
TECHNOLOGY, CONTEXT, STRUCTURE 

AND WORK UNIT EFFECTIVENESS 

by 

ESRA DURGUT 

B.A. in Business Administration, Bogazi<;i University, 1982 

Submitted to the Institute for Graduate Studies in 

Social Sciences in partial fulfillment of 

the requirements for the degree of 

Master of Arts 

in 

Business Administration 

Bogazici University Library 

111111111111111111111111111111111111111 ~ 
39001100311607 

Bogazi<;i University 

1985 



- ii -

. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to express my gratitude to Dr .Behllil Usdiken 

for the invaluable guidance, encouragement and support he has 

provided throughout the implementation of this study. 

Special thanks goes to Drs.Muzaffer Bodur and Hayat Enbiya­

oglu for their help and support through our discus&ions. 

Last but not least, the eager participation and cooperation 

of the high level managers, department heads and unit super­

visors \"rho provided the data serving as the foundation of 

this study are appreciated. 



- iii -

TECHNOLOGY, CONTEXT, STRUCTURE 

AND WORK UNIT EFFECTNENESS 

The purpose of this thesis is to empirically examine the 

relationship bet,.;eeri. technology. context. structure 

impact of the technology-structure fit on work unit 

tiveness. 

and the 

effec-

Literature research shows that technology. structure and 

context have been considered as the major determinants of 

6rganizational effectiveness in many studies. 

This study was conducted in 27 work units of a large leather 

garments producing company. Data were collected through a 

questionnaire which comprised questions related to measuring 

three dimensions of technology; seven dimensions of struc-
.'>-' 

turej three dimensions of context and six dimensions of 

effectiveness. Respondents were unit supervisors. Major 

decision makers of the company were also referred as external 

raters to decrease the subjectivity in the performance 

measurement. 

Methodology of the study consisted of correlational analysis 

to study technology-context-structure-effectiveness relation­

ship; fit analysis to determine the congruence between 

technology and structure; Chi-square analyses to study the 

relationship between technology-structure fit and work unit 

effectiveness. 
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Our findings revealed little support for the effects of tech­

nology on work unit structure. Results of context-structure 

relationship showed that the variance in the unit structure 

was mostly explained by contextual factors. Effective units 

were found to have fit between their technology and struc­

ture; whereas less effective units have no fit. 

The results of the study contributed to the organization and 

work units studied, through providing a deep understanding 

of the effects of technology-context-structure relationship 

on work unit effectiveness; and to further studies in terms 

of introducing new measures of context affecting work unit 

structure. 
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TEKNOLOJi, ORTAM, YAPI VE 

i$ DNiTESi ETKiNLiGt 

Bu tezin amaCl; teknoloji, ortam ve yapl araslndaki i1i§kiyi 

ve teknoloji-yapl uyumlulugunun i§ linitesi etkin1iSi lizerin­

deki etkilerini ampirik olarak ince1emektir. 

Literatlir ara§tlrlldlglnda, bir~ok ~all9mada tekno1oji, yapl 

ve ortamln organizasyon etkin1iginin ba§llca belirleyicileri 

olrak ele allndlklarl gorlilmektedir. 

Bu ~all§ma, bliylik bir deri giysi lireticisi firmanln 27 i9 

linitesi lizerinde yapl1ml§tlr. Veriler; li~ teknoloji, yedi ya­

pl, li~ ortam ve altl etkinlik.boyutuna ili§kin soru1arln yer 

aldlgl bir anket araclllgl ile top1anml§tlr. Anketi cevap1an­

dlran ki§iler lini te gefleridir. Ayrlca performans ol~limlinde 

slibjektifligi azaltmak amaCl i1e firmanln karar verme/yonetim 

mekanizmaslnl ylirliten ki§ilere de dl§ degerlendirici1er ola­

rak ba9vuru1mu9tur. 

Qall9manln metodo1ojisi, teknoloji-ortam-yapl-etkinlik i1i 9 -

kilerini irde1emek lizere korelasyon ana1izi, tekno1oji ile ya­

pl araslndaki uyum1ulugu incelemek lizere uyum ana1izi, tekno­

loji-yapl uyumu ile i§ linitesi etkinligi araslndaki ili9kiyi 

incelemek lizere "Chi-square" analizinden olu§maktadl.r. 

Bulgularlmlz, teknolojinin i§ iinitesi yaplsl lizerindeki et­

kinligini fazla desteklememektedir. Ortam-yapl i1i9kisi konu-
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sundaki sonuc;.larlmlZ, i9 birimi yaplslndaki degi;dkliklerin 

c;.ogunl ukla ortamsa1 f ak tor ler i 1 e ac;.lk1ana b i Idig i ni go ster­

mi9tir. Etkin linite1erin teknoloji1eri i1e yapllarl araslnda 

uyum goruldligli, buna kar9111k daha az etkin lini telerde bu 

uvumun bulunmadlgl gozlenmi 9 tir. 

<;a11 9 manlil sonuc;.larl, teknoloji-ortam-yapl ili9ki1erinin i9 

linitesi etkin1igi lizerindeki etkileri konusunda derinlemesi­

ne bir anlaY19 geli9tirmesi baklmlndan ornek a11nan 9irkete 

ve 9irketin i9 linite1erine; i9 linitesinin yaplslnl etkileyen 

yeni ortam olc;.tit1eri tanlm1amasl baklmlndan i1erideki muhte­

mel c;.al19malara yo1 gostermi9 ve katklda bulunmu9tur. 
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Technology, structure 

ternal control) have 

I. INTRODUCTION 

and context (size, dependence and ex­

been operationalized independently or 

interactively as the major determinants of organizational 

effectiveness i:J. many studies. Although these studies have 

generated more controversy than agreement, it may be concluded 

that the effectiveness of organization closely relates to the 

decisions on technology, context and structure. 

Many researchers have studied only technology structure rela­

tionship; some of them have looked for only context-structure 

relationship whereas contingency theorists have stated that 

organizations are more successful when their structures con­

form to their technologies. 

Literature shows that these studies have been conducted at 

the organization, subunit and individual level. 

The purpose of this study is to empirically examine the rela­

tionship between technology, context, structure and the impact 

of the technology-structure fit on work unit effectiveness. 

The level of analysis is the work unit which was defined as 

the smallest formal grouping of personnel within an organiza­

tion. 
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The reason for the implementation of this study at work unit 

level is that, the relationship between technology, structure, 

context and effectiveness is strongest at this level. 

In this st~dy, context is viewed as external factors affecting 

work unit structure and performance. It was differentiated 

from technology dimensions by assuming that context and tech­

nology are related to different structural variables. There­

fore, nature of the work performed by unit - task difficulty 

and task variability were operationalized as technology 

dimensions; whereas size, external control over unit, dependence 

on other units constituted the dimensions of context. 

Work unit performance is composed of the quantity, quality, 

innovation, goal achievement, reputation for work excellence 

and personnel satisfaction dimensions. 

Profitability, absenteeism, efficiency, managerial task and 

interpersonal skills which have been treated in many studies 

as indicators of effectiveness are not included in the scope 

of the effectiveness definition. 

Relating to the purpose, the main assumption of the study is 

that technology will affect the design of the work unit 

structure. The relevant assumption is that, when there is a 

fit between technology and structure, this fit will relate 

to work unit effectiveness. Effective work units will have 

fit between their technology and structure. Also, contextual 

factors - size, dependence, external control - were studied 

to explain the variance in structure and work unit effective­

ness. 

The study was c~nducted in a leather-garments produCing company 

using 27 different work units and has the characteristics of 

exploratory research design. Assumptions were based on the 
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findings of earlier studies. 

The importance of studying technology-context-structure-effec­

tiveness relationship is that it leads to a deep understanding 

of how the structural characteristics of work units are 

affected by technological and external complexity and how 

unit effectiveness is related to the fit between technology 

and structure; which in turn, leads to overall effectiveness 

within the company. 
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A discussion of the concepts of technology, context, structu~e 

and effectiveness with a revie" of literature related to 

these concepts; the contingency theory and its imp1icaton tor 

the study; the implication of the level of analysis and types 

of measures are presented in this chapter. Empirical studies 

on technology-structure relationship in general and at t:ce 

work unit level are summarized in the final s~ction. 

2.1. Concepts of Technology 

"At the most global level, technology has been defined as the 

organizational process of transforming inputs into outputs" 

(Fry, 1982: 533). Literature on techno 10 gy has presented numerous 

conceptualization and operationa1izations that have made it 

difficult to compare results across studies. 

In Fry's (1982) survey of 37 technology-structure studies. 

technology has been defined in five different ways: 

1) Technical complexity 

2) Operations technology and operations variability 

3) Interdependence 

4) Routine-nonroutine 

5) Manageability of raw materials. 
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Revie\.,rs of literature on technology have pointed out that 

different measurement scales often have common names; vari­

ables with different names often overlap conceptually. Tech­

nology conceptions of many studies can be traced to one of 

the five dimensions mentioned in Fry's (1982) survey. 

Technology can be distinguished at three different levels: 

individual, \Vork unit and the organization. HIt is likely 

that characteristics of technology at one level may not be 

reflected in the organization's technology at the next level" 

(Fry and Slocum, 1984:222). Level of analysis is a decision 

variable and has influence on the other measures of the studv 

conducted. 

The use of different levels of analysis has made it difficult 

to compare the results across studies. 

2.1.1. Perrow's Model of Technology 

As Withey, Daft and Cooper (1983) quoted in their study, Perrow 

(1967, 1970) defined organizational technology as the actions 

employed to transform inputs into outputs. Perrow identified 

two dimensions to describe these transformation processes. 

The first dimension is number of exceptions. This refers to 

task variety \Vhich can be defined as the frequency of unex­

pected events that occur in the conversion process. When the 

number of exceptions is high, unit members can not predict 

problems in advance and many tasks are unique. Hhen the number 

of exceptions is low, tasks have little variety and are repe­

titious. 

The second dimension is analyzability. When the conversion 

process is analyzable, the work can be reduced to mechanical 

steps and unit members can follow an objective, computational 

procedure to solve problems. 
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\olhen work is unanalyzable, there is no objective procedure 

to tell a person how to respond. Unit members have to spend 

time thinking about how to solve problems, and they may search 

beyond available procedures. 

As stated in Withey, Daft and Cooper's (1983) article, Perrow 

proposed the existence of the routine-nonroutine diagonal 

which contains elements of both dimensions. He also suggested 

that the two dimensions, although conceptually different, may 

be statistically correlated in organizations, because \.;hen 

problems are unexpected, they are also less analyzable. A 

positive correlation between the two dimensions has been found 

in empirical studies (Daft and Macintosh, 1981; Van de Ven 

and Delbecq, 1974). 

Several studies operationalized one or more of the dimensions 

he proposed. Six technology studies based on Perrow's study 

are presented here. Hage and Aiken (1969) used only one dimen­

sion of Perrow's model, routine-nonroutine diagonal, to study 

the relationship among technology and structure and goals in 

a sample of \.;elfare agencies. Lynch (1974) developed a measure­

ment scale based on Perrow's theory using a sample of depart­

ments from three large academi~ libraries. The two dimensions 

- routineness and predictability - correspond to Perrow's ex­

ceptions and analyzability dimensions. Lynch argued that a 

third dimension, knowledge, was implicit in Perrow's model, 

which is relevant, as search behaviors depend on workers' 

knowledge of the raw materials. She also used interdepartmental 

task interdependence as one of the technology scales, but 

results of factor analysis revealed that task interdependence 

was not a technology variable but a structural one. 

Van de Ven and Delbecq's (1974) study is based on two dimen­

sions of technology. They used the terms variability and dif­

ficulty as corresponding to Perrow's exceptions and 
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analyzability. In the study, 120 employment and security 

agency work units were classified on the basis of structure 

and sup p 0 r twa s f 0 un d f OT con c 1 u din g t hat the w 0 r k un its 

discriminate on the basis of two technology dimensions. 

Daft and Macintosh (1981) proposed a model that relates in­

formation processing to the task variety and analyzability. 

Task variety and analyzability were developed based on the 

two dimensions described by Perrow. 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) developed items to assess task 

variability and task difficulty as part of a large organiza­

tional assessment questionnaire. The items correspond roughly 

to Perrow's exception and analyzability dimensions. 

Fry and Slocum (1984) used Perrow's technology in 61 work 

units of a large police department to test a contingency 

model of effectiveness. They conceptualized technology dimen­

sions as number of exceptions and search behavior, as corre­

sponding to Perrow's exceptions and analyzability dimensions. 

In the present study, the technology dimensions have been 

conceptualized as task variability and task difficulty by 

referring to Perrow's exceptions and analyzability dimensions. 

The third dimension, task interdependence was adopted from 

the measurement scale of Van de Ven and Ferry's (1980) study. 

2.2. Concept of Structure 

As described in Fry's (1982) study, structure is defined as 

the arrangement of people, departments and other subsystems 

in the organi 4 ation. Fry (1982) reported that complexity 

(vertical and horizontal differentiation), formalization and 

centralization (hierarchy of authority and participation) are 
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the major theoretical dimensions of structure in technology­

structure research. 

Structural factors have been examined at different levels 

(work unit level, organizational level) in the literature. 

The s cop e 0 f t his stu d y i s the un its t r u c t u r e. 1,,,] 0 r k un i t 

structure is defined as "the formal, relatively permanent 

arrangement of people and equipment within an organizational 

unit to perform its assignment" (Van de Ven and Delbecq, 1974: 

183) . 

2.3. Contextual Factors 

"Organization context refers to all the conditions and factors 

external to the or ganiza tion or uni t under consider a t io n" 

(Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980:90). Context is closely related 

to the definition of the environment as the set of constraining 

phenomena that exist external to the organization or to the unit within 

which the organization must function. Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) define 

the nature of the work performed by the uni t, the size of the uni t 

(number of personnel), external unit dependence - job depen­

dence on other units - as contextual factors of the work unit. 

"The theory underlying the development of the contextual dimen­

sions states that contextual factors: 

- largely predict how the unit will be organized; 

- affect the degree to which work proc~sses can be structured; 

_ affect the amount of specialization, standardization, discre­

tion and expertise of the work unit required to perform the 

tasks. 

As reported in Reimann IS (1980) study, the Aston group I s 

(Hickson et al., 1969) study and subsequent studies (Inkson, 
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Pugh and Hickson, 1970; Child and Hansfield, 1972; Hickson, 

Hinings, Mc Millan and Schwitter, 1974) concluded that con­

textual variables, such ·as size and dependence, were more 

important predictors of organization structure than technology. 

Various Aston group studies found that larger organizations 

are more specialized, have more rules and a greater decentrali­

zation of decision making. 

In a study of 20 manufacturing plants, Reimann (1980) found 

that contextual variables (organization size and dependence) 

were significantly related to most aspects of structure. Size 

of the general staff was related primarily to organization 

size, ~hich in turn was positively related to degree of spe­

cialization and vertical differentiation. The study showed 

that 

into 

dependence on 

consideration 

other organizations 

the impersonality of 

(measured by 

origin, the 

taking 

status 

and t;:e size of unit relative to parent organization) was 

strongly related to formalization. This finding reflected the 

fact that relatively dependent firms tended to be more highly 

formalized than did their independent counterparts. Also, de­

centralization of personnel decisions was found to be a func­

tion of decreasing dependence. 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980:243) define dependence on other 

units as the extent to which one unit I s input, process and 

output activities depend upon the activities performed in the 

other units. Based on data collected on 334 work units of an 

employment security agency, correlations among dependence on 

other units and unit specialization were found to be positive. 

In a study of fifty Japanese factories, Harsh and Mannari 

(1981) tried to show the effects of technology (size held 

constant) and of size (technology held constant) on organiza­

tional structure. 
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Only two dimensions of structure, structural differentiation 

and formalization were found to be more a function of size 

than of technology, supporting the findings of Aston group. 

Marsh and Mannari stated that size was not the only cause of 

variation in structure. They used five contextual variables 

- internal dependence, external dependence, autonomy, age of 

the factory's parent company and number of dispersed sites 

in the company - that influence structure. The only contextual 

variable with any effect on formalization was internal 

dependence; the more dependent a factory is on its parent 

organization, the more formalized it is. Other structural 

variables were also significantly affected by the contextual 

variables, dependence and age. Factories that were more in­

ternally dependent on their parent organization had fewer 

departments, fewer hierarchic levels and less complexity. 

Hrebiniak (1974) stated that technology and structure rela­

tionship might be affected by the organizational control 

sy~tem. The relationship between 

many organizational 

control structure is 

settings may 

taken into 

technology and structure in 

remain unclear until the 

account. Two dimensions of 

control were considered: the extent to which it was personal 

or mechanical and the extent to which it was unitary or frag­

mented. The personal-mechanical dimension indicates the degree 

to which attainment of goals and the division of flow of work 

depends on a) an individual's influence or authority over 

others, or b) regulation by impersonal administrative means, 

such as performance programs or mechanical means. 

Unitary control refers to the existence of a single integrated 

control system, whereas fragmented control refers to mUltiple 

control criteria that organizational members must satisfy. 

