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CHAPTER I 

DYSFUNCTIONALISM IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR 

Introduction 

Dysfunctionalism is less visible but more 

threatening to our system of government than other forms of 

unacceptable government behavior. Dysfunctionalism 

involves the pursuit of objectives determined by career 

administrators' self-interests. Dysfunctionalism results 

when administrators protect and enhance themselves and 

their organizations to the detriment of the formal goals of 

their organizations. Although protection of their organi

zations may not be dysfunctional from the organization mem

bers' perspectives, it is dysfunctional since it wastes 

public resources and delays the accomplishment of public 

objectives. These are unacceptable costs which are even 

more reprehensible in an era of limited resources and 

reduced citizen confidence in government. 

The pursuit of self-interest is not a continuous 

process, but occurs when public organization fail to ade

quately satisfy the dominant and legitimate needs of orga

nization members (Maslow, 1954; Herzberg, 1966). The pursuit 



of self-interests also occurs in irregular intervals 

because bureaucrats often experience pressures to satisfy 

conflicting personal needs or because they cannot choose 

between personal goals (Weisskopf, 1971), The bureaucrat 

may sometimes choose to seek fulfillment of self-interests 

through the pursuit of formal organization goals or he may 

choose to seek fulfillment through a more direct path which 

does not involve the pursuit of formal organization goals. 

The decision to pursue self-interests at the 

expense of formal organization objectives occurs as the 

result of reasoning and with the anticipation of benefits, 

and despite organization pressures to conform to legitimate 

standards of behavior (Earl, 1983), Organizations contain 

structures which are designed to focus organization mem

bers' attentions on the attainment of organization objec

tives, but organization members have needs, values, and 

self-images which they may place before organization needs 

(Thompson, 1975), The self-interests of organization mem

bers are not always in conflict with organization goals. 

The unstated goals of organizations often include the 

attainment of members' self-interests and members' 

interests are not perceived to always subvert organization 

goals (Presthus, 1978), However, when organization goals 

cannot be reconciled with members' self-interests, then 

organization members may pursue their own interests through 

dysfunctionalism and at the expense of formal organization 



goals. 

The pursuit of self-interests through dysfunctional 

decision making indicates that organization members are 

willing to subjugate others' interests, including citizens' 

interests, to their own interests. Moreover, this activity 

is natural and is indicative of man's ability to be both 

rational and selfish (Downs, 1957), The pursuit of self-

interests is not intrinsically abhorrent, but becomes so 

when it interferes with legitimate organization interests. 

The pursuit of self-interests by organization mem

bers at the expense of organization interests is generally 

antithetical to the principles of organizations. But, 

organization members are not absolutely precluded from 

pursuing self-interests because organizations are devices 

through which members legitimately fulfill personal values 

and needs (Latham, 1952). However, organizations exist 

primarily because common interests can be more adequately 

advanced through collective action and individual interests 

are advanced as a product of the advance of common 

interests (Olson, 1971). 

However, sometimes organization members determine 

that they can more efficiently attain their self-interests 

if they take actions independently from the organization 

(Olson, 1971). If the actions are not drastic, the organi

zation leadership will adjust the organization to compensate 

for the actions of individuals and will encourage uniform 
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and collective behavior as requirements for continued orga

nization membership (Truman, 1951). The organization 

member must then determine if his self-interests can be 

indirectly obtained while working for the common interest 

or if he must pursue them directly through dysfunc

tionalism. However, in large organizations, the member may 

be able to concentrate on the pursuit of self-interests 

because his lack of contribution to achievement of common 

interests will not be noticed and he will still benefit 

from the actions of members who are working for the common 

interest (Olson, 1971). 

Government organizations, as large organizations, 

offer their members numerous opportunities to pursue their 

self-interests (Bardach, 1977; Yin, 1977). Individual mem

bers of government organizations are not very visible and 

cannot easily be denied the collective benefits produced by 

other members of their organizations. In addition, large 

government organizations often do not have leaderships 

that ensure that organization members are subjugating self-

interests to organization interests (Downs, 1967). 

This problem is confounded by the requirement that, 

under our democratic principles of government, the citizens 

are the ultimate leaders of our government organizations. 

Furthermore, members of government organizations are placed 

in their positions to serve the common interests of the 

citizens and are expected to be responsive to the citizens 



through their elected representatives (Mayo, 1960; Dahl, 

1961; Riker, 1965). However, the expanded role of govern

ment and the increased dependence on government organiza

tions have resulted in the creation of numerous specialized 

organizations staffed by nonelected and nonappointed admin

istrators and employees. It is difficult for citizens, 

through their elected representatives, to control admin

istrators involved in specialized duties. As a result, 

administrators in public organizations may pursue their 

self-interests without the indirect supervision of the 

citizens. 

The opportunities to pursue self-interests which 

result from citizens' inability to control public servants 

is augmented by elected officials' willingness to acquiesce 

to the demands of public sector organizations and the ten

dency of elected officials to become dependent upon admin

istrators as sources of information and as supplementors 

of legislation (Gawthrop, 1969; Rourke, 1976). The com

bination of these and other factors results in public organ

ization members having extensive opportunities to pursue 

their own self-interests without fear of control by the 

citizens through the supervision of elected officials 

(Jacob, 1966; Krislov, 1974). Thus, resources that are 

meant for pursuit of citizens' interests are consumed in 

the pursuit of public administrators' self-interests. 

Since the purpose of public organizations is to protect and 
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pursue the interests of the citizens, the consumption of 

public resources in the pursuit of illegitimate self-

interests of public administrators is a practice which 

contradicts the goals of public organizations and threatens 

our democratic system. 

It is not necessary to eliminate the pursuit of 

self-interests by members of public organizations. 

Certainly modern principles of public administration (e.g., 

management by objectives, participative management) indi

cate that the personal concerns and interests of public 

employees are a viable concern in the development of public 

goals.1 However, democratic theory requires that con

sideration of public sector employees' interests be done 

openly and pursuit of self-interests by public administra

tors be done with the approval of the citizens through 

their elected representatives, not through dysfunc-

tionalism. 

Citizens may be able to control or reduce the 

occurrence of dysfunctionalism through the application of a 

rational approach to management, such as management-science 

described by Alexis and Wilson (1967). Although a rational 

approach to management will not eliminate dysfunctionalism, 

it may reduce the level of discretion that public admin

istrators have traditionally possessed and therefore may 

reduce their opportunities to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Public employees do not make only dysfunctional 



7 

decisions—dysfunctionalism is not a uniformly occurring 

phenomenon. Therefore, there must be conditions or cir

cumstances which are more conducive to dysf unctionalism than 

others. To test this assertion, we hypothesized that some 

administrators may have characteristics or experiences or 

needs which would lead them to make dysfunctional decisions 

in their self-interest more frequently than other admin

istrators. In addition, we hypothesized that some organi

zations have characteristics which increase the tendencies 

of some administrators to make dysfunctional decisions. 

If characteristics which are conducive to the pur

suit of self-interest through dysfunctionalism are iden

tified, organization techniques may be developed or 

emphasized which may reduce the occurrence of dysfunc-

tionalism. A reduction in dysfunctionalism may result in 

more efficient use of public resources and enhance the 

achievement of public goals developed by our elected repre

sentatives, thereby contributing to the democratic process. 

Scope of the Research 

Given resource limitations, it was necessary to 

confine this research to the study of dysfunctionalism by a 

category of public administrators. We selected midlevel 

municipal administrators for several reasons. First, the 

presence of 80,000 local governments in this country is 

evidence of the importance of municipal administrators. 



8 

Second, relatively little quantitative research has been 

done in organization theory utilizing municipal administra

tors. Third, we wished to investigate routine decision 

making which is the type of decision making that most mem

bers of organizations do, especially midlevel administra

tors (Parsons, 1960), and which is controllable from an 

organization perspective through a rational (e.g., manage

ment science) approach to decision making. 

This research focused on the routine decisions made 

by the administrators in eight municipal governments from 

the four geographical regions of the United States. This 

research did not attempt to judge the quality of the 

routine decisions made by the administrators nor did it 

focus on the decision styles of the administrators. What 

was studied is the dysfunctionalism associated with the 

routine decisions of municipal administrators. 

Specifically, an effort was made to test the rela

tionship between the existence of dysfunctional, routine, 

decision making and specific characteristics of administra

tors, specific characteristics of municipal organizations, 

and specific task environments in which the administrators 

function. The level of dysfunctional decision making as 

practiced by municipal administrators was treated as the 

dependent variable and characteristics of municipal admin

istrators, municipal organizations, and the accompanying 

task environments were treated as the independent and 



control variables. 

For the purposes of this research, routine deci

sions were defined as those associated with the carrying 

out or implementation of policies rather than the 

establishment of policies (Katz and Kahn, 1966). Routine 

decisions are those that are made on a repetitive or con

tinuous basis without being subjected to formal review by 

higher authorities or by one's peer group. 

Routine decisions, as defined for the purposes of 

this research, are those that are most often exclusively 

under the control of the administrator and thus are more 

potentially susceptible to dysfunctional decision making by 

administrators. Dysfunctionalism is decision making pur

posefully directed toward the achievement of objectives or 

goals which have not been established or ratified by higher 

authority and which may be motivated by self-interest. The 

goals toward which the dysfunctional decisions are directed 

may either be in specific contradiction to the organiza

tion's established goals or they may be unrelated to the 

established goals. If either condition exists, then the 

goals are considered to be the goals of dysfunctional 

decision making. 

Although routine decision making is the most common 

type of decision making within organizations, little 

research focuses on it and little is known about it (Inbar, 

1979). The abundance of routine decision making 
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occurrences offers administrators opportunities to 

influence the impact of policy decisions made by higher 

authorities. Administrators may intentionally or uninten

tionally reshape policy while attempting to effectuate the 

policy through their routine decisions (Downs, 1967), If 

they intentionally reshape policy in self-interest, they 

are engaging in dysfunctionalism. 

As noted earlier, members of public sector organi

zations are believed to have extensive numbers of oppor

tunities to alter the impact of policies during the 

implementation process or even by refusing to implement 

policies (Bardach, 1977; Kweit and Kweit, 1980), But this 

belief has not been supported adequately by quantitative 

research. Quantitative research has neither adequately 

investigated the possibility that some public sector 

employees may purposefully attempt to direct policies away 

from the policies' stated goals nor why some public sector 

employees might engage in such practices. The present 

research attempts an investigation of these issues. 

Additionally, the present research attempts to quan

titatively test elements of traditional organization 

theory. Such a test is necessary in order to reconcile 

some of the apparent contradictions that exist in the tra

ditional theory. The assertions of traditional organiza

tion theorists have often been based largely on personal 

experience and narrow case studies rather than broad 
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quantitative investigations (Cyert and March, 1965; Alexis 

and Wilson, 1967; Simon, 1976). When their separate wri

tings are compared, contradictions and conflicts appear. 

For example, Gulick (1937) suggested that specialized organ

ization divisions enhance the achievement of organization 

goals as a result of the increased levels of expertise and 

efficiency associated with specialized organizations. 

However, Simon (1976) contended that specialization also 

breeds intra-organization conflicts which detract from 

organization goal-achievement. Such contradictions in 

traditional organization theory need to be addressed with 

quantitative research in the hope of partially resolving 

them. This research is an effort in that direction. 

The reconciliation of some of the conflicts among 

elements of organization theory also has practical utility. 

The research findings may help municipal policy makers and 

administrators anticipate and identify problems which occur 

in the policy implementation process. More specifically, 

the research findings may delineate some characteristics of 

public sector organizations and some characteristics of 

public sector administrators which may be useful as indica

tors of increased potential for dysfunctional decision 

making among administrators charged with routine decision 

tasks. 

This research follows a suggestion made by Inbar 

(1979) and attempts an exploratory investigation of 
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traditional organization theory applied to routine decision 

making. The bulk of the organization theory literature 

concerning decision making emphasizes decisions leading to 

the development of major policies or goals of organi

zations. As a result there is a dearth of research on 

routine decision making. Moreover, there is a particular 

shortage of research on routine decision making in the 

public sector. The present research intends to develop 

theory appropriate to routine dysfunctional decision 

making in the public sector, as well as demonstrate the 

need for further research in this area. 

Municipal administrators were considered 

appropriate subjects to meet the needs of this research for 

four reasons. First, municipal governments are at or near 

the bottom of the government hierarchy. As a consequence, 

municipal administrators are involved, to a large degree, 

with the implementation or administration of policies 

established at the national and state-government levels 

and are therefore heavily involved in routine decision 

making. Second, because municipal governments provide a 

broad cross section of the functions performed by public 

sector administrators, they offer an opportunity to con

duct comparative research on administrators engaged in 

routine decision making in a variety of areas/services of 

government. Third, investigating routine decision making 

in eight municipalities offers the researcher the 
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opportunity to explore potential regional differences. 

Finally, municipal governments were selected because they 

have been largely ignored by other researchers, par

ticularly in the area of routine decisions making (Hy and 

Matthews, 1978). Organization theorists have had a ten

dency to make generalizations about the behavior of deci

sion makers across organizational types based on the study 

of a limited sample of organizations (Cyert and March, 

1965; Henderson and Nutt, 1980). Although some organiza

tion theorists (Vroom and Yetton, 1973) have argued that 

administrators are administrators and their behavior pat

terns are similar, other organization theorists (Bozeman 

and McAlpine, 1977) have asserted that identifiable pat

terns of variation in behavior occur among administrators. 

Since research focusing on municipal administrators is too 

inadequate to permit generalized statements about their 

behavior patterns, this research attempts to partially fill 

the void by empirically testing the applicability of broad 

traditional organization theory to a range of municipal 

organizations. 

Definitions 

This research involves organization concepts which 

may not be familiar to all readers or which have been 

defined differently by various organization theorists. 

Therefore, in the interest of clarity, the concepts which 
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are central to this research are defined at this point 

although the definitions have been compiled from the rele

vant organization-theory literature which is discussed sub

sequently. 

Definitions; Routine 
Decision Making 

A necessary precondition of this research is to 

establish a basis for differentiation between routine 

decisions and strategic or non-routine decisions. For the 

purpose of this research, routine decisions are those deci

sions intended to implement rather than make policy. 

Routine decisions are EVERYDAY ORGANIZATION DECISIONS. The 

differentiation between routine and strategic decisions is 

in part an artificial one as routine decisions may take on 

strategic characteristics. That is, routine decisions may 

have the effect of making policy rather than just imple

menting it. But that very characteristic makes routine 

decision making an important aspect of government. 

Definitions; Dysfunctional 
Decision Making 

This research concentrates on one type of routine 

decision making, dysfunctional decision making. Bozeman 

and McAlpine (1977, p. 418) defined dysfunctional decisions 

as those by which the " . . . individual strives to maximize 

individual goals to the detriment of organizational and 

mission goals." For the purposes of this research, 
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dysfunctional decisions are those decisions which are moti

vated by ends other than the recognized and formal goals of 

the organization. Going beyond Bozeman and McAlpine, this 

definition includes broad societal as well as individual 

goals that are not the formal goals of the organization. 

Organization goals provide the linkage between the 

central elements of this research. If an organization's 

goals represent the broader goals of society developed 

through the political process and recognized as legitimate 

organization goals, the organization is fulfilling its 

proper role in accordance with democratic theory. 

Decisions made in the pursuit of goals other than goals 

established or ratified by policy makers fall outside para

meters set by democratic theory and are dysfunctional in a 

democratic society. Decisions made with the purpose of 

"empire building" or protecting the organization would be 

considered dysfunctional. Societal goals advocated by mem

bers acting as individuals in the organization rather than 

as representatives of the organization would also be con

sidered dysfunctional. However, the argument is not being 

made that all organization goals are direct products of the 

political process. Legitimate goals of public organiza

tions are often formulated outside the political process, 

often by organizations themselves. Therefore, for the pur

poses of this research the formal goals of organizations 

will be assumed to be the legitimate ends of organization 
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decision-makers, regardless of their source. 

Definitions: Organization 
Formalization 

Hage and Aiken (1967) used two indexes to opera-

tionalize the concept of organization formalization. The 

first index was designed to measure "job codification." The 

job codification index was designed to measure the job 

freedom which organization members perceive themselves to 

have. The second index, rule observation, consists of 

responses to two statements which measure perceptions of 

the extent to which organizations enforce rules. 

Price (1972, p. 107) defined formalization as 

". . . the degree to which norms of a social system are 

explicit." But Price also noted that formalization is 

sometimes defined in terms of written norms, rules, proce

dures, and organization structure. Hall, et al. (1967) 

defined organization formalization in terms of roles, 

"authority relations," written communications, norms, sanc

tions, and procedures. Miller (1977, p. 284) stated that 

formalization " . . . represents the use of rules in an 

organization." Drawing from the definitions developed by 

these researchers, organization formalization is defined 

for the purposes of this research as the extent to which 

organizations rely upon constraints (e.g., rules, proce

dures) to direct the decision making activities of organ

ization members. 
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Definitions; Organization 
Function 

Organization function is an organization dimension 

that can be treated separately or as a component part of 

more encompassing organization concepts (Hall, et al., 

1967; Price, 1972). Regardless, organization theorists 

generally support the argument that organizations differ as 

a result of the service performed by the organization. 

For example, Hage and Aiken (1967) suggested that organi

zations providing services such as health, education, and 

welfare are more likely to be decentralized than organi

zations which provide more standardized services such as 

utilities, transportation, or refuse collection. 

Therefore, respondents were categorized on the basis of the 

primary function performed by their organizations (see 

Chapter IV for the categorization). 

Definitions: Goal Utility 

Organization theorists (Thompson, 1967; Simon, 

1976) generally agree that the goals of organizations 

determine the tasks performed by the organizations' mem

bers. Likert (1967, pp. 213-229) suggested that organi

zation goals belong to a category of intervening variables 

and " . . . the extent to which goals of units and of indi

viduals are felt to be of a character to facilitate . . . 

organization's achievement of its objectives . . . " effect 

the "end-result variables." Therefore, this research 



18 

investigates the effect of formal organization goals on 

the decision making of organization members. Goal utility 

is defined as the value of formal organization goals as 

guides to organization decision making. 

Definition: Skill Specialization 

Some organization theorists (Simon, 1976; Hy and 

Matthews, 1978) suggest that organization members differ in 

their behavior and perception of problems within and across 

organizations as a result of their particular task spec

ializations in the organization. Theorists (Brown, 1966; 

Simon, 1976; Oxenfeldt, et al., 1978) further suggest that 

specialization is a source of power that contributes to the 

development of autonomous actions by subordinates and 

detracts from the ability of superiors to control 

specialist—subordinates. Based on the literature, the 

concept of skill specialization is defined as the extent to 

which the organization member identifies with and utilizes 

a distinctive set of occupational talents concentrated in a 

narrow field. 

Definitions; Experience 

Behavioralists (Yin, 1977; Jones and Jones, 1978; 

Gable and Springer, 1979; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980) have 

identified a wide variety of life experiences which 

potentially affect decision patterns. These experiences 

include education, professional experiences, job 
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experiences, training, and membership in associations. 

Work experience is one experience that may have an 

influence on organization decision making. To investigate 

this potential influence, work experience is defined as 

the total number of years each respondent has worked for 

government. 

Definitions: Risk Aversion 

Cancian (1967, p. 913) defined risk as " . . . a 

characteristic of situations of exchange in which the rate 

of return on investment of resources is uncertain; the 

greater the uncertainty, the greater the risk." Risk 

varies as do the willingness and characteristics of indi

viduals involved in making risk decisions (Alexis and 

Wilson, 1967; Burnstein and Katz, 1971; Taylor and 

Dunnette, 1974). The reluctance of decision makers to pur

sue risky decisions is identified in this research as "risk 

aversion" and is defined as the propensity of a decision 

maker to avoid venturesome or "chancy" decisions. 

