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ABSTRACT

Organizational structure hos been the focus of many studies in
recent years. In most of these studies, the impact of culture on
organizational structure is not considered. This paper arnues that
cultural values of the members of an eréanization influence its
structﬁra significantly. This has besn discussed in the Indian
>cpnteXt. ImpYications of cultural impact on organizatiohal structure

for developing countriss have been indicated.



1e INTRODUCT ION

Over the last three and half decades, the sovernment’s of most sf
the develmping ceuntries have initiated the precess of tranaformation
of their.predominantly agro-based ecoromies to industrial economiecsge.
This is in recognition of the fact that industrialization could make
significant contpibution to the development process as a bass for the
growth of the primaryfsector, as a catalytic agent for the sevelopment
of inPrasthcture, asia stimilant for generation-of technologies

through R & D ebert,_and as a8 growth multiplier. The process of

inMustrializabion, uith Few exceptions like the railuays, and the

A

eotton textile industry, really started in India with the commencement

#*
of the first five year plan.

The process of transformation of the econoimies of developing
countries is alsg accompanled by channes in sociai structure such as
large scale migratiagn of rural-peopia to urban centres, expansien of
edﬁcation Fesulting in their increased aspiration lavels, changinj
‘Ualues, attitudes and changes in other social parameters of the people
(Chinery, 1979). These changes are likgly to contribute to the

complexity and uncertainty of the environment in which the organizations

* The author is greatly indebted.to Prof. Pradip N. Khandwalla fer
his valuable suggestions ane insimhtful comments on two earlier
versions of this paper. My colloaguss for the Organization Theory
course (June—September, 1983} worc of great help in evalving the
structure of the paper. My special thanks are dus to Keith D'Souza
for his editorial assistance.



in these countries are operating. In fact, the very developmental

process contributes to the uncertainty of the environment.

The governments in dovzloping countries, besides aiding entrepreneurs,
also p.rticipate in the indusr:xalizatioq and the developmental process
of théir economics by establishing a large number of public enterprises.
For example, the number of government companies in India increased Froﬁ
n142 ir 19671 to 836 in 198, whercas non—-government companies increaseod
Frnm'zﬁﬂﬂé to 57364 during the same period-1 Many of the larger companics
may be structured after British and U.S. organizaticns. But how far is
this practice apprqpfiate-%of tha prnpéf functioning of organizations
operating in complex and uncertain environments ? The structurs of an
organizatien enables it (Khandwalla, 19773 Child, 1977) (i) to reducs
external and internal uncerfainty facing the organization, (ii) to
undertake muitiple activities, (iii) to coordinate these multiple
activities to achieve organizational worls, (iv) in organizational
learnin%; aﬁd (v) to reduce transactional costs with the marketa

(Williamson, 1975).

As Gonalez and Macmillan (1961) and Dberé (1963} point out, the
managoment philosophy (which also includes structure of organizations)
is culture bound and hence Amorican managoment philosophy is not
universally applicable. The specific ways and degrecs of effectiveness

in which the gverall management process is being parformed by firms

1. Kothari Economic and Industrial Guide of India, - 1982-83, {Madrass
Kothari), pe 1184



in different countriss tends tm differ substantially reflecting the
culture of the sociefy in which thay are locster (Richman, 1965; Hofsteds,
19813 Inzerilli, 4981). Britto (1973) compared the cultural assumptions
of Americans underlyino much ¢f U.5. mapagement philosophy with the
cultural assumptions of Indians and found significant differences,
sspecially with regard tofSelf—detarmination and self-reliance, subordi-
nation of family and friends to the claims of the snterpriss, personnel
gelection, decision making; and guest for improvement. Therefors, it

is hypothesized that sven though ths larger Indian oréanizéticns are
strictured {(i.s.; tormal structurs} after western organizational models
which ara influenced by systems theory and contingency theory to a gjreat
extant, their actual functioning {i-g+,rporational structure; is likely

to differ substantially from western organizations.

*u

The Open Systems and Contingency thsories are concerned more with
cgntaxﬁyalkfacturs like technolngy, age, size af the organization, and
enuirohmant as Hstarminants of organizaticnal structure. This paper
tries tg discuss the moderating influences of Indian culture on the

ef fect of contextual factors on organizational struycturs.

