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CHAPTER I 

BUREAUCRACY AISD WORK ALIENATION IN TURBULENT TIMES 

Among the prevalent themes in the study of twentieth century poli

tics has been the relationship between alienation and bureaucracy. The 

bureaucratic revolution \4iich has transpired this century has set Robert 

Merton's "bureaucratic personality" in a broader bureaucratic, or 

administrative state, itself existing in an administrative age; we have, 

in the words of Henry Jacoby, witnessed the "bureaucratization of the 

world." And ail though the image of an earlier, less bureaucratic era 

is appealing, projections into the future yield little indication of a 

significantly less bureaucratic order. Whether the envisioned social 

3 4 
order is termed technetronic, post-mass consumption, post-matu-

5 6 7 8 
rity, post-capitalist, post-industrial, post-collectivist, 
service, programmed, post-modem, or, most graphically, 

12 
post-civilized, bureaucratic structure is an inescapable part of the 

projected future. 

These broad visions of the future have been substantiated by our 

own recent experience with growing governmental bureaus. On the eve of 

World Wcir II, for example, there were seven federal employees for every 

1,000 inhabitants of the United States; by 1975 the ratio had climbed to 

14.8 per 1,000 inhabitants. An even more remarkable growth has been 

experienced by state and local governments. State and local governments 

anployed 2.6 million people in 1933, and by the early 1970's the number 

1 
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had risen to 10.5 million. By the early 1970's, one out of every six 

gainfully onployed Ttoericans wDrked for federal, state, or local 

13 
agencies. 

Concomitantly, those attitudes and behaviors associated with 

bureaucratic structure have taken on a greater importance, particularly 

those attitudes and behaviors which are alienative. Victor Thompson, 

for example, in discussing bureaucracy writes of bureaupathology, 

14 
bureaupaths, and bureauses, while Michel Crozier describes the 

bureaucratic phenomenon in terms of vicious circles which would generate 

15 
cdienation. Bertram Gross links bureaucracy and alienation in his 

discussion of "friendly fascism," develcping a picture of a managed 

society ruled by "a faceless and widely dispersed conplex of warfare-

v^lfare-industrial-communications-police bureaucracies" existing in a 

16 
"culture of alienation." As Hans Freyer has observed, "Man is 

overwhelmed by the machine . . . [A]n entire preconceived . . . system 

17 
of alienation is connected with it." The machine he cites is 

bureaucracy. 

The coitprehensiveness of the alienation is evident; it extends to 

the keeper as well as the kept. Certainly the client dependent upon the 

public organization is vulnerable before the machine. As one disenchan

ted client observed, "Being on the client side . . . makes one weary, 

18 
angry, and disillusioned with the federal bureaucracy": the client 

sees himself as a victim. Additionally, workers within the bureaucracy 

often perceive themselves as victims. A frustrated agency representa-

ti^;e, speaking of her own experiences, complained that 

... the bureaucratic process placed a great gap between the social 
worker and the client . . . . There y^re too many regulations and 
forms that got in the way of what I considered to be a good rela
tionship based on needs and feelings.^^ 



The labor of this human services v^Drker had been so limited by bureau

cratic structure that its intrinsic meaning was lost for her, and in 

that lies a paradox. 

By design the bureaucratic properties of centralization, formaliza

tion, and specialization are employed to increase the efficiency of the 

organization; they serve to rationaLLize its collective activity. Yet 

those same properties repeatedly have been associated with the level of 

alienation experienced by the worker as well as behaviors inhibiting the 

operation of the organization. So frequently is this bureaucracy-work 

alienation theme encountered that it appears to have become an incontest

able tenet in the theory of organizationcd behavior: the greater the 

degree of bureaucratization, the greater the degree of vrork alienation. 

Bureaucracy strips the worker of control over wDrk processes, an action 

v^ich leads to a loss of intrinsic meaning or pride in work. 

To redress the situation of lew wDrker control and high aliena

tion, according to the end-of-bureaucracy and contingency theorists, the 

organization must be willing to restructure the organization formally. 

Increasing rates of social diange, they argue, make bureaucratic 

(mechanistic) structures obsolete and will give rise to flat, flexible, 

20 
and adaptable (organic) organizations. Resorting to organic rather 

than nnechanistic structures v«uld seemingly provide a solution to the 

work alienation problon by increasing the worker's control over his 

labor. 

Inherent in this argument is the recognition that the turbulence 

which the worker encounters also contributes to the development of 

organizational alienation. Tlie simple bivariate relationship between 

bureaucratization and alienation which dominates the relevant research 



is inadequate in its explanation of worker alienation because the impact 

of environmental variables, particularly environmental turbulence, upon 

the bureaucratization-work alienation relationship is neglected. 

Although bureaucracy cannot be discounted as a factor contributing to 

the presence of wDrk alienation, neither can turbulence itself, for as 

the turbulence increases and results in a loss of control over work, it 

becomes an increasingly significant factor contributing to the develop

ment of work alienation. Phillip Hunsaker, William Mudgett, and Bayard 

Wynne, in discussing the need for developing managers skilled in negoti

ating environmental turbulence, observe that. 

With the increase in societal turbulence and change, it is clear 
that the psychological and physical health of individuals and organ
izations will become increasingly important if productivity and 
satisfaction are to remain at reasonable levels. 

There is even evidence that, in highly turbulent situations, the 

worker may resort to increased bureaucratization to negotiate the uncer

tainty associated with the cJiange inherent in turbulence. Alvin 

Gouldner in Patterns of Industrial Bureaucracy, for example, chron

icles the use of increased bureaucratization to reassert control over 

22 
the uncertainties of administrative change. 

The question, then, is one of the interrelationships existing 

among work alienation, bureaucratization, and environmental turbulence. 

Does environmental turbulence affect the vfork alienation-bureaucracy 

relationship, and, if so, how? By going beyond the existing bivariate 

analyses and considering the role which environmental factors have in 

the development of work alienation, the relationship between bureaacrac\' 

and work alienation can be better understood. In exploring the 

relationships which exist among bureaucratization, work alienation, and 

environmental turbulence, three sets of hypotheses are tested. 



In the first set, the relationships between work alienation and 

four dimensions of environmental turbulence are considered. TTie four 

dimensions of environmental turbulence are turbulence in the extra-

organizationcil administrative environment, turbulence in the intra-

organizational administrative environment, turbulence in the policy 

environment (substantive policy content), and the ocmparative rate of 

turbulence which the worker perceives when contrasting his work environ

ment to that of workers in other agencies. 

The second set of hypotheses tests the "control" prenise upon 

which the work alienation-bureaucratization relationship is based. As 

wsll as hypothesizing that control is related to work alienation, three 

dimensions of bureaucracy (centralization, formalization, and specializa

tion) and the four dimensions of environmental turbulence are hypothe

sized to be significantly related to control. 

The third set of hypotheses tests projected "conditional" relation

ships between bureaucratization and work alienation. When accounting 

for the variance in work alienation, the bureaucratization measures are 

expected to explain a greater percentage of the variance than will the 

turbulence measures v^en conditions of low-level turbulence exist. In 

conditions of high-level turbulence, the turbulence measures are ex

pected to account for more of the variance in the alienation measure 

than will the bureaucratization measures. Also, using the bureaucracy-

as-a-defense justification, in conditions of high-level turbulence, the 

degree of bureaucratization is expected to be inversely related to work 

cdienation. 

In testing the hypotheses, data collected from 607 human services 

workers throughout Texas are used. The sample includes human services 



professionals in the Texas Department of Human Resources, the Texas 

ESnployment Cotmission, the Texas Rehabilitation Cormission, regional 

mental health programs, regional legal services agencies, alcoholism and 

drug abuse councils, and comnunity action agencies. 

Management in both the private and public sectors has faced 

increasingly turbulent environments during the 1980's, and if, as Peter 

Drucker forecasts, we are facing a future of continued turbulence, an 

increased understanding of turbulence's impact upon organizational 

23 

structures, attitudes, and behaviors is relevant. In testing the 

three sets of hypotheses, an increased understanding of the consequences 

of turbulence ipon bureaucratic organizations should result, an under-

stcmding beneficial to academic and practitioner cdike. The end-of-

bureaucracy thesis notwithstanding, in the public sector bureaucracy 

endures as the organizational form utilized in administering government 

services, and increased insight into its functioning provides the basis 

for improved nanagement. 

J. D. Williams has observed that "structure makes a difference in 

administration, just as the way a house is planned affects the quality 

24 

of life of its occupants." The quality of life frequently experi

enced by the occupants of bureaucratic organizations is one of aliena

tion fran those activities wliich conprise their labor. In order to 

understand the behavior of the inhabitants of bureaucratic organization, 

one needs to know not only the structure of the domicile hut also the 

structure of the environment which assails that bureaucratic house as 

well. Ttx3se structures are defined next. 
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CHAPTER II 

ALIENATION IN THE BUREAUCRATIC SETTING 

Although the bureaucratization of the twentieth century world has 

resulted in an abundance of scholarship inquiring into the relationship 

between bureaucracy and alienation, a standardization of concepts has 

not onerged from those efforts. One requirement in studying "aliena

tion" and "bureaucratization," therefore, must be the selection of 

definitions appropriate to the research task. 

Work Alienation Conceptualized 

Alienation, like the term "bureaucracy," has suffered in defini

tional precision not because it has no meaning, but because of the diver

sity of its meanings. For example, work alienation is not the concep

tual equivalent of job dissatisfacation nor the conceptual reverse of 

job satisfaction. Work is but one aspect of a job. The concept of 

"job" also incl'jdes wages, social relationships with co-workers, 

specific employers, and life styles associated with the job. Ada W. 

Finifter observes that 

The concept of alienation from work... focuses on the individ-
UCLLS relation to the work process and on the satisfactions and 
dissatisfactions provided by the work itself 

. . . [T]he concept 'alienation from work' is used primarily in 
reference to the intrinsic rewards of work, v̂ iile the concept of 
' job satisfaction' is frequently used to refer to both the 
intrinsic rewards and also the extrinsic benefits that are not 
integral parts of a man's relationship to his work. 
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As to what alienation is, Melvin Seeman, in his frequently cited 

study on the meaning of alienation, identifies five "variants" of 

alienation: senses of powerlessness, meaninglessness, isolation, 

2 
normlessness, and self-estrangement. For Seeman, work alienation 

falls under the rubric of self-estrangement. 

To be self alienated... means to be sonething less than what 
one might ideally be if circumstances in society were other
wise... [wjhat has been called self-estrangement refers essenti
ally to the inability of the individual to find self rewarding 

activities that engage him. 

Accordingly, to be alienated from work, in the sense of self-

estrangement, is to be unable to find self-reward in one's work; it is 

to experience a loss of intrinsic meaning or pride in work. 

Robert Blauner, in his study of alienation and freedom among blue 

collar workers, also views work alienation in terms of 

self-estrangement. Blauner writes that 

...v^en the worker lacks freedom and control (powerless), when 
his role is so specicdized that he becomes a 'cog' in the organi-
organization [meaninglessness], and when he is isolated fron a 
community or network of personal relations at work [isolation], the 
result is that the worker's activity becomes on3.y a means rather 
than a self-fulfilling end [self-estrangement]. 

Central to both Seeman's and Blauner's views of work alienation is the 

concept of "control." The intrinsic meaning of work, as well as pride 

in work, is dependent upon the worker's ability to exact from the work 

role what the worker has determined to be rightfully his in the work 

situation. 

(Zontrol, that is, "the ability to promote one's own desired 

7 . 
objectives, or alternately, the pcwer to resist undesirable ones," is 

inextricably a part of exacting from the work role what the worker feels 

he has a right to have. John Clark, for example, observes that an 

isolable feature of all expressions of cdienation is one's feeling of a 
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lade of means to realize the situation which one feels should exist; 

that is to say, alienation is bom in one's lack of control over a 

situation. 

The concept of control is apparent in Clark's writings as he notes 

that 

Those who feel they do not belong would cause themselves to belong 
if they could, those who feel manipulated would cease to be so, 
those socially or self-isolated would not be so if they were in a 
position to change circumstances — provided that they have decided 
tliat their roles rightfully should be different. 

To the extent that organizational structure results in a loss of control 

over work for the worker, it contributes to the developrtent of work 

alienation. 

Bureaucratization Conceptualized 

The organizational structure considered here is bureaucracy. The 

concept of "bureaucratization" is definitionally complex because it is 

dependent upon the concept on bureaucracy, a term which, like alien

ation, has been used to describe more than cxie organizational arrange

ment. Illustrative of this point is the introductory discussion on 

bureaucracy in Michel Crozier's Bureaucratic Phencmenon in which he 

identifies three usages of the concept: (1) bureaucracy as government 

by bureaus; (2) bureaucracy as the rationalization of collective activ

ity (Max Weber's Ideal Type); and (3) bureaucracy as dysfunctional 

organization. 

Bureaucratization in the first definition would suggest the 

proliferation of government by bureaus as is evident in Henry Jacoby's 

Bureaucratization of the World. In the second usage, bureauc

ratization would suggest the increased adherence of an agency to the 
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organizationcd properties associated with Max Weber's Ideal Type of 

Bureaucracy. Bureaucratization in the third usage suggests the 

processes endemic in the transfornation from a healthy organization, an 

organization effectively meeting its goals, to a maladapted organiza

tion, one which has experienced goal displacenent, as is described in 

11 12 

the work of Alaine Touraine , Antoinette Catrice-Lorey, and 

Victor Thompson. 

It is the second usage of bureaucracy/bureaucratization which is 

anployed in this research. Still, additional clarification is required. 

As Richard Hcdl comments, "There has been an unfortunate lack of sophis-
14 

tication in the use of the bureaucratic concept." This lack of 

sophistication is evident v*ien bureaucracy is used to describe a single 

bureaucratic type as if an organization were either bureaucratic or not. 

Max Weber, the father of the Ideal Type of Bureaucracy, defined 

the concept through the discussion of the various dimensions of an 

organization. Those dimensions include division of labor, hierarchy of 

authority, the use of an extensive network of rules, as wsll as recruit

ment and promotion on a merit basis and career tenure. Rather than 

questioning whether an organization is bureaucratic or not, Weber's 

dimensional approach encourages questioning the degree to which these 

properties exist in the agency. For example, in the Aston studies, 

which concentrated on the structure of fifty-two work organizations in 

the EiKflish Midlands, D. S. Pugh and his associates concluded that "the 

concept of a single bureaucratic type is no longer useful, since bureauc

racy takes different forms in different settings." Alvin (3ouldner 

uses the following analogy to develop the imagery of bureaucracy as a 

variable type of organization: 
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Not every formal association will possess all of the character
istics incorporated into the ideal type bureaucracy. The ideal 
type may be used as a yardstick enabling us to determine in 
which particular respect an organization is bureaucratized. The 
ideal type of bureaucracy may be used as a twelve inch ruler is 
employed. We would not expect, for example, that all objects 
measured by the ruler would be exactly twelve inches—seme would be 
more and some would be less. 

And Richard Hall, in concluding from his research that bureaucracy is a 

natter of degree rather than kind, observed that 

the oonf igurational nature of the degree to which the dimensions (of 
bureaucracy) are present suggests that organizations are indeed 
composed of the commonly ascribed dimensions, but these dimensions 
are not necessarily present to the same degree in actual organiza
tions . . . [T]he bureaucratic dimensions existed independently in 
the form of continua. 

Bureaucracy, therefore, may be conceptualized as a variable type 

of organizational structure characterized by division of labor, a 

hierarchy of authority, impersonal rules, and selection and promotion 

for employment based upon technical competence with each property 

existing independently in the form of continua. The degree of bureauc

ratization nay then be understood as the degree to v*iich an organization 

has developed one or more of the dimensions of bureaucracy. Accxordingly, 

"a highly bureaucratized organization would be characterized by an 

intricate division of labor; a multi-level, closely follcR(»7ed hierarchi

cal structure; [and/or] extensive rules governing on-the-job behavior . 

..18 
• • • 

This dimensional approach is particularly useful because the 

dimensions can be fairly wsll specified and thus, operationalized. In 

exploring bureaucracy (and its association with alienation), scholars 

regularly focus on three major dimensions: the degree of centralization 

evident in the hierarchy, the degree of formalization, and the degree of 

specialization. 
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The degree of centralization in an organization is a reflection of 

the distribution of the decision-maJcing privileges tliroughout the 

hierarchy. Therefore, the degree of centralization characteristic of the 

hierarchy, explain Michael Aiken and Jerald Hage, is "the degree to 

which memloers participate in decision-making." Richard Hall, whose 

work Aiken and Hage anployed, has explained this dimension of bureau

cracy as "the extent which the locus of decision-making is prestructured 

20 
by the organization." 

Formalization refers to the degree to which behavior is predeter

mined by rules. By formalization, Aiken and Hage mean "The degree of 

work standardization and the amount of deviation that is allowed from 

21 
standcurds." In formulating this definition, Aiken and Hage focused 

upon the degree to which job incumbents must consult rules in fulfilling 

professional responsibilities and the degree to which employees are 

22 observed for rule violations. The Aiken and Hage study is consist-

23 24 

ent with the research of Pugh, et al̂ ., as well as with Hall 

in the conceptualization of this dimension of bureaucracy. 

The third dimension, the degree of specialization, refers to 

structuring the scope of the work task. "Specialization," writes Pugh, 

"is concerned with the division of labor within the organization, the 
25 

distribution of official duties among a number of positions." 

Similarly Hall defines the division of labor as "the extent to which 

work tasks are subdivided by functional specialization decided by the 

26 
organization," a subdivision which, Victor Thompson conments, moves 

in the "direction of the ever more specific, the narrowing of activities 

27 
to simple repetitive routines." Specialization, or division of 
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labor, in this sense would be analogous to Aiken and Hage's concept of 

routinization of technology." 

Bureaucracy as a Control Structure 

The preponderance of research relating each of these bureaucratic 

properties to work alienation is consistent with viewing control as an 

intermediate factor. This is unsurprising in part because of the nature 

of organization. Arnold Tannenbaum observes that control is "an 

essential cu^ universal aspect of organizations; . . . organization 

29 
implies control." In reality, Tannenbaum continues, organizations 

are composed of inter-relationships structured into "unit cycles of 

control." These control cycles, which begin with an interest or objec

tive ai the part of a person or group and lead to an influence-attempt 

addressed to another person or group, who respond either by fulfilling 

to a greater or lesser extent the intention of the original party, or 

causing the original intention to be modified by a refusal to modify 

30 
beliavior, are the basic units of organizational life. 

Centralization, formalization, and specialization, the three 

dimensions of bureaucracy v^ich formally pattern human interaction 

within an organization, are each associated with setting the parameters 

of legitimate behavior for the organizational mannber—the consequence of 

each dimension ostensibly being the limitation of the assertion of self 

into the work processes. Thompson captures this logic well as he notes 

that, "Being a cog in such machinery [bureaucracy], the individual has 

lost much of the control over his own destiny. Many people have a 

feeling of powerlessness, of alienation, and they respond with various 

31 kinds of behavior." Since a lack of control produces alienation, 

the bureaucratization-work cdienation connection is evident. 
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Bureaucratization and Work Alienation: 
Ejnpirical Findings 

Einpirically Thompson's observation is well-documented. There 

exists in the literature an abundance of evidence confirming the 

positive relationship between the three previously cited dimensions of 

bureaucracy and work alienation. In each study, the dimensions of 

bureaucracy served as an impediment to the worker's control over his 

work, and, in each case, the degree of bureaucratization was concluded 

to be significantly related to the presence of work alienation. 

Centralization emd Work Alienation 

The importance of this concept to work alienation is that centrali

zation reflects the extent to which the worker may be instrumental in 

making work-related decisions. When the worker is denied the preroga

tives of decision-making, which are needed for effective participation 

in the organization, the resultant lack of control fosters alienation 

from work. 

Empirically, the above puremise is sound. Ailcen and Hage have 

identified two important dimensions of centralization: 

... First, organizations vary in the extent to which members are 
assigned tasks and then provided the freedom to implement them 
without interruption from superiors; v^ call this the degree of 
hierarchy of authority. A second, and equally important aspect of 
the distribution of pcwer is the degree to which staff members 
participate in setting the goals and policies of the entire 
organization; we-.call this the degree of participation in 
decision-maJcing. 

Both dimensions of centralization identified by AiJcen and Hage refer to 

decision-maJcing. Hierarchy of authority, as used by Aiken and Hage, 

focuses on decision-making in task implementation, while the degree of 
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participation in decision-making focuses upon the organization as a 

whole. 

Both aspects of centralization have been found to be significantly 

related to the presence of work alienation. The degree of hierarchy and 

worker alienation were significantly related with a correlation coeffi-

33 
cient of 0.49. The lack of participation in agency decision-making 

was "strongly related to alienation from work (r = -0.59)."^^ From 

their findings Aiken and Hage concluded that "organizations that rely 

heavily on hierarchical arrangement are likely to be characterized by 

35 
. . . work alienation," and that "alienation [from work] is higher 

in those organizations in which staff members have a small voice in 

36 
agency-wide decision." 

Other studies which use the individual worker as the unit of 

analysis confirm the conclusions of the Aiken and Hage study. In a 

study of management trainees, Bruce Allen cind William La Follette also 

found alienation from work to be directly related to hierarchy of 

authority. Excessive control by supervisors over the manner in v̂ îch 

workers accomplished assigned tasks contributed to job disappoint-

37 ment. In both the Aiiten and Hage and Allen and La Follette studies, 

the degree of centralization was conducive to the development of work 

alienation. 

Leonard Pearlin and George Miller in their respective studies 

observed the same alienative consequences following denial of decision

making participation. Pearlin discovered that alienation from work was 

greatest among nurses who were simply told what to do and vas least 

among nurses to whom the required activity was explained. Without the 

explanation, the directive vas an instrument of control: a unilateral 
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limitation of the nurse's administration of her duties. Pearlin states 

that " . . . when it is explained why something is required, the 

subordinate tends to become more of a partner to the action." 

Miller also takes note of the alienating potential in unilateral 

relationships characteristic of seme leadership styles. By using 

leadership style. Miller tapped another msasure of centralization. In 

his study of an aerospace company. Miller observes the variation in 

leadership styles which can characterize an organization. Industrial 

engineers working for "Directi\^" supervisors were characterized by 

higher levels of alienation than those serving under more participation-

oriented superiors. "Directive" supervisors wsre, by definition, those 

superordinates who preferred only infrequent interaction with the 

39 engineers and who preferred to maJce decisions unilaterally. In both 

Pearlin and Miller's work, insolation from decision-maJcing and, there

fore, the lack of participation, were associated with the presence of 

alienation. 

Leonard Pearlin and C5eorge Miller's works exemplify Jon Miller's 

view of alienation as an "interactional" variable, one v̂ iich reflects 

the extent to which individuals are isolated fron certain critical 

40 
networks of influence. Unlike the previous studies J. Miller's work 

explores the nonsubjecti\^ meaning of cdienation by studying socio-

metric relationships rather tlian subjective feelings. Miller identified 

certain groups (those with low fomal education, lew formal status, low 

professional rank, and females) sis particularly isolated from those with 

formal decision-maJcing authority. 



19 

Although Miller does not discuss work alienation, he does address 

alienation from authority, itself a msasure of centralization. Miller 

sees alienation as existing when the member of an organization is socio-

metrically isolated from a number of categories, two of which are 

related to centralization: (1) isolation from persons in positions of 

official authority and (2) isolation from those seen by respondents as 

influential in the actual structure of decision-maJcing in the organiza

tion. In each of these situations the worker's control would be mini

mized not only by his lacking sufficient decision-maJcing authority but 

also by his not having easy access to those who do. 

Summary 

Researchers have consistently found centralization to be signifi

cantly related to work alienation. AiJcen and Hage, as wsll as Allen and 

LaiFollette, found that those workers who were denied participation in 

agency-wide policy^maJcing also expressed higher levels of alienation. 

The level of task-oriented discretionary decision-maJcing authority was 

also significantly related to the level of work alienation; clearly, 

those workers who were denied the prerogatives of making their avn 

decisions concerning task implementation expressed higher levels of 

alienation than did their fellow workers who exercised discretionary 

authority. 

In both Pearlin and G. Miller's research, tlie association between 

low levels of decision-making and high levels of work alienation was 

evident. Unilateral decision-maJcing by superordinates and "directive" 

leadership styles were both conducive to the development of work aliena

tion. In all of the studies cited, those workers \4io are most highly 

cdienated conform to J. Miller's view of alienation as isolation 
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from decision makers. The more highly centralized the organization, the 

higher the levels of alienation which may be expected. 

Formalization and Work Alienation 

When a high degree of centralization in an agency is accompanied 

by a high degree of formalization, the likelihood of alienation from 

work seems even more probable. The degree of formalization in an agency 

promotes alienation by limiting the worker's discretion in the execution 

of work. Wliereas centralization denies the worker control over deci

sions yet to be made, formalization denies control by pre-establishing 

decisions. The degree of formalization, therefore, prcmotes alienation 

fron work by limiting the worker's options in the execution of his work. 

In the Aiken and Hage study of welfare workers, the relationship 

between formalization and work cdienation becomes more evident. Aiken 

and Hage hypothesized that "the degree of alienation from work . . . 

will vary concomitantly with the degree of formalization of an organi-

41 

zation." After exploring the interrelationship between formaliza

tion and alienation frcm work in various welfare organizations,these 

authors concluded that " . . . there is great dissatisfaction with work 

in those organizations in which jobs are rigidly structured" and that 

"organizations in which rules are strictly enforced have high degrees of 

work cdienation." 

