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in some detail. In particularn the general negative association between

these characteristics is found to be ‘most distinct in the context of

[
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high job routine, and no systematic relationship prevails at 1ow job

routine. Further, the general positive association bet&een job uncertainty
W

and job satisfaction emerges in the - context of medium job routine.e Based
on these findings and on a q;scriminant analysis of low, medium and high
job satisfac&ion groups, it appears from | ‘this study that some routine is
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satisfaction emerges in discrimin%fing amongst different types of
organizations. In total, the analysis suggests a general reduction in
levels of routinization in the work place is not necessarily associated
with‘increased job Satisfaction. Perhaps what is required is a proper

Py

balance of routine and uncertainty in the organization within the essential
technology of jobs as a setting which fosters job satisfaction. o
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SUMMARY FINDINGS: A COMMENT ON ROUTINIZATION AND JOB SATISFACTION

»
\
\

"t

“ The purpose of this report is to explore relationships amongst /
structural, contextual and job satisfadtion characteristics in industrial
( : N
organizations. Conceptually, structural characteristics represent

patterned relatiounships which exist in organizations through time and:

A\
\

include organiiational qualities as role definition, job change and \
group cohesion. Contextual characteristics,represenf the setting withiﬁ N\
whigh étructure develops, and include qualities of the jobs as routine
and ‘ certainty. Job satisf;ctfon represents a pérformance outcome of
activigy wiggin the wdrk place, and is the sole performance characteristic

included in the.present study. The six organizational characteristics

are empirically derived dimensions of organizational activity which fall
out of the dpplication of factor analysis to 26 role perception variables

included in the Canadiam Attitude Survey conducted in 1969-70. The

L )

ot

sample in the original éuﬁg y was 621 upper-mobile middle managers

\ E o
working in numerous organizations in Edmonton, Alberta, and participating

. in the Management Deyélopment Progrém, University of Alberta. while

‘In.,

factor analysié using“brthogonal techniques results in mqtually exclusive
factors, many of the characteristics aerived from the principal variable
groupings i; the factors in the present study lack orthogonality, and a
major portion of tﬂe project is directed to exﬁlaining the systematic
underlying reiationships which prevail in the data. Analysis is then
extended through correlation techniques and discriminant analysis to a
more in depth study of relationships amongst the characteristics including

a comparative analysié of different types of work organizations based dy/
) . - //



the characteristics in focus.

The major area of attention in' the project rests in the notion of
job routine in the work place, and the tie between, job routine and 30b
satisfaction.‘ Many organizations seek to avail themselves of the
efficiencies of specialization of labour and requisite role behavior
.(Kahn et al., 1964; Perrow, 1970, Blau, 1974). Often this results in a
certain routinization of work in the organization, and it may be argued
that an orientation of management 1is:the routinization of activity in
the work place (Perrow, 1970) At the same time, there\is a prevalent
opinion that Job routine is associated with low Job satisfaction amongst
Job holders as a central tendency. (Sayles and Strauss, 1966; Katz and
Kahn, 1967; Davis, 1971 (a); Hackman and Lawler; 197i)" Further, it
‘appears that job satisfaction bears directly on the general level of -
physical and mental health of the population as a whole (cf. Work in

.
America) ‘and declining or reduced levels of job satisfaction are
associated with lower levels of! health. It is therefore important to
expand the grasp of the essence qof routinization of work in organizations
and to more fully examine relationships bgtween job routine and job
satisfaction, particularly with the ostensible incompatibility of routine

and satisfaction and the deleterious effects of declining job satisfaction.

Job routine essentially represents a standardization of job

\\

technology. Many studies appear to contrast job routine to job\nncertainty
(cf. Hickson et al., 1971) and most often job routine is measured on™ one
'~ scale (Inkson et al., 1970; Aiken and Hage, 1968) Central to the
Present project is the proposition that Jobs may be viewed not simply in
terms of routine or g terms of'uncertainty, but that -jobs hold some
“rontine and some uncer@ainty asg part of their_technological composition.

-
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It is true that the characteristics are a contrast to one another,

and are in negatiue association across the respondent group, but it is
' . (.

also true that they arL separate empirically derived characteristics of

- jobs. Job uncertWinty in the present study represents the prevalence of

new problems or unforseen matters arising in the job and a constant

switching between things which together or periodically require fresh

knowledge or new skills. Together job routine and job uncertainty provide

a view of the technology of jobs a key dimension of the context within

" which structure is develqped.

The division of job. technology.into two" characteristfcs is not un-
expected. A humber og writers have developed fran;wprks of organizational
activity which demonstrate how complicated'job technology is in practice
(March and Simon, 1958; Perrow, 1970; Cooper, 1972; Scott, 1975). It is
thus not surprising that certain aspects of the_technology may fall out as’
separate fa%tors in a factor analysis of technological variables. This
perhaps compares in a‘broad sense to the diviSion of the Qork environment

. »
into hygiene and motivating factors as they relate to job satisfaction

and dissatisfaction (Herzberg;vl966),-and to the.division of bureaucratic
traits into sets of mutually ekclusive rather than interrelated
characteristics (Udy, 1959; Stinchcombe, l959; Eugh et al., 1968).
The‘present study indicates that job routine is simply too complex to
reduce to onée dimension, and the elements of routine and uncertainty both
emerge as separate contextual characteristics.» |

Three structural characteristics in the study are role definition,
job _change and group cohesion. These characteristics prove to be
relatively independent dimensions of structure, with gn1y1a slight -

negative tie emerging between‘role definition andnjob change. This

13
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independence amOngst structural characteristics"suggests they dre freg-
floating of one another, and management may be in. a,position‘%o deal with

them as separate dihensions. At the same time, however,}context and

\/
structure have close ties. Over the respondent populgtion, job routine
K-

. \

and role definition are in general association with one another, and

similarly, job uncertainty and j%bcchange aré' inked together. It
appears likely that job r0utine fadilitates rol definition and job
uncertainty perhaps necessitates job change, alt ough other consideratio s
must be weighed. |

Job routine is: negatively associated with job’satisfaction and the }
‘two characteristicsvare not orthogonal This is not unexpected and faly/
in line with the general theory. The present study %hows, however, thay
the negative correlation does not prevail throughout the span of job

routine. Hhen job routine is split into high, medium and low levels of

routine, the negative association between job ro tine and Jjob satisfaction

is particularly distinct at high job routine d n systematic association

9between job. routine and job satisfaction emerges at/| low Job routine.

This suggests that a reduction in the_genera salignce of routine

-

eliminates the negative tie between rout and sdtisfaction. It does

s

not, however, create a positive tie tweenfroutine‘and satisfaction.
Attention turns, then, to a monitor'of the associations‘between job
uncertainty'and'job satisfactidn.A !he general correlation between job
uncertainty and job satisfaction is'positive. Through the span of

high, medium and low job‘ routine, however, this positive association is .
uncovered only at moderate levels of job routine. It therefore appears
that job uncertainty and job .satisfaction are positively agssociated in

the context of moderzte job routine. Overall, the findings suggest that

job routine does not preclude job uncertainty as part of the job; that



\job routine /and Jjob satisfaction are generally negatively or not at all

! ‘ : , * .
assoctiat d;L and that job uncertainty is generally positively assoclated

with job satisfaction, but a measure of routine is necessary in the job

before thig positive association emerges.
1 s

The tles between structure and job satisfacgion also vary through
the span of job routine. In the content of high job routine, role
definition ‘nd job ¢hange are positivdiy associated with job satisfaction.
In the context of low job' routine, group cohesion and to an extent, role

definition are positively associated with job satisfaction. This suggests

that persons respond favourably to job change=when routine is high in

. jobs, and respond favourably to working with others, where possible in-

defined roles, when routine is lou.
‘The relationships amongst context, structure and‘job satisfaction
aré pursued in terms of a discriminant analysis of low, medium and high
8

/
job satisfaction groups emoloying the five contextual and structural

-

»

characteristics. JOne significant discriminant function emerges as a
contrast between high job routine on one hand and high levels of role
definition, group cohesion, job change, and, to an extént, job uncertainty
on the other hand. The low level of ,job satisfaction rests with hign

values of job routine relative to. other characteristics, moderate job

N

' satisfaction is somewhere in thegniddle and high levels of job satisfaction

;ére found in the function representing a combination of relatiﬁely high

p
LS :
values of the other four characteristics. Certain points are important

to observe. Although job routine and role definition are positively .

associated in the study as a whole, in discriminating amongst job "

satisfaction groups, they split. It appears that persons respond
negatively to routine in general, byt pdsitively‘to‘role definition.

Perhaps persons favour a clear understandingbof-their role in the

»
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orgénization. Further, previogs inforpation suggests that job uncertainty
‘and job satisfaction are.positively aséééiated in the céntext of moderate
job routine, and job routineléxpedites ro}e definition. 1In this sense,
it appeafs like1§ that althbugh high jobﬂ;gaziagwi;Aéssociated with ldw
_Job satisfaction,.spmg routine and perhaps moderate routine is required
for higher levels of job satisfactio&“fb be achieved in a situation
. characterized by role definition ;nd job uncertainty in association with
gro&ﬁ.cohesion and job change. ' N -
"Uéing the organizétionél chéracteristics ﬁo discriminate aﬁ&ngst
different types of work‘organizations based on charter-ownership-control
leads to a new level of abstraction in terms of qrganizaéional dimensions,
and a perspective on the comparative analysis of organizaﬁions; Of the
six characteristics, group éohesion proves not to discrimina;e well
amongst groups of organizations. The remgining five characteristics
coﬁbined into two discriminant functions. Role structure represents a
vconttast"bétween role definition and job changé on oné hand ;nd all of job

satisfaction, job uncertainty and job routine on the other hand. The

peculiar combination of the two contextual characteristics with job

- < £

satisfaction as one part of the function is in line with the generai
argument in. the project thatAssme foutine and some uncertainty are p#rty
po.jéb satisfaction. Rﬁutine task variety represents a weighted average
of all five characteristic§., In this combination job routine and.role
definiti;n provide an\e}ement of routine and structure tq‘the setting?
while job change ;nd job uncertainty provide variety. Organiéations
~scoring high on routine task v;riety tend to h#ve routinized technologies

in tandem with uncertainty and change, a combination which includes job

satisfaction. Seven types of -organizations are compared in terms of the.
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two discriminant functions. Branch plants and local firms vithﬂhired
management measure high on role structure and high on routine task
variety. The muncipal and federal governments measure high on role
stfucture and low on routine task variety. Owner-managed firms and the
provincial government measure low on role structure and-iow on routine
task variety. Entrepreneurs measure low on role struCture and high on
routine task variety. Differences may be explained in terms of managerial
preferences, existing charters and the relative magnitudes of unCertainty
and routine in evidence.

From the present study it appears that job technology is a complex
phenomenon which may be difficult to reduce to one dimension. Two |
techno}ogical constructs emerged in this project: job routine and job
uncertainty. The nature of these characterietics likely varies across.
different respondent populations, but it should not be unexpected to find
similar partitions in other groups, and particularly manaéerial, profess—~
ional and technical groups involved in complex matters. It appears in

these settings that persons like some routine and some uncertainty as

. part of the job they are performing. Decreasing routine does not g

necessarily increase satisfactionf What appears to berworkab1e~is the
introduction of uncertainty to match with moderate routine as a measure
to generate job satisfaction. Fuz:her, the introduction of moderate
routine into highly uncertain situations appears to be effective in this
same way, although routine is not associated with ;ob satisfaction at
any level of uncertainty. Routinization and job satisfaction are not

mutually exclusive to one another. Uncertainty and job satisfaction are

‘generally-ppsitively interrelated but it appears that some routine is

necessary for this relationship to emerge. The comstruct of routine task

'variety as formulated in the present paper is based on this notion, and

" °



proves to be a valuable means of discriminating amongst organizations.

\
Job change in highly routinized settings also is associated with job

satisfaction.

The societal dynamics amongst broad sectors suggests that outcomes

of the work place affect a person's roles elsewhere in life (Kahn et al.,

1964). 1In barticﬁlar, job satisfaction is linked to the state of N

>
. b N

physical and mental health of persons, and appears incompatible with job
routiniiation, a basic orientation of managemeﬁt. The présent éroject
suggests that this proposition is not entirely true. It appears that some
routine is indeed necessary for job satisfaction to be.achieved. Perhaps
what is required is a proper balance of routine and uncertainty in the
work place within the essential tecﬁnology of joﬁs as a setting, which
fosters job satisfaction. In higﬁly réutinized jobs, structural job\
~change is assoclated wi;h increasing job satisfaction and possibly

warrants consideration as a means of raising levels of worker satisfaction

in this context.

"
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_A. _ PROJECT INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER I
\énoqECT INTRODYCTION AND A DISCUSSION OF
'ORGANIZATIONAL JHEORY, AND ORGANIZATIONAL RESFARCH INVOLVING
STRUCTURAL, CONTEXTUAL AND PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS WITH
SPECIAL ATTENTION TO JOB SATISFACTION AS A

PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTIC

r

The present étudy rep;esedts a form of organizétional research in
which‘structural, contextual and perfofmanée characgeristics.of work
organizations are exaﬁined within the researcg design. Thé‘fixst
chapter‘of the repoft essentially providesAan ovérview of structure,
context and performance in terms of organizational theory. Since job
satisféc;ion is singled out as the sole performance characteristic
given accord in the empirical body of the study, particular aﬁtention
ié éiven to jéb satisfaction in the first'chap;er as it.relates to
background information and detail. ‘Reseafch qethqdology and a discus—,
sion of the specific oréaniéation charaéteristics included in the
preégpt project ;re the focus of Chapter II. Fuﬁdamental relationships

between organizational characteristics as reflected in zero order cor-

- relation coefficients are examined in Chapter I1I, and higher order

felationships are studiedAin Chapter IV. A more in-depth analysis of
& .

job‘satisfactioh is provided in Chapter V. The final chapter involves

“

a comparable analysis of organizational characteristics amongst different

. types. of work organizations.
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B. ORGANIZATIONAL THEORY, WORK ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS IN WORK

)

ORGANIZATIONS

Organizations may'be defined in different ways. Barnard (1938)
argues that a formal organization represents ''a system of consciously
coordinated activities or forces of two or more persons"” (p. 81).

Introducing the idea of objectives more directly, it may be said that
-

»"organizations are social ut;iip(or human groupings) deliberately

constructed and reconstructe seek- specific goals" (Etzioni 1964

p. 3) or alternately and ‘'similarly, an organization may be denoted as

a "collective effor€ ees ekpliaitly organized for specific ends" (Blau
and Scott, 1962, p. 223i§' The importance of explicit ends»is fundambntal
to the definition'of organizations. "Primacy of orientation to the

\
attainment of a specific goal is used as a defininglcharacteristic of an

organization which distinguishes it from other types .of social systems.'

(Parsons, 1956, p. 33; emphasis removed) )

Pugh's (1966) definition of organizational theory represents a
logical extension of the basis of organizations. "'organizational theory
is the, study of the structure and functioning of organizations and the
behavior of groups and individuals ‘within them." (p. 235) Thus, as a

]
field of inquiry and pnalyais, organizational theory embraces the exam-

nation of formal arrangements developed by persons in order to seek and

L]

(preferably) attain certain ends.  Further, it embraces all activity
within ‘the formal arrangements, including formal and informal activity -
undertaken by persons, both ind‘vidually and with others as parts of
‘groups. Although the orientation of the study of organizations is ref—
.erenced‘as theoretical in nature, the current state-of—the-art_is perhaps

‘more exploratory and descriptive in its research direction. Hall (1972)



"and increasingly based upon previous research " (p. 14). A step towards

within a market economy.

TR e LTy
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argues, for example, that "the field of organizations does not have a ,''

-theory,. or even a set of theories, in the sense of empirically veriﬁied’

propositions that are logically linked. We do have a number of perspec-J

tives or conceptualizations that are becoming increasingly crystallized

a theory of organiéations is offered by Blau (1974) in his examination '

of differentiatign in grganizations, a demonstration of how a theory ¢an N

e - -

emerge from the findings of cumulative 7*ploratory and descriptive re-~ e

search. /
o

»Industrial or work organiaations represent a central'focus for
organizational theory. This is appropriate since industry 1is 'a vital
component of western society as the nub of its _economy participation ’

in industry is a major activ1ty of many of the persons in‘society, and .

industry affects society at large and its individual members directly
0

"

or indirectly One way of viewing industrial oréanizations is to con—@

sider -them as the fourth factor_of production, supplementing-the,econo—

bl

&

mistg' basic schema of land labour and capital, and serving as a

vehicle to’ combine these latter factors together towards productive ends

'(Bf Parsons, 1956). They include manufacturers, construction firms, . . Y

utility plants, commercial establishments, financial operations.add’

government bureaux by way of example. A major goal of- industrial organ—

izations is the development of a product of value or the provision of a -

service within the scope of its activity (Kahn et al., 1964) typically

Rersons are involved in inaustrial organizations as part of their

.

format of action. "A work organization is simply an explicit system for

organizing the work of many persons in a common enterprise." (Blau, 1974,

- )
! . . o . =
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p. 338). Persons typically occupy positions and perform roles within

the organization (cf ‘Kahn et al., 1964). This 1is the nature of the

world of work. The positions that persons ocSﬁpy may well vary within

and amongst organizations in a number of ways. Some of these areas are

| . v
apparent in the research of Hall'et al. (1967) as reported in Hall (1972)

with respect to organiaational size, complexlty and formalization.
Positions may vary in terms of how concrete theidescription of the job
ais and whether or not tné position has a written job description;‘how
formalized authority lines are and whether or not authority lines are
Kconnoted in\writing;vhoo much emphasis is placed on written commnnica-,'

tioné and established lines of communication; the extent of written
J . :
rules, and the existence and nature of penalties for(éeviationxfrom

Y

rules; and the availability of positjonal orientation sessions and
training programs (pp. 117-118). The variation in these ana'other.po—
4 I3 i
. 6
sitional characteristics, the correlates of positional sets, and'the

a.

qualities_of positions in industrial organizétions provides an important

field of organizational.stué§u
wn F

Positions and parts of organizations are formulated largely with

organizational production or:performance in mind. The industrial organ—

N
a VoL

ization is portrayed as more productive or efficient and effective when
it avails itself-of the notion of specialization of labour and employs

- the qpnoept optimally in its operation. Specialization or division of

labour aﬁognts to certain persons doing certain things in the organiza—

S
I

tion, while other persons attend to other duties, and to certain parts

-of the organization handling specific matters while other parts devote

attention to other matters. To the organization_concerned with taking
full advantage of specialization of laboﬁr'"tnere is a problem of
o . ) b’ .
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speclalization among individual employees, and_a problem of specializa-
tion among organizational units" (March and Simon, 1958, p. 158). A
complicated pattern of differentiation and integfation of work activity

thus develops -in terms of individual positions and organizational parts.

Positions.(or offices) denote one aspect of the pattern of differentia-

. A .
“tion. These include job titles as vice-president of marketing, clerk-

typist, junior economist, welder, prihter,;shop foreman and their like ;

Parts of the organization include functional areas as marketing, prOdUCfl
tian, r¢§éarch, industriallfeiations and accounting. In terms of devel-
oping a succéssfulnfbrm:of,otggnizatiOAél design and coming to grip;

with the problems of specializat;;;\ﬁfxlabour_in both areas of differen-
tiation, it would appear "there is no reason to suépose that both sets

of probleﬁs have the same answers or that the same principles apply to
both" (ibid.); It is incumbent on the organization to arrange its posi-

tions in such a manner that the job is accomplished efficiently and

veffectively, and it is equally important to arrange the funé{}onal areas

in such a manner that the job is accomplished efficiently and effectivgly.

Organiggtioditheory deals extensively with both aspects of differentia-

tion and the atteﬁdént issue of proper integration‘éf‘positions gﬁd parts

o
-

.into an operating whole.

A position in the organization may be viewed as having a series of

e,

oreferred "activities" or "potential behaviors" (Kahn et al., 1964, p. 13).

[+ .

The incumbent to a position is expected to adhere to these guidelines. ,2&

In one sense, "these activities constitute the role to be erformed, at
e : P

least approxima‘ply, by any person who.occupies the office [position]"
(ibid., emphasis remoqu)iﬁ fﬂﬁé, "by role, we mean the behavior expected
3 ' v

. . , e
from a person in a particular position” (Etzioni, 1964, p. 87f, emphasis
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removed), although the concept of .role has been interpreted in alterma-
tive fashione (cf. Levinson, }959) as discussed later in this section..
Work is generally divided more or less amongst specific positions in

line 'with specialization of labour. A positional network develops with

'

marked interdependence of the positions established as a key note to

N
success. Activity may collapse or be tempered with any weak link in
the chain. In this sense, '"one of the great inherent needs of any
. -y ; .

organization is dependability of-role performance” (Kahn et al., 1964,
p. 5) by all‘members. Every person in the work organization occupying
a position must handle certain'responsibilities as an integral component

in the pattern toward goal attainment for the firm. Clerk—typists are

-~ -

expected to type. correspondence reaching their desk from administrative

personnel. Production managers are expected to handle problems in the
production line. Salesmen are expected to keep accounts open and so on.
Any weak link in‘the operation affects overall performance. Thus "planned
cooperative action is possible only if one can rely onha great deal of

regularity of behavior on the part of all participants" (Crozier, 1965,

o

p. 250).

Organizational parts must also be properly related in successful
{

operations. Lawrence and Lorsch (1969) pursue this concept from the

viewpoint of environmental relatfonships in great detail. Their research

is cqﬁcerned with the; ties amongst 1ndividua1 positions in the organiza-
7/ \

tion initimate to functional areas and with the state of relationships

a

amongst functional areas including the management of differentiated func—~

tional areas within organizations. "[The] division of- labour among

>

departments and the need for unified effort lead to a state of differen-

-tiation and“integration within any organization." (p.‘8). Chandler
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(1962) examines differences between functional and divisional type
operations in terms of the manner in which they divide their parts,
and points out how large operations often move beyond functional
alignments into compound funetional systems characterized by new forms
of integrating devices ana resource networks. In both of tnese_in—
stances, it is apparent that difrérentiation and integration involve
relationships amongst positions in thelgrganization and that these
relationships are affected by the manner in which the parts of the
organization are constructed The issues are separate but relaCed to
one another. Following March and Simon (1958) it appears wise to con-
sider them separately and together. Conceptually the basis of differ-
entiation and integration in organizations and the nature of organiza—

tional positions and roles acquire more meaning within and following a

consideration of organizational structure and context.

C. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

'The,differentiation of organizations'into positions and units and
the integration of these positions and units into a functional nhole
connotes organizational structure which may be defined as "the positions
and parts of organizations and their systematic and relatively enduring
relationships to each other" (Porter and Lavler, 1965, p. 303). ﬁeber
(1946, 1947) has offere& a model of bureaucratic structure which has
become a principal reference in the study of organizational. structure,
both theoretically (for example, Perrow, 1972) and empirically (udy,
1959; Stinchcombe, 1959; Hall, 1963; amongst others). Following Weber's

(1946) oparacterfStics of bureaucracy, there appear to be certain over-
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riding qualities in the essential bureaucratic structure. The organiza-
tion is initially divided into jurisdictions (ecf. parts and’positions)
which have designated to them specific activities, official duties,
appropriate rules and regulations and the requisite authority and
wherewithal to perform The general structure follows a hierarchy of
offices governed by.a principle of authority of official ranking within
a system of "super- and subordination" (p. 18). Each office in turn is
managed in accordance with the written record of the officewwhich'repre-
sents the subetance of the position or part. Activity by an incumbent

to an office is based on the nature of the office and its documentation,
as apart from the private life of the'incumbent in hia other societal
roles. Further, the incumbent to an office must have the formal skill
and training to conduct the affairs of the,offices,in line with its man-
date- and duties,‘and'the incnmbent must commit his time to fulfilling
his responsibilities within the organization. lhe office itself that
the incumbent £fills has a series of rules to.coner’most sitnations
encountered within its jurisdiction, and these rules must be learned

and followed. Elsewherg within a discussion of rational legal authority,
Weber (1947) points to additional traits of the model. The organization
is viewed as a continuous entity. Individual persons working within the
bureaucracy as officials do not own its assets, and‘are fully accountable
for the deployment of organizational assets. This facilitates rational
action, and according to Etzioni (1964) "keeps t;e officials bureau-
cratic status from being infringed by the demands of his nonorganizational
statuses" (p. 54). The positions or offices, furthermore, fall within the
discretion of the organization and not the incumbent In this sense;

"there is a complete absence of appropriation of his offic1al position

o

s
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by the incumbent" "(Weber, 1947, p. 332). Both points perhaps underscore
the importance of partition between management and worker, and position

and worker. They do not, however, preclude ownership by workers or the (

idea of a cooperative (p.'247). .
~ \

The persons who occupy positions in a bureaucracy are called offi-

a

cials within Weber's (1946) model, and the terms of the position of the
official are also addressed in certain detail. Foremost perhaps is the

notion that the position represents a "vocation" to the official, requir—

‘e

\ T~
ing technical training and a sense of duty and obligation to "the office.

Personal ties are foreign to the pattern. 'Modern loyalty is devoted to
impersonal and funct;onal purpose;." (p. 20). The position occupied by
an official provides that person with a degree o%‘"social.esteem" by
virtue‘o?:its.responsibilities and place in the hierarchy. Appointments\
within the hierarchy are made by persons in positions higher in the hier-
archy. Tenure within the organization is typically assured forilife.
This serves to reinforce inpersonal action. Persons are paid a salary
commensurate with the position occupied,zand are assured a pension based
on hierarchical status. :0fficials are also offered‘a career in the
organization, with promotion to successively more respon31bie positions

I -

in ‘the hierarchy following from experience, ability. and training within

 the bureaucracy. pverall, a certain stress is placed on dedication to

' official.purpose within a clear1y>defined division of labour, emphasizing

impersonal service, equity in reward systems and vertical mobility within
the hierarchy. |

In studying the bureaucratic model, Udy (1959) pursues the qualities
of bureaucracy as espoused by Weber in terms of a fundamental question:

are bureaucratic characteristics attributes of organizational structure.
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or variables within the organization? Weber, Udy argues, saw the
bureaucratic\specifications as "concrete attributes"” within the "ideal
type" (p. 161).whereas they may more appropriately be viewed as inde-
pendent variables or "categories in a classificatory scheme” (ibid.).
Udy operationalized seven bureaucratic traits and gathered data on each
from 150 organizations’in 150 nonindustrial societies One of his es-
- sential findings was that the seven traits divided into two groups of
“variables, which'he’termed "bureaucratic” and "rational respectively}~-w
The bureaucratic group of characteristics inoluded a hierarchy of auth— :
ority, an administrative staff for management of the operation and
rewards based on hierarchical status; The rational organizational
.variables included the notion of limited objectives, the enphasis on
performance in tne grganization, a segmental participation in the opera-
-tion, and compensatory rewards'to'members of the organization in return
for participation. Variablesiwere positively relatedlwithin groups,
while the.groups qere'negativeiy correlated between”one another. This
research is important for at‘least two reasons. firstly, it indicates
that Weberian bureaucratic characteristics can be studied empirically.
Secondly, it show$ that bureaucratic characteristics may be viewed ag
variables, and tnlt_tnese charaCteristics'as variables~do not~all cor-—
relate positively as Weber;npuld suggest. iIndeed "bur'eaucracy and
rationality tend to-te mutually inconsistent in the same formal organ-
izatidn" (p.i166) according to Udy. .

Stincncombe*(1959) examined characteristics of the American'con-
struction and manufacturing industries using available administrative
data (like Udy, 1959) to discern administrative characteristics. Stinch-

combe argues that bureaucracy is not synonymous with rational administra-

tion. but that rational administration may take on one .of two'types.

7“.' - e
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bureaucracy,.as‘reflected in the massdproducing industry, and profession-~
alization, as reflected in the construction industry. Common to both are
the Weoerian traits of stable jurisdictions, official duties and authorit}.
Present in bureaucracy but notably absent in professionalized bodies are
job continuity, hierarchy of authority and communication files within the
organization. '"The central’point of this analysis is that the components

of Webex's 1deal type do not form an inherently connected set of variables.'
(r. 487) |
Hall (1963), whose study was based in part on Udy (1959), opted to

examine bureaucracy as a continuum. "The ideal type may be used as a
yardstick enabling us to determine in which particular respect: an organ—'
ization is bureaucratized " (p. 33).  Six dimensions of bureaucracy were
operationalized: division of labour, hierarchy of authority, rules,
tprocedures, impersonality of interpersonal relations and technical qual-

)
ifications for promotion These dimensions were studied amongst empryees

in ten organizations, with employees' perceptions of organizational qual—
vities forming base input. Amongst the findings and conclusions of Hall
‘are the following. Each dimension of the.bureaucratic model was found

to be a continuqus rather than a dichotomous variable. Organizatibns
varied on the degree to which each was bureaucratized. Cértain evidence

suggests, however, that organizations in the same 1ndustry may be bureau—

cratiFed to the same degree. Organizational size and age were found to

S

be insignificant factors in predicting the degree of bureaucracy within
the organization. These-two points, nﬁmély the naturé of the industry
in which a firm is operating and the qualities of organizational size

and age, broach the notion of the context within which structure is sget,

a field of attention. examined in a comprehensive fashion by Pugh et al.
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(1969)'9§d'brough§ forward into tﬁis paper in the enﬁuing section. Hall
also found that the dimension of technical qualifications did not fit well
wiﬁh the other dimensions studiéd. He 3uggest§ that teﬁhnical qualifica-
tigns may ‘be a ;ational group variable within the Ud; framework, whereas:
" the other five dimeﬁsions are bqreducratié. Overall, however, in the Hall
study, the dimensions "existed independencly'in the form of continua [;nd]
.. the magnitude of the_dimensions varied independently in the organiza-
tions stud;edh (p; 39). . | | | R

| Subsequent research by Hall and Tittle (1966) was based on studying
bureaucracy not as separate dimensions but as a total phenomenon. In
producing a scaie of bureaucracy, the technical dualifications-dimension
from Hall (1963) was dropped, and thé other five dimensions were combined
"to form a cumulative scale af bureaucracy" (p. 268). lData i twenty-
five organizations were brought tqggther,_and studied against ‘ive réas.
of potential or hypothesized gbr:elétion. The findings ére noterrthy
witﬁin the scope of context and structure. Tt was found, for example,
that size, a contextual vagiable, was generally pgsitively related to
the degree of bureaucratization "but‘exceptions are numerous enough té
suégest that size alone is inadequate as a predictor of bureaucracy"

‘(p. 270). This finding is soméwﬁat at odds with Hall (1963) where, size
was found to be an insignificant factor in pre&icting bureaucratic dimen-
sions. From thié research, it appears Lﬁat at least some relationship
exist; between size and structure. fﬁe number of departments in an».
organization, a'struqtural variable, was found to be associated in a
minor, poéitive fashion with bureaucratization. Three other contextual

variables were tested against bureaucratization. Only a slighf relétion-

ship between the ease of asse$sing goal attainment and bureaucratization
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‘was found, although it might be projected thaE ease of determining goals
should be assoéiaged with "routinization and bureaucratizationf (p. 271).
Evidenfly, this projection is not supported, or official goals and oper-
ant goals (cf. Perrow, 1961) are not synonymous and may lead ;g‘différeqc
results. Offic;al goals were studied in the Hall and Tittle research.
>It was further found that the more an organization was involved with

°  objects rather than ddeas as part of ité*activ;ty framewofk,.fhe more
it was bureaucratized. Lastly, the more an organization was people-
oriented, the less it was bureaucratized. This research shoys certain
important ties between context and.structure in addition to previding a
different vantage point for a consideration of bureaucracy and its roots.
It is perhaps appropriate to note Fhat wifh respect to thé contextual
vafiéble of size, research conducted by Hall et al. (1967) as reported
in Hall (1972) indicéted that the relationship between size and structure
was not entirely clear, and fhat "neither complexity nor formalization
can be implied from organizational size" (p. 114).

Pugh et al. (1968, 1969) took a different tack in their empirical
examination of organizational structure. As a starting point (1968),
they suggest that structure has six 5eparate primary "dimensions":
specialization, stan&ardiiation, formalizétion, centralization,fé;nfig-
uration and flexibility. Speci@lizagion connotes division of labour or
differentiationvwithin the géfi;ity of the organization, "the distriﬁution

" of official duties among a number of positions" (p. 447). Standardization

relates to the prevalence of procedures in the organization that govern
> . .

s operation. In this sense,- a procedure is "an event which has regu-
of occurrence and is legitimized by the organigatibn" (p. 448).

ion represents the extent to which duties and procedures are
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ascribed ip the organization, ''the exﬁéqt to which rules, procedures,
instructions and communications are written" (ibid.). Cgptralizacion
relates’ the level of influence within the orgaﬁizational hierarchy of
positions, "the locus of authority to make decisions agfecting the
organization” (p. 449). Configuration represents the framewérk of
organizational positions, "the 'shape' of the role structure’ (p. 450).
&

AEIexiﬁ;lity‘ipdicates structural amendment within the organization over
time,';} more simply, ''changes in structure” (p. 444).

The fifst five of these organizational dimensions, flexibility was
excluded because of its"inperent requiremgntAfof a longitudinal data
fradé,.were operationalized,'together with‘a"measure of organizational
traditionalism. Traditionalism representsfthe,degre; to which customs
rather than rules govern_organiza;ional action, aﬁd was develoéed f;oﬁ a

combination of items used in sfandardization and formalization. When
Jstandérdization is high and formalization low, the or;anization was con-
sidgred to be mgre traditional, as dis;inct from bureaucratic, and relies
-on custom rather than written "filgs" (cg. Weber, 1946) for ofganizational
understandiné. In operationaiizing'all dimensions, scq}es of aﬁ objective
‘nature were devéloped. This apﬁroétﬁ, as the aughors.note, varies from
that of Hall (1963) and Aiken and ﬁage (1966) in the sense thatbthe latter
studies used "forced-choicg'responses of employees to subjective statements
about work practices"‘(Pugh 95 313, 1968, é. 444) . The Pugh et al. approach
"avoidé, or at least attempts to minimiie, éhe emplbyees' perceptions of
their organization'" (ibid.) at the possible cost of not anovering'"what
'really' happens in the sense of behavior beyond that ;ﬁsﬁituted in organ-
izationa;;forms" (ibid.)}' This 1mportant methodological difference is
discussed more gxténsively in Appendix B of this project. For the study,

-

data were collected from 52 work organizatidns in Birmingham, England.
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Scales for the organizational dimensions were subjected to pfincipal

components analysis to derive "underlying'" dimensions of structure from

Y

the "primary" dimensions. Four underlying dimensions or "factors" were
fouhd in this procedure, and all are by definition mitually independent.
1. Strutturing of Activities. Structuring of activities measured

high on standardization, specialization and formalization. .It was thus

interpreted to indicate "the:degree'td which the ihtended‘behavior of
employees is ovértly defined by task specialization, standard routines,
kgnd~formél péper work" (Pugh et al., 1969, p. 63). Thg authors note that
~thi§ factbr hints at the notion of role specificity (Hickson, 1966), a
subject wﬁich is dealt with in some detail later in ihis section.

2. Concentration of Authority. This factor was marked by a contrast

between centralization of authority and organizational autonomy. It was
thus interpreted to measure ''the degree to which authority for decisions

rests in controlling units outside the organization and is centralized

s 3

at the higher hietarchical.léveis within it" (Pugh et al., 1969, p. 64).

3. Line Control of Workflow. This factor loaded on items of config-

uration in the'organization, aia\mgasured "the degree to which control is

exercised by line personnel instead of through\impefsonal procedures"
) N ‘

(ibid.). - S | ‘ \ L

- .
s [ SRR
\

~

4. Relative Size of thé Supportive Component. Configd}ation items
were again the‘ﬁost sigﬁificanf in this facfor which measured "fﬁeigﬁount‘
of activity auﬁiiiary to the main woikflow of the organizatidna‘(Pugﬁ'i
et al., 1968, p. 458) includidg'"nonébntroi suppoitive,activities, such
as clerical,_traisport, catering and others" (ibid.)..

The authors concluded in part that since these factors were independ-

ent, and may thus vary independently within organizations, and since their
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initial dimensions were draan from bureaucrati@pliCerature, it was evi-
dent "that bureaucracy is gg& unitary, but that organizations may be
bureaucratic in any of a number of ways" (ibid.). This conclusion 1s
in line with the observations of Udy (1959), Stinchcombe (1959) and
Hall $1983), as discussed_earlier. THe fact that these studies were
based on data from different geographical areas of the world, that is
England (Pugh et al. ), 150 nonindustrialized countries (Udy), and the
United States (Stinchcombe, Hall), provides an added depth to this con-
sistency in research findings.

Hage (1965), Aiken and Hage (1966, 1968) and Hage and Aiken (1967a,
b, 1969) distinguish four structural variables within organizations

\
complexity, centralization, formalization and stratification. The
former three tend to be predominant’in their research. Complexity
represents specialization or division of labour in the organiaation,
-and includes items such as the levRl of professional training and ac—
tivity,~and the number of occupations in the operation (Aiken and Hage,
1968) Centralization relates to the hierarchy of authority and member .
participation in decision—making (Aiken and Hage, 1966, 1968). Formal-
ization refers to organizational standardization and in::udes items
such as Job codification, rule observation and job specificity (Aiken
and Hage, 1966, 1968). The job specificity item was not included in
the alienation study (1966) ‘Stratiﬁication relates to the organiza—
tional status system, and refers to prestige differences between posi-
tions and mobility between ppsitions in the organizational hieranchy :
\

(Hage, 1965) The similarity between these structural variables and

the components of analysis summarized previously suggests a certain
jiad

commonality between researchets in thei;/appfoaéﬁ/to structural research

i
-

in organiéations. : ‘ -
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D. - STRUCTURE IN THE CONTEXT OF THE ORGANIZATION

.

Pugh et al. (1969) comprehensively examined the relationship between
underlying dimensions ot organizational étructure, and\the organizationalﬁ,
context or "setting within which structure is developed" (pi,63). Three
dimensions of structure were examined: structuring'of4actiyities, cen~

~

tralization of authority and’line control of workflow. Contextual vari-
ables included the oﬂ!gin and history of the organi;ation, its ownerahip.».
EEE o , R p

and control, size, charter or"goals, technology;, geographic location(s),
and'dependence on other organizations includ}ng parent 'operations. A
possihle eighth contextual variable, resources, was not studied empiri— ‘
cally. Nor was the fourth underlying dimension of structureQ the rela;
tive size of the supportive component. The authors suggested that the
structure ofian organization has important ties to its context, a prop-
osition ﬁhrré\was-sabstanti&te& »drr cthre ke resuxrch’findings._ St -~

1. Structuring of Activities. This‘structural feature of organiza—

_tions was positively correlated with the size of the organization,)the
size of 'the parent organlzation, and the degree of workflow integration

formulated within the operation s technology. The fact that size proved

g
~.

a reasonable predictor of the structuring of activities, but not of con=>

centration of authority nor of line control of workf low perhaps indicates
that 31ze has an impact on one dimension of structure but not structure
in-genera} nor all of its elements.

. 2. Concentration of Authority. The concéhtration of authority in

the organization was pos1tive1y correlated ‘with dependence on other
organizations, the number of operating sites and the size of themparent
organization. It was negatively correlated with organizationalvage, . ' ) Q:

a< . . . .
operating diversity and workflow integration. It appears that "dependent ‘ i
) ‘. . . . . S’ a '

- | |ﬂp¢ks owonm
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) 8
organizations have a more centras .ized authority structire and less auton-

omy in decision-making; independeﬁs_organizations have more autonomy.and
decentralize decisions down the hierarchy” (p. 86). Firms with multiple

o

outputs and selectivity in clients served, which amounts to operating
diversity within charter,.tended to be more decentralized. Similarly,

operations high on workflow integration within their tecnnology were

more decentralized. It is remembered that high workflow integration led

¢

to high structuring of activities. This connotes a certain routineness‘

)tq the operation, which was interpreted to permit decentralization of
b

ahthority. '"Because of the increasing- control resulting directly from

the workflow itself in an’ integrated technology, decisions tend to become

»
N

more routine and can be decentralized." (p. 79).

3. Line Control of Workflow. A line or "personal" control of work-

“flow was positively'correlated with the number of operating sites and

’

negatively correlated with operating‘variability and workflow integration.

ations suggested that when operating variak lity within
rganizational oharter and workflov integration within technolog} were
high, line control of workflow was reduced and more impersonal controls
were impoeed. iVariability in operations denotes the production of non-

standard outputs, often consumer specified. It would seem that this

variability took away - line control of workflow. Similarly, the more

integrated the technology, the less personal control was held at the

# line level. g

< -

The authors stated as part of their findings that "size, technology,
depenaencé,;and location (number of site$) are critical in the prediction
of the two ﬁajor dimensions (structuring of activities, concentration of

authority) of the structures of work organizations” (p. 89, emphasis

<

~

~
N
.
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removed). It is evident that the ‘charter of the organization reflected
in operating variability and diversity was also a significant variable.
Causal ties are not to be inferred from the research, although the
authors admit the temptathnx}'&n particular, that size, dependence,

and the charter-technology—location nexus largely determine structure."
((p. 90). The study, . .wever, did not permit this type of categorical
statement, nor was the directional relationship necessarily one way.

.It was obvious, however, that tnere are)important assoclations between
structure and context which warrant attention.

\ .
/ s
It is perhaps not surprising that of all of the contextual variables
\ - .

a

included in the Pugh_ggléi. paper, the lone variable to have a decided
'correlation with each asbect of structure was technology. Asvthese_auth—
ors use cne term, technology refers to 'the sequenceoof physical tech-
niques used.upon the workflow of the organization, even if the physical
techniques involve only pen, ink and paper” (p. 77). The operational.
definition, termed workflow integrarion, included items such as workflow
rigidity, antomaticity mode, auromaticity range, interdependence of work-
flow segments‘and sﬁecifiéity of criteria of quality evaluation. That
‘the importancegof technology as a correlateé of structure is not surprising
follows from the proﬁinent position that technology is accorded in dis-
cussions of organ%zation structure, both in theory (Thompson, 1967; Perrow,
1967, 1970) and in empirical research (Woodward, 1965; Burns and Stalker,
1961). - '
7

Thompson (1967) argues that "complex organizations are built to i
operate technologiee which are found to be impossible or imprectical for

individuals to operate" (p. 15), and thus "clearly, technology is an

important variable in understanding the actions of complex organizations"
| - .

-
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(ibid.). He distinguishes three specific types of technologies. %The
long-linked technology 1s characterized by activities in an organiza;ion
which follow one another and are interdependent. A mass pr&duétion
assembly line is offered as an example. ’The mediating technology is
characterized as a joining or "linking" of parcies as accomplished by o
a telephone company, bank or insurance cbmpany. The inten§ive técﬁnology
employs methods appropriate "in order to achieve a chaﬁgg in some specific
object" (p. 17) which is dargely affected by "feedback from the object

. itself" (ibid.). Hospitals are an example of 4ntensive technology, with
patieﬁfs'representiﬁg the objects of"change. Thompson views the organ-
ization as an open system with input and output activities binaing it to

a task environment (cf. Dill, 1958), and with technological activity in
the operation representing the intermediafe stage between input and output
activity. The organizatién's bond with its task environment and the
formation og an organizational ;omain (cf. Levine and White, 1961) are
responsibilities of management and its "boundary-spanning units" (Thompson,
1967, Chapter 6). The technical unit of the organization is "buffered”
from ehvironmental concerns as acquiring inputs and disposing of outputé
(p. 20) and coping with envirommental uncertainties. The ;tructure of
;he‘organi£ation in.terms of human and capital resources is reléted

~

chiefly to issues of interdependence and issues of coordination within
’ j

a

the operation (Chépter 5). Interdependency of organizational parts and‘
positions is "a function of both technology and task environmeﬁt" (é.‘57).
The #evelopment of departments, ﬁ;eraréhy and special cdmmittées, task
forceé and project teams are largely déte{yined by thgitechnoloéy and its
task eﬁbironment.z Thompson views interdé;endeecy in terms of pooled,

sequential or reciprocal ties between positions and parts; and coordination

)
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in terms of stand&rdization, plans and systems of mutual adjustment
(Chapter 5). These divisions have technological roots in part. In
_aadition, changes in the activity of a firm within its environment may
have a natural tie with the technology of the organization; Long-linked
technological co;;anies, fo; example, tend to ekpand§by vertical integra-
tion (p. 40); medigtin; technological operaéidns, by adding to the popu-
lations served (p. 42) and iﬁtens;veitechnologisal organizations, by
subsuming the object which is théir focus.(p. 43). Examples of each are
integrated oil companies concerned with oil exploration, refiﬁing? dis-
tribution and sale; insurance companies, with séles.persons writing
additional policies to spread risk amongst more units; and hospitals

[

increa31ng their in-patient programs.

Pg?itions or jobs in the organization haye a technglogical undertone.
Persons entering an organization.enter into a "contract” which "defines
what is expected of individuals in terms of jobs needed to’bé done, and
it defines the rewards which‘the organization pledges fof the appropriate
performénce of such jobs" (p. i06). The requirements of a job may be
amended periodically "to meet the changing dictates of technoiogy}and task

environment” (ibid.). Jobs may vary in a number of ways as they relate’

to an individual's career development. These include offering the oppor-

tunity to learn and move vertically in the operation, offering visibility, -

and offering exposure to asséssmgnt by others (pp. 107-108). Perhaps less
standatdiz;d, more noﬁroutine jobs are preferable fof allowing these quaié
ities to unfold. Even boundary-spanning Hobs which are typically asso-
ciatéd with less routine because of environme;tal uncertainties cannét

be assumed to hold these characteristics. When an organization s task

environment is relatively homogengeous and stable, the boundary-spanning

T T L €6 e e s



jubs can be routinized (n. 111). Thus nuch depends on the nature of the
wenv;ronment in which the firm operdtes. More generally, the fact that
organizations seek certaintylin‘member behavior suggests that wh;re pS-
sible they standardize jobs as a means‘to this end. For a number of
reasons "jobs in long-linked technologies and in the\protected>portioqs
of mediating technologies are highly standardiied and repetitive" (p. 108).
Intenstve technologies are tied more to specialized skills, peerrstandards
and peer association as in the crafts and nrofessions (pp. 112-113).
Organizational imposition is perhaps mitigatea by peer relationships.
Managers in all technologies occupy a group unto themselves, and are
typically nonstandardized (p. 115). Thus thevbasic argument of Thompson
can be viewed i this framework "that technologies. and environments are
basic sources of uncertainty for organlzations" (p. 1) and "that organiza-
tions cope with uncertainty by creating certain parts specifically to
-deal‘with it, specializing other’ parts in operating under conditlons of
certainty or near certainty" (p; 13). . - .

Perrow (1967, 1970) argues that technoiogy is a key differentiating
factor in the -comparative analysis of organizations (1967). Technology
is defined as "'the actions that an individual performs upon an object,
with or without the aid of tools or mechanical devices, in order to make
some change‘in that object" (1967, p. 271). Perrow's concept of tech-
nology relatee to .all activities of\the firm. “Some technology,isﬁub:
quired, not only'in the actual production process, but also for procuring
the input of materials, capital and labour and disposing of the output

&

to some other organization, Or consumer, and/or coordinating the three

'functions! of 'phases' of input-transformation-output." (1970, p. 75)..
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'For the individual in a job, Perrow suggests that thére are two -

essential technological variables: the number of exceptions confronted

as part of the work program, and the degree to which "search procedures"

for the proper handling of job encounters are "analyzable". 'These vari-
ables represent ess;ntially a stimulus-response type sifuation. .The jobl
has certain charactaristic'requirements or stimuli in ic which may or may
not have a large number of exceptionéi, unusual or ifregular‘occurreﬁcés.
When a req;ifement for action is Qresented in thekjob, the incumbent must
"decide what kind of a response to nake" (1970, p. 76). _If'thefe are pro-
cedures which are‘génetally known on how the fequirement for action should
be handled, Pérrow.suggests that this ind}cateé an "analyzable search"
type.teéhnglogy. When the procedgres are not well known and elements of
judgment and innovation are called for,.thg situationvrepresenés unanal-
yzéBle search behavior. ’These tWolvaria£lés, specifitq}lyAfhe number of
- exceptions in the job and the dégréé of analyzable search available,
pfovide the essence of a technoloéy“ﬁatrix of.jobs in general (1970, p.78).
One way of 1ooking at job stimuli is to cbnsider them as the raw material
of the job (1970, p. 76); and the incidence of exceptions in the raw
material may be térmed raw material variability._ When search behavior
is rather well knéwn, be there few or many exceptions in the raw maﬁériai,
this behavior.can be viewed as standardized. 1In this:sen;e, standardized
and’Perrow;S<term "analyéable" are synonymous. |

Routine ;échnologies are defined as havihg.ﬁew exceptions.in raw
material and a standardized search behavior. Nonrqutinebpechnologies
are defined as having aany exceptions in raw material and noggtandardized

search behavior. Perrow offers these two sets-as the "bureaucratic and

nonbureaucratic structures! respectively (1970, p. 78). Within the matrik,
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however, two cher»proﬁotypes are possible. A job may have few exceptions

in raw material and an unanalyzable or nomstandardized searchbbehavior,

exemplified in‘the crafts. Alternatively, a. job may have many exceptions

¥

in‘raw material but staﬁgardizea search behavlor, as in engineering work.
Thus, four‘typeé of technological settiﬁgs are envisage&. Bureaucrat;L
viewed as a co;tiquum (Hall, 1963) cuts one swath across the matrix. . It
does not réaidly-encompass the entire map. Nor do the terms "routing"{
and "nonroutine'". A job may be routine with respect to raw material ’ |
input, but ﬁonroutine with respect to search prbceéses as in the crafts;
or a job may be npnroutine in terms of raw material, but relatively routine
in search processes as in engineérinél

?érrow then argues that organizations "Qittingly or unwistingly aﬁtempt

to maximize the congruence between their technology and their structure’

(1970, p. 80). Operations with different techhological settings may vary

4
s

in terms‘éf items.like-discretioﬁ, po&er, coordination within groups,

" interdependence of groﬁps, and hierarchical level distinctions. To those
who argue bureaucracy is inhérentiy bad, Perrow poiﬁts out ﬁﬁat'"fﬁp
routine work, the' bureaucratic structure may be both the most efficient
and the most'ﬁumane. Not-all people pféfer the hectic, Qpen—enéed and
uncertain character of nonroutine_tésks, not even top managemenf," (1970,
P- 83).’ If this is trpe,'it'may be that some people like at'leést some
routine in their.vorﬁ; and Perrow's model provides a yaluablé‘insight as
to areas of routine and nonroutine. Craftsmen, for ex;mple, have sdme
routine in thei:.work: vefj little ¥ariation in_thgir materiél input.

Engineers alsc have some routine in their work: search processes. that -

. . . X B
are  standardized. Each groqp,_however, also has a degree of nonroutine

. . = '\\\‘\ .
in the jobs. One of the ironies of research teams whose jobs are essen-

tially nonroutine in nature is that part of their work often involves
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studies ﬁto generate ways' of routinizing production and building better
bureaucratic‘controls into organizations" €ibid.).

In the discussion of technology and structure, particularly within
the open system model, the diyision of an organization into separate
parts has become more evident. There are, in fact, many fhnctional areas
in an organization,‘and one useful way of classifying structural systems
“ in an operation is studying functions. Katz and Kahn (1967) offer five

-

subsystems of organieational structure: production, maintenance of
working structureg-boundary systems, adaptive systems'and managerial sys-
tems (p. 80). The production!system is concerned with converting inputs
to outputs.in line with the goals of the company, and is associated with
specialization of labour. The maintenance system‘handles the interface
of job and the company's labour force, the notion of contract between
worker and employer {Thompson, 1967) The dimension of structural‘for—
malization, the company remuneration plan, and training programs are part
of the maintenance system. It might be argued that thelproduction and
maintenance systems comprise the technical core (ibid.) of the company. -
Boundary‘systems link the organizati:% to its environment‘with
respect to both input and output exchanges.kcf. the open system model)
and to acquiring ‘acceptance within the environment (c£. Perrow, 1970
Chapter 4). The adaptive system is ‘involved with planning and develop~
ment activity to ensure that the company can remain viable oger time.
Adaptation as a quality is considered fundamental to units of the eco-
nomic sector of society according to Parsons:(l97l, Chapter 2). The
managerial system is responsible for overall cOOrdination and conflict

e
resolution within the organization.
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One viable proposition which flows from a considération of structure

and technology points to the likelihood that certain parts of an organ-.

ization may be highly structured or bureaucratized while other parts may

be lesé rigorously structured or nonbureaucratic in nature (cf. Perrow,
1970, Chapter 3. Tecﬁnolbgy may provide the Basié for the structure in-
evidence, Where thevwork is routinized, as in production perhaps, a -
bureaucratic network may prevail. Where the work is nanghtine, as in
~research, a ﬁonbureaucratic’strucéure may bé fouﬁd. ‘Lawrenée énd Lorsch
(1969) subscribe to this notion of internal differentiation of structure
and the concurrent problem of appropriate integrating devices in their
examination of organizations and their environment. It appears likely
that environmental conditions bear directly on structure and tedanology
to organizations in general and to specific parts, funétional areas or
units of the prganization. In this éense, organizational theory relates
to how bureaucratized an orgahization is as a whaole (cf. Pugh, 1973),-

. and to how bureaucratized specific units of the orgaﬁization may be (cf.

Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969). Both may be tied in turn to technological
' {

and eavironmental conditions. ‘ \

Viewing the overall nature ofvorganizations and the principles of

their design, Woodward (1965) in af&idely cited study of administrative

C At m

practice concluded.thaﬁl"while at'first sight there seemed to be no link

between organization angd success, and no one best way of organizing a

- factory, it subsequently became ap%arent that there was a particular form. -

. , f .
of organization most appropriate to each technical situation" (p. 228).

. o, _
- She discerned three types of production systems: unit and small batch,

large batch and mass, and prooess. An'example of each might be a company

making a number #f units of equipment according to customer specification;
. \

a company operating an assembly line producing/standard equipment for the

——— . v ursles .
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general market place, and a company.f:xp&ved in the production of chemi-
cals. The study unveiled systematic differences amongst these three
types of production systems on a large number of structural variabies.
If the three systems are viewed as stages of technical advancement, some
of“the varigbles showed a direct relationship with advancement: in tech-
nology, others showed a curvilinear relationship. She»found, for example,
that the number of levels in line production Hepartments was lowest in
unit batch operations, somewhat higher in mass production outfits, and
highest in process operations (p. 210). The span of dontrol of the chief
executive officer.followed the same pattern. Specifically, the median
number of persons reporting to the chief executive off#cer was, four in
" GUnit batch, seven in mass prdduction and teﬁ in process operatidns (ibid.).
fhere were also differeﬁcés i; the occupational composition of the
. production systems. The ratio of»managers and supervisors to line per-
sonnel tended to increaseﬂin movipg from unit batch, to mass'produétion,
to process operaéions (pp. 212-213). The most»qﬁalified managers and
sﬁpervisors were found in process opefations (p. 214). The size of sup~
port staff ihcluding‘clerical and administrative staff followed tﬁé same
pattern as the’managerial_tatio (p. 217)f A curvilinear‘trend appeared
~in the span of controi of first line supervisors. The average number of
persons’contrqlled by the supervisor was'found to be higher in mass pro-
duction opérations than in unit batch and process systéms (p. 220). | r
Roles also changed amongst productionlor technological settings. A
- system of "management by committeé” was mo;e.common in process operations
than in ﬁhe.less complex unit batch and maséfproduction‘outfits.v Differ-
ences inntﬁe positional impact ﬁnd decision-making érécesses appearéé.

.

The draughtsman, for example, in the unit batch operation provided a main
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link between' product development and actual product manufacture. 1In the

A

mass production system, this principal responsibility was tempered,
the draughtsman became'a part of a more complicated coorgigating ystem
between product development and production (p. 221),

Perhaps one of the main conclusions offered in the Woodward udy
is that there may be no one best way of\organiziﬁg. This theme is also
‘- evident in the research findings of Burms.and. Stalker (196;) and Lawrepce
and Lorsch (1969). In‘examining orgaéizations and charige, Burns and
Stalker disCernéd'marked differences in organizational design and proéess
between those companies operating in a relatively stable environment and
those coémpanies operating in a changing environment. These two groups
were termed mechanistic and diganic operations respeétively, ;nd in gen-
eral, the former posseésed a tighter, more bpreaucratic-like structure,
while the latter'tendgd to be looser and distinctly nonbureaucratic.

The nature of“the external environmént is centrél to the "contingency
theory" of organizations, a term advanced by Lawrence aﬁd Lorsch (1969).
Their research included the study of companies "in industfies with dif-
ferent rates of technological change" (p. 19) and "in 1ndustries in whléh
the dominant dema;ds seem to come from different sectoré of the environ-
ment" (p. 20). They found "that organizational variables are in complex .

. .
iﬁterrelationship with one another and with conditions in the environment"
(p. 157). The form of structure within production, marketing and research
’units in companies appeared to relate to the degree of certainty aﬁd the
degree of diversity prevalent in their respective enviionments. The more
these conditions varied amongst units, the greater the structural differ-

ences amongst units. Ultimately, companies were faced with bringing the

units together into a coordinated network, and it appeared that the means
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choséﬁ for integrating units and resolving conflicts provides an important
aspect of how successful companies were in\?ractice.' In this se;se, the
organizations which were found to be most séccessful were the operations
whose units were differentiated in %1ne wifhdenvironmental differences

' but-integrated in an appropriate matter. Forms-of integration varied
with the degree of differéntiation in structure;. O0f the high performance
organizations, the plastics firm operating in a dynamié environment and
characterized by high differentiation;relied on an integrative department.
.The food Orga?{zatioﬁ with moderatg differentiation used individual inte-
grators. The'éontainer organization with relatively low differentiation
employed dfrect hanagerial contact, Other i&tegrating devices include
cross-functional teéms, hierarchical £ies, ;nd paper exchange networks
(pp- 137;140). Perhaps a notable outcome.of.this résearch is the idea
that some conflict between parts of an pperétion is ineviﬁgble, and thét
one dis;inguishing feature of successful companies is their abilit; to

- resolve conflict and integrate their parts. Hall (1972) argues in this

manner. 'Lawrence and Lorsch's r.search ... has indicated that conflict,

where it is an integral part of the system and is mahaged effectively,

can contribute to organizational effectiveness." (p. 240). The management
of differentiation and integration appears central to organizational

analysis and understanding.

A major contextual variable which is widely examined as a correlate

of structure is the size of the organization, operationalized most often

K N - \
in terms of number of employees. Hall (1963) found no relationship between -

size an% bureaucratic chafacterisgics, but Hall and Titﬁle‘(1966) uncovered
certain ties between size and bureaucracy when bureaucracy was formulated

. as a total Phenomenon.  Hall et al. (1967), as reported in Hall (1972),

I'4
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argued that‘size had no generalized association with structure. Scott
(1975) reexamined the Hall. et al. (1967$ data and reached an alternatiﬁetr
‘point of view on their meaning. '"Our interpretation of these déta leads
to the different conclusich that this stuéy indicates a modestkbut rea-
sonably consistent positive association between organizational size and
three dimensions of structural differentiation." (p. 11). Perhaés then,
the-Haii Et_gi.‘paper may hold evidence of certain relationships netween

-

size and structure. Blau (1974) provides an argument that "increasing
organicational size promotes ditferentiation, but it does so at a‘declin-
ing rate" (p. 328). This is\taken as a conflicting finding~againnt the
current of Woodward (1965) and Hall et al. (1967). 1In light of Scott's
interpretation of Hall et al., it appears the Blau study reinforces
Scott's conclusion, and the papers may be supportive rather than antipodal
in their‘findings.

It seems likcly that both tecnnology and sizc relate to Structure,
and that both should be considered within research models. Hall (1972)
points to the need for examining "tne interaction of size nnd technology" Y
(pp. 122-123) in priorizing their importance in organizational analysis. |
Pugh et al.'(1969) found that technology had decided association with all
dimensions of structure including structuring of activities, concigyration
of authority, and line control of workflow. Size of organization on the
other hand was rrlated solely to structuring of'activities, The efféct
of size on thc technologj'data was not considercd in'the original papér:
'ﬁickson'et al. (1969) QOok the manufacturing firm 8, data from Pugh et al.
(1968, 1969) and completed a more encompassing study of structure, size

and technology. . In‘generq}, size had”an association with most aspects of

‘structure, and although technology‘aISO exhibited nééuCiation with a number

~
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of aspects of structure, when size was partialled out of these relatiod-
ships, the coefficients of correlation were reduced significantly. In

short, the variable size was instrumental on the associations found be- ,

tween technology and structure. This led Hall (1972) to say that "Hickson ~ \
\\ i

and his associates have correctly concluded from their data that size is O}%}“Dkgmq
more important than technology in determining. structure' (u. -121).’ Puggh "‘ 3
(1973) points in the,same,direction.,.hln general, our studies havelcOn%~\f p [ g
‘ Q. N N
firmed that the relationship of technology to the main structural dimeH;: iii“'{:ij
o - -
sions in manufacturing organizations are always‘very small andfpfay‘afoo‘ ooby(£3;
secondary role relative to other contextual features“such asﬂsize and j‘ Qéﬁﬁlqg
. . (7 AT
interdependence‘with other organizations.".(p.'éOS) Blau et a100(197691{ gt&?@}%hgg
W00 L

in a study of technology and organizations in manufacturing support thbse

) 5 & o :7

findings. "In' contrast to mechanization, sizg exerts a ¢onsiderable ia—

Ceu
o

fluence in the structure of factories.” (p. 26) The effect of technology,
Y 0

however, is still 51gnificant according’to the Blau et al paper. Thefr

W O )

research shows "that the’ technology is associated with the structure of

> v !
L

_factories.lndependent of their size, though these effects,become apparent

S

only if types of technical systehs aread;stinguished andaprocedures are,
employed that reveal curvilinear relétibhébipé" (p- 27).f>The importanCe_

o o
o ¢ -

. - o . : (. . : .
of methodology perhaps cannot'be»understated. Partial cqrrelation'tech—

nidues for example only indicate linear relationships" (p 28) and thus

may hid curvilinear patterns. Usiug Woodward's (1965) &ohCept of tech-

nological production systems,-differences in structure became apparent B
h B

in the Blau et al. (1976) study, and priucipally adheﬁh to a curvilinear

Sy o
STEN R R

relationship, with mass operations varying from small batch and process
systems. For example, "work in mass. production is. more routine than that é
in small batch factories, yhile work in process production is least routine

R 4 . . +
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v ... These differences are reflected in a pronouncedf]—shaped relation-

ship of the spans of control of production fo;emen with the three types
of}teéhnélogy" (p. 29). The Blaa et al. (19765'paper represents certain
support tq‘Woodward_(1965) in terms of the merit in distinguishing amoqgst
productions systems in any analysis éf organizatiohal sttucturé, and

emphasizes the need for a consideration of both technology and size in

understanding organizational design.

E. ORGANIZATIONAL FUNCTIONS AND PROCESSES

«

Orgahizationél functions and processes reflect activity'wichin

structure by members of the organization whose behavior is affected both

-

by the“organization itself and by their individual nature. Triandis

. .

st R 2y
(1966) .suggests that "a function may be defined as an attribute or pro-.
cess that is hypothesized as intervening between some feature of organ-

izational design (input, structure) and some organhizational output"
, o :

(p- 67). He relates grganizational functions to Bakke's (1959)-"essén-

tial processes" within organizations, a reference poihf shared by Pugh

o

et al. (1963) ip the»deveiopment of thgir research framework for the
ly empi;icai study of org;niggtions. Theseilatéer-authors charactefizg
A C ' .
(L.functions as "activities", and note that "structure is indeed a cdngtruct
derived from IJigani;;Eionall activitiesg (p. 300). - Hall (1972) argues
:thai ofganizatiogalzprocesSef represent ''the majér ways in which an

‘o;ganizacion moves from one state to the next' and further, that "organ-

izational structutre sets the stage for these processes to occur” (p. 201).
. . ’ . " . K ¢

. " The functions and ptocessés in an organization include an array of
variables. Hall (1972) offers a summary examination of five processes:

. power, conflict, leadership, decision—ﬁaking agd communications (Part

.
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F. ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE, OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES

‘ ' ' ‘ :
w'. » has relevance at the organizational, group and individual level.

41

Three). Pugh et al. (1963) based on Bakke (1959) view activity as it
relates to five organizational processes: specifically, identification,
perpetuation, wockflow, control, add homeostasis. These activities
involve organizational measures‘regardicg the acquisition of legitimacy
and resources in the firm's environment; resource flow within the organ-
ization, including ideas, people, material and money; items like motiva—
tion, direction, fusion and problem-solving; and organizational ;roduc-
tion and distribution. The Katz and Kahn (1967) fqnctiqnal systems
noted ‘earlier may be considered within this frameeork. Functions and
processes are thus envisaged as 'part of the dynamics of organizational
life" (Hall, 1972, p. 203) and represent a major afpect'of organizational

research and study. To appreciate organizational processes, it would

‘appear necessary to examine both the nature of organizations and the

\

nature of members who comprise the organization.

Organizations as action systems have objectives, and thus "anoshef ’

o

variable in the analysis of organizational behavior is an organization s

success in reaching its stated goals"” (Pugh et al., 1963, p. 312). Cer-

tabg of the items in this area. are at the level of the organization as a

whole, items like: profitability, adaptability and market standing (ibid.,
p.:313). Others involve groups within the organization including vari-

ables as worker satisfaction with fellow employees (Triandis, 1966 p. 62)
. 4

At the. level of the individual in the organization, major outcomes of
concern include turnover, absenteeism and individual worker sat . f 'ction

(ibid.). Pcodqptivity, viewed in terms of product quality and quantity,

~

e
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Hage and Aiken (1967) distinguish between structure and performance
variables in organizations in line with Pugh et al. (1963). Hage and
Aiken (1967) view structure as "the arrangements of positions or jobs
within tha organization” (p. 4825 including aspects as complexity and
centralization, whereas performance "refers to the outcomes of the
arrangements of positions" (ibid.) including program change and satis-
faction. In large part this follows Hage's (1965) dichotomy between
means and ends, where the means broaches structure and the enns broaches
performance (p. 265). Triandis (1966) defines structures as “the tela—
tionships among key elements of the organization" (p 59) while outputs
are "measures of organizational effectlveness . The examination of
performance or outputs is an important aspect of the general study of

organizations.

G. THE STUDY OF ORGANIZATIONS

Pugh (1966) views organizational theory in terms of organizational
structure and functions, and the behavior of members of the organization
within groups and as individuals. Organizational cbntent is proven to
have 1mportant ties to structure. Further, since organizations are dis-
tinguished from other types of sotial artangements by virtue of having
objectives (Parsons, 1956), the sﬁbject of peffotﬁance properly falls
Awithin the study of organization%. This framework provides a capsuleﬁolﬁk
the Pugn et al. (1963) "conceptuai scheme for organiaational analysis™.

‘iTriandis (1966) formulates a comparablé %ramework withlsome differ-
ences. Organizations are viewed in terms of inputs, structure, functions
and output. Significantly the input vatiables include both organizationaia i
context and the personality traits of organizationalamembers.. Structure

»
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includes abstract qualities of the organiz;tionllike specialization and
the fit between jobs und members. Funétions.refer to action within
structufe, and include items like training programs for members, modes
of goal formulation; integrating techniques‘as part of leadership and
similar aétivicies. Outputs relate to objective organizatio&al charac-
terist{?ifiike préductivityiand turnover, and to attitudinal variableg
like worker satisfaction. Triandis states that, from his review of the
literature and ﬁié discﬁssions with other students of organizatioﬁs,
"the number of variables involved in the descriptioﬁ of organizations
is very largé. It is a fairly sure guess that at lea;t a hundred input
variables are unrelated to each other aﬁd yet important, and that about
fifty structure variables, thirty function variables, and close to twenty
output variables are also involved. Furthermore, the specification of

. the relationships among these two hundred variables is by no means simple.”

(p. 89). Perhaps one of the challenges of organizational theory, and
' . o .

particularly the empirical reéearch in organizational theory, is to bring
together these variables into a compreﬁ%nsive\focus. It is evident that
conﬁextﬁal, structural, functional, perférmance and psychological vari-
ables are involved in this research,'witﬂ most behavioral vérigples
falliﬁg within the performance set and attitudinal variables representing
part of the psychological set. To ﬁhé e%tent that certain attitudinal
variables represent responses‘to the job, they‘piggt app;oﬁ}iately be
treated as- performance variables as well. ,

Scott (1975) points to three trends in the study of organizations.

\ .
Structure as organizational form is treated more as a dependent variable

A

ip the current empirical analyses (cf. Pugh Eﬁ“éif’ 1969) rather than a

given or ideal type. (cf. Weber, 1946, 1947). The thrust is to explain
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variance in structure through research models (p. 2). Increasingly the
models are reflective of'opén systems wheré organizations are seén in an
‘ongoing relationship with their environment, rather than closed systems
| with organizations perhaps operating unto theﬁselves. This iﬁplies a -
certain degree of dependenée within the framework, the element of envi;
ronmental uncertainty (cf. Thompson, 1967) and éhe fact that the organ-
ization is not cut-off from society but is a part of society. Input,
output and feedback transactions in’addition to fhe Sasic.trénsformation
activi;ies in organizations become instrumental to organizational uﬁder-
standing. Further, the study of organizations has moved from case énaiy—
sis to the comparative analysis of organizations, and: indeed both forms
of research are iﬁportant as sources of ipformation. Methodological

improvements in research have paced this treny, conceptually (cf. Lazars-

feld and Menzel, 1961) and technically (cf. Afpendix B).

H. ROLES,‘THE NATURE OF JOBS AND HUMAN ACTORS

Levinson (1959) relates three popular interpretations of the term
- ‘ L) .
organizational role. Often it is used to connote the Qorms and expecta-
tions of a position in the organization. This interpretation is ¢6n§is—

tent with Kahn et al. (1964) and Etzioni (1964) ak discussed earlier. N

Role, however,. may also suggest ''the members orientation or concepgioh

of the part he is to play in the organization" (p. 515) which places a
degree of definition within the grasp of the role player rather than the’

organization. Further, role may refeg_to "the actions of the individual

‘members” (ibid.). Stogdill (1966) broaches this usage of the term when
he defines role as what incumbents to a poéition actually do (p. 19).
Argyris (1957) similarly argues’ that role may comprise all of the actioms



of an individuall within the organizétion, including formal and informal

\
\,

undertakings. Although the eerm role is not used in the theory in a
universal fashiqn, the focal point for role analysis:is Kahn et al. (1964).
Hall (1972) argues that‘”Bobert Kahn et al. have provided the mosf‘widely
used and systematic framework for the understanding of the phenomena under
'Hiscuesion." (p. 191). It follows that role is perhaps most widely used

to represent the organizational expectations of a person occupying a posi-

tion-in the operation. .
Position in this sense and folld;ing Levinson (1959) is "an element
of organizational auCOnomy; a location in sociallspace, a category of
organizational membership"l(p. 514). This is comparable to the term
office.employed widely by Weber (1946, 1947) and denotes a job in an
organizational cOnfiguration (Pugh gg_gi.; 1968)7' Levinson'further points
out that "it is meeningful to say that a person 'ocgupies' a social posi-
tion; but it is inappropriate to say, as many do, that one occupies a
role". This leads to a contemporary phrase that a persnn occupies a posi-
tion and performs a roie in an organization (cf. Kahn gg_gl,; 1964).
There is perhaps no one ;late of job dimensions in organizational analysis. -
The Hall et al. (1967) framework noted previously provides one valuable. |
method of probinévorganizatidnal formelization and complexity as revealed
in role perceptions. Hackman and Lawler (1971) drawing fnom Turner and
Lawrence (1965) classify jobs in terms of six dlmensions as variables:
variety, dutonomy, task identity, feedback dealing with others and friend—
ship oppornunlties:\\SiEi\et al. (1976) confirmed these dimensions as
.relatively or;hogonal characteristics of jobs using‘factor analytic tech-

°niques. Hackman (1977) modified the core dimensions of variety, autenomy,

task identity, and feedback in a recent article on job design, and nerhaps
. : o .

1 . . ~ - -
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hisharticle summarizes the currént job dimension slate resulting from his
extensive research with others in the subject. Hackman (1977) advances
five'core‘dimensions. These include skill variety, relating to "the degree
to which a job requires.a variety of different activities ... which inQolve
the use of a number. of different skills and talents ..." (pp. 2&\\245), task
identity defined as '"the degree to which the job requires completioﬁ\of a

'whole' and identifiable plece of work ..." (p. 245); task significance or

- 2

"the degree to which the job ha;\? substantiallimpact on the lives or work
of other people ..o (ibid.); autonom;\referring to "the degree to which the
job, provides substantial freedom, independence‘and discretion to the indi-
vidual ;.." (1bid.) and feedback meaning "the degree to which carrying out
the work activities required by the 'job results in the individual's obtain-
ing direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her
performance",(ibid.).» The group dimensions do not appear in_the current
article. The dimensions of skill variety, task identity and task signifi-
cance relate to the meaningfulness of work in the job situation, autonomy
relates to responsibility of work and feedback relates to knowledge of
results (p. 243). These relationships are~enunciated as critical psycho-
logical states" which intervene between the job dimens*ons and work outcomes
including job satisfaction. Conceptually this ties the individual and the
organization together, a'central feature of the notion of role.
The‘stndy\of organiaational roles is important for at least two rea-

sons. Roles represent a meeting point between the individual and the

organization, and much of organizational thebr& can be synthesized in the
concept of role. ﬁoth_factors bear examination. In the first place; role
may be seen as the point at which the societal member and the organization

meet and link (Katz and Kahn, 1967, p. 197), are at direct interface (Hall

_1972, p. 196) orunite (Lichtman and Hunt, 1971, p. 252) ' The individual



joining an orgénizatioh brings .a certaln history, experience, egucation;
skill and cogﬁitive and afféctive style. The organization offers a job
which must be done. Work organizations are often particularly careful in
recruiting{and selecting individuals to flll jobs and perform roles (cf
Etzioni, 1971, p. 259). 1In this way, the individual person becomes a
member of the organization, and company officialé are concer&ed about
having the right person for the job or more generally having a company
wotk force that fits their purpose, is suited for the work, understands
the work and is\cbmmitted to the firm. Thus, the orgaﬁization ha§ certaiQ
neids of the individual. Somewhat more specifically Katz aﬁd Kahn (1967)
define three qualities that are essential in thig regard: individuals
must join and stay in the firm, they must perform their toles as defined,
and they must provide additional input to the betterment. of the company
beyond that called for in” the tolt dgfinition in order for the cogpany'to
remain‘viable (Chapter 125. These concerns underlie company motivational‘
techtiques énd socialization programs. Sociaiization may be defined as
the change-over in the individual from é'meﬁber of society to a member of
an otganiz;tion, holding a position with certain role responsibilities;
it is "the process of 'learning the rgpes';’the process of being indoc-~.
trinated and trained,  the pfocesé of being taught what is important in |
an organization or some subunit thereof" (Schein, 1968, p. 210) By
selectivity in recruiting procedures, companies can choose. individuals

from the population who fit the company mold quite readily, and possess

He

the skills and knowledge required for the job. This reduces the require—
ment for soclalization programs (Etzioni 1964, p. 70) although they may
well be offered as a means of relating company needs of the individual to

the individuql in the company setting. Whgte selectivity is not open to
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or practiced by a'company, the importance and value of socialization pro~-
grams 1s enhanced.

