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ABSTRACT
HIERARCHICAL STATUS AND ATTITUDES TOWARD
INTERORGANIZATIONAL COOPERATION AND

COORDINATION: A COMPARATIVE
ANALYSIS

By

Wei-yuan Werner Cheng

This thesis is part of a larger project studying
41 welfare agencies in a medium-sized Midwest city.
Attitudes of 474 respondents were measured by two blocks
of questions., In one block, respondents were asked to
what extent ten obstacles preventing cooperation and
coordination among agencies. In the other, they were asked
to what extent they would like to cooperate and coordinate
with other agencies in eleven areas of service. Each
block of questions was further grouped into three scales.
Attitudes of personnel in different hierarchical statuses,
administrator, professional, semiprofessional, and clerical
worker, and in agencies in terms of seven dichotomized
organizational properties were compared. Seven dichoto-
mized organizational properties used were: size, profes-
sionalization, technology, interaction (with other agencies),
inner communication, formalization, and centralization.

Major hypotheses tested were: professionals were more
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likely to have favorable attitude toward interorganizational
cooperation and coordination than clerical workers, admin-
istrators and semiprofessionals were in between. Personnel
in agencies of smaller size, higher professionalization,
technology, inner communication, lower formalization and
centralization, and higher interaction were more likely to
support cooperation with other agencies than those in
agencies of larger size, lower professionalization,
technology, interaction, inner communication, and high
formalization and centralization. It was assumed that per-
sonnel in agencies of larger size, higher formalization

and centralization, lower professionalization, inner com-
munication, and technology would be under stronger bureau-
cratic control which lead to departmentalism, timidity,

and conservativeness which might impede the creation of
favorable attitudes toward interorganizational cooperation
and coordination.

Two way analysis of variance was employed to
determine differences between attitudes of personnel of
different statuses on the one hand and of agencies of the
seven dichotomized properties on the other hand. Results
showed that professionals were less likely to find obsta-
cles in interorganizational cooperation and coordination
and were more willing to see cooperation to larger extent

than administrators and semiprofessionals. Clerical
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workers were least to find obstacles, but they were also
least willing to cooperate.

In order to compare the differences between atti-
tudes of personnel in various kinds of agencies, a total
of 42 tests of two-way analysis of variance were employed.
Nine showed that there were significant differences, eight
supported the original hypotheses. Of the seven organi-
zational properties, technology, formalization and central-
ization were most influential. Although the influences of
the other properties were not great, analysis showed that
organizational properties have impact on the attitudes of

personnel in welfare organizations.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, sociologists have had a growing
interest in the study of interorganizational relations.
Organizations within a community are interacting by either
cooperation or competition. Their relations can be pre-
sented by an "organization set," which is composed of a
network of organizations in interaction with the focal
organization or a group of organizations (Even, 1966). 1In
order to compete for limited resources, gain larger profit,
provide better services, or use resources more properly,
they may compete, cooperate or form coalitions. These
phenomena have been described by many writers on inter-
organizational relations (e.g., Levine and White, 1961;
Litwak and Hylton, 1962; Warren, 1967; Marcus et al.,
1974a).

Interorganizational cooperation among welfare
organizations is not new, but has become more common since
the beginning of the war on poverty in the 1960s, when, to
solve complicated problems, joint efforts were needed,
and were encouraged and pressured by governments of all
levels and local communities. Other reasons for increasing

cooperation and corrdination among welfare agencies are
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the seeking of additional effectiveness and efficient
utilization of resources, increasing accountability,
improving service to clients, avoiding duplication and
fragmentation, etc. Yet, these efforts have not been
very successful (Marcus et al., 1974b). Attitudes of wel-
fare personnel toward these joint efforts could be criti-
cal. A study on the attitude of welfare personnel toward
interorganizational cooperation and coordination would
benefit the clients, welfare workers, as well as welfare
sponsors and taxpayers.

It is believed that attitude could be influenced
by personalities, social and cultural factors, and also
by organizational structure. There are some criticisms
that the structural approach in the study of organizations
ignores individual factors (Argyris, 1972), studies syn-
thesizing the social-psychological and structural approaches
are needed. A few sociologists (e.g., Blau, 1960; Aiken
and Hage, 1966; Blauner, 1964) deal with the two approaches
simultaneously. This study dealt with attitudes of staffs
and organizational structure in welfare agencies. Organi-
zations of similar structure were treated as a whole, they
were not dealt with individually. This thesis tried to
find how organizational properties and personal orienta-
tions influence the achieving of favorable attitudes

toward interorganizational cooperation and coordination.



THEORY AND LITERATURE

W. I. Thomas (1966:258-9) said that attitude is "a
process of individual consciousness which determines real
or possible activity of the individual in the social
world." He said that attitude of individual and prevailing
attitude of social organization and culture (he called
"value") are mutually influenced. An individual's attitude
comes from three sources: wants, group affiliations, and
personality (Krech et al., 1962:Ch. 6). Attitude can be
seen from at least two dimensions, its direction and its
intensity (Riley et al., 1954; Scott, 1968). A favorable
attitude toward interorganizational cooperation and coor-
dination is firstly willingness to cooperate and coor-
dinate with other organizations and secondly willingness
to see cooperation and coordination to a larger extent.
Interorganizational cooperation and coordination might be
initiated from inside and outside organizations. Govern-
ments and community leaders might pressure welfare agencies
to cooperate and coordinate in order to function more
efficiently and effectively. The same demands might be
also initiated by agencies themselves. Litwak and Hylton

(1962) point out that agencies will develop and continue



coordination if they are partially interdependent (if they
are totally interdependent, they would merge) and are
aware of this interdependence. Resources of each agency
are limited, exchange of resources between two agencies
will benefit both to fulfill their goals. Levine and
White (1961) say
Organizational exchange is any voluntary activity
between two organizations which has consequences,
actual or anticipated, for the realization of their
respective goals or objectives.
Organizational exchange is based on organizational inter-
dependence. But not all welfare agencies are aware of
their interdependence. Still others are unwilling to
cooperate and coordinate, because they have conflicting
values or because the demands of efficiency require organi-
zational specialization. For example, some national
agencies, like The American Cancer Society, resist affili-
ation in local community chest and Catholic welfare agen-
cies exclude planned parenthood agencies (Litwak and
Hylton, 1962). Besides, organizations want to own a
domain and acquire power in interorganizational relations,
they also attempt to buffer themselves from external pres-
sures (Thompson, 1967:20). All these lead to "department-
alism” of organizations. "Departmentalism" in organiza-
tions is a condition in which the personnel of organizations
or subunits within organizations insist on their viewpoints

which are based on the interest of their own units.

Departmentalism becomes an obstacle to cooperation and



coordination between different agencies. Each agency (or
subunit in an agency) is competing for resources, commod-
ities and reward. Schein describes the results of unit
competition as an obstacle for group interaction, he notes,
The fundamental problem of intergroup competition is
the conflict of goals and the breakdown of interaction
and communication between the groups; this breakdown
in turn permits and stimulates perceptual distortion
and mutual negative stereotyping (Schein, 1970:99).
Although Schein mentions only intergroup relations, his
argument could also refer to interorganizational relations.
These conflicting values are derived from different orien-
tations of personnel and the structure of organizations.
Blau and Scott (1962:64) delineate the concepts of
"professional orientation," and "bureaucratic orientation."
Personnel of professional orientation are those who retain
their identification with their professional group, are
highly committed to their professional skills and look for
social support from professional colleagues outside and
inside the organization. Those of bureaucratic orientation
come to identify with the very organization by which they
have been employed and they are conforming to its programs
and procedures. They are more concerned with gaining the
approval of administrative superiors inside the organiza-
tion than that of professional colleagues outside. The
coordination between personnel of different orientation

faces a fundamental gap. When the one of professional

orientation asks for a shortcut to complete a task, the






one of bureaucratic orientation insists that official pro-
cedures should be followed. It is believed that personnel
of professional orientation will have more favorable atti-
tude toward interorganizational cooperation and coordina-
tion, but personnel of bureaucratic orientation, even if
they are not against interorganizational cooperation and
coordination, will cooperate and coordinate in the less
extent. However, it does not mean bureaucratic orienta-
tion is absolutely bad to professional organizations.

Udy (1959b) notes that organizations have rational and
bureaucratic characteristics which are negatively associ-
ated. Litwak (1961) compares two models of organizations,
one is Weber's legal-rational model, another is the human-
relation model. He notes that Weber's model would be more
efficient for organizations which emphasize technical
skills (he calls "traditional knowledge"), secondary rela-
tions, rules and deal with uniform tasks; the human-
relation model is more efficient for organizations which
emphasize social skills, primary relations and deal with
non-uniform tasks (e.g., research). But, many professional
organizations, Litwak points out, should adopt a third
model, he calls "professional bureaucracy," that is a
combination of the above two models. He notes that many
professional organizations should deal with both uniform
and non-uniform tasks and they need both technical and

social skills. It might also say the adaptation and goal
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achievement functions of organization need to be relatively
more rational and flexible, and its integration and pattern
maintenance functions need to be relatively more bureau-
cratic and stable.

Professional orientation first was agquired from
professional education and training. But, orientation
might be changed when personnel hold different jobs and
under various organizational climates. Personnel of dif-
ferent hierarehical statuses are usually holding different
orientations. Homans (1961:Ch. 16) argues that personnel
of different hierarchical statuses in organizations or
groups have different patterns of conformity to group
norms. He classifies statuses into three levels: high
status, middle status, and the established low status. He
actually mentions a fourth level, the non-established low
status which has the same behavior pattern as those of the
middle status. Homans states that personnel of the middle
status (and the non-established low status) are more likely
to conform to the norms of the group. He notes that mem-
bers of established low status particularly do not con-
form to group norms, because they get little reward from
the group, they think they are not accepted by their fellow
members and are more alienated. They would leave the group
if they have any chance. Those in high status also show
less conformity but for different reasons. In order to

keep their high status, they should show their



extraordinary abilities to provide valuable services to
others. Other members in return would allow them some
leeway in minor things. The members of middle status are
those who are actually in the middle status or only
believe themselves to be so, those in the non-established
low status still see chances to be accepted by fellow
members and to climb the hierarchical ladder, therefore,
they are those who believe they are in the middle status.
Whether they are actually in the middle or only believe
that they are, they are more likely to conform to group
norms. Homans (1961:352-3) states,
the middle man can less easily stand the loss of his
little all . . . . At any rate, if the man of middle
status conforms to the group's judgment and the group
turns out to be right, his position as an accepted
member is confirmed, and it needs confirming more than
does that of an upper-status member. If he conforms
and the group is wrong, he does not lose anything; he
has only been a boob with the rest, who are in no
condition to turn on him. If, on the other hand, he
refused to conform, and the group's judgment turns
out to be right, he may really hurt himself in status;
he is not so far from the bottom that a single misstep
will not bring him appreciably closer to it. And if,
finally, he refuses to conform, the group's judgment
turns out to be wrong, and he, accordingly, is right,
he will indeed gain status; but it will take more than
one such achievement to get him to the top.
Therefore, the middle man plays safe. On the other hand,
the members at the top have little to gain in conformity,
and the members in the bottom have little to lose in non-
conformity, therefore, both of them show less conforming

behaviors (Homans, 1961:353-4).



