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W ABSTRACT

STRUCTURAL AND ATTITUDINAL EFFECTS
ON ORGANIZATIONAL PRIORITIES

by

Harlowe G. Hatle

The problem under investigation in this study was the
effect of (a) organizational variables and (b) perceived
need for increased supervision on salary priorities given
selected activities in an institution of higher education.
Specifically, the investigation attempted to determine (a)
if the organizational variables, affluence, size, faculty
salaries, complexity and faculty qualifications influenced
perceived heed for closer hierarchical control and/or closer
collegial control of bureaucratic and/or professional activi-
ties; and (b) what influence the above organizational and
attitudinal variables had on the activities of academic
advising of students, job counseling of students, personal
values and ethics, popularity with students, publications,
research, service activities in the community and service
activities in the university.

The data forming the organizational variables were
gleaned from official university records, while the data on
supervision and salary priorities were obtained from a mailed

questionnaire given on a medium sized north central state
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university. The 151 respondents were divided into five col-
leges/schools based on their departmental affiliation. The

five colleges/schools were then ranked on each of the orga-

nizational variables. The study utilized percentage analy-

sis, Yule's Q and multiple regression.

The data indicate that faculty do not see an overwhelm-
ing need for closer supervision from any source, but if
there is to be closer supervision, strong preference is
given to collegial versus hierarchical supervision and to
closer supervision of bureaucratic versus professional
activities.

Increased size and complexity raised the probability
that greater need for closer hierarchical versus closer col-
legial supervision would be perceived, while increased fac-
ulty qualifications and salary raised the probability that
greater need for closer collegial versus closer hierarchical
supervision would be perceived. Increased affluence reduced
the probability that greater need for closer supervision
from any source would be perceived.

Regarding salary priorities, neither size nor complex-
ity were as strong as influence as anticipated, but both
increased size and complexity indicated a slight raise in
the probabiiity that greater priority would be given to the
discipline oriented activities versus local oriented activ-
ities. Increased faculty salaries affected salary priori-

ties in a manner similar to size and complexity.
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Faculty qualifications were positively correlated to
increased priority for local oriented activities while afflu-
ence had a positive correlation with both local oriented and
discipline oriented activities.

General statements are offered in regards to (1) source
of supervision, (2) type of activity supervised, (3) the
effect of organizational resources and organizational struc-
ture on supervision, and (4) goals and reward priorities.

Some suggestions for future research are offered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

On a theoretical level, this study attempts to link
(a) the organizational theories which advance the proposi-
tion that structural factors determine the type of control
system in the organization and (b) the social psychological
theories which advance the proposition that perception deter-
mines activity.

This research explores the relationships among (a)
organizational structure, (b) perceived need for supervision
relative to professional and bureaucratic orientations, and
(c) perceived roles, goals and functioning of the university.
At a time when higher education faces increasing pressure,
both from inside and outside the system, we require addi-
tional understanding of the relations between organizational
structure and employee perceptions. The primary purpose of
this study will be to determine if organizational structure
affects the identification of certain activities as profes-
sional, indicating collegial control, or bureaucratic, indi-
cating hierarchical control. A secondary purpose will be to
determine if the difference between a professional orienta-
tion and a bureaucratic orientation results in a different

perception of the university.
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Review of Literature

Structural Factors

One distinguishing aspect of organizations is that they
are social inventions which, as Etzioni states, specialize

wl

in "getting things done. The organization's effectiveness

is based on its ability (1) to effectively coordinate its
members and the subunits which comprise the organization,2
and (2) to adjust to a dynamic task environment and general

milieu.3

A major assumption underlying this research is
that this coordination necessarily presumes such a degree of
interdependence that changes in any structural variable, or
set of structural variables, has ramification throughout the
organization.

The higher education system is certainly not immune to
the dual necessity of coordination and adjustment despite
the commonly held fallacy that academicians operate in an
"ivory tower"” and need not concern themselves with mundane
efforts directed toward preserving and improving the organi-
zations, i.e., colleges and universities, which provide the
settings for intellectual work.

The ivory tower myth is presently more likely recog-
nized as a myth due to a number of developments which
have impacted on higher education:

(1) a rise in expenditures for higher education from

1.1 to 2.5 percent of GNP during the past decade;

(2) reéent increases in overt dissent and disruption

on campuses;



3

(3) public attention focused on the contribution higher
education may give in helping solve social problems
of all types;

(4) the increase of public policy control as exempli-
fied by increased regulatory control in all aspects
of society;4

(5) the propagation of research centers and institutes
which actively solicit outside recognition and
funding.

The crux of these developments has been increased visi-
bility for the university. Unlike the old saw attributed to
llollywood aspirants during the early days of motion pictures--
"Any publicity is good publicity"--higher education must
operate.in a system where not all publicity is good. The
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education5 predicts a slowing
down of the rates of enrollment growth for the 1970's and a
situation in which the rates "will temporarily cease entirely
in the 1980's." The Carnegie Commission predicts that at
this stage expanding fields will not be "add-ons" but rather
"replacements" in higher education.6

Facing this austere future, the only apparent substan-
tive and unanimous agreement among researchers is that higher
education institutions have increased in size and complexity
in recent times.7 Even in this agreement, Ben-David points
out that universities were large even in the middle ages;

therefore, large size is not a totally recent development.8



If there is agreement on the existence of both increas-
ing size and increasing complexity in higher educational
ingtitutions, this agreement disappears when the topics of
their interrelations and consequences are broached. Good-