Definitions: Decision-
Maker 's Rank 

Rank is used in this research to denote position in 

the organization hierarchy. Although organization theorists 

(Price, 1972) sometimes treat rank as a component of organ

ization complexity, this research separates rank. Rank is 

defined as the relative number of supervisory levels above 
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and below the organization member. The total number of 

levels is not as important as the ratio of the levels. The 

ratio is used to adjust for differences in hierarchical 

structures across organizations. 

Definitions: Colleagueship 

Likert (1967, p. 220) proposed that researchers 

investigate the 

" . . . extent to which cooperative attitudes exist . . , 
(and) . . . the degree of confidence and trust among 
peers, among different hierarchical levels, and among 
the different organizational units . . . " 

as a predictor of organization productivity. Colleagueship 

parallels Likert's proposal and is defined as the rela

tionship among organization members as reflected by the 

extent of concern and influence organization members have 

on one another. 

Definitions; Adequacy 
of Information 

Two factors generally determine the adequacy of 

information—its accessibility and quality. Therefore, 

adequacy of information is measured on two dimensions. 

Accessibility of information is defined as the extent to 

which information is or is not available to decision makers 

when needed. Quality of information is defined as utility 

of information to decision makers in the performance of 

their duties. 
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Definitions: Sanction 
Propensity 

"Sanctions are the social resources used by a 

social system to obtain conformity to its norms from its 

members" (Price, 1972, p. 94). Some organization theorists 

(Thibaut and Kelly, 1959; Price, 1972) suggest that sanc

tions can be either positive (rewards) or negative 

(punishments). For the purpose of this research, sanction 

propensity is defined as the extent of an organization's 

tendencies to utilize rewards and punishments in response 

to members' behaviors. 

Definitions; Technology 
Receptivity 

Quinn (1975) and Feller and Menzel (1978) suggest 

that organization members differ in the value they place on 

the use of technology within the organization. 

Specifically, individual organization members can be 

expected to agree and disagree with organization policy 

regarding the use of technology. Technology receptivity 

represents the level of agreement and is defined as the 

extent to which an organization member is positively 

oriented toward the technology used by his organization. 

Outline of Subsequent Chapters 

Chapter II contains a review of the organization-

theory literature which is relevant to the topic. The 

review is divided into sections focusing on the 
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relationship of specific independent variables with the 

dependent variables, dysfunctionalism. 

Chapter III describes the fourteen hypotheses which 

have been developed from the literature review. This 

chapter utilizes the same organization as the literature 

review. The first four hypotheses assert the existence of 

relationships between organization characteristics and the 

dependent variable, dysfunctionalism. The next six 

hypotheses assert the existence of relationships between 

decision makers' characteristics and dysfunctionalism. The 

final four hypotheses test some relationships between task-

environment characteristics and dysfunctionalism. 

Chapter IV reviews the methodology followed in the 

research. The sampling frame, survey instrument, coding 

procedures, and statistical analysis are described. The 

sample consists of 595 responses by municipal administra

tors from eight large cities across the United States. The 

survey is composed primarily of seven-point Likert scale 

items based on a stem format. The scales were designed to 

operationalize nine independent variables and one dependent 

variable. Principal component factor-analysis was utilized 

to determine which items would be included in the develop

ment of indexes for each variable. The statistical analy

sis consists of a two-step correlation analysis and 

multiple regression analysis. 

Chapter V describes the analysis and research 
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findings. The hypotheses are tested and the relationship 

of the independent variables to the dependent variables and 

their interrelationships are explored through the construc

tion of models based on zero-order partial-correlation 

coefficients. The relationships of the independent and 

dependent variables are also explored through the construc

tion of multiple regression equations. 

Chapter VI is divided into four sections. The 

first section contains a review and critique of the find

ings. The second section discusses the unsupported 

hypotheses. The third section discusses the implications 

of the research. The fourth section offers suggestions for 

future research. 
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Notes 

^For a discussion of some of the arguments for a 
"new public administration," see Frederickson, (1980). 

^The arguments pro and con for this assertion can 
be found in Wright, (1982). The argument can also be made 
that recent fiscal developments have worsened local govern
ments' positions in the hierarchy. (See Danziger and Ring, 
1982, pp. 47, 54). 



CHAPTER II 

ORGANIZATION THEORY AND DYSFUNCTIONALISM 

As indicated in the introductory chapter, this 

research began with the theory that some characteristics of 

organizations and decision makers are more conducive to 

dysfunctionalism than others. Furthermore, we hypothesized 

that knowledge of the characteristics could be applied 

through rational management techniques to reduce the 

occurrence of dysfunctionalism. In this context, descrip

tive and quantitative organization theory was examined 

with the purpose of discovering specific organization and 

decision-maker characteristics which influence dysfunc-

tionalism. 

Overview 

Three broad approaches are generally employed in 

the analysis of organizations: evaluation of organization 

structures, evaluation of motivation techniques and eva

luation of decision-making processes (Alexis and Wilson, 

1967). The present research draws from all three 

approaches, but emphasizes the decision-making process. 

Furthermore, the organization-structure literature and the 

25 
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motivation literature surveyed here have been selected 

because of their applicability to decision making. 

Organization theorists have increasingly recognized 

that decision making is central to the activities of 

organizations and is especially cogent for a dynamic 

society (Bridges, et al., 1971). Vroom and Yetton (1973, 

p. 4) asserted that ". . .an understanding of the decision 

making process is critical not only for the explanation of 

individual behavior, but also for the behavior of complex 

organizations." Further, the emergence of systems theory 

has increased the attention given decision making (Alexis 

and Wilson, 1967; Duncan, 1973). 

The study of decision making is dominated by two 

theoretical approaches: the normative approach and the 

descriptive approach (Vroom and Yetton, 1973). There is an 

increasing recognition that vast differences exist between 

the normative models of decision making and actual 

decision-making practices (Inbar, 1979). McAllister, et 

al. (1979) specifically suggested that decision makers do 

different things in different ways to solve different 

problems. 

Although individual decision makers' styles are 

often consistent, they are also often altered to enable the 

decision maker to contend with changing forces (Johnson, 

1978). Thus it is difficult to make broad generalizations 

about administrative decision making. Generalizations may 



27 

have to be confined to defined categories of 

decision making such as strategic or routine decision 

mak i ng. 

The making of decisions is a complex procedure 

which involves a wide variety of factors. Decision making 

is shaped by the nature of the particular alternatives 

which trigger the decision process and by broad indirect 

factors which modify the importance of the alternatives in 

specific situations. Theorists generally recognize three 

categories of modifiers to the decision-making process: 

characteristic of the decision maker, environmental forces, 

and organizational characteristics (Klinger and Nalbandian, 

1978; Johnson, 1978; McAllister et al., 1979). But 

theorists also often recognize a two category system of 

modifiers to the decision-making process: situational 

characteristics and characteristics of the individual deci

sion makers (Vroom and Yetton, 1973; Ryan and Bonfield, 

1975). However, regardless of the categorization format 

utilized, the same modifiers appear repeatedly in the 

literature. The only major difference is the relative 

importance attributed by various scholars to given modi

fiers. Further, the differences in importance attributed 

are apparent both across and among behavioral and normative 

theorists. 

The literature review is divided according to the 

relevency of the theory to each of the three board 
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categories of modifiers noted above. These three cate

gories of modifiers are treated as categories of indepen

dent variables in this research. The categories and the 

individual variables are: 

A. Organization Characteristics 

1. Formalization (rules, procedures, regulations) 

2. Organization function 

3. Goal utility 

4. Organization size 

B. Decision-Maker Characteristics 

1. Age 

2. Skill specialization 

3. Experience 

4. Risk aversion 

5. Rank 

C. Task-Environment Characteristics 

1. Colleagueship 

2. Adequacy of information 

3. Sanction propensity 

4. Technology receptivity 

Each of these independent variables is examined in the 

literature for any effect it may have on the dependent 

variable, dysfunctionalism. 

Organization Characteristics 

The "complex" organizations of modern society 

vastly differ from one another in respect to their 
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structural characteristics (Thompson, 1967; Hrebiniak, 

1978). Yet, it is possible to identify characteristics 

which are common (to varying degrees) to most organiza

tions. However, it is not sufficient to just identify the 

characteristics if a true understanding of organizations is 

to be achieved. It is also necessary to relate each of the 

characteristics of the organization to one another and to 

the entire decision-making process if we are to achieve a 

broad understanding of organizations (Bridges, et al., 

1971). This research attempts to both examine the organi

zation characteristics which have been identified in the 

literature and to relate them to one another and to dys

functional decision making. 

Organization Characteristics; 
Formalization 

A fundamental need of organizations is to devise 

formal mechanisms and structures to regulate the behavior 

of organization members (Haire, 1956; Simon, 1976). The 

extent to which an organization has evolved the use of 

regulatory mechanisms and structures is indicative of the 

level of formalization present in the organization. 

Multiple devices contribute to the formalization of 

organizations. The extensive use of organization rules is 

one means by which organizations attain formalization 

(Cyert and March, 1963; Downs, 1967; Bridges, et al.. 
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1971). Organization rules serve a wide variety of pur

poses. They provide a means of settling conflicts between 

decision makers (Downs, 1967). Rules also aid decision 

makers in adapting to new decision-making circumstances and 

by directing decision makers' attentions toward organiza

tion goals (Cyert and March, 1963). Overall, organizations 

expect that rules will help to standardize and control 

organization decision-making (Bridges, et al., 1971). 

If these assertions are correct, rules as an aspect 

of formalization can be expected to act as a check on deci

sion makers' tendencies to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Effective rules reduce conflicts between organization mem

bers. Since decision makers may try to resolve intraorga-

nization conflicts concerning the distribution of 

resources by making personally motivated (thus dysfunc

tional) decisions, the minimization of conflicts may be 

expected to reduce dysfunctional decision making. 

Similarly, rules as an element of formalization may 

be used to direct the decision maker toward the decision 

alternative that will best assist the organization in the 

achievement of its goals (Alexis and Wilson, 1967; Simon, 

1976). If rules assist in making decisions aimed at the 

achievement of organization goals, it follows that they may 

reduce the number of dysfunctional decisions directed at 

goals other than organization goals. 
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The existence or absence of rules within an organi

zation is not sufficient to establish the presence or 

absence of formalization. The rules must be adhered to in 

order for the organization to have formalization. 

Organizations attempt to enhance the effect of rules 

through other mechanisms and structures. For example, 

organizations supplement the effect of rules through 

recruitment and selection procedures (Cyert and March, 

1963). Individuals are recruited and selected, in part, 

because it is expected that they will support the organiza

tion and abide by organization rules. Thus recruitment and 

selection fulfill a vital role as regulatory mechanisms 

(Stahl, 1971). 

Organization-training activities also assist in 

fostering rule acceptance by organization members (Simon, 

1976). Training acquaints members with the rules and 

explains the rules' purposes and utilities. However, 

training also acts as a regulatory mechanism by providing 

decision makers with decision premises (Simon, 1976). 

Decision makers are trained to expect that under given cir

cumstances, a given decisional response is appropriate. 

Organizations also utilize centralization as a 

mechanism to achieve formalization. Centralization helps 

link organization decisions with those responsible for the 

decisions (Downs, 1967). Centralization serves this end 

either by restricting the freedom of decision makers or by 
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limiting decision making responsibilities to specific indi

viduals in given functional areas (Simon, 1976). The 

limiting of individual decision making to narrow functional 

areas may result in very complex organization structures 

(Alexis and Wilson, 1967). The complexity may be the 

result of the compartmentalization of decision tasks, with 

the authority for the various decisions residing in many 

different departments, but with the responsibility for the 

decisions residing in a few departments which are charged 

with controlling many departments. 

Centralization, as an element of formalization, may 

have positive and/or negative effects on the existence of 

dysfunctional decision making in organizations. 

Centralization may restrict the decision maker and may limit 

dysfunctional decisions. However, centralization may 

result in the development of complex organization struc

tures with overly extended hierarchical structures. Overly 

extended hierarchial structures may impede the control of 

dysfunctional decision making. 

A good example of the application of centralized 

decision making within the organization is the management-

science decision method. The management-science decision 

approach is a formal and quantitative approach imposed upon 

midlevel organization members by the dominant forces in the 

organization (Alexis and Wilson, 1967). This approach 

limits the decision maker to the pursuit of goals providei 
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by the organization, utilizing only procedures provided by 

the organization. Further, the decisions must be made in 

accordance with levels of standardization demanded by the 

organization (Alexis and Wilson, 1967). 

Formalization mechanisms such as rules, recruit

ment, selection, training, centralization, and formalized 

decision processes help make organizational decision making 

more reliable and consistent than individual decision 

making (Inbar, 1979). But organization decision making is 

often impeded by formal organization structures (Bridges, 

et al., 1971). Organization members may "hide" behind 

organization structures or use the structures (e.g., "red 

tape") to avoid pursuit of organization objectives 

(Gawthrop, 1960; Innovation 1971; Ripley and Franklin, 

1980). The same circumstances that permit avoidance of 

organization objectives may permit the practice of dysfunc

tional decision making. 

The assertions of traditional or descriptive orga

nization theorists cited above exemplify the contradic

tions which emerge when possible effects of organization 

formalization on dysfunctionalism are analyzed. The quan

titative theorists have provided some findings from which 

inferences may be drawn that formalization does influence 

dysfunctionalism. 

Organization formalization is a complex phenomenon 

which has been given multiple definitions in the 
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literature. Hall, et al. (1967) used, among others: job 

descriptions (presence/absence), clearly defined 

hierarchies of authority, degree of emphasis on written 

communications, presence or absence of orientation 

programs, and the number of written rules and policies as 

indicators of formalization. Hage and Aiken (1967) did not 

include hierarchy of authority as a measure of for

malization. However, Hage and Aiken did include hierarchy 

of authority as a measure of centralization and they found 

substantively significant positive correlations between 

hierarchy of authority and rule observation (Pearson's r = 

.43) The Hage and Aiken findings have been cited because, 

in the absence of literature directly pertaining to the 

relationship between formalization and dysfunctionalism, 

the literature describing centralization and hierarchy of 

authority and their relationship with dysfunctionalism have 

been included in the survey. Although formalization is not 

synonomous with centralization, formalization has been in 

part measured by rule observation and the centralized 

organization often " . . . relies upon rules" (Hage and 

Aiken, 1967, p. 90). 

In a study of stock brokers (N = 901), Pennings 

(1976) found participative, autonomous, and decentralized 

organizations to be more effective in goal achievement than 

highly centralized organizations. Among Pennings' findings 

was the conclusion that brokers who had greater 
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responsibility for their own actions experienced fewer 

declines in production than did brokers who reported exten

sive control by their superiors. If Pennings' findings are 

accurate, they suggest that members of decentralized organ

izations may be more inclined to pursue organization goals 

and less inclined to make dysfunctional decisions than mem

bers of centralized and formal organizations. 

The findings of Pennings have been questioned by 

John Miller (1980). Miller's study of 215 employees of a 

private sector finance department revealed that the per

ceived effects of centralization on effectiveness are a 

reflection of individual's positions within the organiza

tion hierarchy. He reported that supervisors (N = 54) and 

subordinates (N = 161) do not agree on the utility of a 

decentralized structure. Subordinates " . . . who believe 

that their own work proceeds without external 

direction . . . " perceive themselves to be more productive 

than do their supervisors (Miller, 1980, pp. 64-66). 

Conversely, Miller reported that supervisors perceive 

control from the top to be a positive influence on produc

tivity. Extending the findings of Miller to the present 

research, supervisors, in contrast to subordinates, might 

be expected to perceive formalized controls (e.g., rules) 

as a means of improving goal attainment and as a means of 

limiting dysfunctional decision making. 

The literature does not reveal a consensus 
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concerning the effects of formalized organization controls 

upon productivity, especially in the public sector. There 

are suggestions that formalized control by supervisors my 

contribute to productivity (Pennings, 1976). However, the 

evidence is minimal when productivity is defined as goal 

attainment and nonproductivity is defined as dysfunctional 

decision making. 

Organization Characteristics: 
Organization Function 

Public sector organizations provide a variety of 

services and fulfill a variety of needs. For example, fire 

protection is a service provided by government while 

budgeting and personnel are needs of government. 

Organization members within each of the examples above and 

others perform a variety of duties. Within a fire depart

ment, firemen control fire hoses, drive fire trucks, etc., 

but their function is uniform—to provide fire protection. 

Despite the overlap, many functions of government organiza

tions are unusual if not unique. Therefore, organization 

functions can be used as a method of classifying and dif

ferentiating between organizations (Riggs, 1975; 

Braverman, 1980). 

Bruner, et al., (1956) and Braverman (1980) 

suggested that organization function may be utilized as a 

differentiating factor because different working conditions 

impose different restrictions and different decision 



37 

situations upon organization members. Downs (1967) argued 

that the extent to which an organization function is 

routine/repetitive affects the structure of the organiza

tion. For example, more routine and repetitive tasks are 

often found to accompany elaborate networks of organization 

procedures and rules (Inbar, 1979). This characteristic 

suggests that routine organization functions may be less 

conducive to dysfunctional decision making than nonroutine 

functions. For example, some staff organizations are often 

thought of as idea factories, where original thought is 

encouraged. Idea factories, where routine tasks are the 

exception, would be expected to be ripe for dysfunctional 

decision making. The idea factory would contrast with the 

more routine functions in which creative thinking would be 

discouraged and thus fewer opportunities for dysfunctional 

decision making might emerge. 

Subdividing of organizations based on function is 

often designated as a means of increasing expertise and 

improving accountability (Simon, 1976; Hrebiniak, 1978). 

But division of organizations along functional lines may 

also have negative consequences which increase the 

occurrence of dysfunctional decision making. Stahl (1971) 

and Simon (1976) noted that subdivisions of organizations 

often compete for organization resources. Although it 

might be argued that pursuit of resources for one's sub

division is a legitimate goal, it is for the purposes of 
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this research considered dysfunctional. The conclusion may 

be drawn that the less "glamorous" or less popular func

tions of public sector organizations would be more obliged 

to engage in resource hunting than would other functions 

and would be more susceptible to dysfunctional decision 

mak i ng. 

Organization theorists who have conducted quan

titative research have found differences in the behaviors 

of organization members which can be associated with orga

nization function and which suggest that there may be an 

association between dysfunctionalism and organization func

tion. 

Simon and Dearborn (Simon, 1976) found that individ

uals in different organization divisions have disparate 

perceptions of the overall goals of the organization. 

Similarly, Quinn (1978) found that definitions of produc

tivity vary among organization specialists. His 

uncontrolled and exploratory case study (N = 33) indicated 

that public sector administrators have less precise defini

tions of production than do public sector economists or 

engineers. Specifically, Quinn found that administrators 

have a vague, shifting definition of productivity in 

contrast to the quantitative definitions maintained by the 

economists and engineers. Quinn also found that admin

istrators tend to have holistic concerns whereas engineers 

tend to be more concerned with their divisions' needs. 
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Hy and Mathews (1978) surveyed the superintendent 

of schools and the chief administrative officer in 100 

cities across the U.S. Their findings (reported response 

rate of 57%) were based on responses to a scenario and indi 

cated that education and public administrators " . . . were 

more likely to suggest alternatives which were directly 

related to the problem and which could be classified as 

objectives rather than strategies" (Hy and Mathews, 1978, 

p. 152). 

One interpretation of the findings of Simon and 

Dearborn (Simon, 1976), Quinn (1978), and Hy and Mathews 

(1978) suggests the proposition that there may be differ

ences in tendencies of functional specialists to make dys

functional decisions. If members of organization divisions 

differ in their perceptions of what overall organization 

goals should be, they may pursue goals which would not 

coincide with broad organization goals. Extending the 

findings of Quinn, decision makers with technical 

backgrounds might be particularly prone to dysfunctional 

decisions, especially when their organizations' goals have 

been established by policy makers who do not have similar 

technical backgrounds. 

A comparative study by Gable and Springer (1979) 

may help to explain why different functional specialists 

may be more prone to make dysfunctional decisions. In 

their study of rice production programs in four Asian 
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nations. Gable and Springer found "secondary socialization 

influences" among program implementators to be a major 

determinant of success or failure of the programs. 

