural specifications -- the extent to which organizational

members must. follow organizationally defined techniques in dealing

with situations which they encounter.

Impersonality -- the extent to which both organizational members and”

outsiders are treated without regard to individual qualities.

6. Technical competence -- the extent to whic¢h organizationally defined
"universalistic” standards are utilized in the personnel selection and
advancement process.

W

4 All respondents.were asked to indicate how frequently each action or behavior

occurred in their own organimtion‘.‘ Each item had a five-point response scale of "never,"

seldom occasiondlly,” "often,” and "always."



Section Two: Satisfaction with the Job Situation .
This section of the questionnaire was developed by the researcher. Aspects of
satisfaction with the job situation were related to the same six dimensions of bureaucratic

characteristics referred to in Section One. In addition, the overall satisfaction --
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satisfaction with organization functions and satisfaction with the job -- were included.

This section contained fourteen items. Each dimension in this section consisted of two

items. The last two items pertained to overall satisfaction. All respondents were asked to
indicate how satisfied they were with various aspects of their job situation. Each item had

"on

a six-point response scale of "highly dissatisfied," "moderately dissatisfied,” "slightly

dissatisfied," "slightly satisfied,” "moderately satisfied,” and "highly satisfied.”

Section Three: Background Data

This section was developed by the researcher. Eleven items were designed to

obtain personal data from the respondents. These items contained eleven different

D . .
statements. The first two statements were about sex and age. The remaining eight
questions were about the present position, the former position, and years of experience.

The last question was about the level of education attained.

Pilot-test of thwuestlonnalre !

Scates and Yeomans (1950, cned in Good, 1963:282) suggested that the validity
of a questionnaire and its parts may be judged by asking: "Is the qucstion perfectly clear
and unambiguous?" In an effort to enhance the validity;of the questionnaire, a piqu test

was carried out. Two OPPECs were chosen at random from the population for the pilot

test. The purpose of the pilot test was to examine the clarity of the questionnaire. Some

items might need to be re-worded, some items might need to be modtﬁed, or some items
might need to be discarded or substituted, depending upon the results of the pilo test.

\ Two investigators distributed the questionnaire for pilot testmg on behalf of ‘the

rescarcher to th(rty-one participants at the Offices of the Provincial anary Bducanon'
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Commissions (OPPECs) in the Provinces of Rayong and Trang, Thailand. There were
sixteen and fifteen participants in the OPPECs of Rayongrand Trang, respectively. The
participants reviewed the questionnaire to check for lack of clarity in instructions,

, and the appropriateness of the rating scale. Their comments

ritten in the margin next to whatever item was not clear or in the space provided in
the last fon of the questionnaire. Furthermore, some of the participants were
interviewed for additional comments and for clarification of their written comments.
From these comments and recommendations, final revisions were made in the

questionnaire. The revised questionnaire was then used to collect data for this study.

Validity

Validity of measurement refers to the extent to which the-instrument measures
what it purports to measure. Scates and Yeorﬁans (1950, cited in Good, 1963:282)
proposed the following points for judging the validity of a questionnaire:

(1) Is the questionnaire on the subject?

(2) Is the question perfectly clear and unambiguous? ~

(3) Does the questionnaire get at something stable, which \s typica] of
the individual or of the situation?

(4) Does the question pull or have extractive power? Will it bejansw
by a large enough proportion of respondents to have validify?

(5) Is the information consistent, in agreement with what is known, and
in agreement with expectancy?

(6) Is the item sufficiently inclusive?.

If these questions can be answered in the affirmative, then validity can be claimed
for the questionnaire used in this study. The pilot test demonstrated that indeed they can
be so answered. The questionnaire was designed to deal with bureaucratic characteristics
and was adapted from well known sources. High reliability is claimed for Hall's
organizational inventory, and the instrument is widély accepted. All items covered
information which the researcher needed. A pilot test was undertaken to identify
ambiguous items. In fhEstudy itself, data were obtained from about one-third of the .

b d

population. Various sizes of organizations were included. Respondents exhibited

{
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different demographic characteristics. They indicated that they were willing to answer
questions and that they had enough information to cbmplctc the questionnaire without

seeking information from external sources.

Reliability

Reliability refers to the extent to which an instrument is consistent in measuring
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whatever it measures. Ary et al., (1985:357) proposed that one pmc%urc for assessing

reliability of the questionnaire is to check for consistency of results.- Internal consistency

of an instrument gmy be checkedsby several methods: (1) items may be rephrased and

repeated in the same questionnaire, (2) repeat questiompaires may be administered to the
Cor

same individuals after a period of time has elapsed, (3) two diffcrcﬁt forms of the

questionnaire may be administered to the same individuals. In practice, it is expensive,

time-consuming, and not easy to find subjects willing answer the questionnaire on a

repeated administration. However, reliability may be assessed throuéh a single

administration of one form of a questionnaire by using split-half procedures (Ary et al.,”

1985:231). _
" The split-half &relation is the most widely used method of estimating internal

consistency. In this technique, items am,d/ivided into two comparable halves. The scores - -

of the two sets are then computed fq;;"iéach individual, and these two sets of scores are
correlated. A ﬁigh correlation indicates that each subjéct has a very similar position on the
two sections or that all the items on the instrument appear to be measuring the simc thing.

This study used the split-half method, described above, to test the reliability of
sccfion one (organizational characteriStics) and spction two (satigfaction with the job

satisfaction) of the questionnaire,
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B. POPULATION AND SAMPLE"

The Population

’

!
Administrators and supervisors in the 73 Offices of the Provincial Primary

- Education Commissions (OPPECs) in Thailand constituted the target population for the

study. In total, there are 288 senior administraters {Directors, Assistant Directeors, and
Head Supervisours), and 146 administrators as Section Heads in the supervisory units
(two Section Heads in each of the 73 provinces). In addition, there are about 850
supervisors working in the supervisory units. The list of provinces in which OPPECs

are located and the number of schools and supervisors under the OPPECs is presenged in

Appendix B. ‘ 9 ‘ .

The Sample S .

Three sizes of organization -- small, medium, and large -- were recognized in the
sampling procedures. The numbcr\ of supervisors andinurﬁbcr‘of primary §chools under
the OPPEC of each province (Appendix B) were taken into account in selecting the
OPPEC. As a resylt, a stratified sampling prdCc;iurc was used to ensure rtpn;,sémation n
the sample by size of OPPEC. The following classification was adopted for stratification:

1. small s1ze OPPEC -- having 7-10 supervisors and fewer than 250 schools (13

OPPECs); ' |
2. ~,rr;edium size OPPEC -- having 11-14 supervisors and 251-500 schools (23
OPPECs),

3. large size OPlPEC -- having '15-18 supervisors and above 500 schools (10

[y

OPPECs). =
The stratification procedurg resulted in 13 small size, 24 mcdium_size.‘, and 10
Iprge size OPPECs in the population.
) N Composition of the sample. Fifty percent of the QPPECs in cach category were
r;ndonﬂy selected which u:s'ultc‘:'d in a sample of 24 OPPECs of whiich TAvere small size,

4
“~
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12 were medium size, and 5 were large size. Ninety-five senior administrators, 48
section heads and 280 supervisors were included in the sample. In addition, the OPPEC
mn Buﬁgkok was included because of its unique characteristics: it is the capital city, it has
the smallest number of schools (36 schools), and it has most of the large schools in
Thailand.

As presented in Tabl::%.l the Shmplé included 448 respondents (35.1 percent)
from 25 OPPECs (34.3 percent). The sample was comprised of 99 senior administrators
(directors, assistant directors, head supervisors) (34.4 percent), 50 section heads E34_3
percent), and 299 supervisors (35.6 percent). Comparing the percentage of sample by
position, 22.1 percent were senior administrators, 11.2 percent were section heads and
66.7 percent were supervisors. |

~ To test whether the sample represented adequately the population, a chi-square
test of frequencies (Ferguson, 1976:194-195) was used. Under the nujl hypothesis, the
sample frequencies should not differ significantly from the population frequencies, using
size of OPPEC and position. The relevant data are presented in Table#.2 and Table 3.3.
As indicated in these tables, the chi-square of 2.11 with three degrees of freedom and of

1.74 with two degrees of freedom are not statistically significant at the .50 and .30 level,
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respectively. The null hypotheses were accepted, and the sample was dtemed to be

répresemative of ﬂlc population.



Table 3.1
Distribution of Sample and of Returns of Questionna(ke
by Size of OPPEC and Position of Respondents °

Size of OPPEC Population Sample Returns

and Position of
Respondents N N % N %
— P 4‘, . ~ —
Small 2 | 7 31.8 7 100.0
senior admin. 84 27 32.1 .23 852
section head 44 14 31.8 10 714
SUpErvisor 226 70 31.0 70 100.0
Total 354 111 299 103 92.8
Medium 30 12 40.0 12 100.0
senior admin. 120 48 40.0 38 79.2
section head 60 24 40.0 20 83.3
supervisor 328 138 42.1 118 85.5
Total 508 210 41.4 176 838
Large . 20 5 25.0 5 100.0
senior admun. 80 : 20 16.0 1S 75.0
section head 40 10 25.0 6 60.0
supervisor 276 80 29.0, 65 81.3
Total 396 110 278 86 78.2
, AY
Bangkok 1 1 100.0 1 1000
senior admin. 4 4 100.0 2 50.0
section head 2 2 100.0 2 105.0
supervisor 11 11 100.0 8 72.7
Total ' 17 17 100.0 = 12 70.6
Qverall . 73 25 343 - 25 100.0
senior admin. 288 « 99 344 78 78.8 -
section head 146 ) 50 34.3 38 76.0
supervisor 841 299 35.6 261 87.3
Total 1275 448 35.1 377 84.2

- . ‘ “~



Table

Chi-Square Test of Frequency in

3.2

the Sample by Size of OPPEC

Size of Population Sample

OPPEC N % o) % E

Small 22 30.14 7 28.00 7

Medium 30 41.10 12 48.00 10

Large 20 27.40 5 20.00 7

Bangkok 1 1.37 1 4.00 1
Total 73 100.00 25 100.00 25

Chi-Square = 2.11

Degree of Freedom = 3
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p > .50
//
Table 3.3
Chi-Square Test of Frequency in the Sample

by Position of Respondents
Position of Population Sample
Respondents N ' % 0 - % E

— : >\ ,

Senior Admin. 288  22.59 78 20.69 85
Section Head\ 146 11.45 38 10.08 43
Supervisor 841 ‘. 65.96 261 69.23 249

2) . _
Total 1275 100.00 377 100.00 377

Chi-Square = 1.74
Degree of Freedom = 2

p > .30



C. DATA COLLECTION

The researcher approached the Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Developmient (CID) in the Thai Ministry of Education to gain support for the study and to
designate a project director from the Division of Educational Research (DER)Qf the CID
to collect data on her behalf. The project director and an assistant were instructed to
distribute copies of the questionnaire, collect them from the respondents and forward
them to the researcher.

The researcher prepared a manual on data collection procedures, and oversea calls
to Thailand were made to clarify data collection techniques with the representatives. The
Thai version of the questionnaire was used to collect data. Copies of the questionnaire

were printed in Thailand. =

Pilot Study
In August 1986, the researcher mailed a cépy of both the Thai and English
versions of the questionnaire, as well as the data collection manual to the project director.
The manual contained guidelines about the (1) number and type of organizations for pilot
| testing, (2) respondents in the pilot study, (3) procedures for testing, and (:4) format of
the Thai questionnaire. Three weeks later, a telephone call was made to Thailand to

verify that the project director clearly understood the researcher's directions. Copies of
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the Thai questionnaire wére made at the DER. Two Offices of the Provincial Primary

Education Commissions (OPPEGs) were selected for the pilot study.
Y In September 1986, the project director and her .assistant distributed

ﬂ:ucstionnaircs to the two OPPECs while they were on a trip to collect other data for the

#ER. These two OPPECs were in the Provinces of Rayong and Trang. There were 31,

participants in the pilot study. All of the qucStibnnaircs, including comments and

commendations from the participants and the data collectors, were mailed back to the

[

: v"
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researcher for analysis. Final revisions were made to the questionnaire in November
L4

1986. )

Data from the Sample

In November 1986, the researcher mailed a copy of the revised questionnaire (in »
both Thai and English), a data coll'cction manual, a data coding manual, and instructions
for distributing the questionnaire to the project director ahd her assistant, who were to
collect data on behalf of the researcher. A

In December 1986, the questionnaires were mailed from Thailand tp the Directors
. ."

of OPPECs with a letter of recommendation from the Director General of the Department

of Curriculum and Instruction Development (theb list of 25 OPPECs is included in

Appendix B). The Director of each OPPEC was requested to distribute the questionnaires.
to the assistant directors, head supervisor, section heads and supervisors in his/her
OPPEC and he/she also was requested to assign one of his/her subordinates to collect the
questionnaires and mail them to the project director. About one vacck after di;stn'boging
questionnaires to the respondents, the project director and her assistant contactcd‘ the
Director of each OPPEC by telephone to explain the questionnaire and to clarify any

points on which there was uncertainty.

€lephone follow up was carricd out at ten-day intervals and another
qu tionnaire vﬂs distributed when noccssary Thc foﬂow up proccss continued from
January 1987 until the second week of February 1987. |

Data obtamé@ from the rcspoﬁdcnts were coded on a computcr coding sheet
according to instructions provided by the researcher. Quesuonnaues whtch were l“lOt
clear to the coder were duphcatod and mailed to the ruearchcr Also any other problems
and comments from the data collectors and the coder were mailed to the rescarcher The
rescarcher receMad a copy of the codmg sheet for the small size OPPECs in January 198‘7

N
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and the remainder in March 1987. Telephone calls were made to clan'fy any ambiguous
data or unclear coding.

The total number of returns was 377 (84.2 percent), comprised of 78 (78.8
percent) from senior administrators, 38 (76.0 percent) from section heads, and 261 (87.3

percent) from supervisors. Details of returns are shown in Ta'b.lc 3.1.

D. ANAL&SIS OF DATA

Descriptive statistics and tests of significance were used to analyse data. The
analysis was divided into two parts: (1) analysis of the pilot study data, and (2) analysis

of data from the sample.

Analysis of the Pilot Study

The purpose of the@pilot test was to assess appropriateness of the questionnaire
items and clarity of the wording. Comments and-recommendations provided by
respondents were analysed and used as the basis for revising the question;xaire. The
results of the ;Sﬂot study were as follows: .

1. chcntr—cspondcnts (27.58 percent) made general comments indicating that
sQme items were not clear, some items, were not understc;od, and some items were too
difficult to rate. These respondents did not, however, identify the problem items.

2. Three respondents (9.68 percent) commented tﬁat item 28 was~not clear and

* they could not understand it. : '

Y
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3. Two respondents (6.45 percent) commented that items 7, 21, and 22 were not _

.

clear.  *
a

4. One respondent (3.23 percent) commented tﬁat items 6, 14, 17, 19, 20, 23,
031,37, 42, 49, 57,.and 59 were not clear.

Based on analysis of data from the pilot study, no itcryns’v?ere discarded or

substituted. Most items in the Thai version were re-worded slightly. Item 31 was
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modified by changing it from a negative sentence to an affirmative sentence in order to

make 1t more understandable in the Thai language.

Analysis of Data From the Sample

Data analyses were carried out using six different statistical techniques. These
techniques included factor analysis, the t-test, one-way analysis of variance, Scheffé
method of 1m ltiple comparisons, the Pearson product-moment correlation, and st::pwisc
multiple reg\fzsion analysis. The techniques were applied to analyse data as follows:

1. The data from section one (Organizational Characteristics) and section two
(Satisfaction with the Job Situation) were fa‘ctor analyzed. The data from section three of
the questionngfre were analysed using frequency distributions.

) 2. The t-test was used to test the significance of correlation coefficients.

3. One -Way Analysis of Variance was used to test for statistical'significance in

comparmg the organizational characteristics, satisfaction with the _]Ob situation, and

y

ov;rall satisfaction by the size of organization and by the respondent's position in the
organization. The independent variables were size of oréanization and position in the
organization, and the dependent variables were scale scores obtained from the factor '
analysis of items in section one and section two of the questionnaire. /

4. Slgmﬁcant differences determined from the Onc-Way Analysis of Variance
were 1dent1ﬁed using the Scheffé method of multiple means’ compansons The lcve~‘
significance of .10 was set to test'h difference between two means.

- 5. The Pearson product-momcnt corrclanor( fﬁclcnt was used to determine the -
rclanonshxp between burcaucrauc dimensions and satxsfacuon with the job situation-as «
well as with overall sausfacuon.' Correlation coefficxents were calculated in terms of (a)
relationship in total sample, (b) reiationship by the size of organization, and (c 3
‘relationship by the position in the organizaﬁon. S | w -

Y 7 ' ’ ) ) R
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6. The stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to determine predictors of
satisfaction with the job situation and overall satisfaction in terms of (a) total sample, (b)

size of organization, and (c) position in the organization.

E. PROFILE OF THE RESPONDENTS

Characteristics of the respondents were obtained from the background data
collected in section three of the questionnaire. In this section, four different sets of
information wém reported: (1) sex, age, and level of education of respondents, (2) their

present work experience, (3) their previous work experience, and (4) their work

experience in the Ministry of the Interior (MOI).

Sex, Age, and Level of Education

The frequency and percentage distributions of respondents by sex, age, and level
of education of all OPPECs are presented in Table 3.4. More detailed presentations -- by
small, medium, and large size OPPECs, and the OPPEC in Bangkok -- have been
included in Tables D.3.1 to D.3.4 in Appendix D. |

. | A‘;

<

The frequency and percentage of respondents by sex in all OPPEC:s are presented

Sex

in Table 3.4: (1) 77 percent were male and 23 percent wé#e female, and (2) by position,

95 percent of senior administrators, 87 percent of section heads, and 71 percent of

' supervisors were male.

\

&

As presented in Lable 3.4, 73 percent of the respondcnts were between 36.- 50

Age

years old (about 24 percent in each of three age categories), 12 percent were younger than

36 years old, and 15 percent were older than 50 years old. The dxstnbutlon shows that

3

most of respondents in the higher posmons were older than those in the loyer posmon -
[} . 1
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33 percent, 18 percent, and 9 percent of senior administrators, section heads, and

supervisors, respectively, were over 50 years of age.

_ Table 3.4
Distribution of Respondents in All OPPECs by

Sex, Age, and Level of Education
L

A
.

% f % °* f % f

Category f %
Total 78 100.0 38 100.0 261 100.0 377 100.0
male 74 94.9 33 86.8 184 70.5 291 77.2
female 3 3.8 5 13.2 77 29.5 8s . 225
no answer 1 1.3 - - - - 1 0.3
Age o ) .

26 - 30 - - - - 6 2.3 6 1.6
31-35 , - - - 39 14.9 39 10.3
36 - 40 2 2.6 4 10.5 82 314 88 23.3
41 - 45 22 28.2 15 39.5 66 253 103 27.3
46 - 50 28 359 12 31.6 44 16.9 84 223
51-55 ' 10~ 12.8 4 10.5 21 8.0 35 9.3
56 - 60 16 20.5 .3 7.9 3 1.1 22 5.8
Levelof

Education !

B.A. - 5 6.4 - - 8 3.1 13 3.4
B.Sc. - - - - v 8§ - 3.1 8 2.1
'B.Ed. - 4 i 564 26 - 684 196 75.1 266 70.6
two Bachelor's _— : :

degrees .2 2.6 - - 6 2.3 8 2.1
M.A. - - 1 2.6 4 1.5 5 1.3
M.Sec. - - 1 26 . 1 0.4 2 0.5
M.Ed. 23 29.5 7 -21.1 37 14.2’ 68 - 18.0
no answer 4 5.1 2 53 1 04 7 19 .
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Level of education

Presented in Table 3.4 are the levels of education reported by the respondents in
all OPPECs. The Table shows that 71 percent held B.Ed. degrees and 18 percent held
M.Ed. degrees, and most of the respondents in each position -- 56 percent of scni(;r
administrators, 68 pertent of section heads, and 75 percent of supervisors -- held the

B.Ed. degrees.

Present Work Experience
The distributions of years of experience of the respondents in their present
positions and in their present OPPECs are summarized in Tables 35 and 3.6,

respectively.
>

et of o - .

Table 3.5 presents years of experience in the present position in all OI:PECS, each

. OPPEC size ard each position in dPPECs. In all OPPECs, 16 percent rtiponed less than
2‘ycars of cxpcricncc; 33 percent had 2 - 5 years of experience, 30 percent had 6 - 10

years, 7 percent had 11 - 15 years, and 9 percent had over 15 years of experience.

Q’I‘hough the position was accounted for, the percentage of years of experience in the
L J .

70

present position of senior administrators, section heads, and supervisors were similar to

)})e results of all OPPECs.

» » . . -

4ears of experience in préesent OPPEC of mémbers_ of all OPPECs, each OPPEC

size, @h position in OPPECs are presented in Table 3.6. The results show that in 'A
_ ; S Show .

. all OPPECs, 11 percent had expcﬁén'cc of less than 2 years, 22 percent had 2 - 5 yeass of
experience, 51 percent had 6 - 10 years, and 13 percent had exper’ien.ce more than 10
. v | N .

years. In each posig{ion:‘ (1) 42 percent of senior administrators had ¢xperience in the,

3

—

present OPPEC less than 2 years, 26 percent and 30 percent had experience 2 - 5 and 6-
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10 vears, respectively. (2) 16 percent of section heads had experience 2 - 5, 74 percent

had 6 10 vears of experience and 8 percent had worked at OPPECs over 10 years: and

(4) 4 percent of supervisors had less than 2 years of experience, 23 percent had 2 - 5
L]

vears of experience, 54 percent had 6 - 10, and 17 percent had experience more than 10

Vears

Previous. Work Experience

Perceptions of respondents were used to assess the charactenstics of bureaucracy
. h :

ot then orgamzation and their satisfaction with the job situation. It was anticipated that

- previous work experience of the respondents might provide additional information to

mterpret and discuss the results of the study. The information on previous work
Apeniencé of the respondents in all OPPECs 1s pfcsemed in Table 3.7; a more detailed
;;nalysxs, by different sizes of OPPB&= presented in Tables D.3.5 to D 3.8 in Appendix

D )
Previou 3
Presented in Table 3.7 are the previous position of the respondents in all

v

OPPECs. The Table shows that in all OPPECs, 40 percent of previous position of the
respondents were teacher and 19 percent were supervisor. Twenty-four percent of senior
administrators had worked as educational administrators or educational officers in the
district/province, 19 percent were assistant directors, and 15 percent were section heads
in the supervisory units. The previous position of section heads were supervisor (40
percent), teacher (26 percent), and section head in the supervisory units (18 percent).

¢
The previous position of supervisors were teacher (53 percent) and supervisor (18

percent).

~J



AN

ﬁ

Py ¢l g 6 8¢ ¢ 1amsue OU
01 3 1 ¢ ) €l 1 _ aow 0 9g
9t L 9'F 1 s < 6°¢ ¢ ST- 1T
<ol 6¢ 76 T Lel S 8Tl 01 0z - 91
Y. LS 161 ©0s Y ¢ €9 S SI-11
1'8C 901 €€ 19 0'0S 61 £€¢ 97 or-9
91¢ 611 7€ 8 gt 8 9't¢ LT §-1
8¢ &4 69 81 97 | 6°€ € $§9 10 |
. TIUSEINY
¢0 c 80 4 - - - - Jamsue ou
S el 19 S 1l o€ €¢ Z v 61 Y0
86¢ 0$1 £€s 6€1 £9¢ ol €1 1 12y7e3)
€0l 6¢ 111 67 6L € 06 L fedtouud
981 oL 081 LY $6¢ St €01 8 sostazadns
91 9 11 9 97 ] 9T 4 jun Krosgaradns
. u1 JoU 1nq peay uotoas
L'L 62 8¢ 0l '8l L a9 74| nun K1os1a13dns ut peay uonos
2 8 0 1 - - 06 L Jogiazadns peay
Oy Sl - - -, - 76l St 1010311p JUEISISSE
64 L - - - - 06 L 10103uTp
0°001 LLE 0001 197 0°001 8¢ 000t 8L ejog,
% J Y J % J % J £10338)

B L2 1 T0STATIANS PESH U013 TTiapy  Jo1uss

2du3113dx Jo SIB3L pue uoNisod snotAdigd Aq sDOFAJ0 IV ut siudpuodsay jo uonnquisiq
Ledqel ¢



)

Yeur of . 04 vi .
Table 3.7 shows that in all OPPECs, most of the respondents (32 percent and 28

. percent) had 2 - 5 and 6 - 10 years of previous experience.

In particular: )

(1) 34 percent of senior administrators had 2 - 5 years of cxpérience as well as 6

- 10 ygars; , !

(2) 21 percent and 50 percent of section heads had 2 - 5 and 6 - 10 years of
experience, respectively; |

(3) 32 percent and 23 percent of supervisors had 2 - 5 and 6 - 10 years of
experience, respectively. ' a .A

A more detailed presentations, for different sizes of OPPECs, is reported in

Tables D.3.5 to D.3.8 in Appendix D.

Work Experience in the Ministry of the Interior

During the fifteen years from 1966 to 1980, primary education i;'l Thailand was
administered by the Ministry of the Interior (MOI). In 1980, this responsibility was
transferred back to the Ministry of Education (MOE). At this time the staff, especially

directors and assistant directors, were also transferred to the MOE. For this reason.