Patterns of status and conformity would be dif-
ferent in various organizations, especially those hiring
professionals. The professionals in organizations seem to
be a special interest group. Dalton's (1950) famous
report of the conflict between staff and line illustrates
that the professional, whose status is in the middle of
organizations, has larger authority than do the middle line
managers in some circumstances. The sources of the
authority of the professionals, as mentioned by Greenwood
(1957), are (1) a basis of systematic theory, (2) profes-
sional authority recognized by the clientele, (3) community
sanction of this professional authority (mandate), (4) an
ethical code, and (5) a professional culture sustained by
formal professional associations. While some established
professionals enjoy their discretion, some do not. Anyway,
professional authority and bureaucratic authority sometimes
conflict. Scott (1966) points out four areas of role con-
flict associated with the differences of professional con-
trol versus bureaucratic control: (1) the professional's
resistance to bureaucratic rules; (2) the professional's
rejection of bureaucratic standards, (3) the professional's
resistance to bureaucratic supervision; and (4) the pro-
fessional's conditional loyalty to the bureaucracy. This
is especially so in service organizations, where the
ability of service organizations to neutralize the personal

ideologies of their members is limited. Staffs of different
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organizational locations, occupational and professional
trainings, and social backgrounds are likely to develop
different ideologies toward their jobs (Hasenfeld and
English, 1974:11). Consequently, in service organizations
in general, and welfare organizations in particular,
administrators, professionals, semiprofessionals, and
clerical staffs would show various patterns of attitudes
because of differences in their training, responsibilities
and backgrounds. Welfare agencies rely heavily on semi-
professionals. They are "characterized by either lack of
a systematic theoretical knowledge base; lack of monopoly
over their field of practice; or fragmented association"”
(Hasenfeld and English, 1974:20). The semiprofessionals
are "locked" into organizations, and their professional
career patterns coincide with their organizational careers
(Hasenfeld and English, 1974:413). As a result they are
more likely to be under bureaucratic control and are more
compliant to bureaucratic authorities and procedures, they
are like the middle men described by Homans. On the other
hand, the professionals, who have their own standards of
conduct and whose self-esteem and achievement are not
totally determined by the evaluation of their agencies,
are less conforming to bureaucratic authorities. The
clerical staffs are the men of lowest status in agencies,
they are also less conforming to authorities. It is

expected that they are less willing to cooperate and
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coordinate but will use official regulations as excuses to
avoid additional loads to their jobs.

The administrators, like their semiprofessional
colleagues, are marginal men if they are professional
themselves. It is difficult for them to follow their
professional ethics under bureaucratic demands from above.
Hawkes (1961) notes that administrators in psychiatric
hospitals have to deal with three kinds of relationships:
they are firstly the relationships with political, legal
and financial supports, secondly the relationships with
technical and professional supports, and thirdly the rela-
tionships with the problem population. Although Hawkes
studies chief executives and not administrators in general,
one would suppose that the administrators are multi-
orientated. The administrators also are more committed to
administrative jobs, focusing on the maintenance of
internal cohesion.and consensus rather than on the pursuit
of occupational specialities, they internalize more the
bureaucratic regulations and procedures of the organization.
They are more dedicated and loyal to the organization and
are "the homeguard" of their organization (Gouldner, 1957:
444-9). 1In a study of public assistance workers and super-
visors in 12 public assistance agencies and a group of
professional social workers, Thomas (1959) discovered
that, of seven items concerning professional ethics, the

professional social workers are more committed to the
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ethics of the profession, the public assistance workers

are least committed to the ethics, and the supervisors are
between the two. Thomas's findings support my previous
contention that the administrators are the marginal men.
However, orientation toward professional ethics might also
be due to seniority in the profession in addition to status
in the hierarchy. Blau (1961) reports that, for the social
workers of less than 3-year experience, the more secure
they are the more they are service-oriented. But this is
slightly reversed for workers with more than three-year
experience. Blau notes that they are "too secure had no
incentive to do more than their official duties required"
(Blau, 1961:363).

Both W. I. Thomas (1966:258-9) and Blau (1960)
state that the prevailing attitude of a group could affect
the attitudes of its members. The more professionals have
been hired in an agency (that is the higher the profes-

sionalization), the more professionally orientated the

whole personnel would be. However, professionals them-
selves are not all professionally orientated. In some
circumstances the professional lose their discretion and
under strong bureaucratic control, especially when they
are small in number and are in less influential positions
in their agencies (Vinter, 1963). This is not unusual in
the field of social welfare, since social work is not an

established profession. Greenwood (1957) mentions that
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social workers are still struggling for recognition as
professionals and not all social workers are enthusiastic
about the professionalization of social work. High for-
malization and centralization in organizations are two of

such circumstances. Formalization, according to Aiken

and Hage (1966) is the degree of work standardization and
the amount of deviation that is allowed from standards.
Pugh et al. (1963) note that formalization includes state-
ments and operations of procedures, rules, roles which are
related to decision seeking, conveying of decision and
instruction, and conveying of information. The work of
the established professional is judged and audited by pro-
fessional standards, it is self-regulated and less formal-
ized by the employing organization, but the work of not
established professional is judged and audited by the
employing organization (see Hall, 1975:Ch. 4). When
officials should follow regulations strictly, they adapt
to these regulations by following established routines to
check whether all regulations are followed (Merton, 1968:
255). Merton (1968:255) notes that bureaucratic officials
are more likely to resist change in established routines,
at least those changes which are felt to be imposed by
others. Personnel who are unwilling to change and insis-
tent on established routines (or red-tape) are more diffi-
cult to cooperate and coordinate. Merton also points out

that personnel who are over concerned with strict adherence
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to regulation would induce timidity and conservatism. They
are difficult to deal with interorganizational cooperation
and coordination because instead of solving problems on

the spot, they often submit their cases to superiors for
approval which impede the effectiveness and efficiency of
interorganizational cooperation.

Centralization refers to how decision-making system

is concentrated in top echelons. Hage and Aiken (1967a;
Aiken and Hage, 1966, 1968) define centralization as the
degree of participation in decision making in organizations.
Personnel in agencies of higher centralization have less
discretion. They are under higher bureaucratic control,
as those in agencies of high formalization. Although

Blau (1970) finds formalization and centralization are not
necessarily related, and his findings are opposite to
those of Aiken and Hage's, Blau's study was on government
financial agencies which might have less interorganiza-
tional relations (measured by number of joint programs)
than those of welfare agencies studied by Hage and Aiken.
The findings of Hage and Aiken are more relevant to this
study. Whether they are related or not, formalization and
centralization limit discretion of the professional. 1In
some agencies, top administrators make most decisions and
they do not want to decentralize their power, in that
case, personnel become discouraged to do more than they

are required; they lose their own initiative. Even when
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they are ordered to cooperate with other agencies, without
discretion and self-initiative, they would be less inter-
ested in interorganizational cooperation and coordination.
They might be originally in favor of interorganizational
cooperation and coordination but later feel impotent and
become apathetic.

Communication could benefit the achieving of con-

sensus within organizations. Etzioni (1961:138-41) points
out in normative organizations (e.g., professional organi-
zations),downward expressive communication is emphasized
in order to establish expected attitudes among their per-
sonnel. Communication would improve cooperation and coor-
dination within an agency or with other agencies. For
achieving better cooperation and coordination between any
two units, mutual understanding between their personnel,
mutual goals and mutually acceptable procedures must be
set up. There are several types of coordination and
cooperation mechanisms. Cooperation and coordination can
be achieved through either formal or informal channels.
Under some circumstances, officials of the units concerned
hold coordinating meetings to solve common issues face to
face instead of passing written communications. If the
meetings become relatively regular with appointed staffs,
it turns out to be a cross-functional group. A cross-
functional group is a unit of an organization or a number

of organizations that has been organized to fulfill special
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goals. It is usually called a team (for special project),
ad hoc committee, or task force. The cross-functional
groups are composed of personnel of different units neces-
sary to fulfill the task (or tasks), members of the cross-
functional group are able to solve complex problems con-

cerning different units within the cross-functional group
rather than through all levels in the hierarchy of the
units concerned. It is a device to meet the needs of

modern organizations facing fast changing and complicated

i

goals which could not be reached without combined efforts.
When the establishment of a cross-functional group is not
necessary, coordination can also be achieved through
liaison offices or officials. Personnel in cross-
functional groups would have a better understanding of
interorganizational cooperation and coordination. Aiken
and Hage (1968) find that internal communication (measured
by number of committee and committee meetings) is posi-
tively associated with interorganizational cooperation.
Personnel in such cross-functional groups might have a
favorable attitude toward interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. Although this favorable attitude need
not be a favorable attitude toward their counterparts in
other organizations. Conflict and competition can also
rise within the cross-functional groups (Marcus et al.,

1974a).
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Size is another important property of organization.
Although studies on the impact of size of organizations are
far from being conclusive and Hall et al. (1967) argue that
size is not the most influential factor, their study was
based on different types of organizations, the influence
of size might not be prominent when other factors (e.g.,
technology) were not controlled (Hall, 1972:119). Thomas
(1959) discovered that in small welfare agencies, personnel
are more committed to professional ethics, but he does not
think that size, per se, is influential. Since large
agencies are mostly located in large urban communities and
small agencies are mostly located in small urban and rural
communities, he states that community types rather than
size is the major factor influencing the attitude of wel-
fare personnel. However, Blau (1968) and Meyer (1968a)
report size is positively correlated with hierarchical
differentiation, which would reduce social interaction
among subunits and distort the error-correcting function
(Blau and Scott, 1962:167), and would be disadvantageous
to cooperation and coordination. Besides, coordination
between staffs of lower levels in two units is more eco-
nomical with regard to time in agencies with fewer hier-
archical levels than in agencies with more hierarchical
levels. Hierarchical differentiation, therefore, would
increase the difficulty in cooperation and coordination

within and between organizations. Size is also positively
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related to the degree of bureaucratization (Hall et al.,
1966) and formalization (Meyer, 1968b). Both, according

to our previous discussions, are not favorable climates

for positive attitudes to interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. From a study of 254 government financial
departments, Blau (1968) discovered that the number of

hierarchical levels and the proportion of managers is r!
higher among professional staffs. Their explanation of

this unexpected finding is that the higher proportion of

managers among professional staffs would improve coor- Ej
dination and transfer information to the top. 1In pro-
fessional organizations (e.g., research and development
units), the professionals are usually rather loosely
supervised (Hall, 1972:142) and the proportion should be
low rather than high. Because Blau et al.'s findings
were derived from public personnel agencies and public
financial agencies, which are rather bureaucratic organi-
zations, the generalization of their findings is limited.
Their argument might not apply to other professional
organizations. Their findings could also be explained as
follows: the high proportion of managers among profes-
sional staffs was set up for the sake of transferring
demands from the top, and for closer supervision, and
meeting problems caused by increasing division of labor

and specialization.
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Technology in welfare agencies defined in this

study is the modes and number of services. "Technology"
is related to "complexity," an important property of
organization. "Complexity" is measured by the number of
specialities, professional training and professional
activities of personnel in Hage and Aiken's (1967a) study.
It is measured by the division of labor, differentiation,
and dispersion of organization in Hall's (1967) study.
The complexity in Hage and Aiken's measurement could be
labeled as "professionalization." The complexity of Hall's
measurement is the division of labor without concerning
the technology of organization. Perrow (1967) and
Thompson (1967) see technology as critical attribution to
the structure of organization. Thompson (1967:54-55)
states that technology also attributes to the types of
coordination in organization. Therefore, the complexity
of organization should include both technology and division
of labor. Since the inconsistency of the use of the term
"complexity,” I would use technology instead.

