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- ABSTRACT

Tlte _primary purpose of this comparative study was to explore the similaritics and
drssrmilarmes in the. o'ganizational characteristics of two universities in dil'ferent cultural
'contexts -- the Umversn) of Albcrta (U of A) m Canada and Tribhuvan Umversrty (TU) in
Nepal. A nomotheuc approach of i mquirv and analysis was appliedt Comparisons were made in
terms of clearly defmed orgamzational and cultural variables. Structural centralizatlon
formalizauon satisl'action with" structure and overall job satisfaction were 1denufied as
organizational vanables Culture was def’ ined as meamngs and sym ols shared by individuals of
a socrety Such meamngs are reflected in the beliefs values and preferences. of socxal groups
Res;)ondents value orientations -- the degrecs of (a) conformity (b) individualism and (c)
tolerance for unc'ertainty. -- in the two cultural contexts ‘were identif ied as the operational’
indicators of shared cultures. |

The study was'guided by the assumption that a valid comparison could not be made
thhout measuring identical constructs in both of the organizational contexts Wthh were
. compared. To acquire a certain degree of assurance that similar characteristics of the
vorganiza’tions andrcultures' were measured«in both'tlré samples, (a) similar instruments were
operatiorialized_ in the Nepalese and the Alb_erta settings, .(b)v_ the instruxnents ,v;/ere factor-
analysed to select identical scales which were used as the bases+of comparison, and (c) identical

-

techniques were used to analyse both sets of data.

H

Responses of 262 professors at the U of A and 207 professors at TU were obtained. A
series of t tests and of analysis of variance were conducted to explore dif i"erences between the
wo universities and differences among faculties at each of the two universities. Correlation
coefficients were used to examine interreldtionships among the variables.

Results of the analysis indicated that the respondents in the two samples perceived the

structure of their universities differently. Substantial differences werfe observed in réspondents’



‘ )
saiisfaction and value onentattons The f mdmgs of the study indicated an inconsistency in the

attern of relatronshtps among vanables across the samples Whtle some varrables demonstrated

& similat relallonshlp in both of the samples, others drd not. g
e find{\ys of the study have rmphcauons for the selectton of perspecttves'for
cross-cultural research Ar tttempt was made to assess the extent 10 which the TCSLAH.S
supported either the culture- frec or the cultre-specific perspectives. The culture {ree or
universalistic approach assumes that organizalions across nattons or cultures are { undamentally
similar and that a generaltzed theory can be applied universally. In contrast, the culture- Speth ic

or culturahstrc perspectrve stands on the argument that cultures shape orgamz.attons in different
\,

-

contexts into drstmct entities ,consrsttng of specific admmtstrauve characteristics. Such

fundamentally different characteristics and processes cannot be analysed by the appltcauon of

generaltzed theones

Differences between the samples observed in lhlS study provide support for -the

culture specrf ic theory However, the umversaltsts claim that such dif ferences can be purely

lncxdental and are not complete evrdence etther to support or 1o refute a theory. The

culture-free model can be challenged if 1t is empmcally demonstrated that organizational

variables relate differently in two contexts. The results of this study revealed some Cross- -sample.

“dlf ferences in relattonshrps among variables. These diffesences seem to challenge the concept of

stable relationship advanced by umversahsts Such a conclusron myst, however, be made wrth a

.

certain degren of c4uuon Culture-free writers argue that diffetences could merely be the effect

of 'dissimilar contingencies f aced-by the orgamzatrons ‘that aré compared
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Chapter_l

INTRODUCTION

Most studies of organizational structure and dynamics are, to a large extent, -confined
to particular societies. Organization‘lal concepts developed by Woodward (1965) and Pugh et al.
(1968, 1969), for instance, are prinﬂ.z\ril)' based on inferences drawn from investigations of
._ British organizations. The analyses of Etzioni (1961), Blau (1965, 1974), Hall (1963, 1982) and

Hage (1965, 1980), are limited in their focus to North American organizations."Compared with

3

the total number of studies conducted within a particular cultural context, relatively few
researchers have analysed orgapizations across nations or cultures. Adler (1983a:10) reviewed ‘
over eleven thousand articles published in twenty -four management joﬁrnals between 1970 and
1980. She found that appro#imately five percent of the studies which were reported compared
. or analysed organization; across nations and cultures.

From the broader context of scientific development, Kuhn (1970) maintained that”’
growing internationalism com'pels researchers 1o develop a paradigm. that can ericompass the
diversity demén&cd ‘by a global perspt_active. Similarly, in the field of management, Lammers
and Hickson (1979:5) suggested that a large number of organizations across nations or cultures
should be compared "...t1o arrive at generalizations concéming, the relationships between
éharactetistics of the organizational whole.” In recent years, a growing realization of .the need

for such comparative analysis has encouraged a number of researchers to investigate

organizations in cross-cultural settings.

A search of Dissertation Abstracts International, Educational Index, and the

Educational Résources Information Center (ERIC) revealed that only a few studies analysed
education organizations that are located in different cultural settings. Educational system

cannot function in isolation from each other. The educational administrators of various

~



countries constantly seek information regarding management practices applied in other
countries and the effect of such practicies on organizational effectiveness. There are two main
feasons for this interest. First, experiences in one organizgtion can be useful in other
organizations_; direct experience is, by no means, the c;ﬁly wav of learning. Secdnd, a system can
maintain its effectiveness if the management is éwére of its strength and .weaknesses. One way
to increase such awareness -is to compare the administrative practices applied i;l one system with
ihose of systerﬁs in different culpural contexts.

| ‘ ’This ;tudy was initiated with the primary objective of ;xploting some of the similarities
and differences -in fhc orgahizalional characteristics of universities which are located in
different cultural envnronmems In order to gchieve this obJecuve Tribhuvan University in
Nepal and the Umversxty of Albefta in Ganada were selected f or comparison. The focus of the
comparison was the dxmensxons of orgamzanonal structure and members’ satisfaction with
. structure. In‘addition. the relatlonshxps between the characterlstlcs of the two organizations and

v

culture were also explored. ' .

»

A. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

As has been described above, this study was directed at exploring similarities and

s

differences in the organizational characteristics of the University of Alberta and Tribhuvan

University. These universities have developed within distinct social and historical contexts.
Tribhuvan University ((TU) of Nepal, which consists of differ_ent cémpuses in various parts of
the nation, was established in 1959. As a consequence of a period of rapid growth, by 1984 over
thirty-five thousan students were enrolled in the institution. The University Act of 1971
-recognized Tribhuvan University aé a self -governing organization. In accordance with the act,
TU is gbvemed y a fifty member University Council. The members of the council are the
representatives‘ f the university administration, the faculties, businessmen, donors, students,

the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Finance of the Government of Nepa]. While the

University Council is ultimately responsible for the effective operation of the university, the
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Technical Executive Committee g(,?verns the administrative and academic activities of the
university in consuitation with concerned Deans and Campus-Chiefs. As the chief
admini;trators of TU, the Vice-Chancellor, Rector and Registrar comprise the Technical
Executive Committee. The Rector's responsibilities are similar to thb_se of the Viqe-President of
the gniversity of Alberta who administers the academic affairs of the university. The Registray
of TU ass‘ists the Vice-Chéntellor in matters of geﬁeral administration, accounts, personnel
administration, records and examinations. '
The University of Alberta (U of A) is one of the largest universities in-Canada in terms
of the number of ac;demic staff and students. The history of the university can be traced ‘back
to 1906 when the first legislative assembly of the Province (Alberta) passed legislation
providing for a provincial uhiversity. in 1908 forty-five ‘studems were enrolled. The pumber of
4 full-time and part-time students gre\v, 1o ",an estimated thirty thousand by 1984. University
education in Canada falls within the .jurisdiction of the provinces. Under the University Alct,' '
the Minister of Advanéed Education of the Gpverninent of Alberta administers all universities
located in the proviqc;z. The Board of Governors is the central governing body with
responsibility for thc conduct, management and contr_ql of the university. The membership of
the Board includes representatives of the community, .'the university administration, the éenate,
faculties and students. The General Faculties Council ig the senién governing body with respect

to all academic matters.

N

A close examination. of tt;e two universities reveals.-many similarities. Both are
self -g'overning.institutions which organiz‘e research and teachinlg'factlivities in-areas sﬁch as the
basic and applied sciences, agriculture, forestry, blisiness,‘arts.and humanities, education,
medicine and engineering. The administration of both universities is carried out .by committees
or councils functioning at different levels of the organizational hierarchy, such as, the Board of
Governors aqd General Faculties Council at the U of A or the University Council and
Teéhnical Executive Committee at TU. In spite of these similarities, there are indications of
importé_nt dissimilarities in management practices. | .‘

s
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To develop a basic understanding of the administrative design and the management
i)racpices of TU and the U of A, policy papers, reports of program evaluations. and other
related documents were fcx"icwed‘. The information gathered in this process indicated that in the
past ten yea.rs" TU‘adoptt;d a policy iio‘cemréli'ze the dec‘ision-making ﬁut\hprity in a few selected

units that function at the central administrative level (i.e., Vice-Chancellor's Office) of the

university. One recent example of such a policy is the rearrangement of the university

\examinations. In 1980 Prasad, the then Vice-Chancellor of TU, announced a policy to organize

)

examinations thfough a newly established unit known as the Office of the Controller of .
Examiﬁations. Previously. examinations were the responsibility of the indii'idlial campuses and
were coordinated by the offices of deans. Under a sim‘;lar‘ policy, a -unit of the
Vice-Chancellor'-s office was given the responsibility to sqpervise‘(not 1o cdordina[e) the
activities of .the autohomous_ colleges which Wéfe affiliated with TU. The purpose of the
supervisibn was to maiﬁtain uniform academic standards. Shrestha (1980:92), the then Dean of-
the Faculty of Education, observed that "The centralization of power in the Central Office
affected the efficient operation of the "I"U negatively.” |
Another proniinem issue r'elates to the satisfaction of professqrs. The documents

released from the Proféssors' Association, Kathmandu,'show that members' satisfaction with
the way the univérsity is administered and their éatisfaction with jo%onditions were the
matters most'fréquent]y raised in the meeti.ngs organized by the association. in contrast,
available literature shows that structural centralization and saiisfaction were not frequently
dispussed issues at the U of A. While the issues relating to university structure and faculty
satisfaction wé‘re usually raised together at TU, neither of them seemed to be the matters of
major-concern at the U of A. These observations provide opportunities for raising researchable
QUestions.

_The above discussion implies that the organizétional characteristics of the two
universities have some similarities as well as dissimilarities. Kelley and Worthley (1981:164)

stated that most of the comparative resgarch undertaken, thus far, was concerned with the

3



identification and descriptidn of ~exi§ting .differences among organimti‘ons. The art of
organizational comparison, however, ". . . consists of an effort to detect both similarities
and/or dissimila;’itities between the units undef consideration" (Lammers and Hickson,1979:3).
Those who attempt to identify characteristic dissimilarities between organizations-locétéd in
' different national or cultural settinés tend to adopt a methodology distinct from those
motivated to‘cx;')lore similarities. Lammers and Hickson (1979:3) found two contrasting
objectives espoused by the two above approaches. They (1979:4) f urther‘maimained that there
are studies directed at discerning ‘genotypical’ likeness in the characteristics of two or more
~ organizations. Others, however, emphasize the' exploration of cross-cuitural differences in the
characteristics of 6rganizations.

Some researchers (.e.g.:. Roberts:lé’/O, Child: 1981, “Bhagat . and McQuaid:1982,
Berry:1980, Lammers and Hickson:1979) seem to agree that a comparative ﬁnalysis, which is
b‘pen to consideration of similarities as well as dissimilarities between organizations, carries
greater potential for 'making a substantive contribution to the existing body of khéwledge. A

i

comparative analysis of both similarities and dissimilarities was the central focus of this study.

B. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Based on the preceding “considerations, two organizations of higher, learning -- the

University of Alberta in Canada and Tribhuvan Ljﬁiversity in Nepal -- were compared in terms

| of their organizational structure, and their members' cultural orientations and satisfaction. The
major research probiem of the study may be stated in the form of the following qheétion':

What similarities and dissimilarities are there in the organizational characteristics of
- two universities in different cultural contexts ?

A number of specific questions were generated to guide the research:
1. What. are the similarities and differences between academic staff members of Tribhuvan
University, Nepal, and the University of Alberta, Canada, on perceptions of organizationai

structure, satisfaction and cultural values ?
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2. What are the similarities and differences between faculties at the Nepalese university and at
the Canadian university on‘ the variables of organizational structure, member satisfaetion
and cultural values ? )

3. Whatare the relationships among the variables of organizational structure, satisfaction and
cultural values at the Nepalese university and at the Canadian university ?

.4, What are the similarities and differences between the Canadian and the Nefpalesel
universities in terms of retationships among structure, member ‘'satisfaction and cultural
: valrres ? |

A series of analyses Was conducted to explore answers to these research questions. The
results of the analyses have implications for perspectives on cross-cultural research. A further
attempt was mede to explore the extent to which the results of the analyses supported either the -
culture-free or culture-specific models. The intention was .to.- examin€ whether there was
empirieal support in ‘the results of this study for either of the two dominant perspectives.in
comparative research. .

The cultlrre-f ree (or universalistic) perspective assumes that »organizatio’ns .are
constructed m a rational way and that the rational construct of organizations is unaf fected by
cultural forces. Therefore, regardless of the Leultural and social envirqnmer'rts that surround
them, organizations are f undamentally similar and function according to a universal pattern. A
generalized theory of’ organization; which is abstracted above and beyond cultural panicuiarities
of nations and regions, can be appliedl universally.

Those who are guided by culture-specific (or culturalistic) perspective of comparative
research do not view organizations .as a product of rational human action. Culturalists argue
that specific-cultures play a vital role in the development of different administrative practices
in organizations. Such f undamentally different practices cannot be analysed by the applicatian

a

of a generalized theory.



C. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Since one of the objectives of the stud) was to analyse emptrrcally the fundamental
premrses of the two perspectrves of comparauve research the results of the studv have
potential for making contributions to the development of theoretical knowledge.

Thts study attempted to explore culture as a l"actor of orgamzattonal environment.
Moreover, the relauonshrps between the characterlsucs;z of umversm orgamzauons (e.g.,
structure) and the dtmensrons of culture were mvestrgated across organizational and national
systems, Such cross-level mvestlgatrorr (x.e. exuloratton of organizational practices across
nations and cultures) helps to develop an understanding of the functions of complex
orgartizations. ’

The cross cultural stud» of organizations provides an empirical basis for detérmining
whether or not the general cultural distinctions found m the lrterature lead to observed
differences in orgamzatronal behavior. Reddmg and Martyn-Johns (1979 104) stated " we
proceed to examine . . . ways of thinking (across cultures) and look at their effect on-
managerial behavior. The aim Is to indicate cross-cultural differences in ways of seeing reality
and the inevitable diff er_erlces in behavior which results.” Furthermore, the study of this nature
identifies differences or similarities that are large enough and theoretically meaningful enough
to warrant additional work. Enlgland and Negandhi (1979:178) stated, "It is only those
differences that merit‘tlre painstaking effort required to show that they are 'culturally or
'environmentall_t' determined’ differences and to trace these elements of culture or environment
that seem to produce theml." In a_dditien, cross cultural research iclentifies practices  and
relationships that can be transferred from one culture to anotl’r_er as well as thqse which cannot
be transferred. : -

In the field of educational administration, very few attempts have been made to.

compare universities which have developed in markedly dif fer‘ent'cultural contexts. This study
L S

provides a useful basis for further studies in comparative educational administration. From-a

practical perspective, a comparative understanding of organizational structure, job satisfaction
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and members' valué orientations in these two universities may provide useful suggestions fo
future improvements in prganizational design.

\

D. DEFINITION OF VARIABLES

As the research questions indicate, three different sets of variables were operationalized
which related to (1) cultural values, (2) organizational structure, and (3) satisfaction. These
’ \

variables formed the basis of the compdtative analysis conducted in the study. To develdop the

operational indicators, each of these variables was defined as follows.

Cultural Values ‘ : - o

Accordmg to a commonly accepted definition, culture consists of symbols ,and meanings

shared by mdmduals of a society; culture is reflected in soc1etal values (Keesmg 1974‘

Chrld 1981) In this study the value orientations of respondents were mvestigated as an
approach to analyzmg culture. Initially (a) respect for authority, (b) 1ndmdualrsm and (c)
tolerance ‘for uncertainty were dehneated as three vanables of value orlentatlons They were
defined as f ollows ’ ;e

1. Respect for authority refers to the extent to which individuals are willing to accept the '

established social standards, authority and group consensus withirs their f amrly workplace

and society.

2. Individualism refers to the extent 1o which individuals believe in taking care of themselves

and their personal objectives.

'

3. Tolerance for uncertainty refers to the extent to which people are tolerant of ambiguous
sxtuauons and their tendency not to avord such srtuatrons '

The work of Altemayer (1981) ‘Bales and Couch (1969) and Hofstede (1980b) formed the

basis upon which the above definitions of respect for authority, mdrvrdualrsm and tolerance f or

uncertainty stand DunnF data analysis, these definitions were reexamined by a factor analysis

of the items developed to measnre the value orientations of -the respondents




Orgauizatioﬁal Structufe
Centralization of decision. makin.g authority vand formalization of o;ganizationa]
activities were identified as variables of organizational structure.

1. Centralization refers to the locus of decision making authority Wi[hilll the leveIS‘ofﬂ
-organizatic‘)na'l hierarch.y _of the universities. -Vanv de Ven (‘1976:159) used a similar
definition in his study of vstrué.tural variations within organizationé. The degree of decisions
making authority exercised at different levels of organization is a f re.quemly used measure
of centralizafion (Hage and Aiken:1967, Blau and Schoenherr: 1971).

2. Formalization"of Qfganizational activities refers to the extent to which rules, poli/cies ‘and y

procedures govern the work related activities of organizational members.

Satisfaction
Two major dimensions of satisfaction were included in the study: (1) satisfaction with
structure, and (2) overall job satisfaction. -

1. Satisfaction with structure refers to the extent to which the individuals reacted positively or

- negatively to the level of structtiral centralization and formalization in the organization

where they worked.

2. OQOverall job satisfaction refers to the extent to which individuals react positively or

negatively to the overall conditions in their work place.

s .

.

E. DELIMITATI(?NS : L~

In both samples of this study, university pfofessors were asked 1o respond to the
questionnaire that was the main source of data. Other members of the universities, such as

AN
teaching and research support personnel, and the administrative staffs were excluded from the

A samples.‘ '

. L
The meaning implied by the/term culture was delimited to the transmitted and created

.

content and pattern of values. In other words, while there are a number 6f complementary

'
H ’
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ways'(or indicators) to explore culture, only value orientations were analysed to investigate the

culture shared by particular groups of individuals. ln addition, only limited dimensions of value
orientations were explored. Similarly, orgamzatlonal structure was measu;ed i terms of its two
variables, centralization and f ormalization. Other dimensions of structure were not considered.
Sif;c'e' tWo veriebles of stfucture were included in the analysis, the .relationship of satisfaction to
structure was delimited io structural centralization and formalization. The measurement of job

satisfaction was also delimited to respondents' overall satisfaction with their work and with the

conditions in which they worked. Other factors of job satisfaction were not considered in the

analysis. ' , BN

F. LIMITATIONS

The extent of the generalizability of the findings is the primary limitation of this study.
The findings ”ido not represem'Cariedian and Nepalese organizations of higher learning other

tﬁan the two universities which were included in the samples. Responses to questionnaire items
served es the source of daﬁa. .

An attempt to measure cultural values by operationalizing questionnaire items has
elways been a matter of debate, and it is likely to remain 'so in the futere. Furthermore, .

»

respondents’ perceptlons of structural centrallzatlon and formalization, their satisfaction and
L

value orientation were not rneasured at dxfferent pomts in time. In other words mferences of
the study were not based on ’1ongitudinal data. The findings, therefore, represent one partxcular
time and one set of circumstances. These limitations should not heve substantially affected the
measurement ‘of relationships between'variables because the responses coneenﬁng all variables
were gathered at one pomt in time. | |

Researchers are - in dlsagreement on the question of how accurately orgamzatxonal
structure can#be measured utilizing respondents'. perceptions as the sole source of data. In'

addition, the cause-effect relationship between variables was not analysed. This is also a

limitation of the study.



G. ASSUMPTIONS

€

A number of assumptrons were posited in order to carr) out the study
1. - Data gathered by questronnarre were adequate to pursue the research in the manner
outlmed |
2. The respondents of this study could provrde the data necessary for the desired analysrs
3. The structure of organizations can be measured by the use of a questionnaire. |

4. Individ_uais" value orientations, job sa‘tisfaction and satisfaction with ’s‘tructure can._be

measured by means of a ques’tionnaire.
'S, The respon‘dents provrded accurate responses to the questionnaire which could, therefore,

be used as vahd mdrcators of their perceptron |
. | .
H. ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

- The thesis is presented in seven chapters The content of this chapter presents the
'background to the study with remarks concermng the purpose significance, delimitations,
limitations and assumptrons The variables included in the study are also defined. The hterature
on organrzatronal structure job satisfaction and cross-cultural research is reviewed in Chapter
1. This. chapter also presents the conceptual framework for the study Chapter 111 contains the
description of the procedures applied in the development of the research instrument, the :
reliability and validity of’ the 1nstrument the methods used in data collectron and the analysrs
,of data and a demographrc profile of the Canadian and Nepalese respondents Chapter IV and
: Chapter v 1nclude the results of the factor analysis and the fmdmgs of the analysis of data,
respectively. Chapter VI comprises a discussion of the f 1nd1ngs and conclusrons drawn f rom the
data analysis. The 'fmal_ chapter summarizes the thesis and presents the conclusions and

[

implications of the study.



Chapter II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRA\'IEWORI\

Three broad bodies of hterature namely orgamzatronal structure satrsfactron and
'perspectrves on Cross- cultural research were revrewed Each of these bodies of hterature had

1mplrcatrons for the conceptual { ramework of the study. Thrs chapter is lelded into four major

parts. The first part deals with the concept of organlzatronal structure and four different

models that are commonly applied in the measurement of structure: The second part of the
chapter contains ‘reviews of the theories of job satisfaction and of the research on‘ the
relationship between jeb satisfaction ‘and structure. Two contrasting perspectives on
cross-cultural research and their methodological propositions are described ln the third part.

The chapter concludes with the’conceptual framework of the study.

) K CONCEPTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Weber's contept of ideal burea'ucracy forms the basis f or what, is currently def inerl'as
organrzatronal structure Relymg heavrly ‘on formally instituted aspects of organrzauons Weber
lrsted the elements of bureaucracy that contrrbute to ef fectrve admrmstratrve functioning. In his
analysxs possrble dysfunctrons of these elements as well as confhcts arising’ from unoffrcral
elements of orgamzatrons remain largely unexplained. The works of rfodern wrrters such as
Blau (1974), Giddens (1976 1979) Hage (1965 1980) Hall (1963, 1982), Mintzberg (1979,
'1980) Murphy et al. (1975), Perrow (1972), Pugh et al (1963 1968), Ranson et al. (1980) and
| Scott (1981) have expanded the linear concept of bureaucracy into a multrdrmensronal
conceptuahzatron of orgamzatronal structure. Nevertheless the study of structure still rEvolves

-around Weber's original concepts. -

12 -
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On tﬁe .basis of their review pf the literature, Ranson. Hinings, and Greenwood
(1980:2) concluded that organizational structure is understood primarily in two different
perspectives. The Neo-Weberian theorists defined structure as the "prescribed f ramework " of
Lile organization. For them, structure is a formal conﬁguratibn of roles and procedures.
Ho&ever,-the natural svstems theorists described structure as an "inleractive process” that

occurs in the system and results in visible patterns.

Structure as Frame;vork orllnteractive‘ Process

Those who view structure as a prescribed f r_amework define organiia&ional structure as
a construct of four dirqensions, nameliv. .acquired knowled‘gt‘:.v differémialed positioné,
prescribed aut_hoﬁty, and formulated rules’ and procedurés‘. The concept of "prescribed
framéwork" has been- criticized as an incomplete notion,‘ because it reflected a formal
superficia]'portiaii of drganizational activities. 'i”he critics claim that a fundamental
understar;ding of organizational stméture can be obtained by examining the informal interactive
process vwiLhin organizatioﬁs. For writers like Zimmerman (1971), authority, rules and

—_

procedures, as the dimensions of structure, are not prescribed. They are rather an
accomplishmient of individuals. Blau (1974:14) argued that the concepts of prescribed

framework and interactive process are incompatible with each other. This incompatibility, thus,

can be a source of definitional ambiguity.

I}'ew Perspective

Ranson et al. (1980) disagreed with Blau and claimed that the concepts of framework
and interaction are cbmplememafy to each other. They suggested (1980:3) that structure
shﬂci)uld be conceived as "a complex medium of control” that is "constitﬁted and constitutive‘.""‘
This medium of control is continually remolded according to the power relationships among .
organizational members. Therefore, a control mechanism, in effect, is "produced and recreated

in interaction and yet shapes that interaction” (Ranson et al.,1980:3). In a different fashion
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Mintzberg (1980:324) arrived at a similar conclusion. He divided the structure of organization
into five basic parts. His concept of "organizational structuring”, then, focuses first on the
division of labor (or task) among these organizational parts, and secénd, on the coordination
of tasks. The "coordination r;xEthanism",- as Mimzbelrg (1980:324) asserted, functions through
"mutual adjustment.” . In other words, individuals coordinate their own work by
communiéating inf ormal‘lij with each other.

The notion of constituted and constitutive structure is drawn from Giddens' (1976,
1979) model known as the duality of social str'uclure. To explain his concept of dualiiy vof
structure, Giddens (1976:121) wrote, " .. social structures are both constituted by human
agency, and yet at ;he same time are the very medium of this constitution.” A further attempt

L]

was made to define Lhe.concept. Giddens (1979:69) m#imained that . the structural
properties of social systems are both the medium and the outcome of the practices that
constitute those systems.” In a different fashion than the one adopteﬁ by_R_anson et al.(1980),
Giddens (1976:122, 1979:64) listed sijgnif ication, domination aqd legitimation as - three
analytically separable dimensions of stfuctural framework together with three dirr_x_ensions of |
interaction, i.e. communication, power and morality/sanction. These two sets of dimensions of
structure and imeractio_n' as Giddens claimed, are mediéted by a set of three modalities, ie.
mterpreuve scheme, facility and norm. In order to explain the implications of Giddens' thesis
for orgamzatlonal research, Willmott (1981:472) stated that by employing Glddens conceptual
framework, the reproduction of organizational reality can be analysed in ‘terms of interlocking
modalities comprising interpretive scheme (e.g®, hierarcy), facilities (e.g., rules and resour:ces)
afx\c\l\‘nortgs (e.g., achie:/ement ethics and ;ontractual obligations).

Tc;\gummarize, the above approaches proyide an insight that organizational structure is
formed of ‘\s'\a:\fonething more than formal dimensions. If this is so, what variables or dimensions
are currently considered while measuring organizational structure? Are these considerations

enough to draw a complete picture of structure? With these questions in mind, this review

attempts to analyze the conceptual and methodological framework of some widely used models
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of structural measurement.

Measurement of Organizational Structure
Early empirical research typrcallv compared the { unctioning of organizations with the
descriptions of ideal-type bureaucrac_v, Since Weber listed only the mrended and functional
characteristics of bureaucracy, there was enough room to come up with a long list of '
ummended or dysfunctional consequences. Most of the research of the 1950s, and, to some
extent, of the early 1960s followed an approach of explaitring functional and dysfunctional
consequences of bureaucracy. |
A srrilring deficiency of early studies is their inability 10 analyze bureaucracy as a
variable or combmauon of variables. The\ analyzed organizations as to whether they were or
were not an 1dea1 bureaucracy. instead of f mdrng out if they were more or less bureaucratic.
Hall (1963:33) contended that "bureaucracy ! is a condirion that exists along a continuum,
: t
rather than being 2 condition that is erth;r present or. absent.” This realizarion was a

breakthrough in the study of orgamzauonal structure. With this emerged two distinct methods

of measurement known as the perceptual and the institutional approach

Perceptual Measures of Structure _

Methodologically, Hall's (1963) approacla to measuring bureaucracy, Hage's (1965)
Axiomatic model of organizational analysis and Perrow's. (‘1970) approach to technology and
structure measurement rely 6n‘ a combination of imerview and qrrestiomraire data from the
: members of organizations. This method of inf ormarion eollection is labelled as the "perceptual -

apprdach“ by Payne and Pugh(1976:1130)'. Hall constfucted six scales for the measurement of |
six dimensions or elements of bureaucracy, i.e. hierarchy of authority, division of labor, system
| of rules, systems of procedures, impersonahry and techmcal competence. Hage (1965)

thoroughly' revised the model developed by Hall. In his axiomatic theory of organrzanonal

analysis, Hage (1965) identified four variables known as Qrganizationa] means and four



16

f

AAOmm—.th—.mwm—v syJom s,8bed wouy umedp wv.m—xw
-ezjueBuo jo (apow s,868H UDdIUm uodn sasjwaJad 8y} ez

} JRWWNS O}

‘§388d 8JN3}DONJIS |BUO})
ydwayle e sy ajqey ayl :93ION

spnijiel leuojssajoud
pue suojljsod {euO}3IRZ
—juebuo Buowe Jemod Adteuo
-13840SIp JO UOLINQLJ3ISLA

SUOt Y}
-sod jeuo}yeziuebuo Buows
SpJRMBJ 3JO UD}INGIJISIA

SUoi 3}
_sod |euo}iezijuebio Buowe
Jamod . 40 uoiingiaista

SU0L Y}
_sod (euoiieziuebuo Buowe
oBpaimoux 30 uOLINALJISHA

. wsjueyosw

uo}}BZ} | BWJIOS

uojiedt $1ivdls

uojiez}ediuad

A3 1 xa{dwo)

1L.OJIU0D

pJemMay

Jamod

abpa | moux

[

sa|NnJ D}3eJ4ONEDd
-4nq 340 3daouod s, J8GaM

swe}SAS snieys 3o
seibojoyzed s,pJeudaeg

>u,LOCu:m
30 Ayoduedary s, 49Q3M

se|}1}lejoads [euok}
_gdnooo 30 uojiedayy|oud
s,uosdwoy) pue ‘dJoqge|. 30
uojsiAlp pue Ayjpdouine
peseq-abpajnouy s, 80BN

suojsuauwiq
opseg 30 uolipuiiaqg
|es}38408Yy] (eJBU8D V¥

s3] QR JBA
{edauan

suo |} suaw;qQ
Leo}3aJ08Ul
o)seg

sydeouo) eubyug

@unNionJdis —mco_umnw:mmuo jo |8pon s,8benH

¢ @LqelL



17

variables known as organizational ends. The organizational means variables are presented in
Table 2.1. Adaptiveness, effectiveness, efficieney and satisfaction are the variables of
organizational ends. In Table 2.1, an attempt is made to sumrbarize the theoretical definitions
of the variables of structure and the original concepts which form the ba51s of these definitions.

As Table 2.1 shows, l-lage (1965, 1972, 1980) used the writings of Weber, Barnard, and
Thompson to define the four yariables of rstrucvture, i.e., complexity, centralization,
stratification and formalization. Knowledge, power, rewards and control mechanism were
idemi.f ied as the fundamental dimensionvs of these variables. Once the variables of structure
were identified and basic dimensions defined, Hage (1965:294, 1980:33-36) developed

operational indicators of the variables to apply them in actual measurement.

Application of the Axiomatic Model in Education

Based orl Hage's conceptual framework, Bishop and George . (1973) developed the
Structural Properties Questionnaire (SPQ), an instrument fdr tlle analysis of elementary and
secondary school structure. SPQ can be seen as a comprehensive mstrument because it has
undergonc a series of revisions to’'incorporate new 'dimensions identified by research Mlskel et

. (1979). Savage (1981) and Scott (1980) utilized SPQ in their studies of educauonal '
organizations. The model developed by Hage and consequently the SPQ revised by Murphy,
Bishop and George (1975) provxded Lhe conceptual basis f or the developmem of the instrument
used in this study. 4 |

&
Institutional Measures of Structure

Confrary to the distinctive data gathering approach adopted by Hall and Hage, the
studies which operationalized the Aston Model of organlzational structure (e.g. Pugh et al.: ’
1968, Child:1972, Holdaway et al.:1975 and Hinings ancl Lee :1976) applied a different method
of data collection. In the process of collecting data l‘esearchers rely on direct information

obtained from documents reflecting the configuration of organizatibnal positions and from
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information furnished by institutional spokes. - exemplify the types of inferen‘ces that
may emerge in this approach, Pennings (1973:64 maiﬁed, “If the organizational charts of
different organizations reveal different numbers ¢: thoritv levels. then “ifferent degrees of
centralization may be inferred.” Pennings describec: « hod ¢ " data colleciion and analysis

as the "institutional approa;h."
» Hage and the res'earchers in the Aston Studies ac »ied ~Imost similar conceprualizations
.‘ while delineating the variables of organizational structur\é an” ' .c opera‘ional definitiops of
variables applied for actual measurement. Pugh et al. (1968:66) accéptéd th- t the "conceptual
framework upon which [the Aston] studies are based . . . accords clc.ely . . . with concepts
from Wthh Hage derives his Axiomatic theory. " In spite of this, some differences exist between
the two models For example, Hage, whose work is sociologically onemed identified the social
stratifi;a’tion emanating .-om unequal reward systems, as the basic characteristic /)f
organizatiohs. In the Aston model, stratification is not defined as the variable o; organizational
structure. When Hage's model‘was applied in the study of educational organizations, items
constructed for meashring stratification did not account for a significant amount of factor

variance (Murphy et al. :1975, Frank:1982).
| As Pennings (1973:702) observed, despite having similar conceptual frameworks, the
institutional and percepniél measures of structure yield somewhat different results. Hall
(1963:37) found a positive correlation between centralization and formalization. The Aston
researchers (Pugh et al. 1968) and Blau and Schoenherr (1971), who used institutional
measures, found a negative relationship between the two variables. These contradictory findings
appear to be the results of the differences in measurement approaches. | |

The indicators of , the insfitutional approach, as Sathe (1978:234) noted, tap the formal
or designed structure; the perceptual fneasures, on the ofher hand, y.:eﬂect "the degree of
structure experienced by orgariization'al members.” Hall (1982:98) claimed' that "the use of

perceptual measures has the advantage of recognizing the existence of informal procedures - . .

deviations from official descriptions and prescriptions‘_ can not be detected with the use of



official records only."

Oganizational Assessment Model

While the Aston and Axiomatic models analysed the organizational structure primarily
at the macro ievel. the Organizational Assessment model (OA). as Van de Ven and Ferry
(1980:8-9) claimed, ". . . examines an organization at four different levels of analysis: the
overall organization, work units, individual jobs, and relationshfp b_c;tween jobs aniljunits
- within the organization and with other organizations.” Each lev‘el'of analysis encompasses the
variables of structure and overall organizational context together with the variables of
organizational outcome. The methodology proposed by OA utilizes both questionnaire and
institutional methods for gathering information. It mgasﬁres structural configuration by
analysing documents and by interviewing organizali(;nal experts. But in order to measure the
distribution of authority, discreu"on, professionalism and standardization OA relies on responses
gathered by questionnaire data.

The fundamental assumption .of OA is that the design of an organization is not a
~ natural or pre-d:‘etermined condition for given states"of nature, .Rather,' as Van de Ven and
Ferry (1980:90) stated, ". . . the structure and f unctiorﬁﬁg Qf' organizations are :the results of
strategic choices made either implicitly or exp‘licitlyv by coalitions of people both within and

outside the organization.”

Implications for the Présent Study - l s

Each of the fhree models described above can measure the existing structural
framework of organizations. If the data are gathered at only one point in time, the indicators
developed by eaéh model can assess the strucfure ‘existing at that time. Longitudinal data can
measure the changes that take place in the structure during the period of data collection.
However, these models of structural measurement by no means draw an accurate portrait of

\
interactive processes that continually shape the features of control mechanisms or structure. In
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spite of limitations of thi‘s nature, selected indicators from the Axiomatic model and OA were
revised and then operationalizéd for the purposes of this study. Since the Aston approach draws
data from official documents and from imerviev&s of ipstitutional spokesmen, it ignores the
views of ‘the majority in an organiiation. However, it can reveal the standard use of the rules
and procedures. It was assumed that in a study which attempts to explore the cross-cultural
differences and similarities between societies, the membérs' outlook or perception is a more
important subject 10 explore than the standard use of the organizational rules, procedures-and

instructions written in the official documents.