” information about work experience in the MOI might be helpful in explairting .the

pcrccptions of respondents about the organizational characteristics of the supervisory

77

units in Thailand and their satisfaction. The work cxpcnc‘c of mspondcnts in the MOI -

for all OPPECs is reported in Table 3.8. A more detailed presentation, for different sizes
of OPPECs, is reported in Tables D.3.9 to D.3.12%n Appendix D.

The results presented in Table 3.8 indicate that the percentage of respondents in all
OPPECs who had worked under the MOI (54 percent) and.who had not (46 per'cent) was
approximatafy the same. Sixty-three percent of senior adminis*tors and 55 percent of

supervisors ha,d‘ worked under the MOI whereas 71 percent of section heads had not
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worked in the MOL. Only in OPPEC Bangkok that more supervisors had not worked

kd

under the MOI (88 percent).

L MOL

Table 3.8 shows that in all OPPECs,48 percent and 17 percent of respondents
had worked as ’tcachcrs and principals under the MOI, .respectively. Senior
administrators repogted that 37 percent, 20 percent, and 16 percent had worked as chief
executives of province or assistants, principals, and chief executives df district or
assistants, respectively. Thirty-six percent of section heads had worked as princip'a‘ls and
18 percent had worked as educational officérs as well as 18 percent had work as
SUPErvisors. Sixty\-six percent of supervisors had worked as teachers and only 14

percent had worked as principalse e

Table 3.8 pecsents years of previous experience in the MOI of respondents in all
OPPECs. As shdwn in the Table, most of respondents (21 percent to 38 percent)
reported‘ that £hcy had 2 - 56- }O, and 11 - 15 years of previous experience. Most of

senior administrators and section heads (47 percent and 45 percent) had 11 - 15 years of

79

previous experience, and most of supervisors (34 perce'nt) had 6 - 10 years of previous .

experience as well as 11 - 15 years of previous experience.

.

F. SUMMARY

/

In this chapter, the following topics were addressed: the process of instrument
development, population and sampling techniques, procedures of data collection, analysis
of data, and characteristics of the respondents.

The questionnaire was 'édapted or; the School Ofganizational Inventory by

MacKay (1964) and by MacKay and Rébinson (1966). The questionnaire was organized



in three sections. Section One contained sixty-two items designed 'to measure
organizational characteristics. Section Two contained fourteen items; twelve items were
designed to examine satisfaction with the job situation and the other two items were used
to measured overall satisfaction.
A pilot-test of the questionnaire was carried out in two Offices of the Provincial
Primary Education Commissions (OPPECs) in Thailand. The questionnaire was then
revised. Procedures employed to determine validity and reliability of the questionnaire
\)werc described. The revised questionnaire was used to collect data from 25 OPPECs.
The total number of respondents ﬂin the sample was 377 comprised of 78 senior
administrators l(directo.rs, assistant directors, head supervisors), 38 section heads, and
261 supervisofs. - s
A Data were coded on a computer coding sheet and vmailc'd to the researgher for
an.alysis. Several techniques were used to analyse datél. 'Facfor analysis, one-way
_ analysis of variance, the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient and stepwise
multiple regression analysis were applied to the analysis of data from Sections One and

Two of the questionnaire. Finally, personal data of respondents were reported.
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CHAPTER 4
DEFINING SCALES FOR ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
AND SATISFACTION

g Results of the factor analyses are presented in this chapter. Items in both section

\
1

! one (organizational characteristics) and section two (satisfaction with the job situation) of

' the Organization Survey Questionnaire (OSQj were factor analysed. In addition to

reporting the factor analyses, the intercorrelations among scales are presented in the final

section.

A. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES

.
Factor analysis is a technique for reducing a large numb@of vanables to a smaller
number of variables (factors) and for determining what variables can be grouped together

rather than studied separately. In this study, factor analysis was used to assist with

defining the scales for describing organizational characteristics and satisfaction with the

job situation.
I{crlinger (1967,670) pointed out that there are a number of rotational methods in
factor analysis, but the twé main types of rotation\arc called "orthogonal” and "oblique.”
[‘?c;:rlinger (1967:670) stated that "Onhogonal rotﬁtions maiﬁtain the independence of
factors.” He also stated that
Obliqueness, of course, means that factors are correlated. There is no
doubt that factor structures can be better fitted with oblique axes and the
simple structure criteria better.satisfied.
Harman (1976:259) co;xcurred with Kerlinger \(1»9’67) that the oblique solution should be
applied when factors are likel)" correlated. | .
Earlier studies lrave shown that bureaucratic cﬁaracteristics are correlated (see

MacKay, 1964:74-76; Robinson, 1966:117-119; Richert, 1968:53-54: Hoy and Miskel,

. -

o ‘

&
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1982:92-95). Therefore, the oblique rotation in factor anzﬂysing the two sets of variables

of organizational characteristics and satisfaction with the job situation was used: '

32

Several issues r(lated to the use of factor analysis should be considered. How -

many factors should be included in a factor.solution? How is the researcher to identify
the items (variables) which belong to a factor? How is one to deal with items which load
on more than oné factor?
To determine the number of factors in the factor solution, the Kaiser criterion was
used. Thorndike (1978:273) reported that
The most widely known and used criterion for the number of factors is
what is known as the Kaiser criterion (Kaiser, 1960). This approach is
based on a principal components analysis (unreduced correlation matrix)
and advocates retaining only those factors that have eigenvalues greater
than 1.0. This means that for a factor to be retained, it must account for at
least as much variance as does a single variable, a requirement that has
substantial intuitive appeal.

Accordingly, this study used the Kaiser criterion — eigenvalues greater than 1.0 -- as a

basis for deciding which factors should be included in the fadtgr solutions.

To identify items which bélong to a factor, two criteria are usually considered:
factor loadings and items which contribute logically to the meaning of the factor.
Thorndike (1978:328) stated that

The most popular method of determining which factor loading to consider
vfor interpretation is to set up an arbitrary cut-off value (generally .3, .4, or

.5) and retain for interpretation only those loadings that exceed the selected
- value, calling the rest zero. '
Cattell (1952:33), Dubois (1965:466), White and Hall (1970:340), and Myroon
(1982:81) concurred with ThHorndike (1978) that only items with factor loadings greater
than |.30] should be used.

» .

Though factor loadings may be greater than the cut-off value, researchers have to

justify the inclusion of items by using their own judgement as to whether the item can be

meaningfully interpreted in terms of a particular factor. Only items which contribute
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“logically to the meaning of the factor are usually included (Jankovic; 1983:119;

-Hewitson, 1975:133).

83

If any items load highly (greater than the cut-off value) on more than one factor, a -

cross-loading difference has to be C(fnsidcred‘ Myroon (1982:81-82) used a cross-loading
difference of more than .10 as one of the criteria to use in selecting items which load on
more than one factor.
Consistent with these conAvcntional practices, this study used the following criteria
to decide which items contribute to the meaning of a factor(:‘
1 » Item loadings on a factor should be greater than or equal to IO.~35‘|.
2. Items should load decisively on one factor. If an item loads greater than or
equal to |0.35| on more than one factor, a cross-loading difference shquid be
greater than or equal to |0. IOI‘\. .
3. Items included in a factor Sh\i)uld contribute logically to the meaning of the
factor. | |

All items included in a facto;bavc to meet-these criteria. Items were discarded if

they did not satisfy all of the criteria.

! -
™~ B. RESULTS OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS OF
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The 62 items developed to measure organizational characteristics were analysed .

using principavl components analysis with oblique rotation. Analyses with six, seven and
eight-factor solutions were conducted. Attempts were made to interpret the factors
emerging from these three different solutions. The six-factor solution was rejected
because the factor loadings ‘Were not strong enough. The eight-factor solution was also
rejected, not because of the strength of the factor loadings, but because items in some of

the factors did not contribute logically to the meaning of the factor which reduced some

3 ]
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factors to onfy one or two items. The seven-factor solution was adopted because it was
“the most interprctai)lc and also resulted in 2 minimum of three items in each of the seven
factors. The seven-factor s<;lution is presented in Table 4.1. Details are presented in
Table D.4.1 in Appendix D. Factor loadings greater than or equal to |b.35| are identified
. ;o
in the table. Sixteen items were discarded because they did not meet the criteria.
Table 4.1

Results of Factor Analysis of Organizational Characteristics:
Seven-Factor Solution

' : . Factors
Category 1 2 3 4 s - 6 7
- 7 -
Eigenvalue ’ 8.61 4.98 3.07 1.94 1.69 1.62 1.52

Total Variance (%) 13.90 8.00 5.00 3.10 270 2.60 2.50
Common Variance (%) 36.76 21.26 13.11 8.28 722 692 "6.49

Sum of Communalities 23.43
Total Variance (%) Accounted For © 37.80

As shown in Table 4.1. the variance of the factors ranges from 8.61 to 1.52; the
first factor has the largest eigenvalue, the second factor has the next largest etgcnvaluc
and each addmonal factor has a still smaller elgcnvalue This means that the early factors
- are the most important, they account for more of the variance in the set of variables than
do later factors (Thorndike, 1978:262). )

In addition, the total variance (%) is 37.80 which means that the seven félctors
taken together account for 37.80 percent of the ltofal variance in the set of variables; and
the common variance (%) indicates the relative amount of the total variance of all retained
factors that is contributed by each of the individual factor. The range of the cdrﬁmon

variance of the seven factors of this stu&y is from 36.76 to 6.49 percent.

%
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Factor 1: The Climate of Supervisory Work i .

Seven items loaded in the range of .36/ to |.66| on the first factor. There are two
related themes in this first factor: (a) the assignment of responsibilities to supervisors and
(b) the working conditions under which supervisors carry out these responsibilities.
Items which loaded on thi®factor are presented in Table 42

The items included in this facto; are descriptive of a particular.domain of
administrative behavior: supervisors carry out their rcsponsibiliti?s in a particular
orgunizatio'nal climate defined by the amount of discretion permitted, the amount of
_ assistance provided, and the tightness of control exerted by senior administrators in the
unit. The climate can range from closely supervised to autonomous. Means of most

4

items shown in Table 4.1 are close to the mid-point (3.00), two items - items 56 and 11
~- have .highcr means with negative factor loadings. The higher means suggest that
discretion is granted to supervisors to handle their responsibilities-by themselves. The
tendency m the supervisory units is towards an autonomous climate of supervisoi’y' work,

with lower factor scores being indicative of greater professionalism and less strictly

monitored behavior.

Factor-2: Procedural Specification

The seven items which loaded on this factor describe the procedures which
supcr;'isors are expected to follow when performing their roles. Results are presented in
Table 4.3. -~ ‘ S

.The following are some of the ireas in which standard procedures are followed in
supervisory units: resolving difficult situations, handling academic mattex;s such as
curriculum implementatign, demonstra}ion and developmcht of instructional materials,

and dealing with clients.

85
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Table 4.2

Factor( Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 1,

The Climate of Supervisory Work

Factor
Organizational Characteristics | Loadings Mean
57. There is confusion and overlap in the job.
responsibilities of the Assistant Director
and Head Supervisor. .66 2.74
45. Assignment of supervisory duties is made
without regard for the supervisor's experience :
or training. .55 2.54
*56. Supcrv1sors are allowed to do almost as thcy .
please in carrying out their tasks. -.54 3.52
51. Supervisors cannot expect to get assistance
from the head supervisor and/or the section
head in developing standardized tests. ' 54 2.36
46. Supervisors feel as though they are being
watched to see that they obey all the rules. .48 2.67
44. Supervisors who want to make their own .
- decisions would quickly become discouraged
.1 this organization. 42 295
35. Red tape isa problem in getting a _]Ob done
in this opganization. 41 3.14
*11. Supervisors are left to thcxr own judgement ‘
as to how te handle various problems. -.36 3.35

Y2 .
* Seore reversals when factor scores are calculated.
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Table 4.3
Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 2

Procedural Specification

1
Factor

Organizational Characteristics l.oadings Mean
13 Supervisors are expected to do classroom

demonstrations of new teaching-learmmg kits

tor teachers ‘ 69 ol
29 The development and demonstration of a wide

vaniety ot instructional methods and matenals

is encouraged 1n this supervisory unit, 67 324
21 Supervisors are expected to follow standard

procedures in handlhing problems related to

curmiculum implementation. 57 390 e
S Procedures are available for resolving

ditficult situations. 54 37
23 Simular procedures are to be followed by

SUpervisors in most situations related to

-~ cumculum implementation. S2 393

4 Supervisors are expected to follow a manual of

rules and regulations. 49 3.8S
6 Every person who calls the supervisory unit

trom the outside is treated the same. 42 419

”~

The degree of procedural specification can range from relatively unspecified to
precisely specified. Higher factor scores indicate greater procedural specificaton. Since
the mean of each item was relatively high (higher than the mid-point -- 3.00), the

tendency is towards precise specification of the work procedures of supervisors in the

SUPETVISOTY units. : \/ n
Eactor 3: Undefined
3‘7" “The three items which loaded on factor 3 could not be interpreted. Results

& 1S

ed

&

= presented in Table 4.4 show that one item deals with channels of communication, one

i
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nem relates to an operational procedure, and the third item refers to a basts for promotion

[hese three items appeared to be unrelated and they could not be clearly interpreted.

Iheretore, it was decided not to use thas factor in further analyses.

Table 4.4

Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 3

PO .

Factor

Organizational Characteristics Loéadings
41 Gomg thmu;h proper channels 1s stressed. 53
42 Supervisors are encouraged to become fnendly \

with principals, teachers, and other educational

officers who work outside the supervisory unit. 48
43 Supervisors are promoted for reasons Qther than

demonstrating professional ability. 44

Factor 4: Control of Supervisors

The four items which loaded on this factor describe the control of the performance

of supervisors. Results are presented in Table 4.5. Rules and standard procedures do

Mean

340

345

2.40

not seem to be heavily emphasized as means to guide supervisors' role performance.

The locus of responsibility for controlling supervisors can vary from
organization-imposed to self-imposed. Higher factor scores indicate that the organization
tends to regulate the behavior of supervisors; lower factor scores indicate self

regulation. Inspection of the item means reported in Table 4.5 suggests that the tendency

in the supervisory units is towards self regulation of conduct by the supervisors.

IR
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Table 4.5
Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 4,

Control of Supervisors

Factor

Organizational Characteristics Loadings Mean
16 Supervisors are checked for rule violanons. 61 2.09
1¥. Standard procedures are used for dealing with »

complaints about the conduct of supervisors
on the job. 49 2.04
i) The administration sponsors get-togethers
of supervisors. 45 178
*48  Supervisors are expected to be courteous,
but reserved, at all imes in dealings with
teachers and principals. -.38 394

* Score reversals when factor scores are calculated.

Factor 5: Administrative Authority )
— ~=The four items which loaded on this factor related to the authority of
administrators in the supervisory units, especially the head supervisors. Results are
shown in Table 4.6. The exercise of administrative authority can range from informal to
formal. Lower factor scores indicate a more informal exercise of authority and higher
factor scores indicate a more exercise of formal authority.

Means of three items in this factor were less than 3.00, the mid-point, which
suggests a tendency towards a more informal, rather than formal organization. The
supervisors seem to work as a team with the head supervisor. Nevertheless, there are

elements of formal authority. The respondents tend to perceive the head supervisor as

¢iving them their "orders” and in this sense he/she is clearly first among equals.
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Table 4.6
Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor §,

Administrative Authority

Factor
Organizational Characteristics Loadings Mean
4(). The head supervisor makes his/her own rules for x
managing the supervisory unit. .60 2.37
32 Supervisors go(; their orders from the head :
SUPETVISOr. x50 335
34 Nothing is said if supervisors get to the
office late or leave early. 48 - 2.54
36. The administrators in this organization stick 35 2.68

pretty much to themselves.

Factor 6: Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion

The seven items included in this factor refer to the bases for promotion and the
way work is assigned to supervisors. The qualifications of supervisors are considered in
assigning tasks to them. In addition, however, some criteria which are not related to
technical knowledge such as "knowing somebody,” "having an in with the
administration,” and "how well you are liked” may also be considered in work
assignments and promotion. The relevant data are presented in Table 4.7.

The bases for work assignment and promotion can range from non-technical to
professional/tcchni\cal. Higher factor scores indicate a more non-technical basis for
decision making; lower factor scores indicate a more profcssional’tcc-hnic:il basis.
JInspection of the means of the items in Table 4.2 leads to the conclusion that supervisory
units are organizations in which professional/technical factors seem to be weighed along
with non-technical factors in task assignment and promotion. Both sets of factors seem

to be important.
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Table 4.7 .
Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 6,

Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion

Factor
Organizational Characteristics Loadings Mean
9. Specific tasks are assigned to particular supervisors. .49 3.78
7 In order to get a promotion, a supervisor has
to "know somebody.” .47 3.00
61. There isn't much chance for a promotion unless
you are "in" with the administration. 45 315
15. Supervisors are assigned to do work for which
they have limited experience or training. . 44 2.76
. . .4
27. Supervisors are responsible for more than ’
one function. 44 4 44
55. Promotions are based on how well you are liked. .39 3.16
26 How things are done in the supervisory unit is —

left pretty much up to the individual supervisor. .35 3.41

Factor 7: Hierarchy of Authority
The infwe of senior administration over members of the organization is
described by this factor. Alﬁminist:rativc offices are arranged hierarchically. Decision
makers are visible and supervisqgs' are accountable to them for their #€tions. Rules and
procedures are fmqucnﬂy used to control supervisors. The thirteen items which make up
this factor are presented in Table 4.8.
The relatively high means indicated in Table 4.8 show that senior administrators
~are very influential. In the supervisory units, the influence exerted by the senior’
\

administrative officers in the hierarchy is very strong.
[ ]



Table 4.8
Factor Loadings and Means of Items in Factor 7,
Hierarchy of Authority
el \ R

\ Factor
Organizational Characteristics Loadings Mean
60. Supervisors are treated according to the rules of
the organization, no matter how serious a problem
they have. .60 3.35
54. No matter how special a supervisor's problem
appears to be, he/she is treated the same
way as anyone else. 56 in
38. Any decision a supervisor makes has to have
the superordinate's approval. .54, 4.19
59. There is only one way to do the job --
administration's way. 51 342
20. There can Be little action until an
administrator approves a decision. .49 3.87
47. Supervisors are to follow strict operational .
procedures at all time.  ~ ., .49 3.36
58. Rules stating when supervisors zim'vc and depart
from the building are strictly enforced. .47 3.22
50. Even small matters have to be referred to the _
administrator for a final answer. 46 2.65
10. Written orders from persons in higher
positions are followed unquestioningly. .46 4.10
62. A supervisor has to ask the administrator
before he/she does almost anything. 44 3.06
* . Supervisors are their own bosses. -.43 2.55
14. Each supervisor is responsible to an administrator
to whom the supervisor reports regularly. 41 4.32
8. No one can get necessary supplies without (
permission from an immediate superior. .40 3.42

* Score reversals when factor scores are calculated.



C. DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS OF
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The discussion in this section focuses on (a) a comparison of bureaucratic
»
characteristics defined in this study and those used in earlier studies, and (b) bureaucratic

characteristics and Thai culture.

Comparison of Organizational Characteristics

The 62 items in the organizational characteristics qucstiognaig:s of Macl(a/y
(1964) and Robinson (1966) wert adapted for this stud‘y. Thcéc items had been
developed to measure six dimensions of bureaucratic characteristics: (1) hierarchy of

authority, (2) division of labor, (3) rules for incﬁmbcnts, (4) procedural specification, (5)

93

impersomility, and (6) technical competence. In the present study, factor analysis of the.

items indicates six factors (dimensions) as well but they are quite different. A
comparison of bureaucratic characteristics used in the earlier studies and in this study is
presented in Table 4.9.

Two dimensions are similar: procedural specification and hierarchy of authority.
The remainder are different. Four new characteristics or dimensions have been identified
_ in this study: climate of supefvisory wark, control of supervisors, bases fol&vork
assignment and promotion, and administrative authority.

The four new scales of this sfudy deal with the autonomy of supervisors, the wéy
administrators control supervisors, the way tasks are assigned, and how au‘thogity is
distributeq among organization members. Each of these new scales dee{ls with an Qspect
of the r?lationships among organization members. The differences in scales between this
study and MacKay and Robinson's study‘may be accounted for by the differencos in

cultures bctwecn_ Thailand and western countries such as Canada.
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Bureaucratic Characteristics and Thai Culture A
The results of the factor analysis reported above clearly indicate that the structure
of bureaucratic characteristics in Thailand and western countries is diffcrent. This may be

because of differences in the cultural and social characteristics.

; Thailand is the only Southeast Asian country never to have been colonized by
\;/estern powers. This undoubtedly accounts ‘for its unique characteristics, continuously
developed during more than 700 years of independence. Thailand is a predominantl

Buddhist kingdom with a unique monarchy. Buddhism has gained wide acccptar{g
amongst the Thai people and is integral to the Thai way of life. Religion is at the root of

the sincere consideratidh for others that permeates every aspect of Thai life. Buddhism is

the source of a concept encompassing spontaneous warmth and compassion that leads
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families to make sacrifices for friends and to extend hospitality to strangers. Personal ‘

friendships among Thais are predominantly based on‘k.inship and proximity (National -

Iden;ity Office, Office of the Prime Minister, 1984:64-65).

In Williams' view (1983), Thai people most admire individuals who lead virtuous
lives accordi;g-?; the Buddhist ideals of gentleness, moderation, and generosity. The
Buddhist teaching of "right speech” requires that only good things be said about people.
A Thai virtue that may derive from this is called jiu' yen meaning "cool heart.” One is
expected to behave in a jai yen manner with a person of higher status and thus allow the
’perkso’n of superior status to “win the game.” In addition, one tends to wittlhold
expressions of disagreement and saying "no" is generally avoided, especially to an elder
and superior.

These princibles, ir;plcméntcd on a microcosmic scale by Thai people in the home
and the village, can be extended to the nation at large (N atiénal Identity Office, Office of

the Prime Minister, 1984:63-64). The factors of syperior age, status or achievement



prevail over all, as a basis for respect. For example, respect is shown to teachers by their
students, managers by tfl'cir employees, and the Prime Minister by the bureaucracy.
Similarly, Williams (1983:18) reported that
Thai society is essentially nonegalitarian and the hierarchy is acccptéd as
natural. This hierarchy is first presented to Thais as children, when they
are taught in a permissive and undisciplining family to respect all elder
members of the family. This is why they are able to accept a subordinate
position in the social hierarchy without resentment.
Williams (1983:18) further stated that
Thai traditions stress the importance of politeness and respect to status
superiors, and it is often said that no two people in the country have the
same status; younger must respect elder; a student shouldn't question the
teacher; children care for and obey parents all their lives; employee does
not contradict employer or his superiors.

Thus, this shows that characteristics of Thailand are influenced by traditions.

Bureaucratic Charactenistics

On the basis of the factor analysis, six factors were identified to measure
bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory units in Thailand. They are as follows: (1)
the climate of supervisory work, (2) procedural specification, (3) control of supervisors,
(4) administrative authority, (5) bases for work assignment and promotion, and (6)
" hierarchy of authority.

"Imp;monaﬁty" is a din}cnsiOn (factor) ofl)ureaucratic characteristics reported in
most previous studies. Ideaily, impersonality assures equality of treatment and facilitates
rationality. However, in Thailand it may be difficult to be impersonal becaus\c it is
contrary to fundamental cultural teachings about human relationships. It may be difficult
to find this characteristic in Thai organizations because personal relationships predéminate
in the work situation. Another reason is that social norms in Thailand require that'only
good thihgs be said about people. If impersonality is applied in organizations it will run
contrary to cultural expectations. Accordingly, it is not surprising that "impersonélity"' is

not found to be a characteristic of Thai organizations.

L4
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In order to control pérsonal rcfatignships, rules and regulations are set. However,
this study found that rules and regulations did not emerge as a factor to measure
bureaucratic characteristics of a particular kiad of the OPPEC Thai organizaﬁon. Items
related to "rules for incumbents" were distributed over all six factors. This is consistent *
with the observation that rules and regulations are common characteristics of Thai
organizations; Thai administrators stress rules and regulations in managing organizations.

/
D. RESULTS OF THE FACTOR ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION
WITH THE JOB SITUATION |

-

Fourteen items' were used to col!cct data on satisfaction with the job situation.
Twelve ofc fhese items, which dealt with aspects of the job situation related to
organizational c‘haracteristics, Wen;: factor analysed using principal components analysis
with oblique rotation. The results of the two factor solution were the most readily
interpreted. Results of the two factor solution are presented in Table 4.10. Only factor
loadings greater ma;x |.35] appear in the table. One ifcm -- item 11 -- was discarded
because it shqwed a double loading. ° -

. y
Factor 1: Satisfaction with the Operating Structure

The operating structure factor is made up of items which describe various ways in
which the wo;k of the organization is done. These include the decision'making process,
qperating procédurcs, and rules and rcgulations.. Respondents are asked to c)gprcss their
degree of satisfaction with each of these various elements of the operating structure.

Eight items (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) which loaded strongly on this factor and.

contributed logically to its meaning were included in this factor.