Before that, we shall reviow some svidence on the influence of
culture on the organizational structure in the next section to get

a better understanding of thse phenomenon.



2. INFLUENCE OF CULTURE ON ORGANIZAT IONAL STRUCTURE 3

REVIEW OF LITERATURL

Even though the research on the impact of socistal sulture on
organizational structurs started in mid-1950's (Richardson, 1956),
it gained momentum only during the last decads. Most of these studies
have been conducted by Americen, British and Canadian researchers or

cthers working in these countries.

Negandhi (1979)-and;his colleagues ronducted a study of organi-a-
tional practices of American subsidizries and local firms im six
developing countries - Argentina, Brazil, Uruguay, India, the Philippines,
and Taiwen - betwsen 1967 and 1973. Tho data were collocted through
structured and semi-structured interviews from fifty-six American
subsidiaries, fifty-five comparable lacal firms, and fifteen U.S. parent
companigs in the U.S.A. on planning orientation, organizational forms,
authority definition, manpowsr management, and managerial effectivenesse
The results iqdicate that there were signifidant differences betwean
laeal firms and the U.S. subsidizry comp%nies with respect &£o all the

dimensions studied except organizational fdfmS.

Planning orientation of a typical local‘Firm mas.medium-tuwshort
range, policy making was less formalized, authority definition was
unclear and diffuse, manpowzr management practiées wers least
developed, and management effactivensss was poor. On the whole, the

local firms were characterized as 'sleeper' type.



Dnrthe other hand, the U.3. subsidieries had a long range planning
grientation with s tims horizon of 5-1C yeers, authority definition
was clear, degres of decentralization af decision making was greater,
leadership style was democrati~ or consultatlve, manpower managemant
ﬁracticos were well developed, 2nd managerial effectivenass was highs
The overall profile of a U.5. subsidiary was characterized as

'thruster® type.

Negandhi (1979) arguas that the differences in management practices
of U.S. subsidiariss anc the local firme wers more dée to economic and

pgiitical factors than due to cultural Factors.

Child and Kieser (1979) conducted a compara%ive study of British
and West German companizs. They characterized the German people as
éupposedky having & greater respect for authovity and sn inclination
togwards directive rather than participative relationshins in contrast
tao the;BritisH. With regard to work, Germans tended to attach greater
importance to ﬁfderlinass and having clearcut objectives, but less
importence to achievement and challenge. The British tended to velue
banavol.ice towards and recsiving racognitiog from others more highly,
whils Germans attached relatively greeter value to having authority
over other pecple. UWhercas managements in Britain justify their
authority in terms of knowledge anc technical ability, Germen top
executives' authority system consists of velue-oriented definitions

pages on charlsma and trusteeship.



In the light of thesse culfural differences, Child and Kieser (1579)
wanted to test the hypothesis that Yas Britain and West Germany are
~approximavely in the same stage of induétrialization and have similar
econom.c structures, crganizat.ons within these two countriss, if they
ars of simllar sizu and have simiiar conuaxtual variables will be
demonstrating ne significant differasnces in the strudture or in the
nature of their approach {5 management™.

. | f
They tested this -hypothesis drawing data from 82 British companies

and 51 West German companios.

The relationships found in both the British and West German samples
betwsen contextual variablas (size of the organization, size of the parent
orgenization)} and structural variables (role and functional specialization,
st andardization of rules and procsdurss, and decentralization of decision
making)_were all significant. In larger organizations_in baoth the
countf;as, = was found that there was greater degree of standardization

and formalization _.f rules end proceduraes, and a greater Jdegree of

decentralization of decision making than in "small organizations.

But when the data were resanalyzed making the sizes of the organizations
in both the ccuntries comparable (which resulted in the reduction of the
British sample size to 741}, it was found that there were significant
differences in decision making styles of the management in both the
sountries. Whils stratégic and major administrative decisions were

taken at bpard level or at chief executive level in both the countries,



pperztional decisions were more centralized in German companies than

in British companiecs. This was true of all marketing, production,
purchasing, and some persunncl decisions studied. Other findings of the
study indicate. that German managers were less willing to accept variety
and uncertainty in their work than their British counterparts; Germans
regarded as appropriate a higher dogree of acquiescence with establisherd

authority than was the c%se with British manajers.