9 10 11

man,~ Hutchins, and Brown each decry the deterioration

of academics due to the intrusion of bureaucratic mechanisms.
The title of Presthus' article, "University Bosses: The
Executive Conquest of Academe,” is perhaps the best succinct
description of the position taken by the above scholars of

12

education. Dykes writes, "the ability of faculties to

play a meaningful role in decision making is increasingly
challenged as institutions grow larger and more complex and
as the decision-making processes become more bureaucratized

and formalized."13

14 15

Cowley and Blau, for different reasons, disagree
with the previous writers regarding size and complexity.
Cowley's argument appears a variant of Blau and Scott's

cui bono classification system of organization.16

Cowley
believes that professors have lost sight of those for whom
the education system was created, i.e., students and the
general society, and consequently have developed a collegial
system to control higher education for the benefit of pro-

fessors.17

The development of hierarchical mechanisms is
perceived as one means of returning control and benefit to
their rightful place.

Blau disagrees with the critics of increased size and

complexity on a number of grounds. Blau states that
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"universities and colleges have administrative structures
that are similar to those of other bureaucracies," but that
the same structural features do not have the saﬁe signifi-

cance for each.18

Blau also illustrates that larger univer-
sities have disproportionately smaller administrative units
and instead of being rigid, are more likely than smaller
institutions to innovate by the development of new fields
of study. Larger size also tends to reduce the "paternal-
istic" centralization of authority possible in a smaller
institution. “Blau believes that the increases in size and
complexity actually serve to give professors increased
autonomy and research possibilities rather than binding
them by greater bureaucratic restraints.19 It should be
noted that some of the bureaucratic features may have
"deleterious consequences for educational performance,"
particularly for undergraduates.20
Much of the debate regarding the consequences of struc-
tural changes either explicitly or implicitly revolves
around professional-bureaucratic poles, with the profes-
sional pole usually regarded as faculty supportive and the
bureaucratic pole as administrative supportive. The diffi-
culty with this conception is the zero sum dimension; any
increase in administrative control or influence must be at
the expense of the faculty and vice versa.21
This posture appears erroneous. Dyke's position that
"faculty power and administrative power are, in a sense,

n22

fused, with each depending on the other, appears more
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nearly to approximate the real situation. Even a cursory
examination of the origin of prestigious (hopefully corre-
lated with quality) institutions indicates the presence of
"powerful” administrators during their development.23

The preceding portion of this literature review limited
itself to studies of organizations engaged in higher educa-
tion, but universities have much in common with other types
of organizations. Dykes, for example, writes, "as universi-
ties grow larger and more complex, they tend to take on

characteristics of other large organizations; structural

superordination and subordination are accentuated, rules and

regulations become more important, hierarchical authority

increases, and universities move away from the characteris-
tics of community and collegiality. In a word, they become
bureaucratic."24 In reference to administrative structure,
Blau states the "structure of universities and colleges is

amazingly homologous to that of other types of organiza-

tions.“25

With at least a degree of commonality established
between organizations engaged in higher education and orga-
nizations engaged in other functions, the review will expand
into the both more abundant and more abstract methodological
and theoretical literature on organizations.
The remainder of this review draws heavily from the

work of Blau, both singly and in collaboration, direct and
indirect, with his students and colleagues.

Heydebrand compiled an inventory of structural variables

for the "systematic, quantitative-comparative analysis of
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large-scale, complex, formal organizations" regardless of
whether the analysis be interorganizational or intraorgani-

zational in nature.26

Using his review, we will stress
those studies connected to particular structural variables
most relevant to our work, i.e., (a) complexity, (b) size,
and (c¢) resources.

Complexity refers to the degree of differentiation
within an organization, and is usually defined along two
dimensions, horizontal and vertical. The latter refers to
levels in the authority system, and the former refers to
either (a) the number of distinct occupations in a unit or
(b) the number of distinct subunits in an organization.27
Since this study is not concerned with authority levels as
such, attention focuses on horizontal complexity, as meas-
ured by the number of subunits, i.e., departments in a
college/school.

Complexity as utilized here approaches Hage and Aiken's

indicators of occupational specialties,28

but is more nearly
analogous to Blau and Schoenherr's "major subunits" of em-
ployment security agencies which were termed "the first
order of horizontal structural differentiation in an orga-

29

nization." Blau and Schoenherr operationalized a major

subunit as one in which the "head . . . always reports to

the top management of an organization."30

The organiza-
tional chart of the university investigated places the dean
of each college/school directly responsible to the univer-

sity president.
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Size can be defined along a number of dimensions. Hall,
Haas and Johnson operationalize size in terms of the number

31 while Hage and Aiken32 and Blau33 and the

of members,
majority of his colleagues operationalize size in terms of
the number of employees. Other variables have also been
‘used to measure size. Price34 cites Melman as using five:
(1) number of production personnel, (2) total assets, (3)
average number of wage earners per establishment, (4) aver-
age value added by manufacture per establishment, and (5)

‘net sales.35

Despite defensible alternatives, organiza-
tional literature generally defines size in terms of per-
sonnel, either as members or employees. This research will
define size in terms of employees.