Table 4.10

A

Factor Solution for 12 Items Pertaining to Satisfaction

with yhe Job Situation Using Two Factors

Factors and
Factor IPoadings
Satisfaction with the Job Situation -1 2
5. The way senior administrators make decisions. .89 -.09
. :
4. The operating procedures which senior administrators
have established for dealing with problems
in curriculum implementation. .83 -.18
6. The procedures to follow in dealing with
recurring problems. , .81 -.02
3. The rules and regulations you have to follow. .73 -.00
8. The procedures used by the administrators in ’
instructing subordinates in performing their job. .62 .25
’ ¢
7. The methods used in determining promotion and
salary increments. : .60 .20
2. The trcétmcnt you receive when you have a
problem. .54 .20
). “Your participation in the décisiort making process. .46 26
10. The assignmcnté for which you are responsible. -.14 .92
12. Thg way tasks are subdivided and assigned. ;18 {71
) 9. Procedures the senior administrators use to assign
responsibilities to supervisors. <31 .59
11. The procedures used by senior administrators in
implementing rules and regulations. .41 42
Eigenvalue 5.87 1.07
Total Variance (%) 48.90 - 8.90
Common Variance (%) 84.70 15.14
Sum of Communalities 6.93
Total Variance (%) Accounted For 57.80

L9
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Factor 2: Satisfaction with Responsibilities
Items which load on this factor deal with satisfaction with work responsibilities

and the procedures by which these responsibilities are assigned. ‘Three items -- items 9.
N

10, and 12 -- which loaded strongly on this factor and contributed logically to the

meaning of this factor were retained.

Overall Job Satisfaction e
‘Two items were developed to measure the overall job satisfaction experienced by

% S
respondents. These two items are as follows: item one -- "On the whele, how satisfied

-

are you’with the way in which your organization functions?" and item two -- "On the
whole, how satisfied are you with your job?"

-

E. SCALES FOR THE MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES

In the previous analysis, the 46 items dealing with organizational characteristics_r
and the 11 items.on sétisfaction with the job were factor analysed into seven and two
SiCtOI‘S, respectively. One organizational characteristics factor was deleted because no
logical interpretation couldAbe made.

For the measurément of organizational ch‘araétcristics, a set of 43 items was
chosen. Six scales were established: (1) the climate of supervisory w;)rk; (2) procedural
specification, (3) control of supervisors, (4) administratiyc authority, (5) bases for work
assignrpent and promotion, and .(6)» hierarchy of autﬁority. Scores on the items jn each
scale obtained from individual respondents were added; a mean was calculated in order to
provide a scale score.” Hence, there were six scale scores penaining to organizational
characteristics for each réspondent

Elevén items used to measure respondents’ satisfaction with the job. situation
yielded ‘two scales which were: (1) satisfa;:tibn'with the operating structure, and (2)

satisfaction with responsibilities. Scores on the items in each scale obtained from



)
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mdividual respondents were added. and averaged. in order to torm a scale score to
measure satstacton with the job situation Theretore, there were two scale scores
pertaining to satusfaction with the job situation.

Two items were used to measure overall satisfaction. One ttem measured
atistaction with organization functions, another item measured saustaction wyth the job
Bachatem w;is_ used as a separate measure Thus, there were two scores pertaining (o
overall satistaction.

In total, ten scores tor each respondent - six related to bureaucratic charactensoes

'
and tour to satisfaction -- were used 1n further analyses \

F. RELIABILITY AND INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG SCALES
Organizational Characteristics ({?
Rg‘;ll,'lblhgy
Six scales consisting of 43 items were created to measure the bureaucratic
charactenstics (;f supervisory units at the provincial level in Thailand. Thcsc‘ six scales
included the climate of supervisory work (factor 1), procedural specification (factor 2).
control of supervisors (factor 4), administrative authoﬁty (factor 5), bases for work
assignMromotjon (factor 6), and hierarchy of authority (factor 7). The split-half
technique was used to compute the reliability coefficients and the t-test was used to test
the significance of the reliability coefficient.
To calculate the reliability by using the Split-half method, the 46 items were
divu{cd into two halves. Total scores for items in each half for each respondent were
ﬁcalqulated; thus, two scores were obtained for each individual respondent. These two
: s‘ets of scores were-used to compute a reliability coefficient. A test of signiﬁcx;.nce was

then applied. To com&nc the reliability coefficient of each organizational characteristics

scale. a similar procedure was applied.
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The results are presented in Table 4.11.  All rcliability coefficients were
statistically significant at the 001 level. The reliability coetficients indicate that the
mstrument has sufficient stability and accuracy in measuring organizational
characteristics. In brief, the scales used to explore organizational! characteristics are

rehiable.

lntercorrelations

The Pearson correlation coefficient was ued to assess the relationships among the
six scales and a total organizational characteristic score. To compute the total score,
scores on all 46 items are summed. The results are presented in Table 4.12.

The results show that most scales are significantly intercorrelated. However,
certain pairs of scores are not significantly correlated. These are scales 1 and 4, 2 and 5,
2and 7;4and 5,4 and 7, S and 6, and 5 and 7. In no case did the intercorrelation
indicate that any more than 28 percent of the variance is common to the two different
scales. This means that each scale has'some features which are unique.

MacKay (1964:74-76) found that the intercorrelations among dimensions were
statiStically significant at the .05 level except the intercorrelation between “rules for
incumbents” and "technicgl competence,” and each of the six dimensions was positively
and significantly.corrclatcd with the total score. He suggested that five dimensions>
measured bureaucratic features and one dimension -- technical competence -- measured a
characteristic which is not bureaucratic. i

Results shown in Table 4.12 indicate th'at each of the six scales was positively,
and significantly, related to the total scorc.which is consistent with the finding by
MacKay (1964). The percentage of common variance indicated by these correlations
ranges from 72.25 percent (scale 7 and total score) to 1.0 percent (scale 2 and total

score). The relatively high correlation between each of scale 1 (the climate of supervisory



; Table 4.11

Reliability Coefficients of the Organizational Characteristics Scales

Number Reliability

v —
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Scale N of Items Coefficient t-value
l 376 8 78 24 11
2 377 7 )A78 24 14
4 377 4 40 8.45
S 376 4 46 10.02
o 377 7 62 15.30
7 375 13 81 26 68
lotal 374 46 82 2763
Stoor o A2
Table 4.12
Intercorrelations Among the Six Scales and Total
Organizational Characteristics Score
Scale 1 2 4 5 6 7 Total
\ 1.00 /
2 40%**  1.00 . /
4 -.06 16*** 1.00 ) .
S 11* _-.01 .08 1.00
6 S4x** -3 xxx - 18** 05  1.00
7 §53%xx -.Q5 002 .05 A48*** 100
Total H7F** .10* DSl 29%** .6Q*** J5xxx 1.00

* significant at .05 level
**  significant at .01 level

*** significant at .001 level
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work). scale 6 (bases for work assignment and promotion), and scale 7 (hierarchy of
authority) and total score may suggest that these three dimensions are most charactenistic
of supervisory units in Thatland. One of these results supports a finding by MacKay
(1964:77); that is, hierarchy of authority is one of the most pervasive charactenistics of
bureaucratic organization. Another result was unlike MacKay's findings. Although
‘procedural specification” was found by MacKay to be relatively highly correlated with
the total score (r = .77), this correlation was low (r = .10). This suggests that members
of supervisory units in Thailand and school staff members in Canada perceived
:'hicrarchy of authority” as bureaucratic characteristics. However, members of
)
supervisory units in Thailand did not perceive that "procedural specification” is as
characteristic of bureaucratic organization as did school staffs in Canada. Said another
way, the features of "procedural specification” needed to measure the organizational
characteristics of supervisory units in Thailand may be different from features of

"procedural specification” used to measure organizational characteristics in a western

country such as Canada.
Satisfaction with the Job Situation

Religbil
Eleven items in total were used to measure satisfaction with the job situation.
Eight of these items were used in a factor labelled satisfaction with the operating structure
(factor 1); the other three items were used in a factor }abcllcd satisfaction with
responsibilities (factor 2). A split-half technique was used to 'compute the reliability
coefficients and a t-test was used to test the significance. L
To compute the reliability coefficient of the total score, items were divided into \

two halves and scored separately for each respondent. A similar procedure was applied

to compute the reliability of each scale.
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The results in Table 4.13 indicate that all reliability coefficients were statstically
stgnificant at the 001 level. The relatively high reliability coefficients indicate that the

scales used to measure satisfaction with the job situation are highly reliable.

Yy

Two scales (satisfaction with the operating structure, satisfaction with
responsibilities), consisting of a total of eleven items, were used to measure satisfaction
with the job situation. The Pearson correlation coefficient was used to measure the
relationships among the two scales and a total score. The results presented in Table 4. 14
show that the correlation between the two scales was positive and significant beyond the
001 level. . %

The significant positive correlation between scales 1 and 2 indicates that these
two scales are measuring closely related features of satisfaction with the job situation.
The high correlation between factors indicates that if respondents were satisfied on scale
1, they would be satisfied on scale 2 as 7Howcvcr, the percentage of variance
accounted for s only about /4-3 percent. This may suggest that althougl; the two factors
from which the scales were derived are related, they also had some unique features. They

measure a different aspect of satisfaction with the job situation as well as a similar aspect.

yverall Satisfact

The value of the correlation coefficient of the two overall satisfaction items was
69 which was statistically significant at the .001 level. This relatively high correlation
coefficient suggests that the items are measuring a common construct. Furthermore,
these two overall job satisfaction items were significantly correlated with &c two

satisfaction factors at the .001 level. The results are reported in Table 4.15.

PRSI

\

~\



106

Tables4.l3 ’
Reliability Coefficients of Two Scales Measuring o
Satisfaction with the Job Situation
Number Reliability
Scale - N of Items Coefficient t-value
1 376 8 | 89 37.75
2 377 ' 71 19.52
Total 376 11 90 39.93
ool = 3.29
001 Py
Taple 4.14
. Correlation Between the Two Satisfaction Scales
Scale 1 2
1 1.00
2 66> ** 1.00
Total QT Hkx g1 *%x*
Honok sig.niﬁcant at .001 level
Table 4.15 :
Correlation Between the Two Satisfaction Factors and
the Two Overall Satisfaction Items '
Satisfaction with _
the Job Situation Item One ' Item Two
Factor 1 NvAd o ‘ ] EYLLL
Factor 2 L60*** ‘ L

*x* gignificant at .001 level
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The relatively high and significant correlation ¢oefficients imply that the two
factors measuring satisfaction with the job situation and the two items measuring overall
satisfaction §harc some common characteristics. However, the highest percentage of
common variance was only about 38 percent which means that the scales for satisfaction
with the job situation and for overall satisfaction are dimensional in character and that they

measure different constructs. ,

G. SUMMARY

The factor analysis of the organizational characteristics items yielded seven factors .

-

but only six factors were used to define scales. One factor was rejected because it could
not be interpreted. The six factors from which scales were derived are as follows: (1) the
climate of supervisory work, (2) procedural specification, (3) control of supervisors, (4)
administrative authority, (5) bases for work assignment and promotion, and (6) hierarchy
of authority. The reliability coefficient for each factor was acceptable. A discussion of
the six factors was presented in terms of previous research findings and the Thai culture.

The factor analysis of items designed to measure satisfaction with the job situation
yielded two factors. iThey were (1) satisfaction with the operating structure and (2)
satisfaction with responsibilities. The reliability of each factor was acceptable.

To measure the overall satisfaction with the job situation, two items‘ were

developed. They proved to be highly correlated. Furthermore, these two items were
« £

significantly correlated with the two factors pertaining to\satisfaction with, the job_

1

situation.



CHAPTER 5§
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS IN THE
SUPERVISORY UNITS

This chaptew describes and analyzes the organizational characteristics of the
supervisory uhits which operate under OPPECs in Thailand. The results are presented in
threc sections in such a way as to address the research broblcm which focus on the
extent to which bureaucratic dimensions are evident in the operation of supervisory units.
> The organizational characteristics of all OPPEC supervisory units are described in
the first section. An examination of differences in organizational characteristics across

different OPPEC sizes and across positions of respondents in OPPEC supervisory units

are presented in the second and third sections.

A. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF OPPECs

Samples tonsisted of three groups of respondents in OPPECs: senior
administrators, section heads, and supervisors. They were asked to respond to items

designed to reveal the characteristics of their organizations. The respondent rated each

" o " " "ot

Jiemon a five-point scale of "never,” "seldom;" "occasionally,

often,” and "alwayy”
and responses were assigned a score of 1 to §, respectively. The factor.anaiysis yielded
seven factors consisting of A,forty-six items. Six of these factors were used to interpret the
organizational characteristics of supcrvisory units. \

This section focuses on the overview of burcauératic ¢haracteristics of
supervisory units. The scale scores are presented in Table 5.1. On the assumption that
the scale measures the possible variation in each of the dimension, judgements are made

- about degree of bureaucratization on the basis of mean score'on each dimension.

¢
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Table 5.1

Scale Scores on Organizational Characteristics

Scale Scale Scores S.D. N

The Climate of Supervisory Work 2.70 0.68 377
Procedural Specification 3.72 0.63 377
Control of Supervisors 1.99 0.64 377
Administrative Authority 2.74 ’ 0.68 377
Bases tor Work Assignment and Promotion 339 7 0.61 377
Hicrarchy of Authority 3.55 0.63 377

A higher mean value indicates a higher degree of bureaucracy, except "bases for work

assignment and promotion.”

Since each scale score ranges from 1 to 5, a score of 3 is the mid-point of the
range. This study used this mid-point as the criterion to determine the degree olf,./’/
bureaucracy in the supervisory units. A score of 5 indicates a high degree of bureau/%cy
and a score of 1 indicates a low degree of bureaucracy for all bureaucratic charactéristics
except "bases for work assignment and promotion.” In the latter case, the direction 6f the
scoring is reversed. If the scale score ofva characteristic (except "bases for work
assignment and promotion")-is below 3.00, the tendency is towards a lower degree of
bureaucracy; if the bureaucratic scale score of a characteristic (except "bases for work
ussiénmcnt and promotion") is above 3.00, the tendency is towards a higher degree of
bureaucracy. -

Table 5.1 indicates that "the climate of supervisory work" tenas to be autonomous
which suggests that supervisors are tré:atcd as professionals, e.g. they are to some degree
encouraged to exercise their own judgement in handling problems which come up in the

work of the supervisory units. On the other hand, the high scale score of "procedural

specification” suggests that supervisoryunits use standard procedures to carry out their
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work. That is, the supervisory units have cstabl»ishcd standard operating procedures to
carry out the responsibilities which have been assigned to them.

The scale score of "control of supervisors” is quite low (1.99) which suggests
again that supervisory units are influenced by a professional orientation. A self-imposed

standa f control is applied by supervisors. They are expected to control themselves

rathet' than"be subordinated to the organization. The relatively low scale score on the
"administrasive authority" scale also suggests that the numbers of supervisory uniteform
a c611cague-6ricntcd reference group; however, elements of bureaucratic authority still
exist.

Supervisory units tends to use personalistic factors as the "bases for work

¢ -

assignment and promotion,” as well as professional/technical factors. 'l;hc supervisory
‘units tend to use pérsonal characteristics, in addition to technical expertise as criteria for
assigning work to supervisors or fo‘r’pr‘omon’ng them.

The high scale score of "hierarchy of authqrity" suggests that the supervisory

units are arranged hierarchically and that authority is centralized. For example,

supervisors must gain their superordinate's approval on important matters for decisions.

I
-

In brief, the supervisory units tend to have a professional orientation, but
elements of bureaucratic characteristics are also present. The climate in the units is
autonomous; the behavior of supervisors is not controlled tightly by the organsation --
they, are expected to exercise judgement and to be self directed. On the other hand, the
units place emphasis on "procedural specification,” and the "hierarchy of authority” is
evident. ‘Work assignment and promotion tends to be stronély influenced by personalistic

factors which can outwgigh professional/technical factors.

~
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B. PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
ACROSS SIZES OF OPPECs —_

<

The six scales, in conjunction with a One-way Analysis of Variance and Scheffé
test, were-used to identify differences in organizational characteristics across sizes of

OPPECs. ‘ -

ALY

Variation in Respondents' Perceptions of Bureaucratic Characteristics

Four categories of OPPECs were identified. They were small, medium, large and
Bangkok. The number of su'pérxi\sors and the number of primary schools under each
OPPEC were taken into account iﬁ dassifying the size of supervisory unit. Small size
OPPECs had 7 - 10 supervisors and fewer than 250 schools, medium size OPPECs had
Il - 14 supervisors and 250 - 500 schools, and llarg'qsi—zc bPPECs had 15 - 18
supervisors and above 500 schools. Bangkok was inciudéd in the sample because of tl%g
following unique characteristics: it is the capital city, it has the smallest number of schools
(36 schools) which most of them are large schools, and it has a large number of
supervisors (11 supervisors).

The follow{ng research question is addressed in the analysis presented in this
section: A

What differences in bureaucratic characteristics exist among the different
sizes of supervisory urits & perceived by all respondents?

- e

The purpose of the analysis was to compare the bureaucratic characteristics among

four categories of the supervisory units. Six scales were apalysed based on data received

from three levels of members in OPPECs, namely, senior administrators, section heads,
and supervisors. Results are presented in Table 5.2. '

As Table 5.2 indicates, there were statisticalﬁ"ﬁgnificant differences across

i [ ]
supcrvipry units on four of the six factors: the climate of supervisory work (p < .05),

procedural specification (p < .05), bases for work assignment and promotion (p < .05),
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Table 5.2 o
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational
Characteristics Across Sizes of OPPECs

. Significant
Factor Size N  Mean S.D. F Differences
The Climate of  1.Small 103 265 075 2.70% 32,31
Supervisory 2.Medium 176  2.64 0.67
Work 3.Large 86 2.88 0.61
4 Bangkok 12 2.71 0.39
Procedural 1.Small 03 386 069 291%  nome S
Specification 2.Medium 176 382 - 0.61
3.Large 86 3.63 0.61 2T
» . 4. Bangkok 12 352 0.50 .
Control of 1.Small 103 1.91 0.67 2.18 none
Supervisors 2.Medium 176 1.99 0.63
3.Large - 86 2.10 0.67
4 Bangkok 12 165 0.38
Administrative 1.Small 103  2.76 0.60 0.88 none
Authority 2. Medium 176  2.73 0.69
. 3.Large 86 2.76 0.73
o 4 Bangkok 12 244 0.75
Bases for Work ~ 1.Small 103 325 0.6  3.09* 3-1, 2-1
Assignment and 2Medium " 176 3.44 060 | :
PHemotion 3.Large 86 3.49 0.56
4 Bangkok 12 330 0.55
Hierarchy of 1.Small 103 3.53 0.62 4.14** 34
Authority 2.Medium 176 3.53 0.63 :
3.Large 86 3.71 ., 0.61 ,

4.Bangkok 12 3.09 043

* significant at .05 level :
** # significant at .01 level ’
A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except “"bases for work assignment
and promotion.”
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and hierarchy of authority (p < .01). The bureaucratic characteristics which members of
each size of OPPEC perceived to be similar were "control of supervisors“vand
“administrative authority.”

The members of largé size¢ OPPECs rated their organizations as having a less
autonomous climate than did members of small and medium size OPPECs. The mean
score for large size OPPECs was signiﬁcan;ly different from that of small and medium
size OPPECs. Furthermore, the members of large size OPPECs percei®ed that hierarchy
of authority was more dentralized than did members in Bangkok. The mean score in large
size OPPECS was significantly different from that in Bangkok.

\Although the average scale scores for procedural specification” were significantly
different for supervisory units of different sizes, the Scheffé test indicated that no group
was significantly different from any one other. However, if Bangkok with 12
respondents was excluded, members in medium size OPPECs perceived higher
procedural specification tha‘ﬁ members in large size OPPECs (F = 3.63). The mean score
of medium size OPPECs was significantly different from large size OPPECs.

The members of small size OPPECs perceived that their-organizations used non- .
technical factors as bases for work aséignmcnt and- promotion less often than did

members of medium and large size OPPECs. The mean score of small size OPPECs was

significantly different from medium and large size OPPECs:.

.In summary, there were differences in perception of bureaucratic characteristics
among small, medium, and large size OPPECs. However, these differences were neither

large nor consistent.
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Variation in Respondents' Perceptions of Bureaucratic Characteristics by
Position

Three groups of respondents working in the OPPEC supervisory units were
defined for analyzing the perceptions of bureaucratic characteristics across sizes of the

units. They are senior administrator, section head, and supervisor samples.

o\
“Sentor Administrator Sample

There were sevcniy—cight senior administrators in the sample. Since only two of
the senior administrators were in Bangkok, the sample was too s;'nall'to compare the
L
number of senior administrators in Bangkok with those in other sizes of OPPECs.
Hence, d'ata obtained from senior administrators in Bangkok were not included in the
analysfs of bureaucratic characteristics based on perceptions of senior administrators.
Analysis of the data was guided by the following research question: ‘

What differences in bureaucratic characteristics exist among the different
sizes of supervisory units as perceived by senior administrators?

Results presented in Table 5.3 show that the senior adnﬁniétrators in small,
medium,'and large size OPPECs had similar perceptions of bureaucratic characteristics. ,
That is, tilere were no significant differences in administrators' perceptions of
bureaucratic characteristics across supervisory units of différent size.

In general, the senior administrators perceive a relatively high degree of
procedural specification in the operation of’ the OPPECs, and a-tendency towards
autonomy in the climate of supervisory work»and self-regulation of behavior by
supérvisors. The senior administrators perceive only modest tendepcies towards
hierarchy of authority in the operation of the OPPECs. | |

v



Table 5.3

t

Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational

Fattor

T'he Chmate of
SUPCIVISOTY

\W ok
Procedural

Spediticaton -

Control ot

Supervrsors

Administratve

Authority

Bases f(iWork
Assignment and

Promotion

Hierarchy of

Authonty

Senior Administrator Sample

Characteristics Across Sizes of OPPECs in the

11s

Significant
Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
1'Small 23 234 0.62 016 none
2 Medjum 3 229 0.50 /
3 large 1S 2 38 056
1 Small 23 3 8§ 0.60 ()54 none
2 Medium 38 4 00 0.53
3 Large 1S 404 043
1 Small 23 198 048 295 none e
2Medium 38 234 0.69 SR
3 large 15 243 0475
| Small 23251 058 180 none
2 Medium 38 2.80 0.64
3 Large 15 2.82 0.61
1.Small 23 2.92 0.64 0.24 none
2.Medium 38 3.02 0.59 .
3 Large 15 292 0.52
1.Small 23 332 0.53 197 @ none ,
2. Medium 38 3.13 Q.57 .
3. Large 15 3.43 0.48

¥

and promotion.”

A higher'nrean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except ™

bases for work assignment
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Sceeuon Head Sample
Sinee the ditterences i number of section heads in Bangkok (N = 2) and the
other categories of OPPECs would atfect the One-Way Analysis of Vanance uﬁnpaﬁson.
Bangkok was again excluded from the companson. The analysis of data was guided by
the following research question:

What differences in bureaucratic characteristics exist among the different
sizes of supervisory units as percetved by section heads?

Results p;csented in Table 5.4 indicate that section heads ”1 small, medium, and
large size OPPECS had similar perceptions of bureaucratic charactenisics. This suggests
that the size ot the organization is not related to the perceptions of bureaucratic
charactenstics, as reported by section heads.

In general, the section heads perceive a relatively high degree ot both procedural
specification and hierarchy of authority in the operation of the OPPECs, and a tendency
towards autonomy in the climate of supervisory work and self-regulation of behavior by

SUPELVISOrsS.

IVi§ .

Since Bangkok had only eight supervisors which was too small for cornparison
with the number of supervisors in the other categories of OPPECs, Bangkok was
-excluded from the comparison. The analysis of data was guided by the following

research question:

What differences in bureaucratic characteristics exist among the different
sizes of supervisory units as perceived by supervisors?

The relevant data presented in Table 5.5 indicate that the data received from
supervisors in small, medium, and large size OPPECs yielded statistical differences (p <
05) on two factors -- procedural specification, and bases for work assignment and

promotion. No significant differences were noted for the other four factors, namely, the

N\



Table 5.4
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational
Characteristics Across Sizes of OPPECs in the
Section Head Sample

Significant
Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
The Chimate of 1.Small 10 2.56 0.67 1.30 none
Supervisory 2.Medium 20 272 0.69
Work 3 large 6 310 0.48 4
Procedural 1.Small 10 373 044 0.11 none
Specification 2. Medium 20 3.67 0.76
3 large 6 357 0.60
Conuol ot I.Small - 10 213 0.88 1.53 none
Supervisors s 2.Medium 20 1.85  0.59
3 Large 6 2.38 0.65
Afiministrative 1.Small 10 295 064 093 none
Authonty 2 Medium 20 271 0.66
3.¥argc 6 3.13 0.97
Bases for Work 1.Small 10 324 0.38 1.75 none
Assignment and 2.Medium 20 3.60 0.58
Promotion 3.Large 6 3.62 0.50
_eHierarchy of 1.Small 10 3.46 0.59 1.38 none
" Authority 2.Medium 20 3.83  0.60 -
3.Large 6 3.64 0.50

A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assignment

and promotion.”

.
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Table 5.5

Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational

(haracteristics Across Sizes of OPPE(Cs in the

Supervisor Sample

Significant

Factor Size N Mean S.D. F " Differences
The Climate of 1.Small 70 276 0.77 2.69 none
Supervisory 2.Medium 18 274 0.68
Work 3 Large 65 298 0.58
Procedural 1.Small 70 358 0.73 4.15* 2-3,2-1
Specitication 2 Medium 118  3.79 0.60

3 Large 65 354 0.62
Control of 1.Small 70 191 0.69 0.60 none
Supervisors 2.Medium 118 190 0.57

3. Large 65 200 {2.63
o - S
Administrative 1.Small 70 282 058 058 none
Authority 2. Medium 118 2.72 0.71

3.Large 65 2.72 0.73
Bases for Work 1.Small 70 3.36 0.64 3.69* 3-1, 2-1
Assignment and 2.Medium 118 3.55 0.55
Promotion 3.Large 65 3.60 0.50
Hierarchy of 1.Small 70  3.60 0.64 1.83 none
Authonty 2.Medium 118 3.60 0.61

3.Large 65 3.78 0.64

* significant at .05 level
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A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assignment’

and promotion.”