B. JOB SATISFACTION: DEVELOPMENT OF CONCEPT

* Despile numerous studies, there still remains considerable ambiguity m the literature -
about what constitutes job satisfaction. Locke (1969:309) ;laimed that .any attempt to define
job satiéfaction presents problems since ". . . our understanding of the causes of job
‘satisf adiion have not advanced at a pace commensurate with research efforts. " A great amount
of research has been done on satisfaction in.both eduéatiohal and industrial senirigs. Based on
their research, many scholars advance theories which aim at exploring the causes pf satisfaction
and dissatisfaction in the work place. Economists have developed the concept of economic
person who makves choices_that are calculated to maximise benefil_and who is satisfied in his
.work ‘in proportion to the expected financial reward. With the introduction of the human
relations approach in mémagement science an idea emerged that the f ulfilment of vso.cial needs is
the prime requirément of satisf: actioﬁ. Iln order to understand the existing knowledge and the
difection of the cpnceptual development, some ma jor theories of satisfaction are described.

s
Hierarchy of Needs: Maslow '

© Masfow's (1954) work marked the beginning of a new €ra, in the literature on job

satisfaction. Combining e_conomic needs with social needs, he developed a need satiatic;n theory

that stands on two f undamental premises:



21

— -

1. Human needs are arranged in a hierarchical order of prepotency -- physiologicél safety
and- secum) belongingness, esteem - 4 self -actualization needs. Maslow's prepotency
feature specifies thal the basic needs must be sausfxed before needs at the next level ire
dctivated.

2. A fulfiﬂed need is no longer a prime factor in acu'vau'ng‘an individual's behavior.

_Pc_)rtgr's' (1961) research on the Maslow theory enabled him to make modifications in
the model. He argued that au‘thority and mdependem thought and action are distinctly
different items from esteem items and mtroduced autonomy as a separate dimension in
Maslow's hierarchical paradngm Based on the conceptual framework of Maslow's theory,
Porter (1961) developed the Need Satisfaction Qu°suonna1re (NSQ). |

- Maslow's theory was not founded on actual behavxoral research evidence, theref or;a it
is labelled as a theory of hypothetical assumptions. Moreover, his critics expressed thexr doubt
whethe: self -actualization is indeed a need and suggested that it could be a socially desirable

Tesponse resulting from cultural values.

_Motivation-Hygiene Theory: Herzberg
The notion that the presence of a variable in a work situation leads to satisfaction and
its absence leads'to dissatisfaction, has been chalienged by Herzberg, Frederick and Sﬁydérman
(1959). The research carried out by Herzberg and his associates revealed two sets of distinct |
factors related to satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The theoretical proposition of jo'b satisf a“-ctxdn .
which they developed is known as the motivation- -hygiene theory. This. theory d1v1des job
characteristics into two categories:
1. Certain job characteristics operate primarily to dissatisf Yy the employee when they are not
' present. However_, the presencé of these factors does not motivate an em‘ployee‘to do more
work. Herzberg identified them as hygiene or maintenance factors. Salary, job security,
work conditions are examples of such factors. - |

. 2. The présence of a different set of job characteristics leads to high levels of motivation and
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job satisfaction. If these conditions are not present, employees will not necessarily be
~ dissatisfied with their work. Hefzberg identified these job characteristics as motivators or ..
saiisfiers. He listed achievement,. advancement, responsibili{y, recognition, possibility of
growth and the work itself as satisfiers. |

The findings of He?zbérg's studies suggest that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction are not
opposnes to each other. Inslead the opposite of job satisfaction is no job satisfaction, and the

opposue of job dlSS&[le action is no job dlssausf action. | |
‘Tt did not take long for Herzberg to receive a welter_of criticism from contemporary
‘researchers. His model has been sériously challenged éh methodological and conceptual

grounds. According to House and Wigdor (1967), and Locke (1976). criticism revolves around

(1) the procedure used to obtain the information concerning job events, (2) the failure to

a . . . >
obtain a measure of overall satisfaction and (3) the disregarg/of the fact that one factor can

. /
cause job satisfaction for one person and job dissatisfattion for anbther person, even in the

same job situation. Herzberg's model is further criticized as a method- bound approach Hunt -
and Hill (1969:102) contended that only those studies ". . .using [the] critical incident method
generally confirm the theory. Those using other methods give less clear results.”

-Studies_have revealed that hygiene and motiva-u'ona’l‘ factors function both as satisfiers
and dissatisfiers. Based on their study of six occupational groups. Dunnette et a). (1967)
concluded that such factors as achiévement,'re(;ognition and_ _re_sponsibility seem important for
both satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Similarly, Locke (1976) found’Herzbérg's contention that
hygiene factors r\only prevent dissatisfaction (in other words cannot promote satisfaction)

empirically indefensible. Locke (1976) noted that salary, althouéh defined as a hygiene factor,

can increase satisfaction. -

Current Theéories

Both Maslow and Herzberg explained _]Ob saL15facuon from the need fulfillment

perspective. Lawler (1973:66) claimed that the level of JOb satisfaction is not determined solely

\-

BLY
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by the amount of de51red need that is fulfilled. Instead the degree of satisf action of 1nd1v1duals

can be better explamed by the perceived drscrepancy between the amount of rewards recelved .
and the amount desrred This approach of JOb satisfaction measurement is known as the
discrepancy theory.

Takmg a drfferent route, equity theory explams job satrsfatton in terms of equltable
outcome. Gilmer and Deci (1977 233 234) noted that accordrng to the argument advanced by
the equity theory:

people prefer to have interactigns which they. percerved to be equitable.
workers wrll be satisfied with their jobs when there 1s no discrepancy between their

The concept of drscrepancy and the concept of equity fo}'m a theoretical foundation upon
which Lawler's model of facet satrsfactton stands.

Lawler ( 1973 65) argued that a certain combination of mdrvrdthls affectrve reactrons_ .
to the different facets of their job determines the degree of thelr JOb satrsfactton He made a
drstmctton between facet satisfaction and _]Ob (overall) satrsfactton Lawler (1973 64) defmed;f‘
facet satisfaction as people s affectrve reactrons to- parttcular aspects of their _]Ob Pa) and
promotion Oopportunities were 1dent1f1ed as two facets o.F a job.. Hrs model measures an

individual's facet satisfaction b) means of the drscrepancy that exrsts between what mdmduals

have received. from a facet of a JOb and what the) expected Accordmg to Law]er (1973) Lo

overall ]Ob satxsfactron would be the sum of facet drscrepancres o

0,
s

Locke s-value theor} whrch advances the notron of value hxerarch) supports Lawler s

: L0cke (1976 1319) noted .. job satlsfactron results from

g the apprarsal of one's J b as attatnrng or allowmg the attamment of one's amportant job

<



24

Satisfaction: Determinant or Outcome T S
Meny researehers have investigated'job satisfaction as a factor that determines

turnoi/er, productivity an‘d absenteeism. Some, both in education and industry, contributed to
an assumption that ‘there is a" strong relationlship_ bet‘vt/een job ‘satisfaction and productivity._.
However, others do not support the notion. Locke's' extensive investigation of the literature
“enabled him (1976:1334) to draw a eonclusion that ". . . job satisfaction has no direct. effect
on productiyity.;' |

- Hage (1965:301) defined memhersf' satisfaction as 'an organizational end or outcome.
In his study of satisfaction of Albertaateachers,- Holdaway (1978) noted that job satisf action is’
viewed as an orgamzattonal outcome not ‘as determinant Smith Kendal and ‘Hulin (1969)

s

olaimed that JOb satrsf action is a legitimate goal of an orgamzation These views indicate

- o

agreement with notion’ that _]Ob satrsfaction 1s an outcome of several factors that constitute a

N

job. o R .

\

-‘ Relatlonship Between Qahsfaction and Structure '

s "Ha: 71982: 56) contended that N orgamzational structures take many forms." The
\Ifaria‘t_t-ion in~Structura1 f orms is one of the major' concerns of researchers v}/ho attempt to
explore the procesSes in organiiations'fwhieh eauses iridividuals to he satisfied or dissatisfied
wrth therr jobs. Stnce the purpose of “this study ‘was to- explore the relationship between

" sausf action and the two varrables of orgamzattonal structitre; the f mdmgs of only those studies

that measured the relationship_ of satrsfaction with structural centralization and formalization

=

Relationship Between Satisfaction and Centralization _

. weTe reviewed.

Mohr (1982:124) stated that ". .. participation in decision making may easily be seen
as a form of decentralization." He (1982:128) then made the assumption that the correlation

between perticipation and satisf, action"will be strongly positive only for those who hold a desire
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for participation. Miskel et\al. (1979) used the ‘S’tructura] Properties Questionnaire (SPQ) for
their study of relati‘onships bethen school structure and teac'hersati'sfac'tion .‘v'They ( 1979: 114)
found that "The centralization sub-ecale of the SPQ . . . tended to be negatively correlated with
the dependent variables.. - One of th? denendent vatiable happ‘ened_ 'to-be the job

satrsfactron experienced b} teachers S o _ S

v

'_ The findings of Frank (1982) and DeTornyay (1981) are sxmllar to those of Mlskel and '

" his. associates. In her dxssertatxon Frank (1982:127) reported —that autonomy in decrsron-rnakrlnfg

1
v

AY

(decentralization) was positive‘ly' related to the job "‘s'atis-'faction ,expreseed by the deans.
Bachman et al. ( 19‘66)" use_d task cont_r_ol and superordinateS' influence ‘over their subordinates
‘ as indicators for the measnfement of centralization. Contraryv to the_findings of . Frank .(1982)
and DeTom)tay (1981): those ot"- Bachman et al.’ (l966:130) reveal _'tlra.t‘subordlnates' job
satisf action was positive]y’ correlated with task control and influence of superordinates; Belascq
and Alutto (1972:52) concluded, o .. the centralitatlon of influence in the superintendent's .
office may be associated with mcreased teacher decrsronal depnvatron both of whrch in turn
- are assocrated with lower levelc of teacher sausfactron Coughlan (1971 36) concluded "In ;
‘ the rela,tiyely opén school organ_izational s_t'st_*ns, . .. the teachers as a group were srgmf icantly

more satisfied."” v
1 2l
i

* Most of the above mentioned studies indicate that there is a negative relationship

.+ between satisFaction and the level of centralization. It is important to note that these studies

% used a variety of indicators to measure centralization .
® . -

\ : )
Relationship Between Satisfaction and Formalimtion

)

‘In her study of deans Frank (1982 126) found that formalization of evaluatron'

procedures was negatxvely correlated with autonomy need satrsfactlon Moreover, she reported
s;v

a negative relatronshlp between social need satrsfacnon and the level of formalrzatlon
Fulfillment of the deans” self ac_tua?rzatlon needs, however, was posrtrvely correlated with: the .

formalized evaluation procedures of universities.

A
RN
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Mrskel et al. (1979 114) mamtamed that "the formahzatron standardrzatron 1ndrcator

of general rules for teachers was a consistent predictor for all of the dependent varrables but

‘the directions were posmve .. ." Their stud) as mentroned earlier, used teacher satisfaction

.as one of the dependent vartables Herrrck (1974) clarmed that- formalrzatron was not a
significant predrctor of teacher motrvatron in elementar» schools Scott (1980) found that the

. job drssatrsfactron of hrgh school teachers in metropohtan New York was positively related to :

fi ormalrzauon

Implications for the Present Study
» ‘ The above theories of job satisfaction represent three dif’ ferent perspeetrves Maslow's
and Herzberg's theories conceptuahzed satisfaction as th: f ulfrllment of individuals' needs.
Lawler (1973) and Grlmer and Deci (1977) observed « <ognitive process through whrch
1ndrv1duals tend to demonstrate the.tr level of satrsf action with the facets of their job. In hrs
‘ value theory, Loclce combrned the strength of both need- fulfrllment and cognitive theorles
These theorres identified a number of job dimensions or facets of the jOb and proposed
' ‘methods to measure 1nd1v1duals satisfaction with each of. these drmensrons
, For the purposes of the stud» attempts were made to measure respondents'
satisfaction with structural properties of the _organizations and their overall job sausfacuon
The propertres of structure were not rdentlfred as the drmensrons of the job; satrsfactron with
structure was treated as a separate variable, | . |

| The method used by Dewar and Werbal (1979) was followed 10 deveIOp the operational
’ rndlcators of everall job satrsfactron In their exploration of validity of universalistic and
contmgencx predlctrons of employee satisfaction and conflict, Dewar and Werbel (1979:433)
measured satrsfactron . by two 1tems mdrcatmg satisfaction with respondents’ _]Ob and

‘ ,orgamzatron In thrs study respondents were asked to indicate the level of therr satrsfactron .

with the overall conditions of job and whether or not they lrked therr work .
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C. PERSPECTIVES IN CROSS CULTURAL RESEARCH

The notion ofvgeno'lypical likeness ‘and "genotypical ‘imlikcness in organizational
characteristiés across cultures, are the soﬁrces of two conflicting conceptual arguments which
are described as the culture-free or unjversalistic _gnd culture-specific perspectives. The
universglists assume that organizations across nations are similar andthat ran organiiational
theory canvbe devcloped which is valid in different cultures and countries. In contrast, the
researchers oriented towards the cﬁiture-Specif ic (or culturalist) perspective argue that the
forces of culture mold organizations into specific entities which contain characteristics that are
different across social contexts. Orgdnizations with dissimilar characteristics cannot be analysed

by a mode! developed for universal applications.

Organizations Free of Culture

The argument that orgénizationa] charécterisu’cs across natioﬁs of the world are f r‘ee
from the particularities of a:spccific culture is associated with an assumption that the
advancement in technology is moulding the fabric of developing societies into 2 common
pattern. Despite cultural diversities, as Kerr et al. (1960) claimed, institutional frameworks and
~ patterns of . organjzations across societic are converging. Their research found that this
convergence is. an outcome of the "common industrial logic."

Kerr et al. (1960) ahd Harbison and Myers (1959) defined the logic of industrial
convergence in a broader coﬂtext of soéjal transformation and changes in management practices
in industrializing societies. A groub of scholars used this logic as the éonceptual basis for
éomparative zirlalysis of organizations. Hickson et al. (1979:29-30) concluded‘thal a certain
constancy occurs across nations in key relationships amon‘g organizational varigbles_. There is an
assumption that the direction of correlations bétween structural and contextual variables will be
the same in all organizations irrespective of their size and locationT For instance, even if an
investigator finds that Asian organizations are more f ormalized than the North American 6nes,

still the large North American organizations will most likely be more formalized than the small
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Asian organiialions. This is expected because of the assumed universally negative relationship
between formalization and organizational size.

quthermore, Hickson and his associates argued that management . practices across
nations or cultural settings can be analysed by universally'. /’applicable theories. Such
"supranational theories," however, should stand on globally drawn inferences. The apblicability
of existing theories develdped in the West is an issuev.awhich Azumi (1974) atter‘n.pted to address.
Azumi did not dismiss the notion tﬁat a great number of current theories are primarily a
product of Ahglo-Saxon culture with traces 01; ethnocentrism. Neithe; did he defehded them as
adequate tools of anallysis able to articulate the essence of all cu']tures. Rather, he asserted that
such limitations do not provide sufficient justification for developing a whole array of
culture-bound theories prescribed for Vdistinct soc_:ieties_ of the world. Azumi (1974:527)
contenaed, " if the perspective of social science as develqped in the West is inadequate, that
must be demonstrated by the creation of a new and better social science " instead of developing

separate social sciences for different societies.

Logic of Convergence and the Contingency Approécﬁ

As Child (1981:308) and Child and Tayeb (1983:27) indicated, the contingency
perspective stands on the argument that:

contingencies of - technological development, market ‘and geographical
diversification, large-scale production and close interdependence with other
oOrganizations are seen 1o impose a logic of rational administration which it becomes
functionally imperative to follow in order to achieve levels of performance sufficient
to ensure the survival of the organization. . . . It is argued that this logic is in all
societies,Jirrespective of culture, economic or political systems, steadily pervading the -
design and management of organizations which are subject to high performance
requirements either because of competitive pressures or because of external demands
for their effectiveness. Cultural differences are therefore of diminishing importance.

-

The reasoning of the contingency approach stands on three fundamental premises:
1. Technology,' task Environment. size and interdependence are the factors that determine
features of job and the design of organizations.

2. Industries and business firms across the world péss through similar stages of development
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as they grow. Technically, one particular stage can be described as a specific configuration
of contingencies.

3. The variables of organizational structure and context demonstrate stable relationship across
cultures or countries which have similar configuration of contingencies.

Most of the research carried out within contingency perspectives investigated task
environment, technology, size and dependence between organizations. The supranational theory
advanced by Hickson and his ‘assocgiales rests upon the investigations of the size of the

\

o . . ‘ o .
organization, size of the parent organizition and dependence on other organizations. Not all of
these contingencies relate consistently with the variables of structure in the organizations

woinvestigated across nations. Child and Tayeb (1983:31-32) maintained that the contingency
approach of Hickson and his colleagues:

.. was developed upon little more than the strength and consistency of correlations,

and has therefore been subject to the charge of abstracted empiricism. Other writers
on contingency notably Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Perrow (1970), and Woodward
(1965), have, however, contributed more considered rationales to account for
measured  associations between contingencies and organizational  variables.
Nevertheless, substantial uncertainty still persists concerning the theoretical status of
contingencies. Are they imperatives? The answer seems to be negative: there is
accumulating evidence that different organizational designs and working relationships
can cope sufficiently well for survival in the context of similar contingencies.
Several writers, including Child, agreed that the contingency approach needs to be handled
carefully due to its unclear theoretical and empirical standings.

To summarize, the cuiture-free thesis stands on the fundamental argument”that
theories in social science should have universal implications. A universal theory atiempts Lo
define organizations above national specifics and cultural particularities.

Organization Influenced by Culture

As Maurice (1979:44) contended, "While it is true that the thrust of scientific analysis

is toward theoretical generalizations, it is also true that such generalizations must be historically

informed.” This point of view, according to Maurice, is a reminder of the limitations of any

endeavours which attempt {0 compare two organizations across cultures in isolation from their
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socio-cultural contexl..' In addition to this isblaled analysis of organizations, Maurice saw
limitations of the culture free approach in recognizi’ng the essence of culture. He (1976:7)
stated that in the process of testing cultural diff erences, researchers who use the concepts and
measuremeni techniques of culture-free thesis *. . . remove all socictal or cultural dimensions
from organizations and their structures. " | .
“The concepts of univ_ers‘alA validity- of the measurement, general specificatioﬁ .of_
variables, u'nidirectional causation, causation at the level of defined vériables, ontological
priority .of Athe 'de‘f inition of goals before the selection:of means, and determination of practice
by nomothetic theory are widely used as guiding principles of social sciencé research.

Culturalists look at these. concepts as theoretically indefensible. To explain the point Sorge

(1983) exemplified the analysis of the nature of organizational or social change. He (1983:117)
maintained : ’ : .

Contingency theorists would think of change as happening along known and
well-defined continua of variables; but’ change would not affect the validity of
nomothetic statements. This is the assumption that enables them to recommend, or
predict, changes in one area on the basis of those in another, and that has produced a

rationalistic view of theory-practice relation. . . . Contingency theory becomes highly
problematical when social changes is not recurrent . . . but emergent,i.e., involving

néwly emerging dimensions of variables. In this view, the intention to explain what is
still unexplained leads, of necessity, toward the change that is emergent. '

Sorge érgued that the ’rationalist' tendency of séquencing the phenomena and events (e.g.,
prediction of one events on the basis 6f others) yields unrealistic resﬁlts especially in a situation
where events are irre‘gu’lar, nonroutine or erﬁergent. To analyze the emergent sbcial changes one
has to reiy on "unéxplained leadsb"_- such as jﬁdgement‘, knack, and eVen intui[ion. |

: Perr‘ow (1970b:76) explained thé "search bt{ha&ior“ espoused by the contingency
writers. He (1970b:76-77) cohtended that ". . .. the nature of the search procedure depends a
. good dea! upon what is known about the material that one is to transform through techﬁiques.
If a good deal is known thé.t Is relevant to the vtransfofmation process, search can be quite
routine and analyzable. A search becomes unanalyzable if a researcher has to deal with uﬁique
factors. While dealing with such factors, one most rely upon vague processes, such és empathy

and undefstanding. According/;'to Perrow (1970b:76), experience, judgement, knack, wisdom



31

and intuition are the . . . residue of sométhing we do not understand at all well. " .~ An
"unanalysable search procedure" relles on such leads For culturalists, as Sorge (1983 125)
claimed, judgement, wisdom and experlence are the 1mportant faculues to understand, because’
they can be used as valuable tools to solve the problems of organizations.
The culturalists and contingency writers seem to disagree on the issue of what is
- analyzable and>what is not. Sorge ( 1983:126) noted: - '
Human work tends to be unanalyzed but analyzable. Moving ahead of subsequent
analysis, it brings forth emergent organizational phenomena that become objects of
analysis. Thus, instead of works being made to fit into an. existing andlysis, the
shifting focus of attention in work makes for continuous emergence’ of novel
organizational phenomena to which analysis adopts.
The ;:rux of the argument is that the technique of investigation should have the ability to sense
the emergence of new phenomena in the proces of analysis.
To summarize, the cplturalist perspective stands .on the following [enets: (1)
. organizations do not necessarily function in a rational way, therefore, orgamzauonal practices
can not be drawn from theories of logxcal formulation; (2) orgamzauonal practices cannot be
generahzed as universals; (3) in the analysis of organizations, the holistic trait of human action
stould be con31dered rather than only one set of vanables (4) the science of orgamzanon‘
. should emphasize the eme;gence of new dxmensxons rather than the exploration of variation
along known dimensions; and finally, (5) the _quturalists look at thgl characteristics of culture

as phenomena unique in every society. Cross-societal comparison of such phenomena,

therefore, would not be a meaningful endeavour.

_-'Methodological Propositions - - . ,

In this se;tion, two contrasting n;ethodological propositions are discussed. The theorists
within the culture-free perspective argue that the characteristics of SOCICUCS can be measured by
a model based on global inferences. A culturalist approach denies the validity- of any such

attempt which compares orgamzauon by the use of a umversal model.



Arguments for Universal Model

The literature shows that a number of compara;ivé studies conducted in the 19_705‘.

. : N .

explored relationships between the dimensions of organizational structure (e.g., centralization,

formalization) and context (e.g., size, tech,nology)iac.ro.ss two or more nations. This is an

approach initially used in single nation studies c'o.r‘lducted‘ especially in Britisﬁ and Nérth

Afnerican con_iexts. When this was applied in cross-national compafison, i}s limitations became

apparent. In order to make ai model of single nation sti;dies appliczible forv cross-national

comparison, Hickson et al. (1979:26-28) advanced twb methodologicél prOposifiongz

1. Societal characteristics need to be interpreted and defined to form variables relevant to the
analysis of 6rganization.

The measures of organizational variables used in the single nation studies needs to be

2

Te
transformed or expanded into "world measures.”

- ‘:.('"

Societal Characteristics as Varjables
Iln their cross-ﬁétional studies of organizatio”ns, Horvath et al. (1976) and McMiilan et
al. (1973) used a research design based on the Aston r‘nodelq. As mentioned earlier, s'[ruc_t‘ural _
~and contextual variables are used as ‘ the basis of organizatioﬁal analysis without any
consideration of related social and cultural -phenomena. Maurice (1979:44) noted .that in such a
| model:
. the structural variables are based upon indicators that are convenieht for
measuring the intrinsic characteristics of the organization, but which result in isolating
it from its societal environment. Similarly, the contextual variables . . . are explicitly

considered as 'factors of a non-cultural kind'; operationalizing them can therefore
have no societal significance.

The suggestion of Hickson and his associates’ (1979:26-27) for -formulating societal variables,
can be described as a response to criticisms such as that of Maurice. In their opinion, by

“ excluding vague generalities such as traditionalism or ethnicism and by avoiding the all inclusive

definitions of the culture itself, the societal variables could be formulated with the objective of
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inclﬁding,dnly those aspects of socicty that are relevant to orgaqiza;ipns. The purpose is to
develop explicit concepts that arevoperationally measurable. However, from the culturalist
perspective, cultural or societal characteristics are uRique in e‘v.é‘-ryf society, thus are not
generalizable. Comparison of such unique, thus non-generalimt;lv'ﬁ".v.‘c;h‘aracter'isdc phenomené.
therefore, .is not meaningful. Respbnding to the concern Hickson 'ét al ~’( 1979 :.27) wrote:

. . there is no need to think of the culture of 2 society as being unique variables
peculiar to it, which are applicable to that society alone. Culture is more usefully seen
as a unique pattern (of scores) on a set of variables applicable across societies. The
characteristic phenomena of a given society are its positions on variables, not the
variables. Whether any of the flavour of life is lost must depend not on the necessity-
to conceptualize potential comparative variables in itself, but on the insight with which
they are formulated to express our range of experiefice. ’

B ' .

World Measures of Organizational Variables

The Aston, Organizational Assessment, and‘.i.;z'\xio'ma.ti‘c.mode)s are widely used in
organizational analysis. For instance, Hage's: A)_&_io'{na‘:i.icv ‘.t‘heory measures the level of
formalization 6f organizational activities by the extent Qr.'proportiOn of jobs that are codified
" and roles that are specified as well as the degree of 'lét“it‘u‘de of individual discretion allowed
within a particular position. These indiéators are developeé f rom the inferences dfawn f rofn the
research conducted mostiy in North America. Consequently, they may have limi’tations in their
capacity to consider sbrrie peculiar range of role specification and job codification impleinen;ed.
say, in Nepalese organizations. Hickson et a}. (1979:28) suggested that, in prifciple, measures
deveIOped in ‘one society should not be a‘pplied to others without an effort to explore beyond the
range of va;riations of the 6r?§‘1ha1 measures. The implication is that if a Canadiaﬁ uxiiversity's
level of forthalizafion haé to be compared with a Nepalese one, then the measures of the
fesearch instrument should be widened in range sO that both Canadian ﬁnd Nepalese
-_ peculiarities can be 'incorporated.

To summarize, the concept of world measures. the de'firiition of culture as a unique

pattern of scores and the notion that the characteristics of societies and the organization located
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in different societies can be analysed by the use of a 'universal model are the fundamental

premises of the culture-free perspective in cross cultural research.

Argument for The Measurement of Social Particularities
Culturalists observe the concept of world measures as 100 much confined within the

boundaries of the Weberian logic of rationality. Such a concept, as Maurice (1979:44) stated,

stands:

.. upon concepts (and indicators) to which their very generality gives ipso facto the
~ status of universality, thus undermining the possibility of really testing for the
national (or cultural) effect. . . . The constraints of the test of the national effect
thus appear to be counteracted by a logic of the rationality of the organization,
_ considered a priori as supranational, therefore universal, but founded actually
theoretically upon concepts and model-building, and empirically upon indicators and
operational processes'that exclude any reference to the structures of ‘the socic:v within
which the organization operates.

¢ By criticizing the approacﬁ.that attempts to generalize societal and organizational characteristics

and by rejecting the validity of the process of model-building, Maurice (1979) advanced an
alternative proposition for cross-cultural research known as the "societal effect approach.” In
order to explain the basic tenets of the approach he (1979:47) stated:

It postulates not the convergence of societies but their discontinuity (historical and
cultural). It believes that a sociology of organizations is essentially the research into
the social conditions of their formation and development. Its object, therefore, is as
much the analysis of the processes of formation of organizational structures as the
structures themselves; a process by which the national discontinuities that are expected
are evidenced. -

-

The design and assumptions of inquiry proposed within the culture-specific perspective

" are similar to those of the naturalistic inquiry paradigm described by Guba (1978, 1981), Guba

and Lincoln (1981), Owens (1982) and Lincoln (1983). In a naturalistic paradigm, there are

five defining axioms of research:

1. A social research considers intangible realities "devised in the minds of persons to extend
meaning to events and render them interpretable and understandable” (Guba, 1981:6).

2. In naturalistic resea‘rch "inquirers and responcients influence ea;h other through their

’

mutual interactions” (Iles, 1984:12).
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3. In social research law-like generalizations are impossible because the social phenomena are
time and context- bound Therefore, a reseaicher lends to "devise iziiographic working
hypotheses that fit a particular context” (Guba, 1981: 5).

4. In soci;l research "explanation is sought in teIms of pauerns of plausxble influence
established through ‘holistic field study rather than cause-effect relationships” (Iles '
11984:12). "

5. Inciuiries in éocial sciences are walue bound Guided b\ valués innerem in the context
where research is carried out, 1nqu1rers select the inquiry paradigm and apply suitable
methods to analyze information (G.uba and'Lincoln, 1982: 238).

These axioms of naturalistic paradigm are similar to the f undamental tenets of the hermeneutig

research orientation.

In‘ cross-cultural studies of organizations ‘an emphasis on ihe explo“ration of cultural
and historical particularities and discontinuities may enhance the possibility of developing
jsolated country Of social profiles. Each of the profiles may develop in such a fashion that one

can hardly be conlpared with other. In her extensive Teview of the literature, Roberts (1970)

' addré/ssed this particular issué. She advocated the need of a common methodological design for ‘

cross-cultural resenfch. In her opinion, the absence of cuch a design may add to the

: haphazardness of cpumry' profiles.

D. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY

B Three broad bodies of literature have been Teviewed: (a) organizational stucture, (b)
satisfaction and (c) contrasting perspectives in cross-cultural research. The review shows that
the existing knowledge in each of the three fields evolved from ‘continuous research. Old
perspectives were widened by the emergence of complementary ideas: Yet, at the sarne'/time. the
premisés of a number of thecmes were cha‘lenged on conceptual and methodologicgl -grounds.
By complementing Of contradicting the existing CONCEPLs, researchcrs rendered a positive

contribution for the advancement of knowledge. These three bodies of literature had direct
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__implications on the research design of this study. The following -major concepts were "cirAWn

from the literature.

1. The charadcristici phenomena of societies or cultures are related to the structural design o‘f
orgaﬁizations. |

2 The structure of organizations influences members’ satisfaction.

3. Two comraéting _pqrspectivesvcxist with regard o the analysis of organizations acro;s
cultures: (i) Organizations in different cultural sveuings can be analysed by the application
of universal measures. Such measures, however, should be formulated from globally drawn
inferences. (ii) Deep rooted forces of culture mo}d organizations intd uniqué ‘entities.
Unique characteristics of drganizafiqng cannot be compared by the application of universal
‘models. Sugh attempts, therefore, may be meaningless.

4. Two distinct objectives are implicit withi;m the two perspectives. One intends to explore
similarities that exist in the characteristics of organizations across-cultures. The other
emphasizes differences between ox_ganizatidns. | |

5. Culture appears to be a complex whole that encompasses Aunllimited components. The
existing complexity in the def _initidn of culture is the reasém Lhat a number of comparative
studies relegated culture to residu;l variables,‘i.e.. the phenomena that were not explained
by commonly known variables. |

In view of these concepts, atlempts were made (a) to develop a research dgsign that

incprporated useful ideas from both perspectiVe; of comparative research, (b) to select a

" suitable approach to inquif)', and (c) to define the dimension of culture. A clear-cﬁt definition

" of the dimensions of culture helps to avoid the conf usion‘associ‘a_ted with the notion of culture.

A clear definition was essential because, for the operational purposes, in this study there was an

attempt to delineate some selected dimensions of culture which seemed to be relevant to the

specific aspects of university organizations explored.



Reconciliation Between the Two Perspectives

- The 'iﬁeorists who advocate application of a unive;sal model aréué thai the
characteristics of organizations acros's_ :societies are cdnvergihg. 'fhe divefsities ofgcu "re are
~ viewed as having litile or no influence on organizations. As mentioned earlier, t.he cplturalists
hold a different notion. They believe that cultu;al'particulari,ties determine human pref ereﬁces
and decisions. Cbns’equemly, th;pref erred modes of action are iris-trume'ntal in the development
of unique behaviors within organizati.ons. Table 2.2 'shows the two _theoreticali positions with

regard 1o the relationship between culture and organization.

Table 2.2

Relationship Between Culture and Organizations as Explained
From Culwure-Free and Culture-Specific Perspectives

Culture - Free Argument

Contextual : " Organizational ' Pattern
Contingencies Structure of Behavior

Culture-Specific Argument . - ‘ » . B

. , Preferred . . " Qrganization
Culture : —> Modes of  —— Structuring
' Action - Management

' Practices

Note: The table is based on Child's work (1981:349)
In Child's (1981:349) suggestion, ﬁhe thepretical ldif ferences between the 1wo
argumeﬁts can be Teduced drastically if it is accepted: -
First, that the .decisioh to adopt organization structural designs is not in reality rigidly
determined by contextual factors and that such factors are themselves subject 10 some

degree of managerial influence. . . - Second, that culture could itself be’ regarded
theoretically as another contextual contingency. '

The two contrasting arguments (culture-:ree and culture-specific) can be merged into one
conceptual framework if the above considerations are taken into account. Such - reconcilation,

however, Tais¢s some. serious theoretical concerns. First, as Child "(1981:349) noted, culture

when "...Tegarded as a contingency, may Carry conflicting implications for those of other
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contingencies. " Second culture represents the process of interaction among various dimensions

4

of societies. It is, therefore hrghl\ qualltatrve and more . cornpl'ex~ than the variables which

" have commonly been regarded as contmgencres hitherto.” Wrth a somewhat dlf f erem ‘argument

'

Negandk}i (1983:20) arrrved at a similar -conclusion. He explamed Lhe »rmportance of the

‘ evolving concept of "general systems” in the a:n‘alys‘is of cornplex organizations. Within the
general systems perspective,‘ holism. - open systems, input-transformation-
_ output phenomenon, socretv and dvnamlc equrlrbrlum are 1demrf1ed as subsvstems of a grven
sy stem. These subsyﬁ‘ms represem a number of aspects of a system that are complex, abstract

and qualrtauve m-nawie Negandh1 (1983 20) suggested:

It is indeed challenging to use such abstract attributes in understanding the functioning
of“complex organizations. The present state of knowledge, however, as well as the
understanding of those concepts, is so minimal that the use of them has created
considerable confusion among scholars of different disciplines. Until such time as
these general systems concepts are fully developed and operationalized, contingency

* theory, the so called mid-range approach, seem to provide a realistic means of using
some of the salient attrrbutes ‘of the s'ystems concept for the study of complex
organizations. .

Implicit' in this statement is a suggestion that new knowledge can be explored by the use of the

'

available conceptual and analytical means. Guided by a similar concern, Child (1981:349)

suggested that culture should be reduced to a limited number of salient dimensions for purposes -

of cross-cultural comparrson

In view of these argumems three dimensions of values were operauonahzed as the

variables .of culturev Indicators were developed' to measure these variables. The conceptual
ratlonale of the selectron of value drmensrons as the varrables of culture is based on the works
of Bales (1970), Hofstede ( l980b) Parsons (1973), Kroeber and Parsons (1958), Child (1981)

nnd La_r_nmers (1978).

Selection of the Variables of Cultu;rg
Kelley and Worthley (1981:165) observed different positions taken by the researchers
regarding the linkage between culture -and managerial attitudes and behavior. Fhey identified

two reasons for this inconsistency: (a) the vague definitions of culture and (b) the "

i
v
-
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methodological difficulties-of accurate translation of culture in operational research and having
a representative sample." "
Morton (1936) defined culture of.a' society as "the configuration of values, normative

principles,. and - als which are - historically unique"(Morton in., Aiken and

1Bacharach 1979: 216) \
e

those researchers WHG? for the sake of operatlonal convenience, prefer to def irie culture in a

"lrmlted sense: cy/lture as "pattern of orgamzattonal roles and norms embodred in -certain.

g

“

paramount ya/lues " (Lammers angd Hickson, 1979:6). ' ' ' N

K oeber and Kluckhohn {1952) analyzed ont hundred and SIXty - -four defimuons of

culture which encompassed a whole range of dlmensrons knowledge ,values custorns

“ v

tradrtlonal behavxor ]U.S[ 1o’ name a few. In order 10 avord such confusxon Child (1981 323)

suggested t\hat researchers mtght consides the definition of culture advanced b\ Kroeber and
Parsons (1958 5&2 583) who proposed that the concept "culture” should be confined to "

:transmrtted and created content ‘and pattern of values 1deas and other symbollc meanmgful
"":’systems as factors in- the shaprng of human 'oehavror In hrs article "Culture -and ‘Social

. : i , .
. Systems R.evrsrted Parsons (1973:36) made a drstmctron.between culture and social systems as

-follows: "the cultural /s)vstem o is,'speci{_ieally concerned with systems of meaning, the social.

system is a way of’ organrzmg human action” which is concerned wrth linking meaning to the
: condmons 61’ concrete behavror in the envrronmentally given world "o

Once the "symbolism (Smxrcrch 1983: 350) "system of meaning,” normatlye and

o preferentral condltlon for actlon",(Chrld ,1981 324) ‘were identif’ ied as conceptual elements of ’

culture and these elements were recogmzed as faCtors condmonmg social mteracuon and

“

behavror,{ operatronahzat‘lon' of :culture in orgamzatronal research ‘became possible. Chrld
(1981:324) stated: L

In so far as the citizens of one country do share certain values in a ‘common cultural
systems, it is reasonable to suppose-that these are likely ‘to influence .the conduct of
organizations located in that country, especially with regard to individual behavior. . .
. If the clustering of values in one country does not approximate that in another
country one would therefore expect to find tendencres toward 2 drfferent pattern of
organizational conduct in the two nations. :

pirically, Morton's definition may look ambiguous and. unspecif ic for
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In view of above argumems, ‘value orientations were measured as dimensions of culture. To

defme the term value Bhagat and McQuard (198’ 656) cited Trrandrs et al. (1972:16) and
maintained that . L value. represent . relationships. among abstract categorles with strong
affective. components, implvying a preference for a certain krnq of desirable state of action._
being, or affairs."

