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THE RELATIONSHIPS AMONG ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY,
COGNITIVE STYLE, ORGANICITY AND ORGAN!ZATION CULTURE
IN SMALL GROWING PUBLiIC COMPANIES

Carol J. Matteson, Ph.D.

University of Plttsburgh, 1987

The intent of this research was to study the
interrelationships of organizatlion subunit culture,
perceived environmental uncertainty, structure of the
organizatlon and cognltive style of managers whose
functional area Interacts primarily with the external
environment. A questionnalre was used to collect data from
92 small growlng publicly traded companies located
throughtout the United States.

Organization culture was operationalized as the shared
norms (task support, task innovation, soclal relatlionships)
of behavior of members Iin subunits In the organization.
Percelved environmental uncertainty was operationallzed
along the three dimensions of: dynamism, complexlty and
munl ficence. The nature of the structure of the
organization was operationallized via the concept of
organicity. HIgh organlcity was characteristic of an
organic/adaptive structure, while low organicity was
characteristic of a less than organic structure. Cognitlve
style was determined by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator.

A set of hypotheses proposed organicity as a moderator
vartable In the relationship between perceived environmental
uncertainty and organizatlon culture. For the total sample,
the only significant interaction occurred with task
innovation. When the sample was split into manufacturing
and service buslnesses, significant Interactlions were found
with task support and task Innovation for service subunits.
In general the flindings suggest that organicity Is not a
good moderator of the environmental uncertainty-cultural
norms relationship.

Chi-square contingency tables were used to test the
hypothesized assocliations of the following: environmenatal
uncertainty-organiclity; cognitive style-organcity; cognitlive
style-cultural norms and cognitive style-environmental
uncertainty. No significant associations were found.

Additional statistical analyses found a significant
assoclation between organic subunits and high levels of task
support, task innovatlion and soclal relationships and a
predominant NT cognitive style among top managers.
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1.0 [INTRODUCTION
1.1 Problem Statement

The business environment In the next decade |s expected
to continue to become more complex and dynamic. With the
advent of the information age, world-wide communicatlions
systems, new technologies, and forelign competition, new
threats as well as opportunities will confront America’'s
buslness managers. How well and to what degree management
can avoid the threats and selze the opportunlities may depend
on the values and bellefs system (e.g. culture) In place
within thelr organization as well as thelr perceptlion of the
Internal and external environment. This study Investigates
how percelved environmental uncertainty, the structure of
the organization, and 'human information processing (e.g.
cognitlive style) interrelate with the culture of the
organization.

In recent years, a growing body of I|lterature has
Indicated tentatively that well-run and effectlve
organizatlions have distinctlive cultures (Peters and
Waterman, 1982; Deal and Kennedy, 1982;). The culture of an
organlization can briefly be defined as the pattern of
beliefs and expectations shared by individuals and groups in
the organization. These same wrliters suggest that strong

cultures are the mark of very successful! companies.
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However, others contend that there Is no single "wlnning
culture" (Gordon,1985) and also question whether and when
more or stronger culture is "better" (Schein, 1985, Wilkins
and Ouchl, 1983). The lliterature is not sufficiently clear
nor developed to help managers discern the methods necessary
to maximize the benefits of culture in the functioning of
their organization.

There Is a need to study organization culture because
of Its potent and patterned impact on any organlization
(Scheln, 1985). Emplirical research must advance beyond the
current set of simpllifying assumptions which focus on
integrative, monollthlp cultures and nalve culture change
prescriptions. Incorporating issues relevant to managers in
research paradigms Is necessary. The busliness environment,
organizational structure and cognitive style are three such
issues.

Wilkins and Ouchi (1985), upon inspection of the
contemporary literature, noted‘that many of those who study
organization culture trace their roots to anthropology. The
displacement of the concept of culture traditionally used
in énthropology to the research and study of organlization
culture Is attractive; however, Morey and Luthans (1985)
caution that it shouid not be overinterpretated.
Anthropologists do not agree on all attributes of culture
however there |s common agreement on the following
attributes. Culture is learned; also It Is shared by

members of soclal groups. It is cumulative in Its

— = —
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development and it Is patterned; a change in one part will
bring about corresponding changes In another part of the
system. It Is symbollc and adaptive.

Parsons (1960) Indicated that each soclety favors
cerialn behaviors and éttltudes over others. Thus all
organizations have culture in the sense that they are
embedded In specific socletal cultures and are a part of
them (Adler and Jellnek, 1986). Yet, organizations are
Important cultural artifacts themselves. Whlle they exlist
on a lower level of analysis than anthropologlists usually
use when applyling the concept 6f culture, they can be
cultures and even have their own subcultures (Lewis, 1985;
Morey and Luthans, 1985). Therefore, the dlisplacement of
the concept Is appropriate to study organization culture If
one takes care nhot to overinterpret the reality of the
situation. Of relevance to organizational studies are
culture’s patterned, learned, shared and symbolic
characteristics (Morey and Luthans, 1985).

The assumption underlying the study of organization
culture Is that "culture does affect organizational behavior
and performance" (KIlImann, Saxton, and Serpa, 1985:3;
Schein, 1985) by communicating to the employees what Is
expected of tnem. This assumption has often been defended
on the basis of ancedotal evidence which demonstrates that
strong positive cultures are what Is necessary to maintain
leadership In product/markets and keep corporate profits

high. Deal and Kennedy (1982) however, whille emphasizing
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strong cultures for companies, also caution that the risks
of a strong culture may be: a) obsolesence, |If the business
environment of the ofganlzatlon changes; b) resistance to
further change as members of the organlizaton become
committed to Its culture and c¢) Inconsistency, as at times
managerlial behavior may contradict the company’'s culture.

While It may be true that organtzations with a strong
positive culture also perform better, there are few speciflc
recommendations In the literature to guide managerial action
when different organizational contexts are considered.
Adler and Jellinek (1986:84) state "desplte frequent
proclamations of the importance of "open systems"
perspectlives, they are rarely seen In practice. The same Is
true of organization culture; it focuses on the Inside of
the organlzation and treats the organlizaton as If it were
separate from the societal environment". Yet there Is a
dearth of research on how culture covaries wlth other
organlzational constructs. Subsequently, there is a need
for research that will Include other variables that may
Impact on an organization’s culture and that of its work
groups.

1.2 Research Model

Management theorists view culture as a factor
influencing performance, productivity and experience Iin the
organization (Adler and Jellinek, 1986). For examplie,
effective cultures may Increase an organization’s efficlency

(Smircich, 1983), economize communications within the

- — -
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organization (Sathe, 1983; Wilkins and Ouchi, 1983), and
achleve goal congruence (Wilkins and Ouchl, 1983). The
culture of the organization can also convey a sense of
ldentity and belongingness to the organlzation’s members,
either as Individuals or as groups, and In turn generate
member and group commitment to the organlzation (Sathe,
1883; Peters and Waterman, 1982; Deal and.Kennedy, 1982).

Fundamental to the organlzation culture concept Is the
bellef that management can create, maintain, and change the
culture of an organization. However, many aspects of the
culture may be Irrelevant to the effectliveness of the
organization. Furthermore, attempts to manipulate al!
aspects of an organlzation’s culture are |lkely doomed to
failure; even the most perceptive and powerful manager
cannot account for and control all the subtletles of
cultural rules and interactions within a group or an
organization. With additional research designed to study
critical aspects of the culture which may interact with
other organizational constructs, the manager won’‘t waste
scarce resources or become bogged down Iin total cultural
analysis (Scheln, 1985) when attending to the functioning of
his/her subordinates or the organization. This study
proposes to investigate varlables that are pertinent to and
practical for managerlal control.

As Is true In many of our approaches to organlizational
analysis, It may be that the "appropriate" culture for an

organization is contingent upon many factors, Including a)
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the characteristics of the industry; b) the type of
environment the organization faces; c¢c) the organization’'s
structure; and d) the manager's perception of the situation
(Schelin, 1985; Gordon, 1985; Mitroff, 1983; Schwartz and
Davis, 1981). Deal and Kennedy (1982:13) stated that "the
business environment Is the single greatest influence In
shaping a corporate culture". Recently, Kennedy, In an
interview with Rhodes (1986), concluded that In the start up
phase of a company, a well designed and implemented culture
can succeed only if the business environment supports It.
Managerial bellefs and cognitive style may Impact the
perception of the environment (Duncan, 1972; Starbuck,
1976), the culture of the organization and work groups
(Schein, 1985), as well as the structure of the organization
(Mitroff, 1983) and Its subunits (Kilmann, 1978).

While the concept of percglved environmental
uncertalnty has had extensive theoretical and emplirical
analysis, researchers have not generally incorporated
factors other than the environment, such as human
information processing, that may Influence perceptions and
therefore behavior (Yasai-Ardekani, 1986). Human
Iinformation processing research suggests that Individuals
differ in their perception of stimull as well as the
classlification schemes that are used to make sense of the
stimull (l.e. cognitive structure). Individuals with
compiex cognitive structures percelve many environmental

dimensions and are able to apply more complex and varied
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classification schemes to the phenomena being addressed
(Schroder, Driver, and Streufert, 1967). Taggart and Roby
(1981) utilize the concept of cognitive style (Jung, 1923)
as an approach to human I(nformatlon processing. By pairing
modes of gathering informatlion (sensation/intuition) with
modes of processing Iinformation (thinking/feeling), four
cognltive styles or decision styles (Myers, 1976) have been
ldentifled. A human Informatidn processing component Is
Incliuded In the proposed research model (Figure 1) to
reflect the manager’'s style of perception as an underlying
varlable in the investigation of the interrelationship of
perceived environmental uncertainty, structure, and work
group culture.

Structure has been studied extensively wlth many
dlfferent recommendations regarding the best way to design
an organization so that the behaviors of members of the
organization are influenced In sﬁch a manner to assure
effective accompl ishment of organlzatlonal goals and
objJectives. Yet there is stlill Interest In trying to
explain effective member behaviors more definitively.
Wilkins and Ouchl (1985:459) felt that "perhaps through
culture rather than formal structure, large firms can be
bent to the will of thelr masters and rendered predictable,
rational”. Schein (1985) viewed structure as an artifact (a
most visible and/or audible behavior pattern) of culture and
consldered it a secondary.relnforcement mechanism In the

process of embedding and transmitting culture. Davis (1981)
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8
contended that a strong culture, in the absence of carefully
formdlated systems and structures, can play an [mportant
role in improving the coordination of work between unlits in
the same organlzatlion.

Written rules and procedures reduce ambigulty and
uncertalnty and are characteristic of bureaucratlc
organizatons. Wilklins and Ouchl (1983) suggested that, In a
stable environment, culture may not need to be as strong In
the bureaucratic type of organlization because of the
stabillizing role of rules and procedures. The Impllication
is that culture will play a lesser role Iin the way the
organlzation Is managed in this situation. These authors
also suggested that, In a competitive environment, market
factors guide the behaviors of the members of the
organization. Thus, in organlzations that are not
bureaucratic or do not'operate in a stable competitive
environment (or both), culture may be a more Influential
force In guiding the behavior of the organizatlion’s members.

The following terms, with a brief description of each,
will be used to clarify the research questlons posed In
section 2.6. The concept of environmental uncertainty
Incorporated In this study takes a broader view than has
been the norm in the past, Incorporating resource dependence
dimensions as well as the Information dimenslons of the
environment. This approach reflects the Incluslon of the
resource domaln as a dimension in environmental uncertalnty

as suggested by the work of Dess and Beard (1984) and
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9
Lawrence (1981). It Is hoped that thlis broader measure will
better capture the concept of the environment as It Impacts
managers’ perceptions of uncertainty.

The three broad dimensions of environmental uncertainty
used .in this study will be munificence, dynamlism and
complexlty. Muniflicence represents the extent to which
required resources are avallable In the environment
(Aldrich, 1979; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978). Dynamlism
represents the degree of stabllity or instability (Lawrence
and Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967) and turbulence, e.g. rate
of change (Emery and Trist, 1965; Pfeffer and Salanclk,
1978) present In the environment. In other words, dynamlsm
represents the degree of Interconnectlion, rate of change and
predictability In the environment of the firm’'s organization
set (Evan, 1966). Complexity Is defined as the the degree
of homogenelty or heterogenelty (Dill, 1958; Thompson, 1967)
and concentration or dispersion of resources (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978) In the organlzation‘s environment. That is,
the greater the number. of variables that a manager must
contend with and the greater the economic concentration of
the Industry’s sales in the hands of a few flrms, the
greater the perceived complexity. The less muniflicent, more
complex, and more dynamic the environment, the higher the
uncertalinty facing the organization (Scott, 1981).

Organiclty Is defined with respect to the structure of
the organization. Structure Includes the roles, role

relatlionships and authorlity system that allow role occupants
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10
to pursue speclfic goals either in their work group or the
organization as a whole. Low organicity Indicates a
mechanlistic orgénlzatlon or subunit, while high organiclty
refers to an organic organization or subunit. Burns and
Stalker (1961) found that the structure of a mechanistic
organization contained set functional duties, precise Job
descriptlions, and hierarchical chalns of command. They also
found that the strucuture of an organic organlization
contalned less formal Job descriptions, a network system of
control and authority with an emphasis on adaptabillty
rather than set rules and procedures.

The construct of cognitlive style may be used to
operationalize human information processing (Taggart and
Robey, 1981). Managers are declision makers. Thus, an
understanding of how they process Informatlion in the
management context could be useful In matching managers to
decislon situations where their natural styles are most
effective.

Cognitive style Is based on Jung‘s (1923; 1966) theory
of personallty which suggests Individuals have a predominant
way of a) taking in informatlon (l.e sensing/intultion) and
b) making a decision (i.e. thinking/feeling). By palring
the two processes, four decision styles are derived (Myers,
1976): sensation/thinking; Iintuiltive/thinking;

Iintulitive/feellng; and sensatlon/feeling.
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An organization’s culture is defined as the pattern of
bel lefs and expectations which are shared by the
organization’'s members (Schwartz and Davis, 1981) and whlch
help members cope with probliems of survival In the external
environment and integration in the Internal environment
(Scheln, 1985). This definlition of culture focuses on the
bellefs of Indlviduals and/or groups within an
organlzation. These beliefs are value- based and can be
manifested as norms of behavior, becoming the informal rules
groups adopt to regulate the behavior of thelr members.

There has been a plethora of I|lterature on
organlzational structure, and environmenta! uncertalnty, as
well as an increasing amount on culture and cognltive
style. To date, however, there has been no empirical
research on the interrelation of these contextual
variables. Because of the lack of empirical research, the
implied interrelationships among organizatlonal structure,
environmental uncertainty, coghitive style and organlzation
culture are not depicted as a causal model with the usual
single and double headed arrows. Rather, the research model
(Flgure 1) Is one that deplicts the mutual dependancles of
the variables and the proposed interaction effect of
structure on the envlrénmental uncertainty - organization
culture relationship. As cognitive style deals with

perceptions It Is depicted as a circular overlay on all the
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12
other varliables. Relevant theory and research to support
the variablies and thelr Implied relationships are presented
in the literature review.

1.4 Research Objectives

Producling useful knowledge is a very important
criterion for business related research. One group of users
of this knowledge is the practitioners who run America’'s
business organizations. A second and equally Iimportant
group of users of business related research are academicians
who seek to aquire additlonal knowledge to enhance our
understanding of the varlous phenomena that occur within
organizations. Therefore, the objectives of thls study are
both practical and analytical.

The purpose of the analytlcal objectives Is to add to
the existing body of knowledge of environmental uncertainty
and organicity while broadening our knowledge of
organization culture and cognitive style. More speclflically
the anaiytical objectives are:

1. To assess the extent to which the relatlionship between
environmental! uncertainty and organization culture of the
subunit Is Influenced by the structure (organicity) of the
subunit.

The proposed research model Is interactive and implies
dependency relationships between organization culture and
the other varlables in the model. There Is great
controversy among theorlsts whether organization culture Is

an independent or dependent variable. The findings of this
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study will add additional information to the existiny
knowledge base and hopefully lend support to the position
that organization culture may be treated as a dependent
variable In future research studies. The assumption of this
research study Is that the culture of the organization can
be managed, thereby Implying that it may be treated as a
dependent rather than an Independent variable.

2. To determine the importance of a broader measure of
environmental uncertainty by explicltly Incliuding the
concept of resource dependence. A welghted measure of
environmental uncertalnty Is used to predict Its Impact on
organization culture; It may be possible to determline if the
resource dependence dimenslion has more predictabllity than
the Informatlion based domaln.

3. To assess the importance of human Information
processing (as measured by cognltive style) to percelved
environmental uncertainty and the types of cultural norms
that may predominate in organlzations with dlfferent levels
of organlicity. Although there is a large literature on
managerlal perceptlons, llttle has been done to Include as
part of the perceptual process the way a manager Inputs data
and makes a decision. The findings of this study will
contribute by including thls component as one of the
variables that may Impact the way a manager percelves the

environment, organicity and culture of the organization.
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The practlical objectives of a research study are
deslgned with the Intent of helplng managers function more
efficlently and effectively wlthin thelr organlzation. For
this research study they are as follows:

1. To provide an empirlical basis for offering managers
suggestlions concerning the role of an organlizatlion’s
culture, given certain perceived business environments and
organizational structures. Organization culture has been
one of the management buzzwords recently. By studyling the
way |f Interacts with or is dependent on other
organizatlonal constructs, managers may be able to Improve
the effectiveness of their organlzations.

2. To determine If there is any relationship between
coghltive style and job levels, and if so, does this
relationship account for perceptual differences among
managers In various poslitlons.. Thls would help
organizations in that the perception of their environment
would be more correctly assessed. This, in turn, could
Improve planning and declison making.

3. To determine the extent to which certaln types of
cultural norms will predominate under varlous environmental
condltions and levels of organiclty. While organiclity may
be to some extent under the manager’s control, environmental
conditons are not. Scheln (1985) and others suggest ways to

develop the types of norms a manager desires in the
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organization. The findings of this study will give
direction to managers In the type of norms that may be most

sulted for their specific conditions.
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Figure 1
A MODEL OF THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF PERCEIVED ENVIRONMENTAL

UNCERTAINTY, ORGANICITY, COGNITIVE STYLE AND
ORGANIZATION CULTURE
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2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW

The use of a contingency approach Implles that
environmental variables Influence the approprlateness of
different organizational constructs. The common argument of
this approach Is that the right "fit" between organizational
varliables such as the environment, strucuture, technology,
leadershlip style, organization-control mechanisms and goals
will promote organizational effectliveness. The seminal
contingency research (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and
Lofsch, 1967; and Thompson, 1967) utilized a central core
concept In the persuit of the environment's effect on
organlzational functioning. Thls concept was uncertainty
(Downey, Hellriegel, and Slocum, 1975).

Theoretically there are many factors that could
influence an organization’s culture: i.e. the business
environment, business strategy, operating technologles,
management systems, and the perceptions of Individuals In
management positions. This research study focuses on
environmental uncertainty, organizational structure
(conceptualized as organiclty), and cognitive styles of
individual managers. Emplirical Iliterature relevant to each
of the variables in the research model (Figure 1) are

reviewed and critiqued in thls sectlion.

17
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2.1 Environmental Uncertainty

Since the emergence of the open systems models
researchers have acknowledged ghe Importance of the effects
of environments on organizations. In order to conceptualize
and examine potential and actual causal connectlions between
envlfonments and elements of the organlization, background on
the different levels and conceptions of envrionments wlll be
reviewed.

The most general level of environmental analysis is
referred to as the ecological community (Hawley, 1950).
This ltevel focuses on a collection of organizations within a
delimlited geographical area. The most widely used typology
at this level was developed by Emery and Trist (1965). They
distingulshed four types of Interorganizational environments
as follows:

- Placid, randomized: resources required by the
organization are randomly distributed and unchanging.

- Placld, clustered: locatlion Is an Important factor In
survival as resources are clustered but unchanging.

- Disturbed, reactl?e: actlions of the organization
determine avallabillty of the resources, each act of
the organization must also take Into account the
actions and responses of other organlzations.

- Turbulent: comprised of many Interdependent factors
that affect one another thus becoming a force In the

sltuation creating great complexity.
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Emery and Trist (1965:28) further suggested the following
soiution to reduce uncertalnty for organlizations iIn
turbulent environments: "the emergence of values that have
overriding sligniflcance for all members of the field." This
commonly accepted set of values creates a fleld "which is no
longer rlchly Jolned and turbulent, but simplified and
relatively static”. Thus, sharing of common values could
result In more rather than less certainty for organizations.

The next sublevel of analysls Is referred to as the
popuifation of organizations (Hannan and Freeman, 1977).
Populations may be defined as those organizatlions that have
common structural forms or patterns of actlivity. The thrust
of this level of analysis is that the environment selects
and deselects the populations of organizations. That iIs,
survival of the population Is based on the organization’s
form/activity pattern and the resources In the
environment. This perspective allows Ilttle managerial
cholce and |Is based on the theéry of environmental
determinism.

'The third sublevel Is that of the organization set
(Blau and Scott, 1962; Evan, 1966). This level of analysis
identlifles the environment from the point of view of a
single focal organization and those other organizations in
the environment which make a dlfference to the organization
in question. The majority of organlization-environment
studles have been conducted at this level, and the recent

focus on organizational stakeholders (Freeman, 1984) derives
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from thls perspective. This research study was conducted
at the organization set level, as the varlables [nvolved are
directly linked to a focal organization and were measured by
the managerial perceptlons In that same organizatlon.

There is not much consensus on how environments should
be defined, described or measured (Scott, 1981). However,
to set parameters for this research study, the followling
presents the two major conceptions of the environment. The
first conceives the environment as a source of Information
thereby lending a degree of uncertainty to managerial
decision making. The second conceives the environment as a
stock of resources on which the organlzation may depend. A
major criticism of the emplrical organization/environment
research conducted at the organization set level Is that
researchers have concentrated on uncertalinty defined as
Information avaitabllility (or predictabillity) and have
largely overlooked the Issue of the avallablillty of other
resources. Thils research study wiil combine dimensions from
both conceptualizations of the environment In an attempt to
overcome this criticlsm. The following review Is intended
to provide a framework for defining and describling
environmental uncertainty as it wiil be used in this
research study.

Dill's (1958) approach of task environments has been
the most frequently cited as a rétlonale for choosing those
segments of the environment that should be examined when

conducting research on the buslness environment. He first
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used the term "task environment” to refer to all the aspects
of the environment thaf were potentlially relevant to goal
setting and goal attalnment. The four major sectors
ldentified In his study on two Norwegian firms were 1)
customers (both users and distributors); 2) suppliers of
materlals, labor, caplital, equipment and workspace; 3)
competitors, for both markets and resources; and 4)
regulatory groups, such as govérnment agencies, unions, and
interflrm associations.

‘Thompson (1967), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), Pfeffer
and Salanclk (1978), and Aldrich (1978) have all added to
and trled to speclify the dimensions of the environment. The
two most wldely accepted conceptualizations of the
environment are 1) the environment as a source of
Information; and 2) the environment as a stock of
resources. The latter conceptualization focuses on the
degree of dependence the organization has on others for
vital resources while the former focuses primary attentlon
on the degree of uncertainty or unpredictabllity confronting
the organization.

Scott (1981:168) In his work on organizatlional
perspectives summarized the major dimensions of each
conceptuallzation. As can be seen, Emery and Trist’'s (1965)
typology has lent a great deal to the development of these

dimenslions.
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2.11 Dimenslions Affecting Uncertalinty
Four dimensions thought to affect environmental
uncertainty have been proposed in the literature. They are
as follows:

1. Degree of Homogeneity-heterogeneity: the extent that
the environmental entitles to which the organization must
relate are similar to one another; for example, the number
of different types of clients relating to a service
organlization. Other labels that.have been used are
compiexity and diversity. (Dill, 1958; Thompson, 1967)

2. Degree of stability-change: extent to which the
entitles are undergoing change; for example, the rate of
product innovation within the Industry category to which a
glven firm belongs. it Is possible to differentliate
between the rate of change and its evenness or fluctuation
(Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Thompson, 1967).

3. Degree of Interconnectedness-isolatlion: extent to which
the organlization Is linked to many other environmental
entities whose actions may Impinge on It; for example, the
number of different suppliers from whom a manufacturing
company must buy Its Inputs (Pfeffer and Salanclk, 1978).

4. Degree of Organization-nonorganization: extent to which
the orgaq!zatlon confronts a set of envrionmental entities
whose actions are coordinated or structured. For example,
does a seller face a set of Independent grocery stores or a

chain of supermarkets? (Jurkovich, 1974).
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.Scott (1981) summarized the expectations of combining
different states of the dimenslons as follows. "The greater
the degree of heterogeneity, the higher the rate of change
or instabllity, the larger the degree of Interconnectedness,
and the lower the degree of organizatlon within the
environment, the hligher will be the uncertalinty facing the
organization (Scott, 1981:169)".

2.12 Dimensions Affecting Dependence

Three dimensions thought to affect the dependence of
organizations on thelr environments have been proposed in
the llterature. They are as follows:

1. Degree of Munlficence-scarclty; extent to which the
resources requlred by the organization are avaitable In Its
environment; for examplie, the avallabillty of petroleum to
a chemical company, of the avallibility of electronlcs
englineers to the high tech company (Pfeffer and Salanclk,
1978; Aldrich, 1979).

2. Degree of Concentration-dispersion: extent to which
the resources required are evenly spread throughout the
environment; for example, economlic concentration has been
deflned as the proportion of an industry’s sales controlled
by the largest four or eilght firms (Pfeffer and Salanclk,
1978).

3. Degree of Organization-nonorganizatlion: same as number

4 above (section 2.11).
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General ly speakling,"the greater the scarcity of
resources, the higher the degree of concentratlon, and the
greater the degree of organization exhliblted by entltles
within the environment, the greater the dependence" (Scott,
1981:169).

2.13 Environmental Research Studies

In 1981, Lawrence proposed a theoretical model of
organizatlonal adaptation with environmental uncertainty as
the predominant, overriding construct. This construct
Included two domalins: Information and resources. Factors to
be assessed In the Information domain were: a) number of
competitive variations; b) customer preferences and
varlatlions; c) knowledge generators: R & D; unlversities;
government; d) knowledge disseminators: schools; government;
and trade associations. Factors to be considered In the
resource domain were: a) sources of raw materials, human and
capltal resources; b) customer Iimpact on resource
avallabillity; c) competitor Impact on resource avallabillity;
and d) government Impact on resource availablllty.

Hrebinlak (1981) supports Lawrence’s approach to
environmental uncertainty, as the resource domain Is clearly
related to the information domain. That Is, perceptions of
customers’ and competlitors’ impact on resource avallability
can vary as a function of the economy and market structure.

Therefore, operationaiizing environmental uncertainty on
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both the Information and resource dimensions adds
speclficlty to external factors that may affect
organizations.

Dess and Beard (1984) have utllized objective measures
of the environment to determine the operational validity of
codifylng the above dimensions of uncertainty and dependence
Into a parsimonious set conslsting of: muniflicence
(munificence~scarclty); dynamism (stability- Instability,
turbulence e.g. Interconnectedness) and complexity
(homogenelty-heterogenelty; concentration-dispersion).