Q
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¢himate of supervisory work, control of supervisors, administrative authority, and
hicragchy of authonty.

These results indicate that supervisors in medium size OPPECs perceived that
procedural specification was more intensive than did supervisors in small and large size
OPPECs. The mean score of medium size OPPECs was sAignificantly different from the
mean scores of small and large size OPPECs. For "bases for work assignment and
promotion,” supervisors in small size OPPECs perceived that personalistic factors were
used less had less weight (as compared to professional/technical considerations) than did
supervisors in medium and large size OPPECs. The mean score of this characteristic of
small size OPPECs was significantly different from mean scores of medium and large
size OPPECs. Nevertheless, procedural specification and the influence of personalistic

factors is relatively strong in all OPPECs, regardless of size.

Generally, each group, namely, senior administrators, section heads, and
supervisors in each size of OPPECs (small, medium, and large size) rated bureaucratic
characteristics similarly. Only the results obtained from supervisors yielded statistically
significant differences in two bureaucratic\ characteristics -- procedural specification, and
bases for work assignment and promotion. This suggests that the size may associate with
the operation of OPPECs from the vantage ;;oint of the supervisors, but that this is not the
case for section heads and senior administrators.

C. PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
ACROSS POSITIONS

To examine the differences in perceptions of organizational characteristics across

positions, the six scales were again employed. One-Way Analysis of Variance was used

to assess the significance of differences among positions in OPPECs. The Scheffé test

was applied to identify the groups (classified by positions in OPPECs) which were
&
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significantly different. The groups that were not significantly different were assumed to
perceive bureaucratic characteristics similarly.

Positions in OPPECs were classified into three levels: (1) senior administrators
which consists of directors, assistant directors, and head supervisors, (2) section heads,
and (3) Supcrvisors.

Bangkok had twelve respondents of which two were senior administrators, two
were section heads, and eight were supervisors. Iﬁcmbcrspf cach category were too few

to test the significance among means. Thus, the differences in bureaucratic characteristics

across positions in Bangkok were not examined.

Vall“iation in Respondents’' Perceptions of Bureaucratic Characteristics

The comparison of bureaucratic characteristics among three levels of position in
OPPECs -- senior administrators, section heads, and supervisors -- presented in this part
was guided by the following research quiestion:

What differences exist in bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory units
- as perceived by respondents at the various positions in OPPECs?

Rcl,sults of analysis of the data are; reported in Table 5.6. It was found that
respondents at each level perceived five of the six bureaucratic characteristics differently;
differences were significant at the .001 level. Only one characteristic -- administrative
authority -- did not yield significant differences.

As compared with section heads and supervisors, senior administrators perceived
the supervisory units as having a more autonomousyclimatc. The senior administrators
when compared with section heads and supervisors aiso perceived a greater degree of
procedural specification and less centralized authority. Furthermore, section heads and
supervisors perceived low application of professional/technical factors in personnel

rdecisions than did sc\nior administrators. The mean scale scores of data from senior
administrators on "the climate of supervisory work,"” "procedural spcciﬁl:ation," "bases

for work assignment and promotion,” and "hierarchy of authority” were significantly



’-\’\Duscs for Work

121
Table 5.6
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational
Characteristics Across Positions in OPPECs
- éignificant
Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
The Climate of 1.Senior Admin. 78 2.33 0.54 16.66*** 3-1, 2-1
Supervisory 2.Section Head 38 2.72 0.65
Work 3.Supervisor 261 2.81 0.68
Procedural 1.Senior Admin. 78  3.95 0.54 6.73*** 1-2, 1-3
Specification 2.Section Head 38 3.68 0.63
~ 3.Supervisor 261  3.66  0.65

Control of 1.Senior Admin. 78  2.23 0.66 7.40*** 1-3
Supervisors 2.Section Head 38 2.01  0.68

3.Supervisor 2 1.92 0.62
Administrative 1.Senior Admin. 78 2.71 0.61 0.36 none
Authority 2.Section Head 38 282 0.70

3.Supervisor 261 2.73 0.69

1.Senior Admin. 78  2.97 059  27.41*** 3-1, 2-1
Assignmentand  2.Section Head 38 3.46 0.55
Promotion 3.Supervisor 261 3.51 0.57
Hierarchy of 1.Senfor Admin. 78  3.23 0.55 13.90*** 2-1, 3-1
AughGrity 2.SectionHead 38 3.66 0.60

3.Supervisor 261 3.63 0.63

- s
**+* significant at .001 level
A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assignment

and promotion.”



different from the mean scores of section heads and supervisors. On the "control of
supervisors” factor, senior administrators, as compared with supervisors, perceived that
self-imposed standards of control were less evident in the .supcrvisory units. The mean
score of senior administrators and supervisors on this characteristic was significantly

different. - .

Senior administrators perceived most of the bureaucratic characteristics differently
from section heads and supervisors, especially from supervisors. Section heads and
supervisors had similar perceptions of all characteristics. One charactenstic that senior
administrators, section heads, and supervisors rated similarly was "administrative
authority.” These findings suggest that levels of position in OPPECs are related to

perceptions of respondents regarding bureaucratic characteristics.

Variation in Respondents’' Perceptions of Bureaucratic Characteristics by
OPPEC Size

Three sizes of OPPEC supervisory units were defined for analyzing the
perceptions of bureaucratic charaf:tt:ristics across positions of respondents working in the

units. They were small, medium, and large size.

mall Siz P
The findings of this analysis address the following research question:
What differences exist in bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory
units &s perceived by respondents at the various positions in small size
OPPECs?
Respondents from small size OPPECs consisted of twenty-three senior
administrators, ten section heads, and seventy supervisors. Results of the comparison
among positions in small size OPPECs are presented in Table 5.7. On only one

bureaucratic characteristic, "bases for work assignment and promotion,” was the

difference significant at the .05 level. Senior administrators, as compared to supervisors,

t9
R



Table 5.7

Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational

Position of Respondents

Characteristics of Small Size OPPECs Across

Significant
Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
The Climate of 1.Senior Admin. 23 2.34 0.62 2.96 none
Supervisory 2.Section Head 10 2.56 0.67
Work 3.Supervisor 70 2.76 0.77
Procedural 1.Senior Admin. 23 3.88 0.60 1.73 none -
Specaification 2.Section Head 10 373 .0.44
. 3.Supervisor 70 %58 0.73
Control of 1.Senior Admin. 23 1.98 0.48 0.48 none
Supervigors 2.Section Head 10 2.13 0.88
3.Supervisor 70 191  0.69
Administrative 1.Senior Admin. 23 2.51 0.58 2.97 none
Authérity | 2.SectionHead 10 2.95  0.64
| 3.Supervisor 70 2.82 058
Bases for Work 1.Senior Admin. 23 2.92 0.64 436* 3—i
Assignmentand 2.SectionHead 10 3.24  0.38
ﬁ’romotion 3.Supervisor 70 3.36 0.64
Hierarchy of 1.Senior Admin. 23  3.32 0.53 1.93 none
Authority 2.Section Head 10 3.46 0.59
3.Supervisor 70  3.60 0.64

* significant at .05 level.

A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assighment

and promotion."
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perceived that professional/technical factors were emphasized more in personnel
decisions. The mean score of senior administrators was significantly different from that

of supervisors.

tedium Size ¢ -
There were thirty-eight senior administrators, twenty scctior; heads, and one
hundred and eighteen supervisors in medium size OPPECs. The analysis of data was
guided by the following research question:
What differences exist in bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory
units as perceived by respondents at the various positions in medium size
OPPECs? ’ ‘
Results of the comparison among positions in medium size OPPECs are reported
in Table 5.8. The average scale scores of senior administra;ors, section heads, and
supervisors were significantly different, at the .001 level, on four factors: "the climate of

supervisory ‘work,"” "control_of supervisors,” "bases for work assignment and
promotion,” and "hierarchy of authority.” No significant differences were noted for the
"procedural specification” and "administrative authority” scales.

In medium size OPPECSs, senior administrators as compared to section heads and
supervisors, pe’rceivcd.that supervisory units have a more autonomous élimatc and that a
self-imposed standard of control was less evident in the supervisory units. Furthermore,
;enior administrators as compared to section heads and supervisors perceived that a lower’
degree of emphasis in the supervisory units on personalistic factors and on the
centralization of authority. The mean score on each characteristic fo} senior

administrators was significantly different from the average scores of section heads and

SUpervisors.
J



Table 5.8
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational

(fharacf\eristics of Medium Size OPPECs Across
Position” of Respondents

o Significant
Factor ~, ha [Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
?" :, -

o N /
The Climate of  1.Sehior Admin. 38  2.29  0.50 T 17*** 3-1, 2-1
Supervisory 2 Section Head 20 272 0.69
Work 3.Supervisor 118 2.74 0.68
Procedural * 1.Senior Admin. 38  4.00 0.53 2.43 none
Specification 2.Section Head 20 3.67 0.76

3.Supervisor 118 3.79 0.60
Control of 1.Senior Admin. 38 2.34 0.69 8. 16*** 1-2,1-3
Supervisors .2.Section Head 20 1.85 0.59

3.Supervisor 118 1.90 0.57
Administrative 1.Senior Admin. 38 2.80 0.64 0.20 none
Authority 2.Section Head 20 2.71 0.66

3.Supervisor 118 2.72 0.71
Bases for Work  1.Senior Admin. 38 3.02 0.59 14.01*** 2-1, 3-1
Assignment and  2.Section Head 20 3.60 0.58
Promotion 3.Supervisor 118 3.55 0.55
Hierarchy of 1.Senior Admin. 38 3.13 0.57 11.91%** 2-1, 3-1
Authority 2.Section Head 20 3.83 0.60

3.Supervisor 118 3.60 0.61

*** significant at .001 level
A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assignment

and promotion.”
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The large-size OPPECs category was comprised of fifteen senior administrators,
s1x section heads, and sixty-five supervisors. The analysis of data was guided by the
tfollowing research question:

What differences exist in bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory
units as perceived by respondents at the various positions in large sizg
OPPECs?

Results presented in Table 5.9 indicate that perceptions of senior administrators
were significantly different from the perceptions of section ht;ads and supervisors on the
following factors: "the climate of supervisory work" (p < .01), "procedural specification”
(p < .05), "control of supervisors” (p < .05), and "bases for work assignment and
promotion” (p < .001). Their perceptions were similar with respect to "administrative
authority” and "hierarchy of authority.”

S‘enior administrators in large size OPPECs, as compared with section heads and
supervisors, perceived that supervisory units had a more autonomous climate and
emphasized professional/technical factors more strongly in personnel decisions. In
addition, senior administrators as compared with supcrvis‘ors, perceived a higher degree

of procedural specification and a lower degree of self-imposed control on the part of

SUpervisors.

In silmmary, the results of the'comparison of bureaucratic characteristics across -
positions when all OPPECs were considered and in the different sizes of OPPEqu were
similar. The differences were _bctwecn. senior administrators on the one hand and section
heads and supervisors on the other” The only'charactcristic in which there was no
difference across positions was "administrative authority."

Respbnden}s from each position in small size OPPECs displayed similar
perceptions of bureaucratic characteristics excépt "bases for work assignment and

promation.” The perceptions of bureaucratic characteristics reported by respondents in

h
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LTable 5.9
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Organizational

Position of Respondents

Characteristics of Large Size OPPECs Across

Rt " Significant

Factor "~ Size N Mean ' S.D. F Differences
The Climatc of  1.Senior Admin. 15 238 056  7.16** 2-1,3-1
Supervisory  2.Section Head 6 310 048
Work 3.Supervisor 65 298 0.58.
Procedural 1.Senior Admin. 15 4.04 0.43 \4.40* \ 1-3
Specification 2.Section Head 6 357 060 X

3.Supervisor 65 3.54  0.62 N .
Control of |.Senior Admin. 15 243 075  3.26* 1-3
Supervisors 2.Section Head 6 238 0.65

3.Supervisor 65 200 063 '
Administrative 1.Senior Admin. 15 2.82 0.61 091 .none
Authority 2.Section Head 6 3.13 0.97

| 3.Supervisor 65 272 - 0.73

Bases for Work  1.Senior Admin. 15 2.92 0.52  11.19%** 2-1, 3-1
Assignment and  2.Section Head 6 3.62 0.50 .
Promotion 3.Supervisor 65 3.60  0.50 ™
Hierarchy of 1.Senior Admin. 15 3.43 0.48 2.03 none
Authority 2.Section Head 6 3.64 0.0

3.Supervisor 65 3.78 0.64

*  significant at .05 level

**  significant at .01 level

***  significant at .001 level

-

A higher mean value indicates higher bureaucracy, except "bases for work assignment

and promotion.” «
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cach position in medium and in large size OPPECs \:";:rc different. In medium size
OPPECs, the perceptions were significantly different when the average scores on four
factoré for scnio; administrators, on the one hand, and section heads ang Supervisors, on
the other, were compared. However, in large size OPPECs the percéptions of senior
administrators yielded significant differences from the perceptions of section heads and
supervisors on two characteristics. The perceptions of senior administrators were
significantly different from those of supervisors on another two characteristics. This may.
suggest that the highest level respondents (senior administrators) perceived organizational
characteristics differently from the lower level respondéhts (section heads) and especially
the lowest level respondents (Supervisors).

13

D. SUMMARY

The results of the data analysés presented in this chapter focused om the
organizational characteristics of supcrvisc;ry unit; and differences in these chdracteristics
across sizes of supervisory units and across positions in OPPECs. Results indicated that
"the climate of supervisory work” tended to be autonomous, "procedural specification”-
was emphasized, "control of supervisors” was towards self-imposed control,
"administrative authority” tended to be informal, "bases ’for work: assignment and
promotion” seemed to be influenced by personalistic factors, and "hi.cx\'archy of authority"
was centralized. o

: . - :
The results of analysis of variance of bureaucratic characteristics across sizes of
the supervisory units and across positions in OPPECs indicate that there were diffcrcncc's\
on some bureaucratic characteristics, depending on size,of supervisory units and thé
position of the fespondents. Only "adnﬁnisu'atiirc.authority" was perceivéd similarly

across different sizes and posiﬁons in OPPECs.
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A companison 1n terms of posttions in OPPECs indicated that semor
Mdmmmmmrs pereetved burcaucratie charactensues differently from section heads and
supervisors, but that section heads and supervisors had-similar perceptions Semor
admimstrators as compared with section heads and supervisors percetved that supervisory
units operated mn a more autonomous climate, had a high procedural specification, used a
more protessional/technical base for work assignment and promotion, and operated with
4 less centrahzed authonty In addition. sentor admunistrators perceived a less yelt

tmposed standard of control in conducting supervisory units than did supervisors.
I'he tindings of differences in orgamizational charactenistics indicate that positions
m OPPECS associated with the pcrccbti()ns of most organizational chaructcrg.nc& but

sizes of OPPECS seem to agsoctate less strongly with perceptions of respondents.



CHAPTER 6
SATISFACTION OF RESPONDENTS WITH WORKLIFE

IN THE SUPERVISORY UNITS

The results of the analysis of satisfaction with the organizational structure -- the
job situation and overall satisfaction -- are presented in three sections. In the first section,
-
data pertaining to the satisfaction of respondents working 1in the OPPEC supervisory units
are presented. In the second section the degrees of satisfaction reported by respondents,
across sizes of supervisory units, are reported. In the final section the differences in
satisfaction across positions of respondents in the supervisory units are reported.
Analyses of the data in these three sections were guided by the research question

which focused on the extent to which admunistrators and supervisors are satisfied with

the organizatuonal structure and their work responsibilities in the OPPEC supervisory

< untts.

A. SATISFACTION WITH ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Senior administrators, section heads, and supervisors in the OPPEC supervisory
units were asked to respond to questions with respect to satisfaction with the job situation

and overall satisfaction. Each item had a six-point scale of "highly dissatisfied,”

woon "o

"moderately” dissatisfied,” "slightly dissatisfied,” "slightly satisfied,” "moderately

satisfied,” and "highly satisfied." Each response was assigned a score of 1 to 6,
respectively. Items on satisfaction with the job situation we;e factor analysed, the results
yielded two factors, namely satisfaction with tilc operating structure and satisfaction with
responsibilities. Two items were used to measure the overall satisfaction, they were

related to "organization functions" and "the job." The scale scores-and overall satisfaction

scores arepeported in Table 6.1.
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Table 6.1
Scale Scores on Satisfaction

Scale Scores/

Scale Mean S.D. N
: - w S

Satistactton with the Operating Structure 3.87 0.76 377
Satistaction with Responsibilities ° 413 078 377
Satisfaction with Organization Functions 3.838 1.11 }7\7
Satisfaction with the Job 422 1.05 377

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.

Since the range of scale scores i1s from 1 to 6, points on scale are defined. A
score of 3.5 1s the mid-point. A score above 3.5 indicates a tendency towards
satisfaction. If the score is below 3.5, the tendency is towards dissatisfaction.

As can be seen in Table 6.1, members in the supervisory units tend towards
satistaction on both scales measuring satisfaction with the job situation. They were
relatively satisfied with the operating structure (mean = 3.87) and with their
responsibilities (mean = 4.13). The same is true with the overall satisfaction measures.
Respondents, on average, tend to be satisfied with organization functions (mean = 3.88)
and with the job (mean = 4.22). On the basis of those scores they appear to be more
satisfied with their responsibilities than with the operating structure, and more satistied

with the job than with the organization functions.

B. DIFFERENCES IN SATISFACTION ACROSS SIZES OF OPPECs

As noted above, two scales were used to measure satisfaction with the job
sttuation, and two items were used to measure overall satisfaction. Analysis of vanance

?
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was used to assess the significance of differences of means scale scores for respondents
working 1n tour sizes of OPPECs -- small, medium, large, and Bangkok. The Schetté¢
test was applied to identfy the groups (classified by size of OPPECs) which were

significantly different.

Differences in Satisfaction Across Sizes of All OPPECs

Four groups of respondents were established on the basis of OPPEC size --
small, medium, large, and Bangkok. Four measures of satisfaction, as descnbed above,
were used in comparisons among these four groups. This analysis was guidcd by the
tollowing research question:

What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction reported by respondents working in the different sizes of
supervisory units?

Results presented in Table 6.2 indicate that only “satisfaction with the operating
structure” was significantly different across sizes of OPPECs at the .05 level, r.ncmbcrs of
medium size OPPECs were more satisfied than members of small size OPPECs.
Respondents working in OPPECs of varying sizes were similarly satisfied on
"satisfaction with responsibilities,” "satisfaction with organization functions,” and
“satisfaction with the job."”

Inspci:tion of the means (which are close to 4) reveals that, independent of size of
OPPEC, respondents express only modest levels of satisfaction on all four satisfaction

measures.

Differences in Satisfaction by Position
Three positions -- senior administrator, section head, and supervisor -- were

defined for analyzing differences in satisfaction across sizes of supervisory units.
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. Table 6.2
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction
of Respondents Working in OPPECs of Different Size

Significant

Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
Satisfaction with
Situai
Satstaction with the 1.Small 103 373 0.80 3.34* 2-1
Operating Structure 2 Medium 176 3.99 0.65
3 Large 86 383 0.88
4 Bangkok 12 359 0.62
Satistacton with 1.Small 103 408 078 1.71 none
Responsibilities 2Medium 176 422 0.77
3.Large 86 4.06 0.78
4 Bangkok 12 3.86 0.50
Overall Satisfaction
Satisfaction with 1.Small 103 3.81 1.18 1.77 none
_Organization 2 Medium 176 3.99 1.04
Funcuons 3.Large 86  3.76 1.16
4.Bangkok 12 3.42 0.90
Satisfaction with 1.Small 103 409 1.0S  2.12 none
the Job 2.Medium 176 436 1.00
’ 3 Large 86 4.13  1.19
4 Bangkok 12 3.92 0.51
* significant at .05 level ©

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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Senor Administrator Sample

As has been mentioned, because there ar/ékonly two senior administrators in
Prangkok, this category was excluded from the comparison using Analysis of Vanance.
The results reported in Table 6.3 relate to the following research question:
J/ What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall

/ satisfaction reported by senior administrators working in the different
sizes of supervisory units?

The results indicate that there were no significant differences among average
satistaction scores reported by senior administrators across OPPECs of varying sizes
with respect to satisfaction with the job situation and overall satisfaction. This suggests
that size of OPPECs is not related to the perceptions of senior administrators on
satisfaction with their work or the organizational structure. \

Examination of the means (which are higher than 4) reveals that, independent of

size of OPPECS, senior administrators express a great satisfaction on all four measures.

Section Head Sample

Bangkok which cmbloys only twd section hcads; was also excluded from the
satisfaction analysis for section heads. Through this analysis, th&l following research
question was addressed:

What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
: satisfaction reported by section heads working in the different sizes of
supervisory units?

Results presented in Table 6.4 indicate that there was no significant difference in
satisfaction with the job situation and overall satisfaction as perceived by section heads
across the different sizes of supervisory units. This suggest that the perceptions of
section heads with respect to satisfaction were not influenced by OPPEC size.

Inspcc:,éon of the means (which are close to 4) reveals that, independent of size of
OPPEC, sectton heads express only modest levels of satisfaction on all four satisfaction

) .
measures.
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Table 6.3 ¢
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction Across
Sizes of OPPECs in the Senior Administrator Sample
Significant

Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
Satistaction with d
ob Situati
Satisfaction with the 1.Small 23 421 0.61 0.39 none
Operating Structure 2Medium 38  4.30 0.63

3.Large 15 440 0.83
Sanstactuon with 1.Small 23 4.49 0.62 0.02 none
Responsibilines 2Medium 38 451 0.67

3. Large 15 453 0.79
o Satisfacti
Sausfaction with 1.Small 23 4.44 1.24  0.35 none
Organization 2Medium 38 442 0.86
Functions 3.Large 15 467 0.90
Satisfaction with 1.Small 23 439 0.84 0.88 none
the Job 2Medium 38 4.68  0.81

3.Large 15 4.67 1.05

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.



Sizes of OPPECs in the Section Head Sample

Table 6.4

Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction Across
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Significant
Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
s faction wi
Situati
Satisfacton with the 1.Smalil 10 391 0.74 0.15 none
Operating  Structure 2 Medium 20 3.79 0.67
3. Large 6 3.73 0.80
Satisfaction with - ‘
Responsibilities 1.Small 10 393 0.89 0.12 none -
2 Medium 20 4.10 1.02
3.Large 6 4.11 0.69
Qverall Satisfaction
Satisfaction with 1.Small 10 3.80 0.92 0.39 none
Organization 2. Medium 20 395 1.23
Functions - 3.Large 6 350 0.84
Satisfaction with 1.Small 10 4.10 1.10 0.35 none
the Job 2.Medium 20 410 1.12
3.Large 6 450 0.84

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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s upervisor Sampl
Although there were eight supervisors in Bangkok, this is still too small a number
to compare with the numbers of supervisors in the other OPPEC size categories. The
difference in number of supervisors between Bangkok and other sizes of OPPECs would
associate with the test of significance among means; thus Bangkok was excluded from the
analysis of data.
The analysis of data was guided by the following research question:
What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction reported by supervisors working in the different sizes of
supervisory units?
Results presented in Table 6.5 indicate that supervisors working in OPPECs of

o

varying sizes were Similarly satisfied on "satisfaction with responsibilities,” "satisfaction

with organization functions,” and "satisfaction with the job.” However, there were
significant differences in "satisfaction with the operating structure” (p < .01) as perceived
by supervisors. Supervisors in medium size OPPECs were more satisfied than
supervisors in small size OPPECs. This suggests that size of OPPECs is related to

supervisors' perceptions of satisfaction with the operating structure, but size is not related

to their perceptions of responsibilities and overall satisfaction.

" In general, size of OPPECs is not a significant variable relating to members’
satisfaction with their work or with perceptions organizational structure. Only
"satisfaction with the operating structure” was associated with OPPEC size, and the
difference was between small and medium size OPPECs. Further analysis indicates that
Supervisors workirg in small and medium size OPPECs were differently satisfied with
the "operating structure.” Senior administrators in small, medium, or large size OPPECs
were similarly satisfied with the organizational structure and so were section heads in

small, medium, and large size OPPECs. !



Table 6.5 -

Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction Across
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Sizes of OPPECs in the Supervisor Sample

[
Significant-
Factor Size N Mean S.D. F Differences
o {
Situation

Sausfaction w‘\th the 1.Small 70 3.54 0.80 5.95** 2-1
Operating ' 2.Medium 118 3.92 0.63
Structure 3.Large 65 3.71 0.85-
Satisfaction with
Responsibilities 1.Small 70 3.96 0.78 2.12 none

2Medium 118 415  0.75

3.Large 65 3.94 0.76

verall

Satisfaction, with 1.Small 70 3.60 1.13  1.95 none
Organization 2.Medium 118 3.86 1.03
Functions 3.Large 65 3.57 1.15
Satisfaction with 1.Small 70 3.99 1.10  2.69 none
the Job 2 Medium 118 430 1.02

3.Large 65 3.97 1.21

**  significant at .01 level

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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C. DIFFERENCES IN SATISFACTION ACROSS POSITIONS

Similar to the analysis of satisfaction across sizes of the OPPEC supervisory
units,&nc-Way Analysis of Variance and Scheffé tests were used to examine the
differences in satisfaction across positions in OPPECs. Three groups of respondents
wete established on the basis of position in OPPECs. They were senior administrators,
section t;cads, and supervisors. Bangkok was again excluded from the analysi‘s of data
because it has only twelve respondents which consists of two senior administrators, two

section heads, and eight sx)pcrvisors. .
/

~

Differences in Satisfaction Across Positions of Respondents

Through the analysis of data in this part, the following research question was
addressed: \

What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction reported by respondents working in the various positions in
OPPECs?