According to Hasenfeld and English (1974:5),
there are two kinds of technology for welfare agencies--
the people processing and the people changing (treatment).
In the people processing agencies, the core technology of
the agencies is the classification and disposition of
clients, which are based on agency or government regula-

tions, discretion for professionals in these agencies is
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limited (Hasenfeld, 1972), and these agencies are more
bureaucratically orientated. The people changing or
treatment agencies are responsible for changing people.
These agencies are concerned with effecting new and dif-
fuse models of behavior, new self-images and personalities,
and consequently, these agencies rely very much on profes-
sionals to achieve their goals and are rather profes-
sionally orientated. Professionals have much more dis-
cretion in these agencies (Vinter, 1963). Besides, in
people changing agencies, the professional will interact
with his colleagues in other organizations, thus yielding
interorganizational linkages (Hall, 1972:318). Not all
agencies of professionai orientation support interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination. The number of
services provided by agencies is also critical to inter-
organizational relations. When welfare agencies provide
multiple services, they depend more on environment. The
more services they provide, the more resources they need.
They are more inclined to interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. But, when they provide a rather
specialized service, they might have a "fixed market" for
themselves and have no intention to work with other
agencies, even though they are professionally orientated.
Litwak and Hylton (1962) have taken the American Cancer

Society as an example. From the preceding discussions,
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both number of services and kinds of services determine
whether an agency would work with others or not.

In conclusion, attitudes toward interorganizational
cooperation and coordination are affected by the orienta-
tions of their personnel. Personnel of professional ori-
entation are more likely to cooperate and coordinate with
other agencies. And, personnel of bureaucratic orienta-
tion are less likely to do so. Although the orientation
of personnel could be determined by previous training and
present job, organizational structures can also affect the
orientation of personnel. Personnel in agencies of high
formalization, high éentralization, and larger size would
be more bureaucratically orientated, and consequently, be
less enthusiastic toward interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. Other structural properties also have
some influences. Personnel in agencies concentrating on
services of people processing and having less opportunities
to participate in cross-functional groups are also more
bureaucratically orientated and are less likely to cooper-
ate and coordinate with other agencies. Agencies that
provide few services or specialized service have also less
intention to work with others despite the orientation of

their personnel and the agencies.



ASSUMPTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

This study examined the attitudes of personnel in
welfare agencies toward interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. Their hierarchical status and seven
organizational properties were used as independent vari-
ables. The seven organizational properties were size,
professionalization, technology, communication, formali-
zation, centralization and interaction (with other organi-
zations). Interaction was added because it is inéeresting
to find whether agencies which interact with others more
often would create favorable attitudes toward interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination. Interaction was
also treated as an independent variable although it might
be argued that it might be an intervening variable.

Two kinds of attitudes were treated as dependent
variables--willingness to cooperate and coordinate with
others and the extent of cooperation and coordination
respondents would like to see. The two kinds were
expected to measure the "direction" of attitude and the
"intensity" of attitude respectively (Riley et al., 1954;
Scott, 1968). It is assumed that hierarchical status and

organizational structures which lead to bureaucratic

22
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orientation would also yield negative attitudes toward
interorganizational cooperation and coordination. Hier-
archical status and organizational structures which lead
to professional orientation would also create positive
attitudes toward interorganizational cooperation and coor-
dination. Organizational properties which facilitate
cooperation and coordination would also be good climates
for positive attitudes toward interorganizational coopera-
tion and coordination. Nevertheless, attitude might also
influence organizational properties. Lefton and Rosenger
(1966) report that orientation toward clients would affect
organizational structure. When an agency becomes more
client-orientated, some arrangements (e.g., new subunits,
new services, etc.) would be made in order to provide
better services for clients. Although attitude and organi-
zational properties might be mutually influenced, in this
study only one-way of the influence was studied. The
influence of attitudes on organizational properties was
ignored. I would also concentrate my concern mainly on
the attitudes prevailing in organizations and in a partic-
ular status as a whole.
Hypotheses that were tested were:
1. Professionals are more in favor of interorganiza-
tional cooperation and coordination. Clerical

staffs are least in favor of interorganizational
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cooperation and coordination. The administrators
and semiprofessionals hold attitudes in between.
The personnel in agencies of smaller size are more
in favor of interorganizational cooperation and
coordination than those in agencies of larger size.
The personnel in agencies of higher professional-
ization (higher proportion of professionals in
agencies) are more in favor of interorganizational
cooperation and coordination than those in agencies
of lower professionalization.

Personnel in agencies of higher technology (pro-
viding more services and/or emphasizing treatment)
are more in favor of interorganizational coopera-
tion and coordination than those in agencies of
lower technology (providing less services and/or
emphasizing people processing).

Personnel in agencies of higher communication
(higher ratio of personnel participating in cross-
functional groups or units) are more in favor of
interorganizational cooperation and coordination
than those in agencies of lower communication.
Personnel in agencies of higher formalization
(organizational rules and procedures are more
influential on jobs) are less in favor of inter-
organizational cooperation and coordination than

those in agencies of lower formalization.
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Personnel in agencies of higher centralization
(participating less in organizational decision-
making) are less in favor of interorganizational
cooperation and coordination.

Personnel in agencies of higher interaction (with
other organizations) are more in favor of inter-
organizational cooperation and coordination than

those in agencies of lower interaction.

o i




SETTING OF THE STUDY

The Sample

This study was part of a larger study of 41 welfare
agencies in a medium-sized city in the Midwest (see Marcus
et al., 1974a, 1974b). Only a small portion of the ques-
tions were examined. Personal factors, except the hier-
archical status of respondents, were ignored. There were
a total of 474 respondents. They were divided into four
hierarchical statuses--administrator, professional, semi-
professional, and clerical staff. Directors of agencies
in the sample were not included in this study. Criteria
for the classification were based upon the characteristics
of the jobs and the education of the job occupants.

Of the total 474 respondents, 103 were adminis-
trators, 182 were professionals, 139 were semiprofessionals,
and 46 were clerical workers. Four respondents did not
give their job titles and descriptions and, hence, were
discarded from further analysis. Since the respondents
were not selected at random, the clerical staff seemed to
be underrepresented. There were 153 male and 300 female
respondents. Of the male, 50 were administrators, 63

were professionals, 38 were semiprofessionals, and 2 were
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clerical. Of the female, 50 were administrators, 116 were
professionals, 94 were semiprofessionals, and 40 were
clerical. Seventeen did not give their sex (see Table 1).
Of the administrators, 29 percent hold advanced degrees,
50 percent have bachelor degrees; of the professionals,

38 percent have advanced degrees and 57 percent have
bachelor degrees. Of the semiprofessionals, 18 percent
have bachelor degrees, 45 percent have some college edu-
cation. Of the clerical staff, 15 percent have bachelor
degrees, 33 percent have some college education (Table 2).
There were 80 percent whites and 8 percent blacks and

11 percent others. Most respondents were mature adults
(only 18 percent were under 25), but most were low in
seniority in the social services (47 percent less than

two years, 39 percent 2-5 years).

Table l.--Classification of Respondents by Sex and Status.¥*

Adminis- Profes- Semipro- Clerical Total

trator sional fessional Staff
Male 50 63 38 2 153
Female 50 116 94 40 300
Total 453

*Seventeen respondents did not give their sex.
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Measurement

The attitudes of the staffs were measured by two
blocks of questions, one concerns the extent of each of
the obstacles to cooperation and coordination of services
and programs among agencies, while the other concerns the
extent of cooperation and coordination with other agencies
the respondents would like to see. The first block of
questions included 15 items and the second block included
14 items. Respondents were asked to check one of the five
fixed-alternatives of each item from "very great extent,"
"great extent," "some extent," "slight extent,” to "no
extent.” Respondents were given scores from five points to
one point for each item. The reason for taking the two
blocks of questions into account is that: since respondents
who scored high in the first block of questions saw more
obstacles or saw obstacles to a larger extent to inter-
organizational cooperation and coordination, they might be
less likely to cooperate and coordinate with other agen-
cies. They were either discouraged by the obstacles or
might only use the obstacles as excuses to disguise their
unwillingness. It was also believed that respondents who
scored high in the second block of questions might be
more likely to cooperate and coordinate to a larger extent.
It was expected that the 15 items of the first block of

questions would measure the "direction" of attitude and
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the 14 items of the second block of questions would measure
the "intensity" of attitude.

It was found that the items in the same block of
qguestions were not highly correlated. If one took the
average scores as respondents' attitude scores, the results
would be misleading, since scores on the items would be
mutually eliminated. Scott (1968) notes that attitudes
have multiple dimensions. It is difficult to find the
attitude in a single scale. Hence, items in each of the
blocks of questions which were relatively highly corre-
lated and theoretically were mutually related were clustered
together. 1Items of the questions in the first block, con-
cerning the obstacles for cooperation and coordination,
were grouped into three kinds of obstacles, they were
"cost too high," "lack of control," and "don't need."

Items of the second block of questions, concerning the
extent of cooperation and coordination, were also clustered
into three areas of cooperation and coordination, they
were "case cooperation," "resource sharing," and "informa-
tion exchange." Items which were not suitable to any
cluster were discarded. Items of the six clusters of the
two blocks of questions are presented below:

1. To what extent does each of the following prevent

coordination of services and programs among

agencies?
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(1) Cost too high

la too much time
1b cost too high
lc fund not available

(2) Lack of control

2a cannot get cooperation

2b no way to sponsor

2c difficult for staff working together
2d 1lack control of others' staff

(3) Don't need

3a clients don't need
3b don't help major job
3c other agencies don't need
2. For each of the following to what extent would you
like to see more cooperation and coordination with

other agencies?