The theoretlcal defense for this re-alignment of
dimenslions was that it Is "conceptually simllar to those
proposed by others (Jurkovich, 1874; Pfeffer and Salanclk,
1978; Aldrich, 1979; and Scott, 1981)". By using factor and
Interitem analysis of the objective measures, Dess and Beard
(1984) found tentatlve support for the operational validity
of the three dimensions: munificence, complexlity and
dynamism. The first two were found to be unidimensional
(identifliable with one set of varlables) whlle dynamlsm was
found to be multidimenslonal (identifiable with more than
one set of varlables);

The previous pages have been devoted to a review of the
different approaches to studying environmental uncertainty.
More recently researchers (Dess and Beard, 1984; Lawrence,
1981) have suggested the combination of the two conceptions
of the environment (iInformation sources and resource

dependence). Thls was the approach taken Iin this research
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study. Therefore, in this study environmental uncertainty
wlill be deflned as the'manager'i»perceptlon of munificence,
dynamism and complexity of the environment confronting the
organization set to which the focal organization belongs.

As stated earlier, environmental uncertalnty has been
the primary variable employed In the
organization/environment research. This variable was often
measured as change, and sometimes included a component of
complexlty. Only a few studles have used other measures.
For example, Khandwalla (1973) studied 96 manufacturing
flrms and found overall competition was assoclated with the
use of management controls and selectivity in the use of
controls. Pfeffer and Leblebici (1973) argued that
competlition caused increased demands for control, directly
préduclng a more structured organizatlion, as well as causling
product differentiation. These effects tended to lead to
less decentralization and less structural elaboration than
what was otherwise expected. Several key research studies
have been conducted utillzing the concept of environmental
uncertainty as discussed in thls proposal. In the followling
paragraphs, several criticlsms of these studies are
explored.

Lawrence and Lorsch’s landmark study of the plastics
and container industries (selected a priori for extreme
differences In uncertainty) opened a floodgate of
organization/environment research. To them, environmental

uncertainty Involved the following: a) the rate of change In
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conditions; b) the time span of feedback of results on
decisions made or actions taken; and ¢) the certalnty of
information. As a result of these factors, each subunit of
an organlzation would develop a structure matching its own
environment. They found successful firms, working iIn
uncertain environments, had a more differentlated (e.g. the
degree of segmentation in the organization’s subunits)
structure, as well as the abillty to Integrate the different
departments effectively. From their flindings they argued
that different units of the same organlizatlion faced
different subenvironments and that the environment, for
example, of a productlén department was very different from
that faced by marketing or research and development.

Lawrence (1981) criticlized his own work because his
approach to environmental uncertainty largely ignored the
impact that resource munlflcence/scarclty has on a manager’s
perceptlons and, therefore, on her responses. Another major
criticism of the Lawrence and Lorsch study and of other
studies (Duncan, 1872) Involving the uncertainty concept, Is
that the conceptual and methodological aspects of the
uncertalnty instruments have not been adequate (Pennings,
1975; Tosli, Aldag, and Storey, 1973; Downey, Hellrelgel, and
Slocum, 1975).

Tos!| et al (1973) found that the Lawrence and Lorsch
Instrument lacked adequate subscale reliabillty coefficlents

while the total scale score correlations with criterion
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uncertainty measures were low and Inconsistent. |In
additlion, the factor analysis of the Items were not
consistent with the Instrument subscales. However, Tosl et
al’'s findings are also open to criticism (Hrebinlak, 1981)
in that thelr study equated uncertainty with volatility,
arguing that volatility and uncertainty should be
correlated. Hrebiniak, asserted that the researchers did
not present sufflicient reasoning for this as stability of
sales and Iincome (e.g. lack of volatility) may reflect a
successful abillty to cope with uncertainty. Similarly,
Pennings’ (1975) attempt to use uncertainty to lidentify
differences among 40 units of a single organlzation
(brokerage offlces) In the same business appears to be
problematic In that there was not enough observed varlance
across the organization. It also was Inconsistent with
Lawrence and Lorsch’s conceptualizaton.

Duncan (1972) used a semantic analysis of Individuals’
verbalizatons of the uncertalnty concept. He developed a
perceived environmental characteflstlcs measure (comprlsed
of dynamism and compliexity). HIis conceptual framework (l.e.
perceived environmental uncertainty) has been very useful,
yet the scoring procedure (additive) may Inappropriately
welght one subscale over another by 30:1 when the theory
Implies that each should equally contribute (Downey et al,

1975).
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The sum of this criticlsm of uncertainty variables and
the Implication for research studies Is that considerable
care should be exercised In selecting exlsting Instruments
for uncertainty measurement to make certaln that the
uncertainty concepts guiding the research (implicit or
expliclt) are consistent with the uncertainty concepts In
the instrument. To summarize the sectlon on environmental
uncertainty, a quote by Lawrence (1981:317) is appropriate;
"The notlion of the environment Is the type of idea that we
should be completely comfortable In defining in dlfferent
ways, depending on the research purpose lInvolved".

2.2 Organization Culture

In the past three years, three major collections of
articles on organizational culture have appeared. Much of
the Impetus for thls Increase In Interest In organlzation
culture occurred In the late 1970's and the early 1980°’s
when researchers trying to understand the differences
between highly successful Japanese and American firms began
to examine the possibility that national culture might
contribute to differences within the culture of firms and
thus to dlifferences In performance.

In the study of organization culture, there Is no
single dominant point of view or method. Of the seven most
cited works (Geertz, 1973; Berger and Luckman, 1966; Clark,
1972; Deal and Kennedy, 1982; Ouchl, 1981; Pettigrew, 197S;
Weick, 1979), three were written by management scholars,

three by soclologlists and one by an anthropologist.
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Therefore, It Is not surprising that to date there has not
been a commonly accepted deflnitlon of culture. However,
there Is some agreement among theorists that organlzation
cultdre deals with the bellefs, values and assumptions that
are shared within an organizatlon. These bellefs are
unwritten, "taken for granted”, and guide the behaviors of
individuals and groups in the development of organlzational
norms (Kiimann, 1984; Wilkins, 1983; Sathe, 1983; Schwartz
and Davis, 1981; Seihl and Martin, 1981; Lewis, 1980;)

Scheln (1985) adds that culture has depth (l.e. a layer
of assumptions underlie the values and beliefs); and that it
Is learned. Culture also functions in helping an
organization adapt to Its external environment and integrate
lts Iinternal processes. For the purposes of this study, the
following definlition of culture will be used.

"A pattern of beliefs and expectations which are shared
by the organlzation’s members. These beliefs and
expectations produce norms that powerful ly shape the
behavior of Individuals and groups In the organization"
(Schwartz and Davis, 1981:33) and help members cope with
problems of survival in the external environment and
Integration In the internal environment (Scheln, 1985).

The study of the concept of organizatlion culture Is not
new. Rather, it has been regenérated from orlginal studies

conducted during the era of the Human Relatlons School of
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management thought, and derives ultimately from a century
old anthropological Interest In the relations between
culture and social structure.

Numerous studlies have shown that Industrial workers
form strong cultures (Roethlisberger and Dlickson, 1939;
Whyte, 1955; Roy, 1960). These writers considered the norms
exhibited by workers as a characteristic of Iindividual
behavior until Homans (1950) began to treat such behavior as
a socliologlical phenomenon.

Homans (1950) notéd that the "external system" (l.e.
physical, cultural and technical environment) generates
activities and Interactions which In turn generate
sentiments and norms (i.e. Internal system or culture).

Once formed, culture begins to influence the external system
by dictating to some extent how the environment Is perceived
and dealt with by organlzatlonél actors. However, the
environment inttially determines the opportunities and
constraints for a group, thus forcing it to specify its
primary task In forming a culture. A fully formed culture
influences what will be percelved and defined as the
environment. Therefore, cultural assumptions act as filters
for how managers percelve the environment (Scheln, 1985).

In describing culture, beliefs and values are the two
malin distinctlons of shared understandings (Sathe, 1983).
Rokeach (1969) developed a concept of values that has served
as a referent for researchers. He deflned values as "an

enduring beltief that a speciflic mode of conduct or end-state
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of existence Is personally and soclially preferable to
alternative modes of conduct or end-states of existence"
(Rokeach, 18698:160). "The term norms |s sometimes used
interchangeably wlith values, but there is an important
distinctlion. Although both have an ought to Impliclit in
them, norms are more tactical and procedural than are
values" (Sathe, 1983:7). The definition of culture that is
being used In this study Iis based In beliefs. These beliefs
produce norms expectations for behavior. Jackson (1968)
suggested that behavior Is a dimension In which to measure
norms...as a norm’s objJect is behavior. When there Is
strong consensus amohg a group of people regarding a
particular norm, It Is sald to be “"crystalized" (Jackson,
1966) .

' The reason why organizational members may not reallze
the profound influence culture has on them may be because
over a long time unchal lenged beilefs and values come to be
taken for granted. Allen and Craft (1982) refer to this as
the "organlzatlional unconscious" or the culture of the
organization.

2.21 Manlifestations of Culture
Culture manifests Itself as rites and rituals (Deal and
Kennedy, 1982); storles (Mitroff and Kilmann, 1976); legends
(Wilkins and Martin, 1980), myths (Boje et al, 1982);
speclallzed language (Andrews and Hersch, 1983) and norms
(Allen and Pilnick, 1970; Scheln, 1985, KillImann, 1982).

This last manifestation of culture, group norms, can be used
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as a technique to assess the shared understandings that work
groups have regarding aspects of organizational functioning
(Allen and Pilnlick, 1970; Kilmann and Saxton, 1983).

Work group norms may be developed through explicit
statements by supervisors, critical events In the past,
and/or carryover behavior from the past, particularly If the
behavior has been successful (Feldman, 1984; Scheln, 1985).
Numerous empirlical studles have focused on examining the
Impact of group norms. Asch (1951) used norms to look at
group conformity; Trist and Bamforth (1951) used norms to
examine production restriction; Seashore (1954) used the
norms concept to investigate group cohesliveness; and Janis
(1973) used group norms to illuminate group decislon making.

Group norms are formed and enforced only with respect
to behaviors that have some significance for the group
(Shaw, 1981). Slgnlflcgnt behaviors may or may not be
directly related to the group's central, formal mission.

The frequent distinction between task malntenance
(technical) dutles and soclial maintenance (human) duties
helps explain why groups bring selected behaviors under
control. Feldman (1984:53) Indicates that "only those
behaviors that ensure group survival (i.e. long term
orlientation), facllitate task accomplishment (1.e. short
term orientation), contribute to group morale or express the
groub's central values are likely to be brought under

control™.
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In the 1960s Allen and Pilnlck conducted extenstve
research on the behavioral norms of delinquents. They found
that the behavior of these iIndividuals was different when In
their old nelghborhoods than wﬁen in the rehabilitation
program. From this baslic research they determined that a
system of norms (l.e. expected behaviors) within the
organization Itself had a very powerful influence In
determining the behaviors of these indlviduals. This
finding was appllied to behaviors found In business
organlzatlons and as a result Allen and Pllnick (1970)
developed an approach referred to as Normative Systems.

The Normative Systems research has indlcated that every
organlzation has its own distinctive normative pattern
discernible through the use of a norm Iindicator (a survey
administered to a cross sectlon of the employees In the
organizatlion). The questions involve behavioral sltuatlions
that help expose key company norms. After extensive
research, these authors found that norms tend to fall Into
certaln categories. As a result they identified ten general
cluster areas around which both positlve and negative norms
were found. An example of a posltive norm Is: “In our
company, we are number 1 and Intend to stay there". An
example of an negative norm Is: "Around here there’'s no
point Iin trying harder ~ nobody else does". Later, Allen
and Dyer (1980) developed an action-oriented survey (Norms

Diagnostic Index ~ND!) of 38 ltems through a factor analytlc
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technique applled to 86 items that had been used by Allen
over a period of 15 years. The seven scales In this
instrument are:

1) performance facllitation 2) Job involvement 3) training
4) leader-subordlinate Interaction 5) policies and procedures
6) confrontatlion 7) supportive climate.

Other researchers have also developed Instruments to
assess the norms that are 6peratlng in organizations. In
1983, Kilmann and Saxton developed the Culture-Gap®
sSurvey. There Is a great deal of simllarity between the
theory and development of this instrument and the original
work of Allen and Pilnick (1970). Through statistical and
clinical analyslis, a set of 28 norms were found to be most
consistently operating In organizations.

Kilimann and Saxton (1983) found two Independent
distinctions along which the norms were defined. The first
differentiates the technical aspects (1.e task support and
task Innovatlon) of work from the human aspects (l.e.
personal and social relationships) of work. This
distinction concurs with Bales (1952), who through
laboratory experimentation, found that group members settled
In£o "Instrumental" or "expressive" roles. This
distinctlon Is also supported by the results of studies of
organizatlional behavior by Katzell (1957) and Bennis
(1966). The second distinction differentiates norms that

have a short term perspectlive from norms that have a long
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term perspective. Thlg distinction concurs with Feldman'’s
(1984) theoretical ldentiflication of the types of behaviors
that come under normative control.

Also this distinction has been frequently discussed as an
operational versus strategic focus (Kilmann, 1984). By
pairing modes of distinctions, four groupings of norms are
possible (note Fligure 2). '

These groupings are referred to as norm clusters. Each
cluster has seven norm pairs (see Appendix A). An example
of a norm palr Is: "Share Information only when it beneflts
your own group”; "Share Informatlion to help the organlzatlion
make better decisions”. The followlng descriptions and
examples were described by Kilmann (1984).

The norms of Task Support reflect behaviors of
information sharing, helping other groups. They are also
concerned with efficiency. For example, Iin some
high-technology firms there is a lack of cooperation and
Information sharing. The norms of Task lnnovatlon stress
creativity, being rewarded for creativity and doing new
things. The most general finding to date Is that Task
Innovation Isn‘t as strong In American companies as It |Is
desired to be. The norms of Social Relationships emphaslze
socializing with one’'s work group and the mixing of
friendships with busliness. In some social service agencles,
these norms have been found to be operating so strongly that
too much time Is spent soclalizing rather than looking to

get the next Job done. The norms of Personal Freedom are
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Indicative of self-expression, the exercising of discretion
and pleasing one’'s self. They are not frequently found in
very bureaucratlc organizations where members may feel

conflned and constralned.

Technlcal Human
Task Social
Short-term Support Relationshlips
Task Personal
Long-term Innovation Freedom
FIGURE 2

KILMANN - SAXTON NORM CLUSTERS

For the purposes of this study the above norm clusters
will be used to assess the perceived norms In an
organizational setting and will be referred to as the types
of norms found in an organlizatlon’'s culture.

2.22 Organization Culture Studies

Criticlisms regarding the empirical study of
organlzation culture centers on the broad and varled
methodologies utllized to study this construct and the
struggle among academics to declde If culture should be

treated as an Independent variable or a dependent variable.
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Those who view culture as an independent variable seek to
explicate ways In which the organizatlion can Influence the
feel ings and behaviors of its members. Those who view
culture as a dependent varlable assert that a determlined
management may alter features of the organlzation’s culture
which may have dgveloped as a natural outgrowth of Its
particular time and place.

Also, there is confrontation between statisticlans and
phenomenologists regarding the "scientific rigor" of this
new fleld (Ouchil and Wilkins, 1985). Management theorists
have tended to approach this field with multivariate
analysis of survey and experimental data. For example,
Ouchi (1983) employed questionnaires to seek the differences
in the cultures of companies of "A" and “zZ". Meyer (1982)
used both questlonnalrgs and content analyslis of stories
obtalned In open-ended interviews to examlne the creation of
shared ldeologies. Martin and Power (1983) used laboratory
exper imentation to demonstrate that facts embedded in
organizational stories are more persuasive than are
quantlitative summaries.

Social sclentists, on the other hand, have utllized
participant observation and case studles which focus on the
rich and Interesting stories of organizational |ife;
ethndgraphy which focuses on language and symbollsm; and
archival, historical or public documents to arrive at an
understanding of a soclial group. For example, Clark (1970),

Iin his study of organizational sagas at Antloch,'Reed and
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Swarthmore colleges, utilized historlical documents
supplemented with Interviews; Dyer (1984) In his study of
cultural evolution at "Brown" éompany used Industry reports,
annual reports, internal reports, public records and
interviews; Gregory (1983) Interviewed 75 professionals from
several Sllicon Valley companies In her analysis of language
used by these professlonafs to enable them to make sense of
their raplidly changing industry. Kanter (1983) utlllzed a
mu]tlmethod approach In her study of corporate culture In
Amer ican companies. These methods Included content
analyslis, use of public records, In depth Interviews,
personal observations and conversations, quallitatlive and
quantative emplirical comparlsons of factors encouraging

innovation and initative In organizations.
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2.3 The Structure of the Organization

The domlnant apprbach used to expialn organizational
structures In both the management and soclological
llterature has been structural! contingency theory. This
theory speciflies an overall perspective of managerilal
adaptation to environmental constraints, as well as the
elements of context that affect structural cholces. For the
purposes of this study, structure will refer to the job
deflinitions, spans of control and the hlerarchles depicted
by the organizational chart. The nature of the structure
(e.g. organliclty) will refer to the degree of formalization
of the structure.

The three elements of organizational context that have
been most frequently studied In structural contlngency
theory are: environment, size, and technology (Pfeffer,
1982). The primary concern In this study is the
environmental context. However, findings on the size of
organizations will also be brlefly reviewed. While
technology can be an Important variable, it has not been
found to be of overriding Importance as the "new wave
gathering force appears to be the environment" (Perrow,
1986:178).

Burns and Stalker (1961) looked at the organization as
a whole and concluded that the "ideal type" of working
organizatlon depends on the degree of uncertainty in the
organization’'s environment. The mechanistic system has

rigidly set functional duties, preclse Jjob descriptions,
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fixed authorlity andlresponslblllty, and a well developed
hierarchy through which Information flows up and
instructlions flow down. The organlismic (herelnafter
organic, Bennlis, 1966) form has less formal job
descriptions, greater emphasis on adaptabllity, a lateral
rather than vertical direction of communication, and a
network structure of control and authority. Organlic
structures permit the faster, more flexible responses needed
to operate In an unstable, relatively unpredlictable
environment.

Bennis (1966:188) indicated that In an organic system
there will be less loyalty to the work group and "people
will learn to develop quick and Intense relatlonships on the
job and iearn to bear the loss of more enduring work
relatlonships". He felt thls was because the organic
stucture permits and even encourages transience rather than
permanent relations of people to each other and to task
assignment. Burns and Stalker (1961) found that successful
firms exhibited a mechanistic system in a stable environment
(low uncertainty) and an organic system In rapidly changing
environmental condlitions (hlgh uncertainty).

LLawrence and Lorsch (1967), studying functlonal units
within large organizations, reached a similar conclusion to
that of Burns and Stalker (1961). They found successful
flrms facing an uncertain environment had a more
differentiated structure and the abillty to iIntegrate these

di fferent departments effectively than did less successful
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firms. DIlfferentiation deals with the degree of normative
structure present. Normative structure Is the degree of
segméntatlon in an organization‘s subunits. The more
uncertain the environment, the more departmentalized the
structure of the organization, including its subunits.
Through differentlation the subunit attempts to cope with
Its particutar environment. Dlfferenttation Implies that
members of each unit will see problems Involving them with
other units of the organization primarily from their own
point of view, thus creating the'potentlal for conflict.
As differentiation Increases, so does the need for
integration. Integration is the quality of the necessary
relationships among the units of the organization If the
organization’s overall goals are to be achieved. Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967) cited two approaches to integration: a)
the use of formal hlerarchy of authorlity, rules, procedures;
and b) the use of crossfunctional teams and team leaders,
more open communlcation, Influence based on knowledge and
expertise rather than formal authority. These two
approaches to Integration are quite similar to the
mechanlistic and organic systems described by Burns and
Stalker (1961). Research findings Indicate that In
differentlated organizations a‘hlgh quallty of integration
is related to goal achlevement as determined by members and

groups within the organization (Lorsch, 1877).
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Whlle iIncreased differentliation with corresponding
quality Integration seem to be the mark of Improved
performance for organlzations facing uncertain environments,
Galbralth’'s (1973) study on informatlon processing added
addlitional clarity. In essence, Galbralth found that
improved performance flowed from the Improved Information
processing and declision making, which in turn flowed from
having the kind of differentiatlion and integration required
to pick up and process the pertinent data from the relevant
environment.

As an organization Iis an open system, there is a
constant need for environmental support. In the simplest
terms, resources must flow In and outputs must be accepted.
Consequently, subsystems develop at the boundaries of the
organization that have more frequent contact with the
external environment than other subsystems in the
organlzation. Leifer and Huber (1977) were able to document
that the structures and behaviors of managers In functional
areas frequently Involved wlth boundary spanning activities
impacted perceived environmental uncertainties. That Is,
managers In the same organization but with different
functlonal responsibilities may perceive thelr
organlzation’s environment differently from each other.

Katz and Kahn (1978) identifled three types of boundary
subsystems: procurement, disposal, and institutional
relatlions. The functlonal categories associated with these

subsystems are: purchasling of material resources; acquirling
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human resources; marketing and public relations. Also,
Schwab, Ungson and Brown (1985) in a study of 376 managers
from 36 wood products and electronics firms found that these
functional areas were significantly related to those who
have primary responsibllity for dealing with the external
environment. As the managers of each of these subsystems
are Involved in different functional responsibillities,
behaviors and perceptléns of the environment may be
different. As a result, the direction of causality assumed
in models of environmental/ structural adaptations is
questioned In that organizational structures (boundary
spanning subsystems and their behaviors) may Influence
environmental perceptions.

Size is one of the promlﬁent characterlistics of an
organlzation and Is a falrly consistent correlate of many
orgahlzatlonal attributes. There are many Indicators of
size (l.e. sales volume, net assets,and square footage) but
most studies have used number of employees. This measure was
used Iin the current study as a maln concern is human
perceptions and relationships and not with output volumes.

The basic arguments that derive from the |iterature on
slze are as follows. Size Is:

a) positively associated with structural differentiation
(Hall, Haas, Johnson, 1967; Pugh, Hlickson, and
Hennings, 1969; Blau, 1970; Blau and Schoenherr, 1971);

b) positively assoclated with the presence of more act-

tivities of the same general type (l.e. the scale of
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operatlions) (Blau, 1970; Blau and Schoenherr, 1971);

c) negatively related to centralization (Pugh, Hlickson,

and Hennings, 1969; Blau and Schoenherr, 1971);

d) positively related to fgrmallzatlon; (Hall, Haas,

Johnson, 1967; Pugh, Hlckson, and Hennlings, 1969;
Blau and Schoenherr, 1971).

.Recently Cullen et al (1986) re-examined Blau's theory
of structural differentiation by questioning whether it was
a theory of structural change or scale. These researchers
concluded that Blau’'s theory offers a better explanatlion of
scale than of change. Of relevance to this study, which has
as |lts sample high growth, small public companies, is one of
the reasons for the aforementioned conclusion. That Is,
rapld growth organizations tend to behave congruent with
Blau‘s structural differention theory.

Mintzberg (1979), in his review of the structuring of
organlizations, stated that as organizations Increase In size
they become more formallzed, speclialized and centrallzed,
creating a tendancy for the organizatlion to become more
bureaucratic. This structuring of activities -
specialization, formalizatlon and centralization - affects
environmental scanning and Information processing by
creatling layers of management that slow down the process of
information transmittal. This decreases the opportunity of
cross fertilization of ideas and information sharing among
specializatlons. WIith specialization, there Is an Increase

In the number of professionals. Thelr occupational role

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



—————

46

(i.e. departmental affilation) may Influence how they
perceive and Interpret information from the environment
(Sbnnenfeld, 1981), thus causing a substantial difference In
managerlal perceptions across the organization within
different levels of structuring. As a result, structure
could impact managerial perceptlons of the organization’'s
environment. This Implies a two way relationship between
structure and percelved environmental uncertainty
(Yasai-Ardekanl, 1986).

Schein (1985:273) indicates that In the study of
organlzation culture, generational age, rather than slze and
complexity, Is of primary Importance. Generational age
"means whether the company Iis still managed by the founder
(first generation), by the founder's family (second or third
generation), or by professional managers who have no
substantlial ownershlp and control. A first or
second-generation company can become very large and complex,
and a fully professionalized company can remain small and
simple."

.The growth stages and generational age as lIdentifled by
Schein (1985) are as follows.

a) Birth and Early growth ~ founder domination, possible
famlly domination;

b) Organizational Midlife - professional managers;

expanslion of products and markets;

c) Organlzational maturlty - professional managers;

maturity or decline of markets;
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The organizations in this study are small public companlies

that are experiencing high growth rates and are Iin the early

growth stage. Seventy three of the one hundred firms In
the samplie still have the founder as the chlef executive
offlicer, The cultural thrust of organlzations in the early

growth stage comes from the founders and their assumptlons.
Culture acts as the psychological "glue" that holds the
group together and Is llkely to be very strong. Schein
(1985:234) lists the following as reasons for this strength
a) the primary creators of the culture are still present; b)
the culture helps the group define itself and make Its way
into a potentlally hostile environment; c) many elements of
the culture have been learned as defenses against anxiety as

the group has struggled to maintain and bulild Itself.

2.4 Factors Thét Affect Managei-lal Perceptlions

Perception is a mental process, which by definition, Is
not directly observable. Through perceptual processes
individuals organize and evaluate different stimuti.
Research has shown that there are differences among
indlividuals In their perceptions and thelr tolerances for
amibigulty (Berlyne, 1968). As managers are the prime
actors In perceiving the environment and attempting to
change the organization culture, it is Important to Include

this variable as part of the research model.
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The importance of managerlial perceptlions was clearly
recognized by Duncan (1972), In his study that used
perceptual measures of the environment. Miles, Snow and
Pfeffer (1974) claim tﬁat organizational members enact their
environments through perceptual processes of attention.

They also (p.234) "heavily emphasize managerlal perceptions
as a key varlable" In how organizations adjust to
environments. Child (1972) argued that the effects of the
environment on the organization are medlated through the
flilter of managerial perceptloﬁs. It Is felt that
managerial beliefs or perceptions influence the structure of
the drganlzatlon (Pfeffer, 1982). While the reverse of this
assertion may be possible, It Is Iimprobabie as the structure
would have to be percelved before it could be enacted.

Human Iinformation processing research suggests that
individuals differ In the compiexities of thelr cognitive
structures. Indlviduals with compiex cognitive structures
perceive many environmental dimensions and are able to apply
more complex and varied classiflication schemes to the
phenomena beling addressed (Schroder, Driver, and Streufert,
1967). Individuals differ In cognitive style (Jung, 1923;
1966) and as a result may utillze different dimensions In
perceiving Information and In maklng decislons.