Allen and La Follette confirmed Aiken and Hage's conclusions. In 

their study of nanagement trainees, they concluded that job codification 

was directly related to alienation from work. A situation in which a 

preponderance of rules governed work activities was ostensibly an 
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additional factor which engendered a greater level of alienation frcm 

work among nanagement trainees. 

Barbara Kirsch and Joseph Lengermann, in their powerlessness 

scale, measured a dimension (lack of ability to choose techniques and 

make work decisions) which closely resanbles the Aiken and Hage concept 

of fomalization. Kirsch and Lengermann found tliat v*iite-oollar workers 

who felt that they must follow rules and regulations in work decisions 

were more highly alienated than those workers who felt less necessity to 

follow rules and regulations. Also, workers who felt that they must 

refer decisions to supervisors, must follcw procedures they would not 

otherwise choose, and must refer problems to superiors vere more likely 

44 
as well to be alienated from their work. 

Michel Crozier presents the ultimate scenario in the development 

of formalization. In The Bureaucratic Phenomenon, Crozier shows that 

the degree of the "development of impersonal rules" (formalization) may 

disempower superordinate as well as suloordinate. 

The daily beliavior of everyone, as v^ll cis his chances of having 
to perform a different routine later, can be predicted exactly. 
In such a system, as we have established, hierarchical dependence 
relationships tend to disappear or at least to decline considerably. 
If no difference can be introduced in the treatment given to 
subordinates, either in the present 
definition of the job or in the fulfilment of their career 
expectations, hierarchical superiors cannot keep power over 
them. Superiors' roles will be limited to controlling the 
application of rules. As a counterpart, subordinates also have 
at their disposal no possibility of pressure, no bargaining 
power^ over sugervisors, inasmuch as their cvm behavior is entirely 
set by rules. 

Continuing, (Cozier relates this advanced degree of formalization to the 

displacement of goals which would promote feelings of meaninglessness by 

isolating the worker from the organization. 
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Peter Blau observed a more unusual manner in which alienation and 

the degree of formalization may be related. Welfare workers, Blau 

observed, were expected to work within the bounds of so nany regulations 

that 

. . . it was impossible in a few days or weeks to learn to 
understand, let alone administer,the nany rules and regulations that 
governed operators. . . . Newconers who wsre unable or unwilling to 
master the pertinent regulations amd perform their duties in 
accordance with them either found their jobs so unsatisfactory that 
they soon left or, more rarely, performed their tasks so poorly that 
they did not survive the probationary period. 

The proliferation of rules in Blau's study served to reduce the worker's 

effectiveness as a welfare worker by diverting the worker from the 

provision of the service to the mastery of rules, a subtle confirmation 

of Crozier's warning of goal displacanent. 

Conversely, the salutary effect of lew-level formalization is 

evident in the study by Eric Poole, et al̂ ., of cynicism, work 

aliena- tion, and professionalization in police departments. They found 

that autonomy reduced the cynicism and work alienation in large 

departments. In large departments, organizational effectiveness 

requires greater coordination. Consequently, employees must work within 

a more formalized operation where rights and duties are spelled out in 

detail.^^ 

Sumnary 

In each of the stixiies cited in this section, formalization 

operated as a barrier to self-expression in work. Aiken and Hage, as 

well as Allen and LaFollette, found work alienation to be significantly 

related to formalization. Kirsch and Lengermann observed a similar 

development of work alienation among white collar employees who felt 

that they must follow rules and regulations in work decisions. 
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Crozier's, Blau's, and Poole's works are consistent with the other 

scholars cited. Each supports the hypothesis that as the level of 

formalization increases, the level of work alienation will increase. 

Specialization and Work Alienation 

Whereas the degree of centralization and the degree of formaliza

tion are clearly related to the worker's exercise of control over his 

work, the relationships between specialization and control can be less 

evident. The centralization and formalization discussions primarily 

focused on the loss of control through feelings of powerlessness. The 

degree of specialization in one's work, on the otlier hand, is frequently 

associated with the theme of meaninglessness—a loss of control through 

a loss of meaning. 

Blauner's research of blue collar industrial workers in Aliena

tion and Freedom and the replication of Blauner's work in a white-

collar setting by Kirsch and Lengermann confirm the significant relation

ship between work alienation and specialization. In both analyses 

specialization promoted meaninglessness, which vas associated with the 

development of alienation from work. 

Meaninglessness was cdso particularly important in Alan Brill's 

study of systems analysists. Brill observed that the systems analyst, 

because of his isolation in the organization, was particularly alienated 

as a result of the division of labor. Brill's solution was to broaden 

the systems analyst's exposure to other personnel. He also suggests 

that "We could reduce the present alienation by permitting a flew of 

48 
personnel into and out of the systems department." The strategy 

Brill developed increases the meaningfulness of the systems analyst's 
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job by presenting him with a fuller understanding of other positions in 

the organization and the analyst's interface with them. 

Although control and meaninglessness are not the major focus in 

the research just cited, it is possible to infer fron the work of 

Blauner, Kirsch and Lengermann, and Brill that meaninglessness contri

butes to the worker's loss of control over his work. If the specializa

tion is meaningless, the worker is less lilcely to understand the func

tioning of the organization at large. Consequently, he will be less 

effective in asserting his interests in organization decisions which may 

have peurticularly important consequences for his work. 

The alienating consequences of a high degree of task specializa

tion are cdso evident in Jon Shepard's study of automation and aliena

tion. Shepard concluded that alienation in jobs that were not highly 

specialized (craftsmen and monitors) was lower than in highly-

specialized jobs performed by autcroobile workers. Similarly, office-

workers (computer operators and software personnel) were generally less 

cdienated than office machine operators and nonmechanized clerks. 

Shepard clearly associated the micro-division of labor with the presence 

of work alienation and concluded tJiat the reduction of alienation vas to 

be found in the enlargement of the task. As he states, "The reduction 

of job specialization . . . appears to exercise salutary effects on work 

49 
attitudes." 

Like Shepard, J. Frank Jones prescribes a remedy for work aliena

tion that also requires decreasing the degree of specialization in the 

organization. Jones, in his development of a calculus expressing the 

relationships between division of labor, worker alienation, and produc

tivity, states that 
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The impact of the results of this model on the production 
process is clear. Managers who are trying to maximize only 
productivity nay find it self-serving to reduce specialization, 
hence reducing alienation. 

Jones advises nanagers to reduce specialization to an even greater 

degree when attempting to reach objectives which nay be alienative in 

51 
nature, e.g., collective bargaining. Shepard agrees when he 

contends that automation reverses the historical trend toward increased 

alienation frcm work among factory workers because automation results in 

job enlargement. That enlargement requires less task uniformity. 

According to Shepard, 

Continuous process technology may provide factory workers with 
jobs characterized by more freedom, control, meaning, and self-
involvement than seme, extrapolating from the experience of 
mass-production mechanization, have predicted. 

Management therefore has an opportunity to decrease work alienation by 

decreasing speciali zation. 

The professions are particularly vulnerable to the alienative 

consequences of specialization. Peter Blau, et al., has noted that 

the professional ^icounters different nanagement problenns because, for 

the professional, " . . . tasks are not as fragmented (as in routinized 

differentiation), and because professionals are qualified to assume 

53 wider responsibilities. ..." If the professional is in a position 

where the division of labor is not conducive to the fulfillment of his 

professionally-related expectations, it is reasonable to expect that he 

nay be particularly vulnerable to feelings of pcwerlessness or meaning

lessness . 

Richard Hall's findings are consistent with this expectation. 

Hall examined the dimension of professionalism designated "professional 

organizational reference," i..e., the use of the professional (versus 
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bureaucratic) organization as a najor reference. He found a stronger 

negative relationship existing between professionalism and division of 

labor than between professionalism and the hierarchy of authority. 

According to Hall, 

If a division of labor is very intense, it may force a professional 
person away from his broader professional ties. This interpretation 
recognizes specialization within the professions, but the question 
here is the level of organizationally based division of labor. At 
the same time, strong professional identification nay impede 
intensive specialization on the part of organizations. 

Hcdl also observed a strong negative relationship between professional

ism (feeling of autonony) and division of labor. Accordingly, Hall 

continues, "this suggests tliat increased bureaucratization threatens 

professional autonomy. It is in these relationships that a potential 

source of conflict between the professional and the organization can be 

55 found." The division of labor nay promote the interests of the 

professional, or it may frustrate him by limiting acceptable profes

sional behavior which the organization does not accept as appropriate to 

the organizationally defined specialization. 

Summary 

Both the professional and non-professional want sufficient 

latitude in their work to assure the fulfillment of their occupational 

goals and objectives. If the worker hasn't sufficient latitude to reach 

his work objectives, he is more likely to become alienated from his 

work. Blauner, Kirsch and Lengermann, Blau, and Hall all support this 

position in their research. Accordingly, Shepard and Jones argue that 

job enlargonent works to reduce work alienation. The findings cited 

here all indicate that the greater the degree of task specialization, 

the greater the degree of work alienation which can be expected. 
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Control As A Cannon Dencminator 

Although these bureaucratization-work alienation studies vary in 

their methodologies and research emphases, the concept of control is 

ccmmon to each. In centralization, the worker is granted or denied 

access to organizationcd decision-maJcing processes and to decision 

makers. In each study, the highly centralized organization was 

associated with more intensely alienated personnel than were the less 

centralized agencies; a denial of control for the worker was apparent in 

the development of alienation fron work. 

As with centralization, formalization served as a barrier to the 

worker's control over his labor. As Hall noted, formalization—the 

proliferation sind enforcement of agency rules or regulations—reflects 

the degree to which the behavior of the organization's members are 

subject to organizational control. In highly formalized organiza

tions, the lack of control over work appeared to foster alienation from 

work by limiting the options which a worker might employ in his tasks. 

In specialization, the worker encounters the structuring of the 

scope of his work activity. Control can be viewed throughout the 

discussion of specialization and work alienation. Both the professional 

and non-professional workers are concerned with securing sufficient 

latitude in the scope of their labor to assure the fulfillment of work 

goals and objectives. If the worker hasn't sufficient latitude to 

accomplish his work, he is likely to feel powerless to reach his work 

objective, and/or he nay feel tliat his work has no meaning. Both 

feelings will work against his sense of control. Job enlargement, in 

contrast, is found to increase both a sense of neaning and power and, 

consequently, of control. 
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Bureaucratization and Work Alienation: 
A Second Look 

The bureaucratization-work alienation hypotheses have becane an 

integral part of organizational theory. It is generally conceded that 

the degree of centralization, the degree of formalization, and the 

degree of specialization "...are necessary for the effective organiza

tion of services," but they "simultaneously generate contradictions and 

57 
conflicts for organizational actors." The argument is that in 

highly bureaucratized organizations the worker's control over his work 

will be limited to such an extent that it will have little, if any, 

intrinsic meaning, or he will experience no pride in his work. 

Control has been the central concept in explaining the relation

ship between work alienation and bureaucratization. However, a chal

lenge to the generally accepted interpretation of the work alienation-

bureaucratization relationship is also found in the onphasis upon 

control. There is reason to suspect that in some circumstances the 

worker nay look to bureaucratic structure for a source of control. 

Particularly, workers may resort to bureaucratic structure as they try 

to deal with environmental turbulence in carrying out their tasks. 

Environmental Turbulence 
Conceptuali z ed 

In surveying the research v^ich discusses envircximental turbu

lence, one characteristic is salient—the rate of change. Turbulence is 

more than just change; it is also the rate at v^ich the change is occurr

ing. The result of the rapid change is frequently projected to be 

disorder. Pradip Khandwalla observes that the "rapid change" in a 

worker's environment can lead the worker to perceive the environment as 
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turbulent. According to Khandwalla, for example, a worker encoun

ters environmental turbulence when he encounters an environment which is 

dynamic, expanding, and fluctuating. 

The rate of change focus is also evident in Phillip Hunsaker's 

view that turbulent situations are those which are "constantly chang

ing," change resulting in increased uncertainty and ambiguity for the 

worker. The importance of change is evident elsewhere. F. E. Brrery 

and E. L. Trist, in their work on the causal texture of environnent, 

write of the significance of "radical environmental changes" in develop

ing the "relevant uncertainty" of an organization,^ and Louis 

(Sawthrop notes that "[a]s the environment changes fundamentally, deci

sion-maJcing strategy for public and private organizations becomes 
62 

engulfed in increasing uncertainty." And Peter Drucker simply 

states that turbulence, by definition, is irregular, non-linear, and 

erratic: all descriptive of change occurring in the environment. 

The degree of environmental turbulence in the task environment, 

therefore, may be conceptualized as the rate of change characterizing 

the task environment; it is a variable v^ich ranges all the vay from 
. . 64 

complete stability to total instability. 

Environmental Turbulence and Work Alienation 

The climate of instability associated with high levels of environ

mental turbulence fosters conditions conducive to the development of 

work alienation. It does so by increasing the uncertainty, and, there

fore, reducing the worker's control over his labor. Hcward Aldrich, in 

discussing environmental turbulence, writes: 
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Increasing interconnection leads to externally induced changes in 
the nature of environmental selection criteria produced by forces 
that are obscure to administrators and therefore difficult to 
predict or plan for. 

Emotionally the turbulence can be demanding upon the worker. 

Louis Gawthrop observed that turbulent environments are emotionally-

charged, high-intensity environments built upon resentment, frustration, 

and anger, and are generally not conducive to the formation of oompro-

66 
mise proposals for conflict resolution. Phillip Hunsaker associates 

high levels of turbulence in the worker's task environment with stress 

reactions and then links this stress-produced anxiety to lower produc-

67 
tivity cis well as the presence of job dissatisfaction. Similarly 

Stanley E. Weed and Terence R. Mitchell note that "sane of the most 

important factors that have been suggested to influence an individual's 

job satisfaction and job performance are the uncertainties about the 

surrounding environment and the uncertainties about the consequences of 

his behavior." 

Because uncertainty in the environment and, concomitantly, lower 

levels of control over the environment have been significantly related 

to job dissatisfaction, the relationship between bureaucratic structure 

and work cdienation is problematic. In ignoring the relationship 

between work alienation and environmental variables, the student of work 

cdienation nay be overlooking a primary source of lack of control for 

the worker. 
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Bureaucracy as a Control Structure 
over Environmental Turbulence 

Bureaucratic structure may not invariably be the source of the 

lack of control. Dwight Waldo, for example, notes that in the presence 

of turbulence neither centralization nor decentralization is either 

right or wrong; "The arduous task, the urgent necessity, is to find the 

particular combination that will 'work' for our time."^^ The implica

tion in Waldo's statement is that there may be times when bureaucratic 

structure is appropriate to the nanagement of turbulence. Bureaucratic 

structure would therefore be useful in establishing control over the 

work processes. 

Although the worker's responses to the increased turbulence in his 

task environment may vary, one response is strict adherence to the struc

tural characteristics of bureaucracy. There is evidence that various 

dimensions of bureaucracy n-ay be employed by the worker to establish 

control over aspects of his work environmait \4iich are threatening or 

stress-inducing to him. As Whittingon states: 

One characteristic found in mechanistic organizations which nay 
help to limit stress is the setting of boundaries of responsibili
ties. It can be very consoling to be able to pass a problem on to 
someone with 'the responsibility' for dealing with it. Even where 
boundaries exist for reasons quite independent of a member's 
possible psychological needs, their removal, if they have been 
effective in reducing stress, may not be welconed by him. Indeed, 
Bums and Stalker found that while the absence of clarity, defini-
definition and boundcuries significantly increased the effectiveness 
of the management in conditions of unpredictability and change,^this 
happened 'at the cost of personal satisfaction and adjustment.' 

Rivka Bar-Yosef and W. 0. Schild also note the supportive role 

bureaucratic structure nay play in assisting the worker in a turbulent 

environment. They observe that 

file:///4iich
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[t]he client is expected to accept the authority of the organization 
as legitimate and to conform in his dealings with officials to 
certain norms of interaction. In particular, he is supposed to 
acknowledge that the line-bureaucrat is restricted by the organiza
tion in his freedom to concede requests and demands. If so the 
pressures which the client will exert on the bureaucrat will be 
restrained. 

In apparent agreement, Thomas C. Schelling, in The Strategy of Con

flict, advises that if one party in a bargaining situation is oomndtted 

to a stand which is recognized by the second party, the second party 

72 
will not engage in threats. "The bureaucratic regulations serve as 

such 'canrmitment' for the line bureaucrat." 

Alvin Gouldner reported such use of rules in his study of manag

erial succession in an industrial bureaucracy. "By a strange paradox," 

Gouldner states, "formal rules gave supervisors something with which 

they could 'bargain' in order to secure informal cooperation from 

workers. The rules wsre the 'chips' with which the ccmpany staJced the 

supervisors and vAiich they could use to play the game; they carved out a 

'right' vî iich, should supervisors wish to, they could stand upon." 

Through stricter enforcement of the rules, the new manager in CSouldner's 

stLdy was able to reduce tensions of the organization as a whole, but 

particularly for himself. Although stricter adherence to the rules did 

not roiove the tensions which led the worker to challenge management's 

legitimacy, it did reduce the challenge. 

While Gouldner's study focused on processes within the organiza

tion, his observations nay be extended to parts of the task environment, 

particularly clients. Orion White, for example, in his presentation of 

the dicdectical organization as an alternative to bureaucracy, contends 

that 
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The whole tenor of the interaction [with the organization] is set, 
in the first place, by the fact that the client is viewed as a sub
ordinate to the bureaucrat. The hierarchical pattern of authority 
in which ^ e bureaucrat functions simply extended to the client 
relation. 

Just as (Souldner's new manager employed the bureaucratic structure to 

manage the turbulence in his new work situation, the worker who encoun

ters turbulence in the task environment may resort to "increased bureauc

ratization" through stricter adherence to fomal dimensions of the 

organizations. Organizational structure may effectively be used to 

avoid the consequences of turbulence from both extra- and intraorganiza-

tional forces. 

Blau's study of welfare workers gi\^s evidence of the welfare 

worker's foregoing the exercise of discretion and resorting to the rules 

when relations with the client are uncertain. Blau states: "[ajnother 

finding indicates a similar decrease in rigid compliance with official 

76 
procedures with increasing experience." This is similar to 

Gouldner's report of managerial succession, in v^ich the new manager 

fell back on rules to manage the uncertainty in his environment. Con

sistent with Gouldner and Blau, James Thompson argues that "individuals 

exercise discretion whenever they believe it is to their advantage to do 

77 
so and seek to evade discretion on other occasions." Thompsoi goes 

on to state that "when the individual believes that his cause/effect 

resources are inadequate to the uncertainty, he will seek to evade 

discretion." 

Aldrich, in discussing centralization versus decentralization, 

presents his readers with an enpirical generalization that sunmarizes 

much of what the literature reflects: 
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Administrators seek to maintain an orderly reliable pattern of 
resource flow as free from uncertainty as is organizationally and 
technologically possible. The drive toward reducing uncertainty 
often takes the form of standardizing transactions to make them more 
predictable and manageable. 

Centralization, specialization, and formalization, as the literature has 

shewn, provide the opportunity to standcurdize transactions with groups 

in the environment. Clearly, workers in highly turbulent environments 

—environments characterized by a high degree of change for the worker 

as v^ll as a resulting loss of control—may seek to maintain their 

positions or expand their control over the environment by resorting to 

increased bureaucratization. As Wcdter Nord observes, 

. . . Moreover, bureaucratic structure and routine jobs have not 
been rendered obsolete by turbulent environments, as nany thought 
they would be. Consumer demands . . . force organizations to 
establish routine operations and to buffer them from sources of 
uncertainty . . . . 

In fact, rather than discourage routinization nany current 

80 
environmental pressures actually foster it. 

(Chapter Sumnary 

Alienation and bureaucracy are two concepts which have received 

considerable attention in lay and academic writings. As a result there 

exists considerable diversity in the use of the concepts. Bureaucracy 

is used in this research to refer to a variable type of organizational 

structure characterized by hierarchy (centralization), division of labor 

(specialization), and impersonal rules (formalization), each dimension 

existing independently in the form of continua. Work alienation refers 

to the loss of intrinsic meaning or pride in work. The preponderance of 

research indicates that as organizations become increasingly central

ized, forraulized, or specialized, the organizational members are more 

likely to becane alienated from their work. The rationale for the 
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development of alienation lies in the loss of control over work which is 

experienced. 

On the other hand, the concept of environmental turbulence, 

i_.e., rapid change in the environment, calls the bureaucratization-

work alienation relationship into question. Research also suggests that 

environmental turbulence and its resultant demands upon the worker 

reduce the worker's control over his labor. In those situations of 

increasing turbulence, the worker, in fact, may turn to the bureaucratic 

structure to manage the consequences of the turbulence. 
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CHAPTER III 

STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES A^D METHODOLOGY 

Previous research has established a clear connection between 

levels of bureaucratization and levels of work cdienation. We will not 

chcdlenge this connection here but accept it as a given. What we are 

concerned with are the suggestions in the literature that environmental 

turbulence enters into the bureaucratization work-alienation connection. 

Stating the Hypotheses 

In analyzing the relationship among work alienation, bureaucratiza

tion, and environmental turbulence, three sets of hypotheses are tested. 

The first set hypothesizes that the level of turbulence in the worker's 

environment is positively related to the level of work alienation experi

enced by the worker. A factor analysis yielded four dimensions of envi

ronmental turbulence \^ich wsre used in developing the following hypoth

eses: 

Hypothesis #1. The greater the worker's perceived level of turbu
lence in the extraorganizational environment, the greater the 
level of work alienation experience by the worker. 

Hypothesis #2. The greater the worker's perceived level of turbu
lence in the intraorganizationcd environment, the greater the 
level of work alienation experienced by the worker. 

Hypothesis #3. The greater the worker's perceived level of turbu
lence in the policy environments, the greater the level of work 
alienation .acperienced by the worker. 

41 
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Hypothesis #4. The greater the worker's perception of the com
parative rate of environmental turbulence, the greater the level 
of work alienation experienced by the worker. 

The secxjnd set of hypotheses test the role of "control" in ex

plaining work alienation. One hypothesis in this set relates control 

directly to work alienation. 

Hypothesis #5. The greater the worker's perceived level of 
control over his work, the Icwer the level of work alienation 
experienced by the worker. 

The remaining hypotheses in tliis set state an inverse relationship 

between control and the various dimoisions of bureaucratization and 

environmental turbulence. Although we are accepting the work alienation-

bureaucratization hypotheses as a given, we are not accepting the bureau

cratization control hypotheses without empirical verification because the 

link was inferentially concluded fron the onpirical research on work 

adienation. In testing the relationship between centralization and 

control, two dimensions of centralization are used: hierarchy of autho

rity and participation in decision-making. 

Hypothesis #6. The greater the worker's perception of his/her 
exclusion from participation in the hierarchy of authority, the 
lower the level of control over work process experienced by the 
worker. 

Hypothesis #7. The greater the worker's perception of his/her 
exclusion from participation in decision-making, the lower the 
level of control over work processes experienced by the worker. 

Also, two dimensions are used in testing the relationship between 

control and formalization: rule observation and job codification. 

Hypothesis #8. The greater the worker's perceived level of rule 
observation, the lower the level of control experienced by the 
worker. 

Hypothesis #9. The greater the worker's perceived level of job 
codification, the lower the level of control experienced by the 
worker. 
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The relationship between control and specialization used only one 

variable. 

Hypothesis #10. The greater the worker's perceived level of task 
specialization, the lower the level of control experienced by the 
worker. 

The four dimensions of environmental turbulence are expected to be 

similarly related to control. 

Hypothesis #11. The greater the worker's perception of turbulence 
in the extraorganizational administrative environment, the lower 
the level of control experienced by the worker. 

Hypothesis #12. The greater the worker's perception of turbulence 
in the intraorganizational administrative environment, the lower 
the level of control experienced by tlie worker. 

Hypothesis #13. The greater the worker's perception of turbulence 
in the policy environment, the lower the level of control experi
enced by the worker. 

Hypothesis #14. The greater the worker's perception of the 
comparative rate of environmental turbulence, the lower the level 
of control experienced by the worker. 

The third set of hypotheses prĉ XDses that the relationship between 

work alienation and bureaucratization is conditional, influenced by the 

level of turbulence experienced by the worker. Also, using the 

bureaucracy-as-a-defense-mechan ism argument, the level of bureaucratiza

tion is hypothesized to be inversely related to work alienation under 

highly turbulent conditions. 

Hypothesis #15. Under conditions of low levels of environmental 
turbulence, bureaucratization rather than environmental turbulence 
will account for the greater percentage of variance in work cdien
ation . 

Hypothesis #16. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, envi
ronmental turbulence rather than bureaucratization will account 
for the greater percentage of variance in work alienation. 

Hypothesis #17. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, the 
level of hierarchy of authority will be inversely related to work 
alienation. 
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Hypothesis #18. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, the 
more restricted the level of participation in decision naking, the 
lower the level of work alienation. 

Hypothesis #19. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, the 
level of rule observation will be inversely related to work alien
ation . 

Hypothesis #20. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, the 
level of job codification will be inversely related to work alien
ation . 

Hypothesis #21. Under conditions of high-level turbulence, the 
level of task specialization will be inversely related to work 
alienation. 

Ctollecting Data 

To test the hypotheses, a sample population with considerable 

variation in the levels of bureaucratization, levels of work alienation, 

and levels of environmental turbulence within it was needed. The primary 

concern in drawing the sample was to achieve adequate variation for 

statistical analysis, not to perfectly mirror the universe of government 

agencies. 