Size, one of the first structural variables used in
organizational analysis, was initially considered the causal
variable affecting the degree of complexity in organizations
or societies. Simmel contended: "The size immediately de-

36

termines the form." Durkheim thought that increasing popu-

lation density led to increasingly complex patterns of orga-

37

nization. Weber saw size as one of the major factors

which lead to bureaucracy and the development of the ration-

legal authority so necessary to effectively coordinate emerg-

38 Michels saw size as one of the fac-

39

ing complex systems.
tors which led to the "Iron Law of Oligarchy." According
to Michels, increased size leads to increased complexity
leads to increased specialization and finally increased

centralization of information for coordination purposes. |,
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Utilization of the latter allows those occupying the higher
positions to perpetuate their control with eventual develop-
ment of an oligarchy.

Recent research more likely posits a relationship bhe-
tween a development in unit size and development in the
administrative component of an organization rather than
retention of specific personnel in administrative positions.
Terrien and Mills in their study of elementary school dis-
tricts substantiated the hypothesis, "The relationship be-
tween the size of an administrative component and the total
size of its containing organization is such that the larger
the size of the containing organization the greater will be
the proportion given over to its administrative component."40
Anderson and Warkov investigated the same phenomenon using
data gathered from Veterans Administration hospitals in

41 Anderson

order to reassess Terrien and Mills' hypothesis.
and Warkov did not refute Terrien and Mills' conclusions,

but added important qualifying conditions. Sheer growth in
organizational size does not always result in disproportional
increase in the administrative component; "the explanatory
variable is organizational complexity rather than organiza-

tional size."42

The administrative component increases
directly as (a) the number of tasks performed at the same
place increases, and (b) the number of places at which the
tasks are performed increases. The size of the administra-
tive component decreases as the number of people performing

the same task at the same place increases.43
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Boland in a study of publicly supported colleges ana
universities mentions "degree of organizational complexity"
as of "particular importance" in the distribution of power
in the university system,44 yet the strong impact of size is
evident when he summarizes the relationship as highlighting
"the considerable importance of numbers in understanding

w45

these matters. Blau's position with respect to the

importance of size has been mentioned earlier.46

Many researchers have viewed resources, particularly
resource surpluses, as the property of a system or organiza-
tion which allows it to protect or expand its present
domain.47 Surplus resources are necessary to increase in
size and to develop a high degree of division of labor yet
each of the latter two contribute to the accumulation of
resources.

Resources may be either concrete or abstract in nature.
The abstract element of prestige has received less attention
in the literature of organizations that the concrete element
of finance, but of the major organizational assets, Thompson
believes prestige is one of the most valued assets and yet
one of the "cheapest."48 Lenski states that "power will
determine the distribution of nearly all of the surplus,”
and power leads to prestige, but to be "complete" Lenski
states this conception needs to indicate "some feedback
from prestige to power."49

Blau states that "the antecedent conditions that extend

most influence . . . can all be conceptualized as resources
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« « o human and institutional as well as financial assets.“50
Blau believes the last makes the first two possible; affluent
institutions pay better salaries, have better qualified and
larger faculties and "tend to be decentralized with respect

to educational affairs."51

Blau sees resources as a major
factor in effectively allowing structural innovations in
higher education.

Attitudinal Sets (Profes-
sional and Bureaucratic)

Thus far we have emphasized variables which will func-
tion as the original independent variables in this study.
We now turn to dependent variables, professional and bureau-
cratic, which function as dependent variables in the first
portion of the findings, particularly as they refer to
hierarchical and collegial control.

Weber believed "bureaucracy and rationality necessarily

52 (Constas is one who disagree553) while

went hand in hand"
his more recent successors have concentrated on demonstrating
an inverse relationship between the presence of "rationality"
(now more likely termed professional) and "bureaucratic char-

acteristics."54

Udy found support for the hypothesis that
"mutual positive associations tend to exist between bureau-
cratic elements and also between rational elements, but that
rational elements tend to be negatively associated with
bureaucratic elements."55
This study will investigate the relation of activities

operationalized as professional or bureaucratic activities
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specific to the organization studied, without an assumption
of rational or nonrational distinctions.

Much of the research to this time has operationalized
professional and bureaucratic according to the proportion of
administrative staff relative to "productive staff," i.e.,
those directly in the workflow pattern. The Terriens and
Mills and Anderson and Warkov studies are two examples of

this approach.56

A second common way of operationalizing
professional and bureaucratic is according to entrance
qualification and routinization of work activities. Hage
and Aiken's work utilizes this second approach.57
In regard to the first approach, the conceptualization
is overly simplistic, particularly since earlier studies did
not properly account for the degree of labor-intensiveness
in production. Blau, looking at the social structure rather
than technology, writes that rather than viewing few man-
agers as indicative of wider spans of control, hence less
supervision and more autonomy for employees, it is possible
to view few managers as implying a more "centralized author-
ity structure, which encourages . . . one-sided directives
with little feedback . . . thus reducing the autonomy of

subordinates."58

Concerning the increasing internal divi-
sion of labor and the resultant smaller supervision ratio,
Heydebrand indicates the relation holds "only at the low

n39 Reliance on the ratio of

levels of professionalization.
administrative to actual production employees does not ap-

pear a true measure of professionalization/bureaucratization
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for all situations. The second approach also has drawbacks
as an absolute indicator of professional standing since
qualifications can vary quite widely. For example, Stinch-
combe refers to the efficiency of the "highly professional-
ized manual labor force" in the construction industry,60
while Blau, Heydebrand and Stauffer operationalize profes-
gionalization as "the proportion of the operating staff . . .
who are required to have, at least, a college degree with a

specified major."61

Skill levels, per se, do not equate to
professionalization. A third approach, similar to the one
which will be advanced later in the methodology portion of
this paper, incorporates each of the above dimensions plus
the type of work involved in fulfilling work expectations.
Hage and Aiken refer to "highly non-routine" positions as an

indication of a professional position.62

Not having a source
to cite, perhaps because "what everyone believes no one be-
lieves with conviction," I would advance the assumption that
all work positions contaih some elements of both routine and
non-routine activities, albeit the mixéure is different.'
Reaching further, the assumption advanced is that there is a
degree of isomorphism between professional organizations and
the professional positions in them.