Taggart and Robey (19881) utilize the concept of
cognltive style (Jung, 1923) as an approach to human
information processing. The two dimensions of the Junglan

framework are the input data dimension and the decision
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making dimension. According to Jung, Individuals can take
data in by elther sensatlion or intuition. Most individuals
will tend to use one kind of process. Sensing types take In
Information through the senses and are most comfortable when
attending to the detalls, and specliflcs of any situation.
Intultive types take In information by looking at the
situation as a whoie and are comfortable with attending to
the hypothetical possibilities of a situation.
| Jung proposed that there were two ways of making a

decislon: thinking or feeling. Thinking types base their
decisions on impersonal, logical modes of reasoning and will
not feel comfortable unless they have a logical, analytical
basis for making decislions. They weigh the facts and
impersonally Jjudge what is true and false. Feellng types
make thelr decisions based on personal consldefatlons of the
slituation. They are skilled at understanding other people’'s
feelings and analyzing subjective impressions. Four
cognltive styles result from combining these dimenslions.
Figure 3 shows the different cognitive styles and
each's perceptlion of their Ideal type of organlization
(Mitroff, 1983; Mitroff and Kilimann, 1876).

It should be noted that the Jungian framework does not
say one style (or organization design) is right or wrong,

good or bad. Also an organization where members are
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predominantly ST, may have subunits of other types (e.g.
NF) to deal wlth particular aspects of the environment. The
Junglan typology can be used as a powerful tool for
analyzing organizational structure (Mitroff, 1983). For
example, In an organization where bureaucratic
characteristics are necessary for success (l.e. utillities or
accounting firms), the persons with the cognitive style that
best suits this situation would be most comfortable working
in that organization.

Mitroff and Kilmann (1976) utillized the Junglan
typology to study declsion maklng behaviors of MBA
students. They found that the types were useful In
predicting ways in which decisions would be approached.
Also, Myers (1970), found that certain types were attracted
to certaln flelds. For example, STs predominate In business
and administration; NTs tend to go into science and
research; NFs are found In the professlons of counselling
and writing; and SFs are attracted to sales and service
professlons.

Existing work that attempts to develop theorles of
organizational culture from a psychologlical polint of view
tend to be mid-range rather than grand abstractions (Ouchi
and Wilkins, 1985). One approach that is relevant to the
current study points to the underlylng assumptions that glve
meaning to the surface manifestatlons of culture. MIitroff
(1983) and Dandridge (1980) suggest the use of Junglnan

archtypes as meaning-structures to help them characterize
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deeper layers of meaning In organizatlional Ilfe. Mltroff
(1983) clted Deal and Kennedy (1982) to propose that the
concept of the organlization’s culture can be explained In
terms of the types of characters present in an organlzation
and Its system of Interaction (l.e. structure). It may be
that an organization’s culture can be explained to some
degree by the predominant cognitlve style In that
organlzation. Scheln (1985) supports this proposition by
stating that cognitive styles play a role In the cultural
orlg[ns of a new group. In a new slituation we unconsclously
attempt to construct our soclal environment [n accordance
wlth our cognitive stylistic preference (Scheln, 1985).
Organizational roles, bellefs and ldeologles also
affect Individuals’' perceptions. Bellefs rest on implicit
assumptions that go unchallenged. Starbuck (1976) argued
that iIndividual bellefs strongly shape their Interpretations
of events. Particular bellefs can generate activity programs
to repeat earller successes and organlizational commitment
thus relnforcing the tnertia (e.g.culture) of the
organization (Nystrom and Starbuck, 1884). Clark (1972)
found that activity programs reflect organizational
ldeologies and myths. Other research has shown that
activity programs help organizations cling to traditionai
beliefs and worldwide views (Nystrom, Hedberg, and Starbuck,
1976). As a result, they can reduce perceptual sensitivity
and consequently loosen the flt between organlizations and

thelr environments.
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Early studies, other than.Lorsch and Morse (1974), on
managers’ perceptlions about thelr environments had a major
drawback: each falled to recognize that factors other than
environments, such as human Information processing, can
influence perceptions (Yasai-~Ardekanl, 1986). Lorsch and
Morse (1874) found that a three way flt between Indlividual
predisposition (e.g.dlfferent tasks seem to be attractlive to
persons with different psychological make-ups),
organlzatlional arrangements and the environment allowed the
individual a greater degree of confldence. Thlis in turn
contributed to hlgher performance.

In an attempt to capture what has been missing In
previous studies on percelved environmental uncertainty,
cognitlive style was used in this study. It was
operatlionalized via use of the abbreviated form (form AV) of
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (see Appendix A).

Carlyn (1877) conducted a comprehensive assessment of
the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI), a self-report
inventory that was developed by Katherine Briggs and Isabel
Briggs Myers to measure the variables In Jung'’'s personality
typology. Results of extensive intercorrelation studles,
reliablllty and validlity studies indicated that the MBT! Is
an adequately reliable self-report inventory. Also, the
Sensation-Intulition and Thinking-Feellng scales appear to be
relatively independent of each other, measuring dimensions
of personality which seem to be quite similar to those

postulated by Cari Jung.
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2.5 The Interrelatedness of Culture, Organiclity,
Cognitive Style and Environmental Uncertainty

Scheln (1985:122) I|lInked structure and the development
of cultural norms In the followling manner: "McGregor'’s
(1960) big insight In hils analyslis of Theory X Theory Y was
that as a structure implies a certaln assumption about human
hature, people may begin to adapt to that structure by
behaving in the manner they are "expected" to behave". That
Is, they may develop norms that comply with the unwritten
rutes that seem to be dictated by structure. For example,
If'management, for tradlition’s sake, maintains a centrallzed
and formalized structure yet Is thinking and acting like it
exists In an innovatlive, loosely coupled firm, It risks
sending the wrong message to its employees. Argyris (1962)
purported that bureaucratic values tend to stress the
rational, task aspects of the work and to ignore the human
factors that relate to the task. This may lead to poor,
mistrustful relationships among the managerial class which
Iin turn could decrease the effectiveness of the organization
(Bennis, 1866). Shepard and Blake (1962) compared the
normative goals of mechanistic and organic systems. They
are listed below and are Indicative of how the expected
behaviors In each system may differ.

Mechanistic System: Authority-obedience relationships;

Delegated and divided responsibility rigidly adhered to;
Strict division of labor and hlerachical supervison;

Centralized declision making; Conflict resolution through

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55

supression, arbriltration, or warfare;

Organic Systems: Relationships between and within groups;

Mutual confidence and trust; Interdependencles and shared
responsiblility; Multigroup membership and

responsibillty; Wide sharing of control and
responsibllity; Conflict resolution through bargaining or
problem solving.

Numerous scholars have suggested that an organization’s
culture has a great deal to do with Its success In achleving
its goals and objectives (Wilkins and Ouchi, 1983; Sathe,
1883; Schein, 1985). Under any condlitlons, an effective
culture helps to gulde decision making and actlion by
providing shared understandings and parameters for
organlizational particlipants. Most theorists maintain that
there Is no one "right" culturé; Instead, the effectiveness
of cultural forms depends in part on the organization’'s
environmental condlitions.

Wallach (1983) proposed that a bureaucratic culture is
appropriate for a mechanistic system In a certain
environment while an Innovatlve culture Is appropriate for
an organic organization in a uncertain environment. A brief
description of each Is as follows:

Bureaucratic cultures are systematic,

hierarchical, compartmentallzed with cliear |lines of
authority and responsibllity. The work Is organized

and systematic.
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Innovative cultures are creative places to work; people

are ambitious and willlng to accept challenges, take

risks, and are results-orlented.
Even though this formulation makes sense, Wallach (1883) has
also suggested that It may no longer be appropriate to think
of culture-environment relations Iin this way. Bureaucratlic
cultures, she says, may have been successful in yesterday's
wor ld where the business environment was more certain, but
Innovative cultures may be essential to be successful In
today’s world, where the business environment Is
increasingly more complex and dynamic.

The notion that the environment has a dlirect Influence
on organization culture was recognized very early by Homans
(1550), later by Deal and Kennedy (1982), and Schein
(1985). The culture once formed, however, |Influences what
will be perceived by managers in the organization. The
environment Is a set of stimull that are meanlingless unti|
perceived by individuals. Further, uncertalnty Is not an
"obJective" environmental attribute, but rather a perceptual
concept (Downy and Slocum, 1975; Downey et al, 1975).

The cognitlive style of an individual I[nfluences
structure (Mitroff, 1983) and organization culture (Scheln,
1985) and perceptions of environments (Lorsch and Morse,
1974). Culture Is based In beliefs. Bellefs strongly shape
an Individual's perecption of events (Starbuck 1976) and
generate actlivity programs (Nystrom and Starbuck, 1984)

which reflect these beliefs (Clark, 1972). cChild (1972)
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suggested that once minimum acceptable levels of
organizational performance have been achleved, managerial
values and Incllinations may indicate a stronger Iimperative
to organize In a particular way than would be Indicated by
environmental contingencies.

Bourgeois, et al (1981) reported on three studles
desligned to test the hypotheses that: a) managers
encountering turbulent environments will react by becoming
more mechanistic and managers encountering more stable
environments will react by becoming more organic; and b)
given a stable environment, which becomes turbulent,
decision makers tend to shift from an organic to a
mechanistic structure or that c¢) given a turbulent
environment followed by a stable one, decision makers wlill
shift from a mechanistlic to an organic structure. They
found support for the first two of these hypotheses but not
the third. The results are different than one might expect.
An explanation offered by the researchers was that companies
facling turbulence may want to exercise greater control over
subordlnates because they aren‘'t equiped to deal with
uncertalnty Iin any other way. lleew!se, Iin times of
stabillity, there is not as much concern with uncertalinty,
therefore, companies allow subordinates more freedom and
flexfblllty. These studlies as well as the findings of
Huber et al (1975), who found that changes In structure led

to changes In perceived environmental uncertainty, support
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the hypothesls of thls research that there is a reciprocal
relationship between organiclity and environmental
uncertainty.

In summary, It seems plausible that environmental
uncertainty, organiclty and cognitive style interrelate with
the culture of an organization. Also, organicity may have a
reciprocal relationship with environmental uncertalnty while
cognltive style Impacts organicity and interrelates, Iin the
form of managerial perceptions, with organization culture
and environmental uncertainty. These assertions formed the
basis for the research model depicted in Figure 1.

2.6 Research Questlions

The preceding |literature review was designhed to provide
a theoretical background to justlfy the proposed
interrelationships among perceived environmental
uncertainty, organicity, cognitive style and organization
culture as depicted In Flgure 1. The single and double
headed arrows represent the retationships between the
variables rather than imply causality. Therefore, the
specific research questions that provide the general focus
of this proposed study are as follows:

1. What Is the reiationship between environmental
uncertalnty and organiclty?

2. What are the relationships between environmental
uncertainty (high/low), organicity (high/low) of the

organizatlon, and an organization’'s culture?

e e s i i o0 .- . -
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4. What types of cognltive styles predominate in
organizations that face-high/low environmental
uncertainty and have high/low organicity?

5. What type of cognitive style predominates In an
organization that demonstrates a predomlnant type of

cultural norm?
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3.0 HYPOTHESES

The first set of hypotheses focuses on the relatlonship
between environmental uncertainty and organizatlion culture
and the potential moderating effect of organicity on this
relatlonship. The hypotheses are worded to reflect the
contingency relatlionship between environmental uncertainty,
organizatlional culture and organicity, If Indeed a
contlingency relationship exists. There is no Intent to
imply that environmental uncertalnty cannot be signliflcantly
related to types of organization culture norms regardiess of
the state of organiclty. It Is quite possible that either
high or low states of environmental uncertalinty may have
strong main effects on the dlfferent types of cultural
norms. Any such effects wlill necessarily be uncovered in
the testing of the hypotheses.

The contingency hypotheses Indicate that organicity,
the moderator variable, has a negative Influence on the
types of culture norms over part of Its observed range and a
poéltlve influence over the remainder of the observed
range. To clarlify this relatlonship and to test for
specific forms of Interactlons as suggested by Schoonhoven
(1981), a third equation was run in the moderated regression

analyslis.
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Information gathered through the testing of these
hypotheses wilil permit answers to be given to the research
questions posed. Speclifically, it will be possible to
investigate a) how strongly hlgh/low condltions of
environmental uncertainty are related to the different types
of organization culture norms; b) what relattonship
organicity has with the environment/organization culture
relationship; ¢) what relationship cognitive style has with
perceived environmental uncertainty and d) what relationship
cognhitive style has with the different types of cultural
norms.

As reviewed in the related Ilterature section, culture
can be manifested as wbrk group nhorms. The types of culture
norms identified by Kilmann and Saxton (1983) were task
support, task Innovation, social relationships and personal
freedom. Therefore, the following hypotheses regarding the
organlization culture of organizational subunits are
categorized by types of cultural norms.

TASK SUPPORT

Gordon’s (1985) study compared firms In the utillities
and Insurance Industries. Utilitles faced a certain and
heavily regulated environment while insurance companies did
not. His findings suggest that the internal environments
of those flirms facing a certaln environment encouraged
teamwork (task support) and reliability. Burns and Stalker
(1961) found that successful firms In a certain environment

exhiblted mechanistic characteristics. Lawrence and Lorsch
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(1967) Indicate that firms in certain environments are less
complex In structure, that is less differentliated. This In
turn necesslitates fewer integration activities. With fewer
units task support Is enhanced.
Thus It Is hypotheslized that:
Hto
Under conditlons of low organiclty, there wllil be no
relatlionship between environmental uncertalinty and task
support.
Hia
Under conditions of low organicity, the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and task support Is
negative.
H20
Under conditions of high organicity, there will be no
relationship between environmental uncertainty and task
support.
H2a
Under condlitlions of high organiclity, the relatlonship
between environmental uncertalnty and task support Is
positive.
TASK INNOVATION
Innovation seems to predominate In successful
organizations that face an uncertain environment (Miller and
Friesen, 1983). In fact, they found in an earlier study that
there must be environmental challenges before innovation

occurs, thus factors such as environmental dynamlism and
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complexity could be expected to positively Influence
innovation (Miller and Friesen, 1982). Bennis (1966)
indicated that an innovative- creative capacity can be found
In an organic structure. Gordon (1885), found the
tendencies of more successful companles in dynamic
marketplaces were to reinforce indlvidual Initiative and to
have a bias toward action. Burns and Stalker (1961) found
that organlic companies were able to respond to unforeseen
problems and to foster innovatlion. Mechanistic companies
Impede Innovation because they have less ability to process
information.
Thus It Is hypothesized that:
H3o
Under conditlions of low organiclity, there will be no
relationship between environmental uncertainty and task
Innovatlion.
H3a
Under conditions of low organiclty, the relationship
between environmental uncertalnty and task Innovatlion is
negative.
H4o
Under conditions of high organiclity, there will be no
relatlionship between envlronmeﬁtal.uncertalnty and task

Innovation.

—————— —

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



64

H4a

Under conditions of high organicity, the relatlonshlip
between environmental uncertainty and task Innovatlion is
positive.
SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

A mechanistlic system may also be referred to as a
bureaucratlc system. A characteristic of an ideal
bureaucracy is Iimpersonality of Interpersonal relatlonships
(Weber, 1946; Hall, 1963). Yet Blau and Scott (1962) found
a strong informal structure In bureaucraclies which can
develop commitment to work groups and which allows soclal
interaction. Bennls (1866 p.188) polnts out that in the
organic organlization there will be less loyalty to the work
group and "people will learn to develop quick and Intense
relationships on the job and learn to bear the loss of more
enduring work relationships”. This Is due the translent
nature of the structure. Sheperd and Blake (1962) state
that relationships within and between groups Is greater in
the organic system.
Thus Is It hypothesized:

H50

Under conditions of low organicity, there will be no

relationship between environmental uncertainty and soclal

relationships.
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H5a
Under condlitlions of low organicity, the relationshlip
between environmental uncertainty and soclal relationships
Is negative.
H60
Under condltions of high organicity, there will be no
relatlionship between environmenta! uncertainty and soclal
relationships.
H6a
Under conditlions of high organicity, the relatlionshlip
between environmental uncertalnty and social relationships
Is positive.
PERSONAL FREEDOM
In companies that face rabldly changlng environments,
more personal freedom Is necessary so that individuals may
respond appropriately and In a timely fashion to rapid
changes. Chandier (1962) found that increases Iin complexity
resulted in decentralization which allow for more personal
freedom. Bennis (1966) Iindicates that people In changing
environments will probably require more Involvement,
autonomy, and participation.
Likewlise, in stable environments, rules and procedures
characteristic of a mechanistlc system are more often
utilized as there may be repetitlive occurences of the same

problem. These (Imit one‘'s personal freedom. Burns and
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Stalker (1961) Indicate that loyalty and obedience to
superiors, another indication of iimlted personal freedom,
is a condition of membership In a mechanistlc system.
Thus it Is hypotheslzed that:
H7o
Under conditlons of low organicity, there will be no
relatlionship between environmental uncertainty and personal
freedom.
H7a
Under conditions of low organicity, the reiatlonshlp
between environmental uncertainty and personal freedom is
negative.
| H8o
Under conditions of high organicity, there will be no
relatlionship between environmental uncertainty and personal
freedom.
H8a
Under conditlons of high organiclty, the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and personal freedom is
positive.
COGNITIVE STYLE
Several researchers (Duncan, 1972; Miles, Snhow and
Pfeffer, 1974; Chlld, 1972) have clearly shown the Impact of
managerial perceptions and beliefs as a key varlable in how
organizations percelve and subsequently adjust to their
environments. Recently, Mitroff (1983) has made a strong

case for utlilizing the Jungian (1923) framework as a factor
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that Influences managerlial perceptlions of the environment as
well as help explain organization cultures and analyze
organization structure.

There has been little empirical research utilizling this
construct in conjunction with any of the variables of this
study. Therefore, the followling null hypotheses are posed to
explore the relationship of this variable with the others of
the research model.

Thus It Is hypothesized that:
H9o

There Is no significant difference In the perception of
conditlons of environmental uncertainty between the four
cognitive styles of managers: ST, NT, NF and SF.

H9a

There Is a signiflicant difference Inh the perception of
conditions of environmental uncertainty between the four
cognitive styles of managers: ST, NT, NF and SF.

Pfeffer (1882) Indicated that managerial bellefs and
perceptions Influence the structure of the organization.
Also, In a study of one’'s percelved ideal organlzational
characteristics and cognitive style (Mitroff, 1983; Mitroff
and Kilmann 1876), It was suggested that STs and SFs prefer
a more mechanistic st}ucture, while NTs and NFs prefer a
more organic structure. Insufficlent research precludes
predicting speclflc relationships, however enough research
Is present to suggest lInvestigating the relationship between

cognitive styles and organiclty.
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Thus It Is hypotheslzed that:
H100
There Is no significant difference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and
conditions (high/iow) of organicity.
H10a
There Is a signiflcant dlfference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and
conditions (high/low) of organicity.

Mitroff (1983) and Dandridge (1980) suggest the use of
Junglian archtypes as meaning-structures to help them
character ize deeper layers of meaning in organlzational
life.

Mitroff (1983) cited Deal and Kennedy (1982) to propose
that the concept of thé organization’s culture can be
explalned In terms of the types of characters present In an
organization and its system of Interactlon (i.e.
structure). It may be that an organization’s culture can be
explained to some degree by the predominant cognitive style
In that organization. Schein (1985) supports thlis
proposition by stating that coénltive styles play a role iIn
the cultural origlins of a new group. In a new sltuation we
uncodsclously attempt to construct our sociatl enviromment In
accordance with our cognitive styllstic preference (Schein,

1985) .
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Thus It Is hypothesized that:
H11o

There is no signlflcant difference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and the
type of organization culture norms: task support, task
Innovation, soclal relationships and personal freedom.

Hlla

There Is a significant difference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and the
type of organization culture norms:task support, task
Innovation, social relationships and personal freedom.
ORGANICITY

Burns and Stalkers’ (1961) classic study of electronics
firms found that mechanistic structures were more
appropriate for organizations facing certain environments
and that organic structures were more appropriate for
organizations facling uncertaln environments. Later, Bennlis
(1966) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) corroborated this set
of relationships. However, more recently, Bourgeois (1881)
reported on three studies that Investigated the relationship
between a stable/unstable environment and
mechanistic/organic structures. The flndings were
contradictory to those of Burns and.StaIker (1961), Bennlis
(1966) and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967). Therefore,
additional Iinvestigation Is Into the relationship between
organicity and percelved environmental uncertainty Is

warrented.
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Thus It Is hypothesized that:
H120
There Is no significant difference between the
organlclty (high/low) of an organlzational subunit and the
percelved environmental uncertainty (high/low) of that
organizational subunit.
Hi12a
There Is a significant difference between the
organicity (high/low) of an organizational subunit and the
perceived environmental uncertainty (high/low) of that

organizational subunit.
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4.0 METHODOLOGY

A survey research design (Kerlinger, 1964) was utllized
to gather and assess informatlion necessary to investigate
the hypothesized relationships between organicity,
environmental uncertainty, cognitive style and the
organizatlion culture of organizational subunits. This
chapter Is divided into four sections. Section 4.10
presents Information on the businesses In the sample.

4.1 Research Populatlion

.The organizations researched In this study were high
growth, small public companies. This population was chosen
for two reasons. Flrst, much of the research conducted on
business organizations centers on the Fortune 1000. While
this is commendable and necessary, smal! independent
cofporatlons comprise an important segment of the economy
and also deserve study. Second, these small businesses tend
to have a single business focus.' A single buslness focus
assures that respondents are percelving environmental
uncertalnty in only one industry (Bourgeois, 1985).
Hrebinlak and Show (1980) also suggested the use of firms
with a single business focus when researching the
relationships of managers’ perceptlions of environmental

uncertainty and other organizational constructs.

71
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The llst of one hundred companies used for the sample

were compiled by the research staff of INC. in May, 1986,

and are referred to as the INC. 100. Data from annual

reports, 10 K's, dlrectorlies and company prospectuses were

used to ldentify these companies. For inclusion on this

l1st each company had to: a) be an Independent corporation,
publicly held as of December 31, 1985 (banks and utillties

were excluded); b) show a five year history of

operating/sales; ¢c) have 1985's sales exceed 1984‘'s; d)
show sales of $100,000 but no more than $25 million In
1981.

Of the one hundred, only ninety nine were used as one

company had gone out of business after the list was
published. Data were collected from managers Iin 92
businesses located throughout the continental Unlted

States. The lines of businesses represented Iin the sample

cover a broad array of manufacturing and service
Is a representative listing of these

industries. Below

busInesses.

Health Care Services
Manufacturers of Software
International Air Frelght

Mfrs. of Integrated Cir.

National HMO
Mfrs.Telecommunications eq.
Ambulatory Surgery Centers

Manufacturers CAD/CAM

Long Distance Telephone Service
Manufacturers of Disk Drives
Oil and Gas Exploration
Quick-service Restaurant
Mfrs. Single ply roofing
Mfrs. Cartridge Tape Drives
Standardbred & Harness Horses

Management Information Services
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Life Insurance Country Style Restaurants
Flim Processing Mfrs. Health Care Products

Production/Sale of Ethanol Distrs. of TV programs

Energy Services Mfrs. Disk Controllers

Health Care Management Ice Cream

Mfrs. Truck Bed Liners Operatlon of Radlo Stations
Veterinary Clinical Serv. Mfrs. Lining of pipeline sewers

Forty nine percent of the respondents were from
manufacturing éompanles and fifty one percent were from
service companies.

The buslnesses have a mean annual sales of $71.3
million. Fifty six of the respondents represented
businesses having annual sales of up to $10 milllon (27.6%);
seventy (34.5%) represented businesses with annual sales
between $11 million and $50 million. Thirty two respondents
(15.8%) were in businesses having annual sales between $51
millilon and $100 million; while forty five (22.2%) were from
businesses having over $100 miliion In sales.

The mean number of employees was 681 while the medlan
was 250. The mode was 100 with 10 In the sample reporting
that number of employees In thelr respective firms. Sixty
two (30.5%) of the respondents were from firms that had less
than.100 employees, sixty eight(33.5%) represented firms
that had between 101 and 500 employees; thirty six (17.7%)
reported total employees between 501 and 1000 and thirty
seven (18.2%) reported employees numbering over 1000. The

lowest number was elght, while the highest was 6000.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS' COMPANIES

ANNUAL SALES
Sales In millions No. of Respondents
0o - 10 56
11 -~ 560 70
51 - 100 32
Over 100 45
MEAN %1.3. MED!AN 25. MODE 100.
NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES
MEAN 681 Minimum 8
MEDI AN 250 Max imum 6000
MODE 100
COMPANY AGE IN YEARS
MEAN 7.8 Minimum
MED!AN 7.0 Max Imum
MODE 6.0

Percent of Sample
27.6
34.5
15.8

22.2

40
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The oldest firm In the samplie had been In business
forty years. This was the exception rather than the norm as
89.6% of the companies had been in business for ten or fewer
vears. The mean for the sample was 7.8 years while the mode
waé six years (43 respondents).

Close to eighty-seven percent felt that thelr company
was Iin a very to extremely competitive Industry. Yet over
eighty-seven percent forecast Increases In sales. Table 4.1
summarlizes the size related data presented in the preceding
paragraphs.

4.11 Respondents

Individuals In the organization who have major
responsibllity for dealling with the external environment
were chosen as respondents for this study. Therefore,in
each organlzation the managers of the subsystems at the
boundary of the organizatlon were ldentifled as the
respondents. Katz and Kahn (1978) ldentified these
subsystems to be procurement, disposal and Instltutional
relatlions. A description of the functlonal areas of each
subsystem follows.

The procurement subsystem involves the functlon of
obtaining the Input of materials to be converted as well as
the Input of personnel to get the Jjob done. Procurement of
materials Is tled to the production function while the
securing of personnel Is tied to the human resource
functlon. As each of these types of resources becomes

scarce, more focus Is placed on the outside environment.
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The two positions in the organization to be sampled in this
subsystem were the Dlrector of Human Resources and Director
of Purchasing.

The disposal subsystem function Is to Induce the public
to purchase the flirm’'s products or services. The marketing
function In the organization has the primary responsibility
for accomplishing this task. The position In the
organization sampled In this subsystem was the Director of
Marketing.

The institutional relations subsystem Interacts wlth
the environment to obtaln support and legitimation of Its
activities from the larger soclal structure. The public
relatlons/public affalrs function within the organization
has the primary responsibility for creating the desired
image of the organization in the public mind and for dealing
with environmental stakeholders (Freeman, 1984). The
poslition in the organlzations sampled in this subsystem was
the Director of Publlc Relatlons/Public Affalrs. 1In the
abéence of this position within the company, the Chief
Executive Offlcer was chosen to respond.