Based on the assumption that centralization is likely to lead 

to an emphasis on control (Pheys~y et al., 1971:62), in this 
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study it has been assumed that an important aspect of the 

control system for the structure is external control over 

unit which means organizational centralization. Hark units 

are likely to satisfy the mUltiple criteria set by top policy 

makers and the work unit's structure is likely to be influenced 

by the external authority exerted on the unit by higher and 

functional management. Therefore, in this study, external 

control over the unit has been considered as an important 

contextual variable affecting work unit structure. 

Based on the results of the previous studies, contextual fac­

tors (size, dependence on other units and external control 

over uni t) were considered as important factors which are 

expected to affect the work unit's structure. 

2.4. Effectiveness 

For the past fifty 

been concerned with 

years, organizational 

the effectiveness of 

researchers have 

organizations and 

confusion persists regarding what organizational effectiveness 

is. It has rarely been possible to compare studies of effec-

tiveness, since few have used 

effectiveness (Steers, 1975). 

effectiveness vary depending 

used. 

common criteria for indicating 

Definitions of organizational 

on the particular model being 

As reported in Steer's (1975) article, review of literature 

shows that effectiveness was considered as unidimensional 

(Thorndike, 1949) versus multidimensional (Georgopoulos and 

Tannenbaum, 1957; Yuchtman and Seashore, 1967; Friedlander 

and Pickle, 1968; Mott, 1972; Duncan, 1973). Effectiveness 

has been compo!3ed of different criteria at different life 

stages (Cameron, 1977); related to different constituencies 

(Scott, 1977); and was considered as altering in criteria 
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when different levels of analysis are used (Price, 1972) as 

quoted in the study of Camero~ (1978). 

In Goodman and Pennings' (1977) book, thirty different vari­

ables that are used to reflect organizational effectiveness 

have been identified. Some of these variables are: overall 

effectiveness, productivity, efficiency, quality, absenteeism. 

job satisfaction, innovation/adaptation, managerial inter­

personal/task skills and profit. 

As quoted in Schoonhoven's (1981) study, effectiveness is 

defined as an organization's ability to create acceptable 

outcomes and actions (Pfeffer and Sa1ancik, 1968). 

Consistent with this definition, the outcomes of work units 

constitutes the quantity and quality effectiveness dimenslons 

of the present study. 

Other dimensions of effectiveness are innovation, morale of 

unit personnel, reputation for work excellence, goal achieve­

ment. 

285. Contingency Theory 

"Contingency theory asserts that, in order to be effective, 

organizational structures should be appropriate to the work 

performed and/or to the environmental conditions facing the 

or ganiza t ion" (Schoonhoven, 1981: 350). As quoted in Schoon­

hoven's (1981) sudy, statements from contingency theorists 

and researchers suggest that a particular structure should 

be "appropriate for" a given environment (Thompson, 1967). 

that organizati,ons are more successful when their structures 

"conform" to their technologies (Woodward, 1965:69-71), that 

an organization's internal states and process should be "con-
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sisten t with" external demands (Lawrence and Lor sch. 1969), 

that organizations should, attempt to maximize "congruence" 

between technology and their structure and adapt their struc­

tures to "fit" their technology (Perrow, 1970:80). 

According to 

assert that 

(dimensions 

Schoonhoven (1981), when contingency theorists 

there is a relationship between t\vO variables 

of technology and structure) which predicts a 

third variable (organizational effectiveness), they are stating 

that an interaction exists between the first two variables. 

2.S.1. A Review of Some Empirical Studies on Contingency Theory 

As quoted in Reimann's (1980) article, in a study of 100 in­

dustrial firms, Joan Woodward (1975) found that the most sric­

cessful firms were those that had achieved the best match 

between their structures and their technologies. Since Wood­

ward, conti ngenc y theory has been widel y accepted in the 

literature, but some researchers have suggested that contingency 

theory is not a very useful approach to explaining differences 

in the structure and effectiveness of organizations. 

Mohr (1971) suggested that there were problems with contingency 

theory. In testing the consonance theory based on data from 

144 work groups of local health departments, he found no 

support for the hypothesis that the work group will be most 

effective when autocratic supervision is employed in routine 

jobs and democratic supervision in nonroutine jobs. The re­

search found a very weak relationship between technological 

manageability and subordinates' participation in decision 

making. But, his expectation that task interdependence leads 

to participati'Yeness and to, a more organic structure, was 

confirmed by his findings. In his study, various aspects of 

effectiveness were included (satisfaction, motivation, approval, 
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quantitative and qualitative effectiveness, innovativeness). 

Mohr found that structure alone had more of an impact on 

effectiveness than did the degree of consonance between 

structure and technology. 

In a study of 40 brokerage offices, Pennings (1975) tested 

the "structural contingency model". He did not find strong 

support for this model, which defines organizational effec­

tiveness as a function of the goodness of fit or consistency 

between environmental and structural variables. On the basis 

of the structural contingency model, Pennings expected that 

correlations between environmental a.nd structural variables 

would be high and positive, but most correlations were nega­

tive and insignificant. Complexity was not related to specia­

lization and positively related to participation. Based on 

the results, he concluded that variance in effectiveness could 

be explained due to structural variables and he proposed that 

the structural contingency model may hold for the work units 

that have stronger degree of interdependence. 

Schoonhoven (1981), in a study of 17 hospital operating rooms, 

suggested that relationship between technology, structure and 

organiza t ional ef f ec ti veness are more comp lica ted than con­

tingency theory assumes. She found symmetrical and nonmono­

tonic interactions between technology, structure and effec­

tiveness. When uncertainty was high, decentralization had 

positive effect on effectiveness. When uncertainty was low, 

increased decentralization and destandardization resulted in 

lower effectiveness. 

Argote (1982), in a study of 30 emergency units located in 

a hospital, found that programmed means of coordination (rules, 

regulations, sc~eduled meetings) made a greater contribution 

to organizational effectiveness under conditions of low input 

uncertainty than high input uncertainty. Conversely, non-
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programmed means of coordination (general policies. mutual 

adjustment) made a greater contribution to effectiveness when 

uncertainty was high than when it was low. 

Fry and Slocum (1984), tested the contingency model using 

three measures of technology - number of exceptions, search 

behavior, interdependence -, three measures of unit structure 

centralization, formalization, specialization and' two 

measures of .... 'ork unit effectiveness - performance and com­

mitment -. The study was conducted in 61 lower to middle level 

work units of a large police department. Effective work units 

were hypothesized to have structural characteristics appro­

priate to their level of technological uncertainty. Less 

effective units were hypothesized to have a mismatch between 

technology and structure. Little support was found for hypo­

thesized relationships. 

2.6. Level of Analysis of Technology, Structure 

and Effectiveness Studies 

Literature shows that studies of effectiveness, technology 

and structure have been conducted at the organization, subunit 

and individual 1evels~ 

As Cameron (1978) reviewed in his article, in effectiveness 

studies, Scott and Cummings (1980) argued for measuring effec­

tiveness at the individual level; Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) 

and Pennings and Goodman (1977) argued for the subunit level; 

Yuchtman and Seashore (1967) for the organizational level. 

Numerous writers in technology-structure area have recognized 

the confusion that may result from attempts to compare and 

generalize findings of technology-structure relationships 

across three different organizational levels: 
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1- The whole organization; 

2- The work group or subunit and; 

3- The individual. 

Organizational level studies have assumed implicitly that the 

organizations comprising their sample have a single dominant 

technology (Fry, 1982:539). Many studies show that the tech­

nical complexity, operating variability and operations tech­

nology are dominant at the organizational level (Woodward, 

1965; Reimann, 1980). 

There have been few empirical studies of structure and tech­

nology at the work unit level. Extensive review by Fry (1982) 

discovered only 10 studies. Also, the recent studies, Schoon­

hoven (1981) and Argote (1982) have tested contingency theory 

at work unit level. The reason for using the work unit level 

of analysis is that. statistical findings between technology 

and other variables have been strongest at the work unit level 

(Fty, 1982). Another explanation is that homogeneity is 

greater: diverse activities are less likely to confound the 

relationship between technology and structure. Moreover, par­

ticipants are not several levels removed in the hierarchy 

( \h the y, D aft and Coo per, 1983). By stu d yin g the un it. the 

technological complexity encountered by the organization and 

its total structure can be better understood. 

As quoted by Van de Ven and Ferry (1980), House (1968) stated 

that organizational units may obstruct the achievement of 

corporate goals and strategies, or alternatively, support and 

complement the overall purposes of the organization. 
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2.7. Types of Measures Used in the Literature 

Fry (1982) stated that discrepancies in findings observed 

among technology-structure studies may be the result of using 

either objective or perceptual (subjective) measures. Objec­

tive measures are direct meaures which may be obtained with 

no direct involvement by organizational members (i.e. global 

assessment from records or interviews with institutional 

spokesmen); whereas subjective measures based on aggregation 

of interview or questionnaire data from organizational mem­

bers. Technology and structure literature shows that studies 

at the individual and suburiit levels used subjective measures 

and organization level studies used objective measures. 

Data of the present study is based on subjective measures of 

technology, context, structure and work unit effectiveness. 

2.8. Technology-Structure Relationship 

Research on technology and its impact on structure seems to 

have generated more controversy than agreement (Daft and 

Macintosh, 1981; Fry, 1982; Withey, Daft and Cooper, 1983). 

Literature reveals many studies sho\"ring clear relationship 

between technology and various components of structure. 

2.8.1. Review of Literature 

a. Technology-Structure Research in General 

Woodward's (1965) study was the first empirical research in 

the Ii terature,· of technology-structure relationship. Wood­

ward found relationship between technological complexity and 

structural complexity and centralization, at organizational 



18 

level. Results of Inkson et a1. 's (1970) study showed that 

as technology becomes uncertain and less predictable, hier­

archy of authority declines and formalization increases. 

Hage and Aiken (1969) concluded that as the routineness of 

the work increases, the structure of the organization becomes 

more formalized and more centralized. 

Based on these results, it can be concluded that few studies 

at organizational level revealed support for a significant 

relationship between technology and structure. 

b. Review of Work Unit Le~el Studies 

A few empirical studies have been conducted at the work unit 

level. 

Hrebiniak (1974), using three measures of technology - task 

predictability, task interdependence and task manageability -

and five measures of group structure - job autonomy, partici­

pation, closeness of supervision, rule usage and unity of 

~ontrol - found that when effects of supervision were kept 

constant, technology related to work unit structure. Specially, 

task manageability was negatively related to job autonomy and 

participation and positively related to rule usage. Partici­

pation was found positively correlated with task interdependence 

and task interdependence negatively correlated with rule 

usage. Hrebiniak concluded that on elimination of supervisory 

effects, technology may affect group structure to support the 

technological imperative, but the support is weak. 

Van de Ven and De1becq (1974) presented a task contingent 

model of work unit structure. They used two dimensions of 

technology - task difficulty and task variability - and data 

were collected from 120 work units within a large government 

employment-security agency. They concluded that the design 
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of work unit structures was affected by task difficulty and 

task variability. Fry and Slocum (1984) reported that, -in 

another study of 197 work units in the same agency, Van de 

Ven, Delbecq and Koening (1976) found that perceived task un­

certainty and work flow interdependence were associated wi th 

different modes of coordination. As task uncertainty increased, 

mutual work adjustments and group meetings increased. An 

increase in coordination also was observed when workflow in­

terdependence increased. 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980), developed an organization assess­

ment instrument to assess the organization's structure, tech­

nology and context at work unit levels. 

Based on the organization assessment instrument, they tested 

the task contingent model of work unit design. Data were col­

lected on 334 ,~ork units of a state employment security 

agency. The results showed that the task dimensions ,.ere more 

strongly correlated than contextual factors on structure and 

process dimensions. As task difficulty and variability in­

creased, there were significant decreases in standardization 

of work procedures and significant increases in a) the ex­

pertise of unit personnel, b) the amounts of work discretion 

exercised by both unit members and the supervisor, c) the task 

interdependence among members. 

Also, they found that increases in the size of work uni ts 

were strongly associated with increase in the unit specializa­

tion. 

The or ganiza tion assessment ins t rumen t i nd ices deve loped by 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) comprise the technology, structure 

and context dimensions of the present study. 

Fry and Slocum (1984) used a sample of 61 work units from a 

large police department to test the contingency theory. The 
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results revealed little support for hypothesized technology­

structure relationship. They found that exceptions correlated 

in unexpected manner with other technology and structure 

variables. Work units reporting more exceptions were able to 

find solutions through more analyzable search procedures that 

required little interdependence among unit members. These 

work units were more formalized and less specialized. Their 

expectation that participation would be positively related 

to exceptions and search behavior, was not confirmed. 

This chapter presented technology, context and structure re­

search and the contingency· theory Ii terature to serve as a 

basis for the study. ';Hth its conceptualization. the study 

falls in the scope of the technology-context-structure re­

search area and of the contingency theory. Literature reviewed 

showed that a few studies succeeded to find a clear relation­

ship between technology, context and structure; a few of them 

were able to test the contingency theory. These studies have 

a single aim and took part in the related research area. Un­

like previous studies, this study aimed to present the rela­

tionship between the major components of an organization such 

as technology, context, structure and the effects of the in­

teraction of the components on the organizational effective­

ness. Therefore, it brought up the concepts of the different 

research areas together. The study fits to the literature re­

viewed at the work unit level. 



21 

ID. RESEARCH DESIGN 

3.1. Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to empirically examine the rela­

tionship between technology, context, structure and the impact 

of the fit between technology and structure on work unit 

effectiveness. 

In the first step, the main premise is that technology could 

have effect on the design of unit structure. Also, contixtual 

variables were studied to explain the variance in the work 

unit structure. 

The second step is developed with the purpose to verify the 

contingency theory based on the assumption that effective 

work units should have structural characteristic appropriate 

to their level of technological complexity. 

The purpose of the third step is to study the effects of tech­

nology, context and structure, independently from each other, 

on the wok unit effectiveness.' 

The study conducted has the characteristic of the exploratory 

research design. No specific hypotheses were developed. Assump­

tions and expectations were based on the results of earlier 

studies. 
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The research can be directed to understanding how the design 

of the work units are affected by chno1ogica1 uncertainty­

interdependence and contextual factors and how the workgroup 

effectiveness is affected by the interaction of technology 

and structure. 

3.2. Sample Selection 

The study was conducted in 27 work units of a large 1eather­

garments producing company. The organization operates in the 

leather sector. It purchases lamb-skins as raw material and 

transforms them into leather garments. In the production pro­

cess, the raw material - lamb skin - is cut manually in the 

production lines and processed into finished leather garments 

in the production ateliers. Technology is labor intensive in 

each production unit. The organization has three sales offices 

in Istanbul, one in Germany and one in the Dni ted States. 

Only Istanbul branches were included in the study. 

Technological and structural characteristics of the organiza­

t ion can not beg e n era liz e d for at her 0 r g ani z a t ion a I set t;:i,ngs . 

An organization chart was developed for the purposes of the 

study. The chart was constructed by studying each unit's func­

tion and position in the organization and through gathering 

information from top level managers. The organization chart 

is presented in Appendix 1. The organization is divided into 

five hierarchical levels. Figure 3.1. presents the hierarchical 

levels in the organization. 

Work units were classified according to their hierarchical 

levels and included in the study using two criteria. The 

first criterion was that each subordinate in the work unit 
, 

report to a common supervisor based on the definition of the 

work unit that "a work unit includes the supervisor and all 
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individuals reporting directly to the supervisor" (Van de Ven 

and Ferry, 1980:155). 

The second criterion was that confining the study to lower 

and middle level units, second and third level units were in­

cluded in the analysis. From the upper-middle level (fourth 

level), only those units were selected which do not have 

functional authority over the third and second level units. 

The list of the ~ork units included in the study is given in 

Appendix 2. 

Top level manager s and department head s from u pper-middl e 

level who have authority over the middle and lower levels 

were considered as external raters in the evaluation of the 

unit's performance. 

Of 27 work units, there were three production lines, eight 

production ateliers, one production control unit, three quality 

control units, three production programming units, one produc­

tion support unit, two purchasing units, three service units 

(shops), one product design unit, one personnel and accounting 

unit and one export-import-finance unit. 

All units agreed to participate in the study. Respondents 

were lower level supervisors (foremen, first line supervisors), 

middle level supervisors (superintendent) and upper-middle 

level managers. 

The characteristics of the 27 respondents are presented in 

Table 3.1. 
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TABLE 3.1. Character~stics of the Respondents 

Foremen. : 30% 
Position held First Line Supervisors 10% 
in the 

: 

organization Middle Level Supervisors: 30% 

Upper Middle Level Mngr. : 30% 

Female 
Sex 

: 48% 

Male : 52% 

Education Primary School :63% 
Level Bachelor's Degree : 37% 

Under 30 years : 48% 

Age 30-40 years : 45% 

Over 40 years : 7% 

Less than 6 months : 7% 

6 months - 2 years : 30% 
Tenure in the 3-5 26% 
')rganization 

years : 

6-10 years : 33% 

More than 10 years : 4% 

3.3. Data Collection Procedure and the Instrument 

Data of the study were collected through questionnaires. Super­

visors from each work unit were brought together to complete 

the questionnaire in the presence of the researcher. The re­

searcher was present in the questionnaire administration to 

answer any questions respondents might have. For two work 

units - Kadlk5y and Osmanbey branch of the firm - the ques­

tionnaire was administered by a scheduled visit to each unit. 