Results presented in Table 6.6 indicate that there were significant differences
among average satisfaction scores across positions in OPPECs with respect to both
satisfaction with the job situation and overall satisfaction. Senior administrators were
more satisfied with the operating structure, with their responsibilities, and with
organization (funcﬁons than were section heads and supervisors. Senior administrators
were more satisfied with the job than were supervisors. This clearly shows that superiors
of the OPPEC supervisory units are more satisfied than subordinates.

Inspection of the means (which are close E) 4) 1reveals that, independent of
positions ia OPPEC, respondents express only modest levels of satisfaction on all four

-

satisfaction measures.



Respondents Working in Various Positions in OPPECs

I'd

Table 6.6
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction of
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Significant
Factor Position N Mean S.D. F Differences
Satisfact )
fob Situati
Satisfaction with the 1.Senior Admin. 78 4.28 0.66 15.85*** 1-3,1-2
Operating Structure 2.Section Head 38 3.82 0.68
3.Supervisor 261 3.75 0.76
Satisfaction with
Responsibilities 1.Senior Admin. 78 4.50 0.67 11.34** 1.3 1-2
2.Section Head 38 4.06 0.89
3.Supervisor 261 4.04 0.76
Yverall Satisfacti
Satisfaction with - 1.Senior Admin. 78 4.45 0.99 14.85%** 1.3 1-2
Organization 2.Section Head = 38 3.84 105 ,
Functions 3.Supervisor 261 370 1.09 .
" »,«f?}’m T
¢ itisfaction with . 1.Senior Admin. 78 446  0.88 5.53** 1-3
"~ the Job ' 2.Section Head 38 4.18 1.04 -
3.Supervisor 261 412  1.08 s

**  significant at .01 level

***  significant at .001 level

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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Differences in Satisfaction by OPPEC Size /
~
Three sizes of OPPEC supervisory units -- small, medium, and large -- wefe

defined for analyzing differences in satisfaction across positions of respondents.

The analysis of data across positions in small size OPPECs was guided by the
tollowing research question:
What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall

satisfaction reported by respondents working in the various positions in
small size OPPECs?

Results reported in Table 6.7 indicate that there were significant differences
among average satisfaction scores across positions of rcspondcnis working in small size
(OPPECs with respect to "satisfaction with operating structure” (p < .01), "satisfaction
with responsibilities” (p < .C5), and "satisfaction with organizatidn functions” (p < .05).
However, the results show that tﬁe differences in satisfactioﬁ across positions of
respondents on these three measures of satisfaction were found only between senior
administrators and supervisors. Senior administrators had higher scores on these three
satisfaction measpreg than supervisors. This suggests the;t superiors in small sjze
OPPECs are more satisfied than subordinates with their responsibilities or organizational
structure. | .

Inspéction of the means (which are close to 4) reveals that, independent of
positions in OPPEC, respondents working in small size OPPECs express only modest

levels of satisfaction on all four satisfaction measures.

Medium Size OPPEC
The analysis of data presented in Table 6.8 answers the following research
question: °

What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction reported by respondents working in the various positions in
medium size OPPECs? '



Small Size OPPECs Across Position of Respondents

Table 6.7
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction of

‘ Significant
Factor Position N Mean S.D. F Differences
< Focti )
Sﬁm—‘ﬂmm! b Siruation . ‘
Satisfaction with the 1.Senior Admin. 23 4.21 0.61 6.94** 13
Operating Structure  2.Section Head 10 3.91 0.74
3.Supervisor 70 3.54 0.80
Satisfaction with 1.Senior Admin. 23 449 0.62 4.45* 1-3
R?Sponsibilities — 2.Section'Head 10 393 0.89
/S 3.Supervisor 70 3.96 0.78
Overall Satisfaction !
Satisfaction with 1.Senior Admin. 23 443 1.24 4.64* -3
Organization ~ 2.Section Head 10 3.80 0.92
'Functions 3.Supervisor 70 3.60 - 1.13
Satisfaction with
N the Job "1.Senior Admin. 23 439 0.84 1.30 none
"~ 2.Section Head 10 4.10 1.10
3.Supervisor 70 3.90 1.10

*  significant at .05 level
** significant at .01 level

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.



Variance of Satisfaction of

S.D.

0.67
1.02
0.75

0.86
1.23

1.03

0.81
1.12
1.02

Significant
F Differences

3 44* [-3

441" 1-3 .

2.99 none

Table 6.8
Results of One-Way Analysis of
Medium Size OPPECs Across Posittion of Respondents
Factor Position N Mean
1 At w = I
lob diwauon
Satistaction with the 1 Senior Admin. 38 4.30
Operating 2 Section Head 20 3.79
Structure 3.Supervisor 118 392
Satistaction with 1.Sentor Admin. 38 451
Responsibihities 2.Section: Head 20 4.10
3.Supervisor 118 4.15
Overall Saustaction
Sautsfaction with I.Senior Admin. 38 4.42
Orgamzation 2.Seetion Head 20 395
FFunctions 3.Supervisor 118 3.86
Satstaction with 1.Senior Admin. 38 4.68
the Job 2.Section Head 20 4.10
3.Supervisor 118 4.30

*  significant at .05 level

** sigmficant at .0l level

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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There were differences among average satisfaction scores across positions in
medm size OPPECS with respect to “satisfaction with the operating structure” (p -~ O1),
“satistaction with responsibilities”™ (p < 05), and “satisfaction with organization
functions” (p < .05), but there was no significant difference across positions in medium
size OPPECs in "satsfaction with the job.”

Senior administrators in medium size OPPECs were more satisfircd with the
“operating structure” than section heads and supervisors. Senior administrators were also
more satistied with “responsibilities” and “organization functions” than supervisors.
However, senior administrators, section heads, and supervisors were similarly saustied
on "satistaction with the job.” That is, position in OPPECs is related to perceptions of
members of medium size OPPECs; this is especially true of senior administrators and
SUPETVISOTS.

Inspection of the means (which are close to 4) reveals that, independent of
positions in OPPEC, respondents working in medium size OPPECs express only modest

levels of satistfaction on all four satisfaction measures.

arge Size OP
This analysis of data was guided by the following research question:
»  What differences are there in satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction reported by respondents working in the various positions in
> large size OPPECs?
arge size Y
Results presented in Table 6.9 indicate that there were significant differences
across positions in large size OPPECs with respect to "satisfaction with the operating
structure,” "satisfaction with responsibilities” at the .05 level, and “satisfaction with
organization functions” at the .01 level. However, there was no significant difference in
"satisfaction with the job.”
. ‘ »

Senior administratorg] in large size OPPECs were more satisfied with the

"operating structure” and "responsibilities” than were supervisors. Senior administrators
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Table 6.9
Results of One-Way Analysis of Variance of Satisfaction of

Large Size OPPECs Across Position of Respondents
'

Significant
Factor Position N Mean S.D. F Differences

austacuon w

b Situgtion

Satstacuon with the 1 Semor Admin. 15 440 0.83 4 15* 1-3

Operating Structure 2 Section Head 6 373 0.80

3.Supervisor 65 3.71 0.85
Saustacuon with 1.Senior Admin. 15 4.53 079  3.68* 13
Responsibilities 2.Section Head 6 4.11 0.69

3.Supervisor 65 394 0.76
( 2\, :I.! :‘,!ll:\t‘.!gll 1[]
Satisfaction with 1.Senior Admin. 15 4.67 090 6.34** 1-2,1-3
Organization 2.Section Head 6 3.50  0.84
Functions 3.Supervisor 65 3.57 1.15
Satisfaction with 1.Senior Admin. 15 4.67 1.05 251 none
the Job 2.Section Head 6 450 0.84

3.Supervisor 65 3.97 1.21

*  significant at .05 level
**  sigmficant at .01 level

Higher mean value indicates greater satisfaction.
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were also more satisfied with "organization functions” than section heads and
supervisors.  However, senior administrators. section heads, and SUPETVISOTS Were
similarly satisfied on “satisfaction with the job.” This suggests that\ position of

~

respondents n large ;izc OPPECs js related to their perceptions on satisfaction with their
work or with the organi;ational structure. This is especially true of senior administrators
and supervisors.

Inspection of the means (which are close to 4) reveals ihat‘ independent of

positions in OPPEC, respondents working in large size OPPECs express only modest

levels of satisfaction on all four sausfaction measurgs.

Results reported in Table 6.6 to 6.9 show that there were significant differences
among average satisfaction scores across positions in OPPECs with respect to their work
or the organizational structure. These differences were especially pronounced in
satisfaction with the job situation and organization functions. For most of the results, the
differences in satisfaction across positions of respondents were found between senior
administrators and supervisors. There was no significant difference in satisfaction with
the organizational structure between section heads and supervisors. This suggests that
position in OPPECs is related to respondents’ perceptions of satisfaction with their work
or the organizational structure. This is especially true of differences in perceptions

between senior administrators and supervisors.

Satisfaction of Respondents in Bangkok Supervisory Unit

The means of all four satisfaction measures which are close to 4 are presented in
Table 6. 18~T'his table shows that, independent of position of respondents, satisfaction
of members in Bangkok supervisory unit tends to be modest on all four satisfaction

measures.
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Table 6.10
- Scale Scores on Satisfaction of Bangkok Supervisory Unit

Scale Scores/

Scale Mean S.D. N
sfaction wi

Saustfaction with the Operating Structure 3.59 62 12
Satisfaction with Responsibilities 3.86 .50 12
Satsfaction with Organizaton Functions 342 90 12
Satistaction with the Job 392 Sl 12

Higher mean value indicates greater satsfaction.

D. SUMMARY

This chapter presented results of the analysis of satisfaction with the
organizational structure which consisted of satisfaction with the job situation and overall
satisfaction. These results indicate that members in OPPEC supervisory units were
shightly satisfied with the organizational structure, and that there were differences across
sizes of supervisory units and across positions in OPPECs.

The analysis of data reveals that most of satisfaction measures did not vary ;vith
OPPEC size. For example, members of medium size OPPECS reported greater
"satisfaction with the operating structure” than did members of small size OPPECs. As
well, supervisors in medium size OPPECs were more satisficd than supervisors in smail
size OPPECs. '

Results show that position of respondents was related to most 6f the satisfaction

measures. For example, all senior administrators, independent of size of OPPEC:s,

reported more “satisfaction with the job situation” and "satisfaction with organizatidn
)
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tunctions” than did section heads and supervisors; and senior administrators reported
greater “satisfaction with the job” than did supervisors.. In small and medium size
OPPECs, senior administrators reported greater “satisfaction with the job situation” and
"satisfaction with organization functions” than did supervisors. Results in large size
OPPECs were similar to results received from small and rricslium size OPPECs, with one
exception; senior administrators were more satisfied with "organization functions” than

section heads and supervisors.



CHAPTER 7
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION WITH THE
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

In the two previous chapters the organizational characteristics of the OPPEC
supervisory units and the satisfaction (1 respondents in the units have been described.
Thys chapter explores the relationship between satisfaction with the organizational

strykture and organizational characteristics. In addition, predictors of satisfaction with the

ganizational structure are determined.

\ .
"A. SATISFACTION AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The six scales described in Chapter Four were used to measure organizational

characteristics. This section analyzes the relationships among these vanables which was
guided by the follbwing research question:

What is the relationship between various indicators of satisfaction and the
organizational characteristics of supervisory units?

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed. The analysis of
data was done for the sample as a whole, for the various sizes of OPPECs (small,
medium, large, and Bangkok), and for the various positions in the OPPECs (senior

administrator, section head, and supervisor).

Results for All OPPECs

The Pearson correlation coefficients between pairs of variables are reported in
Table 7.1. As is indicated in Table 7.1, two relationships were significant at. the .05
level; one was significant at the .01 level; sixteen were significant at the .001 level; and

five were not significant. Twelve pairs-of variables were significantly and negatively

149
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correlated, and seven "pairs were significantly and positively correlated. Further
mspection of Table 7.1 reveals that there were no correlation coefficients greater than .60
in the 24 relationships.

Relatively strong relationships, with correlation coefficients significant at the .001
level, were found between all four satisfaction ;ncasurcs and gach of the following
organizational charactenistics: )
the climate of supervisory work (-.59 <r < -.46)
procedural specification (.34 <r < .40)
bases for work assignment and promotion (-.44 <1 < -.29)

- hierarchy of authority (-.34.<r <-.18) )

Table 7.1 shows that "administrative authority” was not statistically correlated (p
> .05) with any measure of satisfaction. It also indicates that "control of supervisors”
was only weakly correlated with three satisfaction measures and not correlated
significantly with the fourth.

Interpretation of the results presented in Table 7.1 shows that satisfaction of
members of the supervisory units, measured in four different ways, tends to be
associated with an autonomous climate of supervisory work, higher procedural
specification, higher professional/technical bases for work assignment and promotion;

and greater decentralization of authority.

Results for Small Size OPPECs

Table 7.2 presents the correlation coefficients between paifs of variables in small
size OPPECs. As shown in Table 7.2, twenty relationships were significant; six were
significant at t‘he .05 level and fourteen at the .001 level. Sixteen pairs of variables were
significantly and negatively correlated, and four pairs were significantly and positively
correlatf:d. Further inspection of Table 7.2 reveals that there were only two correlation

coefficients greater than .60 in the 24 relationships. These two coefficients were found-
/
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between “the climate of supervisory work” and two satisfaction measures, the first and
the third.

Relatively strong relationships, with correlation coefficients significant at the .001
level, were found between all four satisfaction measures and gach of the following
organizational characteristics:

the climate of supervisory work (-.69 <r <-51)
procedural specification (.41 <r < .48)
bases for work assignment and promotion (-.48 <r <-.33)

Table 7.2 -shows that "hierarchy of authority” was strongly correlated (-46 <r <
.38 with p < .001) with two satisfaction measures, the first and the third, and less
strongly correlated with the second and the fourth ( -.22 <r <-.20 with p < .05). Table
7 2 also indicates that "administrative authority” was weakly correldted with all‘four
satisfaction measures .(-.25 < r < -.20). Only "control of supervisors” was not
significantly correlated (p > .05) "th any measure of satisfaction.

Interpretation of the results presented in Table 7.2 shows that satisfaction of
members of small size OPPECs, measured in four different ways, tends to be associated
with an autonomous climate of supervisory work, higher procedural spcciﬁcation,. higher
professional/technical bases for work assignment and promotion, and greater

decentralization of authority.

Results for Medium Size OPPECs

The correlation bc‘twcefx pairs of variables is presented in Table 7.3 for medium
sizg OPPECs. Fifteen relationships were significant; one was significant at the .05 level,
two at the .01 level, andawelve at the .001 level. Eleven pairs of variables were
significantly and negatively correlated, and four pairs were signiﬁca;ltly and positively

correlated.
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Further inspection of Table 7.3 reveals that there was only one correlation
coefficients greater than .60 in the 24 relationships. This coefficient was found between
“the climate of supervisory work" and the first measure of satisfaction.

Relatively strong relationships, with correlation coefficients significant at the .001
level, were found bctwccn’aufgm satisfaction mcasixrcs and each of the following

organi(dﬂon' characteristics:

basey for work as;isignmcnt and promotion (-.43 <t < -.24)
In addjs n three of tléc four satisfaction measures, with correlation coefficients
significant at thc\.OOl lcvc;l, were found for "procedural specification” (.24 <r < .33).
The fourth measure of satiséfaction was less strongly correiated with this characteristic (r =
19 with p < .01). Table 7;3 also shows that on three of the four satisfaction measures, a
statistically significant cq';rrelation was found for "hierarchy of authority” (-.26 <r < -
.15). Two characten‘sticsf; "control of supervisors” and "administrative authority,” were
not statistically correlated;:with any measure of satisfaction.

“Interpretation of ;thc results presented in Table 7.3 sho;vs that satisfaction of
members of medium size OPPECs, measured in four different ways, tends to be
associated with an auionomous climate of supervisory work, higher procedural
spec@ﬁ'cation, higher profcssional/tcchnical bases for work assignment and promotion. In

addition, the greater decentralization of authority tends to be associated with two

satisfaction measures -- operating structure and responsibilities.

Resuits for L?rge Size OPPECs
Results shown in Table 7.4 indicate that seventeen relationships were significant,
three were significant at the .05 lgvel, one at the .01 level, and thirteen at the .001 level.

Twelve pairs of variables were significantly and negatively cotrdlated, and five pairs were
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\ . .
decentralizauon of authonty.

1S

vienhicanty and posively corielated  Further mspecuon of Table 7 4 reveals that there

. i .
were no correlaton coctticients greater than 60 the 24 relatonships that were studied

Relauvely strong relationstips, with correlation coefficients significaiii at the 001

level, were found between all four saustaction measures and ¢ach of the following

4

organizatonal charactenstics: .
the climate of supervisory worll- 55 <r < - 49) | .
bases for work assignment and promotion (-5} s s - 42)
I addinon, relatively strong relationships, with correlation coefficients sigmificant at the
001 ievel. were found between thiee of the four satisfaction measures and “procedural
specification” (42 <t <.49). One measure, of satisfaction, the second, was less strongly
corrcdated with this charactenstico(r = 33 w;lhp < O1). Table 7.4 a]so' shews that
“hierarchy of authority” was strongly correlated (- 42 <r < -34 with p < _()f)l) with the
first two satisfacnon measures. and less strongly cormrelated with the other two satistacton
measures (- 27 <1 < -.22 with p < .05). "Control ofksupcrvivsors" was only weakly

correlated With one satisfaction measure, the fourth, and not correlated significantly with

* the other three satisfaction measures. Only "administrative authonty”™ was not statistically

correlated (p > 05) with any.measure of satisfaction.

Integpretation of the i'cs\ults presented in Table 7.4 shows that satisfaction of
members of large size OPPECs, mca.surcd in four different ways, tends to be associated
with an autonomous climate of supervisowork, higher procedural specific.ation, higher

professional/technical bases for work assignment a]\d promotion, and greater

‘

Results for Bangkok Supervisory Unit

Results presented in Table 7.5 indicate that only three relationships were

significant at the .05 level. The signifigant relationshi

ctio

-

of satisfaetion, organization fun

ch -

psyvere between the third measure
ns, and both 'the 3!&4& of supegxisgPy work” and-
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“hicrarchy ot authonity™ (r = .69 and - 65, respectively); as well, the second measure of
satistacion, responsibilities. was significantly correlated with “procedural specification”
(1 65)

Interpretation of the results f)rcscnlcd in Table 7.5 shows that, the more
autonomous the climate of supervisory work and the more decentralized the authority was
perceived to be, the more satistied members in Bangkok supervisory unit were with

. Torgamization functions.” In addition, the more satisfied members of Bangkok
supervisory unit were with, “responsibilities” the greater their perceptions of high

procedural specification.
. +

Results for Senior Administrator Sample .
’ Results reported in Table 7.6 indicate that eleven relatopships were significant:
five were significant at the .05 level and six at the .001 level. Eight pairs of vanables
were significantly and negatively correlated, and three pairs were significantly and

posively correlated.

Inspection of Table 7.6 reveals that, for the senior administrator group statistically
significant correlations were found between all four satisfaction measures, on the one
hand, and gach of the following measures of organizational charactenistics, on the other:

the clirhate of supervisory work (-.48 Sr < -.39)
. - bases for work assignment and promotion (-.40 < ¢ <-.27)
In addition, on three of the four satisfaction measures a statistically significant correlation
was found for "procedural specification” (.23 <r < .29). Table 7.6 also shows that

ey

administrative authority,” and "hierarchy of authority” were

N

“control of supervisors,
not statistically correlated (p > .05) with any measure of satisfaction.

The correlations shown in Tﬁ 7.6 indic#e that the more autonomous the climate

*

of supervisory work is perceived to be and Jhe more professional/technical bases are
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A,

satisticd semor administrators were with their job responsibilities and the organizational
structure In addition, the more satisfied semior administrators were with
“responsibilities” and “overall satisfaction,” the more they perceived high procedural

spectfication,

Results for Section Head Sample
Results presented in Table 7.7 show that ten pairs of vanables were significantly
and negatevely correlated; four were significant at the .05 lcvcl,:nd six at the .001 level.
Inspection of Table 7.7 reveals that, for the section head group statistically

significant correlations were found between all four satisfaction measures, on the one

hand. and ¢ach of the following measures of organizational charactenistics, on the other:

\ - the climate of supervisory work (-.68 <r <-.54) °
’, - hierarchy of authority (-.63 <r <-.38) .

[n addition, on two of the four satisfaction measures a statistically significant correlation

. X was found for "bases for work assignment and promotion” (-.34 <r < -.32). Table 7.7

also shows that three characteristics -- "procedural specification,” "control iof

supervisors,” and "administraﬁvc authority” -- were not statistically correlated (p > .05)

J r with any measure of satisfaction.

. .

it As 1s indicated in Table 7.7, the more autonomous the climatcaﬁf supervisory

;} work and the more decentralized the authority were perceived to be, tl:; more satisfied

section- heads were with their_ job responsibilities and the organizational structure.

Fufthermore, the greater their perceptions of the application of professiohal/tcchnigal

bases for work and promotion, the greater their overall satisfaction. \ >

o t
Results for Supervisor Sample

As shown in Table 7.8, fifteen relationships were significant; two were significant

at the .01 level, and thirteen at the .001 level. Eleven pairs of variables were
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significantly and negatively correlated, and four pairs were significantly and pgsitively
correlated.

Inspection of Table 7.8 reveals that, for the supervisor group relatively strong
relationships, with correlation coefficients significant at the .001 level, were found
between all four satisfaction measures and gach of the following’ organizational
charactenistics:

the climate of supervisory work (-.59 <r <-.42)
. procedural specification (.35 <1 < .44)
bases for work assignment and promotion (-.41 Sr <-.21)

)

In addition, on three of the four satisfaction measures a statistically significant correlation

was found for "hierarchy of authority” (-.31 <1 <-.17). Table 7.8 also shows that two
organizational characteristics -- "control of supervisors” and "administrative authority” --
were not statistically correlated (p > .05) with any measure of satisfaction.

Interpretation of the results presented in Table 7.8 shows that satisfaction of

supervisors, measured in four different ways, tends to be associated with an autonov&us '

® . .
climate of supervisory work, higher procedural s;cciﬁcatioﬂ, and higher professional/
technical bases for work assignment and promotion, and greater decentralization of

authority.

L}

The results of the relationships between four satisfaction measures and

5 organizational characteristics clearly showed that most organizational characterigtics were

significantly correlated with most measures of satisfaction. | T
 J v :

. B. PREDICTORS OF SATISFACTION WITH THE o,
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE N J S

* s . 0% & *

.

A stepwise multiple rcgressxon analysxs was donc in order to exdmne which

-~ _ A ﬂtﬂ C et ;\.451 ke e ‘l e rm Mﬂ Do
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satisfaction variables. The stepwise muitiple regression technique allows the independent
variables fo be introduced sequentially depending upon their explanatory power (Nie et
al,, 1975:9). . .

This analysis of data was done across overall OPPECs, sizes of OPPECs (small,
medium, large, and Bangkok), and positions in the OPPECs (senior administrator,
section head, and supervisor). It was guided by the following research question:

To what extent are fz;ctors of organizational characteristics significant
predictors of satisfaction with the organizational structure?

Tables D.7.1 to D.7.30 in the Appendix D rep;on the results of the multiple
regression analysis. These tables show the multiple correlation coefficients (R);
coetficients of multiple determination (R2); an.d the gain in variance for any additional
ind®pendent variable which accounted for variance-in th‘ dependent variablé. For
purposes ‘of interpretation, the rcsu‘lts presented in Tables D.7.1 to D.7.30 are

)

summarized and r::portf:d in Table 7.9 to 7.16. In these tables, the coefficients of -
multiple determination (R2) attributed to the independent variables (organizational .
characteristics) that were entered in the stepwise cémpufations at the .05 level o%,
significance and beyond are reported for cachi of the four dependent variables of
satisfaction with the organizational structure. The total R2 (or tota’ariancc-) in each
satisfagtion measure (griterion) that was explained by the inchcndent variabl’es:'is also

reported in Tables 7.9 to 7.16.

Y

Predictors ofg Satisfaction: Total Saniple of Respondents from OPPEﬁCé

As shown in Table, 7.9, the major predictor of satisfaction with thé organizational
structurg, was "the climate of supérvisory'work." The proportion of the variance in the
four sau‘sféction measures accounted for by this organizational' characteristic r‘a“ngcd‘ from
21 to 35 percent. Only two other organizational characteristics accounted fo; additional

. s - ' e . o
A ukslemine ot leveld whirh were statictieallv sigaificant -« 'nracediimnl snecificaticatsand cn .7
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“bases for work assignment and promotion” -- but these contributions were minor in
comparison with “the climate of supervisory work.” ’ ‘ )
Predictors of Satisfaction: Sample of Respondents from Different Sizes of
OPPECs

The predictors of satisfaction with organizational structure of small, medium, and
large size OPPECs wcré shightly different and they were different from Bangkok. The

following were the results received from respondents working in different siges of\

OPPECs, | .

- Small St

Results presented in Table 7.10 show that "the climate of supervisory work” was
the major predictor of satisfaction with organizational structure of respondents working in

L
small size OPPECs. The proportion of the variance in-the four satisfaction measures

accounted for by this organizational characteristic ranged from 26 to 47 percent. Oﬁl'y

two other organizational ¢haracteristics accounted for additional varjangg at levels which

. were ?xa.@tically significant -- "procedural specification” and "bases for work assignment

and Prpmou’on" -- but these contributions were minor in comparison with "the climate of

-

su;fe(vijgry Wwork." .