Boundary subsystems withln a single organlzation may or
may not demonstate consistent characteristics. For example,
an individual organlization may contain all bureaucratic
subunits (l.e. departments); may contaln subunits that are
all organlc, or may display a combination of organizational

types, (KiImann, 1977).
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Informatlon for this study was obtalned from members
In the aforementloned functlonal areas of the firms In
thls study. Names of the Indlviduals In these poslitlions,
addresses and phone numbers of the companies were obtalned
through secondary sources such as stock reports and annual
reports. In those companies where there was no one
ldentified Iin these positions, the company was called to
obtain the necessary Iinformation. There were companies for
which indlvidual managers’ names were not avallable. In
those cases the title "Director of (followed by the
appropriate functional responsibility)” was used In the
address. Due to the smaller size of the companles, there
was not always a person specliflcally responsible for just
one functional area. Among the 99 companies surveyed, 378
managers were ldentifled as potentlal respondents.

Information from Question 1A In Section 4 was used to
categorize each respondent‘’s functional capaclity in the
organlization. Followlng each functional area Is the percent
that responded in the sample:

Public Relations (22.2%) Marketing (29.6%)

Personnel (18.2%) Purchasing (28.6%)
Also, as these were relatively small firms, the level of the
manager was categorized by the position title Indicated In

Queston 1, section 4. All respondents were at the
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Director’'s level or higher. The numbers and percent at each
level were as follows:

CEOs 26 (12.8%)

Vice-presidents 64 (31.5%)

Directors 112 (55.2%)
Over 73% had worked for their firm between one and four
years, while 20.7% had been at the firm between 5 and 9
years. Only 6% had worked at the firm more than ten years.

4.2 Data Collection

A mailled questionnaire was used to collect the data. It
is included in Appendix A. The questionnaire was In
booklet form. It was comprised of two sheets of 11 by 17

bonded ivory paper. The paper was folded and saddle
stapled. The cover of the booklet contained the tlitle of
the study, Instructions for answerling the questionnaire and
my complete address.

Included with each questlonnaire were a) a cover
letter, individually typed (word processed) and addressed to
the respondent explalning the research and guaranteeing
confidentiality; b) a stamped business reply
envelope addressed to me; and c) a new dollar blll. The
questlionnaire developed for this study, was 8 pages long and
contained 157 items. Dillman (1978, p.21) concluded "that
11 pages or 125 Items represent plateaus beyond which
response rate reductlions can be expected to occur".

Jaworskli‘'s (1986) study of marketing managers showed pretest
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evidence which suggested that the Incluslion of a dollar
substantlally Increased the response rate. Due to the
length of the questionnalre, a dollar was Included as an
incentive hoping to achleve a higher return rate.

The data were collected over a seven week period from
November 17, 1986 to January 5, 1987. The flirst mailing of
questionnalres was on November 17th, with a postcard
foliow-up mailed on November 21st. A second mailing was
sent on December.and followed by a second postcard on
December 5th. All are included in Appendix A.

4.21 Response Rate

Of the 378 questlénnalres malled, 9 were disquallified
(l.e. classifled as return to sender or no longer wlth
firm). Thus the base Iis 369 respondents. Of the 369
respondents, 230 (62.3%) returned their questionnalre.
However, only 203 were useable, for a real response rate of
56%. Table 4.2 details the repsonse rate information.

Diliman (1978) suggests tﬁat a response rate of 60-80%
Is necessary to exclude the possibility of a response bias
between responding and non-responding groups. As the
response rate for this study was under the minimum suggested
by Dillman, the sample was spllt Into two groups. Those who
returned their questionnalres early (by December 2, 19886)
were placed in the early return group (N = 112). Those who
returned thelr questlionnaries after that date and those who
returned theilr questonnaires partially filled out were put

into a late responders group (N = 91). A test for response
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bias was conducted in which comparisons were made between
means (via the T test) of the two groups on the following
varlables: Task Support, Task Innovation, Soclal
Relationships, Personal Freedom, Organicity, Importance
scores, Environmental Uncertainty scores, and size of the

company ( based on number of employees and sales).

TABLE 4.2

RESPONSE RATE |INFORMAT ION

378 Questionnalires were matiled
8 Returned (no longer works there)

1 Returned (wrong address)

369 POTENTIALLY RETURNABLE QUESTIONNAIRES
230 Returned (62.3%)
27 Returned (no time to participate)
203 POTENTIALLY USEABLE (55%)
15 Returned (partially complete
useable for some analysis)

188 Used in all Analysis of Data (50.9%)

There were no significant differences (p>.1) found between
the two groups on any of the varlables. Therefore, it is
felt that there is not a response bias within the total

response group.
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4.3 Measurement
The Iinstrument was designed to coliect relevant
Information from the research sample. [t was divided Into
flve sectlons: organlicity, environmental uncertainty,
cognitive style, work group culture and background
Information.
4.31 Organicity

The seven items that relate to this measdre were
developed by Khandwalla (1977), based on the original work
of Burns and Stalker (1961). Bourgeols et al (1978)
described three studies which used a very similar, although
not fdentlcal, set of items to measure the nature of
structure as defined and described in the related |lterature
of this proposal. More recently these items were emplioyed by
Covin (1985) in a study on the effectlveness of management
styles. Covin found high intra-item rellabillity (.73) among
all but three Items on the Organiclty scale and dropped
these from his flnal analysis. The lItems proposed to
measure organicity are in appendix A.

As shown In Appendix A, each item Is measured on a
seven polnt Likert type scale. The organiclty score Is the
average numerlcal value of the items. This technlique for
obtalning a score was also used In the aforementioned

studies.
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4,32 Envlronméntal Uncertainty

A number of analysts (DIll 1957, Lawrence and Lorsch,
1967, and Duncan 1972;), argue that it makes sense to
measure the envlronmént In terms of the perceptions of the
partlicipants within the focal organization. The reasoning
behind this approach Is that only factors that are percelved
can enter into the decision makling behavior of participants
( Scott 1981). Weick’s (1969) concept of enactment also
supports the use of a perceptual measure. However, Pfeffer
and Salancik (1978) cautlon that while perceptual measures
are necessary if one wishes to predict the cholces and/or
behavior of organlzational participants, they may not be
sufflicient to predict the outcome of these cholices.

A perceptual (i.e. subjective) measure will be employed iIn
this study as the behavior of organizational participants is
being studied.

For the purposes of this study the three dimensions of
environmental uncertainty are munificence, dynamism and
complexlty. The following paragraphs describe In more
detail the conceptualization of these dimenslions.

4.32.1 Munif licence

The standard variable for representing the
environment’'s munificence is the rate of sales growth.
Sales growth is the primary variable in the product life
cycle; also product portfollo strateglies use this measure
(Hofer, 1975; Hofer and Schendel, 1978). Market growth

allows member firms to strengthen their competitive position
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in a given market or to expand thelr exlsting product-market
scope. Starbuck (1976) defines muniflcence as the extent to
which the environment can support sustalined growth. Cyert
and March (1963) found that slack resources (l.e. resources
that can be expended on "nonessentlials" or Innovatlion) were
generated when an organization Is in a state of growth and
facing environmental stabliity. The above suggests that
rate of market growth, rate of sales growth, availablllty of
financlal resources, and reserves of cash held by the
organization may be Indicators of munlficence.

Dess and Beard (1979; 1981), In studylng objJective
measures of munlficence, found that the level of
profltability of'the industry within which the focal
organtzation competes, has been found to be a significant
predictor of organizational performance. Even better than
return on equity are firm size, caplital Intenslveness or
firm debt leverage —-all of which are measures of
intralndustry variation. ltems are included (n sectlon
three of the questionnaire to colflect data on the manager'’'s
perception of these measures.

4.32.2 Dynamlsm

As stated In the review of l|iterature, the dimenslion of
dynamism will represent the stabllity/Instablililty and
turbulence in the environment. Much of the organizational

lterature has dealt with dynamism and suggests that
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employee turnover, absence of pattern and unpredictabillity
are the best measures of envlronhental stabllity/
Iinstability. The latter two will be utilized In this study.

Mliles, Snow and Pfeffer (1974) In theilr study of
publishing companles, contended that it was important to
distinguish between the rate of environmental change and the
unpredictabillty of environmental change. Turbulence, as
It Is used here follows Emery and Trist’s (1965) typology.
That Is, turbulence emphasizes the degree of Interconnection
(l.e. change difficult to Impossible to predict) among
environmental elements. Pfeffer and Salanclk (1978:68)
state that iInterconnectedness among organizations creates
unstable environments for organizations and that “"changes
can come from anywhere without notice and produce
consequences unanticlpated by those inltlating the changes
and those experiencing the consequences". Thus, turbulence
wlll_be meqﬁured as the unpredictability of the environment
as percelved by respondents.

4.32.3 Complexity

Complexity is the third dimension of the environment to
be measured. Iin this study complexity Is the degree of
homogenel ty-heterogenelty and concentration-dispersion iIn
the environment. Heterogeneity Is the range of different
activities faced by an organization, for example, competing
in several different product markets, purchasing materials
from many different suppllers, and competing In tlght labor

markets for key employees. Under such conditions, managers
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percelive greater uncertainty and have greater Information
processing requirmenis. Because complexity Iindicates the
many different Inputs for production and/or outputs to
dispose of, the organizatlion set Is larger. As a result
there are more variables with which the manager must
contend.

Concentration-dispersion deals with the density of
competition. Starbuck (19786) étated that organlizational
denslity Induces organlizational dependence and suggested that
thls.aspect underiies compiexity. Also, ollgopolistic
behavior Is fostered by denslty. When organizations are
evenly dlspersed In the environment then the organltzatlional
set contains fewer similar kinds of organizations.
Likewise, In a network arrangement, organizations may deal
with a greater number of suppliers, customers and
competitors In thelir task environments.

Miller and Friesen (1982) in a study of flfty-two
business firms compared two models of product Innovatlon.
They included fifteen different scales to measure dimensions
relevant to their hypotheses. Of these three are of
Importance to this study: environmental dynamism,
environmental heterogeneity (l.e. complexlty) and resources
(munificence).

The items used by.Miller and Friesen (1982) to measure
the environment well exceeded guidelines (e.g. .6) set by
Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) on the Cronbach (1951) alpha

construct (an Internal consistency and relliability
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measure). The value averaged .74 for all scales; the
dynamlsm scale was .74; the heterogenelty scale was .84; and
the resources scale was .68. Additional items were added to
the resources scale to reflect the conceptualization of thls
dimenslion in this study. The wording of the Items were
adapted for use Iin thls research study; special care was
taken not to change the Intent and construct of the Items.
As shown in Appendix A, each Item is measured on a seven
point Likert type scale. Alpha scores for this study are
reported In Table 5.1.

The environmental uncertainty score is a weighted
measure. This allowed respondents from different Industries
to participate In the study as different elements In the
environmment may have different signiflicance from Industry to
Industry. The respondents were asked to assign an
Importance value (on a scale of 1 to 7) to each Item on each
scale. A welghted score was derived by utilizing the
Importance rating for each scale: munlficence, dynamism and
complexity. These three scores were summed and averaged.

The resulting contlnuous variable was used in correlation
and regression analysis. Then the score was used for
nonparametric tests to separate the respondents Into groups
of high uncertalnty and low uncertainty. Those respondents
who score above the mean for all respondents were placed In
the high group; while those who score below the mean were

placed in the low group.
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4,33 Cognitive Style

IHuman information processing Is deflned as the way
individuals gather and use Information In making decisions.
Taggart and Robey (1981) suggest the use of cognitive style,
as described by Jung (1923), as a means to measure how
individuals gather and process Information. Extensive
assessment has been made of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
as a tool for measuring cognlitive style as represented by
Junglan typology. Results Indlicate that It is an adequately
reliable self-report inventory. The alpha coefficlents on
continuous scores for the sensing/intuition scale range from
.75 to .87; and the alpha scores on the thinking/feellng
scales range from .69 to .86 (Carlyn, 1977).

The abbreviated form of the MBT! (form AV) contains
fifty items and has a .75 predictability rating which means
that this form will correctly predict cognltive type 75% of
the time. Form AV of the MBT! will be used to measure
cognitive style In this research study. The MBT! is
virtualiy self-administered. All the necessary Instructions
were Included.

Scoring was in accordance with the prescribed manner and
respondents were categorized as one of the following:
sensing/thinking; senslng/feeling; Intuitivesthinking; and
intuitlive/feelling. See AppendIx A for the items of MBTI

form AV.
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4.34 Culture

The manl| festations of an organization’s culture are
many. For the purpose of this study, norms of the work group
will be used to test the hypotheses. Allen and Sliverzelig
(1976) have assessed an organization's culture utillzling
norm surveys. Schein (1985:136), although not a proponent of
the use of a survey to assess an organization‘’s culture,
does concede that If a survey is treated "as an artifact to
be decliphered along with other artifacts, one Is probably on
safe ground”.

In 1983, Kllilmann and Saxton developed the Culture-Gap
Survey&a (a normative based instrument) via the construct
val idity technlique as described by Lovinger (1967), The
survey consists of 28 norm palfs. For example, respondents
are asked to respond by selecting the norm in each pair that
best represents the way things are done in thelr work group
(l.e. "Discourage new ldeas" or "Encourage new Ideas"). In
the pretest stages of the instrument, It was found that
respondents consistently selected the extremes of the Llikert
type scale that was presented with each norm. Whereupon,
the authors developed a forced cholce sltuation with norm
pairs (l.e. Encourage creativity; Don’'t encourage
creatlvity). The Culture—GapCJ Instrument directs the
respondent to sefect the norm In each of the 28 norm pairs
as the culture really is In his/her work unit and then as
the cuiture should be to produce better performance and

morale.
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The 28 norm pailrs have been factor analyzed with four
groupings forming conslistently. These groupings and their
corresponding alpha scores (Cronbach, 1951) are: Task
Support (.76) Task Innovation (.76); Personal Freedom
(.42); and Soclal Relatlonships.(.91).

Because of the manner In which the norms were
developed, they were used In this study but were scored
differently than In the Culture-GapED Instrument. Thlis
study Is not assessing culture gaps, rather the culture as
it Is percelived to be In the organization from the
respondent’s viewpoint. While this may not give the correct
"objective" picture of the organization’'s culture, 1t does
accurately reflect the respondent’s view and thus hils or her
behavior. As this study Is Investigating the behavior of
organlization members and the Interactlions of dlfferent
perceived characteristics of the environment and the
organization, It Is felt that this approach accurately
reflects the perceived culture.

The proposed scorlng system, suggested through
conversation with M.J.Saxton (1986), allows a score to be
created for each of the four types of cultural norm. The
maximum score for each type was seven, as there are seven
norm palrs per type. fhe norm in the palr that iIs
Indicative of the type It represents is assigned a value of

1. Thus, a score of six on the Task Innovation norms
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indlcates the strong presence of this type of norm In the
culture of that group. Likewise, a score of two represents
a much weaker presence of this type of nhorm.

By using thils technique a score was derived for each
type of cultural norms: Task Support, Task Innovation,
Soclal Relatlionships, and Personal Freedom. See Appendix A
for the Items and the assigned values of the culture section
of the questionnalire.

As the Culture—GapCD survey Is copyrighted, permisslion
to use the norm palrs was obtained from Ralph Kl Imann.

4.35 Background Information

Several items are Included In thls section of the
lnétrument to gather pertinent data about the respondent and
hls/her company. In particular, title of the respondent and
functional responsibility was important as only those
Individuals involved Iin boundary subsystems of the
organization were Included In the study. Size of the
company itn sales and number of employees, as well as the
perception of the competitive climate and sales growth,
provided Iimportant information necessary to discuss the
findings of this study. The age of the company and the
number of years the respondent has worked for the company
also aided Iin the Interpretation of the findings of this

study. See Appendix A for these I|tems.
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4.4 Data Analysis

The SPSSX 2.1 Informatlion Analysis System was used to
conduct all statistical analyses.

Prior to testing tﬁe hypotheses, the scale sections of
the instrument were analyzed for reliabllity via the
Cronbach alpha procedure. The Cronbach (1951) alpha
coefficlent Is a measu;e of the Internal consistency of the
items on each scale. Thlis procedure performs an ltem
analysis on the components of additive scales or weighted
additive scales by computing a coefficlient of rellablility.

All data were used In thls analysis. The minimum
acceptable standard of alpha=.6 suggested by Van de Ven and
Ferry (1980) for the Cronbach Alpha was employed. An ltem
deletlon procedure was run to assess the Impact of each Item
on the scale score. The ltem that would Improve the scale
score the most through deletion was deleted. The [tems that
remained after the reliability tests stated above were used
in the statistical analyses that were employed to examline
the data and test the hypotheses.

Descriptive statistics were prepared for each section
of the questionnalre. The statistics wlll be referred to In
the body of the text, with a complete listing Included In
Appendix B.

4.41 Hypotheses Testing Procedure

Hypotheses H10 through H8a in Chapter 3 Imply that the
types of cultural norms are Jolntly Influenced by the

dimensions of environmental uncertalnty and organicity.
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That is, these hypotheses propose that the relationship
between environmental uncertalnty and organization culture
Is contlingent upon the state of organlicity (i.e.
mechanistic or organic). Hypothesizing in this manner
Implies that environmental uncertainty and organicity
Interact. Multiple regression analysls was used as the
hypotheses testing procedure. This technique can be employed
In testing conditional forms of relationships In that this
methodology is directly generalizable to cases in which
structure Is a multivalued qualitative variable or to cases
where structure is a contlnuous variable. The Interactlion
of environmental uncertainty (WENVIRON) and organicity
(ORGANICY) is represented by a product term (WES) In the
regression equation.

According to Schoonhoven (1981), moderated regression
analysis (l.e. regression analysis with product terms) Is
an appropriate technique for testing hypothesized
contingency relatlonships. It allows Interaction effects to
be direct!ly examined. Sharma et al (1981) outlined a
procedure for identifying moderator variables. A moderator
variable Is one that may modify the strength and/or form of
the relationship between a predictor and criterion
variable. Their suggested procedure will be followed to

test the hypotheses.
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Three regression equatlions of the following form were
run for each set of hypotheses for each type of cultural
norm. The following notatlion Is used to represent the
variables Iin these equatlions on the next page.

WENVIRON = Environmental Uncertalnty ORGANICY= Organicity

WES = Product of Environmental Uncertalnty/Organicity

(1) Y = a + bt WENVIRON
(2) Y = a + b1 WENVIRON + b2 ORGANICY

(3) Y = a + b1 WENVIRON + b2 ORGANICY + b3 WES

Cohen and Cohen (1875) point out that in order to test the
slgnificance of an Interaction term, the |lnear effects of
the constituent varlables must be partialed from their
product. Thus, equation three |Is appropriate for this
analysis.

Unless one Is dealing with "experimental design data,
it Is almost always the case that predictor variables will
be correlated to some degree" thus providing the potential
for exhibliting multlicollinearity (Green, 1978:227). The
statistlical package (SPSS-X 2.1) that was used to run the
regression routines incorporates checks for serious
multicollinearity. | f severe multicollinearity Is present
then one or more of the predictor variables that represent

the major offenders wil!l be dropped.
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The regression coefficlent b3 must be significantly
different from zero In'order to say that environmental
uncertainty (WENVIRON) and organicity (ORGANICY) interact
and thus infiuence the types of norms In an organization’'s
culture (Y). The appropriate test Is: t= b3/std.err.b3
(Arnold, 1982).

If b2, In equation 2, Is also significantly different
from zero, organicity Is related to types of culture norms
and would be considered a quasli-moderator of the
environment-culture relatlionship. |If b3 is signiflicantly
different from zero but b2, in equatlion 2, is not,
organiclity Is unrelated to culture and would be conslidered a
pure moderator of the environment-culture relationship. A
positive and significant b3 would Iimply that the positive
influence environmental uncertainty has on types of cultural
norms Is greater for organizatlional subunits with higher
organicity Indlices than for subunits with tower organicity
Iindices. A negative and significant b3 would imply the
opposlite.

Hypotheses H90 through 11a state the proposed
relatlionships between cognitive style, environmental
uncertalnty, organicity, and the type of cultural norms
while H12 states the proposed relationship between
organiclty and environmental uncertainty. These hypotheses
will be tested via the Chi-square contingency table
technique which Is suitable for investigating the

Independence of varlables in cross classifications. For the
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Chi-square distributlion to be a good approximation of the
distribution of the statistic In the equatlion below,
expected frequenclies in each cell should be at least five.
This will be true of this study. In the case where there
are cells with expected values less than flve, SPSS-X prints
the number of such cells and the minimum expected value
(Everitt, 1977). |t also glves the new Chi-square after the
Yates correction.

Three separate two way contingency tables will be
utillzed, one for each hypothesis. Calculation of the

Chl-square statlistic Is as follows:

n n
X2 =22 [0lJ - EIJ]

I=1 j=1 El)

where OilJ denotes the actual number and Eij the
expected number of observatlions that fall in the 1]
cell.
The degrees of freedom In a two way contingency table are
given by v = (r-1)(c-1) where r Is the number of rows and c
is the number of columns.

The strength of assocliation between those variables
that are dependent (i.e. have ;Ignlflcant chi-squares) could
be measured by the contingency coefflicient. However, thls
coefficlent does not possess the attractlive property of the
Pearéonlan product moment correlation coefficient of belng
equal to one when the varliables are completely dependent or

perfectly correlated. Therefore, Goodman and Kruskal (1954)
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proposed an Index of predictive assoclation to Indicate the
propdrtlon of the variance in one variable that is accounted
for by covariation in the other. The index varies from O to
1. )\=1.0 means that the B classiflicatlon allows the A
classification estimates to be made without error. The
index of predictive association is calculated as follows
when predicting the A classification from the B

classlification.

* where n.m Is the largest marginal frequency among the
A classiflcation
* n bm Is the largest frequency In the b th row (or
column) of the table
* n Is taken across all B classes
An example would be for Columns A1 to A4 to represent the
four types of culture norms; and Rows B1 to B4 to represent
the four different cognitive styles.
4.42 Tests for Monotonliclty
Hypotheses H1o through Ba'lmply that environmental
uncertainty has nonmonotonic (hereinafter nonllnear) effects
on the types of cultural norms over the range of the
proposed moderator variable, organicity. A monotonic
relationship is one tn which an Independent varlable has a

positive or negative Iinfluence on a dependent variable over
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the entire range of the moderator varlable. A nonllnear
relationship Is one In which the Independent variable has a
positive influence on the dependent varlable over part of
the observed range of the moderator variable and a negative
influence on the dependent varlable over the remalnder of
the observed range of the moderator variable. Hypotheslzing
that a nonlinear relatlonship exists implles not only that
environmental uncertainty and organicity will Iinteractively
influence types of cultural norms, but that the relatlionship
between environmental uncertainty and types of cultural
norms Is positive for firms with certaln structures and
negatlve for firms with other structures.

To test for the presence or absence of monotonicity
Schoonhoven (1981) graphed the-partial derlivative of the
equation

Y = bIWENVIRON + b3WES
The point where the effect of WENVIRON on Y Is zero (dY/dWE
=b1WENVIRON + b3WES = 0) Is also where the modifyling
variable Is equal to the ratlio of the coefficlients of the
additive and Iinteractlon terms or ORGANICY = -b1/b3. This
ratio represents the value of the moderator variable at
which the effect of the Independent varlable on the
dependent variable will change signs. In other words,
-b1/b3 represents the point on the organicity index at which
the impact of environmental uncertainty on type of cultural
norms changes signs. [f -b1/b3 falls within the observed

range of the moderator variable’'s (organlicity) values, the
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effect of environmental uncertainty on the organization
culture is nonlinear. |If, on the other hand, It falls
outside the range of organicity, the effect of environmental
uncertainty on organizatlon culture Is monotonic. For
example, given that -b1/b3 = 4.1 and the observed range for
organicity Is 1 to 7, then the interpretation Is as follows.
In those subunits with organiclty indlices below 4.1,
Increases In environmental uncertainty wlill negatlvely
impact the culture. In subunits with organicity Indices
greater than 4.1, Increases In environmental uncertainty
will positively Impact the culture.

For this study, the minimum acceptable level of

signiflcance was p<.1.
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5.0 RESULTS
The findings of this research study are presented in
this chapter. Section 5.1 presents the measurement
properties of the survey and Sectlon 5.2 presents the
results of the data analysis and hypotheses testing.
5.1 Rellability of Measures
5.11 Kl Imann-Saxton Culture Gap SurveyC)

The |Items that measured the types of cultural norms
found In the subunits of the businesses surveyed were
contalned in Section 1 of the guestionnaire. There were
twenty eight items which were subdivided into four scales
with seven Items each. The scales were: Task Support, Task
Innovation, Soclal Relationships and Personal Freedom. Each
Item contained two statements; one which stated the norm
positively, the other stated the norm negatively. Each time
a respondent chose the poslitive norm, a score of one was
recorded. A score of zero was given for the cholce of a
negative norm. The actual score used In the data analysis
for each type of culture norm was the sum of the items on
each of the four scales. Thls score was representative of
the respondent's perceptlion of the norms of behavior that
wefe occurring in his/her organizational subunit. The

maximum score on each scale was seven, while the minimum was

Zero.
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An alpha of .6 as recommended by Van de Ven and Ferry
(1980) was the minimum standard of acceptablility for a
scale to be used in the data analysis of this study. The
Cronbach alpha coefficlients along with the minimum and
maximum Inter-item correlation for the culture scales are
presented In Table 5.1. Clearly, the Personal Freedom scale
does not meet the minimum Cronbach alpha standard for this
study. Additional analysis was conducted via item deletion
in an attempt to Iincrease the alpha. However, there was not
enough Increase to bring the scale to the acceptabie
standard. Therefore this scale was not Included in the data
analysls of this study.

The other three scales of the Culture-Gap Survey()
instrument are equal to .79 or higher thereby well exceeding
the minimum standard for alpha. The overall alpha of the
Iinstrument also is quite high. When all Items are
considered as a measure of the level of positive norms in an
organizational subunlit, the alpha Is very high (.86). This
indlicates that all Items taken together are a reliable
measure of the frequency of positive culture norms within a
particular work unit.