Davis (1971a) views persons as potentially involved in tnree aspects
of work proeesses: "eriergy supplier ... a guider of tools [end] s
regulator of a working situation or system, an adjustor of diffituities"
(p. 438). He argues that the first two quelitiee are increasinglyfe
fonction of machines and capital, and that persons are thus involved more
in the regulatory aspects of work. This perhaps falls in line with the
‘stages of tecnnological progress which is forwarded by Woodward.(1965).
Process orodnction systems are more capital intensive than small batch
and mess production systems, and the company work force is readily envis-
saged as less involved in providing the major source of energy and acting
as the prime goider of tools. Machines perform these functions, while” |
persons.regulate them and meet.contingencies. Role routine is often cited
as é p¥ncipal variable of jobs (Inkson gtngl., 1970) and it appears likely
that routine would be greater in jobs‘Qhere persons are simply S&Epliers
of energy as distinct from guiders of tools and regulators. The;demands
of the jobs also vary. Ashby (1956) points out that the varietfhof out~
cones of a regniated situation 1is direotly affected by the variety inher-
ent in the regulator.‘}it appears likelybthat more fornel and diversified
skills are required in regulator functions then in the other work functions.

Individuals entering organizations vary. At a basic level, persons
have different demographic profiles. On a more sophisticated level, per-
sons may be seen as having different needs that they wish to have satisfied
in life and thus often in the roles they play in organizations. Maslow

(1954) has offered a needs hierarchy for man which comprises five tiers.‘

physiological requirements, safety and security, belongingness and love,



o
self-esteem and autonomy, and self-actualization. Maslow believes in

~l

general that as human needs at the lower end of the hierarchy are-satis-
fied? the natural inclination éf man is to seek the gratification of
highgr level needs. Thus the movement is from initial gratificagion of
‘physiologicél needs towards a self-actualization in lkfe. This proposi-
tion is refleéted in Herz£erg (1966) and is addressed by Etzioni (1971).
The fact that work-orgaﬁizacions often do not develop the tybe of environ-
ment that is conducive to higher level needs satisfaction is fundamental

'
to Argyris (1957, 1960). In the abstract, individuals maynbe seen és
ha;ing needs out of life which may bé satisfied'in the roles they perform
in organizations, just as organizations have needs that must bé met by ité\
mewbers and which are conveyed to its members. The tie between the two
needs sets is captured“{n the concepg of role.‘

A second reason why the concept of role is so important is offered by
Hickson (1966). It would appeaf that '[organizational] theory has éon-
verged upon the specificity (or precision) of role prescription ;nd its
obverse, the range of legitimate-disqretion"‘(p; 225); Qed tﬁat "there is
a strong bimoda} tendency in whaﬁ many authors have written" (p. 226)
which may be transmittéd in terms of the degree of rolé prescription.

The dis{inction in organizational types offered by Burns and Stalker (1961)

is a caJ; in point: wmechanistic organizations tend to be tight or rigordué

iﬁ role prescription,‘Whiie organic organizagions are much looser and less
:igorous in role prescription. Similar distinctions are evideht“in Bgcker
and Gord;n (19665 in their discussion of proceduréi specificatioh, and in

McGregor's (1960) Thepry X éhd Theory Y, to name two additional referenceé.

It would thus seem that role characteristics once discerned provide a -

valuable insight to the nature of organizations and the way tﬁey are estab-

lished. o
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I. JOB SATISFACTION A | -

byl

Job satisfaction is perhaps one of the most important ana?widely
studied outcomes of the work situation. Job satisfaction as a varfable
represents one aspect of the personal value of a job to its incumbent

(cf. Work in America, Appendix A here). Hulin and Blood (1968) point
Y : g

out that "trite as it may seem, a high level of job satisfaction among
industrial workers may be an appropriate goalvinAitself" (p. 204). Kahn

t al. (1964) represent job satisfaction as one of a worker's "responses

to the job" (p. 44), or more specifically-"the balance of Satisfactiqn—

dissatisfaction he

ot
©oea

(1965) classify 2

_..i;bout_[his'work]" (ibid.). Porter and Ea@ler
ktion and morale under the general heading of

. ) . e o
attitudinal da de i defined as "'opinion concerning some

R4

obJect' in th:

w «®
o

divorced from behavioraa?outcomes of . the -job which are more obJective in

ks or aspa!ts .of jobs" (p. 304) "It is thus

nature, and include items such as performance and output rates or ratings,

turnover rates; absenteeism rates, accidgnt rates and employee grievance

v

. “ . - . o
rates' (ibid.). The extent to which certain behavioral outcomes of a job

such as turnover and absenteeism reflect worker satisfaction or dissatis-
X
factionuin the job, and are thus surrogates of satisfaction with the\q\b,

(repreSents a relationship widely explored in organlzational theory (cf.

3

' Paulson,_1974). One model is offéred by Hulin and Blood (1968) in_terms

of »the flow relationships involved. Jobs have particular characteristics

» - . 3

that are perceived by their holders in certain ways. This perception
leads to an affective response by the job holders which_includes the

- element of job’satisfaction as a variable. The affective response is
then translated into a behavioral response including ‘the elements of

- g
absenteeism. turnover, and production as variables° Hackman (1977) points

-



w
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to critical psy;hological states as intervening between core job\dimen-
sions and personal and work outcomes within the work enviromment. In
either case psychological states Qj?i;l:ﬁ\énd percepFions are inst;umental
in undefstanding the element of satisfaction, and the notion qf individual
diffe;ences is parficula;ly prominént in the Hulin and Blood model.

and application of job satisfaction research

)
\@ . .
is important rests in the notion of societal dynamics and concern with the

One reason why the study

general well-being of'gdcietal members. It may be argued that persons have

numerous roles in the societal milieu. '"Role-pluralism, the involvement of

the same persons in several collectivities, is a fundamental feature of all
\bapaé societies.” (Parsqns, 1971, p. 12). 1In this Sense,."theAlifevpf the ’
~iridividua1 can [ 1'be seen as an array of roles which he plafgnin_tﬁq,
particular set of\organizatisns and groupé to whiq& he belqngs"b(thyvég

Ty

al., 1964, p. Jl1). If society is viewed in terms of its cultural, political .

and economic components (Parsons, 1971; Mayhew, 1971) and if persomns, are

?

° .

viewed in terms of rble-pluralism,_;mportaht ties may exisé‘amongst charac-
téris&ics of human activity in one éubsYstem and the other subsystems.
"All parts/pf society are, after all, muguélly ihteracﬁive." (Work in
America, 1973, p. 92). In paQticular, the terms oflactivitf for persons

in work_ofganizations may have systematic bon@s with activi@y igrcultural

and political affairs, and vice-versa. Some . foundation for ‘this proposi-

tion is introduced in,Work in'America where it is held, for example, tﬁa;_
. researcﬁ indicqtes."those workers with jobs that measure high oh variely,
autonomy and use of skills were found to be low on‘ﬁéasures_of éolitical
and personal alienation" (ibid., p; 31).. The butéomes of work activity
might also have a direcf bearing on the ge;éral Qéll—being of huma@ per—"
1fofmer§; and'ﬁheir actiqns within soclety as a hholg. Kahn et al. (1964)

¢ \"
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relate the following argument which underscores societal dynamics as part

of their research on role conflict and ambiguity in work organizations.

"We assert also that the difficulties people have with

their organizational roles increase as conflict and

ambiguity increase, and that these difficulties are

expressed in performance, not necessarily in- the role

in which stress was experienced, but somewhere in the

array of roles which constitute the social and ‘
R affiliative life of the person - as husband and father,

- as worker, as friend and as citizen." (p. 376). -

a

Studies seem to indicate that job satisfaction has significant association
with more favourable levels of mental and physical health in the population

(Work in America, 1973, Chapter 3). Thus, research which centers on job

satisfaction and its correlates within work organizations may open the

’
4

door in hand with research on societal roles in general to the development
of 1ndustrial and societal policies which enhance human well—being. One

cautionary note might be offered. There are numerous outcomes of indus-
R / -

trial activity beyond member satisfactionAwhich have an impact ob society

and the multigle roles of persons in society. Perhaps two major outcomes

1

in this respect are ptroductivity and profitability. It appears appropriate

.~ Y to balance recommendations relating to the Qiality of work and job satis~

..faction with study of their impact on other outtomes of the work situation.
i:‘Trade-offs and priorities may be involved in the ultimate decision frame—
- work.. Research»into Jjob satisfaction is no less important because of this
circumstance, But the need for an encompassing view is underscored.

4 .
‘
. . v

‘Porter and Lawler (1965).provide a review of the literature pertaining .

‘to the "properties of organization structure in relation to job attitudes
and job behavior" (p 303) They conclude that "in general the impact of

structural variables appears . to be clearer on attitudes ~than on behavioral
variables" (p. 323) .. A number ofcetructural variables i3 discussed. *
e et ' ! : S

+

3



Looking at organizational levels, they found early work indicates ’

that job satisfaction increases th occupational level, as doeés morale

¥
]

(p. 306). Operationalizing Maslow's hierarchy of needs for a surwey of
management, Porter is reported to aveﬂfound that "satiéﬁactionvincreased

with each higher level oﬁ\management for three of five needs‘(esteem,
\ .
autonomy and self-actualization), and profiles of satisfaction were gen- ..

erally similar across levelsr... It shouldrbe emphasfhed that satisfaction e
in this study was measured by the difference between obtained and expected

i e
fulfillment " (1bid ). This study wasointerpreted ‘to indicate that lower

i o

_level managers are less satisfied than higher 1eve1 managers, and that

lower level managers have a wider gap between Job exPectations and subse- l/r’/’_

quent. fulfillment than. do higher Bevel mahagers (ibid ). Further work

indicates higherglevel managers are more 'inner—directed" than lower level

o .

9

managers (P-,308)- - _ %

2

M

. . © ‘,‘ .. . "
"With respect to line and staff pQSitions, empirical work indicates

according to Porter and Lawler that incumbents to 1ine positions are gen-
8‘"
erally more: satisfied than incumbents to staff positions within management

ranks (p. 310).4 Research on span of control and its relationship with. job

A

satisfaction and behavior is sparse and inconclusive (p." 312). Organiza—': 'J

tional size was discussed in terms of subunit size and the size of the

14 IO
total organizaﬁion. ' On the subject of subunit size, ‘a maJority ‘of the

-

studies indicates that workers are more satisfied in smalle% subﬁnits.-
l : ,
Managerial data are unavailable (p. '313). ~Absenteeism and turnover also

increased w1th subunit size (p 315). Significantly, the authors point

- 0

out that "reviews of the literature’ have not found that job dissatisfac—
tion is associated with low productivity" (p 317). On th.:size of total

organizations, early work indicates that morale and satisfaction are higher
4,

a .
I | | ; } ‘ ) . v‘.

¥t
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N . in small companies. Porter found in his research that size amd level of

’managemeat-were intricately related i. assessing job satisfaction. Lower

\, level managers in small companies were'mpre}satisfied than their counter-
parts in large companies. Upper level managers, on the other hand, were
more satisfied in the larger companies than in the smaller operatious.

Managers in larger companiesllere more "inner-directed” than managers

- . ¥ . : o
from small companies (p. 318). Relating subunit size and total organiza-

tion size 'data, Porter and Lawler cite Porter (1963) where he argues in
. “ “&
one of his studies that "an increase in total size of am organization .

will not necessarily reduce‘ﬁhe morale and job satisfaction of employees

3
AN -
oot

as long as intraorganization work units_aré‘kept small" (p. 319).

Size of the of&anization is treated in the literature as a key con-~

/ . textual variable (c Hall 1972 Pugh et al., 1969) Porter and Lawler
\ | (1965) note that "very few studies have been carried out on the réfation—

y Bhip of size of total organization to either job attitudes or job behavior’

(p.n319) It is evident, however, that structure and satisfaction have -

| certain relatioasﬁips, and it would aooear@iesirable to b;ing tagether R

P

" size, structure and»satisfaction intq\a comprehensive'reSearch model: I

This portrays an example of multivariate research using contextual, struc—‘
’ ‘y A uﬂ
tural and’ perfornance variables, and is indicatéd in Porter's work, although
L0 e ) )

ostensibly few otherd’

v
FPTIN

: 3

- 3

The shape of organizational strﬂcoure is discussed from two vantage

peints by Porter and Lawler. tall or flat structures and ceutralized or

-

S decentralized atructures. ‘On 'tall or flat structures, qbe revieuers cite

-~

'?’{’ér

N
PR

their oun work (1966) ubere they found that in generﬁiz this aspect of

A“;f 5“' shape did not affect satisfaction. When size was'controlled- however,
ai I W [

é‘
flat organizations uere associated with greater uanagenent satisfaction

5. . .
L Y.
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than tall organizations within the smaller firma{ while tall organizations
wdlte associated with greater management satisfaction than flat organiza-~
tions within the larger firms. In a subsequent replication of this study,

Porter and Siegal (1964) confirmed that flat orgeniéatidns have greater

nanagemenc satisfaction than tall organization§ within smaller firms, but O

there was no difference in levels of management satisfaction between tall

a
L]

and flat structures in larger firms (Porter and Lawler, 1965, p. 320).

" Further, the reviewers observe that‘the type of comparv may be an important

fos]
contextual. Variable in reiating structure and job attitudes and behavior
(p. 321). O,n rahe iseué, oﬁ ce‘ntralization n structure, Porter and Lawler

2 L
argue Ghat studiﬁa 1ndicate 'no clear supn%rt for the proposition that

’f/

e decentrallﬂhtion can ploduce either imprdved job attitudes or performance"

/

,fﬂéggn.anﬁﬁﬂage (1966) examined’pelationships‘between organizational

éﬁnffﬁlization and formaliiatiomﬂend‘member alienation from work and

ﬁlienation from expressive relations. Alienation is considered comparable
to job dissatisfaction, and may be tied either to personal development or

to work with others. The results showed in general that alienag!on on

. “

both measures. increased with centralization and formalizatjon in structure.
More specifiéally, “hey found;that in terms of alienation from work, the
1eVel of dlienation inoreaseé‘with greéter hierarchy of authority, less

par:icipacion in decision-making, greater job codification, and stronger

,(\»

e'measures of rules observation. Participation in decision—making was

- 3
particularly strong in thercentralizgtion field, proving more significant
g

than hierarch} of authoricy It appears :hat persons are more satisfded

-

' when they can pq, ake in decision-naking processes. Significancly, this

variable proved less imporuint in expressive reiatidns at the zero-order ;_

o
. : . -



correlation level. Both measures of formalization had strong, independent

positive associations with alienation from work. With respect to allena-

" tion in.expressive relations with others, the level of alienation followed

-

the same basic pattern as in alienation from work, and proved particularly

strong in relationship to rule observation and hierarchy of authority.

As these organizational structural qualities increased, so did'alienation

in expre551ve relations. Job cod{fication also was positively correlated

with alienation in expressive relations. Rule observation a form-dfy

S0 '?‘i", Qy

supervision, proved the predictor of this type of alienat]
: P ‘ - ®
Hage and Aiken (1967a) found a posifive correlation betweilsiob satis-

faction and the rate of program change, and a negative correlation between
satisfaction with expressive. relations. and the rate of program change.

They suggest that these findings may make it "plausible to argue that the

© - .
+

organizational conditions that facilitate the introduetion of change,

namely, occupational diversity and decentralization, reduce sat}sfactiop

A\

. 1
(p. 487). In-general, the research of Aiken and Hage (1966, 1967a,b,y

with expressi@s relationships because of the conflicts they eng.‘néfn .'(

. i o v '
1968, 1969) provides an excellent demonstration of multivariate-iéchniques-/

in organizational analysis, and the examination of contextual, structural

A}

and.performance/variables within one model.

2. Organizational’ Performance anerob Satisfaction‘$
“ . Sehwab and Cummings (1970) in a review %éi?cle offe? three relation-

“

ships that are 'forwarded in'the literature with'respect to the association

-

hetween performance and satisfaction. The first relationship is that sat-

isfaction leads to performance; where "the'work'of Herzberg and'his col-
'leagues grovides perhaps the best illustration of current theory and

research formnlmted on,[this] view"” (p.-131). Herzberg (1966) interprets
- i -;"’ / ' 4 ;

f
i

/

j
1

it ,AI
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his research to suggest that factors involved in the worker's.environment
can be divided into two distinct groups: the satisfiers or "motivators"
and the (potential) dissatisfiers or "hygience" factors. In order for a
compan; to achieve high levels of satisfaction amongst its employees,‘the
company must eliminate dissatisfaction by maintaininz high levels of
hygience factors, and coincidentally it must develop satisfaction by nur-
turing notivation factors. The hygience fectors related to requirements
at the lower end of the ﬁaslow hierarchy, or what Herzberg :eéhs the
animal needs of manL and include items such as sunervision, general admin-
istration, working conditioms, interpersonal relationships with peers and
 others, status, job security, salary and effect on personal life. The
.motivators, on tbe other hand, eré related,to tbe needs at the'up;ef eqd :
"of the Maslow hierarchy, in what Herzberg terms the human or psychological

- growth area. They include the areas of achievement, recognitiqp fpr

achievement, work itself responsibility, advancement and the‘ﬁ&scibility
. . . -}Lf"“»

of growth (Chapter 6). ' . ‘ ?

The second type of association between satisfaction -and performané%*z!uxv;f

-

is "the view that the satisfaction—performance relationship is moderated

by a number of variables" (Schwab andACummings, ;97d§;p. 130) including
selféesteen, ebilit§ og the individual, urbanization;il‘pgraphical data,
occupation; organization,ethe individual, community, equity, aptitude and
interest (pp. 139 140) This list, nhiCh admittedly overlaps between items,
reflects the complexity of the problem of relating the two subject variables.
Moreover, certain opinion holds that job satisfaction and industrial per- |
formance are possibly independent outcomes ofitﬁe'work situation, and

"relationships between satisfaction and performance need be neither direct
e‘

nor particularly.strong" (p. 133). Katz and Kahn (1967) share this view.

N

Q e ‘ g
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'Prﬂductivity is a measure of role performance and for most production

workers such performance has been almost completely standardized. Hence,

it relates very little to individual variables of motivation and satis-

faction and much more to system determinants of the flow of materials, the
e
organization of the work process, the speed of the flow process .., and

the like." (p.‘367). The impact of technology on productivity cannot be

=

understated and bears examination in the design of jaobs (cf. Hackman,

.

1977, p. 246). ¢ T SR .

" A third form of association centers on the idea that performance leads

to satisfaction. lhis concept is perhaps best exemplified in Porter and

Lawler (1968) and their vefsionvof the expectancy model of motivation and

B

performancet They argue thatAperformance or accomplishment in the work

situation is a function of three variables: .ability, or the skill and the
knowledge that a person brings mo the job; role percébtions, or the - impres— ;
sion a person has of what he is required to do; and effort or motivation:

Motivation in turn is a function of the com any'e’reward structure, which
P

<

coincidentally is the intervening variable between performance and satis- ’
) . .o
faction. The value of the reward and the relationship perceived between

effort and reward affect motivation; while the pature of rewards. and their

perceived equity affect the bond between‘performance and satisfé%tion. In

-~

this sense, rewards affeCt the work situation through-motivation, and the
relationship between performance and satisfaction is mediated by teward

fulfillment and equity in reward structure. Satisfaction in turn' feeds
. . l
I o
back into the motivation-performance formulation as an input for subsequent

»

ac;ion within the work situation. An ongoing cycle 1is thus estabfashed

(Ch@pter 8). ™.
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3. Environment and Job Satisfaction

The nature of the environment in which a company operates is estab-

lished as instrumental in the structuring of the firm (Burns and Stalker,
.

1961; Thompson, 19675 Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969). Blood and Hulin (1967)

provide research findings which show "that workers liv1ng in communities

©

which should foster alienation from middle-class norms structure their

l \"u

‘jobs and their lives predictably differently from workers in communities

where adherence tp-middle—class norms would be expected" (p. 244) Com-
munities typically regarded as hosting an alienation with middle-class
norms are lower: class groups in large industrial settings where the group
is large enough to sustain itself as an entity (p. 238). Certain of the
job satisfaction in this study is difficult to interpret, and the study
is carefully qualified as a pilot project. The findings suggest, however,

. : : _
that the culture of the workers is an’important Variable in assessing and

determining organizational characteristics: "although integrated worhers
desire greater responsibility and autonomy, alienated workers may be
happiest whén given a job which demands little personal“involvement either
in terms of task skills or‘identification with the goals. of manahement."
(p. 245). This argﬁment is advancedjs*rther in Hulin and Blood (1968)

o3 "
where alienated persons are associate@»with blue collar city pggkers,

»n

and nonalienated persons are associated with white:collqr city workers

. and all yural workérs. Alienated persons are believed happiest in routine

L4 . LS

The research of Turner and Lawrence (1965) also relates the 1mporﬂance
of the- town—city differe ces in the reaction of employees to similar jobs.

For exanple, jobs perceiv d high on variety, autonomy, responsibility and isi

similar traits were assoclated more. strongly with job satisfaction n the

P
P
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‘town population as compared to the city population (p. 128). When overall

J
"requisite task attribute scores' were compiled from job traits, no rela-

tionship was found between these scores and job satisfaction. There was,
however, a positive association between these measures;fgf/ﬁhe town popu-

lation, and a negative association for the city population (p. 129). It

appe‘ared‘ that the environment of the workers had a bearing on Qheir response

to jobs.

4. Job Dimensions and Job Satisfaction

T1e research of Turner and Lawrence (1965) provides an introduction to
a significdnt branch of organizatlonal theory, specifically the relationship
between job dimensions and job tisfaction, which is perhaps highlighted
in the recent report which was mmissioned by the United States government

and entitled Work in America (1973). It is argued by many including Argyris/

ar
Q?(1957 1960) Herzberg (1966) Myers (1970) and others that job enlargement,
job enrichment or job redesign is associated with a more satisfied and more -

LN-

productive work force. P iously» 1t has been estaﬁlished that speciali—
Lot

zation, division ofdlabour and routinizatf&n enhance productivity. This
’ poses a dilemma to organi;ational designers.\ simply how specialized should |
£ an operation be. The answer is important in the respect that the final
decisions affect productiwity, member commitment to the-organization and
jobrsatisfaction. These variables in turndare associated with market posi-
:tion (prices being constant), creativity and initiatiwe (cf. Thorsrud,
1972)5'absenteeism and turnover, and societal well-being. Turner and
,L;wrence (1965) hypotheSized_that‘jobs associated with»variety, autonom;,
required‘interaction, optionalrinteraction, ki1l req&§33nents and respon-

sibility would be related to job'satisfaction and high attendance gt work.

In general, they found that these "task attributes” hung together and that

» I R ___.
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their hypotheses stood up, albeit more cogently for town rather than city
workers in a number of instances. In terms of job satisfaction, tdén, it

¢

r

/ .
would appear that an 'element of/variety and autonomy should be a part of

I

Jobs, R | /

Katz and Kahn (1967) stafé that "studies corroborate one another in

\

demonstrating that the more/Varied, complex and challenging tasks are

higher in worker gratification than’ less skilled, routine jobs" (p. 368).

They in turn cite a number of studies which show satisfaction is higher
‘bin jobs requiring greater skill, having more variety, allowing more self—

expression, combfbing more operations and having a purposeful cycle of

. .'
.events, Routine is asspciated with frustration. Satisfactionm is asso-

ciated with less turnovér and absenteeism. - S

Y Davisf(197l) outlines four job requirements or)the post-industrial
era: responsible autonomy, adaptability, variety and participation.
Responsiblefautonomy allows a worker control over his area of work.

Adaptability is important because it sets An atmosphere where "the indi-

vidual can learn what is going on aroyhd him, can grow, can develop, 'can

I

adjust" (p. 426), and has ties to the igher needs levels of man. Variety~

is valuable because routine is stiflimg, and variety provides an. outlet ‘
for knowledge and skill application. Participation me4kb involvement in
matters affe¢cting the work place (cf. Aiken and Hage, }966). These char-
acteristi appear compatible with job satisfaction in certain'contexts.

Hackman-and Lawler (1971) operationalized six job characteristics.gﬁ
four core variables, namely variety, autonomy, task identity and feedback,
and two interpersonal variables, specifically dealing with others and

friendship opportunities. They related these variables to job performance,

satisfaction ‘and absenteeism. Core.dimensions had a strong, positive tie



)

A

with job satisfaction, and particularly "the satisfactiog of highér ordér' |
needs" (p. 227) 1nciuding personal growth and self—esteem. Fufther and

in line with Turner and Lawrence k1965) and Hulin and Blood (1968), the
authors argue that "the present study ‘demonstrates that individual higher
order strenéﬁh ... moderates the relationship between job level [jobs high
on core dimensions] and satisfaction" (p. 229). The notion of individﬁal
differences is evident in this remark and perhaps Hackman and Lawler are
able to summarize much of the debate in this area when they say that "both
the advocates of a 'scientific.management' approach to job design (make
tﬁe work foutine,"simple and standardized) and the more recent supporters
of 'job.enlargement' (make the work compleg, challenging and démandipg of
individual responsibility and deéision—making) appear ﬁo have attached
insufficient importance to individual job interactions in’determining
affective and behavioral reactions to jobs" (p. 228). The underlying
importance of individual differences rings clear in.Tur;ér and Lawrence

(1965), B;ood énd Hulin (1967), Hulin and Blood (1968).and S Awértz and

o)

Gruenfeld (1975). ' Technology often forms a constraint to action alterna-
|

tives. Thorsrud (1972) believes "while job enlargement has proved effec-

W\ h .
tive for some conditions, it would be inappropriate for others ... the

kinds of change required are likely to be related to the kind 6f tech-
- ) - ) N . \ . N
.nology invglved" (p. 455). Nor is the relationship between performance
. Qe : .
and job satfisfaction entirely clear, as discussed above. " .
&

Although the humber varies between operaticns, some jobs in virtually

]

any operation offer autondmy;’variety and responsibility. Following

Thompson (1967) this would be true for jobs assigned to deal with envi-

Tonmental hncertainty, when the environment holds a degree of hetero--
o

geneity or.instability, or both. It would be less true for jobs buffered
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i

from the environment, and routinized in terms of technology (cf. Perrow,'?j

1967, 1970). Many gobs inCegnal to an,operaégog cannot be routinized.

This is true when there is variability in the requirements for action in

a job, or when search procedures assoéiated with the job afe not standard-
ized, or both. These jobs hold some variety by virtue qf their nénroutine—
ness, and are a part of most oberatio;s. This leaves the ;outine isbs,

the bureaucracy, the buffered technology. These jobs represept perhaps

the majority of joﬁg ayailable to the labour force;‘ Most of the incumbents
to these jobs-aré satisfied (Blauner, 1960) but many would like to change
jobs (Kahn et al., 1964). The issues of desired, required or preferred

job autonomy, variety and responsibility in large part are appropriately -

directed at this group of jobs, their incumbents, and their designers.

-
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CHAPTER I1

RESEARCH METHBDOLOGY QND ORGAN ! AL CHARACTERISTICS
&

A. INTRODUCTION

The focus of attention in the present study is organizational ]
research and analysis involving structural, contettual)and performance

characteristics of work organizations, with special attention accorded

‘ o
to job satisfaction as a performance characteristic. A number of pre-
|

vious research efforts reflects the desirability of simultaneously con~
sidering structural, contextual and performance constructs within a
research model (Pugh gt_al,, 19693 Aiken and Hage, 1966; Porter and
Lawler, 1965), and“mhltivariate-statistical techniques permit the devel-
opment of these models (Heydebrand,,l967). The present study is in

a%eeping with this Srientation.

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a background to the:
&

original survey on which-the present study is based, to oy

research methodology used in the.Study and to describe the¥six organ-—

izational characterlstics which are central to the project. Im total, q,

numerous‘statisticalvapplications are-employed as part of the study.

ey 2y
gt . - J‘J .

The prﬁmary applications“include factdr analysis, contingency tables,

‘correlation analysis, one. way ana}ysis of variance and discriminant

r - Ln»

i
analysis. Each of these applications is considered in terms of the
{

obJectives of the study and its particular relevance to the subject ,

matter. The six organizational characteristics‘which fall out’ of'the

"~ . il
L, AT

 factor analysis are fully defined.
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'B. THE ORIGINAL SURVEY AND SAMPLE _ f‘ .

»

The empirical information for the present study is developed frohm

‘ the Edmonton section of the Canadian Attitude Study conducted in 1969-

1970 by the Faculty of Business Administration and Commerce, University

of Alberta. The questionnaire for the original survey appears as Appendix

D of this report; It includes a series of questions relating to politicai. _
demographic and organizatl nal variables. Only organizational variables

are "examined in the present study, and the basic file for the project

dncludes responses to questions numbered 24 through 49 inclusive which

Y

deal with role perception, and question 80 which deals with the classifi-

cation of the organlzation that the respondent is working with at the time
/

of the survey. Data from 621 respondents are in the original ‘file. Role
perception variables are re-numbered 1 through 26 for purposes of this

study. a '

The report is a portion of a more embracing body of empirical research

conducted in the Faculty of Business Administration and Commerce, University

of Alberta based on the same survey. The information gathered was worked

extensively by Jan Lawson and reported im her thesis entitled "The Polit-
- . . M . :

‘ical Attitudes of Middle Managers" (1971). It was further analyzed by

L.G. Elliott for a research paper entitled "A Multivariate Comparative

6

Analysis Using Structural, Contextual and Behavioral Variables" (draft,

1975). This present study may be viewed as an abstraction .and re-inter-

fpretation of certain orientationsnand (to a degree) segments ofithese

previous examinations, and as an extension of these studies which incor-
5]
porates and augments these efforts within the stated purpose of the anal-

ysis. In this sense, the three studies may be viewed together as a

cumulative body of empirical research.



4 4perception variables in the original survey questionnaire (cf Appendix

& .
'queStions,which were’ drawn from three sources: a series of questions

66

The surv%y involved a group of managers in the Edmonton area. Lawson

(1971) explains the survey in the following manner: F‘
"The survey was not a random sample but was limited ﬁ;ﬂ
to a group of upward mobile, white collar and o«
managerial middle class [persons] involved in
management development courses in the Management E L
" Development program offered by the Department of
Extension at the University of Alberta, Edmonton.
‘[ ] The written questionnaire was administered
during classes so that virtually all those who were
in the program in the Fall of 1969 or the Spring of
. 1970 are included in the 621 responses made. The
./individuals administering the questionnaire explained
..-'the questionnaire. The, respondents were allowed to N
" ask any questions they wanted and the administrators '
stayed until everyone had finished s that questions
could be dealt with adequately. Complete anonymity

was guaranteed." (p. 49).

While detailed characteristics of the sample appear elsewhere (Lawi’

1971 Chapter 2) and are not reiterated in their entirety here, two

1
)

lpoints bear particular note as important qualiflcations to the present w o

study. Flrstly, the respondents proved to be upper middle'class in

’ °

,terms of income, occupation and . education, and in terms of these vari-

',.ables in a falrly homogeneous ‘group” (pp. 62- -63), and secondly, respond-.

ends appeared to- be upward mobilj“ within the organizations to which
theyﬁbelonged (pp 63-64 and p. 49, as cited(above) The project there-

e - -
fore reflects characteristics of this type of labour force participant

and organizational member. o : _ o

C. ROLE PERCEPTION VARIABLES AND FACTOR ANALYSIS |

The starting point in the present research is the slate of . role

1

D). Respondents were asked to complete twenty—six role pérception

o . /

LI
AP



s

&,

.; -
“

_developed by Hikaonb{%ndated) whﬂch serve to probe the concept of roLe al

/\A‘

VSPeClIiCity (cf. Hickson, 1966), a series of questions Yrom Kahn et al v

( - T

(1964) which relate to jqb: satisfaction and appear in a modified form -
in the survey- questionnalre (cf. Lawson, 1971, 'pp. 48 49) ‘and aﬁgeries

of group cohesion questions formulated by Seashgre (1954) and which

appear in Miller (1964, pp. 138-139). Attention is directed to the

individual inithe work organization, ang;to-the way the individc_l
L)
. perceives the. role, that member is performing and certain of its out-
 comes. No obJective data were gathered in termg of role activity in .

. orgénizational structure. Nor were questions asked ofpindiv1dual

“respondents about the nature of organizatiOnal roles in general or s
about the activity of other persons within the organization. A note

on . research strategies which accompanies the present étudy as Appendix
‘B presents a perspective on how this particular approach to organiza—
’ . \..—a
tiontal analysis compares to other research designs. T

. The 26 role pérception. variables are subJected tgpfactor analysis
. .

as a means of reducing the 1nitia1 s)ate of variables to it series of

comprehensive orgapizational characteristics. This procedure follc‘

..l" 'U‘ ot 3 ‘ .
Lawson (1971) and 1s consistent with the use of factot enalysis in .
\\\the social sciences. f P . B '
R
* "The major use of fattor analysis by gociad’ j €
: E scientists is to locate a smaller number. of** » .
A valid dimensions, ¢lusters or factors con-" IR : .
';‘,‘s\‘ tained in a larger set,of indepedﬁenp itemsg * v \ v
Y. or ‘variables ... Factor analysis. “eam held. . . L
' - determine, the degree to which a. giVeu variahfe

.« or several variables are part of &' cowmoh, 1ﬁ
undetlying phenomenon. ' (Nie g_g,l,;" I ?ﬁ ! ‘10)

It is appropriate to acquire an,. overview of factor analysis.- The e

] \4

basis of factor analysis rests in the notion of intercorrelaqions amongst
v . . g
, o R &
. , . . _

F Y
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LI o ~ © g
s : | Y &
Lo ) el » .
% * 7 “variables (Cooley and Lohnes, 1971 p.'129)." The thrust of factor analy- :
: s ) e
%ﬂ* . s8is 1s to explaln each vatiable in terms of a s%ries of acpunon factons 5]
w and a unique factor 1n'each instance. For present'purppses the main  x
“w S problen is to isolate the variables which' are \eﬂlained in large part@y. e
‘one comon facgr, to then 1solate other variabges which are &lained .
| 1n 1atge patt by A second _common factor and so on. - In this sense,~ the =~ -
common factors can be xraced to syecifiq qets of variables, and the duty - ?
oo W =”§" ’ T ;e.\
- - R 3 AN
- - of ‘the reseatcher 13 to 1dent1fy the* uuderlymg phenonenon whicb de-@ T
A N
. scribe- chnu vnriablec. The folloving table shows an actual emp\’ﬂ ; ;
& o . . J‘ ! ’ ) :
P "' Factor 1 Factor 2 . Factor 3 Factor Io@Fac:or 5, Factor 6
' ' B -
VAROL ~ -.28 - . .63 - . -.12 . .07 ,.06 a .OS
_ © VARO2-  -.08 .58 -.05 - .14 -.24 -.08
2 " VARO3 03 Lk2 . .05. o ~.01 " .05 S L
’ VAROSY  -.19 .57 . .06 ' .21 .17 W13
VAROS - -.15 ©  ~.11 . -.02 .15 X S § QN
N - 9. VARO6 ~ -.05 =01 ¥ - .00 S .19 .84 .03
teean ' . . S ' . , v v . , .h Vr«; - ' ) -y
VAR26 . ".08 -.11 :Q Coeo17 7 -1 ©.06 T .02
- ‘e - S s s . ¢
- ~ : ) : e R . SNy s . ¥ \
n&'é',“ _ " This uble tepresents a portion. of’ﬁthe actual factor a Mlysis solution-
' b “ . 5 f‘ h 3
) i uum;ely used in the': gtoject. Noce that' thé najor d & factér. oV
AR ) Iy o < Sl IRt
el L. explaining both varilble S*and variable 6 :l.s"factor 5. The@vaﬂabl 8"
| ) Y .}, ‘ . u i v .JT
‘ t:henselves are teprev' i :[n the fo,llowing equ&tions, whare F repteseuts -~
Ta » ' . Do
e the common faccor, snuill le ers are, tegteui.on veight:s and U’F is the
: uniqué factor. - g ° R - -
. L : o ' : S :
| VAROS = Zi15F)  -.11F;  -.02F3  #.15F; +.81F5  +.11Fg. .+iUF
VARO6 = -.05F; -.01F; +.00F3, .= +.19F; - = +.84Fs5 +.03Fg . +sUF
T VARx = aFp ' +bFy  4cF3 kP50 4eFs  4fFg ~ +iUF
“. ) \_.\ . | l «. z ! ’ =
. 0 . - Ly “ — N , ‘
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| V : xW |
p t S Since the factors a‘\arthogonai the numbers and small. letters in the X
R : tible and equations actually represent regres&.on weights and cortpi;- | ,;'
,p, . : A}t‘ion coefficients. In this sense. the above equation8 are regression
! ' . "equations for the v%riables. The nuubers are tyfpically temed "loadings"
‘A major question surrounds the amount of varian,ce in the variabl‘e that
is explained by@ny given 'factor. In the orthogbnal solution, this

’Q. rapresents the square of the loading coefficient. and thus the factor
>

b _"vith tﬁ‘ _‘ es;t loaditg in any . given variable will explain the largest “

Wof the variance. In the examle above, factor 5 explains the

;.".‘ 5 greatest proportion of the variance in variable 5 and factor 5 similarly .

-

v,‘l: : 8 the greatest proportion of the variance in variable 6. A second

question surrounds the awnt of variance in the,, variable that. “is explained%
At ey L

“by all conlnpn fac%orsﬁ Thi@ in- ef' "?gmounts tp the’ a%dition of all load-
SRR NS -

v W .
!ngs s%uared fot eu:h variable, and ‘is é .&omntmality. In the 2 "‘
g . . & oL TR

R above example, - the éomon factors explain 72‘& gﬁfef%riance of‘ variable ’

e

el 5 and 7102 of the vartiance of Va&le 6. Codnnunal(i.ties atre typically

o :
ERT giVen .as decimls, in the above cages .72 and .74 !‘!st’ec‘tively. -

} o ‘A Turning attention to- thes colpon f)actors themé@l?ea, it is appropriate

LY. --u

N &to isolate those variables which; ‘%‘esaentiauy exglained by any on% A

¥
: partidular coﬁon factor. ¥ 1a -( q" in this sense - means those variables
W .

:k‘é’;j: ’ F R - \ . -" L. ":}Ar(.‘. N -

- vs‘:}whose va.riance can be traced f r'ge part to one factor. This effectively
- 2 ) o &

- @, Q ts to a study of loadings, since the loadingﬁquared represent vari-

o i -
v

-ance explained . In the above case, the highest 10adings in variables 5

- .o and 6. are in factor S and only these varisbles ﬁt 'ﬁf the full 26 ar

*

driven by factor 5 'I'hus factor 5 is discussed in terms of these - two .

Y a particular variables. . ‘The job change characteristic in the present study

" is ‘based ,on factor mS and* is discussed in some detail belw. . "* TS

v

_—cy
{
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d& 1 88.,, 'I'his amounts fo 7 2% of the é&tal &riance in’ the series of !

o‘z

ables., Af‘tgr all, it is a common' factor and is included as part of the’

in the present st;dy is: M SQuaring the loadings in each variable for

’ka eigeh value.‘ ;’yme eigen Valu" il

o greateﬁﬁ The phi&osophy essenti

. ¢ut-off! at 1 then, provides a basis for. separating the major common 7 .

S R : . . . W
) ) a5

B ‘L/ ‘ ‘ “ . S

" “ Factar. 5 however, also plays a role in explaining all other vari—

regression @!quation for each variable, although not with the highest T

1 ,% . E
; case except variables 5 and 6 One major question that V

1

loading fin
&

' 'm. _( . N \
arises in iscussing common factors is the amount of variance they explain /
r a
- . R A Y
ir all va iablesq This effectively amounts to lhe sum of : the loadings _ 3«3'

|

squared they haxe on each variable. When all data are standardized and}

s : )

-the variance of each variable equals 1, then the total nt of variance
- 3 | . . ; @-

in a series equals. iheunumber of variables. Thus, the amounq,of variance

¥ x-3

N ~lr‘¢

one particulai: pctor (using p‘ti&ipal factor) and adding them gives the -

c & ' N . .
amount of the yariance explai_ Egb ;gha& tor. This ~amounts to its ’

o
ey - .
] "'P S.S. (Nie et al., 1975) are “

9 urn T .‘, . -
compiled for' the iﬂitia’l factor matr:bx Job chan? as av.#ctor,'gor _ L

examd% is factor 3 in thd@ni%iﬁl factor matrix nd has a eigen value

“~
.w'"a

. v, . -

2

& &
variables (L.e. qu 1 58-1-26) Understandably tlga' figure is cited as an - P ,*

J

‘&&np&rtant d:&enﬁon of the factor 8 role in the study OneA popular method
A g

-

of cutting off cWon factors in an ordered serieﬁ’fuf factors b@’ 0n - ~*/

eigen values is to consider qll ,f‘ "to% with an eigen value of l o_k . ’

that factdrs which explain Less ‘

’

i‘s amount of variance are probably not important to the analysis.. 3 e

.

than

1f all factors explained precise\ly tke same amounrwpf v\ariance, then all
w oo

eigen values would equal 1, _and the number of comon factors would equal _ .
Y ) .

the-number of variables. But 3ypically some factors explain a good amount

L ' .

of the variance, and have. an eigen value much greater than 1. Having a-~ ‘L,

~

o . : N - . ! P
. . PR
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factors from what might be cklled and dltimately becomes the unique

variance in each variable. Using the eigen value = 1 criterion in the
1 7 . s
Present study leads to seven commofl factors, T ﬁ? '@l

’ Factor analysis is used in the Present study as a means of grouping

. together variables which are mutually highly correlated as a step towards:

- (or correlation coeﬁficients or regression weights) It appears wfbé

-‘Q
the formation of organizational charactéristics. In general, this is

N ution which resdégs ig’a series of

commor factors which have:high“iu;t gs on selected variables. Presum—‘

ab’ . it ks also important to include as many variables in the ultimateu

!
V-

series of common factors as possible. Strictly speaking, this is pos-~-

sible’” simply by lowering the acceptance level for the values of loadings

[
however, to have a relatively high acceptance level for loadings simply . 4
A}

out of good Judgment If a variable has a vevy. low load{ing on all common u@ﬁﬁ

'..factons, it clearly is not being expLai‘hF by these factors and does’ nd@*‘

. t*a‘ y
contribute significantly to knowledge about any of the factor For e
N ‘:‘»‘\‘S, o

present purposes, no loading of less tﬁan S'Is considered significant~'» ;,.

This appears reasonable in light of survey findings and is discussed o .
# . . o -
ﬁjurther below. ' e ' ’ ¢
» "J. ] " s “

“Factor analysis itself involves thrgs steps in a progect as the

' présent studyJ’rThe first step comprifes development of intercorrelat%ons

batweer variables. The second step represents the compilation of initial

-~

n factors,a The third step involves rotatio&bof these factors with

¢ R *

the ob{fgtive of obtaining a‘solution_which contains ~one distinctive i

factpr 1 ading in each variable, and which refults .in each common factor .

ly~lpading high on certain variables while loading low on all

2

other 'v'ar ables.' S. P S.S> handles these three steps within the program g 3& .M;g ,

- ) i. : T . . : E r X .

'y - N
L . N . ‘ : . o . o B ‘L
. . ' . ¥ F

. . : - - . Ut
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role perception Va‘ables Wugh;'a series of applications.u 'I'he e 'u' . ]

o

Yo 12,

»
LI N

~

"FACTOR". There are numerous ‘rotation procedures which may be adopted.
Perhaps the most popular is varimax which involves rotating the axes in
the orté&gqnal solution to a point where the certain loadings of specific

vnriables within a common factor approach 1 while loadings on other vari-

>

ables within the common factor approach 0. This "is equivalent to maxi-

mizing the variance of the sduared loadings in each column; hence the
. ' ' ’
name 'varimax'" (Nie g__él., 1975, p. 485). Quartimax rotation on the-

other hand, centers attention on each variable, and works to have one

-

common factor load high on any specific variable while having all other.

"common factors load low qQn the variable in focus. This procedure is domne
w '

.

_fl gall variables in the study. Equimax rotation attempts to combine

varimax and quartimax procdﬂures into one procedure. Oblique rotation{‘f

e 4
does not require orthogonal factors in the oblique factor structure and .

the factors are{ allowed to be correlated if such correlations exist in

“ < -
In the present stud factor analysis is applied to the twenty-six
(e ,

the data" (Nie et al., 1975 . 486@ : _ ‘ e ..

'S

o

In the terminal”solution, six oréanizationaltéharacteristics afe derfved i

from the factor analysis. The characterist!cs.arf titled in an analogous

fashidh to Lawson (1971) but Eertain of the factors have different compo-
X
sitions fro Lawson.as reported and discussed in the Appeqdix C., Predic—

> A

.Eéﬁﬁ tably perhaps, Jjob satisfaotion and gfoup cghesion represent the first
two. The,remaining ‘four g&aracteristics, which comprise variables from
the Hickson (undated) rd?e specificity series, are titled job change, Job
uncertainty, role definition and job routine. A summary of the factor
‘analysis is p'rovided in Exhibits 2-1 and 2°2. .

~ 3”7"“?4* - i;'f:{: ‘fPﬁ#“T%TWET?ﬁ“?TB. ' ‘,‘l | S :i'“i/:

ST T e . . -
2 . - _ . | . N .

: _f-“.'i,
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'wj EXHIBIT 2-1 SUMMARY RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS
oy .

.‘.‘,/ , . ._.
L : . VARIABLE LIST * V = VARIMAX ROTATION
ORGANIZATIONAL , o © EIGEN VALUE = 1 .
CHARACTERISTIC oo V= VARIMAX, FORCE 6 -

o ' - .i& e S FACTORS

e,

15,16,17,18,19’21.{‘ ¥
15,16,17,18,19,21 |
Q Lo ,ﬁ‘ ‘

1. Job Satisféction v

<
n

2. Group Cohesion : vV = 24,25,éx§§%~
: : : =:24,25,26 "

<
n

3. Job Chahge . . . oY se e o
° o 5,6 .. o

4. Job Wrgertainty .. - 4" LV 859,100 w . e o
$° ’ b / LN ",'_”:?A v6 ='8,§f:‘,‘..10’12. ” R
e E ® € N ‘ ':# S R '
5. Role Defigition . ° § Vo= 13,14 R
o L ¥ =13,14.

g1 R

F 6. Job Routine. 2,34, .
TR EUE VO 1424547 A a

v
- :'l . :‘. v
e a T
7. No Name et . ;’ﬂ‘ﬁ =12 - B

None

é
[t
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" The organiZational characteristics themselves are best describedvas

sgores of variables that fall within the sepﬂrate factors agd hGVe high
facto:‘loadings. To an exqggt the approach parallgls Pugh et 3&‘-(1968)

R 3

T + ™where a series of scales representative of dimensions of organi’ﬁtional
‘ - v
structure were sJ!Jected to factor analysis to arrive at a series of

"underlying" dimensions of structure. These underlying dimensions. are

subsequently referred to as "th dimenSLOns of organlzational structure

- _.,.__,_,,N

) ' " in the Pugh et al. (1969) study of contedhpand structure. There As

appeal in.procedure in the respect that no organizational traits are

-~

imposed/ on the data. 'All‘characteristics may be regarded as empirically

A

derived qualities of thetorganizations which are reported in the role \}3

LN

‘iﬁf;‘ perception, variables aud“isolated through factor analysis. This varies,

for example, from the framework of Hackman and Lawler (1971) in their

T - e

:study of employee reactions to job.characteristics. ‘These researehers

‘u began with six job cha ,cteristics, specifically variety, autonomy, task
» ‘ a s R J,p

, i w3

x.v,

o

"”Value in both approaches, anﬂ the particular JOb qualities studied by
LR

N % B
s+ Hackman ané)Lawler have certain acceptance (cf. Slms et al., 1976) The > .

presént approach has the advantage of ensuring a series of relatively
R .
independent characteristics,'which minimizes éhe possibility of confound-

<@

?

&

K]

" ing underlying influences confusin%wthe data frame. This is particularly -

valuable in exploratory an&'descriptige research a category which prop—
erly reflects the nature of-thc'present study. o

S ,L . . .

23 proceeding to an outline of the Job characteristics in the

study, it is appropriate to develop a perspective on the general orienta-

( tion of the paper particularly as it relates to. factor analysis,_organita—

3

,tional characteristics and correlation analysis. One qf the_major ontcomes

s s : R R R :
. ’ : o i v
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of the application of factor analysis to the role specificity scale )

/

//
developed by Hickson (uhdated) is that the fourteen variables in the
scale are not all mutually highly correlated in the present sample.
Some evidence in other studies, notably Inkson (1970) dnd Payne and
Pugh_(1976), suggest that this role specificity scale broke into two

dimensions: role routine and role definitibn. Four factors break !

.out in. the present study job routine, job uncertainty, role defini~'

tion and Job change.r In the terminal orthogonal factor analytic.

Ay

solution, these factors are unicd related by definition. The factors

L

each represent a linear combimation of all variables, some with high

K

loadings and eome with low loadings in each case. Varimax rota ion o
forces these‘loadings towards 1 and O in the factors, serving In a -~ .
sense to amplify the variables which are particularly 1mportant to the

separate individual factors and de—emphasizing other variables. Based

‘on the variables with hizh loadings in a factor, the individual factor \§\\

can be named in accordance with the underlying phenomenon the variables
connote. S T DR i \
. ) . )
®, [ ! ¢

. It is desirable to more fully examine tﬁa'nature of role dimensions

. as envisaged in the four separate and uncorrelated factors. In a sense,

the challenge is to unravel underlying relationships amongst the four
dimensions themselves (and with JOb satisfaction and group cohesion

ultimately) The statement is inharently paradoxical to the extent that

by developﬂﬁg a factor solution which is orthogonal, the 2 are by defi~ ,

'nition no underlying relationships amongst the factors, and the dimen—

2N By

sions are all independent of one another. It is important to note,
. 4

howeVer, that the separate factors represent different weightings of all

‘variables.. Each factor is driven strongly by some variables, and it ist ,-\f

TP - »

» .
o EE <



these variables which really reflect the character of the factor. To

rl

P a degree, all other variables are spurious. Conceivably weightings on

variables which are spurious to the character of the factor may cre-'

ate conditiqgs dtﬁﬂ@hhogonality although the factors themselves

|l‘(\‘ .
are orthogonai and uncorrelated, it YvFars that the major variables

which comprise the factdrs and drive'theb need not necessarily be orthog-

onal to one another. This precise circumstance, arises in the present

'broject, as. evidenced in the‘plots of the orthogonal factors (Exhibit

9

2-2 and Appendix E). °

Further,'and in addition to this previous point, it is important-’
that. in the factor analysis. of the role spec1ficity gcale itself (vag:s
ables 1~ 14), the principal variables in each factor Were precisely the

o same in both the orthogonal varimax and obli e solutions (Exhibit C1,
) W

columns 9 and 10). This perhaps unpsual circumstance indgicates that a

-

' ,Si : ,factor analys1s which allows some correlation amongst factors (i e., the

. w
‘A

oblique technique) ler;gto a solutj w‘hich parallels the orthogonal

. solution.in-terms of ¢ i}c cha ﬁ£>0f ‘the factors as reflected- in

N

3 Even the magnitude of the load‘fri'gs is

P

PR s va?iables with high load¥

Tt !

comparable in the two solutions, which might suggest that‘it is the vari-
ables w1th low loadings in the factors which distinguishes the orthogonal.
solution from the oblique solution. The oblique- solution has the foliow— ’

: -
.. ing correlation matrix for factors, confirming a solution which lacks ,~3

v 'Q ﬁf °”'. -‘d ,- "ﬁ‘-

orthogonality. | a - @ “
P | ' o ~ Job" ~ Job. Role , jdh.u
o Tewinemcertsingy’ nefisicion Gngs
Job Routiﬁe : - 1.00 - .24 RS U TR § |
" Job Uncertainty W = 224 o 1. OQ?c vw -a3 . .14 _”
© . Eole De?fnici% S .13 j.l.__'-‘i-.oo T'\ X 07
Job Change = #. -1 ‘..'i\._4_‘,,4, RPN 7 S : 1.00

R

“s

gl
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Thisscorrelation matrix is baqsp on factor scores derived from the
. “ \ »
- oblique solution (n’621), and it is clear that there are underlying

"f relationships amongst the factors. sthce the basic character and -

"W *
Y 24 variables of these factors is sﬂﬁilar to the orthogonal solution,

.

RAL” R V)
[ %%b'g .“.. < ‘
E matrix fortifies the argument thaq underlying relationships are

prevalent amongst key.aspects of’ the factors. It is desirable.to‘pur—

s v

sue this avenue as a major direction of the project.‘ To summarize,
from thé’ﬁiéts of the orthogonal factors~and>a study ofgrelacionships

T ‘ h.of principal variables within the factors, and from the oblique-solu?
tion of the role specificity scale, it-appears that although the factors
in the -orthogonal solutién are uncorrelated and four independennudimen-

. . )

4

31ons fall out of the job routinization scale,,when these factors are

viewed in terms of their driving variables, undgrlying relationships

are prevalent in the data. . “"*M‘Ef: , C .9 :
= .  One approach to studying underlying»rq&,tionships in the data would
! . M
‘ involve taking factor scog; _fro { A""mﬂ'jlfi;lutidnés.!and examingng

i
[

.J

fs built. Further, this alternative is not consistent with the choice

,u.

" of the#orthogonal varimax force 6 solution fdr the which has in—

- . - _‘
a; R

- tuitive advantages in the project as noted 1n Apnsndi& C. A second IR

‘ ‘ . qpproach to further work,involves the generaEIOn of scales for the )

& S
organizational dimedgions based on the terminal factor anaiytical solu-'

L 2 <
tion. In this sense', the role perceptidﬁ variables are treaied as a

-

v . . Se - B
- - - R TR

s sl te,of questions ‘which are formed into scales based on the factor Co

: analytical.gslution.Selltiz et al. (1959) distinguish two traits common  *

e Lid Y

i1

hto ques?ionnairesluhich”are used to form scaies:' "the items (variables)

P

o ’ “ v : b S R R . - B . M - .
) . . R . - . A . L . [ ' o~ .




variables fall together with high loadings on other factors.

‘follows this approach. The present project represents an extensio;
* , o

..and‘group%ng‘ﬁhem together 1nto scales with unit>variable weightingsr'
b

, The subsequent scores of variable groupings ags termed>organizational'

scores or organizational characterist}cs. ng characteristics may t en

must elicit responses that’are psychologi' ated to the titude

being measured" (p. 357) and "the scale (must)’

e

people who are at different .points alon® the dimension being me; sured”

ifferentiate

(p. 358).” The first point suggests that two related variabled af a -
minimum must be party to a scale in order for the dimension in focus

B '}

"to be copfirmed, and the variables must be mutually highly correlated.

Variables which are not correlated nmust be discarded since they are

not measuring the underlying phenomenon. The'usage'of“the Likert—type'

scale on each variable ia the present. study meets the second point

noted. From:the,orthOgonal factor solution, certain‘groups-of vari-

ables fall together with high 1oadings on certain faEtors, while -other

i

by -

l
viable to develop scales out of thervariable groupings, and La _

9
" .

& - "
*

Lawson's work and adopts the same approﬁEh The‘action format/essen— i;

|

tially 1nvolves stripping the variables which drive separate factors,,.,. "

»P . ~ﬁ.".h -, ~\3‘ </(

P N SN o F

'characteristics. Variables which are spurious to a fac’br\are rer ed J

LA

and variables which are retained are given equal weighting in che scale_ii

be explored amongst one another to uncover underlying relationships ia. :
, ‘ \ LY
the data, anmd to acquire a broader perspective of role- relationships id . Y
voa ¢ - SRS RUN e \’-
LS
the work place. The basic zero—order correlation matrix for the four

/
i e, dimensions of job rOutine, job uncertainty, role definition and job change

N -’

i . .

- S \ : -, C N

based on scale scon&s follows. .
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. Job ~ Jeb | Role “Job.

a Routine Uncertainty .  Definition Change %
Job Routine 1.00 ~ .40 28 - .17
Job Uncertainty = - .40 _ l1.000  ~-.13 ¢+ . .30
Role Definition = .28° -.13 1.00  © - .08
Job Change " w17 . .30 - .08 1.00

L3
e

PP : S, . ! o - . »
The matrix (n=577) -:t%mpares in general to.the texture of the correlation

' .
.. ¢

‘matrix of lthe oblique factors. This is expected since the scale scores
- are based on the principal variables ‘of an orthogonal i"ac"tor‘ s‘o‘lution o

e o

whose structure parallels the. oblique solution in terms of principal
variables. ' . . .

'La%son (1971) used factor analysis to develop )

N . ." ) B
izational scales frort’ series of political and organ‘ zationa ‘variables.

TS
[ -

. We
Her %nalysis included cross—stqdy of the political and organizational

P

v 3scalea, andrstudy qpongst a number of che political/fsflg§,rhemselves.

« -

v B

’ 'j-'.I‘he present paper centers on- examinat;ion of tze vrgapizational scales N

-

'themselves,u Both studies,’ therefore 1nc1ude ex’amination of relationships

, PR
amongst scale i”which are based on a factor analy51s of variables and”ﬁ’
;T . Ce . ' ' S T

‘varima.x solution. ) ‘. i _ ‘ R

Oﬁ’erall factor aanysis is Stused to examine the nature of the
A W L
initTai scales in the s’!udy, specifically rol? specificity, job satis— ‘

faction and gro&p cohesion' and’ further, to break variables into groups ‘
1’ ¢ L

wh:tch hav 'variables that are mutually htghly correlated. The bas:Lc 26

'by 26 correlation matrix in( the project contains inform%ion. on which

o~ vg _“\_u~ R

such groupings are possible, but the intercorrelagﬁms are relatively

% '
. .

e ""‘-« -

by factor analysis.._ With the expectation that certain underlying rela— P s

o

tionships exist amongst groupings of major va’.ri,ables based on. factor BT

P

.:\i

-

,lh

i . weak and. a clearer ‘picture of mutually correlated variables is ppssible o



to the job satisfaction and group’ cohesion scales, however .are- instru-

general measure of satisfaction wthh includes d’hber reaction to a number

\- the _task done (I77; personal progress in the‘company as,it: relates to.the _C  ;*\

‘ 1ndividual (18), and. superviaion~(19), together(with a measure 'of how well
‘-l . A -

the job allows the individual to do things that the person 15?255t at (21).5,-¢

e
.

A - ‘ \
.analysis,ﬂit is perhaps equally expected Lhat an oblique factor solution”

would lend *tself to the data. The oblique solutions (Exhibit €1, columns .

| 3
6, 8, 10 and 13) contribute sighificantly to an understanding of the data.
R f
" In particular,fthe gblique solution to the role specificity scale bears !

out analogous to the orthogon31 varimax solution in terms of groupings of ~

oo
major vaniables. Since™ the;grthogonal varimax force -6 factor solution

v v,

provides the most favourable overall picture, of phe 26 role‘perception -

T

variables, At is chosen as the terminal solutlon.f Its ties.with. the v.. B

h ’

separate varimax and oblique,solutions to the role specificity scale and

PR oo A

mental to this choidﬁ o '~ j ) o § " o ) ;‘
D. ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS AND SCORES o R ,1;'.
. ‘ftrg ! . . . L e - \;v-', L N K] : -
’ HRE S T Sy R N
< v N ’ : ? ‘

.

teristic (Exhiﬁit 2 3) f Concéptually job satisfaction represents a’ "iiif S

o
P! A

L2 . 4 [ /

of aspedts of concern aBd involvement in °the wo k organization,H satisfac--“w e

L . ‘:‘
) T ‘?-\\ \'}? i \ﬁ—-ﬁ,m’_‘ i

tion with the compauy as a whole (15), salary ( 6), the kind of wbrk or

U

Cpe 'h‘l"f’

(v

. molt respondents ave KRR

‘i\these‘latter ch;iacteris icf“ In geneéﬁl




EXHIBIT 2~3 JOB SATLSIFACTION CHARACT%RISTIC

v
-

~ (a) Composition ' v . : “ .

. ' .‘ B \“
Variable f/ } . Xacgtor
“Number L Variable R l°{!l
\ . 15 - On the whole, how satisfied are you h
with the con?any where you work? .80
16 ‘ How satisfied are you with your ’ . )
present salary? o .63 . ]
17 . = How satisfied are you with the kind
LN . ... ..of work (or task) you do? . SR |
18 How satisifed are you with the ﬁrogress :
you have made in this cowpany? , 74 .
19 - . How satisfied are you with your
preaenc supqrvisor? . o . .64
21 How much does your job give you a '

chance to do the fhings you are best at? ;64

" (b) Original Scale (Original scale is reversed for . research compilations)

¢ - .
.
\ . "
. : N

Vgrggle : _ : o v P
Number(s . Or%ginal Scale o ) s
' - . I * Neither N S
15-19 Completely Well Satisfied Nor A Little Very
! Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied
/‘ - . PY " - ) )
° ’ ) R 2. 3 " & + 5
21  No Chance ‘Very Little Some Fairly Good Very Good J
- - At A1l Chance Chance - Chance - Chance
' ' 5+ & 3 2 1
(c) General Response qued on Relative Scale Score Levels ' . ' _ 4
- } Level of Job Range of ' Number of = Percentage o
S - Satisfaction Scores . Respondents Respondents / :
—~ Low & I )
\ . Medium L2200 306 53
k | ‘ High 2330 250 . .43
- . ! G ~ -

~ 577 - 100
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a nedinm or high ievel of satisfaction with their jobs (Exhibitﬁé-J)
Azumi and Hage (1972) gjstinguish betveen morale or job satisfaction

and alienation as part of their introductory note to a series of readings

on performances and goals of the orgsnization (chapter 5). They argue

thst "morale or job satisfaction typically ref!rs to how happy the workers

Ll
-

_or managers, or, in short, all the members of the organization are with

I

' their work, pay, fringe benefits and so on. Alienation is more reﬁated

“

~ to whether the work has_any meaning and whether the individual works for

extrinsic reasons such as-money or intrinsic reasons such as enjoyment of
the job." (p. 419). jA\ccepting this terminology, it ﬂd seem that the

characteristic in the present study includes items reflective of both

morale or job satisfaction and alienation. No attempt has been made to

amongst others.

discern respondents' Job expectations and need satisfaction lerels (cf

Porter and Lawler,\\Dﬁi) in a direct fashion.. The fact that the survey
population is a relativei;\homogeneous group may well control for these
elements - across the sample. . The job Satisfaction variable appears to

provide a comprehenaive measute of the. worker s resction to the job in

' terms of satisfaction or alienation tealized, and should be compsrshle

to the usage of the térn in most empirical studies slong this line (ef.'
! /
Aiken and Hage, 1966; Blsuner, 1960' Porter’iﬁd/i;;ler, 1965; for example).

o

It is classified as a perfornance or output ‘variable for purposes of this

‘study, in 1ine with Pugh et al. (1969), Hage (1965) and Trisndis (1966),

¥

2. Groug;Cohesion

On a continuum as an organization characteristic in this study. group

' cohesion relates to the way the men get along together in the uork group(s)

in the organizstion (24). the way the men stiek together (25), and the wvay

N




s

™~

\
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men help each other on the job (26) It is a relative measure in the

respect that the respondent is asked to compare his group with other

oL

groups on the three points in focus (Exhibit 2-4)4b Group cohesion is |
A tightly clustered against all other\characteristics in the factor analy-
sis, and - is orthogonal to all characteristics excepting Job satisfaction
(Exhibit 2-2,- Appendix E). Hbst respondents are at a medium or high level
of group cohesion; specifically, SBZ judge their group cohesion as medium
and 38%- judge- their group cohesion as_high (Exhibit‘z-é).

Groups constitute a first level of interaction between persons in

society as a whole and in work organizations. They form one of the most

\
|

important points of-attention in under tanding behavior and performance

" in work organizations, an argument ich is possibly foremost in the. land-

" mark findings of the Hawthorne studies which "enabled us to assert that

(a) major preoccupation of management must be that’ of organizing teamwork,

that is to say, of developing and sustaining cooperation. (amongst wﬁ%kerg

\

in the work place)" (Mayo 1949, p. 229).\

It might be postulated that groups in' work organizations may be of

two types; formal and informal contingent on whether or not they are

sanctioned b?'management. Groups often form in companies uith or without

v a ‘ N

the blessing of management. Bureaucratic principles which. stress special-
ization of task and hierarchical authority (Weber, 1946) may be interpreted

to hold a certa&n isolation of the individual in ‘the job, even as a part

/
of a work unit. Formal groups may be sanctioned by management as an '’
l
organizational form within overall company structure as a part of posi- -

.

tional interaction (cf Triandis; 1966). On the other hand, when formal

groups are not developed as a part of structure, or vhen workers seek '

I3

\\\ alternative affiliation with others within the work setting. often workers :

~o
.

BN
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| EXHIBIT 2-4 . GROUP COHESION CHARACTERISTIC
‘ o , , i
('a") Cog_xgosition
Variable . = . . . ’ Factor
Nember = . .. eciable « Loading
How dées yom: wotk group compare with
. . other work groups in the company on
: o ‘feach‘ of the following poi_.ng’s?
. 24 The“wéy the men get 'along' together:-j : .81
N KV o ,' 25 'I'he way | the ‘men stick togecher. .83 ) .o
26 :The way the men ‘help- eqch other on , |
" the job: . o | .77
(b)‘ IOrig:lnal Scale (Original Scale is Teversed fgr research 'cqmpilabions)
‘ L Better than most 1 ' - : !
> e " About the same as most 2 : \_ '
! : ' ‘Not as good as most 3 PRI 4
, ' "Don't know 9 - .
v - f . . - | . \‘.\ R
. ~ (¢) General Response Based on Relative Scale ‘Scbrev uLeVe]ls R
' ‘tevel of Group ' 'Rgg ge,of/ . Number of ‘\Percent‘agg‘
‘e “Cohesion ‘Scores Resgondents - Respondents
) 4 . . . : . : ' ) ) v.‘j . _‘ o . V ro .
¢ Low U . 34 . 26 . &
Medium S 33 .58
517 . 100 '
Y | .
“ ¥
] A LR
A O / -
3 S :
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. form informal groups ih the company, bqpatimes within the work unit,‘ _

‘"perhaps cutting across uork units. The natural growth.of\informal

,groupaahd of informal activity by workers ‘may be spurned by conditions

of "conflict frustration. failure eed! experienced bg workera (Argyris,_,‘*

R Y

‘1960, p. 269) The Hawthorne tests showed that groups have a direct and

' major effect on’ organizational petformance.' "The uorking,group as a e

.whole actually determined the output of individual workers." (Mayo, 19&9,
-

ltheories as espoused hy Lewin and Likert and captured in cqncepta like
- Q }

-stated (in industrial organizations)" (p. 269).f Elsewhere he notes that ';

e

| s shared iin principle by Toffler (1970)

P. 225) Since these results were publiahedu_nuch ointhe organizational._~—~~ﬁ¢_=

'vliterature has dealt with the subject of groups in organizations. Much

- of this literature is born out in the hdmaﬁ relations school of thought,

which,%following Lichtman and Hunt (1971) may be vieueﬂ in terms of

modern structuralists like Herton and Argyris, and of personalistic

group dynamics and power equalization (cf Leavitt, 1965)

The importance of considering the position of groupa in examining . ;: -5=‘

2

organizations is well entrenched. There nay, however, he some danger

S

. in overstating the caq' Groups and particularly informal groups may
“be" farﬁless numerous than many uriters suggest. Etzioni (1971) points . .”f:_\
out,.for example, that "there is mounting ‘evidence ces the frequency with '

which workers are mamhers of solidary uork groups has - been grosaly over-

"the structuralists in their organizational researches found that informal

work groups are not 80 cowmon "and the majority of workers do not\belong to
N ™

any" (Etzioni, 1964, P 46)." Bennis (1964) discusses the shifts in group

*characteristica vhich he enviaages as a part of the current change in ’“_f_g

organizations ‘toward more organic, adaptive strhctures, a change which

e




el

s ship remains relatively constant dver time, positions are not shifted,

B \\",v . .
7 . L

."f thus a measure “of overall group cohesion with a structural root. Porter

“u and La ler (1965) define organizational structure not simply as the posi- t“‘

BRSO S
- "There will be a' reduced commitment to work groups.‘lh- .
. These groups ... ‘will be. transient and changing. R ~ oo,
© ' While skills in human interdction will become.more » T
. #mportant due to the necessity of collaboration S o
v”in complex tasks, there will be ‘a, concomitant =~ o
reduction in group cohesiveness." {p. 337) . | e

\\,

,.{ " To: abstract, it appears necessary and desirable in uork organizations
g to often have men working toge ger to get a job accsmplished. This is the '

nub of the formal work group, the ndividual working with others, ‘and
h. . .
connotes a certain structure in the organization. ”"lt is the difference

& .
}

technology) and an‘individual interacting with other individuals in the ‘ “__ y

hetweenfan”individual acting direéfly upon‘a material to”be changed “(Job -

- course of trying to change that matgrial (structure)."\(Perrow, 1967

: p. 272) "Often these groups have a lasting quality to them, their member- e

-

and members can develop work group ties, bo!h formal and informal.' Follow—' : }
" , : . ‘

! .

ing Etzioni, perhaps too much emphasis has begn placed on informal ties

historicall . Group cohesion as an organizational characteristic in the U e

By

present study directs attention to the formal work group to which the

member belongs, and elicits response to questions which may'be affected
\

by formal and informal ties that the member has within the group.' It is oo

1?'1;

[

parts of a collectivity but include "their systematic and rela-

tions
tively en uring relationships to each other" (p. 269) as a portion of the o
Group cohesion in this study reflecta an important aspect s

of this quality.\ Further, Triandis (1966) classifies group characterisr

tics as size, permeability, viscibility (abscnce ofsstrife), heterogeneit ’“

fit and cohesiveness as structural variables in the organizatihn.~ Infqrgal fi;§~ - |

. circumstances within the formal work/group may affect the degree of grbup
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‘Iess formal
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a

'acoh sivene s indicated in the present study. Persons‘may'not help one

~r
b

the job for example, not because of the formal structural

requis t,s of the job but simply because they do not wish to help one

another (variable 26). Expressive relationships may thus have an impact
x
Aon the indicator. This example, however, properly reflects low group

cohesion, nd properly is a part of an overall measure of group cohesion.

‘To pursue this example further, Aiken and Hage (1966) have a variable

-

B satisfaction in social relations with supervisors and fellow workers

(1966,¢p 497) Two questions werevasked " how satisfied are you with

your- supervisor, and how satisfied are you with your fellow wquers.

o Direct counterparts to these questions were asked in the present study.

‘In the factor analysis, the former question fell into the pr satisfaction

measure (variable 19) and the latter question (variable 20) did not readily

lend itseif to any of the factors and was omitted from the final slate of

characteristics (see Exhibit 2—9) It is, therefore, difficult to compare

the group cohesiveness measure in this study wi;h the alienation from

'.rf~expressive relations measure ‘as defined and operationalized by Aiken and :

~

'Hage.

The population in the present study is defined as. white collar and

'manager' 1 in’nature. Many of the respondents can relate to a more or.

}rk group with an enduring membership. In line with Bennis

[
(1966) and Toffler (1970), many mipht relate to participation in groups,
but the groups. might not have an enduring membership, and indeed the goals.

of the groups as decision-making bodies may vary according to ‘changing .

tasks. Formal groups may .be formed to coordinate skills in the resolution ‘

vof a problem facing the company, with membership in the group “drawn’ from

i} ¢

hey call alienation from expressive relations which measures "dis—



discipfines which are appropriately involved in the problem settlement.
Once the problem is resolved, the group -is disbanded,‘and"new gronps form

as new probilems are encgghtered. 'The composition of groups, their size,

- and time horizon ‘all vary with the problem.‘ It és,therefore important
for organizational members to be effective in groups, but, as Toffler
(1970).points.0ut, 'there (is)‘a concomitant reduction in groUp-cohesive-

ness.” (p. 337, see above). This type of‘situation is perhaps more prev-~

alent in companies facing a changing environment (cf Thompson, 1967; o .