Higher education faculty have been both included and

excluded as professionals.63

This paper will follow the
lead of Blau and his colleagues in considering higher educa-
tion faculty as professionals.64 This paper will also refer

to units, i.e., colleges/schools, according to degree of
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professionalism and/or bureaucracy, again analogous to a
procedure used by Blau, Heydebrand and Stauffer.65
The university will be considered a professional orga-
nization since it meets the criteria advanced by Montagna:
" (1) professional groups define and achieve the primary
organization goals, (2) the majority of the people in the
Qrganization are professionals . . ." (true, if students
are excluded as "in the organization"), " (3) administrative
hierarchy of authority lies within the firm, whereas author-
ity in professional matters is placed in the hands of the
professional association, and (4) the profession promotes
norms of personal autonomy and altruistic action.in all mat-
ters relating to use of the body of knowledge.”66
A caution, suggested by Price, is mentioned. Profes-
sionalization is a quality of an occupation, not of an orga-

67 The nature of the

nization nor any other social system.
occupations in the organization, not the organization per
se, is what designates an organization as a professional
organization.

The position taken in this study regarding the nature
of professional and bureaucratic will differ from that of
Weber, who considered the two phenomena not only compatible

but a logical outgrowth of each other.68

The position taken
here will»also differ from that which views the two phenomena
as independently or inversely related. V. Thompson has come
closest to expressing the latter position in lay terms when

he writes of "the growing gap between the right to decide’
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which is authority, and the power to do, which is specialized

ability."%?

Kornhauser also reflects this orientation when
he insists that examining professionals in bureaucracies is

examining "the relation between two institutions, not merely
70
1]

between organizations and individuals.
Dispensing with negatives, the position taken is simi-

lar to Hall who sees "the assumption of inherent conflict

between the profesgional or the professional group and the

n’l

employing organization . . . to be unwarranted. In a

i

society in which many professions are becoming bureaucra-
tized and many bureaucracies are becoming professionalized,72
insistence on their incompatibility appears forced.

Hall's study of professionalization and bureaucratiza-
tion deals with both structural and attitudinal attributes.73
The former consists of such items as formal education, en-
trance exams, etc., while the latter consists of such items
as a sense of calling to the field, colleagues as the major
work reference group, etc.

By the criteria advanced earlier, the structural attri-
butes of professionalization can be taken as a given for this
study. The respondents, due to their relationship with the
university, are labeled as professionals. The attitudinal
attributes, by virtue of their nature, cannot be created by
fiat; therefore, their existence cannot be assumed.

Perceived need for professional autonomy, autonomy
heing one of the major attributes of.thc professional ideal

type,74 is an attitudinal attribute and a valid area for

further research.
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Hall states that "an equilibrium may exist betweén the
levels of professionalization and bureaucratization in the
sense that a particular level of professionalization may
require a certain level of bureaucratization to maintain
social control."75

If Hall is correct, on both the existence of an atti-
tudinal attribute and some type of equilibrium, a logical
extrapolation is that professionals in organizations develop
attitudinal stances regarding their work activities as pro-
fessional, hence subject to collegial control, or bureau-
cratic, hence subject to hierarchical control. I would
interpret the statement in the Carnegie Commission report,
Governance of Higher Education, "Selective independence--not

autonomy--is the issue as we see it,"76 to reflect a call

for closer alignment of professional and bureaucratic spheres.
Respondents in Dyke's study of faculty involvement in
decision making showed a "strong tendency to dichotomize
decisions into 'educational' and 'noneducational' categories,"
a dichotomy Dykes termed "arbitrary and impractical" because
of the interrelatedness of decisions. "If the faculty's in-
fluence is to be truly effective, surely it must be mani-
fested in all areas.“77
Faculty have proven an ability to deliberate, but not
as great an ability to decide. Faculty should have input to
the decision-making process, but to the present researcher,
the distinction between educational and noneducational is

neither arbitrary nor impractical; it is a matching of the
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valid type of control system to the proper jurisdiction,
and if faculty recognize this distinction, they should more
likely be praised than blamed. "An institution cannot be
well governed unless each of its components clearly recog-
nized its obligations as well as its rights in the promotion

of the common end."78

Defining the boundaries, if existent,
for collegial and hierarchical control appears a logical
starting place if obligations and rights are to be clearly
recognized.

This review has surveyed the literature on structural
variables for (a) size, (b) complexity, and (c) resources,
particularly as they occur in institutions of higher educa-
tion. The review has also attempted to briefly trace the
development of the study of bureaucracy and professionalism
from the unity of existence Weber ascribed to them, to the
inverse relation noted by Udy, to Hall who views them as
phenomena which may need their influence balanced to some
optimal equilibrium point if the organization is to be
effective.

The introduction of Hall's division of structural and
attitudinal attributes in conjunction with professional and
bureaucratic work activities provides the stimulus to ex-
plore the relationships between the structural variables of
an organization and attitudinal orientations relative to

selected work activities.
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Hypotheses

Blau's work with the structural analysis of organiza-
tions and Hall's work differentiating professional and
bureaucratic characteristics by both their structural and
attitudinal attributes were the major sources for the devel-
opment of the hypotheses to be tested in this study. Com-
bining the two, the following hypotheses are proposed.
Table I.1l, on pages 19 and 20, shows the hypotheses.