The aim of the research was explained and the organization 

chart was presented to all respondents, to show their posi­

tion on the chart. An identification code was given to each 

unit on the organization chart and written on the questionnaire 
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to identify the levels of the units. The questionnaire, a 

copy of which is presented in Appendix 3, was composed of a 

general introduction of the questionnaire, a definition of the 

work unit and general instructions related to the questionnaire 

administration. The questions were formulated by using common 

wording to all units. The rating scale was based on five-point 

Likert type scale. Respondents were asked to circle a number 

betwen one and five that indicated their degree of agreement 

'vith each item as a description of the work done in their 

unit. 

In some questions, time frame varies between three and twelve 

months, since this time period is long enough to observe the 

existence of a repetitive cycle of activities. Approximately 

30 percent of the items were reverse scored. 

The first part of the questionnaire consists of questions 

related to the work activities performed by the unit. Ques­

tions considered all of the activities of the work unit, not 

the specific job activities. 

The questions in the second part were related to the structure 

of the unit. 

The third part of the questionnaire was formulated aiming to 

measure the performance of the work unit. In this part, some 

questions were asked to measure the degree of formalization 

and centralization exercised over unit in the evaluation of 

the unit performance. The last part consists of questions 

related to the tenure, age and sex of the respondents and the 

size of the unit, to have an idea about the characteristics 

of the respondents. The questionnaire contained 50 questions 

and took approximately 70 minutes to complete. 
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3.4. External Raters 

Three top executives and two department heads were included 

as external raters in the data collection procedure. They 

were the president (general manager), vice president, managing 

director, manager of domestic sales and export manager. These 

persons are the major decision makers in the organization and 

are in a position to observe the units I performance. They 

were referred as external raters to decrease the subjectivity 

in the performance measurement. Questions related to the per­

formance measurement of the unit were based on the subjective 

perception of the unit supervisors which were asked to rank 

their units relatively in comparison to other units on the 

criteria stated in the items. Aiming to increase the validity 

of the measurement, external raters were asked to rate these 

27 work units according to their overall performance in the 

last year. A list of the work units were given to each rater 

and they were asked to rank the units on an A to C scale (A = 

good, B average, C poor/below the average). The rating 

form is presented in Appendix 4. Each rater completed the 

rating independently and questionnaire responses were not 

available to the raters. The responses of the external raters 

were used in a subsequent analysis, were not available to the 

units and kept confidential. 

3.5. Measurement of Variables 

In the analysis; technology, context and structure dimensions 

were considered as independent and performance - as the dimen­

sion of work unit effectiveness - as dependent variables. 
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3.5.1. Technology Dimensions 

Task variability, task difficulty, task interdependence and 

job depencence among unit personnel were taken as technology 

dimensions. Task Variability is defined as the number of ex­

ceptions encountered in the characteristics of the work (Van 

::I.e Ven and Delbecq, 1974; Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). Task 

variability has also been measured as the routinization, 

repetitiveness of the work (Rage and Aiken, 1969). In the 

narrow sense, task variability is similar to the perceived 

uniformitv and stability of raw materials. 

Index of ~ask variability was based on Van de Ven and Delbecq's 

(1974) and Van de Ven and Ferry's (1980) measures. 

Respondents were requested to answer the questions on a five­

point scale. Questions 1, 2, 4,.5 and 10, in the first part 

of the questionnaire, are related to task variability. Task 

variability was measured by adding the responses to these 

five items: 

Item 1: Extent of the routineness of the work; adapted from 

the scale used by Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974), Daft and 

Macintosh (1981). 

Item 2: Extent of following different steps (reverse scoring); 

(Van de Ven and Delbecq, 1974). 

Item 4: Extent of the repetitive activities encountered in 

the work (reverse scoring); adapted from Van de Ven and 

Delbecq's (1974) scale. 

Item 5: Variety in inputs (reverse scoring); (Van de Ven and 

De1becq, 1974). 
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Item 10: Frequency of exceptions; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Task Difficulty refers to the analyzability and predictability 

of the ~ork (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). As quoted in Van de 

Ven and Delbecq's (1974) study, Perrow (1967) defined task 

difficulty as the degree of complexity of the search process 

in performing the task and the amount of thinking time required 

to solve work related problems. 

Task difficulty construct was adopted from Van de Ven and 

Ferry's (1980) organization assessment instruments, in which 

the analyzability of work is defined as the clarity of knowing 

how to diagnose incoming work and select an appropriate method 

of dealing with it. The predictability of the work is defined 

as the ease with which one can determine in advance, the out­

comes of a particular sequence of task steps. According to 

Daft and Macintosh (1981), when the work is analyzable, units 

can follo,,, an objective, computational procedure to resolve 

problems. \~hen work is unanalyzable, objective procedures can 

not be followed. Units have to spend time thinking about what 

to do, and they search for solutions beyond normal procedures. 

Index of task difficulty was based on Van de Ven and Fer~y's 

(1980), Van de Ven and Delbecq's (1974), Dsdiken's (1979), 

Daft and Macintosh's (1981) measures. Items 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

11, 15 from the first part of the questionnaire are related 

to task difficulty. 

Hioh task difficulty means that the task is unanalyzable and 
<:> 

unpredictable. 

It ~ 7 8 11, 15 are relat~d to task analyzabi1ity: ems..:>, • , 

It em 3: Ex i s ten ceo fun d e r s t a 11 dab 1 e seq u e n ceo f s t e pst 0 b e 

followed; (Van de Ven and Delbecq, 1974). 
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Item 7: Frequency of problem; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 8: Time spent to solve problems; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 

1980). 

Item 11: Similarity of prob1ems;(Usdiken, 1979). 

Item 15: Relying on established procedures (reverse scoring); 

(Daft and Macintosh, 1981). 

Items 6 and 9 are related to task predictability. 

Item 6: Difficulty of knowing correctness of \"ork (reverse 

scoring); (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 9: Degree of uncertainty in predicting \,ork outcomes 

(reverse scoring); (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Task difficulty was computed by adding the resonses to the 

items. 

In the study, task difficulty and task variability were viewed 

as two independent dimensions that do not oyerlap in meaning. 

Task Interdependence is defined as the workflow interdependence 

within unit. "\~orkflows are materials or clients that are 

sent 0 r trans ported between peo p1e and / or machi ne s wi thin 

organizational units" (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980:402). Van 

de Ven and Ferry examined two dimensions of workf1ows, direc­

tion and amount. The direction of work flow is the order in 

which work moves from person to person within a unit. The 

amount of work flow is the relative quantity of work that is 

transferred between unit members. They stated that work inter­

dependence between unit personnel can be determined by observing 

the work flows in 1) independent,2) sequential, 3) reciprocal, 

or 4) team arrangements among unit personnel. 
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Task interdependence index was based on Van de Ven and Ferry's 

(1980) index. Item 16, in the first part of the questionnaire, 

is related to task interdependence measure. Based on the 

Guttmann scale mentioned in Van de Ven and Ferry's (1980) 

study, answers to the work flow cases were weighted by multi­

plying the supervisor's response to independent flow by zero, 

sequential flow by 0.33, reciprocal flow by 0.66 and team 

flow by 1 and then adding the products to obtain the overall 

'-Jork f10\-J interdependence score. (Independent workflow is 

given zero weighting because it implies no 

among unit members). 

interdependence 

Job dependence among unit personnel: Interdependence among 

unit personnel can also be reflected "in the extent to which 

they rely upon each other to receive their work, perform their 

individual tasks and send their completed work on to oth~rs 

to complete the total job" (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980:157). 

Therefore, job dependence among unit personnel \.;as also in­

cluded as interdependence item in the questionnaire. According 

to Van de Ven and Ferry (1980), work f10\. interdependence 

provides only an indication of the work flow interconnected­

ness of unit personnel. It does not provide an indication of 

the in ten sit Y 0 f d e pen den c e bet ween the un its u per vis a ran d 

subordinates and among unit members to do their jobs. Job 

dependence refers to how much each person's job depends upon 

the activities performed by the supervisor and other unit 

members. 

Using Van de Ven and Ferry's (1980) construct, job dependence 

was measured at each cycle of work activity; input, transfor-

mation and output. 

Items 12, 13, 14 are related to job dependence measure. Job 

dependence on supervisor was computed by adding following 

items in the questionnaire: 
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Item l2a): Job dependence on supervisor at the input cycle. 

Item l3a):Job dependence on supervisor at the process cycle. 

Item l4a): Job dependence on supervisor at the output cycle. 

Job dependence among unit members was computed by adding fol­

lowing items in the questionnaire: 

Item l2b): Job dependence among unit members at tje input 

::ycle. 

Item l3b): Job dependence among unit members at the process 

cycle. 

Item l4b): Job dependence among unit members at the output 

cycle. 

3.5.2. Structural Dimensions 

Role interchangeability (personnel specialization), personnel 

expertise, unit standardization, distribution of authority 

(centralization), employee job discretion and subordinates I 

participation were taken as dimensions of the unit structure. 

Role Interchangeability (or Personnel Specialization): Unit 

specialization (number of job titles in a unit) is a measure 

of the division of labor within the unit. It does not indicate 

how specialized unit personnel are in performing the jobs. 

This dimension can be measured by role or job interchange­

ability. Role interchangeability or the converse, personnel 

specialization, means the degree to which A can perform Bls 

job at short notice and B can perform A I s job, even when A 

and B have different job titles or different functional 

assignments (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980:164). 
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In a unit with high personnel specialization, job rotation 

is very difficult, because personnel roles are not inter­

changeable. In the present study, role interchangeability was 

considered as a structural dimension to meastire the personnel 

specialization within the unit. 

Role interchangeability scale was adapted from Van de Ven and 

Ferry's (1980) scale and Vsdiken's (1979) specialization 

items. 

Role interchangeability was measured by adding the responses 

to the following items, \ .... hich are in the second section of 

the questionnaire. 

Item 1: Different job functions; (Vsdiken, 1979). 

Item 2: Members perform the same tasks; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 

19S0). 

Item 3: Members qualified in one another's jobs, (Van de Ven 

and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 4: Ease of job rotation; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 5: Frequency of job rotation; (Van de Ven and Ferry, 

1980). 

Expertise: Unit personnel expertise refers 

professional skills of people in the unit 

Ferry, 1980:163). People most often obtain 

to the degree of 

(Van de Ven and 

job skills from 

three basic sources: formal school education, job-entry 

training and/or on the job training and reading of materials 

necessary for maintaining and upgrading job skills. 

The expertise index consists of four items and were based on 
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tlsdiken's (1979) measures. It was derived by a~ding the re­

sponses to the following items: 

Item 6: Number of skilled persons within the unit; 

Item 7: Percent of unit members which have Bachelor's deoree' D , 

Item 8: Outside training; 

Item 9: Reading of materials. 

Standardization: Unit standardization is defined as the extent 

to which rules, standard operating procedures and performance 

expectations are formalized and followed to coordinate, con­

trol and evaluate unit activities (Van de Ven and Ferry, 

1980). Standardization index was adapted from Van de Ven and 

Ferry's (1980) and Usdiken's (1979) study. It consists of the 

following items from the second and third part of the ques­

tionnaire. 

Item 10: Preciseness of unit rules, policies, procedures; (Van 

de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 11: Extent of violation of unit rules, policies, proce­

dures (reverse scoring); (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 12: Strictness of rule enforcement (Van de Ven and Ferry, 

1980). 

Item 13: Percent of unit rules, procedures written out; (Van 

de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 14: Extent standard rules followed; (Van de Ven and 

Ferry, 1980). 
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procedures; (Van 

Item 18: Extent administrative 

scoring); (Usdiken, 1979). 
rules formali=ed (reverse 

Item 19: Strictness of rule enforcement (reverse scoring); 

(Usdiken, 1979). 

Item 20: Strictness of rule violation (Usdiken, 1979). 

Items from the third part of the questionnaire: 

Item 1: Clarity of knowing unit performance standards; (Van 

de Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Item 3: Degree of performance criteria quantified; (Van de 

Ven and Ferry, 1980). 

Standardization index was computed by adding the responses 

to these items. 

Distribution of Authority: Centralization refers to decision 

making authority within an organization. ~hen most decisions 

are made hierarchically, an organizational unit is considered 

to be centralized; a decentralized unit implies that the major 

source of decision making has been delegated bv managers to 

subordinates. 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) argued that although centraliza­

tion has often bee~ measured as the degree of hierarchy of 

authority on work related decisions, a number of additional 

sources of decision making authority exists within organiza­

tions and theii units. Once these alternative sources of deci­

sion authority are recognized, then decision authority by non­

supervisory employees must be considered as unique dimension 

of centralization and not as simply the inverse of hierar-
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chical authority_ 

Bas2d on the broader perspective of centralization, Van de 

Ven and Ferry (1980) called it the distribution of unit au­

thority among the '-lnit supervisor (hierarchical authority), 

unit members (perso:1al authority), unit supervisor and members 

as a group (collegial authority). Distribution of authority 

was measured using the organization assessment instrument 

indices developed b~ Van de Ven and Ferry (1980). 

Supervisory authority was measured by adding the responses 

to the following it2ms: 

Items from the seco:1d part of the questionnaire: 

Item l6b): Supervisor say on unit task. 

Item l7b): Supervisor say on rules, procedures, policies. 

Items from the thiri part: 

Item 4b): Supervisor sayan performance criteria. 

Item 5c): Supervisor say on performance appraisal. 

Unit employee authority was measured by the total of the 

follo\Ying items: 

Items from the second part: 

Item 16c): Member say on unit task. 

Item l7c):Member say on rules, procedures, policies. 

Items from the third part: 

Item 4c): Member say on performance criteria. 



37 

Item 5d): Member say on performance appraisal. 

Unit collegial authority was the total of the following items: 

Items from the second part: 

Item l6d): Group say on unit ta~ks. 

Item l7d): Group say on rules, policies, procedures. 

Items from the third part: 

Item 4d): Group say on performance criteria. 

Item 5e): Group say on performance appraisal. 

Employee job discretion: Employee decision making refers to 

amount of discretion unit members exercise in making work 

related decisions (Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980:165). This 

definition is different from unit employee authority, since 

it indicates how much say or influence the unit members have, 

in making job related decisions. 

Employee job discretion was measured by the total of following 

items based on organization assessment instrument indices of 

Van de Ven and Ferry (1980). 

Item 22a): Decide what tasks to perform; 

Item 22b): Decide on work quotas and standards; 

Item 22c): Decide on work rules and procedures; 

Item 22d): Decide how to handle exceptions. 

Participation: . Overall participation of unit members was 

operationalized differently from unit employee authority and 
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employee job discretion 

developed as follows: 

measures. Participation items 

Item 21: Extent of participation in work related decisions 

(reverse scoring). 

Item 23: Extent of participation in problem solving (reverse 

scoring). 

Participation was measured by adding the responses to these 

items. 

3.5.3. Context Measures 

Size, external control over unit, dependence on other units 

were taken as context measures. Size \,'as treated as contextual 

variable in this study. It was defined as the total number 

of unit personnel including the unit supervisor and was measured 

with the item stated in the fourth part of the questionnaire. 

Item 2: Number of unit personnel. 

External control (authority) over unit was a dimension of the 

distribution of authority. Van de Ven and Ferry (1980) defined 

it as the authority of staff or line positions outside of the 

organizational unit (functional authority). It was assumed 

as an important aspect of the control system and \,as con­

sidered as a contextual variable to explain variance in the 

structure and effectiveness. 

External control over 

assessmen tins t rumen t 

Ferry (1980). 

unit was measured 

indices developed 

using organization 

by Van de Ven and 
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External control over unit (functional and higher management) 

was the total of the following items in the second part of 

the questionnaire; 

Item 16a): External authority over unit tasks. 

Item 17a): External authority over unit rules, policies, pro­

cedures. 

In the third part of the questionnaire: 

Item 4a): External authority over unit performance criteria. 

Item Sb): External authority over unit performance appraisal. 

Dependence on other units, defined by Van de Ven and Ferry 

(1980) as the extent to which unit personnel perceive that 

the input, process and output of their work depend upon the 

activities performed in the other units. It refers to external 

relationship with other units. Dependence on other units was 

taken as a context measure and was assumed to affect unit 

structure and effectiveness. Using Van de Ven and Ferry I s 

(1980) construct, job dependence was measured at each cycle 

of work activity; input, transformation, and output, and was 

computed by adding the responses to the following items in 

the first part of the questionnaire. 

Item 12c): Input dependence on other units. 

Item 13c): Process dependence on other units. 

Item 14c): Output dependence on other units. 
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3.5.4. Effectiveness Measure 

PerforBance was measured as a dimension of effectiveness. It 

was considered as a dependent variable which was assumed to 

be affected by technology, structure and context. 

The performance of the units was measured bv the construct 

developed by Van de Ven and Ferry (1980). The perceived unit 

performance index measures the degree to which the unit has 

achieved its performance targets and also measures the rela­

tive rating of the unit in comparison to other units (Van de 

Ven and Ferry, 1980:405). It is a subjective measure. 

This study treated effectiveness as a unidimensional construct 

by summing the seven items of performance to arrive at an 

overall work group performance score. 

Performance items are in the third part of the questionnaire 

and based on perceived unit performance index of Van de Ven 

and Ferry (1980). 

