


R - xR nee

3 1293 00569 4496

[iattee

LIBR.... .
Michigan State

University

This is to certify that the

dissertation entitled

INTERPERSONAT. RELATIONS AS A POSSTBLE MEDIATING VARIABLE
IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AN ORGANIZATION'S
STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

presented by

Dakheel A. Al-Dakheelallah \

has been accepted towards fulfillment | .
of the requirements for | (

Ph.D. degree in __Sociology |

(Jiltloinn @ Drcimec i;

Major professor

Date W 7/ /@fdj

MSU is an Affirmative Action/Equal Opportunity Institution 0-12771




MSU

LIBRARIES
Am——

RETURNING MATERIALS:
Place in book drop to
remove this checkout from
your record. FINES will
be charged if book is
returned after the date
stamped below.




|

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AS A POSSIBLE MEDIATING VARIABLE
IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AN ORGANIZATION'S
STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

By

Dakheel A. Al-Dakheelallah

A DISSERTATION

Submitted to
Michigan State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Department of Sociology

1988




INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS AS A POSSIBLE MEDIATING VARIABLE
IN THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN AN ORGANIZATION'S
STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

By
Dakheel A, Al-Dakheelallah

ABSTRACT

The primary focus of this study was to examine possible mediating
effects of interpersonal relations on the relationship between
organization structure and organizational commitment for a sample of
Saudi employees at different work environments by determining whether
interpersonal relations as an outcome of organizational structure serve
to increase or reduce commitment. The research questions dealt with
how interpersonal relations differ with regard to structural
characteristics of organizations (participation, centralization, and
formalization) and what effects the resultant interpersonal relations
have on employees' commitment to their employing organizations.

A basic theoretical model was developed, based on a synthesis of
ideas from organizational theory and literature. Specific individual
and organizational variables were included. A supplementary model of
the mediating effects of job satisfaction on organization structure was
also provided. The study attempted to establish a causal 1linkage

between variables involved where appropriate although it is in large

measure explanatory.
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| Although the findings of this study were not entirely conclusive,

| specific results suggest that the models may be a reasonable means of

| describing how organization structure is linked to organizational

commitment, Specifically, the basic model best predicted that

interpersonal relations mediate the relationship between participation

and commitment and that such patterns‘of mediating effects increased as

f job-related interaction increased. These results do not hold true for
the structural variables of centralization and formalization.

The supplementary model indicated that job satisfaction mediates

the relationship between participation and organizational commitment,

and the negative direct effects of centralization on commitment can be

best explained by such mediating effects. However, the supplementary
model yields no support for the mediating effect of job satisfaction on
formalization. Individual characteristics diversely affected
commitment, Alternative explanations of findings were given where
possible, regardless of predicted direction.

The conservative conclusion of this study was that participation,
in contrast to centralization, causes commitment by facilitating the
development of interpersonal relations or job satisfaction, and
interpersonal relations and job satisfaction explain how participation
affects organizational commitment.

Limitations of the study were acknowledged, and suggestions for

future research and implications of the study for organization theory

were discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The strength of an individual's identification with and extent
of involvement in an organization have been conceptualized as
organizational commitment. As such, relation to an organization is in
large part a matter of his/her relation to other organization members
(Patchen, 1970)., Organizational theorists have expressed the belief
that in order to understand men and their behavior, as well as their
relationships with one another or to their organizations, one must
seek to understand the structure of their work and other
organizational activities (cf. Parsons, 1954; Porter & Lawler, 1965;
and James & Jones, 1976). However, there exists an apparent gap in
our knowledge concerning such a relationship, specifically in those
findings which attempt to link structure to organizational commitment,

We assume that the effect of organizational structure on
commitment can be observed by considering the effects on the
individual's work experience, particularly his/her interpersonal
relations with other members, In other words, the individual's
commitment to an organization may be affected by the quality of the
interpersonal relations he/she has with other members, produced under
certain types of organizational structure.

Further, in a work environment such as one encounters in Saudi

Arabia, people are highly concerned about their interpersonal

1




2

relations with others, At all levels, Saudis believe interpersonal
relations are among the most important values, not only in the work
environment, but in all aspects of social life, as well. At work, for
example, although the Saudi employee may be dissatisfied with either
his pay or work conditions, a highly positive relationship with his
co=workers may serve to override such dissatisfaction in the decision
to continue participating in the organization.

Keeping in mind such salient characteristics of Saudis_ in the
work setting, it appears to be of practical importance to explore the
mediating effects of interpersonal relations on the

organization-attitudes link.

Purpose and Importance of the Research

This study was undertaken to answer questions about how
interpersonal relations differ in regard to an organization's
structure and what effects such relations have on employees'
commitment to their organizations. The primary purpose of the study,
therefore, was to examine the possible mediating effects of
Interpersonal relations between organizational structure and
organizational commitment for Saudi employees.

By viewing the work experience, particularly interpersonal
relations, as a possible link between the organization's structure and
individual response, the study findings can contribute to an
understanding of the ways in which organizational structure affects
the individual's commitment. At the same time, the theoretical and
practical implications derived from the study can direct attention to

the ways in which firmly established behavior patterns may serve to
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modify organizational structures. 1In this manner, the writer hopes to
achieve a greater theoretical understanding of the processes involved
and contribute to bridging the macro-micro gap in organizational
theory by reconciling what appear to be conflicting results of prior
research, This has been emphasized by several organizational scholars
(Brass, 1979; Brass, 1981; James & Jones, 1976; Katz & Kahn, 1978;
Porter & Lawler, 1965). To understand the relationship between
organizational situations and individual attitudinal and behavioral

outcomes, the structural aspects of organization (the macro approach)

and the individual aspects (the micro approach) must be brought

together. This dissertation attempts to do this.

Profile of Relevant Saudi Cultural Values

Understanding the Saudi culture is a key issue when studying
Saudis' attitudes toward any phenomenon, regardless of whether it
involves the work environment or not. "Saudi traditions influence
behavioral attitudes toward the conduct of organization and attendant
management practices" (Anastos, Bedos, & Seaman, 1980). Thus, it is
necessary to be aware of and understand central influences in the

Saudi culture before attempting to investigate Saudis' organizational

commitment.

In Saudi Arabia, there are three major types of community
living--nomadic, villages, and urban communities. Regardless of the
type of community in which Saudis live, their predominant cultural
values are characterized by a high degree of uniformity and
homogeneity based on tribal, familial, and cultural heritages.

"Tribal relations reinforce the rules [and] authority, therefore, they
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reinforce the values of submission, obedience, dependency, and respect
for others" (Ali & Al-Shakis, 1985:138).

Saudis tend to view each other as individuals within tribes,
villages, families, and communities. However, the primary focus of
organization in Saudi society has been the extended family,
characterized by strong emphasis on family loyalty. Family relations
are complex and sensitive. The father and mother are generally
considered the primary authority figures. The intensity of emotional
ties and mutual support among family members make the family setting

well suited for establishing a relationship of dependency based on

enduring trust and mutual respect,

Saudi Arabian employees may carry and apply these values to
their work environment. In a certain analogic sense, the formal
organization can be viewed as a family, with the employees as the
children and the manager as the authoritarian father. Employees are
evaluated more in terms of their relations with each other
(cooperation, support, respect, trust, friendliness, and so on) than
in terms of their performance as. measured against some objective
criteria, Further, the organization might be broken down into small
subfamilies, with employees being extremely dependent on their
immediate superiors. Such dependence in the superior-subordinate
relationship is analogous to the father-son relationship.‘l

People who live in or spent their early lives in small towns

tend to maintain close relations with their tribes and relatives and

1Such an analogy was used by Norman Bradburn in his work,
"Interpersonal relations within formal organizations in Turkey,"
Journal of Social Science, Vol. 19, 1963:61-67.
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adhere to the tribal laws and norms (Ali & Al-Shakis, 1985:147). As
they move to the cities and take jobs, they expect to establish
similar interpersonal relations., They enter these jobs expecting to
be rewarded for mutual trust, respect, obedience, and loyalty.

That is, Saudis' commitment to the preservation of interpersonal
relations is extended to the organizational setting. "In public
organizations, individuals might value social approval more than
individual fame, and cooperation more than competition" (Ali &
Al-Shakis, 1985:148)., To a considerable extent, Saudis will find it

difficult to work under conditions in which strictly univeralistic

standards are applied. Therefore, "we find that despite geographic or
functional definition of position, Saudi managers must be prepared to

assume general responsibilities" (Anastos et al., 1980). This

suggests that the lethargy of the Saudi organizational behavior 1is
deeply rooted in Saudi society and that entrenched attitudes are not
easily transformed by education, urbanization, or increased
prosperity., That is to say, Saudi bureaucrats are very much a product
of their social and cultural origins (Al-Nimir & Palmer, 1982:102).

In sum, social-culture values of Saudi society exert a powerful

impact upon the individual attitudes and behaviors, as is the case in

any society. It should be stressed, however, that our concern here is
only with the relative magnitude and durability of some aspects of
these cultural values as they influence the formal relationship at
work and organizational outcomes., This does not imply an exclusion of
the influence of other sociocultural aspects and institutions (e.g.,

religion and politics).
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We believe that such cultural values discussed above shape the
organization members' perception of authority and enhance their need
for interpersonal relations at work characterized by trust, mutual
respect and solidarity. In turn, these perceptions and needs play a
role as an important influence on the extent to which members form
psychological attachments with or commitment to organizations.

In addition to our expectation that interpersonal relations are
important in stimulating commitment among Saudis to their employing
organization, the study of interpersonal relations at work as it
relates to organizational commitment may contribute to an
understanding of what appears in one culture and may or may not appear
in other cultures. Sociocultural values may contribute to the
similarities and differences in the development of commitment.

The specific meanings of interpersonal relations and the
resultant commitment with which we are concerned in this study will be

discussed in Chapter III.




CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

Large volumes of data appear on the subject of organizational
commitment, employing different approaches and methods. The purpose
of this chapter is to present a review of related literature on the
concept of organizational commitment and its antecedents or
correlates, Special emphasis, however, is given to the attitudinal
approach to the concept and the empirical studies related to it.

First, we briefly summarize the concept of organizational
commitment, Then, we present four classes of variables which seem to
emerge as antecedents of commitment. We will seek to identify those
correlates of organizational commitment crucial for the proposed study
and to show where our study fits. These classes of variables
(particularly structure, job characteristics and work experience) are
complicated and probably interactive in their effects on commitment,
We discuss this possibility in the following section as it appears in
the related literature, with a concluding statement about the present
study as it relates to this assumption. At the end, a special section
1s devoted to cross-cultural studies on commitment in order to allow
comparison of the findings of these studies with the findings of the
proposed study. This is followed by a summary of the literature

reviewed, delineating the concerns of our study.




Organizational Commitment:
Definition of Antecedents

Historically, there has been concern with the basis of
commitment in general, and recently social scientists have expressed
increased interest 1in the concept of organizational commitment in
particular, and it has become a major focus of research (Bluedorn,
1982). This interest has been expressed both in theoretical efforts
to explicate the construct and in empirical efforts to determine the
antecedents and outcomes of commitment. Angle and Perry (1983)
commented:

Apart from its intrinsic appeal, the current popularity of

this concept seems to reflect a recurrent theme in the

research 1literature whereby organizational commitment has

been identified as an important variable for understanding

the work-relevant behavior of organizational members. (p. 23)

Consequently, organizational scholars have attempted to develop
commitment models ranging from single-cause models to multiple-
antecedent ones, Angle and Perry (1983) argued that the multiple-
antecedent models, such as what Steers (1977a) offered, have been the
exception rather than the rule, The most common are single-cause
etiological models of two broad theoretical notions regarding the
antecedents of organizational commitment:

1. The member-based model. This model holds that commitment

originates in the actions and personal attributes of the
organizational wmember., That is, the attributes and actions of the
individual member are considered to be the locus of commitment. (See
Kiesler, 1971, and Salancik, 1983 as proponents of this approach.)

This social-psychological perspective 1is somewhat restrictive,
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however, in that 1its adherents emphasize that "in order to be
committing, such prior behaviors must have been public, explicit,
irrevocable, and, above all, voluntary"™ (Angle & Perry, 1983:125).1

2. The organization-based model. This model is based on the

premise that commitment reflects a member's reciprocation for the
organization's having provided resources that satisfy important
needs. That is, commitment is a function of the way the member has
been treated by the organization., (See the work of Buchanan, 1974, as
an example of this approach.)

Both models characterize the 1literature on organizational
commitment, and a preference for one over the other depends greatly on
the concern and interest of the researcher. However, the distinction
between the two lies in "whether it is the member of the organization
that is considered to be the initiator of actions that lead ultimately
to an increase in the member's organizational commitment" (Angle &

Perry, 1983:124),

1A specific version of the member-based model 1is Johnson's
(1973) concept of commitment. He perceived it as having two distinet
meanings: (1) ‘"personal commitment" refers to a strong personal
dedication to a decision to carry out a line of action, or any set of
behaviors which are organized around the attainment of a goal;
(2) "behavioral commitment," which refers to those consequences of the
initial pursuit of a line of action which constrain the actor to
continue that line of action (Johnson, 1973:395-397).