As mentroned earlier, this study began with descrrbmg (a) respect for authority (b)
.mdrvrduallsm and (c) tolerance for uncertainty as three dimensions of value onemauon The
definition of those three  dimensions of value-are presemed in Chapter 1. On the basis of the
givon- defir'ritionl,,' operationa] irlrdicarors were de\neloped, and by applving factor analysis’ the
‘validity of the orrgmal -definition was exammed The procedure applred 1o develop the
operauonal mdlcators of these d1mensrons and the results of.the factor analyvsis are, presemed in

Chapier III and Chapter IV.

* .
Selection of Inquiry Paradigm
The proposition that suggests the development of a universally applicable theory relies .
on a systematic analysis of organizational characteristics across nations and societies. This
nomothetic approach relies on a search procedure that is law like. orderly and predictable; it
progresses rationally toward a goal by generalizing the organizational characteristics explored in
. ! ‘ o .
different cultural and national contexts. Culturalists, who view the design of organizations as.a
reflection of a parucular culture, employ an' idiographic approach of analysis in their
investigations of organizations. The term idiographic refers to uniqueness and inimitability.
This is an approach which focuses specifically on phenomena that are unpredictable, divergent
and particularistic. Child and Taveb (1983:58-59) maintained: .
In'its purer form, the idiographic approach. . . . would be concerned primarily with v
" mapping out the configurations of comext and organization found in differetit
countries and exploring the reasons for them in terms of features peculiar to.the
pamcular societies. They would aim to produce comprehensive case studies analyses
that treated the national character of organizations with a high degree of sensitivity to

us_ roots in history and the way it reflected culture.

Cross-cultural comparison of organizational characteristics and their relationship with-culture,
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in general qualitative terms, is possible even by the use of various case-studies conducted in
isolation from each other. More precise comparison, however, is impossible -unless the samples
are carefully maiched and the dimension of relationship, which is under investigation is cleariy
specified. , . :

As Lammers (1975:485) contended. in the social science, comparison as a scholarly

pursuit signifies a type of-inquiry that:

. juxtaposes social units or social processes in various social settings in order to
explain or understand the units or processes in question -- or argue that a meaningfuj
comparison requires an application term comparative in this sense stands for a
-multilevel strategy ... to explain or understand in terms of macrovariables, phenomena
at a micro- or mesolevel

Researchers (England and Harpaz:1983, Van de Vijver and Poortinga:1982) argue that a
meaningful comparison requires an application of similar methods across cultures. On the basis
- of these arguments, as Lammers (1978:503) claimed:
The full-fledged idiographic method of ‘studving one particular organization within its
peculiar institutional and societal context to understand its unique or distinct features
can for obvious reasons hardly be calied comparative. However... efforts to determjne

what is distinct about an organizaton always implyv comparison, if not explicitiv., than
implicitly -

In spite of these limitations. the idiographic approach can be useful for an in-depth

1%

: ';ihe basic . mechanisth or process in the relationship between culture and
R érganizations m a single setting. However. lo compare organizations of various settings, one
has to relv on nomot'neiic methods of}inquir_\".
In this s-tud_\' rlelaLiénshi'ps between the variables of culture and the variables of two
university o}ganizations located in Alberta and Nepal were analysed. which 1s dxagrammaticall_\'

expiained as follows:

Dimensions of Values - - .

(i.e., Conformity, In- - o Structural .-

-dividualism & Tolerance : . Centralizavon ——— Satisfaction
for Uncentainty) as and Formalization

Variables of Culture ) '

v

23
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The relationship (a) between the dimensions of values and structural centralization and-
formalization, and (b) between the.. variables of structure and job satisfaction were
investigated. In addition, the relationship between the dimensions of value and satisfaction

1

were also explored.

T
To summarize, the following conceptual and method-related features were associated with the
Tesearch design of this study. -

1. The study emphasized the exploration of differences and similarities between the two

university organizations. _ )

(3]

By avoiding the vague generalities associated with the term "culture,:\ selected dimensions
of cuiture were delinealed 10 be operationalized as variables. The research findings of Bales

and Couch (1969) and Hofstede (1980b) were used in the selection of these specific,'

G
a

dimensions.

VY]

A nomothetic approach was emploved to explore similarities as well as dissimilarities in the

relationship between members’ cuitural orientation and the variables of organizations in
- two cultural settings.
4. Relationships. first. petween the dimensions-of culture and organizational structure and

sccond, between structure and the members’ sauisfacuion were measured by the use of

stmilar method.

E. SUMMARY

This chapter contains a review of three bodies of literature -- ofganizational structure.

satisfacuion and the theones of cross-cuitural research. The review reveaied that organizational

structure can be conceptualized in iwo different ways. The Neo-Weberian writers have defined

structure as the prescribed framework of organizauons. This definition stands on a concept that
‘ ' ; :

structure s a formal configurauon of roles anc procedures. The natural and open svstems

writers iav emphasis on interactive processes laking piace in organizations. The concept of

duality of soca: structure incorporates the tenets of the formai (prescribed) framework and
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informal interactive processes. According to the concept of  duality, structure is. both

constituted by human interaction and at Lhe same time is the medium or framework of this

constitution. Two commonly used approaches of struclural measur.emem were described. The

perceptual approach relies on aggregation of interview or queslionnaire data. The msmuuonal
X . .

. approach ut'ilizes a direct method of information collection. In this approach, information is

obtained from official documents and from interviews with official spokesmen.

The theories of job satisfaction were also outlined. Maslow's need satiation and
Herzbefg's motivation-hygieneare seen as need-fulfillment theories. The equity theory explains
job satisfaction in terms of ‘discrepancy between the amount of rewards received and the
amount desired. According to Lawlér's theory, a certain co:.oination of an individual's
affective reactions to the different facets of their job determines the level of his job
satisfaction.

The literature review indicated that two schools of thought exist in the cross-cultural
research. The writcfs, who ‘pelieve that organizational characteristics are free from the
particularities of culture. argue that management practices across nations can be analysed by an
universally apphcable model. The culturalists claim that organizations located in different

societies are influenced by deep-rooted cultural forces These forces mold organlzauons mto

unique entities. Unique organizations cannot be compared b_v Lhe application of universal

modeis. The conceptual framework for the study includes (a) a reconciliation between the two -

perspectives of comparative research. (b) the selection of a suitable approach of inquiry and

(¢) the deﬁni;ion of the dimension of culture.



Chapter II1

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

’
I

The research methodology for the study was essennaI]\ that associated “with the’
development of a quesuonnalre and the collecuon of surve) daLa ln the sections which follow,
the description of the development and of the questionnaire is followed by a dlscusglon of the-
validit'y‘ and the reliability of the instruments. In a subsequem secu‘on, the procedu‘re: applied in
the collection of data and the techmques used for the treatment of data are explamed 'I'hls
mcludes the dlSCUSSlOl’l of sample size, distribution of the questionnaire and Lhe statistical .

techniques used for the analysis of data. Finally, $me demographnc information about the

respondents is presented.

-

! : A. INSTRUMENTATION

The design of the study was exploratory in. nature. An attempt was made 1o uncover
cross-.samp]e similaritiés and differences in the pau‘em of relationships that exist between the
variables of culture and organization. The study was descriptive and nonexperimehtal; it relied
on quantitative technviques of data collection and analvsis. Data wé}e collected by the use of a
questionnaire. The questionnaire approach to data collection was deemed to be appropriate for
this study. One of ﬁhe advanitage of the questionnaire is that it makes large segments of
population available 1o the rese_aréher for sampling purposes at a minimum cost. This
approach, as Mouly (l978:189)i$[aled "L aliows greater uniformity in the way questions are
asl;ed. .. ." and provides ". . . greater comparability in the responses..“ In addition to these
advantages, Fer%r and Verdoorn (1962) pointed out that the qugsti'onnaire approach (a)
solicits frank ’answers, (b) avoids interviewer ‘t‘gias, (c) providés oppbrtunity for the

respondents to answer the questions at their leisure, with sufficient time to "think things over”,
uiticig

e



(d) and rnakes certain segments of the popula'tivon easily approachable.'

In view of these considerations, the "Organizational Survey Que_stionnaire“ was
developed to collect the data. “The questionnaire, whicn was designed exclusively for the
purposes of this study, was organized into five sections. These sectidns included instruments O
explore: (a) centralization of decision-makmg authorityb, (b) formalization of organizational

S
activities, (c5 respondenté' satisfaction with “structural cemralization and formalization, and
their overall job satisfaction, (d) responden_ts value orientations, (e) and, finally, the
biographical information on the respondents. "i‘he cop_les of the questionnaire is included in

Appendia A and B.

Section 1

-

The items in Secu%n/i were designed 1o collect information concerning centralization of
decision-making authority at Tribhuvan University (TU), Nepal, and at the University of
Alberta (U of A).. This section contai'ned thirteen items which referred to the follo»ving'
decisions:/ the allqcation and distribution df resources for departmental operalioné, the
approval of a new aca_dernic program and changes 1n general administrative .procedures in.a
department, selection of coufse content and text-books, assxgnmem of final grades, admission
of students; the promotion of a faculty member, and the selecnon of members of departmemal
committees, department chairman and new prof essors.. All of these decisions were related to the
'acativiu'es‘ condugted withm a, department, the lowest administrative nnit of university
organizations.-

A seven-poim scale represented seven different decision making levels, ranging f rorn
individual prof essof 1o units and conimiuees functioning at the universi;y—wide Jevel. Based on
tneir judgement, respondents were asked to choose any one of the seven decision-making levels
as the most influential in _rnaking tne particnlar decision outlined in each it-em. 1f the higher
decision making levels of a university (i.e.. units, councils, or committees that function at the

g
faculty and university - wide levels) are identified as the levels with greatest influence over most
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of the decisions, then the university can be viewed as haviné a centralized decision making
structure. | '

The items in the scale used in the measurement of centralization Wereisimilar to those
of the Structural Propertlcs'Questiounaire (SPQ) de;eloped by Murphy‘, Bishop and George
(1975). A number of SPQ 'items that measure centralization are made up of a four point-scale

.

which reb'resems four decisien vmakingv levels of a school sy/g&e/m in Nortlr America, i.e.,
l=teacher, 2=department. chaxrman/assxstam principal, 3=‘principal- and 4’='districl office
adminisira[ors. In somewhal similar fashion, lhe researchers who used the- Orgamzauonal
Assessment Instrument (OAID) measured the dlstnbuuon of authority in organizations. As Van
De Ven and Ferry (1980:124-125) explained, OAl asks respondents to indicate the amount of
influence exerted by various administrau've levels' ol” an organization on (a) internal operations

of units, and (b) total office. SPQ and OAI had 1mplxcauons for.the design of the instrument

- used in this study to measure centralization,

Sectiou 11

Eight- nems in this ‘section were desxgned 1o measure structural forrnahzauon of
umversm orgamzauons These items contained elght different statemems The first four
Statements were des:gned to measure respondems understanding of the level of work
performance they were expected to maimain. the criteria on which their work was evaluated,
and the extent to which Lhelr work was governed by prescrrbed rules and guidelines. The
remammg four statements of this section were developed to measure the intensity of
supervision and/or surveillance if any, expenenced by 1he respondents In their work. The
respondents were asked to mdxcale how frequentl\ the cxrcumstances descrlbed in each of the
items occurred in Lhexr work - place A seven-point scale represemed the response categories
' whrch ranged from "never” to "always.” The assumption was that when respondems indicated
that the circumstances described in the items always occurred . the university could be regarded

°

as a more formalized organization. than if they seldom or never occurred .
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Some features of this instrument were similar to those of SPQ and the instrument use
by Dewar and Werbal (1979:433). SPQ used curriculum guidelines as a scale for thev
measurement of formalrzauon of schools. Dewar and Werbel (1979) opera[ronalrzed four
different items to measure the extent of supervisory practices expenenced b\ respondents.
These 1tems were modified to make them surtable for the purposes of this study.

Section Il 4 )

Section I11 of the questionnaire contained the instrument developed to measure level of
sausfacuon with' structural centralization and formalization ‘as perceived by the members of the
v universities. In addition, this section mcluded items designed to explore overall job satisfaction.
Nine uems were developed for the measuremem of satisfaction with structural cemralxzauon
and formalization. In the process of item .development two aspects were considered: (a ) an
attempt was made lo identify the dimensions of centralrzauon and formallzauon measured in
this study, and (b) questions were designed 'in such a l“ashion that the answers would reveal the
respondems satisfaction with all dimensions of structural cemralxzatron and formalization. For
example, respondems were asked to indicate their sausfacuon with the way rules were enforced,
work was supervised, performance was evaluated, and sLandards were applied in the promotion
decisions. Rule implementation, standard procedures for performance evalualion. and awards
were some of the dimensions of formaliza[ion identified. Similarly, while answering the
questions, respondems indicated their satisfaction wnh the extent ‘of their participation in
department and umversrt) level decrsrons and with Lhe amount of discretionary power they
exercised in teaching and research acuvmes' The extent of partrcrpauon in the decxsron
making-process and the amount of drscrenonar\ power allowed at work were the two major
dimensions of centralization included for this - study: Each question m ths mstrument

corresponded to specific dimensions of centralization and formaluauon The responses 1o those |
| questions were assumed (o reveal the leyel of therparu'cipams " satisfaction with each of the

dimensions of centralization and of formaliz_alion.
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The decision as to how many items should be included to measure overall job
satisfaction was influenced by the methodology applied in previous research. Rice (1978) asked
four different questions to explore overall job satisfaction. To measure satisfaction with
thirty-five facets of the job of the Alberta school principals, Guno (1984) used the instrument
developed by Rice. Gunn's (1984:83).decision 10 operationaliie a single item to measure overall
job satisfaction was. a departure from Rice's statistical treatment of four items. Dewar and
Werbel (1979:433) measured satisfaction with two items. "i‘hey ‘asked respondents to indicate
satisfaction with job and organization.

The term overall job satisfaction signifies a total feeling concerning all aspects reldted
10 a job. Bosed on the assumption that one can express such an overall feeling byu responding to
a limited number of questionnaire items. only two items were deyeloped. The respondents were
asked to indicate the level of their satisfaction with the job and the general conditions under
which they worked. Responses wore collected by Lhebuse of a seven-point scale ranging from

"very dissatisfied"” 1o "very satisfied.”

‘Section IV o ,

Thirty-two items which were developed Qo measure the ;/alue orientations og the
respondents were included in Section IV of the questionnaire. As men‘tioned in the previous
chapter, three dimensions of vaiue were operationalized. Thesev dimensions were: (a) respect
for authority, (b) individualism, and (c) tolerance for-uncertainty. The 'definilio\ns for these
' dirﬁensions provided a basis for constructing the items.

1
The items included in/y,this section of the questionnaire contained statements such as.

"Respect for authority is a virtue vouth must learn,” "Every person needs to be a
nonconformist,” "Discipline ahd lovalty are the most important qualities of a good citizen,
and "People should not take risks even if the awards appear 10" be attractive.” Respondents

were asked 1o choose any one of the response categories on a seven-point.scale, ranging from

"strongly disagreé” to “strongly agree.” If a group of respondents tended to agree with the
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statements of individualism items, then it was inferred that the group was more individualistic
than one which tended to disagree with the statements. In a similar fashion, respondents’
tolerance for uncertainty and their tendency to respect authority were measured on the basié of
their agreement or disagrecment with the statements developed to measure those orientations.

These value statements were generalgd from the research instruments developed B'"\
Bales and Couch (1969), Altemaver (1981) and Hofstede (1980b). Bales and Couch (1969)
collected eight hundred and seventy-two value statements from various tests ¥ . values,
personality tests, lheéretical treatments of values, and statements made by rese:ugp participams
- in group discussions. They (1969:3) noted that by eliminating near duplicates and b\ combining
kevwords and phrases from separate statements the {otal number of statements was reduced to
one hundred and forty-three. A factor analysis of these selected items yielded four orthogonal
.factors: (a) acceptance of authority, (b) need-determined expression vs. value-determinéd
restrained, (c) equalitarianism and (d) individualism. From the analysis of one hundred and
sixteen thousand responsés obtained by the.use of a single questionnaire in forty countries,
Hofstede (1980b:45) ’delineated, four dimensions of national culture: (a) power distance, (b)
uncertainty avoidance” (c) indii'idualism, and (d) ma‘scqlinity. Factor ana]y§is was applied to
identify these dimensions of national culture. In his extensive study of right-wing
authoritarianism in Canada, Altemayer (1981) used an instrument w‘hich in fact was a modified
verson of the well known F Scale of Adornp and associates.

The deéign of the &bove research inétrumems pr’ovjded,a guide for developmem.of the
inétrumeht operationalized in this study. A number of items from the instruments developed by

Bales and Couch (1969), Hofstede (1980b).and Altemayer (1981) were modified and included

in the questionnaire.

Section V
In the final section of the questionnaire (Section V) the demographic and personal

information of respondents was solicited, namely. their age, job ekperience, the faculty in
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which they worked, and positions held. This information was used to develop the profile of
democzii hic characteristics of the respondents. The data concerning the distribution of

responden’s among the four faculties (arts, sciences, business and education) of the university

.were rtequired for the research question related to the similarities and differences between

- faculties at TU and at U of A on the variables of organizational structure, satisfaction and

cultural values.

Pilot-test of Questionnaire

To eSLabhsh the validity of the questionnaire, (WO different processes were undertaken. '
First, the draft of the quesuonnalrc was dlstrlbuled 1o twenty-one professors atAhe U of A and
two professors from TU, who were studving at the U of A and the University of Calgary. They
were asked: | |

to provide comments aboul the validity of the definition of the variables of structure,

st

satisfaction and cultural values, wh_iéh were used 10 formulate items for the measurement -
of the variables; "
2. 10 provide judgement about the degree of congruence between the content of the items and
the definition of the variables; |
3. toindicate the degree of relevance of each item to the university context; and,
4. to comment on the clarity of wording and meaning of the items.
An opinionnaire was designed to collect tﬁe above comments. On the basis of the respondents’
comments and recommendations the questionnaire was re\'ised.
Second, a group of thirty professors from the University of Alberta participated in a

seviewed the whole questionnaire to check for

lack. of clarm in mstructlon‘s amb1 ; vi:tems,‘ the appropriateness of the rating

N . b ) ) :
~ scale, and overlap of meamn s i , Thev responded with written comments,

concerns and recommendauons» \ \ “pammpaﬁf were interviewed for addmonal

commgmsvand f or clanf ication of [hCII' wrm%n comments. From these recommendanons f mal

-
-



revisions were made throughout the questionnaire . - R o

v ¢ . . 3 . “

7

L ” '
: S B. VALIDITY

* The \alrdm of .-a questionnaire refers 1o0. the extem 10 whréh the nems measure whal

the\ purport IO measure The quesuon of vahdrt) can be Traised wrth regard to construct

-,validity conlen[ validity and the predlcuveness of a qucsuonnarre In Mouly's defmmon

-
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(1978), content vahdny mdrcates the extent to which the srtuauons 1ncorpora[ed in the .

test are a represemauve sample of the ‘characteristic it is desrgned 1o measure On Lhe other

hand construct validity mvohes the Jogxcal relauonshxp between the conceptual defmmon of
' Lhe concept or ph'enomena being measured and"the methods used to measure it. I this s_tudy,

the following factors contributed to the validity of the quesuonnarre » |

1." The questionnaire was prlot tested. Based on the recommendauons of the pilot-test

participants, a fmal copy of the quesuonnarre was prepared. » .

2. Following the initial stages of "data’ analysis, a factor analysis conducted n the study

| actuallv was measured by the iterus developed for each variables,” and. (b) the extent to
which the items rneasureq factors of equivalent or 'similar nature invthe two samples

3. The researcher who developed the lnstruments had five years of experrence as a teacher at

T U, Nepal. He used his understandmg about Nepal lo make the questronnarre applicable

in the Nepalese context.

2

external sources. . ' . \/ s

TeETAEN
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C. RELIABILITY

A reliable instrument, acéording to Treece and Treece (1977) and Mouly (1978), should

be able to reproduce a set of measurements in «different times and settings. The split-half

technique is commonly used to measure the reliability of an instrument. In this technique, two -

: qd - X . . ' .
separate scores (one from odd numbered items another from even numbered items of the

»

"que'stionna'i_‘rel) are obtained. Then the correlation between these twe sets of scores is then
CalculaLed.:Tfa‘Vers ( 1969:158') explained the technique as follows:

. one can regard the items of the test as consisting of two separate tests, each of
half length,, One can, for example, consider all even-numbered items as one form of
. the test and all the odd-numbered.items as another. If the test is highly reliable, then
© 7 the scores derived from one half of the items should be highly correlated with the
scores derived from the other half. :

"""'The method described above was applied to test the reliability of the instruments

‘operationalized in this study. The coeff icients obtained for the items of each of the instruments

’ wélrg as follows:! ' 3
_ Alberta ' Nepal
Centralization S o 080 - o
Formalization - : o B 0.80 - 0.80
Satisfaction with Structure - 0.90 0.85
Overall Job Satisfaction - - 0.80 S 0.80

. Cultural Values | 0.70 065

When the Spearman-Brown formula was applied the coefficients ranged from 0.79 to 0.95.

Consequéntly, all instruments developed for the measurement of organizational and cultural’

variables proved to-be reliable at an acceptable level.

'The coefficients were obtamed for only those items which were selected by the
factor analysis.- :
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D. DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Two samples of the professors of the Umversu) of Alberta and (l”r»ibhuvaa en-vcrsn\'.
in Nepal ‘were asked to respond to the quesuonnarre For the purposes of thrs Study,
professor was defined as any 1ndrvrdual who held the position of assrstam professor assoerate
professor, or professor at the University of Alberta, and any individua! who held the posrl?

-

of assistant lecturer, lecturer, reader or professor at Tribhuvan Unrversr[\ in Nepal The

‘Alberta respondents were random]) selected from a list of faculiy members,, ;

wa
» ‘»,

the random method to the selection of Nepalese respondents from the TI—. campuses in ™"

Kathmandu Valley a lrst of those university Leachers wuh a. knowledge of Englrsh was

4..,‘.\ “,

acquired. Approxrmateh fifteen percem of Lhe professors who were lne memb\?s'of the Nepalr
and Sanskrrt departmems were excluded from the list whrch was used 10 select the respondems

I: the Nepalese svsrem of hnr T education, all professors except those who teach Nepali and

1 -
W

Sanskrrt lanzuages and lrtera[ure are required to have a workmg knowledge of the English “

' Ianguage This is because the undergraduale programs in arts, business, scrcnce and edecation
are dependent on Lextboom written m Englrsh Srmrlarh Lhe graduate program and research in

the Nepalese system relv on resource maLerraIs published in English.

i

3

Questionnaire Distribution and Collection
AI lhe Umversrr\ of AIberLa the questionnaires were drstrrbu[ed via the mailing facrlm
avarlable on campus Each quesuonnarre was accompanred by a covering letter outlmrng the
‘purposes of the studx and assurmg anonymity. A self - -addressed envelope was- also. ranluded A
total of three hundred and fom questionnaires was marled in December 1983 and in earlv
' January 1984 Br the end of Januar» 1984 one hundred and forty- -Six of them were retumed

_ Two follow up lerters were’ subsequeml\ sent to.everyone -who had received qu. stionnaires. The

'foI}ow -up ler ers elrcned a posruve response By- March 1984 two hundred and ‘sixty- two

quesuonnarresﬁere returned. - o B -
: -

‘:‘u{ore app‘l_\'ingf"{.n, e

ii"r)
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In January 1984, the investigator visited Kathmandy. Nepal 10 collect data. Two
énumeraters provided part-nmeb services 1o deliver three }.nmdrcd sealed quesu’onnaire< to the
respondcms and 10 coliec: en\elopec conlaining r”furned quesuonnalres Each questionnaire
was accompanied by a , covering letler similar 1o Lhc one sent 1o respondenu n- Adbc:na By the

second \xeﬂk of Marcn 1%4 two hundred arid seven quesuonnalres had been received.

~ Treatment of Data

The daLa were punched cxrecth from the pre- coded questionnaires to computcr cams
Five dxfferem static* -al techniques werc app'led ir the analysis of data. These tcchnxqu°«
mcluded factor analysis, one-way analvsis of \arlance Pcarson producY moment correlati‘on’
coeffxc:emc ‘I 1ests and the comparison of means of \'arious groups of respondents. Factor

ana]\sxs was used (a) to explore the underl\mg factor< of the structure variables, satisfactién

"and values, and (b) to identifv-a common factor structure . each variable) emerging {rom

two sets of daLa Th1< study bﬂgan MLh the assumpuon that two orsamzanons in two different

cullural setungs cannot beucompared unless the measures used for comparison contain similar

"

under;_\'mg fa

« ’

described in Chapter IV, ' &

anélysis

Pearson product-moment correlauon coeffxcxems were applied (a) 10 exp]ore the

correlation between the two items. of overall job satisfaction, and (b) to investigale

interrelationship among the \auables of SLructure satxéfac;uon anc the dimensic;né Zg cultural

values. The differences betvueen the Alberta an&?\epalese samp]es on variables of structure,
N

sausfacuon and value orientation were exp]ored by thc use of 1 tests. The technique was also

apphed to mvesuga[e dxfferences bet('een the two sampies in terms of the faclors of structural

cemrahzauon and formalxzauon and sausxacuon wuh structure. 72ae analvsis of "variance

’(ANOVA) techmque was used 10 mvesugate the mean difference between the four faculties at

Tb and the U of A.-- arts, sciences, busmess and education. The Scheffé test was emploxed 10

determme the locauon and direction of the differences am. - “he o-eups of respondems fror‘n

<in ﬁe data ac;quired_fr_om bo'.h setungs. The procedures applied in the factor ‘



differen .cult -

*® '
: "I OF THE RESPONDENTS
The questionnaire vie, sla or! the demographic characteristice of the responder” -

k]
from the University of Alberta and Tribhuvan University . In this secthiors. four dif feren: sets of
: \

information are repdried: (a) the age of the responcemk (p) therr work experiencz, (¢ the

-
h ©

faculues with which they were associated. and (d) their zculty position.

Fl

Age g:é,t

Thc- frequency and percentage {requencs Adxsllribuuons of respondents in both sampies
by age :'ire presented in Table 3.1.'I.n the Alberta samplcj twem}-ﬁ\;g percent of L'r}e
respondents weg }'es:é,iﬁan Fort_\i year old, and "Lhirt}'. percent were fiftv or older.'The aée
distribution of the Nepalese sample was different. Over seventy percent of Lﬁe Nepales
respondents were less than forty. Those x?ho were fifty or older constituted approximately
.twelve percent of the Nepalese sampl As seen in Table 3.1, the age of thm\ two percent of

N :

the Nepalese respondents was thirty or less, whereas just 1.5 percent of the respondents from

Alberta belonged to this age group. '

Work Experience fn Respective Univéfsities ‘ -
s : R
5/ Table 3.2 indicates thm thirtegn - perccm 'of the respondents from AlberLa and

“%wcm\ elghl percent of thf Nepﬁlese Mpondents had fewer Lhan Qﬁi&'e vears of experience.

1’*

Appronmatel» flf' elgng‘erccm 6T the ]\epalese respondents an Lkurt\ three percent of the

PS)
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Faculty

Frequency and percentage distributions of respondents in four faculties are reported in
Table 3.3. Twenty percent of the Nepalese and thirty -iwo percent of Alberta respondents were'
associated with the Faculty of Science. In both samples. over thirty percent of the respondents
identified themselves as professors in 'Lhe Faculty of Arts or Humanities and Social Sciences.
Twcm_\'-'m;o percem of the Nepalese respondents and eleven percent of th Alberta respondents
were 'workin.gv.iri the Lculty of Business or Commerce. In both samples. the Faculty of

Education was represemed by twenty-three percent of the respondents. .

Facult\ Posmon
)

The frequency distribution”of- the respondems in terms of Lhelr posu10n ‘or rank is
presented in Table 3.4. As the table shows, thirteen percent of the respond'ems from Alberta
were assistant professors, thirty- three percent were“assoexate professors and fifty-four percent
were full professors. In the Nepalese sample eighty- one percent of the respondents were either
assistant lecturers or lecturers. Oal)‘ ten percent and elgh; percent of the total respondents held
the positions of reader and professor, respecu'vel}f. As 'memioned earlier, at Tribhuvan
University, assistant lecturer and lecturer are recognized as faeult)' .positions. In this ssudy. ‘.

v :

these positions were regarded as equivalent to'the position of assistant prof essor. The associate

professor at the U of 'A and the reader at TU had sxmxlarmes in terms of quallflcauons and

experience required for the positions, and the responsxblht\ expecled to be fulfilled’ by -

‘individuals who held these positions.

F. SUMMARY

The design and the process of instrument development. the validity and the reliability
of the instrument, the sampling techniques, the procedures of data collection, the treatment of

the data, and the demographic characteristics of the respondents have been described. A single

;
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questionnaire was developed to collect information at two different universities. The
questionnaire was organized in five secn’ons. Section I and Section 11 contained items designed
to measure centralization of decision- makmg authorm and formahzauon of organizational

activities. Respondents

satisfaction with structural centralization and formalization was
measured by the instrument included in Section 11 of the questionnaire. In addition. two items
were developed 1o explore the level of overaI] job satisfaction. Thirty-two items were included

in. Section I\ of the quesuonnalre These items  were desxgned to investigate Lhe \.alue

onemauons of the respondents The final secuon of the quesuonnalre contained items which

‘were used to collect the demographlc mformauon of the respondenls

Two groups of randomly selected respondents from Alberta and Nepal were asked to
respond to the questionnaire. The biographical data indicéled that the respondents from Alberta
were older and more experienced than their Nepalese counterparts.

‘The factors that contributed to the coniem validity of the instrumems were also

discussed. To test the reliability of the instruments, a split-half coefficients technique was

employed. Results showed that all instruments were sufficiently reliable. Several statistical

4

techniques were apblied to analyse the data. These techniques

\

Product-Moment correlation coefficients, 1 tests, analysis of variance and factor analysis.

3

included Pearson



Chapter IV

DEFINING SCALES FOR ORGANIZATIONAL AND CULTURAL VARIABLES

The questionnaire items operationalized to collect data from the two samples were

.

factor analysed™"A separate. analysis was conducted for each of the f’our different sets of items
developed for the measurement of the organizational and cultura) variables. These sets were as
_follows items designed 1o measure structural centralization and formalization of Lhe’umversm
orgamzauons items 1o investigate members’ satisfaction with the degree of cemrahzauon and
_formaliz_ation, and items constructed to explore the selcqéd dimensions of value orientation,

e., respect for authority, individualism and tolerance fqr uncertainty. I'n addition to the factor
analvsis, a correlation coeft"iciem was calculated fdr the two items designed to measure ov erall'

.

JOb sausfacuon The presentation of ﬁndmgs for each of these analvses is preceded by a brief

.Jfﬁ?ussmn of some me[hodolog:cal 1ssues.

A. ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES ‘

As has been mentioned, structural centralization and formalization, sa[isfacu'pn with
structure, and overall job satisfaction were identified as the’ organizational variables for this
st:xd_v. In addition, selected dimensfons of values were méasured_as the variables of culture. The
, Teview of: the literature shows that Giddens (1976, 1979). Pugh et al. (1963, 1968, 1969b),

v Hage (1965, 1972..1982). Hall (1962, 1982) Ranson et al. (1980), Mmtzberg (1980) and Van de
Ven and Ferry (1980) made substantial contributions to developing the concepl of structure.
Similarly -a number of wmers, such as Locke (1976) Lawler (1973) Porter (1961) and Smith et

Al

. (1969),. defined the dlmensxons of satisfaction. Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952), Parsons

4
{1973), SmerJch (1983), Negandhi (1983), Bales and Couch (1969) Chl]d (1981) and Hofstede
(1980b) defined culture, explained the relationship between the concepts of culture and *salues

62
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)

z‘md‘ identified {ﬁ dimensions of values. With these writers’ work in mi'n‘d, the variables
operationalized uq this study were defined, and items were constructed for the actual
measurement of these variabies. )

The definitions of the variables carried distinct meanings. Attempls were made 10
develop items that would reflect these specific meaniﬁgs. As- Hage (1972:72) has suggested, the
| aﬁ'blication of such a me[hc;d ma'_\' havc‘ two major consequences: {a) the items may have
limitations in reflecting the meanings implied by the definition of a variable, and (b) the items
may refléct thc,n;eanings implied b\ the definition‘s of more than one variable or factors of a
variable. Since this study used one q‘uestionnaire to collect data tn two different ~écuings_ it was
necessary 1o explore the meanings represented b\ the items in both sets ‘E;“f data. I‘n order to

address these concerns, an atlempt -was made to explore (a) the meanings represented by the

itr;msv developed for each variable. and (b) the factorial structure of responses from the two

samples.
Factor analysis can aid in addressing - both of these areas. Lemke and Wiersma
(1976:150) explained that a ". . . method used to confirm what content or constructs a tést
v‘measures is factor analvsis.” In addition, as Kerlinger (1973:659) claimed, "It tells us, in
éffect. what tests or rﬁéasures belong together- -which ones virtually measure the same thing. .
.' ." Hence, the results of factor analysis were used to determine 1(3 what extent responses (o a
given scale or set of items by tﬁe two sampies, in effg:cl. measured ysorrv]ething equivalent. This,
indeed, is the crux of the analysis fbr any study which is des'ig':n:"ied to explain c,ross-'cu]'tural
simileiriu‘es and-/or differénces in organizational c‘haracteristics: |
The factor éna]yses which were carried out served (wo major purposés. First, they were
an attempt to validate ‘the underl,\;ing structure of each of the seven variables included in the
study. Second, with regard 10 eacR, variable, atiempts were made to identify a 'vcomr.non factor
structu;e' emerging from both sets of data. The assumption was made that a variable (e.g.. the
o :

centralization of decision making authority) which contains similar factors in both sets data.

can be used as a valid basis to compare the two samples. This removes- the possibility of trying

)



N

¢
10 compare two somewhat non-comparable measures emerging from two différml samples. In
Lhé proces§ of eslablishrng comparabilir)' of scales. those items which were not related to the
common factor structure were excluded from further analyses. | |

o~

B. RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF ORGANIZATIONAL VARIABLES

In this section. the first results presented are for three different analvses which

explored the underlving factors of three sets of iiem¢ developed to measure centralization,
, e »Jé"‘ﬁ :
formalization, and satisfaction with structure. These frmdings are followed by the presentation

of correlation coefficients between the two job saLisfzrclion items designed to measure overall
job satisfaction.