In.ahothar study of ?6 lccal adminis“rative burzaucrzcies selectad
randomly, 12 from Wéiloon and 24 from Flanders in Belgium, Aiken and
Bacharach {1979) Fested tha cffect of cuiture nn structure and admini-
strative processes of these organizations. To them, "culture comprises
thz configuration of values, normative principlas, and ideas which are

historically unique.”

Thsy described the culture of the two samplea as mainly diatnﬁguished
by regioral locaticn. UWallgon is in tha southern half of Belgium and
Frgncﬁ sngaking, and Flanders is in the northern half and is Dutch speaking.
The two regions are separated on linguistic lines, and the French-Dutch
linguistic border has been amazinaly stablé over the past ten centuries
ar so. On the basis of pravalent steresotypes about the people in thse
two regions, Aiken and Bacharach (1979) characterised tha Flemish
people as unimaginative, saiid, hard working, practiczl, i.e., as having
a more 'Anglosaxon' approach to life. Walloonians on the other hand
wers characterised as ue:bose, intelligent, lacking in porseverance or

possessing cther sins or virtuss of a more *Francophone' approach to life.



But the researchers did not censider theee stereotypes in their study
due to lack of empirical ovidence o support tre stereo types. Instsad,
regional location was considered as a surrogate for cultural traditions

and norms of these two region-.

Tha results aof the study indicate that the crganizations located
in Wallcern ard Flandars;did not differ significently with ruspect to
rcls and functional spec@alization and number of hicrarchical levels
(viffersntiation), but t;ey differed sigmaficantly in other aspects of
Qﬁ}uctura- Organizations in Walloon were charactorisad primarily by
;55131 contral méchanism that use imperscnal rulas and procedures,
little reliance on interpersonal mochanisms of socisl control, less
short circuiting of bureaucratic chénnelé, more bureatcratic recruitment
and promgtion procecures,and less innovative behaviour. On the other
haga, ;}ganizatians in Flanders were characterised by greatusr reliance
an inter-personal mechanismé af social control (survelliasnce), less use
cf_im;arsanal rules and procedures, more short—circuiting of official
charnels, less universalistic and less bureaucratic recruitment and
promction practices, and mosa innpvative behaviour. Ip shart, the

organizations located in Walloon ware more rigidly structured then

agrganizations locsted in tha Flanders regione

‘While comparing tobacco industries of Britain and France,
Clark {1979) concluded that the British tobacco firm studied by him

was more decentralized, had a less rigid stratification system, relied



less on impersonal rules and was mnre‘adaptiua to changing circumstances

than the French tobacco company described by Crozier (1964}).

Horvath and others (1976) in their study of 700 crganizations from
Britain, Canade, and the Uniteu Stztes using standard scales of autonomy
of decision making, functional specielizatinn and fommelization found
that thers wes more written documentation (formolization) in U.S.
organizations huit marginal differences betueen countries on adtonomy
and spscizlization. - r
. . Richardson and Taizo {1981} in their recgnt bBock observed that
"japaness business organizations are different from those in America.
Whiie corpoicticins ih toth countries have functional divisions and
hierarchies of ahthnriﬁy, declsion making in at least ldeal Japanese
firms tend to flow upward from middle-level management rather than
downward from top scheions as typifies the American case. This major
difFayengs is due to cultural diFferences"(1981;3). They further
observsd that it is incuncéiuabla to Japznese managers that any declsieon
could ba made without congulting thaose individuals who are directly
responsible for the internsl -Tking of the organizotion {Richardson

and Taiza, 1981:9).

Mouricz «nd wvehurs (1981), Fallowing the societal epproact to
studying organizations, concentratsd on variables like interaction of
people at work, work characteristics of jebs, systems of recruitment,

training and ramunsrztion for manual and non-manual positions in thelr

study of mamufacturing firme in France, Wast Germany and England.



Their findings indicote that thers are significant diffarences in the

remuneration pattcrn for manu-l and not-menual jobs and their proportion
. three

in the overall work force of organizations from thg/countrics. This,

they claim, is a frash approszech to sturlying organizaticnal structure

aecross nationse

Inzerilli and Laurent (7983}, considering the ‘idestional’ aspect
{Child 2nd Tayeb, 1982-83) of cultura zs it relates to organizational
structuve, conoducted a sFudy of French ¢nAd U.5. managerizl parceptions
of organization structure. They sinusd that the structure of an
aréanizatiun may bs conceived in eithor 'instrumentcol®' or 'scocial’

;é;ms. In the iﬁétrumertal coneeption of structure, sach position in
the sfructure is associated with 2 specific type of activity or task,
independent of the incumbent. The orpanization chart has the connotation
of g system of fasks. The relationship amono different positions in

the structure is defined by the functional interdapendency of the tasks

caorrespondine to the positions.