-

Lawrence and Lorsch 1969) or dealing with dynamic technologies, and in v }'
*positions dealing with‘these phenomena. It is ditficult to judge what
impact this circumstance has on the group cihesion measure in’this»study.
To the extent that group cohesion can‘be'related to job uncertainty (and
job'routinefi a certain'degree of analysis canxbe undertaken. This.area
of inquiry is pursned in the ensuing chapters. in general, it is perhaps
fair to‘say that the groupicohesion measure is somewhat tempererd by the
incidence of transitory groups, but the prevalence of these types of
, groups as it relates to the response in the stddy is gnE;\wn

In their sthdy of employee reactions to. job characteristics, Hackman
and Lawler (1971) have two variables which tie into the element of group

[l

involvement as a part of the nature of jobs. To measure the job dimensign

of "dealing with others", they asked respondents "to whatigxtent 1is dealing

/with other people a part of your job?" on a scale marked very little, mod- ' o
' erately'and~very—muehs To measure.the‘job'dimension of "friendship oppor- e é
- tunities” théy asked respondents “to mhat extent do yon'have'the’opportunity |

to talk informally with other employees while at work?" on the same scale ' :

(p. 222, emphasis removed) The measures of dealing With others and friend—‘ y ﬂ

ship opportunities are deemed independent job dimensions within their model,
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and are §ﬁbsequent1y related to other job dimensions»and auch.dependent
variables as satisfaction, performance and absenteeism. *The group in-
" ~volvement dimensions may consequently be interpreted as' tied to company
structural conditions. ] Similarly, in the present study, the group cohe-

sion characteristic is considered :}Breflect a structural quality in the

work organizations of which respondents are a part. It is appropriate

" to probe ties between group cohesion as a structural characteristié with

v

~other structural_characteristics and with performance and contextual

characteristics
3 Job Chgnge . . 4 ' v
)',\44‘ . ‘- P . .

Job charige as an organizational charQCteristic repreSents the extent

4

to which the ‘content’ of the position occupied by. the respondent has

over the course’ of the. pastﬁyeaﬁ (5), and as,a projection, the

\v

"\f‘. _X'\

. s
which the content of the position fis anticipated to change in
the ensuin years (6) (Exhibit-Z—S). The,factor loadings on the two

component v iables are both high .81 and .\4-(2-5) - It ishtightly

clustered and ‘rthogonal to each of job satisfa tion, group cohesion,

strict independence £tom ,
]

ob change is diStin—

role definition and job routine. The absence o

job uncertainty is pursued later in this paper.'

guished from job routine by definiéion for purpos , of this study. Job
change. is regarded as a structural feature of the yganization.involving

.content changes in the job over a period of time, 8 cifically one year
;in retrospect and one year in prospect. Joﬁ routine \{s a technological
‘featureﬂog—the job involving part of its task and resp nse dynamics.
‘ Conceivably a job may. thus be toitine in nature and als possess change - iﬁi
5

over'time As such, the two characteristics are indepen ent features of

the role./ The general responae to job change indicates a distinct modal



(a) Comgositibn

© EXHIBIT 2-5 JOB CHANGE CHARACTERISTIC

-Variable - ' _— Factor
W Varial':le . - - Loading
: \ . T
“ . ™ ) 1\ . N . U4‘ ﬂ.ﬁ-
: 05 How much of the content\ef the job ' h
- you are now in has changed-in the , P
past year" ; . NS f(
S I ;;;m o
06 How much - of t:he content of t:he job )J e
you are in now do gou anticipate? PR AT
- will have changed in-a- year g,é-q;ime?,”‘*‘ A 84—
vb Original Scale - ey “"" .,3;‘
(b) g1 \f‘r &’Q‘w-
. S s
Most Quite A Lot Some _IRA Littlew‘ﬁlmost None «
| : . VD I :
5 4 o3E T 2 0
(c) General Resgor.me Based on Relative Scale Score Levels
Level of . Rang‘e of Number of - Percentage
Job Change” Scores " Respondents ~ Respondents
~ : . ,’( ! v
' Low | 2-4 . 155 .27
3  Medium 57, 1302 .52
. High' 810 1200 21
. L e— ) —_—
: . 577 100
. : ‘
. -

/

it . ittt e .

At aca sl e
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+

L
- 522 —-with a \edium level of Job change. and a

jrela ve. split: among t the other res ondents, with 272 classified as low

. in job\ change and 21% lassified as high in job change (Exhibit 2—5).

14

Pu h et a1 (1968) spelt out six "primary" dimensiqns of organiza- ‘i,

\

cture.. These were specialiZation, standsrdization formali—

details) ‘ these dimensio%; were operationalized

' Flexibility, on th other ‘hand, which specifically "involves changes in—-"'““mfw
“structure" (Pugh et al . 1968 p. 444) was not examined empirically within-
the Aston Groups study of org nizational dimensions (ibid.) and context

(Pu h et al., 1969) of structure because of the requirement for a, longi-

i'tudi frameﬁ'ostensibly unavailable or too costly to develop. These

\

. Al'“oug vthe present studg also lacks a longitudinal frame (it is a cross-

s amendment to the job baséd on recall and projection by the incumbent
| to the job This avenue is open to- the present study because it is based
‘»ion role perception and not’ objecfive data, and thus can be examined
i empirically within a cross-sectional file. - The requirement for a longi- B ‘ fﬁ.i
Atudinal file can\be dropped This methodological difference is reviewed ) k

e .in the research stfategy ﬁote which accompanies this paper as Appendix B. -

- Job change in\routine jobs may be generated for one of at least two ‘f

reasons.- to adapt dFe job to changing job requirements, or to modify the

job in order to break the routine of uork and provide the incumbent‘with

/
3 - T
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a degree of variety within the work setting. The first reason’ offered Rhf‘
Suggests that a job may be rEIatively routine inﬁnature in the short-run, ,."

/

with certain specified requirements of it. Through time, however, pos-
‘i 0
sibly beeause of changes in the technology of the firm or changes in the

task environment of the firm, the nature of the jobs' must be changed to

introduce new technology or coB;faith the environmental shifts. The

modified jobs msy themselves be routine, but they are changed This

W

, argument is compatible with Thompson (19619 in his discussion of short- :

'

run certainty and long-run flexibility in: the administrative process
(Chapter ll) | Organizations seek t; routinize jobs, particularly\within
- the technological core but the routinized jobs- must be adapted\to re-
.K\. flect changes éminating from or brought about through technology or the y

firm s environment "Survival requires adaptive -as well as directiVe

actiqn in thOse areas where the ofganization maintains discretion., o _\'5
I . f .

(p. 148 emphasis removedf
The second reason for jdb change is rooted in a belief that job S 7;
change in itself creates a work atmosphere more conducive to goal attain-»lf
ment. "It has been shown that simple, routine nonchallenging jobs often "fh\--"*
lead to high employee dissatisfaction, ‘to increased absenteeism and tur-n§ B
A over, and substantial difficulties in effectively managing employees who
.‘work on simplified jobs " (Hackman and Lawler, 1971, P: 215).’ éome form ]
of job change may serve to minimize the difficulties.‘ In,a limited con-

0

S text, this job change may amount “To a degree of variety for incumbents o _ ]

of the work place, comparable to job rotation perhaps (Sayles and Strauss,
IR

1966, pp..48-50) Variety in the work task is often cited as a\correlate ,7{. X .
, ?-: of job satisfaction (Katz and Kahn, 1967) In an expanded faShion, e

ghange may connote or 1ead into the conpepts of job enlargement, job

\ l
., .

L




o frequency with whichnmatters arise reqniring fresh knowledgs or new

o } .
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:.»enrichment Qnd job redasign which are addressed by Argyris (1957 1960),

",

Herzberg (1966) and Myers (1970), amongst others.- '\ i nh'f ’ v:WJ{;_

Job change in jobs which are typically nonroutine in nature may o o

R

!

imply S redundancy iﬁ terms, or al;erna‘

¢

‘41y, may suggest that job

»‘bdefinitions are periodically amended to.shoﬁ certain aspecta of the job b

'which have-some (temporary) value tn relating the position to the

|
organization as. a whole. "Inkson et al. (1970) have .shown, . for example, S «!

that there is a tendency for roles to be more formally defined in the

UTUnited States’ than in Britain ‘"In the U S definition of a rolefis :‘ P
) primarily a matter of documentation whereas in Britain, it 18’ a matter 1 |
3of tradition and practice." (p. 362). 1If the present samPle is more Sy
fth reflective of American inclinations, and 1if the tendency is prevalent
‘ for all jobs, whethef “routine or nonroutine, it may be that job change ';}jj o

18 generated by the" heed to keep written job definitions current. This '

wou%d amount .to more of a problem with higher levels of nonrOutine and

R T TS N
' rolé definition associated with the job. : o SR AT j}'i;f‘kv",ff';

/ .\-.- . v . e . L et

; 4 Jeb.Uncertainty

Job uncertainty represents a combination of four variables (Exhibitr-

o \1--1'

2-6) As a composite measure it indicates the‘frequency with which :::5, -

probLems occur in the job which have never occurred before (8), the

skills (9), the frequency of unforeseen things happening in the job (10) : ﬂv'
B N

Jff;and the frequency of the respondent switching from oue thing to nnothen

_‘as part of the. job (12) The characteristic is tightly clustered and

ZJ_bi orthogonal to jOb satisfaction and group cohesion., It- 1s not tightly LT '1,',
lustered but is orthogonal to role definition. With respect tO’bothf e

jjd?_change and qu-routine,_hgwever, job_uncertainty islneither,tightly :

DI - N : Ch . o
| . L ! Sl 2 R - Dol . oo
. - N . ki . . - . Lot

. \ L e . |
. o . \ . . . o . . e Sl :

R



. EXHIBIT 2-6 JOB UNCERTAINTY CHARACTERISTIC

|

. - (a) Composition
' Variable ‘ o . Factor
Number _ !253221&} Loading
08 How often do major problems occur
in your job which have never occurred
befote’ ‘ ~69
‘_»"' ' . . ' | . ‘
09 How ofc n does something come up in
- your work which ‘necessitates acquiring .
"ftesh knoWledge or new skills? = .52
10 "How often do completely unforseen .,
: things happen in your job? .74
LI 12 How often do you have to switch from
one thing to another? _ ' =66
\ 1)

ac
\

(b)"O?;ginal Scale

4

~. Most - Quite A Lot. ‘Some A Little Almost None
- ‘ )

"o 5 g g .2 S |

o |

(c) General Response Based .on Relative Scale Score Levels-

-+ -Level of .. ' Range of v‘Number of . Petcehtagg
B} ) ) Job Change Scores Respondents "Respondents
Low S ‘4‘8 . S 48 .8
. Medium * 9-15 o 41a 72
High °‘ 16-20 o 115 ° . 20
- ' | 5717 100
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clustured nor strictl; orthogonal. A tentative’proposition that flows
from the absence of independence between job uncertainty and job change
is that uncertainty may be associated with change a relationship con-
e ‘ sidered in gredter detail as the paper progresaes. Similarly, Jjob un-
certainty and job routine appear to have underlying ties which are pur-
 sued in the discussion of both characteristics. AOf the survey respond-
"ents, 8% are at a low level of uncertainty. 722 are at a medium level,
‘ and 202 reported a high level of uncertainty as measured. here.
Conceptually-the term "uncertainty" as it relates to organizational
theory or the study of organizations is widely employed Thompson (1967)
e postulates that the degree of uncertainty faced by the organization and
the organization s ability to reduce and cope with this uncertainty pro—v
vide important differentiating dimensions of organizational understanding.
He views the task environment in'which the organization is operating and

: the t chnological imperatives in the company as the two Prime origins of

ncértainty for the organization. This latter position gains' support

-
v

from Burns and Stalker (1961) where they distinguish between mechanistic

and organic organizations in large part as a function of the degree of
- uncertainty facing a firm in its environment and technology. 'Hhen uncer-

tainty is ow, the organization tends to be structured in a mechanistic |

(cf. bureaucratic) fashion. When uncertainty is high the organization

~

tends to be structured quite differently, in a form called- organic or

{

f!organismic, reflected in the electronics. industry for example "which (was)
confronted with rapidly changing comnercial circumstances and a much
faster rate of technical prdgress" (Burns 1963, P. 47). ' d : _‘,.“
Lawrence and Lorsch (1969) pursue environmental uncertainty. as

k- .
central to the organizational issue of appropriate differentiation and



\ integration. Like Burns and Stalker (1961), they argue that organiza-

tiona appear to order their parts and positions differently in line with.

the level of uncertainty ‘they face in their environment. Operationally,
0

vt *

/~ Lawrence and Lorsch developed .a yatdstick‘for measuring environmental
uncertainty on three environmental issues: Mthe clarity of information,
the uncertainty of cause and eff -t relatiouships and the time span of

~definitive feedback scbres have been combined to get a total uncertainty
" score" (1969, p. 28) ' Using this yardstick against different forms of
successful organizational structure they drew the following conclusion:
"The states of differertfation and integration in
effective organizations will differ, depending on
the demands of the particular environment. In a
more diverse and dynamic field, such as the
plastics industry, effective organizations have
to be highly differentiated and highly integrated.
In a more stable and less diverse environment,
like the container industry, effective organizations
have to be less differentiated, but they must still
achieve a high degree of integration.” (p. 108)
Thus the level of uncertainty in the environment in whith a firm is ‘Q.
operating appears to be central to the‘analySis of organizational struc-
ture. In this sense uncertainty may be viewed as a key contextual vari-

able of organiiationai structure.

Hickson et al. (1971) in a study of intraorganizational power sug-
.gest that "uncertainty may be defined as a lack of information about
future events, 1) that alternatives and their Outcomes are unpredictabii?
(p. 542) - They argue that "organizations do not. necessarily aim to avnid
uncertainty nor: to reduce it absolute level ... but to cope with ie"

(p. 543). This argument is compatible with ThompsOn (1967) where he
poeita 'that organizations cope with uncertainty by creating certain parts

specifically to deal with it, specializing other parts 1n operating con-—

_ditions of uncertainty or new certainty" (p. 13)._ Hickson et al.

O
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hypothesize that 'the more a subunit copes with uncertainty, the greater
its power within the organization" (1971, p. 543). It appears that an
\
organization as a whole faces a certain 1eve1 of uncertainty,\and in
. turn different parts and positions within the organization face\ uncer-
tainty aﬁa cope with it, while others operate under more certainéy.

Just as an organization has an environment in which it operates,

~

each job in the organization has an environment or context within which

the job is set, The incumbent to the job has a task to accomplishlinL .
‘ accordance with the objectives of the organization. Perrow (1967, 1970)
suggestslthat the technology of a job hasftwo dinensions. a stimulus and
a response. This essentigl dichotomy is in7line"with March and Simon
.(1958)Cin' their discussion of problem-solving (Chapter-6). An occupant
in a job "receives stimuli~(orders,.signals) to which he must respond
..._(and) he 'searches' his mind to decide’what kind of a gesponse to
make" (Perrow, 1970;.p.-76). One.or both of the stimulus/and response
in a job may hold variability for the job'holder. ‘If, for example, the
job is part of.a subunit'in the organization designated to cope with
environmental-uncertaintyi the,stinulus often holds variability. "Uncer-
tainty.might be indieated"by the variability‘of those inputs to the
organization which are taken by the subunit.” (Hickson et al., 1971,
| P- 543). To generalize, variability of stimuli can be viewed in terms '
| of "the variety of problems which may lead to search behavior“ (Perrow,
1970, p. 77), and can be associated with job uncertainty.

Similarly, response mechanisms may vary, procedures may be unclear, :
ano approaches to stimulus resolption may be less than_obvions. Pfef er
gg_gl..(1§76) in a study of nncertainty'and social influences in de ision—

making make the following point: : , E //



"facertainty is defined in the present study as a
lack of consensus about purposes and the means of
achieving them; when uncertainty is high, the’
ability of a decision-maker to apply .universalistic
criteria is difficult. Yet the need to make a
decision remains." '

N

A
I

For whatever reasons, a lack of ends and means consensus or an absence

of established problem-solving procedures being two, the response made
.'}‘} : ' '

in a job touthe stimuli received may be viewed along a continuum of

' vuncertainty. Cooper (1972) in his development of a framework-for 7~”J4>“VWULWLA
examining technology, distinguishes between task unsertainty and reSpOnse |
uncertainty within the construct of skill variety as a technological

dimension. Using the variables from Turner and LawrenCe‘(196§), Cooper

I . . .

uses task uncertainty to relate to matters as the "degree of ambigniiy ‘

of‘remedial.action required7to correct routine job problems .ee (the)

number ofr people required to interact with at least ‘every two hours ...

(and) the number of parts, tools and controls to be manipulated", as p
part of the job (1972, P. l4l).‘ On the other.hand, responseyuncertainty
relates.to’mattets as'the'"amount of workeralatitude in selection of
work methods, in selection of work pace; in accepting or rejecting the

' \
quality of incoming materials, in securing outside services cee (the)

amount of time reguired to learn to’ perfofm job proficiently ees (and

- ™

the) amount of time worker is free to- choose to\l ve work area without
reprimand" (ibid ). This integration of Turner a::\\\\\ence appears to
cut a swath- across the more traditional job dimensians of variety,\auton-
omy, feedback, identity, dealing_with others and-friendship opportunities
‘(cf Turner and Lawrence, 1965 Hackman and Lawler, 1971 Sims et al., |

- 1976). Perhaps job imensions as variety, autonomy, and dealing with
others, for example, kan be related to one or both of the task a?d the

response which are parcel to the skill set within‘the job. Conceivably



. knowledge. (9) and which -are- unforeseen“(lO) although possibly not

e - . 100

cthese dimensions could hold variable or different magnitudes within eachi
of the task and the response, .and thus uncertainty may be large in one
area and distinctly less in the other area. This broaches Perrow 8
argument that jobs may often hold some routine and some nonroutine.
COnversely, jobs may hold some uncertainty and some certainty. ‘

Job uncertainty in the present studynessentially measures the

incidence of new problems in the job (8) which perhaps require new

-1

" unexpected. Further, the incumbent often is switching from one thing

to another on the job (12) Elements of uncertainty in both stimulus
and response are present within the characteristic. Alternatively and
'similarly, there are overtones to both task uncertainty and- response

uncertainty within the Job. The occurrence of job uncertainty as an .

) organizational\characteristic does notﬁﬁhowever, preclude the occurrence

s,
of job routine as an. organizational characteristic as well The argument

1s simply that jobs and organizations often and perhaps for the most part

operate within the context of some uncertainty and some rd&tine.~ Mana- -

gerial positi s may be in the forefront of ‘this" circumstance. The un-

certainty and the routine may be related to. one or both of job stimulus
,and response.' Often they provide contrasts to each other on one yard~.
stick. Often they are separate characteristics. The present study views

Q

job uncertainty and job routine as separate organizational characteristicsy,

~with underlying bonds of association. This position is picked up in the

discussion of job routine below.

'iS.'ROIe'Definitionf

Role definition measures how precisely responsibilities in the job

are laid down (13) and how precisely it is. laid down which decisions the

I
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. at a medium level and 482 are at a higﬁ lev

g
-~

. , ‘ | &
‘incumbent to the job can take'himself (14) (Exhibit 2-7) Role,defini-

4 i"

tion is tightly clustered and strictlg orthogonal toajob satisfaction,
) d #
group cohesion,.jobntbange’and job uncertainty. It is tightly clustered

g "\" 1 ‘p}

with respect to job routine ‘bat is not , 81
. ; . & gs ?

acteristic suggesting a lackof independe ce with routine as a separate

ictiy orthogdnal to this chhr—

«

factor. The general response in the ‘role. effhition characteristic

indicates 72 of’ respondents are at aslo& 1 vel of definit on, 45% are

e -

N, ’.’“" ,‘_ R s

The term role is used to indicate the e
V.

occupying a. position within the organization.

pected behavior of a person

~"By role we mean the

,behavior expected from a person in the particu}ar position." (Etzioni

1964, p. 82f, emphasis removed) "In this sense% a person ‘may be viewed
’ .

as filling a position and performing a role in an organization. A manager

in a marketing department, for example, fills a position, Vice-President
of Marketing perhaps, and in this position performs a role. ' This role

i1s .his expected behavior on the job Within ‘the total organizational

‘structure ‘and operation, it is important that _persons filling positiOqs

and performing roles conduct themselves in accordance with role.expecta—

rtions.' Specializations within the organization are linked for. example,

and failure to adhere to roles may lead to. a‘breakdown in the system,'
affecting effectiveness and efficiency. A certain image: may be associ-
ated with a position, and is bdllt into role expectations. Failure to

portray that image and thus adhere to the expected behavior of the posi—

“«

-tion may well affeet the ﬁnage of other occupants in similar positious

in the organization a&d‘successors to the present incumbent. Actions of

-

personnel while in uniform are cases in point.

' Kahn et al. (1934) arﬁue along this line that "one of the great inherent

: (Exhih,it 2-1)1\,“ .
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. EXHIBIT 2-7 ROLE DEFINITION CHARACTERISTIC .

(a) . Composition

Variable

.Numb

er

\
13

14

v
RV AR N

(8;
Variable . Tactor
— Loading
How precisely are your responsibilites
laid down? . ~ , .68
How precisely 13‘ﬂ43laid down which )

decisions youltaké‘yourself? , .71

(b) Original Scale (Original scale is reversed for reggérch compilations)

Vegz

i

' Fairly Not Very Very  Not Laid

1

Precisely Precisely Precisely Precisely " Down At All
2 3 4 -5 :
. e [y

Y!\
N

/

R o . L
,) (c) General Response Based on Relative Scale Score Levels

Level of Role Range of Number of =~ Percentage

Definition - Scores Respondents Respondents
" Low 2-4 38 7
. Medium 5-7 262 ‘ " 45
High 8-10 ' . 277 48

+ 577 ' 100
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needs of any organizatiqn is dependability of role performance" (p..5).

With the importance of role performance, it is clear that a person. fill— ’

ing a position must understand his role.~ One tool available to manage—
ment to expedite this understanding is to define the rolé for the incum- :

L
bent to the position. Parameters are enunciated for the role, often in

nriting; Certain of these.parameters which are designed to guide the
actions of the individual in the position may be quite broad and allow
some latitude, other parameters ma;\be quite confining. In terms of an

incumbent's perception of his role, role definition may be said to repre-

sent "the extent to which (persons) perceive their jobs and authority to

be constrained within fixed limits" (Inkson et al., 1970, p. 355). This

description connotes the use of the term role definitionhin-this study.
‘Job networks are frequently classified (in writing) in organizations.

The presence of the'organizational chart with positions falling into

hierarchical relationships is encountered within many formal‘organiza-

: tions, and particularly the more bureaucratic or mechanistic types of

—

organizations. Following Pugh et al. (1968), this scenario is ‘represent-

ative of a high degree of configuration. "(Role structure) data would be
contained in a comprehensive and detailed organization chart that included
literally every role in the organization." (Pp- 450-451). Roles in turn
might be formalized measuring high on "the extent to which rules, pro-

cedures, instructions, and communications are written" (p. 448) and

' standardized to the extent procedures are designated for all situations

‘(ibid.). A high level of specialization might also be envisaged within‘

this network and perhaps a high degree of centralization.» A sanblance

of order and routine appears to accompany this model. This‘may serve to

explain why role definition and job routine are not strictly orthogonal

—



in the present'study. Jobsiuﬁich.are routine in terms df rules, p
cedures, instructions, communidations and hierarchicalﬁties'lend th
.selves to definition. To the extent that the organization seeks,to
édevelop a classification system, the designation of-writtln 535 networks
is expedited. Viewed as a variable, role definition~may ::\liﬁked~ts—e._\
“high levels of measures like concreteness of positional descriptions and
the presence of written job descriptions as operationalized by Hall et

al. (1967), and may be qualified in terms of the measures. of job codifi~ .
cation and job specificity as used by Aiken _and Hage (1968)

Job networks on the other hand are often not classified (in writing)
in organizations. Environmental or technological constraints may pre-
'clude this avenue to managemént (cf. Burns and Stalker, 1961). Manage~
ment may chogse not to develop a classification system. Jobs which are

: essentially nonroutine in nature do not lend themselves to ready defini-
tion. The collegial and organic models suggest lo; levels of configura-
‘tion,»formalization; standardization‘and specialization. Authority is
often decentralired. Similar contrasts might be projected with theggall

i»and Aiken and Hage measures (ibid ). o
It is important not to overstate the power and implications of the
role definition characteristic in the present study. Role definition
denotes how precisely it is laid’%own which responsibilities and decisions
are those of the incumbent to the role. As such, the measure connotes the
confines of structure. On the, other hand, the precise %erms and qualities
of the role definition are not -pursued. Hall (1967), for example, deals
_with the matters as degree of formalization of authority structure, empha-
. sis on, using established communication channels, penalties for rule viola-

" tion and 11ke criterion to add depth to the notion of organizational com- -

plexity and formalization beyond role measures of concreteness of positional-

£
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descriptions and,presence of written Job descriptioqs. Similarlp, Aihen
and Hage (1966) examine in-depth qualities of jobs in dECermining elements
of centralization and formalization in organizations, qualities not
directly broached in the present study. The significance of this differ-
ence amongst measures is evident in the analysis of role'definition and

job satisfaction'presented in the folfowingychapter. The more general

.fconsideration of comparable measures of organizational characteristics
- ! . &
" is addressed in the research stragegies'note'whiéh appears as Appendi¥ B.

6. Job Routinev

Job routine represents a combination of four_variahles (Exhibit 2-8),
It denotes the extent to which.the indiuidual'respondent'thinks of the
~work in the job as routine (1), the extent to which an incumbent to a job
. can foresee the actiuit? of.the norking ueek.(Z), the extent to which‘
working days follow a similar pattern (4), and the‘extent"to which work

involves following regular set pfoéédﬁ?é§“(7). Job routine is reasonably

“eb B
i

.welllclustered:with respett'to job‘satisfaction,,but the_two characterig-
tics arelnot strictly orthogonal. Joh routine is‘tightly clustered with
respect to both group cohesti‘and job uncertainty, but is not orthogonal
to group cohesion. Job routine is not tightly clustered with\respect to
both job change and role definition, nor is it ‘orthogonal to role defini-
tion although it is orfhogonal to. job change (Exhibit 2- 2) In terms of
a highlight, job routine lacks independence with job satisfaction, job

uncertainty, and role definition, as . evidenced in the previous separate

discussions of each of these characteristics. The general response to

!

_ jop routine indicates 11%Z of the respondents are at a low level of rou-

tine, 70% are at a medium level of routine'and 192 are at a high ievel

’of routine (Exhibit 2-8). : \

o
0
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EXHIBIT 2-8 JOB ROUTINE CHARACTERISTIC

.

(a) Composition

Variable Va?iable Factor
Number - — Loading
01 - . How much of your work do;you think
: .of as routine? - oo ' .63
02 When you begin a working week, how
! much of what you will.actually do
"~ 7" during the week can you forsee? - T T .58 T ¢
04 ' How many of your workiﬁg»days follow . }
a similar pattern to one another? =~ .57 :
07 How often does your work involve
o following regular set procedures? " .69

R

/

(ﬁ)‘ Originai Scale (Original scale is'reversed for research compilations)

Most Quite A Lot Some A Little  ‘Almost Nome
1 2 : 3 B s

(¢) General Rgsponse;Based dn RelatiQe Scale Score Levels.

Level of Job Range of - Number of - Peréenﬁage

/ — ———

517 100

Routine . © Scores - '  Respondents  Respondents
Low 48 _"1 62 - 11
Medium - 9=15 : - 406 70

 High 16-20 - 109 , .19
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The routinization of jobs in work organizations is regarded by Perrow !

(1970) as a central tendency ‘of management. "The thrust is to r0utinize,

limit uncertainty, increase'predf%tability, and centralize functions and

controls. Whether the lure is security, power, growth or profits, and

‘ whether the field is government, industry, culture or welfare, bureaucrgt—

ization proceeds apace." (p m67) To fully routinize jobs implies the

: development of assured responses to all known - job stimuli and the’ mini—'

ﬂ»mizing of unknown or novel job stimuli. This total circumstance is diffi—

» tinize the entire technology of certain types of jobs.

cult to‘envisage. Even in the most routinized of jobs, some problems

invariably occur. Thus, jobs may hold a level of routine and a level of

uncertainty. Further, some aspects of the job may typically defy routin- l‘

ization.. Some jbbs, foE‘example, are involved with variability of job \\,

stimuli on an ongoing basis, but standard procedures are followed in re-

solving the problems. Following Perrow (ChaptTr"B), this would be prev-

alent in engineering work where the stimuli or\objects that are incumbered

v -

'typically within the job are variable, but the search procedures used in

@

" the technology are relatively/routine. Such may also be the case with

/ . \
many types of surgeons and nurses in hospitals where the Job stimuli, the

,patients who require attention, often vary dramatically between one another,

but the basic approach to treatment often follows a. given routine (cf Blau,
! I .
1974, p. 338). gob routinization may be a tendency for management, but it

* may not always be possible to x:utinize ‘tcertain- types of>jobs, or to rou~

W
Q

The crafts industry furnishes an interesting contrast to the engi— '

' neering and medical examples (cf Perrow, 1970) " In crafts work, the

nature, of the task and raw'ﬁmterial to be chang d is essentially standard-

[}

ized. The procedures connected to the task and the ultimate response paths.

3
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are, however, variable and perhaps, problemntic. Sayles and Strauss "

“

(1966) offer the fhllowing discussion of the" craftsman and the»telation- ,Qu'
. ‘ B

" ‘o'

ship to management. o - o }L",nm
"The craftsman s job provides abundant variety.} S
Uneﬁgected problems constantly crop up, the
solutions to which camnot be programmed by
management. ‘Thus, the employee must be allowed - ' -
to choose his| tools, methods and even pace to -
° conform todthe ever-changing work requirements
i as he sees the?t" (p. 31 emphasis removed) .’

¥

This case is representative of a task which is relatively standardized

=4
o

" but there are varied stimuli within ‘the response mechanisms of the organ—

\

izgtional technology. Unlike engineering and medical work where the task,

varies and the procedures are more or less standard, the opposite appears

¥,

to hold true. Evidence of variable stimuli occurring nOt simply within

© the general task or raw material to be changed “but also within the

response mechanisms themselves. suggests a more complicated view of tech-

i

Y

Further, it provides greater distance between'the\complete routinization

of work and its realization. - o " L g

L3 3

Montagna (1968) provides a valuable elucidation on the routinization;&
oﬁ\work in the accounting industry. Through time much of the work querh
taken by accountants, auditing for example, has been formulated into a.

ode of industry rulesaand norms, »"WhatAVas once unwritten ruke or mys—

tique is now rationalized in the process of fOrmalizing its Iules, the -

'uncertainties' accompanying requirement for "professional judgment

B ’

,?profession transforms that knowledge from an intellectual to- a mechanical

technique." (p. 540) ' Montagna views this as a reduction of certainty and

(ihid ) Routinization has been aided by computerization, and the

'latitude of professional judgment has been further curtailed by the

o’ - .
. P . —
a .

_ nological stimulus than that,advanced in a simple task—response discussion.'

g0
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proliferation of industry rules: Thus, it would appear many accountants

g

are committed to routinized johs to thelagtent,they.remain within these

areas of attention. In other instances, as Montagna argues, '"'the public
y
accountant s 'response to thﬁs threat has been to expand into new areas

of uncertainty, especially management services and.taxes" (ibid.). Per-

&

haps junior accountants become involved in routinized sectors of the

o e
uccounting industry working essentially with the engineering prototype

.~

technology, while their seniors enlist business, design procedures, and
A f . :

‘open new areas bf‘activity that perpetual the image of the accountant as -

-a professional deafing with problems and with uncertainty.. "The move into

aread of uncertainty provides an important basis for continued profession-

alization." (p. 54I$.f _ ' ' - ' N

It is significant in the present study that job routine and jéb un-

- \

- certainty fall out as separate factors.and that they are not . strictly

-independent 9f one another. A hypothesis that one factor represents a

Q
quality of the. stimulus in the job, while the second represents a quality

) of.;he response within the job does|pot appear valid following close anal-
ysis of individual variables in the characteristics. It is true that job
uncertainty carries anfundertone of stimuli variability, particularly with
respectfto ?rohlemSlencountered'in the_joh. Problems -a} be central to

the essential stimulus of ‘the job: this is true for engineers, medical
practitioners, accountants and re;earch'personnel. But problens may arise
within the essential response mechanisns of the job as well: thiS’is true
for craftsmen.' Problens, therefore, may be party to either the stimulus )
or response side of job technology, although they are seen as stimuli

themselves. Fresh knowledge or new,skills may be required‘to properly )

identify job stinnliﬂor'characteristics of1fhe‘raw material in focus, as
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‘ well as to respond in propet fashion. Thus job uncertainty is more than

.

stimulus characteristic. Job routine broaches response mechanisns
.within the job technology in terms of procedures and patterns of activity,
but as a whole the routine may be reflective of cspects within both the
/S ’

stimulus and response of the technological set. To abstract, it would

appear that job uncertainty indicates a measure of the prevalence‘of new

s

problems or’unforeseen matters arisirng in the job and a constant switch{ﬁé

between things, which toggthet\or periodically require fresh knowledge or

nev skills. Job routiqe‘measures the extcnt to which the job 1is essentially
AN i .

standardized in termé of job technology. In this sense they are somewhat
but not totally exclusive. Thé relationship between the two characteristics
are examined in some detail in the following chapter.

BN
.

Inkson et al. (1970) defined the term role routine as the "extent to

,which'manégérs perceive their roles as unchanged over time, both in the

short-term and 1n'the long-term” (p. 355). The sample item in this dimen-

- sion provided B} the writers was '"how much of the content of the job you

.

_ are now in has changed in the past year?", a variable which is used in tile

present study but whicﬁ falls in the job change characteristic. Job rou-

tine in the series.of‘charqctéiistics used here is interpreted to measure

technological routine within the job, a contéxtual factor job structure..

Job change on the other hand measures changes‘ih the content of the job

over tigp, a structutal characteristic of the job. In the Inkson et al.

paper, role routine and role definition have, positive correlations (p. 362).

o In the present study, the two charac:eristics, although somewvhat different in

"

. nature, are not strictly orthogonal Job routine and job change are’

orthogonal in this stpdy. }eIationships between characteristics are
further examined in the ensuing section of this report.
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7. Additional Role Perception Variables

There are five additional role perception variables in the survey
questionnaire which do not readily relate to the six organizational
characteristics and which are thus omitted from the final series of

characteristics. These variables are specified in Exhibit 2-9.
- . | . .

—_— o ———

8. Summarz

Six organizational characteristics are deriyed fron a series of
twentyésix role perception variables by means of factor analysis. These
characteristics are job satisfaction, group cohesion, job change, job
uncertainty, role definition and job routine, and include twenty-one of
thelinitial twenty-six variables.’ The characteristics ma; be identified
in terms of job structure, the context of job structure and the perform-
ance of incumhents within the job. |

Structural characteristics include role definition, job change and
group cohesion, These characteristics are structural in the sense that
they represent aSpects of "the positions and parts of organizations and
their systematic and relatively enduring relationships to each other"
(Porter and Lawler, 1965; p. 303). Following Inkson et al (1970) role
definition represents "the extent to which (persons) perceive their jobs * .
and Euthority to be constrained within fixed limits" (p. 355). Job change
‘measures the. ext@pt of conteﬁt modification in the respondent's positionJ
or, role over time, specifically one year in retrospect and one year in
prospect. Group COhesion represents the degree to which memhers of the

respondent's work unit get along, stick together and help each other com-

pared to other work units in the organization.
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EXHIBIT 2-9 VARIABLES NOT INCLUDED IN ORGANIZATIONAL CHABACTERISTICS

Variable / Variable
i - Nuwer - — .. P - N - . N P
03 If someone completely new to your job

had to take it on at short notice, how
much of it would he be able to find out
from a job description and/or a record
of previous work?

11 Considering the various problems that
' arise in your work, how often is the
solution clear? '

20 How satisifed are you with your fellow

\..
\ ] workers?
22 Do you feel that you are really a part

' of your work group?

23 CIf you.had.a change to do the same kind

: ‘of work for the same pay in another work
group in this company, how would,you
feel about movint? .



, . . S .
The contextual characteristics are job uncertainty and job routine.

hey are contextual in the sense that they portray ‘aspects of "the setting

W

within which structure is developed" (Pugh et al., 1969, p..63). Job un-

certainty indicates a measure of the prevalence of new problems or unfore-
. : . . .

seen matters arising in the'job and a constant switching between things,’
which together or periodically require fresh knowledge or new skills.

Job routine measures the extent to which the job 1is essentially standard—

”ized in terms of job technology. One perﬁormance characteri§t1c~is studied,

namely job satisfaction, and represents general‘member reaction to. the
: a -

organization and the person's role. ‘Asisuch, job satisfaction is an out-
come of organizational situations and activity.

The final series of characteristics resulted in five sets of charac-
teristics lacking independenceébetueen'one anotner. , The two contextual
measures, job uncertainty and'joo routine, lack independence.- Job uncer-
tainty is not orthogonal to job change, and job routine is not orthogonal
to role definition, nor to job satisfaction. Group cohesion and job

satisfaction similarly iack'independence. A chart showing the organiza—

tional characteristics and these sets which lack independence appears as -

»

Exhibit 2-10.

E. SAMPLE REFINEMENT: ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTIC SCORES AND.

SCALE DEVELOPMENT
vl

The initial file contains the original survey data for 621 respond-
ents. Scores for the six comprehensive organizational characteristics of
job satisfaction, group cohesion, job change, job uncertainty, role defi—
nition and job routine are calculated for each respondent, and are,added

to:the initial file. "Originalhscales are reversed inithe-pnses of'job

\
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&
ORCANIZATIONAL;CHARACTERISTICS IN TERMS
OF CONTEXT, STRUCTURE AND PERFORMANCE.

AN INITIAL CHART _ )
) (

EXHIBIT 2-10

\
W ! ) .
: . ) .
I
CCONTEXTUAL . ' o
CHARACTERISTICS ' JOB ROUTINE  «— > JOB UNCERTAINTY

i

[
STRUCTURAL  ROLE DEFINITION \ GROUP COHESION ~  JOB CHANGE
CHARACTERISTICS o *~ﬁ o |
Voo
. I '
PERFORMANCE S v
JOB SATISFACTION

'CHARACTERISTICS )

NOTE: Arrows indicate sets of orgahizatidnal ,
fharacteristics which lack independence,--
and which are not stribtly orthogonal

to .one another. .
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satisfaccion, group cohesion,'role definition and job routine aswpart of .
this procédure. The exhibits for each of.these characteristics'indicatep
this 6rientation in'methodology. Checks are placed on each role percep-
tion variable to ensure that the data appearing.in the matrix:are within
the.bounds of accebtable response for'survey‘purposes; 'lq éeneral, when
the;data for any variable are not within acceptable bounds; the respond-
. ent 1is dropped. from the newAdataefile.mulhis»iS—in»keeping»with»Cooley
‘-and Lohnes (1971) whose approach is to eliminate from the sample all
lsubjects with incomplete scoJe vectors" (p. 137). Initially this would
.appear to reduce the population from 621 to 463 since the information |
shows a preponderance of missing values‘in the job satisfaction and group
cohesion variables. .A‘numberlof~these variables, however,:- is dropped in
the final fact;r structure and substantially fewer than 158 cases are
finally dropped Following Elliott (1975), before any ‘cases are dropped,
a check of data is conducted againstltype of‘firm. This check reveals
-thatlonly 23 cases fall into theventrepreneurial firm type category.
Missing values for variables in cases classified as entrepreneurs are

‘ substituted bp avsrage‘values-for:the'group as a.whole; rather than drop-
“ping the cases‘frombthe'file. Two cases are’ subject to this procedure.
Where missing values (0 8,9) occur in ;11 other types of firms and in
cases unclassified by type of firm, the cases are dropped from the file.»
Because- of certain differences between Elliott s factor structure and
methodology,u;nd the procedure chosen in the present paper, there is some
difference in the number of missing values encountered and the number of
-cases dropped. Elliott ultimately used 579 cases, while 577 are used in

~".the present study. A table showing*the number of cases or respondents

used in the ElliOtt_paper}and'in the present study by type’oﬁsfirmlappears

et

[ . . B
/ > R /._.
[

:
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as Exhibir 2-11. The editiné differences are slight, and shoyld not

affect overall findings. The factor structure changes, however, may
explain the shifts in the discriminant analysis amongst firm types,
revealed in comparing Elliott's work with the present study. ' In this

respect, Elliott followed Lawson in large Part (one ‘variable was appar-

ture as described in Appendix c. ' o

Scales may be qualified as being nominal, ordinal, interval or
ratio in nature. Following Selltiz et al, (1959),.a scale is nominal
when it "consists of two or more named categories, into which objects
or individuals Or responses are classified" (p. 189). An example of a
nominal scale would be marital status questions on a census form. ”

Ordinal scales have a continuum to them ‘and define "the relative position

of objects or individuals with respect to a characteristic with no im-

plication as to the distance between positions" (p 191) Attitudinal

outlooks @w specific situations viewed in terms of favourableness or

unfavourab%pness are frequently measured in terms of ordinal scales.

'respondents, but a rank‘order of Trespondents is at a minimum an outcome

of ordinal measurement., Interval scales differ from ordinal scales in

the sense that distances between points on the scale are known and
Al

'accepted Thus. on interval scales' not only are the positions arranged

A
in terms of\greater, equal or less' the units or intervals of " measure-
: ,

ment are equal" (ﬁ 193) Following these authors, comparing interval

scales to ordinal scales is. like comparing thermometers to elastic bands.

N ) .
\ ! . - ~

b
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EXHIBIT 2-11 RESPONDENTS BY TYPE OF FIRM - FINAL DATA FILE

/—-—_“_\\,
Type of Firm ’ Elliott Present Original

ST e - “Paper-  Paper - File
1. Branch plants . | - 254 253 267
2. Owner-managed firms " 86 85 93
3. Local firms - hired managepent 28 28 31
4. Municipal government 29 29 31
5. Provincial govérnmen: ‘ 78 78 83
-6. Federal government . . . 62 42 c 5
7~ Entrepreneurs 23 23 : 23
\ , . . .
8. Unclassified | *39 39 48
"TOTAL: . ' ‘ : 579 577 621
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‘In the thermometer, the degrees are an indication of high or low measure-

g

ments, and the distance between desgrees“is known and accepted. The
elastic band, however, can be stretched or relaxed by the holder or ob-

server, and thus the distance between any two points is not known or

accepted necessarily amongst a group of persons. Ratio scales "contain
an absolute zero" (p. 194), and thus differences can be measured and

related to.an absolute as in weight meﬁsurement

The scales in the role perception variables appear in the question-

nairev(Appendix D) and for organizational characteristics,jén the initial

iy

exhibit introducing each job characteristic (section D of§Chapten I1).

These scales are Likert -type in design and provide a measur® of the member

response to certain aspects of thewworkiplace 1nc1uding role specificity
(Hickson, undated), job satisfaction (Kahn et al., 1964) and group cohesion
(Seashore, 1954).' The center point of each scale may be regarded as’piddle
of the road in terms of general reaction to the subject matter in focus,

and the scale designers are acknowledged experts in research iu the social
sclences. Distancesihetween points no doubt varyvamongst_respondents, and
as Selltiz et al. (1959)e;rgue "the Likert—typevscale does'not.claim to be
uore than au ordinal scale; that is, it makes possible the rankihg of
individuals in termspof favourableness of their attitude toward a given
object, but it does not provide\a basisffor saying-hos much:more favourable
ohe is than another ..." (p. 369). Scores for individual job characteristics
represent sum. values of scale totals for variables assigned to specific

' characteristics in line with the factor analysis. A major issue arises’in -

‘judging how to split these scores in terms of general levels of" response

on the individual characteristics. It is desirable not simply to have a

score for each job characteristic for each respondent but also to compare

4
. »



119

the level of that characteristic in terms of the characteristic itself
"and the levels reported by others WOrking with a trichotomy of low,'

medium and high (cf. Lawson, 1971), it is desirable for analytic purposes

to know in some instances whether the score of any particular individual

may be classified as 1ow, medium or high in terms of the job characteris-,;v“'
.tic inh}ocus, and in. other instances, how the score of the individual
compares to other respondents in the study. - Strictly speaking, in order -
to develop these measures it is necessary t6 have interval scores. This
ehsures that‘distances betweeu points'are similar. Some, however, feel

that interval measurement is not required as a prerequisite to usage of
‘ interval-type statisti:!r'Nae‘gt_gl; (1975) cite Labovitz (1970) in
this»respect: | '

" "Except for extreme situations, interval statistics
can be applied to any ordinal lead variable.”

He argues:
"Although some small error may accompany the
treatment of ordinal variables as interval,
this ‘is offset by the use of more powerful, more
sengitive, better developed and more clearly
interpretable statistics with known sampling
‘error." (p. 6). ) »

This argument perhaps is geared towards usage of means, standard devia-~
tions and Pearson correlations which strictly-speaking are appropriate
only in interval-type data (Selltiz, 1959, pp. 193-194). The main point
in terms of the present study is whether or not it is permissible to
judge a score as low,_medium or high in terms of the scale itself. It

is true, . for example, that the scales in the study provide a range of
response which is hardly intricate in nature and which have a middle of~
the road central point. If interval-type statistics can be used in this '

type of situation, and they are used widely, then it seems.viable to
~ . : :

.
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consider the scale itself as a perceptual thermometer, and rate low.
| o .

scores as low, moderate scores:as medium and high scores as hiéh. Based
on this premise, a series of g{griori scale levels are formulated fpr
each job characteristic. This allows relative statements to be offered

/gdch respect to the survey population in terms of the scale itself.

In this way, étatements arelforwarded on the genéral lévelvof'job rou-
. tiﬁe; rolé definition, job sati?f;ﬁtion; job'uncertainty, job éhange and
" group cokiesion. This appéars as an extension to stateménts out of
stﬁdies Ehat 8uggést, for examplé, that few personS'are'tealiy dissatis-

fied with ‘their work. Richardson (1976) cites resear&h conducted by :hé

Michigan Survey Research Center in the following manner:

"Worker attitudes were recorded on a 1-5 scale,
with 5.0 indicating very high satisfaction and
1.0 very low satisfaction. The results ranged
between a low of 3.06 (financial rewards) and

a high of 3.45 (resources) ... Three plus on
'a scale 'of 1 to 5 may not indicate wild ‘

A ‘enthusiasm, ‘but it is firmly on the side of job
B satisfaction rather than dissatisfaction."

(p. 239).

The study demonstrates uSage\gf interval lével,statistics in»orgigal
‘leﬁel scales. The present paper'formul&tes‘a'measurement against the.

~scale itseif, and determines in each case whéther the. total score
. ) ‘- '\

derived on a particulér characteristic meas;fes_iow, médium_dr high in

: ~ . :

terms of the scale. The scale itself is divided into equal thirds for
R o L o

this purpose. The ultimate divisions and response tabulations appear

~in the discussion.ofgjob characteristics abqve,‘ N

N

Empirical divisions are also‘COmpiled for the tvb-coﬁtextual char-

~acteristic job satisfaction. These divisions are bésed-bh the level of

response in any'particular case in terms of the éeneral response in the

acteristics of j9b~rout;né and job:ﬁncertainty and the performanée‘char4‘\\\\

/
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jqbﬂéharacteristic and not the scale'itself. Airespondent.is judged as
1ow in the empirical or a pogterior scale if the score 1falls into the

bottom third of responses t@ ‘the characteristic The medium third of
[ 4
responses are judged as medium, and the top third are Judged as high.

A comparison and discussion of a priOri and a posteriori scales for the

threé characteristics appear in Chapters IV and V of the paper. House

,

(1971) uses a somewhat different approach to empirical divisions but the

-result may be the-same. . . - .- G s

~

"The sample was dividéd into respondents with low~,
medium-, and high-task autonomy, The medium group
consisted ‘of the third closest to the mean of the
- total population and included all tied subjects at
the borderllnes " (p. 494) :

Thistapproach is interesting in the respect that‘an interval level sta-'
tistic;lthe‘mean of: the sample, is used as an initial anchor-point for
division, ;hich is, however, empirical'and not a;pribri in nature. The
vnean value nonetheless is affected by the full breadth of response.in.
the initial scaie; and the*pr:cedures assumes some ability in the scalev

itself to distinguish between points in sone consistent way. Interpreted

division of respondents'since the underlying assump.lons are .analogous.

Ve

F. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: ADDITIONAL STATISTICAL TECENIQUES  ,

1. Contingency Tables

Contingency tables are_ used chiefly in studying relationships between
organizational characteristics as part of Chapter III of thelstudy.v From ‘A
a priori scales, data for all pairs of characteristics are cross—tabulated

and those tables which are statistically significant appear in the text.

| t >

Statistically significant in this sense means that the characteristics are

o -

' . . .’ f i . N
. . . . N : L
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not strictly independent of one another, and that there is somesrelation-

A

*

ship inie;idence between the characteristics'as'uncovered in the contin-.
gency table. An example may be that job routine an& role definition are =
related directly, and it appears that high‘job routine is associated with‘
high role definition while medium job routine is assooiated with medium

,and high .role definition (Exhibit 3-4). This type of observation serves

to complement the findings in correlation analysis, and this basic format,

~is fundamental to Chapter IIT- and part of Chapter IV o ';‘“"““’:
Statistical significance in a contingency table is renealed in the -

.chiesquare statistic; The chi—Squar% is based on differences between
observed frequencies in cells within.the contingency table and}erpected
frequencies in cells shoula an even.distribution-pre;ail in the table;

" The greater the differences, the higher the chi-square and the more'likely'
it iscthat the characteristics in the table are'related in some manner
The lesser the differences,-the lesser the chi-square and the less likely
it is that the characteristics are rel);ed in a systematic way.‘ The actual
level of significance as well as the chi-square sta%istic is compiled

within the S.P.S.S. program on contingency tables}fand appears in the

tables in the text of the present paper.

2. Correlation Analysis

]

Perhaps the central statistic in the present paper is the Pearson

H

product—moment correlation coefficient for pairs of organizational
characteristics.' This statiatic measures the direction and strength of
relationship hetween.any two characteristiCS.based on a linear fit to

vobserved valaes'of the character$stics. bnly statiSticallyfsignificant
. S !

correlation coefficients appear in most tables. Statistically signifi— :

cant in this sense- refers in general to the fact that there is 957

L]
R 3 ’
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assurance the relationship undoveredlactually exists taking into account
type 1 statistical error. It is developed from ; nullbhypothesis that
the intercorrelation equals 0, and when oiﬁproven, there is 95X assurance
the relationship is significantly different from 0. The test scatistic
is the Students' t, wﬁich'is‘directly affected‘by sample size. The .
rglarively large sample size in the present study makes ‘many intercorre: ,
latione significnnt when their actual strength of association is rather
| low. Type 1 error refers to the likelihood of rejecting the null hypoch-'
esis when it is true. The objec;ive is to set a reasonable boundary for
minimizing type 1 error, and the general level chosen in the present |
SCqu is .05. In short, the objective is to énsure that when the null

hypothesis is rejfcted, this should be done on the basis that there is
. .
small chance that the rejection is incorrect. Thus, in the present scudy,

'there is 95% assurance the relationship is significant when the above
Paatiinheab -

criterion is met. When the .05 criterion is relaxed,,this is made ex-.

L d -,\/"
\

plicit in the study. Tbis$5e1aiation is never more thag slight.

 Partial correlation analysis allows the derivation of correlation”

Y
7 g g -'“f‘&'/.f,ki;t;wa)

.

coefficients between pairs of characteristics while holding constant or

removing the effect of one or more other characteristics. The accual

~ -

procedure is discgssed.in Chapter IV as part of the introduction to

v highégjorder correlarions. Nie et al. (1975) point out that partial
2, | '

' correlation is &’/ an excellent technique for nncooering spurious relation- .

oy

ship;, ocating intervening variables, and can even be used to help the

researcher make certain types of causel inferences" (p. 303). Indeed

.

pattiel correlation analysis permits exe-ination.of,nore than two char-
acteristics uichithhe.scope of correiatiqn'techniquee, an extremely
~desirable quality in research alonghthevlines of the present project.

. - : P
.

"y
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'second order when tvo characteristics.are'controlled and so on. Partial

; 124
This is true in the respect that fundamental or zero-order intercorrela-
ttons between a pair of characteristics can be studied; and then the same
relationship can be studied by holding constant or partialling out the
\ - .
effect of other selefted characteristics. This amounts to higher order
chrrelations, said to be first order when one characteristic is controlled,:
correlation provides one means of establishing how independent a relation-

ship is of other characteristics in the study.h If, for example, a funda-

. mental relationship between two characteristics disappears when a third

characteristic is controlled, then the fundamental relationship is probably

not independent of the control characteristic.” This provides'depth to the

- bagic correlation matrix, and is one‘particular oriehtation of partial

‘correlation-employed exténsively in the present study. Research may indi-

cate that height and reading speed are correlated in a study of public
school students, but when age is controlled the relationship disappears.
It vbuldfseem that age hae a bearing in thie case on the fundameutal *
relationship, which is then said to be not strictly independent of age.
Further analysis may show that the relationships between age and height
and reading speed and perhaps higher than the tie between height and :
reading speed, and are appropriate to pursue in analysis follawing the

P
initial study. Examples in the present project appear in Chapter Iv;

3; One-uagiAnalysia of Varianee

One-way analysis of variance provides a procedure for establishins

i

whether or not the mean values for different groups are significantly

different on the variable in focus. Groups in this sense may be male
and fenale,'tall and short, or, as in the pretent'study, levels of

context and types of firms. The variable may be height, reading speed,
o \ } ;
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or, as in the present study, job satisfaction and similar organizatidnal

characteristics. The basic procedure involves designating the variable

) to be analyzed and specifying the groups”in focus. Variance is calculated

for the variable both within the groups and‘amongst the groups. If the

.variance amongst groups is large compared to variance within groups, the

. . N \ .
means -.re said to be different. The F statistic is used as a measure of

differences, and typically the F ratio is included in reports of one-way
. #

analysis of variance. 'Statistical significance is oomparable to the usage'

of the,term in correlation.analysis. .Higher F ratios are indicative of
greater differences in one-way analysis of variance, and thus reflect more
distinct division amongst group means; and are more likely to: be statis-~

i

tically significant contingent on sample size. There is an assumption

_of homogeneity of variance across groups in this procedure.

~ G

4. Comparison of Means

-

It is often true that one-way analysis of variance results in an F

'ratiogthat is statistically significant but many of the means amongst the \

n

groups in foc&s are not really different while others are. It is desir-
able to have an ability to distinguish those groups which really have
mean values vhich are the same from those groups with different mean

values,\ Ultimately there may be overlap in the ordering, but the basic.

problem amounts to comparing the mean values of the various groups two

means at a time to see which ones are the same and which oneslare differ—
ent. Numerous proaedures exist including LSD, Duncan, Scheffe,'SNK‘ and
Tukey. LSD, a form of Students' t test, is the least conservative of the
procedures and is not recommended "if the analysis of variance is not

significant" (Nie et al., 1975, p. 427). The analysis of variarce using

- one-way analysis is generally significant in the present study;'and LSD

i .
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&

is used to6 distinguish amongst groups. Compared to both Tukey and SNK, it
distinguishes more often. Mean values and standard deviations'are'provided

in all‘instances as backup information and furnish a necessary perspective
on the levels -of group means falling out of the LSD analysis.
e
N i+

5. Discriminant Analysis : ." ,&g"
PEEESEAN

Discriminant analysis provides a procedure for formulatind/linear

ey
~.

combinations of variables that best Ydiscriminate amongst group me&hssm

¢

that are not equal. Cooleyiand'Lohnes (1971) describe discriminant

analysis in the'following manner: . C

"The discriminant model may be interpreted as a
special type of factor analysis that extracts
orthogonal factors of the measurement battery .
for the specific task of displaying and capital-
izing upon differences among criterion groups.
The model derives the.components which ‘best
separate the cells or groups of a taxonomy in
the measurement space." (pp. 243-244).

When groups show differences amongst one .ahother on mean values of &

slate of variables, discriminant analysis, in like fashion .to factor

L]

'-analysis, allows for these variables to be combined into one or more
component functions which distinguish the groups from one another.

When more than one function is significant, the multiple functions are

+

independent of one another. Loadings of particular variables on' the

discriminant functioni:ikyrUV$q$ a basis for analysis; as in factor
analysis. Significance”levels are based on a lambda statistic which

follows a'chi-square distribution.. Discriminant analysis is a valuable

\
-

- step beyond: one-way analysis of variance in- studying differences amongst
groups in terms of different‘types:of conditions on a common plane. - -
There is an assumption of a homogeneous covariance matrix across groups

t

in this procedure;
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G. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY: AN OVERVIEW AND LI&KAGE TO THE STUDY

The purpose of-this‘naper is to study relationehips amongst context-

'ual, structural and performance characteristics in work organizatiens,
. . «

with special attention accorded jnb satisfaction as a perfqrmance char-
- acteristic. Twenty-six role perception variables‘are‘subjected‘to factor
analysis, resulting in six.organizatipnal characteristics which are
:Winterpreted in termstef-context; struetureﬁand performance of work-organf
inations. An orthogonal_factor\solutionvultimately is chosen as ontimum, v
although most of the reaulting characteristics are not strietly independ; -
ent ef\one another. One of the main problems in the paper is coming to
grips with why this lack of independence is apparent. Fundamental rela-
tionships between pairs of erganizational characteristics are studied as
Cnapter*IiI of.the report. Higher order relationships arevnursued in
“Chapter IV. Further, since two characteristics are classified as een-

textuqe within the initial factor series and since context may be con~

ceptualized in terms of'distinct levels, the ‘impact of different levels

of context on relatfonshins‘amongst characteristics is pursued as part
of Chapter v. Contextual combinations are also considered.  Job satis--
faction’is dealt with in greater detail as the focus of Chapter V. As a

performance outcome of context and structure, the different levels of job

satisfactibn are. treated as groups within a discriminant analysis set
around cosrtextual and structural charqcteristics. A comparative anal)&

of organizational characteristics across different types of work organi—
zations is undertaken as Chapter VI of the paper. This involves the

o ' s 3 - . . _
introduction of a new'contextual characteristic, namely charter-ownership-

control, and a discriminant analysis on seven groups ofvenrk organizations,

using the organizational characteristics deveioped\frem the factor anaIYSis‘
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as input ‘to the,discriminant fUnctions. Research methods are selected

in line with the objectives of the .pProject, and serve the purpose of .

the paper well, More detail on the statistical applications appears

within the text of the study as’ each application is introduced



CHAPTER 11
FUNDAMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS Bzrnhsn o,

RGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS }

A. " INTRODUCTORY NOTE |
As a first step in the analysis of  the organizational characteristics
rderived from the factor analysis; a correlation coefficient matrix has
been constructed which relates each of the individual characteristics to .
the five other characteristics separately. This matrix appears as Exhibit
3-1. Correlation coefficients provide an indication of the direction and
strength of movements between two variables. Strictly speaking, factor :
analysis using'orthogonal techniques leads to factors which are not cor-

i
related. The visible absence of orthogonality amongst certain organiza—

tional characteristics as demonstrated and discussed in Chapter II and
‘related sections of the appendix shqws clearly that ‘some of the. character—
istics in the present study are correlated. Correlation coefficients for
« these sets appear in Exhibit 3-2. C N
| The correlation matrix shows that other sets. of characteristics ‘which
appear to be orthogonal on the surface are in fact correlated, while two "
sets. are confirmed as orthogonal., The analysis of the lack of independence
amongst most characteristics represents the heart of this: section of the
paper. Discussion centers on the correlation coefficients in evidence,
and provides a basis of underst din of why the. coefficients appear as.
Cthey do. The correlation coefficients are supplemented by cross tabulations'
w

. of sets of characteristics in a number of instances to provide relative

e nagnitudes.of characteristics conpared to one another.

Cme
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EXHIBIT‘3—2»-ORGANIZATIONAL CEARACTERISTICS WITH

CONTEXTUAL
CHARAGTERTSTICS

 ——— """ STRUCTURAL :
CHARACTERISTICS

PERFORMANCE

CHARACTERSTICS

NOTE:

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR SETS OF
CHARACTERISTICS WHICH LACK ORTHOGONALITY

. JOB ROUTINE €—— -.40 ———) JOB UNCERTAINTY

T

.28 ‘ .30
‘ROLE DEFINITION|\ GROUP COHESION JOB CHANGE

~.29 .22

,

JOB SATISFACTION

Arrows indicate sets of organizational
characReristics which lack independence, ‘
and which a_i\a'not‘ strictly orthogonal to .o
one another. ) :

. / . .
Numbers represent zero order <correlation
coefficients between characteristics. All

are ‘signiffcant at .05.

\ . . N



The approach in this section is examine contextual characteristics

. at the outset (Part B), followed byhégudﬁ;lysis of structural character-

istics (Part C). Then contextual and structural characteristics are
examined together by taking each structural characteristic and stadying
it in terms of the contextual charagteristics (Part DJ. Finally, job

satisfaBtion, the performance characteristic in the present study, is

¥

examined in terﬁs of the contextuai and structural characteristics (Part
E). There is a temptatioq/nften to infer specific causal linkages in

the data. Sellitz et af/ (1959) make the following point.»

"If. one wishea to draw the inference that one variable
(X) 1s the 'cause' of another (Y), three types of
evidence are necessary: (1) that X and Y vary together i .
in the way predicted by the specific hypotheses; (2) . ‘ - ;
that Y did not precede X in time; and (3) that other C
factors did not determine Y." (p. 422). ]

Simply staged, this examination ‘has no hypotheseé, no information on time *
oécurtenceS»is available and little information on other factors affecting_
variables is available. Causal linkgges are thus not intended as defini- -
tive statements. More, wheré én element qf causélity creeps into the
analysis, it might be considered s;ggestlve of a hypothesis which may be

subject to empirical study in a future study properly designed to meet the

above requirements.

B; CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS

¥

il AN S A

Job routine and job unée;tainty‘represenf~the‘#wo cohtextual charac-
teristics inythe present study.' J;b routine meaéurés the extent to which
the job is essentially s;andaidized inAterﬁs of job technoiogy. .Job uncer—,
'tainSy réflects the'prevalencg of new probléms o; unforeseen mat;érs_arising

in the job and a constant switching betweeh things, which together or: peri-

odically require fresh knowledge or new skills (Chapter Ii), The two.
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.

/ S
characteristics are negatively correlated, with a correlation,coefﬁicienc'

of ~.40 (Exhibit 3-1). This suggests that more job routine or techﬁologi—
cal standardizatioa is associated with less job uncertainty; or alteraa~
tively} that more job uncertainty'or the increasing,frequency_of‘new prob-
lems) unforeseen matters, task switching and the requirement for fresh'

) ) .
kgowledge and new skills is similarly associated with less job routine.

n analysis of the intercorrelation might bqgin in the theory of decision- :

.maklng, or steps in‘theAessential work process. This is appropriate since.
"the concept of_decision-making should be central to any theory of aamin—
istration” (Mouzelis, 1967, P. 123) and -routine and uncertainty can be :
linked to decision-making constructs. | Q\I
March and Simon (1958, Chapter 6) argue that "activity (individual
or orgaaizational) can usually be traced hack to an environmental stimulus
of‘some‘sort, e.g.,_a customer order" (p. 139)'which leads to a response.
This stimulus-response ‘approach to the study of individual or organiza-
tional action is comparable tolPerrow's (1967,‘1970) job technology dis-

cussion reviewed in Chapter II above. March and Simon (1958) continue by

suggesting that certain types of stimuli are typically associated with a/

series of ' routinized" action steps. = Other types of stimuli are associated

" with a series of rbutine problem-solving activities" which precedeaand
establish the actual action steps that the individual or organization

will take with respect to the stimulus. A third type of stimulus may be
associated with a series of nonroutine problem-solving activities which

precede and establish the  ultimate response which is made. In this sense,

the stimulus-response view is often complicated by an intermeédiate respohse

stage specifically related to assessiﬁé the stiﬁulus,-defining alternative

<

courses of aetion;ievaluating them and choosing the preferred'course which

4
+




a

) X o 134

a

is tnen translated into the:individual's or arganization's response.
This internediate step 1s an instrunentnliaspect of the essence of indi-
vidual or organizational deciSion-making or problem-solving, andrin‘itself
may be more or less routine as ; procedure and activity. Thus "the re-
sponse to a particularlstimnlns may involve more than performance - the
stimulus may evoke a spate of problem~solving ectivity - but the problem-~
solving activity‘may itselt be routinized toba‘greater or lesser degree'
(p. 140). Hypothetical examples may add depth to this outline: Tn an
automotive parts depattment of enhautomotiVe service centre,’mechanics
request certainaparts ftom the.stocknen-on an ongoing basis. Terms are
well known amongst the personnel and often the nrocess is exnedited by a
standatd o;der fotm. The stimulus to th; stockman is relatively familiar,
and his response (or performance) may be envisaged as relatively routine.‘
The job technology is standardized. Mechanics, on the other hand, who » . Q
,‘perforn.work on automotive engineslend transmissions,iare faced with | ' ;
greeter variability in their stimuli. Different types of problems can
occut in’e carsengineuor transmission, and the mechanic must asSess the
pronlem before taking an action. The ptoblen—solving steps foilows‘a

‘basic format,ﬂhowever, and the actual work may be viewed as relatively R o

routine. The engine designers in automotive companies are.confronted with

ra iR

variability in their stimuli to the extent that new needs and problems are

S
i L

perpetually before them. Problem~solving includes the definition of

asan

innovative alternatfves ‘and within the scope, perhaps, of the scientific

Ry

methbd an essentially nonroutinized flow prevails and new ideas are man~ - ;
, i o

datory. This amounts to unanalyzable search in the words of Perrow (ibid ),

and the Job technology is nonroutine in its broadest sense. On a continuum
: #

of job routine defined in terms of standerdized,technalogy! the stockman

A




135

Ay

is representative of highlrputine, the mechanic as_medium in routine and. |
the engine designer is nonrOutine.
New problems. unforeseen matters, and task switches may ‘be party to }
-any of the job- outlined, however, and the requirement for fresh knowledge
and nen skills is not’beyond any. The stockman, for example, may be faced
with inventory difficulties. Conceivably certain parts may be in short
supply from time to time, either because of supplier'shortages or_an'un—
expected demand | Mechanics may be faced with new types df task diffi-"
tculties which require new approaches to his work. “Changes in the nature;
or design of engines,:of,course, present both with the need to learn the
new parts and specifications. This type'of situation amounts to job
uncertainty, and 'is evident in its fullest sense in the engine designer's‘
position which intuitively appears to hold the largest- degree of job
uncertainty " In any of these positions, to ‘the ‘extent that new problems
giaor unforeseen matters are treated Wlth routinized procedures, he job has
: both job uncertainty and job routine. Other combinations exist. 'Overall,
it appears that job uncer tainty. and job routine may’ be seen as relati;Eiy
exclusive of'one another, or that is, theyfare separate dimensions.or.

characteristics of the job,'and as one increases, the other perhaps 1s

tempered.'.The‘negative correlation‘coefficient in the present study sup- -

ports this view.

The respondents in the survey which is used as the data base for :
this paper are white collar and managerial in their orientationt uIt is
therefore appropriate to develop a hypothetical example for this type of

cCupational grouping.‘ A government official working,as an agent in an

‘ inspection branch handles a series of cases in his Jjob which amount to -

the stimuli for his actions. Often these cases are careful}y—documented

Y




~ are defined an eﬂaluation of alternatives is undertaken and aefavoured L

~ are relatively routine and automatic. Certain cases are handled ‘one way’,

on standardized forms, and the information and the general nature of the
cases are relativaly.similar through time. The incidence of novel situa—
tions is low, and the exceptions, where ;hey do occur, are referred to

: ~ . Al A ‘ 8 .
the supervisor for decision. Thus, the response mechanisms in the job

4
D g

i . /
while certain cases of another known variety are-handled in’ anotheghesras ]sési
lished manner. Although some discretion is required the response i@“! » .(;i
esséntiallv‘routinized. The agent's JOb as outlined amounts tqqa rou;inizesxé.:
technology. o - R e i Uj

The supervisor s job 'is somewhat different. For the most Sart,brofqine ?

stimuli that can be handled in routine ways through lower leyelcpaphs d \ﬁhé °~\

’

Y. — \ t“"°"\‘
organization do not draw the supervisor s attention. tt is’ the probﬁgh\

b

cases, the novel ones and‘exceptions to known and established varfetie }/

u . s 5 L
that reach the supervisor. Blau (19745 reports on the: agent-supervisar

o c,,

relationShip in a government office in the*following manner' ~ ot fag

"Official provisions were made to assist agerts with, ' 2
their difficult cases. ‘Pecisions of a speci ied N
complexity or signifigance ~ for .example, if*the .
amount of money involved-exceeded a certain sum - Cone
had - to be authorized by the supervisor, who, &n turn, e
had to obtain authorization from his supervisprs in T Uter
certain cases. Similarly, if an agent encounitered R '
& problem he could-not solve, he was. expecte3 to o ac
consult his supervisor, who, if he could mot. furnish S el e
the requested advice himself, ‘gave ‘the agent " © - .:.,: e
permission.to’ consult a staff attorney." (p. 159) ST

-

Casks brought to a supervisor are probably handled in a’standardized

problem-solving manner. Previous cases are reviewed, alternative solutions

; ¢
Do
Lo

it - r

alternative is Selected This ‘procedure may be done quickly as a mental

»

exercise or elaborately, perhaps in writing, over a peéiod of time.

d AR

‘ Typically one alternative may be upward or-: lateral refeiral of the matter

.v\"
"

. £
LI | B
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for expert opinion elsewhere in the organization. . Ouerall the supervisor
is demonstrative of an essential}y‘routinized%problem-solving approach,
sp,lied to vsrisble stimuli, before individual or organizstional action is -
" undertaken. As slternstives becone more difficult to define. as ‘emphasis |
is shifted to developing precedents for subsequent csses of a particular
variety of stimulus, or as other new circumstances enter'tne job situation,
'“the broblem-solving lasés'its“routine‘nanner sﬂd'becomss‘less stsndsrdired
.Planners and supervisors involved in the actual developnent of routinized
procedures for certain types of stimuli are confronted with the mandate of
conéidering sll options and foreseeing (all) contingencies. . These jobs hold
‘very licele routine in the job technology. Comparing this work to research

and development, its contribution is significant to qngoing operations.
‘ "one of the purposes of the R and D firm, or the nonroutine organization,
}is to%genernteiupys of routinizing production and building better bureau-
:‘cratié controls into organizations." (Perrow, 1970, p.'83).

New problems, unforeseen matters and task switching, which together
“or periodicslly require fresh knowledge or new skills nay bs encountered
vin any of the positions described This amounts to job uncertainty as
" defined and operstionslized in the present study. The agent involved in
’ substantially rdutine job technology may be confronted with a series of
nsjor new chsnges in his manual of opera:ions, or uith a series of new
varoblems which require referral to the supervisor. The agent may find
" that more of his ongoing‘uprk load requires consultation with\the super-
visor. Uncertsinty increases in short. Tne sgent s jobqrensins.routine
~f'in'ustu::e, but it is perdeived as less routino~nocsuse of incressing
‘uncertsinty. :Thns,’there is a negative correlation between job routine
and3job.uncertsinty. as evideﬁceglin the present study. In the example

o |
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of the supervieor, a nituation perhaps more reflective ofjthe'managetieln
classification, there may result an }ncreasing incidence of cases-which

cannot be'readily related to existing precedents,‘aiternatives and ready
classifications. Where the casefcannotlbe‘passed on in the organization

(cf. Blau, ibid.) the incumbent is placed under- increasing levels of un-~

“-certainty, and a premium is/eet on the sunervisdr's'ability to develop a
'decisionlfrauewort which~ieads'tova "satisfying" solution for .the organ- . -
ization (cf. March and/Simon, 1958, Chapter 6). 'ihe contrast between job
uncertainty and jdbvroutine is in greater evidence. Perhaps researchers
and-planners_are nlaced in.tnis circumstance on anlongoiné basis. Develop-
ment of more s;phisticated techniques which assist megagers in making de-
cisions under conditions of uncertainty serve to routinize at least a
portidh of the decision framework and its administration (cf. Faiffa, 1970).
In one way, this‘development'of fputinized procedures and techniques sur-
faces in the field of management science, and includes the techniques of .
linear prognmnning, sensitivity analysis, game" theory, similation, program
evaluation and review technique, Markov processes, and dynanic progxamming
(cf. Bierman et al., 1973) Along this line, Simon (1960) points out how
novel stimnli facing organizations and managers traditionally have been
degit with by "judgment intuition and creativity ... rules of thumb (and)
ce selection and’ training of executives , but in nodern circunstances
‘novel stimuli are dealt uith systenntically through "heuristic problen-
solvinn techniques applied to: (a) training hnnan decision-makers,

(b) constructing heuristic connuter,prograns" (p. 196). Thie anountslto~.
a new source df a measure of routine in.nanngerinl_positions. H’-reas‘

. Y , .

historically "an increase in the use of cetegoriiation for decision-nEkingl

) . - decreases the smount of search for alternntives" (March and Sinon. "1958.

-0
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P. 39, emphasis removed) and therefore leads to routine in the job tech-~
nology. "there appears to be less likelihood of categorization in a number
of instances facing managers, and the routine is in approaches to decision
frameworks employed under conditions of uncertainty rather than categori-
zation of responsesapgg_gg. |

To abstract, it might be argued that management jobs hold some routine
" and some uncertainty. This is supported by the incidence of two distinct
characteristics representative of these qualities falling out of the factzr
analysis of the role perception variables. Routine may be present in the
stimulus facing the actor, in the development of a decision‘framework and
its application to : the extent such a framework is required and in the
action steps taken by an actor in ultimate response to the stimulus. Non—
routine would be present with one or more of variability in stimuli facing
the actor, the absence of a logical flow to a decision framework and its
“application to the extent such a framework is required ‘and potentially
novel steps taken by an actor in' ultimate response to the stimulus.
'Routine as an organizational characteristic thus measures . the extent to -
which the job is essentially standardized in its technoiogy. Job uncer-
tainty reflects new problems, unforeseen matters, and task switching wbich
together -or periodically require fresh knowledge or new skills. Job uncer-
tainty is parcel to the vast majority of managerial positions, and. to the'«‘
extent that it occurs, respondents perceive theirhjobs as less routine.isi-
This hypothesis is supported by the significant negative correlation of

~-.40 betueen the characteristics (Exhibit 3-1) Similarly the modal group

. of respondents -easuring high on job uncertainty experience mediun job

T w e,

%a’, -

*‘routine, while the modal group.of respondents measuring high on job rou< .

t}ne experienCe medium job uncertainty (Exhibit 3-3) Significantly, a
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EXHIBIT 3-3 CROSS TABULATION OF JOB UNCERTAINTY AND JOB ROUTINE

JOB UNCERTAINTY SCALE ROW -

LOW MEDIUM HIGH TOTAL .

e ' o S - (Number'of’Respondents)"

JOB LOW 2 30 ' 30 ' 62

. ROUTINE  MEDIUM 26 300 80 406
SCALE HIGH 20 84 ' 5 109
COLUMN TOTAL: 48 414 115 577

(Percentage Respondents)

L4

" JOB LOW 0 .5 s 10

6 , 'ROUTINE ~ MEDIUM S 52 14 7
- SCALE HIGH 3 15 - 1 19
COLUMN TOTAL: .8 Y2 20 100
‘7 . : ! . .
b \ T ;
ey Technical Note: A = 60.0 4doff significance = .00
‘ ! \ o 8 !
- . G .