A more general version of the member-based model is Becker's
theory (Angle & Perry, 1983). Howard S. Becker, in 1960, took the
first major steps toward the meaningful specification of the concept
of commitment (Johnson, 1973). A coherent pattern of research has
developed, based on Becker's (1960) theory of side bets (as it appears
in the present review, e.g., Alutto, Hrebiniak & Alonso, 1973;
Stevens, Bayer, & Trice, 1978). However, in Becker's theory,
commitment is treated as a structural or accrual phenomenon, one in
which a series of investments, or side bets, sometimes individually,
rather trivially and incrementally, come to commit one to one's role
(Hrebaniak & Alutto, 1972, cited in Angle & Perry, 1983).
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A few studies have, at least implicitly, compared the two
models. Angle and Perry (1983) extended this stream of research,
concluding that:

Although the latter [organizational-based] model received

more support from the data, both models explained a

significant amount of variance in commitment. Contrary to

the preponderance of related research findings, extrinsic
aspects of satisfaction were more strongly associated with
organizational commitment than were intrinsic aspects,

(p. 123)

In other words, there is more than one path to organizational
commitment. Commitment can be influenced by what the individual
brings to the organization by way of history and personal attributes
such as age, tenure, education, and self-image (member-based model),
and commitment can also be a result of how favorably individuals view
the organization's treatment of them (organization-based model)., The
latter viewpoint has received more empirical support than the former

(e.g., Angle & Perry, 1983; Buchanan, 1974; Morris & Steers, 1980;

Steers, 1977a; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

Definition of Organizational Commitment

Commitment, in general, has been studied from many different
theoretical perspectives (Becker, 1960; Buchanan, 1974; Johnson, 1973;
Kanter, 1968; Kiesler, 1971; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Mowday,
Steers & Porter, 1979; Staw & Salancik, 1977). For Kanter (1968), the
term "commitment" refers to the willingness of social actors to give
their energy and loyalty to social systems, whereas to Buchanan
(1974), commitment refers to an affective attachment to an
organization apart from the purely instrumental worth of the

relationship.
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Two major trends in defining the concept of organizational
commitment can be drawn, based on the assumptions underlying the broad
theoretical orientation of the two models discussed above.

First is the behavioral approach, focusing on commitment-
related behaviors in which the organization member becomes "bound by
his action™ or his behavior exceeds formal and/or normative
expectations and he chooses to link him/herself to the organization.,
In this regard, Kiesler and Sakamura (1966) defined commitment as the
"pledging or binding of the individual to behavioral acts," and
Salancik (1983) described it as "a state of being in which an
individual becomes bound by his actions" (p. 62). Thus, the highest
levels of commitment are fostered by behaviors that are explicit,

irrevocable, freely chosen, and public (Kiesler, 1971; Salancik,

1983).

The second trend in defining organizational commitment is the
attitudinal approach, focusing on commitment in terms of attitude
(Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979).1
Although there is a general lack of agreement concerning the
definition of organizational commitment or even its measurement,

substantial attention has been directed toward organizational

commitment as the attitudinal component of the relationship between
employee attitudes and organizationally relevant behaviors (Angle &
Perry, 1981).

Attitudinal commitment thus represents a state in which an

individual identifies with a particular organization and its goals and

For a discussion of the different positions in defining
commitment from an attitudinal approach, see Cook & Wall (1980),
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wishes to maintain membership in order to facilitate these goals
(Mowday et al., 1979). "This process of accepting organizational
goals and values and integrating them into a system of personal goals
and values 1is viewed by all researchers as ‘organizational
identification'" (Wiener, 1982:418). It is to the attitudinal
construct of commitment that the discussion now turns, and with which
the review of related literature is primarily concerned.1

As an att;,itudinal construct, organizational commitment was
described by Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) as a global reflection
of a general affective response to the organization as a whole,
Commitment emphasizes attachment to the employing organization,
including its goals and values. Organizational commitment should also

be stable over time, Thus, day-to-day events in the workplace should

1O‘c,her closely related commitment-like concepts observed in
the 1literature are Patchen's (1970) concept of organizational
identification and Hall and Schneider (1972) concept of organizational
involvement, Patchen (1970) construes identification to be a
composite of the following three phenomena: (1) a perception of shared
characteristies with organization members--a similarity component,
where an individual possesses shared interests and goals with other
organization members; (2) a feeling of solidarity with the
organization--a membership component, where an individual experiences
a feeling of belongingness with the organization; and (3) support of
the organization--a loyalty component, where an individual supports
and defends organizational goals and policies. In their survey of
organizational literature, Tompkins and Cheney (1985) pointed out that
conceptualizations of identification and commitment overlap
significantly. Moreover, they maintained that identification is a
more descriptive term than commitment, which for them suggested the
notion of a pledge or promise, because (a) identification suggests the
relevance of "identity" and "self," and (b) identification is used in
éveryday language with such richness of meaning. Further, they
maintained that "identification is more embracing than commitment
because it can be applied more readily to process and product aspects
than commitment. However, studying organizational commitment along
with identification is found to be of great value, in that they fit
together as do form and substance, respectively" (Tompkins & Cheney,
1985:209).  This position was taken into account in reviewing the
literature,
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not cause an employee to seriously reevaluate his/her attachment to
the overall organization. Further, commitment attitudes appear to
develop slowly but consistently over time as individuals think about
the relationship between themselves and their employer. This
identification approach postulates commitment to be an attitudinal
intervening construct, mediating between certain antecedents and
outcomes, and views this attitudinal process as primarily affective,
rather than cognitive-calculative (Wiener, 1982).

Accordingly, Mowday et al. (1979) defined organizational
commitment as "the relative strength of an individual's identification
with and involvement in a particular organization" (p, 226). Lately,
this definition has become the basis of the Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire (0CQ) developed by Mowday et al. (1979), and continues
to be the most prevalent in guiding commitment research.

Although organizational commitment 1is attitudinally defined
here, it includes some aspects of commitment-related behaviors. This
selected definition of organizational commitment is characterized by
three basic dimensions:

1. A strong belief in and acceptance of the organization's
goals and values,
2. A willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the
organization.
3. A strong desire to maintain membership in the

Organization.T

1Dimensions of the first and third components are held in
common with other authors such as Buchanan (1974), The second
c¢omponent (a high level of effort in the job on behalf of the
organization) is viewed in a broader way. Buchanan (1974) deals with
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This definition has often been used by students of organizational
behavior., It is consistent with most sociological, psychological, and
managerial conceptions of organizational commitment. Most scholars in
these areas conceive commitment as involving some form of

psychological bond between people and the organization.

Organizational and Occupational Commitment

Ritzer and Trice (1969b) suggested that rather than being a
structural phenomenon, organizational or occupational commitment are a
psychological phenomena, based on the subjective meaningfulness of an
occupation and an organization. Focusing on professional occupations,
organizational commitment, from their perspective, may be an
alternative to occupational commitment. They stated: "Commitment to
an organization is primarily a psychological phenomenon which emerges
after some realization that an occupation offers little to which a
subject can commit himself" (pp. 475=79). Support for a different
conception of the relation between organizational and occupational
commitment was provided by Aranya and Jacobson (1975), who concluded
that organizational commitment is highly positively correlated with
occupational commitment, Especially where an occupation is partly
bureaucratic and partly professional, there is a dual commitment to

both occupation and organization. They also assert that

this second component (involvement) as a form of satisfaction obtained
from one's work and activities carried out in the job role. The
difference between the two positions is whether or not a person's
involvement with his work goes beyond the job itself such that he
works hard for both his own satisfaction and for the sake of the
organization (Cook & Wall, 1980:40).
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"organizational and occupational commitment is a psychological
phenomenon" (p. 21).

In his analysis of professional and organizational commitment
orientations among teachers and nurses, Hrebiniak (1971) found that
there are common, underlying correlates or predictors of both types of
commitment, which do not appear as unique to either of the
professional roles considered. The most striking difference between
the two orientations is that the professional is more complicated
compared to the organizational. "In essence, this analysis seems to
imply that some of the differences Dbetween professional and
organizational commitment are, to an extent, differences in degree

rather than kind" (p. 310).

Lawrence and Mortimer (1985) distinguished Jjob involvement from
both occupational and organizational commitment. For them, job
involvement means the psychological attachment to a particular job,
whereas occupationél commitment denotes the preference for specific
vocations, and organizational commitment means the preference for

specific employers. (See also Alutto et al., 1973, and Ritzer &

Trice, 1969a).

Importance of Organizational Commi tment

Organizational commitment has been jdentified as an important
variable for understanding the work-relevant béhavior of members of an
organization. The literature contains growing evidence to suggest
that encouraging employees to become more committed to their workplace
can have positive consequences for the organization, Commitment is

presumed to be related to a variety of organizational outcomes, such
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as goal achievement, quality of performance, and job satisfaction
(Tompkins & Cheney, 1985), An alternative explanation for
satisfaction and turnover among employees may be seen in the process
of commitment (O'Reilly & Caldwell, 1981; Pfeiffer & Lawler, 1973).
For example, increases in commitment have been shown to be correlated
with decreases in absenteeism (Steers, 1977a) and turnover (Porter,
Crampon & Smith, 1976; Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian, 1974) and to
be a predictor of employee effort and performance (Mowday, Porter, &
Dubin, 1974; Mowday et al., 1979; Steers, 1977a), but the relationship
between performance and commitment was found to be mixed to modest
(Wiener, 1982). Other writers have proposed that organizational
commi tment be used as one indicator of organizational effectiveness:

It was hypothesized that organizations whose members were

strongly committed would have both high participation and

high production. Such organizations were therefore expected

to show relatively low levels of absenteeism, tardiness and

voluntary turnover, and high levels of operating efficiency.

(Angle & Perry, 1981:10)

Further, organizational commitment appears to have important
implications for the basic fabric of society. One of these
implications is the fact that without members' commitment, some
organizations simply would not work. The level of productivity and
the quality of products and services in a society would be affected
(Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). And if these basic ingredients of

survival are adversely affected, the survival of society will be

threatened. (For further discussion, see Mowday et al., 1982.)

Selected Variables Affecting Organizational Commitment

Much research, particularly in the United States, has centered

on determining the antecedents or predictors of organizational
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commitment. According to Buchanan (1974), scholars have been
expressing increased interest in the concept of commitment and in
empirical assessment of its causes in varying organizational settings,
ranging from the commitment of professionals as scientists, nurses,
and teachers to the roots of commitment in utopian communities.
Essentially, three classes of variables seem to emerge as antecedents
of commitment. They are cited py Wiener (1982) as follows:

1. The first category includes personality-need variables and
value orientation (Dubin, Champoux & Porter, 1975; Hall, Schneider &
Nygren, 1970; Patchen, 1970; and Steers, 1977a). Thus, an important
determinant of commitment seems to be person-organization fit.

2. The second category includes job characteristics and work
experiences such as job challenge, feedback, opportunity for social
interaction, task 1identity, group attitudes, and organizational
dependability (Buchanan, 1974; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Lee, 1971;
Porter & Steers, 1973; Steers, 1977a). A common theme linking many of
these variables is their traditional role as antecedents and
correlates of other affective motivational responses such as job
satisfaction (Stone & Porter, 1975).

3. The third category inclues personal demographic variables,
particularly age and tenure (Hall et al., 1970; Lee, 1971).

A relatively new area of 1investigation of correlates of
organizational commitment has dealt with the influence of
organizational structure (e.g., formalization, centralization,
decentralization, participation and organization size) on commitment
(Morris & Steers, 1980; Patchen, 1970; Stevens et al., 1978). However

Steers (1977a) concluded that antecedents of organizational commitment
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are diverse in their nature and origin, In the present literature
review, studies on commitment are examined for the purpose of defining
the important variables that influence organizational commitment and
are crucial for the proposed study. The review of these variables is
categorized under the following headings: a) Individual
Characteristics and Commitment; b) The Organization's Structure and
Commitment; c) Job-Characteristics and Commitment; d) Work Experience

and Commitment; and e) Cross-Cultural Organizational Commitment.

First: Individual Characteristics and Commitment

In general, organizational commitment is, at least partly, a
result of what an individual brings to the organization by way of
history and personal attributes (Angle & Perry, 1983). In examining
the various studies on the determinants of organizational commitment,
those variables that define the individual were found to be related to
such commitment.

In particular, such attributes as age, tenure, and education
have been found to be 1linked to organizational commitment. For
example, researchers have found that age is positively related to
organizational commitment (Hrebiniak, 1971, 1974; Hrebiniak & Alutto,
1972; Lee, 1971; Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Schneider, Hall & Nygren,
1971; Sheldon, 1971; Steers, 1977a; Welsh & LeVan, 1981). Tenure has
also been found to be positively related to organizational commitment
(Buchanan, 1974; Grusky, 1966; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Hrebiniak,
1974; Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Schneider et al., 1971; Stevens et al.,
1978; Welsh & LeVan, 1981). These two variables--age and tenure--

have been the most frequently examined and have shown the most
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consistent relationship to organizational commitment (Luthans, McCaul
¥ Dodd, 1985). Presumably, the positive relationships of these
variables with commitment reflect the process of growth and personal
change involved in the development of identification (Buchanan, 1974;
Hall et al., 1970). Level of education has been found to be inversely
related to organizational commitment (Angle & Perry, 1981; Morris &
Steers, 1980; Steers, 1977a).

The argument often used to explain these relationships is that
increasing age and lower 1levels of education tend to reduce the
feasibility of obtaining desirable alternative education and therefore
tend to restrict the individual to the present organization (Angle &
Perry, 1981). Conversely, when employees have higher 1levels of
education, it may be more difficult for an organization to provide
them with sufficient rewards (as perceived by the individual), Hence,
nore highly educated people would be 1less committed to the
rganization and perhaps more committed to a profession or trade than
ould those with less education (Steers, 1977a).

Other personal characteristics that have been found to be
elated to organizational commitment are central life interest (Dubin,
hampoux & Porter, 1975), skill, hierarchical position, and
‘ganizational status (Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Sheldon, 1971).
wever, no significant differences in commitment have been found
"088 racial-ethnic subgroups or between employees whose incomes were
were not the primary ‘source of family support (Angle & Perry,
1.

Finally, in examining the relationship between involvement in a

-related communication network and organizational commitment,
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Eisenberg, Monge and Miller (1983) concluded that the effect of

involvement in communication networks on employee attitudes and
behaviors may occur only for individuals with certain characteristics.
These researchers explored the possibility that different commitment
processes operate for different kinds of employees, with special

emphasis on those for whom communication is a potent factor in

determining attitudes.
Findings regarding the relationship of a variety of personal

characteristics to organizational commitment have indicated that

individual differences must be taken into account in any model of the
commitment process in organizations (Mowday et al., 1982).

Second: The Organization's
Structure and Commitment

Organizational Structure: Definition and Dimensions, The

structure of an organization is its anatomy and the ways in which all

he parts interrelate in pursuit of the organization's goals

(Muchinsky, 1987). "It is what brings about or makes possible that

uality of atmosphere, that sustained, routine purposiveness that

istinguishes work in an organization from activities in a group: a

ob, a society, and so forth. . . . It is a defining characteristic of

n organization" (McPhee & Tompkins, 1985:150).