To meet the above sanple needs, public human services agencies— 

governmental agencies or private non-profit or public corporations 

created pursuant to legislation cind designated to provide human services 

—were used. Four factors make such agencies particularly attractive 

for this study. 

1. Human services have becane the single largest function of 
government. By the late 1970's, half of all governmental 
output was devoted to human services. Hunan services, 
therefore, are a major part of the public administration 
network in the United States. 

2. Human services programs are in a particularly turbulent 
period because of the rapid amount of change and resulting 
uncertainty which has occurred in these programs since the 
beginning of the Reagan administration. 



45 

3. Human services workers, because of the reciprocal nature of 
their involvement with clients, are in frequent contact with 
a najor portion of their task environment. 

4. The client is an inextricable part of the social service 
worker's labor. The client is in a sense the product of the 
worker's labor. 

Human services agencies, according to Yeheskel Hasenfeld and 

Richard A. English, are those orgcinizations "v^se primary function is 

to define or alter the person's behavior, attributes, and social status 

2 

in order to maintain or enhance his well being." These human ser

vices organizations differ from other organizations in the public sector 

in two fundamental characteristics: (1) their input of raw materials 

are human beings with specific attributes, and their production output 

are persons processed or changed in a predetermined nanner, and (2) 

their general mandate is that of a "service," that is, to maintain and 

3 
improve the general well-being and functioning of people. Hunan 

services organizations also have the advantage of providing research 

sites which have a similar mission of people processing cind/or changing, 

yet are characterized by various degrees of bureaucratization. As Peter 

Blau observes, the impact of bureaucratic organization cannot be direc

tly determined without conparing different agencies that are more or 

less bureaucratized. This approach has also been used by D. S. Pugh, 

et al., in their T^ton studies. The use of different agencies 

also allows for variation in the degree of environmental turbulence. 

Selecting the Survey Participants 

Data in this study were obtained frcm eight different agencies: 

five which are local or regional agencies and three which are state 

agencies. The local regional agencies included councils on alcohol and 
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drug abuse, comnunity action agencies, councils of governments, mental 

health/mental retardation centers, and legal services agencies (see 

Table 1). The three state agencies from which data were collected were 

the Texas Rehabilitation (^anmission, the Texas Ehiployment Ccninission, 

and the Texas Department of Human Resources. Texas agencies were 

selected for convenience, econony, and high return. 

In order to obtain a sanpling frame of names, a variety of stra

tegies vas necessarily enployed. Because the local/regional agencies 

had their own boards of trustees or governing bodies, each agency was 

contacted separately and a personnel roster requested. Every council on 

alcohol amd drug abuse, community action agency, council of government, 

and regional nental health/mental retardation center in Texas was con

tacted and asked to participate in the study. The Texas Legad Services 

(Tenter in Austin, qpon request, provided the Directory of Legal Ser

vices Personnel in Texas which listed personnel by each legal aid 

center, thereby insuring a roster from which legal aid workers could be 

drawn, yet precluding the need to contact each center. In addition the 

local/regional agencies cited in Table 1 agreed to participate in the 

study. 

Securing names of human services personnel from the three state 

agencies required an additional flexibility resulting in three different 

cooperative arrangements. As with the legal services workers, a com

plete directory of social services personnel in Texas was obtained fron 

the Texas Rehabilitation Ctmnission. In order to obtain personnel 

listings fron the Texas Department of Human Resources, personnel rosters 

were requested from the regional directors for financial services/income 

assistance as well as the directors for family services in each of the 
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TABLE 1 

REGIONAL A^D LOCAL AGEMCIES 
PARTICIPATING IN SURVEY 

Mental Health Mental Retardation Centers 

Bexar Ctounty MHMR Center, San Antonio 
Central Plains MHMR Center, Plainview 
Concho Valley Center for Hunan Advancement, San Angelo 
Dallas County MH and MR Center, Dallas 
Deep East Texas Mental Health Mental Retardation Services, Lufkin 
El Paso Center for Mental Health Mental Retardation 
Mental Health Mental Retardation Authority of Brazos Valley, Bryan 
MHMR of Southeast Texas, Beaumont 
Nueces Ctounty MHMR (immunity Center, Corpus Christi 
Northeast Texas MHMR Center, Texarkana 
Sabine Valley Regional MHMR Center, Longview 
Wichita Falls Community Mental Health Mental Retardation Center 

Councils of (Governments 

Capital Area Planning Council, Austin 
Coastal Bend (Council of Governments, Corpus Christi 
Deep East Texas Council of Governments, Jasper 
Golden Crescent Regional Planning Carmission, Victoria 
Heart of Texas Council of Government, Waco 
Lower Rio Grande Valley Development Council, McAllen 
Nortex Regional Planning Commission, Wichita Falls. 
Panhandle Regional Planning Ccmnu.ssion, Amarillo 
Permian Basin Regional Planning (Zonnission, Midland 
South East Texas Regional Planning Carmission, Nederland 
South Plains Association of (Governments, Lubbock 
South Texas Development Council, Laredo 
Texona Regional Planning Commission, Denison 
West Central Texas Council of (Government, Abilene 

Regional Councils on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse 

Abilene Council on Alcoholism, Inc. 
Amarillo Ciouncil on Alcoholism 
Bay Area (Council on Drugs and Alcohol, Inc., Houston 
Central Texas Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Temple 
Denton Area Council on Alcoholism 
East Texas Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Longview 
Fort Bend Regional Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Inc., 

Rosenberg 
Houston Regioncd Council on Alcoholism, Inc. 
Lamar (bounty Alcohol/Drug Center, Paris 
Midland Council on Alcoholism, Midland 
Orange Ĉ ounty Council on Alcoholism 
Red River Regional Council on Alcoholism, Texarkana 
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TABLE 1—(Continued 

Tcirrant Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Ft. Worth 
Vcdley Regional Council on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse, Harlingen, 

Brownsville 
Williamson County (Council on Alcoholism, (Georgetown. 

Coninunity Action Programs 

CAUSE, Inc., Hillsboro 
Ccnmunity Action Ctorporation of South Texas, Alice. 
Canmunity Action Corporation of Wichita Falls and North Texas Area 
(Zcninunity Action Nacogdoches, Inc. 
Ccmnunity Action Division, City of San Antonio. 
Canmunity Action Program, Inc., Henderson. 
Ccmnunity Council of Reeves (bounty, Pecos 
Canmunity Council of South Central Texas, Inc., Ne** Braunfels 
Ccmnunity Services, Inc., Corsicana 
East Texas Human Development (Corporation, Marshall 
Economic Action (Cxmittee of the Gulf Cosist, Bay City 
Gulf Coast Ĉ oninunity Services Assoc., Houston 
Nueces Ctounty Community Action Agency, (Corpus Christi 
Palo Pinto Canmunity Services Corporation, Mineral Wells 
Programs for Human Services, Orcinge 
Project BRAVO, El Paso 
South Plains Community Action Association, Inc. Levelland 
Texas Pcinhandle Ccmnunity Action Corporation, Amarillo 
Tri-County Canmunity Action, Inc., Center 
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DHR regions. Regional directors in Amarillo, Lubbock, El Paso, Abilene, 

Dcdlas-Fort Worth, Austin, Bdinburg, Sain Antonio, Beaumont, Houston, and 

(Odessa-Midland agreed to provide the requested information. 

With the Texas Employment Commission, each district director was 

contacted, and a personnel roster was requested. The district directors 

in San Angelo, Austin, Beaumont, and Amarillo agreed to cooperate with a 

sampling system relying upon the district offices to administer the sur

veys. Accordingly, a random selection of positions rather than indivi

duals throughout the districts was performed, and then the appropriate 

number of surveys was forwarded to the district offices for distribution 

to randomly selected individuals in designated positions and locations. 

The najor interest of this research is the "street-level bureau

crat," as Michael Lipsky terms those in direct contact with the client. 

The street-level bureaucrat, Lipsky theorizes, works in conditions that 

produce a high level of psychological stress. Because direct service 

providers are in frequent contact with the clients as well as other 

groups in the task environment, they are particularly useful in observ

ing the impact of turbulence and bureaucratization upon work alienation. 

The names of administrative staff, however, were included in the sample. 

While street-level bureaucrats are of greatest interest, the inclusion 

of administrators enables us to probe the organizational depth of bureau

cratization. 

The lists from which the randan sample was eventually drawn 

included 1,389 social service workers from local or regional agencies 

and 2,810 social service workers from the state agencies. A stratified 

randan sample was used with fi\^ hundred names drawn from each group. 

The sample was stratified according to agency size to ensure that social 
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workers in the smaller agencies would be adequately represented in the 

sample, thereby assuring sufficient variation in the bureaucratization 

measures. Using randan numbers tables, each individual in the listings 

was given a number from zero to the highest number of the listing, and 

five hundred individuals were then selected for survey. Nachmias, in 

discussing the process, advises that 

the table of randan digits is entered at some random starting 
point. Each digit that appears in the table is read in order (up, 
down, or sideways; the direction does not natter as long as it is 
consistent). Whenever a digit that appears in the table of random 
digits corresponds to the number of a sampling unit in the list, 
that sampling unit is selected for the sample. This_process is 
continued until the desired sample size is reached. 

This technique ensured that every person in our list had an equal 

probability of being ciiosen for the sample, one requirement for good 

sampling. This technique also insures that the second requironnent of 

sampling, independence, is also met: the selection of one subject of 
o 

the sample is not dependent on the selection of another subject. 

Developing and Managing the Survey 

The human services workers participated through answering a mail 

survey. Pre-existing scales measuring bureaucratization and work 

alienation as well as the battery of statements designed to measure 

environnental turbulence and control v^re included in the development of 

a survey instrument for pre-testing among human services workers in 

Brewster County, Texas. After reworking portions of the survey, the 

pre-existing scales and the battery of "improved" items v^re included 

with background variables in the final instrument. 

The survey which finally developed was designed to be consistent 

with the advice of Douglas R. Berdie and John F. Anderson on 
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9 
constructing "the sensuous questionnaire." Berdie and Anderson advise 

that, "Camvon sense dictates certain practices about the design of the 

mail questionnaire. The mail questionnaire should be attractive, easy to 

fill out, have adequate space for response, be legible." The 

survey's appearance, as wsll as its content, was designed to increase the 

return rate. Following Berdie and Anderson's advice, the survey was 

professionally printed rather than mimeographed. Also, color was used to 

increase the likelihood of the survey being returned. Study sponsor

ship through the auspices of Sul Ross State University was noted on the 

survey. The cover letters addressed the hunan services worker by name. 

One month after the initial nailing, a reminder card was sent to those 

workers who had not yet returned their surveys. Each survey which vas 

returned in usable condition was coded and key-punched onto computer 

cards. After verification of the data cards, the data vas stored on a 

disk. 

Of the thousand surveys sent to hunan services workers in Texas, 

60.7% were returned in usable form. The response rate of 60.7% falls 

within an acceptable level for analysis and lessens the chance of a 

significant response bias. Earl Babbie advises that a response rate of 

50 percent is adequate for analysis, while 60% is good. 

Profiling the Population 

The sanple was drawn to maximize variation on the factors of inter

est to us, not to perfectly mirror the universe. Nonetheless, when deal

ing with most surveys, it is worthwhile profiling the respondents to 

guard against any possible biases that might affect the results: the 

sample being dominated by state agencies, agencies from large metropoli

tan areas, etc. Below is the profile of our respondents. 
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Of those participating in the study 45.5% (276) were anployed by 

local or regional agencies while 54.5% (330) were from the three state 

agencies. Table 2 gives a breakdown of participants by agency type. 

The respondents represent over 214 hunan service work sites throughout 

Texas (see Appendix A) . Their geographic locations are identified in 

Table 3. 

Of the 607 respondents, approximately one-third lived in cities 

below 50,000; one-third lived in cities of 50,000 to 250,000; and one-

third lived in cities of more than 250,000 (see Appendix F). Almost 

two-thirds (61.7%) of the respondents were wonen, and 38.3% were men, 

not an unusual distribution for social service agencies. 

Ethnically, two thirds of the survey respondents identified them

selves as Anglo, slightly more than ten percent as Black, slightly less 

than one quarter as Hispanic, and less than one percent as Oriental (see 

Appendix G) . Educationally, the respondents were highly educated. 

Although only 6.1% held doctorates (Ph.D., Bd.D., M.D., J.D.), another 

6.1% possessed the Master of Social Work degree which is considered the 

terminal social work professional degree. An additional 22.9% possessed 

a Masters degree other than the M.S.W., bringing the total percentage of 

those with graduate degrees to more than one third of the population. 

Those with the bachelor degree as the highest degree accounted for 44.3% 

of the respondents. Fewer than twenty percent had a high school diploma 

or less as their highest level of formal education (see appendix C). 

Finally, those identifying themselves as having administrative or 

planning responsibilities solely or in addition to the direct delivery 

of services to clients totalled 25.4% of the respondents. 
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TABLE 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
BY AGENCY TYPE 

Agency Type 

Alcohol and Drug Abuse 
Abuse (Council 

Canmunity Action Agency 

Council of Governments 

Mental Health / Mental 
Retardation Ceiters 

Legal Aid Agencies 

Department of Human 

Number of 
Respondents 

16 

51 

26 

153 

32 

224 

Percentage of 
Respondents 

2.6 

8.4 

4.3 

25.2 

5.3 

37.0 
Resources 

Texas Eiiployment 48 7.9 
Canmission 

Texas R e h a b i l i t a t i o n 56 9.2 

(2cmnission 

Total 606* 100.0 

*the agency of one respondent was unidentifiable 
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TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
BY GEOGRAPHICAL REGIONS IN TEXAS 

(Geographical Region Number of Percentage of 
(Planning Regions) Respondents Respondents 

Central Texas 189 31.1 
(3, 4, 7, 11, 12, 22, 23) 

East Texas 172 28.4 
(5, 6, 13, 14, 15, 16) 

West Texas 139 22.9 
(1, 2, 8, 9, 10) 

South Texas 106 17.6 
(17, 18,, 19, 20, 21, 24) 

Total 606* 100.0 

*the region of one respondent was unidentifiable 
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Sample Bias and Variation 

Despite our primary concern with maximizing variation in the 

sample, it is clearly of interest to know to what extent our sample 

results can be generalized to a broader population. With the sample 

being drawn totally from Texas, generalizations should not be drawn far 

beyond the South or Southwest regions of the U.S. without due concern 

for governmental and cultural differences. Additionally the sample 

focused on human service agencies only. 

E\^n within the hunan services field and the State of Ttexas, the 

sample is not perfectly representative of the universe. One evident 

bias existed because of the inability to survey all human services 

programs in Texas. The sample did not include programs other than the 

eight agencies mentioned: there was not total cooperation among all 

offices of the eight agencies mentioned, and there was not total 

cooperation among all offices of the eight agency types chosen. For 

example, not all regions of the Department of Hunan Resources and the 

Texas Employment Commission are included in the survey nor are all of 

the community action agencies, councils on alcoholism and drug abuse, 

councils of government, or regional mental health and mental retardation 

centers. 

Stratifying the sample also biased the study although it was 

necessary to assure sufficient variation in the sample for analysis. 

The result was a sample in which local and regional hunan service 

workers are represented in disproportionately large numbers. Within the 

agencies surveyed, the Department of Human Resources and the mental 

health-mental retardation centers accounted for 67.2% of the entire 



56 

sample. The stratification did result in a statistically diverse popula

tion. 

The sample was also biased due to the regional response pattern. 

Assuming that the general population of Texas and the social services 

workers of the state are distributed equally. West Texas and South Texas 

are overly represented in the sample while East and Central Texas are 

underrepresented. That, in turn, is reflected in a sample population 

which is more frequently found in small towns and cities than the popula

tion as a whole. Whereas more than eighty percent of the state's popula

tion is located in urban areas with a population of 50,000 or more, only 

slightly more than sixty four-percent of the survey respondents worked 

in those areas. 

The population, which v^s heavily female (61.7%), had a nean age 

of 36.28 years and a median age of 34.12. Neither of these figures sug

gests a severe bias, given the opportunities which have existed in the 

human services for women and given the grcwth in human services employ-

12 
ment since the 1960s. 

While the sample may not be a perfectly representative sample of 

human services workers in Texas, it is a sample sufficiently diverse in 

the bureaucratization, turbulence, and work alienation variables to pro

vide the variation needed for statistical analysis. Tables 4 and 5 pre

sent information about the variation existing among the research mea

sures. Although interpretation of the suitability for analysis of the 

distribution is subjective and, therefore, largely intuitive, in no 

instance does the data suggest a population with insufficient variation 

in the research variables. 
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TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION MEASURES FOR RESEARCH VARIABLES 

BUREAUCRATIZATION: 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation Range Kurtosis 

Centrali zation 
Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in 

Dec i s ion-Maki ng 

Formalization 
Rule Observation 
Job (Modification 

Speciali zation 

WORK ALIENATION: 

TURBUI£NCE: 

Extraorgani zation 
Intraorgani zation 
Policy 
Relative 
Overall Measure 

CONTROL: 

9.864 

13.384 

4.017 
13.697 

10.214 

10.373 

23.797 
14.172 
13.162 
13.266 

249.179 

23.185 

2.954 

3.385 

1.514 
2.365 

3.162 

3.365 

5.128 
3.531 
3.173 
2.948 

42.453 

2.881 

15 

12 

6 
15 

15 

20 

31 
20 
16 
15 

263.5 

18 

0.959 

0.717 

0.168 
0.315 

0.427 

0.807 

0.027 
0.115 

-0.399 
-0.243 

0.068 

1.900 



58 

TABLE 5 

DISTRIBUTION MEASURES FOR BUREAUCRATIZATION AND ALIENATION MEASURES 
IN HIGH- AND I£W-TUE^BULENCE GE^UPS 

HIGH TURBULENCE 

Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Range Kurtosis 

BUREAU(3^TIZATI0N: 
Centrali zation 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in 

Decision-Making 

Formalization 
Rule Observation 
Job Ctodification 

Specialization 

WDRK ALIENATION: 

9.691 

14.377 

4.485 
14.185 

11.121 

11.614 

2.846 

2.450 

1.671 
2.449 

3.305 

3.329 

15 

10 

6 
12 

15 

14 

1.855 

2.926 

-0.314 
0.134 

-0.385 

-0.244 

LOW TURBULENCE 

BUREAUCRATIZATION: 
Centrali zation 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in 

Dec i s ion-Maki ng 

Formalization 
Rule Observation 
Job (Modification 

Specialization 

WORK ALIENATION: 

9.858 

13.500 

3.930 
13.598 

10.363 

10.370 

3.003 

3.378 

1.584 
2.472 

3.200 

3.519 

15 

12 

6 
14 

15 

20 

0.613 

1.306 

0.219 
-0.046 

0.505 

1.594 
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In evaluating the distribution of the variables, kurtosis was also 

employed because it neasures the peakness or flatness of the curve. 

Although evcduating a high score would be subjective, a score of zero 

would indicate a normal distribution. Only one of the variables, con

trol, had a kurtosis score vcilued more than 1.0. Similarly, when the 

population was divided into high- and lew-turbulence categories, only 

the centralization and work cdienation measures reflected scores more 

than 1.0, and those scores, when viewed in light of the range and stan

dard deviations, did not appear inappropriate for analysis. 

The sample population met the needs of this study. Those partici

pating in the survey provided a group of hunan services workers suffi

ciently diverse in their levels of work alienation, environmental turbu

lence, and bureaucratization for statistical analysis. The biases evi

dent within the population are only potential sources of error; the sam

ple is still a reasonable picture of human services agencies in Texas 

and the Southwest. 

Variable Definitions 

The variables were operationalized by using indices measuring the 

workers' perceptions of the bureaucratic, work alienation, and turbu

lence concepts rather than using non-perceptual institutional properties 

such as the number of documents or anployees. Foranost among the rea

sons for resorting to the attitudinal measures was the prominence of the 

Aiken and Hage and G. Miller measures of organizational structure and 

work alienation in organizational theory. Delbert Miller, for example, 

offers the Aiken and Hage inventories as established indicators. 

Attitudinal scales also give insight into the functioning of the 

structure, for it is possible to distinguish the existence of -^ 
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structural property from its implementation. An organization nay appear 

on paper to be heavily burdened with regulations, for example, but if 

the regulations are not enforced, the level of bureaucratization is 

actually low. The attitudinal scales give some insight into the actual 

operation of those orgcinizational properties being studied. The diver

sity structures which existed among those agencies used as survey sites 

was also more easily handled by using the attitudinal scales. 

Existing Scales 

In studying the relationship between bureaucratization and aliena

tion from work, five scales constructed by Michael Aiken and Jerald Hage 

were used to measure the degrees of centralization, formalization, and 

14 
specialization characterizing the employee's work. By anploying a 

principal-components-solution-factor-analysis of twenty-one items in fac

toring a "hierarchy of authority" battery and a "rules" battery of state

ments developed by Richard Hall, Aiken and Hage identified two dimen

sions relating to centralization and two dimensions relating to formali

zation. Aiken and Hage also used factor analysis in developing a Routini

zation of Technology Index through which specialization was measured. 

Having defined centralization as the degree to which members of 

the organization participate in dec is ion-making, Aiken and Hage used 

factor analysis to produce two dimensions which were appropriate to this 

concept; the two dimensions were termed "hierarchy of authority" and 

"participation in decision-making." By "hierarchy of authority" Aiken 

cind Hage nean the extent to which members are assigned tasks and then 

provided with the freedom to implement them without interruption fron 

superiors. The following statements comprised this index: 
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(1) There can be little action taken here until a supervisor 
approves a decision. 

(2) A person who v^nts to make his own decisions would be quickly 
discouraged here. 

(3) Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up 
for a final answer. 

(4) I have to ask ny boss before I do almost anything. 

(5) Any decision here has to have m/ boss' approval. 

To these statements the respondents were asked to answer either strongly 

agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree or inappropriate. 

Aiken and Hage's participation in Decision-making Index, which 

measures the relative degree of participation in decisions affecting the 

entire organization, was constructed by using the following: 

(1) Hew frequently do you usually participate in the decision to 
hire new staff? 

(2) How frequently do you usually participate in decisions on the 
promotion of any of the professional staff? 

(3) Hew frequently do you participate in the decisions on the 
adoption of new programs? 

(4) How frequently do you participate in the decisions on the 

adoption of new policies? 

The responses available were always, often, frequently, never or 

i nappropr iate. 

The second property of bureaucracy, formalization, was conceptu

ally defined by Aiken and Hage as the degree of work standcurdization and 

the amount of deviation that is allcwed fran standards. As before, 

Aiken and Hage's factor analysis produced two relevant factors. The fac

tor which resulted in the Job Codification Index allowed for observing 

the degree to which job incumbents must consult rules in fulfilling 

professional responsibilities. The five items used in the Job Codifica

tion Index cure: 
(1) I feel that I am ny own boss in most natters. 
(2) A person can make his own decisions without checking with 

anybody else. 
(3) How things are done here is left up to the person doing the 

work. 
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(4) People here are allowed to do almost as they please. 

(5) Most people here make their own rules on the job. 

Again, the response categories were the Likert strongly agree, agree, 

disagree, strongly disagree items; a category for "inappropriate" was 

cdso provided. 

The factor from which the Rule Observation Index was constructed 

measured the degree to v^ich onployees were observed for rule viola

tions. Only two items comprised the scale: (1) the onployees are con

stantly being checked on for rule violations and (2) people here feel as 

though they are constantly being watched, to see that they obey all the 

rules. The responses were the same as for the Job Codification Index. 

Although Aiken and Hage did not enploy specialization in their 

study of organizational alienation, they did onploy this organizational 

property, as well as the measures for centralization and formalization, 

in an article studying organizational interdependence and intraorganiza

tional structure; the previously defined neasures for centralization 

and formalization were also used in that research. The degree of 

specialization, which is conceptualized here as the degree of task 

diversification characterizing the employee's work, is operationally 

defined in Aiken and Hage's factor-analytically-constructed Routini

zation of Technology Index, which includes the following items: 

(1) I do the same job in the same vay every day. 
(2) One thing I like around here is the variety of work. 
(3) In ny job I have something new happening every day. 
(4) There is something different to do every day. 
(5) Would you describe your job as being (1) highly routine 

(2) somewhat routine (3) somewhat non-routine or (4) highly 
non-routine. 

The response items to the first four statements were strongly agree, 

agree, strongly disagree, and inappropriate. The responses to each of 
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the bureaucratic measures were coded so that the higher the score, the 

more bureaucratic the situation. 

The work alienation scale was taken from George A. Miller's study 

of industrial scientists. Miller conceptually defines work alienation 

as the loss of intrinsic pride or meaning in work, and he anploys the 

scale below to measure alienation. The responses again ran from 

strongly disagree to strongly agree, with inappropriate as an option. 

Index of Work Alienation 

(1) I really don't feel a sense of pride or accomplishment as a 
result of the type of work that I do. 

(2) My work gives me a feeling of pride in having done the job 
well. 

(3) I very much like the type of work that I am doing. 
(4) My job gives me a chance to do the things I do best. 

(5) My work is ny most rewarding experience. 

Each of these six scales, Aiken and Hage's five and Miller's one, 

has the advantage of having been employed in previous research and is 

thus well established in the literature c«i organizational theory. By 

using these existing indices, concerns about construct validity and 

reliability were minimized. While factor analysis was used in the Aiken 

and Hage studies for purposes of construct validity, Guttman scaling was 

used by Miller. Using the sanple population of this study, each of the 

indices was tested for reliability. Using the SPSS program Reliability, 

tests for reliability yielded the following Cronbach's alphas for the 

pre-existing scales: Hierarchy of Authority, 0.81011; Participation in 

Decision-making, 0.88527; Rule Observation, 0.78770; Job Codification, 

0.67316; Specialization, 0.87136; and Work Alienation, 0.88013. 
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Ideally, the alpha values would be .90 or above. However in 

interpreting the size of reliability coefficients, Downie and Heath 

observe that. 