48
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clear majority of the respondents view their jJobs as medium.in Jjob rou-'
tine and medium in job uncertainty. while only a few - in face, 50 out of
577 respondents = are experiencing either high on routine and low on un- E
certainty or low on routine and high on uncertainty (ibid.). 1t appears‘
that a majority of the respondents experience modest levels of routine

and uncertainty; that those facing high uncertainty can associate with
some routine but not-high levels of routine. and'that'those facing.high.'-
routine can associlate with some uncertainty. Overall; routine and uncer-
tainty are negatively correlated. The incidence of rising uncertainty ’
with less routine or rising routine with less uncertainty is consistent
vith Davis interpretation of Ashby where Davis argues that "in the work
situation, where unexpected things will happen, the task content of a job
‘and the training for fhe job should match this potential variability"
(Davis, 1971, p. 427). As uncertainty increases in the-form of unexpected
things happening, the content of the job and the. skills required for the
-job must be expanded to cope with it. Tbis implies proper training, less

routine and perhaps job change "Adequate adaptation is only possible if

" an organism already has a stored set of responses of the requisite variety.'

a4

r4

v .

'5 responses (cf. Blau, 1974, p 184) Routines thus £ormulated may serve

(ibid.). It may be that the "stored set of responses” must be upgraded
periodically, the notion of acquiring fresh knowledge andanew séills.
3

Experience serves also to enhance an incumbent 8 repertoire of p tential

®
han

to adjust to. uncertainty or even perceive it to be of a lower vale ce t
previously. In this latter instance, .
withilower job uncertainty. Job change is mentioned;as a potential out

in this sequence; and it is appropriate to turn to a consideration of th
strugtural cbarm&teristics in the study before discussing the contextual

and structural charactnristics together

!
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C&,) STRUClhRAL CHARACTERISTICS

-~

Role definition, job changz and group cohesion constitute the three
structural characteristics in the present study. 'Role definition.indi-
cates the degree'tO'which a respondent’s job and authority 1is "constrained
¥ithin fixed limits" (Inkson et al., 1970,‘p.,355). Job change represents
the degree to which there is content modification in the'position oVer‘
time; Group cohesion is a relative measure of the degree to which members
of the respondent s work unit get along, stick together and help each
other compared to other work units in the_prganiZation. Group cohesion
is likely a function of formal and informal ties that the respondent ha;_'
in the formal work unit of which the member is a part (Chapter II)

The most striking observation that can’ be made on the intercorrela—‘
“tions.between structural characteristics is the nirtual lack of signifi?
cantArelationships that prevails (Exhibit 3—1)."A11 characteristics are
orthogonal between one another (Erhibit 2—2),‘and the only significnat
correlation coefficient is a slight negative bond of r = -.08 between
role definition and job'change (ibid.). The'coefficientS'of associatidﬁ»
at the zero-order level are insignificant (at p= .OS) between role
definition and group cohesion and between job change and group cohesion
(Exhibit 3-1). The slight negative relationship between role definition,"‘
and job change is reviewed presently, but for all intents'and purposes,
it 1s surmized that structural characteristics in this study. are‘rela—

ively independent of one another at’the 1owest level of intercorrela-i y

tion. Hickson (1966) in his paper on role specificity phrases the fol-

lowing remark: N o ' ,
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{ "Grouping writers by the variables they have
‘associated with role specificity draws attention
to other ranges of variables, where little or
nothing has been done ... It could be asked
whether there are more groups per organization
if specificity is lower: Are they smaller?

Are they more cohesive? ..." (p. 234).

Role definition in the present study provides a surrogate measure of role

‘specificity to the extent it reflects the degree of constraint perceived

A.by the individual performing a role in the. orsanization.. Presumably this

is connected to aspects of the organization as Job descriptions, opera-
tionslmanuals and prescribed lines and bounds of authority.\ Thus'it.spe-
cifically broaches "the specificity (or precision) of role prescription
and its obverse, the range of legitimate discretion" (ibid., P- 225)

felt by the respondent in the role. No data are available 'in the present

study on the number or size of groups forming at. different levels of role

'~definition, but the element of group cohesion is operationalized and the -

information indicates at the zero—order level that no relationship pre-

vails between role definftion and group cohesion. Thus it appears fair

-

to say that greater or lesser role prescription in general does not affect

' the degree of group cohesion in any systematic way. This ostensible

\

independence of structural characteristics may not, hovever, hold under
different contexts, for example in the contexts of job routine and job
"uncertainty as defined'in the present'study. The following remark by

' Heydebrand (1973) is valid to consider.

"Simple correlatipns between different dimensions of
‘organization' or 'bureaucracy', if taken at face
value, imply a simplistic, additive conception of .
 organizations, rather than one in which different
 dimensions are seen as potentially contradictory,
functionally interdependent or as interacting with
each other ... Moreover, simple correlations do not
reveal the variability of structural patterns which
'ig due to the variation in basic organizational
parameters.” (p. 168).

Ve
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The contextual characteristics of job routine and job uncertainty repre-
sent two parameters to the structural characteristics of role definition,
job change(and'group cohesion. Significant relationships between sets of
\ C " A
structural characteristics may well exist when context is directly con-
sidered. This avenue of inquiry is pursued in the following chapter.
Basic zero-order iﬁ;ercorrelations amongst sets of contextual -and struc-
.tural charécceristics are discussed later in this chapter.
‘The lone significant relationship amongst structural characteristics
1s a slight negative bond, .r = ~.08, between role definition and jbb changeﬁ
- \ . : : .
- This suggests that increasing degrees of role definition are assosiated with
less job change over time, or alternatively, that less job change over time -
'results in higher.levgls of role definition. Ih laying out ;he‘character-l
dstics of the ideal type’ of bureaucratic orgénization, Weber (1947) for-
warded the following statement with respect to spécialization, the organ-
‘izational positi®h and rational legal authority:
"A specified sphere of competence. This involves
(a) a sphere of obligations to perform functions
which has been marked off as part of a systematic
division of labour, (b) the provision of the
" incumbent with the necessary authority to carry
out these functions, (c) that the necessary means
of compulsion are clearly defined and their use
is subject to definite conditions cos
I \ o
The organization of offices follows the principle o
of hierarchy; that is each lower office is under 3

the control and supervision of a higher one."”
(p. 18). L . :

As in the case ofirole Specificity‘(ﬁicksdn, op. cit.), the essence of

the sphere of compécénée potiog mrallels role definitiOn concgptually.

~ Weber enYisaged pérsoﬁs f;lling'positions and- performing roles ﬁifhin~a :
clearly defined hierarchy in an éraered fash;on. Chaqges_in the.terﬁs
outiiniﬂg_the sghere of cpmpeféncé ére#umably eminated from fhe géh-
buteaucraﬁic @ead‘of thé‘o;ganizatiqn{_the."ultimate source of auchority"i_

-
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;' L (Weber, ibid., p. 20) since there is for any person in the bureaucracy
"a complete absence of appropriation of hig_posiﬁion by,tﬁe incumbent"
(p: %9); or,kas Etzioni (1964) st;;ed; "the positions cannot be monopo-*
lized by any incumbent. fhey have to be free to be allocated apd re~
allocated according to the needs of the organization."‘(p. 54). The
present ;tudy treats role definition as a variable in the study of organ-
izations (cf. Hall, 1963; Udy, 1959; Stinchcombe, 1959) ;nd similarly
treats job change as a potential occurrence in the organizatiomal structure
oyer'timé. Iﬁ.this sense, conditions of relative stability in the organ-
izatioplcan befmaintained in some_inscaﬂcés, perhaps resurting;in ;iftle
job chaﬂge, of conditions may warran? and lead to change in the content
of posiéibhs;' ﬁlau (1974) makes the follbwipg oPening remark as ; portion‘
of a discussion on ﬁhe developmeptal dimension of organizations:
"Change in the organization is ﬁhe result Qf tﬁe very
interdependence between elements that is often assumed
to imply a stable equilibrium. Even if there were a
perfect organization with no problems, changes in its
environment would soon create some." (p. 72).
It éppears that some degree of change is almost iﬁevifable. As in the
case of role definition and group cohesion, it also appéars that the
relationship bétveen ro1e definition ;nd job chéngé may be affected by
its context, specifically the degree of. job ﬁncertainfy exﬁeriéhced in
"the job 1f Blau's line of reasoning is followed.: This p‘c;i_nc is picked
up in‘the.fqllowing'chapter., Af this stage, based on data presented at
the zero-ofder corrélation ievel, it seems that role definition and job
changé move in oppoéite directions. "Jobs whicﬁ chaﬁge more over time may
. ﬁe mbfe difficult;to ciassif& %q a rigid_mahnet‘(eveh)-if ?igid ciqs§i£i~
cation is desiraﬂ&e. On the 6the: hand, jobsvwhicﬁ do nét éhange signifi-

cantly over time are probably easier to put'a handle on for organizational

%
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designers, and thus the tighter role definition is evidence in instances

of reduced job change. - 5
\ “
P ‘ ‘ i
¥ . s
D. STRUCTURAL AND CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS // .
. ’ p—

Examination of fundamental relationships between structural and con-
textual characteristics provides a study of contrasts. Individual struc-
tural characteristics are correlated in opposing directions to each of

the contextual characteristics, and all correlation coefficients are sig-
nificant at dOS (Exhibit 3-1). Role definition, which is not strictly
orthogonal to job‘rOutine, has a'positive correlation coefficient of .28

*with this contextual factor, and a negative correlation coefficient of
-713 with job uncertainty. Job change, which is not strictly orthogonal
to job uncertainty, has a positive correlation coefficient of}.30 with

- this contextual factor;’and a.negative\correlation coefficient of ~,17
with job.routine. Group cohesion which is tightly clustered and orthog—
onal to both job'routine‘and job uncertainty has a negative'correlation
coefficient of -.12 with job routine and a positive cbrrelation coeffi-
cient of .12 with job" uncertainty. It is appropriate to discuss the

'structural _characteristics separately in terms of their'contextual con-

trasts.

l. Role Definition and Context

‘Role definition is positively associated with job routine, the extent

to which the job is essentially standardized in terms of job technology,

and negatively correlated with Job uncertainty, a measure of the incidence

of new~prob1ems, unforeseen matters and tagk switching in the job.' Thus,

[

the more routine that is connected to the job, the more incumbents perceive

" their roles as limited to specific terms of activity and jurisdiction.

b
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Similarly, it may be argued that organizations are in a better position
to handle complexity and‘uncertaincy as routines are formulated, and as

differentiation of roles is extended. Blau (1974) presents this case in

the following manner:

"The division of labour segregates tasks into homogeneous
jobs ranging usually from quite routine to very difficult
ones ... By reducing the range and enhancing the homo-
geneity of the tasks in.a given position, the division
of labour promotes specialized expertness as well as
routinization." (p. 338) :

Thus, role definition and Job routine do not preclude job uncertainty within

i

organizational roles., Indeed a measure of role definition and job routine

serve to create the framework within which the conditions of uncertainty can

1

No' doubt “the brainvsﬁrgsdn‘ié confronted with a degree of uncertainty in
3 e e - . . PN - - N . -
his:work. He is coincidentally, however, involved in a relatively homo-

AY
geneous task,adhering to certain procedures within a defined .role. The

degree of nncertainty.tempers the extent to which the role may be defined,
“while the element of homogeneity in task and standardization in procedures

reinforces role definition. Thus 'one important result of the technology

employed by an organization is the specification of jobs having certain

\

characteristics. The technology determines the extent to which the job

jAY

may ‘be programmed (1\e., employee behaviors may be precisely specified).”
|

(Triandis, 1966, p. 64). The,present study,suggests that roles may be

more clearly defined or are. perceived as more defined as job routine in— .

creases. - Increasing job uncertainty is associated with less role defini-

tion.
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The notion of job routine and job uncertainty both being embraced

within the concept of role definition and having the observed associations
. is reflected in the following abstract from Hickson et al. (1971) with
respect to coping with uncertainty in the organization:

"Routinization of coping by information and absorption
is embodied in job descriptions and task instructions
< prescribing how to obtain information and to respond
to uncertainty. For maintenance personnel, it lays
down how to repair the machine; for the physicians, it -
. lays down a standard /procedure for examining patients
and sequences of remedies for each diagnosis." (p. 547).

Conditions or situatjons of uncertainty in the organization generate a

: . . -4 : .
need for organizational response.. Often certain routines are available
as a vehicle of response. These routines are designated within thé role

structure of the organization. Uncertainty itself does not lead to role

‘definition. In fact, the present study suggests. job unceftaggty mitigateé

: againét‘role\definitidn; The availability of routines to cope with un-

(b
certainty, and the differentiation amongst roles in adjusting to and.deal-

[4

ing with uncertainty in the organization are the apparent eleménts support—‘

ing.role definiﬁibn; and the present study shows job. routine and role !

)
v e

'éefinition'in positive associlation. When routines are not available and
differéntiétion is not bossible, then rolg gefiniﬁion loses saliencé, and.
coping with uncertaiqty becomes‘more_problemaﬁic. “This, precise circum-~-
starce is.représented'iﬁ’ﬁﬁe organih.or organismic f&rﬁ,of'organiza;ién
desc?ibed by Burms and Sta;ker (1961) ana reéorted by qunéfkl§63) in thé_

following way: j L ‘ | -

o

when new and unfamiliar problems and requirements
continually arise which cannot be:broken down and
distributed among specialist roles within a hierarchy. -
Jobs lose much of their formal definition."” (p. 48).

i

- "Orgahismic'systems are adapted to unstable conditions, o
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Uncertainty in this instance cannot be handled through specializations

and routines which in  turn are associatqd with role definition. g such, .

& .

jobs are not clearly differentiated and new organizational forms emerge

" of a 1ooser and more interactive nature. The sample in the present-study

does not appear. reflective of' the organismic type of organization since
job routine as well as job uncertainty surfaces as a contextual variable.
For the same reason, the sample is not reflective ‘of the mechanistic (Burns
and Stalker, 1961) or bureaucratic form, which is centered arOund routin-
ization. The sample holds conditions_of routine and conditions of uncer-
tainty,'a situation perhaps indicative of a'large'number of managerial
positions. JUncertainty mitigates»against role definitionvalthough often
itucreates thevneed for role definition in order for the organization to
cope in an-ordered wavaith the uncertainty. .Routine supports role‘defi-
nition to the extent that the routines are avai}able for coping with. un—'r
certainty. Role definition reflects differentiation and specialization
of labour, ang.a patterned response_tO'uncertainty and format to organ-
izational aéiion. -The modal group-of respondents in}the present study
experience mediumjjdb»routine, and are at medium‘and high fevelslof’role

8
| . ‘o

definition (Exhibit 3—4). Conditions of uscertainty, routine and role

- definition are prevalgnt features of respondents in ,this study.

2. Job Change and Context
Job change is.positively associated with job uncertainty and negaé

tively associated with job routine, a reversal of the situation viewed

e

with role definition. The correlation coefficient between job change

Vand job uncertainty is 30, and the correlation coefficient between job

)

change and job routine is - 17. \Thus, the more incumbents to jobs are

’_faced with new problems, unforeseen matters and task switches which

¢
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'EXHIBIT 3-4 CROSS TABULATION OF ROLE DEFINITION AND JOB ROUTINE
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ROLE DEFINITION SCALE ow e .
L Te b .
LOW. . MEDIWM _ HIGH . . TOTAL

(Number of Respondents)

~ JoB  LOW 12 290 21 U - 62
ROUTINE MEDIUM 24 - 197 .~ 185 -, 406
SCALE HIGH 2 36 - 7L . 109
COLUMN TOTAL: 38, 262 " . 277 . 871
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»‘sity to remain u; tune with organizational needs agd circunstances wh:lch ’
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together or periodiully requtte new ekuls or fresh kneﬁledge. the more
A

their jobs chenge through time. Similarly, the more their jobs are

etnndnrdized in terms of essentinl teé.holngy. the less theit Jobe change.

Job chnnge in the prenent etudy reflecte -odification in the content of

the job over a period of tme, one year in retrospect and one year in

pFospect. It 1npl.1en fl‘lbility in mtructure (cf. Pugh et nl.. 1968) .

Most tenpondents - 52’@ out of 577 - in this nudy experience medium
or high levels of uncerteinty (!xhibits 2-6 and 3-53 Si-ih%ly most
respondeats - 515 out'of 577 - in the  study expetiehee lediun of high
levels of job routine (Mibits 2-8 and 3-6) - Discussion of job change
as an orgnniutionel characteristic i.ncludee an argument thnt Job change

-ny be 1n1t1nte0 for at leeet tvn reasons: out of orgnnizationnl necee-,

v

,»oft:en chnnge Qt Uy choice of- tbe orgnnizntion. perhnps as a vgpicle r.o A

--bteak job nonotony or ‘Toutine for Ancumbents (Chnpter I1). Bvidence 1n

) s
2 i

>the preeent study appents to suggest change reeulting out of necessity

Y

B

Uh .
VAL
B .

s:lnce job um;ertn:l.nty is positively nte&uted wit:h joyclunge Pethnps l

5 iif:-

condit:l.onn of uxﬁertninty vhich amount to new problels or unforeseen P
SN

utcere on the job are met in part through job routhien and a clanr
p

/

tmdetsundi.n; of tole pnrcicipet:ion in the orgnnizntion ‘!‘hrough ei-e

" the uncettninty In’ eértein eituetion, xenenf.ee j need for nev ront:l.nee
-whj.ch are ref.lecl:ed i.n job clun;e teeenrch end develop-ent depert-ente

often are tnvolved in fomlnting new or better rwtinu to handle exiet-'

‘ ‘ ing nnd nu probln areu (ct' Perrov. 1970. Chnpter ‘!) If job chenge _

is. e»ptedo-ﬁun: cool nsed by lma-ent to breek«”efd‘ toutine for workers

'petheps by tephd,gg one ront!.ne with nnother H%x muting uotkera betveen

obn then a pod,tive ueoci‘tion light be expected betueen Job clnnge
O o G : :
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EXHIBIT 3-5 CROSS TABULATION OF JOB CHANGE AND JOB UNCERTAINTY

JOB CHANGE SCALE
HIGH  TOTAL

~ MEDIUM
oy

Low

: ‘ v
(Number of Regspondents)

'JOB LoW 26 19 3
UNCERTAINTY  MEDIUM 112 . 223 - 79 414
SCALE.  -HIGH 17 - 60 8 115
E 1ss %2 120

AN '
MY ae Toa
4dof £ Wygnificance = .00

.
, i . m )' _) M VN
q,&.a.’ «"35.0
~ SRS ”
' Lt N ' oo h
4 t
N .

"3-6 *“CROSS TABULATION OF JOB CHANGE AND JOB ROUTINE
T ¢ . ’ . .

not
! . £
oy & it

e

HIGH

v

LW
“ (N;.nd:"et of Reapondents)'v

v 13 - 25 24
- MEDIUM | 102 220 - 84
HIGH // 40 57 12
“ q‘ o ‘ ' »

o 302 c120

\'V-‘
8

Technical No
e : /

"+ JOB CHANGE SCALE’ ROW
 TOTAL

577.?

%

“LoW . MEDIUM -

21.7 §¥of f signifidance = .00 .
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and job routine. Such is not the case in the present otuoy. It appears,
in fact.-tnat job‘routine mitigates against job change just as job uncer-
tainty mitigntes ngainst role definition. Routines once formulated and
introduced into jobs are not simple to change, and the more routines there
are the harder it is to bring forward chnnée. This may be due to'simple

organizationnl'htetionery inertia. Another'difficulty may re t with the

workers themselves. Tannenbaum (1966) forwards- the following exagpLe as

part of a discuqeion u1th respect to éhange and meeting resist%nzf
" ]

A
F O,
.

’

change in orgnnizationa - ‘ . ,3 ]vf
"The Harwood Corporation, a mlnufacturer of pajamas LA
employing a predominantly female work force, normally. i
enjoyed good labour relations, except for a chronic
difficulty stemming from the comnercial necessity of
making frequent changes in its products and in its .
methods of doing’ joba. Employees intensely resisted I
< these changes. Grievances were frequent among thoge L
affected by the changes, turnover shot up, efficiency :
dropped -.." (p. 88). E

3 . . .
Tnnnenbaum further ‘argues that 'workers are b; o means the onLy person-;

who oppose innovation in organizations" (p. 94) but managerslgs ‘E}l are'_{ ”

a.

often a party . this attitude. No doubt major changes in an organiz.tionp
represent a major commitment for management. It is eaaier to live with '

the system thnt exists than to enter into a new alignment with its (inevi—
table) concomitant uncertainties. Yet change itself is inevitable (cf

Bleu, 1974 p. 72). Lavrence and Lorschﬁgi969) argue in the following

. . Nmr
manner: - ) ) o v ' o - ) 'x"‘::“-*- »_v:.p",-(/l ‘,
i "Every orgadization, whethmr dsit »
’ growin ‘not, is ) ’
periodically faced with the hecessity of bringing =
- about some fundamental changés in the behavior of
. T 'its members 1f it is to stay effectively relateg, .

“to ito chnngins environment " (p. 232). o 'wv(‘\

‘These nnthorovsuhsequently point to environmental trends - faster ehange

and 3reetenxhetoro¢ennity (pp. 235-238) which_mnz_be interpreted as
e e . . v



presenting the organization with greater uncertainty. Perrow (1972) is

not convinced of this trend affecting all organizations.
"o see (large, powerful) organizations as adaptive
to a "turbulent', dynamic, everchanging environment
is to indulge in fantasy. The environment of most
powerful organizations is well controlled by them,
quite stable, and made up of other organizations
with similar interests or ones they control." (p. 199).

Some organizations, nonetheless, are faced with environmentel»uncertainty,
‘/‘A . N . ) .
- and structural modifications and educational programs are.fwo.response

. mechanisms‘%hich allow the organization to adjust to this uncertainty
(Lawrence and Lorsch, ibid., p. 232). Changes in structure and'role‘

expectations represent job change. Educational prograns include neasures

\,-

of participative management and group dynamica (cf Tannenbeun, ibid )
RbNe

Existing rOutines may temper the changes of success in both, and it is

e e

y

this hurdle auungéf others that must be overcome if the o#ggﬁizition is 4 71L;§

'h‘)

to adapt successfully Where existing routines are reta yﬁy'ntaff‘\"

even in light of job change in role descriptions, the prob12§qfélgqal
displacement is in evidence (cf Etzioni 1964 p 12) (feorgop&?% BM
and Tannenbaum as reported by Etzioni (ibid ) consider one of” the impor-
tant measures.nf organizational e!fectivenese tov~_*borganizationnl flenf
ibility, defined as the ability toAadjust toiextetnal or internal change"
(p. 18). Job uncertainty may ‘or nay not 1ead to job change. FIn instances
" where the uncertainty can be braced with existing routines in the existing
,role structure, little-job change nny be neces;ary or in evidence. In
iother instances where the uncertainty is perhnps reflective of a need

‘L..A

- for change, job change is required and introduced !n effective organiza-

tions. . These two different types of situntionn are poseibly borne out by ‘

‘the data in the present study (Exhibit 3-5).‘ The -odnl group of”’ respond-

ents experiencé*nediun job uncertainty, bqt are dispersed amongst 1ow,

L Y

- AR .
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v
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n§diumand’high job change. Respondents with low.job uncertainty group
low and medium job change, while respondents with high job uncertainty

group in mediun and high job change. Pr dictably. the pattern betueen job

routine andsjobdchange is somewhat the 'everse (Exhibit 3-6). The modal

'group of respondents experience medium job rbutine, and as in the case of
job uncertainty, are spread amongstiiow, medium and high job change,

. Respondents wﬂth low job routine grouﬁ in.nediun and high Job change,

_ uhile respondents with high jobfroutine group in-low and mddium job éhange.

| T
3. Group Cohesion and Context

Group cohesion as a structural characteristic of organizations rep-= -

‘ resents the degree to which me1£§§§va5 the respondent s work unit get
along, stick together and help each other compared to other work units ~

in the organization. Group cohesion directs attention to the formal work

.

. group to which the member helongs, and is affected by formal and. informal

bonds that the member has uithin the group (Chapter II). In terms of

contextual characteristics, group cohesion is negatively associated wi;h

job routine and pasitively associated with Job uncertainty. The correla-'

~ tion cqlfficients are —.12 and 12 respectively. It appears that the -

more routine the job, the less the group cohesion, and the more uncertainty

- in the job, the greater the group cohesion.

Groups represent the first level of interdction between individﬂ

) in the work setting Pugh (1966) has enphasiqed the inportance of the
i
e study of grpups together with examination of the individual and the

,", N

. organization es’a vhole nnder the unbrella of orgsnizational theo  (see
.1;_‘ :

edhii B). Huch 9f the literature pertaining to groups deals with group
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hedonic tone. control homogeneity, group intimacy, and other areas of

,group classification (Boqgatta, Cottrell and Meeger. 1956, p. 13) ‘Much

can be ledrned from behavioral data, and this knowledge can be put to

4~v
v

good use. As Bennis and -Shepard (1905) point out, ‘it is- cnitical that

-
TS

groups develop successfully as a prerequisite to solid group action.

- "Until the group has developed methods for reducing uncertainty in (areas

of internal uncertainty), it cannot reduce uncertainty in_pther areagﬁV

-.»»‘

~‘and'in its“external rélations." (p. 80). To complement behavioral data, -

. oo .
N e

" the sociologist can contribute by way of examining group characteristics

amongst different organizational contexts (cf. Perrow, 1970, Chapter 4).

- This is the orientation of the present study. The group characteristic

‘in focus is group cohesion and the contextual characteristics are job

routine and job uncertainty.

Blau (1974) points out that grogp cohesion,is,an'organizational

variable which is often problematic to management. .

®
-

"But does management's interest in eff!Lient operations
necessarily make it interested in theggxistence of highly
integrated work groups?"i‘his can by no means-be taken .
for granted, inasmuch as the social coliesion of work
groups, which may strengthen the informal enforcement of
output restrictions, is not consistently associated with
'«superiordperformance." (p.§337).

. ‘Blau cites Seashore (1954) -as a sourq§ in this observation,':gg.the echo
E of Mayo (1949) and the Bawthorne experiments is clear (see Ghspter Il)
JT'?When does an orgaqlzation foster group cohesion, and in what contexts is
' group c;hesion prevalent? To the extent that the present study reflects
‘;'organizational action, grdup cohesion is positively associated with job
uncertainty and negatively associated with job. routine Conditions of
uncertainty perhaps’ present the incumbent with the need to consult othersjai
'f'-_an alternative possibly supported by the organization and represented in - |

02

, group_cohesiop. Say;es and Strauss (1966) have the following examples.
; iR . A

R 'A.;, : S o . {,— . o .vv'-
R ’ - . : : Al . -
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- " .
"A new sales clerk may not be sure about how to handle
a complicated problem of returning some merchandise.
A ladb technician may bé hesitant about asking his boss
to repeat instructions, yet he is afraid that he may
ruin the experimsnt unless he receives additional
information. In each case the employee turns to his
fellow workers for assistance, often preferring this
rsource of help." (p 86) :

Blau (1974) reports similar activity amongst agents in government offices
)

(pp. 157-169). Montagna (1968) portrays accountants cond.cting relatively
routine work as in an ongoing audit in a certain isolation, but solving

. problems in groups. Accountants, no matter how routine or %routine

\
s

their work, always have consultation avenues open to them fn the event

of difficulty or uncertainty. Pfeffer et al. (1976) argue that decision-
RS ,v‘:/ . ‘ i ) ,/ ‘ 4 -
making’ processes under circumstances of.uncertainty include "the use of:

particularistic crite{j:, such as social similarity and social relation—
. ,

- ships” (p. 230) whic y well connote group cohesion. Burns (1963)

’

reports greater'interaction amongstﬁpersonnel-under unstable environmental

o :

conditions, and a clearer designation of individual tasks under stable
& Ld

menv%nonmental conditions ’ It‘is evident ‘that findings in the present .
o Q'f T ) U@»Q

. ?;g!'.. ::‘d . . Sl ‘4 2] NN

study have support infthe

&
-The cross-tabulation of group cohesion and job uncertainty indicates

that respondents with medium and high job uncertainty have medium and high *

’: ’ levels of group cohesion (Exhibit 3-7). These data appear'fo support the

hypothesis that job uncertainty and group cohesion go arm in arm as

organizational characteristics. Working together as a unit \ywvell pro-

vide an organizational response to uncertainty. The cross-tabulation of’
% group cohesion and job routine is not. significant at 05 and/}s therefore»

" omitted from,the,study. . C .

o
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EXHIBIT 3-7 CROSS TABULATION OF GROUP COHESION AND JOB UNCERTAINTY
|
~ GROUP COHESION SCALE ROW
"LOW ME#_IUM HIGH TOTAL
(Ndmbér of Respondetits) ‘
JoB LOW - 1 31 16 48
UNCERTAINTY  MEDIUM - 19 253 142 414
SCALE = ' HIGH 4 50 61 115
COLUMN TOTAL: 24 33 219 557,
~ :}' . s . ., . ‘ . '. A » , R
- o - ‘ O ‘ : e
,. - Technical Note: A = 14.7 4 dof f significance = .00
- :
.4 - R
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~E.  JOB SATISFACTION AND CONTEXT AND STRUCTURE,_

Job satisfaction as an organizational characteristic represents a
general measure of member reaction to a series of aspects of member in-

volvement in the work.organization,'including satisfaction with the

company as a whole, salary, tasks done, personal progress and supervision

and a measure of how well the job allows the individual to do things the
person 1is best at (Chapter II). It has_undertonesvof”morale'as well as
satisfaction,.and may be regarded as a contrast to member alienation .

(ibid.). With respect ‘to contextual characteristics, job satisfaction

is not strictly orthogonal to job routine, and has a negative correlation

'coefficient of -.29 with Job routine. Alternatively. job satisfaction

has a positive correlation coefficient of .18 with job ‘uncertainty

(Exhibit 3—1) In terms of structural characteristics, Jjob satisfaction
has positive correlation coefficients with each of the structural traits:
the coefficients are- .11 with role definition, .12 with Job change and

.22 with group cohesion (ibid.). Job satisfactidnﬂis not strictly orthogé
onal to group.cohesion. . \‘ : | - ‘ .

|
\ ) g
*

Job satisfaction is tempered by job routine and supported by job

uncertainty according to findings in the present study. On;\:f‘the orien-

tations of organizations is the routinization of work within its system

A\

(Perrow, 1970, p. 67). Sayles and-Strauss (1??%? note the implications

of routin!ldtion of blue collar jobs as it affects job satisfaction.

"Management pays a price for the work simplification,
- routinization and ease of supervision inherent in mass

production work. The cost 1is largely in terms of '

apathy and boredom as positive satisfactions are - : .
engineered out of jébs." (p. 47) o ' R
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Similar circumstances arise in "white collar factors" described in the
' ‘ N <~

- o o

. v('.‘ "
j',.

following manner:

"On a s?ngle work floor, there may be an acre of desks
and work tables stretching as far as the eye can see.’
Minutely described, mechanized short-cycle jobs,
requiring such tools as card punchers or typewriters,
are being performed by clerical personnel, all of whdm

receive very similar wages." (p. 69).
Routine, in these instances leads to boredom and monotony in ‘the jobs, which
is associated with Job dissatisfaction as a central tendency. Davis (1971)
argues that "routine, repetitious tasks tend to éxtinguish the individual"
(p. 427).. Katz and Kahn (1967) surmize that "studies corroborate one |
another in demonstrating that.the more varied, complex and challenging
tasks are higher in worker gratification than skilled, routine jobs" , —
(p. 368). Hulin and Blood (1968) point out that "some workers prefer
_ rout%ge, repetition and specified work methods to change, variety and
decision—making" (p. 204). This notion of individual differences is
indicated in the following statement by MacKinney et al. (1962)

"It is nearly 50 years since Munsterberg pointed out:'

- that there is always someone who is challenged by, . L .

and perfectly happy doing, those exceedingly routine S

- jobs that American industry is §amous, orf nfamous,
- for. - v

1Y

e Now this strongly suggests thatasatisfaction with/a

job is not merel\a function of the job. Rather it

is a function of bdth the man and the job or ... a
[ . .function of the man-job interaction." (p. 50).

This argument is centggé to the findings of Hackman and Lawl®r (1971) and

to the debate surrounding any massive redesign of jobs in industry (c£f.

Work in America) (see Ghapter I'and Appendix ). Individual differences

o

agide, it is apparent that certain industrial changes including greater

"continuous process technologies" and mechanization of work flows to someO

extent, and shifts towardsﬂ‘ervice industry jobs not reflective of "white -
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collar factories' are reducing the general level of routine experienced

by workers. '"Newer technologies do vﬁorth the promise of signifi~

cantly greater througi~the-job sa fons than many &f the more tra-

ditional jobs associated with manufecturing." (Sayles and Strauss, 1966,
P. 79). The present study indicates a negative association between job

routine and job satisfaction. Significantly; however,) the majority of

‘respondents experience medium to'high levels oéhroutine'and.are“at medium '
to high levels of job satisfaction (Exhibit 3-8). Even though theré is
routine in their jobs and the routine-tempers'job-satisfaction, the re-
spondents are generally satisfied in absolute terms. /This'supports

Blauner (1960) uho‘argues in the following manner:

"The studies of job satisfaction .., question the
prevailing thesis that most workers in modern society
are alienated and estranged. There is a remarkable
consistency in the findings that the vast majority of
workers ip -virtually all occupations and industries,r
5\ are moderately or highly satisfied, rather thaﬁ
: dissatisfied with their jobs." (p. 247)

Perhaps at least a portion of the generally high levelf

~

factiOn reﬂ‘rted by respondents ié due‘to the second conteé 1al charac~"

'teristic, job uncertainty, which is pqsitively associated with job sat- ¢

isfaction.' Job uncertainty presents the incumbent to a job with ‘a measure .

Yt

of vaf%éty which is often,cited -‘as a correlate of job satisfaction (see

'11—-

.Chapter I). Thus "managers get the same'pleasure from the 'fielding' of
)
the everchnnging variety of problems that a baséball player gets from a

championship game" (Sayles and Strauss, 1966,~p. 74) -Blauner Tl964)
provides a ready contrast between job uncertainty and job routine within

industry in a discussion of variety and diversity. The element of changing

bl

technologies is also evident.
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EXHIBIT 3-8 (‘ROSS TABULATION OF JOB SATISFACTLON AND JOB ROUTINE

S | JOB SATISFACTION SCALE ' . ROW
- ' LOW MEDIUM - HIGH TOTAL
. - LOW e 21k

(Number of Respondents)

JOB - LOW 1 19 42" . 62

ROUTINE MEDIUM 10, - 219 177 406 . .
.. SCALE HIGH . = 100 - .68 - 231 . - 1109 - - -
"+ COLUMN TOTAL: 2 306 250 577

Technical Note: N = 33.3 4 d of fsi'gnificanc'g = .00

:‘ - '\;\ . . ' /TJ
. N\ ' .

" EXHIBIT 3-9 CROSS TABULATION OF- JOB SATTSFACTION AND ROLE DEFINITION.

‘ . - . . ‘\‘

JOB SATISFACTION SGALE ~ ROW
LOW  MEDIUM & HIGH TOTAL

(Number. of Réspondents) : ‘

) M L e . ‘

JOB - LOW ‘ 3 20 15 - 38
DEFINITION MEDIUM 10 =~ 157 -~ 95 . - ' 262
' SCALE  HIG | 8 - . 129 . 140 - 277

. o . _7 | . N T R .
COLUMN TOTAL: - . .21 . 306 250 - 577

. Technical N.ot‘e: A= 1;.“3 © 4 dof £ si.gnifi'cance;?. .01
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"The extreme rationalization and division of labour

-in the textile mill and on the automotive assembly

e line result in jobs which are the ultimate in ‘ v
repetition and routine. The variety of jobs of i
chepical workers in a continuous process plant is ‘..'Uv?gzrt
considerably greater. For maintenance workers, ;@i?yr
who make up 40 percent of the plant force, the
very nature of their work disallows a repetitive-ﬁ

cycle of operations, except for those tasks

involved in regular prevention checks of equipment. .
Scheduling of maintenance work is determined by

what piece of equipment breaks down, and there is
obviously no way to standardize this." (p 118)

iNo*doubt the chemical workers have an element of routine in their work
but ‘they also have a measure of uncertainty This uncertainty which -
~ presents itself in ‘the form of machine breakdowns, or other new or un-
foreseen_problems, represents variety in the job. The variety-is assoi
ciated with;a certain pleasure in the job site. Dealing with uncertainty
,ppresupposes a‘ﬂeéree of discretion and responsibility on. the part “of the
L‘Job-holder. Blau (1974) points out tha?” there is a fair amount of‘evi-
| dence that the exercise of discretion and responsibility increases satis-
;_37“; faction at work" (p. 63). This scenario shows—EFEfinherent,value in o
"*ﬁ‘u’? ~__treat-ing j‘ob uncertainty and job routine as separate oréanizational "“char-
) : acteristics. The general impre%sion derived from the data in the present

sl

L study is that job satisfaction is supported by job uncertainty and tem-

o
pered by JOb routine. Combinations are pursued in the following-chapters..

The positive associaéion between job satisfaction and role definition |
suggests that respondentstwhose roles are more clearly delineated _and con-
.fined experience higher 1evels of satisfaction. The cross—tabulation of |

'fjob satisfaction and role definition reinfochs the correlation coefficient
ofl.ll (Exhibit 3-9). Stogdill (1966) argues that one prerequisite of
h‘morale in'organizations is a clear definition of roles, which permits :

_:each member\to know what he is expected to do" (p. 38) Ther'e*i is.a f‘ :

- ' ' i . . . AN 5 —e

;o - . :
L : b : .
i 0 , :

X - - - . SR

oy
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concomitant requirement for enough latitude that the-member ean'perform -
- ( .'
(' K

his job "with cosgidence and a&feeling of accomplishmént”ﬂ(ibid )i415°m* :

role definition appears desirable, but it cannot bétome toP resttictive.

{ . b

¥ As a morale booster,. the member must have a clear understanding of his
part in the total system. Kahn et al (1964) point~9ut in qxfimilar way.
that "ambiguity about role expectations tends to lead to dissatisfaction

© " with the job 4in‘general and to feelings of futilicy", (p. 86) Again,

!'

v : _b role definitian is. related to job. sa&isfaction, as in the pre=eut atndy.'-’

v 7 s 0

Y Apparent contrary evidence exists,, Aiken and Hage (1966) in a study

- of alienation amongst professionals in sixteen health and welfare agencies

‘

foun;'alienation from work to be. positively associated with formalization
measuresofajob codification and rule observation, and, with centralization

measures of hierarohy of authority and absence of parq;cipation in decision- Y
o)

making It mey well be that these indicators are {eflective of the degree

»

of latitude given to incumbents in jobs, rather than to the notion of role
’ N
definition; within £ndifferentiated structure.' It is<likely that this lattdr

9uaIIuy~is_being tapped in the present study which asks how precisely re-~
{.N-‘ «
sponsibility and decision areas arg Iaid down for rESppndents (Exhibit 2~ 7)

Aiken and Hage, on the other hand, appear to pursue qualities of'se
!n

areas which provﬂues t NDre in—depth view of”the rolés*themselves. Thus,

-l‘

G )

job codification, for example, is not simply the presence or ‘absence of a

job description but "reﬁlects the degree to which job:&ncumbents nust con—

~ a
. sult roles in fulfilling professional resﬁbnsibilities" (p. 5Q€? In this
“r “ Wy 4
X R

JAFPtnse, the Aiken and Hage’ paper may pro;ide‘&‘1ogicalgextension of the

present study. Their general finding is su.p drt; g@, Blauner (1960) who

»n;‘t'www
\K:"lrg
.states that as a generalization*"the greater the degree of control that a
' ' A
worker has (either as.a single dimengion or as a\total composite) the o
o L
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1. - grutcr his jodb utlafactton (p. 236) . leither study seg. to preciudc . ; :

i ,
A . ' a4 ,(
% an undenundm «9f role md thus thea@qlmc- of role definiti.on as a pat’t . K
. . 4 y ° . t
-':ﬁ of otpnizntono vhich lave utufled vorhr-. Their lttuu:ion 1- diuc:.d

JN d I

) ' at. pard.cuhr qtulit[es of the tolc utructun, qualities which Mve no o'_
ot . . lm N . .
S di‘rect eountetpart ln tuc preunt ‘study. '

Job chan;c teprenucs contcat. ndiﬁca ovzt ti.u in the job occu- |

W : pud by teopondcnts. ond han a pécit!*wdttehtio- coefficleut ﬂ ,12 vi‘thﬁﬁif
S - _,_,r . % ;
job utuf.cti.on (muu 3-1) luglut levels oi job chnn;o are tamuy

TRt

asocu:ed uzh mm mels of joh mut.cuon (mﬂiu 3-10). Previon- o

:.-'; - o mlyun hu shoq that ‘Job routinc nitmtu r. job cluna vhile job

e uacgruinty u u.ocutdd ad.th Job’ chaue., Pnrtlmr. rgspbndcnt: m thc

4

I I ‘present -tudy havc a negatln bond bntvecn job toutinc and Job u.%"hcci;on |
. lud ‘a pocir.tve tic betlheu Job unccttninty &nd job utufaction‘ N Thg posi-
tive comhuon t.oefficimt queen Job chn. lnd job utufactinn may .

reflect an affinity vithin thc reapongdt m wahqiﬁu in job routdnes:
L - ‘ LS
'  . . over time which um to htroduct sonb vatuty tbci;' jobl. gven t’ '

.

w1 tbey respond npgdtiuly to t:hae routines !.h png:tic‘_‘

'l'hul, the ptomt

&uoi;a 13“ not rdlntlu of \the vorlun m ﬂrvopd rb ed, by fannenm '

4; ‘

9‘; . u (1966) and cited earli‘ct,‘\‘dpo tuisted c.hnpgu 1n routiul wponﬁents :I.n
E » “the p;eum: stidy 3 = “wel:co-e’dnn# 1 thetr jobu. zxuung :ouum -‘1;;
L% may el m-c&’?jl'nui od of um;. dml orpnuanonai; nncettai.nty o
' . uy .till generau -the u‘d\f«t‘ chnnp bnt t‘ (eventual) adoptian of chapge
| ' 13 umuud vith imcmsed job s;tisfacc:lon. A = L
N liage (1965) treat:- otgmizational. cdaptimeu cor flexibint:y u an L j
o organmtibt;ai end wbich it msured in titu ot t:hz m-bu: of m ptostm .
e “Q lintroduced to ap organ:(zation over t:he cpurse ofva zear, »or t:he nu-bet of a <

L, . \ o :‘anew techniques brousht 'forw;rd 1n an orgénl@t!.on over the oourse of tha |
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BXHIBIT 3-10° CI uunou OF. JOB‘@ATISFACTION mn J08 cxumce

. . * # t v l "’J ._ - ‘c‘ : !." . a "“‘ ‘ .. ‘v - ;P
. N « . o 1% B . . ~ ‘ ' P .
e - JOB_SATISFACTION SCALE . ROW  ©

= » 3 . & | loW  MEDIWM , HIGH  TOTAL

L,

&

(Number of (Mpondcntl;)

’ . @
. o
\

11, _, 8 59 & 155
.8 »" ‘166 128 302
g2 ISS re3 120

21 - 308 250 ., &77

] . \ . - ‘ o~ A_,‘J"hfl‘

M 1-121 “bdoff aignificance-',oz.-

¥ 't‘ﬁ: '
P ;igﬁwiﬂo GROUP oour.sml

T . : L‘\ph‘s
SO SRR zxm‘.lrr o3-11 cnoss muwr;ou OF’ JgB

Sore

S 308 suitsm:'rmmsagg,( TR ' BRI
w0 U T T 0w T Low .. MEDIUMY . BIGN* ¢ . m{'AL\ e
} qi-.'_ - ..l.".‘- : ) - o ! bl - “‘,. B W L aL . . L
- N ) e } S L - QB X}~ f g R . o : - s,
S Ce '.f'er of Respondents) sl

PEETIREE:- \‘.%v
e

e 0B Low P amy 13 .,
: ---‘.-*‘9 : oom:smu‘ mnluu Lo 1esRR18e 136 ., 53345
' SCALE. HIGH ;;a 1L ir 109 1@3 oL, 219

’ . AN [ A . ‘ S : . .
. . .
. . o R %
. . . L N R 2 e

N COLU!N TOIAL: . - 2L - 306 - 250. - . - 577

5
) T - ’ . . '

4"‘ .‘: W . " ' i-_. »' - ., e o " ’ . ,Tl'. 0‘ . ". : ‘
Technical Note: . A = 42.6  4doff significdace = 00,

ing-
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. 2B5)." A'sanorganizatiionalﬁtnd or performance outcome ‘(cf'. ?ﬁﬁh

year” (
et ’al , 19@3' Hage and Aiken, .1967)“the concept of adaptiveness and' its ®
opera 1oga§ measures are viewed as .h possible consequence of organizatinncl

r . . e ] hf"“ .

means or q‘tr‘cturo. In thio sense, i<:ertain structural sets and conditionl

.~.v ».

‘are

‘ tio‘ v source og organ:lutional :l.noisht. In thia view, Hege and Aiken :
- % o (19 7) found d"positive cpn‘ehtion between rate of protram changé and job R
- 0T utistaction in sixteen aocial welfare agenciea (p. 486)& }elat!.ng this J
‘ nndin.g to g,h \) prea‘nt study. it s'em 1likely that progran change wou.;d
.' . .bear out :I,n job change’ ?s a. uﬂ\#ural construct in organziatioas - Pro- ' i

- _Zéfomuzed se&mgs sibid D

b)' inmqgnta%s a Job %y

ﬂ", s,truétum and the high pro‘?essnnal content \of'the on ké f%rce. K Profea-- , :
. per ™ . 3. TR o
P simlk in professional o;ganizations@'e often gj.\ren[ lﬂ,re latitudgin o
s B "‘ e ‘ hk‘\

,. e, =

defining and réﬁgt(ng to their jobs than are‘ﬁofeasionals in non—profes-, [

. -“ [

- ‘b W 9%;1 ? ) N
0, sional organiu Yons which a;lhere more to“’bureaucr;tic princd.p (cf / e

Ed
»‘J',:'

7

&y 7 Etziotii, 1964 C&pter 9) 'I:he Hage and Aiken data are then interpreted

’ far as supportive of. the *generdl f Aies in the present §tud°y that job change

and jﬁatisfaction are" positively correlated. ' SRR S
v ‘hm i . N

Group coheaion and Job - satisfaction have.La positive correlétion co- g

s o . .
- 3 ‘o q-

! é ‘ - .r
. efficient of .22 (Exhibit 3-1) and medium t,o high levels jof “g;[up cohesion ..
' are associated with medim to high levels of job satisfaction (Exhibit 3=11)-.

§{3 appears in general that res’pondents e:perienco greater job satisfaction L

) when they perceive themselvea to be in work unﬂ:s that are characterized) by -

* W .

.q" 3



the members getting along, sticking together and hefgang each other -

T relative to other work units in the operation.' Blauner (1960) argues that

there is much evidence to supportﬁdhe proposition that-the greaiif-the

%“E‘kﬁ“ ¢ I [ . | ' . g < .
£3 .. ' " extent ‘to which workers are members of integrated work.stms on the job,

¥
the higher the level of job satisfaction" (p. 239). Triandis (1966) cites

Ll .Y

Seashore (1954) as repor%ing "that high cohesiveness was related to less

'8
' » job—related anxiety" (p. 74) uh.:i Aémbaﬁly is reﬁlected in increased job

' sstrif-ction. Stogdill (l9g3)'::“'b
cohesion. ere directly related (p. 36) Hackman and Lawler (1971) report
. f‘ poaitﬁre correlations between general job satisfaction and two group

i " é : measures of dealing with others,and friendship opportunities (p 229)

S ‘”' o . Work 'in. America (1973) has the following passage within its. summary of

0’ .
tN

, the. nature of“work dissatisfactioq in American industry., : o c ;r‘.
' ' N -;;‘5. .-"Host people are,more satisfied to work as members of - :“*"ﬁ
. aniay? . a group than in iBolatiqd. Horkers prefer jobs that,*.._ A ﬁgﬁ&
' T “h permit interaction and aremege likely to quit jobs St

l C :' DN éi that prevent congenialopeerif‘p tiogshivs." (p=- 95)§?r$ A o
N ' ‘, i AY ’
ar

Burns.and Stalker (1961) associatepthe worker in isolation as cel to;ff .

Y . . LD *":f .
f IR ‘the mechanistic form of organ&zation, and the worker ‘as part ofainter-'
. - ‘ . AR ?:' . R . A
o oy active groupp ‘as central to organic organizations.v ge (1965) in turn' .f;"-‘
oL ~ ) P o
-i" .'.r“‘g\.ﬁ. ~

ﬁgies low j‘b sa;isfactipn to ‘the mechanistic model, and high job satis— o

1 Eaction to the organic (or organismic) 'ﬁ%el (p. 272) Technological

T LAY

L]
. imperati%s;’;n the interests of productivity may restrict the encoura er '
- - [ ] l

., ment ‘or development of groups and group cohesion, but generally speaking,,

’ . ]

4

e dt appears pez"sons are more satisfied when workin} in cohesive groups. -
‘b‘; N A '. Iy ’ : . J - . . . ,‘ ’ - " ! y ) N t. N '. .
o - \ E’ . , . B ' . - . . . i“‘ } w s o v
N - " /0 e RETPLI o S o . ‘
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. %x A PERSPECTIVE ON JOB COVTEXT AND HIGHER ORDER

%LATIONSHIPS AMONGS'L ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS -

-

L]
A

A, A PERSPECTIVE ON JOB CONTEXT
The contextual chax‘acteristics of job routine and job uncertainty
. represent two aspects of the technology of jobs in the- brganization.
Technoiogy' in this sense represents the flow of activity in the. job
; copnnencing with“'a stimulus, moving through a (potential) s.tage of

L
moblem-solving and concluding with 3 response. Job routine relatea,

in

e
‘ @ overall standardizatio‘n within this flow. Job uncertainty represents
: i

L e
g:‘ . the incidence of new probleﬁs or unforeseen ‘matters and a constant ' adl
PO . .

swj_:ching betw:geen things as part of this- technology, which together or ,; S—

-

equire the job incumbent to develop new skills or acquire ’
0 Q .

e. -Jobs may'g more o!“less\ routinized at any and all -

periodically

fresh kno‘wle

" v, ". ’
te?«j‘ 08y ﬁd the leVel of overall routinization is .
IR . . . u, T, . ) i
AN i;5;f :tndicated in the job routine chgacteristic Problems, unfor b
S o ) -‘05. + "_': -
o mat‘f:er‘s, “/f‘:‘ask switching and skill upgrading, can similarly arise at a.ny
NJA; -7 - ,' P~ 4
- and. all stages of the technology,.and the general level of this qircum-‘: 3

. S i
, stance is indicated in the job uncertainty characteristic. Together,

job routine and job uncertai y represent the context of the job. ?

P

| ﬁ@’ﬁ!" Inm4der to examine the relationship of these contextual character-
'istics to each other and to structclral and performance characteriatics,-

. Y 2.
) , two sets of job routin%ﬁnd job uncertainty scales are developed The-
R ; 3
first set, designated as set A, is a prigri in nature, and is formulated ',, :

o

- on the basi_s of relative scale score- levels in the organizational char-—

; sﬁ;in:., ,'St.ore in bo h on ine and joB uncertainty are in the ' -
e -g s,.s,..s R

. -
- S E
“ . ‘e

.“n';e,z ‘,"w' T T - v'

.
~




.,:.hat this may n%%* f

R characteristid and therefoxe, is not

. No’ data were colleeted to validat"ehe !.priori scales. The original

_ hinges on the accggacy Bf the survey inStrument to distinguish amongst low,uf'

gmedium and high in ?
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range of 4 to 20 (Exhibits 4-1 and 4- 2) Respondents‘are grouped as low >

\
in each characteristic in the score range 4-8; as medium in the score. 7“ ET

4 \

range,9-15 and as high{dn the score range 16-20. Thrg distribution 1§-u

S a priori in the senge that the ranges are imposed on the data. Respond-

’

ents medsuring low in the a priori scale are judged as low ‘because thew

’.‘gadl within the bottom level of the total.score range Similarly, respond—_ g

4b

_ents measuring medium in the a priori scale are classified medium because ?&yf

N

they fall within the %ddle level of the Eotal score range, %xespondﬁnts
3’ ('Y& ' @:‘ﬁ

fmeasuring high are in the top end of the total score range. The advantage “

»

1 N

of this scale is that it reflects relative positio\f on t&e scale itsef?

Thus a respondent is judged not.in terms of the geﬂerhl response to the h ;;

£l
.’,“:‘3, e

K claqgiﬁied in erms of.ghe sdale itselﬁt The Strength°in this approach

£ $o

'5 LISNS

true sense of relat&ve pssitions. To the extentgb

Rt ! 'c'g ' N.‘ ‘
- e case, this a E{oach é&g an inherent disadvantage.

S

e =
u"" . .-v

scales, however, are drawn from acknowledged expeits in empirical&research

LI

: ‘and the mid points. are’ suggestive of moderate levels of the characteristics

o..

1n focus.' For fhese reasons,(a certain confidence can be placed in the .§%§;”

¢
a griori scales to reflect relative positions of respondents on the char- '

L

acteristics measured '. 8 RS

In ord%o provide depth to. the initial pro&e and-. "t‘o."circumvent

- by

low, medium or high because of the é?' %
' g 87 9:. -

way the perion matches against qther respondents, but thé respOndsnt is o

-8,

. "\ L v

2 .
hesitapcies in the a griori scales, a second settéf scale values is con~

' structed on an a posteriori or’ empirical basis.~ Respondents ip both jobfv

”

routine and job uncertainty are divided into three groups roughly equivalent B




EXHIBIT 4-1. JOB ROUTINE SCALES

, A Priori A Posteriori v ey
S “  Job' Routine“Sclaes - Job Routine Scales - ”
,Job Routine ..  Set A. Scales Based Set B. ‘Scales Based
Characteristic -+ S -on Relative Scale on Relative Scale
‘ . “Score Levels - Score Levels
(,Scoge/u, Respondents,u;; ‘Score ”Respondents Score Respondents

@) (Cum - o
. é 12 30 SR
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EXHIBIT 4-2 \JOB UNCERTAINTY SCALES : ‘
-, oo . . . . . . w“\!
‘ . } » . F" '
> ed"Priori © A Pos%.gari
e T & Ungertainty Scafes ¥ ° Job Uncerte!nty Scales
" . Jo¥ Uncertainty - Set A. Scales. Based - Set B, $cales Based
- Characterigtic on. Relat:l\_ve Scale Score 8“ Rela Scale Score
‘ L | Levels . . Levels’
Score Respond!n'ts.‘- Score . Respondents " Scére ' . Respondents
. . o e, : : » . - .
No. () (Cum . L @)y oum | ‘No. (%) - (Cum .
. ) o ¢ ’ v
| e . . “ e
4 3 .5 .3 : .
5 4 7 1.2. - Low Job Uncertain‘ty‘ ' ’ Ca
6" ja‘ 1.4 2.6 48 48 8.3 83 _
7 15 2.6 5.3 Ui Low Job Uncer:aind@
; B A% - Ji'{
8 18 3.1 848~ S "~ 4-11 203 35.2 35, 2,
9 40 6.9 15.3v -
10 43 7.5 22.7 , .
11 72 12.5 35.2  Medium Job Uncertainty :
12 64 11,1 46.3  9-15 414 71.8 . 80.1-  Medium Job Uncértainty
13 . 74, 12.8 g | . 12-14' 209, 39@; CTlby
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Co o = e A
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“ | | \
" to equal numbers of respondents. Unfortunately, large numbers of respond- |

ents at split points in the sample make equal groupings impossible. Re-
spondents measuring low on the a'posteriori scale are low in the saense that
they fall into the bottom group of respondents of the. total score range.

This represents the score range- 4-11 in each instance, and represents 36. 92

/"—'_*‘e.
of the respondents in job rbutine, and’jgﬂii—og“the respondents in job '

.

‘ uncertainty Respondgnts measuring medium on the a posteriori scale are
/
'the middle group’ of respondents’ in the range .of response-. “In eachpcase,
this Tepresents the score range f412514. ‘Strictly speaking, it may be

¥ -
more accurate in the case of job routine to have the split at 13, since

, - L

the difference‘between_GZ.QZ and 66.7% is less than'the.diﬁfgrvnce between

I ) . r...._‘.

. 66.7% and 72.8%, and ideally the‘splitwis made at 66. 7Z‘ However, a split €

at 62.9 of the cumulative percentage on job routine would' subsequently

_compare to a spMNt at 71. 47 on the -Job uncertainty scale. This large

% ;
difference between . scalﬁg would result in substantially more- respondents

: falling into medium JOb uncertainty than medium job rog;ine, and WOuld be

' the nesult of a2, 3/ difference in the job ro?tine response levels. It . .

‘,
;is therefore decided to treat both distributgbns in a like manner; and have'

S the same -score range for each This amounts to the next - 35 9% of the job

R R .

routine respondents, and the nextr36 27 of the job uncertainty respondents.

Since these two groups’ are almost the same in percentage terms, a further

defense’ is mustered for the spritiat 14 rather than 13 in the job routine
v R

.scale. The‘group of respondents at the top end of the respondent range“‘ e

. “t '-. .

'are designated as high in terms of routine and uncertainty on the

a posteriori‘scale, .and fall in the range 15 20 in- each instance. This :;d*~

. 0

,represents 27 22 of the job routine characteristic and 28 62 of the job

“-'uncertainty characteristic._ A more in-depth note on scales appears as
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t : ' \ . - .
\ . .

'part of Chapter +I. The job routine and - job uncerbainty scales are pro-
] b .

vided in Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2 respectively. " ' }
/The . relationship between job routine and job uncertainty appearsl

" complex. Hickson al. (1971) poing out that "most studies that refer
Ve ‘ ; 1 I
to-uncertﬁﬁ!ﬁgﬂcontrast it with rout ”&ation, the prior prescription of

[

“recurrent task activities" (p 546) \ the present study, the negative

fradll
.

,correlation coefflcient of -.40 between the two characteristics supports.

this centrast. A complete contrast’would suggest that--in- general, 'high

fz“ ' job routine would be assoc1ated with low job uncertainty, medium job rou-
. ° Ll ° .
o " tine would be associated with medium job uncertainty, and low job routine

would ‘be associated with high job uncertainty. As evidenced in Exhibits

& 43 and 4-4, this is ‘not found to hold in the present study. Eight points

ol

of- deviation from a complete contrast occur, as noted in Exhibit 424, The
B ‘table’ s referenced later in the. chapter in .r lating context to all of
O 3=
) context, structure and job satisfaction in the work place. Perhaps the )
Qe “ : S ) X 2

-
complexity of the relationship is revealed in ‘the’ basis of routine and

\l(

: uncertainty as organiz

o

Vo

Organizational des d i be ana:lyzed in ter@%wof organ-.

izations coming to grips £h c0nditions of uncertainty (Thdhpson, 1967)

and formulating routines with which to pfoceed Uncertainty may be
generated -ag a consequence of the environment in which the organization

is operating, or within the organization s essential technology (ibid ﬂf

-2

p, 1) Both may playca role, and 1gdefdw oneﬁgay be 1inked to the gther..

v - Technology in this éénse represents the*transformation of organizational

rnmterials, and knowledge technologies.. Scott (1975) examines each of thej/

I : AL
. ,divisionqpin tiézs ar emphasis on inputs:?;hrpughputs and output:, and '

!
c

-

vinputs into outputs. Hickson et al (1969) distingpish amongst o’enations, o
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J , EXHIBE 4-3 "RESPONDENTS GROUPED IN'TERMS OF LEVELS OF,
¥, . i VL JOB ROUTINE AND JOB UNCERTAINTY : .

£ - RN Coal S w L o
" ueveL oF YoB ROUTHE . pew .
I : , - TOTAL -

I \J

. HIGH MEDIUM . LOW

"+ SET'A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SGALE SCORE LEVELS (A Priori Scales)

¥y

~LEVEL - LOW |~ 20 26 2 . T 48
OF " MEDIUM| - ' 84 .300 =30 . 4614
JoOB ... HIGH | 5 80 30 : 115

. UNCERTAINTY . - s .

 COLUMN_TOTAL: © 01097406 . 62 CSTT

ST #EvEL—. wow | g7
' YOF  © MEDIUM[ - . . 51

. IJOB.  HIGH | * . 19
7+ UNCERTAINTY RN FEEE

c ‘o ‘ COLUMN 'I"O'I;,AmL:;’.‘ZQ~ ¢

157 0207 213 .0, .57

oL L e
B o e o LR
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© 4. Low " - High .

L

EXHIBIT 4-4 MODAL RELATIONS] VEES OF JOB .. " "~
. ROUTINE AND Jof TY “USING . N
vA PRIORT AND A I SCALE SET R
. - l ‘ @v .
A. LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE AND MATCHING LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAI " v
FOR MODAL GROUPS :
. . .". . \ . “ N . -
One—to?Ohe . Set A - Scales Based on  Set B - Scales- Based -on
Relationship Relative Scale Score '~ . Relative Response Score _
Complete Contrast Levels (A Priori Scales) Levels (A Posteriori -
Co . , ) ’ Scale) ‘
Job Job Job '~ ob . J6b - Job
-Routine. - Ugcertaiqty ~Routine -~

Uncertainty  -Routine’ -

1. High = Low .

"High ¥ - Mediumk Highi -  Low
2. Medium = ' Medium Medium - ° Medium . Medium - Low-M&dium*
3o Llow - High . Low - Medium—higho. Low -~ Mediun®high, -
) ‘l LY | + - ’ 3 o P " \
e, _._‘u \ .
."K 1‘ . " . v . .; P . " . ¢
' " ot
B. LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY AND MAT GfLEVEL§.0F JORAROUTINE ‘ . D
 FOR_MODAL GROUPS & e L
“One- o—Ohe~\ - Set A - t'S\;al dbedﬁon' Set B‘- Scabes Based on-("
Relationship Relatlve Scale core -

ReTative" Régponse Score
R4 %Pmplete Concrast

s
Levels (€ Pr;ori Scales)

Levels (A: Posteriori . ‘
s _ . 'Scales) : f
. A : - m . SN
Job Job . ,Job‘ . " Job. . Joby \ : b R
- Uncertainty RoutineH_»Uqcertainty i Routine ‘o Uncezfaf%ty~ RQ tinej -

Y T

 Low = »Meéium5ﬂg§hyv
‘ R R S

<

'jUncertainty*”-'f

5. Medium - Medium. Medi-'\mi'“_-‘. Medx\m,, e
6 BS - L. v EEhS - ednar i A
o * pgzpt__;épf,'dg;}iat_ion fromcomplete m;;m;g‘ VR
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categorizes areas of research and analysis in terms of the nine resulting o

gnoupings Job tec&nology in the present study refers to the stimulus -
problem—solving - response sequence which is central to- jobs as they exist
(cf. Perrow, 1970 March and Simon, 1958). Two aspects of - the job tech-

. nology are the degree of routine which is prevalent and the element of

\
uncertainty present Both aspects are affected. by the materials, opera—

» >
’ o

”tions and knowledge technologies in practice in organizatidns. Following
.. . . . QS
Scott\(l975), the variability of stimuli or number of exceptions encountered
in the job (cf Perrow, 1970) is representative of materials technology, ;'?

s

SRR
'_yQ, S and‘affects existing levels of routine and uncertainty 4in . the job._ Simi—
larly, regu;ating environmental inputs ch Thompson, 1967), integrating

workflow (cf Pugh et afh'l969) or working in different levels of teqhnical

/of operations technology, Ty

o compl%‘y (cf Woodward 1965) is represe.ntative

’4‘_‘. X /

g K

»rand affects existing levels of routine and uncentainty in the job. The Hage

- N ' ! 1 5. ; -
and Aiken (1968 196$)gmealhre of Qob routine is f!asgified/as operations S

technology according to Scott (ibid ).‘ Thirdly; ‘he notion of analyzability ;';

& : —

) .'Tff search (cf Pegrow, 1970) is representative of“knowledgeutechnology, and
. . A . . 09’

.‘i.l

ceT f~ represent general conditions of routine and uncertainty experienced in the-
o b

N 4 ,
job anduar ‘a funqtion of different aspects of the materials, operations,§

\

-‘I

nologief practiced by organizations.a It is. not unexpected o
o .- . R A '
e ’ ‘~; R
._avr ) C L . " ,A" o . ‘
Differentiation amongst Jobs incline with specialization of labour SRR

LR
v . i\

that their relatapnéhip wOuld be complex;ﬂ_}f‘

?'%ff:' f, Precepts and intesratipn of jobs and parts of the organization into a fﬁgf”*‘

’

o ;lf' fhnctional whole in line with organizational goals connotes organizational
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I ) - v'

'strgctnre;' It includes measures “of role definition, job change and
- 3 . ) ) a

group\gohesion as operationalized in the present study.' In line with

'y }

.Pugh Lot al. (1969) the organigational structure in pra&tice may have o

b significant associations &ith the context in which it is developed (see
Chapter I). Context to phese researchers is viewed in terms of eleménts \
L v \ . ~ -
’H . . 5
. as grigin, ownership and cOntrol, size, charter, technology, location,
-

g ' . a

resources and.dependence (p. 63). Technolgpy as measured in‘terms of ._' .

workflow i'ntegration proves to have decided associations with the struc-_ _—
- . tural factors of structuring “of activities, concentration of authority _
3 ~ & q

and line control of workflow. It is appropriate~ in the present .study to: -

[§

S probe relation%hips in evidenCe amongst the conteixtual chara.cteristics "
’

of job routine and job unt:ertainty, and the structural characteristics

' N
il

_ of role definition, job change and group cohesion. Different° conteuctual

DA o
~ (or- ng ology) tombinations, far exampl@ may be dis os§d§ko certain L
| P

’.,

. 2 i struct al cdnditionsg wh,ile dthex contextual combinations may "be related
o, k . ¥ N *

-" L o to alternative strhctural conditions. «Hall (1972.) argues :[n the following

cen S y 0'.', R 0\. . "i’ ) . e . SR Lt R

Oway N ' . R | S . . ’ ~. e [ .}v’. -",r’ _.“_"é} . / _:.‘ h
U "If administrative ‘and Organizational procedures - / '\-, o )

e g - T are -highly nonrougine and’ &e laden with problems: : ﬂ N S

- " and new ‘"issues, a less - t:omp ex, less forﬁnalized,;? ST N %r"
system would be expected " (p 120) ‘ S T

. A' ) . - . e N
v . \ e J,”" i voe d e “
. \

' ' _?:fl_’w"' : The cgntext outlined involves low jo’ti routine and high Job uni:ertaintl\s._'

Y e , .9
v u.

w-measured in the present;r Stndy,'and Ha'l;l. Suggests tha\t thiS\context or job

o

T
N v

i ~_technol gy setting is probab’ly associated with a. leés c

‘ ﬂ%lex, Iess for-
- :'-h - ' o ‘ N ...— -.
‘ e "malized structure. '1-’h.is may be indicated in loﬁ r le de ition, high e, e

_.__ -on ‘r

2 . A

'1'1

S 7- ‘job change and hiah group cohesion in th!“brésentnétadY- “Z: a Bimila” dt’;'i
,vein, bonds of associatioz'a between individuala co < .

textual. actei‘istit:s U
s . TR / T

. P - E . . 1 » ’ L
ST ) and structural characteri[stics are appropriate a stud . 'Fuf:ther, on;

4 o _
Pk .,\___\__’,

. o i .of the essential outcﬁmes of the %rk /situat:t,
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 The contextual and structural characteristics of a job aﬁongst othor

factors come to _bear on job satisfaction realir:j/jnlthe job site. The

" orientation of exanination is. therefore extended“to include the study of

bonds of association between job satisfact{on and contextual and struc-

»
N {

tural characteristics, particularly in different contexts or job tech~ '

i

. nology settings and in terms. of specific-structural characteristics.

B. INTRODUCTORY NOTE TO HIGHER ORDER RELATIONSNIPS AMONGST

ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTIES ¢

Zero-order correlation coefficifhts‘between two organitational char-

-‘'acteristics provide an overall summary of fundamental relationships_between
characteristics. but hide the underlying dynamics amongst a number of

‘organizational characteristics (Heydebrand 1973) It’is therefore desir—

14

able to move beyond simple intercorrelations by controlling for other

specific characteristics which bear on fundanental relationships to uncover

P

more specific information about relationships amongst organizational char-

-~

acteristics. The use of controls implies higher order relationships. For
example, in the present study there is a zero—order correlation coefficient

of -.13 between" role definition, a structural characteristic, and job un-

T

certainty, a contextual charaeteristic, At the same time, there is a posi-

tive correlation coefficient of .28 betseen“roleldefinition and joh routine,

" the other contextual'characteristic. It is appropriate to ask uhether these °

\
tvo intercorrelations are independent of novenents in the contrastins con~

- textual characteristic, or whether the base findinss actually disappear

"uhen the other contextual characteristic is considered and controlled.

When one characteristicr1s_controlled‘in this manner, and the snbsequent

. .
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relationships are conpiled and examined, the exercise represents the

developnent of higher order relationships.

Statistically. higher order correlation coefficients _may be ‘derived

through partial correlation techniques. Partial correlation serves in

<

ohe sense to remove the effect of a control characteristic fron the asso-

ciations between two other organizational characteristiﬁg. Following’Nie

i

g___L {1975), job routine may be‘controlled in studying the relationship

between role definition and'job nncertainty“hy fbrnnlat&gg a "predicted"

?

series of values of role definition and job uncertaint§ based on their
correlation with job routine, subtracting the "actual' series of values
from the predicted values, and then compiling a correlation coefficient

based on the "residuall value series of role definitionvand job uncertainty.
These residuals are devoid\ofithe effect of job‘routine, and the correla-
. o . L. . v ) :

" tion coefficient between them~tepre3ents the partial correlation coeffi~
. ‘ -5 e >

cient between role definition and job uncertainty controlling for job

‘routine. 1f the»partial correlation \is the same as_the zero—order'orl

o

. fundamental correlation, then it might be said that the zero—orner corre-
N ‘_..

,,/ s ) ‘-

lation is independent of the effect of the control'chiracteristic. “Changes
/

in the correlation coefficient might in tusn be explained in terms of

Acontrol characteristics and the theoretical base of the study.

o
i

Heydebrand and Noe11ﬁ§1973) used control procedures on selecten
" variables in their study ot task st}ucture andvinnovation in professionall
organizations. In terms of the contextual variable size and its effect

- on the innovation in organizations, the authors note that "the sinple |
correlation £ (r = .32) between size and innovativeness does not accurately
portray the slightly cnrvilinear ‘relationship betueen the two variables
that indicates that R & D projects occur most.frequently in noderately- '

- 4
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.
’ . \ . .

sized agencies, rather than in very small or very laqle ones™ (p. 317)
Cohceptually, this demonstrates the value of examining correlation coef-
\

ficients within levels of contextual variables. a procedura adopted in

the present paper. The authors continue\their study of size in the

following manner:

"Secondly, size is an importaht dete&minant of

task complexity, that is the number of branches - e

and the number of programs ... The effett of

' size on innovativeness is, therefore, an4indirect
one since it is mediated by task structure
variables. Once these variables are controlled,’
the effect of size disappears and becomes even.
slightly negative suggesting that large agencies
are somewhat lees likely to innovate than smaller
and medium-sized agencies.” (pp. 317-318)

Thus, it is apparent that all variables might be studied in terms of one

AN
1

another within a coordinated analytical framework in order to uncover . .

the true dynamics of the organizational characteriatics in focus. Control

- .‘\

procedures provide a statistical tool which assists in the process. This

orjientation to the present study is similarly adopted.
Aiken and Hage employ partial correlations extensively in their ‘f

‘regearch. In their study of alienation (1966) they point out in support

/ \

1

of mnltivariate analysis that “one of  the problems confronting the social

f

scientists is determining the effect of a variable independently of all
others" (pc 504). - The use of partial correlation techniques allowed them
to argue in relating tvo measures of centralization to alienation that
"participation in decisionrmaking is more closely associated with work

\

alienation than hierarchy'of authority when -the effect of each is con- .

-

n\\x\\ trolled” (ibid.). Similarly, by controlling both measures_of centraliza- '

\
ti\n\and the job codification measure of formalization, the researchers

were able ‘to isolate the element of rule observation as beimg the -singular

most significant ‘factor in influenciag alienation from expressive relations..

~



"Among'the four structural properties examined in this analysis, rule

observation still has the strongest relationship with alienation from

i

expressive relations when the effect of other variables is controlled "

(. 506).. o

An alternmative procedure which may be uséd to tontrol certain vari—

]
ables while studying the relationships amongst a. numbfr of organizational

characteristics involves regression techniques. Blau (1974)7discusses o

the usage of control procedures and regression analys s in contrast to

the'usagerof contingency tables: % N 'ﬁﬁ7 S

"To discern how some conditions in organizations
influence others requires nbt only data on many o -
cases ... but also controlling various correlates

of a given condition to abstract its particular

influence on another ... Wheréas contingency .
tables make the interaction effects that refleqt

the distinct significance of the constellations \
of several organizational attributes apparent,
interaction effects are easily overlooked and
must be specifically searched for in regression SN .
analysis." (pp. 217-218)..