Historically, structure has referred to the patterns of

elationships among organizational members, tasks, and activities.

ore specifically, organization structure is "the organization's

fficial arrangement of rules, authority relationships, and

munication patterns"™ (Connor, 1980:346).
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For James and Jones (1976), the organizational structure can be
defined as "the enduring characteristics of an organization reflected
by the distribution of units and positions within the organization and
their systematic relationships to each other" (James & Jones, 1976:
26). These structural arrangements or characteristics are usually
conceived as consisting of several dimensions, specified by early
writings as "the hierarchy of authority, the specified juridictions,
and the formal rules and written records" (Weber, 1946:196-98), and
lately as M"the structuring of activities, concentration of authority,
line control of flow, and supportive component" (Pugh, Hickson,
Hinings, & Turner, 1968) or "size, differentiation, standardization-
formalization and administrative component" (Blau & Schoenherr, 1971).

In an extensive review of structural dimensions and their
conceptual relationships with individual attitudes and behavior, James

and Jones (1976) suggested seven dimensions of organizational

tructure. These are: total size, centralization of decision making,

pan of control, pervasiveness of rules, specialization,

tandardization of process, and interdependence of organizational

omponents.,

An examination of the 1literature yields the 1impression that
here are dozens of "basic" components of structure, which leads us to

orrow the following, concluding statement of Ouchi and Harris (1974)

0 determine our position:

This proliferation of 1labels sometimes reflects subtle
differences in concepts but at other times reflects vagueness
or disagreement concerning the precise nature of the
phenomenon. Basically, the components of structure can be
subsumed by four major variables; complexity, formalization,
administrative intensity, and centralization. . . . size is
very much interrelated with these four structural dimensions.

(p. 110)
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However, the structural dimensions or components that have most
frequently been studied as properties of organizational structure
having an impact on individual's reactions, are size, formalization,
centralization or participation in decisions making (James & Jones,
1976), and span of control (Porter & Lawler, 1965).

Campbell, Brown, Peterson and Dunnette (1974) suggested a useful
distinction between the definitions of these structural dimensions as
being either structural or structuring characteristics of
organizations. The structural qualities of an organization are its
physical characteristics, such as size, span of control, and flat/tall
hierarchy. In contrast, "Ystructuring" refers to policies and
activities occurring within the organization that prescribe or
restrict the behavior of an organization's members, such as
specialization, formalization/ standardization, and centralization, or
the operational structure (Jones & James, 1979; see also Dalton,
Todor, Spendolini, Fielding & Porter, 1980). The structuring
characteristics or the operational structure's definition have
concentrated on the "enduring and systematic characteristics of
organization rather than on the relational component of the
definitions (Brass, 1979:6-7; see also Brass, 1981, for summary).
This definition is of primary concern in the present review of
literature.

Effects of Organization Structure on Commitment. Hall (1982)

suggested that structure has two basic functions, each of which is
likely to affect individual behavior and organizational performance;
Sstructure is designed to minimize or at least regulate the influence

of individual variations on the organization, and structure is the
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setting in which power is exercised, decisions are made and the
organization's activities are carried out.

Organizational scholars have studied the relationship between
properties of +the overall organizational structure and the
psychological and behavioral reactions of individual members (see, for
example, Cummings & Berger, 1976; Hall, 1977; James & Jones, 1976;
Kohn & Schooler, 1983; Porter & Lawler, 1965; and Rousseau, 1978).
Organizational structure has served as an independent variable 1in
investigations of the work-related behaviors and attitudes of
organization members. The role organizational structure plays in job
attitudes (e.g., Jjob satisfaction, involvement, and identification)
has 1long been of 1interest to sociologists, psychologists, and
management scholars, (See Aiken & Hage, 1966; Hall, 1982; James &
Jones, 1976; McPhee & Tompkins, 1985; and Porter & Lawler, 1965, for
extended discussion and reviews.) In the area of job satisfaction,
for example, the literature suggested that structural variations such
as centralization or participation in decision making can affect job
satisfaction and employee behavior. It is reasonable to expect that
structural variations may affect other work-related attitudes, such as
organizational commitment.

Stevens, Bayer, and Trice (1978) addressed this issue. They
found four structural variables (organization size, union presence,
pan of control, and centralization of authority) to be unrelated to
ommitment., The researchers concluded that structural variables were
f little consequence in determining organizational commitment, On
he other hand, Pierce and Dunham (1976) found that formalization and

entralization were significantly and negatively associated with
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employees' descriptions of their degree of commitment. Likewise, the
literature on perceived decentralization or participative decision
making consistently pointed to increased employee involvement and
attachment resulting from decentralization (Hall, 1977). Vroom (1964)
suggested that greater participation in decision making leads to
employees becoming more ego-involved in their work and work-related
outcomes.

In studying organizational identification, Patchen (1970) found
that overall participation in decision making had a marked effect on
identification with the organization. The results of this study
suggested that participation in decision making was likely to lead to
a sense of solidarity with others 1in the organization. Yet such
participation did not necessarily make organizational membership more
important to the participants.

Morris and Steers (1980) examined the effects of organizational
structure on the level of employee commitment. Their sample comprised
262 nonfaculty employees of a major American university, Six
étructural variables were considered in this study: decentralization,
formalization, supervisory span of control, span of coordination,
perceived functional dependence, and work-group size. The authors
found that formalization, functional dependence, and decentralization
were related to commitment. With greater decentralization, greater
ormality of written rules, and greater dependence on the work of
thers, there were high levels of commitment., In contrast, with more

entralization, less formal written rules, and less dependence on

thers' work, there were low levels of commitment. Work-group size
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and span of control were unrelated to commitment. Based on their
findings, Morris and Steers (1980) suggested that:

« o o 1increased formalization may influence commitment to

some extent by facilitating both job and role clarity. The

presence of written rules and procedures may help to
ameliorate otherwise ambiguous situations and thereby provide
means, for highly committed members, to achieve those goals,

(p. 56)

Another potential effect of structure has to do with the type of
organization to which individuals become attached. Hall and Schneider
(1972) noted that Roman Catholic priests and members of the United
States Forest Service typically spend their entire careers in one
organization (the single-organization career pattern), whereas
professionals in research and development laboratories usually are
much more mobile (the multiorganizational career pattern).

Individuals who join an organization under duress are unlikely

to commit as much of their personalities to the organization as those

who enter voluntarily (Bluedorn, 1982). This explanation is congruent
ith Etzioni's (1975) compliance theory. Etzioni considered
nvolvement the key motivator in certain types of organizations, i.e.,
'"the structural-motivational relationship of compliance as the central
lassificatory variable"™ (Eldridge & Crombie, 1974:46). He
istinguished three types of involvement, representing increasing
egrees of commitment on the parts of members, existing within three
ypes of organizations: (a) alienative involvement, in which the
ndividual member is not psychologically involved but is coerced to
emain as a member (e.g., 1inmates 1in prisons as coercive
rganizations); (b) calculative involvement, in which the individual

involved to the extent of doing a fair day's work for a fair day's
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ay (e.g., members in utilitarian organizations, such as most blue-
nd white-collar industries); and (c) moral involvement, in which the
ndividual intrinsically values the mission of the organization and
is/her job and is personally involved in and identifies with the
rganization (e.g., members in normative organizations, such as
oluntary associations, mental health agencies, and religious
rganizations).

Etzioni's typology of organizations was based on a cross-
abulation of two dimensions: (a) the type of power that is used to
ake participants comply and (b) the type of involvement participants
xhibit toward the organization. In other words, "a relationship
onsisting of the power employed by superiors to control subordinates
1d the orientation of the subordinates to this power" (Eldridge &
rombie, 1974:46). A cross-tabulation of the power and the
1Vvolvement dimensions yields nine 1logically possible types of

mpliance, as illustrated in Figure 1.

nds of Power Kinds of Involvement

Alienative Calculative Moral
ercive 1 2 3
unerative/ (Coercive)
ilitarian y 5 6
(Utilitarian)
mative 7 8 9
(Normative)

jure 1--Etzioni's typology based on compliance. (Source: Etzioni,
1975)
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In addition, Etzioni noted that in all organizations, the higher
the organizational 1level of participants, the more 1likely that
normative compiiance predominates. Hence, the typology 1is to be
applied by emphasizing the compliance modes that characterize
lower-level participants in organizations (Scott, 1981)(see also
Franklin, 1975b, and Mowday et al., 1982).

Structural variables, such as centralization, participation, and
formalization, together might be thought of in terms of an
organic-mechanistic continuum, Burns and Stalker (1961, 1962),
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967, 1969), and Morse and Lorsch (1970)
contrasted organizational characteristiecs in terms of an
organic-mechanistic typology. According to this typology, organic
organizations are characterized by impliecit goals and directions,
>penness in communication, intergroup cooperation, low formalization,
and task feedback systems. Personnel are often professionally rather
han organizationally oriented. There exists a high degree of trust
nd openness, conflict resolution through confrontation and joint
roblem solving rather than internal politicing, and multidirectional,
pen communication. In contrast, mechanistic organizations have
xplicit policies and procedures, Jjob descriptions, specific goals,
igh formalization, top-down communication, and departmentalization.
8s communication may take place in mechanistic than in organic
ganizations. Managers are required to relate to one another in
escribed ways, regardless of variations in their individual
rsonalities, Standardization is sought for the flow of influence
id information, as much as for goods and raw materials. Primary

yalty and orientation of personnel are toward the organization, with
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mutual trust among organization members. The essential
racteristics of organic and mechanistic organizational forms are
marized in Figure 2.

Evidence that is relevant to the present study and supports such
ypology was provided by Smith, Moscow, Berger, and Cooper (1969) in
ir study of the relations between managers and their work
ociates in organic versus mechanistic organizations. They
cluded:

The expected differences between mechanistic and organic

environments do indeed appear. In organic environments,

relations with superiors tend to be excellent or else poor,
rather than intermediate. In mechanistic environments, on
the other hand, very few managers had excellent relations
with their superiors and relations with subordinates

correlated linearly with relations with superiors. (p. 343)

3, the experience of organization members in such environments can
viewed as a major socializing force and as such is an important
luence on the extent to which workers form psychological
ichments with organizations.

In summary, the aspects of an organization's structure seem to
Fotentially important dimensions of influence on organizational
itment, since the structural variables (such as formalization,
ralization, and decentalization/participation) can be experienced
rganization members in a comparatively direct and operationally
‘,ngful way. However, the research results are somewhat mixed.
>ugh there are few studies concerning the relationship of
rtural variables to organizational commitment, these findings
st that: a) the inconclusive results obtained in these prior
sure-commitment studies may be attributable, in part, to the use

fferent scales to measure structure; or, b) that the discrepancy
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Organic

-

Tasks are broken into very
specialized abstract units

Tasks remain rigidly defined

Specific definition of
responsibility that is
attached to individual's
functional role only

Strict hierarchy of control
and authority

Formal leader assumed to be
omniscient in knowledge
concerning all matters

Communication is simply
vertical between superiors
and subordinates

Content of communication is
instructions and decisions
issued by superiors

Loyalty and obedience to
organization and superiors
is highly valued

Importance and prestige
attached to identification
with organization itself

Tasks are broken into subunits,
but relation to total task of
organization is much clearer

There is adjustment and contin-
ued redefinition of tasks
through interaction of organi-
zational members

Broader acceptance of responsi-
bility and commitment to
organization that goes beyond
individual's functional role

Less hierarchy of control and
authority sanctions derive more
from presumed community of
interest

Formal leader not assumed to be
omniscient in knowledge
concerning all matters

Communication is lateral
between people of different
ranks and resembles consulta-
tion rather than command

Content of communication is
information and advice

Commitment to tasks and
progress and expansion of the
firm is highly valued

Importance and prestige
attached to affiliations and
expertise in larger environment

re 2--Mechanistic and Organic Organizational Forms (Adapted from
R.L. Daft, "Bureaucratic Versus Nonbureaucratic Structure and
the Process of Innovation and Change." Research in the
Sociology of Organization, Vol. 1, 1982, pp. 129-166.
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n the findings may result from the fact that there are other specific
spects of the organization of work which may contribute to the
ffects of structure on commitment. These specific aspects include
)b characteristics and work experience, which might be influenced by
ganizational structure. We will look at the effects of each of them
y commitment separately, and then discuss briefly their role as
diating variables for the structure-attitudes relationship.

ird: Job Characteristics and
ganizational Commitment

Job characteristics theory was first explicated by Hackman and
dham (1976). It identifies five characteristics of the job, their
terrelationships, and their impact on employee motivation,
isfaction and productivity.

The most common characteristics that have been found empirically
influence members' reactions to their employing organization, in
ms of their satisfaction with, or their affective responses to, a
ticular job or organization, include:

1 - The amount of freedom and discretion at work, autonomy,
lback and variety (Brass, 1979, 1981; Oldham & Hackman, 1981;
‘ce & Dunham, 1976; Sutton & Rousseau, 1979; Welsch & LeVan, 1981),

2 - The nature and frequency of interaction and interpersonal
munication among organization members (Eisenberg et al., 1983;
ss & Bass, 1982; Penley & Hawkins, 1985; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

Other job characteristics that may potentially influence
itment, in particular, include related aspects of the work role,

as:
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1 - job scope or challenge and autonomy (Buchanan, 1974; Hall et
al., 1970; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Schneider et
al., 1971; Steers, 197T7a; Stevens et al., 1978).

2 - role conflict and role ambiguity (Hrebiniak, 1971, and
Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

3 - task interdependence (Morris & Steers, 1980, and Salancik,
1983).

4 -~ opportunities for social interaction, job-related
interaction and feedback provided on the job (Eisenberg et al., 1983;
Sheldon, 1971; Steers, 1977a; Stone & Porter, 1975).