An examlnation of the scatterplots (Tables 5.2, 5.3,
5.4, 56.5) of each of the types of norms was done so that a
vlsuél compar ison could be made between Personal Freedom and

those norm scales that exhibited high alpha coefficlents.
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TABLE 5.1

INTERNAL RELIABILITIES OF THE MEASURES

KILMANN-SAXTON CULTURE GAP SURVEY()

VARIABLES | TEMS
CULTURE

Task Support 1,5,9,13,17,21,25

Task 'Innovation 2,6,10,14,18,22,26
Soc. Relationship 3,7,11,15,19,23,27
Personal Freedom 4,8,12,16,20,24,28
All ltems 1 to 28

Exclude Personal Freedom |tems

ORGANICITY

All ltems 1,2,3,4,5,6,7

ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY

Dynamism 1,2,3,4,5

Complexity 6,7,8,9,10, 11

ltem 7 deleted after Initial run; alpha

Munificlience 12,13,14,15,16,17,18

ltem 16 deleted after initlal run; alpha

All ltems 1 to 18 w/o 7 & 16

RANGE
.26 to .70
.27 to .69
.13 to .65

-.1 to .46

-.16 to .71

~.07 to .71
.15 to .52
.17 to.62
.17 to .43

-.1 to .65

~-.25 to .62
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ALPHA

.80
.86
.79
.57
.86

.87

.74

.70

.64

Increased to .72

.61

Increased to.64

.67
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TABLE 5.2

SCATTERPLOT: TASK SUPPORT

TYPES OF NORMS BY CULTURE STRENGTH
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1. 1
I I
Se . ] 1 1 1 32 3 ] ] 1 -
I 1
1 1
1 I
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4 1 1 2 -
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T 1 1
1 1
g 1 I
3 1 1 1 2 2 1 .
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1 !
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1 lotted. Regression statistics of TS on CULTSTGH:
ngr::::sio: .78220 agsmur.a .61183 S.E. of Est 1.06298 2-tailed Sig. .0000
Intercept(S.E.) -.008233¢ .35270) Stope(S.E.) L2766 ( .01616)
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TABLE 5.3

SCATTERPLOT: TASK INNOVATION

TYPES OF NORMS BY CULTURE STRENGTH
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0 3.5 7 10.5 14 17.5 21 24.5 28
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188 cases plotted. Ragression statistics of TI on CULTSTGH:

Correlation .73976 R Squarea .54725 S.E, of €Est 1.06704 2-tatled Sig. .0000

Intercept(S.E.) 1.07660( .35405) Slope(S.E.) .24316( .01622)

Frequencies and Symbols
A-10
- 14
G - 16
J~-19
P - 25

m

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



SCATTERPLOT:

TABLE 5.4

SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

TYPES OF NORMS BY CULTURE STRENGTH

104
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Intercept(S.E.) -.16805¢(
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B -11
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S.E. of Est
Stope(S.E.)

Regression statistics of SR on CULTSTGH:

1.41045
.26338(

2-tailed Sig. .0000
.02144)
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TABLE 5.5

SCATTERPLOT: PERSONAL FREEDOM

TYPES OF NORMS BY CULTURE STRENGTH
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It was determined that the patterns for Task Support, Task
Innovatlion and Soclial Relatlionships are very similar to each
other, wlth a large cluster of scores running from the
middle to the upper right of the plot. The plot for
Personal Freedom norms were more broadly spread and
scattered with a minor clustering In the far middle right of
the plot. Therefore, It appears that the response pattern
to this set of norms Is less straight forward than for the
other three sets. Respondents may have been confused by the
set of Personal Freedom norms; several individuals put
question marks by the norm pairs that represented this type
of norm. In particular items 24 and 28 seemed troublesome,
as an individual would sometimes write the word "both" by
these items. Thus, the fow alpha score combined with other
evidence on this set of norms make It inadvisable to utillize
this set for the data analysis in this study.

The alpha scores on each of the above scales Is greater
than that reported by Saxton (1986) with the exception of
Soclial Relatlonships which Iis .12 less than the alpha for
that scale in the current study. Thus, it is felt that the
scales of Task Support, Task Innovation and Soclal
Relatlionships are measuring rellably what they purport to
measure.

The means and standard deviations of these variables
are shown In Table §5§.6. Complete summary statistics for
each of the variables Is inciuded In Appendix B. For

identiflcatlion purposes in the appendices and some tables
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the followling notation will be used in reference to types of
culture norms:TS = Task Support; Tl = Task Innovatlon; SR =

Soclal relatlonshlps; and PF = Personal Freedom.

TABLE 5.6

SUMMARY STATISTICS OF THE VARIABLES

VAR I ABLES MEAN STD.DEV. MIN/MAX
ENV. UNCERTAINTY 21.66 5.46 13.8/33.85

DYNAMISM 27.57 9.68 23.1/33.85

COMPLEXITY 18.43 8.92 16.2/20.5

MUNIF ICENCE 18.99 7.06 13.7/25.34
ORGANICITY 5.01 1.00 177
CULTURE

TASK SUPPORT 5.88 1.70 0/7

TASK INNOVATION 6.26 1.58 0/7

SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS 5.44 1.89 077

5.12 Organiclity
The items used to measure the type of structure of an
organizational subunit were contained Iin sectlon 2 of the
questionnaire. The respondent chose a number from one to
seven on a Likert type scale which represented his/her
perception of the characteristics of the structure. This
too was an additive score. The Cronbach alpha value was

.74. 1t Is well above the minimum acceptable standard.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



108

An examination of the corresponding alpha coefficient
on an item by Item deletion basls showed that the current
alpha was also the highest possible alpha for this set of
Iltems. Also the alpha score is slightly higher than that
found by Covin (1985). It Is felt that this scale possessed
the necessary rellability to measure this construct. Thus,
It was used In the data analysis of this study.

The mean and standard deviation of this varlable are
presented In Table §.6. Complete summary statistics on the
Items and the variable, organicity, are in Appendix B. For
notation purposes iIn some of the printouts In the
appendices, ORGANICY = Organicity.

5.13 Environmental Uncertalnty

Elghteen ltems were Included In Section 3 of the
questionnaire; they comprised three subscales of the
construct: environmental uncertalnty. The subscales are:
Dynamism, Complexity and Muniflcence. Each item was
weighted by an Importance value (from 1 to 7) that was
asslgned by the respondent. Thus the weighted item value
was the product of the Importance rating and the
environmental uncertalnty litem's ratlng (from 1 to 7). The
welghted item value was used as the Item score for the
reliability analysis. This Is plausiblie as conceptually the
welghted score on each item constltutes a new set of items

that can be evaluated for Internal consistency.
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Addling the welghted values for Items 1 to 5 produces
the Dynamism scale. The Cronbach alpha was .70. An
analysis of the item deletion data indicated that an alpha
of .70 was the highest possible rating fér this scale.

Items 6 to 11 comprise the Complexlity scale. |t had an
alpha coefficient of .64. Examlination of the Item deletion
tables revealed that the deletion of item 7 would Improve
the alpha value to .72. No other litem deletions would
improve the initial value of .64. ltem 7 contained language
that seemed to confuse the respondent. There were several
questions marks placed.by that [tem on returned
questionnaires. Also, the investigator had one phone call
from a respondent requesting clarification of this Item’s
terminology. The confusion regarded the use of the phrases
"evenliy distributed" and" heavily concentrated" to describe
competitors. The deletion of this ltem is warranted.

Items 12 to 18 comprise tﬁe Munificence scale. 1t had
an alpha coefflclent of .62. Examination of the item
deletion table Indicated that the deletion of Item 16 would
improve the alipha vailue of this scale to .64. Item 16 dealt
with the scarcity/plentifulness of skilled labor. While the
deletion of this Item did not greatly Increase the alpha
value, it is felt that any Iincrease that can be gained
should be galned because the scale barely meets the minimum

acceptable standard for alpha.
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Scott (1981) indicated that the greater the scarcity,
the complexity and dynamlism of the environment, the greater
the environmental uncertainty. Therefore, by combining
the ltems of the above three scales, a measure of percelved
enQIronmental certainty or uncertainty facing the subunit Is
derived. The Cronbach alpha was calculated for the all of
the items that remained after the deletion process. The
alpha coefficlient for the remalning 16 Items was .66. This
scale Is referred to as the welghted environment variable
(WENVIRON) in the Tables and formulas. Other notatlons that
are used in printouts in the appendices to represent the
variables Include: DYNAMISM = Dynamism; COMPLEX =
Complexlity; MUNIFIC = Munlflcence.

As the alpha coefficient for the welghted environment
scale Is relatively low, an examlination was made of the Item
deletion table with all 16 items Included. Items 12, 13,
and 18 when deleted would give a higher alpha by .01 (.67).
However, upon deletion of elther of these items, the alpha
score for munificence decreases below the minlmum acceptable
level of .6. Therefore, the tradeoff of the galn of .01 in
rellabllity did not warrant the deletion of these additional
items.

A visual comparison was also made of the scatterplots
(Tables 5.7 to 6§.9) of each of the three scales when
compared to the total set of items. Dynamism and Complexlty
have relatively even distributions of scores from the lower

left hand corner to the upper right hand corner of the
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plot. Munificence scores are scattered on the outer Iimits
of the plot and show a tendency to cluster as they move
Inward toward the center. Thils may explain why there is
such a low relliablllity value and that with the removal of
one item the value drops below .56.

The means and standard deviations of the welghted
environment variable and Its subscales are in shown Table
5.2. Complete summary statistics on the individual items
are presented in Appendix B.

5.2 Descriptives

This section provides additional information on the
respondents in thls study as obtalined from an analysis of
the background informatlon and cognitive style sections of
the questlionnaire. A breakdown of all respondents by type
of business and functlonal area was conducted to examine how
each of these groups responded to the variables In the
equations that were used to test the hypotheses.

The following tabie of means (Table 5.10) I|s broken
down flrst by functional area and second by type of business
{manufacturing vs services). As can be seen, there Is very
little difference between the means of service versus
manufacturing businesses, with the greatest difference
occurring in the WENVIRON variabie. With the exception of
marketing, the respondents in fhe other functlonal areas In
service work units percelved the environment as less

uncertain.
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As ensuing statlistical analysis tested for these
differences, only informatlonal statistics are presented In
this sectlion. The number on the extreme right of the table
represents the number of respondents In that category.
Additional descriptive statistics (including frequencles,
standard deviations, modes, minimums and maximums) are in
Appendix B.

Several authors have noted that tasks differ in
manufacturing and service businesses. Thomas (1978)
Indicates that thls difference may be due in part to the
extenslve Involvement of people, relative to.machlnes, In
the activities of service businesses. Also, In
manufacturing businesses employees deal with tangible
products. In service businesses the characteristics of
products are different. That Is, the product may be
intangibie and qulte heterogenous (Sasser, Olsen, and
Wycoff, 1978) thus making the tasks of service firms quite
different than that of manufacturing firms.

To ald In the interpretation of the results of this
study, the service subgroup and the manufacturing subgroup
were compared via analysis of varlance on the following
items that provided background Iinformatlion on the
characteristics of the companies that responded to the
survey. These varliables are: annual sales, number of
employees, years the firm has been in buslness,
competetiveness of the firm’'s Industry and projected sales

growth.
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TABLE 5.10

VARIABLE MEANS BY FUNCTION BY TYPE OF BUSINESS

CATEGORY VARIABLES
TS T1 SR ORGN WENVN N

PUBLIC RELATIONS

Manufacturing 6.19 6.81 6.13 5§.72 21.17 16

Services 6.12 6.30 5.60 4.85 20.87 26
MARKET I NG

Maqufacturlng 5.86 6.36 5.36 5.31 21.62 28

Services 5.92 6.40 5.54 4.52 21.76 26
PERSONNEL

Manufacturing 5.87 6.27 5.60 4.98 22.56 15

Services 6.00 86.79 6.16 4.99 20.00 19

PURCHAS ING

Manufacturing 5.90 5.97 5.39 5.056 23.38 30

Services 6.04 6.52 5.12 4.95 20.67 25

The results of the analysis of these varlables found one
significant difference between the manufacturing and service
businesses In this sample In the number of employees
(F=2.78; p=.087). The mean number of employees for the
service firms was 804, while the mean for manufacturing
firms was 651. There were no significant differences

between the two subgroups on any of the other variables.
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Table 5.11 contains the zero order correlatlion
coefflcients (N = 188) between all variables In the
equations that were used to test the contingency
hypotheses.

The correlations between environmental uncertalnty and
its subscales as presehted in Table 5.11 are all very
significant (p=.001). Whlle complexity and dynaml#m have
much higher values and may contribute more to the
environmental uncertalinty scale than munificence, it should
be noted that only munificence Is significantly related to
any of the types of cultural norms (task Innovation). The
correlation (r=-.161; p=.05) indicates that as resources
become more scarce, task innovatlion increases. Likewlise, In
an environment where resources are more plentiful, task
innovatlon decreases.

As can be noted from Table 5.11, the relatlonships
between environmental uncertainty and the norms of task
support, task innovation and social relationships are
negative but not slignificant. The relationships between
these same norms and the structure of the organizational
subunit are positive and signiflcant. The impiication is
that structure may Indeed play a role In the environmental
uncertainty/culture relationship.

Moderated regression analysis was chosen to test the
contingency hypotheses as It was felt that more detalled

and explanatory information could be obtalned. However,
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TABLE 5.11

ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS OF THE VARIABLES

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
.WENVIRON ORGANC TS TI SR WES DYNAM COMPLEX MUNIF
1 1
2 .094 1

-.1656*% .186%* 1

~.138*% . 358%* ,643%* 1

3

4

5 -~.060 .259%% ,280%% ,238%* 1

6 .792*%* .664*%* ,003 .129 .111 1
7

. 750%* [ 159% -~ ,166*%-.103 ~.005 .634*%* 1

8 .764*%* .099 -.024 ~-.014 -.070 .628** 4Q1%*x* 1
9 .327**-.,124 ~.126 -.161*%-.044 .174%-.138% -,042 1
*p = .05 **p = .001

the Pearson product moment correlation technique could have
been used to test the contingency hypotheses involving the
variables environmental uncertainty, organicity and the
types of cultufe norms by dividing the sample Iinto less
organic and organlc subgroups and deriving the Pearson
correlatlion coefficlent. The correlations obtalned from
this statlistical analysis are presented in Table 5.12 as
additional information to the reader. There were 85
respondents In the less organic subgroup and 103 respondents

in the organic subgroup.
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TABLE 5.12
PEARSON CORRELATION BETWEEN UNCERTAINTY AND CULTURE

WENVIRON (less organic) WENVIRON (organic)

TS -.176 (p=.05) -.187 (p=.03)
Tl ~.130 (p=.12) -.221 (p=.01)
SR -.068 (p=.27) -.082 (p=.20)

The relationships found In the less organic
organizational subunits for task support, task innovation
and soclal relatlionships are in the hypothesized direction;
but only task support Is significant. That is, subunits
that have a less organic structure and are facing a more
certaln environment exhlblt higher levels of task support.
The correlatlions between environmental uncertainty and norms
of task support and task innovatlion in organic subunits are
slgnificant, however, they are not in the hypothesized
direction. Further comments on these results will be
presented In the discussion section of the chapter six.

5.3 Results of Hypotheses Tests

The results of the moderated regresslion analyses are
presented in Tables 5.13 through 5§.15. As these tables
show, only the hypotheses for task innovation (H3o to H4a)
are supported by the data. However, when the sample is
divided into manufacturlng and service buslnesses, the
hypotheses for task support are supported for the service
subgroup. The findings are presented and discussed more

fully In the sections that follow.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



120

Three regression equatlions of the following form were
run for each set of hypotheses made for of the three each
types of cultural norms. Please note that those hypotheses
that involved the norms of Personal Freedom wlll not be
tested. This variable was dropped from the study due to the
low reliablility of the measure.

(1) Y = a + bl WENVIRON

(2) Y a + b1 WENVIRON + b2 ORGANICY

(3) Y a + b1 WENVIRON + b2 ORGANICY + b3 WES

WENVIRON = ENVIONRMENTAL UNCERTAINTY; ORGANICY = ORGANICITY

WES= PRODUCT OF ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY AND ORGANICITY

Cohen and Cohen (1975) point out that in order to test
the signiflcance of an Interaction term (il.e. WES), the
linear effects of the constituent variables must be
partialed from their product. Thus, equation three Is
appropriate for this analysls.

Following each set of hypotheses, the findings for that
partlicular set are presented and discussed.
65.31 Task Support Hypotheses
H1o

Under conditions of low organiclty, there will be no

relationship between environmental uncertainty and task

support.

—— ey = e e — = ..
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Hila
Under conditions of low organicity, the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and task support iIs
negative.
H20
‘Under condltions of high organicity, there will be no
relationship between envirommental uncertainty and task
support.
H2a
Under condltlons.of high organiclty, the relatlonship
between environmental uncertainty and task support is
positive.
Results for these hypotheses are shown In Table 5.13.
The interaction term for the entire sample was b3 =
.03. The significance of this term was p = .2. Therefore,
this set of hypotheses 1o to 2a are not supported. However,
the main effects of environmental uncertainty on task
support as noted in Equation 1 are bl = -~.200; this Is
significant at p = .08. That Is, the Illnear relationship
between environmental ﬁncertalnty and task support Is such
that as environmental uncertalnty Increases, task support
decreases.
A secondary analysis was conducted to test the above
hypotheses for manufacturing and service organizations. No
significant findings were obtained for the manufacturing

subgroup, but a significant Interaction was found between
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environmental uncertainty and organicity in the service
subgroup. B3 Is .055 with p = .042. The following
equations emerged.

TS = 6.94 -.051 WENVIRON

TS = 4.63 -.060 WENVIRON +.530 ORGANICY

TS =10.77 -.333 WENVIRON -.726 ORGANICY +.055 WES

To test for the presence or absence of monotonicity
Schoonhoven (1981) graphed the partial derlvative of the
equation
TS = b1 WENVIRON + b3 WES
The polint where the effect of WENVIRON on TS is zero (dY/dE
=b1WENVIRON + D3WES = 0) Is also where the modlfying
variable, organlclty; Is equal to the ratio of the
coéfflclents of the additive and Interaction terms or
ORGANICY = -b1/b3. This ratlo represents the value of the
moderator variable at whlich the effect of environmental
uncertainty on the type of cultural norms will change
signs. If -b1/b3 falls withln the observed range of the
moderator variable’'s (organicity) values, the effect of the
environmental uncertainty on Task Support Is nonlinear. |If,
on the other hand, it falls outside the range of organicity,
the effect of environmental uncertainty on organlzation
culture Is I[lnear.
The equation used to test for nonllnearity Is:
TS =-.333 WENVIRON + ,055 WES

O = .333/.055 = 6.05
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TABLE 5.13
MODERATED REGRESSION ANALYSIS: TASK SUPPORT

TOTAL SAMPLE

SE F-Ratlo
Variables Reg. of Indlividual Cum. lIncrease
Included Coeff.# B Variables R2 RE F(Egn)
WENV | RON -.051 .022%x* 5.24%x% .027 .027 5.24%x%
WENV | RON ~.058 .022%%k* g, 7 1k*k% .068 .041 6.80%**xx*
ORGANICY .344 .120%** 8 1B***xx%
WENV | RON -.200 .112% 3.17%* .076 .008 5.11%*
ORGANICY -.279 .497 .32
INTERACTION .028 .021 1.67

MANUFACTURING SUBGROUP

SE F-Ratlo
Varlables Reg. of Individual Cum. Increase
Included Coeff.#% B Varlables Ra R2 F(Ean)
WENV | RON -.052 .031*%* 2 ,90%* .032 .032 2.90%*
WENV IRON -.053 L031%* 2 . 96% .035 .003 1.60
ORGANICY .105 .185 .319
WENV | RON .211 .204 1.075 .054 .019 1.65
ORGANICY 1.203 .855% 1.98
INTERACTION-.051 .039% 1.73

SERVICES SUBGROUP

SE F-Ratio
Variables Reg. of Individual Ccum. Increase
Included Coeff.#« B Variables R2 l@ F(Ean)
WENV |RON -.0581 .033%* 2.37 .024 .024 2.37
WENV LRON -.0860 .032%* 3.64 119 .085 B.42% %%
ORGANICY .530 .166%**10,23%*x%
WENV | RON -.333 .136%*%% 5 01%* . 167 .038 5.84%%%
ORGANICY -.7286 .630 1.34

INTERACTION .055 .026** 4, 25*x*

# t-significance level indicated by stars
*p=,1 **p=_,05 ***p=_,01 **x**p=_001

————— e —+ —— - -

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



124

The range for organiclty was 1 - 7; as 6.05 falls within
this range, the effect of environmental uncertalnt& on task
support Is nonlinear for subunits Iin service organizations.

Since B3 Is posltjve and signiflcant, this implies that
increases In environmental uncertainty Influence the norms
of Task Support poslitively for service organizatlion subunits
with an organiclity Index higher than 6.05. Likewlse,
Increases In environmental uncertainty will negatively
influence the norms of Task Support for organizational
subunits wlith organicity Iindices lower than 6.05. The
maximum value for organicity Is 7, thus 6.05 would indicate
a subunit that exhibits the extenslve use of loose Iinformal
control measures; an emphasis on getting things done even If
this mean disregarding formal procedures; an emphasis on
adapting freely to changling clrcumstances regardless of past
practice; altowing the expert to have the most say In a
glven situtation and the open flow of Important Information
throughout the unit. In subunlts that have all or aimost
all of these characteristics, the norms of task support are
enhanced when the subunit Is facing iiicreased rates of
change and complexity and decreased resources in Its
environment. If the subunit is not wholly organic, then
these same changes will negatively influence the norms of
task support.

Thus for subunlits In service buslnesses, Hypotheses 1a
and 2a are supported. The results of these tests are

graphlcally presented |In Figure 4.
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5.32 Task Innovation Hypotheses
H3o
Under conditlions of low organicity, there wlill be no
reliationship between environmental uncertalinty and task
Innovatlon.
H3a
Under conditions of low organicity, the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and task Innovation Is
negatlve
H40
Under condltions of hligh organicity, there will be no
relationship between environmental uncertainty and task
Innovatlon.
H4a
Under condltions of high organlicity, the relationship
between environmental uncertalnty and task Innovatlion is
positive.
Results for these hypotheses are shown in Table 5.14.
For the entire sample, the interaction term b3 = .03 was
slignificant at the p = .08 level of significance.
Therefore, the following equations were used to test for

interaction.

TI = 7.11 - .039 WENVIRON
Tl = 4,39 - 050 WENVIRON + .589 ORGANICY
Tl = 8.101 - .219 WENVIRON - .154 ORGANICY + .034 WES

The equation to be used to test for monotoniclty is:

Tl = -.219 WENVIRON + .034 WES
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O = .219/.034 = 6.4
The range for organlicity was 1 - 7; as 6.4 falls within this
range, the effect of environmental uncertainty on task
innovation iIs nonlinear.

Since B3 Is positive and slignificant, this Iimplies that
Increases in environmental uncertainty impact the norms of
Task Innovation positively for organizational subunlits with
an organicity index higher than 6.4. Likewise, Increases in
environmental uncertalnty will negatively Impact the norms
of Task Innovation for organizational subunits with
organicity indices lower than 6.4. The maximum value for
organlicity is 7, thus 6.4 would Indicate a wholly organic
subunit (see description p. 117). In subunits that have
organlc characteristics, the norms of task Innovation are
enhanced when the subunit is facing Increased rates of
change and complexity and decreased resources in its
environment. I|f the subunit is not wholly organic, then
these same changes willl have a negatlive influence on the
norms of task Innovation.

‘Thus, hypotheses 3a and 4a are supported for the entire
sample. The results of these tests are graphically
presented in Figure 5.

Secondary analysis was conducted with the two
subgroups: service and manufacturing buslinesses. The
interaction term was not significant for the manufacturing
group (B3 =-.018; p=.64). Summary statistics for the

service and manufacturing subgroups are in Table 5.14.
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TABLE 5.14
MODERATED REGRESSION ANALYSIS: TASK INNOVATION
TOTAL SAMPLE
SE F-Ratio
Variables Reg. of Individual Increase Cum.
Included Coeff.% B varlables R2 RZ _F(Eqn)
WENV I RON -,.040 .021%% 3.59* .019 019 3.59%
WENV | RON -.050 LO019% %% 6.51*** . 139 .158 17.36%%*x%
ORGANICY .589 c107%%% 30 ,57*% %%
WENV | RON -.219 .098%* 4.94%% .014 171 12.72% %% *
ORGANICY -.154 .437 .123
INTERACTION .034 L.019%% 3.061%
MANUFACTURING SUBGROUP
SE F-Ratio
Varlables Reg. of Individual Increase Cum.
Included Coeff.# B Var lables RZ RZ F(Ean)
WENV [ RON -.047 .031% 2.31 026 .026 2.31
WENV | RON -.051 .030* 2.87% 076 102 4 ,95% %%
ORGANICY . 489 L1T79%%%k T 4% k%
WENV | RON 040 .198 041 002 104 3.34%*
ORGANICY .867 .834 1.080
INTERACTION~.018 038 .216
SERVICES SUBGROUP
SE F-Ratio
Variabies Reg. of individual Increase Cum
Included Coeff.# B Variables e RZ__F(Ean)
WENV | RON -.033 .029 1.277 .013 013 1.27
WENV | RON -.046 .026** 3.113% 219 .233 14.44%%*xx%
ORGANICY 705 L 135%%%k%27 24k % k%
WENV | RON -.302 LT10%%% 7 B57%*k% 044 277 12.02% %%
ORGANICY -.477 .509 .8786
INTERACTION .052 .022%%*%x 5 7p**

. — o — — T — —— St S — . et G W S S G G YA S S T e T P G G — D S P D S S S S S G T S G e S G S S S

# t-significance
**p=.05

*p=.1

level
xk¥kp= 01

Indicated by stars
xxxxpn= 001
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ddY (Task Innovation)/A1ll
Xm(Environmental Uncertainty)

307
25
.20 1
15 ¢
.10

+05 1

-.05 1 ORGANICITY

—010

_'15 1

"'020 1

-.251

-.30J

-.219 WENVIRON + .034 WES

TI

-.219 + .034 ORGANCITY

dY/Xm

-bllb .219/.034 = 6.44

3 FIGURE S

GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF TASK INNOVATION
HYPOTHESES (ALL RESPONDENTS)
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For the service subgroup, the Interaction term was
quite slignificant (B3 =.052; p=.02). To test for
Iinteraction the following equations were used.

Tl = 6.99 -~ .032 WENVIRON

Tl = 3.86 -~ 046 WENVIRON + .705 ORGANICY

Tl = 9.639 - .302 WENVIRON - .477 ORGANICY + .052 WES

The equation to be uséd to test for monotonicity is:

T! -.302 WENVIRON + .052 WES

o

.302/.052 = 5.81

Since B3 Is poslitive and significant, this implies that
Increases In environmental uncertalnty impact the norms of
Task Innovation positively for organizational subunits with
an organicity Index higher than 5.81. Likewise, Iincreases
In environmental uncertainty will negatively Impact the
norms of Task lnnovation for organizational subunits with
organiclty Indices lower than 5.81. The maximum value for
organicity is 7, thus 5.81 would indicate an almost wholly
organlic subunitt (see description p. 117). In subunits that
have at least 6 of the 7 organic characteristics, the norms
of task innovation are enhanced when the subunit Is facing
increased rates of change and ¢complexity and decreased
resources In Its environment. |f the subunit Is not wholly
or almost wholly organic, then these same changes will have
a negative Influence on the norms of task innovation.