The reé&lts of regression techniques are comparable to the usage of partial
correlation techniques in practise as an exercise in developing higher

h order relationships amongst organizational characteristics (cf Aiken and
Hage, 1966) Similarly, Blau s critique of contingency tables, particu-

larly evident in restricted sample sizes, is comparable to the difficulties

3

' perceived in the analysis of zero-order correlation coefficients.

The focus of attention in the present study is relationships amongst

YRS

contextual structural and performance characteristics of organizstions, _

. with particular attention accorded to jJob satisfaction as a performance o
B ¢

characteristic. Central concern is directed to relationships ﬁﬁtween .

="'\)r 7 T

organizational characteristics in different contexts. In this sense, job‘

routine and job uncertainty are controlled in developing an understanding

L



'of organizationsl context, structure ‘and job satisfaction. Two procedu \a

\

are used. The first involves partial correlation techniquea.viThe second .

7

N N\’
procedure involves the compilation of zero-order correlation coefficients \

within specific levels of job routine and job uncertainty, and the appli-

cation of partial correlation to ‘these levels of routine and uncertainty.
* ) .
vTo simplify analysis, the exhibits are consttucted in such a manner that

only statistically significant coefficients are shown Further discuss on
of correlation tpchniques appears in.Chapter II.v

b

C.. ' GENERAL CONTROLS ON CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS

oA
L e

In order. to examine relationships:deﬁlgnated as fundsmental (Chapter
J:
III) in terms of bonds of asgociation with contextual conditions, while
holding other contextual conditions constant, and in order to. uncover the

'apparent independence or dependence of organizational relationships

®
establisﬁfd at the zero—order level of correlation, the effects of job

routine and job uncertainty on the basic correlation matrix are removed
, \ P

_ separately,dresulting in two series of . first—order correlations, and

I

together, resulting in a second-order correlation series. Results °£f'

-

this procedure appear in Exhibit 4-5

Partial correlation coefficients between structural characteristics
. : 4

are insignificant when contextual characterﬁstics are controlled It
. seems that role definition-and job change, which"are-negatively relatednf
. at’ the zero-order lerel,,do,not have patte?nad.associations.uhen:job o

1
oot

routine'and joh»uncertainty are'renoved from the data.A Perhaps jobs'can

‘be and : are perceived as changing regardless of the degree of role defi-'
nition in place, when job rqiiﬂne and j b’ uncertainty are held constant.-,

To the extent that these characteristi 8 ‘both enter as variables, howev
. . . . t‘ ¢ . . » co. . .
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the more jobs are defined, the less likely job change appears to be. As
an additional note in this relationship, a”partial correlation coefficient
of -.08 appears between role definition and job change when group cohesion
' is controlled, suggesting that the structural linkage is independent of
the third structural characteristic in the study. When all\of job routine,
’ job uncertainty and group cohesion are controlled no intercorrelation
| between rdle definition and group cohesion appears, as.expected
., Partial correlation coefficients between role definition ‘and job rou-
tine while controlling job uncertainty, and between job change and job
uncertainty while controlling job routine, confirm the positive associa-
tions fn each of these sets of contextual and structural characteristics
which lack orthogonality in the factor analysis (Chapter Il) It appears
that higher levels of job routine are associated with ‘higher levels of ,
.. role definition, independent of job uncertainty encountered; and higher
'1evels of job uncertainty are associated with- higher levels of job change,
; independent of job routine encountered. "The: partial correlation coeffi-
' cients are marginally lower than the zero—order coefficients, but the

. general strength of association appears in tact.

- ‘The relationships between group cohesion and,the contextual charac-

teristics are confirmed .as somewhat independent of the effects of the
H){.\ /

: ‘opposing contextual characteristic, although in both instances the strength

of association is reduced Thus, gronp cohesion and job routine are

~

negatively assoclated, while controlling‘ﬁob uncertainty, and group cohesion

-

and job uncertainty are positively associated while controlling Job routine.

On the other hand, negative relationships between role definition and job -
uncertainty and job change and job routine both disappear when the opposing

contextual characteristic is controlled. These latter relationships are

~/ -

[
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therefore not independént Qf the effeéts of the other éonCextual charac~
teristicﬂ It may be, for example, that job chanée and job ro*tine are
not negatively relatéd in certain levelé of unc;rtainty, while ‘they are
in other levels of uncertainty. This notion is pursued in the nexé sec-
tion of'the'cﬁapter. ‘d;erall, it appea£s that bothlcontextﬁal char&éter-
isﬁics bear on the relationships between étructural‘and éontextual char-
-acteristics except in the cases-of role definiiion‘énd job routine‘and
.job ghange and job uncertainty, which are both positively and independ—
bntly assoctated with e§cﬁ other. The ties beﬁﬁeen group.cohesion and

S . , :

Eontextual characteristics are somewhat but not totally independent of
~ ) .

the opposing contexﬁual coﬁgition. .

The paftiil cqrrelation'coefficient between job satisfaction and
job-routine contrqlliqg job uncerca;nty suggests an independent negative -
reiationship between these charactétistics,_alﬁhougﬁ the stxengéh of
'bassociation is somewhatxieducedﬁ The partial cbrrelatioh :ggff;cient is
' -.24 compared to the zero-order coefficient of'-:29. On the other hand,
tbe positi&e'assoq;ation bésween job satisfaction and.job”uncertainty,‘

' reflected in é,cofrelation coefficient of .18 at the zero—orde; level,
is redﬁcgd to .07 when job routine is controlled. Apparently job routine
.affectgithis relationship, and perhapq éérta{nAlevels of roué%ne_are not -
marked‘by}increased satisfaction with increésed uncertéiﬂty. 'Tﬁié'pbint
is gursueé'in,the next section of the chapter. .
Relationships bétween Job ;atisfaction and each of the'stfﬁgturali
characteristicské:e positive‘at the zero—order:leveljof correiétion and. _
vgemgi;'positive when job roqtine~and jobvuncértaiﬁ;y afe=paft1alié& @uc
separ#tely; In the cése qf roie dgfinition and fob satisfaction, the

partial correlationfcoefficient i;v.ZI when job routine 15 controlled and

Q¢
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"of the structure.

.14 ‘when’ job uncertainty is controlled, both higher than .11 at the
zero-order level Respondents may well be favourably disposed to higher
levels of role definition, particularly in increasing levels of uncertain-
ty, when job routine is held constant. Role'definition provides the in- .

cumbent to a job with a knowledge of what the job encompasses and what the
‘ﬁﬁ‘
incumbent's role is to perform; Apparently, persons are not adverse to
role definition. Simon (1960) argues in the following way.
. oy .

"Nor does creativity flourish in completely

.unstructured situations. The almost unanimous

testimony of creative artists and scientists . &

is that the first task is to impose limits on

the situation if the limits aretnot alreadya

: given.“ (p. 201).

Role definition serves ‘as a. struchural measure to impose these limits..

) People respond favourably to some j b uncertainty and some job routine

.(ibfd.) These are contextual aspec s of the job. Within the‘structure

of the organization, people also’'may ell respond favourably to a level

of role definition. This allows them to know what is expected of them

‘and what authority they have. Increased uncertainty may'generate the

need for increased role definition when routine is held constant._ Persons

respond favourably to this situatioh. It is important to recall that role
- ¥
definition represents a condition of general structure and not qualities
, ﬂ*@%

Job satisfaction and job change are positively associated at_the

“

zero-order 1eve1‘and4atreach—e£~the-first-order levels of correlation. /
) | S : /
. o i )

The partial correlation coefficients are both somewhat lower than the

/

basic. intercorrelation of .11, however;'suggesting that the levels ofvthe
opposing contextual characteristic may have an impact on fundamental

relationships between job satisfaction and job change whilevcontroiiin;

for one contextual condition. The positive association between job
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satisfaction and group cohesion remains at much the same level when

(]

either of job routine or job uncertainty is removed from the data. This

\
is expected since the characteristics are not strictly orthogonal‘in the

5 u~ ,;.
factor” analysis, and an independent association may therefore be antic*
~ R . . A " . Jv'r‘
pated. : g ‘ . o i
/ : N A’ Liv‘ﬂ

-

work' in groups, independent of job conteﬁts. ',evels oj—r§§tine and uncer-

tainty, however, bear on the bond between. job satisfaction and job change.

H

It is appropriate to ask whether or‘not these associations are. independent
of otherastructural conditions. A series of - third and fourth level corre-
lation coefficients has been constructed between'job satisfaction and the

structural characteristics, holding Spec1f1c structural aspedts constant

-with context and thereby isolating independent associations. This_series

and both role definition and group cohesion are confirmed as independent
relationships. " When all of context, role definition and group cohesion
- are controlled a positive partial correlation coefficient of 07 is found -

between job satisfaction and job change (column 5) This relationship

disappears when only group cohesion is controlled (column 3) with context,-

but remains steady when only: role deﬁinition is controlled (column 1) with .

context. Apparently the leVel of group cohesion and job ‘context experienced

'affects the relationship between job satisfaction and job change. This may

a

suggest that respondents might favour group cohesion as a suitable surrogate y,

S

/f—\appears as Exhibit 4-6. The positive associations between job satisfaction )

for job change in certain instances as a structural source of job satisfac— .

- ‘,Q
tion. This tie Becomes more_evident later in thiS‘chapter.
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EXHIBIT 4-6 HIGHER QRDER CORRELAIION CQEFFICIENTS nxrwzzn -

: ~ JOB SATISFACTEQN AND STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

-~ ' WITH CONTRQLS ON CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS AND
SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS 1

/
{

1

A THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING .JOB ROUTINE, JOB
UNCERTAINTY AND- SPECTIFIED STRUCTURAL CE‘EAQIERISTICS

.

Definition = Change ' Cohesion

Rl

13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition LA 22 . .22
14. Job Satisfaction - Job Change » 07 B o
15. Job Satisfaction -~ Group Cohesion 4.1‘9‘ .19 B

’ -1J[£f FOURTH ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE, JOB
‘ UNCERTAINTY AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS.

(4) Role ‘(5)7Role " (6) Job
Definition Definitiony Change and

- and Job = - and\ Group Group -
'~ Change Cohesion .Cohesion
|
' 13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * ,‘ Cox h 22
14, Job Satisfaction - Role Definit:ion * 07 - -

15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .19 . X

Technical Note: All coefficients significant at .05 level . )
: * coefficient removed by control procedure.-

CI) Role ~ (2) Job  (3) thup.r S
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In summary, introducing controls on the contextual characteristics

.to the basic intercorrelations provides some information on relationships X

ampngst organizational characteristics. The sets of characteristias

which lack orthogonality in the study are confirmed as independent of

context, although fundamental correlation coefficients are reduced in

:strength when»one of ‘the contextual characteristics is controlled It®

)

”appears that both job routine and job uncertainty bear on a number of

" the relationships in the prganizational characteristics in general i

Structural characteristics remain 1ndependent of ohe another when. context

: is controlled and all are positivély and generally independently asso- -

| ciated with job satisfaction. A chart indicating a general interpretation :

—

of these findings appears as Exhibit 4 7: e

D. RELATIONSHIPS AMONGST ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN '

LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE AND JOB UNCERTAINTY ' A

1. Prelude to A;Priori Scale‘Data

[e]

-The contextual characteristics of job routine and job uncertainty .

are not representative of a. simple one-to—one contrasting relationship./

‘ Further, evidence suggests that certain of the relationships amongst

\J

“contextual structural and performance characteristics are independent '

. .. of conditions in the contrasting contextual measure, while other rela-

tionships are affected by both contextual characteristiés. Fundamental
\

Aintercorrelations for the respondent group as a whole may vary amongst
levels of job routine and job uncertainty. Univariate one-way anai/sis
of variance procedures on a: griori scales indicate that the mean\values

of organ§xational characteristics are generally significantly different )
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. context and job satisfaction.
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\

" in high, medium and low job routine and low, medium and. high job uncertainty

Results of these procedcres appear in Exhibits 4-8 and 4-9. ‘Theilone ex-
ceptions are mean palues of group cohesion in the case of iob routine, |
whicnzare significantly different at a level of'.08, and mean values of
rolebdefinition in the case of job uncertainty, which are significantly
different at a level of .06. Although these levels are greater than .05,
they might’ realistically be ~ considered significaﬂt for present purposes.
Since the mean values are generally significantly different, it is approp-
riate to ask whether the‘correlation coefficientsqappear to vary in-these
levels of routine and untertainty, and to examine the data vhile controlling
for the contrasting contextual characteristic. Other selected characteris-
tics can be controlled at appropriate points to uncover further information
about relationships amongst characteristics in different levels of context.

o

Results of the correlation procedures appear in Exhibits 4-10, 4- 11 4-12,

_4-13,‘{—14, and 4-15. These tables uncover a breadth of information con-

cerning the importance of context in the study of organizational charac-
teristics. The present analysis 1s intended to highlight certain relation- .
ships éhich prevail"in the data, and pot to bncompass all intercorrelations

which are compiled. Particular attention is given to‘ties amongst‘structure,

i)

-

2. Job Routine Levels -.A Priori Scales

Relationships’between organiaational chiracteristics within levels of
jog.b. routine are shown in Exhibits 4-10, 4-11 .~and‘ 4-12. Analysis commences
uith examination of basic intercorrelations,‘and partial correlation
coefficients which are derived by controlling for job uncertainty. " These

data appear in Exhibit 4-10.



SET A -~ SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

,

EXHIBIT 4-8 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
. F TEST FOR LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE

¢

'ORGANIZAT ION

CHARACTERISTIC .5 .

CONTEXT

1.~

2.

Job Routine
Job Uncertainty

STRUCTURE

3.
4.
5.

PERFORMANCE

6.

Role Definition
Job Change
Group Cohesion

Job Satisfaction

F RATIO
N, = 2

Ny = 574

é

774.0
43.9

22.6
9.4
2.6

18.5

SIGNIFICANCE
LEVEL

0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.08

0.00

193
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-9 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
F TEST FOR. LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

i
4

F RATIO

ORGAN IZATION | “ Ny=2 SIGNIFICANCE
CHARACTERISTIC N, =574 LEVEL
A.  CONTEXT -

1. Job Routine ' 28.3 . 0.00
2. Job Uncertainty 656.7 . 0.00 .
B.  STRUCTURE
3. Role ﬁefinicion’;z 2.9 . 0.06
‘4. Job Change 20.1 0.00
;5. Group Cohesion : 6.8 0.00
C. PERFORMANCE
6. Job Satisfaction - 4.7 0.01
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- " SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS - \

EXHIBET 4-10 SIGNIFICANT CORRELATION COEF?ICIENTS BBTWEEN \
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITEIN LEVELS
OF JOB ROUTINE

\

ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE - \

' CHARACTERISTICS . HIGH  MEDIM  LOW \\

N=109  N=406 ~ N=62

A. CONTEXT ' | o . \\

4

.1. Job Routine - Job Uncertainty -.29 -~16 = -.22

B. STRUCTURE

2. Role Definition - Job Change
3. Role Definition - Group Cohesion ‘ .21
4. Job’ Change - Group Cohesion

'C." STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT

5. Role Definition - Job Routine f 17 -09 -
6. Role Definition - Job Uncertainty .
7. Job Change ~ Job Routine j

8. Job Change - Job Uncertainty . .43 .21 .24

9. Group Cohesion - Job Routine | -.09 i
10. Group Cohesion - Job Uncertainty : .13

D. JOB SATISFACTION
: L
11.- Jdb‘gntisfaction ~ Job Routine ~-.33 -.15 o
v . 12. Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty W12 B
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition ., -16 .21
/;5. Job Satisfaction -~ Job Change . .23 :
Job Satisfaction = Group Cohesion.\ L .24 .26
. : t : 1 ' °

i

o ' : CONTROLLING FOR JOB UNCERTAINTY
'B. STRUCTURE ' ‘

3. Role Definition - Group Cohesion - . 20*

C. 'STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT
5. Role Definition - Job Routine ‘ .18 .09

D. JOB SATISFACTION ' ' K

~11. Job Satisfaction - Job Routine -.31 -.13 : //
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .17 .21 <
14. Job Satisfaction - Job Change L .19 - ‘ o
15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion Lo.22 .25

: Technical No:ﬁ: All coefficients significant at .05 level
L ' except (*) whete p = .06

’
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13.
14.

15.

11.
13.
14,
15.

11.
13.

14..

15.

SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-11

Job
Job
Job
Job

Job

Job
Job
Job

Job
Job
Job
Job

4

A

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION
AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB
ROUTINE CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY AND SPECIFIED
STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS |

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY

AND ROLE DEFINITION?’

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE .
'HIGH MEDIWM CLLow -

Satisfaction - Job Routine -.35 \\15
Satisfaction -~ Role Definition S ox *
Satisfaction - Job Change .21 . ]
Satisfaction - Gxoup Cohbsion ' .24 .22

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY'
AND JOB CHANGE ‘ :

1!

Satisfaction

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
HIGH .MEDIUM - LOW.

Satisfaction - Job Routine ~-.32  -.13

Satisfaction - Role Definition .19 - .21 :

‘Satisfaction -~ Job Change * * X
- Group Cohesion o .22 .25

-SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB'UNCERiAINTY‘

. AND-GROUP COHESION \\\\
- © " LEVEL OF JOB_ROUTINE
| HIGH MEDIUM LOW
- A L :
Satisfaction - Job Routine " =30 =, 12
Satisfaction - Role Definition .16 .
Satisfaction - Job Change ', = .20 -
Satisfaction -~ Group Cohesion . . * \\\*\\\\\\\
v o '

Technical Note: All coefficients significant(gt .05 level .

* cBefficient removed by control procedure

N
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14.
15.

11.
13,
14.
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Job Satisfaction - Job Routine =31 -.12

SET A ~ SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4—12 THIRD ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
JOB SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE CONTROLLING' FOR
JOB UNCERTAINTY AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL -

CHARACTERISTICS ,

D. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY,

ROLE DEFINITION AND JOB CHANGE |

- LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE ~~ ~ - -

HIGH MEDIUM  LOW

'Job'Satisféction - Job Routine -.36 -.15

Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * *
Job Satigfdction - Job Change - \ * ok *
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion - <24 .23

a

E. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY
ROLE DEFINITION AND GROUP COHESION

b -~ %@. LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
HIGH MEDIUM - LOW

3

Job SatisfaCtion -'Jbb—Routiﬁe ' ;.34 -.14

‘Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * K
Job Satisfaction - Job Change" L.21 *
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion ok * -

F. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY,
= IR AN Iam e ——enT s AL
JOB CHANGE AND GROUP COHESION »

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
 HIGH MEDIUM = LOW

Q

Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .18 .23
Job Satisfaction ~ Job Change * * *
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion , L *

Technical Note: All coefficients significant at .05 level
_ * coefficlent removed by control procedure
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5 enced.. Increasing uncertainty; on the other ha

A B Lo @198
4 |
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The general negative relationship betweéh job routine aﬁd job uncer*
3

tainty holds across levels of job routineg\although it is somewh4t more'

\

distinct at high levels of routine (row 1) A slight curviBnear pattern .

i [

is shown in the data which move from +29 in: igh routine ievels to -16 in

Ll L}

medium routine levels, to-—22 in low rou;ine levels.. Perhaps the element

of routine is not affected as greatly in inst nces of in%reasing or de-

creasing uncertainty when moderate levels of T utine are typically experi—

H

, may be perceived as

A )

N leadingdto less routine when routine is pafticulirly high or low in the
. _ \

job, or that is at the extremes of the routinizatyon scale. lhis has
overtones of some fleXibility existing within theijob technology itself
in the face of increasing uncertainty Conceptually, this notion derives
further meaning in the subsequent consideration of context and structure.
Within the structural set, the structural characteristics of role
definition and group cohesion have a positive correlation'coefficient of

.21 in low levels of routine, but no significant relationshipbat medium

7 and high levels of routine. The partial correlation‘coefficient is .20

at p = .06 when job uncertainty is controlled. suggesting the association
is independent of uncertainty in ‘the job. It may be surmiged that in-~

creasing levels of role definitidh are associated with increased group

1

cohesion in the organization when rOutine is low in the jobs. Hickson
e

(1966) poses the following question. "it could be asked whether there

are more groups per,wgganization if specificity is lower «.. Are they'

more cohesive?‘g(p*%!§4) This question was addressed initially in’

'Chapter IIT in a discussion of the absence of a; general relationship

between role definitieﬁgpnd group cohesion in the fundamental correlation

matrix. Evidence appear*.! here pravides a new shade to the scenario.

e
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] N
It appears that in instances ofmlow routine in jobs, increased role
definition is associated with intreased group cohesion; Perhaps part
of the role definition includes a mandate to work in groups when job
routine is low, and the need for more interaction ‘leads to greater
‘cohesiveness. This represents an apélication of certain traits of the
lf"organic model (cf Burns and Stalker, 1961) The point of deviation
from the model, however, is that group cohesion is 1inked to increased
o and not décreased role definition. The present study suggests that

perhaps organizations involved in low levels of technological routihe

atknowledge the value of group cohesion as a structural measure to

organizational action, and build it into ‘their design. This techiaique’-

is associated, however, not with reduced role definition, but greater
role definition. Ihe precisevelements of the role are not probed in
the present study, which represents role'definition as a generdal indi-
catorlof,the‘eXistence of limits to a jobfd Onellimit may be a réquire—
" mént to interact with others, prevalent in instances of low routine in
‘Jjobs. Qualities as actual participation in decision~making and rule
'observation (cf. Aiken and Hage, 1966) are not broached within this

framework.

s

Some support to this interpretation is offered in the role defini—
tion - job routine relationship (tbw 5). These two characteristics are
positively correlated at high-levels of routine with a coefficient of
.17, and positively cotrelated but less so at. medium levels “of routine
with a coefficient of 09 The association disappears at low. levels of

routine, but in this group, role definition and ‘group cdhesion are

positively connected It may be that job routine leads to role defini—,

tion when routine is high or moderate, and the need for group cohesion

leads to role definition when routine is low. Stated in another manuner,

“N\



the availability of routines lends itself to role definition and tﬁe
designation of role structure in amn organiéation.' Thus, high and medium.
lévels of foutiné are assoclated with role definitiop, and the association
‘is strongest a:'highxlevels of routine. Low routine,lhowevet, does not |
lend.icself,to role definition;-Sut does pfesent the o;ganizgtion with the
‘need to have pefsons intefacting on the ipp. VCroup actions and interpef—
-sona1~con;u1tation areliﬁportanc when‘foufines to-guidetaction afe unavail- -
able. The specificatioﬁ of jobs involved in groups énd an understanding of
tﬁe person's role within ;hé group amounts to iﬁcré;sed r;le definition,
and is associatedeith incfeased group cohesionl.*This general interpreta-
tion is'independe;t of j;b uncertain;y since the es§ential correlatioﬁs
hold when the effect of job uncertainty is removed from.the éata.

Job change and‘job uncertainty are positively related at each level
of routine. The association is particuiarly strong at high leveiswpf
routine with a cbéfficient of .43, and aﬁﬁears to level out at medium qﬁd
low levels of routine where the coefficients are .21 and .24 reépectively.
Thus{ jobg.which are highly routini¥ed tend to changg the mqst when ele-

_ | . , . . :
ments of ﬁncertainty_are encountered. Job change in this sense may represent

tpe\abiliiy of the oréaniéatipn to adap£ Fo situations which jobs are ﬁu&;_
specifically designed to handle. 'Thesg situations enter the oréanization
an& jobs‘as uncerfginties,‘and generate the nged to change foﬁtines. This
need fqr‘change'would be particularly marked in jobs whichﬁhéaspre’high on
routine. Jobs which arebmedium ahddlaw in routine already h;ve‘some flex-~
ibility built intéithem, and.thus tﬁebelehént of job change perhaps is not
as distinct. | | | i

The negative>re1ationship between group‘coheéion_and job routine and

the positive felationship‘between group qohesién and job uncertainty appear.

e

9

‘i. K



. negatively to job routine, but the coefficient drops to -.15. Respondents

at medium levels of routine only. The negative relationship between group

-~ -

cohesion and job routine is not independent of job uncertainty. It appears

that uncertainty leads to some group cohesion wlien routine is moderate in

‘the job, but rot when routine is low. Blau (1974) has reported the tendency
| of workers handling case work in social agencies to turn to peer‘groups in
, responding to questions that arise in their work (Chapter x) The present

study indicates the general association of group- cohesion and job uncer-

>

tainty at medium levels of routine. Group cohesion at low levels 6@ rou-
tine is not associated with job uncertainty, and its absence together with
the positive association of role detinition and group coheaion suggests’
that low routine engenders an organizational action to stimulate conditions
of group interaction.' Neither changes in job uncertainty nor routinégit—
self to the extent there is some routine are associated with the group
cohesion at this general level of routine. |

Relationships hetween'job satisfaction and contextual and structural

. . el

characteristics form an interesting pattern amongst levels of job routine,

e

and the direction and general strength of the associations'inlevidence are
tall independent of job uncertainty. Respondents ekperiencing'high job
routine relate negatively to job gﬁhtine, the coefficient of correlation

is -.33. Respondents ‘experiencing medium job routine similarly relate

'

at- low levels of routine have no significant coefficient between job
satisfaction and joh routine, meaning no systematic relationshin’is'evident
between'these two charaCteristics at low levelsvof routine. Resnondents

at high levels,of routine,‘while associatingrin a negatiye fashion to job
routine, do not have any relationship with'job.uncertainty. They do,l.

however, respond in a positive nanner to job change, the'intercorrelation ‘

L )
. . . . .
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is .23, and thus, while there is no.systematic tie with job uncertainty,
- there is a tie with one of the structural associatidgs with job uncertainty;
"namely job change. The correlation between job change\and job uncertainty
- 1is particularly strong at .43. ‘These respondents also relate positively
"to role definition where the intercorrelatipn is .16. Summarizing,
respondents at high levels of job routine~respond negatively to‘job routine
. itself, and neither negatively nor positively to. job uncertainty. They do? ¢
moreover, relate positively to a measure of role definition and to job
change. Job change itself is positively related to job uncertainty, and
thus respondents appear to»like what Job uncertainty leads to although they
do not demonstrate a systematic association with job uncertainty; Job
change presents a break in highly routiniied settings which is positively
‘.related to job satisfaction. v
' Respondents at medium levels of Job routine show a negative associa—:'

tion with job routine and a positive association with job uncertainty.
The coefficient of cdrrelation between job satisfaction and Job uncertainty‘
for this group is .12. They further relate to role definition and group

cohesion in the structural set; - che intercorrelations are 21 and .24
respectively, and have no systematic association with job change.\ Jobs
~measuring medium in job routine have some maneuverability built into them,
and perhaps the need for job change is not as prevalent when uncertainties
are encountered. This was discussed in the reduction in the strength of
association between job change and job uncertainty in comparing the high
. routine group to the medium and low- routine groups. The job uncertainty,
'however, is responded to favourably when job routine is moderate, perhaps

supporting. Simon s (1960) argument that persons like some routine and some

uncertainty in their jobs. The - present Study shows that though persons :
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respond negatively to routine, the only time they respond positively to
uncertainty is when routine is moderate. The uncertainty continues to

generate job change, but people respond in no .systematic fashion to the

’

job thange at medium job routine. They do, however, relate to both role
definition‘and“group cohesion. This connotes a combination of knowing
one's role in the organiaation and-interaCting with others. Group
cohesion ishonevway'of'bracinéujobAuncertainty,.and'the intercorrElation
”for these charaCteristics is:.positive at medium job routine. bRole defi-¢
nition‘and Job routine are less strongly'relatedwat medium routine than

high routine, perhaps reflecting‘a measure of group composition being
. - N

<A

) . / )
written into jobs, a relationship which becomes evident in instances of

low job routine where role definition and group cohesion are positively

,'correlated

Respondents at,low job routine respond neither‘positively nor nega-

tively to job routine and job uncertainty, and show only a p031tive

v

association with group cohesion where the correlation coefficient is .26.
Job uncertainty ‘is positively related to Job change in this group, but
respondents show no association with either of these charactéristics.

~ Nor do they relate to role definition.‘ Scott and Mitchell'(l976) report
the probability of a curvilinear relationship hetween job satisfaction

' and Job standardization and specialization.
L

"When the job is neither. specialized nor
‘Standardized, an employee would have
difficulty knowing what or how to do the
job. At the other extreme are situations’
that are highly repetitive and boring.-

~ Although these points may differ for
different types of people or jobs, it is
clear that the extreme ends of these
continuums are related to low morale.
(p- 157)
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The present study supports this view with careful qualification. In the
tase of low job routine, jobs do not lend themselves to definition in -

terms of routines, and there may be a requirement to build interaction
\ . b
arid group cohesion into the role structure. Persons respond favourably'

to'this element of group cohesion. At the other extreme, in the case of

high job routine, jobs lend themselves to definition, which respondents

~~donnot-oppose~“but’they'appear“tO‘disiike’the rdutiﬁé'iﬁ’fﬁé"jobl They

A,

respond favourably to job change which amounts to a break in the routine.

In. the center at medium routine, jobs lend themselves to definition,

[\

people do not oppose the element of definition, and at moderate levels -
of routine, they, respond fa‘burably to uncertainty. Job satisfaction ia.-

this instance represent$ a trade-off between job rphtine and job uncer-

tainty, and the 'structural combination af role defi ition and group cohe~
: ! i \ N

sion. The prominence of group cohe51on in instances of moderate and low

ljob routine is developed by Sayies/and Strauss (1966)

"Obviously, in host caSes management must take
the responsibility of making specific work
assignments, but there.are work situations in
\ which' a cohesive -group can do a better .job of
' fitting individual personalities to the work
process and making expedient job assignment ,
chenges as new problems arise. The manager's °
decisions, since'they must - encompass a longer o
time period, are often less flexible and timely
.than the group's." (pp. 6-87) C

Evidence in the present study provides a dimension to this argument. I%
appears that when routine is 1ow, companies perhaps build group cohesion
.into the role structure for the reasons offered At oderate levels of
~routine,—a£though role definitioﬁ and group cohesion re not positively
’ associated, group cohesion emerges in the Jobr and is related to uncer~
tainties encounteled in the job. Persons, furthermore, associate favour—

.ably with this eIement of group cohesion. When job routine is high,'
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perhaps the need for group cohesion is lesg, provided the jobs'changn to '

fit uncertainties encountered. To the extent that short-run uncnrtainties

“cannoc'be coped witﬁLfﬁrﬁﬁgﬁ existing routines, that change tnkes time to

introduce, and ehet group cohesion is not fostered, the organizntion may
experience difficulty in. adjusting to uncertainty. To this end it perhaps

folloWs that organizatio?s tend to "buffer" routinized jobs from uncertain~ ‘o

' ties, allowing :them to operate under conditions of certainty in the short-

0

run, while changing the routines through time to handle new types of problems

facipg the organization-(Thompson,.1967). The buffered jobs are High on
routine, high on role definition and high on‘job change, where change is
pursuant to routines'newly developed to deal with uncertainties. Persons
appear- to respond,fayourably*to this job change in these highly rzutinized

* jobs. At the other extreme, the need for group cohesion is particularly

prevalent when routines are not in place, the need for having persoms work
' -0

gogether is prominent and it seems that persons respond favourablynto this

clement of group interaction and cohesion. o ’

)

#,

lt is appropriate'to ask whether relationships apparent amongst job"?
s ‘ . N

satisfaction, jon routiné‘and\étructural characteristics at differentA%;

levels of routine are independent not only of job uncertainty, but also

the other structural characteristics in focus. A series of seccnd'and

Py

third-order correlation coefficients has been compiled, controlling for -+ Y

e

job uncertainty and specified structural characteristics. This amounts

to removing the effect of the control variables from the intercorrelation

matrix. The series appears as Exhibits 4-11 and 4-12. All relationships
4]
established and discussed in terms of job satisfaction, job routine and

structural characteristics at different levels of job routine appear. to
o

be independent of}job uncertainty_and other structural,conditions in'the .

[ 4 o
L

7o . )
R : RN
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respondent group. The patterns of intercorrelation in Exhibits 4-11 and
4-12 are analogous to the pattﬁrn shown in Exhibit 4-10 for job satjsfac-

tion-and its connections with job routine, role definition, job change and

group cohesion. ~ +

Q

3. Job Uncertainty Levels - A Priori Scales
o —

Significant cortelatignwcoefficients'between organizational charac-
teristics within low, medium and high levels of job uncertainty appear in

Exhibit 4-13. Data in the bottom section of the exhibit represent aignif—»

. 1cant fntercorrelations when job routine is partialled out of the matrix.

Uhen job -uncertainty is low, there is a strong negative correlation

0

of -.44 between job routine and job uncertainty. This is someuhat reduced'_
to ~.31 gt ;edium levels of uncertainty, and the correlation disappears at
high legels of‘uncertainty. °Jobg which are low in uncertainty are easier
to routinize. Perhaps the.process of routinization serves to rednce some

uncertainties in the job itself. Low uncertainty may be related to more

complete knowledge of cause and effect relations in the job and a‘clear

~understanding of preferred organizational outcomes (Thompson, 1967,

PP- 134—135). Hall (1972)'in an interpretation of Thompson suggests that
"since all organizations are social units interacting with society, any
involvenent of hunans in either the cagse or the effect part of the equa-
tion ‘introduces an elenent of uncertainty" (p. 264). Similarly, machine
breakdowns, nodifications in operations manuals, or variability in raw
materials tend to introduceiuncertainty to a routinized position. The
present study sus;eata that perhaps in jpbs which are typically low in -

o

uncertainty, the uncertainty encountered tends to‘have a negative associ-

‘ation with job routine. Routines are possibly rendered of less value,

and actually decrease in cases where uncertainty is increasing. This

\

rd
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‘ 13. Job Satisfaction - Role-Definition .

“féechnical Note:
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-13 SIGNIFICANT CORRELATION COEIFICIENTS BE
ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LS

OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

\

ORGANIZATIONAL
- CHARACTERISTICS

CONTEXT
1. Job Routine - Job Uncartainty

STRUCTURE

PP

2. Role Definition - Job Change
3. Role Definition - Group Cdhesion
‘4. Job Change - Group Cohesion.

STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT

5 Role Definition - Job Routine
6. Role Definition - Job Uncertainty
7. Job Change - Job Routine

8. Job Change - Job Uncertainty

9. Group Cohesion - Job Routine

0. Group Cohesion - Job Uncertainty

B

10.

JOB SATISFACTION

Job Routine

Job Uncertainty
Rele Definition
Job Change

11. Job Satisfaction -
12. Job Satisfaction
13. Job Satisfaction
14. Job Satisfaction

15. Job Satisfaction
A

Group Cohesion

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE

. HICGH MEDIUM  LOW

N=48 . N=4l4  N=115

-.44 -.31 i
\
.29 .26
-.10 .
-.32 © =17
.27 .15 .22
-.13
-.45  -.28
o .12 .20
L34 .22
W40
.22 .20

CONTROLLING FOR JOB ROUTINE

STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT

. L4
8. Job Change - Job Uncertainty

-

JOB SATISFACTION

L

12. Job Satisfaction - Joh\Uncertainty

14, . Job’ Satisfaction - Job Change

15. Job Sacisfaction - Grbup Cohesion

R

.15 .21

.19

A ¥ .27
.30 - 1

.20 .22

A1l coefficients significant at .05'level.
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relationship is less strong in instances of moderate levels of uncertainty.
No systematic Pattern between job routine and job uncertainty is in evi-

! . . .
dence when jobs are typically associated with high uncertainty. Perhaps

. ‘ P
the routine which da a part of these jobs is specifically designed to cope,.

with uncertainties, and this is not tempered by movenent in the number of
{ ) .

uncertainties. LA

o

' The three structural characteristics of role definition, job‘change
and group cohesion do not assume any significant assoc1ations between one
another at low, medium or high levels of job uncertainty. These charac-
teristics appear to be independent of one another within job uncertainty

groups. In this sense, the element of job change is independent of general

movements in role definition at all levels of uncertainty, and similarly

the element of group cohesion is independent of movements in role defini-

tion at all levels of uncertainty. - Y

The relationships in structure and context within levels of job

‘uncertainty are not at all clear as they relate to one another. A theo-

retical perspective aids in explaining at least. part of the format,

' particularly in terms of the notion of organizational rigidity and

uncertainty. Blau (1974) has reported the tendency of new members of an

organization to adhere rigidly to available routines until such time ‘as
u”' -

the person is adapted to the orghnization (pp. 172—175) This perhaps

{
amounts to working within a framework of high uncertainty at the outset..
Crozier (1965) similarly notes how rigidity builds in organizatians under

conditions of high and low uncertainty.

“Extrene conditions of uncertainty will tend to
result in more conformity and rigidity, since
trying to adjust to completely unpredictable
situations will not be rewarding enough. Too
little uncertainty, on the other hand, will make
ic feasible to prescribe in great detail all
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forms of behavior, thus achieving a high degree
of rigidity. There.will be a tendency to escape
from reality at the two extremes, when reality
is too difficult to cope with and when it is no
longer a challenge."” (p. 253).

p

This can be related to the present study in the_correlation natrix
involving context and structure/and context‘amongst levels of job y
uncertainty.

It may well be that incumbents faced with high uncertainty cling

to'existing routines in light of increasing uncertainty, and this tend-

Al

endy mitigates against flexibility and job change‘which is often neces-
sitated ﬂ} the uncertainty. Incumbents or managers for organizations
may at the same time change routines in light of uncertainties, but
existing routines'temper this change in the job, perhaps because of

the rigiuity‘which may be associated with jobs encountering high uncer-
tainty on an ongoing basis.: These‘jobs change with increasing uncer¥
tainty, but existing rontines work against the change, and increasing
.uncertainty is not aésociated withiless routine but possibly is asso-
ciated in part with a different form of routine resulting from the job'
ch é:f This takes time to introduce, however.

e t the other extreme ia the group typically facing low uncertainty.

As uncertaintyvincreases in this group, - job routine decreases and job
Fchange'occure. Existing job routine tempers the element of job change, Y
or in other words, increasing job routine is connected with decreasing

joh change.‘ Job uncertainty in this case does lead to decreasing job -

f routine, however, unlike the high uncertainty group. Thus - there is some
flexibility shown:within the‘job technology itself. Job change is likely »

associated with changes in routine overtime as well to the extent that

uncertainty increases. This group, however, does not associate with much
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uncertainty by definition, and the element of rigidity perhaps is a conse=

. quence of this circumstance, at least in part. The present study, however,
. . . . &'”

indicates persons typically facing low nnCertainty actually demonstrate .
flexibility rather than rigidity in cases of increasing uncertainty. In
the center is the group typically encountering moderate levels of uncer-

tainty. - As uncertainty increases in this group there is decgggging‘job -

routine and increasing job change. The job change, furthermore, is not
tempered by job routine as in the other two cases. Incumbents are not

perhaps as inclined'or forced to cling to existing ro nes, and are able

to incorporate some adaptation within the existing jeb technology itgelf.

Above all, they are facing moderate and not high or 1 levels.of uncer-

tainty as an essential f;amework for the job. .There is» likelihood

of rigidities ceveioping, in line with Crozier's argnment. Further,

routines do not temper the element of organizational job change.
The,petformance characteriétic of job satisfaction has varied com-~

binations of associations with contextual and structural characteristics e

within the levels of job uncertef;ty.‘J or_the group,of respondents.
experiencinghlow job uncertainty,‘tbgféfis,a'strong:negative aesociation
of =.45 between job satisfactionfand\job:routine,‘ana positive associa-
‘tions of .34 and .40 with tole'definition and job change. ‘for the'gronp
of_reepondents'at medium job uncertainty; tﬁé}e is‘again a negative asso- -
ciation between job satiefaction ani job)routine, bnE:the intercorrelation
1s reduced in etrength-to fb28, and there aopears'coincidentaliy,'a,posi-
ltive intercorrelation of . .12 between job - satisfaction and job uncertainty.
'This positive tie, however, is contingent on job routine since the corre-»‘

lation coefficient disappeats when “job routine is controlled This group

'shows a positive relationship between job satisfaction and.gtoup'cohesion,
ol S . . N
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and also a positive relationship between job satisfaction and role defini-

[N

e X
tion when job routine is controlled. For respondents experiencing high
levels of uncertainty, there is no association between job satisfattion

and job routine, and there is a positive aSSOCiation between job satis-

faction and job uncertainty. It seems that when uncertainty is typically :

"high,'respondenCS'do not oppose job ‘routine as they do in moderate or low

!/

. levels of-uncertainty, and favour increasing'uncertainty.i-Structural
assoclations are with role'definition.and group cohesion. ‘All mentioned '
structural relationships are‘independent of‘other'structural conditions,
as is shown in Exhibits 4-14 .and 4-15. . |
: Persons at low 1evels of uncertainty do notllike the job’ routine in 4
their jobs, and, although they do not show’ affiliation with job uncertain-
‘ty, .they do like what job uncertainty leads to,‘namely job change. They
also favour a measure of role definition. Persons at medium levels of
uncertainty respond 1ess strongly to job routine, and like role defini—
tion and‘group cohesion. Perhaps at certain levels of routine, they also
favour'job uncertainty_itself, Variety in the job is often cited as,a
correlate of job satisfaction (Chapter'I) 4 Variety may enter the.job in

3

the form of job change when it occurs fro incumbents typically facing low'
‘uncertainty, and in Gﬁé form of moderate degrees of uncertainty for
;incumbents»typically facing medium,uncertainty-‘ At high levels of -
_ uncertainty,‘nersons show a satisfaction'withijob uncertainty, role

\

definition and group cohesion, and at the same time, no opposition to |
job routine. On the basis of the pre§ent study, it is likely that
incumbents to jobs encountering high uncertainty on an ongoing basis'

"do not take exception to an element of routige as a part of the job

technology., Indeed;‘they may even'be‘inclined‘to adhere to qhatgroutinest,
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

" EXHIBIT 4-14° SECOND ORDER CORRKLATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
JOB SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS
WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY CONTROLLING

. JOB ROUTINE AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS
[

~A. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE AND

ROLE DEFINTTION | | T
] : ’ - N . - - . . . N L. . . —— e
: . LEVEL OF JOB-UNCERIAINTY
~ \ ‘ L - R
P LOW MEDIUM HIGH
: } ,
'12. Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty . .19
13. . Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * %
'14. Job Satisfaction - Job Change - © .31 R ‘
15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion © .20 .21

L

AV ' ) S ‘ ». )
'B. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE AND

JOB_CHANGE . . .

. ' \ .. ' ]
LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
LOW. . MEDIUM ~ HIGH
12. Job Satisfaction - Job Uncercaincy a : ) .19
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .44 .17 .27

14. Job Satisfaction - ‘Job Change " -k % ' , *

15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion E .20, .22

C. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB _ROUTINE AND
- GROUP COHESION ' : .

LEVEL OF JOB UNCERIAINTY

LOW MEDIUM HIGH

12. Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty o o - .18

13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition BT/ S -26
14. Job Satisfaction - Job Change 30 _ :
- Group Cohesion * .k Lk

" 15. Job Satisfaction
" Pechnical Note: - All coefficients significant at .05 level
* coefficient removed by control procedure.

AR
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12,
13.

14, -

15.

12.
. 13.

14.
15.

120

13.
14.
15.

E. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE,
ROLE DEFINITION AND GROUP COHES ION ¢ _
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-15 THIRD ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN
JOB SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERLSTICS
WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY CONTROLLING JOB
- ROUTINE AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

i

D. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE,
ROLE DEFINITION AND_JOB CHANGE . . )

LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

" LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty ' ' : .19
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * o
Job Satisfaction - Job Change * * *

Joh Satisfaction - Group Cohesion ’ .20 .21

\

'LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Job Satisfaction ~ Job Uncertainty ‘.18
JolpSatisfaction ~ Role Definition . * % *
Job Satisfaction - Job Chapge .30 -
-~ Group Cohesion * * *

Job Satisfaction

F. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING 40B ROUTINE,
JOB CHANGE AND GROUP COHESION . -~ — —

'LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

C B ~ LOW.  MEDIWM  mIcm
Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty o | ;18
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition b4 .18 ' .26
Job. Satisfaction - Job Chénge o oo *
*

Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion: ok : *

L 4 . - N
Technical Note: All coefficients Significant,at .05 level -

* coefficient.removed by control procedure
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'they have, although‘they do' not indicate increasing job satisfactiion with

increasing job routine., Persons experiencing medium and high job uncer-

- tainty show increasing job satisfaction uith increasing role defi

e

e

and group cohesion. This perhaps indicates a certain favour to knowing
what one's role is in the organization and to working with others,

partlcularly preValent in instances of more uncertainty in the job.

4. Combination Sets of Job Routine and Job Uncertainty -

A Priori Scales

The context of the job ie.not comprised simply of atlevel of routine
or of a level of uncertainty. An argument central to the theais is thdt
jobs include a"level of routine and a level of uncertainty. Sign’ficant
correlation coefficients:oetueen 6rganizationai characteristics within
combined sets of job routine and joo uncertainty appear in Exhibit 4-1F.
Data for thelthree modal groups are providedein‘Exhibit 4-17. These |

modal groups of medium routine - medium uncertainty, high routine -.medium

"~ uncertainty and med{um routine - high uncertainty account for 464 of the

577 respondents. Each of the other six combination sets represents a
relatively smalldsample size, and thus might be{viewed with some caution.;
All coefficients of correlation are significant_at rOS level. Highlights
follow. ’ | | -

‘From‘Exhibit 4-16, jobs measuriné high on job routine and low on

uncertainty (column 1) show a strong negative association of -.44 between

job routine and Job uncertainty. This relationship disappears at medium

~and high levels of uncertainty within the high job routine group.. This -

may 1end support to the notion of routines being formulated to cope with -
vincreasing levels of uncertainty, and routines are perhaps rigidly adhered

o 1n instances of increasing uncertainty. Indeed .the lone sianificant
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EXHIBIT 4-16 SIGNIFICANT COEFFICIEVTS BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN COMBINED SETS OF
JOB ROUTINE AND JOB UNCERTAINTY

" ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

CONTEXT

1. Job Routine - Job Uncertainty

HMWN W

(@]

oCvwwm~NwaWn

11.
12.
13.
14.

STRUCTURE

. Role Definition - Job Change
. Role Definition - Group Cohesion

Job Change - Group Cohesion

i
L

‘‘‘‘‘ 3

¥, v

. STRUCTURE K B

. Role Definition - Job Routine

Role Definition - Job Uncertainty
Job Change — Job.Routine

Job Change - Job Uncertainty
Group Cohesion - Job Routine
Group Cohesion - Job Uncertainty

b x

JOB SATISFACTION

. Job Satisfaction

Job -Satisfaction — Job Routine -
Job Satisfaction -.Job Uncertainty
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition
Job Satisfaction ~ Job Change
Group Cohesion

Technical Note:

"HIGH JOB ROUTINE

.39

N=20 N=84 -

A

-.44 L
.27
44 .31
~.58 " -.27

All coefficients significaut at .05-level.

" LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
1. LW 2. MEDIUM

3. HIGH

N=5

-.87

.82
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* EXHIBIT 4-16 Continued

o : MEDIUM JOB ROUTINE - LOW JOB ROUTINE _
ORGANIZATIONAL ' LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

CHARACTERISTICS 4. LOW 5. MEDIUM 6. HIGH 7. LOW 8. MEDIUM 9.HIGH
N=26  N=300  N=80 N2 N=30  N=30

" A. CONTEXT . ‘ ' o

B. STRUCTURE

C. STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT

.43

12 19 | .28 .

CWwm~NGW

10. .18

D. JOB SATISFACTION e ‘

1L, : . -5

12, _ .23 -
- 13. .41 .18 .28 : o .30

Vs l[l - ' ) ye,
: \\15. | . .23 .27 - .39

Technical Note: . All coefficients significant at .05 level.

... cont'd’
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intercorrelation in addition to the one appearing in high routine - low
uncertainty is at medium routine - medium uncertainty kcolumn 5)'where

the COefficient is ~.24. Rigidities are perhaps less prominent. in this
group since it is by definition the middle of the road between the ex~
tremes of uncertainty and routine; Perhaps only in the moderate overall

. technology and~in'high routine-with low uncertainty can*routine*be ex—-
- pected to decrease in light of increasing uncertainty as one measure of
adaptation. To‘the extent that routines represent a method of coping

with uncertainty, the lack of a significant negative relationship between "/
-job routine and job uncertainty in instances of increasing uncertainty is - .
desirable. When the routines represent a rigidity to escape reality, the
relationship is less desirable._ In these instances, decreasing routine

in unison with'increasing uncertainty is attractable. 'Apparently at
moderate levels of both routine and uncertainty in particular, some
flexibility is shown within the job technology itself. Perhaps the

negauive correlation reflects a decrease “4n uncertainty in the company

of any increase in routine, a favourable outcome of routinization mea-

" N
~

< . .

. <

sures. ‘ , <

The lone structural relationship is a positive association of 48

" between role definition and group cohesion ‘which appears at low routine -
high uncertainty (column 9). This suggests that group cohesion may be

built into jobs not simply in low job routine circumstances as discusSEd

~
~.
- '

__previously, but in the combined technology of low routine and . high uncer- .
tainty. This combination must clearly indicate the organic situation

(cf Burns and Stalker, 1961) and a measure of interaction is anticipated ‘ |

in this setting. -
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Negative relationéhipsﬁietween job satisfaction and job routine are
pa;ticularly marked:in'the instances of high job routine and low and
medium job uncertainty (columns ‘1 and 2). Respondents in medium routine
and medium uncertainty (column 5) also indicate'negative‘ties betueen-
satisfaction and routine. 'Ih no case is hign uncertainty related to a
negative ,iniercorr.elacion,tbe_t,wee‘n. Job,_,,sati;?acc,ion..and job routine. This
substantiates the previous observation that persons experiencing high

uncertainty do not oppose routine in the job. The lone case, however,

where job satisfaction and job uncertainty are positively related is in

. moderate routine and high uncertainty (column 6). Increasing uncertainty

1s assoclated with increasing satisfaction;when routine ig at moderate
levels and uncertainty is generally high, it appears, This combination
perhaps serves to successfullyvmellow the negative impact of réutine on.
satisfnction in general, and supports - the view that persons like some
routine and someﬂuncertainty in their jobs (Simon, 1960).

[

' The general relationships amongst context, structure and job satis-
. . N, . . -®

faction may bé placed in somewhat of a balance througlp an examination of

“ data in the primary contextual sets. 'Significant_intercorrelations for

_these groups appear as Exhibit 4-17. 'These sets are:primary in the sense

that they represent the majority of survey respondents: out of the sample

of 577, 300 fall-int0~medium routine - medium uncertaintyu(column 5); 84
fall into high routine - medium uncertainty (column>2), and 80 fall into
medium routine - high uncertainty (column 6) The first group at medium

routine - medium uncertainty (column 5) shows a negative association be-

o
A

tween job routine and job uncertainty, and a positive association between

Jab change and job uncertainty. It appears that increasing uncertainty

" .

is related to less Jjob routine, indicating perhaps some flexibility w1thin

. - .

-
Y

=, -t R 3
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the job technology itself; and nlso is‘reldted to irb change for this

A

group, a measure of structural chanke, Job satisfaction is associated
in a negntive manner with routine, and in a positive ‘way with role -
. 2 »

defirition and group cohesion. The second group represents a generally

.0

higher level of overall routine in the job context, while job uncertainty
remains moderete (column 2) The negative relationship between job rou-
tine and job uncertainty is not evident. and positive associations are
shown between role definition and job routine and between job change and

job uncertainty. Thus, within this group, increasing Job routine is

<

associated with increasing role definition where . job routine is already

. . 1§
« at high levels, and increasing uncertainty no longer is assodiated uith'

less job routine, but the positive relationship between job uncertainty

1

and job change is strengthened. The setting in this group is more rou-
tinized and structured than the first grou;. Perhaps one explanation for
‘this combination rests in the dewelopment of structure and routines to
|
encounter and deal with uncertainties. This £ﬁ reflected in increasing
role definition_uith increasing job routine, and no decrease in job rou-
tine with increasing uncertainty. The incidence of.increasing job uncer-
tainty, however, may create a need for change in the routines of the job

‘over tine, and tqgether.oincreasing uncertainty and modified routines
£

’ .represent change in the content of the job. Thus, the‘positive relation-

h shipgbetueen job change and job uncertainty is stronger in this group

,.q_

than it‘is in the case of ‘medium routine nedtun uncerteinty. The

v

respondents in high routine - medium uncertainty also show n<stronser

;.. negative association between job sntisfaction and jJob routine, and no

positive hssociations between job.snSisfaction and job uncertainty or °

structure in general. In a more routinized setting, no systematic

N i £ ¢

R .

S ralaeie e g

v okl it e 3. A
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relationships émerge between structural characteristics and job satis-

faction, andhincreasing uncertainty similarly is not related to job

o

satisfaction. | "

The third group represents medium routine ana high uncertainty

(coldmn 6). Increasing uncertainty in this group is not associated with

'decreasing jobrroutine, but is associated with job change and group co-

hesioﬁ. These respondents typically face high uncertainty, and perhaps -
‘ i

.cling to existing routines in light of increasing uncertainty within the

already high levels of uncertainty. The uncertainties also lead to job .

change over time, and foster a natural leaning to work in groups in order
to deal with increasing uncertainty. This respondent grohp does not
respond negatively to increasing routine, and responds positively to

increasing uncertaiity. They like a measure of role definition, and

working in cohesive groups.

To abstract, it appears that the general‘context of the job bears °
importance in considering general relationships amongst contextual,

structural and performance characteristics. When the general context

- .
1

of the job is moderate in terms of routine and uncertainty, incfeasing

uncertainty is related to decreasing routine, a measure of technological

-

flexibility in the system; and to increased job change, a measdre of

structural_ch?nge. Increased routine is related to ﬁécreased job %atis—"
faction in this group, and no relationship is shown:bgtween job satisfac~

tion and‘jéb uncertainty. Job satisfaction is, however, reiatgd to role

definitién and groupvcohésion. | -
The picture dhanges-uhen the general context holds high levels of
routine and moderate levels of uncettainty; Increasingnqdcertainty in

this instance leads to job change, as in the first group, but not to less
. 7 .

< -]

¢

iy
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job routine. Increasing routine, .on the other hand, is associated with

R . ) A . o
v increasing role definition. Flexibility in the job technolog§ is perhaps e

§ & ek

.- replaced by a series of routines built into roles and.formulated to'geal

| with uncertainties. Increasing routine }s‘associated with less joB Qaéé
isfaction.jand no other associations are apparent between characteristics.
R " The setting is generally more . structured and routinized ¢
The impact of ,a general increasé in:the level of uncertainty while

holding routine at moderate levels is similarly representative Lf an
~interesting change in pattern.v Increasing uncertainty.in this case leads _ o
to job change as in ‘the preuious groups, and not to less routine:within
t e job technology as in the case of moderate routine - moderate uncer-—
inty. It may be that respondents stick to available routines to deal , ,E
‘wiith increasing uncertainty when uncertainty jis generally high. They do
not respond negatively to the routine, unlike the’ previous groups.

Furthermore, increasing uncertainty is associated directly with group ,H | ..ﬁ
cohesion and also with job satisfaction. It may.be that increasing u
uncertainty only leads to job.satisfaction when‘the situation is somewhat“

:‘routinized and uncertainty‘levels already are reasonably high. Only in

this setting does the negative tie between routine and satisfaction dis—

appear. Job satisfaction is related to the structural characteristics

. of r%le definitionpand group cohesion for this group, which holds also

it 51 B s

in the case of medium routine - medium uncertainty'but which disappears

in the more routinized context of high routine -.medium uncertainty.

N 5. Context, Structure and Job Satisfaction - éLPriori Scales
R The relationship between~job.satisfaction and the contextual char-

acteristics of_job'routine and job uncertainty vary in different contexts.

a

Some consistency exists in the sense that jot‘satisfaction is often

"
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negatively correlated with job routine and often positively correlated

. with job uncertainty, or no associations are apparent. The inverse
‘direction of asBociation is not at all. evident. The relationships
. between job satisfaction and the structural characteristics of role
‘o - . . \

| definition, job change and group cohesion vary in different contexts,

Bnt are always positive or no apparent association is evident. The

combinations of associations provide valuable insights to the tie
between job satisfactioﬁ\and structure. A summary of apparent relation-
ships amongstvcontextual'and structural characteristics and job satis-

faction_within levels of context appears as Exhibit 4~18. All relation-

”.ships are independent.of the opposing\contextual characteristic;

Respondents typically experiencing high job routine (row 1)

demonstrate a negative association between job satisfaction- and job .

|8
routine and‘no association between job satisfaction and'job\uncertainty.

PositiVe strnctural relationéhips are in evidence between job satisfac-

tion and roie definition and job’change;v High_job routine represents E',
\ - .

nighly standardized technological setting within theTjob.' Increasingn -

routine within what'iS“already a routinized job is associated with

decreasing job satisfaction, and increasing uncertainty does not relate

to job satisfaction in any systematic fashion. One of the possible

‘. ~a =

results of increasing nncertainty nay be job change, and respondents

experiencing high job routine relate pbsitively'toirole-definition and

job change. The hypothetical contrasting contextual condition to»high'

encountering high job routine show more-alliance with medium job uncer-

tainty than low uncertainty (Exhibit 4-4)ﬂ Withinlthe level of low Job

R

uncertainty, ne series‘of\relationships'demonstrated in the high job

job routihe is low job uncertainty, although survey respondents.typically

\
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A

routine case is duplicated (Exhibit 4-18, row 4) The negative relatipn-
’ship between job satisfaction and job routine is somewhat stronger n |
assOciation appears between job_satisfaction and job uncertainty and’
respondents show positive ties with role definition and job-change..
At medium job routine (row 2) and medium job uncertainty (xow 5

v

respondents have the combination of a negative relationship between job

satisfaction and job routine and a positive relationship between jo

satisfaction and job uncertainty. The strength of the negative co ela—
tion. coefficient between satisfaction and routine is reduced from fthe
high jobrroutine’and low job_uncertainty group levels. Structural asso-
ciations are with role definitionvand group;cohesion. 'Responden s -
- typically encountering-medium job routine most‘often coincident‘lly
relate to medium job uncertainty (Exhibit 4<4). Perhaps‘more importantly,
_however, respondents at low or high ievels of one contextual condition
‘rélate to medium levels of the opposing contextual condition in a large
number of instances (ibid.). It seems likely, therefore, that the general
relatidnsbips between job satisfaction and contextual and structural
characteristics at moderate levels of routine and uncertainty have a pre—
dominant impact on tne general survey data. High job routine and low job

uncertainty bear similar patterns in terms of job satisfaction and

organizational characteristics, but respondents typically experiencing

Yy

high job routine or low job uncertainty do not relate to the contrasting

contextual level, indeed high job routine is most often associated with

*

medium'job uncertainty,-and'low job uncertainty is related to both medium’

-and high job routi Job satisfaction,then.becomes a composite of rela- "

tionships demo strated at different and often not directly contrasting

levels in these i stances,b Ihis'avenue is considered in the next section.

" of this chapter.
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\
N N

~ The situation becomes more complex in the cioes“of low job routine

(row 3) and high job uncertainty (row 6). Unlike the former contraé%%ng

pairs of contextual levels, relationships between job satisfaction and ~
. N . = ‘ ., P . P »
..organizational characteristics are not tng-same in these two divisions.

A S o Akt i R

At low job routine, no relationship is showm betweenbjob satisfaction?

S L-A&"“

and both‘job“routine'andzjobjuncetainty;”and_the Onlyjstructurai tie is

between job satisfaction and group cohesion. On the other hand, at high :
job uncertainty, no relationship emerges between job satisfaction and’

job routine, but~a-poaitive relationship is shown between job satisfac— e

tion and job uncertainty{‘“Increasing'gncertainty; therefore, is,not

associated with increaeing-job satisfaction when job routine is low,
I i : !

Az ezt

but it'is associated with increasing job satisfaction when job uncertainty

Lo

3o

fs nigh.' It appears iikely that somevroutine is'neceSSary before positive

%
associations emerge between satisfaction and uncertainty. Support for %
this position is fortified by the structural associations wnich v;ry o ‘ . .g
between the lowxroutine and high uncerfainty groups. At low routine, only é
group cohesion is related to job satisfactiona At high uncertainty, both ‘g

d

role definition and'group‘coheaion-are related to job satisfaction. Role
definition connotes an understanding of onme's job in the organization,uand

'isinot strictiy orthogonal to job routine in the study. When routine is

g
3
1
.
2

' low, the nOtion of role qefinition is‘elusive at least in terms of.por-
traying actual procedures connected‘to organizational action. Tnia is not
necessarily true when uncertainty is high, and furthermore the ‘element of
role definition'is related to favourably by respondents at this level,

B ‘althoughi it ‘is in combination with. group cohesion. Routine expedites role
definition, and the composite of role definition and group cohesion allows

4

for a positive association between satisfaction and uncertainty, a condition

P
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foregone at low job routine because of the low routine and the fact role

o

oA Rk 2t e I

definition in itself is probably not of great assistance in problem—

I

solving or decision-making. Working in groups is paramount when routine « j

is low. It is noteworthy that job routine is not. associated in a positive -

fashion with job satisfaction, even at low routine and high uncertainty.

Routine, however, permits role definition, or perhaps an aspect of role ;

-.definition that assists in meeting uncertainties, ‘and role definition is
ptsitively associated with job satisfaction except in instances of low \ |

j b routine where it may be elusive as a meaningful conceptA

6. Elgnents of the General Picture With Respect to Context,

"y
amnte T

Structure and Job Satisfaction - A Priori Scales

\

IR -

The contéxt of a job includes a level of job routine and a level of

job uncertainty. These levels are each associated with a series ofv

.
1\

relationships between Job satisfaction and context and job satisfaction

~

“:ﬁ‘\l?: v

PR g

“and structure. (Exhibit 4—18) Each of these series is independent of

the contrasting contextual condition.f'Certain1Qodal relationships exist

B
3

~in terms of contextual sets at each specific level of contextual charac~
teristic (Exhibit 4-4). Intercorrelations between organizational char-

.acteristics are derived for each contextual set (Exhibit 4—16). ﬂrtting

-t

‘these three pieces of information together'prowides the elenents of a

general picture with respect to context,‘structure and job satisfaction.
' The level of high job routine (n = 109) shows the following qualities

'.in terms of relationships between job satisfaction and context and struc-
[ty

“

ture: a negative association with routine, no association with uncer— .
tainry, and structural ties ‘with role definition and job change (Exhibit
4~18). Respondents with high job routine, then, relate negatiVely _to

more routine, and although they do not respond positively}to uncertainty,x'

! - s
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they like what,it typically brings, namely job change. dob change may
. be brought about for reasons aside from\increaSed uncertainty, but the
'association between these characteristics is prevalent in the study.
The levels of high job routine is most often connected to medium levels.
of job“uncertainty (Exhibit 4-4). Hedium job uncertainty-has the fol—ﬂ
lowing job.satisfaction relationships:“ a negative association with
routine, a positive association with uncertainty and structural ties
with role definition and group cohesion (Exhibit 4—15). The combination
of high job routine and medium job uncertainty (n = 84) represents a
primary contextual set in the study, but only one significant correla—
tion coefficient'appears in the job satisfaction data, a negative tie
between job satisfaction and job routine (Exhibit 4-16). Thus, in terms
. o
of job satisfaction, the condition of high Job routine perhaps contri-
butes certain orientations, and the condition of medium job uncertainty
contributes alternative orientations, and the combination is one.negative
intercorrelation between routine and job satisfaction and(no associatinn
with job uncertainty or structure in general. High job routine, for
example,vgenerates a favourable response to job change, but when the )
high job routine is-combined with medium job uncertainty,‘the job change»
may not be as necessary as a satisfier.l Variety perhaps'enters‘the job _
in the technology rather than the s fucture,.and the typical technological
setting.includes’moderate levels.of anertainty; Neither increasing job
change nor increasing job uncertalnty are systematically tied to job
satisfaction. The jobs are routinized in this setting, and although
increasing uncertainty'is'tied to increasing job satisfaction in the

e

medium job uncertainty level the absence of any association between

these characteristics at high job routine apparently derives the general
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picture. It is, however, evident in this group that increasing ujcér—
tainty is related to job change and increasing'goutine is related to
role defipition (Exhibit 4-16). It ﬁay be as discussed earlier that
routine is générated to cope with uncertainties, leading to increased
roie definition, gnd increaéing uncertainties generate the need for'job
change over time. The negati&e fesponse to routine in general, however,
déminaﬁes the éattern, and job satisfaction is linked in no Eystematic
way ;ithin\thelsctting as a whole to any of job uncertainty, role defi-
nition, job change or groupccohesion. ‘ .) |
The level of medium job routine (n = 406) has the"following quali-
ties in terms of job satisfaction and context and structure: a negative
‘ aésociétibn with routine, a positive association with unﬁertainty and
structural ties wiﬁh role def;nition and grédp cqhesion (Exhibit'4—18).
This contextual level is mgst often'found togéther Qith medium job un-
certainty (Exhibit 4-4) which coincidentally holds the’same pattern of
associaqions. The significant correla;ion coefficients~in thig setting
of medium routine - medium uncertainty (n = 300), however,_d; not appear
for all aspects of this picture. There is a negative correlation between
job.satigfaction and routine, but.no-ﬁositive correlation between s;tis—.
faction and uncertainty; Strucﬁur31 ties exist for role definitioﬁ and
group cohesion as ekpecced (Exhibif 4-16). Apparenﬁly incréaéing_joﬁ
uncertainty is related in ; p;sitive maﬁnerbto satisfaction in both of
.meAiup job routine and medium job ' uncertainty in isolationl but not when
the ;wé are combined in. the same setting. Incréasing uncertainty is as-

sociated with less routine and more job: change in this gfoup, but only "

the decreasing routine is associated with job satisfaction.
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Medium job routine is also associated with Aigh job uncertainty in
;i)large num;er of instances (n = 80), and this coﬁtextual set feprgseﬁts

the third primary group of respondents. The level of high job uncer-

tainty has the following qualities in terms of job satisfaction and con-

P g OV TP I VU

text and structure: no association with routine, a positive association

with uncertainty, and structural ties with role definition and grbup

ol it

cohesion (Exhibit 4-18). The combination of medium job routine and high
job uncertainty shows a different pictqre from the setting of mediuﬁ |
levels‘in both charactéristics. In tﬁis‘setting, there is no significant
correlatioﬁ between job satisfaction and job ro?cine, and there is a

—- positive correlation between job satisfaction and job'uncertainty.

. e -

Structural ties exist for role definition and giouplcohesion as in the

. ’ . . B .
previous group and as expected (Exhibit 4-16). Thus, when the context

s o 2 TR
B2 P Ctness SRR

of the job is changed to include a generally higher level of uncertainty, -

el

persons do not respond negatively to routine and respond positively to

. - » . i1

inéréaéing uncertainty. The incréasing uncertainty also leads to joﬂ,
change and increasing uﬁcertainty is related to group cohesion directlf.
Only group cohesion, howeve:,'is directly ;elatedAto'job éatisfactipﬁ.

It seems, therefore, that for épb uncertainty to increase job satisfactién

in a direcﬁ fashion, the genéral level of uncertainty in the job must

-

PR RRes S N L S

already be.high, and the job cannot be highly routinized, but should'cén-

tain moderate levels of routine.

Low job routine (n = 62) has an absence of significant assoéiations

R 1 e M e bt

between both job routine and job ﬁnéertainty and job satisfaction, and a A
structural bond between group cohesion and job satisfaction (Exhibit 4-18).
This group is typically connected'£o°medium or high levels of uncertainty

[

in forming contextual sets (Exﬁibit 4-4). The bbmbination,of low job

~
<



‘job satisfaction intercorrelation:

organizational characteristics.

.model of organizations. The lone significant job satisfaction inter-
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routine and medium job unCertainty (n = 30) shows only one significant

a positive relationship with group

cohesion (Exhibit 4-16). Increasing voutine in this setting\ig,related
to increasing role definition, but not to decreasing job satisfaction.

Increasing uncertainty has no systematic relationship with the other

It appears 11kely that persons in--jobs =

which have little routine do not respond negatively to some increase in

routine, reflected #n increased role definition within the organizational

structure. Nor do they respond positively to these characteristics

either. Working in groups in a setting of low routine and moderate

uncertainty leads to satisfaction.
The combination of 1ow job routine and high joﬁ uncertainty (n = 30)

shows a different picture. As discussed earlier, this is the organic

.
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le definition (Exhibit 4-16). Role

R

correlation is a positive tie with ro

definition, however, is positively'correlated with groupgcohesion, sug-

-gesting organizational action to build group interaction into the system. -

" Persons respond in terms of job satisfaction to neither routine nor un-

certainty in any systematic way. Increasing uncertainty leads to job , -
change, but neither affects satisfaction directly. Whereas persons'with K

low routine indicate'a felationship betueen job satisfaction and group

cohesion, persons with high uncertainty*indicate3relationships-between

-

job satisfaction and both role definition and group cohesion. Role
definition perhaps reflects an understanding of one's position in the
organization, and is conceivable in conditions of high job uncertainty

if only to indicate group compositions and elements of available routines

to handle uncertainties. This latter quality is largely removed by

\
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definition in situations of low job routine. Role definition is related V

to positively in settings of low routine - high uncertainty probahly as

a reflection of group interaction and the specification of what routines

that are available. The roles change through time as uncertainties in-

crease, indicated in the positive tie between job change and job uncer—

tainty.

" The level of low job uncertainty (n = 48) possesses the following

d
qualities in. terms of relationships between job satisfaction and context

Q

and gtructure: ion with routine, no asso-

a distinct negative associat

\ciation with job uncertainty and structural ties with role definition

and job change (Exhibit 4—18) This level is most often accompanied by

&

ium or high levels of job routine (Exhibit 4-4). The combination of

' med

1ow job’ uncertainty and medium job routine (n = 26) brings together two

. ..s:. .
cdgﬁextual 1evels which bear rather different relationships with job
. / .

satisfaction. Medium jobﬂroutine 'is typically associated with the fol—-

lowing relationships in terms of job satisfaction a negative tie with

'routine, a positive tie with uncertainty and structural ties with role

" definition and group cohesion. The combination of the two levels results

in only one significant intercorrelation a p051tive linkage. between job

‘vsatisfaction and role definition (Exhibit 4—16) Apparently increasf:%

routine does not relate negatively to job satisfaction when routine is

generally moderate and uncertainty is low, even though both of these

levels show negative relationships in this gset. Nor does,increasing

uncertainty relate positively-to job satisfaction:_'This is expectediin

A
T

the sense “that previous discussion has shown that increasing uncertafaty

.

is associated with job satisfaction only in a setting where the g

level of uncertainty- is high and routine is moderate. Here the §eneral

- -

e

i
.
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level of uncertdinty is low, while routine is moderate, and no relation-

“ship is in evidence. Perhaps an ordered harmony prevails in the'setting

of moderate routine and low uncertainty. . . .

The combination of 1ow;&yb uncertainty and high job foutine (n = 20) C#?\?,‘

- brings together two levels of context which bear similar relationships

9 ‘ : hATE
between job satisfaction ard -context and structure. A strong‘negative:“‘ AN
: . LU S
relationship emerges between .job satisfaction and job routine which'ig - R

by

‘anticipated in this highly routinized and least uncertain setting A e
0

positive tie exists between job satisfaction and role definition, but
o L o ( ” Lo ‘ik
)‘ o Ve

° 1‘/ ke : o
no association is shown between Job satisfaction and job change at p=.05 ﬁ ““ﬁ‘g
. <] V P ’

RGN

A R

(Exhibit 4-16). 1Increasing uqcertainﬁy in this setting is associated)H ‘{1 S

* ¢ LIRS AN

with decreafing job routine and job change.o Perhaps the dbcreasing '”; :
routine in itself serves to increase job satisfaction and bersons do not e ,bj.pj
. w7 ’:a’ - ."” v”-;:,,-

‘respond directly to the structural effect of increasing job uncertainty

’ \ . .
as it relates to job change. The sample 51ze in this setting is alsd

low and a high correlation coefficient is required in order for signifi— o

.

cance to be established at p=.05. Perhaps in a. larger samﬁle job satis—
faction and job change in particular would show a positive‘linkage." )
Medium job uncertainty (n = 414) and high job. uncertainty (n = 115)
levels areleach defined in terms of job satisfaction relationships
earlier in this section, and their typical linkages with médium Job rou—:~‘
tine levels are discussed in the medium job routine level analysis. Their
consideration in detail here is superfluous° | . é
In conclusion, the results of this general analysis indicate that
it is not sugficient to examine relationships between conﬂextual and
structural characteristics and job satisfaction in terms ?f general move-

: . . , b .
ments in the data. The context of the job represents a cogbination of

- . ".\".1..
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distinct levels of Job routine and job uncertainty, and these two char-

~

~acteristics are not bound in a simple one-to-one relationship of complete

contrast (Exhibit 434). Further, movements in tﬁe.data vary at different

levels of routine and uncertainty (Exhibits 4-10 and 4-13) . Particular

’

attention in the present study 13 directed to job satisfaction, and

3

xelationahips between job ‘satisfaction and contextual and structyral
characteristics.are qnite different at specific levels of routine and

wzertainty (Exhibit 4-18) Bringing these levels together into contex-
‘o ] ] o
tual sets in line with all possible arrangements, and examining them in
terms of modal relationships provides a‘conpoeite of the relationships

which are significant for actual contextual settings-(Exhibit. 4~16).

Oftedﬁthese.settings repreaent a balance between two separate series of
. ' L ]

relationships connected to'varying movements in the data at different

) Tevels of routine and'nncertainty In other.settings,'sinilar forns of -
. relationships are reinforced. It appears necessary, hGHEVer, to isolate
the general level of routine or uncertaintyJLefore studying movements in

the data in order to acquire a full appreciation of relationships amongst.