(1) Case cooperation

la share information about case
1lb share intake

(2) Resource sharing

2a share facilities

2b joint-use of equipment

2c share staff

2d joint operation of program

(3) Information exchange

3a joint public relations

3b share planning

3c share information about resources

3d more referrals from other agencies

3e 3joint staff training
The correlations of items in each of the two

blocks of questions are shown in Table 3 and Table 4.

Respondents were also asked to check one of five

fixed-alternatives in a block of questions including 21
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items concerning to what extent the 21 items influencing
the respondents on their jobs. As with the attitude ques-
tions, the 21 items were grouped into three clusters and
some items were discarded. The three clusters dealt with
three kinds of influences: they were "the authorities
within agency," "authorities outside agency," and the
"influence of the community" to which services were
offered. It was expected that professionals and the
clerical staff would be less influenced by both authorities
and the community. The professionals have more discretion
and the clerical workers, low in the hierarchy, do not
care about the authorities and the community. But,
because the administrators and the semiprofessionals are
more bureaucratically orientated, their jobs would be more
affected by the three types of influence. Items of the
three clusters for job influences are presented below:
1. Influences of authorities within agency

la agency rules

1b board/commission

lc director

1d upper-level official

2. Influences of authorities outside agency
2a financial resources
2b funding organization

2c laws
2d requirements of government funding agencies
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3. Influences of community

3a clients

3b community groups

3c general public
The correlations of items above are shown in Table 5.

The seven organizational properties were dichoto-
mized for analyses. The 41 agencies were dichotomized
into high or low groups according to their scores in the
seven properties. They were measured as following:

The size of an agency is the total number of full-
time staff of the agency. Part-time staffs prevail in
welfare agencies and they were counted as their full-time
equivalent. For example, two half-time or one 1/4 time
and one 3/4 time were counted as one full-time staff
(Hall et al., 1967). The size of the sample agencies
ranged from 5 to 218, agencies with a staff of 25 or more
were rated as "large." There were 19 large and 22 small
agencies.

Professionalization of an agency is the percentage

of professionals among the total staff. The percentage

of professionals in the sample agencies ranged from 0
percent to 76 percent. Agencies with 46 percent or more
professionals were rated as "high" in professionalization.
There were 18 agencies of high and 23 agencies of low pro-

fessionalization.
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Technology of an agency is its scores in the degree

of technology which was computed by Sheldon (1974) from a
formula of her design.
degree of technology = number of service X mode of
service
mode of service

mode of service
agency

1l in people processing agency
3 in people changing (treatment)

won

Agencies with a score of six or more were rated as "high”
in technology (for people processing and people changing
(treatment) agencies, see Hasenfeld and English, 1974:5;
Hasenfeld, 1972; Vinter, 1963). This is a combination of
the division of labor (used by Hall (1967), and Pugh et al.
(1963)) and mode of work (or types of technology used by
Vinter (1963), Hasenfeld (1972), Perrow (1967), and Hage
and Aiken (1969)). It was assumed that the degree (or
complexity) of technology of each service in people
changing agencies, e.g., family and child consultation,
rehabilitation, alcoholism and drug treatment, mental
health, etc., is three-times higher than each service of
people processing agencies, e.g., public assistance,
recreation, public health, etc. Although it seemed to be
arbitrary, yet, it was believed that this was a conserva-
tive estimation.

Compared with mode of work (high in people changing
and low in people processing) and number of service (high

in five or more services and low in one to four services),
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technology was highly correlated with mode of work

(Gamma = .80), but technology was only moderately corre-
lated with number of service (Gamma = .41). Of 17 people
changing agencies, only one was rated as low in technology.
Of 19 agencies of high technology, 16 were people changing
agencies. It would say that the measurement of technology
in this study was rather the measurement of mode of work
than number of service.

The interaction of an agency with other agencies

was computed from the number of times the agency was men-
tioned by directors of other agencies. Directors were
given a list of agency names in the city by the inter-
viewers. Directors were asked to give the names of five
agencies they interacted with most often in fifteen dif-
ferent areas. Only 33 agencies were on the list, there-
fore only 33 agencies had scores on interaction. Those
which got 35 or more choices were rated as "high" in
interaction. There were 17 high and 16 low agencies in
interaction frequency.

The classifications were a revision of Sheldon's
(1974) work, but the major ideas were hers.

Communication of an agency was computed from the

average scores of its respondents in the total scores of
the following two closed-ended questions from the self-
administrated questionnaires.

1. How many committees or planning groups you serve
within your agency?
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2, How many committees or planning groups you serve
with people from other agencies?
if 1-3, 1-3 points
4-8, 4 points
no answer, 0 points

There were 17 "high" and 19 "low" agencies in communication.

Formalization of an agency was computed from the

average of its respondents in the scores in the following
questions.

To what extent are written regulations and procedures
followed in your agency?

If very great extent 5 points
great extent 4 points
some extent 3 points
slight amount 2 points
not at all 1 point
no answer 3 points

There were 16 "high" and 20 "low" agencies in formalization.

Centralization of an agency was computed from the

average scores of its respondents on the following three
items.

In your job how frequently do you do each of the
following?
l. staff hiring, promotion.
2. allocation of resources.
3. changing programs.
if rarely
sometimes points
quite often 3 points
almost always 4 points
no answer 0 point

point

N -

There were 17 "high" and 19 "low" agencies in centrali-

zation.

Method of Analysis

Since the size of the sample was not large, it was

unsuitable to handle many independent variables
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simultaneously. Each attitude toward interorganizational
cooperation and coordination was compared in seven tests
of two-way analysis of variance. That is, each attitude
was compared by staff's status on the one hand and by one
organizational property on the other hand in each of the
seven tests of two-way analysis of variance. There were
six attitudes to be created, hence, there were a total of
42 tests of two-way analysis of variance (see Table 6).
The model for the two-way analysis of variance is

shown below:

Y = Bo + lel + B2X2 + B3X3 + B4)(4 + Bsxlx4 + BBXZX4 +
B.,sz4 + E
Y = Attitude scores
if xl = 1 Professional Xl = 0 others
X, = 1 Semiprofessional X, = 0 others
Xy = 1 Clerical Staff X3 = 0 others
X4 = 1 In agencies which were high in the organiza-

tional property treated in the analysis of
variance.
X4 = 0 In agencies low in the property.
For example, an administrator was in an agency low in the
organizational property included in the analysis of vari-
ance. The formula for his expected attitude score in one

of the six attitudes was:
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For a professional who was in an agency which was rated as
high in the organizational property included in the analy-
sis of variance, his expected attitude scores was:

Y=B0+Bl+84+B5

It should be noted that the above model is assumed to be
linear. Although a more complicated model could also be
constructed (see Mendenhall, 1968:Ch. 8), the use of the
above model was dictated by the available computer package.
The differences of attitudes among staffs of different
hierarchical statuses would not be significant if the null
hypothesis below could not be rejected.

H,: X, =X, =X,=0

The differences of attitudes between staffs in agencies
which were different in the dichotomous organizational
property dealt with in the test would not be significant

if the null hypothesis below could not be rejected.

One should be careful in interpreting the findings
of this study. Several reasons make this consideration
necessary.

1. If the differences are significant statistically
but are very small, whether the differences would
be important in the interorganizational cooperation

and coordination in reality are doubtful.
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If a difference is not a result of accidents of
sampling, it might still be misleading if response
bias exists (Blau and Duncan, 1967:16).

It is assumed that the attitudes of staff in the
same status would be similar. If there is no con-
sensus within each status the study of the atti-
tudes of different statuses would be meaningless.
It should be mentioned that the sample used in
this study was not a random sample. It was
expected to be a survey of the total personnel in
agencies. This would make the danger of response

bias even higher.



FINDINGS

Status and Attitude

Of the three scores measuring the "direction of
attitude" toward interorganizational cooperation and coor-
dination, "cost too high," "lack of control,” and "don't
need," all showed significant differences in statuses
according to F tests. Findings showed administrators and
semiprofessionals were more likely to find obstacles to
cooperation and coordination while professionals and
clerical staffs were less likely to find obstacles. This
phenomenon could be explained as follows: semiprofessionals
in welfare agencies are doing mostly routine jobs and that
makes them more bureaucratically orientated. That is, they
adhere to procedures and regulations in their work. Since
cooperation needs flexible administrative procedure and
semiprofessionals have less discretion, they might see
more obstacles to interorganizational cooperation and
coordination. Administrators have responsibility for the
success and failure of any cooperation and corrdination
with other agencies. If cooperation and coordination
failed, they are the ones to be blamed and have most to

lose. Therefore, they are more cautious and are also more

44
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likely to find obstacles to interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. The unexpected findings regarding the
clerical staff's attitude are more difficult to explain.
This finding could be rationalized as follows: clerical
staffs were expected to be even more bureaucratically
orientated because, doing routine jobs, they are less
trained and have less discretion. Most of them, however,
do not have adequate knowledge of the problems in coopera-
tion and coordination and many of them were unable to
answer the questions. In any item there were about one
third to one fourth of the clerical staffs who left it
unanswered. Those who did answer the items in the problem
were less likely to find obstacles perhaps because they
either did not understand the problems in coordination and
cooperation among agencies and, hence, found fewer obsta-
cles, or they might think cooperation and coordination
were good but could not affect them and so gave more nega-
tive answers (that is, saw fewer obstacles). The above
findings give answers to half of the first part of the
study--they confirm that there are differences of attitude
among staffs of various hierarchical statuses.

However, this does not mean that administrators
and semiprofessionals are more likely to be against coop-
eration and coordination among organizations, it is only a
matter of degree. The average score for administrators

and semiprofessionals in "cost too high" was 4.01 and for
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professionals and clerical staffs were 3.73 and 3.49
respectively. In "lack of control," average scores for
administrators, semiprofessionals, professionals, and
clerical staffs were 3.56, 3.56, 3.27, and 3.19 respec-
tively. 1In "don't need," average scores for the four
levels were 3.40, 3.19, 3.06 and 3.13 respectively.

Scores for measuring the "intensity of the atti-
tude” mostly did not show any significant difference among
staffs of different hierarchical levels. Both "case
cooperation" and "resource sharing" failed to detect any
significant difference of attitudes among statuses. Only
the differences of attitudes of personnel of different
statuses in "information exchange" were significant
statistically. In the attitude toward exchange informa-
tion, professionals were more likely to exchange informa-
tion with other agencies (average score was 3.59), their
scores were followed by administrators (average score was
3.39), semiprofessionals (average was 3.27) and the cleri-
cal staffs (average was 2.93). It is not unexpected that
professionals are more favorable to the exchange of infor-
mation among agencies. Professionals are more interested
in the professional circle and they have more contacts
with outside professionals. The difference between semi-
professionals and administrators was small, both were in
the middle of the four statuses. It is interesting to

note that clerical staffs who saw least obstacles in
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interorganizational cooperation and coordination were least
likely to have information exchange. This finding supports
the original hypothesis, however. The clerical staffs, who
saw less obstacles in interorganizational cooperation and
coordination, were also more committed to their own agen-
cies. They, therefore, were less likely to see real coop-
eration and coordination. Coinciding with the original
hypothesis, they were more bureaucratically orientated.
This would suggest that both the established low status
clerical staffs and the not-established low status clerical
staffs (Homans, 1961:341-358) are against cooperation and
coordination with other agencies, although their responses
are due to different reasons. The established low status
staffs who are neither committed to the agency nor to the
community have less to gain in interorganizational coopera-
tion and coordination. They have less expectancy and less
self-investment within the agencies, according to the
theories of Homans (1961:Ch. 16), Campbell et al. (quoted
by Hampton et al., 1973:45-50) and Faunce (1972). They
would see information exchange as an extra burden. On the
other hand, the not-established low status clerical staffs
were overcommitted to their agencies, they did not want
to divide their commitment to other agencies.