Schneider et al. (1971) theorized that

As a career development framework, the 1link between job

challenge, psychological success and career is accomplished

through the sense of competence or self-esteem the individual
derives from his successful performance. To the extent that
his success and failures are tied to a particular career
and/or organization, it is hypothesized that his sense of
esteem and his self-image will also become related to the
career and/or the organization. (p. 400)
The theory was generally supported by this research,

In addition, Jjob characteristics such as autonomy, challenge,
and task interdependence may increase the behavioral involvement of
employees in their job and thus increase their felt responsibility
(Mowday et al., 1982). Any characteristic of a person's job situation
hich increases his felt responsibility will increase his commitment
Salaneik, 1983). However, Steers (1977a) suggests that job

haracteristics may influence commitment to some degree, although the

nfluence is probably more pronounced for other affective responses

ike job satisfaction.
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In addition, Hackman and Lawler (1971) and Hackman and Oldham
(1976) suggested that the fundamental characteristics of jobs can
>stablish conditions so that it 1is possible for workers to obtain
ersonally rewarding experiences by doing well in their jobs. Based
n this assumption, it 1is reasonable to conclude that it is the
ffects of the variations in job characteristics which organization
embers experience that may potentially affect work-related attitudes,
ncluding organizational commitment.
Now we turn to the effects of these work experiences on
ganizational commitment.

urth: Work Experience and
ganizational Commitment

Steers (1977a) suggested that commitment is influenced by the
ture and quality of an employee's work experience during his/her
nure in an organization, or what Buchanan (1974) termed
ganizational experience. According to Steers, work experiences are
major socializing force and as such greatly influence the extent to
ich psychological attachments are formed with the organization.
hough all three antecedents of organizational commitment (personal
iracteristics, job characteristics, and work experieﬁces) that
ers investigated appeared to be important, work experiences were
nd to be more closely related to commitment than were personal or

characteristics.
"The most striking experiences that have been found to influence
nitment include:
1. Social involvement with co-workers: the greater the social

raction, the more socially tied the individual becomes with the
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)rganization. As a result, the individual becomes further linked with
he organization (Buchanan, 1974; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986; Sheldon,
971; Steers, 1977a).

2. Interpersonal relations such as influence, trust, respect,
olidarity, group cohesion, and organizational dependability or the
xtent to which employees believe the organization can be counted on
0o promote their interests (Buchanan, 1974; Cook & Wall, 1980;
~ebiniak, 1971, 1974; Maehr & Braskamp, 1986; Martin & O0'Laughlin,
)84; Patchen, 1970; Steers, 1977a; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

3. Perception of personal investment and personal importance to
| organization (Buchanan, 1974; Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Sheldon, 1971;
eers, 1977a and the realization of expectations (Buchanan, 1974;
usky, 1966; Schneider et al., 1971; Steers, 1977a).

4, Group attitudes toward the organization: the extent to which
ployees sense that their co-workers maintain positive attitudes
vard the organization (Buchanan, 1974; Marsh & Mannari, 1977;
.chen, 1970; Steers, 1977a).

In their work entitled The Motivation Factor: A Theory of

sonal Investment, Maehr and Braskamp (1986) found that commitment

associated with interpersonal relations. Workers who can assist
2ars in their work feel a greater loyalty to and express a greater
te of ownership in the organization.1 Further, they found that

satisfaction is closely aligned with task and power dimensions,

1According to the authors, although the two opportunities of
uence and affiliation are sometimes viewed as contradictory, this
not be the case. The two orientations may, in fact, be viewed as
lementary. Those with the greatest formal authority often are in
dest position to assist and to be supportive and at the same time
.rect others toward the organizational goals.
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whereas commitment 1is closely associated with the interpersonal
dimensions of social concern and affiliation. They wrote: "Looking at
these results more closely, a strong and positive stress on supportive
social relationships in the workplace apparently is important in
eliciting workers' commitment to the organization" (p. 148).

For Hrebiniak (1971), the level of interpersonal trust is fairly

significant in understanding organizational commitment. He speculates

hat

The existence of a high level of trust, then, must indicate
previous favorable individual-organizational interactions,
the result of which quite naturally 1is a greater
organizational attachment than could be expected when
interactions have been unfavorable, unrewarding or
affectively negative, as under conditions surrounding lower
levels of trust. (p. 247)

Treating organizational commitment as one outcome of formal
nd informal organizational socialization, Buchanan (1974)
peculated that gratifying the individual's needs for guidance,
eassurance, and ultimately for respect, trust, and affection
robably exerts a lasting influence on individuals' attitudes toward
he organization. At the same time,‘ individuals who believe
Femselves to be making significant contributions and who sense that
Aeir contributions are appreciated (the degree of attraction they
ave for the group) are likely to be attached to the organization.
irren (1966) stated:
Once an individual has his own social acceptance and
participates fully in the socializing of the group, this very
interaction converts the behavioral conformity to attitudinal

conformity, i.e., a change from compliance to inner
acceptance, i.e., commitment., (p. 450)

Other types of experiences have also been found to be related to

anizational commitment (Hrebiniak, 1971). Hrebiniak and Alutto
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(1972), for example, found that the best predictors of commitment for
their sample were role tension, years of organizational service, and
issatisfaction with the bases of organizational advancement.
Additional factors relating to commitment, which may themselves

e a result of status in the organization, are job satisfaction,
job challenge, job achievement, and cohesiveness with fellow employees
Marsh & Mannari, 1977). All of these factors have been found to be
sitively related to organizational commitment (Angle & Perry, 1983;
rief & Aldag, 1980; Buchanan, 1974; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Hrebiniak
Alutto, 1972; Martin & O'Laughlin, 1984; Steers, 1977a). Lee (1971)
ound organizational identification to be determined in part by a
ense of work accomplishment, relations with supervisors, and length
f organizational service.

Several of Buchanan's (1974) organizational-experience
ategories (e.g., realization of expectations, first-year job
1allenge, self-image reinforcement) seem clearly to be aspects of
1ployees' satisfaction with how they have been treated by the
‘ganization. Buchanan (1974) concluded that the desire for
hievement and for the recognition that goes with it are the factors

st 1likely to influence commitment, Most influential are those

1Job-satisfaction theorists have cited a number of
aracteristics that are important to work satisfaction, Those
racteristics can be categorized as: (a) working conditions or the
personal circumstances of the job (e.g., pay, physical working
ditions, organizational structure, and environmental variables; and
) interpersonal relations (e.g., with supervisor, superior, and
workers). However, Porter et al. (1974), and Mowday et al. (1979)
onstrated that job satisfaction and organizational commitment are
tinet concepts. One of the most striking distinctions between the

is that commitment is presumed to be a relatively stable
ribute. (For further discussion, see Chapter VI, p. 159).
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experiences that reinforce the individual's sense that he is making a
real contribution and carrying his own weight, i.e., the reinforcement
of personal significance or importance. Thus, experiences that
einforce the worker's occupational self-image may well contribute to
he growth of organizational commitment. These might include
nteraction with a supportive peer group, which anchors favorable
ttitudes toward the organization, or reassurance from superiors.

Marsh and Mannari (1977) reported that the most important
ariables influencing commitment were job satisfaction, employee
ohesiveness, perceived job autonomy, and organizational status. The
uthors noted that social interaction with peers and superiors
rresponded to peer group cohesion and group attitudes toward the
ganization. Seashore (1954) found length of service to be related
) cohesiveness, suggesting that the duration of social interaction as
1l as its frequency formed a basis for significant group influence
ited in Pheysey, Payne & Pugh, 1971:67).

Finally, researchers have empirically identified positive
.ationships between the following aspects of work experience and
anizational commitment:

1. The cooperative relationships which are developed among
loyees teamwork serve as an important attachment mechanism
mnenbaum, 1969; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

2. Leadership style and consideration behavior (Brief, Aldag &
en, 1976; Penley & Hawkins, 1985; Tannenbaum, 1969; Welsch &
n, 1981).

3. Organizational climate conducive to the positive

forcement of role-related activities, interaction, lack of
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tension/ambiguity, and overall job satisfaction (Goldhaber, Porter,
Yates & Lesenia, 1978; Hrebiniak, 1971; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

4, Power relationship and overall patterns of participation
(Antonovsky & Antonovsky, 1974; Etizioni, 1975; Franklin, 1975a;
Pheysey et al., 1971; Sheldon, 1971; Welsch & LeVan, 1981).

According to Pheysey et al. (1971), organization members who
must carry out decisions in which they have not participated are not
likely to have a "high sense of involvement in the group's activities
and goals and therefore are not likely to take great satisfaction in
this work" (p. 62).

In summary, the studies reviewed in this section suggested that
various work experiences encountered by organization members may
explain considerable variance in the dependent variable of
organizational commitment. The implication of these studies is that
interpersonal relations are important in facilitating organizational
commitment. Positive interpersonal relations lead the individual
member to associate social satisfaction with organization membership
(Patchen, 1970).

Structure, Job Characteristics/
Work Experience and Commitment Link

The 1idea that organizational context may affect job
characterisitecs and work experience is clearly present in

organizational theory and literature.1 Several scholars have noted

1Jones and James (1979) summarized writers' concerns in terms
pf three broad categories: 1) writers' concerns with the relationship
between technologies and job characteristies, 2) writers' concerns
With the relationship between "anatomical" structure and job
characteristics, and 3) writers' concerns with the relationships
petween operational structure or the structuring characteristics of
brganization and job characteristiecs.
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mpirically the 1links between organizational attributes and job
haracteristigs and some have attempted to explain these relationships
eoretically (e.g., Hall, 1982; Hall, Haas & Johnson, 1967a, 1967b;
dik, 1963; 0’Reilly & Roberts, 1977).

For example, Hall, Haas and Johnson (1967a, 1967b) pointed out
at formalization (e.g., many written rules and well-defined
ocedures) can severely limit the amount of individual freedom and
scretion at work. Thus, the organization's structure 1limits
ssible interaction among group members (O'Reilly & Roberts, 1977).
11 (1982) indicated that considering structural variables such as
ntralization and formalization is important in predicting
ganizational performance. He reasoned that highly centralized
Janizations often limit the contribution that employees can make in
'rying out their work.

Several of these theoretical relationships have received support
m empirical studies (Aiken & Hage,. 1968; Pheysey, Payne & Pugh,
1. For example, recent studies by Pierce and Dunham (1976),
ton and Rousseau (1979), and Oldham and Hackman (1981) showed that
ralization and formalization relate significantly and negatively

Jjob characteristics such as the amount of autonomy, identity,
back, and variety as they are described by employees of the
nization.

On the other hand, Aiken and Hage (1966) examined the
tionship between two types of alienation--alienation from work and
nation from expressive relations--and two structural properties of

ization--centralization and formalization--in a comparative study

6 welfare organizations. They found that both alienation from
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work and alienation from expressive relations were more prominent in
highly centralized and highly formalized organizations than in less
centralized and formalized ones.1 Further, the French bureaucracy
is described by Crozier (1963) as having almost obsessive reiiance on
routines and procedures (high degree of formalization). This
organization 1is characterized not only by workers' dissatisfaction

ith the conditions of employment, but also by 1little worker

olidarity (Aiken & Hage, 1966:499).

'he Mediating Effect: Concluding Statement

Only recently have scholars begun to view characteristics of the
job and work experience as possible links between organizational
tructure and individual responses (Brass, 1979, 1981; Oldham &
ackman, 1981). The common theme in these studies has been that
tructural properties of the organization influence employees'
eactions by shaping job characteristics. For example, Oldham and
ackman (1981) argued that the structural properties of organizations
1fluence employees' reactions by shaping the characteristics of their

bs. Their explanation of this effect had two dimensions:

1. Organization structure was viewed as significantly affecting

e overall amount of challenge and complexity (autonomy, skill

1In some research, alienation has been seen as a consequence of
mitment, and in others it has been viewed as an antecedent of
mmitment. According to Etzioni's (1975) compliance theory,
pliance achieved through the use of coercive power will produce an
ienative form of involvement by organizational participants.
ever, sociologists have focused on alienation and psychologists on

involvement when studying organizational phenomena such as
mitment, Kanungo (1982), though, considered these two psychological
structs to be at opposite poles of the same continuum.
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variety, task identity, task significance, feedback) in the employees'
jobs.

2., Job challenge and complexity were seen as directly
influencing employees' reactions to the work and the organization.,

In bhis investigation of the role of Jjob characteristies and
interpersonal variables as possible mediating variables in the
relationships between the organization's structural context and the
attitudes and behaviors of individual employees, Brass (1979, 1981)
found that job characteristics did, in fact, mediate the relationship
between structure and individual r'esponses.1 The basic assumption
underlying these findings was that individual reactions or responses
are a function of the mediating effects of job characteristics,

On the other hand, Wiener (1982) suggests that it is possible
that job satisfaction serves as an intervening variable in the job

characteristics-commitment relationship. Some support for this

possibility was found by Hall and Schneider (1972) (Wiener, 1982:49).

1St',r'uctural content 1is defined here as "the arrangement of
task positions into an integrated workflow, and into differentiated
subunits" (p. 12). That is, a relational approach to structure or a
network analysis in which structure is considered "as resulting from
both the strategic decisions made by the formal organization and from
the informal interactions, or patterns of behavior of the individual
workers., In short, each is viewed as affected by the other (p. 13).
In this research, four structural relationships were investigated:
1) centrality, the degree to which a task position is central to the
workflow; 2) criticality, the extent to which there are alternative
routes through which the work may flow; 3) transaction alternatives,
the extent to which a focal position has alternative sources for the
cquisition of inputs or distribution of outputs; and 4) boundaries
rossed, the extent to which workflow transactions cross unit
oundaries, These structural relationships are viewed as relational
ather than as constant attributes of objects (Brass, 1981:333; see
1so Brass, 1979:13-14).
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The studies reviewed and discussed above lead to the conclusion
that structural properties of an organization influence employees
eactions or attitudes by shaping the characteristics of their jobs.
onsequently, the kind of work experience they have will be molded by
he structural characteristics of the organization, Therefore, one
ould argue that interpersonal relations, which may be the focal
mployee experience with significant others in the organization, might
otentially determine when job characteristiecs will have their most
ubstantial effect on organizational commitment. In other words, the
resence of satisfactory interpersonal relations allows other
ndependent variables (structural variables) in the commitment
lationship to flourish., In this sense, good interpersonal relations
e necessary for high commitment. Thus, the crucial assumption
iderlying the proposed study will be that interpersonal relations at
rk is an outcome of organization structure or of other more specific
aracteristics of the Jjob such as job-related interaction which is
self an outcome of structure, an argument we pursue in the following
apter.