In the social conception, there are no positions independent cf
particular people. Efach position is dafineé by tha personal characteristics
of an individual, particularly his status and suthority ranks. The
relationship among different positions in the structure is defined as

a relaticnship of superiority and subcrdination among people.

The results of Inzerilli and Laurent's (1983} study indicste that

U.5. managers perceive organizaticgnel structure in instrumental terms

whereas French manzgers perceive it in scclal terms.
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- Summarizing tha results of a larye resesrch project invelving
116000 questioanaires aboyt tho mafi rzleted veziue patterns of matched
samplas of iaduatrial employses from fifty countries and thres regions
at tuwo pcinﬁs in time {1968 and 1972}, Hofsteds (1983) nbservss that
half of the vsriance in the countries' mezan scores can be explained

by four masic dimensions, namely povcr distance, uncertainty avnidance,

-

individualism versus collactivism, and masculanity versus feminitye.

These four dimansions were used to oxplain differences in (i} structuring

of arqunirations, {ii} me¢tivations of poepls, and {iii) issues peogple

and organizations face within = society.

Cluster aralysis of the data basad on each country's score on four

basic dimemsicns rosulted in thirteen clusters, such as a Belgium-france
cluster, three Asian clusters, an Angla—saxon cluster, a Nordic cluster

and so on. Japan was th: most different from any other country. It is
interesting to 7ote that in most cases, gquraphically and historically

close countries clustered together.

Trends over time indicate that while individuality showed a convergent
trend, the other three dimensions viz., undertainty avoldance, masculanity,

and power distance showed a2 di.ergent trend among the caountries.
3., DIMENSIONS OF INDIAM CULTURE

It is clear from the revisw of empirical zvidence discussed in
tho previous section, that culture signifiéantly influencas operational
stTucturn. It is also clear that the cultural valuss which influence

the relationships among different positions/tasks, and betwsen superior
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and subordinatz in the organization are likely to influsnce operational
structure to a greet extent. In the Indian contaxt, twc such major
cultural values are dependerce pronenzss, and status consciousness and

authoritarianisme.

3.7 Dependence Proneness

Dependence proneness (Sinha, 19703 Sinha and Sinha, 1974; Parack,

1968; Chattopadhyay, 1975) is a strong tendoncy of the subordinates to
seek support, advice, and’help from superiors, oven in situsticns which
do not warrant such leaﬁings- This wes nicely explained by Dayal
(1976345); "In a research organization employing specialists with
doctorate degrées from abroad, the scientists laoked to the dean for

guidance, approval, and for revicw of their work rather than depend on
themselves eess"

n

Sinha (1980) in his recent book, observes that depondence prone

persons tend te avsid responsibility and do not show initiastive. Closely
relétéd to the depcndence proneness is the preference for personalized
ralatiénships. Indians seem to prefer to maintein personalized,
affiliative relationships in work situations rather than system dependent

relationships (Moddie, 1968; Britto, 19733 Sinha and Sinha, 1974).

J3a2 Statug~eongciousness and AButhoritatianisms

Status—conscicusness or status mincedness refers to the tendency
of individuals to respect others according to their ascribed (rather

than achieved) status {Sinha, 1980). Status is accompanied by
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authority of a4 pervasive nature aﬁ@, therefore, is invested with
gnormoUs fowar OVer persons of lower status (Sinhé, 15804 46~47). Thus
status mindedness manifssts as authoritarianisme Indian sccial
structure is hisrarchicel and autheritarian in all ef its aspects —

economic, political, and religious. Thy exercise af authoritariaﬁ
hierarchy refers to cvery individual in a traditional hierarchy {except
porhaps few =zt the very apex) ého is submissive to authcritarian
decisions above him and in turn exercises suthority oh persons below

him (Keskap, 1971). Alﬁhough it is never mads clear, Indian authoritari-

anism is similar ta the ong postulated hy Adorno st. als In 1953
(Sinha, 19803 Spratt, 1966).