Specifically, Gable and Springer reported that the presence 

or absence of a "professional" climate determined if 

administrators were prepared to meet the policy demands 

placed upon them by policy makers. Although the basis for 

their results (e.g., how they measured secondary socializa

tion influences) was not reported in detail. Gable and 

Springer's conclusions do suggest that socialization forces 

within specialized organizations may either encourage or 

discourage dysfunctional decision making. 

Organizational Characteristics: 
Goal Utility 

Organizations exist to perform tasks (Thompson, 

1967). The tasks performed are determined by the goals of 

the organization (Bridges, et al., 1971). In turn, the 

organization goals guide the organization members in their 

decision making and serve to specify or limit the value 

judgments of organization members (Simon, 1976). Although 

the goals of an organization may serve a role as guide 

mechanisms, they are not always effective in this role for 

seven reasons. First, the policy mandates which shape the 

goals of the public service organization are frequently 

ambiguous (Bardach, 1977). Second, even though goals may 

not be ambiguous, they are rarely operationalized 
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adequately (Katz and Kahn, 1966; Drucker, 1976). Third, 

most organizations have multiple goals which may conflict 

and lead to confusion on the part of decision makers who 

are in pursuit of the goals (Cyert and March, 1963; Drucker, 

1976; Oxenfeldt, et al., 1978). Fourth, the utility of 

organization goals as guide mechanisms is diminished as a 

result of self-seeking interpretations by divisions of the 

organization (Cyert and March, 1963; Downs, 1967). Fifth, 

the distribution of tasks among organization units further 

guarantees that the goals of an individual organization 

unit can never be the same as the goals of the total orga

nization (Brown, 1966; Simon, 1976). Sixth, the goals of 

an organization may be defined through compromise among the 

organization's components (Cyert and March, 1963). As a 

consequence, the organization goals may not be totally 

acceptable to a given organization component. Seventh, the 

effectiveness of organization goals as guide mechanisms may 

be diminished by the intrusion of the personal goals of 

organization members. Kweit and Kweit (1980) argued that 

individuals may attempt to alter organization goals in 

order to have the goals more closely reflect their personal 

goals. Further, the multiplicity of organization goals 

offers opportunities for organization members to emphasize 

selected organization goals that are of personal concern at 

the expense of holistic goals (Benton, 1973; Inbar, 1979). 

This situation may particularly apply to public sector 
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organizations where a lack of competition minimizes the 

pressure on individual decision makers to pursue only basic 

organization goals.1 Each of the seven reasons cited above 

acts directly or indirectly to decrease the utility of 

organization goals' value as a check on dysfunctional deci

sion making. Ambiguous goals require the decision maker to 

make the ultimate choice of the goals the organization will 

pursue. The option the decision maker selects may lead to 

dysfunctional decisions. Similarly, multiple goals may 

confuse the decision maker or force the decision maker to 

rank the organization's goals. Confusion or improper 

ranking may result in the pursuit of goals through dysfunc

tional decision making. 

Organization goals are continually subject to 

interpretation by individuals who perceive the goals from 

perspectives as members of organization subdivisions or 

through their personal values and beliefs. When organiza

tion goals are not clearly delineated and conveyed to 

organization members, they may be consciously or sub

consciously interpreted in a manner which justifies what 

may be characterized as dysfunctional decision making. 

Goal utility as used in this research is a complex 

concept. Goal utility is determined not only by the 

clarity of goals, but also by the practicality of applying 

the goals in the organization setting. For example, each 

of several multiple goals may be "clear" when considered 
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separately. However, when considered collectively, the 

overall goals of the organization may become unclear due to 

contradictions. Without useful goals serving as guides, 

dysfunctional decision making might be expected to be a 

naturally occurring phenomenon, a suggestion supported by 

some quantitative theorists. For example, Hy and Mathews 

(1978) found that only 29 percent of the problems perceived 

by administrators are directly related to organization goals 

and 14 percent of the perceived problems (in the opinion of 

Hy and Mathews) are not in any way related to organization 

goals. Their findings suggest that administrators may 

expend substantial resources on decisions which are not 

related to organization goals and thus may be dysfunctional 

in character. 

Bozeman and McAlpine (1977) studied 81 undergrad

uate students who were grouped into 27 teams and then 

asked to make simulated bureaucratic decisions concerning 

individual, group (organization) and mission (social 

mission of a professional activity) goals. Bozeman and 

McAlpine defined dysfunctional decisions as decisions which 

were intended to both enhance individual goals and detract 

from group and mission goals. Based on responses to a 

questionnaire which was completed following the simulated 

decisions, the researchers reported a ". . . significant 

association between professing a team strategy of 

pursuing . . . mission goals and in fact behaving in such a 
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way as to maximize individual . . . " goals (Bozeman and 

McAlpine, 1977, p. 428). Their findings suggest that indi

viduals are capable of not only ignoring well defined orga

nization goals but also concealing personal motivations 

while making dysfunctional decisions. 

The findings of Bozeman and McAlpine are supportive 

of the earlier findings of Vroom and Yetton (1973), and 

Simon and Dearborn (Simon, 1976). In a study of 385 mana

gers from 100 different companies, Vroom and Yetton found 

that just 12 percent of the managers trusted their subor

dinates to base decisions on organization goals in a 

majority of simulated decision situations. Simon and 

Dearborn's study required 23 executives from different 

departments in a manufacturing company to read a descrip

tion of a hypothetical company and then describe the 

problems confronting the hypothetical company. The study 

indicated that decision makers are likely to define broad 

organization goals in terms which are most applicable to 

their individual departments and which may not be most 

applicable to the organization as a whole. 

Summarizing, the inference may be drawn from the 

literature that organization goals have less utility as 

controls on decision making than traditional organization 

theorists suggest. The findings of Hy and Mathews (1978) 

and Simon and Dearborn (Simon, 1976) suggest that decision 

makers' perceptions of problems may not always coincide 
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with the pursuit of organization goals. The findings of 

Bozeman and McAlpine (1977) and Vroom and Yetton (1973) 

suggest that decision makers may purposely make decisions 

intended to achieve ends not related to organization goals. 

Such decisions would for the purposes of this research, be 

considered dysfunctional decisions. 

Organization Characteristics: Size 

Organizations often grow, both intentionally and 

unintentionally, for a wide variety of reasons. These 

reasons include: efforts to utilize economies of scale, 

the achievement of vertical integration, empire building, 

and in response to external demands (Thompson, 1967; 

Krislov, 1974; Hrebiniak, 1978). Although organization 

growth is often evidence of a successful organization, 

large organizations often face problems which do not burden 

small organizations. 

Large organizations may find it necessary and effi

cient to develop extensive specialization of tasks (Cyert 

and March, 1963; Downs, 1967). However, this specializa

tion both necessitates and impedes the coordination of 

organization divisions (Simon, 1976). Additionally, large 

organizations characteristically have extended hierarchical 

structures and generally more complex organization struc

tures than small organizations (Haire, 1956). 

The extended hierarchical -structure of large 
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organizations requires that organization members in the 

mid-level positions play a very important role within the 

organization (Simon, 1976; Hrebiniak, 1978). The mid-

level must coordinate the activities of the lower positions 

in order to meet the demands of those in the upper levels. 

Furthermore, the extended hierarchical structure of large 

organizations detracts from the effectiveness of organiza

tion controls and permits personal and subjective decision 

making by members of large organizations (Katz and Kahn, 

1966; Braverman, 1980). 

The same innate characteristics of large organiza

tions that may result in ineffective organization controls 

might be conducive to dysfunctional decision making. Large 

organizations are both less able to control members who 

can become lost in extended structural arrangements and as 

suggested by Parsons (1960) more dependent upon the 

judgment of mid-level organization members in the implemen

tation of organization goals established at the upper levels 

of the organization. 

The inferred relationship between organization size 

and dysfunctionalism drawn from the literature cited above 

are indirectly supported by some quantitative organization 

theorists. For example, Hrebiniak and Alutto (1973) in 

their study of 338 hospital psychiatric departments found 

the size of the departments to be inversely related to the 

performance of the departments. One of the measures of 
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performance utilized was a "weighted discharge rate" 

designed to investigate the achievement of treatment and 

"distribution" goals of the department. Their finding that 

smaller departments were relatively more productive and 

successful in obtaining some goals may indirectly indicate 

that smaller organizations are less likely to be charac

terized by dysfunctional decision making than large 

organizations. 

The findings of Tannenbaum, et al. (1974) and Child 

(1973) provide indirect support for Hrebiniak and Alutto. 

Tannenbaum, et al. studied 1664 members of industrial plants 

in five countries. The subjects from smaller organizations 

(at all hierarchical levels) reported that they had less 

authority and influence than did subjects from larger organ

izations at the same level. Child utilized a question

naire (Likert format) to study 787 British managers in 78 

businesses. He found that the managers in smaller busi

nesses perceived their organizations to be more centralized 

and less formalized than managers in larger businesses. 

Child also found that the more managers perceived their 

organizations to be centralized, the less appropriate they 

perceived the "questioning of authority" and "pressing for 

change" as acceptable behaviors. Although not synonomous, 

if "questioning of authority" and "pressing for change" can 

be considered as variations of dysfunctional behavior. 

Child's study indicates that decision makers in smaller 
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organizations may be less prone to dysfunctional decisions 

than decision makers in larger organizations. 

Decision-Maker Characteristics 

Human decision making is influenced by a wide 

variety of factors which prevent it from " . . . reaching 

any high degree of rationality" (Simon, 1976, p. 79). 

Personal factors compose one group of factors that 

influence decision processes (Bruner, et. al., 1956; Katz 

and Kahn, 1966). As Braverman (1980) suggested, many deci

sions are influenced by such personal characteristics as 

intuition. In addition, decision makers' personal needs, 

values, and biases shape their judgmental capabilities 

which in turn affect decision processes (Brown, 1966; Katz 

and Kahn, 1966; Innovation, 1971; Simon, 1976). 

Theorists (Maslow, 1954; Haire, 1956; Argyris, 

1957) have identified several broad classes of personal 

needs which may influence organization members' judgments. 

Although the number of classes of needs identified by organ

ization theorists varies, the classes generally encompass 

the basic needs of human life. The basic needs, such as 

health and self-esteem, are believed to be of such impor

tance that for many people they overshadow motivators of 

behavior, such as economic rewards, traditionally used by 

organizations (Cyert and March, 1963; Simon, 1976). If 

basic needs are not met by the organization, organization 
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members may be compelled to seek fulfillment of their needs 

by attempting to change the organization or by altering the 

goals of the organization. If organization members make 

decisions within the organization setting which are 

intended to achieve personal needs rather than organization 

goals, the decision makers are, for the purposes of this 

research, making dysfunctional decisions. 

As noted earlier, decision making is influenced by 

personal judgment as well as by personal needs. Judgment 

is a matching of facts and values (Brown, 1966). Theorists 

such as Simon (1976) and Alexis and Wilson (1967) suggest 

that decision makers may have personal values underlying 

and influencing the administrative decisions which they 

reach. Further, Bruner, et al. (1956) assert that personal 

values may impair decision makers' judgment capabilities to 

the extent that decision makers will make readily iden

tifiable errors. Although the effects of personal values 

are not always deleterious to one's judgment, personal 

values influence decision making in all instances (Duncan, 

1973; Braverman, 1980). If Duncan and Braverman are 

accurate, organizations may not be able to prevent decision 

makers from making dysfunctional decisions when the values 

of decision makers conflict with organization goals. 

The difficulty organizations encounter in 

controlling the effects of personal values' intrusion into 

organization decision making may be further compounded by 
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the inconsistent effect personal values have on a given 

decision maker. Decision makers may perform inconsistently 

because " . . . the same facts may say different things to 

the same person at different times" (Brown, 1966, p. 134). 

The inconsistency results in behavior which is virtually 

unpredictable in particular instances (Oxenfeldt, et al., 

1978). 

Even in repetitive situations decision makers may 

vary their decisions (Alexis and Wilson, 1967). The incon

sistency which characterizes decision making suggests that 

organizations cannot always predict the decision behavior 

of decision makers and therefore may be unable to eliminate 

dysfunctional decision making. However, a better 

understanding of some of the decision maker characteristics 

which are associated with dysfunctional decision making may 

suggest steps which could minimize the occurrence of dys

functional decision making. 

Decision-Maker Characteristics: Age 

Vroom and Yetton found in their international study 

(N > 900) of managers that older individuals held more 

favorable attitudes toward their companies' leaderships 

than did younger individuals, but age was not a very good 

(eighth of nine determinants) predictor of individuals' ten

dencies to ". . . try out on your own a better or faster 

way of doing work" (Vroom and Yetton, 1973, p. 148). Their 
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finding that older managers have a higher regard for the 

leadership of organizations suggests that older decision 

makers may be less likely to contest leadership goals by 

making dysfunctional decisions. But the finding that age 

was a relatively poor predictor of decision making ini

tiative does not support such a suggestion. However, Vroom 

and Yetton did not report the extent (if any) of the effect 

of age on decision initiative--they only compared age with 

other predictors. 

The Haire, et al. (1966) study of private sector 

managers in fourteen nations did not investigate dysfunc

tional decision making, but contains findings which 

indirectly support the proposition that younger decision 

makers may have greater tendencies to make dysfunctional 

decisions than do older decision makers. Haire, et al. 

found that younger managers have a greater need for self 

actualization and autonomy than do older managers. 

Although it does not necessarily follow that younger mana

gers acting in their roles as decision makers will be more 

likely to make dysfunctional decisions in order to attain 

self actualization and autonomy, the proposition is 

plausible. The proposition is supported by the Haire, et 

al. (1966) finding that younger managers have a lesser need 

for job security than do older managers. Placing less 

value on job security, younger managers may be more willing 

to risk the possible negative consequences associated with 
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dysfunctional decision making. 

Taylor and Dunnette's (1974) study of 79 industrial 

managers, ranging from foreman to factory managers, also 

indirectly supports the proposition that younger decision 

makers may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Taylor and Dunnette found that older decision makers were 

more inclined to modify their previous decisions when these 

decisions had "adverse consequences." Assuming that orga

nizations may react negatively to dysfunctional decision 

practices, older decision makers may be expected to abandon 

such practices more readily than younger decision makers. 

Decision-Maker Characteristics: 
Skill Specialization 

As noted in the "Goal Utility" section of the 

literature review, organization decisions may be differen

tiated by organizations' functional specialities. 

Individuals within the same organization may also be dif

ferentiated on the basis of their skill specialization. 

For example, Brown (1966) suggested that highly specialized 

individuals, as a result of narrow backgrounds, may be in

adequately prepared to make broad administrative decisions. 

Brown further suggested that specialist decision-makers 

concentrate their activities in the areas where they have 

extensive skills and neglect activities where they are less 

skilled. Inadequate preparation and neglect of less 
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familiar areas are characteristics which result from spe

cialization and which may be conducive to decision prac

tices which result in dysfunctional decision making. The 

dysfunctional decision making might result from an 

unwillingness to commit to organization objectives which do 

not coincide with the objectives associated with decision 

makers' areas of specialization. 

Theorists suggest additional linkages between skill 

specialization and dysfunctional decision making. For 

example, Simon (1976, p. 131) argued that professional, 

highly skilled administrators have narrower "zones of 

acceptance" than do less skilled administrators. A narrow 

zone of acceptance (the inability to accept direction by 

others) may result in decision makers ignoring superiors' 

directives designed to implement organization objectives. 

After having ignored superiors' directives, skilled spe

cialists might be expected to pursue organization objec

tives which the specialists perceive to be worthy but which 

would be categorized as dysfunctional. 

Organizations might be unable to adequately prevent 

highly skilled administrators from making dysfunctional 

decisions. Downs (1967) argued that organizations have 

less control over highly skilled organization members as a 

result of the job mobility possessed by such individuals. 

Similarly, Riggs (1967), Gawthrop (1969), and Krislov 

(1974) stated that specialization is a source of 
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bureaucratic strength and may be used by bureaucrats to 

achieve freedom from organization restrictions. The 

freedom may permit dysfunctional decisions. 

Although the freedom to make dysfunctional deci

sions may not automatically result in dysfunctional deci

sion making, there is support for the assumption that some 

specialists will be more prone to utilize their freedom to 

make dysfunctional decisions. For example. Brown (1966) 

and Oxenfeldt, et al., (1978) stated that creative people 

are more likely to be uninhibited by the culture of the 

organization and are more likely to be in conflict with 

organizationally accepted ideas. Assuming that creative 

individuals are attracted to certain areas requiring 

extreme specialization (e.g., research and development, 

planning), extent of specialization may be associated with 

propensities to make dysfunctional decisions. 

This assertion is indirectly supported by research 

done by Hy and Mathews (1978). They found in their study 

(N > 100) of education administrators and municipal admin

istrators that administrators perceived simulated problem 

situations similarly but differed in their approaches to 

solving the problems. The education administrators 

selected specific strategies whereas the municipal admin

istrators selected broader alternatives or objectives. Hy 

and Mathews concluded that the differences in approach were 

explained by ". . . implicit and explicit sets of norms. 
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rules, and procedures . . . " associated with each spe

ciality which influenced their decision approaches (Hy and 

Mathews, 1978, p. 153). Although Hy and Mathews did not 

attempt to categorize the administrators' decisions as dys

functional or nondysfunctional, their findings suggest that 

specialists acquire norms of behavior which may result in 

dysfunctional decision making when their organizations' 

goals are determined by individuals outside their spe

ciality. 

Katzell and Yankelovich's (1975) survey of private 

sector managers and union leaders (N = 632) also found 

significant differences between generalist decision-makers 

and specialists. Although their response rate was less than 

20 percent, they concluded that specialists (economists) 

view problems from a narrower perspective than do general-

ists and this narrow perspective partially explains the 

lack of support that specialists may give to broad policies 

defined by generalists. 

Spekman's study (1979) of private sector purchasing 

agents' influence on other organization members' decisions 

to purchase raw materials provides an explanation of why 

specialists may be able to circumvent organization goals. 

Analysis of questionnaire data (N = 322) provided by deci

sion makers from 20 firms in Chicago indicated that 

purchasing agents' abilities to influence the decision 

makers were dependent upon the agents' control of specialized 
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information. Furthermore, the purchasing agents' power 

extended beyond purchasing decisions to nonpurchase related 

tasks. Although Spekman's study is concerned only with the 

ability of specialists to influence others' decision 

making, it is plausible to expect that specialized power 

could be used to evade others' attempts to influence spe

cialists. If such evasion is possible, then specialists 

might practice dysfunctional decision making with impunity. 

Decision-Maker Characteristics: 
Experience 

Descriptive organization theorists, such as 

Oxenfeldt, et. al., (1978) often assert that the life 

experiences of individuals influence their judgment, which 

in turn influences decision making. More directly, Haire 

(1956) argued that experiences are in part responsible for 

the variety of responses people make to similar decision 

tasks. Specifically, Alexis and Wilson (1967) stated that 

experiences help to define decision tasks. Experience 

defines decision tasks by suggesting alternatives and their 

possible results. Similarly, Simon (1976) suggested that 

experience is a source of decision premises (e.g., infor

mation) that influence decision making. 

Some descriptive theorists indirectly suggest that 

specific experiences may have at least a marginal influence 

on the tendency of organization members to make dysfunc

tional decisions. For example. Downs (1967) wrote that 
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organization experiences may indicate to members how they 

may best advance within the organization. If an organiza

tion member has advanced or failed to advance as result of 

dysfunctional decisions, his tendency to make dysfunctional 

decisions may be affected. Similarly, a history of posi

tive organization experiences in other organizations may 

prompt a new member of an organization to attempt a 

reshaping of the new organinzation to resemble the old 

organization (Brown, 1966). Attempts to reshape the organ

ization may place the new organization member in conflict 

with the organization and result in dysfunctional decision 

making. 