"0
Céntralization of Decision Making Authority

- LN

. . - ¢ N . . MY
Centralization of decision making - authorgty was.,otr?!v,‘af/

A

o.-structural variables

s,

inclunred in the ‘study. -Responses ro thirre «ﬁﬁéﬁ_‘ionr_r_;{,ir' )e/sg g;eloped(ro measur@' the
variable were ana vsed using principal componem anal, Sis wuh varrma\ rotation. Analyses with ‘
two. three and four factor-salutions were conducted Attempts were made 10 mterprer the
- factors emergmg from these three different solutions. The results of the Lhree facror solution

&

were deemed to be the most mlcrpreLable Results of the three factor solution are presemed in
Table 4.1. As seen in this table, the items developed to measure centralization of
decision-making authority in the univeréir_v organizarions referred rr> thirteen sélected decisions
concerning the allocation and distribulion of resources for depanmémal bperations, éhangés in
general administrative procedures applied within a deparrmenr Lhe approval of a new academic
program, selection of text-books and course content, assignment c‘)f‘ -g)rades admrssron of
sLudems the promotion of a facult\ member the' selection of members of departmemal
commmees arléi the selecuon of department chairman and new professors The results of lhe

factor analvsrs §howed that Items 3 4, and 9. whrch referred 10 decxsrons regardmg the

approval of a new ac_ademic program, changes in general precedires for d°partmen

. . L. 4
5
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o

l:amn‘epresented b\ these/mne wsms was similar in both samples The drfference in factor

-

,loadmgs df«.’ltems 1,2, % and lO across samples, suggests that the respondents at the Unrversrt\

of” Alberta (U of A) mayv have xnterpreted the items drfferentlt from their counterparts at

Trrbhuvan Umversm (Tb) Nepal. Since the items loaded on dlfferent factors in the two

v

samples any scales in whrch these were _included would not be comparable. They were

therefore e\cluded from further analysis. The remammg nine items were.agam factor analvsed

as

V. :")

";("'usmg the same procedures as before The results are presented in Table 4.2 . ' o

As the table shotvs the combmatron of nine 1tems contained an underlying factor

E structu*;e uhrch was alr st 1dent1cal in both sets of data. Specifically, ltems 3,4 and/Vwere
loaded on Factor II, ﬁ,gms,6 7 and 8 loaded on Factor 111 and Items 11. 12 and 13 loaded on

v

Factor I. The results snpport the conclusron that the respondents« from two d1f ferent setungs

aQ, & ~,‘

attached srmrlar meamngs ang understandmgs to these items. ln other words, the cross cultural

data drawn f rom these 1tems seems to reflect similar constructs, and the use of ‘the 1tems Ior

the purpose of cross cultural compansons is supported e
I ;

o The values of factor loadrng of nine items are presented in Table 422{ T he three f a‘ctor's

accounted for 56 4 percent and 58 5 percent of va.rrance of the Alberta and Nepalese data

'y.

respectrvely~ L S R , o o .‘ L 3 -

2 - -

; . Table 4, 3 presents th_e def mrtron o&three factors 1dent1f 1ed by the f actor analysrs These

. 53
pY

b .factors were defmed on the basis of the content of items related to these factors Each of the '

A S T ) e .

e L 3 ) \ . N . ‘/\

e
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three factors presemeq . Table 4.3 was made up of threc iiems. The substance of the items was

carefully analvsed o enrac' the definition of a particular. factor. The items associated wilh
Pactor I referred 1o dcusrons cor\eernmg the promotion of a deUlI\ member, selecnon of a

new professor. and the department chairman. Therefore. Lhc factor was defined as selection

»

and promoticn decisron« Pauor fll ntems referred 10 decrsrons ‘concerning eourse content,

-

assignment of grade:.; and seié‘cuor of text- bookk and reference materials. Based on the naturce

of these decisiofls. thes wcro def:ned as instructionai decisions. It a aimilar wes the decisions
, .

inciuded 1n Factor 11 tems. were defined as ‘decisions related to dcpartmemar (),M}Lrons .
ol “V\yq

. Formalization of Organizational Activities - P \ .

The formalization of organizational activities was the second variable, included i the
“ N X} X e . -

Ergm 1ems were,constructed 10 explore the degree of structural formalization of

U

university orgamzauons *"he frrst four items were ”'desigrled '10‘ measure. respondents’

understandmg with regard rﬁ the level of work performance they were expected 1o rrlairnain. the
g .
criteria under which IhCII\W(}Tk was evaiualed ~and: me extent o whxch therr work was governed. -
- & ’
vb\ prescrxbec rule« and gmoelmés he ‘remaining four nems were desﬁszned to measure the
e q

rmnnsxt\ of work super\rsron e\p\menced b\ Lhe respondems The respondems mdrcated the

rre‘(;}uenc:\ of occurrence of Lhe crrcumstances descrrbed in each of the items - Responses 10 erght

,f p ¥ o

quesuonnarre items. were ana \‘sed usmg the techmques of“ prmcrpal componenl faclor a, l\srs

\ »

“

- with varimax rotation. i TR

. The resuits of the ana]wsrs preé%nte%n Lable 4 4 indicate that a set of sn'mlar factors
% ; 2 .
emerged from two sets of défa‘ 'ltems 1 and 2 loadexi o¥ Factor II; and, 1n both samples Items

. T

.

.("’ ] ‘ A,
- accoumed for 66 3 percem of vanance 6f the ,,:'

- o r, . LI Y

T Nepaiese data; ¢ - ;’4-‘, . T L

- , . - 0‘4,4 ] co \,}\‘}o’. 5,
-— w(Fhe 91m11a ﬁactor‘structuré observed L_%{ﬁe tvxo sets of data byého me;ms waSJfJeeoof

]

°)'\t

‘_.\ 5 o @ i” = . ""/',~ o C’?

Ay .
me"rodorog"ﬁl prol:rlems As Table 4;4 shows, in the Nepalése sample {bem 4 loaded on- Factor -

& .
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III ho»\e\“r e Imdmz ‘on I-actor II was also high ( .50 )A.In the results of the Alberta samplc

AR

liem = presem( I 2 sqmlax oroblem -

1

. o } : '
A qucmon can, be ralsed a =m\?ahal evtent the two factor mamees presented 1n Tabie

.,

4.4 malched ona‘ifanother QB\ unlumc an %fmogvonal factor, Imateh proeedure the fauor matrix

PO #

“drawn Irom Lhe ?\cpalese data was rotauﬁ 1n omcmq L’ICICTmmC ils maximum congruence mth
_‘ "‘.I,; N
. wa >
the ~\le 14 samplc Skaxun et a 01970 1) SLBICd Lhat "A Icast-squares approach.1s cmponed

for the solution of T~ (Iransformauon matrix). The' rotated malrix thepn becomes an estimate
of the ‘target matrix. The target matrix, in this case. was the one drawn from the Canadian
'sémple The result of lhe transformation roiallon is presemed n Table 4.5,

The -transformed matrix presented in the taUIe resolved o a Iarge,cxtem, the probiem

L
x"

. of double loading observed previously with 1tem 4 in lhe Nepalese sampic. The loading of this

4] \

item ( 39 on Factor 11, as mdlcaled in Table 4.5, ma\ still be mlerpreted as significant. Its

substanuall\ higher Ioadma (. 6 ) on Factor 111, however provldeo sufﬁucm justification to

L ,,,u

label it as a Factor III ltem "\Im
Table 45 e

Transformed Factor Matrix of Formalxzanon Items:
Results From I\epalese Sample

ltem ’ - ' A Factors -
No. . : A T 1 TR 0
1. L 0

2. = R ©62 17

3 (R S0 227 . 84
4 28 B N

a5 T * 60 .03 Y
6. By .83 07 00
. p%d : * 87 . .06 .08 -
8. .84 03 09,

v
“‘).l

Asterisks indicate ite__mé for scales and factors on which they had hlghest loadmg

.-

N

1)
.

the factors 1dent1f1ed by the anaIy51s There are.

-~

:‘.‘
yf 1tems WhICh are assocmed wnh three dlfferem f actors The content oIr th‘e xtems
N e

v . L i @ AN - O S 3

Y
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provided the basis for cach of the factor definitions. The Statement included in Factor 1 items

‘ru ’ : o ‘ . ’ s N ,(TT oy
(Items 1 and 2) referred 1o the specification of the level of work performance expected by the
organization, and the standard of the performance cvaluation. Factor I. therefore, was defined .

as performance standards. Applving a’similar method, rules and supervision- were identified as

.

Factor 11 and Factor 11

Satisfaction with Organizational Str-uctu.re

’ Respondenls' satisfaction  with st_ruc_lufa] centralization and formau.ation were
measured b.\"the responses (0 ning guestionnaire items. The resf)dndems)were asked 1o indicate
the level of- tneir- satisf.actiion-wizh the wayv rules were enforced, ‘work was supervised, and
performance- was-e\ja-lualed, In addition, they indicated their leve! of sausfaction ‘wnn tne- : .
extent of their pa"rticipation in decisions, .and with the amount of discrcnonar_\*lpdiver ~Lne\* |
exercised in Lhexr work - The dala d.awn from these responses were analvsed using lhe techmque
of pnncxpal comnonent anal\sxs mlh varlmax rotation. The faclor structure of these nine nems.

R was analxsed usmg the (wa faclor lhrce faclor and four factoz solutions. Attempts.were made

‘.tvo 1nlerprel the results of these three dlfferem co]uuens As in the case of other sets of items,
“vlhe resul'” of Lhe Lhree factor soluuon was’ felL to be the most 1mcrpretable The resu]ls

presented in Table 4 7 are baSed on lhe lhree factor soluuon The anal»sxs of daLa drawn from

" a' Albena andw\lepai showed Lhal llems 2, 4 and 5 were assocxaled thh Factor 1. As two

g - 'different sets, ILems 6, 7 “and 89 loaded on Pactor III and Factor IT respecuveh Item 1,

> ¥ -

however, showed dlfferen[ f‘actor as«ocxauon across Ihe xwo camples In the Nepalese data it

e o g

P
loaded on, Factor I, whlle in the data drawn,f rom Alberta th sa_gne 1’t_em5;,lqaded on FactOrs.I

4.‘:

' and I1] with® wﬁ}:es that were equal. : _
643 R

J The two f,gctor matnces of TI'able 4’7 show that if the cross sampLe dlf'ference observed '

in the loadmgs of Item 1 were 1gnored the factor structures whlch“ernerged f rom the two sets

[

N g . 4 .
g of data co‘,_tltamed features Lhal were 51m1}ar $9Lh mamces contam three factors w1th 1denueaL I @
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The association of Item 1 with two different factors could be explaihed as the outcome
of unclear'meaning conveved by its content. Most likely, it is understood in two different ways
by the respondentsfrom Alberta. This questionnaire ilem requires respondents to indicate the
level of their satisfaction with the way their work was supervised. Although work supervision is

carried out at the operational level of university: orgamzatron Its relevance for professors with

: regard to their teachmg and research activities is quesuonable For respondents from Alberta

. ‘Q" 2
such a question could lead to uncertainty as to the ty pe of supervrsron tmphed In contrast the

professors within the l\epalese university svstem were likely to be more accustomed to periodic

-
: Q

- supervision by administrative authorities. For them the meaning of this particular question of
- supervision probably was clear wlthin the context of the sjzstem in which they work.

The above analysis led 1o the conclusion that the cross cultural responses 10 ltem 1did

not refer 10 a similar meanmg and, therefore, would not provide a reliable basis for

comparnson. Following the practice utilized previously, the item was excluded from further

el

analysis. The remaining eight items were again factor analysed. and the results are presented in

L

Table 4.8. A

Q As was observed in the previous analvsis, the items were again loaded on the same
factors. For instance, ltems 2, 3. 4 and 5 were associated with Factor 1. Items 6 and 7 loaded -

.on Factor II1, and 8 and 9 on Factor I1. These three factors accounted for 72.0 percent of

variance of the data drawn from Alb&rta, and '6].0 percent of variance of the Nepalese data.

Despite the cross sample similarities in the loading pattern, methodological problems .
" were not solved as entirely. In the data drawn from & oﬁ.eome problems still remained.

_ltems 2 and 3 showed a substantial loading on Factor I. In spite of this hrgh loadmg they also

k4

drsplayed some loading on the other f actors As Table 4. 8 shows, the values of therr loadmg on '_

Factors II and III, although srgmfrcant were much lower than their loadmg on Factor I oA
similar problem was associated with Item 6. Thrs 1tem was highly loaded on Factor 111 ( 62),

and demonstrated signifi icant loading ( 44) on Factor I On the other hand, the analysis of the

By . ) . . Lot
Nepalese data indicated that Items 2, 3'and 6 we%é' loaded on only one particular factor. This
‘. : ) P T ‘ o

e - ) . »
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cross sample difference in the loading pattern indicates that a factor related discrepancy might

@

have existed in the measures drawn across the two samples by the use of these items. To deal

with this concern, the orthogona! factor match procedure was once again utilized to match the

factor matrices for the two samples. By the application of this procedure the factor matrix
drawn from the Alberta sample was transformed as closely as possible to the Nepalese factor
matrix. The earlier matrix in this case becomes the estimate for the Nepalese one. The results of

this transformation is presented in Table 4.9,

oy ot e afn -

Lo .s o

" Table 4.9 RS i

3 :
% Transformed Fattor Matm of Selected Sauisfaction with - .
~Strugture ltcms-;wResults from -x]berta Sample

- The transformed matrix presented in Table 4.9 appeared' 10 be close 1o the target matrix

) drawn from the Nepalese data. Still the problem evident in the original matrix of Canadian data

AN

was noQo]ved altogether. Some items were still loaded,on two different factors. For ex'am"ole
Item 7 loa-2d on Factor 111 with a high factor loadmg value ( 62) At the same time, 1t was
loaded on Factor I wtth a srgmf icant factor loadmg value (. 44)

On the basrs of the results presented in the Tables 4.8 and 4. 9, the t\hreevf actors Wthh

L

emerged were def ined in Table 4.10. AdOptmg the.procedure apphed prevrouslv the content of

< 5 8

the items-was used to def ine the f actors As the table shows in the flrgt“f‘imt 1tems assocrated

with Factor L respondents were asked to indicate the level of their saL;,sﬁ,a«.tron with the way

43
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- satisfaction wrth their ]obs They were asked to consider all aspects of therr work 1n order to -

" something similar.

: the}_f, worked. N

80

po]icies were pul into practice and rules were enforced, and to indicate their satisfaction with
the extemt of their parucrpauon in the decision-making process and the amount of mfluence

thev had in umversnv level decisions. Based on the substance of Lhcse items, sansfacuon with’

-

administrative practices was identified as Factor I. Factor I1 items referred 10 the respondents

satisfaction wiLh'ﬂlhe proeedures under which performance was evalua[ed and’ lhe-‘standards

applied in salary and promotion decrslons Therefore, the factor was described. as- sa‘%fsfacnon

wuh performance evaluauon and rewards. In a similar fashion, Factor III was deﬁned as

'satisfac_t_ivon with discretionary power and freedom. ’ ‘ ‘ ‘“ S

S

Overall Satisfaction with Job . A

Two quesnonnarre items were developed to measure the r‘espondeﬁ?ts“f" ‘overall

indjcate the level of job:satisfaction and- their satisfaction with the general\condmons under

"~ which they worked. The correlation of these items was calculated to test if they were measuring
“ N " . . 4. O

".i o ®
5 A
¢ ' ) ’

The results for the Nepalese data showed that the value of the correlatron coeffrcrent

was 0. 64. An almost 51m11ar result was observed m the analysrs of the data drawn from Alberta

'where the value of the c'orrelation coeffrcrcnl"*.was 0.65." This relanvely high correlatron

‘b"

coeffments observed in both sets of data suggest that the items were measuring similar-

constructs In other words whrle answerrng these two questronnarre 1tems ﬁ“ ‘the respondents

.

- were mdrcatmg their overall sausfacuon with. the _]Ob and the .general condmon under whrch

Y

. : . - : . )
: N e i

. ) [V . . Ed
-C. RESULTS OF ANALYsrs‘o’&anrURAL VARIABLES

TR A
‘z’hv*"“

ey i ~

ﬁ?:..' Lman attempt to ‘nalvse selected’ aspects of cuIture three drmensmns of values were

Tt i
DR LT By Sy

. l‘ . . l
.‘ " ".' ?r) :

. L R Ca - e -

A .

1denuﬁed%as research varrables In the early stages of the” study, the lrterature "in soc1a1 v
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“selected characteristic phenomena of the. university organizations and their cultural

178

. i \ .
4. Two distinct objectives are implicit within- the two perspectives. One intends to explore

similarities that exist in the characteristics of organizations across cultures. The other

a

emphasizes differences between organizations..

v

i

existing complexity in the definition of culture is the reason that a number of comparative.-

studies relegated culture to residual variables, that is, the phencrhena ot explained. by

S

common]\ used \ariables o o

o

In view of these concepts, the research desxgn of this study was developed in a manner

4

which incorporated ‘useful ideas from the culture-free and culture-specjfic theories of_. :

N

-comparative research, Culture was not relegated 1o a residual variable, 1o what -was unexplained

by the. more commonly operationalized contextual variables. Instead dimensions of‘culture

werew def ined, and through use of Operauonal indicators, attempts were made 10 measure certain .

aspects ot" the culture in terms of se\ected dimensions of value orientations. The basic

assumptions were that (a) culture is altogether a different matter f rom what has commonl\

-

“been described as organizational contingencies, and (b) culture should not be understood as a

" vague notion. : . )

On the basis of the works of Parsons (1973) and Geertz (1973), culture was defined, as“

the meaning arid symbols shared between individualg of a society. It was assumed that to study

culture is to analyse codes of meaning shared by social rours. Such meaning and' symbols are

“reflected in individuals' beliefs, values and preferences. Value orientations of respondents in

the two national contexts were used as the operational indicators of shared culture.

The approach adopted in the study was designed -to test empirically the relative merits

of the,,'e_llternative perspectives of the comparative research through (a) developing a ‘valid

instrument which could be applied in both contexts that were compared, -and (b) measuring

environments.

Culture appears to be a complex whole that encompasses unlimited components.- The -

g



Vo To achieve the objectives of ‘the study’, a nomotheu. :_zch-of inquiry and analyvsis
%\vas followed. Guided by this approach,- the differences and similaritics between the two
samples were systerhatically analysed. Similarities and differences between the samplés were

\ oo . - . ’ ¥ ’ . . . B
explored in terms of clearly defined variables. .Thesc variables were structural centralization,

Vo - - . N . -
\ - - A .

forr\haliration, overall job satisfaction and satisfaction with Structure. In addition, respondents
value’\ orientations - - conformity, individualism, and tolerance for uncertainty -- were analvsed

\\ _ . A : .
as theiindicators of the culture(s) they shared. ‘ A ’ T

" Valid comparison cannot be'jrade vn[hout measurmg identical vanables in Lhe various
'samples that are being comparcd To. acquire a certain degree of assurance that srmrlar ‘
characteristics of organizations and culture(s) were measured .in  both samples similar
instruments were operauonahzed srmrlar techmques were used to analyse both sets of data, and
_rdenrrcal-scales were identifiec .hrch formed the Basis of comparrson. CulturaliSts, who view
( the design of orgamzatrons as - the product of specrfrc cultural forces prefer to use an
1d10graph1c approach to analyse orgamzauons in drf ferent contexts. The rdrographlc approach
'whrch is open 10 umqueness and mrmrtabrlrty, helps 1o deve]op a record of the specrfrc

/

“‘vconf rgurauon of an orgamzauon in a particular cultural setting. Attentron is grven primarily to
the explorauons of orgamzauonal and cu]rural phénomena that are pecuhar and unpredrctable
Idrographrc approaches yield comprehensrve case- studres whrch focus on Lhe hrstorrcal roots of
certain orgamzatronal practrces and the wa» Lhey ref';ect culture Methodologrcally .one case
| study can be drfferem from others Each casc stud) apphes a specific approach surtable for its
purposes. Orgamzatrons analysed by two drff‘erent case,studres cannot be compared m<precrse"v
terms. o o
Methodolo'gy‘

The design of this study was d°scr1ptrve and relied on quamrtauve techmques of data -

'collecuon and analysis. An instrument was developed t0 measure degrees structural

centralization and formalization in the two university organizations. members' satisfaction with ,
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structure and overall job satisfaction, and members' value orientations. A pilot-test of “the

“instrument was conducted and the revised instrument then used to obtain the responses of 262

professors at the University of A]bc?ta: Canada. and 207 professors at Tribhuvan University in

Nepal. )

Fictor nalyses were conducted to define the scales which were used 1o measure the

variables. . s of 1 tests ducted to explore differences between the two samples. The

analysis of variance technique was used to investigate the differences in means among the four

~

faculties at TU and the U of A. These faculties were: (a)} Arts (U of A) or Humanities and

Social Sciences (UT), (b) Sc‘iences_ (c) Business (U of A) or Commerce and Business (TU),

-

and (d) Education. Correlation coeff icients were used to explore interrelationships among the

variables.

Scales of Measurement

One of the obJectxves of the study was 1o deve]op scales which measured similar factors

in both sets of data f rom different contexts; and thcn to use them as the basis of companson of

- the two universities. In light of this objective, the factor analyses were carried out (a) to

explain the underlying fact?rs of each of the seven variables of university organizations and
culture, and (b) to identify a 'common factor structure' emerging from both sets of data.

For the measurement of structural centralization and formalization, sets of nine and
eight items were ;hdsen. Each of these two sets of items contained three factors. The three.
factors which emerged from the items developed to measure centralizatic.. of decisior.-making
authority were (a) centralization of selec{ion and prémotio‘n déciéions. (L .alizauon of

©

decisions related to departmental operations, and (c) centralization of in.‘ructirna’ decisions.

From the-analysis of both sets of data, performance standards, rules, and supervision were

identified as the three factors of structural formalization. Two alternative methods were applied

to establish the scales.

1. To explore the correlations among the variables, all of the items selected for the -
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mcaqurcmcm of cach of the \anablcs of structure were used as one measure.

To measure dxffercnces between the two uhnvcrsxues the three factors of centralization and

t9

't.'nc three factors of formalization were used as separate scales. In other words, dif ferences
between’ universities wcrcv calculated in terms of each of the factors of centralization §nd
formalization. -
. A -simila‘r method w‘as a.lpplied fof the measurement of respondents’ satisfaction with
.- structure. Satisfaction wnh (a) administrative prarlnces (b) performance evaluation and
rewards, and (c) discretionary power and freedom were the factors that emerged from e ht
items used 1o measure respondems' ‘satisfaction with structure. This variable was measured bv
..'.operauonahzmg al of the items ‘as one measure and by using the above three factors as separate
scales. The scale used to mcasure respondents' overall job satisfaction contained two items.
The analysjs indicated t_hat_ (a) conformity, (b) individualism and (c) tolerance for
uncertain;y were the three factors in the items selgcted f or the‘mcasurer'ncm of respondents’

value orientations. These factors were.identified as the dimensions of value orientation. The

items associated with e’ach'of these .three factors were operationalized as a separate scale.
;

.

C

- Findings

The analysis revealed that several d.ifferenc‘es existed between the Alberta and the
Nepalese sampleé. As has been described above, the differences between the two universities
were analysed :n terms of the structural ’centralization 'Qnd formélization of the respective
organizations, members' sétisfaction with structure, overall job ‘satisfaction and value
orientations. The data indicated that the organizational structure of Tribhuvan Uﬁiversity in
- Nepal was more centrﬂized and more formalized than that of the .Unive.r'sity of Alberta.
Substantial differences Were observed in members' satisfaction and value orientations. The
findings indicated that the Nepalese respondents were less satisfied :vith the way their university

was structured, and they experienced less satisfaction with the overall conditions of the job. On
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the other hand, the r;:spondcnts from Alberta were 'compaorativcly more satisfied with their job
and with the structure of their organizaiion. In addition, thcy indicated less conformity to
social and organizational .s;andards and .al_nhority,v‘ and wcrb fnor; individualistic and more
tolerant of uncertainty compared to their Nepalese counterparts.’ .

Comparis'ons were also made at the faculty-level for both TU and the U of A. Thg
purpose of the analysis was 10 determine whetﬁcr or not there were differences aéross faculties .
al the same university on the variagles‘ under study. The results indicated that,. with few
exceptions, the members of different faculties 'a.t the -two universities were not significantly
different»in terms of their perception ;)f structural c”em;alization and formalizalion,’the‘ir'
satisfaction and value orientations. ‘

In addition. the results of the analyses mdxcated that -there were sxmxlarmes and.

\

differences in the relationship of variables acrossythevtwo samples. Some variables were related
similarly in the two settings. For example, in both the Alberta and the .Ncpél;se samples
formalization was positively correlated with centralization, and centralization was negau’velfv
related with both job satisfaction and satisfaction with structuré:. In each sample, conformity |
was associated positively with centralization, f ormahzauon satisfaction wuh structure, and job
satisfaction. All of these correlauons however, were weak . Apart from these cross sample
similarities in relationship, a number of variables were related differently in two samples. For
example. in the Alberta sample formalization was positively correlated with both overall ‘job
satisfaction and satisfaction with struc.:ture. In the Neﬁalese sample, formalization was
- negatively related with' the two satisf actioﬁ measures. The correlation values iﬁdicated that the
relationships among these variables was very weak in both samples. |

In the Nepalese sample, individualism and tolerance for uncertainty were negatively
correlated with centralization ahd formalization, but were positively correlated with job
satiéfaction and satisfaction with structure. In the Alberta sample, the same - variables of

cultural values (i.e., individualism and tolerance for uncertainty) were differently related to the

variables of structure and satisfaction. The data indicated that mdxv:duahsm and tolerance for



183

uncertainty had no relationship with centralization, formalization. satisfaction with structure

and overall job satisfaction.

Discussion _ ‘ - ‘ S

N

,Anzilysis revealed that the decision making authority at the U of A is decentralized and

that the uﬁivcrsit\' administration places low reliance-on p_rescri'bed rules. Collegial authority
sccme 10 be one basxc characteristic of-the administrative structure in 'the University of Albcrta »
The practicc of profcssoml control and collegiai aulhorm has becn w:dcspread in North
America and in Great Bn’ta?n.. Such a system has strong ideological su_pport,in the doctrine of
the academic freedom. The Tribhuvan University system, which dcvéloped in a diffcfclnt
soc10-£ultural conlexl has a slrong bureaucraty: orien annn, because il is more centralized and
more formalized. At the U of A collegial rulcs seemed to govern thc activities of the academlc )
facullies, whereas prescribed administrative rules and periodic Supcrvxsmn were the dominant
'characleris;;cs of the TU administrative s'fstem. |

The study revealed differences in members' satisfaction and their value orientations.
Compa'ra‘i with their Canadian'l cgmnterparts. the Nepalese prof cssérs were less sz;tisf ied withu
thcir‘wbrk, less iridividualist‘ic. less tolerant-of uncertainty, and more inclined to conform 10
soci;al and organizational authority and SLa‘rvldards. Thcse f ir;dings are consistent with the results
of other studies in similar contexts. A ‘number of studies found that the North American
employees were less autl:oritarian, and showed less tendency towards uncertainty avoidance
‘compared to ;hc employees in the Indian subcontinent in particular, and several other countries
in different parts of the world.

As the findings indicated, the variables of structure, satisfaction and cultural values
were differemly} related in the two samples.' These différences can be attributed to tﬁe
particularities of’ culture which differ with nationality and region. Howzvcr,- some variables.

demonstrated similar relationships across the two samples which seem to support the notion’of .

stable relationships across cultures.



among vanables across samples Whnlc some varaablcs demonstralcd a sxmnlar relationship in -

both samples,'othcrs did not. In gcncral. dissimilarities in the rclationships among variables

184

Thc fmdmgs descnbed above rcvcalcd mcons?stcncy ‘in the pattern of rclauonshlps :

o

secmcd lo oulwcxgh thc snmnlarmes Thc similarities in thc rclauonsmps among vanablcs in the

1wo samples supporled the notion of stable rclauonshlps wh:ch is a funda\mcntal prcmxsc of

the culture-free perspective. On the other hand the observed dlf(erencc scemcd to u.sllcngcv

the notion,

(4

tas

[

B. CONCLUSIONS

L i - -

The following conclusions were drawn from the results of this study:

At the time of the study the organi'zational structure of Tribhuvan University in Nepal was

mﬁcantl) different from [hal of the Umversxtv of Alberta. Compared with the Nc, ilese

'

university, thc U of A was less centrahwd and less formalized. The units, commitiegs and

Y

councils, whxch function on behalf of the- highest administrative level of TU (e..

Vice-Chancellor's Office) exerted the greatest influence over the process of decision

making. At the U of A, many important decisions werec made at the departmem level.
Furthermore, a reliance on prescribed rules and periodic supervision was the inherent

characteristic of the TU administration. The academic faculties at the U of A indicated

~

that their work was comparativel_y less supervised by higher autﬁor{tiés and was less

A 2

governed by prescribed standards and rules than appeared 10 be the casc’at TU.

_,]:h'e professors at the two universities experienced different levels of satisfaction.

—

: Compare’d\w‘ith their Nepalese counterparts, the professors at the U of A were more

satisfied with the way tﬁeir university was structured alnd exp;rienced a higher level of
overall job satisfaction. | ‘
Cross-sample diffesences exis‘tec'l‘ in_valué orientations. The professofs at TU were more
inclined to éonf orm to socfal and organizational standards and authority than were their

Alberta counterparts. Moreover, the Nepalese professors were léss individualistic and had

e
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Lless tolérancc for unccr.laint)“a;s,comparcc‘l 10 Lt'\c professors at the U of A »'i/ho‘ were

comparatively mdrc individualistic and more tolerant of unccrtainly: \

The rclauonshlps among the variables of cultural values and thc variables of organizational

slru'c;urc and satllsfacuon were mostly different acrgss the lwo samplcs drawn from Nepal

and Albcrm, However, some ~ariables dcmonstmcd ‘similar rclau’ohships ih both samples.
» ..

A comparison between the cross-sample similarities and cross-sample dissimilarities in the

- .

‘ rclalio.nshxps among \/ariablcs\rcvcalcd that dissimilarities outweighed the similarities.
Significanf differences between the two universities in terms of‘organizational structure,
members' satisfaction and value c;ricmalions tend to provide support fof the fundamental
premise of the culture-specific theory, i.e..- organizations differ with culture. However,
vunivcrsa.lisis cla;m that such differences are purely incidental and, lthercforc,v cannot be
used as* complete évidence either- to suiaport or to reject a theory. The Eoncept ‘that
quan\izations acms; the world are basically similar, or are free of cultural-forces, can be
challenged if it;i\'ﬂ\ crﬁpirically prove.n that the organizational variables relate differently in
two cultural 'c;)ntckts. The strength .of the culture-free theory stems from empirical
evidence of stable rcla,tiohships among variables. Results of this study revealed importam
differences in the relationships of variables across the two samples. Theoretically, these
’differcnces support the culturalist or culture-specific argument, and at the sarﬁe time,
challenge the concept that organizations do not differ with culture and nationality.

A conclusion that the evidence ezf cross-sample differences in the relationships among
variables refutes [he fundamental premise of the universalistic cr culture-free persbective
must, however. be made thh a certain degree of caution. Universalists argue that
differences could merely be the effect of dissimilar contingencies (e.g., technoloﬁy
interdependence) faced by organizations that are compared. They claim that organizational
variables relate similarly across national and cultural settings if the effects of contingencies
are con_trolled. In other words, if organizations in various cultural contexts are similar in

terms of their size and the technology they use, and have similar interdependence with '



-

. . N -

.

otfer orgamzatmns then ‘the structural vanablcs of thesc organizalions wili demonstrate

similar relationships. Smcc the two Unxvcrsmes compared in this- stud» 'did not face similar

contingencies, differences are to be expected.

7. This study suggcstcd that valid data can be drawn frofn dxffcrem samplcs b) uulxzmg a.
smgle mstrumcm Thc instrument, however, shoulc& be pilot tested in all contexts frdm
‘which data are expected to be drawn, and the scales for the comparison should be
-cstabii;shed by" the ap'plicau'onvo‘f a technique such as factor an;ly,sis., There is an argument '
Lhat a meaningful comparisoﬁ can be rﬁade even when equivalent but non-identical
instruments are used in difierent san;plcs which are cdmparcd". Such an argument may -have
some merit. However, it is difficult to establish that [h'epscalcs“cmcrging from different
instruments a}c. in fact, similar. A use of dissimilar scales may increases thc possibility of
comparing noﬁcomparable phenomena. o : - .

| C . IMPLICATIONS

The implications of the findings for reselarch and for administrative practices are
presented below.

1. The cross-sample dif ferences in organizational structure, members' satisfaction and their
value orietations may be seen as somewhat greater than expected. This raises two different
questior.m'. (a) to what extent are the results of the study able to r'ef'leci the reality of the
situations that exist in the two universities? and -(b) what are some other explanations for
these differences? For example factors which were not cons:dered in thlS study, such as
physical facilities and JOb related benefns may have contnbuted to the diff erences in Lhev
levels of job satisfaction experienced by the Nepalesc and the Canadian professors These
questions should be considered in demgnmg f uture studles

2. Attempts to define gulture and to measure the dimensions of ‘culture have impliéau'ons for
organizational research. The methodolotg"y applied in this study to measure ~cu11u.fe may be '

-

useful for future research.



3. The scales used.to. mcasure value orientations prc :de a basis for developing‘a m,ofc;
comprc.hensivcv instrument. Tac instrument used in this study can be modjﬁed to ensure
| that items reflect the same dcgreq of specificity when used in different coﬁtgxts.

4. The fix}d_ings of Lhi% study revealed that the administrative system at the' U of A placed
imporu'a‘ncc on dec.. .tralization of dccision'ma‘king au{hori‘ty. which seems to have an -
«ideulogical support in the docm‘ncé of academic freedom. Individuals who were working in
lhi\s envifonmen‘l expcricncéd greater job4 satisfaction. In the Nepalese university system
where decision makmg authority was centralized, the level of sausfacuon in the academic
faculties was low. Thesc I"mdmgs may have implications for attempts dlrecled at improving
\.ffectlveness of umvcrsn) organizations. Hence, '*Ic Nepalese execuuves both in the
xmmcdlale umvcrsxty envxronmem (e.gz, Campus-Chiefs, Deans and Vice- Chancellor) and
those who are ‘more distant from it (e.g., concermd decision, makers in the Ministrv of |
Education) may find reason to examine critically the f inding that the profcssors at TU
experiencec iow job satisfaétiop and perccived that the administrative system of their

| . :
unijversity was highly centralized and f ormalized.

More generally, the outcomes of this study’halve potential for in\ﬂ‘ucncing approaches to
designing studics of educational organizatiots in differer cultural settings. Specxflcally the
resul{s support the posmon that future research should be gmdcd b\ a design which includes
releva_m cultural variables. Some methodological issues related to the cross-cultural research
shch as the devélopmén; of valid scales for comparison have also been addressed. The scales
developed in this siudy méy vbe -of particular interest to rgséarchers in educational

administration, and the procedures may provide a basis for developihg improved scales.
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Section I

In relation to your universicyﬁﬁplease indicate which decision

"making level (listed in column B) you feel has the greatest influence
and/or authority over decisions listed in column A. In some decisions

the level which exerts the greatest influence and/or authority may
not be clear cut; you are asked to give your best estimates by circling
the appropriate numeral in column B. .

The levels iisted in column B should be understood as follows:
Professor refers to 1ndividu11‘fnculty members. '

Degarfment includes all committees or councils which function
at the ﬁparcment level.
] ) .

Faculty includes all committees, councils and u%it; which function

.at a Taculty level.
University refers to all committees, councils and hdministtative‘
units which function at the university-wide level.

The combined levels — Professor/Department, Department/Faculty
and Faculty/University — indicate that the greatest influence
and/br authority 1s exerted jointly by the two levels identified.

? - Column B

Columm A

Decision making levels

.. : . v WL . S
Decisions Concerning: « B £ o s O
. o LY L] o
L] a =] L. > E ]
[7s] S~ & ~ & e |
v . 1o . — N Y]
L @ FE R . >
o 0o a a 0 u
- A
& M a0 o I
. AY
1. the allocation of funds from ~
University sources to-a depart- )
ment, . ) -1 2 3 4.5 6 7
~—

2. the distribution of available
‘resources among activities
within a department,

3. ‘the approval of a new academic
program in a department,

4.. the éhanges in general proce-
dures for departmental opera- s
tion, ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 1




10.

11,
12.
13.

Column A -

Decisions Concerning:

the areas of research In which
a professor is involved,

course content, i.e. areas of
subject matter, on which a
course should focus,

final grades or marks students
are assigned in a. course,

selection of text and/or

reference materials for a

course,

admission of graduate stu-
dents in a department,

selection of members to

serve on departmental
comnittees,

promotion of a faculty member,

selection of a new professor,

selection of the department
chairman ,

Column B
Decision making levels

L;Uo . Dy
v FE S 28
-8§ﬁu>~:-
[ T - & D M
® ¢ Mk - =~ @
- = & 2 3 . >
NN
L & 8 8 &2 28 5
1 2 3 4 5 6 7.
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Section II

of the followingystatements occurs in your work situation.

best estimates cireling the appropriate numeral.

3.

206

Please indicate how frequently the circumstance described in each

Professors know what level of
work performance is expected.

The standard of performance on
which each professor's work is
evaluated is clearly specified.

A professor's work schedule in

relation to areas such as office

hours and when holidays are

taken, is governed by prescribed

J

rules.

Curriculum guidelines (course
descriptions) specify insrruc-
tional methods and sequence of

topics a professor should follow

in teaching a course.

Professors frequently feel that
they are being watched to see
that rules pertaining to the
job are obeyed. :

Sanctions for violn:ing rules
and procedures pertaining to
a professor's job are severe.

The work of a professor 1s

' frequently supervised or eval-

uated to see that it measures
up to prescribed standards.

When a professor is discovered
violaring a work related rule,
severe sanctions are imposed.

Never

Give your

Aliayl

lv

~
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Section ITI

. _A. The items which follow consist of a number of factors related
- to your job situation. For each statement please circle the numeral:
which you feel comes closest to describing your level of satisfaction:

.pr satisfied are you with:

Dissatisfied
Sowewhat
Dissatisfied
Somewhat
Satisfied
Satisfied

Very

< |Very

—
~N
w
&
w
e,

I. the way your work is supervised.

©

2. the way academic and administra-
tive policies are purt into prac-
tice. B

3. the way in which the rules are
enforced.