Item 2: Percent of performance targets attained. 

Item 6a): Unit rating on quantity of output. 

Item 6b): Unit rating on quality of work. 

Item 6c): Unit rating on innovativeness; 

Item 6d): Unit rating on reputation for work excellence. 

Item 6e): Unit rating on goal attainment. 

Item 6f): Unit rating on morale. 
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This index is based on the subjective perceptions of unit 

supervisors on the performance of their own unit. To increase 

its validity, external raters were asked to rate the units 

based on their perception of the overall performance of the 

units. 

Perceived unit performance index can be considered 

if the unit ratings and external ratings match. 

as 

3.6. Method of Analysis 

The methodology of the study consisted of nine steps. 

valid 

Step 1: A complete list of variables was generated from the 

measures of the questionnaire. Some items were omitted in the 

formulation of variables. From distribution of authority index 

supervisory authority items were omitted with the aim to 

confine the measure of the distribution of authority to the 

items of unit employee and unit collegial authority. 

Data from the items of job dependence on supervisor were not 

used because the dispersion of the job d~pendence on super­

visor scores is nearly constant (Mean: 14.3, Standard devia­

tion: 1.2, no. of items: 3, theoretical range: 3-15, actual 

range: 11-15). 

Since the workflow interdependence is similar in the meaning 

to job dependence among unit members, only workflow inter­

dependence was operationalized as task interdependence measure. 

In the third part of the questionnaire, items 1 and 2 were 

omitted because two work units circled point one on the scale, 

meaning no tariets for the performance. These two items were 

treated as missing value. 
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Step 2: Responses to th . t d _ e l ems were recorde on a sheet to 

obtain a score for each variable from each unit. 

Step 3: Means, standard deviations and the range of the vari­

ables were calculated by hand to see the dispersion of the 

variables. 

Table 3.2. presents mean, standard deviation and range values 

of the variables. 

Step 4: Pearson product-moment correlation analysis was used 

to determine the technology-structure and context-structure 

relationship. 

Partial correlation 

relationship between 

analysis was 

technology 

computed to 

and structure, 

terna1 control dimension constant. 

find out 

keeping 

the 

ex-

These analyses were computed by using a statistical handbook 

(Bruning and Kintz, 1977). 

Step 5: A performance variable was constructed by adding the 

scores of unit performance ratings. Median of the performance 

variable was calculated to determine high and low performance 

units by ranking the performance scores of 27 work units. 

Based on the definition, Median would equal the middle score 

of ratings after the scores had been rank ordered (Bruning 

and Kintz, 1977:3). Using the unit performance ratings, the 

median was found to be 23, the 14th score of the ratings. 

The units which have scores less than 23 fall below the median 

and were considered as low performance units. Units with 

scores higher than 23 fall above the median and were called 

high performance units. The median was included in low per­

formance level to have a good splitting of the data. 



TABLE 3.2. Mean, Standard Deviation and Range Values of the Variables 

No. of Theor.Range Actual Range 
Variables Items Mean Std.Dev. Min.-Max. Min.-Max. 

TECHNOLOGY 
1) Task Variability 5 12.74 3.63 5-25 7-19 

2) Task Difficulty 7 13.88 2.80 7-35 9-21 

3) Task Interdep. 1 3.165 1. 049 1.99-9.95 1.99-6.29 

STRUCTURE 

4) Role Interchan. '5 17.2.2 3.58 5-25 11-23 

5) Expl~rl:j sc II 7.00 I .7<) /'--L(j 'j-- I L 

6) Standardization 10 32.07 5.40 10-50 21-43 

7) Unit Emp.Auth. 4 5.96 1 .67 11-20 4-11 

8) Unit Coll.Auth. 4 7.Y] ].2f5 4-2U 4-1B 

9) Job Discretion 4 9.66 3.15 4-20 4-15 

10) Participation 2 5.15 1.58 2-10 2- 8 

EFFECTIVENES 

11) Performance 0 21.00 1.21 6-30 19-29 

CONTEXT 

12) Size 1 17.26 10.62 5- 5-39 

13) External Control 4 15.00 3.45 4-20 5-20 

14) Dependence 3 6.33 3.45 3-15 3-14 .p. 
w 
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External raters were used to increase the validity of the 

perceived performance ratings of the units. They rated the 

units according to their overall performance and these ratings 

were used as objective measures of unit performance. 

Five decision makers completed the ratings. The ratings of 

one external rater was not included because she could not 

evaluate the performance of 12 units out of 27. The other 

four raters used a scale between A = "good performance" and 

B = "average performance" and nobody gave a rate of C which 

means a "poor performance" to any unit. 

Since there were no rates of C, ratings A and B were taken 

as high and low ratings respectively .. The. ratings of four 

decision makers were aggregated and an overall performance 

score was obtained for each unit by taking the average of the 

ratings. 

In this way, units which had B values were rated as low per­

formance units (14 units) and units with A values were rated 

as high performance units (13 units). By comparing the unit 

performance rating~ with the ratings of external raters, it 
'-

was aimed to increase the validity of unit performance ratings 

(subjective rating). Unit ratings results were matched with 

the ratings of external judges and it was found out that 20 

workunits were rated on the same basis, whereas seven work­

units had mismatch between the two ratings (three had mismatch 

at extreme point and four had mismatch around the median 

score). 

This analysis showed that the objective performance ratings 

(external ratings) and the subjective performance ratings 

(unit ratings) were likely to give the same ranking in 20 out 

of 27 cases. 
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Therefore, it can be concluded that unit performance ratings 

are valid and can be used as dependent variable in subsequent 

analyses. 

Step 6: Correlational analysis was conducted to study the 

effects of technology, structure and context on the work unit 

effectiveness. The analysis was based on Pearson Product-Boment 

Correlations and unit performance ratings were used as depen­

dent variable. 

Step 7: The main purpose of this study is to determine the 

impact of the technology-structure interaction on the ,york 

unit effectiveness. Therefore, a Fit Analysis was conducted 

to define the congruence between structure and technology. 

Fit analysis consisted of fit between task variability and 

structure (FITl), fit between task difficulty and structure 

(FIT2) and fit bet'veen task interdependence and structure 

(FIT3). 

a) For the fit analysis, a mechanistic-organic score was cal­

culated for each unit. The mechanistic-organic scale consisted 

of the structural variables determining mechanistic-organic 

characteristics of the units. 

Mechanistic units are assumed to have high role interchange­

ability, low expertise, high standardization, low unit employee 

authority, low unit collegial authority, low job discretion 

and low participation, whereas the organic units have just 

the opposite 10''; role interchangeability, high expertise, 

low standardization, high unit employee - collegial authority, 

high job discretion and high participation. 

F . I the structural variables were divided by the or eacn sca. e, 

number of items to have a range between 1-5. To have a common 
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basis, for reverse scales, the scores obtained were subtracted 

from six and all scores were added to obtain an organicness 

score for each unit. High scores mean organic structure, 

whereas low scores indicate mechanistic structure. 

b) Correlational analysis was performed to study the effects 

of organicness variable ~n work unit effectiveness. 

c) Median of the organicness scores was calculated to deter­

mine mechanistic and organic units. Ranking of the organicness 

scores yield that the lowest score was 11.15 and the highest 

score 20.60. Median was found to be 15.55 and was included 

in lower level, since this score is nearer to lo\,"er level 

scores. Dni ts wi th scores less than 15.55 were below the 

median and were considered as mechanistic units, whereas 

those wi th scores higher than median were considered as organic 

units. 

d) For the fit analysis, the median of technological variables 

\.:as calculated to determine the level of task difficulty, 

task variability and task interdependence of the work units. 

e) Fit analysis between structure (organicness) and task 

variability was conducted by assuming that, \"hen task vari-

ability is high, organicness should be high and there is a 

fit between task variability and organicness. The assumptions 

of this study for fit analysis between organic ness and task 

variability are summarized in the table below. 

Task Variabilit'" Organicness Fit 

L L Yes 

L H No 

H H Yes 

H L No 
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Depending on the assumptions above, fit analysis between the 

structure and technology was conducted for each unit. 

The same procedure was repected for the fit between task dif­

ficulty and structure, and between task interdependence and 

structure. 

Step 8: Based on the contingency theory which states that 

effective work units have fit between their structure and 

technology, a Chi-square analysis was used to determine the 

relationship between fit ane performance variable. 

Step 9: In previous analysis, performance yariable was con­

sidered unidimensional by semming six dimensions of perform­

ance. Since unit performance ratings (subjective measures) 

were considered as valid Il!.easure of performance, uni t per­

formance can be divided into its components and each component 

may be taken as a dimension of performance and considered as 

a dependent variable. The components of unit performance were 

quantity performance, quality performance, innovation, goal 

attainment, reputation for ~ork excellence and morale of unit 

personnel. 

From these components, "a priori" performance variables were 

computed as follows: 

The quantity of work produced (item 6a in the questionnaire) 

and attainment of unit production goals (item 6e) were taken 

as "quantity dimension" of performance. 

The quality of goods and services produced (item 6b) and 

reputation for work excellence (item 6d) were considered as 

"quality dimension" of performance. 
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The number of innovation or new ideas introduced by the unit 

(item 6c) were taken as "innovation dimension" and mL)rale of 

unit personnel (item 6f) as "personnel satisfaction dimension" 

of performance. 

These four dimensions of performance were treated as dependent 

variables and used in the Chi-square analysis to exa~ine the 

relationship between technology-structure fi t and each of 

them. 



IV. RESULTS 

4.1. Analysis of Technology, Context and 

Structure Relationship 
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The correlations within technology dimensions were. studied 

to determine the degree of relationship between them. Table 

4.1 shows the simple correlation (Pearson product moment 

correlation) coefficients between technology dimensions. 

Insignificant correlation was obtained between task difficulty 

and task interdependence. 

Correlation between task variability and task difficulty was 

in the predicted direction but not statistically significant 

(Pearson product-moment correlation: r= 0.22). Therefore they 

were treated as independent of each other. There was no 

association between task variability and interdependence. 

TAB L E 4. 1. Pea r son Pro d u c t - Mom e n teo r r e 1 a t ion s \h t h i n T e c h -

nology Dimensions 

Task Variability 

Task Difficulty 

Task Interdependence 

Task 
Variability 

Task 
Difficulty 

+0.22 

Task 
Interdep. 

-0.03 

+0.19 
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4.1.1. Technology and Structure Relationship 

a. Simple Correlational Analysis Between Technology and 

Structure Dimensions 

Simple correlation coefficients for technology and structure 

dimensions are shown in Table 4.2. 

The correlation between task variability and role inter­

changeability was found to be negative as expected and it was 

close to the significance level (r= -0.31). As task vari­

ability increases, role interchangeability decreases. Hork 

unit members do their job ~ithout changing their roles. This 

implies increase in personnel specialization. 

Task variability correlated positively with employee job 

discretion in the expected manner. Since the correlation 

coefficient was found to be close to the significance level 

(r= 0.32), it makes sense to state that employees will 

exercise more discretion in making \wrk-rel'ated decisions 

when task variability is high. 

No association between task variability and expertise, unit 

employee authority, unit collegial authority, standardization 

and participation. The expectations that task variability 

would relate negatively to standardization and positively to 

authority dimensions were not confirmed. 

Task difficulty was negatively correlated with authority 

dimensions. As task difficulty increases, unit collegial 

authority and unit employee authority both decrease signifi­

cantly (r= -0.35, r= -0.29, p<O.lO), implying that difficul­

ties encountered in work activities were handled by super­

visors. This was contrary to the expectation that task 

difficulty would correlate positively with unit employee and 

collegial authority. 



TABLE 4.2. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Technology and 

Structure Dimensions 

STRUCTURE Role Unit Unit Job 
Interchan- Standard- Employee Collegial Dis-

TECHNOLOGY geability EX2ertise ization Authority Authority cretion 

Task Variabi- -0.31 +0.08 +0.05 -0.00 -O.Ol +0.32 lity 

Task Dif fie ul t y -0.31 -0.30 -0.16 -0.29 -0.35':< +0.16 

Task Inter- -0.12 -0.17 -0.08 +0.12 +0.22 -0.00 
d~pendence 

* p<O.l: significant at 0.1 level. 

Partici-
--.I!.ation 

+0.00 

-0.03 

-0.02 

VI 
I-' 

" 
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Correlation between task difficulty a::d role interchange­

ability was in the predicted direction and found to be near 

the significance level. Consistent with Van de Ven and Ferry's 

(1980) findings, role interchangeability decreased when task 

difficulty was high, since personnel specialization was 

required to analyze the work. Correlation between task 

difficulty and expertise was near the significance level but 

in the opposite direction. This surprising finding is contrary 

to the assumption of Van de Ven and Delbecq (1974), \;hich 

stated that task difficulty directly affects the amount of 

expertise in a unit. 

Task difficulty and standardization correlated in expected 

direction but insignificantly. It makes sense to conclude 

that when work is unanalyzable and unpredictable, formalized 

rules and procedures are not followed. 

According to Fry and Slocum (1984), under these conditions, 

management should implement a discretionary mode of control. 

Discretionary control consists of management's setting up 

repertoires of alternative plans for handling task difficulty, 

setting guidelines for exercising discretion in situations, 

and specifying expected levels of output quantity and quality. 

The discretionary mode is created by management for employees 

who are handling tasks that are complex, that require evalua­

tion, search and judgement. 

Positive correlation between task difficulty and employee job 

discretion was in predicted direction. Although it was in­

significant, it supports the hypothesis of a correlation bet­

ween task difficulty and standardization. When task difficulty 

is high, standardization is low and unit members exercise 

discretion in analyzing the work and apply appropriate means 

to perform it. 

The expectation that unit employee and unit collegial 
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authority ~ould be positively related to task interdependence 

was confirsed by the positive correlations. Although the 

correlations ~ere insignificant, it makes sense to state 

that, increase in task interdependence associates with in­

crease in unit employee and collegial authority exercised on 

work related decisions. This will lead to a more organic 

structure. 

The correlation between task interdependence and expertise 

revealed an unexpected result. The earlier findings of Van 

de Ven and Ferry (1980) and the expectations that task inter­

dependence would be positively correlated with expertise were 

not confirmed. 

Task interdependence and role interchangeability correlated 

negatively as expected, but the correlation \,as insignifi­

cant. When task interdepenence within the un~t is high, con­

sultation and collaboration among members is required and 

role interchangeability decreases. In work units where tasks 

do not require interdependence (independent \,orkflow), role 

interchangeability might be high (i.e. prodt,ction lines and 

shops). 

No association was found between task interdependence and, 

standardization and job discretion. 

No correlation was found between task interdependence and 

participation, contrary to the findings of Hrebiniak and Mohr 

(1971). 

As can be seen from the results, technology dimensions did 

not correlate with participation. These findings might be 

explained by assuming that, when task variability and diffi-

culty were high, problems were solved by supervisors or higher 

functional management and the use of participation as a 

vehicle to solve problems lost its importance. 
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The lack of a strong relationship between technology and 

structure prompted the study to suggest that other variables 

may complicate the relationship between technology and struc­

ture. 

b. Partial Correlation Analysis 

Based on the previous studies (Hrebiniak, 1974; Pheysey et 

al., 1971), it was assumed that external control over unit 

as organizational control system might affect technology­

structure relationship and lead the study to underestimate 

technology imperative. Therefore, partial correlation analysis 

was conducted to examine the relationship between technology 

and structure, keeping external control over unit constant; 

that is, taking its relational effect out of both variables. 

Partial correlations resulting from this analysis are pre­

sented in Table 4.3. 

Taking the relational effect of external control out of task 

variability and job discretion, correlation between these two 

variables reached the significance level (r= 0.37, p<O.l). 

Unit members exercised more discretion in making work-related 

decisions when task variability was high. 

Authority dimensions ~ere affected by task variability when 

external control was held constant. Unit employee and unit 

collegial authority \,ere found to be positively related to 

task variability, as previously assumed. 

As task variability increases, unit members or unit members 

and supervisor as a group handle the exceptional problems, 

and exercise au~ority in making work-related decisions. 

1 1 nstant the re lationship between Keeping externa contro co , 

task variability and role interchangeability did not change. 



TABLE 4.3. Partial Correlations Between Technology and Structure Keeping External 

Control Constant 

~ 
Role Unit Unit Job 

Interchan- Standar- Employee Collegial Dis- Partici-
geability Expertise dization Authority Authority cretion ---12.ation TECHNOLOGY 

Task Variability -0.30 +0.09 -0.00 +0.15 +0.20 +0.37':< +0.024 

Task Difficulty -0.30 -0.30 -0.20 -0.25 -0.31 +0.18 -0.02 

Task Inter- -0.16 -0.18 -0.03 -0.00 +0.07 -0.03 -0.047 
dependence 

':< p<O.l: Significant at 0.1 level. 

VI 
VI 
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As task variability increased, role interchangeability 

decreased, implying increase in personnel specialization to 

handle exceptions encountered by the unit. 

Results did not yield support for a strong relationship bet­

ween task variability and expertise, standardization and par-

ticipation (correlations were near zero), \vhen external 

control was kept constant. Contrary to the expectations, ex­

ternal control was found to be ineffective on these relation­

ships. 

Taking the relational effects of external control out of task 

difficulty and structural dimensions did not yield significant 

results. 