There is no hard and fast rule that says that any reliability 
has to be a certain size before any test or neasuring instrument 
can be useful. Today we look ijopon reliability as a relative 
thing, and there are certain areas and techniques where reli
ability coefficients fall well below this .90, and the techniques 
are still used and found to be very useful. Rating scales are 
examples of this. 

The alpha values above, particularly when compared to the alpha 

values of other indices widely used in published research, are good; the 

reliability of these measures for study is acceptable. 

Constructing New Scales 

In addition to the previously developed scales, measures for two 

additional concepts were developed: environmental turbulence and 

control. In the discussion of environmental turbulence, the rate of 

change characteristic of the environment was the major definitioncil 

trait, and it is because of its salience that environmental turbulence 

is conceptually defined in this research as the rate of change 

characterizing the task environment. Because the individual, not the 

organization, is the unit of analysis, the task environment would 

include intraorganizational as wsll as extraorganizational factors. 

Control is here defined as the ability to promote one's own desired 

18 
objectives, or, alternately, the power to resist undesirable ones. 

In creating the turbulence and control scales it was important to 

first identify parts of work environment which would be particularly rel

evant to the worker. James Thompson's discussion of task environments 

was selected to use in conceptualizing the environment. Thompson identi

fies four parts of the environment which are relevant or potentially 
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relevant to goal setting and goal attainment: (1) customers (clientele); 

(2) suppliers of material, labor, capital equipment, and work space; (3) 

competitors for markets and resources; and (4) regulatory groups. 

Because the hunan services worker and not the organization is the unit of 

analysis in this study, the intraorganizational setting was included in 

the environment. In the initial effort to construct the survey, there 

were statements designed to measure turbulence in government policies, 

support agencies, client groups, and the worker's own organization. 

The initial survey vas then pre-tested on a grov:?) of twelve hunan 

services workers in Brewster County, Texas. The human services workers 

then suggested changes in the content of the survey v^ich would make the 

instrument less threatening to the workers. In the initial instrument 

there was an obvious effort to measure the degree of turbulence through 

observing the resulting frustration and uncertainty which could be 

anticipated. Therefore, the survey included statements such as: 

Policy changes in the agencies we work with make it more difficult 
to do my job. 

In the revised survey, the statements were designed to measure 

turbulence and control by using statements which would not be inter

preted by the worker as admission of inadequate work performance or 

unhealthy attitude towards work. The panel of human services workers 

then reevaluated the survey. The final document included thirty-six 

items which were used to measure the rate of change in the worker's task 

environment during the past two years and the worker's ability to secure 

resources relevant to task completion. The survey was then sent to 

1,000 hunan services workers throughout Texas. 

In constructing the indices for turbulence and control, factor 

analysis was used. Procedurally, the scales were constructed by Hrst 
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performing an initial factor analysis fran which the number of signifi

cant factors could be determined. Rather than determining the number of 

significant factors by using an "eigenvalue-one" criterion, the number of 

significant factors was determined by using the scree test. R. J. Runinel 

explains the principle of the scree test accordingly: 

The scree test . . . results from the practical observation that 
the factor variance levels off when the factors are largely 
measuring randan error . . . . The number of the factor is 
plotted against the proportion of the variance it extracts. The 
curve fitted to the plot of these factors will have a decreasing 
negative slope (the difference in variance between successive 
factors will decrease) until the randan error factors—or trivial 
factors—are reached. Then the curve will level off and the 
increijgntal difference between successive factors will be about the 
same. 

After the number of significant factors was determined to be five, 

a second factor analysis vas performed. Frcm the results of the varimax 

rotation used in the second factoring, the items used in the scales v/ere 

extracted. 

Of the thirty-six items, six items did not load sufficiently high 

(j-,4000) on any of the five factors to be included in the indices. 

Those items designed to measure turbulence and not loading on a factor 

were: 

During the past three to five years, to vrtiat extent has there 
been a change in: 

1. the technology you use on your job? For example, data 
systen, computers. 

2. employee skills and abilities? 
3. the apprcpriations received from your funding sources? 
4. coverage of your agency by the media? 

The two items designed to measure control which were not included in 

the control scale were: 

1 am cible: 
1. to get other agencies I work with to go along vsdth what I 

want. 
2. to get around agency rules and regulations which hinder ny 

work. 
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The battery of statements designed to indicate turbulence encoun

tered by the worker in his/her work yielded four dimensions defining 

turbulence. Two of the four dimensions relating to turbulence suggested 

turbulence in v^at is here referred to as the administrative environ

ment, i..e., those entities, persons or agencies, v^ich are encoun

tered by the vrorker in performing his/her work. The variables construc

ted fran these two factors v̂ r̂e designated turbulence in the extraorgan

izational administrative environment and turbulence in the intraorgani

zational administrative environment. Turbulence in the extraorganiza

tional administrative environment refers to the rate of change in those 

groqps outside of the agency which the worker encounters in the per

formance of his vork, thereby creating changing vrork structures. Turfcu-

lence in the intraorganizational administrative environment refers to 

the rate of change occurring among groups and structures within the 

agency >;hich result in chcinging work structures encountered in the 

performance of v^rk. Both environments vrould include groups, indivi

duals, or generalized organizational structures wliich the worker would 

negotiate in carrying out his/her specific tasks. The indexes derived 

from this analysis are tested below. 

Each item is in response to the question, "during the past three 

to five years, to v̂ hat extent has there been change in": 

Index of Turbulence in the Extraorganizational Administrative 
En vi raiment: 

(1) the demand for your agency's services? 
(2) the number of agencies you deal with on your job? 
(3) the number of clients you vrork with? 
(4) the length of time you v«rk with a client? 
(5) pressure exerted on your agency by outside interest groups? 
(6) the ability of outside agencies to assist you in your work? 
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(7) comments from the non-client members of the public? 
(8) involvement in your agency by community officials? 

The Index of Turbulence in the Intraorgauiizational Administrative 
Environment: 

(1) the makeup of your agency's labor force? For example, agency 
size, types of occupations anployed. 

(2) Your agency's goals and objectives? 
(3) the leadership of your agency? 
(4) the people in your agency (personnel turnover)? 

(5) the structure of your agency? 

The response items vgere no, little, occasional, frequent, or constant 

change, vdth constant change being coded the higher value; inappropriate 

vas also a response item. 

The third factor, which cuts across the intra- and extra-organiza

tional environments, taps what is here designated as the policy environ

ment of the worker. Whereas the first two dimensions of environmental 

turbulence focused upon the settings in which the work is performed, 

this third dimension focuses upon the directives which define the labor 

itself. Whereas the first t3Vo dimensions are instrumental in that they 

address the structures through which the vrork is accomplished, this 

policy dimension is substantive in that it defines appropriate work 

processes and content. These processes and work content are determined 

not only by the policies of the worker's cwn agency, but also by the 

policies of the organizations external to his/her cwn which are 

encountered in the execution of work. Therefore, turbulence in the 

policy environment can be oDnceptualized as the rate of change in the 

policies of organizations upon which the worker is dependent for task 

execution. The Iixlex of Turbulence in the Policy Environment incor

porated the following items in response to the question, "During the 

past three to five years, to what extent has there been change in": 
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(1) your duties and responsibilities? 
(2) agency rules and regulations? 
(3) the laws/rules and regulations vAiich relate to your agency? 

(4) the policies of the agencies you deal vdth on your job? 

The response items v^re the same as for the previous turbulence indexes. 

The last factor which defined environmental turbulence vgas one neasuring 

the worker's perception of the rate of change in his/her agency compared 

to the perceived rate of change in other agencies. This dimension of 

environmental turbulence, which is termed the Comparative Rate of 

Environmental Turbulence, was measured by using the following index: 

(1) Our clients are more demanding than those in other agencies. 
(2) We have more new clients than other agencies. 
(3) Our programs change faster than the programs of other agencies. 
(4) We experience more personnel turnover than do other agencies. 
(5) Our procedures have changed more rapidly than have procedures 

in other agencies. 

For this index the responses y;ere strongly agree, agree, disagree, 

strongly disagree, or inappropriate. 

The concept of environmoital turbulence as developed in this 

research is multi-dimensional. In order to better appraise the relation

ship between environmental turbulence and work alienation and control, 

the four dimensions of environmental turbulence which have been identi

fied will be used together as independent variables. 

The concept of control was operationally defined through the 

factor analysis of a battery of statements designed to indicate the 

worker's ability to promote his own desired objectives or, alternately, 

the power to resist undesirable ones. The items included in the Index 

of Organizational Control v^re: 

I am able: 
(1) to get ny supervisor to go cilong v^th what I want. 
(2) to get my peers to go along vath v;hat I vant. 
(3) to get those I supervise to go along with what I vant. 
(4) to get the materials I need to do ny job. 
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(5) to get the information I need to do ny job. 
(6) to meet ny work deadlines. 
(7) to accomplish ny work objectives. 
(8) to get ny clients to go along vdth what I want. 

The responses ranged from strongly agree to strongly disagree with 

inappropriate also being an option. 

In creating all of the scales, only tliose items with a factor 

loading of +.4000 or above were employed. The 1.4000 value was used 

because, after the rotation of the original axis, there was no variable 

with a +.4000 loading on more than one factor. The +.4000 value 

suggested a correlation sufficiently strong to justify inclusion in the 

appropriate scale. The +.4000 value, though admittedly arbitrary, 

seemed reasonably strong, particularly given the absence of concrete 

guidelines in the literature. As Nie, et al., observe, "Ultimately, 

the user must personally decide which method is to be used." 

As in the Aiken and Hage studies, factor analysis was used to 

22 
establish construct validity, a technique supported by Ruramel. Fred 

Kerlinger notes that "factor analysis is perhaps the most powerful 

23 nethod of construct validation." The reliability of the measures 

v^s assessed by using Cronbach's cilpha as a msasure of reliability. The 

Cronbach's Alpha scores for each of newly created scales were .80314 for 

turbulence in the extraorganizational aivironment, .74734 for turbulence 

in the intraorganizationcil environment, .75113 for turbulence in the 

policy environment, .76579 for the comparative rate of turbulence, and 

.74974 for the organizational control scale. As before, the alpha 

scores v^re cis well within the range used in behavioral science 

research. 
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In studying work alienation, therefore, ten explanatory variables 

will be used: five variables measuring various dimensions of bureau

cracy, four measuring various dimensions of environmental turbulence, 

and one measuring the worker's ability to accomplish his/her work goals 

and objectives. The advantage of this approach is that it will allow 

the identification of specific properties of bureaucracy and environ-

mentcd turbulence v^ich are most significantly associated vd.th work 

alienation. 

Techniques of Analysis 

In testing the hypotheses, SPSS programs partial correlation and 

regression analysis v̂ ere used. The partial correlation program v\as used 

for two reasons: it provides a correlation coefficient for a bivariate 

relationship, and it allows the researcher to clarify the relationship 

by controlling for the impact of additional variables. As Norman Nie, 

et al., observe, "Partial correlation provides the researcher with a 

single measure of association describing the relationship between two 

variables while adjusting for the effects of one or more additional 

variables." The partial correlation program was used to test the 

hypotheses relating turbulence to work alienation, work alienation to 

control, and bureaucratization and turbulence to control. 

Criteria for two types of significance, substantive and statistical, 

had to be satisfied before the null hypothesis vas rejected. Statistical 

significance vas determined by using a significance level of .05 or less 

in rejecting the null hypothesis. Establishing the criteria for substan

tive significance was a much more subjective task since very little guid

ance exists in the literature. The question of substantive significance 

does deserve consideration, however. Substantive significance is 
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concerned vdth the strength of the correlation coefficient, i..e., is 

the coefficient strong enough to be a viable factor in contributing to the 

explanation of the dependent variable? Even though two variables nay 

correlate statistically at a .05 level or less and, therefore, nay be 

considered to be significantly related statistically, the correlation 

coefficient may be so weak as to render its explanatory utility question

able. For purposes of this study +.2236 was used to evaluate substantive 

significance. A value of +.2236 was used because 5% of the variance in 

the relation is accounted for with a coefficient of that intensity. Admit

tedly, the +.2236 value is arbitrary and was chosen because of the weak 

value generally assigned to a relationship below +.2000 in social science 

writing. The five percent variance was used to strengthen the criteria 

for substanti\^ significance. 

The "conditional" hypotheses were tested by using the SPSS multiple 

regression program. By using the stepwise regression option, the relative 

contribution of bureaucratization and turbulence measures to the variance 

in the work alienation measure can be determined. The SPSS manual 

describes the program accordingly: 

...[T]he computer would enter variables in single steps from best 
to vorst provided that they meet the statistical criteria 
established in the parameters section of the statement. The 
variable that explains the greatest amount of variance in the 
dependent variable will be entered first; the variable that explains 
the greatest amount of variance in conjunction with the first will 
enter second, and so on. In other words, the variable that explains 
the greatest amount of variance unexplained by thej.variables cilready 
in the equation enters the equation at each step. 

In order to test the conditional hypotheses the survey population 

was divided into high- and low-turbulence groups. The high-turbulence 

group v^s comprised of those human services workers whose overall turbu

lence score was equal to or above one standard deviation beyond the mean 
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turbulence score. Those workers in the low-turbulence category had scores 

equal to or below one standard deviation under the mean score. The over

all turbulence neasure is a composite of the four turbulence indices. If 

the bureaucratization neasures accounted for more of the variance in work 

alienation than the turbulence measures did, under conditions of low-level 

turbulence, the null hypothesis would be rejected; if the turbulence 

measures accounted for more of the variance in work alienation in the 

high-turbulence group than did the bureaucratization neasures, then this 

null hypothesis would be rejected at least conditionally. Furthermore, if 

the signs of the bureaucratization neasured change in the high-turbulence 

groups, this would be evidence of employees seeing bureaucratization as a 

defense against turbulence-induced alienation. 

In addition to the partial correlation and regression programs which 

v̂ ere used interesting the hypotheses, two other tests vgere used to discuss 

the findings. By using the SPSS procedures T-TEST and ONEWAY, significant 

differences within the sample population on the work alienation, control, 

bureaucratization, and turbulence measures could be determined. 

In using the T-TEST program, significant difference on the mean 

score between two groupings vas determined by using a two-tailed test in 

the separate variance technique. The two-tailed test vas utilized 

because the t-tests were anployed in exploring the nature of data rather 

than in testing specific directional hypotheses. According to Comett 

and Beckner, when there is no positing of direction in the testing, 

therefore allowing for the possibility of either a positive or negative 

26 
outcome, then a two-tailed test should be used. The separate 

variance technique vas used because it yields more oonservati\^ results 

than does the pooled variance technique. 
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The ONEWAY subprogram allowed for testing significant differences 

anong groups of three or more. The (DNEWAY subprogram permits a 

posteriori testing among groups along a variable. According to the 

SPSS manual, "An a posteriori contrast test is a systematic procedure 

for comparing CLLI possible pairs of group means. The groups are divided 

into homogeneous subsets, v;here the difference in the means of any two 

27 
groups in a subset is not significant at some prescribed level." 

From the various a posteriori test options provided, the Scheffe test 

was chosen for use because it is the most conservative of the available 

28 

options. Roger Kirk in his vrork on experimental design also recom

mends the use of the Scheffe procedure in comparisons involving more 

29 
than two means. An additional advantage of the Scheffe test is that 

it is exact for unequal group sizes. For both the T-TEST and CNEWAY 

program, .05 was used as the level of significance in determining 

v^hether statistically significant differences existed among groups. 

Chapter Sumnary 

Three sets of hypotheses are presented for study. The first set 

hypothesizes that the dimension of environmental turtulence (extraorgan

izational turbulence, intraorganizational turbulence, policy turbulence, 

and the comparative rate of turbulence) is positively related to the 

degree of work alienation experienced by the worker. The second set of 

hypotheses projects an inverse relation between control and the work 

alienation, bureaucratization, and turbulence measures. The third set 

of hypotheses states the conditional relationship between work aliena

tion and the bureaucratization measures, using the level of turbulence 

as the control variable. When accounting for the variance in work 

alienation, bureaucratization rather than environmental turbulence is 
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expected to account for the greater percentage of variance in low-

turbulence environments; the turbulence measures are expected to account 

for a greater percentage of the variance in highly turbulent environ

ments. Also, the level of bureaucratization is hypothesized to be 

inversely related to vork alienation under conditions of high-level 

turbulence. 

To test the hypothesis, a random sample of 1,000 hunan services 

workers in Texas was drawn frcm various state and regional/local hunan 

services agencies across the state. The return rate of 60.7% provided a 

number of usable cases suitable for statistical analysis. 

Those participating in the study were asked to conplete a mailout 

survey which employed existing indexes for the bureaucratization and 

work alienation concepts. The questionnaire also included statanents 

from vhich the environmental turbulence and control measures were 

constructed. Factor analysis vas used to establish construct validity, 

while Cronback's alpha was used to establish reliability scores. 

Product moment correlations and regression analysis v^re selected as the 

primary testing techniques. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

In order to gain more insight into the bureaucrati zation-work 

alienation relationship, three sets of hypotheses were tested; each set 

focused upon a different way in which turbulence might relate to the 

bureaucrati zation-work alienation connection. Before the findings of 

the hypotheses are discussed, however, we first need to re-examine the 

vrork sdienation-bureaucratization connection in light of this study. 

Then v^ will review, in turn, the connections between environmental 

turbulence and work alienation; bureaucracy, turbulence, alienation cind 

control; and the amount of variance in work alienation explained by the 

turbulence and bureaucratization variables in high and low turbulence 

settings. In the last set of hypotheses, we vd.ll look at the possible 

use of hureaucracy as a defense against environmental turbulence. 

Bureaucratization and Work Alienation 

The relationship between vgork alienation and bureaucratization has 

been sufficiently well established in the literature and is here 

accepted as a given rather than as a hypothesis to be tested. Neverthe

less, we must re-examine the connection as a prelude to our later exami

nation of how turbulence effects this connection. In using the Aiken 

and Hage measures, we relate two measures of centralization (hierarchy 

of authority and participation in decision-making), two measures of 

78 
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measures of formalization (job codification and rule observation) and 

the single measure of specialization (routinization of task) to the 

presence of work alienation. If this study is typical of previous 

research, each of the bureaucratic measures will be positively related 

to the level of work alienation: as each of the measures of bureaucrati

zation intensifies, so vd.ll the level of vrork alienation experienced by 

the worker. 

As in earlier research, each of the bureaucratization neasures v̂ ere 

significcintly related to vfork alienation (see Table 6). However, unlike 

the earlier studies, the correlation coefficients between the work aliena

tion measure and the centralization and formalization measures were much 

more modest than previously observed. Aiken and Hage, for example, repor

ted correlation coefficients of .49 or above (see Table 7). In our 

study, v^en the criterion for substantive significance vas considered, 

neither the job-codification (r = .09) nor the hierarchy-of-authority 

measure (r = .18) could be accepted as significantly related substan

tively to vfork alienation. 

The differences in the intensities of the correlation coefficients 

cannot easily be attributed to any one factor. In part, the differences 

may be related to the small sample used by Aiken and Hage. In their 

study, the organization vas the unit of analysis, and although they 

surveyed 314 staff nembers, there was data from only sixteen organiza

tions. Also, the homogenity of the Aiken and Hage sample may have 

resulted in the higher coefficient values. Whereas Aiken and Hage sur

veyed only nental health agencies, our survey included eight different 

agency types. The homogeneity in the Aiken and Hage survey may have 

http://vd.ll
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TABLE 6 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS: WDRK ALIENATION 
WITH MEASURES OF BUREALCRATIZATION (ZBRO-CRDER PARTIALS) 

WORK ALIENATION 

BUREAUCRATI ZATION 

(3entrali zation 

Hierarchy of Authority 0.18* 
Participation in Decision-Making 0.29* 

Formalization 
Job Codification 0.09* 
Rule Observation 0.24* 

Specialization 
Routinization of Technology 0.49* 

•Significant at .05 level or less 
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TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
BETWEEN AIKEN AND HAGE STUDY AND TEXAS HUMAN SERVICES STUDY 

MEASURES OF WDRK ALIENATION 

MEASURES OF CENTRALIZATION 
AND FORMALIZATION 

A.Centralization 
Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decisions 

B.Formali zation 
Job Codification 
Rule Observation 

Aiken and 
Hage Study 

.49 
-.59 

.51 

.55 

Texas Human 
Services Study 

.18 

.29* 

.09 

.24 

*The sign on the participation in decision measure is reversed because 
in the Texas study the response items were rearranged so that the higher 
score measured the higher degree of bureaucratization. 
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obscured the relationship bureaucratization and alienation might lave 

when it is considered in a greater variety of organizational settings. 

Certainly, our use of a different work alienation measure contri

buted to a difference in correlation to coefficients. The Aiken and 

Hage measures defined vgork alienation in terms of job satisfaction, 

rather than in terms of a loss of pride in work (see Appendix 0, ques

tions 63 through 68). 

Regardless of the reason, only specialization appeared to be 

strongly related to alienation. Those hunan services workers whose work 

had been reduced to invariable routines experienced a greater loss of 

pride or meaning in their labor than those workers with less routinized 

work. The other two bureaucratization neasures, participation in 

decision-making and rule observation were more modestly related to work 

alienation. Hcwever, we can expect those hunan services vrorkers v^o 

feel isolated from agency-vdde decision-making processes to experience 

higher levels of vrork alienation, just as we can expect workers who feel 

that they are frequently observed for nile violations to be more highly 

alienated than their co-v*orkers. 

Another way ws can better understand the relationship between the 

v*ork alienation and the bureaucratization measures is by looking at the 

"independent" relationships which exist vhen controlling for the effects 

of the bureaucratization measures upon one another. In Table 8 we see 

genercilly moderate zero-order relationships existing among the bureaucra

tization variables. The exceptions are the correlations among the job 

codification, rule observation, and hierarchy of authority measures; the 

coefficients among those variables are reasonably strong (the lowest is 

the 0.42 coefficient between rule observation and job codification). 
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TABLE 8 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES 

HA PDM JC RD S 

HA 1.0 

PDM 0.23* 1.0 

JC 0.52* .26* 1.0 

RO 0.55* .28* .42* 1.0 

S 0.31* .29* .21* .30* 1.0 

*Significant at .05 level or less 

KEY: HA = Hierarchy of Authority, PDM = Participation in Decision-
Making, JC = Job Codification, RO = Rule Observation, and S = 
Speciali zation 
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We, therefore, expect that these measures are operating in concert in 

their relationship to v^rk alienation. 

When controlling for the impact of the bureaucratization measures 

upon one another in their relationships to work alienation, v^ find 

that, once again, the specialization measure is the most useful variable 

in accounting for alienation (see Table 9). The coeffients for each of 

the other measures fall v^ll below the level vAiich has been established 

for substcintive significance ( + .2236). 

Sunmary 

In testing our hypotheses, we vd 11 be observing how the turbulence 

measures compare to these bureaucratization measures in accounting for 

the level of vgork alienation, cind how the turbulence measures affect the 

bureaucratization-turbulence relationship. Although the correlation 

coefficients for these bureaucratization-work cdienation relationships 

are modest, they do provide a basis for observing changes in their 

intensity which we can explain in light of the other conditions and 

variables v^ich are introduced in this study. 

The Turbulence-Alienation (Connection 

As stated earlier, a significant amount of the literature suggests 

that turbulence creates organizational conditions conducive to the 

development of vork alienation, an argument sufficiently sound that we 

have hypothesized that the level of environmental turbulence is posi

tively related to the level of work alienation experienced by the 

worker. In testing this hypothesis, the four dimensions of environmen

tal turbulence which were discussed earlier were used. We, therefore, 

expect the intensity of work alienation to increase as the levels of 
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TABLE 9 

COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL CORRELATIONS INDICATING RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
OF BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES IN ACCOUNTING FOR ALIENATION 

WDRK ALIENATION 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 

(Centrali zation 
Hierarchy of Authority 0.01 
Participation in Decision-Making 0.15* 

Formalization 
Job Codification -0.04* 
Rule Observation -0.10* 

Specialization 
Routinization of Technology 0.42* 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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turbulence in the extraorganizational, intraorganizational, and policy 

environments increase; v*e also expect the intensity of work alienation 

to increase as the worker's perception of the comparative rate of 

turbulence increases. 

When zero-order correlations between the work-alienation and turbu

lence measures are calculated, we obtain mixed results (see Table 10). 

Of the four measures only the comparative-turbulence measure and the 

measure for turbulence in the policy environment are significantly rela

ted to work alienation. Of those two measures only the correlation coef

ficient for the comparative rate of turbulence is sufficiently high to 

be considered substantively significant: there appears to be a modest 

relationship between the level of alienation a vrorker experiences and 

the worker's feeling that his/her organization is experiencing more 

change than other agencies. There was a v^ak correlation between the 

rate of change a worker is experiencing in the policies with which he 

works and the level of alienation he is experiencing, although it does 

not reach the substantive significance requirenent. Without any con

trols, the levels of turbulence in the extraorganizational and intraor

ganizational environments are not significantly (statistically or sub

stantively) related to v^rk alienation. 