Personnel of different statuses are under different
pressures on their jobs in terms of the three influences--

authorities within their agencies, outside their agencies
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and from the community to which their agencies provide
services. It was found that both professionals and clerical
staffs were less aware of the pressures of these three
influences, and administrators and semiprofessionals were
more aware of the pressures from the three influences (see
Table 7). It seems that the professional feel more secure
in their jobs, have more discretion, hence are less
affected by the three influences. The clerical staffs, low
in status, care less about authorities within and outside.
But the administrators should deal with different people
(Hawkes, 1961), and the semiprofessionals feel less secure
and their status is in the middle. These lead them to
compliance to authorities and other pressuré (Homans,
1961:352-3, Hasenfeld and English, 1974:413).

It was assumed that personnel who saw more obsta-
cles in interorganizational cooperation and coordination
would be less likely to cooperate and coordinate with
other agencies to a larger extent. Yet, data show that it
was not the case. Table 8 shows three clusters of "the
direction of attitude" are associated, so are three
clusters of "the intensity of attitudé."” Three clusters
of job influences are also related. But, personnel who
said "cost too high," "lack of control," and "don't need"
more often as obstacles to interorganizational cooperation
and coordination were not necessarily also less willing to

have "case cooperation," "resource sharing,”" and



49

€ =3P

uumT00-ussM3aq,,

. . g
mooMNN.M 9z°¢e 08°¢€ 6v°¢ ZL € K3 Tununuo)
100° > @ ] . . . satouaby
8€6°S ge e €L € 0€°€ PS¢ apTS3no
saT3TIOUINY
G000° > d . . . . soTousby urt
Z10°0T 69°¢ 10°% £€S°¢ £€6°€ soT3TIOUINY

d 197D euorssagordTwa PUOTSSDJOI 103eI3STUT

® =1 1 . mwmﬁuwum L 3224 32135 TUIVRY saosusnyjul

*sesnje3s JuULI9IITA JO SIFe3IS
I03 qOL UO S3duanTFUI UO Iduetaep Jo sIisATeuy Lem auQ pue s2I00S abexaay--°( aIqel



50

00°T abueyoxs UOTFPWIOIUT Of
c9° 00°T butaeys soanosax (g
86"’ 1s° 00°T uotjexadoodo ased eg
LT® 1T° P1” 00°T peau 3,uop O°OF
90° 60° P1° 1% A 00°T TOI3U0D JO ol dqe
s0° 90° A oe’ Ly: 00°T ybty oo3 3sod ey
1T~ (AN €T €e” 0S° 19° 00°T A3Tunumioo o7
. . . . . . . . satouabe
1A ST LT 09 SL 184 8V 00°T SpTS3INO S9TITIOYINE qI
. . . . . . . . . sa1ousbe
T0 €0 A (43 29 SL 0€ 9 00°T uT seT3TIOYINE e
o¢ qe eg oz qz ez o1 qt et

*UOT3RUTPIOO) pue uoTjexadoo) TeuorjezruebhrOIajUI pPIEMOT
S9pPN3T3IIV pPUR S3DUSNTIUI OL UM SIUITOTIFS0D UOTIRTIII0) UOSIRIF--°8 I3Tqel



51

"information exchange" with other agencies. These were
unexpected (Table 8). But, respondents who reported that
their jobs were under greater influences of the authorities
inside and outside their agencies--that is, they were under
greater bureaucratic control and were more bureaucratically
orientated--did see "cost too high," "lack of control," and
"don't need" as obstacles to larger extent. It would say
that "the direction" of attitude and "the intensity" of
attitude are two dimensions of attitude, they are not
necessarily to be related. It might also say that the
cluster of obstacles of interorganizational cooperation
and coordination was a measurement of "the cognitive" and
"the affective" dimensions of the attitude, while the
cluster of the extent of cooperation and coordination was

a measurement for "the behavioral"” dimension of the atti-
tude, using the categories of Upshaw (1968). Respondents
who were cognitively and affectively more favorable toward
interorganizational cooperation and coordination did not
necessarily act more favorably. This explanation is
similar with Blau's (1961) findings. He reports that
although social workers often complain that bureaucratic
procedures restrain their efforts to serve clients, they
were apathetic toward a summer camp program which was more
service-orientated. Among the three kinds of cooperation,
information exchange is the most routine and prevalent

cooperation in social services, it was also most favorably
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accepted (average score was 3.3) by respondents of the

study. The case cooperation is also not unusual, and
it was moderately accepted (average score was 3.1l). But
the above two areas of cooperation are only superficial,
the more intensive cooperation is resource sharing which

was not quite welcomed (average score was 2.4). Yet, atti-

|
tudes among personnel in agencies of different organiza- i
tional properties show differently. These will be dis-
cussed below.
Size and Attitude Lj

Of the six kinds of attitudes, Table 9 shows no
significant differences between the attitudes of personnel
in large and small agencies. But when each hierarchical
status was examined, some interesting patterns emerged.

In the attitudes toward "case cooperation," "resource
sharing,"” and "information exchange," the semiprofessional
in small agencies were more willing to cooperate with
other agencies (significant at .05, .01, and .05 levels
respectively, see Table 10). The semiprofessional in small
agencies are more professional or service orientated than
their counterparts in larger agencies. They are mostly
working on front desks, facing the burden of cases, and
feeling impotent in giving enough help to clients. While
the semiprofessional in large agencies are more bureau-
cratically orientated. They are just doing their jobs,

and do not have to worry about what is beyond their
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Table 9.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Attitudes
of Staffs by Status and Size.

b
: . a Statuses c
Attitudes Size Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
La 4.06 3.76 4.05 3.48 3.90 10.53%**%
Cost Too N.S
High Sm 3.93 3.66 3.88 3.50 3.75 N.S. rﬁ
%* %k %k k
Lack of La 3.63 3.25 3.56 3.16 3.43 7.86N . F
Control Sm  3.46 3.30 3.52 3.21 3.38 N.S. [
La 3.37 3.00 3.18 3.06 3.14 5.32%k*% EJ
Don't Need N.S. -
Sm 3.45 3.17 3.25 3.21 3.27 N.S.
La 3.02 3.11 3.14 3.06 3.10 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Sm  3.08 2.88 3.68 2.53 3.03 N.S.
Resource La 2.42 2.53 2.33 2.42 2.44 :.g
Sharing Sm  2.46 2.64 3.02 1.91 2.56 N.S.
. La 3.39 3.58 3.18 3.03 3.38 5.99%#%%*%
Information N.S
Exchange Sm  3.38 3.61 3.67 2.83 3.46 N.S.
a b .. c
La = Large Adm = Administrator Top: between-column
Sm = Small Prof = Professional d.f. = 3
Semi = Semiprofessional Mid: between-row
Clerk = Clerical staff d.f. =1
Bottom: Interaction
d.f. = 3

*kkk p < _001
N.S. Not Significant
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Table 10.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of Large and Small Sizes.

Statusesb
Attitudes Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too
High N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Lack of
Control N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Don't Need N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Case t=2.00
Cooperation N.S. N.S. d.£.=120 N.S.
*
Resource t=2.55
Sharing N.S. N.S. d.£.=120 N.S.
* %
Information t=2.12
Exchange N.S. N.S. d.f£.=120 N.S.
*
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional * % < .01
Semi = Semiprofessional *** p < .005
Clerk = Clerical Staff ***k%* p < ,001
N.S. Not Significant
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responsibilities. In small agencies, semiprofessionals
might also do some professional work which leads them to
be more professionally orientated.

The above results show size is not very influential
in attitude except in one status, the semiprofessional.
The difficulty in finding the influence of size may be
attributed to some unforeseen factors. 1In this study,
agencies with over 25 staff members are classified as
large. Blau (1966) defines agencies over 20 as large but
a size of 25 may still be too small. It might be worth-
while to test the hypothesis again, raising the number of

staff in agencies defined as "large" to over 50.

Professionalization and Attitude

Among the six kinds of attitudes, Table 11 shows a
significant difference between attitudes of personnel in
agencies of high and low professionalizaﬁion in the atti-
tude toward "lack of control." The difference, however,
was in the opposite of the predicted direction. Personnel
in agencies of high professionalization were more likely
to see "lack of control" as an obstacle to interorganiza-
tional cooperation and coordination. Why personnel of
agencies of high professionalization were more likely than
those in agencies of low professionalization to see "lack
of control" as an obstacle could be explained as follows:
personnel (especially administrators, see Table 11 and

Table 12) in agencies of high professionalization are more
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Table 1ll.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
tudes of Staffs by Status and Agency Professionalization.

Profession-a Statusesb c
Attitudes alization Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
Hi 3.99 3.74 3.87 3.63 3.80 10.53 ***x*x
Cost Too N.S
High Lo 4.03 3.70 4.05 3.39  3.89 N.S.
. d k kk
Lack of Hi 3.68 3.33 3.73 3.25 3.46 ;.ig -
Control Lo 3.47 3.17 3.51 3.14  3.37 N.S.
Hi 3.32 3.06 3.34 3.17 3.17 5.32 %%
Don't Need N.S.
Lo 3.46 3.05 3.15 3.11 3.19 N.S.
Hi 2.95 3.10 3.38 2.92 3.10 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Lo 3.12 2.95 3.20 2.70  3.07 N.S.
Hi 2.28 2.62 2.50 2.12 2.49 N.S.
Resource N.S
Sharing Lo 2.56 2.49 2.44 2.19  2.46 N.S.
. Hi 3.37 3.8 3.52 2.99 3.54 5.99 *%kk*
Information
Exchange N.S.
Lo 3.41 3.44 3.20 2.89 3.30 N.S.
a_.. . c
Hi = High Top: between-column d.f.=3
Lo = Low Mid: between-row d.f.=1
Bottom: interaction d.f.=3
bAdm = Administrator *p < .05
Prof = Professional **p < .01
Semi = Semiprofessional ***p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff ***x%p < ,001

N.S. Not Significant

L




57

Table 12.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Profession-

alization.
Attitudes Statuses®
Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too
High N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Lack of t=1.71
Control d.£.=101 N.S. N.S. N.S.
*a
Don't Need N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Case
cooperation N.s. N-So N.S. N.S‘
Resource
Sharing N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Information t=1.79
Exchange N.S. d.£.=174 N.S. N.S.
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional ** p < .01
Semi = Semiprofessional *** p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff **** p < ,001

N.S. Not Significant
a Against original
hypothesis
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concerned about the quality of their service and, there-
fore, they are more concerned about the quality of their
staff. They seem not to be willing to lose control in
interorganizational cooperation. Besides, the profession
of social work is not an established profession. Profes-
sionals in the field of social work are more aware of
their professional status than are the well established
professionals (Hall, 1968). When interorganizational
cooperation and coordination among welfare agencies '
include other well-established professionals (e.g., medi-
cal doctors, lawyers, etc.), the established professionals
would have more power as a result of the cooperation and
coordination (Hall, 1972:323). Consequently, the social
workers may feel that they would lack control over their
tasks.