The expectation that expertise, authority dimensions -unit 

employee and unit collegial authority- and participation 

would be positively and significantly correlated with task 

difficulty was not confirmed by keeping external control 

dimension constant. It was found that external control did 

not have relational 

changeability, task 

effect on task difficulty -role inter­

difficulty- job discretion and task 

difficulty-standardization 

found to be the same with 

these relationships. 

relationship; the 

simple correlation 

results were 

results for 

Keeping external control constant also did not yield support 

for the expected relationship between task interdependence 

and structure dimensions. 

The surprising finding of a negative correlation between task 

interdependence and expertise could not be explained. Although 

it was expected that holding external control constant would 

affect this relation positively, support was not found. 
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Task interdependence was found to be unrelated witj standar­

dization, job discretion, participation and authority dimen­

sions. 

Task interdependence and role interchangeability partial cor­

relations yielded the saGe results ~ith simple correlations. 

The results of Table 4.3. showed that elioination of external 

control over unit did not result in significant relation­

ships beti,reen dimensions of technology and structure. Only 

the correlations between task variability and structural 

dimensions verified our expectations. Task variability and 

job discretion correlation ~as found to be significant, 

whereas the other correlations were insignificant but in the 

predicted direction for task variability and structure rela­

tionship. 

Other technology dimensions did not seem to be related to the 

unit structure, since the correlations were insignificant and 

in opposite direction for many structure measures. 

Results of Table 4.2. and 4.3. sho\,"ed that technology had 

little effect on the design of the work unit structure. 

Depending on the results, it was assumed that contextual 

variables might affect the unit structure and explain the 

variance in the unit structure. 

Therefore context and structure relationship was studied to 

determine the effects of contextual variables on the unit 

structure. 

4.1.2. Context and Structure Relationship 

T I 4 4 sho ~s the simple correlations bet~een context and ab e .. 

structure dimensions. 



TABLE 4.4. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Context and Structure 

Role Unit Unit Job 
Interchan- Stan dar- Employee Collegial Dis-
geability Expertise dization Authority Authority cretion 

Size' --0.2') +o.en _\() ./I(/f.~(' -0.22 -0.24 -0 . 5 2 ,:<>~~(. 

External Control -0.09 -0.00 +0.15 -0.36'~ -0. 4 7':"~ -0.07 over Unit 

Dependence on +0.25 +0.'32 +0.19 -0.22 -0.16 +0.35':< 
Other Units 

':' Sip,lli f'ic:lnl :II (). 1 I (~v c' I 
}r),' SLgllil LCiJllL aL O.U'j I (~V(~J 

*** Significant at 0.01 level 

Partici-
~tion 

-().O6 

-0.06 

-0.11 

VI 
~ 
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The most striking finding was that standardization was more 

size than of technology. The correlation bet-a function of 

\veen size and standardization was significant (r= 0.46, p< 

0.05) and consistent with the findicgs of Aston group studies 

and Harsh and Mannari (1981). As the size of the units in­

creased, more rules and regulations were set to coordinate 

and control the activities of the unit ::Jembers. Size in­

creased the need, as well as tendency to rely on formal and 

written rules. 

Correlation between size and role interchangeability was near 

the significance level and in the .,.~redictej direction. Con­

sistent with the findings of Marsh and Macnari (1981), Rei­

mann (1980) and Aston group studies; as si=e increased, per­

sonnel specialization increased and role interchangeability 

became difficult, since job titles \.-ithin the unit increased. 

Size affected 

dependence. 

specialization more stronoly o _ than task inter-

Based on the results of previous studies. it was expected 

that larger work units would be decentralized. But correla­

tion between size and authority dimensions revealed a sur­

prising result although correlation coefficients were insig­

nificant. This finding indicated that as size increases, 

centralization increases within units me3ning that super­

visory authority increases to govern the behavior of employees. 

This is consistent with the results of Aston group studies 

in Canada, which showed a positive relationship between size 

and centralization. 

Correlation between size and job discretion (r= -0.52 p<O.Ol) 

support the last finding that as size increases, job discre­

tion decreases and centralization increases within the unit. 

h " d" etl"on to coordinate and control Supervisors use t elr lscr 

d tl" vely subordinates' discre-work unit activities an respec , 
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tion in work-related decisions decreases. 

There were no associations between size and, expertise and 

participation. 

The authority dimensions -unit employee and unit collegial 

authority- were negatively and significantly related to ex­

ternal control over unit as expected (r= -0.36, p<O.l and r= 

-0.47, p<O.OS). As external control over unit increased, unit 

employee authority and unit collegial authority decreased. 

This means increase in centralization at the organizational 

level. Top level management decides on work unit activities, 

operating rules and policies, and sets performance criteria 

for units. In the partial correlations calculations, correla­

tion between task variability and external control over unit 

was found to be positive and significant (r= 0.38, p<0.05). 

This finding supported the fact that when task variability 

was high, exceptions were handled through consultation to top 

level management and unit employee/unit collegial authority 

decreased. Results showed that the group authority -unit 

collegial authority- was affected more. 

Correlation between external control over unit and standardi­

zation was not significant but revealed support for the 

assumption that as centralization increases; formalization 

(i.e. bureaucratization) increases. 

External control over unit did not have effects on the other 

structural variables -role interchangeibility, expertise, job 

discretion and participation. 

Correlation between dependence on other units and expertise 

was near the significance level and positive. In units which 

have high dependence on other uni ts, the subordinates use 

their expertise to handle variety in inputs and information 

which were caused by inefficient performance of the supplier 

units. 
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Correlation between dependence on other 

tion was positive and significant (r= 

units 

0.35, 

and job discre­

p< Cl .1). It can 

be stated that as input, d d process or output epen ence on 

other uni ts increased, uni t mecbers used their discretion in 

deciding on work unit activities. 

The correlation between dependence on other units and role 

interchangeability \.Jas found to be positive and near the 

significance level. It might i:nply that if unit dependence 

increases, role interchangeability increase ~ill lead to 

facilitating of work unit activities. 

Dependence on other units was negatively but insignificantly 

correlated with authority dimensions. This finding was con­

sistent with the results of Reimann's (1980) study which 

states that decentralization of personnel decisions are a 

function of decreasing dependence. LTnit employee authority 

and unit collegial authority decreased as dependence on other 

units increased, implying centralization in work related 

decisions, which is contrary to the findings of positive and 

significant correlation between dependence and job 

tion. 

discre-

Correlation between dependence on other units and standardi­

zation was insignificant but positive as consistent with the 

findings of Reimann (1980) and Harsh and Nannari (1981). 

Dependence requires more rules and policies to coordinate and 

control work activities if task is variable and difficult. 

Units with high dependence tended to be more formalized. 

Although correlation bet\.,reen dependence on other units and 

participation was insignificant, it was the highest correla­

tion coefficient obtained in the analysis of technology, con­

text and structure relationship. No other contextual and 

technolooical variables yield such a high correlation coeffi-
o 

cient with participation. Tllis correlation implies that as 

dependence on other units increases, participation of unit 
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members decrease. There was no evidence in earlier studies 

for this relationship. 

The results of technology, context and structure relationship 

showed that contextual variables had more significant corre­

lations with structual variables than technology did. Tables 

4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 clearly point out that the variance in the 

unit structure may be explained mostly due to contextual 

variables. The results yield Ii ttle support for technology 

imperative and prompted the study to suggest that the hierar­

chical level of the units may complicate the relationship 

between technology and structure. Hierarchical levels exist­

ing in the organization were taken as mediating variable and 

a hierarchical level analysis \,'as conducted to examine the 

technology, context, structure relationship at each level. 

It was expected that level analysis of technology-structure 

relationship would yield more significant results, by assum­

ing that technology would have different effects on the unit 

structure, depending upon the level of units. Therefore, 

units were grouped according to their hierarchical levels and 

correlation betwen variables were studied in each group. It 

was expected that at lower levels, formalization and centra­

lization \,ould be a function of technology and at higher 

levels, specialization, expertise and job discretion would 

corelate with technology. Rank order correlation analysis was 

used to determine the relationship between technology and 

structure at each level. 

4.2. Analysis by Hierarchical Level 

4.2.1. Grouping of the Units 

According to Figure 3.1. presented in Chapter III, second 

level units were taken as lower level, while third and fourth 

level units were taken as higher level units. 
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Second level units are ateliers and production lines \,rhere 

unit supervisors are foremen (units with ID co~es: 021-0211, 

sample size=ll). 

All units which have high number of job titles, high degree 

of interdependence among unit members and supervised by 

middle level managers were taken as third level units. These 

units are production support, production programming and 

quality control units. 

All units which are supervised by upper middle level managers 

were taken as fourth level units. These are purchasing, pro­

duction design, service, export-import finance and personnel 

accounting units. 

Third and fourth level units do not have hierarchical depen­

dence. They were considered as higher level units. (Units 

with ID codes: 031-038 and 041-048, sample size= 16). 

4.2.2. Spearman Rank-Order Correlation Analysis for 

Lower and Higher Level Units 

Tables 4.5 and 4.6 show Spearman rank-order correlation bet­

ween technology-context~structure for lower and higher level 

units, respectively. 

Results of these tables showed that task variability corre­

lated with role interchangeability more strongly at higher 

level. This was due to the fact that higher level units have 

different job titles within the unit and role interchange­

ability is difficult. As expected, role interchangeability 

decreased more at the higher level implying increase in per­

sonnel specializatio, whereas task variability increased. 

The expectation that task variability increase would associate 



TABLE 4 .5. Spearman 

Role 
Interchan-
geability 

TECHNOLOGY 

Task Variability -0.13 

Task Difficulty -0.06 

Task Inter- -0.05 dependence 

CONTEXT 

Size -0.34 

External Control +0.13 over Unit 

Dependence on -0.14 Other Units 

* Significant at 0.1 level 
** Significant at 0.05 level 

N= 11 

Rank-Order 

Expertise 

+0.40 

-0.33 

+0.35 

+0.46 

+0.02 

+0. LJ 

Correlation Analysis for Lower 

UnH Unit 
Standar- Employee Collegial 
dization Authority Authority 

+0.22 +0.15 +0.37 

-0.02 -0.17 -0.31 

+0.51 +0.34 +0.37 

+0 . 62':":' +0.] 5 +0.33 

-0.34 -0.42 -0.57':' 

. +0.06 +O.O(j +O.:J<J 

Level 

Job 
Dis-

cretion 

+0.65~o:, 

+0.48 

-0.06 

-0.58':' 

-0.03 

+0. 711,'~(. 

Units 

Partici-
pation 

-0.02 

-0.27 

+0.16 

-0.06 

-O.OJ 

-O.LU 

0'\ 
~ 



TABLE 4.6. Spearman Rank-Order Correlation Analysis for Higher Level Units 

~ 
Role Unit Unit Job 

Interchan- Standar- Employee Collegial Dis- Partici-
geability ~ertise dization Authority Authority cretion pation 

-------------

TECHNOLOGY 

Task Variability -0.40 -0.19 +0.08 +0.01 -0.07 -0.02 +0.10 

Task Difficulty -0.42 -0.15 -0.04 -0.16 -0.24 +0.14 +0.12 

Task Inter- +0.01 +0.01 -0.31 +0.04 +0.24 +0.07 -0.09 
dependence 

CONTEXT 

Size -0.38 -0.23 +0.12 -0.34 -0.18 -0.20 +0.16 

External Control -0.29 -0.18 +0.34 -0.27 -0.06 +0.07 -0.08 
over Unit 

Dependence on +O.HJ +0.11 -(J.(J!) --0.17 +(J.(J(j -1 (J. 22 -0.01 
Other Units 

N= 16 

0\ 
1.1'1 
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with the increa . se In expertise was confirmed at lower level 

(r= 0.40, near the significance level). Contrary to the ex­

pectations, at higher level, task variability correlated 

negatively and insignificantly with expertise. At lower 

level, it was positively but insignificantly correlated with 

standardization. No association was found between two vari­

ables at higher level. At lower level, task variabili ty was 

found to be positively related to the authority dimensions 

and significantly correlated with job discretion (r= 0.65, 

p<O.OS). This finding implied that IOI,er level unit members 

would exercise more discretion in ~ork related decisioffiwhen 

task variability was high. 

Con t r a r y to t he ex p e c t at ion s , at h i g her 1 ev e 1 u nit s , t ask 

variability was not correlated with job discretion and autho­

rity dimensions. 

Task difficulty and role interchangeability was correlated 

as expected at the higher level. Correlation coefficient was 

near the significance level implying that when task difficulty 

was high, role interchangeability ~as lo~ and personnel spe­

cialization within the unit increased. At both levels, task 

difficulty and structure" dimensions correlated insignifi­

cantly. 

The s t r i kin g fin din g was t hat, a t lower 1 e \" e 1, t ask d iff i -

culty correlated with job discretion more strongly than it 

did at higher level. It was negatively correlated with exper­

tise and authority dimension at both le~els, contrary to the 

expectations. 

At lower level, participation was negatively related to task 

difficulty, implying the centralization of decision making 

at lower level," consistent with the findings of negative cor­

relation between task difficulty and unit employee/unit col­

legial authority. At higher level, task interdependence was 
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not found to be effective on structural cimensions like stan­

dardization and unit collegial authorit:;. Correlations were 

in the predicted direction but insignificant. 

At lower level, task l' t d d f' n er epenence "''-=S ouna to be more 

effective on the unit structure. Task interdependence was 

positively related to expertise at th1'S'~ 1 f" ~~ve , con 1rD1ng our 

expectations. Since interdependence was :3sed on the material 

wokflow between· subordinates and expert::'se implied subordi­

nate's handskill in performing their jo'::ls, a positiye rela­

tionship between the two dimensions makes sense. 

Standardization was strongly and positiYely related to task 

interdependence to coordinate high le~el workflow interdepen­

dence by setting more rules and procedures (r= 0.51; near the 

significance le~el). 

results as expected. 

Authority dimens~uns yield positive 

Although it \,as assumed that at higher level, expertise and 

job discretion \.;ould correlate significantly and positively 

with technology dimensions, the results revealed support for 

this relationship at lower level. Consistent \dth expecta­

tions, lower leyel units \{ere more formalized when task 

variability and interdependence were high. 

Another striking finding was that lower level units were more 

decentralized than higher level units. 

The results of context-structure relatiunship showed that, 

at the lo\,er level, role interchangeability, expertise and 

standardization \"ere more a function of size (r= 0.62, p< 

0.05), than of technology. Hhen the si=e of the unit in-

creases; standardization increases significantly to coordi-

na te and con tr'ol the work aC ti vi ties 0 f uni t members. The 

same results was not confirmed at the higher level. A sup-

rising finding was the negative relationship 
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expertise at this level. Although size increase associated 

with a decrease in unit employee and collegial authority, 

the opposite result was found at lower level units, implying 

decentralization Hithin the unit. But this finding did not 

explain the negative and significant correlation between size 

and job discretion (r= -0.58, p<O.l) at the lower level. 

Although correlation was insignificant, participation corre­

lated with size positively, implying that participation cor­

related with size positively, implying that participation is 

more a function of size than of technology at higher level. 

External control over unit and standardization correlation 

yield a surprising finding at the lower le\"el. Contrary to 

centralization theory, the variables were correlated negati­

vely implying decrease in standardization as external control 

over unit increased. 

The negative correlation between external control and autho­

rity dimensions were in the expected direction (r= -0.57, 

p<O.l; r= -0.42, insignificant). Hhen exterrral corrtrol was 

high, employee and collegial authority decreased signifi­

cantly. 

At the higher level, standardization was found to be affected 

more by external control than by techrrology, although corre­

lation coefficient Has insignificant. 

External control did not have significarrt effects orr role 

interchangeability, expertise, authority dimensiorrs, job dis­

cretion and participation, contrary to expectatiorrs. 

At the lower level, dependence on other units was positively 

and significantly correlated with job discretiorr (r= 0.71, 

that when dependence orr other urrits was p<0.05), implying 
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high, unit me3bers exercised more discretion in deciding how 

to handle exceptions and to diagnose the problems encountered 

in their work. 

Also, correlation between depende~ce and enit collegial aut­

hority was found near the significance level, indicating that 

as dependence increased, unit supervisor 2nd unit members as 

a group increased their authority on work related decisions. 

The same result \ ... a s not 0 b t a i ned a t r: i g her I eve 1 . \{ hen 

dependence on other units \,as high, unit employee authority 

wouldu decrease (r= -0.37, near significa:1ce level) and su­

pervisor's authority would increase. 

At the 10\ver level, technology-structure .'lnd context struc­

ture relationships yield expected results, but because of 

small sample size eN=ll) it may be concluded that most of the 

correlations did not reach significance level. Results showed 

that, at this level, contextual variables 3ffected the struc­

ture of the ",ark units more than technology. 

No significant correlations Here found cetween technology, 

context and structure dimensions at higher level. Role inter­

changeability was found to be a function of technology and 

standardization a function of external control over unit, 

although correlations were insignificant. 

4.3. Fit Analysis 

4.3.1. Correlational Analysis Between Technology, Context, 

Organicness and Performance Dimensions 

Correlational analysis was conducted to examine the effects 

context a nd organicness variables on work unit of technology, 

performance. 
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Table 4.7 indicates that there were no significant correla-

tions between technology dimensions and work uni t perfor­

mance. Only task variability and performance correlation was 

found to be close to the significance level, implying that 

when task variability is high, performance will increase, 

contrary to expectations. 