For the sake of parsimony the following shorthand will
be utilized in stating the hypotheses: 4 = greater, in-
crease, etc.; + = lesser, decrease, etc.; and - = affects,
causes, etc. This same shorthand method will be used later

in the study.



19

K3TSIsATUN UT SOTITATIO®
901AI9s 103 A3taotrads

K3Tunumod Uyt SIaT3ITATIOP
?otTAx9s 103 Ajtaorady

S3T3TATIO®
yoaeasax 103 Ajtaorady

suoTt3y
-eotqnd xo03 Ajtraorady

S3UapN3Is Yitm
K3txerndod 103 A3traotrads

spaxepuels
1eoTY3la pue sanyea
Teuosxad xo3 Ajraovads

sjuapn3ys Jjo aouepinbd
Ja39xed pue buryasunod
-unod qof 103 Ajtxotradsp

s3uspn3ls JO JusWOSTApPR
otwepeoe 103 Ajraotads

(W)

(b)

(3)

(®)

(p)

(2)

(qQ)

(®)

+(uoTjezTjeIONEaINg4) UOTIRZTTRUOTSSaFOIdy

abaT10o a3
<ur A3Tnoey jo xaqunuy (T

3

§J9170g TeUOSIAd

39S TeUTPN3ITIIV

§X030eg Teanjonxys

sasayjodAH T1°I eIqel



20

T stsayjodAy urt
uaAatTb se sarytraorad
I03 saouanbasuoo aues

T stsayjodAy ut
uaath se sarjtaorad
03 saouanbasuod auwes

1 stsayjodAy ut
uaatbh se sarataorad
203 saduanbasuoo awes

1 stsayjodAy ut
uaath se sarjtxorad
I03 soouanbasuod awes

+«(UoT3EZT3RIONEIING4)

«(uotjezTieIONEaINg4)

«(uoT3ezTiRIONEIINGS)

+«(uoTt3ezrjeaoneaanqs4)

uoTjezITRUOTSSaJ0oady

uotjezrreuorssajoxdy

uorjezriRUOTSSajoxdy

uotjezireuotrssajoady

+<douaniyyey (g

abartoo ay3z urt
«K1etes A3Tnoey oabeasary (v

«suotjeoryrTEnb A3Tnoezy (¢

$32IN0S3Y

abaTT02 8yjy ur
«S3jusunaedop jJoO xaqumuy (g

Muﬂxwamﬁou

sja1T19d TeUOS1ad

39S TeuTpn3ITIIV

sI030®J TeIN3IONIS

(ponut3ucd) 1°I aTqel



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

21
Footnotes
Amitai Etzioni. A Sociological Reader on Complex Orga-

nizations, 2nd edition. New York: Holi, Rinehart and
Winston, Inc. 1969. p. 197.

James Thompson. Organizations in Action. New York:
McGraw-Hill. 1967. pp. 39-50.

Ibid., pp. 66-82.

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. Governance of
Higher Education. New York: McGraw-Hill. 1973. pp.
20-21.

Ibid., p. 8.
Ibid., p. 8.

Ibid., plus see Walter R. Boland. "Size, External Rela-
tions, and the Distribution of Power: A Study of Col-
leges and Universities" in Comparative Organizations,
edited by Wolf V. Heydebrand. Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1973; Peter M. Blau. The Orga-
nization of Academic Work. New York: John Wiley and
Sons. 1973.

Joseph Ben-David. "The Scientific Role," Mine;Qa (4),
1965-1966, p. 19. :

Paul Goodman. The Community of Scholars. New York:
Random House. 1962.

Robert M. Hutchins. The Learning Society. New York:
Praeger. 1968.

Douglas J. Brown. The Liberal University. New York:
McGraw-Hill. 1969.

Robert Presthus. "University Bosses: The Executive
Conquest of Academe" in The New Republic (152), Febru-
ary, 1965.

Archie R. Dykes. Faculty Participation in Academic
Decision Making. Washington, D.C.: American Council
on Education. 1968. p. V.

W. H. Cowley. "Professors, Presidents, and Trustees,"
AGB Reports, Volume 9, No. 5 (February, 1967), pp. 14-
15.




15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

22

Peter M. Blau and W. Richard Scott. Formal Organiza-
tions. San Francisco: Chandler. 1962. pp. 42-57.

Blau, op. cit., p. 279.

Cowley, op. cit., pp. 14-15.

Blau, op. cit., p. 279.

Ibid., p. 279.

Ibid., p. 280.

Dykes, op. cit., p. 40.

Ibid., p. 41.

Frederick Rudolph. The American College and University.

New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 1962; Brown, op. cit.; The
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, op. cit.

Dykes, op. cit., p. 13.
Blau, op. cit., p. 269.
Heydebrand, op. cit., p. 1.

James L. Price. Handbook of Organizational Measurement.
Lexington, Massachusetts: D. C. Heath. 1972. p. 70.

Jerald Hage and Michael Aiken. Social Change in Complex
Organizations. New York: Random House. 1970. pp. 15-
18.

Peter M. Blau and Richard A. Schoenherr. The Structure
of Organizations. New York: Basic Books. 1971. p.
401.

Ibid., p. 401.