L. the extent of your participation
in the decision.making process
at the department level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. the amount of say or influence
you have in university level
decisions that affect you. 1 2 3 4 5 6.

~J

6. the amount of discretionary
power you have in decisions A
concerning classroom teaching ;
and research. . 1

7. vyour freedom to introduce new
ideas into the departmental
activities, 1 2 3 -4 5 6 7

8. the procedures under which your
performance 1is evaluated. 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. the rules and standards applied
in salary and promotion decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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B. The following questions refer to the overall job satisfaction.
For each question please respond by circling the numeral which you feel
comes closest to describing your level of satisfaction.

] ©
KA s b
- w © o
] & ® o N ] LY
-l o -t [ el -l
' v §¢ §% %
Considering all aspects of your o Ve - >t
Hw [ ) & b &
work : b~ g« o v ©
> wA unw  >n
1. how satisfied are you with your : o s
job? _ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. how satisfied are you with the
general conditions under which
you work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7




Section IV

probably have varying opinions.
appropriate numeral) the extent to which you personally agree or
disagree with each of these statements.

10.

11.

209

This section consists of a number of statements about which people

There is hardly any problem tha

can't be solved.

Respect for authority is & virtue
youth must learn.

One who stands alone should be
admired. ‘
In a work situation what is to

be done and how it is to be done
should always be clearly specified.

In family matfefs decisions made
by parents should not be .
questioned by the children.

Every person needs to be a
non-conformist.

A job with which you are famil-
iar is always preferable to what

" is unfamiliar.’

Members of organizations should
respect and follow the standards
set by their leaders.
Individuals should be prepared
to compromise with colleagues

in order to achfeve consensus.

‘Members of an organization should

strive to acquire similar values
nnd\ideals. -

Laws should not be defied even’
if there is some doubt as to their

validicy.

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly

‘Agree

Please indicate (by circling the




12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22.

Personal frovth nnd‘nchieve-
ment lhou d be the major 30.1
in one's life.

It is difficult to enjoy a locicl

gathering where most of the
people are strangers.

Every member of society should
strive to maintain the estab-
lished locial standards.

Members of an organization
should have limited involve-
ment in each other's life and
problems.

.Those who lead routine and

predictable life styles miss
most of the joy of living.

- Sanctions imposed by society

on those who violate established
standards are not as severe
as they should be.

To be superior a ﬁerson nust
stand alone.

It is more fun to. tackle a
complicated problem than to
solve a simple one.

Discipline and ldyalty are
the most important qualities
of a good citizen.

The pursuit of individual
interests is ethical as long
as no ane is harmed.

One should join in an organ-
izarion committed to providing '
lifelong employment even if

the job itself may not be very
interesting.-

Strongly

Strongly
Disagree
Agree

L N
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23.

)

«

2%,
" 26.

27.
28.

29.
30.

31’

32.

What a member of an organization
needs most is strict dtscipline.

In 1ife a person should "go it
alone", working on his/her own
and trying to make his/her

own decisions.
People should not take risks
even if the awards appear to
be attractive.

When one stops respecting

. authority his/her situation

isn't worth much.

One should not depend on others.

"Differences in oﬁinion (or
" conflicting ideas) within

organizations do more harm
than good.

Young pecple have to get over
rebellious ideas and settle
down as they grow up. \

individual interests should
‘come secondary to the welfare
of the group. :

In today's organizations ac-
tivities should be governed
by clearly specified rules
and procedures.

I1f it were not for the re-
‘bellious ideas of youth there
would be less progress in the
world. :

Strontly
Disagree

Scrongly
Agree

1

2
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Section V , ‘v4,,

The following . .c. -7 arc designed o obtain information about
our personal and profr.: ..72al b .:kground. Please answer the questions
y cireling the epnropr! = moondl :

5. %% %
¥ 2 ¢ 2 3
Please indicate your age. 12 3 4 5

. ©
["a} o~
< o
©c — - ve
] o 1 vl'\ sc
R L 22 $F
How manv years have you been working
ir this university? 1 2\ 3 4 5
E o
-d "n [ ]
& L o
] c €
© u - ¢
&~ -] L] ﬁ
_ £ 8 & 4
Please indicate the faculty where
you work. : ' 1 2 3 4
o o0 M T
€0 L0 )
) K] ®
& 0 -t ® ©
LN Y [’ [ )
-l Nl oW et
e 0 @0 ©
. <& 2L &
vhat is your current rank? 1 2 N3

RB - Please cheack to make sure that you have responded to every item -
of the questionnaire.

By using the campus mail, please return the completed questionnaire
to the ioiloving address:
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Section | 4 .

In relation to your university, please indicate which decision making level(listed in eot~
umaB)you feel has the greatest influence and/or authority over decisions listed in column A
In some decisions the level which exerts the greatest inflnence and/or authority may
ot be clearcut; you are asked to give your best estimates by circling . the appropriaté
pumeral fo cotlumn B. ‘ )

The levels listed in column B should be understood as follows:

Teacher refers to individual teaching staff of a campus.

Campus includes all committees or councils which function fn a campus.

Dean’s office includes all committees, councils and units which function at a iostitute leve!l
Ceatral office refers to all committees, councils and administrative units which functiop at

the university—wide level. , o _
The combined levels—Teachet/Campus, Campus/Dean’s office and Dean's office/Central
office—indicate that the greatest influence andjor authority is exerted jointly by the
two levels identified '

Column A Column B
Decision making levels

v g
= LT
Decisions Conczrning: E c g o 8
v 2 £%,%
s § 3 5 C w2 =
£ £ & By Y & S
© 3] E EO € ¢ =
8 e c k= § Y = 5
F F QUSAa0QC 0
1. the allocation of fundsfrom university :
sources to a campus, 1 2 3 4 s 6 17
2. the distribution of available resources
among activities within a campus. 12 3 4 5 6 7
3. the approval of a new academic prog- i
ram in a campus. -1 2 3 4 5 6 7

‘4. the changes io general procedures for
campus operation.

h—




Column A ,

10.

11
12.
13.

Decisions Concerning;

~

. the areas of research in which a tea-

cher is involved,

course content, i.c. areas of subject
matter, on which a course should

focus,

final grades or marks students are

assigned in a course,

Selection of text and/or reference
materials for a course. :
admission of students .in a campus,
selection of members to serve on di-
flerent committees within the campus,
promotion of a teacher, ‘
selection of a pew teacher,
selection of a campus chief,

. Column B

" “Decision making levels
3 =
O . - 124 8
E a é Bg &
.8 & 656
.E .‘g é ?‘:.8 ol '"E —E
c © g el § ¢ 8
€
& 8 58583888
1 2 3 4 5 6 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 9
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Section I1
please indicate how frequently the circumstance described in each of the following

statements occurs in your work situstion. Give your best estimates
" appropriate numeral. '

Teachers know what level of work -

performance is expected.

“The standard of performance on-

which each teacher's work s
evaluated 1s clearly specified.

- A teachcer's work schedule in relation
" to areas such as office hours and

when holidays are taken, is governed
by prescribed rules '
Curriculum guidelines (course descri-
ptrons) speciiv instructional methods
and sequence of topics a teacher
should follow in teaching a course.
Teachers frequently feel that they are
being watched to see that rules perta-
ining to the job are obeyed.
Sanctions for. violating rules and

procedures pertaining to a teacher'’s |
- job are severe. } '
" The .work of a teacher is frequently

supervised or evaluated to see that it

measures up to prescribed standards.

When a teacher is discovered viola-
ting a work related rule, severe san-
ctions are imposed

216

st

by circling the
5 >
2 E
4 <
1 4 5 6 7
1 4 5 6 7
1 4 5 6 7
| 4 5 6 7
1 4 5 6 7
I 4 5 6 1
. s
I 415 6 1
1 4 5 6 7
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N

. Section 111
A The-items which-foHew.consist-of & aumber of factors related to your job sitpa-
tion: For cach statement please circle the pumeral which you feel comes closest to
describing your level of satisfaction.

T 3R s
- e £5  =£9. )
- . 2 2Z2 3L 9 s
How satisfied are you with: =g =] £z .9
G2 .z = -
: S8 ©9a. 88 58
1. the way your work is supervised. 1 2.3 4 5 6 7
g?. the way academic and adminisiXa- N
tive policies are put into practice 1 2 3 4.5 6 7

3. tHe way ‘in which the rules are
eoforced. - 2 3 4 5 6.7
4. the extent of your ‘participation in : o
the decision making process at the

campus level. ' I 2 3,4 5 6 7
5. the amount of say or iofluence you R
* ' have in central office level decisions .
that affect you. . .2 3 4 5 67

6 the amouat of discretiopary pewer
you- have in decisions concerning
classrciom‘ teaching and’or research. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7 your freedom to introduce aew ideas ' . ,‘
into the campus activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6 74
8. the procedures under which your '
performance is evaluated. o I 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. the rules and standards -applied ‘in o
salary aod promotion decisions. I 23 4 5 6. 7
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» - B. Th-c'followin'g questions refer to the ‘overall- job satisfaction For ecach q'ﬁcstion
please respond by circling the pumeral which you feel comes closest to describing your
level of satisfaction. - L ‘ )

»

<

v

o

»

- S ¥ O  _9 o
Considering all aspects of your work; , u;; 2%’ 2. -
= 2z z 0 o
25 . EF B %
g 28 88 . 85 23
"1, bow satisfied are you with yourjob?> 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7
-~ : ; B J
"2, how  saysfied .are yog_,/VVﬁh the ¥
.general conditions under which you
Cowork 7 . : ' 1 2 3 4.5 6 7
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Section V. ; . |

Fhis section Consists of a number of statements about which people probably have
varying opinions. Please indicate (by circling the appropriate pumeral) the extent to
which you personally agree or disagree with each of these statements. ,

=g =
Poo- &8
°g Sk
wA »h<
1. There is bhardly any problem that
can't be solved. ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
2. Respect for authority is a’ virtue
, youth must learn. 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
3. Ope who stands alope should be ' o
admired. 1 2 '3 4 5 6 1
4. Ioa work situation what is to be N
done and how it is to be doane should i
always be clearly specified. 1 2 °3 4 5 6 17
5. ‘Ip family matters decisions made .
by parents should oot be questioned .
by the children. 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7
. 6. Every persob nceds to he a non- :
conformist. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 A job with which you are familiar

is always preferabletc  n:: is .unf-

_amiliar. r 2
8. Members of organizations should
respect and follow the standards ‘
set by their leaders 1 2 3 4 5 6 17
9. Individuals should be prepared to

compromise with colleagues in order

to achieve consensus. - 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
10. Members of'an organization should .

strive to acquire similar values and _

ideals. ’ : 1 2 3 4 5 6 1
11. Laws should pot be defied éven if the- '

re is some doubt as to their validity. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

RN
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12.
13.
14.°
" ive to maintain the established social
15

16

17,

18

19.

20

2{.

22

Personal. growth and achicvement
should be the major goal in one's life.
It is difficult to enjoy a social gath-
ering where most 6f the péople are
strangers. ‘

Every member of society should str-

standards. ‘

Members of an  organization should
bave limited involvement in each
other's life and problems. ‘

Those who lead routine and'prcd;l'ct- o
- able life styles miss most of the joy .

of living.

Sanctions imposed by society on tho-
se who vio'ate established standards
are nét as severe as they. - should be.
To be superfor a person must stand
aloe

It is more fun to 1ackle a“complicat-
ed problem than (o solve a simple

" one |

Disciplinie and loyalty are the most
importtant qualities of a good citizen
The pursuit of individual interests is
ethical as long as no one is harmed.
One should join in an organization
committed to providing lifelong em-
ployment even if the job itself may
not be very interesting.

> U >
o & )
n.;- ) ng
3 2
ZY=) w<

8} -
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X B g8
- g S
7w n<

What a member of - an otganizélion

~3

. peeds most is strict discipline.

24,
25,
26

27.
28.

29

30.

3.

In life a person should *‘go it alone”
working oo his/her own and trying
to make nis/her own decisions. ‘

People should not take risks even if
the awards appear to be attractive.

"When one stops respecting authority

his/her situation isn't worth much.
One should not depend on others.
Differences in opinion (or conflicti-
ng ideas) within organizations do
more harm than good.

Young people have to get over rebe-
llious ideas and settle down as they
grow up ‘
Jndividual interests should come se-
condary to the welfare of the group.
In today’s organizations activiti€s sh-
ould be governed by ¢'- !y specified
rules and procedures.

If 1t were pot for the rebellious ideas
of youth there would be less progr-
ess in the world

LY, ]
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Section v _
The following questions are designed to obtain information about your personal and
professional background. Please answer the questions by circling the appropriate numeral.

.

i ag &+
(=]
S® 3 g g 3
Plecase indicate your age. ‘ 1 2 3 4 5
© &
28 o T 2 ¢ge
H | | =]
. o S 4 3 2 =F
How many years have you been workiog in
1 2 3 4 5

this uaiversity ?

v O

£2 § ¢

E5 ® E ©

o

ES S5 E §

=] .

2® L O A
please indicate the faculty where you work.. 2 3 4

s £ % 2

25 2 39 &

< 3 = &

1 2 3 4

What is your current rank ?

NB - Plase'c.:’heck to make sure that you have responded to évery;itém of the questionnaire .
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ﬁﬁﬁ» CORRESPONDENCE oy

===
M

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL

DATE Januar+ 4, 1984

FROM  Madhav ﬂainali NM/A‘“% : el |

~

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational Adminis-
~ration. For my thesis I am undertaking a study which attempts. to
analvze the characteristics of university organizations across Can-
adian and Nepalese cultures. The primary source of data for the
study will be the responses of university professors,in Canada and

Yepal,to a series of questionnaire items. -

The questionnaire is .enclosed. I would be very grateful if you
could complete the questionnaire and return it to me by mid- -January.
For your convenience an addressed envelope is also enclosed.

If you have any questions about the studv please feel free to .
‘telephone me at 432-4909 or my adviser Dr. E. Miklos, at-432-3751.
Thank you for your® assistance. : :



DEPARTMENT OF ' 225 -
EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION -

AN N FACULTY OF EDUCATION

<Y THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
‘ 1[CUMQu"-q

January >24, 1984

.....................

............ ... Campus

" Tribkuvan University, Nepal
N .

I am a graduate student in the Department of Educational Administration,
the University of Alberta. For my doctoral thesis I am undertaking a stvdy
which attempts to analyse organizational characteristics in cross-cultural
settings. For this analysis data will be drawn from two universities -- the
University of Alberta, Canada, and Tribhuvan University.

The primary source’ of data for the study will be the responses of professors
to a series of questionnaire items. I would be very grateful if you could
complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to me by mid-February.

For your convenience an addressed envelope is also <nclosed.
) ¢

If you'have any questions about the study‘b]ease feel free to te]ephoné
me at 14048 (Kathmandu). Thank you for your assistance.

v

Sincerely, -

MMKAV YL_‘ 7c é ':
Madhav P. Majnali

15/36 Pakanajol
Kathmandu, NEPAL-

7-104, EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA  T6G 2G5  TELEPHONE (403) 432-5241
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source of a number of items used to measure the value orientation of the respondents. A total

" of thirty-two items was constructed. These ftems comprised statements such as: "There is

.

hardly any problem that can't be solved.” "One who stands alone should be admired.” "A job

N

with which vou are familiar is alwavs preferable to what is unfamiliar,” "Personal grdwth and
achievement should 'be the major goal in one's life,” and, "Discipline and loyalty are the most
important qualities of a good citizen." Respondents were asked to indicate the extent of their

agreement or disagreement with these statements. The data were analysed using the techniques

of principal components analysis with varimax rotation. In each of the sampies; three factor

~.

. solutions seemed to provide interpretable results even though they accounted for less than 40

I

_percent of the 'varianc‘c in each sample.

A comparative analysis of tw.o féctor matrices presenjited in Table’-4.11 indicates thai
mos: of the items which loaded on Factor I in tf)e Algem sample loaded on Facior _I,I in the
Nepalese samplé and vice versa. In order to mak‘e the\r} Asnimilar to the data of the Alberta
;éample, the positions ‘of Factors I and II in the Nepalese data were interchanged in Table 4.11.
j'l The purpose was to m.;aké the two sets of data easier to compare, |

The tesults of the factor analysis show that, among thirty-two items which were

dcvéloped to measure the respondents’ ‘valu.es, twenty-one loaded on corresponding factors in

© both samples. The remaining items -- Items 2, 4, 5, 11, 15, 16, 18, 20, 29, 30 and 31 -- loaded

. ¥

..differently on various factors across the samples. Sirn. . t. 2y represented different factors across

two samples, it was obvious that the scales emerging {rom these items would ﬁot be similar.
,Consequeml_v,ALhese eleven items were éxcluded from further analysis, 10 avoid the possibility
of. comparing two, perhaps non-comparable méasures. The remaining twenty-one i,lerris‘v;'e're
oncé again factor analysed using ll)e prinéi'pal component technique and ~\"arimax rotation. The
results are presented in Table 4.12.

~ As Table 4.12 shows, all twent: -one items of the Alberta sample l§éded on the s;';me
factors as ob;ewed ‘in .Lhe initial results presented in table 4.11. The results drawn.from the -

Nepalese sam—ple, however, indicated“a somewhat different pauci’n of loadings in the two

LN
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successive analyses. Although there were many similarities in loading patterns, Items 1, 13, 24
and 28 in Lﬁc Nepalese safnplc changed their po;ition of factor association in these'twp
successive analyses. For examplc,‘llems 1, 13, and 28, lc_)aded on Factor III in the first analysis
but loaded on Factor I in t‘h"c second analysis. In this regard; a substaniial loading of these
items on Factor 11, observed even in the previous analysis reported in Table 4.11, was noted. In
the fgrs!. analysis, t}?ey were identified as Factor II1 items due to their high loading on that
factor and the considerable loading on. Factor II was ignored. In the séconld analysis, after a
number of items were cxcluded (sdme of them werc the part of a c'lusler that formed Factor
I11), these three. items ‘were in a differemA correlational relationship due to the changed
composition of items.

Since Items 1, 13, 24 énd 28 were loaded on different factors in the results drawn from
two samples, these items were also excluded from furthcr analyses. The loading pattern of the
rema'ining items, when compared across samples, still showed some unresolved problems. Items
3.6, 8.9,10, 12, and 14 individually loaded on a particular factor and had no or insignificant
loading on other factors. In spite of their considerably high loa’&;g on a particular factors,
each of the Item 17, 21, 22, 23, 25, 27, and 28, to'some extent also loaded on a second factor,
with a value which was regarded as significant.

The discrepancy that exists in the pattern.of item loadings is an important
methodological concern for a comﬁarative study where the scales emerging from these items
form Lhe‘ basis of comparison. As a result of this concern, once again the orthogonal factor
match procedure was applied to measure the extent to which the Nepalese factor maLri;
maﬂlched the Ali)erta one. The rﬁatrix drawn f rom the Nepalese data was drthogonally rotated to

transform it as closely as possible to the matrix of Alt';erta sample. The resuits of "this

transformation are presented in table 4.13.
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| _ Table 4.13

T-ansformed Factor Matrix of Value Statement Items:
s - Results from Nepalese Sample

Item . 4 , Factors

No. ' 1. : mo 11’1
3. _ N0 * 6l BN &
6. : SR A *.33 o -.08
7. 24 = 16 * .62
8. : I 05 .25
9. . B * .60 20 -.03

10, - ! .61 13 21
12. - 04 et -.16
14. . R ) U 04 0 -.17
17. o * .52 Se27 15
19. N L *.75 .01
21, : 14 S S -.40
22. , 19 - -4 * .57
23. . _ «4 715 36
5. . .00 o480 *.55
26. . * .60 ' -.31 -8
27. S K R , -.35
32. : 21 * 46 -.24

Note' ‘Asterisks indicate jtems for scales and Factors on which they had highest loading.

The'trans;formed matrix presented in Table ¢ > was, to some extent, closer tc1) the
Large£ matrix drawn from the Alberta sample. Yet, the problem f double loading associated
with Ite‘ins 21, 23, 25, 26, and 27 in the original matrix of the Népalesc data in Table 4..13 was -
not solved altogether.' \The data of the Alberta sample showed that these same items loaded on c
only one factor. This masr ‘r'aisc questions about the congruence of these two factor matrices.
h:iethodologically‘, congruency is regarded as one of the fundamental requirements for
comparability of scales derived from the items.

Thé.f actors emerging f rom.both sets of data were analysed and defined. The d..!inition
of the factors are presented in Table 4.14 which shows that the Factors | énd IT contained

seven items each. Only three items were associated with Factor I11. The contents of these three

sets of items were examined to extract the definition of factors. The seven items associated with
Factor I r(ﬁﬁm,w/:\spect for the leader, compromise with colleagues, acquisition of similar
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values and 1deals by the members of orgamzations mamtenance of establtshed socml standards

acceptance of sanctions tmposed by society and the need for strict dtsc1pltne Based on the ideas
.

.rcﬂected f rom the items, Factor I was defined as conformitv ( conf ormitv to established social

standards social and orgamzational authorm ,and group consensus) Self - reliance, personal

achlevement self -respect and mdmdual interest were the 1deas reflected from Factor 11 items.

Therefore, individualism was identified as Factocr I1. Applying a similar interpretation ofd the

.

“content of th/e items, tolerance for uncertainty was described as the. third factor.

D. SCALES FOR THE MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES

One of the co’nditions est'ab_lished for the study was that oniy those scales ;vhich _
measured constructs that were similar in both samples would be .used. To a large, extent that
objective was achieved through the analy‘ses. describgd. To meajsure centralization
iormalization satisfaction wath structure, overall job satisf. action and value onentation onl»
those items were used Wthh were loaded on similar factors in both-samples. |

For the measurement of structural centralization and formalization, sets' of nine and
eight items: were chosen. Both sets of items contamed three factors. As Table 4.3 shows,
centralization of (a) selection and promotlon decisions, (b) decisions related to departmental'
operatrons and (c) mstructtonal decisions, were the three factors Wthh ernerged from the
items déveloped to measure centralization of decision- makmg authority m the university
organizations. As scen in Tatle 4.6, performance standa—rds, rules and ':supervision were the
three factors of structural forrnalization. Based on th_ese findings two different approaches tvere A
applied to establish the scales. First, in the analysis oi‘ variance and product moment
corrclatlon coeff icients tests, all the items selected for the measurement of each of the variables
of structure were used as one measure. Second, in the f test, which was used to explore
differences between the vtwo universities, the three factors of centralization and 'the three

’

factors of formalization were used as separate scales. In other words, differences between

’

universities were calculated in terms of each of the factors of centralizatton and formalization.

7
/

d
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Eight items used to measure respondeﬁts' satisfaction with structure yielded three
factors which were (a)- sa[isf”aétion with administrative practices, (b) satisfaction with
' pe’rforfnance evaluation and rewards, and (c) sz;tisfaction with discretionary power and
f reedpm. The variable défined as satisfaction with structure was mleasured by operétionalizing
zill_eighl items as one measure, and by using theu above three factors as separate stales. In other

. . -
words, (a) respondents’ satisfaciion with administrative practices, (b) performance evaiua{tion
and rewards, .and (c) discretiénarg' power and freedom, were expld'red separately. The scale
ﬁtil_ized- o measure respondenté'overall job satisfaction contained two items.

Table 4.1.4\indicates' that (a) conformity, (b) indiyidualism.and (c) tolerance for
uncertainty, were thé‘three factors that em'erged from the items selected for the measurement
of respondents'v)l\e origfitation. These ‘factorslwere idéntified as the 'dimensions of value
orientations. The items asso_ciatea with each of ihese three ‘factors were operationaliied as. a

separate scale.

 E. SUMMARY

The major purposes of the fa;ctor analysés conducted in the study were (a) to explore
the underlying factors of the questionnaire items, and '(bt) to identify a common factor
structure emergiﬁg from botg sets of data. The results of the factor analyses revealed that sets
of nine, eight, and eight items respectively were selected to measure centralizatioon of
decision—making authority, f omalimtion and satisfaction with structure. The analyses of the
items yielded three factors of centralization. These were defined as centralization of selection

and promotion -decisions, decisions related to departmental operations, and instructional

decisions. Similarly, performance standards, rules, and supervision were gelinégted as the three

factors of formalization. Analysis indicated that satisfaction with (a) ad
(b) performance evaluation and rewards, and (c) discretionary power and T3

three underlying factors of the variable identified as satisfaction with structure.
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Chapter V

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

) '4 The results of the analysis are presented in the threé major sections of thisv chapter. In
the f irst section are. reporied the outcoyles of Jcomparative a;lal;'ses which explored similarities
and differences between the Universit_\( of Alberta ( U of _A) and Tribhuvan University (TU) on
the variablésj of organizational structure, members’ satisfaction and cultura]vvvalues. "I‘his is
‘ foilovi/éd by an examination of differences between the faculties of both universi[ieé on
members' perceptions of - the organizational structure, job satisfaction and the selected
dimensions of cultural values. The"imerr'elalioﬁship‘among the variables of structure,

satisfaction and cultural values are described in the final section. The findings presented in this

ychap:ter address each of the four research questions of the study.

A. ORGANIZATIONAL AND CULTURAL DIFFERENCES
~ The analysis presented in this section focused on differences and-similarities between
the University of Alberta and Tribhuvan University on the variables of organizational
structure, members’ satisfaction and value oriematiohs. Analvsis of the data was guided by the

“ following research question:

What are the similarities and differences between TU and the U of A on perceptions
of organizational structure, members' satisfaction and cultural values ?

Three different .se‘ts of data anélyses were conducted. First, to explo're the structural similarities
"and differences be;wéen TU and the U of A, centralization of decision making authority and
formalization of organizational activities were analysed as the variables of structure. Then,
- respondents' satisfaction with structure and their overall job satisfaction were examined.

Finally, to ifivestigate the similarities and differences in cultural characteristics of the two

95
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samples. the value orientations of the .., .ndents were analysed. As was indicated in Chapter

N
\

1V, conformity, individtalism and tolerance for uncertainty were the thgke dimehsions of value

N

orientation included in this study. Differences between the two sarhpl_es. were explored in terms
of each varia_ble of siructure. satisfaction and cultural values. |
Cross-Sample Differences on Or‘ganizational Str‘uctufe

Two scales were used 10 measure the differences in structura! centralization aﬁd
fdrmalization between TU and the U of A. First, the factor.s of centralization and
formalization identified by the factor analysis were used as separate sc;iles. Second, respbnsés (6]
all the questionnaire items selected for the measurement of each of these two variables of
structure -were .compared.‘ The ¢ L‘ests were err;plo_\’.éd 1o assess the significance of diff erences

~

between mean scores.

Centralization

The results of the factor analysis indicated a set. of three factors related to

-

centralization of decision making authority. These factors referred to centralization  of (a)

selection and promotion decisions, (b) decisions related to departmental operations, and (c)
T

-

instructional decisions. By using the items which comprised these factors as separate scales,

comparisons were ma'de between the Alberta and Nepalese samples. Table 5.1 shows ,that‘ there

14

© were variations svithin both the U of A and TU samples in the degree of centralization on the

three sets of decision items. The least centralization at the U of A was in the area of,

instructional decisions\while at TU instructional decisions and decisions related 1o departmental

operations were centralized to about the same degree. In both samples, selection and promotion

. decisions were most highly centralized.

As seen in Table 5.1, decisions related to instruction were considerably less centralized

‘at the University of Alberta (mean=1.34) compared to TU (mean=5.32). In the Alberta

sample, the mean centralization of selection and promotion decisions (mean=3.60) was
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significantly lower ihan that of the Nepalese sample (mean=6.30). Simila‘rly. decisions related
'lO departmental ‘operation at TU Were more centralized (mean=>5.30) than at the U of A .‘
(mean=3.30). Between the two universities, the degree of centralization with régard to each of :
' thesé three t;vpcs of decisions was significantly differem beybnd the 0.001 level.

Cross-sample‘compariséns in'the level of centralization were also made in terms of each
of the nine specific’c‘lecision items which were used to measure centralization. As is indicated in
Table 5.2, respondents were asked 1o indicate the decision making level which had greatest
influence over the decisions éoﬂcerning (a) the approval of a new academic program in a
department; (b) changes in general procedures fo;r departmental operations; (c) selection of
course content; (d) assi‘gnmem of final gr.ades in a course; (e) selection of instructional
- materials; (f) student admission; (g) promotion of a faculty member; (h) selection of new.

professors; (i) ank{he department chairman. There were variations witl'xin both thé Alberta and
Nepalese samples fn the degréé of centralization on the nine specific decisions. At the Uof A
deciéions related to course content, assignment of final grades, and selection ofb text and
reference materials were least centralized, while these decisions were highly centralized at TU.
At the U of A, the decision related to the approval of a new academic program in a department
was most highly éemralizéd compargd to other decisions. At TU, the decisions concerning the
promotion of a.f aculty member, selection of a new professor, and the departmen{ chairman
were most highly centralized. In contrast, these decisions were less cemralized at the U of A
The data revealed that the student admission decision at TU was least centralized compared to
other decisions which were analysed. |

The mean values presented in Table 5.2 show that all of the nine decisions were highly
centralized at TU. However, they wére less cemralkize'd at the U of A. For. example, the analysis
;evéaled that at the U of A the decisions concerning the approval of a new academic program in

a department (mean=4.02), and the changes in general procedures for departr;iental operations

(mean=3.05) were less centralized than at TU.
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An interpretation of the mean values is that an individual professor at the ﬁU of A
exerted greatest influence over the decisions concerning sclection of course content, text’and
reference maierials, and assignment of final grades in a course. Thé results of the analysis
re;/etled that an individual teacher at TU who taught a course had considerably less influence
over the selection of course content and text materials, and on the process in Which final grades
.v\vere assigned. On the other' iland. the decisions concerning promotion and selection of-
professors and campus-chiefs at TU were carried out by the units and councils functioning at
the university-wide level. The department at the U of A was identified as the most influential
administrative level for the selection of its chairman, and for the selection and promotion of
faculty merﬁbers. )

A comparative analysis of the Alberta and the Nepalese samples revealed that the
organizational structure of TU was more centralized than that of the U of A. The results of the

! test presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 show that the cross-sample differences in the level of

centralization with regard to all decisions were significant beyond the 0.001 level.

Formalization
k-

The factor analysis indicated that there were factors of structural formalization: (a)
performance standards, (b) rules, and (c) supervision. Each of these factors was operationlized
as a separate \scale by summing the item values, and differences in the levels of structu_ral
formalization between TU and the U of A was calculated. The results of the t tests presented in
Table 5.3 reveal that the level of formalization between the LwWO "universities was not
signiﬁcamly different in terms of reliance on pérformance standards. In the Alberta and
Nepalese samples, the mean formalization scores of pgrf ormance standards were 4.91 and 5.00
respectively. However, compared with the U of A, the level of structural formalizau‘oh of TU
was considerably higher in terms of its. reliance on (a) administrative and academic rules
(mean=5.52), and (b) supervision practices (mean=>5.01). In the Alberta sample, the mean

values of these two dimensibns of structural formalization were 2.82 and 2.80 respectively.

. :
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-

With respects to reliance on rullcs and super'Visory pracatices, TU aﬁd the U of A were
 significantly different at the 0.001 level. |

Différenccs bélween the U of A and TU were also calculated in terms of each of the

]

eight items designed to measure struclgral formalization. The mean formalization scores
presented in Table 5.4 indicate that the professors in both universities were well aware of the
level of work performance expected by the organization (mean score for Alberta sample=5.23,
and for Nepalese sample:5.60)_ and both ﬁrl.i-versities tended to relj’ 6r'1 clﬁarly specified
standardsAof performance to evaluate the wor'k of a professor (mean score for Alberta
§amplc:4.62. for Nepalese sa;nple=4.50). The results of the r tests indicated that in such
m\.uers, TU and the U of A were not significantly different. |

A significant difference was observed, however, when the reliance on rules concerning
work schedule, course descriptions and the supervisory practices were considered as the basis of

comparison. A comparaiive analysis of the mean values outlined in Table 5.4 shows that the

respondents from Alberta perceived that their work schedule (mean=2.93) in relation to areas

such as office hours and' when holidays were taken were not governed by prescribed rules to any -

great extent. At the same time, the Alberta respondents ;lsp perceived themselves subjected to
relatively few rules that specified the instructional methods and the sequence of topics to be ,
followed in teaching ;'1 course(mean=2.70). Data showed that the situation at TU was
significantly different. The academic étaf [ perceived the organization as relying heavily on rules
conce.rning office nours and when holidays should be taken (mean=5.53), and what
. instructional method should be followed in teaching a course (mean=5.54). In addition, they
were considerably more occupied with a feeling that they were being watched to see that rules
pertaining to the job were obeved (mean=5.30), that if they violated the wor&ﬁrelated rules
they might face severe sanctions (mean=4.84), and that their work was f’ rpqucntl;' supervised
(mean=4:80). In contrast, the respondents from Alberta percéived ihat their work was less
supervised (mean=13.50), that if théy violated the work related rules severe sanctions would not

be imposed (mcan=2.80), and that they were not watched as-closely (mean=2.10).

-

~
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The above results clearly show that there were considerable differences between the two
university organizations in terms of the degree of centralization of decision making authority

and the level of formalization of organizational activities.

Differences in Satisfaction Across Samples

Satisfaction with structure ?ahd;,pwer)all job satisfaction were measured as two separate
‘ L =5 .

=
variables.. Attempts were made :to explore differences between the respondents in the two

\

samples in terms of thése two variables:" -

]

Satisfaction with Structure

A

As is described in Chzipter IV,a sé't of three facto;s emerged from the analysis of eight
questionnaire items designed to measure respondents’ satisfaction with Structure. These factors
were satisfaction with (a) adminis&ative practices, (bv) performanc: éi/aluétion and rewards,
and (c) discretionary power and f reedom. Each of these factors was uscd as a separale sacle by
summing item values. These scales then were opcratioﬂlized to calculate differences between the
wo sampleé. The results ﬁrese,med in Table'5.5 indicate that the Nepalese respondents
expressed low satisfaction with the amount of discretionary power and freedom allowed in their
work (mean=3.02), with administrative practices (mean=v2.71),' and with the way their
p_t_:rformance was evaluated and rewards were given (mean=2.41).‘ In all these matters, the
respondents .from the U vof A were more highly satisfied. As the meah satisfaction 'with
structure scores presented in Table 5.5 indicate, Lhrey were gch_erally satisfied with (a) the
amount of discretionary power pénnitted in their work (mean=6.10), (b) the way their
performance was rewarded (mean=5.00), and (c¢) administrative practices (mean=4.80). The
results of the ¢ ests indicated Lﬁat in terms of all three factors, the level of satisfaction

experienced by the Nepalese and the Alberta respondents was significantly different at the 0.001

level.

.

@



105

‘HOjideysyies udjed.u6 83ud)puy sentea uwasw Jayby
. : . ‘PAt4spies AudA=y
PU®R ‘pB}JBllesSIp AudA=z) ‘uol3Ideisyies jo (eAa| ey 81€3ipUl 0} s uobaied asuodsed usaas BJuoM aJuey|

.

: 18ABL 100 0 8Y} puocAaq 1UED} jubys

VB

<89 8Z 90Z €€} .zZO't 65 €80 O1 9 - ‘wopesJj pue Jamod
: AJBUOL18.DSIP U3in uo}31oB4S138S 1]

«69°TC 10T Ol "} v 66¢C ov 1 00§ ‘SpJemad puw uojyenteas
: : @durwWI0348d Y4 m UD|IDUyS|1eS ]

«90°0C < 10T  O1y WA ¢ 652 01}V o08'vp . "§8241084d BA}}
SPUISIULWPY Ul im uol3DesS)yes |

‘anjeay N ‘p's ueop N . Ps ueey 84N3dNJ3S euo)iezyuebug
v i UM UOL3IDE)S|38S 4O Ssdojdey
8(dwes asa|edapn . 8| dues eydaq|y

k3 SJ03dR4 pejwiay as.dyl 40 swus| u pa.ansesay 8.un3jonuys
Ulim uorideysyies 40 (8AB7 BYY uy S8Juaue}41Q 8ldwes ssou)

§'G§ 81qey



106

“BJUNIONUIS (3 1M UOLIDB4S|1eS JBjeadb B81eD|IpPUl San{eA uieaw JaybiH.