Although contextual variables had insignificant correlations 

wi th performance. the relationships were in the predicted 

direction. 

As size increased, performance also increased, implying that 

high number of unit personnel was associated with an increase 

in outputs. 

Since external control over unit was effective in setting 

performance criteria, positive relationship between this 

variable and performance might be explained as, when perfor­

mance targets set for the units were high, units tried to 

achieve these targets by performing more. 

As expected, increase in dependence on other units associated 

wih a decrease in work uni t performance. Since performance 

of the unit was affected by the outputs and performance of 

the other units, highly dependent units will be less effec­

tive when the supplier unit performed its work inefficiently. 

There was no association between organicness and performance 

dimensions. 

These findings showed that technology and organicness (struc­

ture) variables independently did not affect work unit per­

formance, but it may be assumed that interactively they might 

explain variance in the performance. 
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TABLE 4.7. Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between 

Technology, Cont t 0 ex, rganicness and Performance 
Dimensions 

Technology 

Task Variability 

Task Difficulty 

Task Interdep. 

Context 

Size 

External Control 
Over Unit 

Dependence on 
Other Units 

Structure 

Organicness 

Performance Unit Ratings) 

+0.28 

+0.02 

-0.08 

+0.17 

+0.11 

-0.29 

+0.09 

4.3.2. Overall Fit Between Technology and Structure 

Fit analysis was conducted to find out whether \{ork units 

have structural characteristics appropriate to their level 

of technology. 

a. Fit Analysis Between Task Variability and Organicness 

The analysis was conducted by assuming that when task varia­

bility is high, organicness of the unit should be high and 

vice versa. This will lead to a fit between technology and 

structure. Results of the fit analysis (FITl) between task 

va ria b i 1 i t y and 0 r g ani c ness (T a b 1 e 4. 8) s howe d t hat 0 u t 0 f 2 7 

units, only 15 units have fit. between their structure and 

technology. 
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TABLE 4.8. Fit Analysis Between Task Va r i ., b i 1 i t Y dnd Organiccess 

UNIT CODE TASK VARIABILITY ORG:\\ICNESS FITI 

021 High high Yes 
022 Lo,v High No 
023 La I.; Lo".,- Yes 
024 High L:)\,' No 
025 High Lo,,' No 
026 La I.; Lo,,' Yes 
027 Low Lo\.; Yes 
028 Lo,oJ Lo\.; Yes 
029 High La\.; No 

0210 High High Yes 
0211 Lol.; Lo" Yes 
031 Lo\oJ La,," Yes 
032 High Lo,,' t\o 

033 High High Yes 
034 Low Lo\\" Yes 
035 High Lo\,' No 
036 High High Yes 
037 High T 

LO\,' X"' 
038 Low High No 

041 High Lo,,' No 

042 High High Yes 

043 High Hioh 
'" 

Yes 

044 Lo\oJ High No 

045 Lol.; High No 

046 Lo\" High No 

047 High High Yes 

048 High Hioh 
'" 

Yes 

Ateliers were found to be mechanistic and had low task varia­

bility implying fit bet\oJeen their structure and task varia­

bility. An exceptional case, one atelier had fit bet\.;een or­

ganic-structural characteristi.cs and high task variability, 

and two ateliers showed no fit because their mechanistic 
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structures were not able to handle high task yari3bility. 

Contrary to the expectations, one production line showed fit 

between its organic structure and high task variabiliry. 

Two of the selling units (shops) with high degree of organic­

ness shm-led fit with their high level task variability. Ex­

port-Impart-Finance and Accounting-Personnel units h3d orga­

nic structure because of high expertise and job 3utonomy 

\·1ithin the units, but since their work unit activities \,'ere 

routine, they sho\.Jed no fit. One purchasing unit faced \,'ith 

low task variability, showing no fit with its organic struc­

ture. 

FITl analysis yielded the result that, among 27 units, fit 

between organicness and task variability reached to the level 

of 55 per cent (15/27). 

b. Fit Analysis Between Task Difficulty and Organic ness 

Assuming that high task difficulty will lead to high organic­

ness and low task difficulty associates with mechanistic 

structure, units were analyzed for the fit between their 

structure and technology. 

Results of the fit analysis (FIT2), presented in Table 4.9, 

show that 14 units out of 27 have no fit. Ateliers which had 

mechanistic structure showed fit with their low level of task 

difficulty. Only two ateliers have organic structure, \vhich 

was unexpected and only one showed fit with task difficulty. 

One production line and one quality control unit was found 

to be organic, contrary to the expectations and they did not 

have fit with their low level of task difficulty. Two produc­

tion planning units had no fit. 

Raw material purchasing unit was found to have low task dif­

ficulty, contrary to the expectation that a boundary spanning 
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unit ""ould have high task uncertainty. This unit showed no 

fit with its highly organic structure. 

TABLE 4 .9. Fit Analysis Between Task Diffict:lty and Organicness 

U:iIT CODE TASK DIFFICULTY ORG.-\XICNESS FIT2 

021 High High Yes 

022 Lo\\ High No 

023 High Lo\; No 

024 High Lo\o." No 

025 Low Lo\; Yes 

026 Lo\oJ Lo\; Yes 

027 LOi' Lo\, Yes 

028 High Lo\o.- No 

029 High LOK No 

0210 Low High No 

0211 LOioJ Ho\; Yes 

031 High Lo\; No 

032 High LOi; No 

033 Low High No 

034 Low Lo\, Yes 

035 Low LOi," Yes 

036 High High Yes 

037 High Lo\," No 

038 Low High No 

041 Low Lo\," Yes 

042 High High Yes 

043 High High Yes 

044 Low High No 

045 Lo\oJ High No 

046 Low High No 

047 High High Yes 

048 High High Yes 
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Two selling units which have high task uncertainty had fit 

with their structures. This analysis has yielded a fit value 

of 48 percent (13/27). 

c. Fit Analvsis Between Task Interdependence and Organicness 

FIT3 analysis was used to determine which work units have 

fit between their level of task interdependence and organic­

ness . Results of the analysis are presented in Table 4.10. 

Twelve units out of 27 had fit between task interdependence 

and their structure design (FIT3: 44%). 

At lower levels, there were mismatches between mechanistic 

structure and high 

interdependence is 

task 

high 

interdependence. 

as a result of 

In ateliers, task 

sequential workflow 

between unit members and it is inappropriate for mechanistic 

structure. 

Selling and purchasing units have 10\'; task interdependence 

because of independent workflow between unit members and or­

ganic structure because of high degree of expertise and job 

autonomy. Therefore, in these units, fit did not exist. 

From the results of the fit analysis, one can conclude that 

FITl has yielded the best result with a score of 55 per cent 

fit. 

4.3.3. A Test of Contingency Theory: Relationship Between 

Technology-Structure Fit and Work Unit Effectiveness 

Based on the statement of contingency theory that effective 

work units have structural characteristics appropriate to 

their level of technological complexity and that less effec­

tive units hav~ a mismatch between technology and structure, 

Chi-square analysis was used to determine the relationship 

between technology-structure fit and work unit performance. 
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TABLE 4.10. Fi t Analysis Between Task Interdependence 

and Organicness 

UNIT CODE TASK INTERDEPENDENCE ORGANICNESS FIT3 

021 High High Yes 

022 Lo\. High No 

023 Low Low Yes 

024 High Low No 

025 Low Low Yes 

026 High Low No 

027 High Low No 

028 High Low No 

029 Low Low Yes 

0210 Low High No 

0211 Low Low Yes 

031 High Low No 

032 High Low No 

033 Low High No 

034 Low Low Yes 

035 Low Low Yes 

036 High High Yes 

037 High Low No 

038 High High Yes 

041 High Low No 

042 Low High No 

043 Low High No 

044 High High Yes 

045 High High Yes 

046 Low High No 

047 Low High No 

048 High High Yes 

Chi-square test results for the relationship between techno­

logy-structure fit and work unit performance are shown in 

Table 4.11. 
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TABLE 4.11. Chi-Square Tests :or the Relaiionship Bet~een 

Technology-Struct~re Fit and Work lnit Performance 

FITl: X2: 6.7S"~"" 

0 : 0.50 

FIT2: X2= 2.9 i"~ 

0 : 0.33 

FIT3: X2: 1.03 

0 = 0.20 

Significance Lcyels: 

:~ p<O .. l 

*':< p<0.05 

FIT 
Yes 

No 

~ 
~ 

Key: 
Performance 

Relationship between FITI a::d performance \,·as found to be 

strong and significant (X2: 6.75, 0= 0.50, p<O.Ol),l confirm­

ing that work units rated high on performance have a fit bet­

ween their level of task variability and structure, whereas 

units with low performance do not have fit. 

FIT2 and performance of units Kere related at 0.1 significance 

level (X2: 2.97, 0= 0.33). 

This finding verified our expectations that Kork units which 

have fit betKeen their level of task difficulty and structure 

are effective; units with no fit are less effective. 

lChi-Square(X2 ): shows the significance of the relationship between the 
two variables. 

Phi(0): an indicator of the degree of relationship between the two 
variables. 
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Chi-square results for FIT3 and performance were not as ex­

pected. The two variables were found to be insignificantly 

related (X 2=1.OS, 0= 0.20). 

Contrary to our expectations, units which had no fit were 

found to be effective and units with fit were rated as in­

effective. But the assumption that less effective units have 

no fit between their task interdependence and structure has 

been verified by our findings. 

Based on the results of Table 4.11, it can be concluded that 

performance was highly and significantly related to FITl and 

FIT2. 

In the preceding analysis, performance variable was consi-

de red unidimensional. Dimensions 

qua n tit Y , qua 1 i t y, in nova t ion and 

also be individually affected by 

of performance; naoely, 

personnel satisfaction may 

technology-structure fit. 

Therefore, another chi-square analysis was conducted to de­

termine the relationships between technology-structure fit 

and each of the performance dimensions. 

Results of the analysis, as presented in Table 4.12, show 

that FITl was found to be significantly related to quantity 

performance (X2= 2.77, p<O.l, 0= 0.32). This result implies 

that units which have high quantity performance (effective 

units) have fit between their level of task variabilit~ and 

structure. Less effective units (quantity performance low) 

had no fit. 

Relationship between FIT2 and quantity performance was found 

to be highly significant (X2= 6.32, p<0.05, 0= 0.4S). 

High quantity ~erformance associated with the congruency bet­

ween task difficulty and organicness. 



TABLE 4.12. Chi-Square Tests for the Relationship Between Technology,Structure Fit and 
Performance Dimensions 

Quantity Quality Personnel 
Performance Performance Innovation Satisfaction 

FIT1: x'~ 2.77* HH X'- 4.32**~ X2 = 1.50 §E X'= 1.54 

o = 0.32 5 7 o = 0.40 4 8 o = 0.23 7 5 0 = 0.23 

FIT2: X'= 6.32**ffiE X'= 4.63**~ X'= O.OJ ~ X'=O.Ol 

o = 0.48 5 9 0 = 0.41 5 9 0 = 0.02 10 4 0 = 0.02 

FIT3: X2= 0.77 liliJ X'= 0.067 ~ X'=8.53*** ~ X'= 0.09 

o = 0.l7 10 5 0 = 0.05 8 7 0 = 0.56 14 1 0 = 0.06 

Significance Levels: 

* p<O.l 

** p<O.OS 

*** p<O.Ol. 

KEY: 

Ji.LT 

Perf.Dimension 

Yes 'fi~hl~J 
No 

8j± 8 4 I 

I :~ I : , 
5ffij 12 3 

~ 
1.0 
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There was no relationship between FIT3 and quantity perfor-

mance. 

Consistent with our expectations, quantity perfor~ance was 

found to be a function of FITl and FIT2 like overall perfor­

mance. The relation to FIT2 is higher than that to FITl. 

Quality performance variable was found to be highly related 

to FITl and FIT2 (X 2 = 4.32, p<0.05, 0= 0.40; '(2= 4.63, p< 

0.05, 0= 0.41, respectively), implying that units rated high 

on quality performance had fit between their level of task 

variability, task difficulty and their level of organicness. 

Low quality performance units were found to have no fit. No 

association was found between FIT3 and quality performance. 

Quality performance was more a function of FIT2. 

Innovation dimension of performance was related to FIT3 sig­

nificantlv (X 2 = 8.53, p<O.Ol, 0= 0.56), but in the unexpected 

direction. Units with high level of innovations \.;ere found 

to have mismatch betwen their task interdependence and struc­

ture. Relationships between FITl, FIT2. FIT3 and personnel 

satisfaction were found to be insignificant. 

To summarize, confirming our expectations, quality and quan­

tity performance were found to be a highly related function 

of FITI and FIT2, whereas no relationship bet\v'een innovati­

on, personnel satisfaction dimensions and fit was encountered. 

Since technological uncertainty -task variability and task 

difficulty- have effects on the quantity and quality of goods 

produced, units should conform their structures to the level 

of uncertainty in order to be effective. 
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v. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This study was conducted with the purpose of determining the 

relationship between technology, context and struc ture, and 

the impact of the fit between technology and structure on 

work unit effectiveness. 

Our findings revealed little support for the effects of 

technology on work unit design. 

Correlations between technology and structure were found to 

be insignificant. 

T e c hn 0 log v dim ens ion san d e x per tis e cor reI ate d neg a t i vel y , 

showing inconsistency with the earlier studies. 

It can be concluded that in this organization, expertise is 

based on handskill of the unit members, not on the educational 

background or training. All lower level unit members are 

qualified workers; this was supported by the findings that 

at lower level units, task variability and interdependence 

were positively correlated with expertise, implying that when 

task is variable or task interdependence is high, unit mem­

bers' expertise is required to handle variability and to in­

crease material workflow. 

At higher level, expertise lost its significance. It \vas 
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found to be negatively correlated with technology dimensions. 

It can be concluded that expertise items ','ere not a good 

measure to reflect hand craft of the workers at lower level 

and specialization of the unit members at higher level units. 

Technology dimensions correlated with role interchangeability 

in the expected direction. As technological uncertainty and 

task interdependence increased, unit members performed their 

job without changing their 

wi thin the uni t increased 

roles; personnel specialization 

to analyze the ',ork activities; 

consultation and collaboration among unit members ~as needed 

to solve work unit problems. 

Technological uncertainty led to increase in job discretion, 

decrease in standardization, implying that employees exercised 

more discretion in making work-related decisions, and forma­

lized rules and procedures were not followed. But surpris­

ingly, employee and collegial authority decreased signifi­

cantly, supporting the final authority of supervisors on work 

units. Since the organization studied is a family corpora­

tion, centralization of decision making is high and partici­

pation in decision making becomes no more important. Indeed, 

there were no units in which employees have final authority 

in work unit activities and performance. 

Participation was weakly correlated with technology even when 

external control over unit was held constant. This suggests 

that participation items were not well understood by respon­

dents, although job discretion and unit employee authority 

yield high scores and significant results, participation had 

low scores and significant results, participation had low 

scores and correlation coefficients near zero. 

Elimination of the effects of external control did not result 

in significant relationship between technology and structure. 
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Therefore variance in the structure may be explained by con­

textual factors. 

Our findings support the Aston group findings L: that, con­

textual factors such as size and dependence are more impor­

tant predictors of organization structure than te=hnology. 

External c~ntrol over unit and dependence on othe~ units ~ere 

used as contextual variables and differently co~ceptualized 

from the dependence and control variables of earlier studies. 

These measures are new and not mentioned in the earlier 

studies as variables affecting technology-structu~e relation­

ship at work unit level. These measureswere more significantly 

related to structure than technology. 

The "family corporation" 

makers are owners of the 

characteristic (major decision 

company) enables exte:-nal control 

in authority dimensions more than to explain 

technology. 

the variance 

High degree of dependence on other units in all steps of pro­

duction; input, process, and output, explains ... -l1y the uni t 

members use their discretion and expertise to handle excep­

tions caused by the supplier unit. 

Size was found as the major indicator of the variance in 

standardization, job discretion and personnel specialization. 

It can be concluded that, as the unit size increases, super­

visors set up more rules, use more discretion and authority 

to manage and control work activities. Increase in the number 

of job titles makes the role interchangeability within the 

unit more difficult. Lower level units were found to be more 

decentralized and more formalized. The basic reason is that, 

in that level, production ateliers and lines use their hand 

skill and knowledge to perform their jobs and their discre-
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tion to handle job related problems. By performing the tasks, 

unit members follow written rules since their \.Jork is routine 

and jobs are described by foremen. Most of the workers are 

highly qualified and have work experiences which enable them 

to handle technological complexity and material workflow. 

Since the lower level units are dependent on other units at 

all steps of production, contextual variables were found to 

have strong effect on unit structure. At that level, size 

directl, affects the quantity and quality performance of the 

units and therefore units design their structure according 

to the unit size. 

The findings that higher level units did not have significant 

reI a t ion s hip bet wee nth e i r t e c h n 0 log y - co n t ext and s t r u c t u r e 

may be explained by small sample size. 

Our findings from Chi-square analysis support contingency 

theory in terms of structure-task variability and structure­

task difficulty fit. 