In the organizaticnal context, the tendency of authgritarian

" superiors is likely to manifest in the form of direct or indirsct

ccntrol of all tha activities of their-subordinates in thes crganization,

especially in complex situations.
4. DETERMINANTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

Even though there are a large number of variables which are likely

to influencs stiructure to varying degrans} this papar foeuses on three

of £Hé most impnrtant variables, viz., size, technolegy and environment
and tries to sxplain how socio~cultural factors modify the affect

of these varlables on structure.
4-f Size snd Orpanizational Structurs

Thers are a large number of studies on the effect of size on

srganization structure (Webker, 1947; Pugh gt. al., 19693 Elau end
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Schonﬁﬁarr, %971; Child ang Mansfiéiﬁ, 19723 Hickson gks al. 1979
Zeffane, 1941,. The genéral argument is that when the organization

is sgmall, the antrapreneur makes all the decisions, coordinating their
axecution byrdirect'superuisinn, and éveryana else carrying out his
srdars. Jhe structure, to be abls to innovate, remains Flaxiblg, Fcrmal‘

and organic (Mintzherg, 1979). Theze is minimaum formalization and

standardization of rules.

aut as the organiZaﬁion increases in its size, i£ is abla te obiain
benefits from,increasing.speuialization, and becume more differentiated.
Tq'cope with increased complexity, decision making is likely to be more
'Hécentralizedrahd the number of hierasrchical lavels geté increased
{Blau and 3choenherr, 1974), and mere formalized documentetion of action

iftended for control becowmssnscessarv {(Hickson gte als 1979).

But if we consider the cultural vslues of Ingiens descrised earlier,
the influence of size on crganizatinnal structure, especialiy on decisien
making p;ocess, is likely to ba different. In smaller crganizations,
the mémbers a;e likely to belong to an 'ingroup' {Triandis, 1983); there
is likely to be greater gpportunity for developing porsonalized and
affiliative relationship. among organizational members resulting in
greatsr trust. Under such conditions, though the entrepreneur or the
top manager is supposer to make all the decisions, organizational
members'are likely to influence his decisions to a great extent via

their affiliative linkages with hime.
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As the size of the organization-increaSGS, the complexity of the
organizational environment slsc increases. Oppmrtunitics for personalizert
felations becoms restrictad. Under such conditions, the formal decision
making may be czcentralized, but the dependence pronsness nf the subordi-~
nateg ié likely to push the =actual decision taking upwards resulting in
centralization. This is likely to bc reinforced by the authoritarian and
assertive nature of the sdperiors. They are likely to employ various
diract and indirect mechanisms like 'double-bind' commurnication (Garg, 1980)
or through their nominaes on tne deoision making committees at the

lower levels.

As mentioned earlier, the need for formalization and standardization
of rules increases as the size of an oroanization increases. But once a
person astablishes a personalized ralaﬁionship, he would ask for and
quite likely receive all sorts of favours - time, favourable decisions,
ste. Rules and regulations may be side tracked in order to accommodate =
friend .or relative (Sinha, 198G), and tihese are likely to be selectively
éppliei. |

Hypothesis 1: Under norms of rationality, strong dependence pronenaess,
authoritarianism and personali-ad relationships, the formal structure and

oparational structure are likely to differ significantly.

Hypgthegis 23 Under norms of rationality, strong dependence proneness,
authoritarianism and personalized relationships, as the size of an
organization increases, it tends to get more formally decentralized

and tends to have more standardized 2nd formalized rules, but tends te
become more centralized in the actual decision taking process, and

less standardized in the application of formally adopted rulese
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The implications of the sccong hypothesis are that the top management
will be overburdened with operational decision naking lgaving little time
for strategic docisions. This may affect the long run performance of an

organization unless some offec’ fye inNigenous control mechanisms like the

'padta’ system (Khondwalle, 1980) used by the Birlas are developed.

4.2 Technolugy and Orgamizational Structurc

The technology of an organization is tha mechanism for transforming
inputs into outputs. The effoct of technology on oréanizaticnal structurs
has been extensively rescarched (Woodward, 19654 Haéa and-Aiken, 1969;. |
Hickson gt. ale 1969; Hunt, 1972; Child and Nansfiuid, 19723 Khandualla,

19743 Reimann, 1980). While there is much disagreement and confuscion

about the nature of the impact of technology on structure, the confusion
arises mainly because of the differences in conceptualizing technology.