Medium Size OPPEC

Table 7.11 shows that "the climaté of supegvisory wo‘rk" was the major predictor
of satisfaction ’wib't'h organizational strucm;c of respondents working in medium s{ze
OPPECs. The proportion of the variance in the four satisfaction meaépres accountc‘d for
by this organizationa} characteristic ranged from 17 to 39 percent. Only two other

.

organizational characteristics accounted for additional variance, nét in the fourth
LY

satisfaction measure, at levels which were statistically significant -- "bases for work

-~ RV Y NN > — Ga - £ - n LTE
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St . . " " . . . " ‘ i .
Ii.wssxgnmcnt and promotion” and "admintstrative authority” -- but these contributions were

Pa

- e

miner in comparison with “the climate of supervisory work." . -

© . 0
Large pize QPPECS ‘
As shown in Table 7.12, "the climate of supgrvisory work was the majogy

predictor of two satisfaction measures -- “responsibilities” and "the job.” The proportion

of the variance in these two sa‘;sfaction measures accounted for by this organ&ifﬁinal

[

characteristic were 31 and 24 percent, respectively. Only tw8 other ®rganizational
characteristics accountcd for additional viriancc at levels 'which were statistically"

horocedural spcmf' cation”

significant -- "bases for work asmgnment and promotion” and
-- but lhcse conmbuuons were mmor in comparison with ”thc climate of supervisery

work." ’ ) _ '

Table 7.12 also shrowsl'that "bases for work assignment and promotiog

major predictor of the other two satisfaction méasurés -- "opcrating s
L 3

"organizatjon functions.” The proportlon of the varlancc m thcsc twb saltxsfacnon
measures aécéuntcd for.by‘t,hls- orgamzat ional. charactcnstlc were 27 and 28 pcrccnt
respectively. Three organizzitib"nal ‘charagtéristics 'accountcd for addijtional vax;:ancc alt
levels which were statistically significant -- "procedural spcciﬁcaﬁon " "hicfarchy of
authority,” and "the climate of supemsory work\- but thesc conmbunons were minor in

companson with "bascs for work asmgnmcnt and promotlon

OBiagtszA k Sl]psn:jsgn: ! !nii . v s ) >
The results shown in Table 7.13 rcvcal't in Bangkok supervisory ui'ait there
L N o - . - N
were no predictors of two satisfaction measures -- "operating structure” ang "the job.”

Only "procedural speciﬁcatibn" was the i);gdictof of the second satiSfactio_nAméasur&y-—
"'responsib'ilitics"; the proportion of the variance in this satisfaction measure accounted for
by ‘procedural speclﬁcauon" was 43, perccnt '

P S - S SN T - -(....Lﬁ_rn.;li,

t
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As is indicated in Table 713, "the climate of supervisory work" .wés the only

predictor of the third sajisfaction measure -- "organization fanctions.” The proportion of |
the variance in this satisfaction measure accounted for by "the climate. of supcr;isoﬁ

work" was 47 percent.

Generally, the major predictor of most of satisfaction measures of any size of

OPPECs was "the climate of supervisory work." "Bases for work assignment and

promotion” and "procedural speécification” were the minor predictors. "Hierarchy of

A
4

authority” and "administrative authority” were predictors of only one satisfaction measure

and "control of supervisors” was not a predictor of any measure of satisfaction.

-

Predictors of Satisfaction: Sample of Respondent3’ Working in Various -
Positions in_OPPECs
Three positions in OPPECs were defined for analyzing the predictors of

satisfaction with organizational structure -- senior administrator, section head, and

.

SUpervisor.

\

As. presented in Table 7.14, "the climate of supervisory work" Avas the only
predictor of satisfactic;n with the organizational structure for the sénio: administrator
sample. The proportion of the variance in the four satisfaction measures accounted for by
this orga;xi;ationél characteristic ranged from 15 to 25 percent. |

) N : .

Results presented in Table 7.15 shows that "the climate of supervisery work” was

the only predictor of threc satisfaction measures. The proportion of the variance in these

three satisfaction measures accounted for by "the climate of supervisory work" ranged

from 31 to 47 percent. Table 7.15 also shows that "hierarchy of authority” was _tlieonly

3
[
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predictor of one satisfaction measure -- the fourth. The proportion of the vanﬁcc in this

satisfaction measare accounted for by "hierarchy of authority" was 40 percent.

Superviser Sample

As is indicated in Table 7.}6, "the climate of supcrvis:ry work" was tﬁc major
predictor of -satisfaction with the organizational structure of supervisor sample. The
proportion of the varign_cc in the four satisfaction measures accounted for by this
organﬂizadonal characteristic ranged from 18 to 35 percent. Only two gthcr\organizational
characteristics gcc:)untg{l ~for additional variance at levels which were statistically
significant -- "procedural specification” and "bases for wqu assignment and prpmotion”
-- but these contributions were minor in comparison with “the climate of” sup;rvisbry

T
work." a,

Ay

C. SUMMARY ¥ . &

3

t

Pearson product-moment correlation was used .to determine the relationship
between various indicators of satisfactionand organizational characteristic; of thc_
OPPECs. Stepwise multiple regression analysis was used to\determine the extent to
which factors of o?ganizational chara::tcristics were statistically signiﬁcgn_t predictors of
satisfaction with the organizational st;ucnirc.

Correlation indicated that in all the OPPECs "the climate of supervisory work,"
"procédural specification,” "baées for work assignment and promotion," and "hierarchy
of aud':ority" were significantly corrc'latcd with all four measures of satisfacjon. As well
- "control of supcrvisors"\ was significantly correlated with some variabies of satisfaction
with the organizational structure. The results from small, medium, and large size
OPPECs show results siinil_ar to those found for total simple of respondents. This was
also true of the results from the supervisor samplé. In Bar;gkok supervisory unit, most

organizational characteristics were not significantly correlated with satisfaction measures.

-~
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In the scnioy administrator and section_head samples, only some organizational

chara®teristics wt\:rc'-‘§igniﬁcantly correlated with some variables of satisfaction with the
organizational st;ﬂcture.

The stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated that, in general, "the climate

of supervisory work" was by far the best predictors of satisfaction. In selected analyses

\ "procedural specification” and "bases for work assignment and promotion” were good

\prcdlctors "Hierarchy of authorlty" and "administrative authority" were weak predictors;

"control of supervisors” was not a predictor in any of the analyses.

/



CHAPTER 8
DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS
*»

. This chapter highlights the findings tha; have emerged from analysis of the data..
In the first section, the burcat;ératic characteristics of the OPPECs are discussed.
Second, the discussion focuses on satisfaction with the organizational structure and with
the fob itself as reported by respondents who work in the OPPECs. Finally, the
relationships among the variables of organizational characteristics and satisfaction with

the organizational structure are discussed. '

\ A. ORGANIZATIONAL CH‘ARACTERISTICS EMERGING
FROM THE ANALYSIS

°
In Chapter Four the researcher conclujded that bureaucratic charactcdst{cs of
supervisory units in Thailand were quit_c different from comparable organizations' in
western c\du?&{tes such as Canada. A factor analysis yié\lded seven dimensions of
bureaucratic ‘chgacteristics but onl?' six could be n}e\aningfully intcr_pntéd. They are (1)
the climate of supervisory work, (2) procedui'al specification, (3) control of supervisors,
~ (4) administrative authority, (5) bases for work assignment and promotion, anqé(6)
hierarchy of aythority. bMy two of the dimensions are similar to the Weberian model of
bureaucracy: procedural speciﬁgatioL and hierarchy of authority._b According to MacKay
(1964, 74-76)? and Ropinson (1966: 116-118), these two dimensions are positively and
significantly interrelated. However, in this study ,theseAtwo. bureaucratic dimensions were
not correlated. -Indgcd, there is a’ low negative correlation "(i' = 4.Q5) which is not - }
“statistically ?igniﬁéan“t. This leads to the!conclusion that the variables "procedqral '
specification” and "hi&rchy of authority” in Thai bﬁreauctacy are sqrhewhat different ' '
from those irl the Weberian. model. Fgr;_chmo;e,'the findings of this study do not ~

r Q
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support Weber's view that all bureaucratic dimensions are positively related (Weber,
1946: 110-113). This means that the bureaucratic dimensions identified in this study

-t

have some features different from ‘tt;ose described by Weber, and that each dimension
measures mﬂ'_;[_gm aspects of the organizational characteristics of supervisor); units in
Thailand. Thrcc‘dimensions which share common \bureaucratic c;,lemcnts are (1) ihe
climate of supervisory work, (2) bases for work assignment and promotion, and 3)
\ hierarchy of authority. The intercorrelation between each of these three dimensions and
the total orgahizational characteristic score are .67, .60, and .85, respectively, in which
the percentage of variance acéounted for was at?out 45 percent, 36“perccnt, and 72
’ ’

percent, respectively.

~

Perceptions of Organizational Chéracteris?ics Across Siies of Sﬁpérvisofy
Units
Researchers disagree on whether or not the size of the organization is related to
bureaucratic characteristics. Robinson (1966) and Hall and Title (1966) found that size
was not significantly related to b\ﬂfrcaucratic characteristics. Their ﬁndings contradicted
those of MacKay (1964‘1) and of Pugh and his associates (1969) who discovered that size‘
was related to degree of bureaucratization. The pattern of findings in this study is not
| consistent. The size of supcf:visory units was related to four dimensions, namely (1) the
climate of supervisory work, (2) procedural §pccificatfon, (3) bases for work a;signment
anth promotion, and (4) "hierarchy of authority." Large size O}’P%Cs'arc rated more
~ bureaucratic than medium and small size OPPECs with respect to “the climate o
supervisory work," and they are perceived to be more bureaucratic than Bangkok with
respect to "hierarchy of authority." However, ‘largc size OPPECs seem to be less
| bureaucratic than medium size OPPECs with respect to "procedural specification.”
Furthermore, small size OPPECs arc'per,ceived as more buregucratic than mcdi(xm and

. » & . [ ° ' N ) . --
large size OPPECs with respect to "bases for work assignment and promotion.” This
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study found that size was rciated- to the degree of burcaucracy; nevertheless, the results
agree with those of Hall (1966) in that a large orgaﬁization was not necessarily more or
less bufeaucratjc than 2 small one. “

The size of the organization was not related to the perceptions of adrninisp.atbrs
(senior adminis&ators and section heads). Size did associate with the perceptions of non-
__ administrative m;mbers (supervisors) with respect to two bureaucratic dimensions --
procedural specification and bases for work assignment and prbmotion. Supervisors in * -
medium size OPPECs perceived greater bureaucracy than did thoisc in small and large size
OPPECs with respect to "procedural specification”; howe\}cr, supervisors in small size
OPPECs pcrccive& greater bureaucracy than did supervisors in mcdiurri-and large size
OPPECs wilh respect to “bases for work assignment and promotion.” ..
B "Control of supcfvisoxs" and "administrative authority” are two bu_fgaucratic
characteristics of supervisory units wh/ich. are‘ not related to OPPEC size. The first
dimension deals with the performance of administrators and Isupcrvisors. and the second
relates to the authority of administrators over supervisors. -These two dimensions tend to. ‘
involive relationships among members of the supervisory units. They may include the
kinds of informal structures which Hoy and Miskel (1982 88-91) suggest are important
factors in the creation of efficient opcrauons in bureaucratic orgamzanons .The scale
scores of "control of supervisors” anq "administrative authority" were 1.99 aﬂd 2.74,
respectively. These relatively low scores indicate '\a low dcgree of bureaucracy. The
behaviors of members were controlled by sclf-unposed standards and administrative ™
authonty had an informal orientation. The Thai cultural cohtext which emphasnzes
personal relanonshxps may be the most slgmficant factor which mfluences these -

-

perceptions of a low dcgree of bumumcy -
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Perceptlons of Organizational Characterlstlcs Across Positions in OPPECS

Comparing the size . of the supcrvxsory units to the posmons held by the

respondents in the OPPECs, 1t was found that thc p0smon was related to the perception

. .
of bureaucratic characteristicso a greater defree than was the size of the OPPEC. Only

the "adminiétratigq authority" dimension was perceived in-a similar way by sénior '
SR

”n
administrators, section heads, and supervisors. Most of the signjﬁc@t differences in the

perceptions of organizationalicﬁaracteristics were between senior administrators, op the
one hand, and section heads and supervisors on the other. Section heads and supervisors
had similar perceptions of b?n'caugradc characteristics. The results revealed that senior
administmtor; perceived greater bureaucracy with respect to "procedural specification”
and "bases for work assignment and promotion,” and less bul;eaucracy with respect to
"the climate of supervisory work" and "hierarchy of authprity" when compared to- both
section heads and supervisors. ‘ )
The structure o}: supervisory units in Thailand is basically bureaucratic as is the
structure of schools. 'Supervisors and section heads are concerned primarily with
.acagemic matters while senior' administrators are éonccmcd with the general opcration of
superv1sory units. This may result in supervisors and sectlon heads having 31m11\
perceptions of bureaucracy; however, their perceptions were d1fferent from those of
senior administratc;rsi Senior administrator§ perceived "the climate of supervisory work"
Jo be more autonomous and "hierarchy of authority” to be less centralized than ‘did

supervisors and section heads. On the other hand, senior administrators perceived that the

* supervisory units applied more standard procedures, used I;IOI‘C professional/technical .

-

bases for work assignment and promotion, am®>used more organization-imposed

e

standards of control than did section heads 'arid supervisors.’ ’I’he contradictory

perccptxons among respondents who hold different positions may result in conflicts |

bctween superiors (sc/mor administrators) Jnd subordinates ‘(section heads and

supervisors). These findmgs may support thaose of Hoy and Miskel .(1982: 112 113)

o]
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They suggestooj. that one source of organizational conﬂici'is between subordinatos ‘who\
have a coll 'guo reference orientation and administratQ;Lwho' have a hicrax;chi.caL
orientatioff. A second kind of conflict occurs as a result of subordinates' desire for -
gutoriofny in decision making and administrators expectation of disciplined coropﬁancc.'
As well, conflict arises from the desire of subordinates to exercise self-imposed‘ standards
of control and the dém;xnds of administrators for subordi@mtion to organizational eontroll.
A comparison of pcrcei;tions of burc#ﬁcrafic characteristics across position of
respondents in each size of OPPECs revealed that there were signjficant differences
among the threc positions of rcspondcnts in mcdiuﬁ and large sizo OPPECs but not in
small size OPPECs., The perccptxons of bureaucratic charactcnstlcs of members in
dlﬁferent posmons in small sxze OPPECs are similar. The numbcr of. mcmbers in the-
s.uperv1sory unity and experience in supervisory work may be factors which are
associated -with members' perceptions. The fact that there are fewer members in small
size OPPECs may result in closer interpcréona'.l tglatiotxlsmps and‘a more sautono?;\ous
| interpersona] ¢lirnate. These kinds of rela‘tionsh‘igs are Eharacteristic of Thai sdoiet)g
. Bockgroimd of responderits in terms of previous position may be anotheafactor rcl"atin'g':
to the pcrcopﬁons of senior administrators 'in smail size OPPECs. Half of the si:niocr‘
administrators in small size OPPECs had bcen in "head supervisor, section head, and
super‘( positibns whereas only one-fourth of those in medium size OPPECs and one-.
third 'of those in large size OPPECs had held thosc positions prevxously Senior
admlmstrato'rs m small size OPPECs tcnded to have more ¢xperience in supemsory work
than d1d semor adrmmslrators in the other sizes of OPPECs This may contnbutc to
sumlanues in the pvifceptwns of bureaucratic ohamchcnsucs. o B C o

2 Y

Ly
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B. SATISFACTION WITH ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

According to Steers (1977:38-45) and Hoy and Miskel (1982:333-339), job
catisfaction may be used as a criterion of organizational effectiveness. Based on this
assumption, the supervisory units in the Thai OPPECs as experienced by their mcmbcrs‘
tended towards bci;g effective organizations. The average scores of members of the
supervisory units who took part in this study were in the "slightly satistied” area on all
satisfaction varables -- sati;faction with the job situation (satisfaction with the operating
structure and satisfaction with responsibilities) ar‘lﬂd overall satisfaction (satisfaction with
orgamization functions and satisfaction with the job). |

A comparison of satisfaction among members of OPPECs revealed that size 1s not
a significant variable relating to the level of satisfaction. rOnly one significant diAffercncc
was found: members in medium size OPPECs expressed greater satisfaction with the
operating structure than did members in small size OPPECs, and further analysis revealed

- that this difference was the result of supervisor responses. There was no s\igniﬁcam

difference in any other satisfaction variables among respondents working in small,

medium, and large size OPPECs. Hence, the findings of this study do not show that

members of smaller size OPPECs -- in which there are likely to be closer interpersonal
relationships -- are more satisfied with the organizational structure than are members of
larger size OPPECs. l

The ﬁndinés from an aﬁalysis of data across positions in OPPECs showed that
position is related to the level of satisfaction. Generally, senior administrator§ expressed
more satisfaét,ifon than did section heads and supervisors; section heads and supervisors
were satisfied to the same degree. These findings support those of French et al,,
(1985:377) who stated that "There is greater job satisfaction as people move up the

hicrzucﬁy‘ Superiors are more satisfied than subordinates at all levels.” Though section =

n , hea&g_ are higher in the hierarchy than supervisors, both groups cXpressed the same
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degree of satisfaction. This can be explained by two factors -- the work structure of Thai
organizations and the Thai cultural context.

From the researcher's experience (the researcher has worked in Thai
organizational structure similar to that found in OPPECs and has worked with people in
supervisory units for more than ten years), directors of organizations at the "division”
level arc.powcrful persons in that they have full authority to manage tasks in their
“division.” All OPPECs which are c‘lassiﬁcd as "division” level also have the same work

» —

structure. All documents that enter and leave OPPECs must be signed by the director or
© ——
by an assistant director/head supervisor authorized by the director. Since these signed
documents have to be recorded, the signature of a senior administrator is nceded. In
additior, all tasks have to be approved by senior administrators and decisions are made at
this level. \
Section heads' responsibilities, on the other hand, include making
. recommendations to senior administrators, working with supervisors or others in or
outside of the office, and liaison between senior administrators and supcrvisors.. Section
heads do not have authority to sign documents entering or leaving the OPPECs or to
approve projects which need to be recorded. The authority of senior administrators is
very diffcrcht from that of section heads, even though section heads are also
administrators. In practice, section heads have closer relationships with supervisors than
with senior administrators. The relationship between section heads and supervisors is
like that between friends, and has a quality significantly different from that between
administrators and subordinates. The reason may be that section heads are accustomed to
working with supervisors as colleague before they were promoted to section heads. The
data support this view: 39.5 pcrccni.of section heads in OPPECs were supcrvésors

previously. Of section headsesin small, medium, and large size OPPEC;s, 70.0, 300, and

33.3 percent, respectively, had previously been supervisors.
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That culture may influence the relationships between senior administrators, on the
one hand. and section heads and supervisors, on the other. Section heads and
supervisors are expected to pay réspcct to senior administrators, and to maintain same
degree of social distance, even though they may have been friends and colleagues at one
time. Friendship behaviors between senior administrators, section heads, and
supervisors may be not be acceptable in a work situation because the "hierarchy” of

positions is emphasized. Thais accepted this as natural, as Williams (1983;18) has stated.

C. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION AND
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Investigation of the relationship among organizational characteristic and
satisfaction variables and the identification of predictors of satisfaction were also major

objectives of this study.

Relationships Among Variables

As the findings indicated, satisfaction of members of OPPECs was high where
they perceived a low degree of bureaucracy in "the climate of supervisory work™ and
L\i“xxiemrchy of authority." Their satisfaction was also high where members perceived a
{ r\x\i\gh degree of bureaucracy in "procedural specification” and "bases for work assignment
~/ and promotion.” In addition, their "satisfaction with the job situation” and "satisfaction
with organization functions” was high where they perceived a high degree of bureaucracy
in "control of supervisors.” This supports the speculation that only some aspects of

bureaucratic characteristics may enhance satisfaction.
Furthermore, the findings show that, over all, mémberg of OPPECs were more

satisfied with a professional orientation than with a bureaucratic orientation. The

autonomous climate of supervisory work, decentralization of authority, high procedural
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J
specification, and high professional/technical bases for wark assignment and promotion

increase the satisfaction of members of OPPECS.

5\
\

The analysis of rclationships among organizatiofial characteristics and satisfaction
across sizes of OPPECs revealed that the findings with respect to each of the small,
medium, and large size OPPECs were similar to overall findings with respect to all
respondents working in OPPECs. Only findings with respect to small size OPPECs were
slightly different from’thosc with respect to other sizes of OPPECs. This singlc:
difference was that the satisfaction of members of small size OPPECs was‘highcr where

athey perceirkd a low degree of bureaucracy in "administrative authority.” In other words,

N
they were more satisfied when the administrators emphasized informal authority.

Perhaps members of small organ;zations have closer relationships and a more
autonomous interpersonal climate exists among members, a relationship which is
characteristic of Thai society. Apart from this single finding, there was no further
vidence that variations in the size of the OPPEC are associated with the satisfaction of
respondcnts working in OPPECs. ‘ »

When position of respondents ‘was defined for analyzing, a more intcrcéting
picture came to light. Irrcs;icctivc of the size of the OPPEC, the satisfaction of
réspondcms tended to be high where mpmbéts perceived a low degree of bureaucracy in
"the climate of supervisory work” and "hierarchy of authority,” and a high degree of
bureaucracy in "procedural specification” and "bases for g/ork assignment and
promotion.” ~ The further analysis across positions of the respondents in OPPECs
revealed that there were different findings with respect to senior administrator, sgction
‘hcad, and sipervisor samples. In all three, members of each sample tended to be more
satisfied the more autonc;mous the "climate of supervisory worlé." The relationship
between satisfaction and other organizational characteristics of each sample was different.

The findings from these three samples show that in thglsup'crvisor sample more

organizational characteristics correlated significantly with the satisfaction variables than in
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the section head and senior administrator samples. Ona possible explanation is. that

supervisors tend to be sensitive to the degree éf bureaucracy and that organizational

characteristics associate with their satisfaction more than they as/s‘oéiatc with the
b

. satisfaction of section heads and senior adrhinistrators.

Predictors of Satisfaction with the Organizational Structure

‘The analysis showed .that "the climate of supervisory work” was the most

v

important variable for predicting the variation in most of the satisfaction variables, based
on data reported by respondents working in OPPECs -- in all, in small, in medium, and
in large size OPPECs including Bangkok, and in senior administrator, section hc-ad, and
supervisor samples. This single predictor accounted for between 4 to 47 percent of the
variance in the ‘satisfaction variables. "Procedural specification” and "bases for work
assignment and promotion” were the 6Lher two orga:izational char;ctcristics which
predicted variation in satisfaction. These two~ organizational characteristics had very
limited predictive usefulness, however.  For all intents and purposes, "hierarchy of
authority," "control of supcrvisors,"'and "administrative authority" did not contribute to
the explanation of the variation in any satisfaction variablcs,.in any sampI‘CS. This leads to
the conclusion that it is not necessary to use all organizational characteristics as ;;redictors
of satisfaction. Because "the climate of supervisory work" was not only the best
predictor of satisfetption it was thcA most important characteristic (it had the largest
eigenvalue -- see Table 4.1) and it is the most characteristic of supervisory units in
Thailand (it had the highest correlation, r = .67, with total score of organizational

characteristics -- see Table 4.10). Consequently, "the climate of supervisory work" may

be used to predict work related satisfaction without other predictors.
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D. SUMMARY ’-

According to the results of this study, organizational characteristics of the
supervisory units in Thailand differed from the Weberian model. The discussion points
out that, generally, size is not an important fastor éla‘ting to the perceptions of
respondents regarding organizational characteristics. The position of the respondents,
however, associates with their perceptions. Similarly, an analysis of satisfaction across
sizes of supervisory units and positions in OPPECs revealed that position was a more
im;;ortant variable relating to members' satisfaétion with the organizational structure and
the job itself than the size of the OPPECs. |

"The climate of supervisory work," "procedural specification,” and "bases for
work assignment and promotion" were important sources for predictipg the variation in
satisfaction on the various satisfaction measures. The scales which thig study used to
' measure satisfaction are useful, but only these three scales have substantial ability to

assess satisfaction of respondents working in the supervisory units.

L N
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. CHAPTER 9 ‘
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECZOMMENDATI()NS
This final chapter summarizes the study. The first section provides an overview
+ of the background and methodology of the study and in the second section a summary of
the findings is presented. Conclusions are presented in the thigd section while the fgunh

section offers some recomsmendations. " \

A. REVIEW OF BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

This section highlights (a) background and purposes of the research, (b)

conceptual framework, and (é) research methodology.

Background and Purpose of the Study

In 1980 the seventy-three Offices of the Provincial Primary Education
Commissio;ls (OPPECs) in Thailand were established under the Office of the N,ational_
Primary Education Commission (ONPEC) in an attempt to give- greater unity to the
administration of government primary schools. Administration of primﬁry education at
the provincial level became the responsibility of the OPPECs; all supervisory units at the
provincial level, which had been under the Department of General Education (DGE),
were transferreci to the OPPﬁCS. In this new adminisn;ative structure, the functions of
the sup..visory unit in each provinéc were largely unchanged, but the functions and roles  ,
of the staff members in the superviséry units; especially those of administrators, were
changed in significant ways. According to the new administrative structure, the Head
Supervisor, who used to have the same status as the Director, now was to be accountat:lc

: t6 the Director and/or the Assistant Director. After the reorganization some Head

Supervisors igﬁorcd the new administrative structure and persisted with efforts to operatg '

their units independently. The conflict which resulted was gra'ddally resolved through

190" I ! |
3 |
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transfers of administrators at the senior level. Although the organizational structures of
the, OPPECs now appear to ha\;c s(abilizcd, the characteristics of the structure may still
o vafy among the OPPECs.