What constitutes life experiences is also broadly 

defined in the quantitative literature relevant to decision 

making. However, the narrow application or testing of a 

few selected measures of life experiences in narrow case 

studies limits our ability to make generalizations about 

the effects of various life experiences on dysfunctional 

decision making. However, some of these case studies 

indirectly link life experiences and dysfunctional decision 

making. 

For example. Gable and Springer (1979) found in 

their international study (N not reported) of rice-

production managers a positive correlation between educa

tion, "urbanization," association memberships and the 

ability of the managers to meet "policy demands." 
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Unfortunately, Gable and Springer did not report how they 

defined education or "urbanization" nor the statistical 

techniques used to establish the correlations. But they 

did report that organizational socialization processes in 

some instances were capable of overriding the effects and 

minimizing the impact of an individual's background on 

decision making. Although the inability to meet policy 

demands cannot be strictly equated with dysfunctional deci

sion making, individuals who make dysfunctional decisions 

might be expected to be less capable of meeting policy de

mands. Conversely, individuals with higher levels of educa

tion, "urbanization," and association memberships might be 

expected to make fewer dysfunctional decisions in their 

successful efforts to meet policy demands. 

Conversely, Bozeman and McAlpine (1977) found in 

their study of 81 undergraduate students that 

"cosmopolitans" were more likely to pursue goals which 

maximized individual goals and which "promoted social 

justice" and helped poor people at the expense of organi

zation goals. The students were placed in organization 

role-playing situations and then asked to respond to 

questionnaires. Their findings indicate that 

"cosmopolitans" would be more likely to pursue goals which 

are considered dysfunctional in the present research. 

Cosmopolitans were identified utilizing a five item scale-

index developed by Thomas Dye in 1963. The scale items 
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were designed to measure extent of social experience and 

identification with local interests compared to national 

interests. 

White (1978) sampled (N = 2,431) employees at all 

hierarchical levels in 14 Midwestern manufacturing plants. 

Although his research focused on participation in decision 

making, he also investigated the effects of "moderator 

variables" on a scale dependent variable which included, 

among others, items designed to measure job involvement and 

identification with the organization. "Although this might 

appear to be a heterogeneous combination, the scale had a 

high internal consistency (a = .89) . . ." (White, 1978, p. 

38). The moderator variables included education, "years of 

full-time work experience," and "number of previous 

fulltime jobs." White found that the moderator variables 

had little effect on his dependent variable. Although 

White did not directly investigate dysfunctional decision 

making, his findings suggest that decision makers' 

experiences may have little effect on their organization 

decision making. 

Summarizing, the literature does not suggest a con

sensus on the possible effects of decision makers' 

experiences on their tendencies to make dysfunctional deci

sions. Gable and Springer's (1979) findings suggest that 

decision makers with high levels of education and urbaniza

tion may be less likely to make dysfunctional decisions 
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whereas Bozeman and McAlpine's (1977) findings suggest 

that "cosmopolitans," who might be expected to have higher 

levels of education and urbanization, may be more likely to 

make dysfunctional decisions. However, the findings of 

White (1978) suggest that decision makers' experiences may 

not effect tendencies to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Decision Maker Characteristics: 
Risk Aversion 

Theorists have not described a direct linkage be

tween the willingness to make dysfunctional decisions and 

aversion to risk. However, Alexis and Wilson (1967) 

suggested that risk aversion is an important consideration 

in the selection of decision choices. Similarly, 

Frendreis (1978) argued that the willingness or 

unwillingness to take risks is often more important than 

the information on which a decision is based. 

Assuming dysfunctional decisions entail some risk 

for the decision maker, risk aversion may affect decision 

makers' tendencies to make dysfunctional decisions. Some 

individuals have a tendency to overestimate low probabili

ties and to underestimate high probabilities (Oxenfeldt, et 

al., 1978). Once committed to a high-risk decision, the 

decision maker's fear of failure will overshadow his desire 

to succeed (Downs, 1967). Further, Brown (1966) suggested 

that the fear of failure will be of such importance that it 

will even overcome a desire to succeed. Based on the 
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assumption that dysfunctional decisions do impart risk to 

the decision maker, the inference can be drawn that some 

individuals with low risk aversion will overestimate the 

probabilities of obtaining rewards from dysfunctional 

decisions and may persist in their support of dysfunctional 

decisions, possibly by making further dysfunctional deci

sions . 

The relationship between individuals' aversion to 

risk and dysfunctionalism has not been directly investi

gated by guantitative researches. However, some studies of 

risk and "the risky shift" in decision making are appli

cable to dysfunctional decision making. For example, 

Burnstein and Katz (1971) found in their experiment 

involving 96 undergraduate students that risk prone individ

uals are less likely to be influenced by other decision 

makers in a group setting. They also found that risk prone 

individuals have more confidence in their own decisions and 

are more likely to be strongly committed to their decisions 

than are conservative decision makers. Although the find

ings are based on artificial and nonadministrative decision 

situations, the suggestion may be drawn that decision 

makers in organization groupings who are prone to risk 

decisions may be less influenced by organization directives 

and may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Furthermore, once dysfunctional decisions are made, risk 

prone decision makers may be reluctant to discontinue their 
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dysfunctional decision practices. 

The suggestion that risk prone decision makers may 

be more likely to continue to make dysfunctional decisions 

is supported by the findings of Henderson and Nutt (1980). 

Their study (N = 62) of simulated adoption decisions 

(capital expansion-projects) by executives from fifty 

organizations concluded that decision makers adopt a 

variety of consistent decision styles, including a "risk 

decision style."2 Defining risk in terms of the 

probability of return on capital investments, they found 

that risk prone decision makers assign low levels of risk 

to choices which actually have high levels of risk as 

opposed to just accepting the high level of risk. However, 

Henderson and Nutt noted that their findings may not 

reflect decision styles utilized in nonsimulated decision 

situations. 

Although decision makers with "risky" styles may be 

more likely to make dysfunctional decisions than other 

decision makers, the findings of Conlon and Wolf (1980) 

suggest that the "visibility" of decisions alter decision 

strategies. Applied to the present research, their find

ings may indicate that even though risk prone decision 

makers may be more prone to dysfunctional decisions, they 

may be discouraged from making them. Conlon and Wolf 

placed 96 undergraduate students in a role playing simula

tion and asked the students to report their perceptions of 
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their simulated roles on a Likert-type questionnaire. 

Conlon and Wolf found that "visible" decision makers assume 

the most "justifiable" positions. However, they also found 

that decision makers who perceive the possibility of being 

blamed for an error may pursue irrational courses of action 

in efforts to remedy the error. Indirectly, the findings 

f Conlon and Wolf suggest that risk prone decision makers 

y be dissuaded from dysfunctional decision making by the 

isibility of their decision making but also may make 

o 

ma 

V 

further dysfunctional decisions in irrational efforts to 

justify earlier dysfunctional decisions. 

The Conlon and Wolf findings suggest that organiza

tion groups may inhibit risk prone decision makers. 

However, Blascovich (1972) and Middleton and Marino (1972) 

found that groups may encourage risky decision making. 

Blascovich (1972) used 100 undergraduates separately and in 

groups of five. The students were placed in simulated 

dilemmas with specified probabilities of success for the 

various solutions to the dilemmas. Blascovich found that 

the groups selected riskier solutions than did the individ

uals except when individuals were first exposed to the 

dilemmas in group situations. The implication was that 

the group experience increased the willingness of individ

uals to accept "risky" solutions to the dilemmas. 

Middleton and Marino (1972) asked 70 undergraduates, thirty 

in groups of three, thirty in groups of six, and ten 
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individually, to play a game in which they were to listen 

to a series of numbers and stop when they heard a number 

which would be the largest in the series. They found that 

individuals were less risk prone than either the small or 

large groups but the risk prone individuals were more 

likely to lead small groups toward "risky" positions than 

larger groups. The findings of Blascovich and Middleton 

and Marino may be interpreted to suggest that small groups 

or influentials within a small group may encourage decision 

makers to make "risky" decisions, such as dysfunctional 

decisions. 

Summarizing, the implications for risk and dysfunc

tional decision making which may be drawn from the quan

titative literature are somewhat inconsistent. The problem 

is amplified by the absence of literature which directly 

investigates the possible relationship between risk and 

dysfunctional decision making. Burnstein and Katz (1971) 

found that risk prone decision makers are less likely to be 

influenced by other group members. Applied to the present 

research, their findings may imply that risk prone decision 

makers may be more likely to disregard organization poli

cies and make dysfunctional decisions. The findings of 

Henderson and Nutt (1980) suggest that decision makers' 

styles are consistent and if risk prone decision makers 

make dysfunctional decisions, they may make them more fre

quently than other decision makers. However, Conlon and 
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Wolf (1980) suggested that decision makers may change their 

styles and adopt more accepted decision practices if their 

decisions have high visibility within the group . 

Conversely, Blascovich (1972) and Middleton and Marino 

(1972) suggested that small groups may encourage "risky" 

decision making and, applied to the present research, may 

encourage dysfunctional decision making. 

Decision-Maker Characteristics: 
Rank 

Organization theorists have conducted " . . . little 

systematic examination . . ."of the many suspected dif

ferences among the hierarchical ranks found within organiza

tions (Alexis and Wilson, 1967, p. 15). However, notable 

differences may exist. Inbar (1979) argued that indivi

duals within different ranks of hierarchical structures 

attach different decision criteria to the same decision 

task. Additionally, Downs (1967) suggested that high 

ranking officials place more emphasis on the development 

of goal concerns than do lower ranking officials. Brown 

(1966) may have provided a basis for Downs' suggestion with 

the assertion that higher ranking officials have less 

freedom to make alterations in established policies and 

feel pressures to have their own viewpoints adopted as 

organization viewpoints. An inference drawn from Downs and 

Brown may be that lower ranking officials have more freedom 
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to alter organization viewpoints than do higher ranking 

officials. Although this inference may appear to be 

incongruent with hierarchical arrangements, the extensive 

visibility of higher ranking officials may act as a limita

tion on their freedom compared to lower ranking officials. 

If the inference is correct, lower ranking officials may 

believe that they have more freedom to make dysfunctional 

decisions—decisions in conflict with organization objec

tives. 

One area in which lower ranking officials may come 

into conflict with the organization viewpoint involves the 

management of organizations' external environments. The 

higher ranks of the organization largely determine what 

elements of the external environment will affect the lower 

ranks of the organization (Simon, 1976). However, as noted 

by Cyert and March (1963), each rank within the organiza

tion must individually adapt to the external environment. 

If the lower ranks perceive the effects of the external 

environment differently than do the higher ranks, the lower 

ranks may make decisions (designed to manage the external 

environment) which would be considered dysfunctional by the 

higher ranks. Although the lower ranks' management of the 

environment may be appropriate from their perspective, it 

may be dysfunctional for the organization as a whole. 

Alexis and Wilson (1967) and Kaufman (1968) 

described conditions in some organizations that may be 
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conducive to dysfunctional decision making. They argued 

that decentralized decision making may permit or result in 

suboptimal decisions. Suboptimal decisions, from the whole 

organization's perspective, are decisions made to meet the 

needs of individual components of the organization, 

although the decision may not be optimal for the entire 

organization. If lower level decision makers are permitted 

to make some suboptimal decisions, they may develop habits 

of making suboptimal decisions and may resort to decisions 

which would be even less than suboptimal—decisions which 

would be dysfunctional from the organization's perspective 

although perhaps useful from their own perspective. 

Some quantitative theorists have also drawn conclu

sions which, inferentially, suggest linkages between deci

sion maker rank and dysfunctionalism. For example, Weiss 

and Bucuvalas (1980) studied federal, state, and local 

decision makers (N = 255) who were involved with imple

menting four federal mental health programs. The 

researchers simulated research reports and asked respon

dents to rate the reports, in a Likert-type questionnaire, 

for their usefulness in respondents' work. They did 

not investigate dysfunctionalism, but aspects of their 

find-ings do imply a relationship between individuals' 

organization rank and dysfunctionalism. They found that 

lower level officials, particularly program administrators, 

make less use of research studies than do higher level 
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officials. This finding is relevant to the present 

research because they also found that decision makers 

resist research findings if they are contrary to their own 

beliefs and values or if they perceive the research to pose 

a threat to their own careers or their agencies. The deci

sion to disregard information in order to protect one's 

career or agency would be a dysfunctional decision and 

would be more likely to be made by a lower level decision 

maker. 

The multination study by Haire, et al. (1966) also 

contains findings which suggest a relationship between a 

decision maker's rank and tendencies to make dysfunctional 

decisions. Haire, et al. studied upper and mid-lower level 

managers (N = 3,641) from the private sector in fourteen 

countries, including the United States. The data were 

obtained from questionnaires which employed Likert-type 

items, semantic differentials, and background questions. 

The researchers found that lower ranking decision makers 

charged with implementation of policies perceived them

selves to have lower levels of self-actualization within 

their organization, lower levels of needs fulfillment, and, 

in the U.S., higher capacities for leadership and ini

tiative. Although these findings do not directly suggest 

that lower ranking decision makers are more likely to make 

dysfunctional decisions, such an inference is plausible if 

it is assumed that lower ranking decision makers may make 
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dysfunctional decisions in order to achieve self actualiza

tion and needs fulfillment and in order to demonstrate 

their capacities for initiative. 

Task-Environment Characteristics 

Organization environments are frequently analyzed 

from two perspectives. One approach focuses attention on 

the internal structure and task differentiation within the 

organization (Reiss and Bordua, 1978). A second approach 

utilizes the concept of "task environment" originated by 

Dill (1958). The task environment consists of, among other 

factors, the clients of the organization, suppliers of 

goods and services (including labor), competitors, and 

regulatory bodies (Thompson, 1967). Although this litera

ture review focuses on elements from both of these 

approaches, it emphasizes the internal dynamics of organi

zations from the perspectives of organization members. In 

order to adequately understand the task environment of an 

organization, an organization theorist must be knowledgeable 

of the environment perceived by the organization's members 

and not just the "objective" environment (Dill, 1958; 

Alexis and Wilson, 1967; Simon, 1967). Yet little is known 

about how individuals perceive their environments 

(Innovation, 1971). The need to understand human percep

tions is an obstacle to understanding the decision environ

ment (Bridges, et al, 1971). 



70 

Alexis and Wilson (1967, p. 158) argued that deci

sions ", , . shape as well as mirror the environment," The 

environment contributes to an individual's insights and 

outlooks and forces him to adjust and conform to that 

environment (Brown, 1966), Broadly speaking, the environ

ment limits the decision alternatives open to the decision 

maker (Simon, 1976), 

The environment affects decision makers by pro

viding the "cues" which are constantly being sought by 

decision makers (Duncan, 1973; Inbar, 1979). Yet decision 

makers' individualized perceptions cause them to select 

limited numbers of "cues" or to distort the cues in order 

to make them fit their expectations (Haire, 1956; Cyert and 

March, 1963; Inbar, 1979). As a result of the complexity of 

the cues provided by the environment, decision makers tend 

to categorize cues in order to reduce the effort necessary 

to process them (Bruner, et al., 1956). The categorization 

of cues simplifies decision making by suggesting decisions 

that have been effective in dealing with similar cues in 

the past and by drawing the decision makers' attention to 

cues which do not belong to a familiar category. 

Decision makers receive cues from internal and 

external environments (Newman, 1962; Downs, 1967). The 

internal environment is generally considered to be 

controllable and is given scant attention in the literature 

(Bridges et al., 1971). Yet even the internal environment 
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is constantly shifting or creating pressure for change 

(Brown, 1966; Duncan, 1973). The decision maker must then 

draw his "cues" from a dynamic environment, a process which 

emphasizes his perceptive skills and adds to the uncer

tainty of the decision (Benton, 1973; Braverman, 1980). 

Individuals' differences in perception of cues and the 

uncertainty which may accompany new cues may lead to cir

cumstances which are conducive to dysfunctional decision 

making. If individual decision makers perceive or react to 

cues differently than the organization's policy makers, 

they may make dysfunctional decisions. 

The environment is not only a collection of physi

cal dimensions, but it also a set of human and cultural 

factors (Riggs, 1975). The human factors contributing to 

the complexity of the environment include psychological and 

social interactions (Alexis and Wilson, 1967). This litera

ture review explores the psychological and social interac

tions of decision makers from one perspective, decision 

makers' relationships with their peers or colleagues. 

Specifically, the literature review examines the possible 

influences which different relationships between colleagues 

may have on their tendencies to make dysfunctional decisions 

In addition to the social and psychological 

interactions of colleagues described by Alexis and Wilson, 

Downs (1967) has identified, among others, three "internal 

dimensions" of organizations that may be considered part of 
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organizations' environments. These dimensions include 

organizations' information systems, authority structures, 

and attitudes toward innovation. Aspects of each of these 

dimensions are examined for their possible influences on 

decision makers' propensities toward dysfunctional deci

sions. The aspects are the quality of information provided 

by organizations, sanctions as elements of authority struc

tures, and attitudes toward technology. 

Task-Environment Characteristics: 
Colleagueship 

Some organization theorists suggest that members 

of organizations are part of the environment for any fellow 

member of an organization (Alexis and Wilson, 1967; Bither, 

1971; Simon, 1976). Emphasizing the importance of organi

zation members' interrelationships, Riggs (1967, p. 153) 

argued that the " . . . underlying social and power struc

ture . . . actually determines bureaucratic action." 

Stated simply, an organization member considers what his 

fellow organization members expect of him as a member of 

the organization. 

Some theorists further suggest that the social 

structure of an organization may pressure an individual 

organization member not to deviate from accepted patterns 

established by the organization membership (Innovation, 

1971). As Haire (1956) indicated, organization members 

may attempt to abide by the standards of behavior 
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established by the organization, and particularly by the 

inner circle of the organization. Organization members may 

attempt to comply with the expectations of the inner circle 

in order to attain or maintain membership in the inner 

circle (Haire, 1956). When individuals comply with the 

expectations of fellow organization members in general and 

members of the inner circle in particular, they demonstrate 

the importance of their relationship with their colleagues. 

Conversely, if an organization member does not consider the 

expectations of other members, he does not have feelings of 

colleagueship and may not be concerned with fellow organi

zation members' responses to his actions. Applied to this 

research, decision makers who do not have extensive 

feelings of colleagueship may be less compelled to comply 

with established organization policies and may feel free to 

do the "unexpected," including the making of dysfunctional 

decisions. 

Quantitative researchers have provided some evi

dence which may be interpreted to suggest that 

colleagueship does influence dysfunctionalism. For 

example, Reddy and Byrnes (1972) studied 22 groups (ten to 

twelve individuals per group) of middle managers from a 

food merchandising company who participated in a series of 

conferences. The managers were given a personality test 

designed to measure their attitudes and needs in the areas 

of "affection," "inclusion," and "control" and were asked 
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to work in groups and complete an exercise involving the 

construction of a design utilizing Lego building blocks. 

The researchers supported their hypothesis (through corre

lation analysis) that groups which were more compatible 

would be more effective in completing concrete tasks. 

Their findings suggest that members of organizations who 

interact well with fellow members are better able to help 

the organization meet its objectives. Although Reddy and 

Byrnes did not investigate why incompatible groups are less 

effective, one plausible explanation would be that the mem

bers are pursuing objectives other than group objectives. 

Such behavior may be dysfunctional. 

The Bachman et al. (1968) study (N = 656) of the 

influence of organization control and individuals' satis

faction on job performance found that an individual's job 

performance correlated with his satisfaction with his 

supervisor. They studied the interaction of salesmen and 

their branch managers and, utilizing questionnaire data, 

found that salesman who admired their supervisors, 

respected them, and perceived their supervisors as being 

cooperative sold more goods than did salesmen who were less 

satisfied with their supervisors. Although the Bachman, 

et al. research did not directly investigate dysfunc-

tionalism and did not infer that organization members who 

are less satisfied with their working environment and less 

productive are necessarily more prone to dysfunctional 
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behavior, such an inference is plausible as an explanation 

of why discontented members are less productive. 