Richard J. Hall, J. Eugene Haas and Norman J. Johnson.
"Organizational Size, Complexity, and Formalization"
in American Sociological Review (32), December, 1967,
p. 905.

Jerald Hage and Michael Aiken. "“Program Change and
Organizational Properties: A Comparative Analysis" in
American Journal of Sociology (72), March, 1967.

Peter M. Blau. "The Hierarchy of Authority in Organi-
zations" in American Journal of Sociology (73), January,
1968.




34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.

47.

48.

23
Price, op. cit., p. 174.

Seymour Melman. "The Rise of Administrative Overhead
in the Manufacturing in the United States, 1889-1947"
in Oxford Economic Papers (3), January, 1951, p. 75,
quoted in Price, op. cit., p. 174.

Georg Simmel. "The Number of Members as Determining

the Sociological Form of Groups" in The American Journal
of Sociology (8), 1902-3, quoted in Frederic W. Terrien
and Donald L. Mills, "The Effect of Changing Size Upon
the Internal Structure of Organizations" in American
Sociological Review (20), February, 1955.

Emile Durkheim. On the Soc1a1 Division of Labor in
Society, translated by George Gimpson. New York:
MacMillan. 1933.

Max Weber. "The Presuppositions and Causes of Bureau-
cracy" in From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, edited
by Hans H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills. New York:
Oxford Press. 1946.

Robert Michels. "The Conservative Basis for Organiza-
tion" in Reader in Bureaucracy, edited by Robert K.
Merton, Ailsa P. Gray, Barbara Hockey and Hanan C.
Selvin. New York: Free Press. 1952.

Terrien and Mills, op. cit., p. 1ll.

Theodore R. Anderson and Seymour Warkov. "Organiza-
tional Size and Functional Complexity: A Study of

Administration in Hospitals" in American Sociological
Review (26), February, 1961.

Ibid., p. 28.
Ibid., pp. 27-28.

Boland, op. cit., p. 433.

Ibid., p. 439.
Blau, op. cit., pp. 278-279.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. "Bourgeois and Prole-
tarians" in Marx and Engels: Basic Writings on Politics
and Philosophy, edited by Lewis S. Feurer. Garden City,
New York: Anchor Books. 1959; Gerhard Lenski. Power
and Privilege. New York: McGraw-Hill. 1966; Thompson,

op. cit.
Thompson, op. cit., p. 33.




49.
50.
51.
52.

53.

54.

55'
56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

24
Lenski, op. cit., pp. 44-49.

Blau, Organization of Academic Work, op. cit., p. 249.

Ibid., p. 251.

Max Weber. "The Essentials of Bureaucratic Organiza-
tion: An Ideal-Type Construction" in Merton, et al.,

op. cit.

Helen Constas. "Max Weber's Two Conceptions of Bureau-
cracy" in American Journal of Sociology (63), 1958, pp.
400-409.

Talcott Parsons. The Structure of Social Action. New
York: McGraw-Hill. 1937. pp. 500-578; Stanley J. Udy.
"'Bureaucracy' and 'Rationality' in Weber's Organiza-
tional Theory: An Empirical Study” in American Socio-
logical Review (24), December, 1959; Arthur F. Stinch-
comb. "Bureaucratic and Craft Administration of Pro-
duction: A Comparative Study" in Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly, September, 1959, p. 169; Richard H.
Hall. "Professionalization and Bureaucratization" in
American Sociological Review (33), February, 1968;
Paul D. Montagna. "Professionalization and Bureau-
cratization in Large Professional Organizations" in
American Journal of Sociology (74), September, 1968.

udy, op. cit., p. 793.

Terrien and Mills, op. cit.; Anderson and Warkov, op.
cit.

Jerald Hage and Michael Aiken. "Routine Technology,
Social Structure and Organization Goals" in Adminis-
trative Science Quarterly (14).

Peter M. Blau. "The Hierarchy of Authority in Organi-
zations" in American Journal of Sociology (73), Janu-
ary, 1968, p. 458.

Heydebrand, Comparative Organizations, op. cit., p. 473.

Stinchcomb, op. cit., p. 169.

Peter M. Blau, Wold V. Heydebrand, and Robert E.
Stauffer. "The Structure of Small Bureaucracies" in
American Sociological Review (31), April, 1966, p. 182.

Hage and Aiken, "Routine Technology, Social Structure
and Organization Goals," op. cit., p. 368.



63.

64.

65.
66.

67. .

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.
75.
76.
77.

78.

25

Burton R. Clark. "College Teaching” in Professionali-
zation, edited by Howard M. Vollmer and Donald L. Mills.
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall. 1966.

pp. 285-286; Everett C. Hughes. Men and Their Work.
Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press. pp. 139-144.

Blau, Organization of Academic Work, op. cit., pp.
11-13.

Blau, Heydebrand and Stauffer, op. cit., pp. 181-182.

Paul D. Montagna. "Professionalization and Bureaucrati-
zation in Large Professional Organizations" in American
Journal of Sociology (74), September, 1968.

Price, op. cit., p. 50.

Weber, "The Essentials of Bureaucratic Organization,"
op. cit.

Victor A. Thompson. Modern Organization. New York:
Alfred A. Knopf. 1969. p. 6.

William Kornhauser. Scientists in Industry: Conflict
and Accommodation. Berkeley: University of California
Press. 1962. p. 8.

Richard H. Hall. "Professionalization and Bureaucrati-
zation" in American Sociological Review (33), February,
1968, p. 104.