The intent of this study was to describe and analyze the organizational
ch&rapteristics of the OPPEC supervisory units in Thailand, and to ihvestigate the
sadgﬁd\ction of administrators and supervisors with their work responsibilities z}nd the
org:;\nizational structure. Furthermore, the relationship between various measures of ’
satisfaction of OPPEC staff members and the organizational characteristics of the
OPPECs were explored. To these ends, fhc following research -qucstions were
formulated:

1. "To what extent are bureaucratic dimensions evident in the opcratioh of OPPEC
supervisory units?

2. To what extent are administrators and supervisors satisfled with the job

H
o

situations in these supervisory units?
3. What is the relationship between satisfaction with the job situations and the

organizational characteristics of the supervisory units?

. The relationships of OPPEC size and pogit:ion of rcspondentﬁ to perceptions of
® organizational characteristics and degree of satigfaction were also explored.
Conceptual Framew’ork’ \\

- The Weberian model of bureaucracy provxdcd the basis for the conccptual
framcwork employed in the study. Working from this fodel, Hall (1961), MacKay
(1964), and Robinson (1966) developed six scales to measure the bureaucratic ;0
characteristics of ‘an orgamzauon The researcher adapted these scales to measure the
burca::r%c characteristics of supcrv_lsory units at-the prqvmcxal level in Thailand. As - .

well, satisfaction scales were developed based on the six dimensions of organizational

§ ) i #
. \ 7 . ° '\
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characteristics. The various dimensions of bureaucratic structure and employee

satisfaction were considered to be major variables in this study.

Research Methodology

The design of this study was based on the survey method of data collection and .
quantitative techniques of analysis. The survey questionnaire was distributed to
supervisors and administrators working in 25 OPPECs identified by a stratified random

sampling procedure.

The Sample  *

The stratification of the sample was based on two factors: (1) number of
supervisors in the OPPEC supervisofj unit, and (2) number of primpary schools under the
OPPEC of each pravince. 'Twcnty-four randomly selected OPPECs were classified into-7
small size, 12 medium size, and 5 large size. in addition, the OPPEC in Bangkok was
selected. As a result, there were 377 respondents in the study: 78 senior administrators,

~

38 section heads, and 261 supervisors.

The [nstrument

The questionnaire used to collect data in this study was first written in English and
later translated into Thai. Only the Thai 'version was used in data collection. The
_questionnaire consisted of three parts: (1) organizational characteristics, (2) satisfaction
with’tﬁe job situation and overall saﬁsfaction, and (3) background data. ' A pilot test of the
instrument was carried out, and the revised questionnaire was used to collect data.

Appropriate tests were used to establish the validity and reliability of the instrument. .

Descriptive statistics and tests of significance were used to analyze-data gamered '
in this study.  The techniques applied to analyze the data were as follows: (1) factor -

analysis, ' (2) fréqucncy distributions, (3) Pcai'son product-moment correlation .



e —

193

? K

coefficients, (4) t-tcsté, (5) one-way analysis of variance, and (6) stepwis¢’ multiple

regression.

B. SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

In relation to the purpose of the study, the major findings are summarized under
the following topics: (a) \oréanizational characteristics of OPPEC supervisory units, (b)
employee satisfaction, (c) relationship between satisfaction and organizational

characteristics, and (d) predictors of satisfaction.

Organizational Characteristics

To define t}ie scales for descril;ing organizational characteristics, factor analysis
with oblique rotation was employed. The seven-factor solution was selected but only six
factors were used to define scales; factor 3 was rejected becauéc it could not be
interpreted. ’F-:c six factors were labelled as follows: (1) the climate of supervisory work,
(2) procedural specification, (5) control of supervisors, (il administrative authority, (5)
bases for work assignment and pror;loﬁon, and (6) hierarchy of authority. The reliability

of each scale was statistically significant at the .001 level. Most scales were .

intercorrelated, and all of them 'were significantly correlated with the total score.

The Cli ¢ Supervisory Work

The items in’this factor pertained to the assignment of responsibilities of
supervisors and the working conditions under which supervisors carry out these
. - [ : '
responsibilities. The mean score of 2.70 indicated that "the climate of supervisory work"

tended slightly towards an autonomous climate.

Statistically significant differences in perceptions of “the climate of supervisory

work" across different sizes of OPPECs and across dxfferent positions were found.

, Régarding OPPEC size, the differences were betveen members in large size OPPECs, on
p :

L4

L . -
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the one hand, and small and medium size OPPECs, on the other, when the total sample
,was considered. The members of.large size OPPECs rated "the climate of supervisory
work in their organization as less autonomous than did members of small and medium
size OPPECs. On the basis of position owf respondents, the dlfferenccs were between
senior administmtion, on the one hand, and section heads and supervisors, on the other,
for the total sample and for each size of OPPECs, with the single exccption”of small size

OPPECs. Senior administrators perceived a morg autonomous climate for supervisory

work than did section heads and supervisors.

P tural Specificati .

The items selected for this factor describe the procedures which supérvisors are
expected to follow when performing their roles. The mean score (3.72) indicated that the
degree of procedural spesiﬁcation in the supervisory units tended towards precise
spcciﬁcat/ipn.

There were statistically significant differences in perceptions of "procedural
spcciﬁéation" across sizes of OPPECs and across positions in OPPECs. The difference
in perception across sizes of OPPECs was in the suﬁérw;isor sample. Across positions,
the difference in perceptions was found between senior administrators, on the one hand,
and the section heads and supervisors, on the other, for the total sample and between
senior admiffistrator and supervisors for large size OPPECs; senior administrators

perceived the supervisory units to have more precisely specified procedures than did

<
L. J

section heads and supervisors.

Contro] of Supervisors

The mean score of this factor (1.99) indicatcci that control of the supervisor's
conduct tended to be self-imposed rather than organizatiorr-imposed. '

Two statistically significant differences in pcrceptiorls of "control of supervisors"

across positions in OPPECs were found: between scn}or administrators and supervisors
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in the total sample and in large size OPPECs -- senior administrators as compared to
supervisors perceived a lesser tendency for'control to be self-imposed in the supervisory

units. ¢

|ministrative Authori

This factor pertained to the aythority of admipistrators in the supervisory units,
cspeciall); head supervisors. The mean score of 2.74 suggeéts that the behavior of
administrators tended slightly away from the explicit exercise of formal authority towards
the informal exercise of authority. There were no statistically significant differences in
perccl\)tions of "administrative al_nhority"' aéross sizes of OPPiSCs and across positions in

OPPEC:s.

This factor referred te the bases for promotion and the way work was-assigned to
supéruisors. Loth technical qualiﬁcations and personal factors seem to be considcrgd in
assigning tasks (o supervisors. The tmeaq score gf 3.39 indicated that there is some ’
tendency towards the: use of factors in addition to purely technical/professional factors, in
work assignment and promotion. : | -

There were statisticai‘v' signjﬁcdnt'diffemnccs in perceptions of "bases for work -
ass1gnmcnt and promouon" across sizes of OPPECs and across positions in OPPECs
When the total sample and the supervisor sample were consxdcred, dxffer&lces were
found between rcspondents workmg in small size OPPECs, on the one hand, and - |
medium and large size OPPECs, on the other; members of small size OPPECs percewed
. that their supervisory umts used non-techmcal basés for work assxgnm;nt amd promouon
less than did members of medium and large sm dPPECs Regaxding the respoudents 3 ,
posmon, a d:fference in peroegnon-was found bctwwn senior adxmmstntors on the one

-hand, and the section heads and supemsors, on the other. Senior adnums__trators_
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perceived that technical qualifications were more strongly emphasize than did section

heads and supervisors.

Hi by of Authori |
The mean Scorc of this scale (3.55) suggests a\rclatively strong emphasis on

hierarchy in the administrative .organi-zation of the OPPECs. Position held by .
\\requndents in OPPECs was related to respondents’ perceptions of "hi.sr‘archy of
authorit'y." When tt\tc total sample and medium size OPPECs were considered,
differences were observed between senior administrators, on the one hand, and section
heads and supervisors, on the other. Senior admiﬁistrators perceived less emphasis on
. administrative hierarchy than did section heads and supervisors. VSize of OPPEC was
associated with the pcrccptions‘ of members when the total sample was ‘analyzed;
rﬁcmbcrs of large size OPPECs perceived a stronger emphésis on "hierarchy of authority"”

than did members of OPPEC Bangkok.

L4

Satisfaction
¢ L
R Four satisfaction measures were used in the analyses: (1) two scale scores (based

on the factor analysis) and (2) t;wo ovérall measures of satisfaction.

Satisfaction with the Job Situation . . ¢

Using the factor analysis technique, the two-factor solution was selected to define
scales to measure satisfaction with the job situation: (1) satisfaction with the operating

. s ;

sﬁucture, and (2) satisfaction with responsibilities.

Satisfacti ith the O ing S

The items selected for this factor described various ways in which the work of the !
organization was done. The mean score of 3.87 indicated that members in the OPPEC

supervisory units tend towards satisfaction with the operating structure.
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Findings pertaining to “satisfaction with the operating structure” are accentuated in
the following circumstanccs:‘ 4
o (1) when the total sample and the supervisor sample are considered, size o? \
OPPEC is related t; satisfaction of respondents; i.e., respondents working in medium
size OPPECs are more satisfied ihan respondents working in small size OPPECs.
(2) | the position held by mspondchts ini)“BBECs i\s related to thqir satisfaction;
- i.e., in the total sample and in medium size OPPECs, sin_ipr adminilstrators arc more
satisfied than section heads and supervisors, and in small and large size OPPECs, senior |
administrators are more satisfied than supervisors. | |

Satisfacti {th R ibiliti
., - \s -
The mean score of 4.13 indicated that mémbers in the OPPEC supervisory units

o~

L~

-

tend towards satisfaction with their responsibilitics: They are more satisfied with their
responsibilities than they are with the operating structure. #
The ﬁndihgs pertaining to this satisfaction measure are as follows: (1) position
- held ny respondents isl.rclated to their satisfaction: senior administrators are more satisfied
than supervisors for the total sample, and they are more satisfied than section heads and
supervisors for each OPPEC size; and (2) size of OPPECs is not associated with
members' satisfactién with their responsibilities.
Overall Satisfacti
Two items were used as scales to measure overall satisfactioﬁ (1) ﬁatisfacﬁon
W1t.h orgamzatlon functions, and (2) satxsfacuon with thc job. The mcans on.both items
3. 8 and 4.22, respectlvely) for members working in the OPPEC supervxsory units fell
~ intojthe “slightly satisfied" range. ' ,
The following findings pertaining to the overall satisfaction are more evxdcnt.
(D) swe of OPPEC is not associated with overall sansfact;on of respondents

working in the supervisory units;
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:‘("bix?,@) positio;l held by respondents in OPPECs is related to “satsfaction with
mginl_zamnn functions” when the total sample and each size of OPPECs are considered:

(3) when the total sample is considered, senior admunistrators are more satisfied
with their job than supervisors.

Relationship Between the Satisfaction Measures and Organizational
Characteristics .

Three major sets of findings pertained to the relationship between satisf:iction and
org;mizat;onal characteristics:

(1) when the total sample is considered, “the climate of supervisory work.”
“hierarchy of authority,” "procedural specification,” and "bases for W(;rk assignment and
promotion” are strongly correlated with all four ‘'satisfaction measures. Th\E less
bureaucratic the organization is on the first two organizational characteristics and the more
burcauc;‘rgnc it is on the last two characteristics, the higher is the satjschﬁon.

(2) when size »of OPPEC is considered, all four satisfacL'?asurcs correlate
with the following organizational characteristics: ' -
- . in sall size OPPECs, all scales of organizational characteristics except
"control of supervisors”;
in medium size OPPECs, “"the climate of supervisory work,”

"procedural specification,” "bases for work assignment and promotion”;
in large size OPPECs, "the climate of supervisory work,” "procedural
spccificatio-n," "bases for work assignment and promotion,” and
"hierarchy of authonty."

(3) when position held by respondents in OPPECs is considered, all four
xansfachon .measures correlated significantly with the following organizational

Fs haraétcristics:

i
-
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in the sentor administrator sample, "the climate of supervisory work"
and "bases for work assignment and promotion;
in the section head sample, "the climate of supervisory work™ and
"hierarchy of authority™;
in the supervisor sample, "the climate of supervisory work,"
"procedural specification,” and "bases for work assignment and

promotion.”

Predictors of Satisfaction
A stepwise multiple regression analysis was carried out in order to explore the

predictors of satisfaction.

The findings pertaining to "satisfaction with the operating structure” and

"satisfaction with organization functions” are as follows: (1) when the total sample is
considered, "the climate of supervisory work" is the major predictor; (2') the same result
is found when size of OPPEC and position held by respondents are considered €xcept the

majoy predictor in large size OPPECs is "bases for work assignment and promotion.”
a

Predi F Satisfaction with R bilit u

~ When thc.total sample is considered, "the climate of supervisory work” is the
major predictor. The same result is found when size of OPREC and position held by
respondents in OPPECs are considered, except that the major predictor for the section
<

head sample is "hierarchy of authority.”
L 4
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Predic - Satisfacti ith the |
When the total sample is considered, "the climate of supervisory work™ is found

to be the major predictor. The same result is found when size of OPPEC and position

held by respondents in OPPECs are considered.

C. CONCLUSIONS

Of the six dimensions of organizational charact}ristics of supervisory units
identified in this study, only two -- procedural specification ‘and hierarchy of authority --
were similar to those identified in earlier studies. The differences in gimcrxsions may be
due, in part, to the uniqueness of OPPECs as professional organizational and, in part, to
differences in the cultural and social contexts of organizations in Thailand as compared to

western countries.

Although there are variations in organizational characteristics across supervisory
units, there was a general tendency in these characteristics towards an autonomous
climate, a'sclf-imposcd standard of control, informal authority, non-technical bases for
work assignment and promotion, precisely specified procedures, and centralization of
authority. Of these characteristics, variations in the degree of member autonomy (climate

of supervisory work) were the most significant in relation to the variables explored in this

g

A

study.

The results of this study show that the position held by the respondents is a more
significant variable nclatir:g to perceptions of organizational characteristics of supervisory
units in Thailand than is the OPPEC size. Differences in perceptions “found between
senior administrators, on the one hand, and section heads and supervisgrs, on the other.
The differences in perceptions among positions may be the result of §ifferences in

T e . ‘ .
responsibilities; senior administrators are concerned more with the general operation of
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supervisory units while section heads and supervisors are concerned primarily with

academic matters.

Size was not a significant factor in relation to variations in respondent satisfaction

N\
in the organizations included in this study. The findings across sizes of supervisory units
show that size is not consistently associated with the satisfaction of respondents working

in OPPECs. This is to say, it cannot be concluded that a smaller OPPEC size contributes
. R

to greater satisfaction of staff members than a large OPPECs -- or vice versa.

\

Position in OPPECs, however, was related to satisfaction of members working in
supervisory units. Generally, s::nior administrators were more satisfied with their work
responsibilities and with the organizational structure than section heads and supervisors,

' .

while section heads and supervisors were equally satisfied. This may be because of the
work structure of Thai organizations and the Thai\'c‘ultural context. Senior administrators
exercise authority over all members but section heads do not have a right to command‘
supervisors. Both section heads and supervisors have a duty to obey senior

administrators and they are expected to pay respect to senior administrators while section

heads and supervisors may have been friends and colleagues at one time.

Analysis of the relationship between satisfaction and organizational characteristics
shows that four dimensions of organizational characteristics were signiﬁcanfly correlated
with all four satisfaction measure§. Members of OPPECs expressed greater satisfaction
when they perceived a lower degree of bureaucracy on "the climate of supervisory work”
and "hicrarchy of authority" dimensions, and a higher, dcgreg of bureaucracy on
"procedural specification” and "bases for work assignmeht and promotion.”
Furthermore, there is some evidence to suggest that a higher degree of bureaucracy on n

"control of supervisors" and a lower degree of bureaucracy on "administrative authority"

may contribute to greater satisfaction. This leads to the conclusion that a higher (or |
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lower) degree of bureaucracy does not necessarily result in greater satisfaction. It all

‘depends on the dimension. 1

Position held by respondents was related to most of the relationships explored
between satisfaction and organizational characteristics; only "cogtrol of supervisors” ana
"administrative authority” were not correlated with any satisfaction measures in any
samples. The analysis revealed that there were different fmding's with respect to senior

.
administrator, section head, and supervisor samples. In the sﬁpcrvisor sample more
organizational charactc'ristics correlated significantly with satisfaction variables than in the
other two samples. This suggests that supervisors tended to be more sensitive to the
degree of bureaucracy and that organizational characteristics related more-to their

satsfaction than they related to the satisfaction of senior administrators and section heads.

The best predictor of s_atisfactibﬁ with the organizational structure was "the climate
of supervisory work.” It contributed to iotal variance more than any other scale, and its
domination of the stepwise multiple regression analyses establishes that it is not necessary
to use all organizational characteristics as predictors of satisfaction. If a causal
relationship can be assumed, then a basis is established for attempting to influence

satisfaction by changing specific features of the organizational structure.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS

This study focused on the bureaucratic characteristics of the supervisory units in
Thailand. In this regard, the findings contribute to the view that research on bureaucratic
characteristics must be context specific. The implications of this view will be considered

in the following recommendations.
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Recommendations for Research .

1. The scales used to measure bureaucratic characteristics and satisfaction with the
organizational structure provide a basjs for developing a more comprchr\nsivc instrument;
however, they require modification to make them more suitable for Thai organizations.

2. Since the organizational characteristics in Thailand differ from those of western
countries, qualitative research procedures such as observation and interview should be
used in order to enhance findings.

3. Because the cultural context seems sb important in giving shape to bureaucratic
characteristics, further research should include the study of cultural context _and social
characteristics. This is especially true if the methodology applied in this study is used to
measure bgrcaucratic characteristics in different geographical A5 of Thailand where the
cultural context and social characteristics differ slightly.

4. Future studies should be undertaken in other Thai organizations -- professional
and nonprofessional organizations -- to ensure that the scales used in this study are valid
and reliable in a range of orgariizations which are not staffed exclusively by

professionals.

Recommendations for Practice

1. The findings of this study revealed that organizational charactcristiés were
related to satisfaction. To improve the supervisory system in the OPPEC supcrvisory.
units, administrators i " ONPEC and OPPECs sl}ould devclop and implement
appropriate strategies to increase the level of satisfaction by developing organizational
characteristics found by thxs study to be important. |

2. Because organizational characteristics are significantly correlated with
satisfaction -- a criterion of organizational effectiveness — organizational characteristics
should be taken into account in plan’ning structures and prwes;ei for educational

* administration at the provincial level in Thailand.
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3. The findings of this study confirm for administrators in the Thailand Ministry
of Education (MOE) that bureaucratic characteristics can be both positide and negative.
The bureaucratic structure may result in conflicts between senior administrators, on fhc
one hand, and section heads and supervisors, on the other. Hence, the policy on
organizational characteristics set by MOE should be clear.

4. Since "the climate of supervisory work” is the most importat characteristic of
supervisory units in Thailand, as well as the best predictor of satiSfaEtion, the emphasis
should be on this characteristic -- autonomousv climate of supcr,visory work -- in order to
.attain more effective operation of the supervisory units. Emphasis. should also be placed
on -"procedural specification” --Ynore precisely specified procedures -- because this
characteristic is the second mosgimportant and it is a good predictor of satisfaction as

well.
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Functions of the Supervisory Unit at the Provincial Level

in Thailand

The supervisory unit at the provincial level in Thailand consists of two sections:
(a) thc_supcrvisory section, and (b) the planning and development section. The

tfollowing are the functions of each of these two sections.

A. Supervisory Section

1 Improving teaching-leamning in the provincial primary schogls.

2. Developing instruments for educational evaluation and managing the item
bank for standardized testing.

3. Overseeing academic matters related to provincial primary schools.

4. Undertaking research projects concerning teaching-learning in primary
education.

5. Co-operating with other organizations concerning activities in primary
schools such as boy scouts, girl scouts, ethics, and culture.

6. Performing other activities as assigned by the Director.

B. Planning and Development Section

1. Establishing operational policies and provincial primary education
development plans.

2. Setting budget proposals and allocations for provincial primary education
development.

3. Co-ordinating activities conceming staff development in the province.

4. Collecting data and tabulating educational statistics at the provincial level.
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5  Making recommeddations concerning school administration and
unprovement, the founding, consalidation and termination (;f schools under the Ottice
ot the Provincial Primary Education Commission (OPPEC) .

6. Co-ordinating special projects assigned by the Office of the National
Primary Education Commission (ONPEC) or OPPEC.

7. Performing the secretarial work for OR@C.

8. Performing other duties as assigned by the Director.
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Number of Schools and Supervisors Under OPPECs in Thailand

Location/

No.of No.of
Name of Province Schools Supervisors Geography
1 Bangkok 36 11 capital
2 Phuket ! 60*** 10 south
3 Ranong 94* 8 south
4 Samut Songkhram ! 103* 10 central
5 Samut Sakh 112* 11 central
6 Trat 1 138 10 central
7 Nonthaburi 147 12 central
8 Samut Prakam 147 12 central
9 Sing Buril 149 10 central
10 Ang Thong 160 12 central
11 Nakhon Nayok 166 13 central
12 Satun 167 9 south
13 Pathumthani ! 178 10 central
14 Phang Nga ! 182 + 10 south
15 Yala ’ 213** 12 south
16 Chainat 228 10 central
17 Rayong 230 10 central
18 Tak 235 11 north
19 Mukdahan ! 235 10 north-east
20 Prachuap Kirikhan 236 10 central
21 Krabi 236 8 south
22 Chanthaburi 240 12 central
23 Phetchaburi 249 11 central
24 Nakhonpathom 257** 12 central
25  Phatthalung 2 263 11 “south
26 Uthai Thani 275 8 central
27 Mae Hong Son 280 9 north
28 Phayao 282 7 north
29  Lamphun? 291 12 north
30  Chumphon 2 303 1 south
31  Uttaradit 2 315 11 north
32 Phrae 326 10 north
33 Chacheoeng Sao 331%* 10 central
34 . Chonburi? 333 12 central
35 Trang 335 12 south
36 Pattani 341 11 south
37 Narathiwat 358 9 south
38 Ratchabun 358%* 11 central
39 Saraburi 359 12 . central
40  Sukhothai 2 372 12 north

continued



No.of No.of Location/

Name of Province Schools Supervisors Geography

41 Yasothon 2 394 12 north-east

42 Phichit 403 11 north

43 Nan 418 11 north ~

44  Ayutthaya? 427 11 central

45  Kamphaeng Phet 436 11 central

46 Kanchanabun 438 10 central

47 Lopburi 443** 12 central

48 Suphanburi 2 453 12 central .

49  Nakhon Phanom 2 455 11 north-east

50  Loei? 458 11 north-east

51 Phitsanulok 479** 13 north

52 Songkhla 2 483** 11 south

53 Nong Khai 489 11 north-east

54 Lampang 549 12 north

55 Kalasin 576 11 north-cast

56 Surat Thani 581 11 south

57 Maha Sarakam 585 12 north-east

58 Prachin Buri 593 12 central

59 Phetchabun 601 11 north

60 Sakonnakhon 614 12 north-east

61 Chiang Rai 661 12 north

62 Nakhon Sawan 675 12 central

63 Chaiyaphum 7 10 north-cast

64 Surin . 75 - 16 - north-east

65 Roi Et 790~ 16 north-east

66  Nakhon Srithammarat 3 803 15 south

67 Buriram 826 15 north-east
. 68 Sisaket 868 16 north-east

69  Chiang Mai 3 1,012%* 17 north

70  Khon Kaen 3 1,018 16 north-east

71 Udon Thani 1,172%* 18 north-east

72 Ubon Ratchathani 3 1,330** - 16 north-east

73 Nakhon Ratchasima 3 1,336** 16 north-east

1 sample in small size OPPEC

2 sample in medium size OPPEC
3 sample in large size OPPEC

*  one assistant director
**  educational region

*%xx  one assistant director and educational region

\
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APPENDIX C.1
LETTERS TO RESPONDENTS FOR THE PILOT STUDY

To All Respondents

I am an educational officer in the Division of Educational Research, Department
of Curriculum and Instruction Development, Ministry of Education. At the present time
I am on leave of absence doing graduatc work i in. the Department of Educanonal
Administration at the University of Albcrta Canadh. For my thesis I am mvestlgatmg
organizational characteristics of supemsory units at the provincial level.

For the purposes of this study, a procedure was used to select 2 Offices of the _
Provincial Primary Education Commission for the pilot test. Your office was one of )
those chosen. All supervisors, section heads in the supervisory unit, head supervisor,
assistant directors, and director are asked to complete a qucstionnairc. I would be-
grateful for your co-operation in assisting me in my study. Please complete all sections
of the enclosed questionnaire. All information given will be helpful for revising the
questionnaire for my study.

I would be very grateful if you would find the time to completc the
questionnaire. After completing it, please return the completed qucstlonnalrc to the
collector. If you are not clear or do not understand any points or items, please give
comments in the space provided following Section Three or write in the margins next to
whatever item is not clear to you.