Thus, hypotheses 3a and 4a are supported for the
servﬁge subgroup. The results of these tests are

graphically presented in Flgure 6.
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ddY (Task Innovation)/Services
Xm(Environmental Uncertainty)

+30
+25
204
.15
101

005 -

7
ORGANICITY

-.05¢

"-10

~e 15 4+

-020

e 25 +

-.304

TI = -,302 WENVIRON + ,052 WES

dY/dx1 -.302 + .052 (ORGANICITY)

"bl/bs

.302/.,052 = 5.8
FIGURE 6

GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF TASK INNOVATION
HYPOTHESES (SERVICE SUBGROUP)
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5.33 Soclal Relationship Hypotheses
H50
Under conditlions of low organicity, there will be no
relationship between environmental uncertainty and soclal
relationships.
H5a
Under conditions of low organicity, the relationshlip
between environmmental uncertalinty and soclal relationships
Is negative.
H60
Under conditions of high organiclity, there will! be no
relationship between environmental uncertainty and social
relatlonships.
Heéa
Under conditions of hlgh organiclty, the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and soclal relatlonships
Is positive.
Results for these hypotheses are shown In Table 5.15.
The Interaction term was b3 = .003. The signlficance
level of this term was p = .9. Therefore these hypotheses
are not supported. Also, there was not a significant main

effect of environmental uncertainty in Equation 1 or 2.

—

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



TABLE 5.15

133

MODERATED REGRESSION ANALYSIS: SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS

TOTAL SAMPLE

SE F-Ratio
Variables Reg. of Indlvidual Increase Cum.
Included  Coeff.# B varlables RS RE___F(Ean)
WENV | RON -.021 .025 .669 .004 .004 .87
WENV | RON -.029 .024 1.43 .070 .074 7 . 42% % %%
ORGANICY .502 s 134%kx%14, 12%*&x
WENV | RON -.045 . 125 .13 .000 .074 4,92%%
ORGANICY .436 .553 .62
INTERACTION .003 .024 .015

MANUFACTURING SUBGROUP

SE F-Ratio
Variables Reg. of Indlvidual Increase Cum.
Included Coeff.# B variables RS RE F(Egn)
WENV | RON -.018 .038 .24 .003 .003 .236
WENV | RON -.022 .037 .36 056 .058 2.70%
ORGANICY .503 . 222% % 5.15%*
WENV I RON .035 . 245 021 000 .058 1.80
ORGANICY . 741 1.031 517
INTERACTION-.011 . 047 .056

SERVICES SUBGROUP

SE F-Ratlo
Varlables Reg. of Individual lIncrease cum
Included  Coeff.# B varlables e RE F(Ean)
WENV | RON -.021 .034 .35 . 004 .004 .35
WENV 1 RON -.031 .033 .86 .010 . 104 5.48%**
ORGANICY 564 . 173%%x% 10,.58**%*
WENV I RON -.058 . 145 . 180 .Q00 104 3.63%*
ORGANICY .438 .674 423
INTERACTION .006 .028 .037

S . e — — A ——— gttt —— G T (v $urt P S e GO G P M G ) it Sre S S S S G T S S S G M S S S S S S e Ay G S S —

# t-signlficance
*p=,1 **p=_,05

o

***p:.O‘]

level indicated by stars
xxxkn= 001
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5.34 Cognitive Style Hypotheses

The results of tests for the cognitive style hypotheses
(8o through 11a) are presented In Tables 5.16 to 5.20.
Restatement of these hypothesesare placed prior to each of
these Tables. These hypotheses were tested via the
Chi-square contingency table téchnique which Is sultable for
Investigating the Iindependence of variables In cross
classificatlons.

As can be seen from these tables, none of the
hypotheses were supported. A secondary analysis was
conducted with manufacturing and service subgroups. The
hypotheses were not supported In elther of these subgroups.

Reynolds (1977) suggests many ways to descriptlively
analyze contingency tables. One technique that will be
employed in describing relationships among the variables In
the following contingency tables Is referred to as the
cross~product ratio, often called the odds ratio. More
precisely the odds are calculated by comparing the actual
count In dichotomous classlfications. For example, In Table
5.16, the odds of an ST percelving a certain environment Is
36/27=1.33; while the odds of an NT perceiving a certain
environment are 37/33=1.12. The odds ratio then is
1.33/1.12=1.18. The ratio of the odds has a simple
Interpretation. If they are the same in both categories,
their ratio would equal! 1.0. Hence 1.0 Iindicates no
relationship. The range of the ratio Is from zero to

Infinity. Values less than 1.0 Imply a negatlive
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relatlonship, while values greater than one Indlcate a
positive relatlionship. The greater the departure from 1.0,
the stronger the relationship. The symbol "a" wlll be used
to denote the odds ratlo. Therefore, Iin the above example,
with a=1.12, the relatlonship between cognhitlive style and
level of uncertainty Is poslitive, but very weak.

Each type of cultural norm was dlvided into a high and
low group. The high group consisted of scores above the
mean for that measure and the low group consisted of scores
below the mean on that particular measure. Glven a skewed
sample, the mean rather than the median was chosen to split
the sample. Thus the choice of the mean provides a better
conceptual split of the variables into high and low groups.

In the Tables, the following notation is used:

TSLEVEL = Task Support; TILEVEL = Task lnnovation; and
SRLEVEL = Social Relationships.
HSo

There is no significant difference in the perception of
conditions of environmental uncertalinty between the four
cognitive styles of managers: ST, NT, NF and SF.

HSa

There Is a significant difference in the perceptlion of

condltions of environmental uncertainty between the four

coghitive styles of managers: ST, NT, NF and SF.

——— e — —
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TABLE 65.16
CROSSTABULATION OF UNCERTAINTY BY COGNITIVE STYLE

COGNITIVE STYLE

ST NT NF SF row
UNCERTAINTY total
More Certain 36 37 20 4 97
37% 38% 21% 4% 51.6%
57%. 53% 46% 36%
Less Certaln 27 33 24 7 91
30% 36% 26% 8% 48.4%
43% 47% 54% 64%
column total 63 70 44 11 188
33.5% 37.2% 23.4% 5.9% 100%
, Chi-square = 2.51 p=.474
Chl-square = 2.51 and Is not signlficant at the p = .1
level . Therefore, hypothesis 90 cannhot be rejected. Theory

suggests that a higher number of NTs and NFs would be
predominant In the uncertain environments (Mltroff, 1983;
Mitroff and Kllmann, 1976), while the greatest percent of
STs would be found In more certain environments. The odds
ratlio Is 1.3 between STs and the comblned group of NTs and
NFs; however taken separately, the odds ratio Is close to
1.0 Indicating statistical independence. In fact, It should
be noted that there appears to be a falirly even distribution
based on percent. Table 5.28 In Appendlix C contains

additional statistics on these analyses.

e ———

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



137

H100

There Is no significant dilfference between the
cognitlive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and
condlitions (high/low) of organicity.

H10a

There Is a signiflcant difference between the
cognhlitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and
conditions (high/low) of organicity.

As shown in Table 5.17, Chi-square = 1.41 and Is not
signiflicant at the p = .1 level. Therefore, hypothesis 100
cannot be rejected. Theory suggests that a higher number of
STs would be predominant in organlizations with more
mechanistic structures (Mitroff, 1983), while the greatest
percent of NFs would be in organizations with more organic
structures. The odds ratio is 1.0 between STs and NFs.
This Indicates statistical Independence. However, the odds
ratio for STs and NTs Is 1.5, Indicating that the odds for
NTs being In an organlic subunit are 1.5 times greater than
that for STs. Table 5.29 in Appendix C contains additlional

statistics on these analyses.
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TABLE 5.17
CROSSTABULATION OF ORGANICITY BY COGNITIVE STYLE

COGNITIVE STYLE

ST NT NF SF row
STRUCTURE total
Less Organic 30 28 21 6 85
35% 33% 25% 7% 45.2%

48% 40% 48% 55%

Organic 33 42 23 5 103
32% 41% 22% 5% 54.8%
52% 60% 52% 45%

column total 63 70 44 11 188
33L5% 37.2% 23.4% 5.9% 100%

Chl-square = 1.41 p=.702

Hilo
There Is no significant difference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and the
type of organization culture nérms: task support, task
Innovatlion, soclal relationships and personhal freedom.
H11a
There Is a significant difference between the
cognitive style (ST, NT, NF and SF) of managers and the
type of organlization culture norms:task support, task

Innovation, soclial relationships and personal freedom.
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TABLE 5.18
CROSSTABULATION OF TASK SUPPORT BY COGNITIVE STYLE

COGNITIVE STYLE

ST NT NF SF row
TSLEVEL total
Low TS 13 15 13 1 42
31% 36% 31% 2% 22.3%
21% 21% 30% 9%
High TS 50 65 31 10 146
34% 38% 21% 7% 77.7%
79% 79% 70% 91%
column total 63 70 44 11 188
33.5% 37.2% 23.4% 5.9% 100%
Chl-square = 2.57 p=.463
Chi-square Is not signiflcant at the p = .1 level;

therefore, H11o Is not rejected for task support. Seventy-
elght percent of all respondents exhiblited high levels of
task support. The largest grouping was In the NT/high TS
block, with 55 respondents. This hypothesis was exploratory
In nature; while it was expected that there would be a
relationship between the two variables, the content of this
relationship was not projected. The fact that there Is no
relatlonship Is Important information as this may have
Impllications for future theorizing and study.

Table 5.30 in Appendix C contains additonal statistics for

these analyses.
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TABLE 5.18
CROSSTABULATION OF TASK INNOVATION BY COGNITIVE STYLE

COGNITIVE STYLE

ST NT NF SF row
TILEVEL total
Low TI 16 21 13 4 54
30% 39% 24% 7% 28.7%
25% 30% 30% 36%
High TI 47 49 31 7 134
35% 37% 23% 5% 71.3%
75% 70% 70% 64%
column total 63 70 44 11 188
33.5% 37.2% 23.4% 5.9% 100%
Chi-square =.724 =.867

Chi-square Is not significant at p =.1 level; therefore,
H11o Is not rejected for task innovation. Seventy-one
percent of all respondents exhiblted high levels of task
innovatlon. The largest grouping was in the NT/high TI
block, with 49 respondents. This accounts for 26% of the
sample. Twenty-~flve percent of the sample were In the
ST/high Tl block. As }ntultlve types display Iinventive and
unconventional behavior, It Is not suprising that 42% (NTs +
NFs) of the total sample exhlblt high levels of task
Innovatlion norms and also possess the Intuitive data Input
mode. Table 5.31 In Appendix C contalns additlional

statistics for these analyses.
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TABLE 5.20
CROSSTABULATION OF SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS BY COGSTYLE

COGNITIVE STYLE

ST NT NF SF row
SRLEVEL total
Low SR 26 21 12 5 64
41% 33% 19% 8% 34%
41% 30% 27% 45%
High SR 37 49 32 6 124
30% 40% 26% 5% 66%
59% 70% 73% 55%
column total 63 70 44 11 188
| 33.5% 37.2% 23.4% 5.9% 100%
Chi-square =3.51 p=.319

Chi-square Iis not significant at p =.1 level; therefore,
H11o0 Is not rejected for soclal relationships. Sixty-six
percent of all respondents exhibited strong positive norms
for social relationships. The largest grouping was in the
NT/high SR block, with 498 respondents. This accounts for 26%
of the sample. Twenty percent of the sample were In the
ST/high SR block. As the feeling types are warm, personal
and concerned with people‘’s feelings, It would be expected
that the majority of respondents with the F component would
also exhlbit strong soclal relationship norms. It should be

noted that indeed 73% of the NFs and 55% of the SFs exhibit
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high SR. However, 70% of the NTs and 59% of the STs also
exhiblt strong social relatlionship norms. Table 5.32 in
Appendix C contains additlional statistlcs for these
analyses.

The following table summarizes the signiflicance
statistics for each type of cultural norm as stated In the

above crosstabualtion tables.

TABLE 5.21
SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR COGNITIVE STYLE HYPOTHESES

CHI1 ~-SQUARE SIGN. LAMBDA

Task Support 2.57 .46 .00
Task Innovation .72 .86 .00
Soclial Relationships 3.51 .32 .04

As none of the predicted assoclatlons was significant, the
Lambda statistic which Is a measure of predictibillty, was
not appropriate to test. For complete statistics see Tables
5.30 to 5.32 in Appendix C.

Due to the lack of significant findings for the above
hypotheses, additional crosstabulations were conducted in an
attempt to search out any signlficant relationships that
cognitive style may have with other variables that were not
in the original hypotheses. When level of position In the
company and cognitive style were crosstabulated a Chi-square

of 11.41 (p=.08) was obtained.
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TABLE 5.22

LEVEL OF POSITION BY COGNITIVE STYLE

POS1TION
CEO VP DIR row
COGSTYLE total
ST 9 18 36 63
14% 29% 57% 34%
36% 30% 35%
NT 12 30 28 70
17% 43% 40% 37%
48% 49% 28%
NF 3 11 30 44
7% 25% 68% 23%
12% 18% 29%
SF 1 2 8 11
9% 18% 73% 6%
4% 3% 8%
column total 25 61 102 188
13.3% 32.4% 54.3% 100%
Chi-square = 11.41 p=.08

The results of this analysls indicate a statistically
significant assocliation between Job level and cognitive
style. Top management (CEOs and VPs) are predominantly

Intuitive/thinking types In small high growth companies.
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Forty-elght percent of the CEOs and forty-nine percent of
the VPs are NTs, while only twenty-eight percent of the
directors are NTs. Dlrectors, on the other hand are
predominantly sensing/thinkling types (l.e. 57%).

A second significant finding was obtained when the
declision making dimension (T vs F) was crosstabulated with
the level of the position of the respondent (l.e. CEO, VP or

Director) as shown in Table 5.23.

TABLE 5.23

LEVEL OF POSITION BY DECISION MAKING DIMENSION

POSITION
CEO VP DIR row
COGSTYLE total
F 4 13 38 55
7% 24% 69% 29%
16% 21% 37%
T 21 48 64 133
16% . 36% 48% 71%
84% 79% 63%
column total 25 61 102 188
13.3% 32.4% 54.3% 100%

Chli-square = 7.14 p=.03
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The Chi-square was 7.14 (p=.03). 84% of the CEOs, 79% of
the VPs and 63% of the directors were thinking types.
Overall 71% of the respondents exhiblited the thinking type
preference. Tables 5.33-34 In Appendix contaln additional

statistics for these analyses.

5.35 Organicity Hypotheses
Hi120

| There 1Is no signiflcant difference between the
organicity (high/low) of an organizational subunit and the
percelved environmental uncertainty (high/low) of that
organizational subunit.

.H12a
There Is a signiflcant difference between the
organicity (high/low) of an organizational subunit and the
percelved environmental uncertainty (high/low) of that
organlzational subunit.

Chil-square of 1.14 Iis not significant at p =.1;
therefore, H120 Is not relected. Theory would predlict that
less organic structures would be predominant in certain
environments and organic structures In uncertain
environments. Whlle thé assoclation was not significant,
the trend in percent Is In the expected direction. That Is,

the largest grouping Is in the organic/uncertain block.

————— . -
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TABLE 5.24
CROSSTABULATION OF ORGANICITY BY UNCERTAINTY

UNCERTA INTY

More Certain Less certain row

STRUCTURE total
Less Organic 48 37 85
57% 44% 45.2%
50% 41%
Organic 49 54 103
48% : 52%. 54.8%
50% 59%
- column total 87 91 188
51.6% 48 .4% 100%
Chi-square =1.14 p=.29

Also, 57% of the less organic subunits are in relatively
certain environments. Table 5.35 in Appendix C contalns
additlonal statistics for these analyses. It Is possible
that this assoclation cannot be properly tested with the
current sample. Since the mean of organicity was 5.01,
there are actually very few cases Iin which the subunit can
properly be caltled "mechanistlic"
5.4 Organiclity and Cultural Norms Results

The previous sections (5.31 to 5.35) have reported the
results of the hypoteses testing. While examining these
results, for example, equation two In the moderated

regression analysis, and the Pearson correlation between
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organiclty and the types of culture norms (TS, TIl, SR), It
became apparent that a relatlonship exlsted between
organicity and each type of cultural norm.

To further Investigate this relationship between
organicity and the norms of task support, task Innovation
and Soclal relationships, the sample was divided Into two
groups: higher and lower organicity based on the mean of
this variable for the total sample. The high group contains
those who were above the mean on the variable of organicity;
this group has the characteristics of a more organic
structure. The low group was below the mean (5.01) on
organicity and Is referred to as - less organic and has the
characteristlics of a more mechanisitc structure (although
most subunits in the lower half cannot truly be called
mechanisitc). Chi-squares were obtained to test if
Individuals In organic versus less organlc subunlts
percelved the norms of task support, task innovation and
soclal relationships differently. Also, each of the types
of culture norms were dlivided Into high and low groups based
on thelr respective meéns (see page 99).

When the varlable Task Support is crosstabuiated with
organiclity, the following contingency table results. The
Chi-square Is significant at p=.03, Indicating a strong

relationship between the variables.
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TABLE 5.25

CROSSTABULATION OF TASK SUPPORT BY ORGANICITY

STRUCTURE
Less Organic Organic row
TSLEVEL total
Low TS 25 17 42
60% 40% 22.3%
29% 17%
High TS 60 86 146
41% 58% 77.7%
61% 83%
column total 85 103 188
45.2% 54.8% 100%
Chl-square =3.76 p=.03

An examinatlion of the tabulation shows that the largest
group (45.7%) was In the organic/high task support block.
Also an examination of the percent Indicates that as the
structure of the subunit moves from less organic to organic,
there Is a corresponding shift to a larger percentage of
hlgh levels of task support. The odds ratlo Is 2.1
Indicating a strong positive relatlonshlp between structure
and task support. The odds are twice as great for an
Individual to exhibit high levels of task support norms In
an organic subunit when compared to a less organic subunit.
Table 5.36 in Appendix C contains additional statistics on

these analyses.
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Task Innovation, when crosstabulated wlith high/low
levels of organiclty, also has a significant Chi-square
(p=.009). The signiflcance level of Task Innovatlion wlth
organiclty Is much stronger than that of elther Task Support

(p=.03) or Soclial Relatlonships (p=.09).

TABLE 5.26

CROSSTABULATION OF TASK INNOVATION BY ORGANICITY

STRUCTURE
Less organic Organic row
TILEVEL total
Low TI 33 21 54
61% 39% 28.7%
39% 20%
High TI 52 82 134
39% 61% 71.3%
61% 80%
column total 85 103 188
45.2% 54.8% 100%
Chi-square =6.86 p=.008

An examination of,. the tabulation [n Table 5.26 shows
that the largest grouping (43.6%) were Iin the organlc/high
task lnnovation block. Also an examination of the percent
indicates that as the structure of the subunlit moves from
less organic to organic, there Is a corresponding shift to a
larger percentage of high levels of task Innovation. The

odds ratio Is 2.5 indicating a strong positive relationship

JS S -
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between structure and task innovation. The odds are two and
one-half times as greaﬁ for an Individual to exhibit high
levels of task Innovation In an organic subunit when
compared to a less organlic subunit. Table 5.37 In Appendix
C contalns additional statistics for these analyses.

When the varliable Social Relationships is
crosstabulated with organicity, the following contingency
table results. The Chl-square is slignlficant at p=.085;
indicating a signif!cant relationship between the
variables. The relationship of organiclty and Soclal
Relaflonshlps isn‘t statistically as significant as that of

Task Support and much less than that of Task Innovation.

TABLE 5.27

CROSSTABULATION OF SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS BY ORGANICITY

STRUCTURE
Less Organic Organic row
SRLEVEL total
Low SR 35 29 64
67% 33% 34%
41% 28%
High SR 50 74 124
40% 60% 66%
59% 72%
column total . 85 103 188
45.2% 54.8% 100%
Chl-~-square =2.96 p=.085

o e e i 1 <4 =
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An examlination of the tabulation shows that the largest
groupling (39.4%) was in the organic/high soclal
relationships block. Also, an examlination of the percent
indicates that as the structure of the subunit moves from
Iless organic to organic, there Is a corresponding shift to a
larger percentage of high levels of social relationships.
The odds ratio Is 2.1 indlcating a strong positive
relationship between structure and soclial relationships.

The odds are twice as great for an Individual to exhlibit
high levels of soclal relationships in an organlic subunit
when compared to a less organic subunit. Table 5.38 in
Appendix C contains additlonal statistlics for these
analyses.

‘These results, high levels of task support and task
Innovation in organic structures, are in line with findings
of the classic studles on the properties of organic versus
mechanistic structures. The significance of findlng thils
relationship In small high growth companies is the fact that
sméll, rather than large organizations were studied.
Therefore, the contribution to the management |literature Is
that type of structure Is Jjust a$ important in small
companlies as it Is In large companies, If management desires
high levels of task support and innovation.

5.5 Summary of Findings

For the total sample of businesses, It was found that

as environmental uncertainty Increases for those

organization subunits that exhibit an organicity Index of
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6.4 or higher, there Is a posltive relationship with task
innovation. For those organizatlion subunits that have an
organicity index lower than 6.4, iIncreases In environmental
uncertalnty will negatlvely Influence the norms of task
innovation.

When the total sample Is divided into service and
manufacturing subgroups, it was found that as environmental
uncertainty Increases for service organlzation subunits that
exhlibit an organicity ]ndex of 6.05 or higher, there Is a
positive relationship with task support. For those
organization subunits that have an organiclty index lower
than 6.05, Increases in environmental uncertainty wi!l
negatively Impact the norms of task support. It was also
found that as environmental uncertalnty Increases for
service organization subunits that exhibit an organicity
Index of 5.81 or higher, there Is a posltive relationship
wlth task Ilnnovation. For those organization subunits that
have‘an organicity index lower than 5.81, Iincreases In
environmental uncertainty will negatively impact the norms
of task Innovation.

None of the hypothesized relatlonships with cognitive
style were supported. Further investigation revealed a
sighiflcant association between cognlitive style and level of
position in the company. Top management (CEOs and VPs) are

predominantly intuitive/thinking types.

ar—

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



153

No hypotheses were offered that focused on each factor
of the Informatlion input dimension (senslng/thinking) and
deglslon-maklng dimenslon (thinking/feeling). When these
factors were crosstabulated with level of position In the
company separately, it was found that a majority of the
respondents at all levels were thinking types.

No hypotheses were offered that focused on only
organiclty and task support, task Innovation and soclial
relatlionships. Yet there was a signiflcant association
found for each type of culture norm. High levels of task
support, task Innovatlon and soclal relationships are found
in organic subunits while low levels of each are found in
less organic subunits.’

No hypotheses were offered that focused on Just the
assoclatlion between uncertainty and task support, task
innovation and soclial relationships. However, hligh levels
of task support are significantly assoclated with certain
environments in manufacturing businesses. Also, high levels
of task Iinnovation are significantly assoclated with
uncertaln environments In manufacturing buslinesses.

-In the next chapter, the theoretical significance of

these findings Is explored.
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6.0 DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter begins with a discussion and
Interpretatlion of the results reported In Chapter 5. The
conclusions drawn are tentative because of the limltations
of this research, which are discussed in section 6.2. A
summation of this study and recommendations for further
research are contained in sectlion 6.3.

6.10 Discussion

There are six broad conclusions based on the results
reported In Chapter 5 regarding small high growth
businesses.

(1) Perceived environmental uncertainty, as measured by

dynamlism, complexlity, and munlficence, has a strong effect

and significant interaction effects with organiclity on some

types of cultural norms.

Perceptual measures were used in the data analyses that
evaluated the relationships and associations between the
varlables: environmental uncertainty, organicity, cognitive
style and types of culfural norms (task support, task
Innovation and social reltionship).

This study was interested specifically in the
dependency of each of the variables on the others rather
than the causal relationships between them. Therefore, the

primary interest is Iin the interaction effect (l.e. does
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organizational structure enhance the dependency between
environmental uncertainty, and norms of task support, task
innovation or soclial relationships?).

A slignificant interaction term was found for cultural
norms of task support and task Innovation in service
subunits. This means that the relationshlip between
environmental uncertainty and task Innovation or task
support changes as a certain level of organlicity Is
reached. More specificaliy, when the organizational subunit
Is highly organic (6.05 for task support; 5.81 for task
innovation on a 7-point scale), Increases In environmental
uncertainty are posltively related to these cultural norms.
For organicity levels lower than 6.05 or 5.81 respectively,
Increases in environmental uncertainty are negatively
related to task support and task Innovation.

| Environmental uncertalnty was comprised of munificence,
complexlity and dynamism. Munlificence measured the
Importance and scarclity/plentifulness of resources avallabie
to the organizational subunit. Complexity measured the
Iimportance and the degree of diversification,
number of competitiors, customer buying hablts and
differences in the Iinput necessary for producing primary
product or service. Dynamism measured the importance of and
the rates of change in marketing practices, obsolesence of
products/services, competitors’ actions, consumer demands
and production/service technologies. Uncertain environments

are characterized by scarclity and above average levels of

- ——— - . - [P — - o e B

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



———— e -

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

156

complexity and dynamism. Certain environments are
characterized by plentifulness and below average levels of
complexlty and dynamlism.

A highly organic organizational subunit exhibits the
following characteristics: the extenslive use of loose
Informal control measures; an emphasis on getting things
done even if this means disregarding formal procedures; an
emphasl|s onvadaptlng freely to changing circumstances
regardless of past practice; allowing the expert to have the
most say In a glven situtation, and an open flow of
important information throughout the unlt. It Is when these
characteristics are found in apundance that Increasing
levels of environmental uncertainty positlively Influence the
norms of task innovation and task support.

The mean of task support Is 5.89, which Is close to the
maximum score (7) for this varliable. High levels of task
support Iindicate that work groups cooperate and support each
others’ work, share information, complete all tasks, and
assign work fairly. Therefore, finding that a high level of
organiclty acts as a quasi-moderator In the relationship
between environmental uncertainty and task support Is
supportive of the theory of other researchers.

Burns and Stalker (1961), in thelr description of
organic structures, pointed out that this type of structure
Is found Iin successful organizations facing uncertailn
environments. They indicated that an organic structure

would enhance work group cooperation, sharing of information
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and completion of tasks. Argyris (1962) purported that
bureaucratic (l.e.mechanistic) values tend to stress the
rational, task aspects of the work and to ignhore the human
factors that relate to the task. Thls may lead to poor,
mistrustful relationships among the managerial class which
in turn could decrease the effectlveness of the organization
(Bennls, 1966). Shepard and Blake (1862) compared the
normative goals of mechanistic and organic systems.
CharacteriIstics of the organic system are: good
relatlonships between and within groups; mutual confldence
and trust; Interdependencies and shared responsibility;
multigroup membership and responsibility; wide sharing of
control and responsibility; and conflict resolution through
bargaining or probiem solving. Finally, Davis (1981)
contended that a strong culture, in the absence of carefully
formulated systems and structures, can play an Important
role Iin improving the coordinatlion of work between unlits In
the same organization.

Thus, one can tentatively infer that under conditlons
of Increasing environmental uncertainty, service subunlts
should try to maintain highly organic structures if they
deslire high levels of task support. However, |t should be
caﬁtloned, while the interactlon term was not weak (p=.04),
the correlation between organiclty and task support (.186)
was significant (p=.05). It may be that the vartlance
accounting for the significant Interaction term is due

primarily to organicity.
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The mean on task innovation is 6.26 which Is close to
the maximum score (7) for this variable. High levels of
task innovation Indicate that work groups encourage
créatlvlty, will make changes, encourage and put new Ideas
into practice and are willing to take on new tasks.
Therefore, finding that a high level of organiclity acts as a
quasi-moderator In the relationship between environmental
uncertalnty and task Innovation Is In line with the theory
of other researchers as shown In the following paragraphs.