. . . : .'PBjisiyes
>Lm>uhocmuum_mm¢ummm_u>gm>u—“co_uomum.ummmamu_uc_oumvaommumo,mmcoumecm>mwm;m3mLm£»

‘@iqQey 8y} WOJj PBPN|OX8 S} 1} 8J404848UY °‘©|QE|JEA 8Ul 40 IUBWIJNSEOW BY} JO4 PBSN 10U SBM BUO we} ]

" 18ABY 100°0Q 8y} puoAaq jued}jjuBis

«86° 81 : 90¢ yT [ %A 6SC 0s't 06’V - "suojsioep uojjowoud pue Auejes uy
' . po}(dde spJepuels pue sajnJg 8y} ‘6
«EL7 1T . 302 zE} [ 53 2 6G¢C NYAN [AT . "pejenieA8 s} 8duewdoy.aed .ﬂw
JNOA o ym uspun sedJnpaedcoud B8yl g

«92°12¢ - 80T [} o6°¢ 66T ET} oL'S ‘S8 31ALI0ER. | RIUBWY edap BY} Oju}
SBAP| MBU 8INPOJIU} O} WOPBdJ4 J4NOA "

+L8° 8T £0C ~ 06} E1L°E 86 ©08'0 Ev-9 "youwased pur/Bujyoes) waousse(d
. : - © Bujudesuod sYolsId8p U} 8ABYy NOA
gemod AJBUO} 1BMOSIP 40 junowe a8y} "9

M-TANNY 50z Ov'} 19°¢ 85 09} Sy : . 'NOA 398438 31BY} SUO}S}I8pP
: ’ @Al Ay} sSdaAniun u} aaey noA
aouan| juy Jo Aes 40 junowe 8yl ‘g

¥
«G6°6}) S0¢ oS} Z8'¢C 86T, 43 1420 18ABy jusw) uedep 8y} e
: ) o sseoaud Bujyew uojsidep ayy uy
5 uojiediaiyded ANOA 4O JU3IX8 8Yy 'p
+G0 61} 0z ST} oL°T 962z OE '} E6 Vv : . . ‘P82 Jojwe
8de sS8(NJd 8YUl udiym U} Aem 8y} ‘g
-2y 90¢ ov '} L9z 96¢ 0614 [ 4 , BERE-TTE!
- -oedd oju} Ind. aue sajojjod aay}
-eJdisiujwupe pue Sfwspedy Aem ayiy g
‘UM NOA Bue PO} IStIes MOH
an|eAa-3} N . ‘pP'S . ueapw N ‘pP'S ueay . way]

a|dwes ese(udeN a{dwes eyuaq|y

SJOSS8304d 888 |edaN pue v} J18qQ|y uaemiag
84NIONJIS AJ}ISJBAIUN UIIM UOJIDRYS|IRS U} SBJuUs48j44Q

9'§ B|1Qe]



107

‘Eight‘ items were used to measure satisfaction with structuml centralization and
formalizdtion. Respondents' satisfaction with universj}y structure was compared in terms of
each of these items. The mean satisfaction scores presented in Table 5.6 indicate that the .
. respondems. from Alberta were significantly more satis{ied than their Nepalese counterparts
with the way pohcxes Were put into practice and ‘the rules were implemented in thelr
orgamzauon They also demonstraled a high level of sausfactlon with the extent of their
participation in the decision makmg process at the department level, and with the amount of
say they had in the university level decisions that affected them professionally. A considerable
difference was found between the Nepalese and the Alberta respondents with regard to their |
satisfaction with the procedures under which their"performance was evaluated and reW‘ards were
given; the means are 2.43 and 5.12 respectively.iF urthermore, the Alberta respondents indicated
a significantly higher satisfaction With the amount of discretionary power they‘exercised in -
research and teaching related. decisions (mean =("6.43‘) and the freedom they felt to introduce
- new 1deas in their work place (mean=5.70). The Nepalese responden@ m‘d’cated low
| sat1sfacuon in both of these areas (means_3 13 and 2.90). The results of the ¢ tests revealed

that the differences in satlsfactlon with structure between‘the twWo samples were significant

v

beyond the 0.001 level.

Overall Job Satisfaction

Two items were used to measure the' overall job satisfaction experienced by the
* members of the universities. As seen in Table 57 the respondents from Alberta indicated that
. they were hlghly satisfied with thelr job (mean 5.90) and ;1th the general conditions under
whnch they worked (mean=5.61). On wuc other hand, the Nepalese respondents were less
satisfied wnh their _]Ob (mean 3.30) and w1th the general condmons of their work
(mean 2 73). The mean scores of satisfaction of the Alberta and the Nepalese samples were

sxgmf 1cant1y diff egent beyond the 0.001 level.
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The results presented in’ Tébles 5.5, 5.6, 5.7 show that the professors in Canada were
‘significantly more satisfied with the overall conditions of their job, and with the way their

- organization was structured than were their Nepalese counterparts.

Value Related Differences Across ‘Samples

Seventeen items were —used to measure respondents’ value orientations. From the factor
analysis‘ of these items, three sets emerged: (a) conformity, (b) indiviciﬁalism, and (c)
tolerance for uncertairty. The items associated wvith each of these three factors were

operationalized as a separate scale to measure differences and similarities between the Alberta

and Lhe. Nepalese samples.

Conformity

g Seven items constituted the scale which was used to measure respondents’ -conformity.
The teﬁ conformity is defined as the respondents’ tendency to display regard or respect for
. established socxal standards, socxal and organizational authority, and group consensus. The
results presen[ed in Table 58 mdlcate that the conformity demonstrated by the Alberta
resp;ndems differed significantly from that of the Nepalese respondents. For example, the
Nepglese respondents indicated- their agreement with the statement that members of
organizations should respect and follow the staedards set by their leaders (mean=5.40). The.
mearn score (3.60) presented in the table reveals that the respondents from /&berta were less in .
agreement with the statement. Both the Alberta and the Nepalese respondents perceived that
individuals should be -prepared to comprqmise with colleagues in order tc; achieve consensus
(mean=4.90 and 5.50 respeceively).— However, the extent of their agreemene with the notion
was significantly different at the 0.001 level. fhe f iﬁdings presented in Table 5.8 reveal that the
respondents from the U of A indicated less agreement with the statements Lha; members of an

organization should strive to acquire similar values and ideals (mean=3.15), sanctions imposed

by society on those who violate established standards are not as severe as they should be
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(mean=3.40), and every member of society should strive to maintain the established social
standards (mez;n=3.50) than did the Nepalese respondents. The Nepalese respondents
perceived a greater need for strict discipline in an organization (mean=5.60), while the Alberta
respbndents U Jed to disagree with the statement (mean=2.20).

The abo've findings indicate that significant differences exist between the two groups‘ of

respondents with regard to their conformity to social and organizational standards and

<

authority.

Individualism

The scale operationalized to measure respondents’ orientation toward ;ndividualism
comprised seven questionnaire i[erﬁs. The tross-sample differences in respondents’
individu‘alism were measured‘separately in terms of each of the seveﬁ items.

The results of the ¢ Lests' presented in Table 5.9 revealed that the Alberta respondents
dif fered’ significantly from the 'Nepalese respondents on all itefns except Item 32. The two
groups of respondents were not differem in terms of the importance they placed on the
rebellious ideas of vouth as a factor of progress. The respondents from the U of A were more
in agreement with all statements which were used 16 measure individualism except the
' statemer.lts in It.er_n 6 and 27. They indicated less agreement with the views that every person
needs 1o be a non-conformist, and one should not depend on others. The Nepalese respondents
showed less agreement with individualism items with an exception of Items 27. They tended to
agfee that one should not depend on others.

‘A comparison of the two sets of resufts presented in Table 5.9 reveals that the
respondents f r&n Alberta indicated more agreement with the view that it is more f uﬁ to tackle
a complicated problefn than to solve a simple one (mean=5.32) than did their Nepélese
counterparts (mean=3:50). The Nepalese respondents indicated less agreement with ‘the

statements that (a) personal growth and achievement should be the major goal in one's life

(mean=3.53), and (b) the pursuit of individual interests is ethical_ as long as no one is harmed

3
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(mean =3.60)| while the\AlbcrLa respondents were more in agreement with these statements.
Compared to/ their Ncpalé§e counterparts, the respondents from Alberta indicated significantly

\\ . . .
more agreemjent with the statement that one who stands alone should be admired (means=3.40

and 4.35 respectively).

P

These results indicate that the Alberta respondents had a higher orientation towards

“individualism than the Nepalese respondents 4

Tolerance for Uncertainty
PN

) The sca!g used to measurc respondents' tolerance for uncertainty comprised three
questionnaire items. To g)(plore the cr§ss-sarn_ple differences and similaritjes> the analysis was
carried out on Lhe. basis‘ of each of these three items.

The ‘results of . the ¢ tésts indicated that th\e respondents from Alberta differed
significantly. from their Nepalese counterparts on all the three items used Lo measure the
tolerance for uncertainty. The respbndentS from the U of A were less in agreement with all the
tolerance for uncertainty items. Their rsponses could be interpreted as indicating views that a
familiar job is not necessarily preferable ( mean=5.00).-.tha‘t joining an organization committed
to providing lifelong employment may not be desirable (mean=5.61), and that one should take
risks if the rewards are attracfive (mean=5.80). In contrast, The mean scores presented in
Table 5.10 indicate’ 'vthat the respondents from Alberta demonstrated more tolerance for
- uncertainty when compared with their Nepalese counterparts. The Nepalese respondents
perceived that a f, aﬁiliar job should be preferred (mean=2.70), that one should not take risks
lured by the possibility of big -awards (mean=3.3i), and that one should join an organization
committed to providing lifelong employment (:'mean=3.40). Such perceptions indicate that the
Nepalese respondents had low tolgrancé for uﬁceminty.

These results indicated that the outlook of ﬁe two groups of respondents cqncerning‘

" the above mentioned views was significantly different at the 0.001 level. Significant value

related dif ferences appear to’exis't between the Alberta and the Nepalese respondents.
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Summary of Differ.nce 21 the Two Samples ‘
’ 7/
The finding: oul: Table 5.11 provide a brief summary of all the analyses reported
. in this section. The result. . ¢ 7 tests presented ! the table shows that Tlfand_the Uof A.
were significantly different - £ ore zi;tli;)na] sivucture and job satisfqétion‘ Moreover,
the value orientations of ine «:ac - stafi’ 7 these * N organizatipnsjwere also significantly

different. The results show that i Un.ersity of Alberta .-as perceived as having relatively low
centralization (mean#2.73) anc forme'-:-.on (me-n=3.33). Compared with the U of A, the
Nepalese university .organization was more centrali: 4 (mean=35.62) and more formalized
(mean£5.l2). In terms of structural centralizat un and formalization, the differences between
the two universities were significant beyond the 0.001 level. M‘orleover, the respondents ih the
two settings had different levéls of satisfaction ‘with structure as well as with the job itself.
Tabi. 5. 11 indicates that the job satisfaction of vthe Alberta respondents (mean=5.75) was
significantly higher than that of the Nepalese respondents (mean=3.01). This also applies to
respondents’ satisf’ action V(ith stfucturc. The Alberta respondents were generally satisfied with
the structure of the organization in which they worked while the Nepalese respondems tended
to be less satisfied with the way their organization was structured. o
Respondents across the two settings demonstrated ma'rkedlf' different value
orientations. The table indicates that the mean conformity score of the Nepalese respondents
(mean=>5.40) was significantly higher than that of the Alberta respondents (mean=3.37). The
respondents in the Alberta éample indicated comparau'veiy more tolerance for uncertainty and
‘more Vorientatio‘n toward individualism (mean=>5.43) while, the Népa}ese respondents were less
individualistic (mean=3.57), and had lessi tolerance for upcertainty {mean=3.10). The results
of the 1 tests indicate that the cross-sample differences on,lvalue orientations were significant

. beyond the 0.00 level. .
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N

B. DIFFERENCES ACROSS FACULTIES IN A UNIVERSITY

‘

The differences between the faculties at Tribhuvan University and at the University of
Alberta were investigated separately on the variables of organizational structure, satisfaction
and values. Through this analysis, the second research quesuon was addressed:

What are the similaritie$ and dlfferences bet een faculties at TU and the U of A on
the variables of organizational structure, sau7f apuon and cultural values ?

The purpose of the analyses reported in this SCC['lOI] was to compare the pattern of differences
between the two universities with the pattern of differences between the four faculties of a
university. The analysis was necessary in order toiest the validity of the culturalist 4assurx'1ption
that differences in members' perceptioﬁs of two organizations located across chltures can be
attributed to distinct culfural f o.‘rces. If this assumption is valid, then perceptions of individuals
within one organization will not differ significantly because they share the saﬁe cultural values.
Ho@'ever, if there are differences in perceptions among individuals within one organization, the
vﬁlidity of the assumption may seem prqblematic. Such .findings will indicate that perceptual
‘differences can not be attributed to cultural forces only.

The _.members of four different faculties of TU and the U of A paniéipated in this
study: arts, education, sciences, and business. For the purposes of this analysis, the
respondents from these faculties were identified as four different groups. By using the analysis
of variance technique, differences between the groups were calculated in terms of their

“perceptions of ‘the levels of structural centralization and formalization, their overall job
satisfaction, their satisfaction with the way the organizations were structured, and their value
orientations. Conformity, individua.lis'm, and tolerance for uncertainty were operationalized as
the three variables of value orientation. The Scheffé test was applied to identify the groups

: —

(faculties) which were significantly different. The groups that wére not significantly different
were assumed to be similar.

'As Table 5.12 indicates, the members of the Faculty of Business at the Univefsity of

Alberta perceived the university as a more centralized organization compared with the members



118

'of thé Faculties of Arts, Education and Sciences. The mean centralization ‘scorc of the Faculty
of Busiﬁess was sigriificantly “o.orent from other faculties at the 0.100 level. Similérly, the
members of the Faculty of Business and Cgmmer_cc in Tribhuvan University perceived that
their organization was more centralized than difi, their colieagues’in other faculties. Howe;er,
_the level of centralization perceived ‘by the Facully of Business and Commerce was significantly
- different only from ‘the Faculty of Sociial Sciences and Humanities (Arts).

Table 5.13 displays som‘ﬁ additional differences between. the facullties the two
universities. In the Alberta sample, the members of the Faculty of Business were less satisfied
with the structure of their organizzftion cqmpared with the other three faculties. The mean
satisfaction with Structue scc;re of the Faculty of Business was significantly different only
from the Faculty of Arts. As Tables 5.13 and- 5.14 indicate, the members of "‘the Faculty of

~ Education 2;[ TU were least satisfied of all. However, the mean satisf ac&on with structure and
the mean job satisfaction scores of the Faculty of Education were significantly different at the
0.100 level only from the Faculty of Arts. Apart from these particular dif’ ferences observed in
the measures of cemralizatiqn, satisfaction with structure and job satisfaction, faculties at both
universities were not different in terms qf other variables. ‘

In summary, the differences mentioned above may be seen as 'exce.ptions if these
significant differences are compared with the numt;er of insignificant. or non differences
.observed between the groups in several other analyses (see Appendix D). For instance, the
.faculties at both universities were not significantly different in terms qf their perception of
formalization of organizational activities and their orientation toward the selected values.
Respondénts from different faculties at TU and the U of A were not significantly different in
terms of their job satisfaction except the Arts and Education faculties at TU. Even on
centralization of, decision making authority, where the Faculty of Business at both universities
showed significant differences from other faculties, most of the other faculties when compared
between themselves were not significantly di_fferex;L. Moreover, the same faculty {Business)

made a substantial contribution to the differences observed between faculties on satisfaction
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with structure and job satisfaction.
The findings of the analyses indicate that, with only a few exceptions, the faculties at
i

TU and the U of A were not significantly different from_each"other'.-This justified analyzing

data for all faculties combined rather than necessitating an analysis by individual f aculties:

C. INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG VARIABLES

As has been mentioned earlier, centralizatidn and formalization were measured as the
variables of university structure. Similarly, members' satisfaction with structure and their

overall job satisfaction were analysed as two separate variables. In addition to these two sets of

organizational variables, three different dimensions of value orientations were investigated as
three variables of Q:ulture. One of the objectives df this study was to .explore cross-sample
dif ferencés and similarities in the pattern of felationships among the variables. The findings of
this exploration afe presented in this seétic‘>n which address the third and fourth research
questions:

What are the relationships among the variables of organizational structure,
satisfaction, and cultur»] values at TU and the U of A ?
and :

What are the simile. "'~ and differences between TU and U of A in terms of
relationships among tii~ ariables of organizational structure, satisfaction, and cultural
value ? :

5}

&

-The pattérn of interrelationship among the variables was analysed by applying two
~ different analytical procedures. First, the Pearson correlation cc)eff icient was used to measure
the reiationships, among the variables. Second, to ex‘plore the pattern of relationships further,
the respondents of each samples were di‘vided into different groups on the basis of their '

responses to the variables. For example, based on their responses to the items used for the
" measurement of individualism, the respondents, of each sample were divided into less

I, s
iy .

individualistic and more individualistic groups. Attempts were then made to explore the degree

of formalization as perceived by these groups. Such an analysis revealed some useful aspects of

” .

v

relationship among variables, such as between individualism (a variable of culture) and
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formalization (a structural variable).

Correlational Analysis of Variablés Acr'oss Samples
" In order to explore the relétionship among'the variables, correlational analvses were
conducted for the two sets of data vacquir'ed from Lhc_Atwo different samples.

Table‘ 5.15 indicates that in the Alberta sample respondents’ satisfaction with structure
wa_é positively correlated with their job satisfaction (0.70), and tolerance for uncertainty was
negatively correlated with conformity (-0.40). Other variables were not significantly correlated
with each -other. In the Nepalese sample, positive correlations were observed between (a)
satisfaction with structure and job satisfac‘lion (0.74) (b) individualism and job satisf?ctio'n
(0.45), and (c) individualism and’ satisfa. ion with structure (0.46). Furthermore,
individualism demonstrated a negative r1¢. onship with cemralizatiqn (-0.42) - and
formalization (-0.51). A positive correlation was-found between tolerance for uncertainty and’
individualism (0.53'). H.owever,’ the same variable (;olerance for unce ’airity) had a negative
» 1_},rélationship Aw"ith centralization (‘0'37)3 formalization (-0.42) and conformity (,-0.30). The
results presemed;i’n Table 5.15 reveal t}-ial the level of centralization perceived by.[he Nepalese
respondents was positively corrélaled with formalization (0.30) and 'conformity (0.23), ‘and was
negatl:vely related with job satisfaction (-0.25) and satisfaction with structure (.-0.25). Since
' the values of ‘co‘rreAlations were 0.30 or less, this indicated that ceritraiizatidn had a weak
relationship with f ormélization, conformity, a.nd the two variables of satisf éétion.

Ali the correlations described above were statistjéally significant bevond the 0.001 level.
However, 4the percentage of variance explained by sonj; of “these correlations was very low. For
example, in the Alberta sarripie satisfaction va;ith ‘structure was positively related to
formalizatiop of -organizational activities (0.25). Yet, the value of the correlation did not
explain a substantial variance. As mentioned earlier, in the Nepalese sample cent;alization of
deci§ion making authority was negatively correlated with job satisfaction and satisfaction with

structure, and was positively correlated with conformity. The percentage of va\fiance ‘plained
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by these correlation values was only in the order of 5 or 6 percent. After a careful consideration
of the results, the decision was mvadt""‘lo accept only those values that were ath absolute value of
.30 or above as significant icorrelations. In order to make the patiern of correlation rhorc
distinct and easier o read, the correlation values that were lesg than aﬁ absolute value of .30

are excluded from Table '5.16.

~

A comparison of the two sets of results in Table 5.16 indicates that in spite of

dissimilarities, some similarities between the two samples were present. In both samples

respondents’ overall job lsalisfz;ction "was positively related \%Vith their satisfaction with
structure. Moreoxller, in both samples respondems'. tolcran&e for uncertainty was negatively
' . S
correlated with their conformity to social and organizational standards and authority. Tables
5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.10 and 5.11 illustrate the point more clearly. Tables 5.6 and 5.7 show that the
Alberta respondents were generally satisfied with the way their organization was structured and
with the overall condition of the job. On the other hand, the Nepalese respondents tended to be
less "satisfied with both the job and the structure of Lheirv organization. Furthermore, the

respondents from Alberta were more tolerant of uncertainty and expressed less conformity to

i

s_ocial and organizational standards and authbrity while the I_\Iepalése respondents were less
tolerant of uncertainty and éxpressed more conformity to social and organizqtior_xal standards
and authoritj': Cross-cultural similarity was indicated by the positive correlation between the
two types of satisfaction scores, and the negative relationship between the respondents’
'to}erance for uncertainty and their conformity to social ‘and organizational standards and
authority'obser‘ved in both samples. |
| The above analysis revealed that the two variablés of satisfaction (i.e., satisfaction with
—
structure and job satisfaction), and the two variables of values (i.e., conformity, and tolerance
for uncertainty) demonstrated a similar patiern of relati;)nship across the two samples. Despite
these similarities, ; number of other variables analysed. in the study showed different patterns

of relationship across samples. As the results presented in Table 5.16 indicate, centralization

perceived by the Nepalese respondents was positively related to formalization. The analysis of

v
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datix acciﬁired from the Alberta sample re.\;ealed:fthat centralization was not significantly related
with formalization (value of orrelation=0.10). In the Nepalese samplé, individuaiism was
significantly correlated with centralization, formélizalion,_satisfacu'on with structure, and job
satisfaction. However, in‘the Alberta sample, individuélism was not related significant to these
four variables.

The above findings indicaie the cross sample similarities as well as dissimilarities in the
relationships among 1he1 variables. As mentioned above, two different scores &1 satisfaction in
both samples’ were positively related to each other, and tolerance for uncertainty across both
samples was negatively correlated with conformity to social and organiutiénél standards and‘
- authority. Apart from these similarities, other variables ‘demonstrated their relationships

differently across samples.

Exploration of Relétionships Among V#riables by thé Anéfysis,vGroup Responses

Correlational analysis is 'Lhe commonly usedtechnique to ex,plore relationships between
“ variables. In this stﬁay, attempts were fnade to e.xplore' some additional dimensions of
relationships between variables which cannot be explained by a correlational ana}ysis. As the
concntual framework described in Chapter 11 indicated, this study began with an asshmplion
that the dimensions of cultural values (as the independent variables) affect and/or are related
to the variables of organizational ‘structure. Similarly, the variables of organizational structure
(as independent variables) af fe‘ct and/or are related to members' -satisfaction. A
complementary assumption can be made that two groups of lresponden_ts within one sample --
those who expressed high conf ormit); for social and organizational standards and autherity, and
those who did not -- shquld perceive thevdegree of structural centralization and formalization
differently. Similarly, a group of respondents who perceived ‘their university as a mc;re

centralized organization and the other group of the same sample who did not, may experience

different levels of job satisfaction and satisfaction with structure.

P
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As a further test of the relationship between the variables of cultural values (as
indepéndem variables) and the variables of organizational structure, the respondents f rom each
-sample were divilied into WO groups. These groups were formed on the basis of the responses.
given to a cultural variable. The mean score of a variable of cultural values was uséd to divide
the two groups‘ of respondents-in both samples. For example, the respo'ndehts of each sample
who W¢re less tolerant of uncertaihty were identified as Group I and those. who were more
tolerant of uncertéinty were identified as Grbhp II. Attémpts were . then - made to measure the
level of f ormalizafiyon as perceivedl by each of these groﬁps, The investigatioh of such group
perceptipns, in effect, revealed the pattern of relationship between tolerance for uncertainty

and-formalization.

Exploration of Relationships' Among Variables of Cultuvrev
and Structure by the Analysis of Responses of Two Groups

Following the procedures described above, three different analyses were conducted. In
each of these anzilyses. responses to a variable of cultural values formed the basis of the group

division. After the groups were divided, each group's perception concerning structural

>
centralization and formalization was measured.

In the first of the following three analyses respondents were divided into two groups on
the basis of -their responses Ei) conforrriity .items. The mean score of conformity was used to |
divide respondents into two groups, that is, the abo?e the mean and below the mean groups.
Then, attempts were made to explore the pattemin which the two groups -- Group I (less
inclined to conform to social and organizational standards and aixthon'ty) ax}d Group II (more
ihclincd to conform ﬁo socia] and organiza;ional standé:&s and authority) -- perceived the level
of centralization of their unive\rsity ofgam'zation. Table 5.17 shows that Group I of the Alberta
sample, which had lower orientétion to conformity, constituted approximately I orty -eight
percent (N=126) of the sample. Fifty percent (N=131) indicated that they weré more inclined
to conform io social and organizgtional standards and authority. 'I'he‘mean centralization score

of Group I of ‘the Alberta sample (mean=2.70) was lower than that of Group II
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(mea 2.78). However, the ¢ test indicated that'the mean centralization scores of these two
groups -were not significantly aiffergnt at the O.lO‘Ievel. The result can be interpreted that the
level 6f conformity perceived by the Alberta respondents Was not related to their perception of
the degree of éentralfzau’on. ’ |

In the Nepalese sample, sixty-four percent (N=133)-of the respondents indx‘cated that
they were more inclined to conform to social and organizational standards and authority
(Group I1) and thirty-three percent (N=68) indicated that they were less inclined to conform
to social and organizational standards and authority (Group 1). The mean Centralization scores
§resemed in the @ble_ reveal that the respondents in Group I of the Nepalese sample pérceived
lower degree of centralization (mean=5.40) compared to Group; I1 (m'eaﬁ:5.7;1). The result
of the ¢ test indicated that-the two groups were significantly different at the 0.001 level. The
respondents in Group II demonstrated higher degree of conformity bf or social and
organizational standards and authority. At the same time, tﬂey perceived significantly more
éentralization in their university than did th‘e‘ respondents in Group 1. As mentioned above, the
respondents in Group I indicated less conf orrrllity for social and organizatio;xal standards and
authority. This indicates that in the Nepalese sample ihe level of conf orrhity had a sigqif icant
relationship with centralization. |

In the second analysis.b respondents’ orientation toward individualism and their
perception of formaliiation were investigated. Following the criteria described earlier,; the
respondents of each s:imple were dividéd into two groups. Group I was made up of those who
were low on individualism. The respondents who were high on indivi%qalism were identified as
Group 11. ’fabie 5.18 indicates that fifty percent (N=130) of the A{berta respondents were
' included in Group II, and forty-eigﬁt percent (N=126). were in Group I. The mean
formalization scores of thesé two groups indicate t_hat the. rr;ore individualistic respondents of
the Alberta sample' (Group II) perceived a lower degree of structural formalization
(mean=3.33) 'thant did the respondents who were less individualistic (rnean:3.34). The result.

of the ¢ test reveals that the mean formalization scores of the two groups were not significantly
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different at the 0.10 level. The results are consistent with those of the correlational analysis'.v

In the Nepalese sample fifty-seven percent (N=118) of the respondents had indicated
that they were less individualistic and thirty-thrée percent (N=68) wefe more individualistic.
The mean formalization scores presented in' Table 5;18 reveal that the respondent§ in Group 1
of 1Lhe Nepalese sample (who indicated that they were less individualistic) perceivéd a higher
-degree of formalization (mean==5.53) when compared with Group 11 (mean=4.60). The result
of the 1 test shows that these two groups Were significantly different at the 0.001 leyel. On the )
basis of the findings it can be interpreted that in the Nepalese sampie individualism as a
variable of culture was negativély related to the perceived degree of formalization. Méreover,'
Table 5.18 shows that the mean formalization scores of the Nepalese groups were considerably
higher (Group I mean=15.53 and Group 11 mean=4.60) than the groups of the Alberta sample
(?roup I mean=3.34 and Group Il mean=3.33). |

The _f'inal analysis reported in this section investigated the relationship between the
degree of formalization perceived by the respondéms and their tolerance for uncertainty. The
respondents of each sample were divided into two groups. The respondents who indicated less
tolerance for uncertainty were included in Group I and those who indicated more tolerance for
uncertainty were included in Group' IT. As Table 5.19 indicates, fifty-one percent (N=133) of
the respondents from Alberta were in. Group I1 and approximately f ofty-six percent (N=122)
were in Group 1. The values of mean formalization of Group I and Groyp IT were 3.34 and
3.33 respectively. The result of the t test indicated that thq mean formalizatioh scores‘of these
IwWO groups \;/ere not significantly different at the 0.10 level. Since the two groups of the
~ Alberta sample were' not significantly different in tefms of tﬁeir"perception of the level of
formalization, it can be concluded that tolerance for uncertainty was not associated with
perceived degree of formalization.

In the Nepalese sample, sixty percent (N=124) of the respondents.ipdicaled that they
‘were low in tolerance for uncertainty (Group I) and thirty-seven precent (N=77) indicate that

they were more tolerant of uncertainty: (Group I1). The mean formalization score of Group I



133

“Ajuteiudoun Joj 8dueBJa|0} O} sa8suodsed J4)ay}

40 S)seq 8yy uUo papiAIp Bdue sjuspuodsad 40 sdnoub oMy 8yl :a3loN

100 0=sdnoun ayj3 ussmiaq seduasda

-331Q 40 8oUEDLJIUBLS JO (BABT

(LOT=N

EY G=ueap Ajujeyuaoun
Joy
(rT1=N) eoueue| 0] SS87
1 dnouy :

........................ (01 "E=uesp)

£9° p=Uesn Ajujeydsoun
' 403
(LL=N) . 8ouBJa (0] BJOoK

11 dnouy

‘T4 G=uesy ‘@|dwes [ejoj)
uojlez|ewdoy

" Z86 0=sdnoun sy} Uasami1aq -8dus.Jd
-331Q0 340 aduwdyyubyis 30 |8ABT

PE E=uedy Ajujeyaasun
? R JO 4
(¢ci=N) . a8oue,a8| 0] ss87
' ' 1 dnoun

........ Amv mncmmz v

€EE E€=ueay Ajupeyasoun
J0
(EEL=N) a8ldueru8| 0] 8Jon
11 dnous

(09Z=N 'tt g=uedw ‘'8|dwes (el0j])
WO} }eZ}|ewdo4

a|dwes asa(edapN

a|dwes ejuaq|y
-4

Ajujeyaadun

403 8DURUB(O] J}BYL O} UOlIE|8Y U} pBJInseay
UOl3EL}|BWIO] jJO SUO}3deduad ,siuspuodsay 30 sdnodn oM

616 a|qgey '



134

(mean=5.43) was higher than Group II (mean=4.63). The result of the (_Lest indicated ‘' 1t |
| the two groups of the Nep_alese respondents were significantly different at the 0.001 level. Thev
findings show that the respondents’ tolerance for uhcertaimy_ was inversely rg:lated to thedegree
,of formalization perceived. As seen in Table 5.‘19},£hé/.mean scores 6f formalization of _the two
Nepalese groups were considerably higher (Gfoup I mean=5.43 and Group II mean:4.63k)
compared with the Canadian groups (Group I vmean=3.34 and Group Il mean=3.33)."

Exploration of Relationships Among Variables of Cultural
Values and Structure by the Analysis of Responses of Four Groups

In the previous three analyses, the respondent§ m‘e divided into two groups on the
basis of their response to 6ne v,ariabl,g of cultural v'alues,, aﬁd the responses 6( these two groups
toa variable of stfucture were énalywsed. Each of the above three analyses, theref ore;' explored
the relaﬁonship of one variable of culture with one variable of structure. Further attempts were
made to invesiigate the relationship of a combination of two variables of cultural values with
structural formalization. In other wofds, respondents were divided into dif feren:t groups on the
basis of their own responses to ;1 set of two variables of cultural vaiues, and then the level of
formalization perceived by each of the groups was analyéed. The analysis of suéh group
perceptions. revealed the pattefn of relationship of the variables of cultural ‘values with
form'alizétion. .

In the first analysis, the mean scores of c.onf ormity and tolerance for uncertaimf were

used to establish four groups of respondents. The following is a diagrammatic explanation of

the four groupé:



~7

Group IH

Low Tolerance
for Uncertainty

High

Conformity

4

Group IV

High To]e:ance ,,
for Uncertainty
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and and ’
h High Conformity High Conformity
Low , _ High
Tolerance > Tolerance
for Uncertainty _for Uncertainty
Group I Group I

Low Tolerance

for Uncertainty ~

arid

 Low.Conformity ..

Low

High Tolerance
. for Uncertainty

~and -
Low Conformity

Conformity

" As is indicated above, Group I in both samples ‘includes respondents who were less inclined to
confo'rm to the social and organizational standards and authority, and .were' less tolerant of"

uncertainty. Respondents in Group II had higher degree of tolerance for uncertainty and lower

conformity. Thevrespondents in Group. 1 ‘were less tolerant of uncertainty and were more

1nclmed to conform to social and organxzatlonal standards and authorlty thferent from all _

others Group IV in both samples had hlgh tolerance for uncertalnty and was inclined to

conform to social and orgamza‘nonal standards and authority.

As Table 5.20 shows, Group II of the Alberta sample contained eighty respondents,

which made tnis the largest group. Group I was the smallest with forty-eight respondents. In

" the Nepalese sampfé, the respondents were unevenly distributed among four grou‘ps.' Group I

contained fourteen percent (N=28)< of the total respondents. On the other hand, approximately

fourty- elght percent (N=96) were in Group III. This 1ndtcated that a large percent of the

>, Nepalese respondents were low in tolerance for uncertamty and were more mclmed to conform

to social and organizational standards and authority.

PR

i
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.

The results of the analvsis reported in Table 5.20 show that the Alberta respondents in
Group IV, who were more tolerant ef uncertainty and had more conformity, .Vperceiyed their -
universit,\i -as a more formalized (mean=3.50) organization compared with the other greups of
their colleagues. The respOndenls in Group I, who had less tolerance }”or uncertaint_\"and were
less inclined to -conformity perceived less farmalization (mean=3.20) in their work place. In
" order 106 test the differences in the mean formalization scores of the four Groups of the Alberta
,l»sample; the Scheffé test. was used. The resizlts,indicaled that thev were not significantly

‘fa‘ifferem from‘each other. It can be interpreted that the {wo‘variables of eﬁleure had no
siﬁniﬁcam effect on the level of formalization perceived b\ cach of the four groups. ‘

 The results of the Nepalese sample provided a somewhat di'fferem pic‘t‘fx_re. Group II1
‘ ﬁerceived the work environment as more formal (mean=>5.53) than the onk')‘er three groups. The
respondents included in this group indicated less tolerance for uncertainty and more conformity
for social and organizational standards and authority. The res‘pbln‘d‘ems in Group Il perceived

] . . ‘ .

their university as a less formalized (mean=4.74) ovrganizatiortf“.than did Group IIl. The
" Scheffé test "revealed that the mean formalization scores of these tw:d/groups were siénificamly
different at the O.lOO‘level.hThis indicated ‘that the more the Nepalese respondean valued
conformity and low tolerance for uncertainty, the more they perceived Lheir um’versi[}' 1o be z
. formalized ‘organization. Those with opposite values "perceived the organization as less
f ermalized.

A furihcr atlempt-was‘rﬁade 0 investigaie the relationship of anomer-'eombinau'on‘of
two - vaniables of culturé] t'alues' (i.e.. indivv'id\iah'sm and tolera;lce for uncerwaintyv) with
formalization by analysing the responses of the groups of respondents in the two different
sampies. The requndems were divided on the basis of their own response; to a set of two
variables of cultural val.ues -- individualism and tolerance Yor uncertainty. The mean scores .{
these two .,V'ariables wefe used 1o establish four groups of respondents. The groups cz'm be

diagrammatically deseribed as follows:

o
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High
Individualism
: r
Group 11 ‘ Group IV
Low Toierance ! High Tolerance /
for Uncertainty ; for Uncertainty
. and | and
" High Individuabsm i High Individualism
Low - High
Tolerance } - Tolerance
for Uncertainty . | . for Uncertainty
Groupi - | Group 11
Low Tolerante High Tolerance
for Uncertaints | for Uncentainn
and ! anc
Low Individualism . Low Individualism
‘ ]
3
Low

Individualism
Group | in bpth samples was iess individualisuc and had less tolerance for uncertainty.
Regpondents 1n Group Il had higher degree of tolerance for uncertainty and werc less

individuahistic. The respondents in Group 111 were less tolerant of uncertaintv and were more

3 indx\"ic?ué-lxsm. Grpunj: I'V.in both samples. had a high rolerance for anerL;amt_\' and was more
individualistic. As Tatle 5.20 shows. there were sixtv Alberia respondems‘m Group 1 and
sixty -eight 1n Group I\'.. Group 11 and Group 111 contained sIXty-two and ‘sixtyv-five
respondenfs‘reépecuvei;. In the four groups of the Nepalese sample, respondents were not
evenly distributed. Approaimately fifty percent (N=9%) of the total respondemé were m
Group I. On the other harid.»Group IT composed of jhs& nine ;;ercem (N-18) of the sample.