Organization members who are discontented with their 

working environment may be less productive because they are 

engaging in dysfunctionism. 

In a study similar to that of Bachman, et al.. Smith 

and Ari (1968) surveyed supervisory and nonsupervisory mem

bers of a transport company operating in several cities in 

the U.S. The researchers grouped the returns to a 

Likert-type questionnaire from each of the thirty-two 

branches and computed indexes of the attitudes of the non-

supervisory personnel toward their supervisors as well as 

their work groups. The researchers correlated the attitude 

measures with measures of productivity (time to perform 

units of work) and a measure of morale (Likert-type 

question). Their findings indicated that branches in which 

members saw "eye to eye on things" and in which there was 

less "tension or conflict" had higher levels of produc

tivity (Smith and Ari, 1968, pp. 153-159). 

Miller (1980) also studied how the interrela

tionships of organization members positively affect goal 

achievement. Although he did not investigate the possible 

negative effects on goal achievement (such as dysfunc

tionalism) of colleagueship, his findings do have implica

tions relevant to the present research. Miller studied 

"white collar" employees (N = 161) within the finance 
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department of a textile company. He computed regression 

coefficients on questionnaire data to investigate the 

effects of interpersonal influences among organization mem

bers on goal achievement. Contrary to his expectations, he 

found an insignificant relationship between perceived peer 

influence and perceived goal achievement. 

Summarizing, researchers have not investigated 

directly possible effects of organization members' interper

sonal relationships (colleagueship) on dysfunctionalism. 

However, the literature does contain some support for the 

assertion that colleagueship does affect organizational 

goal achievement. If a positive attitude toward organi

zation members is conducive to positive organizational 

decision making, it is plausible that a negative attitude 

toward colleagues would be conducive to less productive 

decision making, which would include dysfunctional decision 

making. 

Task-Environment Characteristics: 
Adequacy of Information 

The collection of information is a major component 

of the decision-making process (Cyert and March, 1963; 

Simon, 1976). In addition, information is integrally 

related to the environment of organizations. The environ

ment both supplies information and partially determines 

the relevance of information (Alexis and Wilson, 1967; 

Bridges, et al., 1971; Hrebiniak, 1979). Conversely, 
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information shapes the task environment. And as Simon 

(1976) and Krislov (1974) suggested, information is a 

source of power and influence to members of organizations. 

Furthermore, Downs (1967) argued that organization members 

may attempt to control the flow of information as a means 

of achieving centralization and suppressing disagreement 

within organizations. 

Although information is valued and its dissemina

tion often controlled, decision makers may be inundated 

with information (Innovation, 1971; Braverman, 1980). 

Simon (1976) suggested that a large proportion of the infor

mation which any given organization member receives is 

irrelevant or of little use. Useless or irrelevant infor

mation is a burden on decision makers who have limits on 

the amount of information which they can process (Downs, 

1967; Inbar, 1979). Organizations may attempt to expedite 

the processing of information by narrowly defining the 

information needs of organizations' decision makers (Haire, 

1956; Alexis and Wilson, 1967). In addition, Braverman 

(1980) suggested that decision makers sort information, 

using a combination of intuition and established proce

dures, as a means of improving information processing. 

Specifically, Burner, et al. (1956) stated that decision 

makers value "impressive" (dominant, noticeable) infor

mation. They also tend to be conservative and pessi .iiist ic 

in their acceptance of new information (Innovation, 1971). 
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Overall, decision makers reduce the task of evaluating 

information by accepting or rejecting it on the basis of 

its source rather than its quality (Haire, 1956). But what 

" . . . ultimately determines whether potential information 

is of value to decision makers is its perceived contribu

tion towards goal attainment" (Bridges, et al., 1971, p. 

100). 

The conclusion may be drawn from the descriptive 

literature that organization members may not always have 

information which properly prepares them to make decisions 

which compliment organization goals. Either the unavaila

bility of information of acceptable quality or the percep

tion that information is being withheld may induce decision 

makers to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Quantitative researchers have not investigated the 

influence of information adequacy on tendencies of decision 

makers to make dysfunctional decisions, but some research 

on the effects of information on other aspects of decision 

making have implications for the present research. For 

example, O'Reilly (1977) surveyed supervisory and nonsuper

visory employees (N = 163) in four offices of a county 

welfare agency. He correlated the accuracy (determined by 

auditors from an independent agency) of the decisions made 

by the nonsupervisory personnel with their perceptions of 

the importance of the information provided them. O'Reilly 

found a positive relationship between decision accuracy 
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and the use of superiors as the information source; he 

found no significant relationship between decision accuracy 

and the use of nonsupervisory peers as the information 

source. His findings suggest that supervisors who are per

ceived to provide good information encourage organization 

members to achieve organization goals. Although not stated 

by O'Reilly, his findings may suggest that organization 

members who perceive their supervisors to be poor sources 

of information may engage in decision making (such as dys

functional decision making) which is not directed at 

organization goals. 

A plausible explanation of why organization members 

would limit access to information and why other organiza

tion members might react by engaging in dysfunctional beha

vior is suggested by Spekman's study (1979) of "boundary 

role persons." He surveyed members (N = 322) of twenty 

firms in Chicago who were involved in the purchasing aspect 

of their organizations. Spekman concluded that purchasing 

agents were perceived by other organization members to 

possess power as a result of the agents' control over the 

flow of information. Furthermore, he concluded that organ

ization members perceived agents to be powerful as a result 

of an agent's ability to ". . . gather and filter infor

mation deemed crucial by his constituents . . . (and the 

ability to) conceal and misrepresent information, thereby 

presenting . . . a distorted, self-serving view of the 
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environment" (Spekman, 1979, p. 114). It maybe inferred 

from this finding that some organization members are 

alienated by perceptions that information is being withheld 

or distorted and possibly could react by engaging in dys

functional behavior in order to protect themselves or their 

organizations. 

Such an inference is supported by the research of 

Weiss and Bucuvalas (1980). They concluded from their 

study (N = 255) of federal, state, and local administrators 

in mental health agencies that decision makers evaluate 

information for its effects on their organizations and 

their own careers and differentiate between information 

that challenges their own values or their organizations. 

From their findings it may be inferred that information can 

trigger a protective or defensive response from decision 

makers, a response which may take the form of dysfunctional 

decision making. 

Summarizing, some organization theorists suggest 

that information is a source of power and that decision 

makers may limit information available to organization mem

bers in order to enhance or protect their positions in the 

organization. Not only would this be a variation of dys

functional behavior, but the limitation (perceived or real) 

of information may trigger a negative response which may 

result in dysfunctional behavior by decision makers who 

have been denied information. 
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Task-Environment Characteristics: 
Sanction Propensity 

Braverman (1980) suggested that decision makers' 

attitudes toward their decision environments partially 

determine which criteria are considered when possible deci

sion alternatives are being evaluated. For example, deci

sion makers may consider the possibility of incurring 

rewards or sanctions as the result of their weighting of 

decision criteria, regardless of the effectiveness of the 

decision. Such considerations are necessary because organ

izations use rewards and sanctions as methods of shaping 

members' behavior (Haire, 1956; Oxenfeldt, et al., 1978). 

Therefore, decision makers may attempt to conform to 

organization expectations in order to receive rewards or 

avoid sanctions. 

The effectiveness of organization rewards and sanc

tions in shaping behavior is partially dependent upon the 

influence of three potentially competitive forces: divi

sion loyalties, employee-supported norms, and reference-

group norms (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939; Katz and 

Kahn, 1966; Innovation, 1971; Simon, 1976). 

As Simon (1976) suggested, organizations must offer 

rewards for organization loyalty which exceed those prof

fered by competing forces such as organization divisions 

or informal groups of employees. Furthermore, the sanc

tions used by organizations may have to compete for eftect 



82 

with sanctions used by informal groups within the organi

zation (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939; Innovation, 

1971). 

Although Simon (1976) claimed that the use of 

penalties is more effective, organizations also take posi

tive steps to control behavior of organization members. 

Brown (1966) noted that organizations develop uniform prac

tices by establishing role models. Organization members 

learn to repeat the practices because rewards often follow 

(Haire, 1956). Furthermore, Klinger and Nalbandian (1978) 

suggested that organization members often seek to maximize 

the rewards provided by organizations. Therefore, organi

zation members can be expected to concentrate their activi

ties in areas that will bring maximum returns. 

Organizations establish standards of conduct to 

regulate behavior (Alexis and Wilson, 1967; Bridges, et 

al., 1971). Assuming dysfunctional decision making is 

prescriptive behavior, organizations may be expected to 

impose penalties upon decision makers who are known to make 

dysfunctional decisions. And conversely, organizations 

might be expected to reward decision makers who do not make 

dysfunctional decisions. From organization members' 

perspectives, dysfunctional decision making may be an 

acceptable practice if such practice does not result in the 

net loss of rewards or a net gain in penalties. 

Quantitative researchers have not directly 
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investigated the possible influences of the use of sanc

tions by organizations on tendencies of organization mem

bers to make dysfunctional decisions. However, 

investigations of the influence of sanctions on other 

aspects of decision making are relevant to the present 

research. For example, Katzell and Yankelovich (1975, p. 

92) found in their descriptive study that forty-five per

cent of the respondents believed " . . . giving more 

recognition to employees for their achievements" to be 

"very important" in influencing organization productivity. 

They surveyed administrators (N = 563) from lists provided 

by the American Manufacturing Association and reported a 

response rate of sixteen percent. They did not define pro

ductivity for respondents, but rather asked respondents to 

agree or disagree with a series of descriptive statements 

about what constitutes productivity. Ninety-five percent 

of the managers agreed that " . . . productivity means 

quality of output as well as quantity" and eighty-eight 

percent agreed that it also " . . . means the overall effi

ciency and effectiveness of the operation" (Katzell and 

Yankelovich, 1975, p. 103). Their findings suggest that 

positive sanctions, such as recognition for achievement, 

are conducive to decisions which foster the achievement of 

organization goals. Although their findings do not suggest 

that positive sanctions will tend to minimize dysfunctioml 

decision making, the inference is plausible if it is 
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assumed that decision makers who are rewarded for pursuing 

organization goals will not find it necessary to pursue 

personal rewards through dysfunctional behaviors. 

Logic dictates that positive sanctions can not 

affect decision behavior unless decision makers are aware 

of their usage and are influenced by their usage. 

Tannenbaum, et al. (1979) found in their international 

study of industrial organizations (ten plants in the U.S., 

N = 358) that eleven percent of the U.S. workers believed 

they would not be rewarded for good work, but fifty percent 

believed their superiors would have a "high opinion" of 

them and thirty-nine percent believed they would have 

better advancement opportunities as the result of good 

work. The respondents' aggregate mean scores of 4.1 on a 

scale of 1 (not al all) to 5 (very much) indicated that 

they would be "bothered" if their superiors told them they 

performed their jobs poorly (Tannenbaum, et al., 1974, pp. 

71-73). These findings suggest that sanctions, both posi

tive and negative, do influence organization members and 

might be expected to negatively influence dysfunctional 

decision making if dysfunctional decision making is con

sidered to be unacceptable behavior. 

Decision makers may continue to make dysfunctional 

decisions despite their awareness of organization use of 

sanctions. Two quantitative studies indirectly support 

this supposition. First, Conlon and Wolf (1980) studied 
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ninety-six undergraduates who were placed in a managerial 

decision making simulation and then asked to evaluate the 

simulation by completing a Likert-type questionnaire. The 

researchers concluded that some decision makers who per

ceive their decisions to be highly visible may react to the 

possibility of being "blamed" (negative sanction) for 

pursuing unjustifiable decision strategies by continuing 

their strategies in the hope that success will exonerate 

them. Applied to the present research, dysfunctional deci

sions intended to protect the organization may be continued 

if decision makers rely on such a rationale. Second, 

Spekman (1979) studied the interactions of managers (from 

twenty firms in the Chicago area) with their company 

purchasing agents. Utilizing questionnaire data, he 

concluded in part that organization members may limit the 

use of positive sanctions because of limited resources. 

This limited use of positive sanctions ". . . may lead to 

strained relationships because some constituents may come 

to expect favors . . . " and become upset when they do not 

receive them (Spekman, 1979, p. 116). Organization members 

who expect but do not receive positive sanctions may react 

by pursuing personal rewards through dysfunctional 

behavior. 

In summary, some organization theorists suggest 

that the use of sanctions does influence decision behavior 

and may influence the level of dysfunctional decision 
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making among some decision makers. The use of both posi

tive and negative sanctions may generally reduce tendencies 

of decision makers to make dysfunctional decisions. 

However, inconsistent use of sanctions may minimize their 

effect or may encourage dysfunctional behavior. 

Task-Environment Characteristics: 
Technology Receptivity 

Technology and its influence on organizations is 

cited as an external environment factor (Thompson, 1967; 

Hrebiniak, 1978). However, Haire (1956) argued that human 

interaction with technology has largely been ignored when 

technology has been studied. Benton (1973) supported Haire 

by suggesting that organization theorists have failed to 

adequately integrate the technician's environment with the 

organization environment. 

Although the research in the area is limited, some 

theorists have examined the relationships between tech

nology and organizations' internal environment. Bridges, 

et al. (1971) asserted that the extent of the use of tech

nology and need for technicians influences the internal 

design of organizations. Moreover, Quinn (1978) proposed 

that rapid movement toward increased use of technology may 

have a negative effect on the motivational climate within 

an organization. Further, Brown (1966) suggested that some 

organizations become overreliant on technology when their 

activities are characterized by complicated technology. 
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Stated simply, technologies may control the organization 

rather than the organization controlling the technology. 

The possibility that some organizations may become 

dependent upon or dominated by technology and technicians 

suggests a plausible relationship between technology recep

tivity and dysfunctionalism. One may assume that members 

of organizations will disagree over the utility of heavy 

reliance upon technology. When an organization member's 

view of technology differs from that held by the organiza

tion, the member may react by making dysfunctional deci

sions . 

Quantitative researchers have reached some conclu

sions which support a relationship between technology 

receptivity and dysfunctionalism. For example, Meyer 

(1975) utilized interviews of 213 heads of finance, 

comptroller, and administrative departments in 227 cities, 

counties, and states conducted by the national Opinion 

Research Center in 1966 and 1972. His longitudinal study 

was designed to determine the effects of "organizational 

domain," which included technology utilized, on organiza

tion behavior. Meyer performed regression analyses on 

changes in the organizations (between 1966 and 1972) in the 

areas of size, number of employees, and funding. He 

concluded that some organizations expand their claims to 

domain, including new technologies (computers and data pro

cessing) in order to protect their organizations and in 
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order to enhance the growth of their organizations. He 

also concluded that disputes arise over the claims and the 

disputes " . . . consume much time and manpower . . . " and 

may be ". . .an important dysfunction of bureaucratic 

organization" (Meyer, 1975, p. 615). The inference may be 

drawn from his findings that decision makers who are very 

receptive to organizational use of technology may in part 

be receptive because they are interested in protecting 

their organization and may be more likely to make dysfunc

tional decisions to protect their organizations. 

Yin (1977) found that public sector organizations 

adopt technologies for dysfunctional ("bureaucratic 

self-interest") and "production efficiency" purposes. He 

conducted an aggregate analysis of 140 case studies of 

state and local agencies. He created a closed-end 

questionnaire which he used to extract information and then 

performed cross tabular and regression analyses. He found 

that "non-hardware" technologies (computers) were most 

often adopted in bureaucratic self interest and such adop

tions were characterized by chief executive support and 

high levels of support from within the agencies. He found 

that hardware devices were most often adopted to improve 

service and such adoptions were characterized by the devel

opment of new services, high decision visibility, and the 

lack of similar adoptions in other competing jurisdictions. 

The Yin findings suggest that decision m-ikers may 
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be receptive to technology for both dysfunctional and 

functional reasons. In addition, the absence of recep

tivity may signal disagreement with policy makers both 

within and outside the organization and may carry over to 

decision making which is unrelated to technology adoption. 

The study of innovation adoption by Frendreis (1978) 

indirectly addressed this supposition. He surveyed the 

chief administrators, finance officers, fire chiefs, police 

chiefs, and public works directors in 137 large cities 

across the U.S. He found that the extent of technological 

adoptions by organizations correlated more significantly 

and positively with the ratings of the technology by the 

cities' chief administrators than with line officials. 

This finding would suggest that the use of technology is, 

in part, reflective of a policy decision and dissatisfac

tion within organizations with the technology may be indica

tive of dissatisfaction with a policy decision. This 

dissatisfaction may be symptomatic of broader disagreements 

with policy decisions and may be indicative of tendencies 

toward dysfunctional decisions. 

The inferences, regarding the possible relationship 

between technological receptivity and dysfunctional deci

sion making, which can be drawn from the literature are 

somewhat contradictory. The Meyer (1975) findings may 

indicate that some organization members may be receptive to 

some technologies in order to protect and expand their 
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organizations. Such behavior would suggest that technology 

receptivity may be positively associated with tendencies 

to make dysfunctional decisions. The Yin (1977) findings 

suggest that organization members may be receptive to new 

technologies for functional and dysfunctional reasons 

("bureaucratic self-interest"). The Frendries (1978) study 

suggested that adoption of technology is largely a policy 

decision and, inferentially, dissatisfaction with the tech

nology used may signal dissatisfaction with broad policies 

which have been established for the organization as well as 

tendencies to resist policy mandates and engage in dysfunc

tional decision making. 

Summary 

The survey of the literature reveals that efforts 

to formalize organization practices may have contradictory 

effects. Formalization is intended to restrict and stand

ardize the behavior of organization members. However, 

formalization may provide organization members with a 

source of camouflage for nonacceptable behavior. 

Furthermore, formalization may reduce goal achievement 

among organization members who feel they are overly 

restricted by formalization mechanisms. Formalization may 

restrict dysfunctional decision making or possibly contrib

ute to increased levels of dysfunctionalism. 

A consensus exists in the literature supporting the 
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argument that functional differences between and within 

organizations are reflected in differences in organiza

tional decision making. Functional differences lead to 

different perceptions of what is acceptable for the organi

zation and what are acceptable methods of achieving organi

zation goals. Decision makers who are employed in 

organization functions which are unrepresented by policy 

makers may resort to dysfunctionalism as a means of 

protecting their organizations or themselves. 

Although organization goals are generally thought 

to serve as guides for organization members, they are often 

ignored or misinterpreted by organization members. Rather 

than pursuing organization goals, members of organizations 

often pursue personal goals. Personal goals are pursued 

because organization goals are sometimes contradictory or 

ineffectively enforced. The descriptive literature 

suggests that organization goals may have some utility as 

controls on dysfunctionalism, but the quantitative litera

ture does not provide much support for the suggestion. 

Large organizations have unique characteristics 

which tend to minimize control over decision making. For 

example, middle-level managers in large organizations are 

more important to their organizations than their coun

terparts in small organizations. This added importance is 

a result of the need to resolve difficulties associated 

with coordinating and building consensus among the many 
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members of large organizations. Additionally, large 

organizations are perceived to be less centralized. 

These characteristics and others suggest that decision 

makers in large organizations may be more prone to dysfunc-

tionalism. 

Although theorists differ in level of influence 

which they purport individuals' characteristics to have on 

decision making, they do suggest that younger decision 

makers may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Theorists also suggest that differences in individuals' 

extent of skill specialization results in differing levels 

of personal power and different perceptions of similar 

problem situations. The combination of these and other 

characteristics may increase the tendencies of specialists 

to make dysfunctional decisions. 

The impact of individuals' experiences on decision 

making is not well defined in the literature. Experience, 

such as education and job history, may be important or may 

be almost completely overshadowed by other factors such as 

the job environment or organization socialization. 

Examined separately, increased varieties of experience 

would be expected to increase tendencies toward dysfunc

tional decision making, but theorists are not uniform in 

asserting that experience is a major factor in shaping 

decisions in the presence of other factors. 