©

ig contextual and structural characteristics and job satisfaction.:" Context

bears diréctly qn role relationships.

~
ERERE

7. Prelude to. A Posteriori Scale Data

Bxa-ination of relatioLahips a-onsat organizational characteriatics

- within levela of job routine and job uncértainty'has hitherto centered
on a priori scales. Univariaste one-way analysis of variance procednrea
‘on a ggaterioti acalea indicate that the mean values of organizational

characteriatica are geuerally aisnificantly different at high -ediun

S

and low job routine and law, nediu- and high uncertainty. Reaults ‘of
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o

the analysis appear in' Exhibits 4+19 and 4-20. The lone exception is
. W . .
tthe role definition characteristic in the job‘uncertainty data where

the significance level is .055, which is considered significant for
purposes of the study. Since the mean values are generally significantly .

% .
*3&): : different, it is appropriate to consider the comparisons of correlation

o

% matrices amongst levels of job routine and job uneertainty in the
a posteriori scale data, and to consider comparisons in'the conclueions
reached between the a priori and a posteriori scales.’\A series of -
- exhibits is presented for the a posteriori scale data. These exhibitsl
are constructed in a similar manner to the a priori scale data, and are
numbered 4-21 through 4-28. Initial information on g_gosteriori scales

: \
appears in Exhibits 4-1, 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 at the outset of this chapter.

A posteriori scales are empirically based. One of the main features ﬁ?é CN

of these scales in terms of the.present Study is the redistribution of m

3

manyAsurvey respondents from medium job routine and medium job uncertainty
as determined by relative scale score levels into low and high leﬁéls of

eadh characteristic as measured in the empirical scales. This feature

is an outcome of .the fact that two-thirds of the respondents measured

<«

m.ﬂium against the scale‘itself and relatively equal groupings of low,

medium and hﬂgh for each characteristic is possible only by breaking

oo

.e" into the a griori medium groups (Exhibits 4-1 and 4-2) Thus a EOSteriOti

low Job routine, high job routine, low job uneertainty*and high- job uncer- _

“tainty represent groups of respondents which measured at these levels;in
;the_g'griori scales together with part‘of the medium a griori #oup in

, ¥
each cases A goateriori.:edium job routine and medium job uneertainty
“.. represent the heart of each of these groups from. the a Erio scale data

(Exhibits 4-1 &nd 4-2). 1In fact, on - the scale ‘scores from 4 to 20 in
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SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-19 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

F TEST FOR LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE ,
, F RATIO
'ORGANIZATIONAL N, =2 ' SIGNIFICANCE
CHARACTERISTIC , N, = 574 LEVEL =
A.  CONTEXT ’
1. Job Routine  1396.1 - 0.00
2. Job Uncertainty ' 38.0 . 0.00

‘B. STRUCTURE

3. - Role Definition 21.5 : ~ 0.00
4. Job Change : 4.6~ : - 0.01
5. Group Cohesion 3.7 o C 6;03

C. . PERFORMANCE
6. Job Satisfaction | 23.3 ~0.00
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SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

. .
- EXHIBIT 4-20 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE . -~
F TEST FOR LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

F RATIO
ORGANIZATIONAL N1 = 2 SIGNIFICANCE
CHARACTERISTIC = ' NZ = 574 t - LEVEL
: \
A.  CONTEXT
1. Job Routine 46.7 0.00"
2. ‘Job Uncertainty 1292.7 ' 0.00
B.  STRUCTURE ¢
3. Role Definition C 2.9 0.06% .
4. Job Change ' "18.1 0.00
5. Group €ohesion . 6.0 : 0.00
N ’ - \‘ . . j'l‘
| E S
C. PERFORMANCE . . .
6.  Job Satisfaction . . 9.2 T 9.00
-G
\
% to three decimals P = 0.055
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i tively. This relationship disappears at medium levels of routine.

, of this cutvilinear,relationship is linked to the‘previOus-analysis.f

' ' 238
each characteriStic. the middle group in the empirical scaies‘is com-
prised of respondents atuscores 12 to 14, which shogs the heavf concen-
tration_of persons falling into‘this band- (ibid.). The main point is
that respondents are now judged as 1ow, medium or high not in terms of
the scale itself but in terms of their relative position to other survey
re;oondents. ”Msny.of the resoondentsAmeasnring loﬁnorihiéh on the N
g_gosteriori scale are actually medium in terms of the survey scsle

score itself.

8. Job Routine Levels - A_Postetioti Scales

Significant correlation coefficients between organizational charac-
teristics withinllevels’of job routine'hased,on a posteriori sceles appear
.in Exhibit 4-21. Certain aspects of the table are consistent with the .'{
.pattern shown for g_gfiﬁfi‘scaies, while a~number of differenceSHis also
apparent (cf; Exhibit 4—10). The cnrvilinear nature of the job“routine -

4

job uncertainty relationship across levels of routine is more evident in

)

. thig set of scales. Persons at high and low 1evels of rautine demonstrate

conditions of.decreasing routine in instances of increasing uncertainty,

~ and the intercortelations arevreasonably strong at -.34 and f.29 espec—

the a priori scales, a negative intercorrelation appears, but its trength

~.

is lower than that of high and low levels of routine. oﬁé interpte

Routines in generalfate often develope& to cope with uncertainty. When
the job.is routinized to high level, a cettain standardization.is fofmn- 5
lated for the role. It is based on historical or existing circumstancea,i
and increasing uncertainty is associated with some flexibility in this i

rootine. rﬂhen the job is moderately routinized, some maneuvergbility
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SET B — SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS
" EXHIBIT 4-21 -STGNIFICANT CORRELATION BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB ROUTINE
LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
2 ORGANIZATIONAL HIGH - MEDIUM Low ‘
'CHARACTERISTICS N=157 N=207  N=213
CONTEXT ..
1. Job Routine - Job Un;ertaihty v —.34 ~.29
B. STRUCTURE
2. Role Definition - Job Change
3. 'Role Definition - Group Cohesion
4. ' Job Change - Group Cohesion
C. STRUCIURE AND CONTEXT
5. Role Definition - Job Routine | .13 .26
6. Role Definition - Job Uncertainty ‘ _
7. Job .Change - Job Routine -.23 -.11-
8.  -Job Change - Job Uncertainty .43 .15 '.28
- 9. Group Cohesion - Job .Routine -.14
10. Group Cohesion - Job Uncertainty .14
D. JOB SATISFAGTION
11. Job Satisfaction - Job Routine -.23
12. -Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty 212
-13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .23 .25 14
14. Job Satisfaction =~  Job Change .18 .12 e
15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .17 .25 W17
. o ' CONTROLLING FOR JOB UNCERTAINTY
STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT - | : "
5. Role Definition - Job Routine .13 .24
D. JOB SATISFACTION ‘
11. Job Satisfaction - Job Routine . -.21 :
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .23 .25 +14
14. Job Satisfaction -~ Job Change .15 ,
- < .23 .17

15. Jop,Satisfaction

1

S
i

Group Cohe;ion

.16

Technical Note:  All coefficients significant at .05 level
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'erists in the essential job technology, and there is less standardiza-
tion. Increasing uncertainty is handled through existing routines and
is.aided by the latitude already part of the job by virtue of only
moderate’and not high routinization levels. When the job isllow in
terms of general routine, there is little standardization for the role.

"Little‘is available on regular set procedures, and work programs do not
typicalli adhere to a’systemg What routine that does exist is tempered .
by_increasing_uncertainty witnin this group. Increasing routinevon the
other hand may serve to decrease the amount of uncertaintf perceived in
the position at iow levels‘of routine.

Curvilinear type patterns comparable to the job routine —7job uncer-
tainty relationship form also in the ties within role definition and job
’routine, job change and job routine, and job change and job uncertainty.!
bThe job change data appearing here do not arise in the a griori ‘scale .
matrix. Nor are job cn:nge data independent of job uncertainty. It \
'seems in the cases of high and iow 1euels of routine;'that increasingJ
job routine is associated with increasing role definition, that increasing
job uncertainty is associated with increasing job change, and decreasing
job* routine and that increasing job routine is associated with decreasing
Jjob .change. The lone significant intercorrelation at medium levels of
routine is a posgitive relationship between Jjob change and job uncertainty.
The overall scenario perhaps shows the impact of the extremes of routinr“
ization. Increasing qu routine at what are typically high or low levels "‘
of routine is associated with increasing role definition. This associa-
tion is more marked at low levels of routine where role‘definition and
job;routine_have an'intercorrelation ofg.26,band differs from the glgriori
scales where no association appears betweea~the two characteristics; The -

|

ol
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inclusion of,more respondents from mid—rangelpossibly contributes to
this“difference which is pursued presentlg. The existence of routines
eat high and low routine mitigates against job change in both instances.ﬂ
Increasing uncertainty, hovever; is associated with less job routine
in the essential technology in each group, and with increasing job change.
Decreasing joh,routine"is also related to increased.job change, reflected‘
in the negative correlation.coefficients between‘these'characteristics.

| : :
The inverse of this line of reasoning is also a possibility. Increasing
routine may lead to decreasing uncertainty and iess job change. Ig'this
sense, any increase in‘routine tempers.job change, or renders it”unneces—

sary. Job change represents structural amendment in the organization,

. perhaps in part”generatéd by the incidence .of increasing uncertainties

. T T
in the job. Flexibility in the organization can be conceived in a number

\
Bl

of different ways in the face of increasing uncertainty., decreasing rou—
tine within the job technology itself, changes in routines introduced
through job‘change, nd forms of routine which permit member maneuver-
ahility and latitude in addressing uncertainties are at least three of
them; In cases where jobs arenhighly routinized, the present‘studyuindi-\

cates that increasing uncertainty is related to decreasing job routine

within the job technzagﬁz/and the .combination of increasing uncertainty

and decreasing routine is related to job change. To the extent that
increasing uncertainty forces chsnges in exisging routines, the tie
‘_between job uncertainty and job change is relatively great,_and theiA
'intercorrelation of .43 reflects this condition. Increasing routine, on
the other hand,‘reduces uncertainty, leads to role definition and works

against job change. Increases in foutine also are negatively tied to

group cohesion. In terms of‘organizations in action, perhaps much depends

14
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on the source of orientation‘to‘the series. In harmonious stable set-
tings, an orientation towards routinization may be prevalent. When
uncertainties.increase,;the opposite is true. It seems in’jobs which
have a generally high level of routine to them; in the face of increasing
'uncertainty, flexibility is furnished in the job technology, indicated
.iinnreduced routine,vand in structure, indicated in jqb.change. -

The same pattern holds for jobs with a generally low level of rou-
tine. Increases in nncertainty are associated with less routine and job
‘change..fSince‘the level of routine is generally low in this group, the-
expectation may be that the job change. - job nncertainty relationship is
somewhat less strong than in the case of the high routine-group?.and the
data reflect:this circumstance. Increasing routine at low levels of rou-
tine is associated'with decreasing uncertainty, increasing role definition
"and decreasing job change Perhaps the routines are formulated to cope
with existing uncertainties. This serves to mellow the salience of these
uncertainties'and provides a structure»to work within. Increasing uncer- -
tainty may resnltiin less routine and job changevin the joh setting as
well, | ‘ |

Only one of relatienships emerges in jebs which typically experience
. medium\job_rqutinea a positive. tie between job change and job uncertainty.
Central’tOVthis absence of systematic‘relationships may be the moderation
which exists in johs which are somewhat but not highly routinized. Rou-
tines are developed in part to handle uncertainty. Aigeneralnincrease
in the dyerall level of routine perhans furnishes the typeslof appreacheS»
'and procedures that‘are’reeuired to handle existing and increasing uncer-
tainty; In this level of routine, increasing uncertainty is not asso-

‘»ciated with 1e33°routine, ‘but there is a degree of job change. Increasing
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routine does not lower job uncertainty, nor is routine related to role
definition nor job change. Elexibility in the organization 1s centered

on maneuverability in the application of.existing routines to changing

circumstances to the extent they arise, and some Jjob change in response

to increasing uncertainty. When an extensive system of routines is
-formulated, however,‘and-the*general level of routine moves from medium
to high, then flexibility is incorporated in the form of reducing and

Y

changing routines. This condition is not mandated at medium levels of

routine.

',\The structural tie between role definition and group cohesion which
appears in the low job routine group as measured by a priori scale data
does not emerge in the a posteriori data set, Since the present group
at low job routine includes a large number'of respondents previouslyl
classified,as medium, it may be that this rare structural relationship
in the study is connected to extreme conditions of low JOb routine. |

Indeed, the notion of routine particularly in the low routine group has

awdifferent meaning in the empirical scales, which emphasizes the'import—

ance of careful qualification in discussing the findings, and may account_

-

for the differences in the relationships amongst job routine and other

' orgaﬁizational characteristics in a number of instances in comparing the

two scale sets. Job routine, for example,, is negatively related .to group

cohesion within the medium job routine group in the a Qriori scales. This

shifts to the high job routine group in the present scales. The change
\

may be explained by the reclassification of certain of the respondents
from the medium a priori group in the high a posteriori group, and per-

haps suggests that persons at medium-~high and not extremely high levels

of routine experience less group‘cohesion with increasing routine.

N



Increasing job uncertainty is associated with increasing\group cohesion .

at medium levels of routine as measured on both scales. |In terms of the

present analysis, it appears that increasing uncertainty is not connected

-

to less routine but does perhaps lead to increased group interaction

within the medium routine group. Perhaps group cohesion is nurtured in

cases where maneuverability is part of the job technologx as job uncer-
\\'

tainty increases. N . \
Comparisons in the context, structure and job satisfaction set arée

also interesting. Increasing routine is aggociated withbdecreasing job

v

satisfaction at;; rdutine.within the empirical scaies.

Increasing‘uncertag,z ated with increasing satisfaction at

medium job rouni}' X lher of high nor low job routine. It

appears that,respéhde t generaﬁ!y high levels of routine react

EE
negatively to increasing routine, and have no systematic pattern with

T e D

increasing uncertainty.. .Further, they relate positively to all of role
. definition \jobvchange and group cohesion. Respondents at generallx
.nmedium levels of routine do not react negatively nor positively to
increasing routine, but do react positively to increasing uncertainty.
Similar t; the high routine 1eve1,Athey relate positively to all of role
"definition; job change and group cohesion. The‘job change relationship,

g

however, is not independent of levels of uncertainty. ~Re$pondents at
2 -~
low levela of rqptine show no systematic ties betwqen JOb s?tisfaction

and contextual characteristics of job routine and job uncertainty. As
in the a prioti scale analysis, it may be that increasing job uncertainty
is favoured within the context of medium job routine and not low or high

routine. Increasing job routine in jobs already low on routine is not

related to decreasing satisfaction. Structural ties in low routine jobs

. J’é_@
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are with role definition and group cohesion; The differences bétween
the general pattern shown in a Edsteriéri sca%es and that in the
a priori scales aré minor, and likely aré a result of the éxtension‘of
the medium routine groﬁp into the high andglow groups in the present
analysis. These differences includg thefﬁébitive tie between job satis-
faction ahd group éohesiqn at low job roqtiné; the elimihatibnngf a
negative tie between job satisfaction and job routinerat'mediuﬁ job.
routine, fhe evidence of some bond between job Safysfactibﬂ and job
change at ﬁedium jobarou§ine, and the pqéitive tie bet;;en‘job-satisfac—
tioﬁi&hd_role definition at high job routime. The key relationships
perhaps afe the positive job'satisfaption - job chaﬁge linkage.;i
instances of hyéh'job routine, and the positive ties of job satisfaetion
with both role définition and group cohesion at medium andblow routine.
¥ . !
Second and third-order correlation cbefficjents are compiled forn

"the job satisfaction data within levels of job routine, and.represent

the' effect of removing not oniy job uncertainty from. the dataISerieé,

", 'S T ' .
but also the structural characteristics in isolation and in pairs. These

v

higher level co:rélation matrices apéear élexhibits 4-22 "and 4-23. The
basic]pattern>unc0véred in the zero-order and firstfotdef'éérrelatiops
“is not changed when jog'unpertain;y and job change and group cohesion,
‘either sepaFﬁtélj’of togetheé, are removed from the data‘(B,'C and F);f.
When the strucfural characterisgtic role_definiéiqn is conSidefed, however,
the dhta?are affected. A,ﬁégétivé relationéhip be;veen job ;atisféction
~and job roq;ine appears at tﬁe low joﬁiroutiqé level when role definition
and.joﬁiunéetfainty are CQQtroiled, both without ahd with job change and
.groupicohegion (A,D,E). ‘Ic'seemé likely:that/role'defdnition and_jos un-

\ation of t:he r;egative effecf.
- - S
,‘ - » A

t
o :
certainty together-contribute to the el

p

-



11.

13. -

14.
15.

11.
13.
14.
15.

11.
13.
14.

15.

246

SET B — SCALES *BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-22 SECOND ORPER CORRELATION COEFFICLENTS BETWEEN
JOB. SATISFACTION AND SELECTED. CHARACTERISTICS
‘WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB® ROUTINE CONTROLLING JOB
UNCERTAINTY AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

. *

A. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERIAINTY
AND ROLE DEFINITION ,

ap -

> - . LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
' WIGH ~MEDIUM  LOW

Job Satisfaction - Job Routine - -.25 ~.12
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * -k
Job Satisfaction - Job Charige - .18 .12

- Group Cohesion .15 .25 17

Job Satisfaction

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB_UNCERTAINTY
AND JOB_CHANGE |

|

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE

s s HIGH MEDIWM'  LOW
Job 5élsfac;ion - Job Routine ' , -.20 - L
Job $atisfaction - Role Definition .25 - .26 ° .14
Job Satisfactfon'— Job Change S * B
Jpb Satisfaction - Group thesion .17 .23 '”.I7 BETR
B '

C. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY
AND GROUP COHESION . .

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE

o . HIGH MEDIUM  1OW
Job Satisfaction - Job Routine -~ - -.19-
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition c .22 .26 .14
Job Satisfaction - Job Change .16 ' :
Job Satisfaction = Group Cohesion * "% e

A

Technical Note:  All cogfficfentslsignificént at .05 level
* coefficient removed by control procedure
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§ET B - SCAL‘ES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

AN
EXHIBIT 4-23 THIRD ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN

JOB SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

. WITHIN LEVELS OF JOB RO CONTROLLING FOR
 JOB UNCERTAINTY AND SPECIFIED STRUCTRUAL
CHARACTERISTICS - '

A

PAS

D. THIRD ORDER CORREI.ATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY _
- ROLE DEFINITION AND JOB CHAHGE o e

/

LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
HIGH  MEDIWM  LOW

&

« - 11. Job Satisfaction - Job Routine 24 0 12
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition - * LI
14. .Job Satisfaction - Job Change . * ' LA *
15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .16 o260 17
_l_:'._. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION “CONTROLLING JOB, UNCERTAINTY
ROLE DEFINITION AND. GROUP COHES ION v
e a0 LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
. > . “ HIGH MEDIUM . LOW
11, Job Sgtisfaction ~ Job Rouine -23 -2
13. Job 'S tigfactlon - Role Definition * .o L
14, Job Sardisfaction - Job Change .19 C
15, Job- Sﬁtisfactiou - Group Cohesion ¢, * * *
. s ‘ o |
_F_. THIRD ORDER 'CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB UNCERTAINTY R
. JOB CHANGE AND GROUP COHESION . .
, : R LEVEL OF JOB ROUTINE
. i S ; o HIGH 'MEDIUM  LoW
- 11" Job Satisfaction - Job Routine - -.18 - K
13, Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .24 .27 .14
14.  Job Satisfaction - Job Change =~ x L *
,I5. Job Satisfaction - Group CéheSion . R A
“ Technical Note: Allwcoefficients significant at .05 level
R T Tk coefficient removed by’ conq‘pl procedure

. o%
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of routine on job satisfaction when job ro%tine is typically low. Thie,

.

however, seems not to ‘be true :I.n cases vhere Job routine is typically
\\ ' noderete. Uhen job hncerteinty and role definition are both controlled
(A). a politive tie between w utiefection and job change reappeere
at medium levele of routine. ‘¢ dueppeere, hovever. vhen xroup cohesion, .
possibly a eubetitute for chenge. is controlled as well (E). At lbderete

¥
levels of routine. therefore. it eeene that mcrusing job chenge is

(- “ !

related to mcreuins job eqthfactidn but this relat:loneh:lp is not

.

indepcndent of fob . uncertaintv. It i.e however, 1ndependent: of job un-_s/
certeinty and role tffnition, but not of job uncertainty, role def:ln:l-

’tion end group cohesion. The novenente end 1eve1 of uncertainty, role .
*, .

defiqit:l.on end grznp coheeion all bear on the relationehip. The - t!'cond
¢ . .

and third . level correlation utrices, while leaving some complexities,

'~ °c.onf1rl the 1ndependence of the’ previously cited key relationshipst l f
" "‘ A N v * “ oy " ' N / h . »-.‘ . .l‘st’.“'
- ) ' s M ,/;' wﬂ ":;3' ..
9. Job Uncerteinty Levels - A ?gg_g___ Scales . . ’f_ I

W . ) .5';‘:'5,7,"

‘ Si.gnificant cotreletion cothcients between orgenizeﬁonal cherac-
| teriet:lce irithin low, lletdiu. and hﬁgb levele of job unceétainty es leifeuﬁed , -
on Eeterior ecalét’ aypeer as hhibit 4-2-’4 A cursory ghnce eg hoth
the & gr_i_og and a &teriori scale exh!iite revous the changu :ln the
locetion end 1ncidence of eignificent correlation coefficiente. "In the |
_ e L_ dete (Exhﬂ:it 4—13). the coeff:lciente dot the up In the preient

. B nt. the eoeff:l.ehnte are predoumtly located 1n the: uncertaintj B

'.,,V-fu.onbhip hovever hofmomuﬁiﬁﬂl“ﬂ‘__m_i‘!i“t- and

._4-. B

13
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®SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

- EXHIBIT 4-24 SIGNIFICANT CORRELATION COEFFLICIENTS BETWEEN -

249 .

. - ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LEVELS
- OF UNCERTAINTY v
R LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
ORGANIZATIONAL LOW . MEDIUM HIGH
CHARACTERISTICS . . ,\\’ T, N=203 ) N=209 N=165
A. conmx;r“ T - o
1. Job . Routine = Job Uncertainty P E) &
AN . . , v
" B. smucmmz R R R -
2. nomn,féucwﬁ- Jo‘b Ghange ¥ -2
3., Wle Defi tion —~ Group Cohesion %
4,; +Job . Mga Group Cohesion ’
| vﬁin CONTEXT -~
’#' = ) '\"rra N .". |
e 78 Réle Definition - Job Routine ' 22200 - .29 .29
6. mAIé Definition - Job Uncertainty -.14 .
7. . o .Job Qhange_._JoLRDutine e ‘—.15' _ , .
‘8. \Iob (Change - Job UnEer5a$.n;y ::"" .29 .26
@I+ = Group Cohesion - Job Rouytine .= <  -.15
10. Group Cohesion - Job ﬂuc&:tainty
~De JOB SATISFACTION . /‘ L
‘/I il . < ".‘
11. Job Satisfaction - Job -Routine . =.33 -.29 ‘
12. Job Satisfaction - /Job Upcertainty . ‘
13.  Job Satisfaction -/Role Defin,ition : .18 . - .19
14.  Job Satigfaction -/Job Change ~ - b N\
15. ‘Job Satisfaction. /Group Cohesion . .20 voo.12 .28
T J¢ - o coNmOLLING FOR_JOB ROUTINE
C.. STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT /. - . SRR SN :
3 . . g ' . . ‘
. 8. Job Change - Job/ j Uncerca,iﬁty .21 "« 26
‘?; 10. . Gmup Cohesion -/ Job Uncert’ﬁ:f - : ‘2:) ‘ .13
103 sxrlsmqrou R
13, . Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .27 14 .22
13- Job sa:ui@:mm - Group Cohesion- .17 -29
Technical Note: ‘All coef%ciencs 'signif:lcmt ft DS level
;’ - . , ‘- ‘.
, \ - o
¥ . N
S - ' . . \
voLap T -8 %*\ \ o ) =

O

2
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ny ization. 1In the low uncertainty group,,a number of relationships 18 hn-

‘lnegative tie between rale definition and job chil.p Increasing uncer-

250

does not appear at medium or high levels. In the a priori scales, the
negative relationship appears at nedium job'uncertainty. The composite
of different relationships is inportant to conaider in analyzing the

relationahip of job routine and job uncertainty. ' Previous discussion has

established that the reduction of routine in the circumstance of increas-

-rr'a

f"ﬁato the essential job ter-n gy. Alternatively, the negative r".'

ship may reflect decreasing uncertainty reaulting‘from increaa

|
covered. Two views'are viable.‘ Increasing uncertainty ia associated

with ‘decreasing routine decreasing role definition and increaaing job 2

3

change. Increasing routine, on the other hand; is‘asaociated vithJ::-

creasing uncertainty, increasing role definition’ decreasing job change
: i . - 7o W

o

and decreasing group cohesion. A negative structural relationshingQg o i

e 9 ,

that job uncertainty is increasing, technological flexibility is realized

between role defifition and job change also appears. To the extent

fthrough less routine, and structural flexibility is generated in the fdrn

Y

of job change. whith is related to both increaaing uncertainty and decreas-

ing routine. This latter co-bination of edﬁahxtual conditiona serves to

hjreduce role definition, Hhich in turn expeditea job chagsﬂ Eecause of the

v

!

tainty, houever, nay not be éxperiencing on an ongoing basis becauae the "

general level of uncertainty is low in this group Uithout’increaainh \ o

+

) uncartainty, a certain rigidity is built intp the ayate- by any increaae

in\job rohtiia*vwhoae effecta are sitad previoualy. el

D s

Crozier Y 965) apeaka of rigiditiea forming at both lov and high ‘;

‘levels of uncittainty.. In the High uncertainty grbup zithin the preseat -
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scales, increasing job routine is related to increasing role definition,
and increasing job uncertainty is related to increasing Job change. No
intercorrelation occurs hetween'job routine and job uncertainty, and un- ¢

like the a priori scales, no negative intercorrelation occurs between job

s I _
routine and job change. The absence of this latter correlatign“cqeffi—
S A St e S nkE :
cient is important in the application of Crozier to the present study.
‘ ‘ ' v

When°uncertainty is increasing in a'group where uncertainty is alreedy
hdgh flexibility is related to the application of existing rohtines which

. are not reduced with increasing uncertatﬂty, and to job change. Increas-

)

',ing routine in the empirical scales does" hot temper the element of job -

change, whereas in thp.e griori scales, increasing routine 1s‘re13ted to ‘?ﬁ%t}_

> "A‘_"'r‘;-{‘ r"'-"

less job change. “The empirical scale for high uncertainty idgghdus a& ' o
‘ d Yy l

:number of respondents from the medium a griori uncertainty grou?§$n addi~-

nl'.v" '

tion to all of the high a griori uhcertainty group. ? The. negative b&u{;: -
"O‘ﬁ"}\ u{v‘-.gc

between job routine and job change in_the high uncertainty a griori group

3.-?1

is interpreted as a certain rigidity.shich forms in the organizational

»
system. Persons experiencing increasing uncertainty%hen uncertainty is
high show a penchant foﬂ existing routines, and increasing routine forms
"a road block for organizational job . change,. which is generated by job
uncertainty. This rigidity disappears in the empirical scales, susgesting
perhaps that it is characteristic only of the uncertainty group measurins
high against the scale’” itself’ the extreme group.L In the a gosteriori or‘
empirical scales, the element-of job change is not encumbered by job rou- . ,1
.tine, and conceivably increasing job change‘and increasing routine may be
] brought in'togetheﬁiwithout routine'uorking eqainst change. It further
appears that. increasing uncertainty is :Zlated to increasing group cohesion

in the high unCertainty group,hp relationship which emetges when job routine

1s controlled. ° o - ‘

PE
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The negative correlation‘coefficient of ~.12 between the structural

characteristics of roie definition and job change within the low

uncertainty group bears particular attention. Basically two significant

v

intercorrelations emerge in the study amongst structural character-

»

'istics,‘although alf charecteristicskappeer to be orthogenal to one

4,

another (exhibit 2—2) Firetly,’a coeffﬁéient of —.08 anpears “in the -

?

.Z8T0 order correlation matrix between role definitidn ‘and” job change ‘_;;_

(exhibit 3-1) This is interpreted as a possible indication that roles

 are easier to define when jobs -do not change often or. alternatively

)’

- that increaaing job change resulte in less role definition. Either way,

6 oo \"m
the negative correlation is expl ed (Chapter III) Secondly, a .

coefficient of .21 between role definition and grqup cohesion appears
in the low job routine group\aa measured by a priori scales, and 4in the

combined setting of low job routine - high job uncertainty. This is

[

interpreted as an organizational action to build group interaction into

1}

the organizational structure in an organic type setting, typified by
¢

low routépe, and a combination of low routine and high uncertainty.

Such a finding is coneietent with tue work of Burns and Stalker (1961),
althoughoit deviatea from their reports to the extent that increej‘d‘

group cohesion is tied to increased role definition, and not decreased
role definition.‘ Perhaps the important qualification is that role

definitian ia.a general measure in the preeent study, and does not

v

?robe specific qun;ities of the role ‘which mey well be affected in the

Vo f
- ’ i

ﬁditectipns projected by these researchera. _ ..

> 1?;. -
q!uqt as thgi:ie between role definition and group cohesion emerged
inva,particuler ebdyixt specifically low job routine and low routine -
B " "t"" - Sy '1 «
ﬁiﬁﬂ unce;tainty in *5 fhgi_;l sﬁt, s0. the tie between role definition
- A ,n*)i(\“?: . ' . oo T,
R RN )

. . . E . ) .
¥ : : . ~ . Fy

‘e
v



‘V:(pp. 72475). Even organizations operating in conditions of relative
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and job change occurs in one particular context, specifically low job

uncertainty in the a posteriori set, Blthough it is also evident in the
< h

fundamental relationships. Amongst others, Blau (1974) has emphasized

the importance of organizational adaptability.to changing circumstances
: : s,

stability face citcumstances at some point which force change in the
existing patterned relationships within the organization. Lawrence and'
Lorsch (1969) share this view-(p. 232). The natural bent of‘organiza; .

tions is to routinize and structure their positions. This orientationm,

however, may temper their subsequent ability to adapt ‘and change.

Blau cites the following example which 1is related to Crozier s (1965)

. analysis of rigidity at the® extremes of uncertainty

"For instance, effective administration is contingent
on uniform adherence to regulations as well as on
adaptability ta a variety of specific situations,
but bureaucratic pressures’compélling strict
conformity to rules also give rise to rigidities
that interfere with the adaptability needed to
handle special cases" (p. 73).

One measure of adaptability to speci cases, which amownt to a form

~

of increasing uncertainty, is ‘the redugtion of routine within tse job

technology itself. Organizational action is reflected in job change.»
Ideally, perhaps, jéb change should be free-floating and unencumbered

by other structural conditions Thus jobs may be adapted as. necessary.
to cope with changing circumstances. The present study suggests this .

is true 1in instances where uncertainty levels are typically moderate or

high However, in cases where job uncertainty is typically low,

increasing role definition is assoclated with. decreasing job change, and
increasing job change 43 associated with decreasing role definition.

Organizational adaptabtaity or flexibility is thus affected by existing Y
N . :

,/ ‘

| . .
. . . .

J
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levels and movementsiin'role definition. ~Jobs\at this level lend
themselves to routinization and role definition. To the extent that
processes of bureaucratization occur, a rigidity is formed which
tempers the ability of the organization to change the jobs. i?bs which
‘typically face higher;levels of uncertainty do not readily lend them—
selves to bureaucratization, and the organizational rigidity is@ipt“
apparent. Alternative'forma of‘rigidities arising out of member action
do appear, however, in the cases of high job uncertainty as discussed
previouslyfin the a Eriori data. In the pn:sent discussion, however;
it appeara_that the negative relationship between role definition and.
job change, firat uncovered in the zero order correlation natrir, is a
situation particularly evident in the context of low job uncertainty,
and possibly. represents an organizationgl rigidity related to A
bureaucﬁatization and circumstances with low nnmbers of special cases,’

DT
S

new. problems and changin *Q

The relationships amongst job satisf%%tion and contextual and

structural characteristics are not as clear in the a Eosteriori job

1

_iuncertainty level data as in ‘the a griori scales. Persons at‘lew and

dium levels of uncertainty respond negatively to increases in routine

\in both sets, and no relationship exists between job satisfaction and
ﬁjob routine when job uncertainty is generally high In no case,
‘however, is there a positive 1inkage between job satisfaction and job
uncertainty in the em;irical scales, whereas this did occur in the/f
a Lr_i_o_r_ data, particularly in cases of higﬁ uncertaihty It may be
that increasing uncertainty‘is related to increasing satisfaction Jn
cases where uncertainty is already at a distinctly high level, which 1is

Rtrue in the a 2 sealea. The a gosteriori data include a number

of respondents.claasified medium in.the.g,E ori set,

e

\
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Structural linkages with job satisfaction at low job uncertaint§
are apparent for all of role definition, job change and group cohesion.
The job changa'relationship; however, is not independent of the level
of job routine,_ When job uncertainty is #ypically medium, a structural

tie between job satisfaction and group cohesion “is evident; but this is

!

‘also not independent of job routine. Furthermore, when job routine is

~ controlled, a tie between job satisfaction and role definition emerges.

& appears therefore, "that .for analysing relationships between job
Ca

satiafaction‘énd's#ructure at low and medium uncertainty levels in
this set, it is.necessary to consider the contextual setting of

uncertainty and routine as alwhole.. This 1s done presently. At

o
"

genérally.high levels of uncertainty, structural tidéI}etween job

satisfaction and both role definition and group cohesion areAfound!

and these relationships hold when the effect of job routine is removed

-

. frOm the data. Persons generally facing high uncertainty, therefore,

respond neither positively nor neggtively to movements in routine or

uncertainty, andllike an understanding of their role in the organization

and working with others | N
In order to discern more in-depth understandﬁng ofigﬂé relation-

snips amongst job- satisfaction and the contextual and structural

characteristics particularly at low and medium levels of uncertainty,

second and third }evel correlation coefficients aré‘compiled for the

. "E’x
job satisfaction section of exhibit 4—24 while controlling for job.

.routine and selected structural characteristics. These higher level

correlation matrices appear as exhibits 4-25 and 4~26. The positive
relationship between job satisfaction and job change at low levels of -

uncartainty which disappears when ‘job routine is controlled reappears

.~ v
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A

SET B -~ SCALES BASED ON_ RELATIVE RLSPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 4-25 SECOND ORDER CORRELAILDN COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN JOB
SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN
LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS ’

A. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
AND ROLE DEFINITION .

LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

. . LOW . MEDIWM  HIGH
~Job Satisgfaction - Job Uncertainty
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * *
Job Satigfaction ~ Job Change .12
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .15 L . W3

SECONDJORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
AND JOB CHANGE

fos

LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
v “ LOW  MEDIUM HIGH

Job Uncertainty \

Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .28/ 15 .22
Job Satisfaction - Job Change . - * .k *
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .17 : -29

!
)
}

C. SECOND ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
AND GROUP COHESION

'LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

LOW  MEDIUM HIGH
Joﬁgggiisfaétidn - Job Uncercaiﬁty . N
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition . .26 A4 . .24
Job Satisfaction - Job Change A
- Group Cohesion - * ok *

Job Satigfaction

s “ D

Teghnical Note: All coefficients Signifiéah;.at .05 level
/ * coefficient removed by control procedure

-
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ot el S
A '
'SET B ~ SCAKES BASED DN RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS
EXHIBIT 4-26 THIRD ORDER CORRELATION OOEFFIC;ENTS BETWEEN JOB
SATISFACTION AND SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN
LEVELS OF JOB UNCERTAINTY CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
AND SPECIFIED STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS
" ’ o ’ \
2; THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
“ROLE DEFINITION AND JOB CHANGE -
LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
LOW MEDIUM HIGH
Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty
Job Satisfaction - Role Definition * * *
Job Satisfaction - Job Change * * *
Job Satisfaction -~ Group Cohesion .16 ' .31
E. THIRD ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE,
(5 ROLE DEFINITION AND GROUP COHESION
LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
LOW MEDIUM , HIGH
. ' \ h \
Job Satisfaction -~ Job Ungertaidbﬁu, .
~Job Satisfaction - Role Definition- * *k *
Job Satisfaction - Job Change : .13 S
Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion .y * ok ok
/ .

THIRD' ORDER CORRELATION CONTROLLING JOB ROUTINE
JOB CHANGE AND GROUP COHESION .

_LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

- a - LOW_ MEDIIM HIGH
. Lo :
- Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty . .
“Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .27 .15 .24
Job Satigfaction - Job Change : % Tk : *
*

Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion * %

-

Technical Note: All coefficients significantfat .05 level
- * coefficlent removed by control procedure

»
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when job routine and Q!?saehfiniti

when job routine and group cohEsion are controlled (C), and reappears

'controlled'(A);7disappears'

when all of job routine, role definition and group cohesion are
controlled (E) In particular, the element of group cyhesion may there-
fore affect the tie between job satisfaction and job change when \
‘uncertainty is low. Perhaps working'with others provides the type df
environment which is a suitable proxy for the form of variety that job
change offers in jobs where uncertainty is.low. The second point,
however, is that'when the effect ofvjob routine, role‘definition and
group cohesion is all removed from the matrir, job satisfaction and
job change are positively related at the low uncertainty level,
Also in limbo are the structural assoclations at”medium job

' \
Ehbertainty. The positive relationship between Job satisfaction and

role definition when“job routine is‘controlled is{confirme-'f

f .

independent‘gf levels of job change and group cohesion (B
The positive relationship between job satisfaction and group cohesion

. which disappears when job routine is controlled and therefore is not -
indepenﬂent of this contextuaL»characteristic remainé insignificant
when Job‘routine and. the structurql characteristics of role definition
~and job change -are controlléd sepafgtely and togdther (A ‘B, and D)

It Seems' therefore that the contextual setting as a whole is important
in considering this particular relationship. The positive ties between
Job satisfaction and both role definition and group cohesion at high
levels of uncertainty are confirmed as independent of job routine and
other structural characteristics (A B, C, D and F). ‘No significant
correlation coefficients appear between job satisfaction ‘and Job

’ ks . . B . .
uncertainty in any of these matrices e \

-

e . T e
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10. Combination Sets of Job Routine and Job Uncertainty: -

L

A Posteriori Scales

Jobs represent a combination of a level of foutine and a level of 1
) uncertainty in terms of their contextual situation;\ Reiationships
between organizational characteristics are shown to vary amongst these

_contextual situationY in the a priori data set (exhibit 4-16). .Simil4

axly the patterns of |significant correlation coefficients are different

W

amongst the contextual combinations in the a Eosterior scale data
(exhibit 4-27). The numbers of respoﬁdents-falling-into the contextual
combinations are altered rather dramatically between the two sets of
scales (exhibit 4—3). As might be expected, greater balance in/sample
size_amongst the nine contextual combinations is achieved in the '
embirical‘scales, and the designation of primary groups s not viable
(cf. exhibit 4-17). No group has nore than ninety-two respondents, and
this group represents one contextual extreme of low job routine coupled
with high job uncertainty. The concentration of respondents at medium~

T

' ‘routine and medium uncertainty which prevails in the a priori data is
thus broken, but at the same time, the ext remes include respondents ‘
who previously ‘were classified as moderate.- The - impact of this
reclassification is discussed throughout the analysis, but is. perhaps
'most evident'in the combined sats of contextual'characteriStics. .
In the high }ob routine = low job uncertainty group. (column 1, a
negative correlation of -.37 1s shown between job routine and job '
uncertainty. This is accompanied by a negative tie between Job change
and Job routine and a positive tie between job change and job
/auncertainty The intercorrelations are - 40 and 45 reapectively. The

structural relationship between role definition and job change which _
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'SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS A

‘ r iﬁ%{
. . R P 14
EXHIBIT 4-27 SIGNIFICANT. CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN ‘ v
: ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN COMBINKD
SETS OF JOB ROUTINE AND" JOB UNCERTAINTY

HIGH JOB ROUTINE

ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY
CHARACTERISTICS T R o
0 A 1. LOW 2. MEDIUM 3. HIGH
“ , . N=87 N=5] N=19
A. CONTEXT— .
) ~/' . .
1. Job Fo‘tine - Job Uncertainty ~.37 ' -.38
B. STRUCTURE |

2. Role Definition - Job Change
3. Role Definition, - Gréup Cohesion
4

. Job Change - Group Cohesion : U g .
A Do gl ‘
C. STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT
‘5. Role Definition -~ Job Routine
6: Rolé Definition - Job Uncertainty ' .
-, "~7. Job Change - Job Routine - .40 .28 B
T 8., Jpb Change - Job Uncertainty ' <45 25 -
N . Group Coliesion - Job Routine ’ : : L
‘WR0. Group Cohesion - iﬁb'Uncertainty ‘ L «39
D. JOB SATISFACTION
11. Bb Satisfaction - Job Routine =34
12." Job Satisfaction - Job Uncertainty®
13. Job Satisfaction - Role Definition .33 T
14, Job Satisfaction - Job Change . .22 ' o
15. Job Satisfaction - Group Cohesion ' _ . A3
Technical Note: All coefficients significant at .05 level. ’ C

... cont'd

)
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_EXHIBIT 4-27 Contin
ORGANTZATIONAL MEDIUM JOB BOUTINE _LOW JOB ROUTINE .
CHARACTERISTICS - LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY - LEVEL OF JOB UNCERTAINTY

4. LOW 5. MEDIUM 6. HIGH 7. LOW 8. MEDIUM 9.HIGH .
N=75 N=78 N=54 N=42 N=80 N«92

r

AocomxT . &L T

1. ’ SR o T e -.22

B. STRUC$§ . < ' ' N
., - ’ v 'l '.‘

C. STRUCTURE AND CONTEXT o Sy -,
Lo S .35 .28

-.20

VN WL
N
{
.
N
w
o~
L]
V)
)

1 * T o . - R . !lh'.*-;f

D: JOB. SATISFACTION e SR

. - . ' “ [N -’ ‘ ' .

11. ) . e u=a24 ‘

R O O ot ' e e R
3. “ R A w0 . 26 L N PP

14-« ’ - . B o T

lk A BRI o a2 34
. . i ." . - B ) . - S '13." .

v 3 ‘ : ) ! ' 0 V ; ' 5 ’j :

Lo . ’ . : ’ ’ RIS

Technical Note: iAll"'t‘:oefficients:-"sil.gnifi‘ggnt;gt .05 iEVéL.:‘ \ T
‘N - . / - 5 . N : S .
i .
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' %h‘ o appears in the l.ou unccmht.y group (qxh!.blt »6-26) dou not lurfm ‘. : B
| . ﬁ | . 1n this or "”" of the °:"" "'° m"‘"“‘l ”t{g' tavoiving low job' . |
»/:/' /-j’ Tﬁ:.:umw. m coﬁiuuon o! high uu:m ﬂ"‘ low mn‘mt’ ..f‘ﬂ' ° | ;
t/ pcw rlflm th. mm. most hﬁc‘tiv. of a mm ﬂlich ‘y h Q

]

~ -  ' Mtd nd mm to buumcucy ﬂi’ﬂ pnnlcncc °f both tlchnologica_].

R | S nd ntructunl flm.buity in miémt:qo of hcnuiag unccrtd.ncy‘ﬁy ,Q;i,, '

..4...__,. -

wnfheg .; “ttn Mtty in the mpmdu'nt s ot;nmu.uu. & ' o
g0 chaus- “which . *‘
ce m u-pn:mu |

\‘

’ ll.onwr.:in.cun.cl’f wincruun; murtdnt:y. job miu ﬂ:sclf/h .
o domu:n;. and thul Job chma. u runfomd by this dcclinq in jap"‘

'_ | g‘ routine. uau:ham dome measure of rigidity exists in the upti.u 2
La murmhuau hwun job change and Job Touktsié to ;ht ‘extent that :

jobo canno: ehun td.thout :he lcvcl of i’outm wtﬁ’g as a ccuttal V

1 -

- mdcn Vhotn 1ob routm dou not dcclm.ltmfom, chc job cbanp 2
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nm o opu.on s a uum of fhad.biuty fi.y b. w

LU | w u ch. uau- unuztunti levcl wum ui%h ioﬂ |
W .' o the pictire ch-n.u uo nké;mup Lutmn ‘3ob rouei.nc - 36
| ‘;. | :hetrtaintyh uncm "boc& jd: zoutim md job unctttd.n:y m '~ ‘_

ob chng.. The :lnto:comhtim m .78/
ﬁf

e 'pooitivcly eornlaud vith j o
.. y muimuod j* it-‘rbe thnc thc ol

» 'and 25 rupcctivnly. For
,f‘-orc tontim fonnlaué vbcn job mattunt.y h -odnratc are d.t:l.vtd . k )
to cope vitli gmuuy me.rtain citmtiau. md O teductian in téutinc ‘

.\ ' <‘ o © :
o :Ls gencrat);a vhcn meertainty incmaul Aﬂy mcnm :l.n routine in o

S

‘5'_ - »ﬂ:self acmlly aiouhts to job cbagge, hr addition to :ho cont:ent
' modificat:ton m potitiono, which perhnps follm sitnations of 1ncrea§ing

/\w o um;crnin:y. Ihis 1s tha ‘bnly point :I.n t:he otudy where :I.ncrusu in job AL
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"T“‘:‘!ﬁ:‘ routi.n. are potcd.voq g: t.rﬁ ‘of, joh chngn. I id.ght bc cxp.cl:od
.'J:n' e .,/4 . v"‘ ) \.\,.

to occui' 1n the uttin; of hiﬂ: rou:inou part of the job. as :m dou.

:5 o 7 but 1t seems  that the fuqh routine is acqp’(icd by nodcratc nd not
| | low or h:l.ﬂl hnh oﬂf une.rtu.nty for thit nhtimhip to emerge.

(\

ﬂ* L \v..mmn uneirtd.uty l.?‘ low, »mcnui.n' rout:l.nn :I.a auochud vg.th

Coas ‘Adnmltn.: 6% ngc. as ;reviomly d:l.lguutd._ thn uncct:a:l.nty ia
e

. .q‘

v 4 "‘ (“*'tfu f.vgl of ﬂi;h unc.nu.nty vithin high job\tou:ine (cdlum 3y th-

» An» .
e ;hiﬂt‘ nq, hip lnuncn job routipe and job change mrsu A: L

rohtiauhip botwocn job _rout:l.nn and joﬁ unccrtainty rcnppem,

Ty

lul a po 1tivc tic bnmm gtoup nhqj.on and job unc.rtd.n:y is L

39. vndeu:-nd.bli w.-y

- :;imnbinatiqq, qrhich
R : Qr‘-' hol&: a zuure of teghnolqgical‘ flexib‘ilitygf"ji;_:\‘
o group cohu:lou in light of* fncmu& unccrtdnw:hm joba wh:tch

. N
. qumc., "The jntqwmhtﬁns au ‘ 38_-nd
‘dn P / N

§ e alrcady lum a. lugh level of uncez;u.ncy .n‘a h&#&ﬁ%g 1: B
o

g -

, . B
can pos'it:tvaly relatcd in this utting.'. Aq'ptmim my be placed 9n

. N . ) B L3 ) L a. ‘v&.‘ .
& . tia o 4

L, workiﬁg with’ eumrp No 3&,_.3::;1 " tn:erconela:.um, qfi [

e m uncartd.nty setting. In '_ ‘

3’» ' . <
R ” g.miﬁmt :Ln t:ha high :outina_
S ’ - e
-the. cxtu-c cuo o£ high @outine - lzow uncortd.nty@job ca:tsfaction
[

SR ; f“/iﬁob routinc atc negatively related and job utisfaction 13

N .positively linked to role definition and job chang’e ~Th¢'poaitive tie
. . ..u l
\,bettnm job utisfaction and job change perhaps #flects the meaure
P N .
I of varioty t:hat. pctsons in hi.ghly rout::l.nized and low uncertainny are .

‘st

o want t:o hm 'mu Qtu&;im:ion dou not emer‘ge“fn the ‘a riori data,

s‘ ‘ 9"

| ponibly bccauae of san?ll size as- prgviously mep}iloned. R

puﬂups Aot unexpectcd that job satisiabtion md go&&cohuion are . ' ‘
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rout:l.n M w jd uécetteiuvy (cplmn 4) a ncgative comlatim
: “*“‘ . . “.

g
.,

oincidentelfy, and egain for the only tine in the etudy, e, S
ing unee‘t;ainty ii rsleted to. decreeeing job eetiefaction in/ -
-»?. - .this se:ting. 'l.‘he belence of medium job routine end low \ﬂerteingy :

P : repreuute a somwhet‘réﬁutinizea end reletiyely nellow job context.
) LN Y e N
: S Pereone do not respond mﬁhtive;; im:reesed- toetine as they do in ..
\>"‘ v B o }g\'

.t the high‘job t&t&‘ne -\low uncerteip'cy groups Apparently. however,
v G 3 SR

;lncreuing tmcettainty 1s ueo e et reasing eetinfaction and
' at moddrate job/foutine . . ‘
. .sf ;fi .. . ._._ .

o B

- "’? affz-.ctd et.ructurel reletioneﬂps\ﬂd creetds uneesineas ig the '_ 4,

-

o "‘ O‘;{r _Af:__:"ationel “Ketvork. Kt. medium routm anc? high mm@amty i e ..
;:; . (colum 6) a posiﬁv& eort‘elation of 21 appeg,,bem” J ob Change A:_,
a ~ ‘, . 9% job unce " Thus, uhen job uncertei‘nty ig typicallf hig, ‘ : /
' @.'. increeees in uncel‘“lnty lead to job change.- Pe‘rson:bin this get g e ‘:'i‘ )
- Iﬂ”ond neithe: negatively noz P .sy to chan 8€8 inf'rotxting and Y -
‘ '..F‘: .umcert , and hnﬁ positive tiee-between job ;‘tzﬂfaction and bot(h‘ ‘
| .;r %o ,aae defhif:ion ana group csi,,,ion. The posittve tie between yob . 94
E }; _ satisfac:ion and role definition i\s mffomd in ﬂﬁ setting @L‘\ ;

L L. N \
s

mediun routine en& mediun Sncert.ainty, and is the only significant A

S intetcorteletion within this N.s/et‘tilfg (colulm 5) ‘;o abstrect, modertte .

job r,outine repreeente the michle of the roed so far as job st:anderd- \N“i_ o
EERLA ization 13 concetned. Increa.sins uncert:einty Withiﬂ these jobs d"“‘ R
' ' not appear to heve any systemetic ties with job routi’?xe ’itself. When -




> lavels of uncertainty :ln 3ener ',"" ] d routines. are perhaps applied

W "
' ‘settin ‘ynd low Job routine 1is related *o medium levelﬁ of ,job #

SO ST S

pncartainty is typically low, however, increaaing uncertainty is ,
oF.

aaaociatodawith reduced role definition and: teduced jogsatiafstion.

<t 1

'thn uncortai.nly is typically madiun. increasing unsertainty has no

aaaociationo throughou§ the~data. Uhen mcertainty is typica.lly high,

incre-ins uncertainty ia related to job .change. The structural
9

ef.fccta of increasing‘ uncq,.rt'

; consisténtly amongat Job situationi. _wifh no decrease in routine ‘being

"\

3 ‘»J

expetienced with increasea in uncertainty at any level of uncertainty

1

‘In the coubination of low job routine and 1ow job uncertainty .

ff’ l
terintica appear.‘ Job eatisfaction ip tied to role definition and

group cohesion. The intertorrela;ions .are &‘6 and 34 respect'ively.

. ’ by

At lé:w job routine and modium job,u&ce ainty (cdlunn 8), 1ng aaing

"routine is related positively to\a:ole definition and negativnly “to
6 ‘

;l job satisfactian. It may bé‘&that when routine igﬁtypically 10' and

{ N . ) ‘
u iy q

uncerﬁ:aintg,is typically' low,. organizational membersD relate J:o .

‘,lﬂ

éfhhion. As uncertainty acquires great?r saliente within the job

. uncertainty, there may be a penchant within organizations to increaae
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.groutine. Thia leads to increasing role definitian, but increasing

) v
routiné is responded to negatively by members. In either case, job
~

/"
routig and job uncertainty are independent uof one another. At low

job rqutine and high job' uncertainty (column 9) job routine and job
un.ee!Eainty are negatively related. Fdrthermore in this aetting, .

N

role ’definitinn and job rout.ine are related positively pnd joh change

' and job uncertainty are similarly related pos,itively.: Respondents ;'r ‘

s

-

Y. B
(co;umn 7»)1 do relationahips amongat contextual and structural charac- ‘
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' 0 . ) .. . : N
appear ‘to favour a measure®of role definition in’ this rather
. ..J* S .
unsett setting of low routine and high uncertainty. It seems v
>

‘that when routine is typically low, and uncertainty is low or medium, |

-

‘. dincreasing uncertainty does not affect existing levels of routine.

Increases in routine, however, are poesibly developed by organizations
A

as the general level of uncertainty increasee, and at moderate leve'%( ,

of uncertainty, respondents do not relate positively to this measure’
u - » :
‘. g of routinization. When uneertainty is generally high however,
B increases in uncertainty create a decrease in routine,\or alternately,

e ases in routine create a decra;se in uncertainty. The structur&l,

@ tects of these movements;are apparent in both role definition and

I8

g_" I job change.~ Increasing unce%ainty leads to job change and through
decreasing job ;outine to decreasing role definition. The ‘decrease e

in role definition is related in turn to decreasing satisfaction.
o A ) v & .

T;ﬁ'&‘ Increasin routine leads to?';le definﬁ:ion and job satisfaction, and

o g e R ) )
through\ deereasin@ob‘unﬁtaigw.y to decreasing job change. Either v > ‘

() p'. :

p ‘interpretation may hold continge& gn gle poin.t of departure.

2
- element of group cohesion which appears impottant in the ap ori

, setting of low job routine and high job un.pe;rtai.nty does not surface y.
Y ih t}!is particular _group. Indeed as in this latter ease, the ' -”"_'~'

' ‘general flavour of the entire series of. éombined sets vary between ’ .
t.wyfa o L3 . KN

: @E« K- prio and a poeteriori scales. : Differences _are attributable in*

'large pa;t to reclassifications of (a number of respondents R and a .

<
_ general reduction in the magnitude of high and low groups compared to

s SN .
‘:_nedium v_aluations. Sy e e \ : B - '
_... o _ e , * 5 \. : o L --‘]‘.e - .:‘ . “ .
e 11. ‘Qontext, Structure and Job Satisfaction - A Posteriori Scales s
Yﬂ*tﬂ o -y ,' oo ..> :ﬁ ue—mw ‘ i - g o

;' 5 e A.suhry of the assoe:t&tions amongst contextual and structural

5
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. typical'ly hold Mo
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emerges between job 8
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characteristics with job satisfaction" at specific levels of job *
" routine and job uncertainty appears ag exhibit 4-28. The levels are . =
diacarned by a posteriori scales in this instance, and the number and
nature of associations 1s not as prominent as in the a p_ data 'A
.. '*(exhibit 4-18) Only four associations qsm:e significant in. the context o g
- and .‘lOb Satisfaction golumns, and many of the.. structural associations &
N N Aty
with job satisfaction are tied in part to conditions in the 3 g
contextual characteristic. e “ : ' , a**\:
In jobs which typically have high job routin quw B job - a
‘ L8 v - _le \;
satisfaction and job rOutine are negati’gely associated no relation-

ship is evident between job satisfacstion and job uncertainty And job ’

. Fu
1.8 s

rsatisfactidrus positively assgiated with adr‘g. three stmctura]. u \ e

cha?acterist‘ics of rol% deﬁ‘initidn, joﬁ change group cohesion. e “{w
® S . NN
'I‘he negative reaéf:ion ’to increasing routine disappears ‘when jobs ) T

: ¢ e e} > ~.~. w9
e levels of routine, and\a positive association &

E-"

))’

“M“‘ M
atisfactidhw’bb tmcertainty (row 2) As in

-

e

.

o the a p ori data, it appears 1ike1y that some routine but qot too

high a level of routine is required in jobs before job satisfaction
and job uncertainty are positively correlated. Structural linkage_s

with job satisfaction at moqerate routine are with all three

. organizational characteristics, although job change is related in part

,° to existin evels of Job uncertainty and condiwns in the other ‘;,’

structural characteristics.. Perhaps job change is most important o

where jobs are highly routinized as in the high job rdutine set, or -
“fn jobs at moderate‘ levelg of routine which have lit'tle i‘nte’raction |

{ -
with o,thers and low levels, of uncertainty (cf. TOW 4)/ Some sgpport

": ok [ ‘Y. - -\
v’ s o

for this proposition rests in t ﬁ 'data at low job routine (row 3) where i

e
-
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job change is no longer linked to job satisf’gtion, but both, role

definftion and group cohesi@-are pogitively asoocigted with joﬂl' i

t

) s} ~\ .-'-,_".-‘.;"'*
& V.N e aatisfaction. this level, no clear associations between ei\Wr
V.
" job routine or i / o{“ uncertainty and job sat;sfaction are evident,

although increasing routine is rel.n.ted to decreasing satisfaction

P S N when both job uncertainty and role definit\ion/ are controlled. .
R AR

. Uncertainty is not relpted to satisfactimwhen routine is generally

-

low. o ' PR o . ' 4 . ‘

-~

Th} contrasting contextual characteristic to high job routine is

low job uncertainty (rowr"o) Coincidentally the same pattern of | _{\a} 4

ot TSN /

‘ = Cag s
‘ R associations amongst ;fb'B%datisfaction and contextual and structural/

characteristics f.orms at this level At lw job uncertainty, job

\ a’
change has -a positive association-with job satisfaction as at high

job‘, routine, ]autt the td is not. strictly independent of job routine 1
. o 1?‘*#‘6;. %, - ‘ ¥

and group cohesior, 'r. 0 job routine and medium job uncertainty

(row 5) “do flot have“ AR r patterns A negative association between ,,
(. o / =) ".
‘ ' job satisfact:ipn =nd job routine is evident at medimn job uncertainty,
S Y B 2 & , K
a2 whereas no association is evident between job satisfaction and job RS- REPI

'“routine at medium job routine. Further, the positive association

'
between satisfaction and uncerta:lnty which appears at moderate

2

routine is not present at medium %rtainty. Indeed - ng association
between job satisfaction ah&”iob uncgrtainty develops at any general
' ‘ . . ) _"V 3’” ]
v S level of uncertainty. This teﬁds to confirm the finding that increﬁ- A

o o ing uncertainty is associated with ajob satisfaction when routine 18 °
generally at moderate levels. Structural associations with -job \ .

{ . B

: satisfaction at medium job uncertainty are apparent for role definition

b f a‘nd group cohesion, although role definition emerges o!!ly when the S

."‘
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effect of job routine is removed from the data. Perhaps in some

ﬁz "instances they serve as substitutes for one another Job change
; bears some importance at medium job routine, but does not emerge in’
positive assoeiation with Job. satisfaction ‘at medium job uncertainty.

Perhaps the fact that uncertainty is generally moderete provides a

3formrofrvariety in the job-which makes job change less necessary as a-
satisfier. This need not be tzye medium job routine levels, where

perhaps job change is”confingent ds a satisfier upon the matching

. 1eve1 of uncertainty realized within the total context &f thevjﬁb Ca

Thus, at medium job routine where uncertainty is very low, jbb ﬂﬁgnge .
1] .

may be positively related to job/satisfaction, but where uncertainty

.- i

i3 moderately low orrmedium, job change niay have no association with
'job satisfaction. - At hi%y?job uncertainty (row 6) job setisfaction )
is related to contextual and structural—eharacteristics in the same

) sR

basic way - as at, the low job routine level. no ibsociations appear ‘

with routihe and uncertainty,: and structural ‘;ociations are with.role _'

definition and group cohesion. Apparently -at these two 1evels, persons

‘_d respond neither negatively nor posgtively to changes in routine and
b /

uncertainty, d like to have a clearer understanding of their role Y

- &

in the organiz tion within -an. envirgnment of group cohesion.

ST N ;.
T oae R ¢ .
v

o - 12, Eleﬁ‘nts of the General Picture With Respect to COntext, T e
Structure and Job Satisfaction - A Posteriori Scales

. o SR ) v
. B 1

As in the a prio scale data, it is possible and desirable to e

.

construct a framework which presents elements of the general picture ~'?L‘

with respect to eontext. structure and job satisfaction.f The jobv’

‘e




o STRE tween Job sag;lmtion and the context
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context represents a combination of a level of job routine and a level

of job uncertainty. Each of these 1eve13 has a series of associatiomns

M
\ A
qand structural character-

cs (exhibit 6-28) Each' of thegse le s typically aligned with.

ok a level of the other cbntextual\haracteristic in terms of modal

'contextual frelationships (exhibit 14-14) I;ntercorrelations for all v

Qe

pairs of orga.nizational characteristics are compiled for combined sets
of contextual characteristics including modal sets (exhibit 6-27)

Information from the three sources provides the basis for a framework

of elements of the general picture. o . . T Y

-
" !

Jobs which are typically high in job routine (n-157) d‘emonstrate

the following associations in terms of job satisféction. a negative

tie with increasing routine, no systematic tie with uncertaitﬂ'.? changes

and positive ties with rdle definition, job change and group cohesion RS

certainty (n.-‘87),‘ job satiafaction and joﬁ ’i‘:_o_utine are ‘vnegativelyF

2 . . . .
L

| 1e1ated and job satisfaction is positively related with role .

‘ -«
l_definition and job change (exhibit 4—27) Persans in what amounts to @y

v .!Q A

‘highly routinized setting with low job uncertainty appear to respond

J

negatively to increasea in routine, and although they do not respond‘
. ety
positively td increasing uncertainty, they 1ike what uncertainty T

generatas'v’both falling routine and increa@ed ;Iob change. These s

_ties are direct fhin this group axid reflect con\titions of \echn&

' lpgical and s'truc:ural flexibility withfn the population as uncertaint’y ' .

’. ‘ .
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e

. increaaes. Perhafia‘i'lo‘f ‘inportance, hawever, is' that fact that\

a,

- unccm:ainty is generally low . for thii,s group, and increasing uncertainty

p.ot be a typl.cal experience for thQse Qjob incumbents. Although

)8 satisfaction and group cohesion ave positively related in both

*

high job routine and low job uncertainty, apparently when the two

LN

levels are combined, no association is in evidence, and group cohesion

' emerges as a structural characteristic in association with job satis—

’ " faction only at high levels of uncertainty within the high job rout;l.ne

2  level (exhibit 4-27). \Further, this measure of group -cohesion for ‘

this group is'traced directlyito increasing ;]ob uncertainty, ‘af&d“

J "._.f';jfin_creasing uncertainty is also ass'ociatedii'w th' less routine here. At

Y]

and routine are associated with job chang'g"énd job satisfaction is notf e

Ce as@ociated with any contextual or structﬁMharacteristics in any

U

& "

tems of job satisfaction" routine and satisfaction ‘are not relate’d

1lmcertainty and. satiafaction are. positively related “and all e ,”'

-’
structural characteristics and satisfaction .are re%, althOugh job
- " o

o g

K4

%
change is affected by the measures of unceraaintyy role defini:tion and -

’ ' - geoup cohesion present -{exhibit 4—28) Medium job routine 1a most

often fotmd with eitﬁr’low job uncertainty or medium job ’lmcertainty

Lo¥ job uncertainty has the following ass°ciations in terms of job . 2
‘ R T

?" ~sat)isfacticm., routine and satisfaction are negetively related SRR

- ‘),.

uncertainty ‘and satisfaction are not related "and all structural

Py J .
&y . \ R
" : K] & 5

: characteristics and satisfaction are related, although job change 1e o
not independent of the measures of routine and group cohbsion present J L’ o

\ a




¢}

‘(ibid) ‘Thus the combination of medium job.routide

'uncertainty (n-75) brings together two contextual levels with a-

o v _
a 1oy job -

halY

number of differences in their associations with organizational

M I

chsracteris‘ti-cs and job satisfaction. ‘In fact, when the two are

.

faction and uncertainty, and %b association between these characteristics

correlation with job uncertainty (exhibit 4-27) Apparently even -

combined the only significant job satisfaction tie is a negative inter-

/
though medium Job routine has a positive association between satis—-

is evident at low job uncertainty, the combination of medium routine

y

and low uncertainty provides a setting where increasing uncertainty

’ actually ds associated with decreasing satisfaction. This disappears .

.when the general level. of uncertainty is higher at medium job routine.

: increasing uncertainty destroys xhe relative harmondous organizational

Part of thia unexpected relationship between uncertainfy and *

L

satisfaction when routine is moderate and ungbrtainty is generélly 1m§ i fb

-
.

' and joh?unfertainty which also emerges in- this group, Perhaps

¥

A may be explained in the negative relationsn%g between role definition ‘m?f

e

[ rs

& network that can be rendered in a setting typified by mediugrrqntine \
and low uncertainty The impact,d§ feltuin terms of decreasing roié
definition, and role understandings are 1ess clea?. This leads to . .

| decreasing satisfaction. When uncertainty is generally at a higier _i:" \
level, role definition and,job satisfaction are 1inked directly. wuég/ \\ JE

,or

NN

uncertainty is higher yet job uncertainty and job change are

positively related and a premium is placed on role definition and

groap cohegion . (exhibit 27, columns 4, 5, and 6)

Nedium*job uncertsinty brings qualities to its contextual match

with medium job routine (n-78) hich vary f@gm the associations f‘:'

B AT R

>

"‘1‘:“" &.o‘ \."
r
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Postered b'y medium’ﬁob routine. The conttasts are outlined in the

previous section of the paper and represent balancing influences. At
4

medium: uncertainty, satisfaction and routine are n{egatively related, f*

whereas no association apnears between these two at medium routine. ,

’

At medium uncertainty, ,.lltinfaction dnd uncertainty are not associated
) whereas they qre positivelyg,.associated at medium foutine (exhibit 4—28) e
% As ‘balancing influences in the intercortelation matrix, no associations

51
- . [ : -

emerge within the setting of medium routine - medium uncertainty in »

£

o tenﬂs of job satisfaction and context (exhibit 6—27) Further, g

' although boﬁh levels have positive associations between job satisfaction

-

*,';

and both I'Ole definitiOn'd group coheeidn, only /the positive ’

& &‘a " 'associ%on between Satisgaé.tion ar&d role definition is evident in the

+*
combined set. Perl}aps gronp cohesion is. more in;portant when uncertainty

:!:s generally higher, "as§ nozed abové; when the tot s
hl.- . ‘ "Lf ‘* . ‘ ’

TN , : S

. considered CON o ,‘ R R S

Medium job uni;ertainty is also one of the modal matchés'for jobs ‘.‘- oo

'~cally mea.sur:lng low on. job routine (exhibit 4-45 Jobs'?low ‘on

_ routi' e demmstrate no sySt?Bat:ic associations between job sag:isfaction
S ‘P »“'.' SO
. ,""_ and move%en‘ts in routine anﬂ uncertainty, while structural ties are o

]

o : | evident between job osatisfaction and both r‘bl/e def}ihiJion and groupv '
cohesion Gexh it*4-28). In, the combined setting ‘\of low job routine

and ,medium job uncrtainty((n-SO), only a negative tie betwesn job . ‘

E R Y
C satisfaction and ?ob routin‘e ie evident in the. job sa!iefaction data. e

Apparently the negative relat?ionship of satiefaction and routine at

V‘.

R moderate leve].s of uncertainty affects thie setting. This might be e

explained in terms of organizational actions within 1ow routine jobs. R

-
L

N ,. ' When jobs are not hi,ghly routinized and uncertainty is low, job/




K "lrﬂ'

A

respond favourably to role definition at this gelfereily' high leVel of

o ¥
o _uncertainty. Further,( inci'easing uncertainty creates conditions of

’

" the routine 1

cohesion does beai-‘ out in posi\tive‘ soc:latiLn with job satisfacéipn it*“ -

hf'gh routineq—«high t)ncertainty, medium rout}ine - high \?certainvy dnd \

1W routine & 1ow tmcart:ainty,. I-t mgy be that &ome routine or lwer oul

. ,V,A.a postgriori data. : ' . '.g,."‘f Q\\_\§ v

R . ' [ ]
. .o i

~

satisfaction is related to role deﬁfition and group’foheeim. As

o

uncertainty levels gmera;ly imxeue. more routines ‘are perhnps '

__formulated to hsndle %he higher level of uncetteinty. although routine '

P
continues to be 1ow. 'I‘hie incre‘se in rout‘!ne surfeces in increhui :

role definition aend increasin'ﬁ routine has a negative effect’ on job ‘

satisfaction. No st:ructural cherecteristica are ’émnected to job
satisfaction.' As uncertainty reaches stﬁ.]. a higher lev‘el, increesing

t N 7
routine is again reflected in increasing ml% definitiona but persons - Ty

~e

Va

i

decreasing routine in jobs and generatce job change at this leveL } \

- K u'

(exhibit 4—23,"f¢1umns 7, 8 and 9) is-latter»siS?ation of 1ow O

routine ‘and hi: ‘: uncertainty n(1;;--92) represents the. lest model'ﬁ&in , , -

2 . , .
ls (exhib:tt 4—-4) Although both role defiriit:lon and. S ,’,' DA

a4 . )
o

group cohesion are p’osit,ively ne“laté‘d to job satisfaction at the two Ly
levels coupled in t’his setting, group cqhesion dtﬁs dot emerge in ‘ "li

positive (ﬁssociation wit:l'bjob satisfac::;hoxi ﬂl the data. Group PR PR
Sy SR

» 0 -..

N, . S
levels of uncettainty are a prerequisite to grotgp coheei de\’fe oping 1 ,'i’ U y

v .«——L" - . Cas e

S
R amounts to clesrer :ole underetmdin and desi@at‘ian\of;akailable o g A

!
ot ' j / B ; s
_' cohesian w ich , -y

N e R .

A e & REERCRN
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The job setiefection relationehips which ubpeet at l_e'vela‘ ef low, *
mediml and high uncer_teinty are presented in. the diecueeiqi'of job~
_routine levels, and-are Fhowm on exhibi: 4~28. - The modal contextual
~ settings are einilerly eeeh discuued in the mtchee apparent from che
job routine levele, and their modal reletionehipe. _ It 1is superfluons
.;o analyee the sete exhaustively. In terms of highld.ghts, it appears - .

that the 505 change tie with job“featisfection at low job uncerteinty

PO |

is evident in- the combined setting of low uncertainty - high routine
where the relet:ionehip is reinforced by a simjilar association inhfthe
high routine level. In the combined setting of low uncertainty -
leediun reutine ‘this relet:ionehip disappears. The negative association
between job eetiefection and job routine’ at medium job uncerteinty
‘appears to have it:e.greetest impect when job routine is typically low."
Possibly in this eoetext, any incteu_di! in routine which may be

generated Sy a general increase 'in ueeettainty is'net favoured. The
poaicive association bet:ween Job satisfaction and group cohesion at
high job uncertainty is not evident at lov routine, vhere most of the

. respondents experiencing high \meerteinty,,are located. It seems thec
elthough job setisfection and group coheeion are poeitively associated .
at high uncerteinty. some measure of routine i.vrequired in jobe ~ -

[

before it emerges in co‘utex_tuel sats of routine and uncertainty.
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CHAPTER V

JOB SATISFACTION: A MORE JN-DEPTH ANALYSIS ' .

A. PURPOSE AND INTRODUCTION TO JOB SATISFACTION GROUPS
-

One of the primary areas ofuinquiry;in the present study centers on

job satisfaction as a performance outcome of activity in the work organ--

|
'ization Attention is directed to its apparent relationships with the

contextual and structural characteristics of job routine jo‘ uncertainty,

role definition, job change and group_cohesion.\ The purpose of this

Echapter is to pursue these relationships in greater detail., This is

D

accomplished by discriminating amongst low, medium and high job satis-

faction groups in terms of contextual and structural characteristics, and

relating these findings‘to the results’ uncovered in the previous analysis
NG
of contextual, structural and performance characteristics within particu-

!

lar job contexts (Chapter IV).
Respondents are split into low, medium and high levels of job satis-
faction on both an.a priori and.g_posteriori basis just as in“the cases

of job context‘in the previdus chapter. The job satisfaction scaigs,a

) —

appear in Exhibit 5-1. The total‘score on thefjooﬂsatisfaction scale
has a range of 6 to-30. The arpgiggi split points occur betveen 13 and
14 and between 22 and 23 on this scale, and respondents are classified
as-low, medium or high in terms of the &cale itself (set‘A)r This |
results in Zi respondents'at;iow jobnsatisfaction: 306 respondents at
medium job satisfaction and ZSb'respondents at high job satisfaction.

The data clearly show that the vast majority of persons included in the

study are at medium or high job satisfaction (cf. Chapters II, III and

Iv).
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[ S

| EXHIBIT $~1 'qoa‘sAirsfagtroﬁ SCALES
_ A Priori‘ ' A Post:eriori
' ' Jobr Sacisfaction Schles Jab Satisfact:lon Scalcs
Job Satisfaction - Set A. Scales: Basod - Set B. Scales Based
Chdracteristic on Relative Scale Score on Relative Scale Score
| Levels Levels -
Score Respondents - Score " Respondenté Sco;'g Respondents
‘No. (%) (Com -~ - No. (%)  (Cum No. “(0) _(Com . ..
o S Z) D
6 1 .2 20 )
7 0 . 2.
8 0 20 .2 . |
9 0 .2 .2 Low Job Satisfactioh o
10 2° .3 .5 6-13 210 3.6 " 3.6 &
11 2 .3 .9 S .
12 5 .9 1.7 Low Job Satisfaction
13 .11 1.9 3.6 6-19 176 30.5 - 30.5
I 1 1.9 5.5 | ‘ -
15 28 4.9 10.4 '
16 22 3.8 14.2 a |
17 25 4.3 18.5  Medium Job Satisfaction |
18 28 4.9 23.4 14-22 306 53.1 - 56.7
19 41 7.1 30.5
20 48 8.3 38.8 _ | |
ar 43 7.5 463 @ Medium Job Satisfaction -
22 - 60 10.4 56.7  __ 20-23 211 36.6 67.1
23 60 10.4 67. 1/ RS | ' |
26 65 " 11.3 78. 3 o
25 45 7.8 86. i | o | ' S
26 27 4.7 90.8 - High Job Satisfaction nigﬁf;;; Satisfaction
27 20 3.5 94.3 23-30 250 43.3 100.0  24-30 190 '32.9 100.0
28 13 2.3 96.5
29 10 1.7 98.3
.30 10 1.7.100.0°
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The a posteriori split points occur between 19 and 20 and betveon

(

© 23 and 24 on the scale. These points are chosén since they represent
.- the closest juncture( to a division of fesponfedfs into equal groups.