Overall workgroup effectiveness was found as a function of 

fit between structure-task variability and structure-task 

difficulty. 

Since in fit analysis FITI results were the best, overall 

effectiveness related more to the fit between task variability 

and organicness. 

Effective units conformed their structures to the level of 

task variability they encountered. Also contingency theory 

'.Jas confirmed by the significant findings obtained in the 

analysis of the relationship between fit and components of 

performance. 

Quantity and quality components of performance were found to 
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be highly related to FITl and FIT2. 

Since task difficulty and variability affects the quantity 

and quality of the goods 2nd services produced, units should 

have structural characteristics appropriate to their level 

of task difficulty and variability in order to be effective. 

Relation between task interdependence and structure did not 

yield expected results. Units which have no fit between task 

interdependence and oq;anicness (high task interdependence 

and mechanistic structure) were found to be effective. 

The basic reason for this is that FIT3 analysis did not give 

expected result. At lo~er level, because of sequential 

material workflow, ~ork units are highly task interdependent 

and their structures are mechanistic. Although there is no 

fit between task interdependence and structure, most of the 

ateliers are effective in producing high quantity and quality 

output. 

The same reason is applicable to the result of the relation­

ship between innovation performance and task interdependence­

structure fit. 

From the results of the study, it can be concluded that tech­

nology and structure independently do not explain the variance 

in work unit effectiveness, but when interacted with each 

other, they significantly affect work unit effectiveness. 

The use of a single organization limited the study to make 

generalization about technology, structure, context-effecti­

veness relationship. Some of the research findings do not 

confirm previous studies. The characteristics of the organi­

zation studied" and the leather sector in which it operates; 

insignificant correlations because of small sample size, may 

be the reasons for the discrepancies between the findings of 
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this and previous studies. 

Analyses were 

variables were 

computed 

assumed 

manually and 

to be linear. 

relationships 

The validity 

between 

of the 

items was not tested. Multiple regression analysis could not 

be used because of the unavailability of a computer. Simple 

Chi-square analysis was used to test contingency theory. 

Therefore the validity of the study is not so high. 

Expertise of the unit members was measured in terms of edu­

cational background and job training items, not in terms of 

handski11 and work experience. Since lower level units have 

skilled and highly qualified workers with a low level of edu­

cation, expertise scores were not high enough to yield signi­

ficant results in correlational analysis. 

The study has implications and contributions to the organiza­

tion studied, to the work units that participated and to 

further studies. An organization chart was developed for the 

study and each unit's level and supervisors' positions were 

defined. The organization chart will help the company for 

multiple purposes. Results of the study will be useful for 

major decision makers in terms of technology selection and 

structure design. 

A deep understanding of technology-structure relationship at 

work unit level was obtained. Some interesting and surprising 

findings were encountered. The importance of external control 

over units and dependence on other units was verified. 

A performance appraisal was made for the organization. Work 

unit supervisors had an opportunity for an evaluation and 

self appraisal of their units. They will be able to have a 

deep 

,,,hen 

understanding 

the results of 

of their unit structure and 

the study are available to 

these results, attempts can be made to increase 

technology, 

them. Using 

the perfor-
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mance of the ~ork units. 

Measures of context-external control and dependence on other 

units were studied in the context-structure relationship and 

their effects on structure Here found to be significant. 

These variables and rsults of the study may be used in further 

studies. The hierarchical level of analysis used in this 

study may cO:ltribute as methodology for other studies. A 

further study might be conducted by considering the effects 

of supervisory characteristics on work unit structure and 

effectiveness. 
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APPENDIX 1: Organization Chart 

idari i~16r 

Muhasuha va PunQllul Biilumu I (045) 

I ihracat.ithalat va Finans Biilumu I (044) 

(048) (046) (047) 

(031) 

(04J) 

(O24) 

(026) (027) (028) 

(036) (038) (037) 

(029) (02l0) 



APPENDIX 2: List of Work Units Included 

Work Unit 

Derimod Atolyesi I 

Derimod Atolyesi II 

Derimod Atolyesi III 

Ledershow Atolyesi I 

Ledershow Atolyesi II 

Ihracat Atolyesi I 

Ihracat Atolyesi II 

Ihracat Atolyesi III 

Derimod Kesim Bandl 

Ihracat Kesim Bandl I 

Ihracat Kesim Bandl II 

Derimod Kalite Kontrol ve Sevkiyat Bollimli 

Butik Hodelleri Program Ylirlitme Bollimli 

Ledershow Kalite Kontrol ve Sevkiyat Bollimli 

Ihracat Kalite Kontrol ve Sevkiyat Bollimli 

Kesim Kontrol ve Dagltlm Bollimli 

Kesimhane Program Uygulama ve Asorti Bollimli 

Ledershow Kesim ve Asorti Bollimli 

Astar Kesim ve Dagltlm Bollimli 

Sahilyolu Hagaza 

Kadlkoy Magaza 

Osman bey Hagaza 

Ihracat, Ithalat ve Finans Bollimli 

Huhasebe ve Personel Bollimli 

Deri Satln Alma ve Depo 

Aksesuar ve Malzeme Deposu 

Hodel Geli~tirmeBollimli 

92 

in the Study 

Level ID Code 

2 021 

2 022 

2 023 

2 024 

2 025 

2 026 

2 027 

2 028 

2 029 

2 0210 

2 0211 

3 031 

3 032 

3 033 

3 034 

3 035 

3 036 

3 037 

3 038 

4 041 

4 042 

4 043 

4 044 

4 045 

4 046 

4 047 

4 048 
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APPENDIX 3: Questionnaire 

Bu anket, i§ linite1erinin organizasyon yapl.1arl. i1e i1gi1i bir 
1isansUstU tez ~a1l.§maSl.nln ara§tlrma bolUmUnU oiu§turmaktadlr. 
Anket, yonettiginiz bo1Umde ylirlitli1en i§lerin nite1ik1eri, 
bo1UmUnUzUn ya91sa1 oze11ik1eri (organizasyonu) ve etkin1igi 
hakkl.nda bi1gi edinmek amacl.y1a hazl.r1anml§tlr. 

Anket, sizin yonettiginiz b01Um ve bo1UmUnUzde ~a1l§an 
e1eman1ar i1e i1gi1i sorulardan olu§maktadl.r. Anket soru1arl.nl 
cevaplandl.rlrken a§agldaki tanlmlar size yardlmCl. olacaktlr. 

-yonettiqiniz hOlUm, sizi (bolUm yoneticisini) ve size dogru­
dan sorumlu olan elemanlarl.nlZ1 kapsamaktadl.r. 

-BolUm elemanlarl, bolUmUnUzde sizin dl.§l.nl.zda ~all.§an ki§i­
lerden olu§maktadl.r. 

Ankette yer alan sorularl cevaplandl.rlrken, Kendi gorU§UnUzle 
ger~ege en yakl.n olduguna inandlglnlz cevap se~eneqini i§aret­
leyiniz. Cevaplarlnlz1n, olmaSl gerekeni degil, varolan durumu 
yansltmaSl. beklenmektedir. 

Anket sorularl. anla§l.ll.r olmayabilir, sorularln i~erigi anla§l­
llr durumda olmadlql. zaman lUtfen yardlm isteyiniz. 

Tamamlanmaml§ anketler veri1erin analizinde gU~lUk yarattlg1n­
dan lUtfen sorularln tUmUnU cevaplandlrlnlz. Herhangi bir 
soruda, verilen cevap kategorilerinden birini i§aretledikten 
sonra bir ek gorU§e yer vermek geregini duyuyorsanl.z, sorunun 
yanlna not edebilirsiniz. 

Verdiqiniz bilgiler kesinlikle sakll. tutulacak ve ara§tlrmaya 
dahil edilen tUm bolUmlerden elde edilen bilgilerin analizi 
sonucunda (hi~bir bolUmUn saqladlgl bilgilerin aYlrdedilemeye­
cegi §ekilde ve bolUm adlarl hi~bir §ekilde belirtilmeden) 
sadece toplu bulgular olarak a91.klanacaktlr. Ara§tl.rmadan elde 
edilen ba§llca bulgular katllan bolUmlere ileti1ecektir. 

Katklnlz ve gosterdiginiz ilgi i9in te§ekkUr ederim • 

. Esra Durgut 
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BOLtiM -1-

A§ag1daki sorular yonettiginiz bollimde yap11an i§lerin ve yuru­
tlilen faaliyetlerin ozellikleri ile ilgilidir. Ama~, bollim 
yoneticisinin veya bolUmdeki herbir eleman1n tek tek gorevleri­
nin ozellikleri degil, bolUmUnUzde ger~ekle§tirilen faaliyetler 
vei§ler bUtUnUnUn ozellikleri hakk1nda bilgi edinmektir. Bu ne­
denle llitfen sorular1 bOllimlinlizde yap1lan i§lerin tlimlinU gozonlin­
de bulundurarak cevapland1r1n1z. 

l.Her i§in rutin ve yeknesak (monoton) yonleri vard1r. BolUmU­
nUzde yap11an i§lerin ne kadar1 rutin ve yeknesak olarak 
nitelendirilebilir? 

O 
hemen 
hemen 
t:limli 

o ~ogu O yakla§1k D baz11ar1 
yalr1S1 D 

hemen 
hemen 
hi~biri 

2.Baz1 i§lerin yap11mas1 ~ok saY1da degi§ik yontem ve teknik­
lerden yararlanmaY1 gerektirir. Baz11ar1nda ise hemen hemen 
slirekli ayn1 teknik veya yontemlerden yararlan111r. Bollimlinliz­
de yap11an i§lerin ne kadar1nda kullan11an yontem ve teknikler 
bir gUnden digerine veya olaydan olaya bliylik ol~lide fark1111k­
lar gosterJ:r? 

o hemen 
hemen 
tlimlinde 

O yakla§1k 0 baz1-
yar1s1nda lar1nda 

.0 hemen 
hemen 
hi~birinde 

3.Bollimlinlizde i§lerin yap1lmas1 s1ras1nda takip edilebilecek 
anla§111r ve a~1k~a tan1mlanm1§ yontem ve teknikler ne ol~Ude 
vard1r? 

O bUylik 
ol~lide o olduk~a O bir 

ol~lide o s1n1rl1 
ol~lide O hemen 

hemen 
hi~ 

4.Bollimlinlizlin faaliyeti ne ol~lide ayn1 i§i ayn1 §ekilde yapmak 
olarak nitelendirilebilir? 

O hemen 0 s1n1rl1 
hemen hi~ ol~lide o bir 

ol~lide 
o olduk~a o bliylik 

ol~lide 
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5. Bo1limlinlizde yapl1an i§ler veya lizerinde <;a11§11an olay veya 
ma1zeme1er glinden gline veya olaydan olaya ne ol<;lide fark1111k-
1ar gosterir? 

btiylik o ol<;lide o olduk<;a D bir 
o 1 <;lide D slnlr11 

o 1 <;lide o hemen hemen 
hi<; 

6. Bo1limlinUzde yapl1an i§lerin dogru oldugunu ne Kadar ko1ay11k­
la tahmin edebi1irsiniz? 

o <;ok 
zor o olduk<;a 

zor o biraz 
ko1ay D olduk<;a 

ko1ay o <;ok ko1ay 

7. Son li<; ay boyunca, bo1limUnUzde ne Kadar slk anlnda(hemen) 
<;ozli1emeyecek gli<; sorufl1ar1a kar§11a§ill1dl? 

o haftada 
1 ya da 
daha az 

D yak1a§lk D yak1a§lk 0 yak1a§lk 
haftada gUnde . glinde 
2-4 kere 1 kere 2-4 kere 

o glinde 5 kere 
ya da daha 
fazla 

8. Bu tlir gli<; sorUIil.1arln <;ozt6,:mesi i<;in, ne kadarl1.k bir zaman 
sliresinde dli§Unli1mesi ve <;a11§ma yapl1masl gerekti? 

o litaftada n 
;.1 saat 
ten az 

yak1a§1~D'fY~k1a§lk D 
haftadac·.··. gunde 
1-4 saat 1 saat 

yak1a§lk 
glinde 
2-3 saat 

D glinde 4 saat 
ya da daha 
faz1a 

9. Bo1Umlinlizde ylirlitU1en <;aba1arln muhteme1 sonu<;larlnln ne ola­
caglndan ne Kadar emin olabilirsiniz? 

D % 40 
veya 
daha az 

0%41-60 D % 61-75 D % 76-90 o % 91 veya 
daha faz1a 

10. Orta1ama bir hafta boyunca, bo1limlinlizde faa1iyet1erin ylirlitli1~ 
mesi slraslnde ne Kadar slk hi<; bek1enmedik olay1ar1a kar§11a9111r? 

o <;ok 
nadir D 

arada 
slrada o olduk<;a 

slk 
D <;ok slk D devam11 



11.BolUmlinUzUn faaliyetlerinin ylirUtUlmesi s1ras1nda ne ol~Ude 
ayn1 tip sorunlarla kar§11a§111r? 

O hemen 
hemen 
her 
zaman 

[J i:nellikl[] bazen o nadiren o hemen hemen 
hi~ 
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12.BolUmUnUzde c;a11§anlar, 
i§ yapabilmeleri i~in 
gerekli olan bilgi ve 
malzeme gereksinimlerini 
elde etmek ic;in a§ag1daki 
ki§ilere ne Kadar bag1m-
11d1r? hemen 

hemen 
hi~ 

~ok 
az 

biraz olduk~a tamamen 

a).BolUm yoneticisi 
olarak size? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) .Bollimde ~a11§an 
diger ememanlara? 1 2 3 4 5 

c)BollimUnUz d1l?1nda 
~a11§anlara? 1 2 3 4 5 

13.BolUmUnUzde ~a11§anlar 
gorevlerini yerine 
getirirken af?ag1daki 
ki§ilere ne Kadar 
bag1m11d1r? 

a).BolUm yoneticisi 
olarak size? 1 2 3 4 5 

b) .Bollimde ~a11§an 
3 4 5 diqer elemanlara? 1 2 

c) .Bollimlinuz d1l?1nda 
c;a11§anlara? 1 2 3 4 5 



97 

J.4.BoJ.UmUnUzde ~aJ.1§anlar 
i§in kendilerine dU§en 
k1sm1n1 bitirdikten sonra, 
tUm i§in ya da servisin 
tamamlanmasl.ndan once, 
i§ ak1§ Sl.raS1na gore 
bir sonraki goreve 
ba§larken a§ag1daki 
ki§ilere ne Kadar 
bagl.m11d1r? hemen ~ok biraz olduk~a tamamen 

hemen az 
hi~ 

a).BolUrn yoneticisi 
olarak size? 1 2 3 :4 5 

b) .BoJ.Umde ~a11§an 
diger elernanlara? 1 2 3 4 5 

c) .BolUrnUnUz dl.§1nda 
~all.§anlara? 1 2 3 4 5 

15.BolUrnUnUzdeki i§lerin yap11abilrnesi i~in varolan yon tern ve 
tekniklerden ne ol~Ude faydalan11abilinir? 

O 
hernen 
hernen 
hi~ 

o sl.n1rll. 
ol~Ude o bir 

ol~Ude 
o olduk~a o bUyUk 

ol~Ude 



A§agl.daki soru, bollimUnUzde ~all.§anlar arasl.nda bOlUm i~indeki 
i§ akl.§ §ekilleri ile ilgilidir. BolUmUnUzde yapl.Ian i§lerin 
elemanlarl.nl.z arasl.ndaki akl.§l., a§agl.da tanl.mlanan ve ~izilen 
dort §ema ile temsil edilebilir. (BolUm yoneticisi olarak 
kendinizi §ekillerde ~izilen dairelerin dl.§l.nda tutmall.sl.nl.z; 
daireler bblUmde <;a11§an elemanlarl. temsil etmektedl.r.) 

16.BolUmUnUzde yapl.lan 
i§lerin ne kadarl.nl.n 
elemanlar~nl.z aras~nda 

a§agl.da tanl.mIanan i§ akl.§ 
. §emaIarl.na uygun olarak 

aktl.gl.nl. belirtiniz? 

i§in ne kadarl. bolUm 
elemanlarl. arasl.nda 
a§ag~da gosterildigi 
bi'~imde akmaktadl.r? 

98 

Hemen Biraz~ 
hemen 
i§in 
hi~ bir 

Yakla§~k C;ogu 
i§in 
% 50'si 

Hemen 
hemen 
i§in 
tamaml. 

kl.sm~ 

a) .1fBag~msl.z i§ Akl.§~", 
bolUmUnUzdeki i§ler 
elemanlarl.nl.z taraf1ndan 
tek ba§larl.na yerine 
getirilmektedir ve 
elemanlar aras1nda 
bir i§ ak1§1 yoktur? 1 2 3 4 5 

i§in bolUme giri§i 

I 9 ~ ~ I 
i§in bolUmden ~1kl.§1 

b)."Sl.ra11 i§ Ak1§ l." , 
bolUmUnUzdeki i§ler 
elemanlarl.nl.z arasl.nda 
ve tek bir yonde 

5 akmaktadl.r? 1 2 3 4 

I~I 
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I§in ne kadarl bolUm elemanlarl 
araslnda a§aglda gosterildigi 
bi~imde akmaktadlr? 