The literature survey indicates that decision 
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makers' risk aversions are associated with the selection of 

decision strategies and the level of commitment to deci

sions. The aversion or preference for risk is also asso

ciated with selection of decision alternatives. 

Specifically, theorists weakly imply that low aversion to 

risk may increase propensities toward dysfunctional 

decision making. 

Some theorists more strongly suggest that members 

of organizations differ in their approaches to decision 

situations partially as a result of their rank in the 

organization. Similar ranks perceive problems similarly 

and perceive themselves to have similar levels of freedom 

to solve problems. Moreover, lower ranks are more likely 

to make dysfunctional decisions as a means of meeting needs 

not directly met by their organization. 

Theorists generally support the argument that the 

task environment has a major influence on the decision pro

cess. Organization members look to their colleagues for 

support and approval. Decision makers consider the effects 

of their decisions on colleagues and, depending on the 

quality of the colleagueal relationship, may be persuaded 

to make fewer dysfunctional decisions. Conversely, if 

decision makers have little regard for their colleagues, 

they may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Information is also a major factor in the decision 

process. Although information is the basis for decisions. 
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it also has more subtle influences. For example, the flow 

of information can increase or decrease both individual 

loyalty to the organization and trust of superiors. 

Information also helps to determine power relationships. 

Moreover, organization leaders often manipulate information 

in order to control the behavior of organization members. 

These characteristics indirectly suggest that decision 

makers who perceive themselves to have inadequate infor

mation may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. 

Organizations utilize sanctions as a means of 

rewarding acceptable behavior and discouraging unacceptable 

behavior. Theorists suggest that the use and effect of 

sanctions differ according to the absence or presence of 

various characteristics in organizations and organization 

members. Generally, theorists suggest that the use of 

sanctions may discourage dysfunctional decision making. 

However, some theorists suggest that the fear of sanctions 

may prompt some decision makers to develop irrational 

decision behavior in efforts to avoid sanctions warranted 

by earlier errors in decision making. 

Organizations vary in their use of technology as a 

result of several factors. Use of technology is both a 

source and symptom of organization growth. Organizations 

view technology as a source of power; and attitudes towari 

technology can be an indication of the organization 

climate--an indication of whether the organization is on 
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the move or is stagnant. Of particular interest to this 

research is the suggestion (Frendreis, 1978) that efforts 

to expand the use of technology are largely dependent upon 

the attitudes of policy makers. Thus, dissatisfaction with 

the level of technology by organization members may suggest 

the existence of conflict between organization members and 

policy makers and may signal the existence of propensities 

to make dysfunctional decisions. 
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Notes 

^The argument can be made that public-sector 
administrators do not operate under pressures, such as com
petition or profit motives, which necessitate efficiency 
and maximum productivity. Rather, they may utilize organi
zational resources for purposes other than for which the 
resources were intended (see Ammons and King, 1983, p. 
113-120 and Straussman, 1981, p. 158-164). 

2(See Myers, 1962) Myers argues that "much" random 
behavior is actually orderly, based on individuals' percep
tions of reality. Her indicators are derived from Jung's 
typology of personalities. Henderson and Nutt utilized 
this set of indicators to define personality tendencies. 



CHAPTER III 

HYPOTHESES 

Traditional organization theorists argue that organ

ization techniques can be used to manipulate decision 

making environments and processes (Cyert and March, 1963). 

Extensive formalization, enforcement of rules and proce

dures, specialization and centralization are believed to 

reduce arbitrary decision making. However, Ripley and 

Franklin (1980) and Gawthrop (1960) argued that these same 

organization devices can be subverted and used by organiza

tion members to conceal activities which would be unaccep

table to the organization. Thus, the utility of 

traditional organization techniques as control devices is 

subject to question because they have both positive and 

negative effects on the performance of the organization. 

If organization rules, regulations and procedures 

fulfill their roles as control devices, then the behavior 

of organization members will be directed toward the 

achievement of the formal goals of the organization. 

Conversely, if the rules, regulations and procedures of the 

organization fail in their roles as control devices, the 

97 
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self-interests of organization members may lead to the pur

suit of goals other than the formal goals of the organiza

tion. THIS IS NOT AN EITHER/OR ARGUMENT. The pursuit of 

self-interests and formal organization goals are not 

mutually exclusive. However, traditional organization 

theorists (Cyert and March, 1963; Alexis and Wilson, 1967; 

Simon, 1976) assert that the effective use of rules, reg

ulations and procedures by organizations minimizes behavior 

not related to the achievement of formal organization 

goals. Applied to this research, formal organization 

structures may limit the occurrence of dysfunctional deci

sion making. Conversely, organizations which do not use 

adequate formalization may be characterized by high levels 

of dysfunctionalism. These relationships suggest the 

following hypothesis: 

Hi Organization formalization is inversely related to 
dysfunctionalism. 

Some organizations, such as research and develop

ment or law enforcement, permit their members extensive 

discretion in the performance of their duties. Both 

descriptive (Downs, 1967; Inbar, 1979) and quantitative 

theorists (Hy and Mathews, 1978; Quinn, 1978) suggest that 

some organizations' functions may be more conducive to 

dysfunctionalism than others. This suggestion is tested by 

the hypothesis: 

H2 Dysfunctionalism varies significantly across task 
functions. 



99 

Despite the presence of extensive organization for

malization, decision makers may engage in dysfunctionalism. 

This situation could be the result of the influence of 

another organization factor, goal utility. The presence or 

absence of goal utility will serve to support or detract 

from the effects of organization formalization. Multiple 

and complex organization goals serve as a source of con

fusion for organization members and serve to mitigate the 

impact of organization structures intended to foster the 

pursuit of the goals. Additionally, we assert that the 

lack of guidance and the presence of confusion will result 

in opportunities for dysfunctionalism. We therefore 

hypothes i ze that: 

H3 Goal utility is inversely related to dysfunc
tionalism. 

Large organizations have problems which are unique 

to them or amplified by their size. For example, large 

organizations are more dependent upon middle-level managers 

as links between policy makers and policy implementors 

(Parsons, 1960). Based on the unique problems of large 

organizations, we assert that dysfunctionalism is more 

likely to occur in large organizations than small organiza

tions. Specifically, large organizations are less capable 

of controlling their members and less capable of fostering 

acceptance of organization goals. We therefore hypothesize 

that: 
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H4 Organization size is directly related to dysfunc
tionalism. 

Members of organizations bring a variety of per

sonal experiences and biases to decision situations. Their 

personal experiences, needs and biases are, in part, 

reflective of their ages. The age of an individual can be 

used as a partial predictor of an individual's expectations 

and behavior. For example, Haire, et al. (1966) found that 

younger organization members rank self-actualization higher 

than older organization members, and Taylor and Dunnette 

(1974) found that younger decision makers have more con

fidence in their decisions than older decision makers. 

Additionally, Vroom and Yetton (1973) found that older 

organization members respected the organization leadership 

more than did younger members. These findings, and others, 

suggest that younger decision makers may be more prone 

toward dysfunctional decisions than older decision makers. 

This suggestion is tested by the hypothesis: 

H5 The age of decision makers is inversely related to 
dysfunctionalism. 

Members of organizations often have very spe

cialized training which is applied to very specialized work 

tasks. This characteristic serves as both a source of bias 

(narrow perspective) and a source of power when the spec

ialization is rare and in great demand. Specialization 

may result in decision makers being less receptive to broad 

organization goals made by nonspecialists and provide 
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specialists with feelings of job security that will 

encourage them to pursue goals not supported by the organi

zation. This researcher therefore hypothesizes that: 

He The level of skill specialization is directly 
related to dysfunctionalism. 

Descriptive theorists (Brown, 1966; Simon, 1976; 

Oxenfelt, et al., 1978) generally suggest that experience 

shapes decision making, whereas quantitative theorists 

' (Bozeman and McAlpine, 1977; White, 1978) are less conclu

sive. Brown (1966) suggested that extensive organization 

experience increases decision makers' confidence in their 

own judgment. This confidence may result in the pursuit of 

personally defined goals at the expense of organizationally 

defined goals. Furthermore, Bozeman and McAlpine (1977) 

suggested that individuals with cosmopolitian backgrounds 

may be more likely to make dysfunctional decisions. This 

researcher therefore hypothesizes that: 

Hy Government-work experience is directly related to 
dysfunctionalism. 

Oxenfeldt, et al. (1978) argued that individuals 

differ in their willingness to make decisions which have 

relatively low probabilities of success. Burnstein and 

Katz (1971) found that individuals with a high tolerance 

for "risky" decisions (low risk aversion) have more con

fidence in their own decision-making abilities. Their fin

dings, and the findings of Henderson and Nutt (1980) 

suggest that individuals with low risk aversion may be more 
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prone to ignore the directives of the organization and pur

sue paths which they perceive to be superior to those sup

ported by the organization. Consequently, this research 

will test the following hypothesis: 

EQ Risk aversion is inversely related to dysfunc
tionalism. 

Theorists (Brown, 1966; Haire, et al., 1966; Downs, 

1967; Weiss and Bucuvalas, 1980) are generally supportive of 

the argument that differences in individuals' positions 

within organization hierarchies contribute to differences in 

their behaviors within organizations. Brown (1966) argued 

that lower ranking individuals have more freedom of action 

to make decisions because their decisions are less visible. 

Furthermore, Haire, et al. (1966) found that lower ranking 

individuals reported less success in having their personal 

needs fulfilled by the organization. The combination of 

more decision freedom and less personal satisfaction gained 

through the organization suggests that lower ranking deci

sion makers may be more prone to make dysfunctional deci

sions. This suggestion is tested by the hypothesis: 

H9 Decision-maker rank is inversely related to dys
functionalism. 

Members of organizations rely on the informal 

guidance of their colleagues. This informal guidance takes 

the forms of norms and role models which are particularly 

relevant to an organization member if the member has had an 

opportunity to participate in their development. 
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Conversely, organization members feel less bound by organi

zation norms and roles if the members have not had a part 

in their development. 

Given that the pursuit of organization goals is an 

accepted norm of behavior and a proper role expectation, 

we assert that the greater the feelings of colleagueship, 

the more likely organization members will devote their 

energies to the pursuit of organization goals. But, the 

absence of feelings of colleagueship will cause organiza

tion members to be susceptible to the pursuit of nonorgani-

zational goals. We therefore test the hypothesis: 

Hio The level of colleagueship is inversely related to 
the level of dysfunctionalism. 

Information shapes the decisions formulated by 

organization members. Therefore, individuals and organi

zations generally attempt to control the information 

available to organization members. Two aspects of infor

mation which are subject to control are its quality and 

quantity. 

Organization members may be supplied with quan

tities of information ranging from minimum to overwhelming. 

Either extreme may have the effect of minimizing the ade

quacy of information as a guide to decision making. We 

assert that the extremes of information supply, in conjunc

tion with any animosity felt by organization members as a 

result of problems with the information supply, will 
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influence organization members to pursue nonorganization 

goals. We therefore test the following hypothesis: 

Hii Accessibility of information is inversely related 
to dysfunctionalism. 

Despite the accessibility of information in 

acceptable quantities, organization members face problems 

in decision making if information is not of acceptable 

quality. We therefore test the following hypothesis: 

Hi2 Quality of information is inversely related to 
dysfunctionalism. 

One explanation of group formation is that individ

uals belong to groups because the benefits they receive 

outweigh the costs they incur. This explanation implies 

that organizations have a management tool for controlling 

the activities of organization members. Specifically, 

organizations can utilize rewards and penalities to induce 

acceptable behavior, including the pursuit of organization 

goals. Although rewards and penalities are not the only 

management techniques available to shape behavior, we 

assert that their absence will precipitate a higher inci

dence of dysfunctional decision making than their presence. 

We therefore test the following hypothesis: 

Hi3 The level of sanction propensity is inversely 
related to the level of dysfunctionalism. 

Although society has grown more dependent upon new 

technologies as a means of improving production and the 

quality of life, technology has not been received equally 
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across all sectors of society. Yin (1977) found that 

within any organization individuals evaluate differently 

the technology utilized. However, the extent of the use of 

technology by an organization is largely determined by the 

organization's policy makers (Frendreis, 1978). Therefore, 

the lack of acceptance of an organization's technology may 

be symptomatic of a lack of acceptance of broader organi

zation policy. This research suggests the following 

hypothesis: 

Hi4 The level of technology receptivity is inversely 
related to the level of dysfunctionalism. 

Summary 

The fourteen hypotheses suggest that circumstances 

increase some public sector decision makers' tendencies to 

routinely make dysfunctional decisions--decisions made in 

pursuit of objectives other than formal and legitimate 

organization goals. As a group, the hypotheses suggest 

profiles of organizations, decision makers and task 

environments which may be associated with relatively high 

levels of dysfunctional decision making. 

As asserted by the hypotheses, organizations which 

are perceived by decision makers as lacking in for

malization will be more likely to be subject to dysfunc

tional decisions than organizations which are perceived as 

having adequate formalization. Large organizations and 

organizations which have not adequately defined their tormal 
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goals will also have relatively high levels of dysfunc

tionalism. 

The hypotheses further imply that although organi

zations may not have the above characteristics, certain 

types of decision makers will also be predisposed to make 

dysfunctional decisions. Young decision makers who perceive 

themselves to be highly skilled in a specialized area are 

expected to be more prone to dysfunctional decision making. 

Decision makers with extensive government-work experience 

are expected to be associated with dysfunctional decision 

making. Additionally, decision makers in relatively low 

organization positions who have little aversion to risk and 

little regard for colleagues are also expected to make 

relatively large numbers of dysfunctional decisions. 

Finally, the task environment of organizations may 

be characterized by variables associated with relatively 

high levels of dysfunctional decision making. If decision 

makers perceive themselves as having limited access to 

information or if they perceive information as being of 

poor quality, the decision makers may be inclined toward 

dysfunctionalism. Dysfunctionalism may also result if deci

sion makers have the perception that their organizations do 

not punish improper behavior nor reward proper behavior. 

And finally, dissatisfaction with the technology supplied 

by the organization may increase the tendencies of decision 

makers to engage in dysfunctional decision making. 
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These hypotheses do not exhaust the conditions 

which may be associated with dysfunctional decision making. 

Nor are all or most of these conditions necessary precon

ditions for dysfunctional decision making. However, as more 

of these conditions occur, the greater is the likelihood 

that dysfunctional decision making is present. 



CHAPTER IV 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the procedures used to 

generate and analyze the research data. The chapter con

sists of eight sections which describe the sampling frame, 

survey instrument, sampling procedures, survey processing 

and coding, construction of scale indexes, statistical 

analysis, level of significance and a summary. 

Sampling Frame 

The data used in this study are the product of a 

mail survey returned by 595 municipal administrators from 

eight large cities across the United States. The survey was 

sent to 1073 administrators during the summer and fall of 

1982. The respondents were nonelected supervisory person

nel employed by the municipal governments of Los Angeles, 

California; Kansas City, Missouri; Baton Rouge, Louisiana; 

Tucson, Arizona; Cincinnati, Ohio; Rochester, New York; 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and Miami-Dada County, Florida. 

Municipal administrators from large cities were 

surveyed for three reasons. First, supervisors from large 

municipal governments, in comparison to supervisors from 
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small municipal governments, generally have more narrowly 

defined work tasks and higher levels of differentiation 

between their various service functions. Such speciali

zation and differentiation is necessary to test the 

possible effects of skill specialization and task function 

on dysfunctionalism. Second, supervisors from large muni

cipal governments are generally more professional and less 

involved in the development of policy than their counter

parts in smaller governments. Professionals can be 

expected to be more aware of organization goals and more 

routinely involved with the implementation of policies 

developed by others. Third, the utilization of large muni

cipal governments facilitates the collection and monitoring 

of data by reducing the number of personnel departments 

which must be contacted in order to achieve an adequate 

sampling frame. 

For the purposes of this research, large cities 

were defined as those with populations over 250,000 based 

on 1979 estimates (Municipal Yearbook, 1980). Forty-three 

cities were identified in this category. These cities were 

further categorized according to their location in the 

four major geographic regions of the United States (Shryock 

and Siegel, 1980). In an effort to achieve nationwide 

representation, two cities were randomly selected from each 

of the four major regions. 

Officials in the personnel departments of the eiqht 
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aforementioned cities were asked by telephone and by mail 

to furnish the names and work addresses of municipal 

supervisors/administrators who fell within the range of 

second supervisory level through department head. The 

requested information was provided by the personnel depart

ments of Los Angeles, Miami, Tucson, Rochester, and 

Pittsburgh. However, Kansas City, Baton Rouge and 

Cincinnati provided more extensive lists than requested. 

These lists were reduced to the relevant sampling frames 

through the utilization of job titles, salary and 

classification-system information provided by the three 

cities. The combined lists of the eight municipal govern

ments provided 2,134 names and work addresses of municipal 

administrators. Each name in each list was assigned a 

number, and a table of random numbers was used to select 

approximately a fifty-percent sample from each list. A 

total of 1,073 individuals were sent the survey instrument. 

Survey Instrument 

The survey utilized in this study contains 98 

items. Seventy-one of the items are statements with which 

the respondents were to indicate their extent of agreement 

or disagreement on a scale of one to seven (see Appendix 

A). In order to avoid repetitive language, a majority of 

the scale items were preceded by "stems"--introductory 

phrases, common to each item, which were stated once. The 
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scale items were intended to tap the respondents' percep

tions of their organization's characteristics and their 

beliefs about themselves and their organizations. 

Specifically, the scale items tapped the respondents' per

ceptions of the following variables: their own skills and 

talents; the risk or uncertainty associated with job 

related decisions; the rules, regulations, and procedures 

of their organizations; the use of rewards and punishments 

by their organizations; the formal goals of their organiza

tion; the quality of information available to them in their 

work environment; the accessibility of information needed 

in their work environment; the technology used by their 

organization; the influence of colleagues and the conflicts 

or dilemmas involved in their own routine organization deci

sions. Each variable was operationalized on the basis of 

at least six scale statements, including two "reversal" 

statements. The reversals are statements which were worded 

to prompt responses opposite from that which any given 

respondent would make to the other statements. For 

example, a respondent would disagree with the reversals if 

he agreed with the other statements within a stem set. 

Reversals were included as one means of determining the 

reliability of the scale items. 

The remainder of the questionnaire included seven

teen open and close ended questions concerning the respon

dents' backgrounds and the nature of their organizations. 
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The background information included, but was not limited 

to, questions concerning the frequency of contact with 

high-level municipal policy makers, the organization 

experience of the respondent, the training and education of 

the respondent, and the size of the organization of which 

the respondent was a member. 

The survey instrument, entitled "A Survey of 

Municipal Administration," was constructed specifically to 

meet the needs of this study. A preliminary instrument was 

pretested utilizing twenty randomly selected administrators 

within the municipal government of Lubbock, Texas during 

May, 1982. The sixteen returned surveys were critically 

analyzed in order to determine if there were any problems 

with the design of the instrument. In addition, five of 

the sixteen respondents were interviewed and asked to com

ment on the survey's strengths and weaknesses and to 

suggest possible improvements in the survey. As a result 

of the pretest, six of the original scale items were 

changed and four scale items and one background question 

were eliminated. 

Sampling Procedures 

In order to obtain substantial input from each of 

the eight cities selected for the study, approximately 

fifty percent of the administrators in each sampling frame 

were selected to participate in the study. Each name on 
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the lists was given a number and administrators were 

selected through the assistance of tables of random num

bers. The prospective participants were then mailed a copy 

of the survey along with a brief cover letter explaining 

the purpose of the study (Appendix B). In order to deter

mine who had returned their survey, each survey contained a 

conspicuous identification number. Four weeks after the 

surveys were mailed, the administrators who had not yet 

returned their surveys were sent a postcard reminder (see 

Appendix C). In case the original survey was lost or 

damaged, the postcard included a message which encouraged 

the administrator to call and request another survey. 