As seen in Table 5.21. the mean formalization scores of. Group I_'Group [T, Group III

bl bl

and Group IV of the Alberta respondents were 3.32, 3.33, 3.34 and 3.33 respectively. The
Scheffé test indicated that these mean scores were not significantly different. This revealed the
variables of culiure as not having a significant effect on or relationship with the level of

- formalization perceived by each of the groups.
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As the table indwicates, Group | of ,lhc Nepalese sample perceived their work
environment as more formal (mean=5.60) than did the other groups. This group, as indicated v
above, was less tolerant of uncertaintyv and less oriented toward individualism. The respondents
n Grouf IV and Group | held different perceptions concerning the above two cultural
variables. Respopdf;nis in Group IV perceived their* university as a less formalized
(mean=4.44) organization than did other three groups. The mean formalization scores of
Group | and Group IV were significantly different at the (.100 level. Based on this finding it
can be interpreted that the morc the Nepalese réspondems were oriented toward individualism
and ihe more tolerant they were of uncertainties, the less thev tended to look at their university
aS alformalized organization. Since Group | was . mpnsed of approximately fifty percent of
the total respondents. one might sav that the majonty of L‘hé Nepalese professors had a
tendency 10 be less oriented toward individualism and; at the same lime, 1o be less tolerant of
uncertainty. This‘ distinct pattern of vﬂz;lue' orientation may have directly influenced their

perception concerning the level of formalization of their organization. !

Exploration of Relationships Among Variables of Structure
and Sausfaction bv the Analvsis o_f Responses of Four Groups -

In the previous two analyses, rgspond'ems ‘were di\'ided 'imo four grouﬁs on Lhé basis of .
their rcspdnse to the two variables of cultural values and the perception of the structural
formalization of the four groups of respondents were ana])'se;j. These analyses explored the
relationship of th2 variables of cuhure with the variablc of structure. Iﬁ the fpllowing analyses
aitempls were made to investigate the relationship lof the vari’ablés off"structure (i.e..
centraiization and formalization) with (a) satisfaction with structure, and (b) overall job

.

satisfaction. . ) g
In both analyses presented in this section, the mea.. score of centralization and
formalization were used to establish four groups of respondents. The groups car. oe graphically

explained as follows:
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High
Centralization
)
Group II1 Group 1V
Low Formalization High Formalization .
High Centralization High Centralization
Low o N High
Formalization S _ , . ~ . Formalization
_Group | - Group I
Low Formalization High Formalization
. Low Centralization 1+ Low Cemralimu’on
Low

Centralization

L’
~

As indicatcd above, the résponden[s included ih Groub I perceived their university as a less
fogmalized and less centralized organization. Respondents in Group II held a perception that
their organizations were less centralized and comparatively more formalized. Different from the
others, the lrespondents included in Groixp HI perceived that their organization was moré
' centralized and less formalized. The respondents of both samples, who Qere identified as Group
IV, had perceived more centralization as well as more formalization in ‘LhAeir wogrk place.

Table 5.22 indic;ites that the respondents from Alberta . were almo evenly distributed

among the four groups. There were seventy-one respondents in Group I and fiftv-nine in

Group 'II. Groups II} and. IV were madé up of sixty-three a sixty-six respondents
respectjve-lyv. In the Nepalese sample, the pattern of group dfstribution was different.
Approximately sixty percent of the total respondents were in Gr, up IV. On the _othe; hand,
Group II made up just a little over eleven percent. | |

In the Alberta sample Group 1V was most.highly tisfied (mean=5.34) with the
__structure c.omﬁared with Group | (rﬁean:S.Zl), Group (méanzS.30), and Group IIi
(mean=4.90). The results of the Scheffé test indicated/ that the mean satisvfactjon with
- structure score of Gropp I11 was signi__f icantly different frbm those of Group IV and Groizp 11

at the 0.10 level.
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.On the other hand, the respondents of the 'Nepalese sample who were identified as
Group' IV were least satisi"ied with the struoturc of their organization (mean=2.43) when
compared with Group I (mean=3.04), Group 11 (meari=3.30), and Group 111 (meeinzBTlO).
Since the respondents in Group IV perceivcd their umversm as a more centralized and more
formahzed orgamzauon than did rest of their colleagues, their/ou sausfacuon with structure
‘might be mterpreted as response to the high centralization ané formalization Lhei experienced
in the work place. The mean satisfaction wilh structure score of Group _II was highest among
four groups of the Nepalese respondents. They»perceived_the structure of their organization as_
conﬁparalively less centralized and more formalized. The size of Group IT was very small
(N=34) and the mean satisfaction score (3.30) of this group, although highest among ‘the
Nepaiese groups, was closer 10 a response»categorg' of the questionnaire which signifies that
they were somewhat dissatisfied. | |

Itis importam to note that the respondems of the Albena sample who were idenuﬁed
as Group IV were more satisfied than were others with Lhe structure of their orgamz,auon in
spite of the- greater centralization and formalization lhtzy perceived in their work place
compared with the rest of their colleagues. Moreover, the findings presented in Table 5.22
indicate that the mean satisfaction with structure score of Group Il and Croup IV of'ihe
Alberta sample was l'ii_gher thari the’mean score of the remaining two groups. The'responoems
included in Groups Il and 1V, 'who were comparatively more satisfied, perceived - their
organization as more formalized Lhzin others. On the other hand. the respondents in Group I
vand Groop IIT of the Alberta sample, who perceived ‘that their organization was less
formalized, were less satisfied with structure. According' to the findings, for a large group of
Alberta respondents the extent of the f ormalization that they perceived seemed to contribute to
the degree of satisf actiori they experienced. To provide further support to this imerpretation, it
was necessary 1o finvd to what extent the sau‘sfaction with structure of Group I and Group 111
differed from the two other groups, who preceived their organization as 'comparatively more

formalized. The Scheffé test indicated that the mean satisfaction with structure of Group 111
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was significantly different I‘iom Group I and Group IV at the O.l'OO level. However, Group I
was not.yignificantly differem from Group Il and Group IV.

Further analyses were conducted 1o explore the relationship of the two variables of‘ v
organizational structure (i.c. centraljzation and formali;alion) witii overall job satisfaction. As
Table 5.23 indicates. Group IV of the Nepalese respondents were least satisfied (mean=2.63)
with the overall condition of their job compéred with other groups. The mcanljob satisfaction
scores‘%i" Groups I, II, and 11l were 3.23, 4.00, and 3.62 respectively. Group IV of the
Nepalese sample, which was least satisfied with the job, perceived the universn) as a highly
centralized and more formalized orgamzauon Based on the above observation one can assume
. that if a feeling that the work environment was more centralized and more formaliied could
lead a group of the Nef)alese respondents low;rd job dissatisfaction, another group, which
perceived the work organization c‘omparai‘ivel_v less centralized and less formalized consequently
should be satisfied with the job. The mean job sau'sfaciion score (mean =3.23) of respondents
in Group I, who perceiveditheir qrganizaiidn as less centralized and less formalized, was higher
than the mean score (mean=2.63) of Group-1V. This supported the above assumption; because
the job satisfaction of Grouvp I was higher than-Gioup IV, who perceived a high degree of
centralization and. formalization. Moreqver. the Scheffé test indicated iiial tiie mean job
, ’satisfaction scores of Groups I and IV were significantly different at the 0.10 level. A further
comparison of Group I With Group Il and Ili, however, revealed an inconsistency. The
respondents in Group I were less satisfied than the respondents in Group I (meari=4.00) and
~ Group II1 (mean=3.62), who saw their orgahizalidn inore formalized and more centralized
respectively. However, the job satisfaction of these three groups was not significantly different
at the 0.10 level. |

In éummar_v, the fing:iirigs of the two successivera‘rialyses di#uswd above indicated a
number of dissimilar features. In the first analysis, greater formalization was identified as the
" possible source of satisfaction witlt structure for the Alberta respondents. This inference was

based on the greater satisfaction eiiperiencéd by Group II and Group IV than by the other two
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groﬁps of the Alberta respondents. In the second analysis the mean job satisfaction scare of
Group II was higher than that of other three groups. As Table 5.23 indicates, the mean job
satisfaction score of Group IV (Alberta sampic) was less than Group I which perceived the
work érganiza[ion less formalized. Therefor‘e, for the Alberta respondents the higher degree of

formalization was not necessarily a factor in greater job satisfaction.

D. SUMMARY

The results of the data analyses presented in this chapter revealed the differences that
existed between the Alberta and the Nepalese samples. The differences across the samples were
analysed in terms of the structural,cemralization and formalization of the (wo ﬁr‘nvcrsit}'
organizations, members’ satisfaction with structure, overall job satisfaction and their value
oriemauons. Three dimensions of values -- conformitly, individualism an¢ tolerance for
uncertainty '- - were analysed.

The results of the anal)'sgs’ indicated that the organizational structure of Tribhuvan
University in Nepal was perceived to be more centralized and rﬂore formalized than that of the
University of Alberta. Considerable differences were observed in members’ satisfaction and
value orientations. The findings indicated that the respondents from TU were less satisfied with
the way their university was structured, and -experienced less satisfaction with the overall
conditions of the job. The respondents from Alberta were comparau’vel}j more sau'st‘iéd with'
their job and with the structure of their organization? In addition, thev indicated less
coqformit_v to social and orgénizational standards and authority, and were more individualistic
and more tolerant of uncertainty éompared to their Nepalese counterparts.- |

A further analysis repértéd in this chapter investigated the differences between faculties
at TU and the U of A. The pufpo_se of the Qnal_vsis was L0 compare the,paitern of differences

between the two universities with the pattern of differences between the faculties of each

university. The results indicated that apart from A few exceptions, the members of different
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faculties at the two universities were not significantly different in terms of their perception of
s[ructurél centralization and formalization, Lh‘eir satisfaction-and value orienllation.

A differem set of findings indicated that there were few similarities and a nu;nber of
dissimilarities in the relationship of variables across the two samples. In both samples.
respondents’ sauisfaction with structure was positivelv correlated with their job satisfaction.
Respondents’ tolerénce for uncertainty in both samples was negatively related to conformity.

Apart from these similarities, other variables demonstrated their relationships differently across

the samples.



Chapter Y1

DISCUSSION OF THE FIT\'DfNGS

The intention in this chapter .is to {ﬁig_l]_light the themes that emerged-from the findings .

of the study and to examineé the theoretical implications -of these themes. In addition, the

.

analyvsis presented iﬁ the cha-ptef addresses the following res‘ea‘rch duestion: To what extent do -
the results of the study support either the culture-free or culture-spécific models of
cross-cultural research? The chapter is organized into three major sections. First; the findings

» of the study are discussed. These focus on the cultural and organizational differénce; between -
the two samples. Diffgrencés are examined in terms of the variables of orgénizational-structu're..
members ' satisfaction and vaiue orientations. The cross-sample similariiies and differences in
the relationship of theée _’variables' are then analysed in relation to relevant concepts in the
literature. In the second settion of this chapter, an attempt is made to identify the theoretical

" implications of the findings of this study. Finally, some selected issues related to the

methodology of the comparative research are disscused.

A. THEMES EMERGING FROM THE FINDINGS

-4

As has been noted above, the discussion of the findings focuses (a) on the observed

differences between the two university organizations located in two cultural settings, and (b) on

the relationship among the variables which were operationalized to measure the cross-sample
4 . .

differences and similarities. "

Differences in Structure, Satisfaction and Values
The findings of this study indicated that the two universities were diff erent in terms of
“their perceived structural centralization and formalization. As the data indicated, the Nepalese

148 E -
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university (TU) was comparativelﬁ' more centralized while the University of Alberta (L »f A);

on the other hand, was less c‘emralized and less formalized.

; e L

- Differences in Organizational Characteristics - . R v .

In Tribhuvan Univers’i‘ty, the units, -committees and couocils, which~frrnction at the
féculty and univer’sit).'-'wi'de levels, exerted the greatesr infllréhee over mosrdecx;s.i‘ons ana]vsed in'
the study. As is obvrous the faculues and the.units funcuomng at the umversrty-wxde levels are
the hxghesr adnnmstrauve levels in.the umvcrsn) Thexr abllm to exercise greatest authonty in
‘the process of decision makmg is an mdlca'thlvon of the f act that a hmlted authority was bestowed
upon the. umts and commmees ‘at the departmem level I n [hlS study, the individual professor

“and the departmem were 1dent1fxed as«the two Jowest levels of the academlc admmrstrauon in

_E‘he um_\/erst_\j,._ .

ﬁ:‘u‘JAn aominfstrative‘ structure of a different nature was‘ found in the Uni\;ersitv of
‘Alberta Contrary to the situation observed at TU the units and commlttees at the department
level ’ar the U of A were” most mﬂuenual over 1nstrucmonal decmons The process of makmg
such decisi‘ons was»less 'af f.ected by those authorities working at the university-wide levels‘ The

Y

units and committees at the departmem level excercrsed consnderable authorrty on decrsrons

=)
r

Arelated 10. the operatlons of their departmem Moreover they had some mfluence even on
" selection and promouon_decrslons. The members of departmental umits and -committees of -
Tribhuvan Unirx"ersityw exerted negliéible ir_rf]}rence o'rr the deeisions that affected promotion, and
selection of new colleagues. |

Some additional factors emerg_ed.‘ from the interpretation of the findings. Results
bsuoport the assumption that a departm'em at tﬁe U o_f A functioned in a manner which Clark -
(1983) described as avc_olleetiye body of -peers which is allowed to exercise collegial authority irr )
the making of some imoortam decisions. The resbpondents from Alberta indicated that a

professor as an individual -and-.as 4 member of the department,- had greatest authority when
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deciding on content which was to be included in courses taught and what text and reference
materials to use. In addition, the pattern of authority distribution found at the U of A can be

C o . \‘ '. - : .
linked with ‘the. general trend of academic administration evident in most North American

universities developed from the British tradition. Clark (1983:112) stated-that the practice of-
professorial control has been wideépread in the academic world from the twelf th"century ito7he
present. It has had exceedingly strong ideological support _'in-the doctrines of freedom’ of

teaching and research. It is also congenial 10 the expression of cxpert Judgement the growth of

i:f g R
specialization 1n?ecent decades has increased the inf luence of profma ial control m tlte fQrm

l R q R .&%'%

of peer .decision making. R _ . T : : V.',,g\g},‘_*.
. . . . 5

As Clark (1983: 128) and Perkins (1973 l“)y cbntended the ‘tradition’ of "professorial R

NP N v
: N .y,;\'n o N

-authority i'lourrshed in Oxford : and Cambridge and was adop}ed by North American
universities. The pi‘actice in continental Europe_is_ to place the organizations of higher learning
under a governtféntal bureauc_racy and acadernics_ \i/i?'thin the civil service. Corrsequently, the ¥
"contine/ntal systems” were hound to-be more bureaucratic and centralized. Clark ( 1983:128) |

indicated: - L

. in vertical profile the British mode has placed strong autfiorit\ a1 the bottom, i
guild forms, but has emphasxzed the collegial over the personal approach more so than
the Contmental systems. ,

‘When the decentralized_ structure of the Unii/ersit)' of /_ltlberta_ is placed within the
.' context of the historical development of universit)' systems in A_nglo-Sa)ron culture, it heéomes
" evident that the organizational structure of -the U of A is not an isolated case; rather, it i"s. a
part of a general syetem which evolved within a particular eontext.

'Se\f/erala, studies provide evidence of a trend toward decentralization of authority in
North Americar. iniversities in the two. decades. begnning 1960. Gross and ’Grambsch (1974)
conducted w0 successive survevs (in 1964 and l97l) of 6% u.niversities to explore c.hanges in ”
pmver and authorit\ structure. They ’1974 129- 135) found that there was a. general belief = .~

among the respondents that more authoritv over the process of decision- making had become

avail_able to a wider spectrum of participants in universmes".’-.Compared 10 the situation in 1964,
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a greater number of participants in" 1971 was able to influence the décisions that affected their
work. The members-of ‘the faculties were among those whose authority was. believed [c; have
increased most significantly, . | |
‘Cohcn«and March (1974) pointed out that American college presidémé, and the units

and commit_l‘ées- wﬁich functioned on their behalf, usually had modest control of events. In
their observation, the authority structure in _Americ‘an colleges and ‘universilies had gradually
been diffused, and participation' in decision making had be‘come fluid. They .did.ih'c')‘wever‘\éi
‘;_acknOWIe_dge that the central administration (i.c., president’s office) still cx‘erted the utmost-‘;’t"/j
"autf)orily o the major decisionst especially through control of the budget-ré’iéted decisions
and broader policy matters. However, the decisions ihat affected the everyday operations at the
department levé] were mostly made by ;he meml;érs of the department. |

To va,; large extent, the resulL_s of this study were consistent /wi.th the findithgs pf the
studies of Cohen and March (1974). and Gros. ua Grambsch (1974). Professors at the
University: Qf Alberta, either individually or as a member (;hcommmees functioning in various
.déparlménts, exerted considerable inl;luepce” over a significant number of decisions. Individualty
. . . _

they made decisions as 1o what reference material should be used and what content should be

included in courses they taught. As the #¥mbers of a department, they participated in several

e
$9

- decisions, for example, those related to student admission. The professors ofC the U"of A,

however, had limited say over decisions concerning-academic policy matters. In other words,
v ‘ U . .

N
-

the decision with regard to the approval of a new academic program irv<a department ®as
. : - S|

v

centralized.  This particular finding is Fonsistent with the observation made bv Cohen and
N -~ . %

March (1974). They alluded that. in Norin American universities, it is the high level

s\

L. ) oy o . . y
administration that makes*final decisions concerning such policy matters. Based on these

. findings, a conclusion could bc reached that the exisung stru::ure of the U of A is just another

. —.‘"J".

25

.exampleiof a structural pat;em' visible in most North American universiues.
“»  Unavailability of relevant literature makes it difficult’ to analvse the structure of
Tribhuvan University in the context of the instt. cuan ciopfnem of the particular region.

s
=
TR L



Y- on the basis of the findings of this study, it is evident that meamnaful differences -existed

11 he evels 6f structural centralization of the two universities located in ma’kedl\ differem ‘

aos. The find ~learly mdrealed that the Universu_\' of Alberta was less formalized than
Inbhuvan 1"~ : administrative system of TU telied on clearly specified performancer
standards to evalu rofessors work. Moreover a high degree of reliance on administrative

’

rules and periodic supervrsron which were meant 10 coo'rdinate and to comrol the activities of
professors were the inherent CharaCLCTI\IlCS of the management practices prevalem at TU.

Professors at the U of A, on the other hand, perceived that LhClI‘ work was comparatively less

supervrsed b\ higher authorities and was less governed by rules and prescribed standards

g : As has bE:en discussed earlier if the admimstrauve svslem of the U of A is indeed a

7

product of the pririciples of collegial control and Professorial freedom prevalem in so called
Angl'o-Saxon institutions of higher learning and research, mo‘st of the existing rules that
coofinate activities ‘at lhe ope'rational level (i.e., department) can appropriately be descril)ed
as collegial rule. Clark (1983:113’) asserted :

collegial rule is the professors’ strongly preferred way to run a department as a whole
and other such. larger accessible units as the faculty . . . “In normal form, it is
expressed in sexﬂeral, hour meetings. - ‘

The rules formulated by such discussion can be described as self-rule. As Clark (1983\:112)'
noted, self-rule at the opera:ing level of a North American university is likely 10 _be quite

strong Professors at the University of Alberta indicated that their work was less governed by

- 9

prescribed rules This is certainl\ not an mdicauon of the nonexisle'ige of ales at the U of A; it

is difficult to imagirle a svstem ‘rim'ning withoui rules. But members' attitude toward a rule
: j} - \ Tevy

) a .
/which 1s percc:»cd as kS ruleﬂormulated by [heir own partiﬁiparion may differ greatly from the

\
vl

rules #Ftueh thﬁ“ peree,\ed as prescribed by the: authorities When professors at the U of A
<

,&
acu?mes vverc aISO no( guided by non-prescribed rules.

,-r; 4 -
mother set’of fmdmgs revealed Lhat the professors of Lhe two universities experienced

>

di‘iererﬁ levels of satisfaction. Professors sat” the Lniversm of Alberta were highl\ satisfied

)

(s
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_ with the structurerof their organization. The Nepalese professors, however, were less satisfied

with the way their university was centralized and formalized. In addition, the professors df'_ihe "

two universities differed significantly in terms of their overall job satisfaction.

Differences in Cultural Orientauions

Differences also appeared in cultural orientations. The Nepalese professors were more
inclined to conform to social and organizationa) standards and authority than were their
Alberta counterparts. In additon. the professors at TU were less ingi\ii‘dualisfi_c and had less
tolerance for unc'eﬁaim_v while the profegéors at the L of"A wefe moré’ind.i\;;d{gf\{j‘listic and more
tolerant of ‘uncertainty. |

A number of compqrative studies in the field of management revealed differences of
silmiiar nature. They provided glimpses of value s,\'s[em's prevalent in particular societies. Meade
(1967) found Indian svstems more authoritarian compared with systems in other coﬁmries.
Maier and Hoffman (1962) concluded that the American leadership style was less authoritarian.
Hofstede (19%0b) found North Amencan emplovees tended towards less uncertainty avoidance

than those from India. Since these studies referred 1o the contexts Ifound in North America and

India, thev.may appear irreievant for a study whxch compared the value orientation. o;

individuals from Canada and Ne-~al. Anc it 1s dxfﬁcult to refute the argument tbatﬁagﬁa
-- S
nd Nepal basically are part of - cultures that have evolved in North Amcut:a an&vn

the Indian sub-continent, respectivels .

Voen
As Smircich (1983:342) pointed out, the structural functionalists in the field of cultural
anthropology described culture as an ':iﬁépﬂfc regulatory machanism which unites individuais in

social -svstems. Within the perspectives of the ideational, culture i¢ defined as 3 system’ of

cognitions and shared symbols. As a cognitive anthropologist Goodendugh (19%1) alluded that

the humar mind generates culture bv-means of social rules. Goodenough (1957:167) wrote:

A society’s cultpre consists of whatever it is one has 10 know or believe in oxdc? 1o
operate in a maﬁ‘ger acceptable to its members. Culture is not a material phenomenon

- L P
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- 1t is the form of things that people have in mind, their models for perceiving,
relating, and otherwise interpreting them.

| Goodenough desc_ribed culture as knowledge and experience of human mina. Another approach
to defining culture, which is related to but distinct frorri Goodenqugh, has been to dé;scribe
culture as system of shared symbols zind meanings. Geertz (1973) suggested }»hat while
: .o . "i; .
exploring the meanin"gs and symbols shared by individuals one should not beco‘me entangled ,
with the investigation of the staggt‘?ring”"richness and complexity of the human mind, that is.,
human knowledge and experiencé:;’ To study culture is 16 study codes of meaning shared by a
group. To explain the concept of shared meanings and symbols, Keésing (15214:79) wrotle that
"symbols and meanings are siiared by social-actors -- between, not in them; they are public,
not private.” ”
Two fundamenial themes emerge from these definitions of culture:

1. culture is an inm‘ngible regufalory rriechanism which unites individuals in social svstems;

i

and,

to

the end product of such a mechanism surfaces as meanings and symbols skared by the

social actors.

When these themes are defined in a different fashion, they reflect -the continuing process of
s'ociilization laking place in every society which moulds the outlook of individuals into a
common pattern. With«ihese ideas emerges the concept of organizational cuiture. Rilev
(1983:435) asserted: .

1 .

In the context of evervday organizational experience, individuals draw on largely
“unconscious patterns that form the formal and informal rules and procedures. the
" language they use to communicate, and even their knowledge and personalities.. By
T using these structures again and again, these inglividuals relegitimate what was past,
provided a medium for. the present, and set the stage for the- future -- this is the .
cultural mechamsm : - .

Such mecnamsm ~which ﬁmcuon« in ever\ orgamzauon produces distmu orgamzauonal

ulture. Riley (1983 43*) agdm noted: ‘ ' ' ..

What 1s most intriguing about orgamzauonal culture is the im"]ueng:e 11 has ox’i‘me WCS
- of those who live and work within its confines. This power exiends to meir

- T

perceptions, their desires, their goals, and their actions. & ; S

. &
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This structurationist explanation of the development of organizational culture gave rise
‘1o an important concept, namely, that through the process of cultural conditioning and
programming a shared international culture evolves in organizations of similar nature _acrdss

[y

different social contexts.

The above concept leads to the position that university organizations, irrespeclive of

‘Lheir g‘eogfaphica] location and cultural enviroPmems may evolve sxmllar orgamzauonal
cuilures In relauon 1o this stud\ the culture can be descrlbed as university culture and the
va]uesJ shared by the members of all universities (regardless of cultures in x;'hich they
developed) shouid be simil;r. The findings of this|study di‘d. not support this hypothesis. The
members of the University of Alberta had a different value oriesjation frofn those of the
membérs of Tribhuvan Univer\sbity‘. Cbmréry lolv‘he findings of dthis study, Everett et al.
(1982:159) fopnd that the American, ’British,lJapan'ese and Singaporian members of
m'ultinationﬁl corporations shared a‘ distinct managerial culture.. There are very few studies

- which support the concept of international managgrial culture. Further empirical evidence is

required to understand the concept.

—n

Relationships Among Varjables
¢ .

As has been mentioned in previous chapters, this study analysed centralization and
formalization as the variables of organizational structure, respondents' satisfaction with-
structure and their overall job satisfaction were analysed as the behavioral variables, and.* -

finally, conformity, individualism and tolerance for uncertainty were analvsed as the variables .

of cultural values. The invesu'galiori of the relationship among these variables was ope of the

5

e

As the findings indicated, in both samples centralization of decision making authority

major objectives of this study.

was positively correlated with formalization. However, the size of correlations reflected a
certain degree of difference in two samples. In the Alberta sample, the relationship was

insignificant, which should be. interpreted as non-existence of relationship. The level of

57 7
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cen}rgli;ation in the Nepalese, university (TU) had a Wcak relationship with formalization.

The literzﬁure reveals that several slludies investigated the felat;onship between
centralization and formalization. Puéh et al. (1968), Hinings and Lee (1976), and Donéldson et
al. (1975) found no significént relationship beiwcen cemr‘alization and formalization. On the
‘ other hand, Child ‘(1972) and Mansfield (1973) reported a‘st‘rong negative corréla[ion between
the two variables of organizatioﬁé] structure. All these studies Awi-th cpmradiclor_v findings were
: conducted Within orlle‘ national (i.e., United Kingdom) setting and ;';pplied the iﬁstitulioﬁal.
method -- a method which relies on official documents and institutional spokesrrie.n Lo acquire
the data. | |

SLudx‘éS' co\rdqcted m | North America used two distinct approach’es tlo acquire
ihformation and yielded different results. Blau and Schoenherr ('1971)‘operationalizcd the
method uscd b\ mg)st British studies, namely, the institutional method of data collecu’on_.. Thgi;
findings, {ghich: were similar to those of the Child (1972) and Mansfield (1973) studies,
demo'nstrai&d'a' negati;'e relationship between centralization and f ormaliza’tioln«. On the other
hand, Hall (1963) anq Hage and Aiken (19(;7) f;un$1 positive rélationshjp betlween the two
variables of structure. These studies used’ a differeﬁt mfthod of i-nquiry known as the
perceptual appproach. b

From the analysis and comparfson of the findings of this study with those of other ‘
Stydies-slem two notewoﬁﬂf’ concluéions:

a. ceniralization is related to formalization differently across Qamples drawn from
different settings; and, |
b. even in a similar setting contradictory results werc foﬁnd by different studies. The
possibility of such contradictions increases if diff erém methods wére used.
Contradictory findings of relevant studies have direct implicau'oné for the interpretation of
Tesults. An analyé}'s of the findings of Lhis studyqzwit'hout a;ny feferenc:; to those of others,

suggest that cross-sample differences in the relationship of two variables of structure are an

example of influences ‘exerted by the respective cultures. When the findings of various British

& :



“studies are considered, they suggest a different picture of reality. Pugh et al.(1968) and Child
(1972) used a similar method within a similalr cultural context (British) yet each arrived at a .
different coﬁclusion with reépect to the relationship bclweeﬁ centralization and formalization.
One may question why in these two British studies the subjects. who were inﬂuenccd b\ the

. same English culture, responded differemly and what would be a culturalist expianation of such
differences. At the same time, such results r;la_v be seen as challenging the notion of stable
rclationshib between the variables. The above rheni'ioned studie‘s' reveal thal‘ihere is no‘fstable |
rélat&onship between variables even in one national s(guing. b'

In this studyb a further.attémpt was made to explore the relﬁu’onship between the
variables of structure and members’ satisfaction. In both the Alberta and the Nepélese samples,
centralization was negatively associated with the respéndems' satisfaction with' structure and -
their overall job satisfaction..The size of the correlation, however, revealed a weak relationship
among these variables. A certain degree of cons%stency was fouﬁd when these findings were
‘compared with findings of other studies.

Demerath et al. (1967) analysed the structural changeé of the University .of North
Carolina which occurred dvuring 19503_ and early 1960s. A subsequent attempi was made to
measure the effect ot; the change on faculty members' job satisfaction. They fofdhd that less .
participation or representation in the d-ision making process caused gre,atér dissatisfaction ."A

_chénged administrau’vé system allowed vmore participation in the dec.ision making wh‘ich
increased facul;y satisfagtion significan\tly_. Similar findings were repdrled'by Miskel et al.
(1979)& ‘Era_r}k (1982),' ahd DeTornyay (1981). | These studies analysed schools dand

. / N
post secondarx orgamzauons Mnskel et al. (1979) found a positive relauonshlp between school

structure and teacher sausfacuon Tr s xmponam to note that these studies yxelded similar
findings in spite of the different rqsearch me[hods emploved. Demeralh et al. (1967) used a
case study approach, whereas Mlskel et al (1979) apphed quantitative techniques to measure

the relauonshxp between the varlables Based on the consistency of findings it can be concluded

thata. negauve coﬁelauon between centrahzanon of authomv and members” satisfaction is the




most probable approxirﬁalion of empirical reality in edﬁcational organizations.

The anal_vsiS of the data gathered in Nepal and Alberta demonstrated two different
resﬁhs with regard 1o the relationship beiween formaliz;tion and satisfaction., The Alberta data
indicated that formalization of university adrﬁinistralion had a weak positive correlation with
job satisfaction and satisfaction with structure experienced by the professors. To some extent,
this ﬁnyding ‘was consistent with some other North American studiés conducted within thc
educational sétlings.‘Miskel et al. (1979) reported a positivé correlation between formalizé.lioh ’

" of school organization and teacher satisfaction. In her analysis of n'ursiné 'programs, Frank
(1982) founa a pbsitivé relationship between formalization and job satisfaction. These findings
sé\a{n to suggest that professionals of North America (in.cluding the professors at the U gf A) ,

do ndy view formalization of their organization negatively. In other words, in varying degrees.

N
o
PRiad

they ca>1 cope with the formal structure of the organization.

The\analysis of the Nepalese data produced somewhat different results. In the Nepa;l,ese

| sample, formalization was negatively correlated with professors' job satisfaction and their

satisfac,:tion with structure. However, the relationship was very wéak and the values of
correlation explained negligible variance. ,

The I"inding_s.‘of the study reveal that the relationship between the variables of cultural
values and the variables of organizational structure and satisfaction were mostly different in the
two samples. In the Nepalese sample, conformity was positively- correlated with structural
centralization. The value of correlation, however, indicated that the relationship was weak. In
e&e Alberta sample, conf qrmil_v had no relationship with centralization. Similarly, cross sample
differences existe;in‘iﬁé Eeiationship between (a) individualism and centralization, and (b)
individﬁalism and for’r‘ﬁalizatioh. In the Nepalese sample, individualism was positively
corrvelated with centralization and formalization. But in the Alberta sampie individualist had .

l.)‘ i

no ‘relationship with these two variables of structure. Individualis emonstrated a similar

pattern in its relationship with job satisfaction and in satisfaction with structure. In the

‘Nepalese sample, these variables arriong.themselves had a positive relationships. In the Alberta
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sample, individualism again had no relationship with either variable of satisfaction. In the

Nepalesc sa}nplc, tolerance for uncertainty was negatively correlated with centralization and .

formalization but was positively correlated with job satisfaction and satisfaction with structure.

~'In the Alberta sample, tolerance for uncertainty was not related to these variables of structure

ANEN

an% satisfaction.
J

r ,
Despite these differences in the relationship among variables, some variables
demonstrated similar Telationship across the samples. In both samples, positive correlations

were found between (a) conformity and formalization, and (b) tolerance for uncertainty and

satisfaction with structure.

B. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS OF RESULTS

The intention in this section is to explore whether there is empirical support in the-

results of this stqd_\' for either the culture-free or culture-specific perspective in comparative
‘research. This, indeed, is the central theoretical question fér studies of organizations in
cross-cultural comexts.

As has been described in Chapter II. in organizational management research the
culture-free perspective stands upon the Weberian concept of rational bureaucrac_v.. The
argument is that organizations are constructed in a rational way. The functibns of organizations
are not influenced significantly by cultural and societal forces, which have a tendency to
activate emergent or "irrational” forrns._Therefore, Lhe' rational construct of organizations is
unaffected by cultural forces. Within its rational formulation, an organization leaves no room
for the permeation of irrationality from within or outside. Therefore, organizations, regardiess
of cultural‘and social environmgnts that surround them, are f undamema]ly similar and function
within a universal pattern. Implicit in this argument is the prospect of developing a gencral

\ .

theory of organizations posing the existence of a rationality above cultural specifics. The

e

argument is that such theories which are abstracted above and beyond cultugal particularities of

a nation and region can be applied universally. As Doorn (1979:61) noted within the

4
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culture-free perspective, organizations are viewed as an invention of the modern world
(civilization) which is based on the logic of rationality and ins[rumcmélity.

A theory which emphasizes the logic of rationality consequently delimits its scope to the
analysis of internal characteristic.s.of organizations. Such a perspective is pro‘ne to criticism of
those who view organizations as open systems. The more the external environment is éonsidered

as the important factor in the study of organizations, the importance of rationality as a guiding

! - 3 i . R . P . . .
concept for organizational analysis is bound to diminish. This leads to an argument that

perspectives delimited within the analysis of internal mechanisms of organizations is incomplete
‘because the external ( i. e., cultural, political, economical, social-and environmental) forces

which, in different ways, shape the structure, behavior. and goals of organizations are

~F

completely ignored. » ' _ . -

Sorge (1983), onc of the leading spokespersons of the ~(:ulturalisl perspecuive of*

organizations analysis, viewed organizations not as a product of rational human action But as a

product of"'cul[ured human action.” Child and Tayeb (1983:48) synthesized the idea advanced

by Sorge: . . ) .

[Sorge considered action] to be "cultured” in the sense that actors (organizationa!
decision makers) interpret its premises in terms that are inherent in their culture.
These "cultured actors” provide a point of synthesis between the ideational expression
of a culture through shared assumptions. perspectives and values and its manifestation
in the institutional development of structures and systems.

L4

Individuals as cultured actors of a society have uni'que preferences tuned by the specific

culture. Organizations within the society adopt administrative practices that are consistent with~

‘

such preferences. In other word, culture is reflected in the choices that have been made among

alternative solutions 1o cope with problems arising from the interaction between organization

and the external forces.
‘ -
Since the culturalists accept the proposition that specific cultures play-a vital role in the
developmetit of unique administrative practices in organizations, they-argue that such unique

praciices cannot be analysed by the application of a generalized, thus universal, theory.

I

L,
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A number of researchers {¢.g.. Adler: 193¢, Child:l%’l) reviewed the lilcrallurc and
conciuded that the studies directed at discerning universality  (i.c.. convergence) in
characternistics of organ:zations M differcm‘ culiures focused on macrov-level issdels.such as
s‘tructurc‘ and technology . fhc studicsvcarrled oul within the culturalistic perspeciivc focused on
micro-levei issues such as behavior of individuals working un organizations. In her arucle
Cross-Cultural }1anagement:- Issues to be Féced, Atdler (1983¢:§) s'ummarized'Lhc cbmemporary

research wu'n special reference to Ch_ild }_'wo'r.k and wrote:
. Organizations in dxffcrem counmes around the world are becommg more and more

- ahke but that the behavior of people w1thm thosé organizations is maintaining its
cultural specificity. For instance, whereas the technology used by organizations in
Canada and Germany is becoming more similar, the way Canadians and Germans

behave within those organizations is different. and that difference is being maintained.
This study inténded to explore similarities as well as dissimilarities between organizations in
different cultures. The purpose was to draw conclusxonﬂ which can be used as ev1dence for the

support of etther of e WO Lhepre\ical argun;?fl’l

#Mositions in comparalive research. A
an objectiy 3
! s

= sl

P ) ) ‘.f" t
d.operau_onallze mdcro-level as well as
I

micro-ie vei variables as the basis of analvsis’ Thxs btud\ seems 10 fulﬁll such requlrem°nts Its

Adler implied. a studv with uc"h

findings are based on the analvses of macro-level (x.e.. orgamzauonal struclure) as weil as

micro-level (1.e.. members’ behavior and values) variables.