Hemen BirazJ. 
hemen 
i§in 
hi~ bir 
Klsml 

c)."Kar§111kll ±§ Akl§l~ 
BolUmUnUzdeki i§ler 
elemanlarlnlz araslnda 
kar§lllkll olarak 
akmaktadlr? 1 

d) • "Grup I§ AK1§1", 
BolUm elemanlarl 
biraraya gelerek,ortaya 
~lkan problemleri te§his 
etmek ve ~ozmek i~in 
grup halinde hareket 
ederek i§lerin aynl 
zamanda yapllmaslnl 
saglarlar? 1 

2 

2 

Yakla§lK <;ogu 
i§in 
% 50'si 

3 4 

3 4 

Hemen 
hemen 
i§in 
tamaml 

5 

5 
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BOLDM - II -

A§ag1daki sorular, yonettiginiz bollimlin yap1sal ozellikleri 
(Organizasyonu) ile ilgilidir. Sorularl., bOllimlinlizli bir blitlin 
olarak ele a11p cevapland1r1n1z. 

1.Bollimlinlizdeki elemanlar1n gorevleri birbirlerinden ne ol~lide 
. fark11d1r? 

bliylik 
ol~lide 
fark11 

D olduk~a fark11 o bir 
Ole;lide 
fark11 

D az 
fark11 D heman 

hemen 
hie; farkll 
degil 

2.Son lie; ay boyunca, bOllimlinlizdeki elemanlar1n n e kadar1 ayn1 
i§i yapt11ar", ya da herbiri fark11 gorevi yerine getirdi? 

D hie;bi:-i. 
ayn1 1§1 
yapmad1 

D sadece 
birkae;1 
ayn1 i§i 
yapt1 

D yakla§1k 
yarl.S1 
ayn1 i§i 
yapt1 

D e;ogu 
ayn1 i§i 
yapt1 

o hepsi 
ayn1 i§i 
yapt1 

3.Bollim elemanlar1n1Z1n ne kadar1 diger bir eleman1n i§ini 
yapab~lecek kapasitededir? 

o hie;biri o sadece 
birkae;1 o yakla§1k 

yar1s1 o o hepsi 

4.Bollimlinlizde e;al1§an elemanlar1 ne Kadar kOlay11kla rotasyona 
tabi tutabilirsiniz ki, herbiri digerinin i§ini rahat11kla 
yapabilsin? 

o e;ok zor, D 
hemen 
hemen tlim 
elemanlar1n 
uzun bir 
egitime 
ihtiyac1 
olurdu 

olduke;a 0 
zor,baz1 
elemanlar1n 
uzun bir 
egitime 
ihtiyac1 
olurduo 

biraz o zor, 
elemanlar1n 
biraz1n1n 
egitime 
ihtiyac1 
olurdu 

olduke;a 0 
kolay, 
baz1· 
elemanlar1n 

. k1sa bir 
egitime 
ihtiyac1 
olurdu 

e;ok kolay, 
elemanlar1n 
hie;birinin 
egitime 
ihtiyac1 
olmazd1 
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5.Son li<; ay boyunca, elemanlarlnlZ ne kadar slk rotasyona 
girerek birbir1erinin i§lerini yaptl1ar? 

o hi<; bir 
zaman O yak1a§lk 0 yak1a§lk 0 yak1a§lk 

her ay her hafta her gUn o yakla§lk 
her saat 

6.Bollimlinlizde <;all§anlarln ne kadarlnl kendi alanlarlnda uzman 
ki§iler olarak tanlm1amak mlimkUndUr? 

O hemen 
hemen 
tlimUnU 

o <;ogunu O yak1a§lk 
yarl.Slnl Dbazl1arlnl 0 hemen 

hemen 
hi<;birini 

7.Bo1UmUnlizde <;a1l§anlarln yak1a§lk ylizde ka<;l yaptlk1arl i§le 
dogrudan i1gi1i yliksek ogrenim gormli§lerdir? 

0% 0-20 21-40 0% 41-60 o % 61-80 81-100 

8.Bo1limlinlizde <;a1l§an1arln ne kadarl i§e girdik1erinden bu yana 
i§ dl.§lnda en az bir kez uzun sUre1i egitim programlna katl1ml§-
1ardlr? 

o hemen 
hemen 
tlimU 

o o yak1a§lk 
yarlsl 

o baZl1arl. D hemen 
hemen 
hi<;biri 

9.Bollimlinlizde <;a1l§an1arln ne kadarl. yaptlk1arl i§le i1gi1i 
mes1eki yaYlnlarl (kitap,dergi,vs.) slirekli olarak iz1emektedir1er? 

O hemen 
hemen 
hi<;biri 

o baZl1arl D yak1a§lk 
yarlSl. o o hem en 

hemen tUmU 

lO.BolUmUnlizdeki kura1 ve yontemler i§ faa1iyet1erinin nasl1 
koordine ve kontro1 edi1ecegini ne ol<;lide kesin olarak 
be1ir1emi§lerdir? 

o <;ok 
gene1 o olduk<;a 

gene1 o biraz 
kesin o olduk<;a 

kesin o <;ok 
kesin 
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11. Son U~ ay boyunca, bo1Um e1eman1ar1 bu i§ kural ve yontem­
lerini ne Kadar s1k ih1al etti1er? 

O hi~ bir 
zaman o ~ok nadir O arada 

s1rada 
o ~ok s1k o her zaman 

Il. Bo1UmUnUzde bu i§ kural1ar1na uyulrnas1 i~in ne ol~Ude 
s1k1 bir kontrol uygulanmaktad1r? 

D hi<; bir D <;ok az 
D 

biraz 0 olduk<;a D <;ok s1k1 
kontrol bir s1k1 s1k1 bir kontrol 
yoktur kontro1 bir bir vard1r 

vard1r kontro1 kontro1 
vard1r vard1r 

13. Bu i§ kura11ar1n1n ve yontem1erinin ne kadar1 yaz111 olarak 
bu1unrnaktad1r? 

D % 0-20 21-40 o % 4J.-60 o % 61-80 o % 80-100 

14. Bo1UmUnUzdeki e1ernan1ar i§lerini yapar1arken bo1UrnUnUz 
i<;in konmu§ standard1ara ne ol~Ude uyar1ar ? 

O hemen 0 S1n1r11 
hernen hi<; ol<;Ude o bir 

ol<;Ude o olduk~a bUyUk o (:5l~Ude 
15. Bo1UrnUnUzdeki faa1iyet1er s1ras1nda ortaya 91kan bek1enrnedik 
olay1ara ~ozUm bu1abi1rnek i<;in e1eman1ar1n1Z1n ku11anabi1ecegi 
yaz111 yada yaz1s1z yonternler ne oranda mevcuttur? 

0%0-20 D % 21-40 0%41-60 o % 61-80 o % 81-100 



l6.BolUmUnUzde hangi i§ ve 
faaliyetlerin yap1lacag1na 
karar vermede a§ag1daki 
ki§iler ne o19Ude etki ve 
soz sahibidir? 

hi9 

a).BolUmUnUz d1§1nda 
sizinle ili§kide olan 
ki§iler? 

b).BolUm yoneticisi 
olarak siz? 

c).BolUm elemanlar1? 
(Ferdi olarak) 

d).Siz ve elemanlar1n1z 
bir grup olarak? 

17.BolUmUnUzUn faaliyet­
lerini koordine ve kontrol 
etmede kullan1lacak kural 
v~ yontemleri saptamada 
a§ag1daki ki§iler ne 
o19Ude etki ve soz 
sahibidir? 

a).BolUmUnUz d1§1nda 
sizinle ili§kide olan 
ki§iler? 

b).BolUm yoneticisi 
olarak siz? 

c).BolUm elemanlar1? 
(Ferdi olarak) 

d).Siz ve elemanlar1n1z 
bir grup olarak ? 

1 

1 

1 

1 

hi9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l.Uj 

BolUm i§lerine karar vermede 
etkinlik oran1 

90k az biraz olduk9a 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

Kurallar1 saptamada 
etkinlik oran1 

90k az biraz olduk9a 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

90k 

5 

5 

5 

5 

90k 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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18. Elemanlarl.nl.zl.n i§ ortaml.ndaki davranl.§larl. ve i§letme ile 
ili§kileri (i§e ba§lama ve 91.kl.§ saatleri, izin alma, terfi vs.) 
ne o19lide yazl.ll. kurallarla belirlenmi§tir? 

O 
hemen 

. hemen 
tUmliyle 
yazl.ll. 

D 90gu 
kurallar 
yazl.ll. 

D kurallar 
kl.smen 
yazl.ll. 

D az 
sayl.da 
kural 
yazl.ll. 

o hemen hemen 
hi9 yazl.ll. 
kural yok 

19. Kura~larl.n dl.§l.na 91.kl.lmamasl. ne o19Ude Sl.kl. denetlenir? 

o 90k Sl.kl. 
denetle~ 
lenir 

o Sl.kl. o bir 
o19lide 
Sl.kl. 

o Sl.kl. 
degil o hemen hemen 

hi9 
denetlenmez· 

20. Kurallara uymamanl.n cezasl. ne o19lide "kesin ve yazl.ll. olarak 
belirlenmi§tir? 

O hemen 0 sl.nl.rll. 
hemen hi9 o19Ude o bir 

o19Ude 
o olduk9a " 0 bUyUk olgUde 

21. BolUmUnUzde 9a11.§an elemanlar i§leri ile ilgili kararlara 
ne o19Ude katl.ll.rlar? 

o bUyUk 
o19Ude 

D olduk9a D kl.smen o sl.nl.rll. 
o19Ude O hemen hemen 

hi9 
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22. Bo1UmUnlizdeki elemanlar a§agida be1irtilen Kendi i§leri ile 
ilgili kararlarda ne ole;lide otoritesahibidirler? 

hie; 

a).Glindelik faaliyetler 
ie;inde hangi i§i 
yapacaklar1n1 
belirlemede? 1 

b).Kendi i§ amae;lar1n1 
(ne Kadar i§i ne slirede 
yapacak1ar1n1 ) 
belirlemede? 1 

c).i§lerini nas11 
yapacaklar1n1 belirleyen 
kural ve yontemleri 
ortaya getirme ve 
kullanmada? 1 

d) .Kar§11a§t1klar1 
sorunlar1n e;ozlimlinli 
saptamada? 1 

Bollim elemanlar1n1n karar 
vermede sahip olduklar1 
otorite 

e;ok az biraz olduke;a e;ok 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

23. Ortaya e;1kan i§ sorunlar1n1 e;ozmek ie;in bollimlinlizde e;a11§an 
eleman1ar1n fikir ve onerilerinden ne ole;lide yararlan111r? 

o bliyUk 
ble;lide 

o olduke;a o lnsmen o s1n1rl1 
ble;lide o hemen 

hemen hie; 
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BOLDM -111-

A§agldaki soru1ar, yonettiginiz b01UmUn performans ve etkin1igi 
i1e ilgilidir. Uevap1arlnlzln, o1maslnl arzuladlqlnlz durumu 
degil, halen uygulamada ge~erli olan durumu yans1tmasl beklen­
mektediro. 

1. BollimU~UzUn performans hedefleri ne ol~Ude a~lk o1arak ta­
nlm1anml§tlr? 

O hi~ hedef D h~def1er 0 h~defler 
tanlm1an- hl~ a~lk blraz 
maml§tlr degi1dir a~lktlr 

O 
hedef1er 
o1duk~a 
a~lktlr 

2. Bo1UmUnUz i9in saptanan performans hedef1eri bu 
1a§lk yUzde ka~ oranlnda ger~ek1e§tiri1di? 

O hedef1er 
~ok a~lk 
tanlmlan-
ml§tlr 

Yl1 yak-

O hie;hir 
hedef 
yoktu 

o % 0-30 o % 31-60 0% 61-100 o % 100'den 
fazla 

3. Bo1UmUnlizUn performanslnl ole;mek ie;in ne ole;Ude saYlsal 
teknik1er ku11anl11r? 

o hie;bir 
ole;me 
yapl1maz 

o sadece 0 yetersiz 0 
intiba fakat 

olduke;a 0 
ayrlntl11 I 

~ok 
ayrlntl11 
ve saYlsal 
tekniklerle 
ol~li1Ur 

ve yo rum- saYlsa1 ve sayl-
1ar1a teknik1erle s31 teknik­

lerle 
ole;U1Ur 

ole;U1Ur ol~U1Ur 
(subjektif 
olarak) 

4. Bo1limlinlizlin performanslnl 
deger1endirecek kriter1eri 
saptamada a§agldaki ki§i1er 
ne ol~lide etki ve soz 
sahibidir? 

a). Bo1limUnUz dl§lnda 
sizin1e i1i§kide olan 
ki§i1er ? 

hie; 

1 

Kriter saptamada 
etkinlik oranl 

~ok az biraz olduk~a 

2 3 4 

~ok 

5 



b).Bo1Um yoneticisi olarak 
siz? 

c).BolUm elemanlarl 
(Ferdi olarak)? 

d). siz ve elemanlarlnlz 
bir grup olarak ? 

5.Bo1limUnUzUn performanslnl 
deqerlendirmede a§agldaki 
degerlendirme metodlarl 
ne derece kullanll~~R 

a).Otomotik kontrol 
sistemleri? 
(bilgisayar kontrolu gibi) 

b).BOlUmUnUz dl§lnda 
sizin1e ili§kide olan 
ki§ilerin degerlendirmesi? 

C).BolUm yoneticisi olarak 
sizin degerlendirmeniz ? 

d).BolUm elemanlarlnln 
Kendi performanslarlnl 
degerlendirmesi? 

e) Siz ve elemanlarlnlzln 
bir araya gelerek 
yaptlg1 degerlendirme ? 

hie; 

1 

1 

1 

hie; 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Kriter Saptamada 
Etkinlik oranl 

e;ok az biraz olduke;a 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

Degerlendirmede 
kullanma oranl 

4 

4 

4 

e;ok az biraz Olduke;a 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

107 

e;ok 

5 

5 

5 

e;ok 

5 

5 

5 

5 



6. BolUmUnlizU, i§letmedeki diger mukayese edilebilecek bolUmlerle kar§lla§tlrdlglnlzda, 
bu seneki performansl a91s1ndan a§aqldaki kriterlere gore hangi slralamaya sokabilirsiniz? 

a).Sene i9inde Uretilen 
top lam i§ adet ve 
tutarlna gore ? 

b).Sene i9inde Uretilen 
i§in kalitesine gore ? 

c).Sene i9inae ortaya 
koyduqu yenilik ve 
atlllmlara gore ? 

d) .Ortaya koyduqu i§in 
mUkemmelliqi a91s1ndan 
kazand1ql nama gore? 

e).Uretim ya da servis 
hedeflerine ula§masl 
a91s1ndan ? 

f}.Elemanlarlnlzln i§ 
morali (i§e devamllllk, 
bagllllk ve i§ tatmini) 
a91s1ndan? 

Ortalamanln 
90k altlnda 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Ortalamanln 
biraz 
altlnda 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Ortalama 
seviye­
sinde 

3 

3 

3 

3 

J 

3 

Ortalamanln 
biraz 
UstUnde 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Ortalamanln 
90k UstUnde 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

i-" 
o 
():)-



BOLtiM -. IV -

1. Bu i§letmede ne kadar zamandlr ga11§lyorsunuz? 

o 6 aydan 
az o 6 ay-

2 sene 
D 3-5 sene D 6-10 

sene D 

2. Siz dahil bo1limUnEzde ga11§an top1am e1eman sayls1: 

3. Cinsiyetiniz : Kadln D Erkel<: o 
4. Ya§lnlz S 

109 

10 seneder 
faz1a 
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APPENDIX 4: Work Unit Rating Form Distributed to External Raters 

A~ag1daki i~ unite1erini, son bir Y11 i~inde ortaya koyduk1a­

r1 genel performans ve etkin1ik1erine g6re hangi slralamaya 

sokabi1irsiniz? 

iyi VASAT 

(A) (B) 

Derimod Ka1ite Kontrol ve Sevkiyat B6llimu 

Derimod At6lyesi I 

Derimod At6lyesi II 

Derimod At6lyesi III 

Ledershow At61yesi I 

LedershO\{ At6lyesi II 

ihracat At6lyesi I 

ihracat At6lyesi II 

ihracat Atolyesi III 

Derimod Kesim Band1 

ihracat Kesim Band1 I 

ihracat Kesim Band1 II 

Butik Hodelleri Program Yiirlitme B6liimii 

Kesimhane Program Uygulama ve Asorti Bollimli 

Kesim Kontrol ve Dag1t1m B6llimli 

Ledershaw Kesim ve Asorti B6llimli 

Astar Kesim ve Dag1tlm B61limli 

ihracat Kalite Kantral ve Sevkiyat Bolumli 

Ledershow Kalite Kontrol ve Sevkiyat B6lumli 

Aksesuar ve Ma1zeme Deposu 

Deri Satln Alma ve Depo 

Model Geli.;;tirme B61iimii 

Muhasebe ve Personel Bollimli 

ihracat, itha1at ve Finans Bollimli 

Sahilyo1u Hagaza 

Kadlkoy Magaza 

Osmanbey Magaza 

VASATIN ALTI 

(C) 
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