Amitai Etzioni. "Authority Structure and Organiza-
tional Effectiveness" in Administrative Science Quar-
terly (4), June, 1959.

Hall, "Professionalization and Bureaucratization,"
op. cit., pp. 92-93.

Ibid., p. 93.

Ibid., p. 104.

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, op. cit., p. 18.
Dykes, op. cit., p. 40.

Robert M. Maclver. Academic Freedom in Our Time. New
York: Columbia University Press. 1955. p. 73.




CHAPTER 1II

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Collection of Data

The data were drawn from a project conducted on a
medium-sized campus located in the North Central Plains.
Two major sources of information were used to gather the
data analyzed in this research: (a) a mailed questionnaire
and (b) university records.

The mailed questionnaire was distributed May 6, 1972.
The mailing of the questionnaires was preceded by publicity
in the student newspaper and an introductory letter mailed
three days before the mailing of the questionnaire. The
time difference between first return and last return was
forty-six days. This does present a time lapse with poten-
tial for responding to a changed environment, but nothing of
great moment appeared to have happened during that span which
would greatly alter responses on the campus.

Other data were provided by the following three univer-
sity documents:

(1) the University's Operating Budget 1971-72 (fiscal

year 1972),

(2) the University's Salary List 1971-72 (fiscal year

1972), and
(3) the registrar's corrected spring computer class
enrollment printout.

26
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The Operzting Budget 1971-72 publication provided (1)

the number of departments in each college or school, and

(2) the total budget allocated to each college or school.1

The Salary List 1971-72 provided (1) the number of

faculty in each college or school, (2) the number of faculty
with and without professional degrees, and (3) the average
salary in each college or school.2

The registrar's spring enrollment printout provided the
total number of students enrolled in each college or school
in the spring of 1972.

Since these documents are important to the operation of
the University and are subject to scrutiny by the Board of
Regents, the state legislature and the general public, it is

assumed they are reliable and accurate. (See Appendix A.)

Operationalization of Variables

The organizational setting for this study is a medium-
sized university, and much of the data is drawn from indi-
vidual questionnaires, but the unit of analysis will be
neither the University nor its personnel, but the subunits
designated as colleges or schools on the University's main
campus.

The investigation of organizations using comparative
structural ettributes of the organization as variables
allows for aralysis using the organization as a whole, not
as characteristics of particular individuals. This approach
means the organization, per se, becomes the unit of investi-

gation rather than merely the environment in which the study
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occurs. It is by the study of the organization, per se, not
as setting, that "the special needs of the field--needs gen-
erated by the emergent properties of this type of social
unit,” will be answered.

Prior to specifically operationalizing each variable,
the general class of variable as determined by their proper-
ties will be advanced following the guides developed by
Lazarsfeld and Menzel.4 It should be noted that each of
the three types of properties--analytical, structural and
global--describe collectives; organizations in this instance,
not individuals.

According to Lazarsfeld and Menzel, global properties
are those characterized "by properties which are not based
on information about the properties of individual members."5
The complexity variable in this study is developed from the
global properties of the university.

The analytical "properties of collectives . . . are
obtained by performing some mathematical operation on some

property of each single member. "

Size and the average
faculty salary variables in this study are developed from
the analytical properties of the university.

The structural "properties of collectives . . . are
obtained by performing some operation on data about the
relations of each member to some or all of the others."7
The resources variables (with the exception of "average

faculty salary" which is analytical) are developed from

what Lazarsfeld and Menzel would term the structural
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properiies of the university. The terminology used by
Lazarsfeld and Menzel for this property may be somewhat
confusing since the term is the same as that used through
the rest of this study to refer to the whole set of vari-
ables which are neither attitudinal nor phenomenological
in nature.

The supervision indices are developed from analytical
properties of the organization as are the priorities for
faculty salary.

The operationalization of the structural variables will

draw heavily from Blau and his associates.

Complexity

Price notes that complexity is discussed, among other
terms, as division of labor, specialization, functional dif-
ferentiation, departmentalization, etc.8 Blau writes, "The
index of the formally instituted academic division of labor
is the number of departments.“9

The indication of complexity for this study will be
the number of departments in the college/school listed in

the Operating Budget 1971-72.10

Size
Operationalization of size follows Blau's approach of
using employees rather than members. Blau operationalizes

size as "Total number of faculty, both full-time and part-

wll

time. This research will modify Blau's operationaliza-

tion along the lines suggested by Hall, Haas, and Johnson12
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and will determine full-time equivalent faculty according
to the percent employment listed in the university Salary

List 1971-72.13

Resources

Resources will be operationalized using definitions
advanced by Blau. One indicator of resources is affluence,
the ratio of total budget to the total number of students
in the college/school. This operationalization is analogous
to Blau's designation which is operationalized as "the total
revenue in dollars divided by total enrollment of both under-
graduate and graduate students."14

A second indication of resources, average faculty sal-
ary, 1is operationalized as average academic year salary for
1971-1972. This operationalization is limited to an aca-
demic year and full-time equivalent faculty, but it is
analogous to Blau's generationalization which defines sal-
ary as "average annual salary of full-time faculty . . ."15

A third indicator of resources, faculty qualifications,
is operationalized as the ratio of faculty with a profes-
sional or Ph.D. degree to faculty members without a profes-
sional or Ph.D. degree. Blau defines faculty qualifications
as "The percentage of the total faculty with Ph.D.'s or pro-
fessional degrees."16