Empirical Innovation llterature has demonstrated an
assoclatlon between decentralized and Informal
organizational structures and increased levels of
innovation. Burns and Stalker (1961) describe a contingent
relationship between structure and the external
environment. In thelr perspective, uncertain environments
necessitate organic structures and Innovation.

They found that organic organizations were better innovators
than mechanistic organlzations, that Is, the relationship
between organic structures and.lnnovatlon was positive.
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) adopt a similar perspectlve,
pointing out that decentralized, less formalized (l.e.
organic) organizational subunits are more effective at
responding to change in uncertain environments than more

formal lzed (mechanistic) unlits.

————— -
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Meadows (1930), utlllzlng'an exper imental setting to
operationalize this concept, also found that organlicity was
strohgly and positively correlated with innovativeness in
the performance of small group tasks.

Kanter (1983) found that Innovation Is an outcome of
both structural variables and cultural varlables. In
Kanter'’s view, Iinnovative cultures are characterized by
freedom and looseness which encourage creativity and risk
taking within the organization.

Thus, one can tentatively infer that under conditions
of increasing environmental uncertainty, service subunlts
should try to maintalin highly organic structures if they
desire high levels of task Innovation. However, it should
be cautioned, while the interaction term was sligniflicant
(p=.02), the correlation between organicity and task
Innovation (.358) was highly signiflcant (p=.001). 1t may
be that the variance accounting for the signlficant
Interaction term Is due primarily to organiclty.

The distribution for organicity Is negaflvely skewed.
This indicates that the hump of the distribution curve for
the scores on organicity iIs to the right of center when
compared to a normal distribution curve. Therefore, there
is a possibility that the findings stated above Indicate a
threshold effect in the relationship among environmental
uncertainty, organicity and the norms of task support and

task innovation.
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In order to respond to lﬁcreaslng environmental
uncertalinty with a greater emphasis on norms of task support
ans task innovation, the organlzation needs to be almost
totally characterlized by an organlic structure. If the
organlization Is Just moderately (or even largely) organic,
lts managers who perceive a highly uncertain environment are
also llkely to exhiblit lower support for norms of task
support and task Innovation. That Is, in these situations,
work groups may not be as cooperative, share as much
Information or be as supportive of each others' work.
leewlse, work groups may not encourage creativity or be as
willing to make changes or Implement new ideas.

An Interesting question arises about the functlonallty
of these observed relationships for organizations. Schoiars
who support the organic form of structure as the most
effective way of responding to environmental uncertalinty
might argue that the presence of any mechanistic features In

the organizational structure is dysfunctional, allowing

managers to tighten bureaucratic, authorative controls in
times of great uncertainty and thus freezing out the task
support and innovativeness that could help steer the
organization through difficult, uncertain environmental
sltuatlions.

One could also argue, however, that the observed
nonl lnear relationship may be functional for some

organlzations. |f the organization Is not fully organic, a
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tightening of controls under condlitions of hlgh uncertainty
and a corresponding re&uctlon Iin task support and innovation
norms may be just what the organizatlion needs to survive.

In fact, Bourgeois, et al (1981) reported on three
studies (see page 57) designhed to test the hypothesis that:
managers encountering turbulent environments willl react by
becoming more mechanistic and managers encountering more
stable environments will react.by becoming more organic.
They found support for this hypothesis. An explanation
offered by the researchers for these results was that
companles facing turbulence may want to exerclse greater
control over subordinates because they aren‘t equipped to
deal with uncertainty In any other way. Llikewlse, In times
of stability, there Is not as much concern with uncertainty,
therefore, companies allow subordinates more freedom and
flexiblility.

The implication seems to be that If the organization is
not wholly organic, norms of task support and task
innovation will be weaker or less consistent than they would
be In a fully organic organization. If these norms are
weaker or Inconsistent, then managers encountering uncertain
environments may exercise greater control because they do
not have the necessary higher level of norms of task support

and innovation present'whlch may help them survive.
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(2) The subunit’'s type of business may Impact the

relatlionship between environmental uncertainty, organicilty

and some types of culture norms.

Contrary to what one might expect, In this sample there
are more organic subunits in manufacturing than in service
businesses. In the service sector 45% (44) of the subunits
are organic, compared to 66% (59) of the manufacturing
subunits. Mechanlistic structures characterize 55% (54) of
the service subunits and 34% (31) of the manufacturing
subunits. It Is plausible that type of business Is serving
In this study as a surrogate for another varlable
-organizatlional size- that has been shown to have
significant impacts on organizational structure and
culture. As indicated previously (page 109), when comparing
manufacturing and service subunits on sales, slize, age,
competltiveness of industry and future sales growth, the
only significant difference between the two was In slze
(pé.1). Service organizations have an average of 253 more
employees than do manufacturing organizations (Service =
804; Manufacturing = 551). That is, on the average, the
service organizations are 45% larger than the manufacturing
organizations In this sample.

Slize, as an organizational variable, has been shown to
be positively related to formallization (Hall, Haas, Johnson,
1967; Blau and Schoenherr, 1971). As an organization
becomes larger, Mintzberg (1979) stated It becomes more

formal lzed, speclallized and centrallized, creating a tendency
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to become more bureaucratic (i.e. mechanistic). The results
of the comparison of the size of service versus
manufacturing organizations support this. In this study,
55% of the service organizations, whilch are significantly
larger in slze, exhibited mechanistic characteristics,
indicating a higher degree of formalizatlon. Likewise, In
the significantly smaller organizations, most of which are
engaged Iin manufacturing, one would expect less
formallzation and predominant organic structures. I ndeed
the data support this as 66% of the smaller organizatlons
are organic.

These findings beg the questlion as to whether It may be
the type of organization that makes the difference In the
relationships with some cultural norms, or Is It the size?
When organicity Is not treated'as a moderator variable, it
has been shown to have a sligniflcant main effect on some
types of cultural norms (see section 5.4). Since organicity
was defined Iin this study as the degree of formalization of
the structure (page 40) it could be argued that the size of
the organization is more Important than type of business.

Counter arguments to the above could also be based on
the fact that there is something speclal about organliclty In
a service subunit versus a manufacturing subunit. That
something speclial probably has to do with the cultural
norms. Service buslnesses are people~intensive; therefore,
work units are comprised of people working together rather

than individuals working with machines. Therefore, there

-—
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may be a greater opportunity for a work group culture to
form and be reinforced. The findings of this study would
suggest that the norms of work group culture are influenced
when a threshold for organiclty has been reached; that is,
the structure of the subunit has to be almost wholly
organic in order for a consistently supportive set of norms
for task support and task Innovatlon to emerge.

Schein’s (1985) thesis states that in the study of
culture, generational age, rather than organizational size
is of primary importance. The generational age of 70% of
the organizations In this study Is early growth. The
cultural thrust of organizations in the early growth stage
comes from the founders and their assumptions and beliefs.
Culture acts as the psychological "glue" that holds the
group together and Is likely to be very strong. While
cultural norms are present In all organizations, based on
the high means found for task support (5.88), task
Innovatlon (6.26) and social relationshlips (5.44), one can
tentatively suggest that there was a distinct level of
cultural norms in the organizations studied. Schein
(1985:234) listed the following as reasons for this strength
a) the primary creators of the culture are stiil present; b)
the culture helps the group define Itself and make its way
Into a potentially hostile environment; c) many elements of
the culture have been learned as defenses against anxiety as

the group has struggl!ed to maintain and bulld itself.
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Also, Kilmann (1984) suggests that tremendous social energy
Is unleashed Iin the formation of a new company, thus team
building and mutual dependence on others Is necessary for
the company to succeed.

While size may be an Important determinant in the
findings on service versus manufacturing subunits, It Is
also felt that the generatlonal age of the companies, the
high level of presence of some types of cultural norms as
well as the people Intensiveness nature of service

organizations could also contribute to these findings.

(3) The preferred Informatlon input dimension (sensing/

Intuition) and the preferred decislion-making dimension

(thinking/feeling) of the manager do not impact the way

he/she percelves levels of environmental uncertainty,

organicity or types of cultural norms, regardiess of the

subunit’'s type of business.

Individuals organize and evaluate stimulil through a
var lety of perceptual processes. Also, there are
differences among Individuals In thelr perceptions and their
tolerances for ambiguity (Beriyne, 1968). While there is
strong support In the llteratuée regarding the Importance of
manager ial perceptlions in enactling the environment or
influencing the structure (Duncan, 1972; Miles, Snow,

Pfeffer, 1974; Pfeffer, 1982) thlis study did not uncover any
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signiflicant retationships when an iIndividual's perceptual
process was operationalized via the Myers Briggs cognitive
style scale.

A possible explanation as to why there were no
signiflicant findings in the hypothesized relatlionships, may
be the fact that the strength of the organizatlional bellef
systems as embodied through types of culture norms as wel]l
as the strong Influence of organizational structure overrode
any possible contribution that an iIndividual’s style of
human information processing could have made. For task
innovation this is supported by a study on Individual
characteristics that was conducted by Baldridge and Burnhan
(1975) on the determinants of Innovation In several school
districts. They found that no Individual characteristic of
managers had any significant influence on the Innovation

process.

(4) The level of organiclty of a subunit may have a

stronger assoclation with some types of cultural norms than

does environmental uncertalinty.

While the research model for this study did not assert
directly the relationship between organiclty and types of
cultural norms, there was strong evidence to suggest that a
significant relationship did exist if organicity were not

treated as a moderator variable. The findings of the
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associations between levels of organlicity and task support,
task Innovation and soclal relationships were signlficant
and are reported Iin section 5.4.

Scheiln (1985) suggests that structure Is a secondary
reinforcer of culture. The findings of this study would
suggest a much stronger retlationship when the cultural norms
are task support, task innovation or social relationships.
ngher levels of each of these cultural norms were found In
organic subunits rather than less organic ones.

Written rules and procedures reduce ambiguity and
uncertainty and are characteristic of bureaucratic
organizations. Wilkins and Ouchl (1983) suggested that
culture will play a lesser role In the way the bureaucratic
organization Is managed. These authors also suggested that,
in a competitive environment, market factors guide the
behaviors of the members of the organization. Thus, In
organizations that are not bureaucratic or do not operate in
in a stable competlitive environment (or both), culture may
be a more iInfluential force In guiding the behavior of the
organlzation’s members. The respondents Iin this sample
indicated that they were Iin industries that were extremely
competitive.

The characteristics of an organic structure are |liIsted
In (1) above. High levels of the norms of task support were
significantly assoclated with more organi¢c structures.

This finding corroborates the findings of Bennls (1966),

Sheppard and Blake (1962), and Argyris (1962). That Is,
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organic structures support the existence of norms
encouragling work groups to cooperate and support each
other ‘s work, to share information, and to complete tasks.
Also, In an organlic oréanlzatlonal design, declision making,
control and goal-setting processes are decentrallzed and
shared at all levels of the organization. These practices
are intended to implement a baslc assumptlion of the organic
model, which states that an organization will be effectlve
to the extent that its structure a!lows maximum probablitlty
for Interaction In all relatlohshlps in the organlzattion.
Thus each member, In light of his/her values and expections
will view the experience as éupportlve (Likert, 1961; 1967).
The findings and related research on task Innovation
are more extensive than that for task support or social
relationships. In addltion to the seminal research quoted
In (1) above under the discussion on task innovation, Cohn
(1980) found that Innovation was inversely related to degree
of formalization, that is, the greater the formalization the
less the innovatlon. Shepard (1967) states that a low
degree of formalization (l.e. use of set rules and
procedures) allows for more freedom and openness in an
organlization which results in an increased Initlation of new
ldeas. Formal structure tends to reduce or more severely
channel communication and Informatlon flows among members of
the organization, consequently managers are less llkely to

be aware of innovative opportunities. Also, the formal
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ruies of a mechanistic organization could constrain actions
of managers even If they were aware of Innovation
opportunities.

Emplirical innovatlon literature has demonstrated an
assoclation between decentralized and Informal
organizational structures and Increased levels of
innovation. Therefore, the fact that innovation was found
to be strongly positively assoclated (p=.009) to organlicity
Is not suprising. What Is signiflcant, however, Is the fact
that this relationship has been found In small organizations
as the most of the supporting research in this area has been
with larger organizations.

The assocliation between social relationship norms and
organiclty was significant but weak (p=.09). High levels of
norms supporting soclal relationships Indicate that work
groups are wllling to mix friendships with business, get to
know people In their work group, soclalize with each other
and with members of other work groups both on and off the
Job.

This finding has mixed support in the |iterature. A
mechanistic system may also be referred to as a bureaucratic
system. A characteristic of an Idea! bureaucracy is
Impersonal ity of Iinterpersonal relatlonships (Weber, 1946;
Hall, 1963). Yet Blau and Scott (1962) found a strong
Iinformal structure In bureaucracies whlich can develop
commitment to work groups and which allows social

interaction. Bennis (1966 p.188) points out that In the
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organic organization there will be less loyalty to the work
group and "people will learn to develop quick and Intense
relationships on the job and learn to bear the loss of more
enduring work retationships". Thls is due to the fluld
nature of the structure. Sheperd and Blake (1962) state
that retatlionships within and between groups Is greater in
the organic system. The norms of social relatlonships
Indicated above are not of the same nature as the soclal
interaction referred to by Blau and Scott (1962). They
studied social interaction on the Job. The soclal
relationship norms lnc\ude this interaction, but also
Include socializing off the job and with business cllents.

It Is difflcult to make Iinferences regarding social
relationship norms because of the low level of signlflicance
of the findings of this study and the difflculty in
assessing the importance of sociatizing with other company
members. It Is safe to Indlcafe that the organlic structure
would more easlly permit soclal Interactlon If that Is
desirable.

One can tentatively conclude that an organic structure
Iis positively assocliated with the cultural norms of task

support, task innovation and social relationships.

(5) Some dimensions of cognitive style are more predominant

than others in top management (l.e. CEOs and VPs) of small

high growth companies.
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The predominant cognlitive style exhibited by top
management of small high growth companies was
intuitive/thinking (NT). This flnding Is contrary to Myers’
(1970) findings on predomlinant cognitive styles and
océupatlons. She found STs to be the predomlinant cognitive
style in business and administrative roles. The Iintultive
dimension was exhilbited by respondents 1.5 times more
frequently than the sensing dimension. The thinking
dimenslon was exhiblted by respondents 2.4 times more
frequently than the feelling dimension.

The intulitive type Is characterized as follows:
risk-taker; concerned with the whole; generalist;
speculative; inventive; unconventlonal; lives in the future
and likes to produce many alternative lIdeas. The thinking
type |s characterlized as follows: logical; analytlcal;
sclentific; Impersonal!; theoretical dispassionate; and
concerned with rationality.

Many times In studles of cognitive style (Briggs and
McCauley, 1985), a dichotomy Is drawn between the ST and NF
as they represent the polarities of the combined information
Input and decislon-making dimensions. The NT Is not talked
about much. This cognitlve style, the Intultive/thinking
type, may be better Iin today’'s world of Increasing dynamlic
complexity which Is fraught with ambiguous rather than well

structured problems. The NT is able to deal with the whole
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even when It isn‘t well defined and then able to make
logical, analytical, rationally based decislons regarding
ambiguous problems.

'Thls cognitive style blends well with the management
needs of the small high growth firm. Managers must be
comfortable with taking risks but at the same time be able
to conceptualize In a wholistic manner the overall dlirection
of. the firm. Because these firms are facing rapid Iincreases
Iin sales and other changes in the environment, attention to
the operatlional details of the firm is also extremely
important for overall success. The intuitive/thinking type
exhibits these characteristics and may be best suited to be
In a top management role, all other skills being equal.

Task Innovation exhibited the most significant
relationships with the other varlables In this study. Cohn
(1981) found Iin a study of managerial attitudes on the
process of Innovation that there was a positive relatlonship
between Innovation adobtlon and managerial propensity toward
risk. Gerstenfeld and Sumiyoshil (1980) state that Japanese
firms have become more Iinnovative than theilr American
counterparts because Japanese managers are encouraged to
take risks. The small high growth service firms in this
study exhiblit high levels of task Innovation and the
managers are predominant intultive types. Intultlive types

have a propensity toward risk and are Inventive. Thus, one
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could tentatively conclude that subunits that are headed by
managers who are Intuitive/thinking types will exhibit

higher levels of task Iinnovation.

(6) The Inclusion of the resource dimension along wlth

Informatlion dimenslons in the conceptuallzation of

environmental uncertainty is appropriate.

-This study Incorporated a measure for environmental
uncertainty that included both an information dimension
(complexity and dynamism) and a resource dimension
(munificence). This was done as theorists (Lawrence, 1981;
Dess and Beard, 1984) have suggested that both dimensions
are Important when measuring environmental uncertalinty.

The measure of environmental uncertainty was comprised
of munificence, complexity and dynamism. Munlificence
measured the Importance and scarclty/plentifulness of
resources avallable to the organizational subunlt.
Complexity measured the Importance and the degree of
diversification, number of competitiors, customer buyling
hablits, and differences In the input necessary for producing
primary product or service. Dynamism measured the
importance and the rates of change in marketlng practices,
obsolesence of products/services, competitors actions,
consumer demands and production/service technologles.

Uncertain environments were characterized by scarcity and
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above average levels of complexity and dynamism. Certain
environments were characterlzed by plentifulness and below
average levels of compliexity and dynamism.

All three of the subscales (complexity, dynamism and
mun| flcence) correlated positively and significantly
(p=.001) with the composlte measure cf environmental
uncertalnty (see Table 5.4). However, the coefficient for
munl ficence (.327) was about hglf that of complexity (.750)
and dynamism (.763). Due to the lower correlation of the
muniflcence subscale with the overall measure, and the fact
thatllt had a lower alpha score (.64), serlous consideration
should be given to the development of additional subscale
ltems for the measurement of scarciclty/plentifulness of
resources.

When each of the subscales was correlated with each
type of cultural norm, dynamism was negatively (-.166;
pP=.05) related to task support. That Is, as the rates of
change In marketing practices, obsolesence of
products/services, competlitors actions, consumer demands and
production/service technologies Iincrease, task support
decreases. Complexlity was not sighificantly related to any
of the culitural norms. Munificence had a slignificant
negative (-.161; p=.058) relationship with task innovation.

This may be iInterpreted as follows: when resources
decrease, task Innovation decreases; consequently, the
amount of resources that a subunit has access to may Impact

how Innovative that subunit is. |If a work group is
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commltted to achleving some objective, a scarcity of
resources pressures the group to be less Inventive about how
It uses those resources to meet Its objectives. Additional
implicatlons of this finding are that the scarclty/
plentifulness of resources may have a greater Impact than
cognhitive style, managerial style, strategy and other
organizatonal variables in how Innovative a subunit may

be.

Now that significant relationships have been found
between task Iinnovation and munificence, the Inclusion of a
measure of the resource dimension for research purposes
seems to be Jjustifled. These findings support theorists’
view (Lawrence, 1980; Dess and'Beard, 1984) that an
important aspect of environmental uncertainty is the
resource dimension.

Complexity and dynamism are significantly and
positively related (.401; p=.001). It may well be that a
more parsimlnous measure of environmental uncertalnty can be
obtained from comblining these two subscales.

It can be tentatively concluded that the inclusion of
the resource dimension to the traditional conceptuallization
of environmental uncertalnty (l.e. Information dimension:

complexity and dynamism) may be useful and appropriate.

6.2 Limitatlons
Any study is subject to Iimitations. The following are

felt to be the key limitations of this research study.
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(1) Measurement Iimitations may have influenced this

study.

Arnold (1982) Indicated that the accurate detection of
Interacton effects is Impaired when measures are used that
exhibit Imperfect rellability. The alpha scores were above
the acceptable minimum (.8) for this study, however, the
environmental uncertainty alpha was only .67, with
organiclty at .74. While these lower reliabillty scores
present a problem, Arnold (1982) has shown that inferential
problems arising from the use of measures with Imperfect
relaibllities decrease as the sample slze Increases. The
larger the sample size the smaller the probabillity of a Type
Il error. More specifically, an error of this nature in
this study would Involve concluding that organicity does not
moderate the relationship between environmental uncertainty
and some types of culture norms when in fact It does

moderate this relfationship.

(2) Llkert type rating scales were used for the organicity

and environmental uncertalnty measures.

The ordinal rating scales, however, were treated
analytically as ratio rating sgales. Each respondent’s mean
score on the scale items was used as the data Input for the
respondent on a partlicular scale. Therefore, dlfferent

response patterns among the measure’'s items could possibly
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result In the same scores on the measure and the data
analysis would not detect condlitions that may be manlfested
differently Iin the subunits of the respondent.

This timitation may be leés significant than it seems
I1f one remembers that the manager’'s perception of
environmental uncertainty —-not any "objective" measure of
uncertainty- is the variable being used. If a group of
managers perceive the environment as being highly uncertain,
this may be a more important guide to thelr behavior than
any differences among them on which portions of the
environment seem uncertain.

(3) This study relied on perceptual measures rather than

objective measures.

While it Is felt this type of measure was appropriate,
it |s Impossible to Judge to what extent the data accurately
reflect actual organizational subunit conditions. A number
of analysts (Dill 1857, Lawrence and Lorsch, 1867, and
PDuncan 1972;), argued that It made sense to measure the
environment In terms of the perceptions of the particlpants
within the organization. The reasoning behind this approach
Is that only factors that are perceived can enter Into the
decislion making behavior of participants ( Scott 1981).
Weick’s (1969) concept of enactment also supported the use
of a perceptual measure. However, Pfeffer and Salancik
(1978) caution that while perceptual measures are necessary
If one wishes to predict the choices and/or behavior of

organizational participants, they may not be sufficlient to
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predlict the outcome of  these choices. That Is, the
objective reality may be such that the outcome is different
than the prediction.

(4) The respondents chosen for thls study were employed by

businesses that were representative of high growth

buslnesses but not representative of all small publicly

traded companles.

The crlterla for success of these businesses was the
ability over a five year perlod to continually grow at a
100%+ rate and by December, 1985 to have gone public. These
businesses may not perform as well on other financlal
criteria and therefore, may not be considered by others as
"successful". This, in turn could Influence the
Inferpretatlon of the findings of this research.

(5) The means on task support, task innovation and soclal

relationships and organlicity were high when compared to the

mid-points of their respective scales (i.e. 3.5).

This did not allow for much variance in the analysls,
nor did it allow for the medlan to be used as the dividing
polnt for the high/low groupings In the crosstabultion
analysis. Therefore, in some cases there was not an equal
marglinal distribution which may have impacted the
statistical analysis.

However, the findings do suggest that there may be a
threshold for organicity In terms of Its moderating effects

on relationships between environmental uncertalnty and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



179

cultural norms. That Is, an organizational subunit may have
to be almost wholly organic In order for an Increase in
environmental uncertainty to enhance the norms of task
support and task Innovation. In which case, the data while
being negatively skewea, may have indeed allowed the
researcher to investigate a relationship that might have
otherwlise gone unnoticed.

6.3 Conclusion

Organization culture has recieved a great deal of
attention in the recent lliterature. Much of thls research
has centered on the phenomenon'of culture at the
organlizational level, rather than subunit level. Also,
previous work has not primarily dealt with how culture
interrelates with other organizational constructs.

This research study attempted to identlify the
Interdependencies between environmental uncertainty,
organicity, cognitive style and the cultural norms of task
support, task innovation and soclal relationships. |t was
hypothesized that organicity would moderate the relatlonship
between environmental uncertainty and types of cultural
norms.

Data were collected from 82 business firms located
throughout the Unlited States. Approximately equal numbers
of manufacturing and service businesses are represented In
the sample. The average size in number of employees is
681. The mean annual sales were 71.3 milllion dollars. The

mean age of the companies Is 7.8 years.
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The businesses in the sample were the INC. 100 |lst for
1986. This Is a listing of the 100 fastest growlng small
publicly traded firms. A mailed questionnaire was used to
collect the data. The sample members were 188 managers In
the boundary spannl&g subsystems of the organization (i.e.
marketing, public relatlions, purchasing and personnel). The
response rate was 55%.

Organization culture was operationallized as the
perceilved norms of behavior of members In subunits In the
organization. Percelved environmental uncertainty was
operationalized along three dimensions: dynamism, complexity
and muniflcence. These three dimenslons represent both the
Information and resource dependence approaches to the
environment as suggested by Lawrence (1981) and Dess and
Beard (1984).

The nature of the structure of the organization was
operationalized via the concept of organicity. High
organicity was characteristic of a more flexible/adaptive
structure, while low organiclity was characteristic of a more
mechanistic/bureaucratic structure. Cognitive style was
used to operationalize the human information processing
aspect relevant to studies which use managers’ perceptions
as‘part of the measure.

Moderated regression analysis was used to test the
hypotheses which had organicity as a moderator varlable.

The degree to which organicity moderated the environmental
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uncertalnty-cultural norms relatlionship was determined by
the interaction effects of environmental uncertalnty and
organiclty on types of cultural norms.

For the total sample, the only significant Interaction
that was found occurred with norms of task Innovation. When
the sample was sipit Into manufacturing and service
businesses, significant Interactlions were found with task
support and task Iinnovation.

Organicity had a signiflicant corretation with task
support, task innovation and social relationships, which
means that It is a quasi-moderator of the relationship
between envircnmental uncertalnty and cultural norms. In
general the findings suggest that organlicity does not seem
to be a good moderator of the environmental uncertainty -
cultural norms relationship In small, high-growth companles.

Chi-sqgquare contingency tables were used to test the
hypothesized associatlions of the following varlables:
environmental uncertainty-organiclity; cognitive
style-organicity; cognitlive style-cultural norms and
cognltive style-environmental uncertainty. No slignificant
assoclations were found.

Additional statistical analyses found a significant
assoclation between organic subunits and high levels of the
norms of task support, and between task iInnovation and
social relationships. The Intﬁltlve/thlnklng coghitive

style was predominant among top managers. Also, It was
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concluded that the addition of a resource dimension to the
traditional measure of environmental uncertainty Is
appropriate and valid.

These flndings, however, must be Interpreted with
cautlion because of the limitations of this study. These
IImitatlons Involve the accuraéy of the data due to the use
of perceptual measures; the low rellabllilties of two of the
measures; and the low variabillty on task support, task
innovation and soclial relatlonships.

Several recommendations for future research can be
made.

(1) Further exploration should be done with organizational
subunits that exhiblt predominantly mechanistic
characteristics to ascertaln iIf the same "threshold" effect
appears as did with the organic subunits In this study. | f
so, this may have Iimplications for theorists who support the
view that the presence of structural characteristlics In an
organization can be measured on a slliding scale.

(2) Causality cannot be demonstrated with cross-sectional
data collected at one point in time. Longlitudinal research
on cultural norms may help to uncover the causal |inkages
between organicity, environmental uncertainty, or other
variables, such as performance, that are of Interest to

advancing the knowledge of organization culture.

e ————— e .
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(3) Different samples of businesses (l.e. small in slze,
but not high growth) should be used Iin order to assess the

generalizabillty of the findings.