The intercorrelations among the turbulence measures do suggest 

that they are fairly strongly related to one another and are working in 

concert (see Table 11); each of the turbulence measures is significantly 

related to one another. As before, we can get a clearer understanding 

of the "independent" contribution of each measure to the variance in 

work alienation by controlling for the influence of the remaining 
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TABLE 10 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS: WDRK ALIENATION 
WITH MEASURES OF ENVIRONMENTAL TURBULEN(ZE 

^KJRK ALIENATION 
TURBULENCE MEASURES 

Turbulence in the Extraorganizational 
Administrative Environment -0.05 

Turbulence in the Intraorganizational 

Administrative Environment -0.08 

Turbulence in the Policy Environment 0.15* 

Canparative Turbulence 0.26* 

*Signifleant at the .05 level or less 
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TABLE 11 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS AMONG TURBULENCE MEASURES 

ET IT PT CT 

Turbulence in Extraorganizational 
Administrative Environment 1.0 

Turbulence in Intraorganizational 

Administrative Environment 0.35* 1.0 

Turbulence in Policy Environment 0.40* 0.49* 1.0 

Canparative Turbulence 0.28* 0.40* 0.41* 1.0 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
KEY: ET = Turbulence in Extraorganizational Administrative Eiivironment, 
IT = Turbulence in Intraorganizational Administrative Environment, P = 
Turbulence in Policy Environment, and CT = Canparative Rate of 
Turbulence 
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turbulence measures (see Table 12). When we do so, an unexpected 

pattern emerges. 

When controls for the other turbulence measures are introduced, we 

find that the level of turbulence in the extraorganizational environment 

surfaces as significantly related to vork cdienation. Although the cor

relation is v*eak, the more unexpected finding is the inverse relation

ship between the two. Evidently, some change in those groups outside of 

the organization can reduce the level of alienation experienced by the 

worker. One explanation may be that a low level of change can be associ

ated with task enlargement. In order to manage increased demands from 

those groups outside of the orgauiization, the worker nay resort to new 

behavior which makes his work less routine. 

When controlling for the other turbulence measures, we do find 

that there is a slight change in the coefficient for the comparative 

rate of turbulence. The comparative turbulence measure continued to be 

the most useful turbulence measure in accounting for the level of work 

alienation. With the control measures introduced, the level of turbu

lence in the policy environment vas no longer statistically significant 

in accounting for work alienation. 

Sunmary 

In the bivariate relationships between work alienation and the 

four turbulence measures, only two of the turbulence measures, the 

comparative-rate-of-turbulence and the policy-turbulence measures, were 

found to be significantly related statistically to work alienation. The 

value of the correlation coefficient for the policy-turbulence measure 

was not high enough to meet the criterion for substantive significance. 
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TABLE 12 

COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL CORRELATIONS INDICATING RELATIVE IMPORTANCE 
OF TURBULENCE MEASURES IN ACCOUNTING FOR ALIENATION 

WDRK ALIENATION 
TURBULENCE MEASURES 

Turbulence in the Extraorgani zationcQ. 
Administrative Eiivironment -0.15* 

Turbulence in the Intraorganizational 

Administrative Environment -0.02 

Turbulence in the Policy Environment 0.10 

Canparative Turbulence 0.24* 

*Signifleant at the .05 level or less 
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When control measures were introduced, only the comparative-

turbulence measure met the criteria for both statistical and substantive 

significance. Also, under the control measures, the level of turbulence 

in the extraorganizational environment was significantly related (sta

tistically) to work alienation; the relationship was inverse, however, 

suggesting that some turbulence in this group, that is, those groups 

outside of the organization v^o work vdth the hunan services profes

sionals, nay reduce the level of work alienation. 

When contrasted to the bureaucratization measures it appears that 

bureaucratization rather than turbulence is more useful in explaining the 

presence of v*ork cdienation. Next, we look at a possible explanation for 

v^y the bureaucratization measure and the comparative-turbulence and 

policy-turbulence measures are related to work alienation. 

Control and Work Alienation 

Our argument has been that turbulence and bureaucratization, by 

reducing the worker's control over his labor, create conditions ripe for 

alienating the worker from his labor. In order to evaluate the role 

control plays in the development of alienation, we hypothesized that the 

worker's sense of control over his labor is inversely related to the 

levels of work alienation, turbulence, and bureaucratization experienced 

by the worker. 

Our data supported the control-worker alienation relationship (see 

Table 13). From the data, we can conclude that there is a significant 

and reasonably strong inverse relationship between work alienation and 

control. A sense of control is associated with the level of alienation 

experienced by the worker: the data suggest that workers who experience 
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TABLE 13 

(XRRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN CONTROL AND WDRK ALIENATION, 
BUREAUCRATIZATION, AND ENVIRONMENTAL TURBULENCE (ZERO-ORDER) 

CONTROL 

WORK ALIENATION -0.39* 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 
Ctentrailzation 

Hierarchy of Authority -0.34* 
Participation in Decision-Making -0.27* 

Formalization 
Job Codification -0.27* 
Rule Observation -0.33* 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Task -0.22* 

TURBULENCE 
Extr aor gcini zat ional ~0 • 04 
Intraorgani zational -0.01 
Policy -0.13* 
Canparative Rate of Turbulence -0.24" • 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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lower levels of control over their work environment will also experience 

higher levels of alienation from their work. Bivariate analysis also 

confirms the relationship between each of the bureaucratization measures 

and control. The turbulence measures as a set, however, were less 

useful in explaining the worker's sense of control: only the compara

tive rate of turbulence measure was significantly related both substan

tively and statistically to control, although the level of turbulence in 

the policy environment was statistically significant. 

Partial correlations were used once again to determine which of 

the vcuriables, when they were viewed independently from their set, v̂ ere 

most useful in explaining control (see Tables 14 and 15). After control

ling for the effects of the other bureaucratization variables, the coef

ficient for each bureaucratization neasure was weakened substantially. 

The reduced correlation coefficients suggest that the bureaucratization 

measures are working together to reduce or increase the vrorkers control 

over his labor. When controlling the turbulence measures for the impact 

on their interrelationships, we discovere^l that the coefficient for the 

comparative rate of turbulence measure vas the least changed of any of 

our bureaucratization or turbulence neasures, indicating that compara

tive turbulence is more strongly related to control, in terms of its 

unique contribution, than are any of our other neasures, although even 

it fell below the level of substantive significance. As a set of mea

sures, the bureaucratization neasures are more useful than the turbu

lence measures in explaining the worker's sense of control; yet our find

ings also suggest that turbulence cannot be dismissed as a factor in con

tributing to a diange in the worker's perception that he c^n "control" 

those processes necessary to his work, particularly when those changes 
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TABLE 14 

COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL CDRRELATIONS INDICATING IMPORTANCE 
OF BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES IN ACOOUN'TING EDR (X>NTROL 

CONTROL 

BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES 
(Central i zation 

Hierarchy of Authority . -0.15* 
Participation in Decision-Making -0.17* 

Formalization 
Job Codification -0.04 
Rule Observation -0.08* 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Task -0.09* 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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TABLE 15 

COEFFICIENTS OF PARTIAL (X)RRELATIONS INDICATING IMPORTANCE 
OF TURBULENCE MEASURES IN AXOUNTING FOR CXDNTROL 

OOWIROL 
TURBULENCE MEASURES 

Turbulence in the Extraorganizational 
Administrative Environnent 0.01 

Turbulence in the Intraorgsini zational 

Administrative Environment 0.09* 

Turbulence in the Policy Environment -0.07 

Canparative Turbulence -0.20* 

*Signifleant at the .05 level or less 
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leave the worker feeling that his agency is experiencing more turbulence 

than other agencies of his kind. Both bureaucratization and turbulence 

have a role in the development of control. 

If certain dimensions of bureaucratization and turbulence are 

related to the worker's sense of control, can v^ then accept the logic 

that turbulence and bureaucratization are related to work cdienation 

through the level of control? When the bureaucratization and turbulence 

measures are correlated with the vxjrk alienation neasure, we can observe 

the extent to vrfiich they relate bo vrork alienation through the worker's 

sense of control by controlling for control (see T^ble 16). A reduction 

in the vcdue of the correlation coefficients v^uld indicate that the 

variable is, in part, relating through the worker's sense of control. 

The extent of the reduction would suggest the extent to which bureaucrat

ization and turbulence contribute to the variance in work alienation 

through the control variable. 

In each bureaucratization and turbulence neasure there vas a 

decrease in the intensity of the correlation coefficient. There were 

substantial drops in each of the correlation coefficients for the 

centralization and formalization measures, and each of those measures 

appears to affect the level of work alienation through the lack of 

control associated with increased bureaucratization. 

The specialization neasure, however, experienced a rather low drop 

in the strength of its correlation coefficient with work alienation. 

Although work alienation correlates more highly with the specialization 

measure than it does with either centralization or formalization 

measure, it does not appear to relate substantially by affecting the 

worker's sense of control. 
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TABLE 16 

ZERO-ORDER AND PARTIAL CORRELATIONS (X)NTROLLING FOR CONTROL 
BETWEEN WDRK ALIENATION AND BUREAUCRATIZATION 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL TURBULENCE 

WORK ALIENATION 

Zero Order 
Correlation 

Partial Change 
Ck^rrelation in Coefficient 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 
Centrali zation 

Hierarchy of 
Authority 

Participation in 
Decision-Making 

Formalization 
Job Codification 
Rule Observation 

Specialization 
Routinization 

of Task 

ENVIRONMENTAL TURBULENCE 
Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgani zational 
Turbulence in Policy 

Environment 
Canparative Rate 

of Turbulence 

0.18* 

0.29* 

0.09* 
0.24* 

0.49* 

-0.05 
-0.08 

0.15* 

0.26* 

.07 

.20* 

.01* 

.20* 

.46* 

-0.03 
-0.09 

0.13* 

0.19* 

-.11 

-.09 

-.08 
-.04 

-.03 

-.02 
+ .01 

-.02 

-.07 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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Of the t>?o measures of turbulence which were significantly related 

to v^rk alienation statistically, only the comparative rate of turbu

lence seemed to v*ork through the control neasure. The coefficient for 

the zero order correlation between vrork alienation and the level of 

turbulence in the policy environment was not substantially altered when 

controlling for the control measure. 

Oir findings do support the position that bureaucratization and 

turbulence relate to vork alienation by affecting the v^rker's sense of 

control. We can establish a control structure; however, we also must 

recognize that the imperfect variance among our neasures suggests that 

the bureaucratization and turbulence neasures contribute to the develop

ment of alienation through other causes as well. 

Sumnary 

The hypotheses relating control to work alienation and bureaucra

tization proved to be accurate. Work alienation and the five bureaucra

tization neasures were all significantly related, both substantively and 

significantly, to the worker's sense of control. As the level of con

trol increases, the level of vgork alienation decreases. Also, as the 

level of bureaucratization increases, the level of control decreases. 

When partial correlations were run on the bureaucratization 

measures controlling for the impact of the remaining bureaucratization 

measures, the correlation coefficients for each of the measures decreas

ed substantially, indicating that the bureaucratization measures highly 

intercorrelate with one another and, therefore, are acting in concert 

upon the sense of control. The role of turbulence was less convincing. 

Of the four turbulence measures only turbulence in the policy 
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environment and the con^rative rate of turbulence were significantly 

related to control, and only the comparative measure had a correlation 

coefficient sufficiently strong to be considered substantively signifi

cant. When, however, partial correlations were run between the turbu

lence neasures and the control neasure while controlling for the remain

ing turbulence neasures, we found that the comparative rate of turbu

lence measure vas more strongly related to the control neasure than any 

other variable considered—bureaucratization or turbulence—even though 

it did not meet the criteria for substantive significance. 

Next, by partialling out the effects of control in the work 

alienation-bureaucratization and vork alienation-turbulence relation

ships, we v^re able to determine if the turbulence and bureaucratization 

variables were relating to work alienation through the worker's sense of 

control. The data indicates that the centralization and formalization 

measures do relate to vork alienation substantially throir̂ h control; the 

correlation coefficient for specialization changed only marginally vtien 

the control condition vas introduced. 

Among the turbulence variables, only the comparative rate of turbu

lence related to work alienation through control. Although turbulence 

in the policy environment vjas significantly related to work alienation, 

there was only a marginal shift in its correlation under the control 

conditions. 

From the data it is possible to conclude that, except for the 

specialization neasure, those neasures of environmental turbulence and 

bureaucratization which relate most strongly to work alienation do so in 
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part, though not entirely, through affecting the workers sense of 

control. 

Alienation in Conditions of High Turbulence 

In the literature review, we found evidence that as the level of 

turbulence increased conditions conducive to the development of higher 

levels of v*ork alienation vgere amplified, which suggested that the 

relationship between work alienation and bureaucratization was condi

tional to the work environment. In these last hypotheses, v̂ e expect to 

find under low-turbulence conditions that bureaucratization accounts for 

a greater percentage of the variance in work alienation than does turbu

lence; under conditions of high-level turbulence v^ expect the turbu

lence measures to account for the greater percentage of the variance in 

v̂ ork alienation. We also hypothesized that under conditions of high-

level turbulence, the bureaucratization neasures v^uld be inversely 

related to the level of vgork cdienation. This last hypothesis is based 

upon evidence that the worker can resort to bureaucratic structure in 

trying to manage the turbulence in his environment. 

The first two hypotheses were accurately predicted (see Tables 17, 

18, and 19). Under conditions of low-level turbulence the bureaucratiza

tion neasures accounted for 28.3% of the variance in the work alienation 

neasure and the turbulence neasures accounted for 13.3% of the variance. 

Under conditions of high-level turbulence, turbulence accounted for 

44.6% of the variance in work alienation, and the bureaucratization 

measures accounted for 14.0%. Our data suggest that the relationship 

between work alienation and bureaucratization is conditional to the 



TABLE 17 

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF WDRK ALIENATION 
WITH BUREAUCRATIZATION AND TURBULENCE MEASURES 

IN DOW-TURBULENCE ENVIRONMENTS* 
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Variable 
Ranking 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

8 

9 

ALIENATION WITH 

Speciali zation 

Canparative Rate of Turbulence 

Intraorganizational Turbulence 

Participation in Decision-Making 

Job Codification 

Rule Observation 

Turbulence in Policy Environment 

Extraorganizational Turbulence 

Hierarchy of Authority 

R 

0.25301 

0.33111 

0.37710 

0.38816 

0.39604 

0.40518 

0.41029 

0.41376 

0.41521 

R Change 

0.25301 

0.07809 

0.04599 

0.01107 

0.00788 

0.00915 

0.00511 

0.00347 

0.00145 

*Low turbulence calculated by using standard deviation 



TABLE 18 

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF WDRK ALIENATION 
WITH BUREAUCRATIZATION AND TURBULENCE MEASURES 

IN HIGH-TURBULEN(ZE ENVIRONMENTS* 
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Variable 
Ranking 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

ALIENATION WITH R" 

Turbulence in Policy Environment 0.26798 

Canparative Rate of Turbulence 0.42494 

Hierarchy of Authority 0.49746 

Participation in Decision-Making 0.53311 

Job Codification 0.54794 

Intraorganizational Turbulence 0.56266 

Rule Observation 0.57259 

Extraorganizational Turbulence 0.57936 

9 Specialization 0.58676 

*High turbulence calculated k>y using standard deviation 

R Change 

0.26798 

0.15697 

0.07252 

0.03564 

0.01483 

0.01472 

0.00993 

0.00676 

0.00741 
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TABLE 19 

PERCENTAGES OF VARIANCE IN WDRK ALIENATION ATTRIBUTED 
TO BUREAUCRATIZATION AND TURBULENCE MEASURES 

IN HIGH- AND IDW-TURBULENCE ENVIRONMENTS 

TURBULENCE 
LEVEL 

High Low 

EXPLANATORY 
VARIABLES 

Turbulence 
Bureaucratization 

44.6% 
14.0% 

13.3% 
23.3% 
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level of turbulence. In low-turbulence situations the primary contribu

tor to v*ork alienation is indeed bureaucratization; under conditions of 

high-level turbulence, however, the rate of change experienced by the 

worker replaces bureaucratization as the najor factor contributing to 

v^rk alienation. 

There is no evidence, however, that the v^rker is resorting to 

bureaucratization in an effort to buttress the turbulence in his vrork 

environment (see Table 20). No change of direction in the relationship 

between the variables is noted. In both high- and low-turbulence envi

ronments, the bureaucratization variables which are significantly 

related to vrork alienation are all positively related to that neasure. 

Only the correlation coefficient for job codification changed from a 

positive to a negative when the level of turbulence shifted from low to 

high. The job codification measure, hcwever, vas not significantly 

related statistically to work alienation in the high-turbulence situa

tions. The human services worker who works in a highly bureaucratic 

environment and in conditions of high-level turbulence encounters 

alienative conditions both from within and from without the organiza

tion. 

Chayter Summary 

Our findings indicate that under conditions where the level of 

turbulence is not being controlled bureaucratization is more helpful in 

understanding the development of work alienation than is environmental 

turbulence. In the first set of hypotheses we learned that among hunan 

services workers in our sample only the canparative rate of turbulence 

and turbulence in the policy environment were significantly related to 
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TABLE 20 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN WDRK ALIENATION 
AND BUREAUCRATIZATION IN liDW- AND HIGH-TURBULENCE ENVIRONMENTS 

WDRK ALIENATION 

Low Turbulence High Turbulence 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 
Centrali zation 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-

Making 

Formalization 
Job (Zodification 
Rule Observation 

0.239* 

0.343* 

0.066* 
0.318* 

0.334* 

0.405* 

-0.002 
0.269* 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Task 0.503* 0.442* 

•Significant at .05 level or less 
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work alienation, and only the OQmparati\^ rate of turbulence was substan

tively significant. By contrast, the specialization, participation-in

decision-making, and rule observation measures were significantly 

related, both substantively and statistically to vgork alienation; all of 

the bureaucratization neasures net the criterion for statistical signifi

cance. 

In the second set of hypotheses, which inquired into the relation

ship between the worker's sense of control over his labor and the v̂ ork 

alienation, bureaucratization, and turbulence neasures, we found that 

work alienation and control eure significantly and inversely related to 

one another. We can expect the worker's intensity of alienation to 

increase as level of control experienced by the worker decreases. 

We also found that all bureaucratization neasures were signifi

cantly, statistically and substantively related (inversely) to the 

worker's sense of control: as each level of bureaucratization increas

ed, we could expect a decrease in the vjorker's sense of control. 

Of the four turbulence neasures, only the canparative rate of 

turbulence and the level of turbulence in the policy environment were 

statistically significant in their relationship to control, and only the 

comparative neasure v<as substanti\^ly significant. The role of turbu

lence in explaining the intensity of the vrorker's sense of control was 

not unimportant, however. When controls for the dimensional interrela

tionships within the bureaucratization and turbulence measures are 

introduced, we find that the comparative-turbulence measure, above all 

other neasures of turbulence and bureaucratization, is most strongly 

related to control; its unique contribution to control is higher than 
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the contribution of any other neasure, although even it did not neet the 

criteria for substantive significance. 

When the turbulence/bureaucratization-control-alienation connec

tion vas considered, ws found that the bureaucratization variables, as a 

set, conformed to the expected pattern more closely than did the turbu

lence neasures. Although the specialization neasure did not affect work 

alienation through the control measure, the centralization and formaliza

tion neasures do. 

Among the turbulence variables, only the comparative-turbulence 

measure related substantially to vrork alienation through the control 

measure. The data suggest that the level of turbulence in the policy 

environment effects work alienation only marginally through its relation

ship to the vorker's sense of control. We can, however, from our 

findings accept the argument that turbulence and bureaucratization, 

through their various dimensions, affect the worker's control over his 

work, which, in turn, affects the intensity of the worker's alienation. 

The last set of hypotheses introduces controls for the level of 

turbulence. As expected, in conditions of low-level turbulence, the 

bureaucratization neasures account for more of the variance in work 

alienation than do the turbulence neasures. The turbulence measures, 

however, explain more of the variance in work alienation than do the 

bureaucratization neasures when conditions of high-level turbulence 

prevail. Contrary to our hypothesis, there is no evidence that bureau

cratization is used as a defense mechanism against turbulence. In both 

high- and low-turbulence situations, the level of bureaucratization is 

positively related to the development of work alienation. 
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Our findings indicate that different patterns between alienation, 

control, bureaucratization, and turbulence exist in high- and low-

turbulence environments. Without controlling for turbulence, the turbu

lence variables seem to wash out in their importance to v^rk alienation. 

Whenever controls for turbulence are introduced, however, the turbu

lence variables take on a richness they did not previously have, a 

richness we vdll try to tap in the next chapter. 



CHAPIER V 

A DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS: 
A CONDITIONAL INTERPRETATION OF THE 
BUREAUCRATI ZATION-WORK ALIENATION 

RELATIONSHIP 

Our findings have been mixed. In the first set of hypotheses we 

expected to find that the level of turbulence in a worker's task environ

ment is significantly related to the level of work alienation which the 

worker experiences. Of the four dimensions of environmental turbulence 

(extraorganizational turbulence, intraorganizational turbulence, turbu

lence in the policy environnent, and the canparative rate of turbu

lence), only the canparative rate of turbulence and the level of turbu

lence in the policy ^ivironnent were significantly related to v*ork 

cdienation; only the canparative rate of turbulence was substantively 

related to vrork alienation. 

In the second set of hypotheses, the worker's sense of control was 

the focal variable. We first hypothesized that the worker's sense of con

trol over vtfork processes is inversely related to work alienation. Then 

we hypothesized that bureaucratization and environmental turbulence are 

inversely related to control. The hypotheses relating work alienation 

and the bureaucratization neasures (hierarchy of authority, participa

tion in decision-making, job codification, rule observation, and special

ization) were each confirmed—both substantively and statistically. Of 
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the turbulence neasures, only the comparative rate of turbulence net the 

criteria for substantive and statistical significance; the neasure for 

turbulence in the policy environment met only the criterion for statisti

cal significance. The hypotheses for intraorganizational and extraorgan

izational turbulence v^re not confirmed. 

In the last set of hypotheses v*e introduced the conditional rela

tionships. Under conditions of lew-level turbulence v^ expected that 

the bureaucratization neasures v^uld explain a greater percentage of the 

variance in vrork alienation than v*ould the turbulence variables. Under 

conditions of high-level turbulence v^ expected to find that the tur

bulence variables accounted for a greater percentage of the variance in 

work cdienation than would the bureaucratization variables. We also 

hypothesized that under high-turbulence conditions increased bureaucrat

ization would be used as a defense against environmental turbulence. 

The first two hypotheses were confirmed. Under conditions of 

high-level turbulence, the turbulence neasures account for a greater 

percent of the variance of work alienation, while in the lew-turbulence 

environments the bureaucratization neasures accounted for the greater 

percent of the variance in work alienation. The last hypothesis was not 

confirmed: there was no statistical evidence that the worker resorted 

to bureaucratization in managing the turbulence which he encounters in 

his job. 

We will try to explain work alienation by looking for patterns 

which onerged in our two control groups, high and low turbulence set

tings, and comparing these patterns to the findings in the entire sample 

population. 
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Alienation in High-Turbulence Settings 

Under conditions of high-level turbulence, a general pattern of 

high levels of turbulence, high levels of bureaucratization, low levels 

of worker control and high levels of v^rk alienation emerged. Because 

of the dimensional approach we used, we found that only certain neasures 

of turbulence and bureaucratization vgere useful in explaining work alien

ation . 

Alienation and Turbulence 

In the highly turbulent group, two turbulence neasures, the compar

ative rate of turbulence and the level of turbulence in the policy envi

ronnent are more strongly related to vrork alienation than were any of 

the bureaucratization neasures. Zero order correlations revealed that 

under highly turbulent conditions vrork alienation is most strongly 

related to the level of turbulence in the policy environnent (see Table 

21). i^parently rapid change in government policies creates conditions 

v^ich result in a loss of pride or neaning in work. This seems consist

ent vd-th Blau's observation about worker dissatisfaction being related 

to an abundance of new rules. It is probable in the highly-turbulent 

environment that the rapid introduction of new policies makes the work 

harder to define since the policies would change either the substance of 

the job definition or the processes used in the labor. 

When the impact of the remaining turbulence neasures were con

trolled, the relationship between policy turbulence and work alienation 

remained high; it fell from .54 to .53 (See Table 22). The remaining 

turbulence neasures are effecting the relationship between the level of 

turbulence in policy environment and work alienation only marginally. 
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TABLE 21 

ZERO-CRDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN WORK ALIENATION 
AND BUREAUCRATIZATION AND TURBULENCE 
IN HIGH- AND I£W-TURBULENCE SETTINGS 

WC»K ALIENATION 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 
Centred!zation 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-

Making 

High Turbulence Low Turbulence 

.33' 

.41' 

.11 

.23' 

Formalization 
Job (Modification 
Rule Observation 

,002 
.27* 

,02 
,16* 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Task 44' 56^ 

TURBULENCE 
Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgan i zational 
Policy 
Comparative Rate 

of Turbulence 

,05 
,17 
,46* 

,54* 

-.32* 
-.06 
.37* 

-.12 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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TABLE 22 

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BBIWEEN TURBULENCE MEASURES 
AND WORK ALIENATION HIGH- AND I£1W-TURBULEN(ZE SETTINGS 

(CONTROLLING EDR OTHER TURBULEN(2E MEASURES) 

WORK ALIENATION 

TURBULENCE High Turbulence Low Turbulence 

Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgani zational 
Policy 
Canparative Rate 

of Turbulence .53* .03 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 

.14 
- .14 

.48* 

- . 2 1 * 
- .12 

.25* 
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In part the level of turbulence in the policy environment is accomplish

ing this through its association with low levels of control. 