But it is still possible to discern some regularities in technology's

effact non structurece.

Khandwallé (1£74) prosented a model to account for the structural

‘ cﬁanges resulting from the mass production orientation of operations
technology. Following Thompson (1967), hé argued that the more mass
production oriented am,organization's technology, the more it is likely
to lead to vertical integratién orimarily to seal off its technical

caore from epvironmental disturbances. ‘Such organizations are likely

to be more internally differentiasted, with more standardized and

formalized rules and decentralized decisiorn making.
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3ut under conditions whor? verti.al integration is not foasible
because of governwent regulaticns as in India, vhis model may not hold

good.  Firms using mass precductlion technolery will be subjoct to strong

environmental exigencies, such as frequent power cuts, bans and/or
testrictions on imports of raw materila or duty hikes, strikes at
suppliers firms, etc. These exigencies are likely to ariss more
frequently. The survival and growth of these organizations will depend

on how successfully they cope with such contingencies. As a result,

even if tte formal decision making process is decentralized in those
sorgapizations, the actual decision taking will ®me centralised because
of dependence proneness of tho subordinates and authoritarian attitude

of the superiors.

Hypothesis 34 Under norms of rationality, depcndence proneness anr

authaoritarianism, the more an corganization adopts a mass production

technology, the mors it 1s likely te face freguent contingencies due
to inability to integrats vertically, resulting in centralization of
decisiogn makings.

4.3 Extoernal Epnvironment and Organization Stmictures

External envircnment came to be regarded as a very important
cantingency for organizational design and its structurs folleowing the
pioneering studies of Burns and Stalker (1961) and Lawrence and Lorsch
(1967). Tuwo important dimensions of the environment relesvant for
organizational structure are variability and complexity (Child, 1972;
1975)s The variability dimension refers o the degree of presence

of changes which are difficul: to predict, invelve important departures

from previous conditions and ars likely to generate considerable
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uncertainty. The complexity of the chvironment is said to be higrer,
when the external environment in which the orgenization operates is mors
diversified and differentiated. Eoth these dimensions are particularly
significant in developing courtries in view of the growing turbulence
znd complexity of nrganizeticnal environments in such societies. While
the external environment of orgonizations in India‘is gunerally quits
undertain and complex Hecauss of the develcping nature of ifs economy
and increasing governmunt reguletion and intarvention, there are likely
to be significant differences in tha gnvironment of firms in different
industries. For example, the enuironmént of firms in the drug industry
mzy be characterized 2s morc complex becauss of uncertein input supplies,
gnod deal of competition and morc goverpm:nt regulations, than the

environment of fimms in the automcbile industry.

There are a large number of studies wh4ich have taken account of
environmental variability and its influence on structure (Burns and
Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and Lorsch, 19673 Duncan, 1973; Child, 1975;

Aldrich and Pfeffcr, 19763 Khandwalla, 1977). The genersl conclusions

ara that as environmental variability and uncertazinty incresscs, -
the organization will be inte “nally more differentiated with loss
formelized and stendardized rules in boundary spanning roles. More

efforts will te directed towerds un=zrtainty reduction. Becauss of

the higher level of internal differentiation, thaese organizatiohs need
a higher level of integration whieh is achieved through increasing
face=to-face participetion i discussions and decision making with
emphasis on close letesral relatiuns among the mamber of different

departments.
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gut if we consider societzl influence, the effect of environmental
uncertainty on structure is likely to be different. In most developing
countries, the opportunities to control the corditions under which
inputs are acquired and output- are disrosed nf are constrainer by
government regulstions. In accordance with the pressure created by o
variable environment, orggnizntions may employ houndary spanning roles
in positions whers they form e link with tre external snvironment, securing
and aualthing relevant inéormation. This information is likély to be
critical For crping with organizeticnal uncectainties. In the strategic
c;néingency theory of Hickson gt. ale (1971), pewer within an organization
comes from one's capacity to vope with uncertainily. As a result, the

noundary spanning roles are likely to b: held ty a trusted few in Indian

organizatiena.