Theoretical Interpretation of Organizational Differences ‘
. . |
The results of this study clearly indicated that the structure of the twe universities

- S
located in -two cultural settings were different. The structure of the Urﬁ%ersity of Alberta was .
less cemfalized and less formalized. Onv the othclr hand, Tribm”‘lban University was
comparatively more centralized and more formalized.uﬂ.ﬁs) study ‘a'lsoyrevealed a sign‘ificant
difference in the satisfaction of these two groups of professors W'ho;‘:had different cultural

backgrounds. The professors at the U of A were laréély' satisfied with the overall conditions of

= ; . L . R L
thetr job and with the way their university organization was structured. On -the other hand,

their Nepalese counterparts' were dissatisfied not onl\&'+ heir job but also wi

A ‘ruciural

«
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arr;ﬁgemehts of their organization. Moreover, these two'groﬁps o(f'vindiv'i_duals held distinct
value oriémations. The professors from Alberta Were more individualistic, more tolerant ‘of
uncertainty and.had a tendency not to conform fo established social aﬁd organizational
standards and auzhorify. The Nepalese professors, on the olher hénd, were less individ,uz.ilistic‘,
less tolerant of unqertainty' and demonstra_[ed more c_onformity. |

The analysis indicated "that all these Adifferences were significant. As England and
Harpaz (1983:49) stated, then the .obs;.;;/yed national diffefeﬁées aré }arge in both an absolute

Pk

anc-a relative sense, it is' worthwhile 16 pursue the very difficult issues surrounding the reasons

(cultural and social) why such differences exist in order to find a:conceptual explanation for

themn. Since the results of this study révealed significém differences in the organizational
. v > |
structure-of two- universities, they seem bb _refu[e"the general assump[i‘on that organizations
across cultures are.becomine morc A"id more'élike. However, siich conclusion réquir,e_s.a certain
degre§ of caution. It needs to be noted that the notion.of convergence, as it is described by
contingency writers, is conceptually Az.issocigled W&th the "‘commonv indﬁstrial logic"(Kerr"e[
al.:1960, and Harbison and Mayers:1959).' The one (i.e., the notion of convergence or
. ggnerz‘ilizability') cannot be described without refergncg 10 the"c-Jt'h'cr_ (i.e.,'common industrial
]ogi"c). The theme that emerges from these two conclepts is that the industrialization, in
successive stages, brings about ‘certain c_hénges« in the ﬁnechanism of organizations. T_hese
~ changes are seen as necessitating certain'd‘evelopmen[s n organizau’ohal functioning a‘nd)or
‘stri,‘\gturing. In this context## is interesting to note that._some‘ contingenc‘y writers use the
| concept of technolbgy as a synonvm for ‘t.he notion of industrialization -- simply put, the more

the society is industrialized. the more it is exposed to advanced techﬁology. Technology is an

indispensible part of industrialization.

In view of these arguments, the Universit‘y of Alberta and Tribhuvan University gre
“bound 10 have different structures due to the different levels of indusizializati ' ained by the
- societies where the universities are located and due to diff:rent kinds of technciogies used‘

within respective systems (organizations). According to this iii.. o theorizing, there would be



€

the merits of this argumemfurther research is required.

such as eructure effectiveness, and satisfaction. As Blauner (1964) and Woodward- (19()‘%’ N

" “This does not refute the premises of the theory. - \: ,

j . 163

no differences in structure if the level of industrialization and the technologies “used in

organizations were similar. In other words, ‘if the Nepalese society was as industrialized as

»(,anada is Lhcre would be no dlfference in [h\. structure of the urmriversities. At this stage the

validity of this argumem“cgnnot-be examined, therefore, it is reallyv difficult elther to dismiss or

10 support it. However Lhe'argumem leads 1o the question as to how applicable the concepts of

)‘_‘,-.y

,:
_ Icchnolog\ or the logic of industrialization are in the study of university orgamzauoL There .

exists: a -notion that the structure of universities and the behavior of -academics: are- less

. déteimined by factors such as the level of industrialization and new technologies. To find out

Yo
.

The researchers who supporl the concept of umversaluy argue that the contextual

‘e

varlables such as technology, size, and mterdependence are the most important factors which

need 10 be considered whx'le analysing the similarity and difl"erences between or‘ganizatidns.

They are important in the sense that size of the organization, and the type of technology used

within the organization, exert profound influences on several other aspects of the orgamzatfbn N

cfax‘med. technological advancement leads to a qualitative transformation of be%awor and
attitudes at work: Such transforfnations change the structure of organizations. Child and Tayeb

(1983:28) nCLed that in every national settings the adoption of a given technology will have the
~

v

same xnﬂuencnal consequences for the design of a viable organization structure.

Based on this argument the observed difference in the structure of e Nepalese and the
Canadian universities can be described .as the effect of different cof;u zencies they face.'
Therefore, the difference was not necessarily created by specif’. aitural forces. Rather‘ it was
created .b)s the diff eren‘t contingencies f aced by the two um’ﬁ:rsity organiiations. Such diff erence

is expected and can be explained within the culture-free and/or contingency perspective(s).
o g . :
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: drl"ferences belween orgamzauons across cultures are Durel\ incidental® A university in Nepal

: . _
7 with ns drsuncl orgamzanonal backgrOund and context is Bonnd o bé‘f‘drfferem from a -
4 o L

unrversm in Canada Hrckson et al. (1979 30 31) contended: . R

in. cross- socre al rcsearch drfferences between countries (in levels of scores) may
arouse cyriosity., undamenlall\ it is the relauonshlps between variables that is.first.
) prrorrl) for srud\ ‘ , . N ‘
@ 3 . . A . .‘z " ;
~.  This means Lhal the orgamz,auonal drfferences found by a study cannot be produ >d - as S

e U

a
Y

‘ , complete emprrrcal evra;nce either 10 supporr 0T 10 Teject a concept Drfferences are the scor'es

5 R

arfferencc' 'frf cemralrzauon correlates posmvel\ with formallzatron in the samples drawn from
N A:‘ o P
o all nauonal setlings, Lhe researcher may drsmrss the observed drfferences as rncrdema | and ma\,,

clarm that Lhe po,smve relauonshrp belween centralrzauon and formalrzauon 15 a universal

‘ orgamzatronal realu) “Such fmdrng may be regarded as support for the argumenL [hal cultural
. .) ¥

s

parucularmes of varrous societies have neghgrble effect on the relationship of the two vanables

L of drganxc ‘>nal structure.

Scholars who advance the culture- -free- Lhesrs hold a notion Lhal if orgamzauons localed

- Co . g
in varrous, cultures face s1mrlar contmgencres (r e, technolog\ size, rmerdependence and

"1‘,

J &,1).! l'a" .
market) the relatronshrp berween orgamzanonal varrables would be 51mrlar m every culture

The) argue that since the f undamental consrruct of orgamzauons are. srrnrjar thev can be
\K

analysed b\ uulmng a unrversally applrcableJmodel Hrckson et al K 1979 79) asserteﬁ‘
© 4 ]
there is a critical drff erence berween e.re position if organi’z&a ions drf fer wrth‘fculture or.
‘nationality (i. e levels. of scores on varrables differ) or if relatronshrps between.
varrables differ. wnh culture or narronalrty The oneis mteresung the other terr;fymg

.\,‘

. Thrs would be terrlfyrng-mmth- sense that an absence of srmrlarrty in the relarronshrp tlof

r'

Y

‘ ki

orgamzatlonal vanables would mdrcate that orgamzatlons differ- wrth culrure and natronalrty If

5 . s m

] ..thrs 15 §o then orgamzatrons that-are f undamentally drfferem' cannot be analysed wrthrn one

-
‘

s o . " .

! - i P . T

o>
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Ar s Sstudy some vaniabies were reiated

2. For caampie. i

. v
4

C . o . - . .;:'v"- . . o, ] . . .
:both" the Alberta anc Nepalese sampies. formajzalion was ‘positisels ” correiated - with

H

’

i [ . : .

B

ccntréjl‘iz'}xnon. Similarly. centraiizauon we egatinvely relawed with ot fsausfacion and

. . \

A B . o
sal':sx acuon with structure Ir botn sampjes. .conforminy dc"uon aed ¢ (Ve assocalion
) - [ 5 . ) : o : L N
“with e nnauuuor rormalxzauoyr..\,sausfa:nor: with siruciure anc 10t sahidlacuon. A hese

v
R

'corrclamons-. hO\»'e\"cr. Were weak a'nd'c.\.pla mcc’.;bc yariance zn the order of S ort percent.

s

Co 4’ i L ;
There V\ere some stausUcal'\ mgm‘maﬁz correiztions tha! supporied the nouorn of stabie

' i

- W oo .

oY

' . FERS

1auonsh1p acrOss cuhurcc In both sampies. respondenic  overall job sausfacuon was
: . - b

s L positively corre aled with” therr satisfactior. “with siructure,- Sdmna'u.:‘}‘_m Doth  sampies. .

- s
& " . . -t

“ respondents . tolerance for uncertainty was negauwvely related 10 thgir conformify ‘1o soa. and
organizational- standards ‘and authomty. Apar: from these cross-sampic Similerities in

N . .5t i he I , N . . - . .

¥ . , . , .o . .

Rr) 'relauonships- a number of varxabies were fclale,d »differen_tl} o the two s‘ampies, The findings

‘
3

. ¢
evldenced the mconsxstencx n Lhe pauer'l Qf rclauonsmpc among v nabies across samples.

1.4

- Some, xanable« demonshated a sxm.xar relauonsmp m both sample€ unnn ome'x dic not. If

.

obliged o make' cqm‘panso'r b@tween similar and dissimilas reiatipnships. dissxmilamies i

rclauonshlp seem (¢ outwexgh the simnlarities. The sxmxlar.;‘h-xes in the relauonship of vanabx&s’am» ,

?
[WO sample\ supporl Lhe nouon of SLabie relauonshrp of cuhure frec perspec'lve observp@
’ dxfferences séem lo~challen lhe notion. _ L
e - . v . . . ’_ . o -_“ L
The fmdlmz do not support the ~nouon of srm]ar relauor j}}p of vanables across
v {,2 . oL e
- . “ ’rv)f

samples. prever from the conungencx perspecuve the argumenl agdin can be made that the

T

l~éross sample differences in the relationsh‘ip of variables reported by Lhis‘studv do not ref ute thé".--

gnouon of stable relauonshlp The unwersmes compared in" this’ stud} faced dxfferem,

P

contingencies (e‘;g.,_ftechnolpgy). Tngref ore, the differences in the ‘Telationship” of . variables

3

"

'Could be -an .Oytcome of, such differing 3contingencies'9 From culturgi’freg, perspective,’
: convergence or. dlvergence in orgamza'honal characterlstlcs Nl diagnosed unless the .- 4
" ’ - * R, - e A
, <, . - VR T
A : & T A i
', - ) : E
N . . - P -~ -~ o
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conteviug:, \a"aor“« of OTEany apions ﬂf controlica In other words, organmanons that arc © R
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TosC, NDOUIC, have adopled x siMnat tecnnoiogs . snould nave .

awmiar markel, anc smilar aterdepefidence Witk otner organuanons and-ie ke Chiid and

~

Jompared ,s'nouid B W

o Maiching anc COnITol’are (enira. 10 JT0ss-naliona. researah designel foliowing (nv
:

srrategs s coneerned with the sedrch Yo7 general statemen:

' . o N
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I° seems that ¢ Qifer evidence of Qiffvrenies 1o OTEanizaliona. CNaralienisuly wniche® )
e - ot .
’ 14 ) R M Sy .
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hie for conumngencs and. or CUiRTe-ree Wriers, severa aspecis 0f Organmizzlions nase (c

> mal en;c and coniouied. By omphasiying che prescoiptons of matlh znd control. the
organzauons.seiecied for wrtswar‘:son wowd he sery much identia..
by R [ . :

f

- difterence ;Qu}:' he evpelted from companng

]

o - )
B o s

8

The discussion ¢ shrr‘zc;_to_a dif”ferem direcuion, the attenuon :mmediately goes 10 the guestion

as 1o 'now much of the. o:)serve" orgamza uona! differerices shouid be atinbuted to cultus
forces: or lhe: respecr’\ﬂ c&rﬁem 11 wouid not be dif ficult 1o vonciude that the inconsistency 1n T
. & ! :

%c relafionship of‘i«ar ables are caused by the dafferenees :r.' Culrures . » o
= T ' .

Jw o, This sy s designed ro%roude - specific prcmre as 10-how the \arxaoles of culuire =

QQ ;' g, variables of organizau'on's. I'—‘or'&hat purpbse; relationship between
r‘/ N . .~ e 3 ) v‘ 8 : . "
‘w

-

veaied that 'in- the Ne-palese

orgamzauonal and cu ltural variables were assessed Fmdmgs.r,
o . ' 2a R
corﬁﬁui dems Lolerance for uncerramn and rhexr orientation toward mdrvrdualrsm were.

£ BN

related o Lhe varlables of structure Therefore Lolgranee fFor uncerlamu and mdrvrdu&hsm as

35’6mduals tolerance for_
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of centraiiation znd formaaczuion-found o tne Lniversin of- Alpenia

C. ISSULS RELATED 10 METHODOLOG)Y

Sorge (U906, awmed tha ross-culiural rosearch gidel By oz LOmLngency

approaln wes ofien Telt 1o bt unsauisiaclony becaust 1t reiegated culture ¢ a residual vanabic

S0 what wastaagtpiained oy ihe "mn~ COMMOn Lonnngency varabies There 8z growing

¥

g’ cuiturt should not or undrestood as an object comnosel «f s@gut phenomenz -

! s . . o N r: .
b¢ 0 expiore the dimensionyidculturd. According to :
: Vs "‘ - .

iy

Lure consists of svmbois-or meamngs refiectedin individuals

¢ vaues.Tanc preferences “Keesing 1973 Deai and Kennedv (9% Rohner: 19%4. and

T CRuno ey, Be. guining hic defimiuion aw the fundamental gwdehwe. attempls were made (o

? measurd ndnid

measury ;;‘ vaiues as ihe imeasion of:_;ui'.uv."c. - *
0 ) : e o
Vleasurement of 'Q'a'i‘ueé - '
G el e

~

. v "“(‘1. ) . - ’_‘:’h o .
-g;- Operationa. indicatars cf' ceiture. \aiues '.ndced- are nge amon'g a feu rchable ;ndlcators that

.
* - ~*

’ o CQC"Y_ 'h‘c svrhbols 3nd ‘i‘n‘*amngs shared by -a social group A dedate, however, conunues with
# resp‘*ct to ‘he mclhod< scg:l 10 mcasu,m mdmdua; ;alues Some researcher hold a Strong belief
i that a value s_\'stern s funda’menuilly- a q'unlitative phenomenon‘ An approp’iia\t@?ﬁnalysis-aﬁ this
system. deserves ajgualuatwe operauonal chatment A number of ‘scholars (Rokeach 196" :
/-' o197 ‘ Feather 19’5, Englanc-i 19 ‘@-Bales nnd Coachil969) -on Lhe other hand auempted to
’ . "“*b\ ut;hzmg quantftnf;vg te:céhmques o T
‘ aﬁ\; used, to mEasuf‘e values -- ranklng
. ; we' nons1dered whxle selecting a method
‘ suxtable for ths study g\;mkln and Grube (bl“’;’SO)CCOntended that rankmg rneﬁwd has a‘;\%eVe:ev .
N v * \.53; °

1’ . &5

th o scahng problem ResponSes drawn frbﬁ? th%ankmg proéedurc are 1psatlve m na{ure 1 e the o

s s 7 ©

r

. L
b S \ I 2
. - N .
- FREY S "&f“‘ g
[ = v -‘ ’ v T
‘ ﬁ% N - " g . .
o - f [+ y . 4

consensus among scholare 1o utihize.vaiues (sociai or individual) as

L
"’&_".o .

r

Y ﬁsarér‘zi%of th(? rankmg scores%ver m the valués is aicﬁjstant%etween mdlv&guals Rankm and -



of srr_ucmrc.

. values - -4 that most factors emerge fr'

"'Study, had drf ficulty in selectmg approprrate 1terﬁs

e

Grube 198 T34 further stated:

przfelj. Pselnve measures mas only be usec legitimately for tnrraindinvidual compansons
and that the mtercarreiations AMONg SCOTes are 1nte ro'*;an"m which affects intenitem
correjattons, rehatihly  estimates,  and  makes  ceriaimn muitivanate  lechmigues
na"“TOI‘ ‘ .9 _"”“; N .

These bmaniens of ranking procedurs indiealy ihal Lne scales are not agproprrale for a.study
8 - .

. ) \ . ; '

which cniended e compare the saluc onentaton of diffcrent cuiturai.or nauonal groups by

3

b e e f b P e T fis wr i T
apgregeling THe responses given byvojndividualy Ng 11982 1700 pbserved a simifdr orabiem. He

~ s

The -aw SBUENC. by @ respondeni o the values ‘histed 1n an instrument] are

nothing @4»2»‘3{“ uaﬁ an indicavion of the hwrarchicai ordening of the valués n¥de by Us

" respon den der the testing situation. No direc: companson .of the value rankmgs of

Two responc'm\ -+ much less of two cultural groups -- can be made with certamt\
uniess 11 s also assumed that ranks esiablished by onc respondent correspond 1
absolute terms to those established by th ~ther. Such an assumpuon\{;}la\ be invalid.

v

-~ In view of these hmitations of ranking proeedure. a rating-scale was chosen 1o measure

individuals” vaiues. Data drawn from the apphcanon of this procedure were easy 10 compare,

1
and such data made possxm' a correiational anal\srs between a partxcular value and a \a@ble

! C

e
i

LA 4
In spite < Lhese ad\amage« associated with 'aung procedqre 1t is indeed difficult to

9»,

©ascertain whet™ :ra correct measuremem of \alues is possrb}e b\ asking sub;ects to respond 10 a

g 3
Yo (ems, cOﬂSU‘UCIed for the measu-remem of

v

e
Je ana]vsis .explained less: than ten percem of -~

varian: pr Lhe fxrsr three factors. In bo\thja'nples {;he first three factors, whrch formed‘ .

the scales urilized for comparison. explained approximately 50 percent of cumulative variance.
. i . ° . ., - .
L3 2 . ’ .

In other words, the sample explaired the part of the universe which. the study presented as

v
[ . R

values. . - - o - .
- e i s o ',_\» PR

One reason f or thrs is that lhe universe pf human value is-not adequately defined..Most

, v

of the mstrumems used in comempor;ary research lncludrng the one operauonhzed m thrs.
e ‘

’b : a‘; Q
The process becomes even more complicated, when a researcher attempts to develop @ set of <

S

gresent the umverse of human values f};’g s
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- e, to explore two different value sy stems. Organizationas structure and job satisfaion were

: 1‘/:" o o [N .
iR 308t rcscard}cﬁi’ .areas of studv. The literature. therefore, provided a sound basis for

.+developing a. gooftinsyPament .
, o e - -

*Comparable. Samples and Comgﬁggflh;strumem o
;" . ":v‘"a*r o .,

‘ In Compérative research, the methodologicl debate centers around- the issuc of

. . ' - o 4 .
comparable samples” and the use of common instZumnent for each sample. For decades
anthropologists developed the tradition of comparative research. As the literature reveals, (wo

distinct approaches were emploved afs the explorations of cross-cultural reality. Those

R \;5
N

researchers who intended 1o explore’vatialions im a given phengmenon gathered inferences from -

widelv.-different samples. The purpose was 10 develop a tvpology as extensive as pos§iblc. In
contrast, as Flder (1976:211) noted, others attempted to “identify the “dgsence” of some

phenomeney 4y discarding ‘the “accidentals” (in a manner similar 1o the phenomenolcgige’ ™%
i SEg L ' * . . ' TN

process of iél%%fic réducu’on)."* With fundamental differences in the methodology foliowed by

these two approaches. both emphasized a fnocess of gathering data.from a widely different

v -

)

‘sample range.
In the field of anthropology, researchers als_o zmempled t:o generalize the phenomena

" B § ‘ .
gathered from markedlyv different settings. They argued that if phenomena are calegorized,%l, ‘

A

.very general levels, even unique phenomena can be fitted into categories of nonunique
' phenomenz. To explain this Elder (1976:216) exemplefied the Hindu caste system. The caste '

¥ o - ‘ ’ N . - : ’ ‘
system of India is unique and coglplex. The underlying construct of the caste system can be

q oy
“i

plain how one .can extract the essence from the accidentals, Elder (1976:212) .
gave an eéxample of slavery as aglopic of investigation and maintained that "The
central methodological task is basically conceptual: what features distinguish cases of %"
slavery from noncases, and what essentials do all cases” of slavery share in common,

- even though they differ from each other in accidentals? As with "the approach
identifying the range: of - possible variations for a given phenomenon, this approach
identifying essences Trequires gathering as widely‘differjn'g a .sample range as possible:
(e.g., slavery by capture vs slavery by sale, ethnically homogeneous vs ethnically .
heterogeneous slavery, .short-term v@difc--‘long slavery, etc) to-enable one to peel ...
away- the largest numbers of accidentals in . ord&f finally to establish -the -core
essences. " : : ' s

o

P ~
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seen as a status hierarchy and ranking svstems meeting the definition of a status hierarchy: I g&:_
.- . BN 4 4

-

. one 18 interested In svstematic relauonship between status hierarchies on one hand, and sayv,

" ecconomic hierarchies on the other, he could treat Indian casie system as merely ong of several

. .
o
’

cas‘es‘ fr{)rrr whic)‘h 8¢ der;}iv\'e;_i;thraﬁlizauons.

A'rr,‘argumem' of rfrrs;::‘:ﬁtrrre slcnrs from_a belief that generaiizabie facts emerge cven
from unique phenomena. To estaelish vaird universals, inferences shodld be gathered from
samples as ertensi\‘e and a.s varied as pos-srbie. Anthropologrsrs’ seemed 16 be guided less by
.rr'rcthodologica} prescriptions siich as matched samples and control df \'arxaples.- As has been
described earher, a-different Lrend 15 visible 1n comparative. studies of- ‘Org'arrrmtions. The
culfure-free and’ conudgency writers emphasize matchm‘g samples 1o acqu1rC'e\'rdencc of
convergenec in organizational characteristics. The objective of a close matching df“brgariizauons

that are compared is to permit useful comparison by controling a range of potential influences

4, R .
v o

L regarded as extraneous to the immediate interest of the study, i.e.. to draw a picture of

organizational realilies across-nations which is not over-shadowed by variables that are

S irrelevant. A study of this nature-may produce meaningless results. For example. rescarchers

oriexked toward such practice would deliberately select organizations for comparison that are

‘basically similar. As Maurice (1979:44) contended, the findings of -such a comparison 'ma)" S
~ produce mi,sleading rcsuhs, ,which, in effect, underrrrines. the possibility of real testing prf.. .
4 ‘ N &
drfferences in the charac‘terlﬁ@s of organizations around the world I R A

~

Even the explorers of universal phenomena in amhropologv and socrolégy are ver\

much concerned about mdependence of samples théy compare Elder (1976 217) stated: . & & o

s ,J Q;

If two societies e\hrbu the same juxtaposition of mstuuuons er x.'tarts how does one
know those two societies really represent two Jndependem cases of ‘that juxtaposition?
What if soc1er A borrowed" the Juxtapo’s;,non from sociely B,.in which case the ‘9% . :
juxtaposition is historical rather-than f unctipmal? What if A and B are merely variants @
of some common overarching society C?: tn either cases, what appeart to°be two cases %
may. actually be two. illustrations of {g& satme casev 1in- whxch event the cross- nauonal
L‘sgmparrson%has not produced an§’” further evidence - ‘for.:the genera‘hzatlon of Lhe
}uxtaposmon than did th@smgle«—natronwbservapon ST

-

LA »s:’

A degree of certamty .ﬁ needed to be assured that the orgamzatrons compared are mdependent




L adequalc mformauon from xanous samples ‘A numb°r of other studies have used’ dlffcrem

_'y-,i'det-ermined by  the objecliVV'éS o,f the study. If a ,study intends to explore similarities -and
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A comparative study, regardless of its conceptual orientation” &.c.. whether toward

culturabist or contingency perspective). altempts to mcasuré the same varbles in different -

. ) -
organizations. The dcba-lc centers around the method uséd for the measuremen: of the
\arxab]cs Cultuxahsts comcnu that the dctaxls of cxcr\da\ life are so vanant among societies
Lhat one must not use similar devices 1o measure them. An msl‘rumcm dcvelopcd for one
spcuﬁc conteat Qa(hcrs information which otherwise is xmposslb:c bv slandardned mmumcn'

This argument has cerrain mérus ‘But how would one knon lhc two nstruments used n
d_i!"fcrem samples mcasurcd a similar .anable of organiLauon or a variable of similar construct”
'COmparxson of two sampies would be meaningless if the basis of anal}'éis (i.e., ’A\.'an’ablc) 15 n(;t
.sirjnilar. The literature reveals that a number of studiet used singie instfumcm (idemic'.a'i'..in I
n ' . . PR
samples) 1o collect data fro‘m various settings. The' results' of this Study ,suggést- that one u\

1n$[rumcnt can*be used in different samples. across-nations. If . the-.instrument is ‘carefully )

d'*\cloped through \hc process of pilot- tesung 1t may very well increase its abi]it\' to draw

mstrumcms m various samp}cs Therc 15 an argumcm that dlffercm mstrumems may draw

(unctiongrll_\' equxvalem inf ormation Lhal can be used as the basis of companson.

/

Whether to" use identical instrument or instruments that are functjonally equivalent is

o

. & . ‘
dlfferences in olgamzauons at a broad conceptual level the use of flunctionally equivalent

mstruments can provng; needed mformauons Adler (1984 50) noted
m o

Unllke domestic. repluanon studxes m Wthh st%ndardxzamon across research settings is

3 .cfucial; in comparative managerfient research the ainT is*to have equivalent approaches

ﬁ“ to the research in each cultural setting. At a suf f 1c1emh high leyel of abstraction; the
concepts, and approaches must be_.identical. But at lower-lepels of abstraction - -
@cnerally at they level “of. operati onahzang the . _conceptswand - approaches. -- the
“deflnmods -and methodologxes should be- culturally equxval t. The researcher must.
de{ermme a way to de51gn the stud» so that the meamng in the¢- twa OT more culturc;s is %
most sxmﬂar BN »j T A 9 e

o
b
ES
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in the relationship between centralization and formalization can be ¢xamined by the use of such

variant method of data collection. Therefore, as Van de Vijver and Portinga (1982:389) stated,
invariance of method is not an essential theoretical requirement as long as the validity of the
measurements across samples 1n respect of the same construct is properly established.

Several studies, however. emphasized a rigid lesu'ng, of hypotheses. Similar to them, this
’ stud\ used identical seales Hd’OSR samples 10 collect mformauon concermng the cultural and
organizat 1onal xanables xhc use of identical 5\,3]"5 was essenual for mang compansons across

zhe,samples. It is imporlam to note that, m this study, the equivalence of the scales was

supported by factor analvsts of the items. ' .

'_Cross-cullural psvchologists seem 10 prefe{ a methodology that emphasizes the use of
identical scales in samples. Van' de Vijver and Portinga (1982:393) noted that a comparison

- Lo

1mph'es that there is a common scale on which the comparison 15 made. Guided-i‘j\"lhe' concept

of a : gommon scale this study attempted to gxplore common factor structure n both sety O‘uata
PSS h
-acqux’red\,from Alberta and Nepa:. Togestablish A common scale for the purpOses of

o

3 I

"'-.:,_;Lompanson the iems used 10 colleu data ®ere factor anal\sed In the scale of a partxcular

. wh(
variable, onl\ those uer%s were included which wete loaded on similar facnorun both samples

Information r&m\red to make a vahd.comparlson can be obtained even when

o

nonidentical measures are used in different samples. Hov\v_/ever. it is difficult to achieve an equal

scale, in true sense of meaning, when formallv,,differem measures are applied. The
q@

SRR

Lransformauon of scale between 1870 pu\ sical measurements say bétween kilométre and miles

or kildgram and pound, is possible. But how accurate one can be if he attempts to transform

the measuremnent of values and-behavior from one scale to another?

.(‘,
-

st

L

BN

% D.SUMMARY

J

The dlscussxon focused on Lhree maJor areas: (a) the results of this study were

analysed in relauon with the f mdmgs of other relevant studles (b) the theoreucal 1mp11cauons

"f

o
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research were discussed. The resujts of the study indicated that the 1wo universitics were

diff'crcm in terms of their structure and members' satisfaction. The decentralized structure of

the U of A rcxcals that the university admunistration places importance on (,O“CQlal authority,

The pau“rn of authority distribution found in the University of Alberta can be lmked with Lhe‘

'gcncra] trend of academic administration cvidem in  most N'orlh American universities

dcxclopnd from the British tradition. Such a system” has strong 1deolog1cal support for the

."'

doctrine of academic freedom. Thc admmmrauon at Trlbhu\an L:m\ersm in Ncpa, ahmh

-

developed in a different c.ultura context, has a strong bureaucratic orlcmauon

Attempts were made to c.\aminc whether there is empirical support in the results of this

N .

study for either the culture-free or culture-specific theories in comparative research. The
differences in organizational structure, members’ satisfaction and value orientations seem 1o

refute thc general assumption that organizations across cultures are similar. From the

culture-free perspective, the observed differences between the Nepalese and the Canadian-

, .dniversilies could be the Qutcdmc of varying cbntingencics faced by respec‘iivc un_iversities.‘ Thé
diffcrences.dthcrcforc,, may not _necessarilv be created by speciﬁc' cultural fozces.

In comparative research, thc mcthodologxcal debate centers around Lhc issues of
~comparable samplﬂes and the use of‘common ins[run:lem.v In the field- of ~anthropologv

researchers attempted e e.\plorc' Vari‘alions in given phenomena by gathering inferences from

’

widely different samp €s wh11° thc co;mngencx wrilers in comparative administration argue [hat

convergence or divergence in the charactexasu /s@[ organizations cannot be dnagnosed unless the

2

contextual variables of orga‘nizations are_con rolléd. In other words organizalions that are

. compared should be of 51m11ar sxze should have adopted s1m11ar technolog\ sh ,'
151m11ar market and/or cheme]e and the hke One mav argue what 51gmf1cant dlﬁ”erence could

be expected from comparing orgamzauons that are 51m11ar in all Tespects. An instrument

developed for a sPec1f1c context may gather mformatmn which othérwise is impossible bv a

standardized mstrumem A compan}on of two orgamzatlons would be meanmgless lf the basis .

-of analysxs (1 e., variable) is,different. If d1f ferent instruments are used in vanous samples, it

.‘:’G;‘

I
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is difficult to be assured that these instruments are measuring variables of similar constructs,
. ) . k)

The results of this study suggest that one instrumeni can be used 1n different samples. A

carefully developed instrument may draw adequate information from various samples.
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-In this chapter, a summar\ of the s[ud\ 18 presenied. In addition, the conciusions and

ot . ’ 0

rmpneauonx of the smd\ are our‘imed AR
v i LN .- y . ) \
' : T 0 ALSUMMARY : .
"‘{‘l; 'J N . : 4 o [i vyw | - . ’ = N 3

s The summar\ of rhrs srud& ’mghuq{{ (a) background and ourpOses of the research

»

(b) C’gncepluai framework, ('c) mcthodolog.\; (d) scai‘es_ of measurement. (¢) ma )or ﬁ_ndings.

Cand (1) drscussxono fmdmgs g @ v ‘ R

L

. - -

Backgmund and Purposes of the Stud\ R £

are.ly! interest 1o scholars who work in diFI’crent parts‘of'the world. Researchers Who'attempt to
’ 4

. [V . 4 .
compare organizations in different countries are confronted b» a fundamental question as 10
what extent organizations located ‘in specific social contexts can be analvsed by the use of

et
I3

/ generalized models. The issue concerns the validity of applying particular methods ir} more than

,one setting. In this study, selected .characteris[ics of a Nepalese .universi[_v organization

(Tribhuvan Um’versitv) were compared with those of a university in Canada, namel\ the

) Lo

Umversm of AlberLa The purpose of the stud\ was to address some- major Lheorehcal and

’

methodologlcal issues of cross-cultural research on orgammuohs ..
R y

a

The literature presents two altematrve theoreucal frarrr%works for the cross- cultural ‘

' comparauve study of orgamzanons These are'the’ culture freev’br unaversalrstrc peISpecuve and
the culture specific or culturahst prespecnve Most of th' corﬁ%arauve studres of organizations

(A

are gurded by either ¢ one of these ty}sg’%’c

)

. -
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based on the assumption thal organizations in different nations or cultures are basically rQe

safne. Research which is conducted within this framework is oriented towards developing

" theoreticai generalizations of the charactenstics of organizations. Theories abstracted from such

‘gencralizations are iniended 1o be applied umwrsallx In other words, the zenou prcal srmllarm

in the Lha_urrsrm of organizations provides a basxs ‘or applving gcneralized theories 1n

different contexts. In contrast, the rescarck, which is guided by culture-specific perspective

attermpts 1o use drsrimcr mcrhods 10 -analvse’ orgamzarionsr Ttre culturalists assume that

..»

aharauerrsnu of organmzauons are the products of hrsrc\rr cal and LuILura forces found in a

,particular context. Since the socio-cultural. phenomena of' on¢ national context are largely

cach other. Such variation restricts generalizabilily

nations and/or cultures.

[

Culturalists and the universalists espouse contrasting aims. and methods fo

the desired results. Rescarch conducted within the culture-free perspective 1s inclined 16 xplore

similarities anrong organizations 1n different settings. Such empirical evidence of simnilarities
©on
facil nares the proc"ss of gcnerahzauorl In contrast, research guided by Lhc culture - specrﬁc

s

perspective is directed toward nvesuzarmg drffercnces In organizations across cultures.
) i

- Culruralists argue that individuals. as-aclors in a socier,\', have similar preferences which differ

from the preferences of individuals in other societies. The members of an organization, as a
sociaj group, adopt specific adm'ita‘isrrative practices that are consistent wirh these preferences,

and admin: srratrve practrces vary wuh the socio- cullural context. Consequemlv. organizations
\\

with ﬁmdamemall\ drfferem administrative pracuces cannot be analvsed bv the apphcarlon of

51

a'generalized model. . ' R ’ . o L s

v

. This study began wnh the assumptron that a comparauve analvsrs of orgamzanons need

-

not be restrrcted to selectmg one of these approaches The -art- oﬁ orgamzatronal compar1son

. vf'w

consrsts of explormg both srmllarltres and drfferencegjbetwee\n units that are compared The X

i .

assumpuon on "which thrs study rests was t:hét the two umversxty organizamons which Werev
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co‘mpared' might have . both generalizaele' (thus universal)” and culture-specific

(n/on-generalizablc.) characteristics. From this perspective, the following"reSearclt questt:ons

were formulated: “

1. What are the similarities and differenees between academic staff. membcrs of Trtbhut/an

University, Nepal and the University of Alberta Canada, on percepttons of orgamzattonal

structure satisfaction and cu]rural values ? | .

2. What are the similarities and differerrces'between faculties at the' Nepale'se. u'niversit}' and at
the Cdnadién univereity_ on the variables of org'aniza'fiodal,_st'r’u‘ct.u,ge, member :satisféetion

4N

and cultural values ?

jo

3. What are.the relationships among the vartables of orgamzattonal structure sattsl actron and
cultur_al values in the Nepalese university and in the Canadian university 7 : g

4. What are ‘the similarities and differences between the Canadian and. the Nepalese -
universities in terms ottrelationshjps ameng structure, member satisfaction and cultural -

s

values ? ’
The extent to which the results of the analyses supported either the culture-free. or

culture :specific models was also éxpl_é‘red. r

; Conceptual Framework . L P .
~ | i y

Six maJor concepts were drawn from the review of the theorettcal lrterature on

‘organizationts and the results of relevant studies: oL . 5

1. , Soclo-cultural phenomena are related to the structural degign of organizations.

. . .
. . e

: o . . : z . L
2.+ The structuré’of an organization, mﬂuences.members satisfaction.

’ . - :
3. There are. two contrg;stmg pers*rnves in the study of orgamzattons across cultureS' (1)
Coe & s 2 . (r.‘

t?.x - . . '"\3"
Lo orgamm&)ns in drf ferent culturechan be analvsed b) rthe applrcatron of universal measures,
TP S
hotlt’ R ¢ . & -
: formulated f Tom g]obal]y drawrr rnf erences (11) deep roozed forces of culture mold

" kA 3 ... “@ A N

w orgamzatrons into - diff érertt emrttes -”_-‘ characterrstlcs of orggmrzattons whtoh are.
R ~ ~ ". Hy‘\“\ - ) -
L f;ufndamentally different canniot be corr_tpare’d by the appllcatron of umversal models .

. : " . - "‘\')- . .
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