Similiar observation can be made for the comparative rate of turbu

lence neasure. The comparative rate of turbulence neasure was second 

only to the policy turbulence neasure in the strength of its relation

ship to vrork alienation. If a vorker perceives the rate of change in 

his agency to be much more accelerated than the rate of change occurring 

in other agencies, he is also more likely to experience more intense 

feelings of alienation from his labor than those workers perceiving 

slower rates of change in comparable agencies. When the impact of the 

other turbulence neasures upon the comparative rate of turbulence—work 

alienation relationship is controlled, the intensity of their relation

ship increases, changing from .46 to .48; the impact of the other turbu

lence measures evidently mutes the comparative neasures impact upon work 

cdienation. 

One of the unexpected findings is that in the highly-turbulent 

environment, there was no statistically significant relationship between 

the comparative neasure and the vgorker's sense of control as there had 

been in the uncontrolled environment. If the compELrative turbulence 

neasure is not significantly related to control, what is the nature of 

its relationship to work alienation? One explanation is that the compar

ative turbulence neasure may be reflecting the worker's frustration 

level. It nay be useful to view the neasure in the sane light as nea

sures of various relative deprivation theories. If the worker feels 

that his work is being performed in an environnent more turbulent than 

other agencies performing comparable tasks, the level of work alienation 

may result more frcm a sense of frustration than from a lack of control. 
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Neither the level of turbulence in the extraorganizational environ

nent nor the level of turbulence in the intraorganzational environnent 

were significantly related to work cdienation in highly turbulent oivi-

ronments. Throughout this study these two neasures have had little 

utility, either in controlled or uncontrolled conditions. Although the 

reason for the lack of relationship between those two neasures and work 

alienation is not clear, some explanations do corns to mind. 

In one v^y these environments do effect work alienation in highly 

turbulent environments, but they do so through changes in policies. The 

operational neasure for turbulence the policy environment does include 

changes in policies for the agency itself as well cis for other agencies 

vd.th which the vrorker works. To the degree those groups can change job 

content and processes affecting the rate of turbulence among intraorga

nizational and extraorganizational structures, they are significant to 

the development of work alienation. Perhaps one reason the operational 

measure for turbulence in the extraorganizational environnent is not 

significantly related to vrork alienation is that those groups, even in 

periods of rapid change, typically do not make demands upon the worker 

v^ich cannot be managed. Clients, for example, are a group v^ich v^ 

would have expected to be a source of work alienation. Hcwever, high 

levels of client passivity, which v^ can assume characterizes human 

services in Texas given our political traditions, would not result in a 

loss of work control for the worker regardless of the rate of client 

change. There was not, in fact, a significant relationship between the 

control neasure and the rate of change in the extraorganizational 

environment. 
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What is more quixotic is the relationship between change in the 

intraorganizational environment and work alienation under highly turbu

lent conditions. Although there is no significant relationship vdth 

v^rk alienation, the intraorganizational environment is significantly 

related, both statistically and substantively, to the level of control, 

(see Table 23). The unexpected point here is that it is a positive, not 

an inverse, relationship. As the rate of change of internal structures 

increased, the intensity of the vrorker's sense of control increased. 

Under such circumstances it nay be that the internal structure loosens 

its control on the v^rker. The worker nay be able to assert more of 

him-or-herself into the v^rk, thereby increasing his/her control over 

their work, due to less rigid authority structures. 

There is evidence that this nay be occurring. In zero-order 

partials between turbulence in the intraorganizational environnent and 

the bureaucratization neasures in conditions of high-level turbulence, 

there was a significant relationship between intraorganizational turbu

lence and job codification (r = -.28). Evidently in highly turbulent 

environments, as the rate of intraorganizational turbulence increases 

there is scne reduction in the vrorkers' feelings that they must consult 

rules and regulations in the performance of their world. A similar 

trend is observed with the participation in decision-making neasure. 

Alienation and Bureaucratization 

When there are high rates of turbulence in highly bureaucratic 

organizations, the worker encounters yet another source of alienation, 

the bureaucratic structure itself. As nentioned before, we could find 

no evidence that the worker was using the bureaucratic structure to 

defend himself against the turbulence he encounters. We did notice. 
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TABLE 23 

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN CONTROL AND BUREAUCRATIZATION 
AND TURBULENCE IN HIGH- AND IDW-TURBULENCE SETTINGS 

CONTROL 

BUREAUCRATIZATION 
Centralization 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-

Making 

Formalization 
Job Codification 
Rule Observation 

High Turbulence Low Turbulence 

-.37^ 

-.22* 

33* 
31* 

-.47^ 

-.16 

,05 
,33 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Tcisk -.30^ -.27' 

TURBULENCE 
Extraorgsuii zational 
Intraorgani zational 
Policy 
Canparative Rate 

of Turbulence 

.16 

.24* 
-.21 

-.36 

.10 
-.16 
-.22* 

-.22* 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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however, that in highly turbulent environments that the significance 

(substantive) of all the bureaucratization neasures, except specializa

tion, vdth alienation increased. All of the bureaucratization neasures 

except job codification were significantly related to vork alienation. 

When v^ review the role the centralization and formalization 

measures have in the development of v*ork alienation v^ find that under 

conditions of high-level turbulence the centralization neasures becane 

substantially more prominoit in their explanation of work alienation, 

but the formalization neasures do not. Under general conditions, 

_i.e., without dividing the population into high- and low-turbulence 

groups, the correlation coefficients between v*ork alienation and the 

centralization neasures (hierarchy of authority, r = .18; participation 

in decision-making, r = .29) are modest. However, under conditions of 

high-level turbulence, the coefficient for the hierarchy of authority 

measure increased to .33, and the coefficient for the participation in 

decision-making neasure increased to .41. 

The formalization neasures, job codification and rule observation, 

did not follow the pattern of the centralization neasures. In the 

general population with no controls used, the job codification measure 

was very weakly related, si±)Stantively, to work alienation (r = .09); 

among those in the subset of the population which experienced high 

levels of turbulence, the job codification neasure was neither substan

tively significant (r = .002) nor statistically significant. There was 

a slight increase in the rule observation-work alienation coefficient 

evident in the conparison of the general survey set and the high-turbu

lence subset: in the general sur\'ey population the coefficient vas .24, 

and in the high turbulence group it vas .27. 
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The increased correlation coefficients between the centralization 

and work alienation neasures, which typifies the high turbulence environ

ment, indicate the workers' need for increased flexibility, a flexibil

ity needed for high worker morale. When we controlled for the impact of 

the various bureaucratization neasures upon one another, we found that 

the participation in decision-making neasure, in terms of its independ

ent relationship to vsork alienation, vas more strongly related to work 

alienation than any of the other bureaucratization neasures, even 

specialization (see Table 24). In highly turbulent conditions, workers 

need to be able bo participate in agency-vdde decision-making process if 

levels of work alienation are to be minimized. 

The increased correlation coefficient for the hierarchy of author

ity neasure also indicated that under conditions of high level turbu

lence, the vorker's ability to implement his tasks without interference 

from above is more important in the development of work alienation that 

it is in conditions of low level turbulence. Of all our bureaucratiza

tion neasures, the hierarachy of authority correlated most strongly with 

the workers sense of control (r = -. 37). 

This apparent need for increased v^rker flexibility during times 

of high level turbulence, is also seen in the one neasure of formaliza

tion which was significantly related to work alienation: rule observa

tion. The rule observation neasure, v̂ hich indicates the extent to which 

a worker is being overseen for rule violations, increased slightly in 

the strength of its relationship to work alienation under conditions of 

high level turbulence, from .24 to .27. However modest, we can expect 

that during highly turbulent times, increased attempts by the agency to 

check the worker for rule violations will exacerbate the development of 
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TABLE 24 

PARTIAL CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
BETWEEN BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES AND WDRK ALIENATION 

IN HIGH- AND DOW-TURBULENCE SETTINGS 
(CONTROLLING FOR OTHER BUREAUCRATIZATION MEASURES) 

WORK ALIENATION 

BUREAUCRATI ZATION 
Centralization 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Pcurticipation in Decision-

Making 

Formalization 
Job Codification 
Rule Observation 

Speciali zation 
Routinization of Task 

High Turbulence Lew Turbulence 

.15 -.01 

.34^ 

23* 
,19 

23 

.07 

-.02 
-.0005 

.51 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 



121 

work alienation. If the worker feels that the agency is constantly 

reviewing his work for rule violations it is likely that the agency is 

inhibiting the workers' need to take new risks in performing his work in 

rapidly changing conditions. 

Curiously, under high-turbulence conditions, the specialization 

measure decreased slightly in its substantive significance, from .49 in 

the population without turbulence controls to .44 in the high-turbulence 

population. The findings still indicate that the division of labor nay 

be too narrow or too routine for the work to remain meaningful. 

The data support the contention that under highly turbulent 

conditions, bureaucratization exacerbates conditions conducive to aliena

tion. Although, turbulence nay account for a greater percentage of the 

variance in work alienation than the bureaucratization variables, bureau

cratization is still a factor contributing to the development of work 

alienation. 

Although we did not find support for the one hypothesis that the 

level of bureaucratization nay be used as a defense against turbulence 

in the aivironment, we cannot dismiss the argument completely. First of 

all, our methodology did not allow us to observe the behavior of vrorkers 

in low turbulent environments and then observe those same workers in 

highly turbulent situations; we were not able to natch strategies with 

individual workers. Longitudional analysis would provide research 

possibilities which we can not in our research design. Secondly our 

assumption in testing the hypothesis nay have been incorrect. The 

testing procedure assunes that the bureaucratization neasures if they 

are being used to nanage the level of turbulence in the environnent will 

be inversely related to work alienation. It nay be possible that the 
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worker by resorting to bureaucratization as a defense is using one set 

of alienating conditions (the level of bureaucratization) to combat 

another set of alienating conditions (turbulence). 

A third point suggested by our data is that high levels of bureau

cratization simply do not provide the opportunity to reverse the effects 

of turbulence. If the level of bureaucratization is anployed to combat 

turbulence, it might be used to prevent or minimize further loss of 

control over the turbulence, but we have no evidence that it can effec

tively be used to increase the v^rker's control over the turbulence in 

his environment. 

Sumnary 

Under conditions of high level turbulence, vrorkers in highly 

bureaucratic agencies encounter alienati\^ conditions fron both the 

level of turbulence and the level of bureaucratization. Increased rates 

of change in policies, in particular, are associated vdth Icwer levels 

of control for the worker over his tasks. If the worker feels that his 

agency is experiencing higher levels of turbulence than are comparable 

agencies, he also is likely to experience higher levels of work aliena

tion. 

Also an unexpected relationship between the level of turbulence in 

the intraorganizational environment and the worker's sense of control 

exists: as the level of turbulence in the intraorganizational environ

ment increased, the level of control increased (a phenomenon v^ accred

ited to ambiguity in authority patterns which might accompany change 

within cin agency). 

We also found that high levels of bureaucratization work to 

aggravate work alienation. Our findings suggest that workers need 
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flexibility in negotiating the turbulence which they encounter in their 

work. The strength of the correlation coefficients for the hierarchy of 

authority, participation-in-decision-making, and rule observation 

measures were each stronger in highly turbulent environnents than in the 

uncontrolled environment. The increased strength of the correlation 

coefficients suggests the increased need to be free from bureaucratic 

constraint in trying to manage the consequences of environmental 

turbulence. 

Granting the limitations of our research design, we still could 

find no evidence in our data that the level of bureaucratization was 

used to counter the level of turbulence in the work environment. The 

level of bureaucratization vas not seen as a variable useful to the 

worker in establishing control over turbulence in the work environment. 

Alienation in Low-Turbulence Settings 

The pattern which emerged in the low-turbulence settings generally 

was one of low-turbulence, low levels of bureaucratization, high levels 

of control, and low levels of work alienation. In the low-turbulence 

settings we countered a shift from the turbulence neasures to the bureau

cratization measures, particularly specialization, as the variables most 

useful in understanding the development of work alienation. 

Alienation and Turbulence 

Under conditions of low-level turbulence the bureaucratization 

neasures accounted for more of the variance in work alienation than did 

the turbulence neasures, yet under these conditions two turbulence 

neasures did relate significantly to work alienation, the canparative 

rate of turbulence (r = .37) and the level of turbulence in the 



124 

extraorganizational environment (r = -.32). In each of the three groups 

we have studied—the entire sample and the two subsets of high- anl low-

turbulence—the comparative rate of turbulence neasure has been the only 

measure of turbulence which was significantly related, both substan

tively and statistically, to v*ork alienation. The comparative rate of 

turbulence neasure v*as not significantly related to the worker's sense 

of control in the highly turbulent environnent but v^s significantly 

related to control in the low-turbulence group as well as in the broader 

sanple. 

Only in the low-turbulence environment did the turbulence in the 

extraorgeuiizational environnent relate significantly to work alienation. 

In the low-turbulence environnent, however, the rate of diange in the 

extraorganizational environment is inversely related to vrork alienation; 

rather than exacerbating vrork alienation, extraorganizational turbulence 

was associated with lower rates of work cdienation. One reason nay be 

that moderate levels of change in the extraorganizational environnent 

create conditions which allow the worker to exercise more discretion in 

their work. The level of extraorganizational turbulence, for example, 

is inversely related to the hierarchy of authority measure (r = -.25), 

the rule observation neasure (r = -.30), and the specialization neasure 

(r = -.38). Higher levels of extraorganizational turbulence were 

associated with more freedom of task implementation, lower levels of 

rule observation, and low levels of task routinization. Without the 

complicating factor of high levels of policy turbulence, the worker 

would be able to exercise discretion with lower levels of risk involved 

since the policies themselves would be more stable. A moderate level of 

turbulence would then provide a healthy challenge to the worker. 
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Alienation and Bureaucratization 

In the low-turbulent environment, the specialization neasure was 

more strongly related to work alienation (r = .56) than to any other 

variable, bureaucratization or turbulence. One explanation can be found 

in boredan which nay be associated vdth highly routinized tasks. An

other explanation may be found in the supervision which is associated 

with the performance of routine tasks. There was a fairly strong 

relationship between specialization and rule observation (r = .49) and 

hierarchy of authority (r = .30). An increase in the specialization of 

task is associated with both increased observance for rule violations 

and more interference fran supervisors in task implementation. 

Rule observation and participation in decision-making were the 

only other bureaucratization neasures which v^re significantly related 

to work alienation among those working in low-turbulence environments. 

There vas a modest relationship between the extent to which a worker 

participated in agency wide decisions and work alienation (r = .23); the 

bivariate relationship between rule observation and vrork alienation vas 

weaker hov^ver (r = .16). In the low-turbulence environnent the extent 

to vjhich a vrorker was observed for rule observation did not neet the 

criteria for substantive significance. In fact when v^ controlled for 

the impact of the bureaucratization neasures upon one another, the 

specialization neasure vas the only bureaucratization measure which vas 

both statistically and substantively related to work alienation (r = 

.51). As we have already observed the hierarchy of authority neasure 

and the rule observation neasure appeared to relate to work alienation 

through interaction vdth the specialization neasure; highly routinized 

labor vas associated vdth elevated levels of both supervisor 
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interference in the worker's job implementation and supervision for rule 

violations. 

In the low-turbulence environment, alienation from work seems to 

come more from a need for task enlargement rather than in an effort to 

control turbulence or even to participate in organizational decision

making. The correlation coefficients between control and work aliena

tion support this position. In the highly turbulent setting the rela

tionship between vrork alienation and control vas higher (r = -.43) than 

in either the uncontrolled (r = -.39) or low-turbulence (r = -.32) set

tings . 

Sunmary 

In conditions of low level turbulence the bureaucratization mea

sures accounted for a high percaitage of the variance in work aliena

tion. Yet different reasons seemed to surface. In the low-turbulence 

environments the centralization and formalization measures are not as 

substantively significant in the development of work alienation as in 

either the highly turbulent or uncontrolled populations. The specializa

tion neasure, hcwever, becomes more significant in accounting for work 

alienation in low turbulence settings than it did under the high turbu

lent or uncontrolled conditions. In the low turbulence conditions, the 

alienation was bom less in the lack of control and evidently more in 

the need for task enlargment. The level of specialization vas also 

significantly related to the intensity of hierarchy of authority and 

rule observation. Those workers v^o performed highly routinized work 

also face more supervision than did those in less routine work. 

Our data also indicated that under conditions of low-level turbu

lence, the level of turbulence in the extraorganizational environment is 
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significantly related to the level of work alienation; the relationship 

vas inverse however. Increased turbulence was significantly related to 

lower levels of work alienation. Sane turbulence in this group actually 

appears to reduce work alienation, perhaps because it creates conditions 

v^iich result in job enlarganent. The level of turbulence in the extra-

organizational environment vas also related to lower levels of task rou

tinization and onployee supervision, conditions which would allow the 

work to become less repetitive and narrow in focus. As in the other 

groups, if the workers perceive the rate of change in his agency to be 

more rapid than the rate of change in comparable agencies, his level of 

alienation can be expected to be higher than those workers v*io do not 

perceive higher rate of change. 

By using the high- and lew-turbulence groups v^ have been able to 

identify patterns in the bureaucratization-turbulence-work alienation 

relationships v^ich v^re masked v*ien ws did not control for the level of 

turbulence. We have, for example, observed that under conditions of 

high-level turbulence, the level of turbulence in the policy environnent 

is highly related to v^rk alienation, although without the control nea

sure and in the low-turbulence group it is not a viable explanation for 

the level of vgork alienation. We also observed that the centralization 

measures v^re much nore useful in explaining work alienation in high-

turbulent environnents than they were in low-turbulence environnents. 

In the high turbulence environnents the alienation appeared to be rela

ted bo the workers inability to control those processes related to work, 

a lack of control related primarily to conditions rooted in the turbu

lence. 'Ihe level of bureaucratization amplified the alienating condi

tions . 
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\fiben we did not control for the level of alienation, the bureaucra

tization neasures were more useful in explaining work alienation than 

were the turbulence measures; only the canparative rate of turbulence 

neasure was a significant factor in explaining work alienation. Again, 

the worker's sense of control is useful in explaining the presence of 

work alienation, but here, the bureaucratization neasures seem to curb 

the worker's control more than do the turbulence neasures. 

In the low turbulence group the bureaucratization measures again 

account for more of the variance in work alienation than do the turbu

lence neasures, yet under these conditions the v^orker's sense of control 

does not seem to be the primary explanation for the development of alie

nation. Under low turbulence conditions the routinization of task seems 

to be the primary explanation. Under these conditions the level of 

turbulence in the extraorganizational environnent even lowered the level 

of alienation by creating conditions conducive to job enlargement. 

Patterns of Work Alienation in Texas Eiunan Services Programs 

Although we did not hypothesize any relationships among the demo

graphic characteristics of our sample and the work alienation, control, 

turbulence, and bureaucratization variables, we can use our demographic 

variables to isolate groups which are experiencing significantly higher 

levels of alienation than are other groups. We can then attempt to iden

tify the alienating conditions in these agencies. When the findings are 

interpreted in context of the human services agencies surveyed, identi

fiable patterns among bureaucratization, work alienation, turbulence, 

and control emerge. 

file:///fiben
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Alienation in State and Local Agencies 

Human services workers employed in the state agencies (Texas 

Employment (^omnission, Texas D^artment of Hunan Resources, the Texas 

Rehabilitation Canmission), for example, had a significantly higher nean 

score on the work alienation neasure than did those working for the 

local/regional agencies (alcohol and drug abuse councils, canmunity 

action agencies, councils of government, mental health/mental retarda

tion centers, cind legal services centers). The nean scores on the nea

sures of bureaucratization, environmental turbulence, and organizational 

control v^re also significantly different between the two groups (see 

Table 25). The state agencies had significantly higher scores on all 

the turbulence measures and three of the bureaucratization neasures (par

ticipation in decision-making, job oodif ication, and specicilization); 

the local/regional agencies had the higher score on the control neasure. 

In the eleven different neasures employed in the analysis, the 

state agencies were not significantly different fron the local/region£il 

agencies in the mean scores of only two neasures: hierarchy of author

ity and rule observation. There vas no significant difference between 

these two groups in the degree to v^ich they v^re assigned tasks and 

then provided with the freedom to implement those tasks without interrup-
* 

tion fran superiors, nor was there a significant difference between 

these two groups in the extent to which the hunan service worker vas 

observed for rule violations. Yet workers in the state agencies did 

feel that they had less ability to reach their organizational objectives 

than did vjorkers in the local/regional agencies. 

The structure of work in the state agencies tended to limit the 

opportunities for the hunnan services professional to guide the direction 
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Table 25 

MEAN SCORES ON WORK ALIENATION, BUREAUCRATIZATION, TURBULENCE, 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY AGENCY LEVEL 

WORK ALIENATION SCORE 
BUREAUCRATIZATION SCORES 

Centrali zation 
Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-Making 

Formalization 
Job Ctodification 
Rule Observation 

Specicdization 

TURBULENCE SCORES 

Administrative Environment 
Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgani zational 

Policy Environment 
Generative Rate of Turbulence 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTE«DL SCORE 

State 

11.0273* 

9.7516 
14.6970* 

14.0098* 
4.5290 

Local/Regional 

9.5000* 

10.0000 
11.7949* 

13.3267* 
4.3738 

10.6412 

24.8587* 
14.5607* 

13.8742* 
14.1250* 

22.9630* 

9.7109 

22.4955* 
13.7132* 

12.2980* 
12.1256* 

23.4698* 

*Significant difference at .05 level or less 
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of the organization. Human services workers in the state agencies, for 

example, felt that they were isolated from decision-making processes 

which would affect agency goals and policies for the entire organiza

tion. Similarly when the focus vas shifted from agency-wide decisions 

to job-specific decisions, the state agencies again, as a groi¥>, were 

more restrictive than the local/regional agencies. The state agency 

workers, in fulfilling their professional responsibilities, were 

required to consult rules vdth significantly greater regularity than 

their local/regional colleagues, an action which gave them less discre

tion in their work. Also, the content of their work vas similarly more 

restrictive. Evidently the structuring of jobs in the state agencies 

tended toward a greater micro-division of labor. State workers regis

tered significantly higher scores on the specialization neasure indica

ting that by nature their work vas less diverse and more routine than 

that of local/regional workers. 

The human services vorkers in state agencies also faced consis

tently more turbulent environments than their more local counterparts. 

Consistent with the significantly higher scores the state workers had on 

the oomparative rate of turbulence measures, indicating that they 

believed their agencies were experiencing more turbulence than other 

hunan services agencies, the state workers had significantly higher 

scores on the measures of turbulence in the extraorganizational and 

intraorganizational administrative environments and the policy environ

ment. Those workers in state agencies were faced with rapidly changing 

work processes and work content, as v^ll as rapidly changing internal 

and external environments. Our findings suggest that the rate of change 

in the external and internal environnents would not in thanselves 
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aggravate work cdienation, rather the rate of change in the policy 

environment would make the work less certain about the appropriate 

actions to take. The high rates of turbulence in the administrative 

environments vrould only exacerbate the decreased control being experi

enced by the vorker. The hunan services professionals at the local/ 

regional level not only felt that they v^re experiencing less change in 

the policies which influenced job content, but also felt that they were 

Qicountering fewer structural changes vdthin their agencies and within 

those groups outside the agencies with which they v^orked. 

The pattern of higher levels of work alienation, bureaucratiza

tion, and turbulence and lover levels of control continues when the 

state and local/regional agencies cure analyzed vdthin each group for 

significant variations. For example, as a group, those hunnan services 

professionals working in the Texas Department of Hunan Resources had the 

highest scores of any agency on the work alienation neasure (see Table 

26). Within TDHR there was cilso a significant difference between those 

individuals working in the family services programs, e.3., protec

tive services, adoption, foster care, and those working in the financial 

aid programs, e.3., eligibility workers in the Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children and Food Stamp programs. The financial assistance 

workers, as an occupational category, had the highest nean scores on the 

work alienation index. Conversely, they had the Icwest nean scores on 

the control neasure while having scores indicating high degrees of 

bureaucratization on the participation in decision naking and specializa

tion indices. 

As before, high levels of alienation, low levels of organizational 

control, and high levels of bureaucratization vere observed in settings 
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T a b l e 26 

MEAN SCORES CN WDRK ALIENATION, BUREAUCRATIZATION, TURBULENCE, 
AND QRCSANIZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY AGENCY TYPE 

IXXAL/RBGIONAL A(SENCIES STATE AGENCIES 
RCADA CAPS COGS MHMR LA DHA TEC TRC 

WORK ALIENATION SCORE* 

7.7500 9.0392 9.4231 9.8954 9.2500 11.4107 10.1875 10.2857 

BUREAUCRATIZATION SCORES 

C e n t r a l i za t ion 
Hierarchy of Authori ty* 

8.8125 10.4889 10.5417 10.1497 8.7000 9.8287 10.9565 8.4259 

Pcurt icipat ion in Decision-Msiking* 

10.2667 11.0400 11.2308 12.6513 10.1563 14.9241 14.0833 14.3750 

Formal izat ion 
Job Codif ica t ion* 

11.8667 14.0227 12.7500 13.7234 11.5172 14.0865 14.6364 13.2308 

Rule Observation 

4.333 4.211 4.353 4.542 3.846 4.598 4.350 4.431 

S p e c i a l i za t ion 

7.6667 9.9318 8.5385 10.2431 8.7586 10.7621 11.3171 9.7115 

TURBULEN(32 SCORES 
Adminis t ra t ive Environment 

Ex t raorgan iza t iona l* 

21.0769 22.6944 24.2381 22.0388 23.8148 25.5747 25.4359 21.4681 

In t r ao rgan i za t iona1* 

12.3333 12.4894 13.2692 14.3878 13.4375 15.0324 13.3542 13.7818 
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TABLE 26 (continued) 

LOCAI/REGIONAL AGENCIES STATE AGENCIES 

RCADA C3^S COGS MHMR LA DHA TEC TRC 

Policy Environnent* 

11.6000 11.7083 12.7692 12.2357 13.5714 14.3750 11.3556 14.0182 

Canparative Rate of Turbulence* 

10.8571 12.1707 11.0588 12.333 12.5385 15.1073 12.6047 11.2128 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL SCORE* 

23.2500 23.9722 25.000 22.8960 24.3929 22.5134 23.6389 24.2609 

*Signifleant differences exist between at least two of the agencies. 
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characterized by high levels of turbulence. The DHR financial assis

tance workers also had significantly higher scores on the neasures for 

turbulence in the extraorganizational environnent and policy environ

nent, which were reflected in a significantly higher mean score on the 

neasure for the comparative rate of turbulence. 