-Persods measuring low on the' a gosteriori scale age low in the sense

i

that they fall fnto the boc:om third of respondents in the range of

v

- scores. The -split. point between 19 and- 20~indicates ‘that: the group.

jmeasuring low on the a posteriori scale accually includes a large number -

of persons who are classified as.mediun/againstvthe scale itself,;gnd
who indeed are above the center poin; %f th; scaieést 18.  The low job
sstisfacn}on group on tne_g posteriori/ scale comprises 176 respdndents;\
and represents'30.5i of nhe persons'i#'the study. ' o

£ Along the same line, tne medium job.satisfaction'grohp\in the

a posteriori scale data includes pefsons from the medium and high

a Eriori job satisfaction groups hnd the high job satisfacéion group
in the a gosteriori scale data 1nc1udes persons 1n the upper end of the . .

high a priori job satisfaction éroup. This is a result of the fact that

- most persons in the study are/at ‘the top end of the job satisfaction

scale, and well over a third of the respondents are at hish job satis-
facéidn when measured aga;nst the scale itself.’ " The g_posteriori mediam .
job satisfaction‘group comprtses 211 persons and‘36.61.of the sutvey |
population. ‘The a gosteriori high job satisfaction group comprises 190
persons and 32.9% of the survey population (set .B). . ) ,ﬁ |

G
“J»,V-'

B. ANALYSIS OF A PRIORI JOB SATISFACTION GROUPS

Univariate one-way analysis of'variance‘indicates:tnat diffq#enees

, o i . o - ’ LR ) i)
amongst means for groups of respondents at a priori low, medium and high



group cohesion goes hand-in-hand q&gp job satisfaction.

job satisfaction are significant for all contextual and struptural

characteristics (Exhibit 5-2) F ratios ‘are highest for the contextual

characteristic job routine and the structural characteristic group co-

0

hesion. Mean and standard deviation statistics are provided in Exhibit 'l

5:3. 'Using the LSD procedure of matching pairs of ordered means, the
contestual and structural characteristics are each classified as high,

"medium or low in accordance with their relativerpositions tobone another

.

(Exhibit 5-4) Job routine is high in the-low job satisfaction group,

‘medium in the medium job satisfaction group and low in the. high jbb v

satisfaction group (row 1) Job uncertainty does not di tinguish itself

»

as clearly amongst groups, and is low-medium in> both the low and medium »

job satisfaction groups and medium-high invthe,high job satisfaction )f

group (row 2). Thus, persons at low job satiﬁfaction end to have high '

.routine and low—medium uncertainty in their jobs.p Per ons at medium job
satisfaction.tend-to have'medium job routine and low-m dium‘nncertainty.

Persons at high job satisfaction tend to have'lovirouti e and mediumépigh

uncertainty.§< ' N
. .

In the structural characteristics,'the role definit on characteris-A

d
tic does not- clearly distinguish amongst groups, and is egarded as ‘_p

medium in all instances (row 3) ' Job change is low-mediu in the low

job satisfaction group, and medium—high in both the medium nd high job ;93,'

satisfaction groups (row»k) Apparently a degree of job change is

- v
related to higher levels of satisfaction. Group cohesion is low in the

:low job satisfaction group, medium ;n the medium job satisfaction group

N

and high in the high job satisfaction group (row 5) It would,seem‘the

r

S T
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE .LEVELS
EXHIBIT 5-2 UNIVARIATE O} »'fsm' ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
- F TEST FOR LEVELS OF JOB SATISFACTION .
Al K o | : : - Lo
© ORGANIZATIONAL sm:;ggmcr-: .
CHARACTERISTIC e
A. . CONTEXT "
‘1. Job Routine’ 0.000
. 2. Job Uncertainty . 0.007;
B.  STRUCTURE | i
3. Role Definition - 0.012
4. “Job Change = 0.010
5. -Group Cohesion, 0.000 '

281,

)
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SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

o o ' L
EXHIBIT’5-3 NEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION VALUES FOR
' CONTEXTUAL AND STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

B | WITHIN. LEVELS OF JOB SATISFACTION
i
LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION S
S LOW  MEDIWM  HIGH  ALL GROUPS
ORGANIZATIONAL .  N=21  N=306.  N=250 N=577
CHARACTERISTIC = . ° R ‘
corm:x'r | ; T / .
Y o L. . / ,‘ . N
1. Job Routine -~ - 15.5 12/.9 S11.7 12.5 ~ .
- 2. Job Uncertainty’' 11.6  12.4  13.1 12.7- '
STRUCTURE
3. Role Definition . 7.2
4. Job Change 5.8 .
5. Group Cohesion. 7.0
.c'omn -
; 1. Job Routine >3,2
2. Job Uncetcainty 3.0 -
' s'rnucmnz
3. Role Definition 1.7
4. Job ‘Change 1.9
1.4




o Significance Leve

SET A - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS

3

EXHIBIT 5-4 COMPABAIIVK RANKINGS OF CONTEXTUAL AND
* STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LEVELS
OF JOB SATISFACTION

v,

LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION

ORGANIZATIONAL ‘LOW  MEDIUM . HIGH ..
.. CHARACTERISTIC .. - ,__N=21 _ N=306 ~ N=250
CONTEXT VA
1. Job Routine M L
. 2. . Job Uncertainty L-M M-H
STRUCTURE St
73. Role Definition M M
4. Job Change o M-H . M-H
' Mo H

5. * Group Cohesion

EXHIBIT 5-5 DISCRIMINANT CTION COEFFICIENTS FOR
DISCRIMINATIN AMDNGST LEVELS OF JOB
SATISFACTION /- ‘ :

 EUNCTION A ) FUNCTION B
Job Routine _ .75 . °  Role Definition
Job Uncertainty .03 ; Job Uncertainty
- . Job Change '-.23  Job Routine
Group Cohesion -.48 Job Change -
Role Defidition -.53 - Group Cohesion:.

Technical Note:

»

" Proportion Vhriﬁr

ey

Bropoftioﬂ Variépce'

Significance Level

e

\

i

-

483

.58

«50

.24

030"

Te 71

o oo
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e . .
A discriminant analysis on the five organizational characteristics '
.results in .two discriminant functions which explain all of the variance
‘amongst the three leyels of job satisfaction (Exhibit 5-5). The first

'function explains 93, 32 of the variance, and is significant at .00. E#
(AT N

3
The second -function explains 6. 72 of the variance, and is significant .

4t .14. To the extent it provides ..soms.i,nf,o_ms_tisn.,, th_‘e__.funq!:io,n is - |
included in the data display. A graph of the discriminant functions

appears as-Exhibit 5-6. The first discriminant'function'represents a

) contrsgtjbetweenfjob:routine on one-hand/and role definitiom, group

lcohesion and\job‘change on the other hand. .The function thﬁrefore.is

. greater in value as job routine increases relative to role definition,

group . cohesion and job change. The second function represents a con-

trast betweendgroup cohesion, job change.and job routine, and role}..
Tdefinitionkand job'uncertainty; The major discrimindtion occurs within T
fthe first function which’has_the"low,job‘satistaction group on the

extreme of~thevroutine side of the éunction,.the.medium job satisfaction -

group approxinately in the‘center of the function and the ;igh job.f:}'idA-ﬂ
7satisfaction group in the role definition - group cohesion - job change

'side of the function. - The contrast involves the contextual characteris-:% ' .,}QQ
. tics of job routine, and the structuraLYset of alllthree structural | |
characteristics, but particularly role definition and group cohesion.
It'appears in general that persons-do,not like job routine, and that-
they respond favourably to.a'hnowledge ofework roles,'to vorking with‘
. others and ‘to job change. The seconﬂ function: essentially loads on’ ) A

Y »

group cohesion in contrast ‘to: role definition and Job. uncertainty, and

S

. the medium‘job-satisfaction group is distinguished from the 1ow job

,satisfaction group in particular but also'from}theohigh job‘satisfaction
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SET A — SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE SCALE SCORE LEVELS N

- EXHIBIT 5-6 CENTROIDS OF LEVELS OF JOB SATISFACTION
. N REDUCED SPACE IN'TERMS OF DISCRIMINANT Jj$
' n CTIONS - : ey '
\ . o
. \
\

- .
L

JOB SATISFACTION, LEVEL

. . ' “l

1. Low Job Sati faction
2. Medium Job Satisfaction
3. High Job Saciffaction

wn? homa i Cwe
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.group, in an orientation towards group cohesiﬁh as distinct from role
definition -and job uncertainty. It should'not be overlooked, however,

that job change falls along side group cohesion on this second function,

) as well as wiﬁh role definition and group cohesion on the first function.

Based on the scenario and previous analysis, it is’ possible ‘to -
.

speculate on certain of the patterns of context and structure which

e g e
~

result in different levels of job satisfaction within organizations e
work force. High levels of routinization, for example, are associated
“with low job satisfaction. Routinization is an orientation of manage-

ment (cf. Perrow,1£970). 'Group cohesion and role definition are asso-

ciated with-highfjob satisfaction. It'might be asked whether an opera=- .

,'tion can counter the organizational outcome of low job satisfaction ;*i“

accompalfing routinization by nurturing more cohesive work groups with

a mead‘%e of role definition. The development of work groups is an

) essential feature of the human relations school and is often a part of

’programs-of job redesign. Hackman (1975) refers to a case oibgob ref

design in a bank where this general situation a&tually occurred e .‘;#:f _

',"People who held the good' jobs hefore the change
.also held them afterwards - and those ‘people whose
‘jobs had originally been routine, repetitive and
- virtually without feedback had essentially identical
<. jobs after the work.was redesigned. After- Aabout six -
- months, there was even a slight derivation in worker ,
satisfaction and motjvation ... All that- had actually
‘happened was that employees “had been put into small
- GTOUPS ... but the jobs themselves: had remained :
virtually untouched " (pp 265-266) '

It seems that content change in the jobs themselres is required before'

/
. .

'.job satisfaction can be expected to crease. The routine itself must.

be broken. This may amount to-havin an element of job uncertainty as,
part of the essential technology of the job or to job change where

-either’ routines are amended periodically to introduce some variety or

-

A Am B e e ¢ pamaenan 2 e o
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. a : . : ) ;
, B . /

the job is enlarged to include a certain diversity in‘its formati* Having

some uncertainty with some routine is. perhaps indicative of built-in job

° \

. enrichment. This . notion is discussed extensively in. Chapter II .and ia

| perhaps reflected in Hackman s (1975) descriptidn of legal clerks in the

LY

‘bank: ST o o : | LT

Y B "Legal clerks,-- ‘for example,—had—considerabla
/- autonomy in handling problems involving ‘death

inheritdnce taxes,. testaﬁ%ntary Jetters and'

so on. The job required a gredt deal of skill, _ .

and most people who held it.found the: work both o o

‘challenging and satisfying.? (p. 265) . -

It appeared in this instance that persons in this type of job which held
A

some challenge and an outlet for skill application "were more motivated e

productive and satisfied and were less 1ike1y to be absent from the job" :

3

: éibid ) This case may prove contrary to those who might argue that

: reducing job routine may increase satisfaction, but it may have a detri—

¢ o

~iimen;a1 effect on productivity. Perhaps too high a level of routinization i}d
.i-may deter productivity as a central tendency, and a proper balance between

; routine ‘and uncertainty levels is required to maximize productiVity. The
present study lacks a measure of organizational productivity; and thus
"observations in this regard cannot be offered on the basis of this. empir;‘ff
ical analysis._ Further consideration of\the relationships amongst routine,

*:uncertainty and satisfaction is, hpwever, possible and appropriate within

, L ; | kd

the existing framework A ] f O L s / i
An alternatiVe way to increase job satisfaction may be to'reduce

;.

; 'the level of job routine, and to develop a structure of relatively high

role definition and high group cohesion.- This alternative builds on a11;A:
‘of the favourahle aspects of the first discriminant function, and has a

*:certain appeal The question, however, is how far does management/gof

vith.Such a plan.” From Chapter v, it appears that as the content of

Rt N




| N } o Cot v - . .'\v"y.
job technology moves from high job routine to moderate job routine;-tHe ‘ ,

//~’" , negative rplationship between routine and 1ob satisfaction is indeed

Further, when routine is typically low, the negative relation-

reduced

_ ship between routine and satisfaction disappears completely The job B
context,‘however, embraces both a level of routine and a level of uncer—:f

mtainty.g The relationship of uncertainty and satisfaction 1is positive | 'f ST

only at medium level//6f routine (Exhibits 4-10 and 4—18) - Only at"

-’

N moderate levels of/:outine are both role definition and groug cohesion B o n?%
positively related to job satisfaction.‘ This setting possibly represents ‘
-a level ot/rdutine which allows persons ‘to deal with uncertainty and thus

»respond'favourably to it, and the measure of routine facilitates role
0
» definition whith is also responded to favourably. Uncertainty is related K
o L x
" to group %ohesion which isvalso favoured. Too little routine, on . the one'.;,f

WhAnd may make uncertainty more difficult to deal w&th the job is not

':u

':'

L 'Easy to define or set limits to, and only group cohesion is- related -,.; V;

\\positivelg to jOb satisfaction. Ioolguch routine, on the other haﬂa

b

has'a strong negative tie between routine and satisfaction, and job change ',.ﬁ?

.iin addition to role definition are positive satisfiers. Persons like a\”'
. [
‘content change in their jobs when routine is very high. As one option '
Sy B ‘it thus seems desirable to reduce routine somewhat in jobs,
LN b .

’ﬁ%‘beyond a certain level Perhaps too great a reduction id “outine creates

¥

" ?
'ifstress dn’ the\job which persons do nor like. To conclude the general o

5 fi&, S ;;scenario, it seems that persons respond favourably to increasing uncer-‘ o
AL ) s R

‘‘‘‘‘ . .v.,/,_‘v-n“

tainty particularly in the context of moderate routine and high un%er-'”'"
Bl R N L
,___ntainty (Exhibit 6—16) Thus a reduction in routine to very low levels e
e . .
‘ appears undesirable from the viewpoint of matchfni unce?tainty snd satis—

- v

faction as well. A level of routine may be required in order to effecr \§ rg@
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‘tively deal with uncertainty'(cf. Simon, 1960) and to expedite job

i
satisfaction.

-

As a second option the structural characteristic of job change;
appears to have some impact on distinguishing amongst low, medium and
‘high job_shtisfaction groups. *ob changQ is medium-high for the medium
and high job satisfaction groups, and low-medium for the low job satis-

faction group (Exhibit 5-4). Job change is iucluded with role definition

¥

and group cohesion as a contrast to job routine in the first discrininant
function (Exhihit 5-5). Jobs may be changed for at least two reasons in .
‘,Lorganizationsz. because the organization wants to change them or'because
the organization has to change them. The positive association betveen

job uncertainty -and job’change suggests\that perhaps jobs are changed to

adapt to changes facing the organization'through time. Some degree of
voluntary change may, however, 'be in evidence (Chapter II) It appears )

|
desirable to change the conteht of jobs, and not simply rotate persons,

for example, between routine #obs. This perhaps follows from the con-
trast that exists fn the disctiminant function between routine and
structure. Etzioni (1964) discusses the ties amongst group cohesion,
job routine, job rotation and job satisfactipn 'in the" following terms.

"The development of social groups omn the job
might make the worker's day more pleasant,
‘but it does not make his task any the less .
repetitious or uncreative. Similarly
rotation eases the problem of monotony but
does'not change’ its basic nature since
rotation is limited by the scope of the
** ©  alternative jobs available, all similar
in their dull, routine and ‘meaningless
nature. Workers, it is suggested, spend :
much of their working day in a semi-conscious
‘ . delirium, dreaming about their major source
e of satisfaction, thn post-work day." (p 42).

/
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In the present stqu higner job satisfaction éppears to be linked
to redueed levels of roJEine, some job change, clear role undersceng}ng/
and group cohesion;’ Job change is'parcieularly important when jeb rou-
tine 1is typieelly high (Exhibit 4- 10) As tne ievel of job routine is
reduced, the positive’ relationship between job change and job satisfac-~
tion disappears. >Pethaps job change is no't. as importan: when routine
is noderate or low. |

Role definition does not distinguish‘well amongst job satisfaction
groups although the mean'velues are significantly different (Exhibice
5-2 and 5-4). At the same time, role definition has the highestlloading
on the structure side of the first discriminant funcnion (Exhibit 5-5).
Role definition and_job'toutine are not stricgiy o;:hogonal in the .
present study, and_it‘appears likely that a degree of foupine expedites
role definition conceptually and in practice. -Tnus, role definition
perhaps reflects a degree of job routine'as part-of the first discrimi-
nant function throughout its span, although high job routine dominates
one side of the function in discriminating amongst job satisfaction

groups. This further supports the argument that moderate and not low-

levels of routine are associated with high jon satisfaction.

C. ANALYSIS OF A POSTERIORI JOB SATISFACTION GROUPS AND A SYNTHESIS

A seties of tables similar to those conniled forﬂa priori job

satisfaction groups is developed for the a gosteriori job satisfaction -

- groups.- Univariate one—uay analysis of -variance F test applications to

the contextual and structutal characteristics indicate that the mean

values for all characfetistics7are significantly different amongst '
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levels of job satisfaction (Exhibit 5-7). The F ratios iun this case are
'highesg for job routine, grpup cohesion and job uncertainty Theéjob
unfertainty characteristic ratio in particular is higher in the 2

a posteriori set than in the case of t e a priori data. The mean and
‘standard deviation values.for‘all characteristics at levels of job
satisfaction appear in Exhibit 5-8. 1In accordance with the LSD compara-
tive mean value procedure, the mean values are judged as low, medium

or high within each characteristic following study of matching pairs of
ordered means. The a posteriori data designations are precisely the

same as those uncovered in the a priori data except'in the case of role
definition. In the E_priorildata, role definition is'judged’as medium

at all of low, mediumland high levels of job satiéfaction,\indicating

that n? clear division was possi&ieifollowing LSﬁ procedures: In the

a posteriori data, honever, it appears that role definition is low-medium &
at low sob satisfaction, medinmk;t'mediun job satisfaction and medium—high '
at high job satisfaction._'ln this sense, it seems that highex values of

" role deiinition are assooiated with higher job satisfaction. This may‘.

. further connote the importance of clear role understanding in the work

place, a quality of jobs responded to favourably by respondents (cf.
/

Stogdill 1966) .

Two discriminant functions again explain all of the variance in the
data set (Exhibit 5*10). The first function, however, explains-a full
96.8% of the variance and represents a contrast between job routine on
one hand and all of role definition, group cohesion, job uncertainty and -
'job change on the othér. The inclusion of job uncertainty with the

structural characteristics represents the major difference between this

set and the findings in the g priori data. The second function explains

t : ' ' : ' . )



ORGANIZATIONAL
CHARACTERISTIC

SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 5-7 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
F TEST FOR LEVELS OF JOB SATISFACTION

A.

C0§E XT

1. Job koutine
2. Job Uncertainty

STRUCTURE

Role Definition
Job Change

Groﬁp Cohesion.

/h\. .

F RATIO
N, = 2

1
N2 574

20.1 .
9.1

4.2
3.3
9.1

STGNIFICANCE
LEVEL

0.000
0.000

0.016 .
0.036
0.000



SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 5-8 '

i
\

AND STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS WLTHIN LEVEL§ oP
JOB SAIISFAFTION

ORGANIZATIONAL

CHARACTERESTIC

CONTEXT

1.
2.

Job Routine
Job Uncertainty -

STRUCTURE:

3.

Role Definition -

.

4. Job Change
5. Group Cohesion

. CONTEXT - By
b‘_1. Job Routine

© 2. Job Uncertainty
. STRUCTURE
3. Role Definition
4. Job Change =

‘5. Group Cohesion - -

'

!

%

'LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION

HIGL  ALL GROUPS

LOW MEDIUM -
N=176 N=211 N-IQQ\‘ N=577
A\
\
(MEANS) |
13.7 12.4 11.6 12.5
12.0 12.6 13.3 12.7
6.9 7.2 7.4 V7.2
5.5 - 5.9 5.9 5.8
6.7 7.0 7.3 7.0

293

l
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION VALUES FOR CONTEXTUAL

3.0 3.2
3.0 3.0
S~

. \\\\ ”
1.7 T$$i§§—"——’
2.0 1.9
l. n 1- 4 4 ,‘

[
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'SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 5-9 CCMPARATIVE RANKINGS OF CONTEXTUAL AND
STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN LEVELS _
OF JOB SATISFACTION : .

 LEVEL OF JOB SATISFACTION

" ORGANIZATIONAL LOW  MEDIUM HIGH ~
CHARACTERISTIC  N=176  N=211  N=190
CONTEXT
1. Job Routine , | H M . L.
2. Job Uncertainty L-M L-M  M-H
STRUCTURE
3. Role Definition LM M M-H
4. Job Change - ' L-M M Mo
Group Cohesion e L : M H ,

}

EXHIBIT 5-10 DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS FOR

. DISCRIMINATING AMONGST LEVELS OF JOB o
SATISFACTION > e
FUNCTION A A > FUNCTION B

Job Routine .13 ~ Job Change .76
Job Change -3 Group Cohesion =.13
Job Uncertainty -.17 . Role Definition -.19
Group Cohesion .. =.38 .~ Job Routine . =45
Role Definition ~-.57 - Job Uncertainty ~.83
Technical Note: ' ' _ S
Proportion Variance = 96.8 Proportion Variance 3.2 .

- . '83.9 S A 2.9
Significance Level ' 0.000 Significance Level 0.57°

. . - . »“ ) i . . \

Tt
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A i m a

' ‘ . “-',1/" K 2,
a low 3.2% of the'variance and is not significant at all (p=.57) in

- One striking observation which emerges

discriminating amongst groups.i It is included inrthe exhihdts, but

omitted from the analysis. A visual represhntation of the discriminant
. . 4

&

P
3o

functions appears as Exhibit 5-11 i ‘
from study of the a grior

1Y

-

medium_and highnjoh satisfaction. The general sa ience of job satisfac-
tion is greater at each.level in the a. posteriori levels of joh satis-‘
faction, as outlined in the. development of the scales. The inclusion |
of job uncertainty in the major discriminant function under these condi-,_
tions perhaps indicates that .an element of uncertaint in the Job. is
responded to favourably by respondents, and proves to he important in
discriminating amongst groups when the: respondents are classified rela—
tive to one another as distinct from_a classification established in |
terms of the general scale itself. . . |

There are further similarities between the sets in general From

previous analysis, it appears that increasing uncertainty is associated

with increasing satisfaction,at moderate levels of routine, and not high
.
or low levels. The negative relationship between routine and satisfac-

tion is marked at high job routine levels, although it also appears in -

»ciation with job sa‘!ﬁ;action at high job routine. Group cohesion is

;related to job satisfactig.%at all levels of routine in the a posteriori

set, but not at high job- rogi.le in the a priori set (Chapter IV) Hany

s
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SET B - SCALES BASED ON RELATIVE RESPONSE SCORE LEVELS

EXHIBIT 5—11 CENTROIDS OF LEVELS OF JOB SAIISFACTION

IN REDUCED.SPACE IN TERMS OF DISCRIMINANT

- B FUNCTIONS

JOB SATISFACTION LEVEL & /[

~——1+—-Eow Job Satisfaction

2.
3.

wmr T G Tome

Medium Job' Satisfaction y
High Job Satisfaction,

Tsrus

I\ . i . <+

s

FUNCTION A

.49
—003

l. e 42 v

| TR0V

-.05
.09
-=.06

- CENTROIDS 'IN REDUCED SPACE .
"FUNCTION B
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of the discussionsbwhich fall ont-af the analysis. of 2 priori job satis-
faction levels are'equally applicable in the present analysis, In'parf
ticular, it appears that moderate leyels of routine perhaps create the
climate favourable to job satisfactionm. - A degree of uncertainty is also

‘desirable based on the present discriminant function and on evidence
that increasing uncertainty is positively related to Job satisfacgionvl
at moderate jgb routine in both data sets, The measure of routine \

. facilitates role definition, which is responded to favourably, and the
measure of uncertainty is tied to group cohesion, which is also responded
to favourably.'~When uncertainty is controlled, the-positive tie betweén
job change and job satisfaction at ‘moderate job routine in the a posteriori
vdisappears, indicating that the relationship is not independent of job

' uncertainty and perhaps job change is not as important at moderate routine
when uncertainty is increasing (Exhibit 4-21). 1Indeed this relationship

..does not appear in the_a Eriori job routine data at moderate routine

(Exhibit 4-10). B o - | |

~

D. JOB SATISFACTION IN TERMS OF CONTEXT AND STRUCTURE -

+f

.. High.Job Routine and Job Satisfaction o

. High job routine is related to low: job satisfaction. This is not
an unexpected finding, ‘and falls in line with the general literature B
(cf. Sayles and Strauss, 1966 Katz and Kahn, 1967; amongst others)

One measure to increase job satisfaction in a routinized setting appeats
to be the structural characteristic job change, since job change and job
satisfaction are positively related at high job routine (Chapter Iv) .

Job change essentially represents tﬁe element of organizational flexi-

bility, and may take the form of a change in routines in jobs or perhaps

cn\enlargement of the existing Jobs (Chapﬁer II) Job.change.may be
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undertaken voluntarily by organizations or out of necessity. "‘The

. ' . R

s
general negative relationship betweeftt job. routine and job change perhaps

indicates that voluntary. jdb change is not a prevalent practice. Alter- -
natively, the general positive reIationship between job uncertainty and
job change may reflect an element of change following the incidence of
'uncertainties encountering the organization. Job uncertainty may or may

. not force job change._ When existing routines-can embrace the uncertainty,

job change perhaps is not required When existing routines cannot deal

with the uncertainty, or when new routines are , needed to embrace the

L] -

changing circumstances facing a job, then job uncertainty perhaps leads
\

to joblchange. At high job routine, it appears ‘that the element of job
change is particularly welcomed by respondents. It further appears that
some measure of flexibility or job change is perhaps inevitable (cf.
Blau, 1974; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1969) " In this sense, organizations.
face ‘some environmental fluctuation at some. point in time, and adaptation
'is required in order to continue in existence. Job change might be -éﬁgl
envisaged both in'those jobs which d?al directly with the env1ronment,

and in those jobs which are "buffereh" from the environment and Operate
under greater conditions of certaintﬂ!(cf Thompson, 1967) ~ These
buffered-type jobs ‘can be more readily seen as high on routine, and

' organizational adaptation is reflected perhaps in a change in routine

and structural job change. . Although these jobs operate in a climate of
greater certainty so far as the organization itself is concerned, the
-context of the job actually holds some uncertainty as measured in the -

: present study. This is true in the respect that uncertainty represents

vthe incidence of new problems, unforeseen matters and task switching

-which together or periodically require fresh.knowledge or new skills.
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A change in routines may engender a form of job uncertainty and_ job

" change. Increasing uncertainty is negatively related to job routine

and positively related to ‘job change at high job rodtine levels, and
thus both technological and structural flexibility occur within this
context of high routinization when uncertainty arises. Persons respond ‘
ynegatively to routine when routine is typically high, but respond favour-. 5
~ably to job change. Perhaps the general cond;tions which foster job N
.change including increasing uncertainty within the job. itself also 3

temper perceived job routine and thus contribute to’increased job satis-
) T . . ‘ )

-faction.
N o
It would appear from this discussion that jdb change can be used as
a measure. to increase satisfaction in highly routine-type jbbs. ;It
: / further appears that job change perhaps -occurs out of: necessity and not.
. out of organizational choice 'It may be that organizations concerned -
about increasing satisfaction for their members may choose to use- job
change as a vehicle for this obJective.- Although it 1s true that some
“job change is perhaps inevitable, perhips a voluntary introduction of
structural change involving the content of the job. may be a desirable
i'tool to management. "The coincidental impact that this change might have
on alternative organizational outcomes including productivity is approp—v'
'riate to weigh in the process. Future research might best include mea-.

sures of satisfaction and organizational productivity since the relation—

ship between the two is not at all clear (cf.‘Chapter I), both are

- d

‘important as organizational performance outcomes, and measures affecting
one in a desirable manner may affect the other in a way quite undesirable -

to the organization. The general impression planted in Work in America '

o is that both worker satisfaction and organizational productivity can be

“‘-enhanCed in.unison (Appendix.A) Agreement is far from universal however,
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on this central issue in_orga‘izational theory. .

2. Higher Levels of Job Satisfaction

The present study indicates chat higher levels of job satisfaction
are - realized in a situation characterized by role definition, group
cohesion, job uncertainty and job change (Chapter V) This situation
llappears to arise in the c0ntext of . moderate job routine, and ta' a degree,
| medium and high job uncertainty (Chapter IV) Job change appears to be }

most important when job routine is typically high. Job uncertainty

affects this particular relationship within the contextual and structural' e

set, although job uncertainty and job satisfaction are not themselves
related at high job routine Indeed the: only case uhere job'uncertainty
and job satisfaction are positively related 1is in the»context of medium .
job routine.l ‘More s‘ecifically,‘this relationship is. evident in the

- lt

contextual setting of moderate job routine and high job uncertainty

E
(Chapter IV). To abstract "it appears appropriate to consider job change
as one method of possibly increasing satisfaction when routine is high.
This is discussed in the previous section. In general, as an alternative
_ measure, it appears viable to develop a job situation which has a11 of

. role definition, group cohesion and job uncertainty.f This situation ‘_'

seems to be associated with moderate job routine. . Overall, this particu~-

)

’ lar setting would perhaps involve the development of some routine as part -

of the job and some uncertainty as well. Further, it seems’ desirable
|

: lto create a structure whigh permits ‘persons to have a clear understanding
fof their roles in the organization and which encourages group interaction.
iPerhaps job satisfaction is nurtured 'in a: technology characterized by
‘1. some routine and some uncertainty and in a structure characterized by

° . N .
. o9

\.‘t

o
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both role definition and group cohesion. The present study lends support

'to this argument.‘,

There are certain implications of this finding, The general litera- "Q -

“ture on job satisfaction suggests@that job satisfaction can- be enhanced
by reducing the level of job routine. that is a part of the job. Aside

from-the concern of individual differences amongst persons "and the pos-

sible option of job change in routinized technologies, the present study
x.

indicates that this. course of action may be effective. It would seem,

) : .
however, that a dramatic drop in routine is not desirable. ﬁlndeed a

r

moderate levell-

routine appears appropriate. Routines are developed

N

1 jobotechnology involving a stimulus, a (potential)

A\

fars rather difficult to envisage, but near’standardization

inuterms,of the es

problem—solving_:taga 3 d a response. Complete standardization of the

. ] ’
" entire flow app

Vdoes prevail {n ggﬁé jobs This situation is marde by high job routine - .

-

and low ipb_uncertainty With an eye to increesin satisfaction perhaps
) certain ;epects of the standardization could be relaxed or alternatively, -

‘more instances of uncertainty could be introduced to. the jobs. This
s 9

.»general format is often recommended in'job~redesign projects., It appears

1neffectual however to completely eliminate routine from the job. Some

standardization is required to faciﬂS:ate job satisfaction according to

the presenqpstudy. Routines are of formulated to deal with uncertain-

ties, and a degree of routine is required before uncertainty and job

satisfaction are positively related (Chapter IV) Just as too high a
A - B

level of routine is’ undesirable in- terms of job satisfaction, so is too

~.

low a level of rOutine undesirable.- Perhaps a proper balance of uncer-

tainty~and routine is most effeétive. Mbderate rout'ne allows built—in
.

manoeuvrability within the job technology itself’as'uncertainty increases,‘



: group cohesion. In order to gj} the Job done, perhaps persons wish to

deserved of attention.'
= N
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| .

and appears to support all aspects of high job satisfaction.

Some jobs are not at ali- standardized within their job technology.'

N

It appears that in the context of low jdb Troutine, persons do not respond

negatively to job routine, and respond favourably to role definition and

o

‘ )

‘ _”have a clear understanding of their roles and to work in groups. These =~

J ,

comprise twd importent aspects'of the higher levels of satisfaction.
S - : N AL . :
Uncertainty, however, is not positively associated with job satisfaction

b

- at low job routine and it seems that a fuller job situation encompassing

some routine as well as role definition and group cohesion is requirbd

_beforelincertainty and satisfaction are related. Thus, manzéement may

N

choose to develop a measure of standardization in jobs presently log on
routine if they are oriented to 1ncreasing satisfaction for their members.

In some instances this may not- bg‘p0551ble. But as a gJal it may warrant

. S
o . TR

resource commitment.~ Efforts to pertially routinize jobs which have litgie x

routine in them at present and face conditions of uncertainty appear to be

4]

. <

LA

Y
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CHAPTER VI ol

A _COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF oncANIZAIIouAL‘cuAnAcrzxisrlcﬁl N

-~ e o

AMONGST DIFFERENT TYPES OF WORK ORGANIZATIQNS ~ -

*

‘AL THEDCOHPARAfIVE ANALYSIS OF ORGANIZATIONS AND THE PRESENT STUDY

: ‘ PR | ’ r
An_ important aspect in the study of organizations is the development !
) -

‘of constructs which effectively differentiate annﬁgst differeﬁt types of
\organizetious in géneral and work orgaﬁizatiohs in particular. Etzioni
(1971)‘argues in the following manner:
"The"compagatiée study of orﬁinizatiou_is~q wmuch
‘l , ,negle$t€ﬂ,fie1d. Its dgvalopnent requires 'middle
: range' organizational theory, falling between high-~ : <
level abstractions about the characteristics of ' '
organizations in general and detailed observations
about single cases." (p. xi). ' o " e
Etzioni'ﬁ’compliangg model pr;vidgs a valuable perspective on &1fferences
‘amongst organizafidﬁggin general. The essentiai constructs Af the form
of organizational power and the type of member 1nvolvementsAdllous for a
demﬁféation amﬁngst organizations as churches, prisons, poilticai parties,
Scott (1964) distinguish amongst orgaui;a;ionswin-terms of the petéous or
groups wﬁo benefit f;om-thé’operati;ns of the organizations as societal
entities. Haas és_gl.‘(1966)_forward an4§npirica11y—detived.typology ;;

: 3
organizations which is based on data from geven:&-five quité‘differen::‘
"Torgan%zations.',Parsons (1951) discusses oréanizatioﬁs in terms of pf;nary
functioﬁs whiéh ultigftely ﬁay be fepre;eﬂted'in féurgsubsygtensuof gociety:

the societal co-unit;, Eattem nainte;ancé, the polity andﬂtt';’eA ‘economy
(p.yl;). :fhe division of gconouic'organizaéibns for purposes of conpati- .
itive analysis has been aqconpliéhed ;n,at least-tuobﬁayg. fhgh‘gg_gi. ;{\

(1968) formulate a typology i line with their dimensions of structure \\

. . . .
. P - : S B ) : : a . ‘.‘

unions, and work organizations (ibid.i Chapter I). Similarly, Blau and RN

..
ol e F

ot S

e
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whiie classifying organizations on the basis of charter and ounershrpb
éﬁd control (cf. Pugh, 1973). ’Foeraker and Stopford (1968) classify
organizations in terms of the_éevernqent's s:an&ard industrial classifi-
cation set around product linee. | |

The pdrpese~of this chapter 1; :d enalyze the sixﬂorgapizarional .
characteristics which are cencral to rhis ﬁaper amongst differedt types
of work organizations. This emquts to the introduction of a rhird |
contextual characteristic into.the study, specifically‘a measure‘of
charter-ownersﬁip-coetrol (cf.~P?gh et al., 1968, 1969; Pugh, 1973).
Respondents in ﬁhe original survey_rere asked to.proride an indication
of the ewnershipocontrol cHaracteristic ef the organizarion in which
they were employed or working. The.;ltimate division included seven
groups: branch plants, local firms with hired management, owner-managed
firms, eﬁrrepreheurs, and three levels Qf goverpment;Iproviﬂﬁial,'munic—
ipal‘and federal. The term charter complements the initial ownership-
eontrol designatioe to reflect a quality of public or'private.activity.
In‘thiSISense, the three 30vernmenr levels operate under public eharter,
while the other four groups have atprivate charrer. Chercer reflecrs a
measure of goal orientation witﬁin the groups, apd,blends’with ownership
-and control_to provide a EOmpos{te statemeﬁ%igéggroup foundation. |

Univariate oee-wey analysis of vari$£Ee E tests are compi%ed for
the initial six qrgenizatiopal_characteristics amongst charter-ownership-

<

control groups. .The resuiting F ratios and significance levels appear

= A '\,, .

"in Exhibit 6&-1. The F ratios: themselves are quite low in all cases,
and,group cohesion in particular is not significantly different amongst
the charter-ounersh;prcontrol groups.‘ Further, job uncertainty 1is sig-

nificant at .05 and_jdb change 1s significant at .06. Elliott (1975)
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EXHIBIT 6-1 UNIVARIATE ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
F TEST FOR CHARTER-OWNERSHIP-CONTROL GROUPS

: F RATIQ
ORGAN IZATTIONAL , NI/E‘Z,w SIGNIFICANCE
CHARACTERISTIC Nz = 531 LEVEL
A.  CONTEXT

1. Job'Routige 2.5 0.022

2. Job Uncertainty 2.1 ‘ ©0.054°
B: STRUGCTURE

3. Role Definition ' 4.4 0.000

4. Job Change o 2.1 ~0.057

3. Group Cohesion - .5 ’ . 0.773 iy
C. PERFORMANCE

6. Job Satisfaction = 4.0 g 0.001

6>
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using somewhat different charactériscics reports much the same finding.
She subjected the data to multivariate amalysis and found "on the average,
too many differences are decla;ed,to be significant when they are not"
(b. 9). Pat#llel tests are not applied here, buf it is likely that a )
-Acomparaﬁle conclusion wbuld'result since tha; data bases are so similar.
Following E111ott (1975) this supports usage of d%scrimin;nt analysis as
a method of distinguishing amongst chafter—owﬁéiship-control groups in
cefms of ;he six Organiiationai characteristics in focus; ﬁowever, since,
some diffgréﬁces amongst mean values do exist, since univariate tests fre
sién;ficant for five of the six char#cte;istics,kand since allowancés.can
be made for sitﬁacions where mean values are not significantly different,
it-is appropriate to first exaﬁine the mean values for these characteris-
ticg within groups and amongst groups before turning to the discriminant
'élysis itself. Mean values and standard deviatibhém;re provided in
Exhibit‘6-2. Comparative rankings of means developed from LSD procedures
for.ﬁat;hingnpairs o;‘méans apﬁear in Exhibit 6—3.:vA desciiptioh of
compérative levels of éharécteristics within each charter?ownershipé

gontroI'group provides the frémgwbrk for this discussion.

1. Branch Plants (N = 253)

Braanch plants operate in a context of‘médium-high job routine and
medium'?ob unﬁeréﬁinty. Their structure,i; characterized Sy medium-ﬁigh
role definition, medium job change and peéium group cohesi&n. Job sat-
isfaction igyﬁédium:(ﬁxhibit‘ﬁ-B, cblumﬁ/i). One’ of ﬁhe.major challenges

facing any oréanization is ensuring thaqﬁthe behavior of the emplbyees is

i

/

conducive to task'accomplishment'orvpe:ﬁormance-(Kahn et al., 1964). A ¢

premium is placed on the prdper differentiation and 1ntggtat15h of the

/
/ .

overall work operation with an eye tofgo;l achievement (cf. Blau,'19]4;

j
/

!
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Y

The ability to adapt to changing circum-

Lawrence and bprsch 1969)
stances is similarly vital to ongoing‘viability (Lawrence and Lorsch,
~ Owners in particular have .

1969 Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, 1957)
' Branch plants by definition are

a vested interest in pcrformance.
/

local’ operations of 1arge national or multinational compahies, and

Professional

ownership resides primarily outside the local economy.
managers govern the local operations, and.strategic decision-making

is probably made with the concerns othhe company .As a whole in mind.
j
Much of the local activity is restricted to the productionosales func-

\

tion, which coincidentally tend to be the most bureaucratic areas of
1970). The present«study indicates

industrial operation (cf Perrow
{

that job routine armd role definition in branch plants are typically

l

medium—high and that job routine in* particular is higher for branch
plants and local firms with hired management than for any other group.

B

which perhaps contributes-towards job satisfaction (cf Chapter Iv)
Job"

There is, however, a medium level of-job uncertainty and job change,
and overall, job satisfaction is medium in the branch plants.

change perhaps feflects an ability to adapt routines as’ necessary to
Jobs are thenefore routine in the short-

v fit changing circumstances.
term and have some change in routine over time.

2 Local Firms Hired Hanagement (N = 28)
Local firms with hired.management have essentially the same. posi—

tion as- branch plants in terms of contextual characteristics, but the

.overall level of job satisfaction is somevhat less than in branch
iplants and is classified as low—medium (Exhibit 6-3 column’ 2) The
branch plant operationa and locai.firms with hired management have at /
Both are run. by professional

/
/
/

least one important,idiosyncracy*in-common,

N PR
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 managers. It might be argued, for example, that one characteristic of

(

professionally—managed firms is a higher level of routinization in the

operation. This may be traced to owners or owners representatives

——

developing a specific system of structure -and routine for professional

_ managers to administer, or alternatively to professional managers

demonstrating a penchant*to'routinize everything beneath them in the:
operation to ensure planned deliberate and predictable activity.
Perhaps structure and routine provide a framework for continuity of
activity over’ time between management teams.. Conceptually, this scenario

in professionally—managed firms acquires a ready contrast when compared

' to the relationships evident in owner—managed firms and entrepreneurships

,ﬂdiscussed'below.

\

3. Owner—Managgd Firms (N 1 85) ﬂ:n f | oo ,i

-

Owner—managed firms show low-medium job routine and medium job
uncertainty. Structure has low-medium role definition, low-medium job

/

change and mé@ﬁum group cohesion. The overall level of job satisfaction
- is medium (Exhibit 6 3, column ;) It may well be that-owner;managers
are prone to manage on a rather ad hoc basis.- Routines are_notlformu-.
lated roles are not clearly defined and: joh change is.not as meaningful
a concept in this unstructured setting.b The owner—manager may be in a ‘
position to work with his staff on an ongoing: basis, and group cohesion
is as significant in‘this group as in any other group. Perhaps,the

moderate level of uncertainty in part reflects the general absence of

routine in addition to possible environmental conditions of change.

i Alternatively, a certain degree of custom may guide actions in the

:

operation, although role definition and Job routine are judged to be

at a generally low level (cf. Pugh 1973, PP 199-200)
N\
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4. Entrepreneurs (N = 23)

nEntrepreneurs are’uniduefas a group in the study in the.respect that
they are not employees of others but areasélf-employed persons. They are
characterized as medium. in job routine, high in uncertainty, low-medium

in role definition, medium in job change, medium in group cohesion .and

- high in job satisfaction. Entrepreneurs encounter the environment directly, .

and are not in a position to buffer themselves from enyironmental uncer-
tainty or'fluctuation. Typically,bthey do not have ready access to‘ongOing'
information systems,voperations manuals and boards ofvdirectors for advice
or direction. The generalilevel of uncertainty might be expected to have

a greater salience than other groups, and indeed the entrepreneurs ~ the

N only group at high job uncertainty. Evidence of some routine in the jotb

perhaps indicates that some standardization is prevalent in order to cope
o p

with the high level of uncertainty. Since these\pérsons are self-employed,

the notion‘of role definition_perhaps is of less_relevance than in other

groups, accounting for its low-medium rating. Moderate job change over

time may reflect the adoption of new routines.to handle new circumstances
- ¢ . . - K

. . (.\j;‘.." o '
emerging in the enviromment. The fact that these persons are accountable

to themselves is perhaps indicated in the combination of moderate routine.

\ L]

and moderate job change in association with low-medium role definition. B

- The general network is rather implicit rather than explicit (cf. Pugh,

ibid. ) Although the characteristics are measured differently, and rated

differently, it is predictable from previous analysis that the combined

"context of medium routine and high uncertainty would be associated with

a high level of satisfaction, and indeed entrepreneurs enjoy the highest

’ level of satisfaction in the study.

@
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5. Provincial Government (N = 78)

Employees of the provincial government indicate medium job routine,

medium-hign job uncertainty, ‘medium role definition, medium-high Job
change,'medium‘group cohesion and medium job satisfaction. Government
| positions are typically depicted as bureaucratfb in nature, marked by
high job routine, restrictive role definition and work in isolation—w
' (cf. Weber, 1946) . This scenario, however, assumes a relatively stable
environment and an ability for organizational'designers to foresee ;11
types of situations that an incumbent in office will encounter. and L33

.
. provide rules adequate to handle thgseptypes of situations. When the - ..
environment is unstable or when all types of situations facing an.
official cannot be foreseen, it is difficult to routinize the job tech-’
- nology or define jobs completely.' In effect this amounts to the:intro-
duction of uncertainties<to the job. In the case of_the provincial -
government, the general level of uncertainty is medium;high.- This is
vgreater than any group other than entrepreneurs. This higher level of )

-uncertainty may be explained in part in the fact that the majority of

respondents in the study come from Edmonton, Alberta which also is the

seat of the provincial government. It could be -expected that the

majority of uncertainties facing the provincial’ vernment would be

' _attended to in Edmonton, and middle managers play major role in;
'“formulating strategic alternatives and plans of actio with respect to
Lthese environmental requisites for policy and program decisions.
.Further, the ‘scope of the provincial mandate has expanded in/the lastk
“ten years, giving rise to additional sources of uncertainty, and struc—

tural job change ‘which also is medium—high. The amount of routine in

. the_jobs, however, is generally medium-and similarly role definition
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is also medium. The 1eve1 of job satisfaction has the ‘same salience as |
that recorded in btanch plants and owner-managed firms, although the

general alignment of contextual and étructural characteristics is quite

‘different in all three cases. Further comparisons are pursued presently.

. 6.'ﬁuniCipal”Government’SN“=j29)’

-

' The municipal government‘group;is chafacterized as medium job.rou-
tine, low-madium job uncertainty, medium—high role definition, medium
job change, medium group cohesion and 1ow~medium -job satisfaction _
(Exhibit 6-3, column_6) This siiuation is more in line with the. con-
_‘ventional view_of governmental bureaucracy._ Although job uncertainty is
'low-medium; the_element of job change is medium. Perhaps:some measure f'
of change is adopted in iight_of thetmedium4high role definition and
the medium job routine., It seems, however, that even with medium»jOb

change, job satisfaction is at a 1ow—medium level in this rather struc- .
. tured and relatively certain environment. Perhaps more than job change

' is required to raise the level of satisfaction in this contextual and

structural situation. The‘mandate of munic
as expansive as that of the»provincial government, and t a

uncertainty are perhaps less prominent.

7. Federal Government’ (N = 42)

The'tederal government group is‘muchvthe same as the munieipal
government group‘except the level of johiuncertainty_is judged as'low_:~i
" and job satisfaction'is also low. Alberta‘essentially.represents regional_
offices‘of federal'éomernment departments which might‘he associated with_'
the more bureaucrat funotions. Cases are possibly channelled to
‘appropriate offices or action in a routine manner/ ,Uncertainty is low

. . : ,//'? .-t o
| , . SR (AR - ' S



istics‘when viewed across groups. Only group cchesion fails to differ

, control groups appear in Exhibit 6-5.
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and routine is moderate. The jobs are well known to incumbents, and laid

! I ‘ Uy

..out for them. There is‘moderate jobrchange, perhaps because routine is

A

modergte and not high. Job satisfaction is low in this setting which has

J .

‘little uncertainty:and a certain blandness to it. From Chapter IV evi—

dence suggests that high levels of role definition, Job change, group

'cohesion and job uncertainty are’ related to job" satisfaction. ~Evidence - -

in the,cases of the municipal and federal government underscores'the

-,

"importance of job uncertainty as a component in this set. ‘It appears

that ‘some uncertaintylisbnecessary in jobs before job'satisfaction is

relatively high-based on a comparative analysis of firm types.

—_—

B.  ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS: A HIGHER LEVEL OF ABSTRACTION

* The precedingrdiscussion of the seven charter—ownership—controi'

\ .

groups provides evidence that differences in five of the six organiza-

S

tional characteristics result in varying combinations of the character--/

.

at all amongst groups.' Discriminant analysis is employed to refine the:

T e

\.

study of organizational characteristics amongst groups. Two discriminant -
1\

' functions emergg and together explain 90 9Z of the total variation in

the data. The coefficients appear in. Exhibit 6-4 A graphic presenta-
~

ption of the two functiOns and the positions of the charter—ownership-

~

~

..

R The first discriminant function represents a contrast between the

‘\

three structural characteristics and the two contextua1 characteristics\

with job satisfaction. This function explains 56 8% of the variance,

4

,and is heavily loaded on role definition within the: structural set and

"~

on’ job satisfaction in the contrasting set which includes both job rontine :

1
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'EXHIBIT 6-4

(Ep T

DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS FOR -

DISCRIMINATION AMONGST CHARTER-OWNERSHIP-

N CONTROL GROUPS

FUNCTION A

‘Role=De£inifion
Job Chéhge

Gorup Cohesion

Job,Rbﬁtine

Job Uncertainty'

-Job éﬁfisfactiaﬁ .

Technical Note:

Proportion Variance
o 2
A

Significénce,Levél

foe

56.8

93.4

00.00

j
vt
FUNCTION B
Job Routine - ;.75 '
X | . .
Job Change S C =49
Job Satiéfaction . | 4.47
Job Uncertainty ' —}37
Role Definition ©-.23
Group Cohesion .07
. ‘v . . . » !:D
Proportion Variance 34,1
i .
A ws

Significance Level - .02

315
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EXHIBIT 6-5 CENTROILDS OF CHARTER-OWNERSHIP-CONTRQL =~ .
' GROUPS IN REDUCED SPACE

)
B

CHARTER-OWNERSHIP-CONTROL ~ ABBREVIATED CENTROIDS IN REDUCED SPACE ‘-

GROUP DESIGNATION FUNCTION A FUNCTION B

1. Branch Plants I BP o .07 -.18
2. Local Firms - Hired . . ‘

' Management ) LH : .29 . -.18

3. Owner Managed Firms . oW -.24 . A

4, Entrepreneurs o EN . .=kl .o =.22
5. Provincial Government - PG -.10 0L
6. Municipal Government MG . .29 .10

7 Federal Government - ' FG .49 .34

i . [} . ’

i

o

lasar: S I

o
s
<
]
*
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and -job uncertainty. The simultaneous combination of job satisfactionm,
job routine and job uncertainty as one component of the discriminant

fanction is not unexpected in light of previous findings;, It appears

¥

that persons respond favourably to some routine and some uncertainty
~as ingredients to the jobs they occupy. §imon (1960) drawing in part

from March and Simon (1958) argues along thiis line
l‘~ "A completely unstructured sit on, té which one
/ " can apply only the most general problem-solving
T skills, without specific ‘rules or irection, is

if prolonged, painful for most people. Routine is

a welcome refuge from the trackless forests of
“unfamiliar problem spaces ... People (and rats)

find the most interest in situations that are

neither completely strange nor entirely known —

where thete is novelty to be explored, but where o

similaritvies and programs remembered from past

experience help guide the exploration.” (p. 201).

Thus routifie and the routinization of jobe can be-envisaéea as going

arm-in-arm with satisfaction provided an element of uncertainty also

exists as part of the jobs. Too much routine,’however;:may have a -
deleterious effect on the balénce; Within Simon's description there

Y

is a certain implicit relationship between routine and structure. In

\

the present study, the charaCteristics job routine and role definition
are not orthogonal and are positivelyﬁcnrrelated The contrast to job

- satidfaetion, job upcertainty and job routine within the first discrimi-

' nant. function is the'structural set in the study, with the heaviest
loading on role definjition. It appears liﬁhlﬁ,that a high score on this
side of ghe frnction represeuts a more structured, routinized-type |

: situation Wwiich perhaps tempers any positiVe benefits that some job

* routine engenders in tanden with job uncertainty., The overal discrini-

nant function bears out as an indication of essential role structure

within the organization, and this title is lent to the function (cf.

2

-
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Elliote, 1975). Organizations high on‘role structure tend to be highly
routinized within a structured situation. Four types 5} organizations
fit here: branch olggté,‘&ocal firms with hired management, and the
municipal and federal gover-ments. Organizations low on role structure
tend to be less routinized and less structured within a-framework which

includes job uncertainty and job satisfaction. Three types of organiza-

. .
tions are included here: entrepreneurs, owner-managed firms and the
\

.

prouincial government. = . i
The secono discriminant function repreaents a weighted average of

five organizational characteristics: specifieally job Toutine, job

‘change, job satisfaction job uncertainty and role definition. fhe

inclusion of both job routine and role definition represents an element

of routine and structure to the situation. The inclusion of both job

change and job uncertainty represents an element of variety and change

within the existing structure. The combination of these features is

2

associated witﬁ,job satisfaction. Overall, the function reflects routine

task variety, and following Elliott (1975) this name is attached to the

combination of these five organizational characteristics. Organizations

.gcoring high on routine task variety tend to have jobs which are routin-

ized and somewhat defined, but also hold some uncertainty and a degree

of job change‘over time. Persons respond favourably to this situation

‘which perhaps represents a suitable balance between routiﬁization,

structure, task uncertainty and personal dispositions. It is argued

_that organizations develop a system of differentiation and integration

in order to ptoperly cope with their environnent and the task at hand.

Blau (1974), for exanple, ‘makeg the following point' 4
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"Otrganizations accomplish jobs of staggering

complexity, as well as mngnitude jobs far

too complex for an individual or any number
- of individuals who are not organized, because

the subdivision of work facilitates that of

every individual and that of every subunit by "
making their tasks more homogeneous ... By AR
reducing the range and enhancing the homogeneity

of the tasks in any given position, .the division

of labour promotes specialized expertness as

well as routinization." (p. 338) .

Thus, organizations adjust to complexities by developing role structures

anq routines; and 3065 are specialized to. deal uith the complexities which
are oesignated within their jurisdiction.within the overall structure.

Job uncertainty is an essential feature of complexity. Persons holding
jobs.are often and for the mostvpart annious to ‘'occupy the positions which '
have uncertainties in them. Simon (19605 believes that "one of (man's)
deepest needs is to apply his skills, whatever they be, to challenging

tasks - to feel the exhilaration of the well-struck ball or the well—

solved problem" (p. 211): Blauner (1964) similarly reports increased
N ,

'satisfaction in positions’ which have some uncertainty and some routine |

(p.?l18). Routines and structure appear to be important to effectively
brace uncertainties, but uncertainties are required within a‘framework )
of routine ‘and structure to generate job satisfaction for individual

job holders.v This~meaning perhaps underlies tne second discriminant
function. Routine task variety. then offers a contrast between jobs whicn,
are routine and somewhat structured but also possess uncertaintyland
change, and jobs which are less_routine, less structured and have reduced
levels of‘uncertainty and change. Organizations scoring high on routine
task variety include local firms with hired management branch plants and

entrepreneurs. Organizations scoring low on routine task variety include

the three governmental groups and owner—managed firms. .
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The two discriminant functions of role structure and routine task

variety providé a.frémeVOtk/fof studying differences amongst the seven

esharter-ownership-control groups (Exhibit 6-5). Branch plants and local
firms with hired management measure high on role structgre and high on
Toutine taskMVarietf (qua rant 2). The municibal and federal govérﬁﬁehts

. N . J
measure high on role structure and low on routine task variety (quadrant

1). lOwner—managed firmg and the provincial government measure low on
“role structure and low jon routine task variety (quadrant 4)L' Eptrepren—
eurs measure low onﬁro e structure aﬁd high on rgutine task variety
(quadraﬁt 3). It is ppropriéte to consider igformation at this new
level of abstraction with previous 1nformat10n ifi a developmedt of ele-
ments of the gemeral picture. ' .

f

C. - ELEMENTS OF_THE'GENERAL PICTURE WITH RESPECT TO ORGANIZATIONAL

e

CHARACfERISTIéS.AMONGST CHARTER-OWNERSHIP-CONTROL GROUPS -

-

;Branch planc%/and local firms with:hiréd management arebhigh on
rolé structﬁre a7ﬂ high on routine task variety (Exhibit 6-5). Jobs in
these types of oﬁerations, relatively speaking, are the highest in terms
of job routine, and with the municipal and federal governments, are the

highest in terms of role definition (Exhibit 6~3). This amounts to.a

i ™

- routinized, strpctured;situation. Within this.routinized technological
setting, however, job uncertainty and job change both are moderate when
o o R R
compared. to other groups, and these characteristics contribute to variety

in the work place and jab satisfaction. The fact that job.routine'éﬁd
J

role definifi?g_hre somewhat greater in local firms with hired management

and that job ' certainty is somewhat greater in branch plants perhaps
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+ accounts for the slightlynlower level of job satisfaction in local firms
with’hired management than in branch plants (Exhibitn6—2).';Thefgeneral ’
level of satisfaction in branch plants is judged as,medium;and in local
firms with hired management as 1ow—medium,‘with the latter;group scoring
"‘higher»on role structure (Exhibits.6—3iandﬁ6—5). | . |

The chief difference between branch plants and localffirms with hired
management and the municipal and‘federal governments lies;in the second
discriminant function; routine task variety lt appears;that although
groups in both quadrants measure medium-high on role definition, the

general level of. routine is lower in .the two government groups, and pos- )

Sibly more importantly, the general level of uncertainty;is lower in the;;

groups. as well (Exhibit 6-3). - The fact that routine is higher in branch

plants and®local firms with hired management than-it is'in the municipal
L

and federal governments together with the general negatw e relationship

hgtyeen’routine and satisfaction would lead to an expectftion that job
satisfactionkwouldrbe higher in the governmentlgroups. 2 is does not hold,
however, and the explanation seems to lie imr the notion of routine task

" variety. Apparently when job uncertainty has a certain qalience within a
routinized structured environment then JOb satisfaction is nurtured. The\,
municipal and federal governments are respectively. low-medium and low on '“!k;_
job uncertainty relative to other groups in the study. Th% critical com-
‘Hbination of routine aqp uncertainty ‘which offers a degree df task variety
within the. confines of a structured routine distinguishes the two groups
from one another. Nor- is job change itself as 1important. In all four

types of organizations, job’ change is judged as medium (Exhibit 6-3).

Differences on this structural characteristic are thus not significant.'

Previous evidence points to job change as a source of satiqfaction when
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routine is high in jobs (Chapters IV and V); In general, the characteris;;
tics of job uncertainty and job change are not strictly orthogonal'and are
positively correlated in the study. It appearsvthat in discriminating
between types of organizations, the job change characteristic-represents

a major component of routine task variety (Exhibit 6-4) but that the dif-
7 '

ferences in the area of high role structure and the routine task variety
function occur in job uncertainty and to a lesser extent job routine, the _

contextual aspects of the job. _Job change “therefore contributes to job

satisfaction, but in developing task variety, -an glement‘of uncertainty

within the job technology appears to be important Routine task variety
in short represents a combination of all of job routine, job change, job
uncertainty and role definition. Relatively low rankings in job uncertainty ‘
represent a major departure from this combination, and is associated with a
relative decline in this dimension. Job change.in routine positions is not
5ufficient to create routine task variety when role structure is high. |
v . > ] , ; 2

Three types of organizations measure.low on role structure, the first
discriminant function, and in all three cases, tne relatiVeiposition of
" job uncertainty compared to all»groups in'the study is hi&her than the
relative position of job routinetis. Similarly, the four groups;meas_—Iﬁg
high on role structure demonstrate a relatively lower position on job
uncertainty than on job routine when compared to all groups in the study
(Exhibit 6 3) The absolute pattern bears out the same sort of relation-
ship (Exhibit 6—2) Perhaps the notion of.role structure is related_to
the essential relationship between job routine and job uncertainty. Rou-
tine must be greater than uncertainty in terms of relative and apsolute

levels for the dexelopment of structurevwithin the role; Alternatively,
. . ‘ . ,

when job routine is at lower levels than job uncertainty both in relative



'groups and the provincial government group rests in the first discrimi-
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and absolute terms, by force of circumstance or by v*rtue of choice,
then role structure is low. Further, when role structure is at a lower
level, it is not associated with structural characteristics as much as

with the combination of contextual characteristics and'job satisfactfbn.

e’
i

This contrast\exists within the first discriminant function. Job'rou—

tine itself is lowest in the three organizations which are low in role
. ) .

structure, and role definition follows the same pattern.

The major~difference between the municipal and federal government

A

__nant function, role structure'(Exhibit 6~5). All threetgroups are

medium on job routine, but the provincial government measures signifi-
cantly higher on job uncertainty where indeed it is Judged as medium-

high relative to all groups in the study, and only entrepreneurs face

a highervlevel of uncertainty (Exhibits ﬁ-é andv6-3).. Role definition

is somewhat lower in the prov1ncia1 government than in the other two
government groups.' This high level of uncertainty together with.moderate -

job routine and role definition contribute to low role structure.

Owner-managed firms also rate low on role structure, but for some-

' what different reasons than in the case of the provincial goyernment.

It appears that owner-managed firms rate low-medium relative to the seven

groups in the study on all of job routine, role definition and job change,

- and in each case there is no- group judged below ‘the owner—managed firms

onmrelative comparisons of ordereduneans.; There appears to be anvabsence
of structureowithin this group. Thus unlike the'provinciai government
which measures low on role structure because of inordinatély high uncer-

tainty probably eminating from the environment, the owner{managed firms

measure low onvrolejstructure because of inordinately-low job routine, -
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role definition and job change.‘ Perhaps owner-managers are not oriented
towards theldevelopment of routines and structure in the work place.
Owner—mAnaged firms are distinguished from branch plants and }ocal
firm;vwich hired management.on the basis of‘bothbdiscriminant functions.
In this sense, owner-managed firms are lower on both role structure and
routine task variety when compared to these other two groups which coin-
cidentally are both professionally managed. Etzioni (1964) has discussed
‘the extension of differentiation in Organizations into the area of owner—
ship ahd control, noting that increasingly there is a separation between
those who own organizations and those who manage organizations (Chapter 9).
lbraith (1968) places ‘central importance on the role of the organiza-
tion's technostructure, the band of professional middle managers in |
 industry, in the decision;making process. Galbraith maintains that it is’
vthe technostructure which defines the alternatiwes and recommends policies
for the organization which in turn are most often rubber—stamped by boards
of directors acting as representatives of owners. ' Perrow (1970) argues
'that there may be no fundamental difference betweeﬁ‘owner—managed firms
" and professionally—managed firms in terms of goal structure, but it seens
that distinctions between the two are offered by prominent observers with
respect to issues. as trends, profits, growth and security (pp 143-14.5

}
The fact that owner—managed firms and professionally-managed firms differ

on both discriminant functions in the present study may be explained on'
the basis of Pondy s (1969) examination of administrative princﬁples
amongst ownerghip groups in manufacturing firms. Pondy shows th t mana-

 gerial. discretion appears to be an important factor in explaining\admin—

istrative ratios. between owner-mmnaged and professionally-managed firms.

G,

]\



"The owner-manaéer may actuallyiattach a negative

preference to administrative staff, thus sacrificing

some profitability in return for avoiding dilution

of control ... The data, seem 'to suggest that

 'expense preference' (Williamson, 1964) for

administrative staff shifts from a negative to a

positive preference as one moves from owner-managed

to professionally—managed organizations." (pp, 425-426) .
Owner—managers may well be more- concerned with maintaining effective con~
trol of their operation than with maximizing profit by hiring professional
.administratOrs to manage part of the business. Professional managers on
the other hand may hire‘administrators with a view not so mnch to maximizing
profit but to maximizing overall utility. The difference in the end may
'result in the professional manager actually working towards a point equal-q
ling "the minimum profit acceptable to the stockholders" (p. 425) where the
difference between naximum and minimum.profit represents _excess expendi—'
ture on adminiStration. The preeent etndy perhaps provides a dimension to
this difference in orientations between'owneremanagers and professional
_nanagers.’”lt appears likely that professional managers are more inclineo
to routinize and etructure their operation as compared to owner—managerw
Perhaps‘as more administrators are brought into the organization and
control is distributed amongst the organiiational poeition, the need for
some routine and structnre beeomes more in evidence. Predictability and’
eontinuity of activity may be sesirable; and are developed in a routinized,
structured setting; aner—managers perhaps operate more on the basis of
direction from the owner-manager\fn a project to project schedule and .on
custom. (cf Pugh, 1973). Furtheﬂmore, to- owner-managers the notion of
routine task variety is not as inportant because routine itself is rela-
tively low. Thus, branch plants and local firms.with hired management
" are high on job routine and role structure, but alsoihave an element of

.

routine task variety which serves to break the routine. Owner-managers



" are distinctly lower on job routine and role structure and are low rou-
ot
tine task variety in part because the routine is low. Control rests
with the owner—manager, and an extensive, structured administrative
network is not his choosing. | |
.Entrepreneurs are low on role structure and high on routine task
variety, in a quadrant by . themselves (Exhibit 6 5). As a;group,ientre-
'preneurs measureAlow—medium on role definition (Exhibit 6-35, and the
generally low level of role structure can be anticipated, The amount
of uncertainty facing entrepreneurs is very high: and perhaps a measure /
of routine is required to cope with this high degree of uncertainty. ”Lv
Although routine is not reflected in role definltion, the uncertainty . ‘Wr{\
perhaps generates job change, and the rhythmic combination ot job rou-
tine, job change and job uncertainty leads to routine task variety.
Perhaps the primary difference between the entrepreneurial group and<d .
lthe branch plants and local firms with hired management is the element
of role definition or more generally the notion of role structure._.In
this sense, it may be that ae entrepreneurships grow, hire/on more
' administrators, and experience'greater separation of ownerahip and man-
agement, they develop a more rigorous structure and are ahle to.temper
‘the general magnitude of uncertainty by distributing it through the
’ organizational position.' On the other hand, the primary difference |

between the entrepreneurial group and owner-managed firms is the notion

of routine task variety. Perhaps as entrepreneurships grow in the

direction of owner-ménaged firms, minimum hiring of administrators

\ .
ogcurs, ownership and management remain fused, and the matter of co trgl R
is held closely by the owner-manager. The organizational framework is

not significantly more or less structured nor routine than the entre-

preneurship, hut uncertainty and job change are less in evidence. Thus,

B
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routine task variety 1s lower for employeés in owner-managed firms than.'~
‘—£§r entfépreneurg by virtue’of this difference in uncertainty and job .

change. It is imporcaht to recall fhat the element of;routine is low

in the éirst instance in both of these cases,kand the power of routine

task:vafieﬁy‘may be reddced because of. this éact:~ Pérﬁaps.it is équally
" important to note that the éntfepteneuriéi groupiinclhdes-sélf-emﬁlbyed"

ind}viduals while‘thé ownef—managed firmé, braﬁéh plants and iocal firms.

£

ﬁiéﬁ hired management'include employees of these Operafions as supply
agents in the study.
Tﬁe dim;nsions of role structure and routine task variety érovide’

a%‘ a perspective onbjob satisfaction as a performance outcome of actiﬁity

in différent types of work organizatioms. Wi;hin the discriminant

- - . .

functions themselves, jbb satisfaction is a éompbnent>of the’contfast

to structural charécteristics within tée role structure funttion, and

is a cﬁgponent’of routine task variéty function. The federai.govergment

l

- :
is high on role structure and low on routine task variety (Exhibit 6-5)

-and ‘not unexpectedly, it is judged low on job satisfaction relafiye to
other groups_in the study (Exhibit 6—3)Q» fhe mﬁnicipal governméﬁt rests
in the same quadrant as the fedéral goverﬁmént, but it has_temperea
magnitudes on ﬁoth dimensions compéred to the federal goverhmeﬁt,:aﬁd
has low-medium job satisfaction. Local firms with hired managément are
as structured as the municipal gobernmenﬁ,‘but have positive routine

- task Qariety. Apégfeﬁgiy the routine task v;fiety is not sufficieht
ﬁo.make job satisfaction sigﬁificantly higher in‘locai_firms with hired

* management than in the municipal government tExhib;fé 6-2 and 6-3).
Braﬁch plants, on the other-haﬁd; occdpy a spot in'tﬁe'séﬁefquadrant as
local firms with‘hired managemént, have the same degree of routine—taék

variety as the latter, but are lower in terms of role structure. Job

3
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14 . //'

satisfaction is medium in this particular situation (Exhibits 6 3 and
6f5). Coincidentally, job satisfaction is medium in the cases of both
the provincial government and owner-managed firms which both occupy
' positions in a.quadrant marked by low role structure and low routine
task variety (Exhibits 6-3 and 6-5). The high degree of uncertainty. in
eaih case" relative to structure. and routine appears to contribute to
thi; circumstance in both instances, nd owner—managed firms are par— =
ticularly low on both diﬁensions of role structure and routine task .
variety Entrepreneurs occupy a quadrant on their own, measurihg low -
on role structure and bigh on routine task variety. This combination ”‘T‘
is. associated with high job satisfaction and tends to support the general
iproposition that persons are most satisfied in a work situation charac-
\ terized by some uncertainty and some routine, while‘some change in rou- Lo
tine is welcomed as represented in routine task variety. ‘

/

To,abstract the dimensions of role structure and routine task
variety provide a means of comparing wdrk organizations. Focusing on
job characteristics as job routine, JOb uncertainty, role definition,
job- change and job satisfaction, it is possible to develop measures of
both dimensions in work organizations. Role structure essentially
represents a contrast between role definition on one hand and job satis- B
faction, job uncertainty and. job routine on the ‘other. ﬁoutine task »

_ variety represents a combination of all five characteristics. Organiza-

'tions measuring high on role structure and low on routine. ‘task variety

/

perhaps can expect relatively low levels of satisfaction (cf the:
federal government) Role structure. however, is not necessarily asso-
ciated with low job satisfaction. “YWhere it is combined with routine task

variety which includes a degree~of-job uncertainty and job change,\then

-




Y

. 329
higher levels of job. satisf&ction are a viable proposition (cf branch
plants). When role structure is low, job satisfaction is in evidence
in all cases. The combination of low role structure and high routine

task variety representsatheamost desirable:situation in terms of maxi-

7

- mizing job satisfaction’ (cf. entrepreneurs). Job routine in itself

may be negatively related to job satisfaction, but in the overall. work

A

situation which includes a degree of job uncertainty, job routine appears
~to be inportant as. an ingredient of job satisfaction. Change in routine

1s equally important as a refinenent to the general.proposition.

-

'
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o -
WORK IN AMERICA AND* THE PRESENT STUDY: A PERSPECTIVE

. . .
a
4 y .

The focus of the- present study is: organizationallqgsearch involving

structural, contextual and performance characteristics of work organiza-

4
'.c., .

tions, with special attention accogded 3ob satisfaction as a performance

3
. >
e

" o characteristic. The relevance of this subJect acqulres a valuable per— -

spective when it is considered within the' scope of the document entitled

¢ ’

' Work in America, a report of a special taskgforce to the Secretary of,

.

3 Health Education and Welfare, United States Government, and tabled in '

a

973 The purpose of this appendix is to offer an interpretation of this

report and to discuss certain of . its conceptual positions and eseential

R RN
l .

- recommendations in light of present findings connecte& to-the current '

. . .
v

paper. All references are from the government document itself ,;“
Work is: "an activity that produces something bf value for otHer . e

. ,.r ‘«7

people" {pe 3) 9&6 has economie, social and personal importance. Partic—-

‘rt‘

ipation in wak organizations is central to life in America, and the 3,:

o

f' results of this participation have a. major impact on JOb holders., In

. o -

this sense, work has an unparalleled psychological role 1n the formation o
g

of self—e teem, 1dentity and a sense of order“ (p 4) for 1ndividual

: ,n‘.a - S :

Vobs affect persons, but the predlctivegess of the. equation is
o - not always clear. "Jobs affect personality, and certain k!Lds of jobs o

persons

. affect certain kinds of personalities differently." (p 80). «One of . the.

PR ‘e

: wo main problems fac1ng work organizations and society at 1a‘he is rising

'E;f}r Job dissatisfaction. This is problematic for work organiagtions because.

.‘:~

- -

it is a drag on- their efficiency and effectiveness.' Pefhaps.redesign of ..

R ‘ jobs with the aim of increa31ng worher dissaiEsfacCion disht "1°W9r S“Ch 3
4 ,.. ‘ ' ‘ . ' \ ””é ' ‘J—- | ‘"-:*’b‘.
h i o 3 ’ i -f vy » ] S
o e o - N :’
> o
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A
v

business costs as abseriteeism. tardiness, tui"‘novdx. labour disputes,

' sabotage. and poor quality. all of uhich is to the advantage of enployers ’

: ¢
\ v an:‘ consumers” (p. 27). Job dissatisfaction is problematic for society

1}

at large because of its direct inp& on health including physical and
N .

mental health, community delinquency, tnd crime (Chapter 3) It is

therefore important to consider both the quantity and qu;lity. of jobs U
. ' ’ : oW, %
in policy formulation ‘involving manpower .and the work place.” A -,
. ;-* | .
Improvements in the quality of work lead to inpr.:ove.gqts in the. .