"th: Organizational Commitment
Ss-Culturally

Considerable attention has been given to studying the
ecedents of organizational commitment cross-culturally. Most of
se studies have been undertaken to explore the differences between
'ican and Japanese workers, in an effort to explain the widening

between the productivity growth rates of the two countries

hans, McCaul, & Dodd, 1985).
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In contextual comparisons between the West and the East, "one
iliar account holds that, with industrialization, the
nizational attachment of Western workers has become instrumental
role-specific while the employment relationships of the Japanese
- remained particularistic and diffuse™ (Lincoln, Hanada, & Olsen,
:93). Japanese management fosters close and cooperative relations
ieen supervisors and workers (Cole, 1971). In addition, the
nese have been found to evidence a taste for personal, inclusive
lvement with superiors and the company as a whole (Dore, 1973).

According to Lincoln, Hanada and Olson (1981), the data do not
se this interpretation, even though they hardly confirm all its
d implications. Cole (1979) concluded that "Japanese employees
lly have a strong identification with the company but not
ssarily high job satisfaction or strong commitment to the
ormance of specific job tasks" (p. 241).

Marsh and Mannari (1977) found that job satisfaction, employee
iveness, perceived job autonomy, and organizational status "as
edents of commitment" were universal, not distinctively Japanese.
similar study with a sample of Chinese workers, Mobely and Hwang
) found that the strongest predictors of organizational
tment were age and gender. Tenure was found not to be
ficantly related to organizational commitment. However, the
1 results supported the findings of Marsh and Mannari's study,
ich the relationship between commitment and its antecedents was
to be universalistic rather than culturally bound.

In their study of work organization of plants and work force

ment of employees in the United States and Japan, Lincoln and
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Kalleberg (1985) concluded that "participatory work structures and
employee services are more typical of Japanese plants yet function in
both countries to raise commitment and morale" (p. 738).

Further, Luthans et al. (1985) found differences in levels of
organizational commitment among American, Japanese, and Korean
:mployees; Japanese and Koreans both seemed to be 1less
rganizationally committed than Americans, although the differences
iere not statistically significant. Their findings verified the
ositive relationship of organizational commitment to age and tenure.
hey also discovered that organizational commitment was not based on
ulture-specific norms and values, a finding consistent with a number
f previous studies.

Cultural variables and attitudinal or behavioral outcomes as
onsequences cannot be overlooked. Both similarities and differences
nong cultures do exist. And it is important not to be fascinated
>lely by differences in- behaviors among cultures, but to consider
>th similarities and differences simultaneously. Thus, it is
lestionable, for example, to generalize findings from the most
lericanized Japanese factories to other kinds of Japanese industry
oberts, 1970). Hence, considerable effort needs to be devoted to
vising reliable, sophisticated techniques for assessing the
iversalistic notion of organizational commitment or other related
ncepts cross-culturally. In such assessments, culture would be
ewed as an intervening variable, modifying and being modified by
ner phenomena., As Roberts (1970) concluded from his evaluation of
o8s-cultural research related to organizations, "more effort

10uld] be invested in understanding behavior in a single culture,
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eveloping middle-level theories to guide explorations, and seeking

he relevant questions to ask across cultures" (p. 3147).1

Summarx

Studies reviewed in this chapter present a rich collection of
indings with respect to the antecedents of organizational
ommitment, Various variables have been identified as being related

some way to organizational commitment. These variables can be
ouped into four categories: (a) characteristics of individual
mbers of the organization; (b) structural aspects of the
ganization; (c¢) various job characteristics; and (d) various work
periences encountered by organization members.

Whereas the literature contained many clues as to the nature of
mmitment-relevant experience, few writers have addressed the
lative importance of particular experiences in influencing
ganizational commitment. However, a common theme emerging from the
view was the important role of interpersonal relations in the
kplace as a commitment-related work experience (e.g., interaction
h supportive peers, trust, and respect).

Because close interpersonal relations are considered a major
tural characteristic of Saudi people and society, it is reasonable
expect that such relations will be 1important in stimulating
mitment among Saudis in relation to the type of organization for

ch they work. However, if just the major individual and job

-

1Roberts (1970) suggested some resources that may offer new
‘'oaches to investigating organizational phenomena cross-culturally.
> also the work of Kiggundu, Jorgensen, & Hafsi, 1983, on
lnistrative theory and practice in developing countries, which
ides useful guidelines.)
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haracteristics were considered, this would severely 1limit an

nderstanding of the relationship between workers and their

vironment. To reflect more accurately the actual organizational

rk experiences, organizations' structural characteristics should

so be incorporated in this type of investigation. An attempt was

de to do so in this study.




CHAPTER III

THEORY AND ARGUMENT

The Basic Model

A basic conceptual model is developed for this study based on a
synthesis of ideas from organizational theory and 1literature. It
rovides a way of systematically exploring a person's attitudes within
| formal organizational context: his attitude toward others with whom
e associates at work, and the resultant attitude toward the working
rganization to which he belongs. Specific 1individual and
rganizational variables are included in the accounting. However, the
odel heavily emphasizes interpersonal relations as critical
ariables, A discussion of the theoretical argument which is

\
2presented by the basic model follows.

asic Assumption

The primary concern in this study, as stated earlier, is the
lationship between organization structure, interpersonal relations

d organizational commitment. It attempts to extend and refine the

Hne of research on the organization structure-commitment 1link by
estigating the possible role of interpersonal relations in a work
ting as a mediating variable in the relationship between an
anization's structure and an individual's commitment. Our point of
arture 1is that knowledge of the ways in which organizational

46
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uctures differ from one organization to another could usefully be
lied to the study of organizational commitment, assuming that each
e of organization has its own unique structural properties which

facilitate or impede the development of desired interpersonal
ations for its members. If this is so, then we could propose that
lity of interpersonal relations would mediate the relationship
ieen the organization's structure and commitment to that particular
inization. The general implication here 1is that interpersonal
tions are initial preconditions that influence the extent to which
organization's structure will be able to bring about positive
tudes toward the organization on the part of its members.

nization Structure and
rpersonal Relations

Our argument regarding these effects is twofold. The first part
S on the work of Burns and Stalker (1961, 1962), Lawrence and
ch (1967, 1969), and Morse and Lorsch (1970) concerning the

ic-mechanist typology of organizations. For the individual, the
rtant part of the difference between the mechanist and the
nistic is in the degree of his commitment to the working
ization (Burns & Stalker, 1966). In a mechanist environment,
ty and obedience to organization and superiors is highly valued,
as in an organic one commitment to tasks and progress and
sion of the firm is highly valued (see Figure 2, page 29). It is
ﬁded, however, that organic organizations tend to have an

izational structure that is less formalized (Burns & Stalker,
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966; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967, 1969; Morse & Lorsch, 1970).1
ccording to Burns (1983:49):

In organic systems, the individual is expected to regard

himself as fully implicated in the discharge of any task

appearing over his horizon. He has not merely to exercise a

special competence, but to commit himself to the success of

the concern's undertakings as a whole,

The interpersonal orientation of these organizations also shows
.rong tendencies to be less task- and more relationship-oriented.
1at is, in these organizations tasks are not distributed among
)ecialists' roles within a clearly defined hierarchy, but duties and
sponsibilities are redefined continually by interaction with others
rticipating in tasks (Milne, 1970). Hence, an individual's
sponsibilities are more diffuse and usually extend beyond the
rson's formally assigned task (Westrum & Samaha, 1984). However,

ere exists a high degree of trust and openness; conflict resolution

rough confrontation and Jjoint problem solving and open

-

1a)Burns and Stalker (1961) studied twenty industrial firms
ated in Scotland and England. These firms were classified along a
tinuum ranging from ™mechanistic" to "organic" (Wexley & Yukl,
T:40). In 1962 they published their book entitled The Management
Innovation, in which they set out the differences between organic
mechanistic¢ organizations. They suggested, however, that the
thanistic form might be adequate for organizations with a stable
iironment. while the organic one 1is more adequate for a rapidly
nging enviromment or technology.
b)Lawrence and Lorsch (1969), in their work entitled
anization and Environment, described two major forms of conflict
solution (differentiation and integration) in organic and
hanistic organizations. Woodward (1980) confirmed the importance
the mechanic/organic dichotomy.
¢)Morse and Lorsch (1970) studied the effective fit between the
units' internal structure and their functionally specialized tasks.
found essential differences between the effective organization
the ineffective ones. The effective organization had a
chanistic" structure, with centralized authority and precisely
ned rules, procedures, and performance standards. The ineffective
terparts had a low degree of centralization and formalization and
"inorganic" in character (Morse & Lorsch, 1970).
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wunication (House & Rizzo, 1972), as a dominant pattern of
rpersonal communication,

One major implication drawn from the organic organization is
. less formalization, and high decentralization, participation,
aral communication and other organic characteristics are conducive
favorable interpersonal work relations since these characteristics

facilitate more considerate behavior1 (Likert, 1967; Argyris,
1), and such socio-emotional behavior facilitates the development
trust, mutual respect for work-group members' ideas, and feelings
support and closeness among work-group members,

It can be argued, then, that in such organizations the quality
interpersonal relations experienced by organization members (e.g.,
degree of trust, mutual respect and solidarity they have for their
workers) would be positively related to structural variables (e.g.,
nalization, centralization, and participation). Burns and Stalker
51, 1962), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967, 1969), and Morse and Lorsch
0) have shown that mechanistic types of organizations tend to have
eater formalization of structure. According to Burns and Stalker
6), the ideology of formal bureaucracy seemed deeply ingrained in

anistic organizations. Burns (1983), for example, wrote that:

—

1Consideration is often used to define a style of supervision
as treating all employees alike, knowing each man's problems, and
g reasonable in expectations. Consideration is associated with
vior indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth
he relation between superiors and subordinates (see Tannenbaum,
)2 72) . Consideration 1is operationalized in terms of an
vidual's interpersonal concern and emphasis on human relations,
of which have often been associated with communication behavior
Llin, 1979; see also Penley & Hawkins, 1985).
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Mechanistic systems tell him--the individual--what he has to
attend to, and how, and also tell him what he does not have
to bother with, what is not his affair, what is not expected
of him--what he can post elsewhere as the responsibility of
others. (p. 49)

a result, greater emphasis is placed on accomplishment,
oblems and tasks are broken down into specialist roles; each
ividual pursues his task as something distinct from the tasks of

organization as a whole (Milne, 1970). Hence, the individual
nds to consider only the interests of his segment of the
ganization (Westrum & Samaha, 1984). There may be low mutual trust
bng members., Conflict resolution is based on win-lose bargaining

rategies, and communication is predominately top-down (House &

Another major implication here is that high formalization,
ntralization of authority, type of participation in an
zanization's task, vertical communication and other mechanist
racteristics are conducive to unfavorable interpersonal work
ations, since these characteristics may not 1lead to more
1siderate behavior which facilitates the development of
erpersonal relations desired by organization members. Following

3 line of reasoning, one could also argue that the quality of

—

1Mechanistic organization 1is bureaucratic in character as
sed to organic organization (Westrum & Samaha, 1984:23). In other
S, mechanistic organizations have a structure like that prescribed
he classical organization theories, where, for achieving internal
nization efficiency, tasks are divided into specialized roles,
e are detailed rules and procedures, and there is an established
archy of authority with elaborate controls to insure that the
S and procedures are followed. In contrast, organic organization
onsistent with the humanistic organization theory, where there are
ible roles, open communication, coordination by committees, and
~ features (Wexley & Yukl, 1977:40).
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erpersonal relations (e.g., the degree of mutual respect, trust,
idarity) experienced by members of these organizations would be
atively associated with some structural variables (e.g.,
malization and centralization) and positively associated with

ers (e.g., participation).1

nization Structure and Communication

Structure generally is used to describe the formal or required
archical and lateral 1linkages between organizational positions,
includes the bureaucratic constraints on communications required or
itted between occupants of the positions in the organization
uss & Bass, 1982).

Hage, Aiken and Marrett (1975) investigated the effect of such
nizational factors 'as formalization and centralization on
unication. Generally, they discovered that in less formal and

decentralizgd organizations, communication was greater than in
al, centralized organizations. The concentration of authority was
to diminish the participation of actors in the decision- making
2sS, thereby decreasing their communication,

The effects of structure and control of communication have been

ubject of much laboratory investigation. In their review of such

-

1An argument similar in its general point to the first part of
rgument is that of Peter Nicholson, Jr. and Swee Goh (1983) in

work entitled "The relationship of organization structure and
versonal attitudes to role conflict and ambiguity in different
environments." Their work drew on the contingency theories of

and Stalker (1961) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) outlined
, But it seems to differ from our own position in several ways:
'tically and methodologically, the scope of the study and the
.ional procedures are quite different from ours, However, we
'ledge that their work was a great deal of help for us in
ting our project.
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vestigations, Klauss and Bass (1982) concluded that high morale and
tisfaction were usuaily associated with wunrestricted, open
mmunication, The implication for ongoing work organizations is that
eating structures to increase communication flow is 1likely to
hance satisfaction as well as performance (p. 33).
Thus, it is reasonable to suppose that organization structure
only constrains the process of interpersonal relations but also
ovides substance to interaction. That 1is, in mechanist
anizations, interaction within management tends to be vertical
ween superior and subordinates (Milne, 1970). Mechanist
anization (where positions and interrelationships among positions
 fixed and unchanging) is characterized by vertical communication
terns with decisions centered at top levels (Burns & Stalker,
6). Therefore, relatively brief and limited exchanges within a
ited network of co-workers and superiors exist; exchanges between
atively isolated workers and relatively overloaded superiors, each
1 different communication patterns.
In contrast, interaction occurs laterally as well as vertically
ne, 1970) in organic organizations. Organic organization with
rigidly defined positions‘ tended more toward lateral
unication patterns (Burns & Stalker, 1966). Therefore, extended
anges occur over a wider range of topics within a broad network of
rkers and superiors.
Keeping in mind this assumption and the fact that the basic data
nterpersonal relations are face-to-face interactions (Blau, 1974;
ro, 1979, 1987; Jablin, 1979; Kahn et al., 1964; Klauss & Bass,

Penley & Hawkins, 1985; Zaleznik, 1965), the differences in
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interaction patterns at these types of organizations will influence
the amount of opportunities given to their members. Each individual
nember tacitly or explicitly tests and explores the ways and limits in
vhich he could trust, respect or even cooperate with others,

Applying this perspective to the problem of commitment to the
rganization, we would think that organizational commitment is much
igher in flexible/organic organization than it is in formalized/
echanistic ones, Through the characteristics of flexibility,

entralization, and absence of rigid bureaucratic structure, organic
ganization facilitates the development of greater commitment by
eating norms of trust, mutual respect, and solidarity among its
mbers based on an accumulation of interactions, since these
periences have been shown to be antecedents of organizational
mmitment (Buchanan, 1974; Martin & O'Laughlin, 1984; Patchen, 1970;
eers, 1977a).