When one deals with individual hierarchical levels
separately, as has been done in dealing with agency size,
it was revealed that in neither case was there a signifi-
cant difference of attitudes between clerical staffs in
agencies of high and low professionalization (Table 12).
As to "information exchange," professionals in agencies of
high professionalization were more willing to have infor-
mation exchange than those in agencies of low profession-
alization. This finding supported the hypothesis.
Exchange of information is a means to extend services to

clients and the community. Professionals in agencies of
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high professionalization are more likely to exchange infor-
mation than are their colleagues in agencies of low profes-
sionalization. The finding is similar to Vinter's (1963)
work that shows when professionals are present in large
numbers and assume critical positions they would be
influential in their agencies, but when they are in small
number and in low-echelon "line" positions, they are less
influential. One would suppose that the latter become
more and more bureaucratically orientated and adapted to
bureaucratic procedures. The influence of professional-
ization seems not to be very great. Hall (1968) also
reports that professionals are affected by the organiza-
tional structure. He notes that the structural and atti-
tudinal aspects of professionalization do not necessarily
vary together. Therefore, personnel would have different
attitudes even in agencies of similar professionalization.
In conclusion, professionalization per se is not a crucial
factor in the attitude of the respondents. Its influence
might become more prominent when it combines with other

properties.

Technology and Attitude

Technology was computed from the combination of
number of services offered and the kind of technology
(people processing and people changing, see Hasenfeld,
1974:5) applied in the agency. 1In three of the six kinds

of attitudes, the data showed there were significant
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differences between personnel in agencies of high tech-
nology and low technology. The three kinds of attitudes
were "cost too high," "resource sharing," and "information
exchange." 1In another one, attitude of "don't need"

showed significant differences in interaction between status
and technology in a test of two-way analysis of variance.
All supported the original hypotheses (Table 13). Person-
nel in agencies of high technology were less likely to see
"cost too high" as an obstacle to cooperation and coordina-
tion than those in agencies of low technology. In agencies
of high technology, tasks are more complex, cooperation
with other agencies becomes a necessity. Welfare workers
either feel the necessity for cooperation and coordination
with other agencies or are more familiar with such matters,
hence, they have more favorable attitudes toward inter-
organizational cooperation and coordination. The same
interpretation can also apply to "resource sharing” and
"information exchange." Since cooperation and coordination
are common in everyday routines, personnel in agencies of
high technology are more willing to support sharing and
exchange programs. Personnel in agencies of low technology
might not feel the necessity so greatly. The functions of
their agencies might be simple, hence, a single agency can
handle their jobs quite competently and easily. Neverthe-
less, one should not emphasize their difference too much.

It is still only a matter of degree. If one considers

| 1Y
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Table 13.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
tudes of Staffs by Status and Agency Technology.

b
. a Statuses (o]
Attitudes Technology Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
Hi 3.89 3.71 3.79 3.65  3.76 10.76 **%*
Cost Too 3.94 *
High Lo 4.10 3.75 4.14 3.32 3.93  3.06 *
1 * %k &k
Lack of Hi 3.53 3.30 3.55 3.32 3.42 7.87 g
Control Lo 3.59 3.23 3.56 3.06  3.40 N.S.
Hi 3.11 3.07 3.20 3.19 3.12 5.43 ***
Don't Need N.S. L
Lo 3.61 3.04 3.19 3.07 3.23 3.78 *
Hi 2.93 3.08 3.52 2.78 3.12 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Lo 3.11 2.99 3.10 2.79  3.04 N.S.
Hi 2.53 2.74 2.79 2.38 2.68 N.S.
Resoyrce 11.46 *%#*
Sharing Lo 2.37 2.35 2.29 2.00  2.30 N.S.
. Hi 3.53 3.76 3.66 3.18 3.65 6.24 **k%x
Information 21.65 *rnn
Exchange Lo 3.30 3.36 3.08 2.73  3.20 N.S.
i = High cTop: between-column d.f. = 3
Lo = Low Mid: between-row d.f. =1
b Bottom: interaction d.f. = 3
Adm = Administrator
Prof = Professional * p < .05
Semi = Semiprofessional ** p < .01
Clerk = Clerical Staff *k* o < _005

*k%% p < 001
N.S. Not significant
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individual statuses separately, one will find in the atti-
tude of "don't need," that a significant difference did
not exist except for administrators. In attitudes of
other kinds, differences did not appear in all statuses
(Table 14). For example, in no case was there any signifi-
cant difference between the attitudes of clerical staffs
in both kinds of agencies. Clerical staffs in agencies of
high and low technologies are mainly doing similar kinds
of work. Their attitude did not show any difference
because they lack the comprehension of the importance of
interorganizational cooperation and coordination, or they
had no interest in this matter at all. It is also inter-
esting to note that with regard to "cost too high,”
"resource sharing," and "information exchange,"” adminis-
trators in both kinds of agencies also showed no signifi-
cant difference. Administrators are more established in
their agencies, they are more committed to their own
agencies, hence, they are less willing to cooperate and
coordinate with other agencies, except for the benefit of

their own agencies.

Interaction and Attitude

Regardless of status, personnel in low interaction
agencies said "don't need" was an obstacle more often than
personnel in high interaction agencies. The result sup-
ported the hypothesis (see Table 15). Dealing with

individual status separately, it was found that
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Table 14.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Technologies.

b
. Statuses
Attitudes Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too t=2.71
High N.S. N.S. d.f.=135 N.S.
L& 2 ]
Lack of
Control N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Don't Need a.f£.=100 N.S. N.S. N.S.
kkk*k
Case t=1.91
Cooperation N.S. N.S. d.f.=120 N.S.
%*
Resource t=2,36 t=2.25
Sharing N.S. d.f.=174  d.£.=120 N.S.
* % * %
Information N.S t=3.18 t=3.12 N.S
Exchange tTe d.£.=174 d.£.=120 e
k& % % %
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional ** p < .01
Semi = Semiprofessional *k* p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff k%% p < ,001
N.S. Not Significant
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Table 15.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
tudes of Staffs by Status and Agency Interaction.

b
. . a Statuses c
Attitudes Interactions Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F

1 kkkk
Cost Too Hi 3.92 3.71 4.20 3.33 3.86 13.49 oS
High Lo 4.13 3.92 3.65 3.44  3.58  5.28 ***
. Rk
Lack of Hi 3.58 3.23 3.52 3.12 3.36 8.95
Control N.S.
Lo 3.61 3.48 3.64 2.93 3.51 N.S.
Hi 3.18 3.03 3.19 3.00 3.10 5.91 #®%%*
Don't Need 17.66 **x*x
Lo 3.78 3.41 3.40 3.06 3.52 N.S.
Hi 2.87 3.04 3.12 12.82 3.02 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Lo 3.30 3.11 3.31 2.83  3.22 N.S.
Hi 2.47 2.55 2.30 1.99 2.43 N.S.
Resource N.S
Sharing Lo 2.35 2.68 2.46 2.04  2.42 N.S.
i Hi 3.39 3.62 3.20 2.89  3.42  7.31 ###w
Information N.S
Exchange Lo 3.29 3.52 3.09 2.68  3.25 N.S.
aHi = High cpr: between-column d.f. = 3
Lo = Low Mid: between-row d.f. =1
b Bottom: interaction d.f. = 3
Adm = Administrator
Prof = Professional * p< .05
Semi = Semiprofessional ** p < ,01
Clerk = Clerical Staff *** p < ,005
**%% p < 001
N.S. Not Significant
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administrators and professionals in agencies of low inter-
action regarded "don't need" as an obstacle to cooperation
and coordination with other agencies more often than their
counterparts in agencies of high interaction (Table 16).
Since their agencies have less interaction with others,
they also have less interaction with personnel in other
agencies and are less often regarded as important ccunter-
parts in interorganizational cooperation and coordination
by other agencies (since agency interaction was measured
by the number of choices concerning areas of interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination the focal agency was
given by other agency heads). If this is true, it is not
strange that personnel in agencies of low interaction see
"don't need" as an obstacle to interorganizational coopera-
tion and coordination. Dealing with each status, it was
also found that there was no significant difference

between the attitudes of clerical staffs in agencies of
different interaction. It was found that semiprofessionals
in high interaction agencies were more likely to see "cost
too high" as an obstacle for interorganizational coopera-
tion than those in agencies of low interaction. The

result is the opposite of the hypothesis. This finding
could be explained by the fact that the semiprofessional in
agencies of high interaction have seen more interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination and are more aware

of the actual costs of these matters. Also, if the
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Table 16.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Interaction.

b
. Statuses
Attitudes Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too t=3.56
High N.S. N.S. d.£.-103 N.S.
***a
Lack of
Control N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
' t=4.17 t=1.99
Don't Need d.f.-87 d.f.=156 N.S. N.S.
kkkk %*
Case N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.

Cooperation

Resource

Sharing N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Information

Exchange N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05

Prof = Professional ** p < .01

Semi = Semiprofessional *%* p < ,005

Clerk = Clerical Staff **%* p < ,001

N.S. Not Significant
a Against original
hypothesis

[

"o
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semiprofessionals have been given more work because of

the cooperation and coordination, they may feel they have
no time to do it. The semiprofessional in agencies of

low interaction are just the opposite, they do not compre-
hend the actual situation of interorganizational relations.
For other kinds of attitudes except in "don't need," the
differences between personnel of the high and low inter-

action agencies were not significant.

Communication and Attitude

Of the six kinds of attitudes, only "cost too

high" showed differences between the attitudes of personnel
in agencies of high and low communication. This result
supported the original hypothesis that communication would
benefit interorganizational cooperation and coordination
(see Table 17). However, in other attitudes, the differ-
ences were not significant. But, when each hierarchical
status was examined, it was found that professionals
in agencies of different communication showed some dif-
ferences in the attitude of "cost too high" (Table 18).
There was also a significant difference in the attitude of
"information exchange." That is, professionals in agencies
of high communication are less likely to see "cost too
high" as an obstacle to interorganizational cooperation
and coordination. They also were more likely to support

greater information exchange with other agencies. But for
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Table 17.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
tudes of Staffs by Status and Agency Communication.