Becauss of the uncertain nature of the enyironment, the outcomae of
a decigion is likely to ®e unpredictablse. Even if decision making is
~acentralizod under such conditions, the dependence proneness of the
subordinates and authoritarian nature of the supsriors is likely to push
up thae actuai decision taking resulting in centralization. Tha government
organizetions have another problem with decentralization. The accountabi-
lity and the foar of public criticism of individual judgements going
wrong mekss the top management prone to closer personal supervisicon
"gver matters which could have been taken care of at lower levels
{(Narain, 19803 Jones, 1983). Wuherse perspnal supsrvision over-decision

making zt lowsr levels bacomes difficult for the top management, special



20

inteqrating roles to be manned Dy tep management's nominece are likely
Lo be created. In elther casc, the actusl decision taking is likely tu

be more centralized.

Tc cope with fraquent contingsncies erising duc to variable and
uncertain enviranment, thare is likely tc be oraatew formalization ef
rules. But, because of personslized rélationships, these are likely ta

be sclectively applizd.

Hvpgthesis 43 Under norms cf rationality, dapendence pronénoss and
authoritarianism, the higher the enviranmzntal variability and uncertainty
of an organization, tha greator will be its internal differentiation, the
more centralized will be its actual decision making and the higher will

be the integration efforts either through personal supervision of top
management or through special integrating roles mannsd by top manajements’
nominces.

Organizations having a spread of diffoerent procducts or services,
and having sites and ocutlets in a number of regions, and compsting with
a large nuhber of other organizatiors are said to operate in 2 complex
environment. Such organizations are also likely to be large. Because
of their.complexity angd large size, these organizations may hire a large
number of professionals. Because of their competence and expertise,
thase professionazls are likely to wiela ccrsiderable influence in ths
organization. In authoritarian manszgarial culture, this may be vieuwed
by the top management as a threat to its power 5nd authority. Under
such ;onditions, the top management is likely to react by withdrawing the
authority from ths professionals, eroding tneir roles. This will lead.
to the retention of centralization of decision making, and elaborate

staf fing of professionals without professionalized decision makinge
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Hypor.hesig 53 Under norms of retionality, dependence proneness and
authoritarianism, the more complex the environment, the larger will
te the size of the orofessional staff, but due to their role ercsion,
there will be no reduction in the centralization of decision makings

Some suggsstions for enpirical testing of the hypotheses
formulated in ihis paper are prosented in the Appendix.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE HYPOTHESES

We have argued in thg preceding peges of this papger, thet
culture influencos the organization structure significently. IFf the
‘ :

cultural assumptions underlying the farmal structure of an organization

are incongruent with the cultural v=lues of its mombers, another

P

structure, namely; operational structure is likely to emergé. Uncder
such conditions, the formal structure exists only on peper as an
organizatinnal fantasy (Garg, 1980), whercas the operational structure
reflects the 1eal structure. This phenomenon is more likely to appear
in deueioping countries because of thair tenduncy to lssn on western

management philosophy. This may rasult in ths following dysfunctionalitiess

1.  1f the work situstion dees not refloct the cultural values of
the staff, they are likely to be alisnated which may be manifested in
the form of high absenteeism, low morale, low efficiency, ctc. This

may result in the sub-optimal parformence of an crganization.

2 The tendency to overcentralize mey ovor-murden the top managemapt
with operational decisions when they are supposed to pay more ettoition
toc strategic decisicns and the management of crganizetion and external
anvironment interface. This mey lead tc the neglect of stratcgic options

which may adversely affeect organizational performance in the long rune
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The Lendency teo overcentralize nas another dimension of dysfunesion-—
owlity. Wher the top management is averburdened, it may allocate stus.al
rroles guch ag boundary spanning and integrating ra'es tc its surrogates
or nominees. These pecpie ar’ selected on the basis of their loyalty,
sincerity and their obility to medel their behaviour after their leader
rather than on the basis of their computence. This may result in most
of the organization membeﬂs w~sting their z2fforks in trying to securs
their leaders' favours, réthar thzn on concentrating on their jobs,

which may ultimately lesc to Pactiznalism.

The above dysfuncticnalities have important implications (1} for

leadership style of the top management, and {ii) for D.D. Wwork.