In contrast, a mechanist organization may not facilitate such a
el of commitment, since its structure and the resultant kind.of
rning experiences tend to lead to somewhat superficial working
erpersonal relations. In short, organization structure shapes the
2eption each member has of other members in terms of interpersonal
itions, and this percpetion in turn mediates the extent to which
organization's member commits himself to the work organization.

ification of the Content of Interaction
the Resultant Interpersonal Relations

We can extend our argument a step further to look for other
of the mediating effects of interpersonal relations. Until now,

iscussion of the context of interpersonal relations has focused
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the structuring characteristics or properties of an organization
at may constrain or influence interpersonal relations, with little
phasis on the role of the content, the amount of interaction in the
rk setting, and the resultant interpersonal relations in the
velopment of organizational commitment. It has been emphasized that
e rigidity of organizational structure results in a deterioration of
terpersonal bonds. We should also expect such bonds to be strongest
en the parties talk with each other frequently (Kahn et al., 1964).
is 1is particularly true given that the basic elements of
terpersonal relations are face-to-face interactions (Zaleznik,
65:575; Blau, 1974; Gabarro, 1979, 1987; Goldhaber, Porter, Yates,
Lesenia, 1978; Jablin, 1979; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Klauss & Bass,
2; Penley & Hawkins, 1985).

Interpersonal variables such as shared trust, mutual respect and
derstanding are influenced by the opportunity for interaction
sarding common problems and outcomes over a period of time (Gabarro,
9; Goldhaber et al., 1978; see also Kahn et al., 1964)., 1In his
cription of the development of interpersonal relationships as a
ult of routine interaction in everyday life, Gabarro (1979) states:

In an important sense, these everyday incidents provided
opportunities in which each person tacitly or explicitly
tested and explored the ways and limits in which he could
trust the other. When this kind of 1learning and tacit
testing had not taken place, the relationship tended to be

somewhat superficial or one in which there was no real basis
for trust (p. 12).

arro proceeded to maintain that interpersonal influence also
loped (or failed to develop) in much the same way that trust and

al expectations developed, over time, with each person's influence
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 other increasing or waning on the basis of each person's
3 and what each learned about the other.
An important implication is that accumulated experiences of
ction may protect the person from the emotional consequences of
ve interpersonal relations, Hence, in more enduring relations a
balanced appraisal may result because increased interaction
les additional cues for judgment. Support for this theoretical
.on can be drawn from the findings and implications of several
3 (Gabarro, 1979; Jablin, 1979; Kahn et al., 1964; Penley &
18, 1985; Tannenbaum, 1969; Vroom, 1964), Kahn et al. (1964)
that:
High frequency of communication is associated with close
interpersonal bonds (trust, respect and 1liking for their
associates) when there is 1little conflict, but these bonds
become severed when conflicts are intense (p. 209).
ong history of research in industrial psychology and sociology
11so indicated the importance of peer interaction in at least
ally meeting the socio-emotional desires of the participants
, 1982:199). Blau (1974), for example, states:
Social associations establish the networks of interpersonal
relations that integrate individuals into cohesive social
units. Regular face-to-face contacts in groups socialize new
members, furnish continuing social support, create
interdependence through social exchange, and thereby make
individuals integral parts of groups. (p. 620)

Also, social 1interaction with others in the organizational

g has been identified as among the important variables directly

ing organizational commitment (Buchanan, 1974; Eisenberg et al.,
Martin & O'Laughlin, 1984; Marsh & Manneri, 1977; Sheldon, 1971;

y 1977a), under the assumption that greater social interaction
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)pS stronger social ties. As a result, the individual member

es further committed to his organization.

elated Interaction and
personal Relations

Following the line of reasoning put forth by Eisenberg, Monge
Miller (1983), one could argue that there is good reason to
ct that social interaction in the work setting without further
fication does not present the total picture in accounting for
1izational commitment. Specification of the topic of interaction
istinction (Eisenberg et al., 1983; also Penley & Hawkins, 1985),
e an important factor affecting the development of any
cionship is the behavioral setting itself, and the expectation
people bring to it as an interpersonal setting (Gabarro, 1987).
larly, Vroom (1964), in his study of the role of interaction in
formation of interpersonal attitudes toward others at the work
ation, found that "Although there may be a general tendency for
‘action to be pleasant and satisfying, a more complete explanation
che effects of interaction on attraction would require a
.fication not only of the amount of interaction but also of its
nt" (Vroom, 1964:122). As is well known, network interaction is
nt specific (Eisenberg et al., 1983),1 therefore our focus is
ob-related interaction and the resultant working interpersonal

ionship.

—

1Watzlawick, Beavin and Jackson (1967, cited in Penley &
ns, 1985:311-312), for example, suggest that there are two levels
mmunication: (1) the content 1level that is informational or
al, which corresponds to what is being said, and (2) the
-ional 1level that defines role relationships among the
1icators and corresponds to how it is said.
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Results from a number of investigations indicate that the
ajority of superior-subordinate interactions concern task issues and
hat superiors and subordinates talk more about impersonal (focus of
pics external to self) than about personal (directly related to
1f) topics (see Jablin, 1979 for a review). Moreover, studies that
plored the interacting patterns between superior and subordinates
d managerial communication indicate that the dominant mode of
teraction is oral, face-to-face discussion, and such discussion is

ncerned with task issues (Jablin, 1979; Klauss & Bass, 1982).
However, one could argue that job-related interaction can have a
sonal quality to it, but the longer range process still falls short
being personal interaction unless one chooses to move it in that
~ection (Williams, 1984). Further, job-related interaction relates
‘e to the social roles of the individual involved rather than to the
cific motives and needs of the individual (Eisenberg et al., 1983).
es and role expectations are part of the context of all social
eraction (Gabarro, 1987). Focusing on content of interaction makes
instrumental role of communication in organizations clearer

ley & Hawkins, 1985:310).

Interaction on the job may influence an individual's sense of
clarity. This would seem to be especially important in a work
p where the task performance depends on the individual's role
ity or where the task of the individual members are highly

rdependent (Klauss & Bass, 1982:142).1

1For a more extensive theoretical discussion on the role-
unication linkage, refer to the work of Katz & Kahn (1978).
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There is, however, a fair amount of research that links role
arity and functional interdependence to job-related interaction and
> resultant interpersonal relations (e.g., House & Rizzo, 1972; Kahn
al., 1964; Klauss & Bass, 1982). For example, Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
eck & Rosenthal (1964) argued that restricted communication in an
anization may cause role ambiguity, and influence the resultant
erpersonal relations. Using a role sender and the focal person to
cribe their role episode model for role conflict and role
guity, Kahn et al. (1964) suggested that role senders (e.g.,
ow workers, supervisors) communicate expectations of behavior to
focal person. These expectations are perceived by the focal
on with varying levels of role conflict and role ambiguity. Low
conflict and/or ambiguity received by the focal person will cause
focal person to augment his involvement in the relationship with
role senders because the focal person's levels of trust, respect,
liking for the role senders increase, Increased involvement is
ciated with continued communication with role senders. This
ts in even less role conflict and ambiguity (Schuer, 1979). A
element in removing discrepancies would seem to be the
1ication that takes place between role sender and role receiver

3 & Bass, 1982).
Katz and Kahn (1978) characterize an organization as a system of
where people are tied together in terms of the functional
pendency of roles they assume, Functional interdependencies
fluence the amount and content of interaction: "Where group
are highly interdependent, individuals may be involved 1in

task-interaction (Mowday et al., 1982) which, in turn, may
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rve to shape the quality of interpersonal relations among group
mbers. For example, we would expect that each group member will
cept and respect directions from those colleagues with whom he
siders himself more acquainted regarding what he should do, how he
uld perform the task, and the priorities to be observed in
pleting the various tasks. Our expectation is that the resultant
erpersonal relations will be task-based, non-trivial, and of
tinuing duration, with fewer affective components than the purely
ial ones; experiences that Gabarro (1979, 1987) has shown to be
cific characteristics of interpersonal relations at work.

These resultant interpersonal relations, as defined by Gabarro
7), are a substantive type of social relationship. They employ
lal modalities, develop between two social beings and exist in
inizational contexts that are themselves social structure. These
rpersonal relations are also the consequences of task-based
ractions among individuals in organizations, but they differ
ifically from the more purely social relationship in several ways:

(1) They are more segmental in nature than intimate or personal
tionships; they do not necessarily involve all aspects of a
n's life. The relationship development is more likely to involve
. of mutual understanding concerning task-related issues rather
breadth along a fuller range of issues.

(2) Openness concerning task-salient issues can be expected to
re important than self-disclosure per se.

(3) Specific competencies that are task-relevant will be an
>ant influence on attributions, 1liking and evaluation. In a

year 1longitudinal study of the evolution of managerial
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elationships, Gabarro (1978) found that initial liking and attraction
rere not predictive of the long-term strength of the relationship.
ther more instrumentally relevant attributes such as judgment,

ompetence and task consistency were far more important to the

evelopment of a working relationship and its resulting quality, but
hese attributes did not emerge until after the two parties had worked
ogether for some time.

(4) Role definitions can be expected to temper openness, trust,
nd self-disclosure as well as a working relationship progresses
Gabarro, 1987:181). Gabarro contends that

Roles and role expectations are part of the context of all

social interaction, but they are even more pervasive and more

explicitly defined in working relationship, particularly when

they occur within or across organizational hierarchies. Most
working relationships develop between people by virtue of

their roles. People begin with an institutionalized role
relationship, often before they have begun to develop an
actual working relationship. (p. 180)
eople's reactions to each other and the attributions they make about
ach other are clearly influenced by role expectations (Triandis,
)77, in Gabarro 1987), within the context of interaction on the job.
Thus, it seems plausible to expect that job-related interaction
3 a moderator of interpersonal relations at work. In other words,
alking about one's job or talking as part of one's job may provide
atisfying interpersonal communications which may help to generate the
gality of interpersonal relations desired by the organization's
ember, and in turn works to enhance his feelings of personal
portance to the organization; a work-experience that Buchanan (1974)

d Steers (1977a) (also Maehr & Braskamp, 1986) have shown to be

lated to commitment.
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Deutsch (1958) found that communication was a central variable
the development of ¢trust in a series of 1laboratory studies,
ever, he did not directly examine the specific kind of

munication behaviors that apply in an ongoing organizational
ting (Klauss & Bass, 1982:40).

Gabarro (1979), tracing the development of interpersonal trust,
nd that judgment about how much and in what ways one could trust
ther were based on an accumulation of task-related interactions.

instance, the discovery that one party has intentionally withheld
ortant information may create discontinuities in a relationship's
elopment by calling into question whatever trust had already
loped (p. 12).

Jones, James and Bruni (1975) found that the presence of
rdinates' confidence and trust in a superior is positively related
the superior's success in interactions with higher 1levels of
gement. Similarly, a person's ability to perform ‘effectively
uences a number of interpersonal outcomes regarding the other
on's willingness to grant autonomy, the development of trust, and
other person's evaluation--all of which are important to the
ess of interpersonal relations formation at work (Gabarro, 1979).
intance with such ability can be obtained through job-related
raction.

Thus we can conclude that job-related interaction (by which each

can be evaluated through personal acquaintance) could lead to a

tion in negative interpersonal outcomes which is an important
t of the satisfaction with work. Hence it 1is possible such

fying experiences will determine the extent to which attachments
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formed with the organization. A somewhat similar position was
gested by March and Simon (1957, cited in Marrett, Hage & Aiken,
5): "Through planned interaction could come a reduction in the

rust that so often reduces satisfaction with work and an increased
e of involvement in the organization" (p. 371; see also Cook &
, 1980; Hrebiniak, 1971; and Penley & Hawkins, 1985). Therefore,
is expected that aspects of an organization's structure which
er positive interpersonal relations through increased interactions
he job may contribute to a sense of organizational commitment.

An implicit assumption here is that when the work organization
2s group members depend highly on each other and interact well with
1 other on a regular basis, it is desirable for them to develop
erpersonal relations that are mutual and robust enough to be
rding and effective., Face-to-face interactions furnish continuing
al support, create interdependence through social exchange and
*eby make individuals integral parts of groups (Blau, 1974)
use, "A friendly, cooperative, supportive relationship may lead a
on to perceive things in common with, perhaps also a sense of
rdependence with and thus a sense of solidarity with co-workers"
chen, 1970).

The extension of this framework to the problem of organizational
itment would suggest that work groups would be attractive to the
or to the extent to which the nature of the situation permits or
ires interaction (Vroom, 1964:180). Furthermore, the degree of
‘personal relation between two members of the group should be
tly related to the extent to which they interact with one another

» performing their work. However, the content of interaction can
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ke forms which are irrelevant or destructive for organizational
nctioning (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Irrelevant task-interaction might
ad organization members to band together, hence, produce high
lidarity in opposition to organization management. If a person has
relevant task-interaction or warm interpersonal relations with his
ediate work group, he may come to identify with that group, and the
neralization of such identification to the 1larger organization
pends in part on whether the interests of the immediate group are
en as congruent with or opposed to those of the larger organization
atchen, 1970).