Communi- Statusesb c
Attitudes cation Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
. Rk %k
Cost Too Hi 3.96 3.62 4.04 3.24 3.73 lg.gg .
High Lo 4.06 3.83 4.01 3.68  3.93 N.S.
1 kkk*k
Lack of Hi 3.60 3.32 3.70 3.14 3.43 7.88 g
Control Lo 3.52 3.22 3.52 3.23  3.40 N.S.
Hi 3.49 3.07 3.36 3.00 3.22 5.34 **%*
Don't Need N.S. -
Lo 3.32 3.04 3.15 3.24 3.15 N.S.
Hi 2.98 3.04 3.52 2.74 3.06 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Lo 3.11 3.04 3.17 2.86  3.10 N.S.
Hi 2.33 2.62 2.56 2.03 2.47 N.S.
Resource N.S
Sharing Lo 2.55 2.51 2.42 2.34  2.47 N.S.
. Hi 3.30 3.70 3.42 2.92 3.47 5.98 #*&*x%
Information N.S
Exchange Lo 3.49 3.48 3.23 2.96  3.36 N.S.
%Hi = High cTop: between-column d.f. = 3
Lo = Low Mid: between-row d.f. = 1
b Bottom: interaction d.f. = 3
Adm = Administrator
Prof = Professional * p < .05
Semi = Semiprofessional ** p < .01

Clerk = Clerical Staff

*** p < ,005
**k%% p < 001
N.S. Not Significant
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Table 18.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Communication.

b
. Statuses
Attitudes Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too t=1.91
High N.S. d.£.=180 N.S. N.S.
* '_]
Lack of -
Control N.S. N.S. N.S N.S.
Don't Need N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S. "j
Case N.S N.S N.S. N.S
Cooperation e e
Resource
Sharing N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S.
Information t=1.69
Exchange N.S. d.£.=174 N.S. L5
*
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional ** p < .01
Semi = Semiprofessional *** p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff **** p < ,001
N.S. Not significant
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more intensive cooperation and coordination, no significant
difference was found.

Communication was computed by number of committee
respondents served. Hage, Aiken and Marrett (1971) note,
committee meetings represent a greater emphasis on
horizontal information flows . . . there is also an
incgeasgd horizontal flow of unscheduled task com-

munication.

Horizontal exchange of information, therefore, would lead
to not only more cooperation and coordination but also
more favorable attitudes toward them. But this might only
apply to professionals. The semiprofessional and the
clerical staff have less opportunities to serve on com-
mittees and whether there are more or less committees
existing in an agency makes no difference to them. For
administrators, because they are more bureaucratically

orientated, they were also less likely to be influenced by

the type of communication in agencies.

Formalization and Attitude

Formalization is the extent of agency regulation
followed by agency staffs. Although Aiken and Hage (1968)
report that there is no relationship between formalization
and organizational interdependence, in this study, formal-
ization turned out to be quite influential, especially for
semiprofessionals. In the six kinds of attitudes, the
data showed there were significant differences between

personnel in agencies of high formalization and low
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formalization in two kinds of attitudes--"cost too high"
and "don't need." All supported the hypotheses. 1In
agencies of high formalization staffs were more likely to
see "cost too high" and "don't need" as obstacles for
cooperation and coordination (Table 19). As mentioned by
Merton (1968:Ch. 8), officials who adhere to regulations F
would take the "means" (regulation) as the "end" (organi-
zational goals). Therefore, in agencies of high formal-

ization, agency staffs would be more likely to see obsta-

cles to interorganizational cooperation and coordination

T

even though these would benefit the achieving of their
agency goal to serve the community. More information
regarding the impact of formalization was found when deal-
ing with each status separately (Table 20). It was found
that the semiprofessional were more influenced by the impact
of formalization. The differences of attitudes between
semiprofessionals in agencies of high and low formalization
were significant in "cost too high," "information
exchange,"”" "resource sharing," and "case cooperation."

For professionals, there were only significant differences
in one attitude--"cost too high." For administrators,
there were significant differences only in "don't need."
Clerical staffs again did not show any significant dif-
ference although their attitudes were mostly in the

expected directions.
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Table 19.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
tudes of Staffs by Status and Agency Formalization.

b
. Formal- Statuses c
Attitudes ization Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
Hi 4.09 3.89 4.17 3.74 4.03 11.14 ****
COSF :00 27.47 *%kx
Hig Lo 3.90 3.56 3.71 3.40  3.64 N.S. Ea
i khkk & N
Lack of Hi 3.62 3.22 3.60 3.27 3.45 7.88 o ;
Control Lo 3.49 3.32 3.47 3.16  3.36 N.S.
Hi 3.54 3.10 3.20 3.33 3.25 5.38 *** 3
Don't Need 4.54 * x:
1o 3.19 3.01 3.17 3.06 3.09 N.S.
Hi 3.11 3.07 3.12 2.88 3.09 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation ., 2.93 3.01 3.53 2.76  3.06 N.S.
Hi 2.43 2.47 2.32 2.03 2.39 N.S.
Resource N.S
Sharing Lo 2.44 2.66 2.75 2.20  2.57 N.S.
. Hi 3.41 3.55 3.14 2.87 3.35 6.00 ***x
Information N.S
Exchange Lo 3.36 3.62 3.57 2.95  3.47 N.S.
a_. . c
Hi = High Top: between-column d.f. = 3
Lo = Low i Mid: between-row d.f. =1
b Bottom: interaction d.f. = 3

Adm = Administrator

Prof = Professional * p < .05
Semi = Semiprofessional ** p < .01
Clerk = Clerical Staff *** p < .005

*kkx p < 001
N.S. Not Significant
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Table 20.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Formalization.

. Statuses
Attitudes Adm Prof Seml Clerk
Cost Too t=3.97 t=3.71
High | N.S. d.£.=180  d.f.=135 N.S.
kxkk*k kxkk*k
Lack of
Control N.S. N.S. N.S. N.S
t=2.43
Don't Need d.f.=100 N.S. N.S. N.S.
* %k
Case t=1.86
Cooperation N.S. N.S. d.£.=120 N.S.
*
Resource t=1.87
Sharing N.S N.S. d.£.=120 N.S.
%*
Information t=1.87
Exchange N.S N.S. d.f.=120 N.S
*
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional ** p < ,01
Semi = Semiprofessional *** p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff kk*k p < ,001
N.S. Not Significant
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Centralization and Attitude

The frequency of participation in decision-making
from which centralization was computed also influences
attitudes of the staff of welfare organizations. Comparing
the attitudes of personnel in agencies of high and low
centralization regardless of status (see Table 21), in
the six kinds of attitudes, in "lack of control" the dif-
ferences of attitudes were significant. When examining
each different status respectively, the above significance
did not exist in the status of semiprofessional (see
Table 22). The above findings supported the hypothesis
that in agencies of high centralization, personnel were
more likely to say "lack of control" was an obstacle to
interorganizational cooperation and coordination. Examin-
ing each status, there were some interesting findings
regarding the attitudes of clerical staff. Of the seven
organizational properties, only centralization contributed
to the significant difference of attitudes of the clerical
staff in agencies of high and low centralization. The
clerical staff in agencies of high centralization were
more likely to see "cost too high," "lack of control,"
and "don't need" as obstacles to interorganizational
cooperation and coordination.

But, unexpectedly, the semiprofessional in agencies
of low centralization were more likely to see "cost too

high"™ as an obstacle and less willing to see "resource
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Table 21l.--Average Scores and Two Way Analysis of Variance on Atti-
Status and Agency Centralization.

tudes of Staffs by

b
. Central- Statuses c
Attitudes ization Adm Prof Semi Clerk Average F
Hi 4.08 3.68 3.82 3.87 3.87 10.78 ***x
Cost Too N.S
High Lo 3.94 3.74 4.08 3.28 3.84 4,26 **
. kkk*%k
Lack of Hi 3.68 3.45 3.52 3.46 3.55 2.gi i,
Control Lo 3.46 3.20 3.57 3.04 3.35 N.S.
Hi 3.46 3.05 3.22 3.42 3.27 5.34 **x%
Don't Need N.S.
Lo 3.35 3.06 3.19 2.97 3.14 N.S.
Hi 2.91 3.01 3.39 2.65 3.03 N.S.
Case N.S
Cooperation Lo 3.16 3.05 3.20 2.85 3.10 N.S.
Hi 2.39 2.36 2.83 1.95 2.44 N.S.
Resource N.S
Sharing Lo 2.47 2.64 2.34 2.25 2.49 N.S.
. Hi 3.28 3.48 3.56 3.06 3.40 6.00 **x*
Information N.S
Exchange Lo 3.49 3.62 3.19 2.88 3.41 N.S.
a_ .. . c
Hi = High Top: between-column d.f. = 3
Lo = Low Mid: between-row d.f. =1
b Bottom: interaction d.f. = 3
Adm = Administrator
Prof = Professional * p < .05
Semi = Semiprofessional ** p < .01
Clerk = Clerical Staff **%* p < ,005
*kk* p < ,001
N.S. Not Significant
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Table 22.--T Tests on Attitudes Between Staffs of Same
Status in Agencies of High and Low Centrali-

zation.
Attitudes Statusesb
Adm Prof Semi Clerk
Cost Too t=1.83 t=2.13
High N.S. N.S. d.f.=135  d.f.=43
*a *
Lack of t=1.77 t=2.08 N.S t=1.69
Control d.f.=101 d.£.=180 T d.f£f.=43
* * *

' t=1.89

Don't Need N.S. N.S. N.S. a.f.=43
*

Case N.S N.S N.S N.S
Cooperation ) ) e T
Resource t=1.94
Sharing N.S. N.S d.£.=120 N.S.

*a
Information t=1.72
Exchange N.S. N.S d.£.=120 N.S
*a
bAdm = Administrator * p < .05
Prof = Professional ** p < ,01
Semi = Semiprofessional *** p < ,005
Clerk = Clerical Staff *kx* p < ,001

N.S. Not Significant
a Against original
hypothesis




77

sharing," and "information exchange" ¢to a

larger extent than their colleagues in agencies of high
centralization. These findings were consistent in three
areas and do not appear to be accidental. 1In this study,
it was found that centralization was related to communi-
cation (see Table 23). This was also unexpected. This
unexpected finding could have some unexpected impact on
the influence of centralization on attitudes. But the
relationship between communication and centralization did
not exist when comparing agencies of high communication and
high centralization, and also low communication and low
centralization as indicated in Table 24. The unexpected
findings of centralization in the attitudes of semipro-

fessional, hence, need further study.
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DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, a sample of 474 respondents from 41
welfare agencies in a medium-sized Midwest city was in-
quired. Major issues in this study were to examine how
hierarchical status and organizational properties influence
attitudes toward interorganizational cooperation and coor-
dination. It was assumed that personnel of professional
orientation would be more likely to support interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination. It was also assumed
that professionals were more professionally orientated,
clerical workefs were more bureaucratically orientated,
and administrators and semiprofessionals were holding both
orientations. Therefore, it has been hypothesized that
professionals would be more likely to support interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination than those of their
other colleagues would. Furthermore, professional orien-
tation could be acquired in professional training, it
could also be acquired from professional jobs and favorable
organizational atmosphere. Personnel who initially held
professional orientation might lose this orientation in
certain organizational atmosphere, and vice versa. It has

been hypothesized that personnel in agencies of higher

80
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formalization, higher centralization, and larger size
would be more bureaucratically orientated, and they were
less likely to be favorable toward interorganizational
cooperation and coordination; personnel in agencies of
higher professionalization, higher inner communication,
higher technology would be more professionally orientated F
and consequently more likely to support interorganizational g
cooperation and coordination.