Professional and Bureau-
cratic Attributes

Self-regulation and autonomy are two related concepts

widely used when characterizing professions. Self-regulation
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is to grow out of "the concept of community" which "presup-
poses an organization in which functions are differéntiated
and in which specialization must be brought together, or
coordination, if you will, is achieved not through a struc-
ture of superordination and subordination of persons and
groups but through a dynamic of consensus.“17 Control in
a profession is collegial control which develops out of
technical competence rather than hierarchal position.18

Autonomy means the professional should not only be
charged with the "supervision" of his peers, but should be
free to select the manner and techniques by which he accom-
plishes the goals defined by him and his professional peers.
The professional "ought to be able to make his own decisions
without external pressures from clients, those who are not
members of his profession, or from his employing organiza-
tion."19

The elements above are disavowed in a bureaucracy.
Friedrich refers to one of his six elements of bureaucracy
as "centralization of control and supervision (hierarchical
aspects)."20

The division of source of supervision to (a) legisla-
ture as bureaucratic (hierarchical control) and (b) peer as
professional (collegial control) is along accepted dimen-
sions differentiating the two concepts.

The division of type of activity into professional or

bureaucratic is done on the basis of (a) complex routiniza-

tion of activity and (b) specialized knowledge required for
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each activity. Higher degrees of each of the above are
assumed to be present in the activities: (a) content of
courses, (b) selection of books and (c) assignments given,
and consequently these activities are termed professional
activities. Lower degrees are assumed to be present in
the activities: (a) faculty absence from the classroom,
(b) office hours for student appointments and (c) student
advising.

The data for professional and bureaucratic designations
were generated by the following portion of the questionnaire.
1. In your opinion should the faculty of USD be under

closer supervision by the legislature in regards to
the following?
CHECK (V) ONLY ONE ALTERNATIVE FOR EACH ACTIVITY.

Definitely Undecided, Undecided, Definitely

yes probably probably no
yes no

1) Content of courses

taught [] [ ] [] []
2) Selection of books [ 1 [ ] [ ] [ ]
3) Assignments given [ ] (1] (] []
4) Faculty absence

from the classroom [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
5) Office hours for

student appointments [ ] [] [ ] (]
6) Student advising [ ] [ ] [ ) [ ]

2. In your opinion, should the faculty of USD be under
closer supervision by their faculty peers in regards
to the following?

CHECK (/) ONLY ONE ALTERNATIVE FOR EACH ACTIVITY.
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Definitely Undecided, Undecided, Definitely

yes probably probably no
yes no
1) Content of courses
taught (] (] (] (]
2) Selection of books [ ] [ ] [ ] [ 1
3) Assignments given [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
4) Faculty absence
from the classroom [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
5) Office hours for
student appointments [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
6) Student advising [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

Four variables were formed from the above.

legpro which reflects attitudes toward closer supervi-
sion by the legislature of activities which are professional
in nature (items 1 through 3 of question 1).

Legbur which reflects attitudes toward closer super-
vision by the legislature of activities which are bureau-
cratic in nature (items 4 through 6 of question 1).

Perpro which reflects attitudes toward closer super-
vision by faculty peers of activities which are professional
in nature (items 1 through 3 of question 2).

Perbur which reflects attitudes toward closer supervi-
sion by faculty peers of activities which are bureaucratic
in nature (items 4 through 6 of question 2).

Each of the last four variables consists of two dimen-
sions: (a) source of supervision (legislative-external to
the organization or faculty peers-internal to the organiza-
tion), and (b) activity supervised (professional or bureau-

cratic).
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Table II.1 is a correlation matrix of the items used to
form the supervision indices. Table II.1l indicates that the
scales have a high degree of intra-category correlation as
shown in the "blocks" along the diagonél of the matrix.
Reading to the right of the diagonal, the cérrelations are
patterned in conformity to the logic advanced in the theo-
retical formulations. Table II.2 is developed from Table
II.1. Table II.2 gives the arithmetic average of the cor-
relations. The matrix adds support for these operationali-
zations since the elements appear to form both clusters of
correlation and non-correlation as would be predicted from
the theory.

Respondents were placed in the categories Legpro,
Legbur, Perpro and Perbur based on a dichotomized summation
of their scores on the items which made up the respective
categories. A value of four was assigned for "Definitely
vyes," a value of three was assigned for "Undecided, probably
yes," a value of two was assigned for "Undecided, probably
no," and a value of one was assigned for "Definitely no."
The scores of each respondent were summed within each cate-
gory, and the study population was dichotomized in the man-

ner prescribed by Davis.21

Salary Priorities

The priority responses were operationalized solely on
the basis of faculty responses to the following set of state-
ments concerning how much priority should be given selected

activities when considering faculty salaries.
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Below is a set of statements concerning salaries paid
within the university. How much priority should each
of the following be given when considering faculty

salaries?

CHECK (v) ONLY ONE ALTERNATIVE FOR EACH ACTIVITY.

A high Some Little No priority
priority priority priority at all
(a) Acadenic advisement
of students [ ] [] (1] [ ]
(b) Job counseling and
career guidance of
students [] [ ] (] L]
(c) Personal values and
"ethical standards ] [ ] [ ] (]
(d) Popularity with
students [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
(e) Publications [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
(f) Research activities [ ] [ ] [ 1 [ ]
(g) Service activities
in the community (] ] (] []
(h) Service activities
in the university
(e.g., committees) [ ] [] (] [ ]

Table I1.3 gives the order the faculty ranks the above

activities in terms of the priority which the activities
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