Thus, job-related interaction may prevent potentially
unterproductive interaction from arising through generating working
terpersonal relations which may facilitate the development of
sitive orientation to the organization. Since interaction among
rk group members tends to be based on common understanding (Hall,
32) and since continued interaction builds up the integration of the
>up (Blau, 1974), we would expect each group member to develop
sitive attitudes toward his organization as a function of the
11ity of interpersonal relations (trust, respect and solidarity) he
eriences with other members during his tenure in working at this
anization,

In sum, an individual's orientation toward an organization would
affected by the quality of his working interpersonal relations with
er members. Moreover, the specification of the interaction topic
gests an important distinction between our study and earlier ones;

interpersonal relations variable makes most sense to us as a

iator of the relationship between organizational structure and
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itment. To the extent that interaction networks of co-workers
>lize the work organization for the individual, the quality of
~personal relations with co-workers might be expected to affect
itment to the 1larger work organization. The nature of
rpersonal relations, which alone may be enough to encourage
itment to the organization, may be met via participation in
lcular types of interaction between members of the organization,
related interaction, which is in itself the effect of the
nization's structure, moderates the relationship between
11zational structure and interpersonal relations. That 1is, the
ity of interpersonal relations increases where there are
rtunities to be involved in interaction related to the job.
'y interpersonal relations may produce a pattern of increased
tment as job-related interaction increases,

Further, it was felt that job-related interaction would more
*ately reflect the effects of organization structure that
ization members actually experienced in their daily activities.
1S posited that the structuring characteristics of formalization,
alization, and participation would have more direct effects upon
‘personal relations (in the predicted direction) through
elated interaction than other types of interaction. In turn, the
tant interpersonal relations will mediate the relationship of

action to organizational commitment,

personal Relations and Organizational Commitment

Our review of previous research suggests that interpersonal

ions such as trust, respect, supportive peer groups, and
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surance from supervisors are related to organizational commitment
., Buchanan, 1974; Cook & Wall, 1980; Lee, 1971; Maehr & Braskamp,
$ Marsh & Mannari, 1977; Patchen, 1970; Penley & Hawkins, 1985;
Welsch & LeVan, 1981). Consistent with this view is the major
lusion of a study of organizational communication by Goldhaber et
(1978). Their results indicate that perceptions of the quality of
lonships in the organization and perceptions of the quality of
unication have a potent impact on members' satisfaction and
vement with the organization. These perception qualities are
of an overall evaluation of the communication "climate™ of the
1ization. In general, where others are perceived to be open and
msive, willing to interact, sensitive to emotions, skilled in
nication, and trustworthy, the communication climate is perceived
ivorable, Positive perceptions of overall climate are related to
rs' feelings of involvement and their overall satisfaction with
lystem (Goldhaber et al., 1978; see also Penley & Hawkins, 1985;
Nelsch & LeVan, 1981). So Jjob satisfaction and organizational
tment, especially, are related to the quality of the social
te associated with the place of work (Maehr & Braskamp, 1986).
yees who trust, respect, and feel respected and close to each
and help each other out in their work feel a greater loyalty to
express a greater sense of psychological attachment to the
zation.

Since the quality of these interpersonal relations tends to vary
the structuring characteristics of the organization, it is
ed that organizational commitment will vary accordingly. In

formalized/centralized but highly participative structures,
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riduals may be more interdependent with others in their work, so
interact more with each other on the job. As a result, their
ing relationships with each other may be more cooperative,

dly, and characterized by a sense of trust, mutual respect, and

rity, compared to those individuals of a highly formalized and
lized structure, whose working relationships with others are
likely to be superficial or strained and might even be hostile.
is, hostility and opposition are replaced by more cooperative
ides (Tannenbaum, 1969). Individuals who experience cooperative
11y relations with co-workers would come to feel more a sense of
n interest and solidarity with those co-workers than with
duals whose relationships within the organization were strained
en hostile,

In other words, less formalized/centralized and highly
ipative structure can be ego-enhancing under the conditions of
ing norms of trust, mutual respect, and feelings of
tiveness and closeness, since participation enhances employee
tion of being valued, the perception of common goals and
tion, and the feelings of enthusiasm for work (French, Israel &
as, 1960; Patchen, 1970; Tannenbaum, 1969). Hence, with these
e work experiences, one may expect an organization's members to
re of their social worth (or M"the degree to which one is
vely valued by other members of the work group")(Vroom, 1964),
eir personal importance to the organization (Buchanan, 1974;
y 1977a). Moreover, these characteristics of their job
ons, coupled with the recurrent interaction among group members

ey participate on the tasks, increase the feeling of
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sibility among members of a group, a characteristic that
ik (1983) indicated increased commitment, As a result, the

dual member becomes further commited to the organization,

Moderating Effects

So far we have emphasized the influence of the structural
bles, interaction, and interpersonal variables on the
ual's commitment to his organization. One could also argue
he quality of the desired interpersonal relations is affected by
ual variables such as age, marital status, education, position,
gth of service and job satisfaction, which have also been shown
related directly to organizational commitment (e.g., Buchanan,
Cook & Wall, 1980; Hall & Schneider, 1972; Penley & Hawkins,
Steers, 1977a; and Welsch & LeVan, 1981). This version of our
ing is set forth more on an exploratory level because of the
y of empirical data available for reference,
*igure 3.1 shows the order of priority for the variables in a
sual sequence, This causal model or scheme involves an
iplified model in the sense that the model takes into account
1e variables that are of interest for this study, its specific
ch question, and related hypotheses, The model, however,
ates a number of direct and indirect relationships and is
d into independent, intervening, and dependent variables.
ening variables may also serve as independent or dependent
es. In the next chapter, a research strategy is outlined to

rious aspects of the model for the suggested relations.
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Argument Summary

In the context of the proposed mediating effects of
erpersonal relations between organizations' structure and
nizational commitment, our argument is, basically, centered around
basic causal sequences:

1. The first sequence (Figure 3.2a) suggests that the quality of
interpersonal relations existing in certain types of
organization structure will be directly associated with the
level of organizational commitment of its members based on
the assumption that organizations differ in terms of the
structural properties of each, which may facilitate or impede
the quality of the interpersonal relations desired by its
members,

2. The second sequence (Figure 3.2b) suggests other directions
of the mediating effects of interpersonal relations, based on
the same basic assumption mentioned in the first argument,
"which relates interpersonal relations in organization to its
structure," except that these structural effects in relation
to interpersonal relations would be obtained through the
speéific type of interaction in which the organization's
member is involved. Since such interaction is affected by
the organization's structure, it is assumed that interaction
will have its impact upon the quality of interpersonal

relations which, in turn, will be directly associated with

organizational commitment.
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The earlier variables (formalization, participation and
centralization) may affect a later one (commitment), not only
through the mediating relationship of interpersonal
variables, but also directly. But in both conditions, the
structure-commitment link‘ is preconditioned by the
relationship of interpersonal variables to the
characteristics of the organization's structure. If the
latter facilitates the development of interpersonal relations

desired by the organization's members, then we assume the

link to occur,

1iterpersonal relations function as a mediating variable in the
nship between organizational structure and organizational

nt. In both cases the implication is that satisfaction with

sonal relations affects the level of commitment the member has
ler organization. If the interpersonal relations experienced
nember are satisfactory, high organizational commitment would

ted; the opposite is expected if they are not satisfactory.
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CHAPTER IV

WORKING HYPOTHESES

rom the general proposition included in our argument, several
¢ propositions and related hypotheses concerning the suggested
re-interpersonal- commitment 1linkage can be stated. Because
esent study 1is exploratory in nature, the hypotheses are
ed as working hypotheses,

irst: Formalization -- Interpersonal Variables and Commitment
Hypothesis

n many ways, formalization is the key structural variable for
lividual because a person's behavior is substantially affected
degree of such formalization (Hall, 1982:95). Formalization
to what one is asked to do, how one is to do it, and when it is
lone, In this respect, the amount of individual discretion is
ly related to the amount of preprogramming of behavior by the
ation (Hall, 1982). However, in a highly formalized situation,
e highly differentiated and specialized roles are specifically
Each member's rights, obligations, and technical methods are
ed. We expect that an increase in formalization in the work
n leads to increasingly unfavorable interpersonal relations in
ituation,
is proposition assumes that members of a work organization

one another on the basis of different role expectations for

T2
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vior and expertise. Since each member is more apt to be
edgable concerning only his role and technical methods, he is
likely (a) to recognize the importance of others in determining
ay of doing his job, (b) may have less regard for their opinions,
less confidence in their willingness to help out in times of

s, (¢) may see his associates as less supportive, and deserving

respect in terms of knowledge and judgment, and (d) as a result,

ay even hold others surrounding him in lower esteem. The
opment of negative interpersonal relations, if it ocecurs in

y formalized organizations, may contribute to a negative attitude

the employing organization.

Thus, we can formally hypothesize that:

IA, The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be associated negatively with the degree of
organizational formalization.

IB. The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be positively associated with
organizational commitment.

IC. The relationship between formalization and organizational

commitment will vary depending upon the value of
interpersonal measures.

Second: Centralization -- Interpersonal Variables and Commitment
esis

Centralization is <c¢losely aligned to formalization.
11ization here refers to the hierarchical authority to make
ons (Hage & Aiken, 1967). In a highly formalized situation, the
3 are viewed as incapable of making their own decisions and
ing a large number of rules to guide their behavior. Likewise,

ghly centralized situations, they are not trusted to make
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isions on work or even evaluate themselves (Hall, 1982). Moreover,
ause of indoctrination via standard operating procedures, manuals,
informally stated rules, we tend to shift behaviors and attitudes
ard centralization.

In highly centralized situations, communication consists
marily of instructions and decisions by superiors and information

requests for decisions by subordinates. The chief executive knows

t (Steers, 1977b:90). The differences in power and status among an
anization's members inhibits recurrent communication. Hence, the
lal distance between organizational levels reduces the free flow of
ormation. Consequently, the potential for feedback, which is an
ortant factor for improving interpersonal relations, is reduced by
igh degree of centralization.

Further, highly centralized organizations actively discourage
2icipative activities. A suggestion may be underestimated because
the low status of its source, and contributions of lower status
.oyees may not be adequately acknowledged. Formal recognition may
Llacking., An inferior employee's suggestions are seldom adopted and
e adopted, he is not credited with the contribution (Lowin,
) . Hence, employees may experience conditions of inequity and
. might affect their subjective evaluations of those around them.
efore, we would expect that increased centralization 1leads to
*easingly unfavorable evaluations of others in terms of the
rtance of their knowledge, expertise in determining one's way of
g work, respect for such knowledge, and even suspicion about their

eration,
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Thus, we can formally hypothesize the following:

IIA. The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be associated negatively with the degree
of organizational centralization.

IIB. The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be gPsitively associated with
organizational commitments.

IIC., The relationship between centralization and organizational

commitment will vary depending upon the value of
interpersonal measures.

Third: Participation -- Interpersonal Relations and Commitment
Hypothesis
In a less formalized and centralized organization, tasks are
interrelated, continually readjusted and redefined as

izational members interact. Duties and responsibilities are more
 redefined by interaction with others participating in the task.
inication is both vertical and horizontal; the content of it is
rily advice and information. The best knowledge may be located
ere in the network (Steers, 1977b).

In contrast to a highly formalized situation, a less formalized
tion indicates a lower level of centralization and a higher level
articipation, where cooperation involves a 1larger part of
cipants' personalities. The exchange of information, ideas, and
ngs provides the opportunity for resolving differences 1in
ons, thus reducing discrepancies in perception, ideals, and
ies, Hostility and opposition are replaced by more cooperative
udes (Tannenbaum, 1969). The acceptance of common goals and of

dependent goals should lead to better communication and mutual

1This hypothesis (IIB) is identical to hypothesis IB but is
dled here to clarify the structure of the argument.
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ng and hence to an increased understanding of each other. Thus, a
eption of shared characteristics is more likely.

Each individual job takes on more meaning and importance because
s a necessary part of this function and because the relationship
be seen and appreciated by all members of the work group, which
~ibutes to a bgtter understanding of each other's problems and
s of view and facilitates resolution of working difficulties that
2, Moreover, members' evaluations of each other participating on
job will be based on shared role expectations for appropriate
/ior, since each individual is in need of the knowledge and
*tise of others., Therefore, uncertainty about the way one is
1ated by his associates is reduced (Vroom, 1964).

It follows that each member is likely to receive more favorable
onses from other members, So there is apt to be an indication

others are looking out for one's welfare; the individual member

well expect that his associates would be willing to go out of
way to help him and he may also hold them in higher esteem.

Because of the effect of participation on feelings of shared
cteristics as well as the satisfaction which may result from
cipation, greater employee participation may lead to stronger
ngs regarding the importance of others around him in determining
job, confidence in their willingness to help out in times of
le, as well as being supportive and deserving of respect. Also,
ature of a participative work environment makes people very
ned with having associates who are competent, supportive, and

rotective in times of trouble,
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Thus, we hypothesize that:

IIIA, The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be associated positively with the degree
of organizational participation.

IIIB. The interpersonal variables (trust, mutual respect, and
solidarity) will be positively associated with
organizational commitment,

IIIC. The relationship between participation and organizational
commitment will vary depending wupon the value of
interpersonal measures.

predictions here are straightforward. It is expected that persons
have no recognition of the importance of others in their work, and
these others as unreliable in time of crisis, or who lack respect
others in their work or have associates who are not supportive,
d be more negative in their subjective reactions to their working
nizations. If an individual member of an organization does not
t, or respect, or feel respected by the people he works with, he

have low morale exhibited in 1lower level of commitment; the
site 1is also true. In addition, recurrent interaction among
-group members establishes the networks of interpersonal relations

integrate individuals into cohesive social units, which may

nce their morale and consequently increase their commitment.

on Reciprocality

A comment may also be made here about our suggestion that
‘personal relations may serve as a mediating variable between

11 zational structure and commitment.

—

1This hypothesis (IIIB) is identical to hypotheses IB and IIB
S8 included here to clarify the structure of our argument.
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First: There 1is the possibility that prior differences 1in
itment among organization members would lead to more participation
directly but through its direct effect on interpersonal relations
also through the effects of interpersonal relations on job-related
~ation). Thus, one could assume that these two variables exercise
ciprocal influence upon each other, It may be that once a
cient level of commitment is present (in part generated through
effects of participation on interpersonal relations and the
‘elated interaction) a reciprocal pattern of effects occurs such

more participation 1leads to greater commitment (through
'personal relations) which leads to more participation.