Attitudes of respondents were measured by two

1

blocks of questions. One dealt with ten obstacles pre-
ventipg interorganizational cooperation and coordination.
Respondents were asked to what extent these obstacles pre-
venting cooperation. These ten obstacles were grouped
into three groups--"cost too high,” "lack of control,"

and "don't need." Another block of questions concerned
eleven areas of cooperation prevailing in the field of
social work. Respondents were asked to what extent they
would like to see cooperation and coordination in these
areas. Items in this block were also clustered into three
groups--"case cooperation,”" "resource sharing," and
"information exchange.” Respondents were also asked about
influences on their jobs, these influences were also
grouped into three kinds--"authorities in agencies,"
*authorities outside agencies," and "community." The
first block was supposed to measure "the direction" of

attitude, the second block was supposed to measure "the
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intensity" of attitude. The one concerning job influences
was employed to measure to what degree respondents were
under bureaucratic control.

Data showed that professionals and clerical workers
were less aware of the influences of authorities inside
and outside agencies than were administrators and semipro-
fessionals. Professionals and clerical workers saw fewer
obstacles in interorganizational cooperation than did
administrators and semiprofessionals. Professionals were
also more likely to have information exchange with other
agencies than administrators, semiprofessionals, and
clerical workers. However, in "resource sharing" and "case
cooperation" which require more intensive cooperation, the
differences of attitudes among personnel of different
statuses were insignificant. The result that clerical
workers saw fewer obstacles in cooperation was unexpected.
It was rationalized that clerical workers had no adequate
knowledge about the real situation in interorganizational
cooperation. The findings that respondents who saw fewer
obstacles did not necessarily want more cooperation were
also unexpected. These could be explained as either "the
direction" of attitude and "the intensity" of attitude are
two dimensions which are not necessarily to be correlated;
or the two blocks of questions did not measure "the direc-
tion" of attitude and "the intensity" of attitude but "the

cognitive" and "the affective" aspects of attitude and

{n
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"the behavioral" aspect of attitude, concepts derived from
Upshaw (1968). Those who were cognitively and affectively
more favorable toward interorganizational cooperation and
coordination did not necessarily behave more favorably.
The influences of organizational properties on the
attitudes of personnel in welfare agencies seem not very .
great, except those of technology, formalization, and F1
centralization. Only a few tests showed that there were

significant differences between attitudes of personnel of

agencies of different kinds in terms of the dichotomous IJ
organizational properties. Size seems least influential —
and technology seems most influential among the seven

organizational properties. To measure the differences

between the attitudes of personnel in different kinds of

agencies by virtue of organizational properties, there were

a total of 42 tests of two-way analysis of variance; six

tests for each organizational property. Only nine showed

that there were significant differences; eight supported

the original hypotheses and one showed that the opposite

was the case. As mentioned before, size is not a sensitive

property, and professionalization can only be influential

when the professionals are present in large proportion and

hold critical positions in organization (Vinter, 1963).

Interaction seemed to be an important property, since

personnel who are more familiar with interorganizational

cooperation and coordination would have more favorable



84

attitudes toward them. Yet, only in one of six tests was
there significant differences. Of the seven properties,
technology, formalization, and centralization were more
influential. In 19 technologically high agencies, 16 were
treatment (people changing) agencies (Gamma = .80).
Personnel in treatment-orientated agencies become more
service-orientated. The professionals could maintain
their commitment to their professional ethics and the
administrators are also able to maintain their professional
ethics if they are professionals themselves, or adapt or
acquire the ethics if they are not professionals. So do
the other staffs, especially the semiprofessionals. But,
again, technology alone, according to Thompson (1967:19),
is not sufficient to be deterministic. 1In agencies of
higher formalization and centralization, personnel were
less favorable to interorganizational cooperation and
coordination. The findings were more prominent when each
status was examined. The findings concerning the atti-
tudes of semiprofessionals in agencies of high and low
centralization, however, were unexpected, and require
further studies.

It is very unlikely that all organizational prop-
erties will have similar influences on attitudes of
employees, since organizational properties themselves are
not necessarily highly correlated. Some properties would

have impact on some kinds of attitudes while other
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properties affect attitudes of other kinds. Hall and his
colleagues (1967) mention that size is weakly related to
other organizational properties. From Table 23, we can

see that size is related only to interaction, and profes-
sionalization is related only to technology. Communication
is related to formalization and centralization. It is not
a surprise to find that the larger the size of an agency
is, the more interactions it will have with other agencies,
and the higher the professionalization an agency is, the
higher its technology will be. Communication is positively
correlated with formalization and centralization. Since
Hage and his colleagues (1971) report that communication

is negatively related to formalization and centralization,
our results were unexpected. But they find that formali-
zation and centralization are only weakly related. 1In

this study, formalization and centralization are not
related significantly. In many agencies, it becomes
prevalent that top administrators often call committee
meetings. They employ the technique of "participative
management"” as a means to manipulate consensus within

their agencies. It might say, in many highly formalized
and centralized agencies, such meeting becomes even more
prevalent and turns to be a place to show the authority

of the top administrator who is the most dominant figure of
the meeting. That is why communication is associated with

formalization and centralization.
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Organizational properties have different influences
on the variation of the attitude of staffs of different
statuses. In this thesis, the semiprofessionals were
mostly influenced by organizational properties. The semi-
professionals have little discretion and are bureaucratic-
ally orientated like the clerical workers, but if the semi-
professionals are not in established low status, they are
more committed to their jobs and their organizations.

Since they are working on the front desks and routinely
processing clients, taking orders from their supervisors,
facing clients everyday, they are the easy targets of com-
plaining clients who pay less respect to them than to the
professionals. The semiprofessionals are, hence, the most
to be influenced by the structure of their agencies and
the outer environment. The administrators and the profes-
sionals have much more discretion and they are less influ-
enced by the structure of organizations. The clerical
workers, low in hierarchical status, may care less about
matters beyond their responsibilities, and they are the
least to be influenced. The above arguments were supported
by the analysis of the influences on jobs. It was found
that the semiprofessionals and the administrators reported
that they were more influenced by the authorities within
or outside agencies and the community, but the profes-
sionals and the clerical workers reported they were less

affected by the three influences. The reason for this
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finding could be that the professionals have more dis-
cretion and are more secure in their jobs and the clerical
workers were less concerned about their agencies, hence,
both felt they were less influenced.

In this study, it has been found that organizational
properties, such as technology, formalization, and central-
ization, do affect attitudes of personnel toward inter- E—!
organizational cooperation and coordination in welfare

agencies. Although the influences of other properties

seem little, they do have impact upon attitudes of welfare i,’
workers, especially upon semiprofessionals. Yet, some

underlying factors were not dealt with in this paper, such

as how organizational structure affects professional orien-

tation and bureaucratic orientation, how interorganiza-

tional relation yields conflict among agencies (it has been

examined in other reports of this project, see Marcus et

al., 1974a, 1974b). Still another issue requiring further
studies is to examine how professionals hinder interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination. Some authors, like
Freidson (1970) and Daniels (1973), suggest that a pro-
fession (e.g., medicine) would become self-interested,
which might impede its cooperation with other professions.
I suggest that concepts of professional orientation and
bureaucratic orientation should also be redefined. As
suggested by Litwak (1960), bureaucratic control and

professional control are both needed for professional
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bureaucracies (e.g., welfare agencies). Bureaucratic
orientation might not be the opposite of professional
orientation. According to Freidson (1970), the dominant
medical profession distributes resources unevenly for the
benefit of the medical profession, Daniels (1973) argues
that public regulations are needed to control the practice
of professional work, he points out that the profession-
alization of work does not necessarily lead to altruism
of professionals. The concept of bureaucratic orientation
should also be redefined. We should differentiate orien-
tation of top administrators who have broader contacts
with different professions (Hawkes, 1961) and might have
broader viewpoints than professionals, and the orientation
of lower bureaucrats who are locked in their low positions.
Other implications could explain why some organiza-
tional properties attribute little to the attitude toward
interorganizational cooperation and coordination. Welfare
agencies might rather be "pushed" to cooperate and coor-
dinate with other agencies because they need more resources,
than be "pulled" to do so because the professional ethics
requires them to expand their services to the community.
Technology was most influential in this study because in
agencies of high technology, personnel were more profes-
sionally orientated, and these agencies also need more
resources. The combination of "pushed" and "pulled"

factors made technology most influential. Yet, favorable
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attitudes toward cooperation and coordination could not

be established automatically. Strict bureaucratic control
leads to departmentalism, timidity, and conservatism which
would impede the effectiveness and efficiency of inter-
organizational cooperation and coordination. Decreasing
formalization and centralization in organization, and
giving more autonomy to personnel would make interorgani-
zational cooperation and coordination more successful and

create personnel's favorable attitude toward them.



APPENDIX

LIST OF AGENCIES STUDIED IN THIS THESIS

Private Agencies

American Red Cross

Big Brothers/Big Sisters

Boy Scouts of America

Boy's Club

Catholic Social Services
Community Nursery

C Community Center

Family and Child Services, Inc.
Legal Aid Bureau

Urban League, Inc.

Girl Scout Council
Rehabilitation Industries, Inc.
Salvation Army

Tri-County Council on Alcoholism and Addiction
Visiting Nurse Association
Volunteers of America

Y.M.C.A.

Y.W.C.A.

Credit Counseling Centers, Inc.

Public Agencies

County Health Department

City Housing Commission

Community Mental Health Board (CMHB)
Area Office of Economic Opportunity
Model Cities (MC)

Department of Social Services
Department of Vocational Rehabilitation
State Employment Security Commission
Social Security Administration
Cooperative Extension Services
Department of Veterans Affairs

90



91

Component Agencies

B Center (CMHB)

B.I.L.D. Corporation (MC)

Comprehensive Drug Treatment Program (CM, CMHB)
Health Services (MC)

Housing Assistance/Community Resources (MC)
County Mental Health Center (CMHB)

L Center (CMHB)

New Way In (MC)

Senior Citizens, Inc. (MC)

S Community Mental Health Center (CMHB)
Youth Development Corporation (CM)
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