(i) In a2 saries of studiss on dapendenca—prona persons, »inha {-570)

and his collesagues found that whonzver deﬁandence~prons parsons were
expected‘by bess viouras to work hard and to taks initietive, they
surpassad less dependence—prond perscn3e: Thelr initiative and efficiency
continugd even aft:r the exgectations coeased to be emphasized. Therefore,
what is more important for a dependence—prene parson is a climate of
nurturance, warmth and emotic:.al support (8inhz, 1980). The effectiveness
of such leadershic style (tight but nurturznt) was also observed by
Khandwalla (1982) in his study of turnsround strategies of Indian
companieass But such 2 style =may not bz effective for esver. ARs Dayal
{1976) suggests, = develeping country may need a two stage development

of prganization culturs. Ths first stage mey havse to emphasizs

nurturent-task relstionships and lay stress on development of personal
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relazionships at superior-subordinete level. The sccond stage of
cevelopment may amphasize institutionalization of managemcnt systems,

and participative lcedershap (3inha, 1980).

(11) If organization structure depsnds an the culture of soriety,
the arganization on its own can do little to change its scecial systum.
Dver ssveral decadss, as ip many industrialized coqntries, social
culture and organizaticnal pulturﬁ may harmonize in the natural process

f
of sdjus*tment. But the process of adjustment has to be facilitested
by ghé selaction of appiopriats technolegy, organizational forms snd
mnné;emant philosophy. Benefits of development of aépropriate
organizational forws and management philosophy are loud and clear from
the Japsnese axperience. Although the necessity of appropriate
technology hes been well recognised in develop.ng countries, the importance
of the degelopment of appropriate indigennus management techninues is
not mideiy'recognized- Khandwalla (1980), in discussing the.auailability
of indiéannus management knéw—hou.identified soma distinctive aspscts
of Indian management tuchriques, which when supplemented By western
managamént know-how may have a tremendous contribution to make to

effactive management education =an‘} effect ive managemsnt practice in

India.
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APPEND IX
SOME SUGGEST1ONS FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

A study to test the hypot. 2ses proposed in this paper can be
condu;tad by using participant observation, personal intervisw, and
guestinmnaire methods for ths collection of datse The organizations
can ba matched for contaxtual‘ua:iablas {size, technology, and environ-
ment, through selection of the sample. Environmental variable can ba
manipulated by selecting the orfanizations operating both in. more
variable and less variabls environments. Similarly, technology variabls
can be manipulated by ralecting firms using mass production technology.
5ize can be manipulated by using multiple criteria (Kimberly, 1976)
like number of employees, physical capacity, and the amount of inputs
used or outpﬂt proguced in a given period cf time for selecting the
organizationss UData on cultural variables can be collected by using
relevant portions of motivational climate guestionnaire {(Pareek, 1979)
or by developing ¢ similar juestionnaire for measuring dependence

proneness and authoritarianism.

For testing the hypotheses proposed in this paper, two types of
data are required; dzta on formzl structure and deta on operational
structure. Data on operational structure can be collected cither
through perticipant obscrvation or through informant observation

method.



D.ta on formal structurs can be ohtained using guestiornaires. The
methad for measuring each of the key variables of formal structure is

explained belouy.

standardizations The extent te which the major organizstional activitics
arg subject to standard procedurcs and rulns. This can be operatioralized

through scaled statcments like 'cloar standards exist for Job perfermmance!.

furmalizations The extont to which procedures, rules, instructions, and
communication are wri“ten down. This can Ye operstionalized through
scaled statements like "there is & rule fox every action in this organization.'!

This can bc supplemented with the data colloctod through porsonal chacking

of records and intervicus.

Integrations may be defined as the mechanisms for achieving unity of
cffort among tho various syb-systems in the accomplishment of the orga-—

nization's taske.

Differentigtions is dLFinDd as the statc of sogmentation of the organi-
zgtional system into Sub-systems. Oata on intcgration and differentiation

may be collected by using the measures déuolopad by Lawrcnee and Lo»sch(1967).

Centralization:s rofers to the extent to which tho locus of decision making
authaority is confined to higher levols of hierarchy. This can be measurcd
by a combinaticn of techniques, namely, the control graph technigue
(Tannenbaum, 1968}, tho conci:pt af indices of participation in decision
making end hierarchy of authoriZy (Hage and Aiken, 1967), and tie concept

of whe makes a particular decision (Pugh gt. als 1969; Khandwalla, 1973).

The dats may have to bc eollected on all the variables diseussed so

far from varicus leovels of hicrarchy in cach organization.
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