These data collection procedures resulted in the 

return of 595 completed and forty inadequately-completed 

surveys. The surveys were deemed to be incomplete if the 

scale items designed to operationalize the dependent 

variable were not answered or if the respondents failed to 

complete three fourths of the items. In addition to the 

complete and incomplete returns, three were returned but 

marked "retired," three were returned but marked "return to 

sender" and six were returned but marked "deceased" or "I 

refuse to participate." If these surveys are deducted from 

the original total sent out (1,073), the response rate was 

595 of 1,021 or 58.4 percent. If the incomplete returns 

are counted as responses and the twelve "return to sender," 

"retired," etc., are disregarded the response rate was 635 

of 1,961 or 59.8 percent. 
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Survey Processing and Coding 

As the surveys were received, their identification 

numbers were used to indicate the status of the survey: 

complete, incomplete, retired, deceased, improper address, 

or refused by addressee. The process of monitoring the 

returns was expedited by assigning each city a "thousand" 

code number. For example, Tucson administrators were sent 

8,000 series numbers. 

The returned surveys were checked off the master 

list and assigned a code number representative of the 

organization type to which the respondent belonged, as per

ceived by the researchers. This step was a part of the 

coding process which was very susceptible to the bias of 

the author or respondent substitution at the address point. 

Nonetheless, each returned survey was placed in one of ten 

categories: public safety, housing and community develop

ment, recreation and library, airports, administration and 

planning-support, budgets and finance, public works, 

transportation and streets, health and welfare, and legal. 

The survey data were transferred to code sheets by 

the researchers. The scale scores of the reversals were 

inverted prior to being placed on the code sheet. A pro

fessional computer operator placed the data from the code 

sheets on magnetic tape. 

Scale-Index Construction 

Principal-component factor analysis was used to 
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construct scale indexes. One advantage ". . .of the 

principal-component technique is that of summarizing most 

of the variation in a multivariate system in fewer 

variables" (Morrison, 1967, p. 228). It also allows the 

researcher to reduce a set of variables to a smaller set 

and yet " . . . account for as much variance as possible in 

the data" (Kim and Mueller, 1978, p. 17). 

Principal-component factor analysis necessitates 

that the researcher establish, somewhat arbitrarily, the 

criteria by which variables are included and excluded from 

a scale index. However, Kim and Mueller (1978, pp. 43-73) 

suggest some standards which can serve as reference points. 

One criterion is the eigenvalue of each variable (item). 

This criterion suggests that the researcher include each 

item in the scale with an eigenvalue greater than one. An 

alternative would be to include items based on a "scree 

test." The scree test " . . . directs one to examine the 

graph of eigenvalues, and stop factoring at the point where 

the eigenvalues . . . begin to level off forming a straight 

line with an almost horizontal slope" (Kim and Mueller, 

1978, p. 44). Additional criteria would be to exclude 

items with communalities of less than one or factor 

loadings of less than .3. But the ultimate inclusion or 

exclusion of an item should be based on a combination of 

the criteria (Kim and Mueller, 1978, p. 45). The above 

combination of criteria was applied to the original ten 
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categories of scale items in the survey and twelve separate 

scale indexes were constructed to represent the following 

variables (See Appendix A): 

organization Formalization - Section III: items a, d, g, h 

Goal Utility - Section V: items b, c, e, f, g 

Skill Specialization - Section I: items a, b, c, f 

Risk Aversion - Section II: items a, b, c, f 

Colleagueship - Section IX: items a, b, c, d, f. 

Information: 

a. Quality - Section VI: items a, b, c, e, g 

b. Accessibility - Section VII: items a, b, c, f 

Sanction Propensity: 

a. Rewards - Section IV: items b, e, f 

b. Punishments - Section IV: items a, c, g 

Technology Receptivity - Section VIII: items a, c, e, f 

Dysfunctionalism: 

a. Incomplete commitment to formal goals - Section 

X: items a, d 

b. Personal goals - Section X: items b, c, e, f, 

g, h 

The indexes were constructed by summing the responses to the 

items in each scale and dividing the total by the number of 

scale items to compute an average scale score. Scores for 

separate scales with more than one item missing were not 

computed. Scales with one item missing were computed by 

reducing the divisor by one. Cronbach's alpha was computed 
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(presented in Chapter V) as a measure of reliability for 

each scale. 

Statistical Analysis 

The data used in this research are the product of a 

nonexperimental design and are subject to a variety of 

criticisms (Campbell and Stanley, 1963). Surveys are par

ticularly subject to self-selection biases of respondents 

and insufficient controls (Kish, 1959). Perhaps the major 

weakness of surveys is the reliance they place upon the 

accuracy and honesty of respondents. We have assumed that 

respondents' perceptions of their own attitudes and organi

zations are accurate representations of reality. This 

assumption may not be totally justified, but is a necessary 

trade off that must be made in order to achieve the large N 

provided by surveys. Furthermore, Alexis and Wilson (1967, 

p. 214) suggested that decision makers base their decisions 

on perceptions of reality rather than reality. Therefore, 

perceptual data may be best suited for a study of decision

making behavior. 

The level of data provided by the survey ranges 

from nominal to ratio. Most of the data are scale data and 

are ordinal, although they are treated as interval 

(Anderson, 1961; Labovitz, 1967). This treatment is con

sidered justified not only by the need for more powerful 

statistics, but also because seven point scales resalt in 
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data approximating interval level data (Labovitz, 1967). 

This research is largely exploratory and focuses 

on the simultaneous influence of fourteen independent 

variables on one dependent variable. These two charac

teristics dictate that statistical techniques with data 

reduction and control capacities be employed. Therefore, 

correlation analysis was selected as one analysis tech

nique. Correlation analysis permits the simultaneous exam

ination of multiple relationships without reducing the N 

on which each correlation is based (Nie, et al., 1975). The 

computation of correlation coeffiecients also enables the 

researcher to examine " . . . both direct and indirect 

effects of one variable on another" (Hoover, 1984, p. 130). 

A series of steps was followed in the correlation 

analysis. First, zero order partial correlation coef

ficients were computed for all possible pairs of dysfunc

tionalism and the independent variables. This procedure 

provided an "initial appropriation" of a relationship, 

which when supported by theory and logic, enabled the 

researcher to make preliminary tests of the hypotheses 

(Nie, et al., 1975). Although this procedure did not 

control for influences of the other independent variables, 

it prevented the possible concealment of associations be

tween each independent variable and dysfunctionalism which 

may have resulted from the suspected collinearity of the 

independent variables. This procedure served the purpose 
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of reducing the number of pairs of variables to be analyzed 

in step two and minimized the possibility of disregarding 

pairs which may have weak but potentially significant rela

tionships (Blalock, 1971, p. 2). 

The second step consisted of the computation of 

zero-order partial correlation coefficients between all 

possible pairs of independent variables. The pairs were 

examined for correlation coefficients which are statisti

cally, theoretically and logically significant. The exam

ination provided a basis for establishing tenuous and 

indirect relationships between the independent variables 

and dysfunctionalism (Parks, 1984). Although this proce

dure is somewhat generous in its inclusion of independent 

variables with indirect associations with the dependent 

variable among variables with direct associations, it is 

justified by the more rigorous third step used in the 

analysis. 

The third step, and the principle method used to 

test the hypotheses, consisted of the computation of 

multiple regression equations. The first equation was 

derived from the regression of the dependent variable with 

each of the independent variables found to be directly and 

indirectly associated with the dependent variable. This 

equation is useful as an indication of the relative 

strengths of the independent variables as predictors of the 

dependent variable. The second regression equation was 
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derived from the regression of the dependent variable with 

the independent variables and control variables. This 

equation is used as an additional basis for determining the 

level of support for the hypotheses. 

Both the correlation analysis and the regression 

equations were used as bases for the construction of models 

depicting interactions among the dependent, independent and 

control variables. However, the models are not as detailed 

as possible for two reasons. First, the relationships of 

the independent and dependent variables are of primary 

interest. Therefore relationships among the independent 

variables have been limited in the models to those which 

support associations between the independent and dependent 

variables. Second, inclusion of all the possible asso

ciations would have resulted in overly complex models which 

would have been more confusing rather than clarifying to 

the reader. 

Level of Significance 

The statistical 

. . . level of significance is the probability of 
rejecting the null hypothesis that there is no dif
ference between the two populations when it is actually 
true but appears false because of random accidents. 
The smaller the level of significance, the greater the 
insurance against taking accidental differences in the 
sample as indicative of true differences in popula
tions (Selvin, 1957, p. 523). 

Although controversy surrounds the use of statistical tests 

of significance in social science research, most 
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researchers would argue that it is more appropriate to use 

such tests than to ignore them (Winch and Campbell, 1969). 

Assuming the usefulness of such tests, it is necessary to 

establish the level of statistical significance at which 

the null hypotheses will be rejected. Conventionally used 

levels of significance for hypothesis testing are .05 and 

.01 (Hays, 1973). However, other levels are used and the 

selection of any level is somewhat arbitrary (Skipper, et 

al., 1967). A .05 level of significance was selected for 

rejecting the null hypotheses in this research. But the 

computed levels of significance are reported, thus enabling 

the readers to draw their own conclusions about the rejec

tion of the hypotheses. 

Summary 

The methodology used in this research involved a 

mail survey sent to 1,073 municipal administrators in eight 

large cities across the United States and completed by 595 

administrators. Scale indexes were created utilizing prin

cipal component factor analysis. The scores from the scale 

indexes were used to compute zero-order partial correlation 

coefficients and multiple regression equations. The corre

lation and regression coefficients were used to test the 

hypotheses and construct explanatory models. 



CHAPTER V 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

This chapter consists of five sections. Section 

one reports the rate of return for each of the eight cities 

and provides a description of the respondents. Section two 

reports the results of a test of reliability of the scale 

indexes. Section three contains both a model of dysfunc

tionalism which summarizes the hypotheses and a preliminary 

test of the hypotheses utilizing zero-order partial corre

lations between the dependent and each independent 

variable. Section four focuses on the computation of zero-

order partial correlation coefficients between the indepen

dent variables. The correlations are examined for possible 

indirect associations between the dependent variable and 

those independent variables which did not directly corre

late with the dependent variable during the analysis in 

section three. Correlation models of dysfunctionalism were 

constructed as a result of this analysis. Section five 

reports the results of four linear regressions resulting in 

four regression equations. Each of the two measures of the 

dependent variable were first regressed with the i ndepend.^nt 
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variables and then regressed with the independent variables 

combined with seven control variables. The regressions 

provided an additional test of the hypotheses and contrib

uted to the refinement of the models of dysfunctionalism. 

The regression including the control variables further pro

vided a test for potential spurious relationships between 

the independent variables and the measures of dysfunc

tionalism. 

Survey Rates of Return 

The rates of return of completed surveys for the 

eight cities ranged from 44.3 percent (N = 83) for Baton 

Rouge to 68.8 percent (N = 33) for Tucson (see Appendix D). 

The fewest returns came from Pittsburgh (N = 25) and the 

most from Miami-Dade County (N = 128). Administrators from 

the four smallest cities returned a total of 149 surveys 

and the four largest returned 444 surveys (two unknown). 

Within functional categories, most (N = 127) returns came 

from administrators in public works followed by 

administration—planning-support (N = 104); the fewest 

returns came from the legal area (N = 18). Most respon

dents were white (N = 521) and male (N = 518) and averaged 

18 years of government experience and 16 years of education 

The returns generally reflect the expected func

tional and demographic cross section of supervisors from 

municipal governments (Sigelman, 1975; Sigelman and Karniq, 
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1976). However, the fact that 75 percent of the returns 

are from four cities tends to minimize the generalizability 

of the results. But it should be noted that a difference 

of means test (eta) did not reveal significant differences 

in the dependent variable attributable to respondents' 

cities of origin. 

Reliability of Scale Indexes 

Cronbach's alpha was computed as a measure of the 

internal reliability for each of the scale indexes 

described in Chapter IV. Alpha is a reliability coef

ficient which may have a value of .01 to .99; the higher 

value, the more reliable is the index. If each of the 

respondents' scores on individual items conform to their 

overall scores on the index, then the index has high alpha 

values. Cases with missing values on any of the items 

within a given scale were not used in the computation of 

alpha for the scale. 

Organization Formalization: alpha = .8232, N = 566 

Goal Utility: alpha = .8893, N = 567 

Skill Specialization: alpha = .6838, N = 563 

Risk Aversion: alpha = .4149, N = 554 

Colleagueship: alpha = .7719, N = 587 

Information 

a. Quality: alpha = .8576, N = 581 

b. Accessibility alpha = .8394, N = 570 
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Sanction Propensity 

a. Rewards: alpha = .7523, N = 578 

b. Punishment: alpha = .4560, N = 549 

Dysfunctionalism 

a. Incomplete commit
ment to formal 
goals: alpha = .4597, N = 579 

b. Personal Goals: alpha = . 3733, N = 542 

Preliminary Test of the Hypotheses 

This research examined fourteen variables which 

theorists suggest may affect dysfunctional decision making. 

We hypothesized that the presence or absence of each of 

these variables influences the tendencies of midlevel 

administrators in municipal governments to make decisions 

directed at the attainment of goals other than formal 

organization goals. The hypotheses are summarized by a 

hypothesized model of dysfunctional decision making (see 

Figure 1). 

As indicated in Chapter IV, the principal-component 

factor analysis used to construct the scale indexes 

revealed the presence of two dimensions of dysfunc- . 

tionalism. Dimension "a" appears to be a measure of 

respondents' perceptions of their tendencies to make 

incomplete commitments to the pursuit of organization 

goals. Dimension "b" appears to be a measure of respon

dents' perceptions of their tendencies to pursue 
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ORGANIZATION 
CHARACTERISTICS 

DECISION-MAKER 
CHARACTERISTICS 

TASK-ENVIRONMENT 
CHARACTERISTICS 

( FORMALIZATION (-) 

^ TASK FUNCTION (+/-) 

I GOAL UTILITY (-) 

VJIZE (+) 

/^AGE (-) 

\ SKILL.SPECILIZATION (+) 

J GOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE (+) 

RISK AVERSION (-) 

SHRANK (-) 
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ACCESSIBILITY TO INFORMATION (-) 

QUALITY OF INFORMATION (-) 

SANCTION UTILIZATION (-) 
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Fig. 1. The Hypothesized Model of Disfunctionalism 
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nonorganization goals, including self promotion, organiza

tion promotion, and assistance of individuals outside the 

organization through dysfunctional decision making. The 

existence of two dimensions of dysfunctionalism necessitates 

a dual analysis. In addition, the principal-component 

analysis revealed the presence of two dimensions within the 

sanction propensity scale. Dimension "a" appears to be a 

rewards dimension and "b" appears to be a punishment dimen

sion. 

As stated in Chapter IV, correlation analysis is 

the first method used to test the hypotheses. Zero-order 

correlation coefficients between the two dimensions of dys

functionalism and the independent variables were computed 

(see Table 1). However, one independent variable, task 

function, is a nominal variable and is unsuitable for zero-

order correlation analysis. Therefore, a difference of 

means test (eta) of the uncontrolled association between 

the ten categories of task function and variances in dys

functionalism was administered. 

The examination of the zero-order correlations be

tween the organization characteristics and dysfunctionalism 

reveals some support for the hypotheses. The correlations 

between formalization and the measures of dysfunctionalism 

are statistically significant and in the hypothesized 

direction. The negative correlation between formalization 

and the formal goals dimension of dysfunctionalism is 
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TABLE 1 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN DYSFUNCTIONALISM 
AND THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

Independent 
Variable 

Formalization 

Coefficients 

Dysfunctioalism(a) Dysfunctionalism(b) 

Goal utility 

Organization size 

Age 

Skill specialization 

Experience 

Risk aversion 

Rank 

Colleagueship 

Accessibility to 
information 

Sanction utilization 
rewards 
punishments 

-.1368 

-.2142 

.0054 

-.1027 

* • * 

* • • 

* * 

-.1547 

-.0760* 

.0786* 

-.0070 

.0528 

* * * 

-.1214 

Quality of information -.1823 

* • * 

• * * 

-.1270 
-.0404 

Technology receptivity -.1496 

* * * 

• ** 

-.2108 * * * 

* * * 
-.2632 

.0114 

-.0625 

-.0360 

-.0988 

-.1076** 

-.0298 

.0526 

,•• 

-.2039 

-.2085 

* * * 

• * • 

-.1747 
.0772 

-.1480 

* * * 

* • • 

P < 
**p T 
***p < 

.10 

.05 

.01 
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moderately strong compared to the other correlations and 

the negative correlation with the "personal" dimension is 

relatively very strong. These correlations suggest that 

the stronger the formalization within an organization, the 

less likely a decision maker will ignore formal organiza

tion goals and pursue personal objectives. The difference 

of means test (eta) did not reveal statistically signifi

cant support for the hypothesis that dysfunctionalism would 

vary across task functions (see Table 2). The zero-order 

correlations of goal utility and the measures of dysfunc

tionalism are statistically significant and in the direc

tion hypothesized. Furthermore, the correlations are 

relatively the strongest on both dimensions of dysfunc

tionalism. The zero-order correlations between organiza

tion size and both dimensions of dysfunctionalism are not 

statistically significant and are the weakest of all the 

correlations. 

TABLE 2 

DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TEST BETWEEN DYSFUNCTIONALISM 
AND TASK FUNCTION 

eta 

Dysfunctioalism(a) Dysfunetionalism(b) 

Task function .1680* .1339 

*p < .10 



130 

The zero-order correlations are generally less sup

portive of the hypotheses concerning decision makers' 

characteristics than organization characteristics. As 

hypothesized, decision makers' age is negatively correlated 

with commitment to the attainment of formal organization 

goals (dysfunctionalism "a") at a statistically significant 

level. However, it is not significantly correlated with 

the "personal" dimension of dysfunctionalism. Furthermore, 

the correlation with dysfunctionalism "a" is the weakest of 

the statistically significant correlations. The zero-order 

correlation between skill specialization and the "formal 

goals" dimension of dysfunctionalism is statistically 

significant, but not in the direction hypothesized. The 

correlation between skill specialization and the personal 

goals dimension of dysfunctionalism is not statistically 

significant. The predicted association between government 

experience and dysfunctionalism is not supported by the 

zero-order correlations. Both are in the opposite direc

tion hypothesized and the correlation with dysfunctionalism 

"a" is not statistically significant. The zero-order 

correlations generally do not support the hypothesized 

relationships between the dependent variable and risk aver

sion, organization rank, and colleagueship. Although the 

negative correlations between organization level and dys

functionalism are as hypothesized, the correlations are not 

statistically significant. The correlations bet.v,>en 
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colleagueship and the dimensions of dysfunctionalism are 

contrary to the hypothesized direction and are not sta

tistically significant as is the correlation between risk 

aversion and dysfunctionalism "a." However, the correla

tion of risk aversion and dysfunctionalism "b" is negative 

as hypothesized and statistically significant. But the 

correlation is relatively weak. 

The zero-order correlations between dysfunc

tionalism and the task environment independent variables 

are generally more supportive of the hypotheses than are 

the other two categories of independent variables. The 

correlations between accessibility of information and 

quality of information with dysfunctionalism are statisti

cally significant and in the predicted direction. Quality 

of information has relatively strong correlations but 

accessibility of information has relatively weak correla

tions with the two dimensions of dysfunctionalism. As a 

whole, inadequate information appears to be conducive to 

dysfunctional decision making. The zero-order correlations 

of sanction propensity (punishment) with dysfunctionalism 

are not statistically significant. However, the correla

tions between rewards and both dimensions of dysfunc

tionalism are statistically significant and in the 

hypothesized direction. However, the strength of the rela

tionship is relatively moderate. The zero-order correla

tions also indicate statistically significant relationships 
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between technology receptivity and the two dimensions of 

dysfunctionalism. Furthermore, the relationships are 

inverse and supportive of the hypothesis that dissatisfac

tion with the level of technology utilized by an organiza

tion may encourage dysfunctional decision making. However, 

the strengths of the relationships are relatively moderate. 