Second: We do not expect that these reciprocal effects will hold
for the structural variables of formalization and centralization
se the basic assumptions underlying the negative effects of these
bles does not permit one to assume such reciprocal effects, nor
common sense suggest that interpersonal relations affect these
ts of organizational structure. One could only assume that these
variables exercise a one-way effect through the suggested
ting effects of interpersonal relations.

The three hypotheses discussed earlier are the major ones that

be tested in the dissertation. Subsidiary hypotheses involving
.dual characteristics and job-related interaction variables that
uggested by Figure 3.1 will also be tested. These hypotheses
in the past, been tested independently of interpersonal and
ural variables for the most part. This study will be concerned
how the relationship between individual variables and

zational commitment may be influenced by interpersonal relations
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d organizational structure, i.e., how the suggested mediating
fects of interpersonal relations may be moderated by the individual
riables as well as the job-related interaction.

Definitions of Variables Involved in
the Basic Model and Related Hypotheses

anization Structure

The term "structure" embodies a variety of concepts., Structure
s been atomized into component parts, referred to as structural
mensions (Dalton et al., 1980:51). One of the major dimensions upon
ich we are focusing in this study is the formal structuring
aracteristics of organizations. Formal structuring properties refer
"policies and activities occurring within the organization members"
ablin, 1982:338; also Dalton et al., 1980:51). Specifically, the
ructuring dimensions under study here include formalization,
ntralization, and participation:

a, Formalization: Formalization is defined in terms of the

les in an organization including Jjob codification and role
servation. The variable of job codification represents the degree

which the job descriptions are specified, whereas the variable of
le observation refers to the degree to which job holders are
pervised in conforming to the standards established by job
dification (Hage & Aiken, 1967). Job codification 1is closely
.gned to rule-observation.

b. Centralization: Centralization generally refers to a

wventional hierarchical mode of operations in which decision and
.ion functions are segregated in terms of authority (Lowin, 1968).

most often involves the 1locus of decision-making authority in
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anizations., 1In other words, it is a type of social power, If, for
tance, the power to make decisions is exercised by one or
atively few individuals, the structure is considered centralized.
S is consistent with Dalton et al. (1980): "The minimum degree of
tralization (decentralization) would exist in an organization if
ision-making authority were exercised equally by every member of
organization. Degree of centralization, then, refers to the
persion of decision-making authority throughout the organization"
59).

¢, Participation: In contrast to centralization, participation

s a mode of organizational orientation in which decisions as to
ivities are arrived at by the very persons who are to execute those
isions (Lowin, 1968).

Participation is here perceived by the employee as what Vroom
60) called "psychological participation.,"” Psychological
ticipation is the perception of the amount of influence one has on
ntly made decisions associated with his position. That 1is,
*ticipation through a more immediate arena in which an employee may
L some influence--the work group under more immediate supervisors"
chen, 1970:191)., Thus it is a type of social influence (French et
y 1960), whereas centralization is a type of social power.
ver, as participation shifts the locus of some decisions downward,
contrast between participation and centralization becomes only one
egree rather than of kind (Lowin, 1968:69). While participation

centralization are obviously related conceptually, there are
rate measures that are used in the organizational literature and

e measures have somewhat different corrrelates.
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It must be stressed, however, that we are more concerned with
ne individual member's perception of these variables rather than
heir actual existence as structuring characteristics of the
rganization, although these variables can be experienced by an

rganization's members in a comparatively direct and operationally

aningful way. An important assumption here 1is that members'
rceptions regarding these variables constitute, for them, the
ality of how structural prescriptions are used to organize and
ordinate work (Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975). Although we are
rking at an individual 1level of analysis instead of an
ganizational one, we assume that these perceptions reflect the
tual organizational structure. Further, such perceptions of
ganizational structure may be perceptions of certain segments of the
ganization (e.g., departmental differences) which are only part of
e view people have of organizational life, These perceptions are,
wever, 1likely to be embedded within a 1larger view of the
Janization, Similarly the perceptions of relationships with others
2 part of the views people have of organizational life (Goldhaber et
s 1978). What people believe about an organization may influence
erpersonal relations whether or not it is an accurate perception.
other words, it is a belief which makes a difference, whether or
it is the actual representation of interpersonal relations or

inizational structure.

rpersonal Variables

Generally, interpersonal relations refers to the orientation of

rganization's members toward each other in terms of trust, mutual
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espect, and solidarity. These constructs are used here to mean an
.nterpersonal relationship that is task-based, nontrivial, and of
ontinuing duration (Gabarro, 1987:173).

In order to remain consistent with the theoretical model
)yutlined in the previous pages, and to avoid problems of
wlticolinearity with other study variables, the following dimensions
f interpersonal variables were selected.

a. Trust, or the organization member's confidence in his
rorkgroup1 members' occupational abilities, and their willingness to
ffer support in times of trouble,

b. Mutual Respect refers to the member's occupational and

ersonal respect he has for his workgroup members, and his feelings of
heir respect toward him.
c. Solidarity refers to mutual support the member feels exists

mong the workgroup members, and his feelings of closeness to them.

ob-Related Interaction

Interaction here refers to the extent to which an organization's
ember maintains direct communication contact with other members
inked to his job performance. It is the frequency of such

nteraction that is at issue.

ndividual Characteristics

These characteristics may be classified under two major

eadings:

—

1W’orkgroup members refers here exclusively to the people the
rganization's member works with in his department or unit. They are
ls immediate superior, his coworkers, and his subordinates.
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a., Personal or Demographic Variables, which the organization's

mber brings to the organization or work, such as age, marital
atus, and education.

b. The Conditions of His Membership in the organization, such as

s position, salary, and length of service.

ganizational Commitment

Researchers have tended to define this concept in terms of a
nﬁination of attitudes and behavioral intentions (Ferris & Aranya,
33). However, it is attitudinally defined as "the relative strength

an employee's involvement in and identification with the particular
zanization" (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979:226). This definition
2ludes some aspects of commitment-related behavior. According to
'ris and Aranya (1983), attitudes include (1) ideniification with
> organization (acceptance of its goals), which are the basis for
.achment to the organization; (2) involvement in the organizational
*k role (assessing the strength of attachment); and (3) warnm,
‘ective regard for, or loyalty to, the organization (the evaluation

attachment). The behavior-intention variables include: (1) a
lingness to exert effort; and (2) a desire or willingness to remain

the organization (see Hall, 1979 in Ferris & Aranya, 1983:88).
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CHAPTER V

SAMPLE AND MEASUREMENT

Introduction

The purpose of the study, as described in Chapter I (p. 2) is to
amine the possible mediating effects of interpersonal variables
tween an organization's structure and organizational commitment as
plied to a sample of Saudi Arabian employees. A causal theoretical
del or scheme was constructed based upon a synthesis of ideas
rived from current and past theories and literature on
zanizational settings, and described in Chapter III (p. 46) as the
sic model of structure-interpersonal relations and commitment
nkage. This model represents the individual member's attitude
iard his employing organization as an ultimate outcome of particular
*ces acting on the individual to determine his organizational
mitment.

This chapter aims to explain the methodological procedures which
* used to test the theoretical path model. This includes a
cription of the research setting and a discussion of the survey
trument and how the data were collected. This is followed by the
n of analyzing the data, including a discussion of the assumptions
erlying the path model. Since the underlying assumptions of path
lysis were mostly met, the model suggested by our theoretical

84
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ramework can be 4tested and many variables can be handled
imultaneously. The path model described in this chapter is an
perational model employed to test the causal schemes represented by
e "structure-interpersonal relations and commitment" model.

The nature of the sample, its size, as well as the tools for
llecting data are mostly determined by the purpose of the study, but
So by the available human and economic resources, and time
nstraints.

Typically, in any social science research, we are faced with

a number of trade-offs: experimental control, the capture of

the basic real-world conditions in which a problem exists,

the costs (time and money) in being able to carry through on

a particular research design, as well as opportunity and

feasibility. (Klaus & Bass, 1982:61)

Research Settings

Subjects were drawn from two different types of work
ganizations, This was done to ensure greater heterogeneity in
ganizational structure, since the structural variables are the heart

this research and all the structural effect measures are derived
m it,
1. Industry-Oriented Organizations:
Three large organizations which operated oil industries in
Eastern and Middle regions of Saudi Arabia participated in the
ly. It is well known that the economy of Saudi Arabia is heavily
ndent on o0il income. Therefore the o0il industry is the most
king feature of its industrial development.
2. Research-Oriented Organizations:
Four relatively mid-size and small organizations involved in

» applied, and development research participated in the study.
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These types of organization are all public enterprises
ndependent bodies within the Saudi govermnment). They are among the
rgest of their types in Saudi Arabia in terms of size, mission, or
e services they provide. Specifically, the three selected
dustrial organizations are involved in a large industrialization
fort of export-oriented, large-scale hydrocarbon and mineral-based
dustries, These are:

1. Aramco (1933): An internationally known oil company now fully
ned by the government. In addition to its central mission of
troleum exploration, production, and exportation, it has been
thorized to design and build an extensive gas-gathering, treatment,
d transportation facility to provide industrial projects with fuel
r energy and. feedstock.

2. Riyadh Refinery (1970): One of the 1largest projects

dertaken by the General Petroleum and Minerals Organization
etrdmin) to develop the important natural resources of the Kingdom's
ude 0il and natural gas.

3. SABIC, or the Saudi Basic Industrial Corporation (1976): A
.lly owned holding company that is entrusted with the task of
paring and implementing a number of petrochemical and metal
jects in cooperation with several foreign firms specializing in
3¢ areas. Only eight out of fifteen of its first-stage plants in
1 Arabia were sampled because the others were either of very small

or were just newly operational,.

The four research-oriented organizations selected for the study
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1. The King Abdulaziz City for Science and Technology (KACST)

77): This is an independent scientific organization established to
mulate the national policy for science and technology development,
draw up the strategy and plans for its implementation, and to
duct applied scientific research programs to further promote Saudi
elopment in both public and private sectors.

2. The Research Institute (RI): The Institute is an integral

t of the University of Petroleum and Minerals (1963) in Dhahran,
1di Arabia but is semiautonomous in operation. It provides
i damental and applied research under contract for government,
ustry, and the general public. Activities cover petroleum and gas
hnology, energy resources, geology, standards and materials, and
rgy economics and industrial research.

3. Saudi Consulting House (SCH)(1979): An organization owned

ly by the government, providing professional consulting services in
ineering, economic, industrial, and management as well as to
ernment agencies, private establishments, and individual
stors., Its headquarters office is located in Riyadh, from which
sample came, and other branches are located in Jeddah and Dammam,
he West and East regions of Saudi Arabia, respectively.

4, The Institute of Public Administration (IPA)(1961): This

anization is an autonomous body of the Saudi government. Its major
3ion is to design and implement educational programs for all levels
the Civil Services, and to conduct administrative research and to
erate with the government agencies in which research is conducted.
headquarters are in Riyadh and there are two branches in Jeddah

Dammam, The activities of the branches are confined to the middle
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nagement, clerical, and supervisory training programs and the
1sultation services,

Both types of organization can be seen as part of a wider
velopment process with the objective of a more balanced and
 f-supporting growth in the o0il and non-o0il sectors as well as
.ated sectors of science, technology, and management.1

Our sample came from those male Saudi individuals who are
olved in carrying out the core mission in each of the critical
'ts of these organizations. If the organization had branches, we
,ected only the subjects from the headquarters. Subjects at
nches were excluded because of being few in number, or the branch
- newly established, or even difficult to reach, as in the case of
e of the SABIC's plants, the IPA, and SCH branches in Jeddah and

mam,

Sampling Procedures

The sampling procedures divided the organizations into 1levels

departments or divisions, 1i.e., the person's 1level of
ponsibility in the organization determined whether the
inizational member was part of the top, middle, or first-line
agement, The department to which the member belongs in his
inization determined how closely the person's role in the
inization is associated with direct accomplishment of the

nization's task (cf., Westrum & Samara, 1984:22).

—

1The information mentioned above about these organizations is
1 from informational books published by these organizations (see
lography).
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Respondents within each organization were selected according to
» following criteria:

a) All male Saudi supervisory personnel were included (including
\artment or unit heads, supervisors at both types of organizations,
| superintendents, and foremen in the industrial type). In the
.ected industrial units, middle managers (division managers) were
.luded and were sampled along with the supervisory personnel,

Supervisory level personnel were exclusively selected because
'y are most 1likely to be key decision makers and to determine
anizational policy. Therefore, understanding the factors affecting
» organizational commitment of supervision may be especially
ortant, since the key determinants of commitment are found in
racteristics of the job that increase the employee's feeling of
ponsibility (Mowday et al., 1982). Hence, we assume that
ervision will increase the feeling of responsibility required for
reased commitment,

b) In the research and development organizations, the
fessionals (such as specialists, researchers, and trainers) were
pled along with the supervisory personnel because they are
mately involved in the achievement of the organization's goals,
are likely to have organizational power (Aiken & Hage, 1966; Hage
iken, 1969). Supervisory relationships still exist within this
gory of an organizations' employees.

c) Non-supervisory level and supportive division personnel (in

types of organization) were excluded because they either are not
2tly involved in the achievement of organizational goals or they

little or no power (cf., Aiken & Hage, 1966:497-507). This
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inimizes the influence on our results of the lowest organizatinal
vels.,

Another consideration is that the sampling goals were
tablished separately for each type of organization, in relation to
ganization type and size. The industrial organizations are larger
an the professional ones. So we decided to take both supervisory
rsonnel and professionals at the research and development
ganizations, and limit the selection to the supervisory level at the
dustrial organizations since they are large. This is also done for
asons of c¢ost, limited resources, and time constraints.

onsequently, a majority of respondents were from the supervisory
2vel in the production sections of industrial organizations. The
axt largest group of respondents were professionals in different
2partments at the research and development organizations. Finally
1ere were respondents from the supervisory level at the research and
2velopment organizations, and respondents from the managerial level
" both types of organizations.

Since a relatively large number of cases was desired<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>