The general pattern among the research variables v^ich typifies 

the state and local/regional agencies is consistent with our findings. 

The state agencies which are more highly bureaucratic than the local/ 

regional agencies also are characterized by high levels of turbulence, 

low levels of control, and high levels of vgork alienation. The local/ 

regional agencies, which are less bureaucratic than the state agencies, 

also have lower levels of turbulence, higher levels of control, and 

lower levels of work alienation than do the state agencies. 

There were exceptions within each agency level, however. The 

Texas Rehabilitation Cotmission, for example, vas significantly less 

bureaucratic and turbulent in some areas than either the Texas Ehiploy-

ment Canmission or the Texas Department of Human Resources, although the 

Texas Rehabilitation Ccnmission had the second highest work alienation 

score (only TDHR had a higher score) cind the third highest mean score on 

the organizational control neasure. In fact, the Texas Rehabilitation 

Commission had a statistically higher score on the control neasure than 

did the Department of Hunan Resources. The differences which emerged 

between the Texas Rehabilitation Canmission and the other two state 

agencies can also be observed in the hierarchy of authority measure. 

Although there was no significant difference between the mean scores on 

the state and local/regional agencies on that bureaucratic dimension, 

the Rehabilitation Ccmmission, which had the lowest mean score of any 
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agency type did have a score significantly lower than the Texas Einploy-

ment Canmission, which had the highest mean score of any agency. 

In the turbulence measures, the Texas R^abilitation Canndssion 

also had significantly lower mean scores than did the Department of 

Hunan Resources and the Employment Carmission. The Rehabilitation 

(Canmission, as well as the Eiiployment Carmission, for example, had a 

significantly lower nean score on the comparative rate of change neasure 

than did the Department of Hunan Resources. Also the Rehabilitation 

Ccmnission had a significantly lower nean score on the measure for turbu

lence in the extraorganizational administrative environment than did 

either the Hunan Resources D^>artnent or the Ehiployment (Commission, even 

though it did have a significantly higher nean score than did the Einploy-

ment Canmission on the policy turbulence neasure. 

The Rehabilitation Canmission, then, presents a set of relation

ships deviating from the broader generalizations about alienation in 

state agencies. The Rehabilitation Carmission presented a situation of 

high alienation, high control, variation among the bureaucratization 

measures, and variation among the turbulence neasures. 

The level of turbulence in the policy environnent can provide at 

least partial resolution for this deviating case. We have learned 

earlier that high levels of turbulence in the policy environnent sire 

associated with high levels of work alienation; the worker's labor 

becomes nore uncertain. It is possible that in the Texas Rehabilitation 

Ccnmission, which experienced the second highest rate of policy turbu

lence among our eight agency types, that the TRC workers vere working in 

higher conditions of task uncertainty due to changing policies. 
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This explanation, however, does not explain why the TRC worker's 

continued to express high levels of control over their vgork. The answer 

to this question nay rest vdth the hierarchy of authority neasure. 

Compared to v^rkers in the other agencies, the TRC workers v̂ ere given 

considerable freedom to implement their tasks without interference from 

superiors, a situation v^ich nay have resulted in high levels discre

tion, and, therefore control over vrork processes, regardless of how 

ambiguous those processes were. The v^rker would be able to take risks 

without which might not be possible in more highly supervised situa

tions. The impact of the policy turbulence also may have been minimized 

by the low levels of turbulence in the extraorganizational environnent. 

The vrarker may have experienced higher rates of chcinge in those policies 

effecting his labor, but a rather placid extraorganizational environment 

did not present challenges to the worker's sense of control. 

Within the local/regional agencies, the mental health/mental retar

dation agencies presented a case deviating cai several points from other 

local/regional agencies. The mental health professionals were character

ized by low levels of work alienation. Only the Department of Human 

Resources employees had a lower mean score on the control neasure than 

did the mental health workers, and in fact, the mental health profession

als had a significantly lower level of control than hunan services 

workers in another local/regional agency, i.e., councils of govern

ments. This in part nay be explained by the lack of participation which 

the mental health workers have in the development of agency-vdde deci

sions. Although mental health professionals had significantly more 

input into agency-v/ide decision-flaking than did those working in the 

Department of Human Resources, they had significantly less input than 
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did the Legal Aid professionals. They also worked in positions which 

required reference to rules much more frequently in the fulfillment of 

their professional responsibilities than did legal aid workers, as indi

cated by significant differences in job codification nean scores. Curi

ously then, mental health workers provide a situation of moderate aliena

tion, at least alienation which is not significantly higher than any 

other agency studied, and very low levels of organizational control. 

Other than a high level of turbulence in the intraorganizational admini-

strati\^ environment, the turbulence neasures were moderate. The signi

ficantly higher levels of turbulence in the intraorganizational admini

strative environment, significantly higher than that perceived by human 

services professionals in community action agencies, for example, nay 

provide an explanation to the work alienation-control puzzle found with 

the mental health workers. The turbulence in the intraorganizational 

environnent may be creating vork situations v̂ hich make it more difficult 

to obtain what is desired from the organization, but which does not suf

ficiently handicap the worker's service to the client, at least to such 

an extent that the work is no longer a source of pride for the human ser

vices professional. 

Alienation and Agency Attrition 

Grouping survey participants other than by agency type or agency 

level provides some insight into those groups found in each agency which 

nay be particularly alienated frcm their work. One such grouping vas 

identified by asking the question, "Do your long range plans include a 

career with this agency?" Not surprisingly those answering "no" to that 

question had significantly higher nean scores on the work alienation 

score than did those answering "yes." Those planning to leave the 
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agency also had significantly higher nean scores on the rule observation 

and specialization indices; not only did they consider their work more 

routine than did those planning to stay vdth the agency, but they also 

felt that they had been observed for rule violations at a nean level sig

nificantly higher than that of those planning to remain in the agency. 

At this point, the turbulence or control neasures were not significantly 

different between those planning to leave the agency and those planning 

to continue in the agency (see Table 27). 

Those workers leaving the agency can be portrayed as workers who 

have highly routinized v*ork, are frequently checked for rule violations, 

cuid are highly alienated from their labor. This pattern is consistent 

with the pattern established in the discussion of alienation in low 

turbulence environments. (Control, for example, did not seem to be the 

major factor contributing to the development of alienation, rather the 

repetiveness and narrow scc^ of duties characteristic of their work 

contributed to the alienation. These workers v̂ sre in control of work 

processes which were in themselves unsatisfying. 

Alienation and Public Service Orientation 

The turbulence neasures did provide additional clarification when 

those planning to leave the agency were divided into two groups: Those 

who planned to leave public sector anploynent totally and those who 

planned to continue working in the public sector but in another agency. 

There vas, once again, a significant difference in the work alienation 

mean scores between the two groups vd.th those leaving public sector 

anployment having the higher mean value. 

Those planning to leave public sector employment had significantly 

higher nean scores on the participation in decision-making, rule 
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Table 27 

MEAN SCORES ON WDRK ALIENATION, BUREACJCRATIZATION, TURBULENCE, 
AND CRGANI ZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY AGENCY CAREER PLANS 

Do your long range plans in
clude a career vdth this agency? 

Yes No 

WDRK ALIENATION* 9.5029 11.4041 

BtJREAOCRATIZATION SCORES 

Centralization 
Hierarchy of Authority 9.6333 10.0936 
Participation in Decision-Making 13.2420 13.5226 

Formalization 
Job Codification 13.6909 13.6300 
Rule Observation* 4.2996 4.6667 

Specialization* 9.8370 10.7743 

TURBULENCE SCORES 

Administrative Environments 
Extraorganizational 24.1796 23.1796 
Intraorganizational 14.1875 14.1949 

Policy Environment 13.3091 12.9868 
Canparative Rate of Turbulence 13.2114 13.3220 

CRGANIZATIONAL CONTROL SCORE 23.3516 22.9403 

•Significant at .05 level or less 
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observation, and specialization scores. For those workers planning to 

leave public hunan services employment, the nean scores indicated that 

they felt that they had been excluded frcm agency-^ide policy making, 

been inordinately observed for rule violations, and had been in jobs 

v^ich were more routine and less diverse than did those planning to 

continue public sector vxork. 

As in our earlier discrussion of extraorganizational turbulence in 

low turbulence settings, the level of extraorganizational turbulence is 

associated vdth the level of work alienation. Those workers planning to 

remain in public sector employment had lower levels of alienation and 

higher levels of extraorgcinizational turbulence than did those v^rkers 

planning to leave public sector employment (see Table 28). 

Alienation and Ethnicity 

When ethnic background vgas explored, there generally vas little 

found in the bureaucratization or turbulence neasures to explain the 

patterns that developed. For example, v^en ethnic identification vas 

used in the analysis, it became evident that both Anglos and Blacks had 

significantly higher scores on the work alienation neasure than did 

Hispanics, yet Hispanics also had significantly higher nean scores on 

the hierarchy of authority index than did Anglos, indicating that 

Hispanics felt that their work had been interrupted by superiors more 

frequently than did Anglos. Other than on the hierarchy neasure, there 

were no significant differences in the variables (see Table 29). 

Alienation and Sex 

Focusing upon differences between males and females vas more 

confusing than clarifying. Women, for example, felt significantly more 
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Table 28 

MEAN SCORES ON WDRK ALIENATION, BUREAUCRATIZATION, TURBULENCE, 
AND CRGANIZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY PUBLIC SECTOR CAREER PLANS 

OF RESPONDENTS PLANNING TO LEAVE CURRENT AGENCY 

Do your long range plans include your 
continuing to work in the public/governmental sector? 

Yes No 

WORK ALIENATION* 10.1116 11.9008 

BUREAUCRATIZATION SCORES 

Centrali zation 
Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-Making 

Formalization 
Job Codification 
Rule Observation* 

Speciali zation* 

TURBULENCE SCORES 

Administrative Environments 
Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgcini zational 

Policy Environment 

Canparative Rate of Turbulence 

CRGANIZATIONAL CONTROL SCORE 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less. 

10.0733 
13.1632 

13.7523 
4.4158 

10.2335 

9.9840 
14.1985 

13.7377 
4.7431 

11.1092 

24.6070 
14.1966 

13.2478 

13.3684 

23.0985 

22.5000 
14.1667 

12.9675 

13.3426 

22.9722 



Table 29 

MEANS SCORES ON WDRK ALIENATION, BUREAUCRATIZATION, TORBULEICE, 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY ETTHNIC BACKGROUND 
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WORK ALIENATION SCORES 

BUREAUCRATIZATION SCORES 

Centrali zation 
Hierarchy of Authority* 9.624 
Participation in Decision-Making 13.149 

ArKflo Black Hispanic 

10.477 10.884 9.527 

Formalization 
Job Codification* 
Rule Observation 

Speciali zation 

TURBULENCE SCORES 

Administrative Environnents 
Extraorgani zational 
Intraorgani zational 

Policy Environment 

Canparative Rate of Turbulence 

CRGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 

13.508 
4.487 

10.019 

23.601 
14.339 

13.245 

13.126 

23.279 

9.774 
14.275 

14.403 
4.176 

10.552 

23.596 
13.723 

12.877 

13.340 

22.982 

10.645 
13.149 

13.933 
4.523 

10.641 

24.650 
13.789 

13.193 

13.645 

23.000 

*Significant differences exist between at least two of the ethnic groups at 
.05 level or less. 
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isolated from agency-^de decision naking than did nen and, based upon 

the job codification scores, v̂ aten felt that they could exercise signifi

cantly less discretion in their work than did the nen. Also, on the 

turbulence neasures, women had higher nean scores on the comparative 

rate of turbulence and turbulence in the extraorganizational administra

tive environnent indices, yet these significant differences in the 

bureaucratization and turbulence neasures notwithstanding, there was no 

significant difference between nen and wonen on the control and work 

alienation measures (see Table 30). Ttere vas not satisfactory explana

tion in our data for the deviating cases suggested by the ethnic and sex 

variables. 

Sunmary 

By dividing the population into subgroupings we hoped to isolate 

areas of high alienation and observe their "fit" into the generaliza

tions which were made in the earlier discussion. We identified five 

groupings which we hoped would differ significantly in their levels of 

alienation: state versus local/regional agencies, workers planning to 

leave the agency versus workers planning careers vdth the agency, wor

kers planning to have public service versus those planning to stay in 

public service. Blade versus Hispanic versus Anglo, and male versus 

female. 

The state versus local/regional dichotomy v«s the most useful because of 

the various patterns which emerged, patterns which generally fit veil 

with our interpretations. The overall pattern, for example, conformed 

to our discussion of alienation in highly turbulent environments. The 

state agencies, which were the more highly bureaucratic agencies, were 

characterized by low levels of control and high levels of 
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Table 30 

MEAN SCORES CN WDRK ALIENATION, BUREAUCRATIZATION, TURBULENCE, 
AND CRGANIZATIONAL CONTROL MEASURES BY SEX 

WDRK ALIENATION 

BUREAUCRATIZATION SCORES 

Clentrail zation 
Hierarchy of Authority 
Participation in Decision-Making* 

Formalization 
Job Codification* 
Rule Observation 

Speciali zation 

TURBULENCE SCORES 

Female 

10.4424 

9.9943 
14.1270 

13.8757 
4.4388 

10.3064 

Male 

10.1552 

9.7035 
12.2371 

13.4358 
4.5000 

10.0861 

Administrative Environnents 
Extraorgani zational* 
Intraorgani zational 

Policy Environment 

Comparative Rate of Turbulence* 

ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 

24.1523 
14.2117 

13.1681 

13.5594 

23.0447 

23.2108 
14.1145 

13.1991 

12.8173 

23.3990 

*Signifleant at .05 level or less 
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work alienation when high levels of turbulence prevailed. The local/ 

regional agencies exemplified conditions of low bureaucratization low-

turbulence, high levels of control, and low levels of work alienation. 

Even in the deviating conditions in the Texas Rehabilitation Ccnmission 

the situation of high level alienation and high level turbulence in the 

policy environment was observable. 

Patterns of alienation in sane of the other groupings also fit our 

interpretations. Those workers planning to leave the agency generally 

v^orked in low turbulence conditions yet they experienced high levels of 

work cdienation even though their sense of control were not signifi

cantly lower than those workers staying planning to staff with the 

agency. As in our discussion, the alienating conditions appeared to be 

rooted in the level of specialization. The alienation seemed to be 

founded upon work which in itself was unsatisfying, not because the work 

could not control his vork setting. 

When comparing those workers who plan to leave public service with 

those who plan to stay in public service (a divison of those who plan to 

leave the agency), we found that lower levels of alienation were associ

ated vdth higher levels of extraorganizational turbulence, a point made 

in our discussion of alienation in low turbulence environments. Our 

data revealed no satisfactory answer to differences in work alienation 

existing among Hispanics, Blacks, and Anglos or between men and vonen. 

Chapter Sumnary 

The najor effort of this chapter vas to identify and explain the 

various patterns of the work alienation-bureaucratization relationship 

which onerged in the findings. We do know from the findings that the 

relationship between work alienation and bureaucratization is 
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conditional upon the level of turbulence which is being experienced by 

the worker. Accordingly, in our discussion we referred to findings in 

three different settings. One setting included the entire sample; there 

was no effort to control for the level of turbulence in this group. The 

other two research settings, the high- and low-turbulence groups, were 

subsets of the survey sample. 

In the high-turbulence setting, the turbulence neasures accounted 

for a greater percentage of the variance in the work alienation neasure 

than did the bureaucratization neasures. Of special value to understand

ing the level of alienation in highly turbulent environnents are the 

neasures for turbulence in the policy environnent and the canparative 

rate of turbulence neasure. Increased rates of turbulence in the policy 

environment, according to our understanding, results in conditions of 

increased ambiguity v^ich make it more difficult to retain control over 

vrark processes. High levels of bureaucratization only seem to aggravate 

the alienating conditions. There vas no evidence in the data that the 

worker vas resorting to bureaucratic structure as a defense against the 

turbulence in his work environment. Rather, increased levels of bureau

cratization seem inadequate for handling the consequences of environmen

tal turbulence. Under conditions of high level turbulence the centrali

zation neasures (hierarchy of authority and participation in decision

making) were particularly prominent among the bureaucratization neasures 

in the their relationship to work alienation. 

Under the uncontrolled conditions, the bureaucratization neasures 

and the turbulence measures are both less useful in explaining the 

presence of work alienation than they v^re in the high turbulence set

tings. The correlation coefficients between the work alienation and the 
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turbulence and bureaucratization v^re generally stronger in the high-

turbulence setting than in the broader survey sample. Factors other 

than turbulence and bureaucratization become increasingly important in 

accounting for alienation as the level of turbulence decreases, an obser

vation based upon the decreasing strength of the correlation coeffici

ents. Among the variables used here, the bureaucratization variables as 

a set, relate more strongly to the work alienation neasure than do the 

turbulence measures in the uncontrolled setting. As in the high-

turbulence environments, the neasures seem to be working through the 

worker's sense of control. 

In conditions of lew-level turbulence the bureaucratization vari

ables account for more of the variation in work alienation than do the 

turbulence measures. The connection to vrork alienation through control, 

however, does not seem to be as important here as in the other two set

tings. Under conditions of low-level turbulence, work alienation seems 

to be more of a function of dissatisfaction with narrowness of task. 

Our observation about the declining importance of control and 

increased importance of oontrol in low turbulence settings is based upon 

lower coefficients between work alienation and the control, centraliza

tion, and formalization measures as well as the increasing importance of 

the specialization neasure. 

Within the discussion of low-level and high-level turbulence, the 

theme of turbulence as a mitigating condition in the development of 

alienation surfaced twice. In the highly turbulent environment elevated 

levels of turbulence in the intraorganizational environnent were associ

ated with increased levels of control over work processes, and in 

low-turbulence environments increased levels of turbulence in the 
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extraorganizational environment are associated vdth lower levels of work 

alienation. In both examples, the turbulence neasures created condi

tions which could have allowed the v*orker more discretion in his work. 

Regardless, our data suggest that turbulence, in certain circumstances, 

nay work to lessen alienating conditions. 

Our data also suggest that the comparative rate of turbulence nea

sure is significantly related to v^rk alienation in each research set

ting: one of the most predictable neasures of work alienation is the 

vjorker's perception that his agency is experiencing substantially higher 

rates of turbulence than ccn^rable agencies. This neasure is appar

ently tapping a sense of frustration similar to the relative deprivation 

explanations of political behavior. 

When the data is studied in context of demographic groupings 

vdthin the survey sample, the groups generally conform to the identified 

patterns. The state agencies represent a pattern of high bureaucratiza

tion, high-turbulence, low control, and high alienation. The local/ 

regional agencies represent a general pattern of lew bureaucratization, 

low-turbulence, high control, and low alienation. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS 

Before presenting the research conclusions, the limitations of 

this study need to be acknowledged once again. As discussed earlier, 

the use of perceptual data and the survey techniques limited the scope 

of the study. Not all hunan services agencies were willing to partici

pate in the study, nor did nearly 40% of those receiving the survey 

choose to respond. Also, these conclusions, are based upon cross-

sectional data, i.e., the cases are drawn from a single society at a 

single period of tine, rather than data gathered in a time series, or 

longitudinal, design. The cases could not, therefore, be analyzed in 

terms of the increase or decrease of turbulence in each worker's environ

ment and the resulting impact upon the level of the worker's cdienation. 

The survey population obviously is limited to human services workers in 

Texas, and is overvhelmingly comprised of "street level" administrators. 

There was no provision in the research design to study high level admini

strators or planners as subsets of the survey population. In this 

study, the perceptions of "street level" hunan services workers in Texas 

were used in relating variations in several dimensions of environment 

turbulence, bureaucracy, and control to work alienation. The first set 

of hypotheses related environmental turbulence to work alienation. 

150 
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These hypotheses, which postured a positive relationship between 

the four dimensions of environmental turbulence (turbulence in the 

extraorganizational administrative environnent, turbulence in the 

intraorganizational administrative environnent, turbulence in the policy 

environment, and the comparative rate of turbulence) and work aliena

tion, yielded mixed results. When no controls for the level of turbu

lence were used, only the comparative rate of turbulence neasure and the 

measure for the level of turbulence in the policy environnent were signi

ficantly related statistically to vrork alienation, and only the relation

ship between the comparative rate of turbulence and vgork alienation vas 

substantively significant. 

The second set of hypotheses also yield mixed results. In this 

set of of hypotheses the level of the v*orker's control is expected to be 

inversely related to vork alienation, bureaucratization, and turbulence. 

We found that the worker's level of control is inversely related to vork 

alienation and each of the bureaucratization neasures (specialization, 

centralization, formalization). Once again, under uncontrolled condi

tions, only the comparative rate of turbulence and the level of turbu

lence in the policy environment wsre significantly related to the level 

of control, and, once again, only the comparative rate of turbulence v̂ as 

substantively significant. We were able to establish that those nea

sures of bureaucratization and turbulence which were significantly 

related to work alienation did so in part, but not entirely, through the 

worker's sense of control. 

The third set of hypotheses introduced the level of turbulence 

into the work-alienation bureaucratization relationship by studying the 

level of alienation in high- and low-turbulence settings. We expected to 
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find that in conditions of lew-level turbulence, the bureaucratization 

measures would account for more of the variance in work alientation than 

vrc>uld the turbulence neasures, and in conditions of high-level turbu

lence that the turbulence neasures would account for more of the vari

ance in vrork alienation than would the bureaucratization neasures. We 

CLLSO expected to find that in conditions of high-level turbulence, the 

worker would use the level of bureaucratization to nanage the conse

quences of turbulence. 

Although there was no evidence in cur data that the level of 

bureaucratization is used by the v^rker to counter the level of turbu

lence in the environment, the first two hypotheses were confirmed. From 

these tv^ hypotheses our najor conclusion v^s drawn, i.e., the rela

tionship between work alienation and bureaucratization is conditional to 

the level of environmental turbulence. Under conditions of high turbu

lence, the primary contributors to the level of alioiation will be the 

levels of turbulence rather than the levels of bureaucratization. 

Conversely, under conditions of low level turbulence, the bureaucratiza

tion neasures will account for more of the variance in work alienation 

than will the turbulence neasures. 

By using the conditional interpretation of the work alienation-

bureaucratization relationship, v^ were able to observe various patterns 

which emerged among the turbulence, bureaucratization, control, and work 

alienation neasures in both high- and low-turbulence settings as well as 

in the population as a whole, the uncontrolled setting. Fran those 

observations, the following cjonclusions were drawn; each conclusion is a 

guide to understanding the dynamics involved in the development of work 

alienation in various settings. 
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Concerning turbulence, we learned that turbulence is the primary 

sourc:e of work alienation only in extremely turbulent settings. 

Furthermore, it is turbulence in the policy environnent which is most 

conducive to the development of work alienation under high-turbulent 

conditions. Turbulence in the policy environnent is tantamount to 

restructuring the work itself since high levels of turbulence in this 

dimension neans rapid change in policies which define vork processes and 

substance. 

We also found that workers who percei\^ the rate of turbulence 

characteristic of their agencies to be much more accelerated than the 

rate of turbulence in ccmparable agencies are more likely to experience 

higher levels of vrork alienation. This holds true in each of our 

settings. 

Our least expected conclusion concerning turbulence is that it is 

not invcuriably a factor contributing to the development vork alienation. 

In both high- and low-turbulence settings, increasing levels of turbu

lence vere associated vdth conditions v^ich would have alleviated the 

level of vork alienation. In high-turublence conditions the level of 

turbulence in the intraorganizational environnent vas associated vdth 

increased control for the worker, a situation v^ich we explained in 

terms of increased opgxDrtunites for control due to ambiguous authority 

patterns which could characterize intraorganizational turbulence. 

Similarly in low-turbulence settings, the level of turbulence in 

the extraorganizational environnent vas associated vdth lower levels of 

vork alienation. In the low-turbulence setting, where much of work 

alienation is related to task repetition and the narrow scope of vork, 

turbulence in the extraorganizational apparently results in job 
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enlargement. Turbulence in the extraorganizational and intraorganiza

tional environnents was alienati\^ if there were high levels of turbu

lence occurring in the policy environment as well. 