4 |

* quality of life in genergl and will assist‘ in rectifying many of the
g - o
difficulties conftontins indus tty and the worker. Perhaps one of the

ctitical issue areas acroh many occupational groups is the nounting

evidence that higher edncltion and training in the population are not -

'beiﬂg net with a rising 1ncidence of highzr level jobs in the econony.

a3

'resulting in distinct undgtenployuent of h_nn resoutces and personnl ’

frustration mongst é'orkzrs. In this sense it &peats that th&;econonic
systen is lagging the eddcation systen and the level. of expectation‘
.,attached to higher learning. The argunent suggests that -any enployees{p

l ' are disappointed that theg;, are. ‘unable to play any type of deciaion-ukin(
4 ’u.
rdle in their jobs, work atnosphetu u‘e ndtpconducive to patticipatian,
persont in authority u'e poor listerers. or u’navuilﬁble, smdards nnd B
¢

+ " schedules are inposed ptejudices continue to plaguc the vork &1te and

. ’ o "

7
@,freedo. on tbe job ‘§{s a vague ooucept. These. conditions. ater'notable in
ﬁ

%h ot ‘par’t a-ongut bhmcolm mtkets, -i.notity groupu;.rjuniot white

cqsilar vorkeu. m ind“'older wrhrs (Chnpter 2). W)(:].ou:ly thcy relute

“ 4«

‘to the qunlity of vork. Purthcr. a §istinctiou cm bo duun betveen the

A R

Lo 'uork gtﬁic and autbority in co-:l.ns to grips ui,th the _problea’. Cemu.n

rgswch mt youns persons poi.ntl to u,recencion of the t:tditionll

.
—— -

m . . - . s .
2 . tat B . N i

'oﬂ, ;
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work ethic but a rejection‘of'traditional'authority relationships. "It

does not appear that young workers have a lower commitmént So work thAn

‘o

their elders. The problem lies in the interaction betweeu uork 1tself

and the chnng;ng social character of today's generation." (pp- 69—50); -

In addressing quality of work concerns,‘it appears necessary to consider

4 . | . .
two "major sources of‘dissatisfaction: the anachronism of Taylorism and

=]

a

the dininishinsLopportunities to be one's ovn boss”" (p. 17).

e 1) e }

Work also, hse rconoq}c %ﬁporcance. The notion of productivity is

o

’ inescapnbleyfﬁﬁdlscu1P1qps of the work place. %Recommendations geared to

o L A%

ﬁl@rwl‘:ﬁ )oh *tisfactio‘n.‘:annot be offered in a vacuum. * This is

1npbt?§pt in Qpighintathe contribution of the human relations movement

o

' "ln organiz.ﬁ};on theory

‘X e‘"”The 'human relationé' schgol ‘attempts to offset 5
. -Taylor's primacy of the’gnéhine wigh 'tendef, '

' © "I'loving care' for workers.. This school ... ignores

' the technological and production factors involved
in a business. This approach concentrates on the
enterprise as a soclal system - the workers are to .
be treated better, but their jobs remain the same. W
Neither the safisfaction of. workers nor their
productivity is likely td imptove greatly from
the hugnn reldtions*approach;“ (p; 18).

‘The mandate then appears to 1nvolve updating the work place to move

v

beyond 1nduotrial engiJeering and trn&ltionnl authority relationships, -

: within a systen that Ztes not reduce productivity and preferahly enhances

2

tiond i.s ‘the en’d‘tomnnt Wte l:o the uorker,

¢
“the nature of thq b_]ob and 11.‘3 outcones 2T Job redecign provides one

The point of att

.

avenue through whic 1EJob satisfnction can be enhnnced and productivity

1nprove-ent -.‘Lght /ﬁ‘be renlized "'l'he ln:[n conclusion is that the
A )

very: hlgh personnl .and social costs of unsatiefy:lng uork should be

avoided through the redesign of vork eee !lot only can work be redesihned
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' to make it more satisfying but [ ] significant increases in prodlctivity

can also be obtained." (p. 94).

Job satisfaction can be traced to a number of factors.' These in?-

clude a reasonab].y high occupation and status, a challenging job cd‘tent,

demcratic supervision, functxena. -work groups, equitable wages, vertic{l'» s
ility. pleasant surroundings and job security (pp. 94-96) . Undqfr';‘. )

conditions of participative managementrmany of these favourable cé*fi:i
r M

stances are realized. Workers become involved in settling "their ovn
' production metho‘ds‘,‘ the internal distribution of tasks, questions of

recruitment, questions regarding internal leadership, what additional

.

s

tasks to take on and vhen.they will work"” (p. ,103). In this framework
which has been'successftfl in a number of appli‘cations "vorkers are' en—

abled to cantrol the aspects of vork Elntimately affecting their lives
o Lsm

(p 104). Senior lq:agement continues to operate all other aspects of -

ﬂ

he conpany, Profit—-sharing plans are fimly recommended as h secorﬁ

thrust in the organizational refornm package, and specific traits of the'
plan are spelt out. (pp; 109-1].0) . The qverall redesign of jpbs i.s sum- -

marized in the folllowing manner: . %ﬁ

£ "Both human goals (autonomy and in(:erdependence) snd}‘
. economic goals (increased productivity) m bé vt H
*' . -achieved-through, the sharing by workers in both the
- responsibilities of production*snd the profits earmed
through prdduction. Most vorkers will willingly assume
responsibility for a wider range of decisions (and by
.80 doing to increase productivity and profits) if th'ey o,
‘are also allmnd to share in the results." (p. 110)

’

The inpact and conple-entary policies associated with job redesign \

as enunciated in the repott ‘axe noteuorthy. Increased_ productivity in

»

the economy will ,serve o taper inflation. by bringing 77!'6 produce to .
' the market lace‘ fro- standard inputs, since greater supply is most -

often related ‘\to lower prices, demand being 'constant'. By tying wages

H - I'd
. of e e
m] .
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to productivity, conditions of artificial demand are reduced. Value and
expectations from education ahd training programs are more‘likeiy to be

realized (p. 122). With a support program of worker self-renewal" plans

and industrial sabbaticals, employees can be allowed to upgrade and
‘rimprove their skills in order to avail themselves of better positions in

" the labour market and to meet the changing requirements of jobs (Chapter

kS

5).‘ Improved job information and career planning information coupled

° .

with portable pension plans and mobility programs will allow for labour L" S

-
market movements to occur in a. fluid expediture manner, ensuring a

e . ks

better utilizatibn of human resources and an orderly shifn»of personnel "m._

.. N
‘_,... .

'from non-growth to growfh industries (Chapters 5 and 6) Effectﬁgp joﬁ

, '“r’”“

. (Chapter 6) o ) ' . o f#

- In terms of organization theory, the recommendatiqi?,offered empha-

size a structuralist view of organizational change and qiiﬁ}opment.‘

0‘

Importance is attached to the relationships ‘between structure and out—__

-

comes of the work place, and one of the major concerns. in terms of out-

3

comes 1is job satisfaction. 'context is broached in terms of matters of
job content ‘and - working conditions.i Thus, the study appears to lend -
support to organizational research involving structural, contextual and

: performance (outcome) characteristics. Certain of the. findings in the _ v
present paper ‘are consistent with positions assuned in the document.
A EY

Routine, repetitive, monotonous jobs are- lénked ;o job dissatisfaction
(. 83), and workers like group cohesion (PP 94-95) and variety (p. 94)

,The matter of job content is pefhaps the area most significant in’ terms

-
A
-

g
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. . . — . . . . o

of 'the present'project;; The foilowingfarguneqt,is‘furnished'in»the .-
government report: - N
"Intrinsic factors such as challenge’appear to -
‘affect satisfaction and dissatisfaction most
: substantial;y., The aspects gf job content that
- . appear most censistent in their negative effects . . _
/ are fractionation, repetition, and lack .of con-~ '_d_;jré;;wg;mv_

Workers in all occupaticas rate self-determination "o ,

highest among the elements that define an ideal ¢ G g

o job. Content of work:is generally more important o .
. than being promoted." (pp.- 94 =95). ' o

Perhaps the: present study provides a valuable perspective On job content. :
1\’ .

According to the present project,ﬁ gﬂsdggy be viewed in terms of both .
.ok } .

routine and uncertainty. It is true that high routine 1s associated

' with dissatisfaction but low routine is not associated with satisfaction.
Ih other words, it does not- appear viable to necessarily decrease routine
v:ﬁ(completely) with an eye\to increasing satisfaction.. What appears to be
"workable is- the introduction of uncertainty to match with moderate routine
anasba measure_to generﬁl job satisfaction. Moreover, ‘the introduction of | .i"

4routines iy;o highly uncertain situations appears to also be effective in d;ﬂ'

this regard. Workers appear to like some routine and some uncertainty as

k{*part of the job in which they are performing.‘ The construct of rdutine *ﬁa‘

_Htask variety as formulated in the present paper is based on this notion, ' ‘
’and proves to be a valuable means of discrininating amongst organizations. hi
‘:‘JfBarticipative management is ,not inconsistent uith this view. Workers |
‘ipiafnd%ht be. given peroaatives to choose their esaential work patterns )
qudigéﬁg the scope of company programa *Nor are organizational efforts to }'
‘f€routinlii‘their "L ehsglogies neceaaarily discouaaged. In-uncertain :

' 'jsetrin? ‘t?his 1s's <

1, ahl.e action.v When routinization is high and
e e '}" : - e

x"_tainty is low, sone‘ieasure-oﬁ job change may be desirable,as a '1ei»£;?iilv

‘e

s

neans of increasins satiﬁl‘pﬁ,dné Ihia amounts to a fory of varietx,
: o P . Ty S . oo
et L .

N . > S _ " ‘ Hene . R - . - ;F’>a." ‘ S
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W

'gggﬁ aad may comprmse changing routines as one method of contenc modification.
LS . .
Job satisfaction, then, 1s an important outcore_of the work place and

has systematic ‘ties with structure and context. Eliminating routine

ftom jobs doesn t necessarily lead to 1ncreased satisfactlon Some

variaty in the jobs, howeVer, is associated with job satisfaction,

‘»essential technology of the jobs or: in structural job change in high

routinized settings.

NI N
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~ APPENDIX B

A NOTE ON RESEARCH STRATEGIES IN ORGANIZATIONAL ANALYSIS

The purpose of this note is to-offer a framework representing certain '
»

of the bases and directions of research strategies in- organizational anal—

ysis This framework ‘in turn is utilized to acquire-a perspectﬁgﬁ,on the
- . ' Y,

: essential research design of the present study.v As a starting point, a

distinction is made between two centers of attention and ciassificetion

. ,)

vin the study‘of organizations. The first arga 'is the objective natpre of

/

the organizations ‘in focus, the actual statF of conditions as they are
, : [ .
institutionalized in the real world of fact and figure. Research centered

on the objective nature of organizations is typified by the work of the

<

!’ston group Ain England wherein hard, congrete, non-attitudinal data on

organizations were studied within a framework oﬁ‘organizational structure
K

- “and the gontext in which stfuqﬂute iS!established (Puﬁh et al s 1968

RN

';*f1969)s' The objective natu e‘of organizatiohs to the human actors who are

‘a part of the organizations represents the objective environment (Kahn

et al., 1964) of these actors, the way the surroundings in the organiza- -

f
tiops are" as.a forum for activity._ It deals with what !'should be done,

and what 1s in practice allowed to be done" (Pugh et al.,'l968, p 444) .
To an extent it includes objective records of actual behavior (cf Dill,k
1958) Care must be taken to distinguish between expected and actual
behdviot as a direction 6f the research model (c£. Ievinson, 1959).

The’ second area of classification is the nprmative-s“biective nature

.- of organizations in focus, the state. of conditions as perceived by ongan-

izational participants and tends- to address what is actually going on or

-

'oexpected as expressed through the views of organizational members.r Since
-

judgments and perceptions are 1nvolved the hormative-subjective natuqe

-
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of organizations has a psychological,basis. and, to its human actors,
it is their psychological environment (Kahn et al., 1964), the way the

surroundings of the organization appear to them. Much of the research

ofJAiken and Hage is based on attitudinal measures of organizational

qualities~(Aiken and Hage, 1966 1968).}/General statements on the

nature of organizations derived from an/attitudinal data base involve

- subjectivity, and it is appropriate to distinguish ‘this research from

.the objective neasures;gf organizational form. Perceptions may vary

L
N TP

;Qbfrom fact but the consequences of perceptions are as real as the con-
sequences of objective reality.. Thus one classification orientation

“is not necessarily more appropriate or desirable for organizational rbi ) };m«

-

research in general.;.Both provide valuable, complemen{;Qy contributions T

ko the knowledge ‘of organizational dimensions and organizational admin-

~ “the notion of "centralization" between Pugh et al. (1968) and Aiken and

" istration:

-

"The distinction‘between an objective and a normative—subjective

imeasure of-an'organizational characteristic is revealed in comparing

14

Hage (1966, 1968). The term connotes ‘the same quality in.h?th studiés,
specifically the locus of authority (Pugh) or hierarchy ofaguthority
and participation in decision-making in the organization (Aiken and

Hage) In the Pugh study, a list of thirty-seven types of basic decision

A, =

inherent or organﬁkations in general was used in direct interviews with
department'heads in'participating firms. ‘ In each decision area, the
organizationa1~1evellat which the actualvdecision was%made was discerned:

Comparable levels were~estab1ished‘between types of organizations in

N

’accordance with workflow activity. Direct evidence.&as used wherever:

possible. Measures of organizational centralization/and organizational

- : L
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ization, groups of persons in the organization, and organization as a

- A 353
unit autonomy were constructed from this information. Aiken and Hage,
on the other hand, used a listTof questions which they asked of a cross-
section of‘members of organizations in their study. A sample of their
questions in their hierarchy of authority measure includes the following‘
"I have to'ask my boss before I do almost‘anything" and'"A person who
wants'tolmahe hishown decisions would be quickly discouraged here".

Respondents replied to five questions in all on a four-point“scale.from

definitely false (1) to definitely true (4). Combining the scores from

v 4

the five questions provided a measure of centralization as it related to o
hierarchy of authority. On the participation in'decisiondmaking“ mea-~
sure, four questions were asked, including "How frequently do you/usually'
participate in the decision to hire new staff?" and YHow frequently do

you participate in, deciSions on the adoption of new policies’" The
scale in this case was five~point from never (1), through seldom (2),
sometimes- (3), and often %), to always (5). The combined score on the
four questions measured partic1pation in decision—making, from low (4)

to high (20) It is evident from this example that the two rese&rch .‘
strategies vary. Both however, are born out of sound theoretical»4

" foundation, and both measure centralization of authority in their own

way, . v T e

h oA

Examination of organigational behavior,is directed at least at threez;?*
levels of attentionf the indiyidual person as a participant ‘in the organ— -
TR
whole (Pugh, 1966, P. 248). Blau 11974)‘similar1y relates to these three

levels in his discourse. off* the comparative study of organizations:

-

L Ak
e ]
a
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0' P .
"The focus of- analysis [in organizational research]
can be (1) the individual in his specific role as a
member of the organization whofoccupies a certain
~ . position in it; (2) the structure of social relations
. among individuals in the various groups within the
organization, or (3) the system of interrelated ele-
ments that characterizes the organization as a whole."

| ~ (pp. 112-113).
It is evident that knowledge and insight relating to organizations cuts
\

a swath across disciplines in-. the soc1a1 sciences and engineering. Pugh
(1966) contends that organizational theory is properly regarded as inter—
‘disciplinary in its nature.and scope;’ involving such fields as sociology,
d psychology, economics'and production engineering (p. 2355.. To these |
might be added the contributions of political science and cultural an-
hropology (;It is significant to note that administrative and research
.strategies developed within one discipline may well conflict in assump-
.tion or direction with the perspectives of another discipline.~ This_may_

be demonstrated in administrative strategies in cqnsidering the Pwo

schools of scientific management and human relations. Taylor‘s (1911)

<

principles of industrial engineering assist companies in improving the
relationship between their capital and their workers, through measures

like improved material handling techniques for example, with an eye to
| .

internal efficiency. In isolation,_these principles hold certain appeal. f

v

What is overlooked‘“however, is the impact of workers working not only

with capital but also with other workers and as persons with all of the
J

orientations*of-persons. Thus, an improvement in illumination may logi— ;

cally improve efficiency according to industrial engineering principles,‘

('3 -

and in the’ telephone equipment rodzbexperiment as part’ of the Hawthorne

" .;“ studies, this was proven -to be ‘true. However, decreases in illumination |

.
’

falso improved efficiency (Etzioni 1964, p. 33). -It was surmized that
\ , - :
ferently when they are treated differently._ Thus, a ’

persons_respdnd'

r"'



-

.o\

o psychological dimension@s.as_a .

i standing of organizations in ‘action.

consideration 1 the under-.
The term "Hawthorne effect" was
dubbed as a result of this major finding, and refers-to the inclination’ 3
of persons working extra hard because of the feeling of}participating
in _something new and Special" (Schein, 1965, p. 27) Industrial engi-
" neééring,’ which has a modern day counterpart in time and motion studies o
is important to organizational analysis, but organizational psychology
€ : .is equally important Administrative strategies might best represent a
| "synthesis" born out of the numerous schools of knowledge and appropriate
disciplines (cf. Etzioni 1964, Chapter 4; Thompson, 1967, p 8). The
synthetic model suggests a merging of disciplines.. '
Similarly, research strategies rooted in one particular“disc‘ipline

may.’%onflict with the perspectives of ‘other disciplines and potentially

lose value in the broad scheme of organizational analysis. D . :

/ u '
" between a soci*ogical and a psychological approach are worthyf note.

v

Fundamentally, the sociologist tends to stress organizational structure

. and context with individual behav1or viewed as/ contingfnt on these
o ' constructs”%' The psychologist off the other hand, stresfes personality '
and behavior, »and is reluctan;; to acdept anyr level of abstrahtion that
does not have ‘p behavioral basis.' St:ucture, thén, ":is 'viewed by the

psychologist "with suspicion as being eal since it cannot be - reduced o

\t w, . to behavior" (Pugh 1966( P 248) Sociology may be interpreted as a

~

study of central' tendencies n society with a.n awareness df the context ‘

. L
in which tendencies develop. Psychology relates to individual behavior. D
Blau (1974) approaches his research on differentiation in organizations

as a sociofogist might, and compares his orientation to. that: of Parsons

Homans in the following way. :
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"The objective is to organize generalizations .
supportéd by. extensive empirical data into a
deductive system .., Concern is with the
structure of differentiated positions in ana
compénents of organizations, not with goals
or values, as it is in Parsons' theories,
nor. with psychological motives and individual o
behavior, as it is in Homans'." (p. 220).

) Pugh_(19665'suggests thereﬂmnst te a merging og<disciplinesrandrthe_
_ » elimination of "artificial. boundaries" (p. 247) in the,evolution‘of

| organihational theory. He is concerned that much of the\available: .
research is ground‘d in traditional disciplinary biasg®, although he '

is encouraged by certain interdisciplinary studies which.may point the'!

way in the future. Pugh includes Argyris (1957) amongst the interQis— R
ciplinaries. Lichtman and Hnnt (19;1),'in a'review article ou person;
ality-and oréanization‘theory, distingnish between fonr "varieties of

; theory": the‘traditionai structuralists, modern.sttucturalists, the‘ ﬁ;

. personalistic schooi'and the integrators. These writersview Argyris‘
as a modern'strncturalist who treats-personality as a constant and 5

explains indiéidhalldifferences."in_terms of differential nositiOnalk

;incumhency" (pp;.24142A2) as a socioiogist might‘(cf.'Perrow; 1970,

. P. 2). Pugh (1966) calls for researchers to simultaneously consider.

the organization, groups “and the "individual in A holistic approach to _"

organizational study. In this way, organizational research may then

Q

parallel Pugh s - definition of organizational theory' "the study of the

N

structuré and - functioning of organizations, and the behavior of groups
and 1ndividuals within them" (p. 235) Open system theory (cf Katz
. o thd Kahn, 1967) advances research 1n this direction (Lichtman and Hunt,v
-°?‘, ) i 1971) Presumably both the individual (cf Allpors, 1968) and the
i. _“'-bi organization are treated as ‘open’ systems in this orientation. with the’

organization representing part of the environment to any individual and/////;;ef




. ) ‘ ' ‘
with rhe individual constituting part of the or anization s environment, ‘a o

-

.' ‘ov .
even as members of the organization. Groups of persons may be seen as dﬁiﬁﬂi

v.part of the environment of both the individual and the organization,ln a0
: this approach to analysis. L / . | : . )

$he data base for organizational analysis may be compiled from at
:"1east'two %yenues. The first involves gleaning objective data.from the »-7"'
]organization, utilizing the appropriate organizational supply agent as
>the accountant, personnel officer, department head or organiZational

.members in specific positions, whichever is- the most appropriate._ Oper—'-

t

. atiomal records are . typically usedpas the source of these data. and
special forms of recoﬁds may be developed where necessary to reflect the -

'.objective qualities of the organization to fit éjresearch frame.'"In

‘ this way, analysis is centered on the dharacteristics of the organization

which Lazarsfeld and Menzel (1961) term "élobal" or representative of

|

. :
",wperties which are not based -on 1nformation about the properties of .
. _

vidual members" (p 505) Hall (1972) notes that in the particular

R
RS . T X ,.# v .

- case of objective chdracteristics of the organization "the informants .

" may be organizational members but they relate characteristics of the—
BRTE

>
;'organization and not of themslees" (p._ é f) A second avenue for data '

”;base development is the survey of organizational members which involves

, b;iquestions directed at specific qualities of their membership in the ;3”£

‘&ﬁ3Yorganization including thei; relationship with other members of the |

alorganization as respondents view this situation. This avenu; has ; h{AC5QTY
'5_normative~subjective or perceptual basisland"isirelate& to the analytical

“'and structural prOperties of the organization since reference is directed

Bl

i. t individual members or relationships amongst members, following Ld!ars— o

.g'feld and Menzel (1961, pp. 503—505) ' Averages of responsop can be used

Yo, w
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Perhaps an appropriate term for normative-subjective is perceptual mea~- .

tion of authority by Pugh et alt (1968 1969) Aiken and Hage (1966

subjective respeetively For groups, Dill (1958) determined group
S A

C R

u
J
It appears thag these two _avenues can be generalized in the sepse that

2 Wl [

1 2 .
"expert informants or organizational do&uments are used to donstruct BRI

Y .»...

what Lazarsfeld and ‘Menzel (1961) would label glohal' measures, and

(g

survﬁy data are collected from rank ‘and file participants to-const7uct - ) ?,
t @ S

analytical' measures" (Scott, 1975, pp. 15-16) - Ip this pr&sent pader,
‘ -

the terms employed are objective and normative—subjectiv%,_respectivefy.
KN

SN T

’

sures since perc ion is the basis of this approach. _153 ,ﬁ'; ‘

Pugh (1966)‘§rgues for ozganiaation research involving all of the L

rvanization as a whole, groups“within the organizatidn and the individualﬂ;:

[ L

as a member of the organization. It is apparent that obiﬁhtive and norm—_::l’
. e p .‘\._ . ~ .
ative~subjective measures of these three 1eVels bf research can and have

been used For organizadions, the deveiopment of measures\Bf centraliza-f?

.

/

1968)” as outlined previously repnesents the objective and the normatfve-

o S .
N T L b P

qualities of members of!two&#ﬁfﬁegian manufacturing firmswhy'examining

om the rapks of" top management in high level and

gno\~ qompositiou fr

s..,l sa

Opurating groups in the companies, and by,discerning the -
. R . Y
invoivement by the madager”

measuﬁbs such as the frequency and type of con;ﬂcg; e;i:;l

g n‘.
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iszj ps’ycholc;gical qu'ality of the offii:hl. s‘pc.cific&lly &frccived"mmo-y_. A
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X
M

»
<

& :'r\,‘ ' R suggests tht mteml dymn.ca of th. rd.euch uthodology. Seashore '
- S we :
(1956) upl.‘ycd a noﬂntimjoctin approaqh to dcvclopin; an Lndu

of group cohcuvencu-. Quutl.on- mrc Aihll like the _following: "Do = '

'fl o : * 1 - ’.'

SRR - _ you feel that you are mlly 2 plrc o! your‘ahrk 3roup?" and "If you lﬂ‘i’l:» *@;
chance to do the sane k!.nd of uork for the same’ pay, h\ anothct vork @

. « -
sh ST

N S gtoup. "how vouhl yOu teel about moving?". " For. thcu tyo. queric:. rc-.‘

Ko

spondentc were grovuled wlth five optional’ teplios ‘_ tiu bf & degtn

@ . - of group «cohcninneu. an& vith a- uxth choi.ce, “not . ascernined'f. to . "

Y

which thcy may .reply tather thnn bcuu fotced to choou fro- the index ‘» . *
5 .

_li,pcing‘. Both approacha are.(tlma pouibh m utabluhing gmup char-' s

.
. . . ‘e
' . el v .

: ac..terist ic 8. }

S L A the le'el of the. individua.l 1n the ormizacion, ,1&» u:n,faccion :""-

d.s perhaps one of the most vtdely qtudied phmpb Paq%on (1974) ‘
Ty , R

ey used the objective 1ndiutor of the o:mintiou i anmul '

: (mverﬁd) as a umnire of jbb satisfactioh.‘_ Aﬁ:eu nnd 1!43 XI%G) fn

’ ‘° L theis work on alienacion chose a norut;ive—mquctive avenue, u‘king

|

' career expecutions?" to m

Appro:achgo can be pu;sqed‘ thj.n ‘the franevork of l”h s (1966) call

for interdisciplin‘ry stud s in organizatioaal resurch. As part oi. :

. ' Yo .
U h:lc survey. design rationale. Pauldon (19f4) notes that one of the cr1t1- z\— ‘

cisms of uing turnovet as reflectivc of Job uﬁisfarftion is\ chac tutnover

1

’ R zis a stmct;ural charactetistic of. the organization vhe.reas satiafat:tion ‘
may befgoc:(.al-psychological a.nd molunury :Ln origin.v He arguea thnt, -
in his sanple, turnover was easentially vo].untary ‘and that "the concept

“of satisfaccion was congidered to be an orxaniza:ional property, that is, ,

'\ ST ©
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its effect and source are‘*’structural" (p. 335) Hulin andrblood (1968) o,
‘ point to job dissatisfaction as an affective response to certain per-
ceptions of a job, d to turnover as a behav:l.oral response which - './.,

follows frm the affe ive response (cf. Pzrter and Lavler, 1965).
JE ) 4
Oﬁer behavioral ‘ﬁresponses are cnvisaged. hoveVer, including d‘Bsenteeisn

'my (Huliq?and Blood, 1968. P. 204). The extent to:

havioral responses, namely-tumover, serves as a )

ma AR
LT TN s o

rmesentative surrogate of an affective condition. n,anely dissatisfac- L

-y

[

W

relstes turnover to labour nark&tl ,conditions vhich are beypnd the bqunds

oy

of socisl psych%ogy ‘this scenario b Pug,h" 51966) concern with b
T, NN SN L
respoc‘i: £d - di.visionh betveen disciplines éhw%t g_ assupptions and

res‘rch directions. Oft% for the sake of mtteﬁ

; A . U "“M&i‘m R

erly raisdd as a questior;. ‘nie labour econonist conceivably

Qiﬂm:earch economy

and internal consistenfy.“"certain Ly of measures gre required for the

v o 4 «h"
4. v
"

> research modei A discussion of the asdmtions inhe;ew ﬂ) 3 model are,

-

i however, quite separate from the qsvelppneqlt of.‘measureﬂs‘#sed for the

7
sake Qf econony or consistency. Th'e;_‘p"_‘

,,,'

d.n\ehe broad schsdne o£

a model hased on assumptions

f S le ‘f:_-r". R -‘:» o e . s
vﬁiﬁ may be conftning to o_n‘e- branch S ./‘ pe social sciences.; 'I'.his dis-
RN ) o ot .

e
?ssion is not offered as a criticism of one particulamthoddlog'y, bu't”

L d

- ?&ts the value Aand importance of Pugh's cqmentary on an interdis-

iplinary approach to organizational research. T f

» -

. A more goneral discussion of’ measures of organizational character- -

istics is appropriate at }his juncture. Objectiv data provide a ready

and its geographical dispersion (cf Pugh et al.,". 1963) For some
- erd St \
_characteristics, however, objectivke data are eith

Coe L Vot e Tl . S

rd

A ‘ily').‘--acce'ssible o |
A . s
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‘or a e‘pe"rhagb;%ot as desirable as normative-subjective data. Building w

“up 'n mtive:sﬂﬁctive or’ perceptual data to reflect organizational *

o qua ities%y be'ﬁdone é’two ways. ‘l'he £1dle inVolves ‘asking individuals",;.,~ i
:‘ ,gu stions about v\thezp respective roles, arfd then developing averages 'ofw e

<

‘ re ponses to provide a meagure of the organizational qualities. Por
. ry

e ple, Aiken and Hdge (1966) used tﬁo questions to- probe a tion
"f“‘ 5

from expressive relations in their sample of health and welfare agencies.

\

"How satisfied ijra you eith#our supeivisor?" and "How satisfied are you .
- e . L

S with _your fellqﬁ"ﬁybkers?" 'I'hesbl stions are directed at the indi—

L . PRI Y .
N vidual about the intfividual “An & ' individual responses .

- f w

. S ) - e .-/
prdﬁides, a measure of org’anizst y e ion from - expressive relations. '

The second method invglves‘ask‘irrg individuais questit abo*the ow-. J
. Q& .

X 3"

a‘ ' .
Y Xr .
lect - organizational T,

N

*zatiop as@a whole, ‘and then amrh;*gs responses to ritlect
A qwgies.; The formsli'zatiﬁn:specificity ééﬁ thﬂjOb measure used by\pAiken»: .
X "* . and uage (1968) pro‘;ide,s an example of this apprm,,h‘ Quescgions like tte B
fgl)ﬁying are as*ed ﬁ;f respondents.. 'Whatever situa.tion sriseg, weyhave c a

o

procednres to. follow.*g dealing with it " and "Everyoné\’?has a spec@ job\ g

N
: to. do.". Often the’ o - approaches. are, co@ined as - in the technology- £y

/ .

-

Hage ~(1968) where a questidn

»

dual abtmt his own job was phrased the following way., "Nonld

index of r inizatiog measure of Aike ‘
of the inﬁ

Vows

}f : you describe your job. as being highl§ routine, somewhg routine, somewhat
BN non-routine or highly non-routine?'“ }md a quest‘ion of the individual about
' \ -3, J= :
jobs in the agenay in general‘ was put as follows. "Most jobs have some-
3 ‘

thing new happening everyday.'f . The key point is that two strategies are /‘\"

.

-,

< available for compiling brganizational indicators from individual responses- .

5

ask individuals questions about “their roles and generalize from, the average

s\ —

S
, replies, or ask ir;dividuals questions about orga.nizational properties, and

- ~
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'

% ) génerali‘ze from the average replies. A combination of the tugmethoﬂ

y " may also be undertakeq as a third approach. "~

"Q

This distinction betwee:rgobje;tive and nomat’ive-subjective data

' %ﬁ- and the position of records or the individhal as a supply agent opens

o
o ‘to organizationa&'resﬁrch

* certain interesting questions with."
o3 \_':_‘.A

' 'l'he ~size of the organization, for € e is ‘typically an objective

N,

o characteristic Sub-unit size is treated in a’similar fashion.. Size

J

as it relates to. “job satisfaction is discussed in the following manner
s » . - 'y
' 'by Porter’(’l963) as cited in Porter and Lawler (1965)

tive—subjective indicators and to the objective and nomative-subjective

a ST 1

* Y ' Lt <-<l » ..
R "An increase in the total size of an organization P RN
' swith the consequent «technolopical advantages of large-‘ .
scale operation - will not necessarily reduce the o -
.morale and job satisfaction of employees as long as . R
intraorganization worksunits are kept sma%l1." (p. 319) J L
- n - " 95 .- . .‘ ~,
Carrying this fur‘ther, perhaps ca.n emplo‘}‘ed"s%rception of the total L ob"’?ﬁﬁ
¥ : g
size of. the organization varies under di.fferent organizational con exts, ) ‘e
? 3 which in tui‘n affect the employee'éﬁ attitud% and .behavﬂir. Cer‘t‘ain N
- . ;. \'..‘_~.. y A 2. "
C s ‘employees fh an gganization judged largely by objective data. may per-‘*!’
b N
ceivp’the organization as comparatively small s0 far as their view is N
concanéd. while others may perceive it to beﬁis large as it ig in fact.
~—— . ‘& N /5 . » . o
A gener&propositio relating to the use of objective and norma- . ? (

. _natu;e of organizations Ais not apparent.' Possibly one. fdfm of reliability-,.. :

check in,a zésearch model. would include objective data (where ,avtl].able)
-~ R N
- ‘tQ ,substantgte or qualify normative-subjective o; perceptual data (where

\available),;, and. v:lce-versa (cfr. Hackman and l.awler, 1971). The issues o

°

tional agents reportingmn individuals are subject to close scrutinys'

_ Similarly, the conparability of data and conclusions emerging from T W {"f:‘:

), )
. ~ - ¢ -

h - o uoe

of indtvid(als reporting -on E‘he“brganizational cLualit.ies and organiza-ﬁ'



_gic "mod'el's 1s ':al'so an f'i'ssu'e. In a commentary on vax'iable
<'measurement Triandis (1966) cites reseatth conduct.ed by Argyle, Gardner
and Cioffi (1958) in which four methods were employed to méasure each of

-Y'fi\ve attitudinal variables. The correlation COefficients between the
o S
_four methodé were between..04 and 21. , Triandis attributes these J.ow .’m

-”‘ e NV [

Mlevels of coaaistency between methods to the normative structure of some

AR

‘.

of the methods as disg;.inct from actual behavioral Outcomes ;l.n others,

: '.to the matter of perceptual dinfferences, to‘ one method inVolving anonymity

-

.,”"ﬁherea@thers were open, and in general‘to conceptual unclarity" (p 91)
. !

ey

in the project as a whole Sco& (1975) summarizes the experience of N wﬁ\"
\ N

e r ‘ . 'W' - ¢
ﬁ- 'Pennings (19 73) in a like way Using ‘a series of generally accepted

R 4

measures of centralii’ation and formalization, some’ of a global or objec- -.~ iR

‘ ) | o tive root and some of an analyr;.ic&or normative-subjective root Penn‘ings
-3 % X - : - -

T %reported to ‘have . often ?Ql*!d»,li‘ttle convergence between global and ‘
PRI v . .

a}la:lytica,l measures. I’Rone iﬂ“‘ncéﬁ’s of the 12 gorrelations befwe"

~ A"‘_, ' the survey measges and global measdre&cff cﬁxtralization ite megatf

, / and two. of these are large enough to be statisticany significant' None‘

of the positive correlations is large enough to 'be Statistically sigﬁifi+ ' “
""‘ . ) . S o .. P - ' E
cant. (Scott, 1975 P ].6) | Qo Vo

5, 'R

{ E Research fjategiesr vary between prOJects often, and warnant atten—- ]
. ' ' . ‘
‘v'tion in their own’ right within theastudy of organizations and the develop-
oo

- ment of organilati'onal theor&‘\ldeally tgxe strategy in any integrated

| _ - =-organizationa1 Study should be interdisciplinary and involve data for the‘»'.'.i_

e organization, its groups and’ ita individual members. The data base may
\ R

: be objective or \normative—subjective, ideally perhaps both. ﬁ"’rmative- e
*‘*‘ B T G T L
S‘j{f ve &ata may 'be, baseﬂ oﬁ"itndml s perceptua]. reports about

- their own roles, or about characteristics concerning the organization

- IR

; and organizational roles in general. Both perhaps bear att \tion. " : v

-




Against this framework, the research design in the present: study

PRI “ centers on normative-subjective measures of organizational activity

¢ v
co s

Lo K 'I‘w??ty—six ‘role perception variables form the basis of the six organi-
zationa;. characteristics ‘of job satisfaction, gr_oup cohesion, job change, S

.» : :? h
job uncertainty, role definitiqn and job rout:the/k'iﬁ\ the exception of '
% L . .

group cohesion, all of the -ﬁriahles in/tbese 'characteristics concerw the

"'re—- :

individual and that’ person s role ip the organization. No variab]:%

late to organizational roles in general, One variable, oq:ittedafrom the -+ ,@

e n

final scores, directs attention to a potential incumbentgt the role RS

—”“* "P“se“tly Perf°med vby the respondenc (Bachiw.: 2;9) The group cohesion ;;-j,,g"_'”

characteristic contains variables whig ?31‘ the respondent to reﬁor; hivs .,3;’

u the me‘l\:in his %.rorlr unitygét ?ﬁong, :‘c{cic togethet:*
, . ;,‘3: “‘"and :.help.each other compared tOf”‘tfther“w:rk u:its. ) ’l’o this extient, it B »,

E " Iir N
2easures a- perception ,of o‘hers in the organizarg.on 'in addition to the : '\

of the wo'rk un}t No e&iective a’ata were

A -,
'.4

gathered rrom the organi,'zatj,ons themselw-to supplement o’i:‘ validate the B

A
¢'i '-’(\

perceptual data. The information relating to organizat’ional charter, ,-Q,._ N

; ownership, and c0ntrol were asked of the respondent as . supply agenti a
S

Alternative questions» within the survey questionnaire were used to con-

wy

. firm the accuracy of certain of these characteristics. The. present study,_ = g
' | therefore, representsv é exploration of org'anizational activity based on |
; \.,’
R , mental'organ atio A, All data are gathere& from the individuél respond—-
~‘ o ‘ent as :.;uppl‘y age t, and relate to the respondent 8 role and work unit ‘rr
" i _ as he phrgei'vea em in, the work orga#&ion, and to objective charac-
) teristics of the firm as charter, ownership and control ’ _':1. ‘

e .
2 . ’

‘“’ ; _ e ‘i:
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srLscrrou OF A TERMINAL sonurrou IN THE APPLICAIION OF | o

J

FACTOR ANALYSIS TO ROLB PBRGEPTION VARIABLBS

s - M . i Vo
. . P L e
. R St

;«-{

'Phere are- numerous techniques available in factor analysis, and the' '
SR app].j.cation of. these techniques to a’ set of data need not lead to the u. .
@ LI SN
| ’ 'same results. S “ The ontcome of 18 applications of factor analysis to_the -

5 .v P 6 role percept ipn vaﬁiables appears i'n Exhibj_t (o3 This exhibit is

constructed to. show highlights*‘zf.afP each apylicationé Technical details ,‘

;
ag

‘of tt@application head ‘eache column | The common fac,Bors are. boxed in

% . under th,s applicatiom and include the number of each grariable and its /

¥ . . / e
' ‘ _ '"respective loading iné each‘ cgse.: The wari‘ables#themselve: a‘;:e numbered §
yj' ' ' “ ) -za which compa‘i:e: tou queséio,nnaire variables 24—49 J.ncluaiv_e (cf// 'j
% X d& "_‘). All load;n&:-represent ,the h!ghest 10ading gn the variab],e . .
- ' Agst - common.ch"tors., %o oﬁ?ding o; 1ess wth.;mu 5 ‘is aqcepted 'I'his '
ERRET [ 0 o ) . . <.
b;;'-' limit is placed on, theéidata in Line with vthe argnnent that a ﬁactor "%&
e .4‘- “’4& A

'should‘ explaih ar <d}st:imcj:iwze amount of t}ﬁe variance :fn a variable if it ‘;‘

.
v J

is to be. considered a significant ,cognponent of the Variable. A correla-

.
) . e u.,_',

tion of .5 1is reasonable in’ this respect and is chosen as an arbitrary

gt .
e ‘ ‘%9.;\0‘ ,1"7.

N Lo Rsigne .
P _ 'ﬁut—off point. Something less than all variaﬂles are often ultfﬂateiy

o 4
‘Before discussing the. various techniques and applic‘atio’ns arfd before

4

> a. part of the common. facb:s because of this decision.

' entering into a selection of a terminal solution, it is appropriate to. ,»-\,Ff
I T

relate to the variance explained by common factors in’ the factor solu—
)

v P tions._ One benchmark for variance. explained is to ﬁke the sum of eigen

'values greater t‘han l in the factor solution and use the total variance

,explained by these common factors as. the measure of ability of the: factor :

w

app_-licat-ion. v For example, seven factors in the initial solution have -

v T el
O S IS LA
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- . -

eigen values greater "than 1 and 57. SZ of the {Friance is explaingd bf

. these §Wen f~actors The la@_er“‘this percentage is,’the more diﬁﬁﬂxct

.7
e

%% o -
i,\ is ‘the féctor analysis in relating to the movement in the data %gfurther

v
information on eiglin values is included in Chapter II of the present
’

: . o : B v

report. o T ) e
PRI Lawson (1971) ‘used six factors based oh a varimax rotation (column
R "l).' Data from her thesis indicate that" Ziﬁgf the 26’ role perception
- variables are included in'the six factors., There~appear to sbe two'par—' .
ticular ?ifficulties with this solutidn. A seventh factor vwhich fell

- out of the analysis and’ quded h#gh on one variable, number 12, was. not }5

- “Z,

. i : yﬂ.v
e used and variable numbeiwg which was included in the’ job routine factor

¢
’ ' with other variables numbered 2 3, 4 and 11 had a loading of 45, the

only loading below .5 and it appears that this variable has a higher ‘

"‘“T“‘*b F o

loading of .47 with an;;?er factor, namely role definitibn (p. 315). ;}:

Su}fS-
= ‘An eigen value equal 1 : Ve,
. i I
criterion is‘chosen as a cutﬁdff forfcommon factors (column 3) ‘he e
.&;v ndnbég of cages equals 463 lel below‘the population of 621 because il'"!;.

ot of missing: values in some variables. Later it‘becomes evident that
S Ly ,
all missing values (8 9) are in the job satisfgction and group cohesion

@ *

variables, numbers 15- 26 inclusive nghe following summar; chart repre-

~

 sents a synthesis of the selected sol%kion Factor names are from ‘

'.f’w,w
f

" Lawson. o . B ';i,

4”??’cohmon Factor - ";j, Major Variables«;

1. Job satisfaction = 15,16,17,18, 19 21

S (+ < ' 2. Group cohesfon . - 24,25,26 ' /
: e A L 3. Job change: . ;- ."5,6. L
s . . 4. Job uncertaintyv; -.'8,9,10° ST o ' -
..., . . 7 5.Role definition 2‘57,13 146 0 0 e
i< 6. Job routine L 1L 2,3 4#,11.» Ty e
S o .? No name .~ | -. ol e R
’ s v .
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Variable 7 1is placed in italics and is omitted from the factor in subse-

.

l€~quent discussion of job routine within the varimax rotation, eigen value ‘

v

equal 1 criterion; Quartimax rotation results in a simifar solution

(column 1).. Equimax, however, shows some shifts within the routinitation
scale variable factors (column S). The oblique ‘rotation suggests that

s a
variable 7 may be best positioned with role definition rather than with

or'

job routine, consistent with one reintf etation of Lawson (column 6)
e

Two sample runs on the fuIl file compiled in an attempt to find

S

a common_solution. .These runs appear as columns 7 and 8. The resul&s-
' . T L

A

are not encouraging. Changes occur in a number of 1nstances. .qu~1

<”f ample, in varimax sample, variable 11- falls into Job change and“not job

d t

routine, as in equimax but not varimax full. sln both varimaxvsample and

b oblique sample, variables 12 23 link together, hitherto two unrelated.

‘?ﬁvariables, In oblique sample, variable l links negatively with job sat—

¥ isfaction It seems that the factor analysis is noq;particularly neat
/ .

~, . \ —
a2 . . G . . ,

‘;and tidy. C , ;o o
: : . .'- . N 1&

To put ‘the general analysis in a perspective, thehdata in the
\

original study are drawn from three sources the routinization scale

P

: from Hickson (undated) which comprises variables 1-14, the job satis—

ction-scale, modified from Kahn et afi (1964) which comprises variables
e yb

AN . e

15—21 and the gquE cohesion scale from Seashore (1954) as seen in Miller'

(1964) “which comprises variables 22-26. The variables in the noutiniza—

. §
tion scale are. subjected to factor analysis using varimax rotation,-

;o E <

. eigen value equal 1 criterion (column 9) and\u51ng bbliQue rotation’ "“

(columns 10 and 11). Four factors emerge, as ‘shown' below, and they
. o . } T P ‘ ’
. explain‘56.§3'of the variance. " E ' )

4 K PR
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3

Variables

' "Common Factor‘
| | ‘ job routine C 1,2,4,7
- o ’l ‘. | ::]121; changwi§ty o 2:6 : 12
4 . réte 4gtinition 1% '
- -aring these findings to Lawgon, the fo . ’ng might be said:

v

. . | dOb routine- 1 =

N .!
- . -

g job change =~ -
l‘ ‘job uncertainty -
[ :

VQ, role definition”—

| Overall, the same number of

- Lawson excludes variables 1
> ..

and 11, and improves ‘on the

add variable 1, drop 3 and ll
retain 7 but on the basis of a high
-factor loading -~ -

same . e
-

add variable'12

_same

variables, 12 out of 14, are iﬂcluded. .
: - . A b
and 127 the present excludes variables 3
condition of variable 7 Further, when
Y : o

ar

Lonly the Job satisfaction and group cohesion scales are run,‘the same

(COIUmns 12 and 13)

L9 and results in an N value of

.
(3 2

'A miSsi

, ‘ g
common factors‘fall out as in the original Lawsun and present varimax

: lues)(8

19 of a pos;ﬁ)le 62.1“within the ¢ ‘.

v outinization scale, and an N va he of 463 out of.a possible 621 ﬁh

’

~ the job satisfaction and group cohesion scales.'

: all missing values (8, 9) occur in the latter scales.

It appears then that

the 5 variable loading criterion within oblique rotation solutions |

_provides support to the orthogonal solutionq; 1b€5ﬁl§ if'the objegtive -

v 3

s is to include all- variables in the cbmmon factors, this is p0581ble by

o~

<"

.4. ~and 14;

’h*é“\s————isxforegone as*ﬁ'viaqég alternative (column 15§‘ 3" : S L
C N : On the crest of‘!his ‘new development withiﬁ the individuqlfgcales, 10

-

E

The - results of PA2 varimax is not readily interpretable and

T [ oo

N

Relaxation ofJ'

card 18 used in all runs,'

; l'
having a cut-off at .4 in the oblique solution as’ shown an columns llf-g*:‘

¢

»

1Y)

.J;p
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"
{'ffCedure apRears to follow Simsqgt al. (1975). in their work on job

A f'eristics. The varimax rotation, forcm 6 factor criterion resqlts‘
in-& slate of factors whose composition parallels the separate runs on

'C) - v "’r '
e _ .routinization apnd job satisfaction/group cohesion. “The sample Tun, how—

'{'_ . . ever, does not confirm these‘factors (column 18) and the oblique rotation

- — s “{b

T e force 6 ¢riterion 1eads to’ new problems including a merger between job

Q routine and.role definition (column 17) Perhaps ‘the- important outcome,
o _ however, is the similarity between varimax, force 6 factors and: the
S 3 o R . ‘ o gq

" ‘ ) separate scale factor analyses. ‘ e L ; ~
. A e N . . et . . . S
% .>i ’ ;“j‘ﬁ? ‘In filling out the information base fbt deciston—making, an addi—
) \‘ : " tional exhibit is constructed Exhibit C—2”shows average communalities'

; ed in the factor.oompo— o

-1_‘

for selected factor solutions 1n variables

sitions. Average communality data are impoj:-{ in the sense that the

" L4

- . oA N - ,, ISP .‘.‘__':"L: -
4 of the inelusion of variable’? 1n‘Lawson and its exclusion in varimax S

St v full )eigen value equal 1 Crite‘rion' Note that witl'wmovement from vari-e 'v_‘;-, ._.1,
o . / . . L0

' max full eige‘ vaiue equal l criterion td varimax full force 6 faetors, .

-‘il .

= _'there is ‘a loss ofqul in average communality gy: a gain of l variable

x'“within a.modified factor structure'(tolumns 3 and 16) Mbvement from

; there is a g-dﬂ

.',varimax full ‘force 6’tofoblique,fulr force'G



great deal of.information incchoosing amongst-alternatives"
Y v .

Cw : It would appear that two alternatives are viable in selecting a .

v

terminal solution. The first alternative is to accept the Lawson

.

ffactor~analysis, perhaps in-a- modified form or ‘at least in a qualified

-,

iform, as supported by varim); full eigen value equal 1 criterion. 'The: ”

R T

: second alternative is to modify the factor structure in line with vari—
rfmax full force 6 factors, which is supported by the separate factor

.;analyses of the routinization scale and job satisfaction/group cohe31on .
S ;,«. , .
: scales using varimax full, eigen value qgual 1 criterion and oblique, \

. v

,x .
f[;rotation.‘ A grid summarizing the information with reSpect to these‘ T
S g R L

alternatives appears as Exhibit C 3 The tﬁB.factorS in limbo are jqb ';,_g
\,pbroutine and job uncertainty, both ceﬁtral no the paper. Only their SR
- ."—"- Y FRLRLE

. factor structures change betWeen the two methods. Neither metﬁod has _'
;i‘y»‘ n s ‘

E?f";*ffff_ any diffegence,ia terms of numbers of variable911d§luded ig the final : .
SRy IR e
o Qfactors, although variable 7 1s probiematic in the Lawsonps 'Zbecause\

s « : e e
fof'its low Ioading apd the facﬁ it may more properly be placed withlrole R

.I”;er'definition if it*is to be included at all Averag; communaliry is Ol

D At S Rt R

¢

e

'f higher in Lawson. Sample runs support neither method, but separate runs

o e

iI.i;y» ;;Safon the routinization scaid’ and Job satisfaction/group cohesio ‘scaleie,;i
o _"W ‘";7fsupport the force 6‘factor solution'; This latter point perhap tips the
. S A
'“.isxj ,;scale toward th% force 6 factor solution.v In choosing thi :solution\ .
gﬁfﬁ,;lfgroblems with variable 7. are lost and all variable loadings are 5 or §‘ g
dn.,l:?f ;:;greater.i_Little‘co';unality is sacrificed t@he‘conclusion is to‘adopt :
.4?f&1“*7:ﬁb.the varimak:fulf .for:e 6 factor solution.ui
Pl e
7”3;“fwjléf'appear in Chapter II of the project.

] ’ N
- . '_..'r-,
. ol L R . ‘_‘ T N Lo - o
- : o B . - T N HE « . B XS U
el T S ool . " . L R AL W . i



are provided as Appendix E, and a summary. of: the relationships between

charact:e‘rist:i‘c; ‘c.leri,vvéfdj‘from 'facvt;ors‘,as de‘pi_c\te:d. in these Plotﬂs_ @2&3&&,_ -

‘ .. ) s A " : o ‘ ' o o . ./ k

as Exhibit 2-2. . . .. 7 :
. . . oo f~;l.‘f> .

Ui - . ) y
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LT e eI G-

Facr.o;"_ Analys:ls.r ;Various H‘ethods e v" ERRY TR

j,_l.'awsox»ivuodiﬂu& f.’ \!ariuiax Punr -
T _ Vla'rimax_‘ SN
Ty e 63
C : ‘7/6 used DU R U
[T 1.0 ,_v."‘ I

.2.5". _._‘( e '5 Sl
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FAL . AL PAL
. Quartisax Equimax Oblique
463 463 463
7/8 used 7/6 used . 7/6 used
1.0 . 1.0 1.0 -
o’ .s : .5
.60 .60 .60
N . .
2 2 .64 z"'."ss"'j , 2 .65
3 3 .60 ‘ '/3 591 3.5
4 4 .54 ) 4 .55 4..59
5 B 5 0‘5 ) 5 L] ]
[ s .82 -6 .83
7 — .
8 3 .731", 8 .71
9 ‘ 9 .78 | 9.78
10 10 .73} 110 .71 ] . : )
1 11 .50 }. — 11 .s0j| 11. S1
12 , 12951 [(1Z..18 - - :
13 I 7| Q.7 |
14 14 .80 | (18 .81]) ‘
15 15 .81 (i3 .97 15,82
16 16 .64 16 .61 1 16 .64
17 .72 17 .69 17 .73
18 _j18 .73 18 .73 18 .73
19 19 .63 19 .59 119 .68]
21 = 121 .63 21 .63 |21 661
22 . . ) o R o
24 ~j24._.80 '}» . f2% .81 . 134 .8 .
25 25 .82 “las .88 2% 83| ¢
26 26 .77} - 26 .77} 26-.78]
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— 7 Varimax . ’ Oblique Oblique
: 463 . 463 463
2 } ' 2 2 ) »
1.0 100 7 1.0
.ls .5 .‘ .' .
57 .57 49 .
15 .81 15 .82 15 .82
16 .64 16 .65 16 .63}
17 .74 17 .73 17 .23} .
18 .76 18 .73 o |s 73
19 .64 19 .68 ‘ 19 .68 "
o | 70 .57
21 .64 21 .66 21 1.66 I
22 .43
L . |23 .61 .|
7% .81 2% .81 ' 24 .81
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’ 26 .78 26 .78 26 .78
- - , -
v ' i
74 .
- i
s V.' o ' ‘.
e * . . . '. ﬁ = /
= . ;Q‘ 3 / ) %

Lot




. ) K : 5 -' ) 177 )

EXHTBIT C-1 (oont'd)

s

15. .16,

s

[- R~

L -]
.

W
~

15 .80 | * {15 .80
16 .55 |16 .63

7.6 Jw.n}
18 .66 | - 18 .74
19 .62} |19 .64

121 .64

25 .80]  |25.8

N :
. o . . »
A . -
’ -
- -7 .
Lo .
: ~
.- ® S
[} - - -
N ‘: M
Al

. ‘.':"f\i'."‘

ey,

Lt




.
“

EXHIBIT C-1 (cont'd) \

18.

N,

: ! .
i i S O BNAWNSWN
shabk RLUKES ; wn

/20

kY

v

5-.82
6-.84

. Porce 6-V-8 .. . .. ... . .

PAL : !
Varimax

217

6

.S
.61 :

| * . [5.83

8 .75
9 .67

to-.81 |

E2¢.56|

o
i

“




ot vazizi:

379
Y 4
' ' EXHIBIT C-2
Avcrigi Co—.nallitiu for Selected Factor Solutions
)
L J ¢
Factor Solution @
. Colummq . . R - . ... .. .. Aversge Number of
Exhibit C-% Name Qualification » Communality Variables Uséd
. ‘ ‘\ . .- . ¢ ”H
1 Lawson. as .calculated from .60 21
varimax 3
f \ ' - ’ . \
3 varimax full variables 1-14 used .61 + 11
all variables used .60 ~20
6 . obl:'l;qu,cwfull .variaf»le. 1-14 used , -60 12
‘ : - } all variables used .61 , 23,
7 varimax sample variables 1-14 used - .61 13
’ . all variables used .61 23.
8 ' oblique sample varisbles 1-14 used .61 14
. . all variables used .61 25
, §-10 varimax/oblique. ‘routinization scale .62 12
12-13 varimax/oblique job satisfaction snd - .57 9
. . ~ group cohesion scales °
16 varimax force 6 var:;l.lbl—u 1-14 used: .59 12
o ' L variables 15-26 used ' .59 9
- . all varisbles used _ .59 N 3 §
17 ‘oblique force 6 variables 1-14 used .61 ° 11
o _ - variables 15-26 used .59 .9
all varisbles used .60 20
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APPENDIX D [/
. N }
wcspodent Yo, . e et " . ‘Date e+ g St T
lucacion e Conpany L R I
8 -~ B T o T 2 Lo .
\ Ll ’ " ol . !
ONGMTLATIONA L B-.ll"‘lIOUR P"SE\fCll UIIT ’ e b
. C m:Rgt'tv OF ALBERTA® - "
. s-"‘,%;.rpp.r.‘\.a_ts_r.l:r.ﬁia.\ SEWDY )
° ' R b po0e .
This qunti rnajce fs Fart qf a r.acimal stidy of Canadfan z%kets, d‘clr
stritudes, and theirp Lazk -f-n.‘.znt*on Thrctpdy, is corblchely/c%&gcu:la,i, and
r2 naaes are c‘*\'wn. ‘Do, nai "“"': yon: r'ﬁc an r:he qupst:i’cfnhqiref Loy et /k\
. . e s - 4‘._. N T Pl \j .
Please efpcle ox chcu o.." the aparopriafw\ :
CRAFHIC PATA f o ) ) /
: oy, g, [Nttt S, 2 - “x‘ <
¢ 1. SIX: M KD SN R YR RN . C ot
TR i Y N
. s A . . e ﬁ J P .
3. ..\ru you' mrrict, udddued d:.vc«-ccd seé‘ﬁtnced, oé’mcvct warricd?
R Bacried ...,.,.....‘ 1,, . Scparatcd U
v R . "idc‘-"d cn‘-.s.o.- 35 A ’ " Never married .... 5 )
v ‘Dzvo-red.........‘S ' o : \
\ . ‘ L
' :S\\.“ ‘l‘mt .)~J t‘w 1:.5: year of school completcd?
\\\, B x , PN f" !
L ° ' \' \\ C;‘lolaf“ "E’l..‘..--.‘-o.-.o-u--.o 1 0011cgc Graduate 'lCotuo'oyi'o-o: 5 ;
' \\" und c:.rl.i‘.ﬂ"& ¢ féaz r‘i"‘\ Sshool . 2 Post Craduzte .i.ieeeessrsesesess 6 ‘
‘ Crﬂplf-lta.. itfgh SatooY Ligreee.ree 3 - Technical School ..ovsvenerenees 7
r “. \\""-cCcI r-re.................... 4 Mo Schvoling .............‘...... 8
. . . ;' "'/o - B : ) DOntknO" ..p.a...--unoao.n.tvt 9
' " J \\" "‘n‘ﬂ it o R
HRELE o-h: pr"o*i-u;« 3:&3‘\:‘:::9.: snual incese frem all sources? » ’)‘»_,
{ _ Ce :u.--:‘i s ,,,mm..;..., 1 $12,500 - $15,000 ... § .
. : : b' - 42,560 .., 2 $15,000 - $20,000 ... 6 g
- N $7,.01 ~ $10,290 ... 3 Ovex $20,000 o.cveeos 7 ) ot
: : -.,m foL - §12,500 .. & ; .
g . . ° .. B
5. ..:.Lng tha fu:c 15 yaars of ysuxr lifa, did you live mostly on a’farn, mostly
L2 a sl towmg |o~r-y Za a um:ll city, or mostly in a big city or its
cuburbal o . . i o .
- : ozsly on IJ.LT:.--.‘.----:....-- 1 ‘
Moztly in a £2=all Gevm soovinienes 2 e
: lloatly in a Aait CLlY cceesnsness 3 ‘ e
: . © - ifostly fn a big city or subixrbs .. 4
h v . ) . o7 . boel
: 7.A, Wkac is yo vel giou er church p'rde.renu? o ‘ ¢
‘ Protestaat (Answes B). 1 4 \ Other ‘ ’ 5
. ’ fo'bol.c 2 None - 6
i . © - Jewish : -3 - -Don't know - 3
G-vk Crtheiox 5 ¢ T
‘3, 1E "o’cs”;‘n:', aleasa. specify:- - . . . T
B Presbyterinn 1 . Anglican . .3 v 7 <
‘ ‘ : Luthersn 2 Hethodise . 6 -
) ' Bopniss o A - . Othex . 7 o .
o Um'.t"\l Chuzch 4 _ Don': know : 9
., : ' . A
‘c, uould you .,.1'; 30-1 ge :c chezeh tcgul.n:ly, oft»n, scldc:t, ncvc:? '
’ ~csvb-:t.v =y Seldom = : 3_ L e - _" L -

Oiten o m . Bevee o b




Te

‘ _ _ 2= . /’ 383
8. A, Where vzre you bora (if fu Canada, wiich province)? IXn Canadaz ’

" British Colwbia’ 1 lNew Bruasuick 7 ) // ! |
Alucrta . 2 Nova Scotfa 8
Saakatchevan 3 Rcwfou:\dhnd e : . .
Muaiteda 4 ?.E, L. - ' )0 . : _‘
Ontario ° ‘ 5 “Yulton 1
Qucbec \ .6 Morth "c}t ‘retri.torie; 12

! . If not-in Cukgda, !.n ':hich country wera you bora (vrite in nane of country)?
‘ : (Answer B). .

It yod were nst ‘bora in Cahada » how iong . have ycu lived in Canad:? i

Bs v
E * ,
9, During the (tr:: 15 )c:u.'.l ot’ )our h‘.fc. which ptoviucc of Cnr.ada did you 'grov -
up in? et e S
nr.‘:;:!.s'h Columbia « 1 ltaw.Brunsuick 7 - .
Alberta 2 Jova Scotfa = 8 . —
Saskatchewan 3 Newfoundland 9 '
Manditoda 4 . REI. 10
Ontarilo 5 -+ . Yihon 11
Qucbec 6 Horth West T.errltcr-lu 12

1f not ¥n Carada, in vhich country?

n\'ha: kind of work did yous father do for a. uv\mz while you vere zrcwing up?
P

lease spocify - .
. Vhat vas the last year of school your fa:hm: cmpletezﬁ/

’

1 College) Craduate sescoccssceres
2 Post Craduate cesesevrcsscescrss
3 'Iechni.Cal. School sresvessrvenes
& No Schoolinz o.;-n-ooouoooolo.‘
'Don t knotr -c.'--o.ol--ool.honl

- Junior Nigh or Seme High School

;J Coapleted High Schiool Leeeaaessee
e Some 0011“80 ’.v.ooclu.voonoalolnc ¢

’ cr“dc‘ 1 ‘=6 .-.llnl...l..O....l.

Vaoavweown

.
12, therce 41d your faoily (father) originally come frea? (1f other, pleasa s,pgclfy)/"

.. Croat Rritain 1 Gexmany L R
. ¥reland 2z CItaly -
United States 3 , Hlungary 7 L
. . France & : ‘ Other - -8 :
- o ‘ , Ulacaine 9

-

13. Vhat is ycur father's cthaic .o:i.gim 1f oé!fér, ploa\sf specify) L - C

. English 1 Ce e Italian 5. . :
“Hungarfan 2" Cerman 6 .
. Ancricaa 3 .. “Ulwaniaa 7 -
. ... . ‘'‘Freuch , & ' . # Other - 8 ;
o _ : . R . T - Ttk 9 ’ " | i
14, ez"any spaaking do you uaually think of yoursclf as 2 Ca-\sc:vativc. I.tberal, - :
: 1'cd Dezocrat,: Socinl. Credit or Indc ndent, *or uhac! . R
 Conservative (Ask Ny T F Socfal Crodit (AskA) . &° - ot
Liberal (Ask A). T Indopendent (Ask 8) 8 .. ‘ oy
Keu Pomocrat (askA) 3 Bou‘ekm(z\sk B) - RN

A, If Consmncivc » m.bcnl. Yew Dcnocx'n: or Socf.al c:odi.c, voul.d you call your-
' crvau.va, Libuﬁl. w-cw Denactat, or Socizl Crcdit? o

. 'ett a sc:oa. Co:u

Stzong (€, z.,ua s¢) ‘1 . eak(c =, W, 56 _z'--
B.: If "Indcper.dmt." o don'l: know do you tH!ak of yeu:ul‘.! as cluor to the . l ‘
Conscrvative Party, the’ Libctal. rarl:y, t.l:e Rw Denoeraue rarty. oc thc [ T g

Social Credit Party? - o -

) Consemu\n . Socinl &cdi:
Liberal” 2. " Pon't Lnow

: 3 . ' . h ) .

"y pmcnctc .




€ Vi ZNCIA ROLR ) . ‘\ : o - .
T . o _ . R \ i
15. Do you belong te a uafon? Yes L : » : ) o ‘3
K . . | - .‘ . ‘ ) ) . J 1 i
16. Mow long have you been verking with your ccapany ov ofsanl:iar.ton? - m ‘ '
- ' " . B - v LY '
17. lou lorg hava you beea vorking on your preseat Job?- : ’ :
18, A, Do you do shift work?  Yas 1 (AskB) K
| w2 | o
2., If yes, what shift do you usually vork? . ) A
: .- 8.5 1 .. .+ u-s 23 | ‘ :
) 5-2 2 - Other 9 L o
17. At what level is your ppsitiog in the orgenizatiea? S
B . . 4 e 0 ’ ' LT N SN
. Chief Executive o, } O -
Dcpartment llead N : "2 B} A )
Forcnan ‘ 3 ‘
. Clerical Supervicor 4 :
torker . S
staff, position (please specify for -
example, aceounting or purchas-
ing) ’ ‘ B o imn ek et ——
" To what level in the orzanization do you report? L
29, In vhat specfalized functional areca duv youvdo n.,os: -Qf your ‘:m:k? -
. : ‘ : .
Production ! 1
. Markdting : 2
Accountlug and Finaac .3 . . 4
2osearch and Devilopment 4 v
. - Purchasing " S
R . Othor (pleaso specify) S g memeiie s coeaataine comme— s
. : ’ S LT
Could you give me soae descriptioa o4 your\ job, that is, what do you d0 in your
organization? o ’ .
. —— .ot ) - 2
. I
2!, that {s the tcctn;blocy ‘of your compaiy,or crganization? - ' A
. - Unit or snall batch prodécttom w.ieeseseesee b : Ty
) Large batch or mass production ceodecnsnises 2 o "o SRS
Continucts flov or process production ...... 3 L T oL
. Secvica techaology (be spacific) cocevnausos 4 s e R
- v Multitechnology crgzmization (bc¢spcci'£1c) P e g
' . : : - 3 o S
; - o2, - Hou many promotions. = in_tha sensa of mora authority and wmoving up the ladder ~ e l‘
- kava-you had with thids conpany? I o — e
) a v ' - ‘ '\“\_ ) . o ) o . . J . ' 0'

@

W3, 4. tas your flrst job vith this cém{m&y' a t::.mgeunt pt;si.ti.oti_t . Yes %\( . e

S : ‘

)%

l : SoAT

. Be what '-'aja- the 1;:\:!0!: qf'tldo Job? _____'..‘_'_;l_;_-l"‘__, i iranas




- ' . N i ‘:38,5 ’
[ ‘ ‘ N . _4_ . .o .. . . f_. - - :-1: . ” \._
Hcise circle the nusbor uhich you €cel is the cost approgriate, o o —:\V B
- LTt Quite A Almose - .
» : Host A. Lot §cma Littla _Kona
24, Yeu nuch cf your work do you think of as - S .
routine? 1 2 3 4 L
25, then you becin a vorking woek, hou :.-.uch ‘of o . .
' vhat you :dll actually do durl.ng the vack )
can you forcscc? . 2 3 .4 L)
26, If scrzeons cempletoly sew Lo -your job lmd ‘
- to taka it ea at short notice, how nuch of e
it, vould ha be able to find out from a job- » ‘ o .
B} e Bagerdption. xmd/ar a_.tncc:ﬂ,nl mu\ion-l OSSO
vork? N ) 1 72 | 4 5" Jo,
27. Now many of your uoz!d.ng d 's;vfollou i ‘ ‘ e o ’ T _é;,
sinflar rattern.to ona anogior? ‘ L e 2 { & s iy
. . " . e . \ ' ' . R “ « ) ‘ ‘._‘ oL ;
128, Mot 1auch of the contant of thie job ycu ara-’ . o I s
. nou in has ch:m;ul 1in the past ycatt‘ s & 3 2 ) B ,
. 29, , low nuch of the content of the job yo.;.are . . : ' ' ) ; .
"fn ncu do you atfcipita will h.w- chanacd L N & STl
tn a yeac's tiue? 8- 4 3 2. ‘1, N ;
‘ . .30, How o!ctn dons your uork fnvolve follmrhu _ ° N ' ' ‘
Sl 3 :cgula: sot proceduras? B ) 2, 3, 4 - S \ !
“ k) I3 Yiou ot;én,vdo majoc problems océur in your - o R - ) - i
‘ . i job whieh have never occurred baforal .. - 3 4 3 B
> .32, F Now oftex doas scething come up fn your - s A ) '
“viwork wiich necessitatas acquiring. fresh A S ey T
l.nu:lc.d;c ‘o nev skills? » ’f‘..';' S 5 & 3 2 1 .
33,  ilow oftan do ca-npletely un!orucen thinas * ¢ "‘, :
h.\ppcn in )o.nr job?, - HE SRS
ETR Consiccrim, the vm."ous cohlems that . e . . , :
" arise in your work, hou ottcn is tho : : 5
' ; '-olu"ion cleur? _ s 1 R I
35; o of..en do you have to switch fran ons - : e LT - :
. \ thiug to anotue:? Sty .- ‘ T . e
[ (I o Very . Fairly Not Vary Very ot Laid v E
DT - Pxechsoly = Procisely Precisaly Imprecissly ‘Dowm At Atl © - .

2, blnau gracisely ars your
; responatbllt’us laid

- dowm?  °

39, Howgraclsely is 1:

P77 latd dewn uiieh do= .
-_«_cislm you fake yours’

- Lf? S

. o . . o

. ‘ ) o

- ) o




- Foeil

33.
39.
40,

41,

h2,

nh,

45.

. &3,

47,

&3,

Tie wvay tha now stick twcr: Betler than most

-3~ . !
. . e °
- l'either :
Conpletely well Satisiled A Litcle : "cry
Saticticd Satisficd o ' Dissatisfled Dlsratisficd
‘ Blasatisfied
Oa thy vhole, how sat- e
izfied are ycu uvith the
copaay ui:iore you vork? 1 2 b | ' ) 3 . ]
liew satisfied are you
vich your prescal : ) ' : | o _
‘saldory? X 1 [ T y 4 S ]
-Kow satisfied ars you .- !
wich che %i.:d of work )
{or: task) you do? . 1 2 v 3 4 - 9
How -s;tts ied arc you ) _A'Y ,
uith the progress you
have made In this coa- ) R i
puy? ' 1 : 2 3 4 3 - 9
Now satls€icd ara you ”
with four preseat o : o .
suparvisors? )} .2 3 4 S ’
4w gatisfied ave you ' )
with your fellow ' X , ) ' .
vorkers? N 2 3 . & - 9
’ . “ L . . - -
o Chuuce " Verly Litcle Some TFalrly Good Very Good
Az all Cl.ane: Chance Chance Chance
‘ - 7 : — .
Hoy much does your job oL _ ‘
give you a charee o do ‘ . _ ¢ S
che things you are bcs. ‘ : . . :
nJ e : 3 : L - 2 | §
Do you. feel th:it"you aze really a part of your z:ork“-'gtoupt
Titcluded fa all :ispccts of ny vbrlt sroup .
Included ia zast vays - 2 , )

Included fa scre ways, but vot in others
" Pon't feol I really belong

Den'e work utih any one group of pecple

‘Don’ £ kncw ' o ‘

Lf you had a chance te de ihe sara kind of uork for the saas pay, fa another
vork group in this ccw, how would you feel about smovingt

T YV
™~

Tould vaat vy -Adl to cove -

Would rathey mowe ihan stay viere I an

Would make no diffcronce to me

Uould vather stay there I aa taam move

Hould wart véry muck to stay where I aa

D.RA, (B0 sla.l-t ‘work proup) . o

'L‘ontknow ) L ) : E . e . - &
"flov does your uock group ccapau uith o:hcr work gtmplndumonouh o .
of the folloving poiais? ' - i - : :

i
¥

A
COmNUIWN

The 1, chc men get alo.q; :ogedur " Better :hn mt
- Abest tha ssse 8¢ most -
. ] #ot a3 good as wost
o © ‘Doa’t kagw !
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Do you agrge or &ls:c‘:cc shac the ’

vay thay aze rua nou, labor unions
do. this country more hoamm than good? -

The goverraent should leave things
1ilke electric power aad housirg for
private businessasn to handle. .

We nced mote govermmant conirols
over business practices’and profits,

Canada would ba betier off uithout
any labor unions at all.

Big cocapinies coatrol tco ouch of

Cagadian busingss. -

Tha goverrmcnt ought to help peopla
get loztofs and hospital care at low

cost.

Tha goverraent in-Ottava ought ‘to ses
to it that cveryvody who wants to
vork cea find a job.

The goverroant ought to have special
prosrams so that childeen {rom poor

formilies rceaive help to get as much
cducation as possible.
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poor get good housing at lov cost.
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Hava you cver worksd for avecher deparimiznt or fuiccfoeual area in his céggnnyt
' Yes 1 (Ask A) ‘
" ilo 2 _
A If yes, hey paay ochar deparimencs?
.(ﬂcasc speclly) _ e me mm e e :

B, Mouw loag in each deparinent?
(Pl:ase speclfy)

llow would you classify your conpaily or evzraizattoa? - -

A bra ch plaas eof a =3joc cecapany ........,....;.
"An owner-maraged firm teemestessstsacsaisnasisaoy
A locully c.rcd ecnpany vich hired maragemens .o.

Covarmeea organizalion deecevecccnens municipal
provincfal

v federal

BANDWN

0Osher (Please specify?

He are funterasted i tha nuxber of caployees ia the organization where you work,
and Lf it s par: of a lorger ovganizatioa, how many enployees fa the entire
coapauy. For exanple, if you work in a baak, how mauy enployces in your branch,
end how nany caployzes in the entirce co:.pfnyi . : .

i
A. luuber of employees iu your operatiag’ uniz. ) .

¥hat ;:zcent:igc of yowr organization is uaionized?

A. 'Percent of union caployees. (Tleasc estimate)

B. Yow long has‘ ihc éc.lqrany heen unionized? G"_‘:]

What perceatage of youtr company's output is ‘sold : |
Don't kaow 8 ' v
e .

!lé-.w va would 1ike to know some thing ab!:‘lutv‘thc'g-ropps»chd oézann_atlon to vaich
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Yes Ko ' : : Yes Wo
Fraternal or social gronps? 1 2 Any vateraans groups? .
Any pglitical groups? : 1 2  Any lador unions? | §
- Any sports groups? 1 2  Any youth-groups? - .
Any scheol service groups? 1 2 Any bobby or garden clubs? 1
Any school fraternities or’ : Any literacy, art, dis- )
sororities? - o 1 2 cussion or study groups? 1
Any uationality groups? 1 2 Ay fatm organizdtions? | G
Any profcssional or academlic o o : R
socleties? : 1 2 .
Any sthae orgaulzatioa mot L .
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‘Satisfaction and Group Cohesion ..
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