Thank you very much for your co-operation.

Sincerely yours,

-~

(Miss Arunsri Anpantrasirichai)



APPENDIX C.2
LETTER TO RESPONDENTS FOR THE SAMPLE

To All Respondents

[ am an educational officer in the Divis'/;gn of Educational Research, Department
of Curriculum and Instruction Development, Ministry of Education. At the present time
I am on leave of absence doing graduate work in the Department of Educational
Administration at the University of Alberta, Canada. For my thesis [ am investigating
organizational characteristics of supervisory units at the provincial level.

For the purposes of this study, a sampling procedure was used to select 25
Offices of the Provincial(Primary Education Commission. Your Office was one of those
chosen. All supervisors, section heads in the supervisory unit, head supervisor, depﬁty
directors, and director are asked to complete a questionnaire. I would be grateful for
your\ co-operation in assisting me in my study. Please complete all sections of the
enclosed questionnaire. All informati%m given will be held in the strictest confidence.

I would be very grateful if you would find the time to complete the
questionngire by January 10, 1986. After completing it, please place the completed
questionnaire in the envelope provided and returr it sealed to the staff member
designated to receive the envelopes. That person will forward all envelopes back to the
collector, Mrs, Mallika Nitayaphorn, Division of Educational Research, Dgpartment of
Curmiculum m}i Instruction Development, Ministry of Education.

Thank'‘you very much for your co-operation.

-

Sincerely yours,

(Miss Arunsri Anantrasirichai)
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APPENDIX C.3 !
QUESTIONNAIRE IN ENGLISH VERSION

The University of Alberta

Department of Educational Administration

ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

by

Arunsri Anantrasirichai

/\

This questionnaire consists of three sections. They are:

Section One: Organizational Characteristics
Section Two: Satisfaction with the Job Situation

Section Three: Background Data

-
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ORGANIZATIONAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Section One: Organizational Characteristics
Direction:

This section consists of 62 statements which describe possible characteristics of
supervisory units. You are asked to mdlcate how frcqucntly each action or behavior
occurs in your particular unit.

There are five p}osgb,fe answers for each statement:

R .;j.li’
v @ \

\J

Never
Seldom
Occasionally
Often
Always

1
2
J
4
5

For each statement please circle the answer which comes closest to describing
the su}%rwsory unit with which you work.

%
2
E
. E 2 »
s § & § §
= 3
| 2385 <
1. Supervisors are their own bosses. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Supervisors can make their own decisions o
without checking with anyone else. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Supervisors are required to initiate, in schools,
extra-curriculum activities for which they have
a limited background. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Supervisors are expected to follow a manual of
rules and regulations. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Procedures are available for resoiving difficult
situations. - 1 2 3 4 5
6. Every person who calls the supervisory unit from
‘ the outside is treated the same. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Inordertogeta promotion, a supervisor has to
"know somebody." 1 2 3 4 5

8. No one can get neccssary supplies without
permission from an immediate superior. 1 2 3 4 5

129
19
9



12.

13.

18

15.

16.
17.

Specific tasks are assigned to particular supervisors.

Written orders from persons in higher posmons
are followed unquestioningly.

Supervisors are left to their own judgemént asto
how to handle various problems. ,

Supervisors who have contact with principals,
teachers and other educational officers are clearly
instructed in proper procedures for gmetmg and
talking with them.

Supervisors possess above-average qualifications
before they are placed in this supervisory unit.

_Each supervisor is responsible to an administrator

to whom the supcrvisor reports regularly.

Supervisors are assigned to do work for which
they have Limited cxpencncc or traxmng

Supervisors are chccked for rule violations.

Supervisors are encouraged to use their own

* judgement.

18.

10.

20.

21.

“220

23.

i

Standard procedures are used for dealing with
complaints about the conduct of supervisers
on the job. .

Promotions are based on how well supervisors
do their jobs. ,

There can be little action until an administrator
approves a dec1sxon

Supervisors are expecwd to follow standard

: procedummhmdlmgproblemmlawdto

curriculum implementation.

Supervisors mexpecﬁedm.ttolcave thexrplace
of work without permﬁswn

S:mﬂarproceduresarewbefollowedby

+

- supervisors in most situations related to

curriculum xmplemenmuon.

— Never

N Seldom

[35]

w QOccasionally

w

3

/\

& Often

v Always

w
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24.

25.

.o

26.
27.

28.
29.

30.4
31,
32.

33.

34.
3s.
36.

37.

In dealing with proflems related to the performance
of the supervisors,the head supervisor is encouraged
to consider the individual offender, not the offense,
in deciding on a corrective course of action.

Promotion is not based on personal pmfcf‘enccs
of the selectors, but on an objective evaluation \
of capabilities.

How things are done in the supervisory unit is Ieft
pretty much up to the individual supervisor.

Supervisors are responsxble for more than one
function.

The time for informal staff get-togethers duh‘ng
the work day in the supervisory unit is strictly

_ regulated by the administration.

The development and demonstration of a w1dc
variety of instructional methods and materials is
in this supervisory unit.

tion sponsors get-togethers of
supervisors.

Supervisors ar¢ promoted simply because they

have "pull".

Supervisors get their orders from the head
supcrvxsor

Supervisors are expected to do classroom
demonstrations of new teaching-learning kits
for teachers.

Nothing i$ said if supervisors get to the office
late ox leave early. ‘

Red tapeis a problcm in getting a job done in
this organization, :

The administrators in this organization stick
pretty much to themselves.

Past supervisory experience plays a large part in
the assignment of a supervisor.

Never

Seldom

Occasionally

5 <
4 5
4 5
4 .5
4 5
4 5
Y
4™ 5
4 5
As
4 e.‘5
4 5
4 5
4 s
4 5

224



38.

39.

41.
42.

45.
46.
47.

48.

9.
50.

51

52.

Any decision a supervisor makes has to have the “
superordinate's approval. 1
Supervisors have to do a lot of paper work
\yhich could be done by the office staff. 1
The head supervisor makes his/her own rules for -
managing the supervisory unit. 1
L)
Going through proper channels is stressed. 1
Supervisors are encouraged to become friendly with
principals, teachers, and other educational officers
who work outside the supervisory unit. 1
Supervisors are promoted for reasons other than
demonstrating professional-ability. ~ ~ 1’
Supervisors who want to make their own decisions
would quickly become discouraged in this
organization. = 1
Assignmenf .of supervisory duties m made without
regard for the supervisor's experience or training. 1
Supervisors feel as through they are being
watched to see that they obey all the rules. I
Supervisors are to follow. strict operational -, '
procedures at all tmzc ' |
Supervisors are expected to be courteous, but \
reserved, at all times in-dealings with teachers .
and principals. | - 1

-

Supcrviéom are selected simply because they J
have attractive personalities. : 1

. ,
Even small matters have to be referred to the

' administrator for ‘a final answer. 1

Sixpervisors cannot,éxpect to get;ssistance from
the head supervisor and/or the section head in :
developing standardized tests. . 1

Supervisors are expected to abide by the spjrit of
the rules of this organization rather than by the
letter of the rules, o

< \

0 Seldom

[ S

w  Occasionally
& Often

w

v Always

Lh

225



53

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

e

Whenever supervisors have a problem, they are

supposed to go to their section head for an answer.

No matter how special a supervisor's problem
appears to be, he/she is treated the same way as
anyone else.

Promotions are based on how well you are liked.

Supervisors are allowed te do almost as they
please 1in carrying out their tasks.

There is confusion and overlap in the job
responsibilities of the Deputy Director and Head
Supervisor.

Rules stating when supervisors arrive and depart
from the building are strictly enforced.

There is only one way to do the job --
administration’s way.

Supervisors are treated according to the rules of
the organization, no matter how serious a
problem they have.

There isn't much chance for a promotion unless
you are "in" with the administration.

A supervisor has to ask the administrator before
he/she does almost anything.

Never
~  Seldom

1 2
12
12
1 2
12
|

Occasionally

£ Often

ps

Always

]

5+

t9
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Section Two: Satisfaction with the Job Situation
Direction

This section consists of items related to your job situation. For each statement please
circle the answer which you feel comes closest to describing your level of satisfaction.

1 = Highly Dissatisfied
2 = Moderately Dissatisfied
3 = Slightly Dissatisfied
4 = Slightly Satisfied
§ = Moderately Satisfied
6 = Highly Satisfied
3
‘G
' 353 3
S 2 2 3 % 3
£ 8 3% 8 &
2 2 2 5 = E
A 8 A «© @ g
> 5% 2§ =2
cICRCEE IR,
HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU WITH T 2 » » = I
1. your participation in the decision making process? 1 3 4 5 6
2. the treatment you receive when you have a problem? 1 2 3 4 5 6
3. the rules and regulations you have to follow? 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. the operating procedures which senior
administrators have established for dealing with
problems in curriculum implementation? 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. the way senior administrators make decisions? 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. the procedures to follow in dealing with
recurring prablems? 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. the methods used in determining promotion
and salary increments? 1 2 3 4 5 6

&. the procedures used by the administrators in
instructing subordinates in performing their job? 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. procedures the senior administrators use to
assign responsibilities to supervisors? 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. 'the assignments for which you are responsible? 1 2 3 4 5 6

Y
o
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3
To
9 3 3 3
L3 g G
G 2 2 3 8 3
§ 90 8 %39 %
g > 2 w9 > 3
A T Q v g &
-~ 8 2 Z S >
— —t D —
535 532 B
W S 1Y L 3 »n »n 2 T
11. the procedures used by senior administrators
in implementing rules and regulations? 1 2 3 4 5 46
12. the way tasks are subdivided and assigned? 1 2 3 4 5 6
13.  On the whole, how satisfied are you with the
way in which your organization functions? 1 2 3 4 5 6
14.  On the whole, how satisfied are you with your
job? 1 2 3 4 5 6
—— JE— EN
Section Three: Background Data | »

Direction:

This section requests certain personal data. For each question or statement
please circle-your answer or fill in the blank provided.

1. Please indicate your sex.

1. Male
2. Female

2. Whatis your age?

25 years or under
26 - 30 years
31 - 35 years
36 - 40 years
41 - 45 years
46 - 50 years
51 - 55 years
56 - 60 years

OB W~



3.

Please indicate your present position.

Director
Assistant Director

Head Supervisor

Section Head in the supervisory section

Section Head in the planningfand development section
Supervisor in the supervisory section

Supervisor in the planning and development section
Other: (Specify)

= R R

How many years have you held your present position (count six months as a
full year)?

years

How many years have you worked in this Office of the Provincial Primary
Education Commission (count six months as a full year)?

years

What position did you hold immediately pror to the present position?

Director
Assistant Director

Head Supervisor

Section Head in a supervisory unit
Section Head but pot in a supervisory unit
Supervisor
Principal
Teacher

Other: (Specify)

How many years did you hold your previous position (count six months as a
full year)?

VRN R WD -

years
Prior to your present position, did you work under the Ministry of the Interior ?
1. Yes
2. No

If your answer is yes in question 8, please indicate the last position?

Chief executive of provincial primary education or assistant
Chief executive of district primary education or assistant
Educational officer

Supervisor
Principal
Teacher

Other: (Specify)

NoUnhWwW—
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If your answer is ygs in question 8, please indicate the total number years you
worked in the Ministry of the Interior?

< years

11. What is the highest degree you hold? Check one

1. B.A

2. B.Sc.

3. B.Ed

4. Two Bachelor's degrees
5. MA.

6. M.Sc.

7. M.Ed.

8. Two Master's degrees
9. Ph.D. or Ed.D.
10. Other: (Specify)




/\

APPENDIX C.4
QUESTIONNAIRE IN THAI VERSION
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Table D.3.1

-

Distribution of Respondents in Small Size OPPECs by
Sex, Age, and Level of Education

Category f % f % f % f %
. i
Total 5 23 100.0 10 100.0 70 100.0 103 100.0
Sex -
male 21 91.3 10 100.0 43 614 74 718
temale 43 - - 27 38.6 28 27.2
no answer 1 43 - - - 1 1.0
)
Age .
26 - 30 - - - - 4 53 4 3.9
31-35 - - - - 13 18.6 13 12.6
36 - 40 - - 3 30.0 26 37.1 29 28.2
41 - 45 9 39.1 3 30.0 15 21.4 27 26.2
46 - 50 6 26.1 1 10.0 7 10.0 14 13.6
S51-55 5 21.7 1 10.0 5 7.1 11 10.7
56 - 60 3 13.0 pi 20.0 - - -~ 5 49
Level of
Education
B.A. 2 8.7 - - 2 2.9 4 3.9
B.Sc. - - - - 3 4.3 3 29
B.Ed. 11 47.8 7 70.0 56 80.0 —74 71.8
Two Bachelor's
degrees - - - - 2 2.9 2 1.9
M.A. - - - - - - - -
M.Sc. - - - - 1 1.4 1 1.0
M.Ed. 7 30.0 2 20.0 6 8.6 15 14.6
no answer 3 13 1 10.0 - - 4 2.9




Table D.3.2
Distribution of Respondents in Medium Size OPPECs by
Sex, Age, and Level of Education

Category f % f % f % f o
Total 38 100.0 20 100.0 118 100.0 176 100.0
Sex
male 37 97.4 16 80.0 88 74.6 141 80.1
female 1 2.6 4 20.0 30 25.4 35 19.9
Age
26 - 30 - - - - 1 0.8 1 0.6
31 -35 - - - - 20 16.9 20 11.4
36 - 40 2 53 - - 35 29.7 37 21.0
41 - 45 8 21.1 7 35.0 33 28.0 48 273
46 - 50 15 39.5 10 50.0 18 15.3 43 24.4
S1-55 3 7.9 3 15.0 9 7.6 15 8.5
56 - 60 10 26.3 - - 2 1.7 12 6.8
4
Level of
B.A. 3 7.9 - - 3 2.5 6 3.4
B.Sc. - - - - 4 34 4 2.3
B.Ed. 23 60.5 15 75.0 92 78.0 130 73.9
Two Bachelor's
degrees - - - - 3 2.5 "3 1.7
M.A. - - - - 1 0.8 1 0.6
M.Sc. - - 1 5.0 - - 1 0.6
M.Ed. 4 28.9 3 15.0 14 11.9 28 15.9
no answer 1 2.6 1 5.0 1 0.8 3 1.7




~Table D.3.3

Distribution of Respondents in Large Size OPPECs by

Sex, Age, and Level of Edhcation

Category f % f % f - % f %
Total 15 100.0 6 100.0 65 100.0 86 100.0
Sex .

male 14 93.3 6 100.0 50 76.9 70 81.4
female 1 6.7 - - 15 23.1 16 18.6
Age ,

26 - 30 . - - - - - - - -
31-35 - - - - 1 1.5 1 1.2
36 - 40 - - - - 6 9.2 6 7.0
41 - 45 3 20.0 5 83.3 18 2277 26 30.2
46 - 50 7 46.7 - - 15 23.1 22 25.6
S1-55 2 13.3 - - 7 10.8 9 10.5
56 - 60 3 20.0 1 16.7 1 1.5 5 5.8
Level of

Education

B.A. - - - - 3 4.6 3 3.5
B.Sc. - - - - 1 1.5 1 1.2
B.Ed. 9 60.0 3 50.0 45 69.2 57 66.3
Two Bachelor's

degrees 2 13.3 1 16.6 1 1.5 2 23
M.A. - - 1 16.7 1 1.5 2 2.3
M.Sc. - - - - - - - -
M.Ed. 4 26.7 2 333 14 215 20 233




Table D.3.4
Distribution of Respondents of OPPEC in Bangkok by
Sex, Age, and Level of Education

Category f % f %o f % f %
Total 2 100.0 2 100.0 8§ 100.0 12 100.0
Sex )
male 2 100.0 1 50.00 3 375 . 6 50.0
female - - 1 50.0 5 62.5 6 50.0
Age
26 - 30 - - - - - - -
31-35 - - - - - - -
36 - 40 - - 1 50.0 4 50.0 5
41 -45 2 100.0 - - - 2 16.7
46 - 50 . - - 1 50.0 4 50.0 5

/B4 55 - - - - - - -
56 - 60 - - - - - - -
Level of
Education
B.A. - - - - - - -
B.Sc. - - - - - - - -
B.Ed. 1 50.0 1 50.0 3 375 5 41.7
Two Bachelor's
degrees - - - - - - - -
M.A. - - - - - 2 25 2 16.7
M . Sc. - - - - - - - -
M Ed. 1 50.0 1 50.0 3 375 5 41.7
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. Table D.7.1
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the-
Operating Structure as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics

as Predictors: Total Sample of Respondents from OPPE.Cs.

(N =377)
Organizational ’
Characteristics Multiple R R? Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work .59 .35
Procedural Specification .62 .39 .04
Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion .63 .40 .01
_ —_ .
Table D.7.2

<

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis ‘with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
\ N
as Predictors: Total Sample of Respondents from OPPECs

N =377)
Organizational :
Characteristics Multiple R” R2 Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work 50 25 @&
Procedural Specitication .53 .28 .03 -
Bases for Work Assigiftent and Promotion - .54 29 - 01
P <
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Table D.7.3
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfactipn with
Organization Functions as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: Total Sample of Respondents from OPPECs
v T (N=377)

s

Organizational

Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in R?2
The Climate of Supervisary Work .52 .27 ’ \
Procedural Specification .56 31 - .04

Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion .57 32 .01

. Table D.74
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the Job as
Criterion and Organizational Characteristics as Predictors:
.’ Total Sample of Respordents from OPPE(Cs

.

',." I ‘(N =377 L
Organizational - .
Characteristics Multiple R R?  Increasé-in R?
The Climate of Supervisory Work .46 ',. 21 )
Procedural Specification 49 24 .03




‘Table D.7.5
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the
Operating Structure as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics

as Predictors: Respondents Working in Small Size OPPECs
’ YN
(N = 103) ‘
Organizational :
Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in RZ
The Climate of ’Supérvisory Work .69 47 -
Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion .71 .50 .03
L
. \
Table D.7.6

StegWise Multiple Regression Analysis with Safisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as/-’ Predictors: Regpondents Working in Small Size OPPECs

(, (N =103)
f
Yrganizational :
C haract/éristics . Multiple R R2 Inggease in R2
The Cli of Supervisory Work - 51 .26
Proce Specification ’ 55 31 . .05

‘\/‘\ : ’ k .
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Table D.7.7
.- pwise Multiple Regression Agalysis with Satisfaction with
Or zation Fuhctions as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
< " as Predictors: Res%ndents Working in Small Size OPPECs
(N = 103) ’
Organizational ' . )
Characteristics : Multiple R R2  Increase in R?
- l )
The Climate of Supervisory Work .68 47 .
- Pro¢edural Specification Y A S 51 - .04

-

Table D.7.8
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis "with Satisfaction with the Job as
Criterion and Organizational Characteristics‘ as Predictors:
Respondents Workmg in Small Size OPPECs

(N =103)
Organizational T g o
Characteristics =, Multiple R - R2 ' Increase jg RZ.
~ The Climaté of Supertisory Wor1§ .54 29 . C e
Procedural ﬁmﬁcanon .59 . 4.34 R ¢




Table D.7.9
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the
Operating Structure as Criterion and 'Or‘ganiZational Characteristics
as Predictors: Respondents Working in Medium Size OPPECs

(N = 176)
Organizational - '
Characteristics ) - MultipleeR R2  Indrease in RZ
The Climate of Supervisory Work .61 37

sBases for Work Assignment and Promotion .62 . .38 - 0l

 Table D.7.10
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Cﬁaragteristics
as Predictors: Respondents Working in Medium Size OPPECs

Organizational . | & _

Characteristics : . Multiple R R2 Increase in R?
‘The Climate of Supervisory Work 47 23. ’
Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion .50 .25 . .02

L
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: Table D.7.11
-~ Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with- Satisfaction with )
Organization Functions as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
o as Predictors: Respondents Working in Medium Size OPPECs
(N = 176)
Organizational ) . )
Charaderistics Multiple R R2  Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work 41 N . A
Administrative Authority 43 19 .02 o
. . ‘ 'S . . N .
Table D.7.12 /'

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis wnth Satlsfactioﬂ y"lth the Q
- Criterion and Organizational Characterlstlcs as Predlctor_"
Respondents Working, in Medium Size O7ECS

QN =176)° o ,

S " . A
Organizational L " : ,,,/ SN ; ’
Characteristics = - - - Multiple R /,,.RZ - Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work 41 0T,

]
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Table D.7.18 '
Stepwise Multiple Regressipn Analysis with Satisfaction with the
Operating Siructure as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics >
as Predictors: Respondents Working in Large Size OPPECs
» (N = 86)
Organizational '
Characteristics Multipte R RZ  Increase in R
Bases tor Work Assignment and®romotion .52 27
- 4.
rocedural Spectfication 58 , v 34 07
an?xn'ch_v }»r' Authority .64 41 07
-
Table D.7.14 )
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: Respondents Working in Large Size OPPECs
(N = 86) ‘
Organizational
Characteristics \ Multiple R RZ  Increase in RZ
The Climate of Supervisory Work .55 31
Bases for Wofk Assignment and Promotion .59 .35 .04
~



Table D.7.15

69

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfactidh with
Organization Functions as Criterion and Orgapizational Characteristics

as Predictors: Respondents Working in Large Size OPPECs

(N = 86)

Organizational

Characteristics Multiple R R2
Bases tor Work Awgnmcnt and Promotxon 53 28
Procedural Specification 58 35
I'he Climate of S8pervisory Work 62 39

. .
0 ' '
> Table D.7.16

. b
Increase in R~

07
04

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the Job
as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics as Predictogs:’
Respondents Working in Large Size OPf;ECs

(N = 86)
C e e + 1
Organizational v
Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in R?
The Climate of Supervisory Work .49 24 A
Procedural Specification .56 31 07

.
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Table D.7.17
Stepwise Multiple Regressi‘on Analysis with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and (')rganizatio‘lal Characteristics
as Predictors: Respondents Working in Bangkok Supervisory Unit
'
(N=12)
()rgani-za}ional
Characteristics Multiple R RZ Increase in R? .
Procedural Specification . .65 43
;o B
3 ~J
Table D.7.18

Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfgction with
Organization Functions as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics

as Predictors: Respondents Working in Bangkok Supervisory Unit r
N =12)
- 4
Organizational .
@ Characteristics Multiple R RZ In®rease in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work .69 47
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Table D.7.19 &
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the
Operating Structure as Criterion dnd Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Senior Administrator Sample
(N =78) -
Organizational '
Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in R%’
The Climate of Supervisory Work 41 16 {
[ 4
|

r

, Table D.7.20 ‘
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Senior Administrator Sample

' (N =178) .
Organizational _
Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in R?
The Climate of Supervisory Work 39 15
A



Table D.7.21 % g .
Sfepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
()rganization Functions ﬁs Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Sehior Administfator Sample

(N =78)

' Organizational : 7
Characteristics ~ Multiple R R2  Increase in R2 '
The Climate of Supervisory Work 47 22
— a o ‘. ——

!
/
) Table D.7.22.

Stepwiée Muitiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the Job
as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics as Predictors:
The Senior Administrator Sample s ‘

a

(N =78)
" Organizational )
Characteristics \ - Multiple R R2  Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work 48 . 23

R 1
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Table D.7.23 -
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the
Operating Structure as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Section Head Sample

(N = 38) . B3
Organizational
Characteristics Multiple R RZ  Increase in RZ
The €limate of Supervisory Work .55 31

]
: ‘ 8
~ Table D.7.24 % ‘
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with .
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
"as Predictors: The Section-Head Sample
Ie

(N =38)
0 rganiiational " : .
Characteristics - Multiple R R2  Increase in R%"
The Climate of Supervisory Work . .57 33
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. Table D.7.25
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
()rganizatior Functions as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Section Head Sample
(N =38)
*Organizational
Characteristics Multiple R RZ  Increase in R”
The Climaté of Supervisory Work .68 47
\
) 7
‘ Table D.7.26 :
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the Job
as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics as Predictors:
. The Section Head Sample
« (N.= 38)
Organizationa.l
) Characteristics Muitiple R "R2  Increase in R2
Hierarchy of Authority - .63 \40
B "
N



Table D.7.27 |
Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with the
®perating Structurd as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics

a§ Predictors: The Supervisor Sample

4

(N =261)
Organizational
Characteristics -~ Multiple R R2  Increase in RZ
. W e e
\ The Climate of Supsisory Work 59 .35 )
\ Procedural Specification ‘ .64 41 06
" Bases for Work Assignment and Promotion .66 43 .02
t Table D.7.28

Stepwise I%ultiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
Responsibilities as Criterion and Organizational Characteristics
as Predictors: The Supervisor Sample

(N = 261)
Organizational .
Characteristics Multiple R R2  Increase in R2
-t
The Climate of SupervigprAWork 46 22
Prgcedural Specification W52 L 27 ’ .05
B.{lSCS for Work Assignment and PromqQtion .54 29 02
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‘ Table D.7.29
Stepwise Mﬁltiple Regression Analysis with Satisfaction with
()rganization,,l‘unctions as Criterion and Organizational
Characteristics as Predictors: The Supervisor Sample

(I‘,J = 261)
Organizational ~
Characteristics -  Multiple R R? Increase in R
The Climate of Supehgsory Work © -~ .46 21
©: e > .
Procedural Specification ee - -« 52 27 06

Table D.7.30 )
Stepwise Muitipie Regression- Analysis with Satisfaction with the Job
as Criterion ‘and Organizational Characteristics as Predictors:
The Supervisor Sample »

(N =261)
Organizational S :
Characteristics - Multipie R R2. Increase in R2
The Climate of Supervisory Work 42 18
Procedural Specification - .47 .23 .05