(4) The study could be reconceptualized to treat organicity
as an Independent variable along with environmental
uncertalnty, type of business, functlonal responsibilty of
the respondent, and Job level of the respondent to measure
the Impact of each of the varlables on types of cultural

norms.

(5) Different measures of human information processing,
culture, environmental uncertainty and organiclity should be
used In future research. The use of different measures In
future studies may help to highlight the biases of any one

measurement method.
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SECTION 1

KI1LMANN-SAXTON CULTURE~GAP SURVEY ITEMS (Kilmann and
Saxton, 1983)

TS-Task Support Tl-Task lInnovation
PF-Personal Freedom SR~-Soclial Relationships

Instructions: Please clrcle the "A" or "B" which best
describes the actual norm In your group. It Is Important
that you choose the norm according to the pressures your

work group puts on Its members. This may be different than
how you behave.

(Note to the reader: the following norms had a mixed order
in the final format of the survey)

TS(0) 1. A. Put down the work of other groups.
(1) . Support the work of other groups.

TS(1) 6.
(0)

w>» W

Share information to help other groups
Share Informatlon with other groups only
when it benefits your own work group.

TS(0) 9. A. Don‘t divide and asslign work falirly.
(1) B. Divide and asslign work falrly.

TS(1) 13. A. Complete all tasks In the best possible way.
(0) B. Do as little as necessary to get by.

TS(O0) 17. A. Share information only when It benefits you.
(1) B. Share Information to help the organizatlion
make better decislions.
TS(1) 21. A. Help others complete their tasks.
(0) B. Concentrate only on your own tasks.
TS(0) 25. A. Compete with other work groups.
(1) B. Cooperate with other work groups.

TI(1) 2. A. Encourage creativity.
(0) B. Discourage creativity.

TI(O) 6. A. Keep things the same.
(1) B. Make changes.

TI(1) 10. A. Try new ways of dolng things.
(0} B. Don't "recck the boat.®

TI(O0) 14. A. Don‘t try to change.
(1) B. Always try to Improve.
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TI(1)
(0)

T1(0)
(1)

TI(1)
(0)

SR(0)
(1)

SR(1)
(0)

SR(0)
(1)

SR(1)
(0)

SR(0)
(1)
SR(1)
in
(0)
SR(0)
(1)

PF(1)
(0)

PF(0O)
(1)
PF(1)
(0)

PF(O)
(1)

PF(1)
(0)

PF(O)
(1)

-
(2]

22.

26.

11.

15.

19.

23.

27.

12.

16.

20.

24.

w >

> W>» W >

T >

w> o>

a >

o > O > W>» W > wWr

W>» W>» W » W

186

Help others put new l(deas Into practice.
Resist putting new ideas Into practice.

Resist taking on new tasks.
Be willing to take on new tasks.

Encourage new Ideas.
Discourage new Ideas.

Don’'t soclalize with your work group.
Socialize with your work group.

Mixing friendships with business If fine.
Don't mix friendships with business.

Don‘'t develop friendships with your
co-workers.
Develop friendships with your co-workers.

Encourage soclalizing on the Job.
Discourage sociallizing on the Job.

Don‘t bother getting to know the people In
your work group.
Get to know the people In your work group.

Participate In soclal activities with others
your organlzation.

Don’'t particlpate In social actlivities with
others In your organization.

Don't socialize with those In other work
groups.
Socialize with those In other work groups.

Dress as you like.
Dress In the accepted manner.

Don’'t go outslide the regular lines of
communication.
Feel free to communicate with anyone.

Use your own judgement in following rules
and regulatlons.
Comply with all rules and regulatlions.

Please the organization.
Do what pleases you.

Express your personal preferences on the Jjob.
Keep your personal! preferences to yourself.

Live for your Jjob or career.
Live for yourself or your famlly.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PF(1) 28. A. Believe
(0) B. Belleve
SECTION 2
ORGANICITY |ITEMS (Khandwal la,

1982; Covin,

1. Tight formal control
of most operations
by means of
sophisticated control
and iInformation
systems

2. Strong emphaslis on
always getting
personnel to
follow the formally
laid down procedures

3. A strong emphasis on
holding fast to true
and tried management
principles despite
any changes in busli-~
ness conditions

4. Strong emphasis on
giving the most to
say In declislion
making to formal
I Ine managers

5. Strong insistence
on a unlform man-
agerlal style
throughout the
business unlt

6. Strong emphasis on
getting line and
staff personnel to
adhere closely to
formal Job descriptions

e E s — - . ~
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123456 7

123 456 7

1234567

1234567
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In your own values.
In the organization’s values.

1977; Bourgeoulis et al

1985)

123 456 7 Loose, Informal
control; heavy
dependance on
informal relation-

ships and norm of
cooperation for
getting work done

Strong emphasis on
getting things

done even |f this
means disregarding
formal procedures

A strong emphaslis
on adapting freely
to changling cir-
cumstances wlthout
too much concern
for past practice

Strong tendancy

to let the expert
In a given slitu-
atlon have the
most to say in
decision maklng
even If this
means temporary
bypassing of for-
mal! 1lne authorlty

Manager'’'s opera-
ting styles al low-
ed to range free-
ly from the very
formal to very
Informal

Strong tendency

to let the require-
ments of the situ-
ation and the In-
dividual ‘s person-
ality define

proper on-Jjob be-
havior



7. Highly structured
channel of communica-
tion and a highly
restricted access to
important financlal
and operating informa-
tlon

SECTION 3

1234567

188

Open channels of
communicatlion
with Important
flinanclial and
operating Inform-
ation flowing
qQuite freely
throughout the
business unit

ENVIRONMENTAL UNCERTAINTY ITEMS (Miller and Friesen, 1982)

Dynamism

1. Our firm must rarely 12
change in Its market-
ing practices to keep
up with the market and
competitors

How important
business?
not important

2. The rate at which 12
procucts/services
are getting obsolete
In the Iindustry Is
very slow (e.g. basic
metal |lke copper)

How Important
business?
not important

3. Actlions of competitors 1 2 3

are quite easy to
predict (as In some
primary lIndustrles)

How Important
business?
not Iimportant

4. Demand and consumer
tastes are failrly
easy to forecast
(e.g. for millk
companies)

is this factor

123 4

is this factor

1234

Is this factor
12 3 4

123

4 56 7 Our flrm must
change Its
marketling prac-~
tices extremely
frequently (e.g.
semlannual ly)

to the success of your

5 6 7

extremely important

4 56 7 The rate of obso-
lescence Is very
fast (as In some
fashion goods and
seml-conductors)

to the success of your

5 6 7 extremely important

4 56 7 Actions of comp-
etitors are un-
predictable

to the success of your

5 6 7 extremely Important

4 56 7 Demand and tastes
are almost unpre-
dictable (e.g.
high fashion
goods)

How Important is this factor to the success of your
business?

not Important 12 345 6 7 extremely Important

C—————— ———— e e e - e ———
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5. The production/
service technology
is not subject to
very much change
and Is well estab-
blished (e.g. In
steel companies)

12345

How Iimportant Is this factor to

business?

not important 123 456
Comblexlty
6. We are very undiver- 1 2 3 4 5

sifled flrm and cater
to the same buyers

(e.g. local beer firms)
. How Important Is this factor to
business?
not important 123 456
7. Our competitiors are 1 2 3 4 5

very different from

one another and are
evenly distributed iIn
our business environment.

How Important
business?
not important 123 456
8. Customers’ buyling 123 405

in our industry are
very much allike.

How Important is this factor to
business?

not Important 123 45 6

9 . The nature of the 12 3 45

competition for our
products or services
s very much alike.

How Important
business?
not

is this factor to

Important
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The modes of pro-
duction/service
change often and
in a major way
(e.g. advanced
electronlc com-
ponents)

the success of your

7 extremely Important

We are a highly
diversifled con-
glomerate and

operate in unre-~
lated industries

the success of your

7 extremely Iimportant

6 7 Our competitors
are few and very
heavlly concen-
trated In our
busnless environ.

Is this factor to the success of your

7 extremely Iimportant

6 7 Customers’buying
hablts In our in-
dustry are extre-
mely variled.

the success of your

7 extremely important

6 7 The nature of the
competltion for
our products or
services is ex-
tremely varied.

the success of your

extremely Iimportant
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10. Market dynamism and 123 45 6 7 Market dynamism

uncertainty for our and uncertainty
products or services for our products
very much alike. or services is

extremely varled.
How important Is this factor to the success of your
business?
not Important 123 456 7 extremely Important

11. The Inputs necessary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 The inputs heces-

to produce our pri- sary to produce our
mary product or ser- primary product or
vice are very much service are extre-
al ike. . mely varied.

How Important Is this factor to the success of your
buslness?
not important 123 45 6 7 extremely important

Munli flcence

12. The rate of sales 123 45 67 The rate of sales
growth of our pri- growth or our pri-
mary product or ser- mary product or
vice Is very low. service is quite

high.

How important Is this factor to the success of your
business?
not important 12 3 45 6 7 extremely Important

13. The rate of growth 123 45 6 7 The rate of growth
of the total market of the total mar-
for our primary prod- ket for our pri-
uct or service Is mary product or
very low. service Is high.

How Important is this factor to the success of your
business?
not important 123 45 6 7 extremely important

14. The level of profilt- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 The level of prof-

abllity of our Indus-~ Itabllity of our
try Is low compared to Industry Is high
other Industries. compared to other

Industries.

How important Is thls factor to the success of your
business?
not important 123 4 56 6 7 extremely Important
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RATE THE ABUNDANCE OF THE FOLLOWING IN THE BUSINESS
ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH YOU COMPETE.

15. Financlal capital is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Financlal capltal
scarace and/or is quite pltenti-
qulte expensive. ful.

How Important Is this factor to the success of your
busliness?
not Important - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 extremely Important

16. Skilled labor is 123 4567 SKkilled labor tis
very scarce and/or qulite plentliful.
quite expensive.

How important Is this factor to the success of your
business?
not Iimportant 123456 7 extremely Important

17. Materlal supplies are 1 2 3 4 56 6 7 Material supplies
very scarce and/or are qulte plenti-
qulte expenslive. . ful.

How Important Is this factor to the success of your
business?
not important 12 3 456 7 extremely important

18. Managerial talent Is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Managerial talent
very scarce and/or is quite plenti-~
aquite expensive. ful.

How Important Is this factor to the success of your
business?
not important 12 3 456 7 extremely important

SECTION 4
BACKGROUND INFORMAT ION
1. What Is your Job title?
a. What Is your functional responsibility?
2. How many years have you worked for this firm?
3. What is the primary business of this firm?
4. The approximate annual sales revenue of this firm is __ .

5. The approximate number of employees In this flrm Is _ .

6. The number of years this firm has been In business Is __

e o e - . - - .
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How would rate the competitiveness of your Industry?
1 = extremely competitive

2 = very competitive

3 = competitive

4 = not very competitive

5 = not at all competitive

8. How would you characterize this firm's sales growth in
the next five years?

1 = large decrease

= decrease

= steady sales

= lncrease

= large Increase

GhWN

SECTION 5
MYERS-BRIGGS TYPE INDICATOR FORM AV

Part 1I: Which answer comes closest to telling how you
usually feel or act?

1. When you go somewhere for the day, would you rather
A. plan what you will do and when, or
B. Just go?

2. |If you were a teacher, would you rather teach
A. fact courses, or
B. courses involving theory?

3. Are you usually
A. a "good mixer", or
B. rather quiet and reserved?

4. Do you prefer to
A. arrange dates, parties, etc., well in advance, or
B. be free to do whatevever lools |like fun when the
time comes?

5. Do you usually get along better with
A. Imaglinative people, or
B. reallstlic people?

6. Do you more often let
A. your heart rule your head, or
B. your head ruie your heart?

7. When you are with a group of people, would you rather
A. join In the talk of the group, or
B. talk with one person at a time?

8. Are you more successful
A. at dealing with the unexpected and seeing quickly
what should be done, or
B. at folliowing out a carefully worked out plan?
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9. Would you rather be considered
A. a practlical person, or
B. an Ingenious person?

10. In a large group, do you more often
A. Introduce others, or
B. get iIntroduced?

11. Do you admire more the people who are
A. conventional enough nover to make themselves
consplicious, or
B. too orlginal and Individual to care whether they
are conspicious or not?

12. Does followlinhg a schedule
A. appeal to you
B. cramp you?

13. Do you tend to have
A. deep frilendships with a very few people, or
B. broad friendships with many different people?

14. Does the ldea of making a list of what you should get
done over a weekend
A. appeal to you, or
B. leave you cold, or
C. positively depress you?

15. Is It a higher compliment to be called
A. a person of real feeling, or
B. a consistently reasonable person?

16. Among friends, are you
A. one of the last to hear what is going on, or
B. full of news about everybody?

(On this next question only, if two answers are true, mark
both)

17. In your daily work, do you
A. rather enjoy an emergency that makes you work
against time, or
B. hate to work under pressure, or
C. usually plan your work so that you won‘t need to
work under pressure?

18. Would you rather have as a frilend
A. someone who is always coming up with new lideas, or
B. someone who has both feet on the ground?
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18. Do you
A. talk easlily to almost anyone for as long as you
‘ have to,

or

B. find a lot to say only to certaln people or under
certain conditlions?

20. When you have a'speclal Job to do, do you like to
A. organize It carefully before you start, or
B. find out what Is necessary as you go along?

21. Do you usually
A. value sentiment more than logic, or
B. value logic more than sentiment?

22. In readlng for pleasure, do you
A. enjJoy odd or original ways of saying things, or
B. like writers to say exactly what they mean?

23. Can the new people you meet tell what you are
interested in
A. right away, or
B. only after they really get to know you?

24. When It Is settled well in advance that you will do a
certaln thing at a certain time, do you find It
A. nlce to be able to plan accordingly, or
B. a little unpleasant to be tled down?

25. In doing something that many other people do, does it
appeal to you more to
A. do it In the accepted way, or
B. invent a way of your own?

26. Do you usually
A. show your feelings freely, or
B. keep your feellings to yourself?

Part Il: Which word Iin each palr appeals to you more? Think
what the words mean, not how they 1ook or how they sound.

27. A. scheduled B. unplanned
28. A. gentle B. -firm

29. A. facts B. ldeas

30. A. thinking B. feellng
31. A. hearty B. quiet

32. A. convincing B. touching
33. A. statement B. concept
34. A. analyize B. sympathlze
35. A. systmatic B. spontaneous
36. A. Justice B. mercy

37. A. reserved B. talkative
38. A. compassion B. foreslight
39. A. systematic B. casual

T U — - . .~ - . . e —————— —y———— ——— e = . - [P
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40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

A.
A.
A.

A.
A.
A.

A.

‘A.

A.

calm
beneflits
theory
deternined
titeral
firm-minded
Imaginatlive
peacemaker
make
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Suierery Rock
UNIVERSITY
Slippery Rack, Penusylvania 16057-1326

<NAME >
<TITLE>
<COMPANY >
<ADDRESS>
<CITY> <STATE»> <ZiP>
Hovember 14, 1986

Dear <SALUTATION> <LAST NAME>:

| am currentiy In the process of collecting data for my doctoral
dissertatlion. iIn this research | am concerned with the way
managers perceive the relationships between the culture and
structure of thelr work group under differing teveils of
uncertalinty In thelr business environment. By understanding
these Interrelationships, |t Is hoped that recommendations can be
made to managers concerning the role of organization culture,
given certain perceived environmental conditions and
organlizational structures.

I am writing to request your participation In completing the
enclosed questionnaire. The questionnaire Is designed so that no
data or flle search on your part Is required. You were selected
to participate In this study because of the functlional

responsibliities you have within your company. | can guarantee
complete confidentiallty of all your responses. Only summary,
aggregate informattion will ever be reported. While the

questionnalre has an lidentification number, It Is for malling
purposes only. This Is s0 | can check your name off the malling
1ist when your questionnalre s returned. Your name will never
be placed on the questionnaire.

Only a smatl sample of Indlviduails is belng surveyed. Thus your
response Is cruclat to the successful completion of my doctoral
dissertation. If you have any questions please do not hesltate
to call me anytime, elther at my office (412-794-7324) or at home
(412-748-4641).

A summary of the findings will be provided to you after |
compliete the dissertation. Thank you for your asslistance.

Sincerely,

Carol J. Matteson
Doctoral Candidate

CJM:cm
Enclosure

. - e i o - ———— o — -
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November 21, 1986
Last week a questionnalire seeking your response
about work group culture, environmental condl-~
tions and structure was malled to you.

If you have already compieted and returned It

to me, please accept my sincere thanks. I f not,
| would appreclate your response as soon as
possible. Because |t was sent to oniy a small
sample of professionals, it is extremely Impor-
tant that your response be Incliuded In the study.

If by some chance you did not recelve the ques-
tionnaire, or it got misplaced, please call me
(412-794-7324) and will mall you another.
me76: / Sincerely,
ﬁh' Carot Matteson
Doctoral Candidate

December &5, 19886
Last week you recelved the second malling of a
questionnalre seeking your perceptions about
work group cuiture, environmental! conditions
and structure. The original was malled to you
on November 17, 1986.

If you have aliready completed and returned It

to me, pliease accept my sincere thanks. 1f not,
{ would apprecliate your response as sSoon as
possible as it Is crucial to the successful
compietion of my doctoral dissertation.

| f by some chance you did not recelve the ques-
tionnalire, please call me at (412-794-7324).
Sincerely,
Carol Matteson
Doctoral Candidate

r reproduction prohibited without permission.
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SECTION 1: TYPES OF CULTURE

Task Support

value frequency
.00’ 3

1.00 5

2.00 7

3.00 8

4.00 6

5.00 16

6.00 57

7.00 101

Task Innovation

value frequency
.00 4

1.00 4

2.00 3

3.00 4

4.00 7

5.00 10

6.00 25

7.00 146

Social Relationships

value frequency

0.00 4

1.00 8

2.00 9

3.00 12

4.00 17

5§.00 19

6.00 56

7.00 78

Personal Freedom

value frequency

0.00 8

1.00 10

2.00 22

3.00 44

4.00 55

5.00 37

6.00 21

7.00 6

SECTION 2 ORGANICITY

Question
Question
Question
Question
Question
Question
Question

NOODMWN =

mean

5

.89

mean

6

.26

mean
5.45

mean

3

.73

NORMS

std. dev.

1.65

std. dev.

1.57

std. dev.

1.86

std. dev.

1.59

std. dev.

1.54
1.68
1.53
1.65
1.43
1.56¢9
1.71

7.

mode

o]

mode

7.0

4.

GOOOOOOOMO
O0O0OO0O0OCOO®

d

mode
7.0

mode

(o)

199

min/max
0.0/7.0

min/max
0.0/7.0

min/max
0.0/7.0

min/max
0.0/7.0

min/max
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
1.0/7.0
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SECTION 3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Envrionmental! |tems mean std. dev. mode min/max
Questlon 1 5.37 1.62 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 2 4.82 1.92 6.0 1.0/7.0
Question 3 5.43 .1.81 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 4 4.386 1.85 5.0 1.0/7.0
Question 5§ 4.26 1.63 5.0 1.0/7.0
Question 6 3.22 1.83 2.0 1.0/7.0
Question 7 5.00 1.70 6.0 1.0/7.0
Questlion 8 3.86 1.77 2.0 1.0/7.0
Question 9 3.35 1.77 2.0 1.0/7.0
Question 10 4.02 1.76 4.0 1.0/7.0
Question 11 3.68 1.96 2.0 1.0/7.0
Question 12 2.89 1.86 1.0 1.0/7.0
Question 13 3.05 1.87 2.0 1.0/7.0
Questlion 14 3.53 1.82 3.0 1.0/7.0
Question 15 3.79 1.91 3.0 1.0/7.0
Question 186 3.92 1.86 3.0 1.0/7.0
Question 17 2.87 1.68 2.0 1.0/7.0
Questlion 18 4,43 1.80 7.0 1.0/7.0
Iimportance ltems mean std. dev. mode min/max
Question 1 5.94 1.42 7.0 1.0/7.0
Questlion 2 5.43 1.81 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 3 5.22 1.62 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 4 5.27 1.53 6.0 1.0/7.0
Questlion 5 5.20 1.66 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 6 4,73 1.73 4.0 1.0/7.0
Question 7 5.26 1.54 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 8 5.00 1.60 6.0 1.0/7.0
Question 9 4.81 1.67 6.0 1.0/7.0
Question 10 4.74 1.55 4.0 1.0/7.0
Question 11 4.59 1.85 6.0 1.0/7.0
Question 12 6.07 1.33 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 13 5.80 1.48 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 14 5.65 1.39 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 15 5.60 1.49 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 16 5.30 1.58 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 17 4,86 1.85 7.0 1.0/7.0
Question 18 5.69 1.53 7.0 1.0/7.0
SECTION 4 BACKGROUND |INFORMAT ION
Questlion 1 Job Title Frequency
CEO 26
Vice Presldent 64
Director or lower 112
Question 1a Functional Responsibility Frequency
Public Relations 45
Marketing ‘ 60
Personnel 39
Purchasing 58
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SECTION 4 CONT'D
Questlion 2 Years Worked for Firm Mean = 3.66

Std. Dev.= 3.13
Mode = 2.1
Min/Max = 1/27
Question 3 Primary Business of Firm Frequency
Manufacturling 100
Services 103
Question 4 Annual Sales Revenue Mean = 71.30
(In millions of dollars) Std. Dev.= 103.45
. Mode = 100
Min/Max = .4/600
Question 5 Number of Employees Mean = 681
Std. Dev.= 1027
Mode = 100
Min/Max = 8/6000
Question 6 Years Firm in Buslness Mean = 7.82
: Std. Dev.= 4.47
Mode = 6.0
Min/Max = 2740
Question 7 Competitiveness of Industry Value Frequency
’ Extremely Competitive 1 113
Very Competitlive 2 63
Competitive 3 21
Not very Competitive 4 6
Mean = 1.60 Std. Dev. = .79 Mode = 1.0 Min/Max = 174
Question 8 Projected Sales Growth next 5 Year
Large Decrease 1 3
Decrease 2 4
Steady Sales 3 18
Increase 4 78
Large Increase 5 100
Mean = 4.32 Std. Dev. = .83 Mode = 5.0 Mln/Max = 1/56

SECTION 5 COGNITIVE STYLE
Information Input dimension

Type Frequency Percent
MiIssing 9 4.4
Intuition 116 57.1
Sensling 78 38.4

e o e e e+
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SECTION § CONT'D
Decislon Making Dimension

Type Frequency
Missling 9
Feeling 57
Thinking 137
Comblined cognitive styles
Type Frequency
MiIssing 9
Sensing/thinking 66
Intuition/thinking 71
Intultion/feel ing 45
Sensing/feeling. 12

202

Percent
4.4
28.1
67.5

Percent
4.4
32.5
35.0
22.2
5.9
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TABLE 5.29

CROSSTABULATION OF = = = =« = =« - - - -
STRUCTRE LEVEL OF ORGANICITY BY COGSTYLE COGNITIVE STYLE
COGSTYLE
COUNT 1
ROW PCT IST NT NF SF ROwW
: coL PCT 1 TOTAL
TOT PCT 1 1.001 2.001 3.001I 4.001
STRUCTRE = ==v=-=--- bmmmmm e m—m—— e e e ——— +
1.00 1 30 I 28 I 21 I 6 I 8s
MECHANISTIC 1 35.3 1 32.9 1 24.7 1 7.1 I 45,2
1 47.6 1 40.0 I 47.7 1 54.5 1
I 16.0 I 14.9 1 1.2 1 3.2 1
- e ——— Pemmc e e m v ——— +*
2.00 1 33 1 42 I 23 1 S 1 103
ORGANIC 1 32,0 1 40.8 1 22.3 1 4.9 I 54.8
I 52.4 1 60.0 I 52.3 1 45.5 1
1 17.6 1 22.3 1 12.2 1 2.7 1
D t—mmm - e e mm e +
, COLUMN 63 70 a4 n 188
: TOTAL 33.9 37.2 23.4 5.9 100.0
|
i CH1-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< §
b el e mcmmmmmmmmee mcemmmme et mm——————
i
1.41423 3 0.7022 4.973 1 OF 8 ( 12.5%)
WITH STRUCTRE WITH COGSTVYLE
STATISTIC SYMMETRIC DEPENDENT OEPENDENT
1
i LAMBDA 0.01478 0.01176 0.016985
{ UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT 0.00391 0.00548 0.00304
; SOMERS’ O -0.0093S -0.00803 -0.01119
! ETA 0.08673 0.01960
STATISTIC VALUE SIGNIFICANCE
e RIS (S S
CRAMER'S V 0.08673
; CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.08641
! KENDALL'S TAU B ~0.00948 0.4446
: KENDALL'S TAU C -0.01109 0.4446
' PEARSON'S R ~-0.01960 0.3947
1 GAMMA

-0.01613

Soe
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TABLE 5.31
) ;ICE;EC -------------- CROSSTABULATION

OF - =~ - = -« oo o Lo
_____________ BY COGSTYLE COGNITIVE STYLE
COGSTVYLE
COUNT 1
ROW PCT IST NT NF SF ROW
COL PCT I TOTAL
\ TOT PCT 1 1.001 2.001 3.001 4.001
. TILEVEL  -==+------ tmmmmm— - L et D DLt b — -
‘ 1.00 1 16 1 21 1 13 1 4 1 sS4
. LOW TI ! 29.6 1 38,9 1 28,1 1 7.4 1 28.7
: 1 25.4 1 30.0 I 29.5 1 36.4 1
1 8.5 I 11.2 1 6.9 1 2.1 1
m————— e ——————— L L R +
2.00 1 47 1 49 1 31 1 7 1 134
HIGH T1 1 35.1 I 36.6 I 23.1 1 S§.2 1 71.3
1 74.6 1 70.0 1 70.5 I 63.6 I
1 25.0 1 26.1 1 16.5 I 3.7 1
- Pt R et P m e — - P ———- +
COLUMN 63 70 a4 1 188
TOTAL 33.5 37.2 23.4 5.9 100.0
i CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< S
I
| 0.72441 3 0.8674 3.160 1 OF B ( 12.5%)
{
| WITH TILEVEL WwITH COGSTYLE
STATISTIC SYMMETRIC DEPENDENT DEPENDENT
' LAMBOA 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
UNCERTAINTY COEFFICIENT 0.00208 0.00319 0.00154
) SOMERS* D -0.04752 -0.03784 ~0.06385
i ETA 0.06207 0.05429
STATISTIC VALUE SIGNIFICANCE
CRAMER’S V 0.06207
CONTINGENCY COEFFICIENT 0.06196
1 KENDALL’S TAU B -0.04915 0.2351
KENDALL’S TAU C -0.05229 0.2351
; PEARSON‘S R -0.05429 0.2297
! GAMMA -0.09196
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