Concerning the relationship between the level of bureaucratization 

and work alienation, we concluded that in high-turbulent setttings, even 

though turbulence is the najor source of -alienation, the bureaucratiza

tion neasures also contribute to the development of alienation. The 

increased levels of bureaucratization in highly turbulent environment do 

not provide the flexibility needed to nanage the problens arising fran 

the turbulence. There is no indication that the vorker resorts to 

increased levels of bureaucratization as a defense against the level of 

turbulence in his vork environment. 

From the analysis we cilso concluded that as the level of turbu

lence decreases, the bureaucratization and turbulence variables 

accounted for less of the variation in vork alienation. Hcwever, of the 

two sets of measures, the bureaucratization variables are more useful 

than the turbulence variables in explaining the level of alienation; in 

particular, the specialization neasure becomes increasingly important. 

When we look at the development of vork alienation in lew-

turbulence settings, we find that the worker's level of oontrol is 

decreasingly important. In the high-turbulent setting, the turbulence 

measure worked substantially through the vorkers sense of oontrol as did 

the bureaucratization neasures in the uncontrolled setting. Here ws see 

that the specialization neasure creates conditions ripe for alienation, 

not through substantially lowering the worker's sense of control but 

through binding the worker in highly routinized labor: labor associated 

with high levels of task repetition, frequent interference from 
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supervisors in task implementation, and frequent observance for rule 

violations. 

The level of turbulence, therefore, presents a challenge to the 

public administrator. In order to more effectively reduce work aliena

tion in the public sector, the administrator should give nore attention 

to the level of turbulence which is occurring in the environment and 

should design nanagement strategies according to the probable primary 

and secondary sources of vork alienation. 

Assuming that the public administrator can neither eliminate turbu

lence nor totally restructure the agency, public administrators should 

give nore attention to the view of bureaucracy as a variable type; in 

high-turbulence settings the public administrator should reduce the 

level of bureaucratization through strategies such as reducing rule 

observation and supervisor interference in vork. It is evident that by 

decreasing the degree of bureaucratization in the vork environment the 

alienation experienced by the worker can be minimized. Because bureau

cracy is variable, it can be used as a nanagement tool. 

Our research suggests that the value of using bureaucracy as a 

nanagefnent tool lies in its potential motivational value. By creating a 

work environnent in which the worker has nore freedom to implement his 

tasks without inordinate interference from supervisors, management 

creates an environment conducive to meeting the higher level needs of 

the worker, needs such as self-esteem and self-actualization which have 

long been recognized by nanagement as motivators of human behavior. The 

level of bureaucratization can therefore be viewed as an often under

employed vehicle for fusing the worker to the organization. In 
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highly-turbulent environments, it is even more important to recognize 

the motivational potential of bureaucracy. 

The consequences of using the level of bureaucratization accord

ingly would seem beneficial to the overall operation of the agency. 

Based upon previous research, it is reasonable that the agency would 

reap the benefits of a work force characterized by less stress, aliena

tion, and cynicism as v^ll as the dysfunctional behaviors associated 

with those conditions. Ĉ ir research has suggested that a nore stable 

work force and the efficiency and effectiveness benefits characteristic 

of low employee turnover would be but one advantage of using the level 

of bureaucratization as a nanagement tool. It is not unreasonable to 

expect lower levels of client and public alienation to result from such 

strategies. 

There is, however, a need to look into vork alienation further. 

The strengths of the correlation coefficients and the amount of variance 

in the vork alienation neasure explained by the bureaucratization and 

turbulence neasures, even in highly turbulent environnents, suggest that 

other explanations need to be sought in order to manage the level of 

vork alienation in the agency. 

Within the discussion, several areas of concern surfaced. One vas 

changing job definition in the development of work alienation. Within 

the state agencies, for example, those working for the Texas Rehabilita

tion CoTinission had significantly higher scores on the vork alienation 

measure than did those working for the Texas Einployment Canndssion in 

spite of TRC's significantly higher scores on the control measure as v^ll 

as lower scores on a few of the bureaucratization and turbulence scores. 

The TRC workers did, however, perceive significantly higher scores on the 



157 

turbulence in the policy environnent neasure. One explanation nay be 

that the changes occurring in the policy environnent so affected the 

labor itself as to render it meaningless or result in a loss of pride in 

the work. Other than automation as job enlargement, little attention 

has been given to changing job definition. 

Our study of Texas human services workers also suggests groups 

which would be appropriate in the study of alienation. For example, we 

found that those vorkers who plan to leave the agency have significantly 

higher alienation scores than do those workers who plan to stay vdth the 

agency. A better understanding of alienation among this population 

would benefit the agency in a variety of ways, ranging frcm cost savings 

related to personnel recruitment and training to increased agency effec

tiveness attributable to a more experienced corps of vorkers. 

If those planning to leave the agency include substantial numbers of 

minorities and vonen, the problem of work alienation can be seen as an 

obstacle to meeting the organization's affimnative action goals. There 

is need, therefore, to identify those groups of minorities and women v̂ ho 

are highly alienated and try to isolate the causes of their alienation. 

Although Hispanics and women did not have significantly higher levels of 

alienation than did Anglos or nen, efforts to curb the development of 

alienation in those groups is still needed. According to our findings 

both of these groups sure working under conditions which v^ consider to 

be conducive to the development of alienation. The Hispanic population 

was working under conditions in v^ich they percei^^d significantly 

higher levels of supervisor interference than did the Anglo population, 

and women felt significantly more isolated fran agency-wide decision

making than did the nen. The wonen also worked in situations in which 
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they exercised significantly less discretion in their work than did the 

men. 

In these situations the question of personal expectations nay be 

important in understanding low levels of alienation in the presence of 

conditions frquently associated with higher levels of alienation. Did 

both groqps, i.e., women and Hispanics accept their situations as 

legitimate or as ten^xDrary and necessary to future advancement? If so, 

it is not likely that these attitudes are permanent. 

Regardless, to the extent vork alienation is resulting in attri

tion among minorities and women, it not only is a roadblock to the 

agency affirmative action program it is also a roadblock to the social 

objectives which affirmative action programs attenpt to realize. 

Because we found deviating patterns in the vork alienation-

bureaucratization relationship among these groups, more research is 

needed. 

Additional research on the sources of vork alienation in public 

agencies is important. In order to retain an expert, experienced, and 

representative bureaucracy, we need to learn more about those conditions 

which are conducive to the development of vork alienation, and then 

structure our organizations to minimize alienating conditions. If, as 

scholars predict, we are entering more turbulent times, the search to 

identify alienating conditions will become increasingly important, 

particularly since bureaucratic organizations continue to be the 

prevalent organization structures used in the delivery of public 

services. With alienating conditions emanating from the environnent an3 

frcm the organizational structure itself, the identification of 

processes and structures which could alleviate the development of vork 
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alienation will be a major a.ncem for the social sciences; this 

research has been one effort in that direction. 
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APPBMDIX A 

LISTING OF CITIES EROM WHICH RESPONSES WERE RECEIVED 

Abilene 
Alice 
Alpine 
Amarillo 
Anahuac 
Anderson 
Angleton 
Arlington 
Atlanta 
Austin 
Ballinger 
Bay City 
Bay town 
Beaumont 
Beevilie 
Bellville 
Belton 
Big Spring 
Borger 
Breckenridge 
Brownsville 
Brownwood 
Bryeui 
Burnet t 
Clameron 
Ccurrizo Springs 
Carthage 
Center 
Chi ld ress 
C l a r k s v i l l e 
Coldspring 
Coleman 

Conroe 
(Copperas Cove 
C!orpus C h r i s t i 
(Corsicana 
Ca tu l l a 
Crocket t 
(Zuero 
Dal las 
Del Rio 
Dennison 
Denton 
Donna 
IXmas 
East land 
Edinburgh 
El Paso 
F l o r e s v i l l e 
Floydada 
Fort Stockton 
Fort Worth 
Fredricksburg 
(Galveston 
(^tesville 
Gilmer 
Grand Prairie 
Greenville 
Hcirlingen 
Haskell 
Heame 
Henderson 
Henrietta 
Hereford 

Hillsboro 
Houston 
Huntsville 
Irving 
Kerrville 
Killeen 
Kirbyville 
Knox City 
Kountze 
La Marque 
Lamesa 
Laredo 
Levelland 
Liberty 
Littlefield 
Lc«gview 
Lubbock 
Lufkin 
Marfa 
Marlin 
Marshall 
Mason 
McAllen 
Menard 
Midland 
Mineral Wells 
Muleshoe 
Nacogdoches 
New Braunfels 
Odessa 
Orange 
Panpa 

Paris 
Pasadena 
Pecos 
Plainview 
Port Arthur 
Quannah 
Ralls 
Raymond vi lie 
Richmond 
Rockdade 
San Angelo 
San Antonio 
San Augustine 
San Benito 
San Marcos 
Seguin 
Shamrock 
Shiithville 
Snyder 
Stephenville 
Tenple 
Texarkana 
Texas City 
Vernon 
Victoria 
Waco 
Weslaco 
Wichita Falls 
Woodvilie 
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APPE^DIX B 

TABLE 31 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY PLANNING REGION 

PLANNING REGIONS 

CENTRAL TEXAS 

NOR TEX RPC (Regions 3) 

N CEN TX (DOG (4) 

W CEN TX COG (7) 

HEART OF TX COG (11) 

CAPITAL AREA COG (12) 

TEXOMA PC (22) 

CEN TX COG (23) 

EAST TEXAS 

ARK-TEX COG (5) 

EAST TX COG (6) 

BRAZ(D6 VALLEY COG (13) 

DET 00 (14) 

SOUTHEAST TX RPC (15) 

HOUSTON-GALVESTON AR (16) 

WEST TEXAS 

PANHAM3LE RPC (1) 

SPAG (2) 

W TX COG (8) 

Number of 
Respondents 

189 

13 

76 

18 

15 

53 

5 

9 

172 

17 

21 

20 

27 

34 

53 

139 

31 

26 

48 

Percentage of 
Respondoits 

31.1 

2.1 

12.5 

3.0 

2.5 

8.7 

0.8 

1.5 

28.4 

2.8 

3.5 

3.3 

4.5 

5.6 

8.7 

22.9 

5.1 

4.3 

7.9 

172 



APPE^DIX B (Cont inued) 

173 

PLANNING REGIONS 

PERMIAN BASIN RPC (9) 

OONOK) VALLEY GOG (10) 

SOUTH TEXAS 

GOLDEN CRESCENT COG (17) 

ALAMO AREA COG (18) 

SOUTH TX DEV CNCL (19) 

COASTAL BEND COG (20) 

LOWER RIO GRANDE DEV (21) 

MIDDLE RIO (SANDE DEV (24) 

TABLE 31 

Number of 
Respondents 

21 

13 

106 

5 

52 

1 

27 

18 

3 

Percentage of 
RespcMidents 

3.5 

2.1 

17.6 

0.8 

8.6 

0.2 

4.5 

3.0 

0.5 

TOTALS 606 100.0 



APPENDIX C 

TABLE 32 

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF SURVEY PARTICIPAWTS 

HIGHEST DEGREE 

No high school diploma or GED 

GED 

High school diploma 

Certificate 

Associate Degree 

Bachelors Degree 

Masters Degree 

Master of Social Work 

Doctorate 

Number of 
Respondents 

3 

4 

88 

9 

17 

269 

139 

37 

37 

Percentage of 
Respondents 

0.5 

0.7 

14.6 

1.5 

2.8 

44.6 

23.1 

6.1 

6.1 

TOTALS 603 100.0 
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APPEM)IX D 

TABLE 33 

INCOME OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

INCOME 

Under $10,000 

10,000 - 14,999 

15,000 - 19,999 

20,000 - 24,999 

25,000 - 29,999 

30,000 - 34,999 

35,000 - 40,000 

Above $40,000 

Number of 
Respondents 

22 

83 

262 

138 

63 

18 

7 

8 

Percentage of 
Respondents 

3.7 

13.8 

43.6 

23.0 

10.5 

3.0 

1.2 

1.3 

TOTALS 601 100.0 
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APPEM)IX E 

TABLE 34 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY AGENCY TYPE 

AGENCY TYPE 
Nimber of Percentage of 
Respondents Respondents 

Alcohol & Drug Abuse Program 

Coninunity Action Agency 

Councils of CSovemment 

Mental Health Center 

Legal Aid Agency 

Texas Dept. Human Resources 

Texas Employment Ccmmission 

Texas Rehabilitation Cfcntnission 

16 

51 

26 

153 

32 

224 

48 

56 

2.6 

8.4 

4.3 

25.2 

5.3 

37.0 

7.9 

9.2 

TOTALS 606 100.0 
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APPENDIX F 

TABLE 35 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY POPULATION OF CITY 

Number of Percentage of 
POPULATION Respondents Respondents 

Below 10,000 63 10.4 

10,000 - 24,999 

25,000 - 49,999 

50,000 - 74,999 

75,000 - 99,999 

100,000 - 149,000 

150,000 - 199,999 

200,000 - 249,999 

250,000 - 499,999 

Above 500,000 

TOTALS 

90 

63 

48 

25 

58 

12 

25 

103 

119 

14.9 

10.4 

7.9 

4.1 

9.6 

2.0 

4.1 

17.0 

19.6 

606 100.0 

177 



APPENDIX G 

TABLE 36 

ETTHNICITY OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

ETHNICITY 

Anglo 

Black 

TOTALS 

Number of Percentage of 

Respondents Respondents 

398 66.0 

69 11.4 
Hispanic ^̂ 29 

O r i e n t a l ^ 

Other o 

21.4 

0.8 

0.3 

603 100.0 
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APPENDIX H 

TABLE 37 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS BY A3ENCY LEVEL 

AGENCY LEVEL Number of Percentage of 
Respondents Respondents 

LOCAL/REGIONAL ^^^ 
276 45.5 

STATE _-^ 
330 54.5 

606 100.0 
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APPENDIX I 

TABLE 38 

AGENCY C^^REER AOTICIPATION AMONG SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

ANTICIPATE Number of Percentage of 

CAREER IN A3ENCY Respondents Respondents 

YES 344 58.4 

NO 245 41.6 

TOTALS 589 100.0 
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APPENDIX J 

TABLE 39 

PUBLIC/GOVERNMENTAL CAREER EXPECTATION AMONG SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
WHO DO NOT ANTICIPATE A CAREER IN THEIR RESPECTIVE AGENCIES 

ANTICIPATE 
PUBLIC/GOVERNMENTAL CAREER 

Number of Percentage of 
Respondents Respondents 

YES 126 53.2 

NO 111 46.8 

TOTALS 237 100.0 

181 



APPENDIX K 

TABLE 40 

JOB DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

JOB DESCRIPTION 

Administration 

Planning 

?W3ministrator with caseload 

Psychiatrist 

Physician 

Lawyer 

Psychologist 

Nurse 

Paralegals 

(Caseworkers: 

Mental Health/Retardation 

Alcoholism & Drug Abuse 

Texas Rehabilitation Ctamnission 

Texas Employment Commission 

Dept. Human Resources 

Family Services 

Financial Assistance 

Council of (Governments 

Ccmnunity Action Program 

Number of Percentage of 
Respondents Respondents 

128 

17 

21.1 

1.5 

2.8 

0.5 

3 

17 

22 

9 

0.5 

2.8 

3.6 

1.5 

1.2 

78 

6 

46 

38 

.28 

79 

1 

15 

12.9 

1.0 

7.6 

6.3 

21.1 

13.0 

0.2 

2.5 

TOTALS 606 100.0 
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TABLE 41 

SEX OF SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

Number of Percentage of 
S^^ Respondents Respondents 

Fanale 373 g;̂  7 

Male 232 38.3 

•TOTALS 605 100.0 
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APPENDIX M 

COVER LETTER TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 

SUL ROSS STATE UNIVERSITY 

ALPINE. TEXAS 79830 

Division of Social Science 
Political Science. Psychology, Sociology, 
and Philosophy 

We all know that providing human services is an important, although 
inadequately understood, function of government. In cui effort to 
increase the understanding of hunan services administration in our 
state, the enclosed survey is being sent to you and other selected 
social service professionals in Texas. The survey, which is brief arnd 
easily answered, asks for information on the nature of your setting. 

Your participation in this project is extremely important to its 
success. As a social service professional, you are the only source of 
first-hand information for this study. Through your cooperation, we 
will be gaining insight into the social services system in Texas as it 
operates as a whole and in component parts. 

To cissure your anonymity, your responses will be strictly confid
ential and will be analyzed only in the aggregate; at no time will your 
responses be analyzed individually. The number on your survey is thr̂ re 
only for assisting in the management of the return rate. Furthermore, 
your employer will never see your responses. 

So please complete and return the enclosed survey as soon as pos
sible. If you have any questions, please contact Jim Case at Sul Ross 
State University. The number is (915) 837-8161. 

Thank you for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Case, Assistant Professor 
Political Science Department 
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REMINDER TO RETURN SURVEY 

Ah! quam dulce est meminisse. 
(Ahl how sweet it is to have remembered) 

Latin Proverb 
Have you remembered to return your 

Sul Ross Survey? 
Please dol 

Pax 
Political Science Department 

Sul Ross State University 
Alpine, Texas 79832 
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
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Political Science Department 
Sul Ross State University 

SURVEY OF SOCIAL SERVICE PROFESSIONALS 

Instructions: 

CIRCLE the ONE alternative which best describes your opinion about the 
following statements. If you are uncertain about an answer or if a 
statement is inappropriate for your job or agency, circle response "lA" 

A. This first series of statements relates to the structure of your work. 
Circle the one number which best reflects your feeling about your work. 

1. There can be little action taken here 
until a supervisor approves a decision. 1 

O <9 A, O^ c^M 
^ ^ ^^ <̂  % 

2 

6. People here feel as though they are 
constantly being watched to see that 
they obey all the rules. 

lA 

2. The employees here are constantly being , . .. 
checked on for rule violations. 1 - 3 - 1 ^ 

2. I feel that I am my own boss in n-.ost ^ , . .. 
matters. - ^ o - -̂  

I do the same job in the sare way 
every day. ^ 

People here are allowed to do almost 3 4 lA 
as they please. ^ 

2 3 '̂  l A 

l A 7. Most people here make the i r own rules , 3 3 4 
on the job . ^ 

8. There is something d i f f e ren t to do on ^ ^ ^ ^^ 
my job every day. 

9. Any decision I make has to have my i 2 3 '̂  ^ " 
boss's approval. 

10. In rny job I havp something new 1 2 3 - ^ ''^ 
happening every day. 
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1 2 3 4 l A 

lA 

lA 

11. How th ings are done here is l e f t up 
to the person doing the work. 

12. A person who wants to make his/her 
own decisions would be quick ly 
discouraged here. 

13. Even small matters have to be re fer 
red to someone higher up fo r a f i n a l 
answer. 

14. A person here can make h is /her own 
decisions without checking wi th 
anybody e lse. 

15. One th ing I l i k e around here is the 
var ie ty of work. 

16. I have to ask my boss before I do 
almost anything. 

17. How f requent ly do you usually 
pa r t i c ipa te in the decision to h i re . 2 3 4 lA 
new s ta f f ? 

18 How of ten do you usually par t i c ipa te 
in decisions on the promotion of any ^ ^ ^ j ^ 
of the professional s ta f f? 

19 How f requent ly do you par t i c ipa te 
in decisions on the adoption of new ^ 2 3 ^ ^^ 
programs? 

20. How frequent ly do you par t i c ipa te 
in decisions on the adoption of new _ ^ 3 4 lA 
po l ic ies? 

21. would y o . describe you- Job as be,ng: 1. Mgnly " - - - ; -
2 sO'̂ '-^-nat ncn-roul'ne 

3. routine 

4. hignly r c j t i ne 

5. lA 

1 

1 

1 

> 

2 

0 

c 

3 

3 

3 

\ 

4 

4 

lA 

lA 

lA 

'A 
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three years.%1nce%u bl,rj:A'l>^l\li:iyf;" "''"'''' ' " ^ '''" 

During the past three to 
five years, to what extent 
has there been change 
in: 

^ 

"h^^ 

22. your duties and responsi
bilities? 

23. the technology you use on 
your job? For example, 
data systems, computers. 

24. agency rules and regulations? 

25. employee skills and abilities? 

26. the makeup of your agency's 
labor force? For example, 
agency size, types o^ oc
cupations employee. 

2 7. your agencv's goaib anG 
objectives? 

28. the leadership of your 
agency? 

29. the people in your agency 
(personnel turnover)? 

30. the structure of your agency? 

^<9 

1 

1 

1 

%'', 
<> % 

^^ 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

' ^ . > 

3 

4 

4 

4 

k \ . 

'-S 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

(̂0 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

. M 

T n 

i M 

Now focus on the amount of change which has occurred in the EXTERNAL environmerti 
of your agency over the past few years (or since you have been employed). 

During the past three to five 
years, to what extent has there 
been change in: 

31. the demand for your agency's 
services? . A^ 

32. the appropriat ions received 
from your funding sources? lA 

33. the number of agencies you 
deal wi th on your job? 
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During the past three to five ^ 
years, to what extent has there 
been change in: 

34. the laws/rules and regulations 
which relate to your agency? 

35. the number of clients you work 
with? 

36. the policies of the agencies 
you deal with on your job? 

37. pressure exerted on your 
agency by outside interest 
groups? 

38. the length of time you work 
with a client? 

39. the ability of outside 
agencies to assist you 
in your work? 

40. coverage of your agency by 
the media? 

41. comments from the non-
client members of the public? 

42. involvement in your agency 
by community public officials? 

9̂  %''. 
\ 

^» 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

<, 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

cu^a 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

'^e> 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

1 L 

Next, comparing your agency with other social service programs you are fami l ia r 
w i th , how would you respond to the fol lowing statements? J 

^ Q ^/«^o, V 

43. Our clients are more demanding than 
those in other agencies. 

44. We have more new clients than other 
agencies. 

45. Our programs change faster than the 
programs of other agencies. 

46. We experience more personnel turnover 
than do other agencies. 

47. Our procedures have changed more 
rapidly than have procedures in 
other agencies. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

lA 

lA 

1" 
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to these statements? ^ °" ̂ °"'" *""'̂ - "^^' ''̂  i'°-"- '"espon 
ce 
se 

I am able: 

48. to get my supervisor to go along 
with what I want. 

49. to get my peers to go along with 
what I want. 

50. to get those I supervise to go 
along with what I want. 

51. to get my clients to go along with 
what I want. 

52. to get other agencies I work with 
to go along with what I want. 

53. to get around agency ^̂ ules ano rea-
ulations which hinder -y work. 

54. to get the materials I need to do 
my job. 

55. to get the information I need to 
do my job. 

56. to meet my work deadlines. 

57. to accomplish my work objectives. 

'^, 
%. 

c^/-o 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

^ . 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

: A 

lA 

D. And t h i s ser ies o f statements re lates to your sa t i s f ac t i on wi th t i e laDor 
tha t you do. Consider how you would reply to these statements anc, once 
aga in , c i r c l e the appropr ia te response. 

58. I r e a l l y don ' t feel a sense of 
pr ide or accomplishment as a 
r e s u l t of the type o^ work I do. 

59. I siery much l i k e the type of work 
I am doing. 

• / - . . 

0, 
^r.^/. '^n 

O. 

' c ? . 
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^ ^ .^^ h^ ''/O. 

60. My work is my most rewarding exper
ience. 

61. My job gives me a chance to do the 
things that I do best. 

62. My work gives me a feeling of pride 
in having done the job well. 

3 4 lA 

3 4 lA 

3 4 lA 

' ^ ' ; > " * ^ 
'r. '^?\ 

""A '£> 
^ . 

63. How satisfied are you that you 
have been given enough authority 
by your board of directors (or 
corrnissicn) to do you^ job well? 

IA 

64. How satisfied are you with your 
present job when you compare it 
to similar positions in the 
state? 

.M 

65. How satisfied ^TQ. you with the 
progress you ^.r^ making towards 
the goals which you set for 
yourself in your present position? 

66, On the whole, how satisfied are 
you that your superior accepts 
you as a professional expert to 
the degree to which you are en- _ 
titled by reason of position, training, 
and experience? 

67 On the whole, how satisfied are you 
with vour present job when you con
sider' the expectations you had when 
you took the job? 

68 How satisfied are you with your 
present job in light of career 
expectations? 

lA 

lA 

lA 
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E. And these final questions relate to your background. To help in 
analyzing our data, would you please give us the following inform
ation? 

69. How long have you worked for this agency? 

70. How long have you been in your current position? 

71. Do your long-range plans include a career with 
this agency? 1. yes 2. no 

72. If you do not plan a career with this agency, 
do your long-range plans include your continuing 1. yes 2. no 
to work in the public/governmental sector? 

73. What was your age on your last birthday? 

74. Are you male or female? 1- female 2. male 

75. How many years of formal education have you 
completed? 

76. What is the highest educationa'. degree you 
hold? 

77. What is your before-tax annual income in your present posit ion? 

1. under $10,000 5. 525,000 to S29.999 

I, $10,000 to $14,999 6̂. $30,000 to $34,999 

3̂. $15,000 to $19,999 1. $35,000 to $40,000 

4̂. $20,000 to $24,999 8̂. above $40,000 

78. What is your e thn i c / cu l tu ra l background? 

1. Anglo 2̂. Black 3̂. Hispanic 4̂. Oriental 

5. Other, please specify: __ 

79. Would you b r i e f l y describe your work? For example: admini^ 
planner, or caseworker in a spec i f i c program or set of progi 

administrator, 
irams 

THANK YOU! 
Please secure this survey with the enclosed seal and 
return as quickly as possible so that our projec. 
can continue. Simply deposit i^ the ryai.. >'Uit. 

POSTAGE HAS ALREADY BELN PMID. 