The hypothesized relationships supported at this 

step are depicted in Figure 2. 

Findings from the Correlation of the 
Independent Variables 

The second step of the correlation analysis is the 

computation of zero-order correlation coefficients between 

all combinations of independent variables. This step is 

intended to reveal any indirect effects the independent 

variables excluded during step one may have on dysfunc

tionalism. Due to the exploratory nature of this step, we 

have been generous in the inclusion of the independent 

variables. However, a more rigorous process, which is 

intended to identify the independent variables that have a 

very tenuous relationship with dysfunctionalism, is 

followed in step three. 

The zero-order coefficients between the independent 

variables are presented in Table 3. The independent 

variables which are significantly related to the other 

independent variables which are directly related to dys

functionalism are depicted in Figure 3 and Figure 4. As 
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FORMALIZATION(-) 

GOAL UTILITY(-) 

ACCESSIBLITY TO INFORMATI(PN(-) 

QUALITY OF INFORMATION(-) 

SANCTION UTILIZATION-REWARDS(-) 

TECHNOLOGY RECEPTIVITY(-) 

SKILL SPECIALIZATION(-)-
J5-(A) 

y' 

- ^ D 

y 

N, 

\ . 

GOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE(-) 

S<(B) 

.'1 

- Inverse Relationship 

RISK AVERSION(-) 

Fig. 2. The Correlation Model of Dysfunctionalism. 
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DYSFUNCTIONALISM(A) 

Foft^v^LIZATION 

ORGANIZATION 
SIZE 

[/^'ER 
EXPERIENCE 

RISK 
k/ERSlOti 

Fig. 3. Extended Correlation Model of 
Dysfunctionalism "a." 
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DYSFUNCTIONALISM(B) 

Dt l ' ER GOV. 

EXPERIEriCE 

FuR/V.LIZA'ION 

OJALITY 

IMFORmTIONi 

Fig. 4. Extended Correlation Model of 
Dysfunctionalism "b." 
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expected, the independent variables which correlated with 

dysfunctionalism are relatively heavily correlated with one 

another. But their correlations are not depicted in Figure 

3 and Figure 4 in an effort to obtain clarity. However, it 

is noteworthy that formalization, goal utility and tech

nology receptivity are relatively highly correlated with 

one another and other independent variables which directly 

correlate with dysfunctionalism (see Table 3). 

Although they have many similarities, the statisti

cally significant correlations depicted in Figure 3 and 

Figure 4 are analyzed separately. The zero-order coef

ficients indicate that six additional independent variables 

may indirectly influence the "formal goals" dimension of 

dysfunctionalism (Figure 3). The variables are: organ

ization rank, government experience, colleagueship, sanc

tion utilization (punishment), organization size, and risk 

aversion. A seventh independent variable, task function, 

has been included on the basis of F scores (see Table 4). 

The data indicate that organization rank, a 

variable which places a respondent in his relative position 

in his organization's hierarchy, is correlated with three 

of the independent variables which correlated with dysfunc

tionalism "a" at step one—goal utility, sanction utiliza

tion (rewards), and technology receptivity. Of the three, 

it is most highly correlated with the rewards dimension of 

sanction utilization. The positive correlation is both 
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TABLE 4 

DIFFERENCE OF MEANS TESTS BETWEEN OTHER INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES AND TASK FUNCTION 

eta 
Variable ^ ^ Task Function 

Formalization .1299 

Goal utility .1627 

Organization size .2168** 

Age .1609 

Skill specialization .2016** 

Experience .2647** 

Risk aversion .1907 * 

Rank .3422** 

Colleagueship .1249 

Accessibility to information .1547 

Quality of information .1264 

Sanction utilization 
rewards .2444** 
punishments .1408 

Technology receptivity .0823 

p < .05 
* * — p < .01 
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logical and supported by the literature (Haire, et al., 

1966). Higher ranking members of organizations might be 

expected to perceive their organizations as organizations 

that reward accepted behavior through promotion. The posi

tive correlation of rank with goal utility is also 

plausible. Higher ranking decision makers are closer to, 

if not more involved in, the goal setting process than 

lower ranking decision makers. This closeness might be 

expected to make the higher ranks more cognizant of organi

zation goals. The positive correlation of rank with tech

nology receptivity is plausible for similar reasons. As 

indicated in the literature review, policy makers largely 

determine which technologies are used by organizations. 

Higher ranking organization members might be expected to 

have more input into the selection of technologies and thus 

would be more receptive to the technologies utilized. 

The data also indicate that colleagueship corre

lates significantly with goal utility, sanction utilization 

(rewards), technology receptivity, accessibility to infor

mation and quality of information. The negative correla

tions of colleagueship with rewards and goal utility may be 

due to an alienation of colleagues by those who devote 

efforts to understanding organization goals or are favored 

by their organizations. Similarly, decision makers who 

rely upon colleagues may find little use for organization 

technology, and vice versa. 
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The relatively strong negative correlations between 

colleagueship and accessibility of information and quality 

of information are less plausible. Information is a source 

of power and the ability to accumulate information may 

alienate colleagues—thus a negative correlation. However, 

colleagues are a source of information and the accumulation 

of information would be difficult without their 

cooperation. 

The findings also indicate that sanction utiliza

tion (punishment) negatively correlates at significant 

levels with formalization and accessibility and quality of 

information. Although the logic is somewhat extended, the 

negative correlations between the perception of frequent 

punishments and the availability of good information is 

plausible. Organization members who perceive their organi

zations as harsh and vindictive may be ostracized by the 

organization and thus receive little information. However, 

the negative correlation between sanction utilization 

(punishments) and formalization is more difficult to 

rationalize because punishments are generally associated 

with rules and procedures. One would assume that respon

dents who perceive their organizations to be relatively 

frequent utilizers of punishments would also perceive their 

organizations to be frequent utilizers of rules and proce

dures. However, organization members may be punished 

because they are unaware of the rules or avoid punishment 
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because of their awareness of the rules. 

The data indicate that risk aversion is most clo

sely associated with dysfunctionalism "a" through its posi

tive correlation with formalization. However, the data 

also indicate that risk aversion correlates with task func

tion, rank, sanction utilization (punishments) and organi

zation size. Individuals who have a high aversion to risk 

may purposely become aware of rules and procedures as a 

means of reducing uncertainty in decision making and to 

avoid violation of rules. 

The data indicate that decision maker's governmen

tal work experience is significantly related to for

malization and task function. The relationship between task 

function and experience is plausible, particularly in light 

of the relatively recent movement of government into new 

service areas. For example, respondents from police and 

fire organizations reported the largest amount of govern

ment experience while community relations/development 

reported the least. Although this differentation is 

interesting, it contributes less to an understanding of 

dysfunctionalism "a" than the positive correlation between 

experience and formalization. An increased awareness of 

rules can be expected as work experience accrues. 

The data indicate that organization size is most 

directly associated with dysfunctionalism "a" through its 

positive correlation with technology receptivity. The 
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implication is that decision makers from large organiza

tions are more satisfied with the technology used in their 

organizations than decision makers from smaller organiza

tions. This is plausible because, as suggested in the 

literature review, organizations often use technology as a 

means of growing or preserving growth. 

The data indicate decision makers with different 

task functions perceive their own skill levels and their 

organizations' use of rewards differently. For example, 

respondents in the legal area perceive themselves to be the 

most specialized of the ten functional areas while respon

dents in the area of community relations/development per

ceive themselves to be the least specialized. Respondents 

in the legal area also more often perceive their organiza

tions to reward proper behavior while respondents from 

streets-transportation perceive their organizations as pro

viding the least amount of rewards. 

The model composed of indirect and direct correla

tions between independent variables and dysfunctionalism 

"b" (see Figure 4) has many features in common with the 

model which has just been described. However, there are at 

least two major dissimilarities. Decision makers' govern

ment work-experience and risk aversion are directly corre

lated with dysfunctionalism "b" and age and skill 

specialization are indirectly correlated. 

The data indicate skill specialization is 
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significantly correlated with a multiplicity of independent 

variables. However, only those correlations which have an 

inferred indirect influence on dysfunctionalism "b" are 

discussed in this section. First, skill specialization is 

positively correlated with goal utility, suggesting that 

decision makers who perceive themselves to be highly 

skilled are more likely to perceive their organizations to 

have useful organization goals. Second, skill 

specialization is positively correlated with technology 

receptivity. Although it is logical to assume that highly 

skilled individuals appreciate the utility of technology, 

it is also logical to assume that these individuals have 

high technology demands which are not easily met. Third, 

skill specialization is positively correlated with accessi

bility of information. This correlation, perhaps, follows 

a similar line of reasoning used to explain the correlation 

between skill specialization and goal utility. Respondents 

with specialized skills may be provided with information or 

they may be proficient at obtaining information. Fourth, 

skill specialization correlates positively with for

malization. As indicated in the literature review, rules, 

procedures and specialization are used by organizations to 

limit behavior. Similarly, specialists may perceive organ

izations as being reliant on formalization as a means to 

counter the freedom which results from specialized 

knowledge and skills. 
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Unlike its direct influence on dysfunctionalism 

," age appears to have an indirect influence on dysfunc

tionalism "b." Although the relatively strong positive 

correlation between age and experience was expected, the 

negative correlation between age and technology receptivity 

is less obvious. This correlation suggests that younger 

decision makers are more likely to accept the level of 

technology used by their organizations than older decision 

makers. One explanation of this correlation is that 

younger decision makers are more accustomed to and comfor

table with technology than are older decision makers who 

began their careers in a less technologically oriented era. 

Results of the Regression of Dysfunctionalism 
with the Independent Variables 

The third step of the analysis involved the com

putation of a series of linear regression equations. The 

equations were constructed utilizing "forward" and "forced 

entry" introduction of the variables with "pairwise" dele

tion of missing values (SPSS Inc., 1983). Four equations 

were constructed. Each dimension of dysfunctionalism was 

regressed with the fifteen independent variables and then 

with the independent variables plus a set of control 

variables. The control variables consisted of the 

following: frequency of respondents' contact with policy 

makers (e.g., mayor), respondents' seniority in their organ

ization, number of government organizations for which the 
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respondent has worked, number of promotions by respondent: 

present organizations, number of promotion by respondent; 

local governments, years of education and number of mem

berships in professional organizations. 

The regression equations were constructed for three 

reasons. First, the regression coefficients serve as the 

principal tests of the hypotheses. Second, the equations 

indicate the relative explanatory value of the independent 

variables while controlling for interrelationships among 

independent variables. Third, the equations can be used as 

the bases for refining the models of dysfunctionalism. 

The regression of dysfunctionalism "a" with the 

independent variables resulted in an equation containing 

five independent variables (see Table 5). The regression 

coefficients of goal utility, which has the most explana

tory power, technology receptivity, and colleagueship are 

in the predicted direction. These coefficients indicate 

that decision makers who perceive low levels of goal util

ity, technology receptivity, and risk aversion are more 

likely to be less committed to formal organization goals 

than decision makers who perceive high levels. However, 

the regression coefficients of skill specialization and 

risk aversion are not in the hypothesized direction. We 

hypothesized that individuals who perceive themselves to 

have low levels of skill specialization are not as inclined 

toward dysfunctional decision making as those who peroeive 
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themselves to have high levels. As indicated in the 

literature review, highly specialized and skilled individ

uals can use their skills as a source of power and inde

pendence in decision making. 

Although the equation is statistically significant, 

the R2 indicates it explains less than 10 percent of the 

variation in dysfunctionalism "a." Furthermore, goal util

ity accounts for over half of the cumulative R 2 . 

The regression of dysfunctionalism "b" with the 

independent variables resulted in an equation containing 

four independent variables (see Table 6). Each of the 

regression coefficients are in the hypothesized direction 

and indicate that decision makers who perceive their organ

izations to have relatively less goal utility and for

malization, and themselves to be less receptive to both 

their organizations' technology and colleagues, are more 

likely to make decisions directed at the attainment of per

sonal goals. 

Substantively, this equation explains little more 

of the variation in dysfunctionalism than did the previous 

equation, accounting for just 10 percent of the variation 

in dysfunctionalism "b." And as above, goal utility domi

nates the equation, accounting for 75 percent of the cumu

lative R 2 . The regression equation of dysfunctionalism "a" 

with the independent and seven control variables is pre

sented in Table 7. In addition to the five independent 



148 

X 
EH 

EH 

VO 

fa 
CQ 

f^ EH 

,Q 
w C/) 

s w CO J 
M CQ 

a M 
53 05 

o < M > 
EH 

yg 
D fa 
fa Q 
CO 13 
>H fa 
Q CU 

fa fa 9 
o z 

M 

i3 
o M 

CO 
CO 
fa 
OH 

o fa 
OH 

0) 
> 

• H 
4J 

rdCN 
i-i a 

3 
U 

i
v
e
 

-p 
fd 

rH OH 

'• 
C
u
m
u
 

cu 
c 
fd 
u 

-H fa 
M-l 
• H M-l 
C 0 

cn 
• H 

CO 

0 
• H 
4 J 
rd 
M 
1 

fa 

fd 
4-> 
0) 

rO 

4 J 

c 
<u 

13 <U 
C rH 
(U ;Q 
a rd 
0) -H 

T3 U 
C rd 

M >j 

CO 
(JN 

: vo 
o 

• 

CN 

cn 
vo 
CN 

• 

O 

o 
o • 

o 
cy> 

• 
vO 
CO 

a\ 
00 
o 
CN 

• 
1 

> i 

4-> 
• H 
r H 
• H 
4J 
D 

1—1 

rd 
0 
C? 

VO 
i n 
00 
o 

• 

i n 
CN 
C\ 
CN 

• 

O 
o 
o • 

i n 
• H 

• 
cn 
CN 

r H 

r-
CN 
r - ( 

• 
1 

c 
0 

• H 

4-» 
fd 
N 

• H 
r H 

rd 
S 
V.I 

0 
fa 

CO 

ro 
CTt 
O 

• 

^ 
i n 
o 
cn 

• 

o 
o 
o 

t 

-^ 
<y> 

• 
vO 
i H 

r-
VO 
(Tt 
O 

• 
1 

> i 
4J 
• H 

> i > 

cn 
0 

. H 

0 
c 

rC 

u 0) 
H 

• H 

+J 

a 0) 

u 0) 
u 

r̂  
o 
o 
r H 

• 

CO 

r̂  
r H 
CO 

• 

O 
o 
o • 

ON 
r̂  

• 
cn 
r-i 

cn 
r̂  
00 
o 

• r 

1 

QA 
• H 

,C 
cn 
Q) 
3 .« 
C7I 
rd 
CU 

rH ( 
rH J 

0 ( 
u s 

m 
o 

• 

<u 

t
 
a
t
 
t
h
 

c
a
n
 

• H 

• H 
C 

t
 
w
e
r
e
 
si

gi
 

fd 
rC 
4-> 

c 
0 

• H 
4J 

rd 
3 
cr 

n
 
t
h
e
 
e
 

• H 

T3 
<U 

TJ 
3 

e
r
e
 
i
n
c
l
 

5 
CO 
0 

r
i
a
o
i
 

(d 
> 

H 
H 

^ 

• 
>• r H 

1) (U 
-t > 
D 0) 
3 rH 



149 

r̂  

fa 
CQ 

g 

fa 

EH 

DC 
EH CO 
M pq 
5 J 

CQ 
^ < 
rd M 

>-oi 
s <c 
CO > 

l
O
N
A
L
I
 

N
T
R
O
L
 

EH O 

s; 
fa g 
» < 

fa fa 
O 9 
53 fa 
O CU 
M fa 
CO Q 1 
CO !3 1 
fa M 1 
OH 
O 
fa 
OH 

1 
1 
1 
1 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 1 

0) 
> 

• H 
-P 
fdCM 

iH o: 
3 
6 
3 
U 

(U 

1 > 
1 '"^ 

1 -•-* 
1 fd 
1 <H 05 

1 ^ 
1 s 
1 3 
1 ^ 

(1) 
u 
<=: 
fd 

g
n
i
f
 i
c
 

o
f
 
F
 

• H 
CO 

0 
• H 

r
a
t
 

1 
fa 

rd 
4-» 
CU 

,Q 

CU 
r-4 

rQ 
fd 

• H 

u 
rd 
> 

.
0
4
5
9
 

.2
14
1
 

.0
00
 

i n 

2.
5
 

CN 

i n 
o 
00 
i-i 

t 

1 

>, 
4J 
• H 
H 
• H 
-P 
3 

r H 

rd 
0 
O 

.0
61
8
 

.
2
4
8
6
 

.0
00
 

r H 

5
.
4
 

r H 

r>-
r̂  
CN 
f-i 

• 

1 

1 
r-i 
rd 

• H 

u 
cu c 
a 0 
cn -H 

+ j 
rH rd 
rH N 
• H - H 
,i<: 
CO 

,0
75
3
 

.
2
7
4
4
 

.0
00
 

r̂  

2.
6
 

r-i 

i n 
VO 
O 
r H 

• 
1 

CO 
c 

+J 0 
C -H 
Q) -P 
S 0 
C g 
M 0 
cu u 
> Cu 
0 
o 

0
8
4
2
 

.2
90
2
 

.0
00
 

r-i 

0
.
7
 

r H 

o 
VO 
CN 
r H 

c 
0 

• H 

cn 
v̂  
cu 
> 
(d 

r i^ 

cn 
• H 

oi 

0
9
3
3
 

,3
05
5
 

• 

.0
00
 

r*̂  

9.
5
 

o 
i n 
cr> 
o 

• 

c 
0 

•r-t 

4J 

rd 
U 
3 

T) 
fa 

1
0
3
3
 

3
2
1
4
 

• 

.0
00
 

<-i 

8.
9
 

r H 

o 
r H 
r H 

1 

>1 
4J 
• H 

> 1 > 
t7>-H 
0 -P 

H Q, 
0 CU 
C 0 

;C d) 
U Wi 
0) 
H 

1
1
1
8
 

3
3
4
4
 

• 

.0
00
 

CN 

8.
3
 

-^ 
•^ 
(y\ 
o 

• r 

1 

CU 
• H 

^ 
cn 
(U 
3 K 

cn 
rd 
(U 

r H 
r-< 4 

0 
u : 

.0
5
 

cu 
r C 

4J 
rd 

-P 
c 
rd 
U 

g
n
i
f
 i
 

•r-i 

cn 

cu 
in 
CU 
^ 

-P 
fd 

rC 
• P 

e
q
u
a
t
i
o
n
 

t
h
e
 

c 
• H 

T3 
CU 
"tl 
3 

r H 

u 
c H 

CU 
V4 
CU 
s 

cn 
cu 

a
r
i
a
o
i
 

> 

H 
H 

< 

• 
•• >-i 

1) (U 
p > 
D CU 
3 r H 



150 

variables in the first equation, two of the control 

variables are significantly related to dysfunctionalism 

"a." The number of promotions decision makers received from 

their government is inversely related and education is 

positively related to dysfunctionalism "a." 

The substantive significance of the equation 

increased slightly with the introduction of the background 

variables. However, this equation explains only 11 percent 

of the variation in dysfunctionalism "a" and goal utility 

remains the dominant variable in the equation. 

The regression equation of dysfunctionalism "b" 

with the independent and control variables indicates one 

change from the original equation (see Table 8). 

Colleagueship is not significantly related to dysfunc

tionalism "b" in the regression. Moreover, none of the 

control variables entered the equation, but the adjustment 

for their interactive effects resulted in a reduction in 

the cumulative explanatory power of the equation. The 

cumulative R2 of .0933 indicates that the equation can 

account for just 9 percent of the variation in dysfunc

tionalism "b" and goal utility accounts for most of the 

predictive power. 

The four regression equations indicate that organi

zation size, decision maker's age, government experience, 

decision maker's rank, accessibility to information, 

quality of information, rewards, and punishment have little 
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value as predictors of dysfunctionalism. Given that these 

variables experience little collinearity with other inde

pendent variables (see Appendix E) we conclude that their 

hypothesized relationships with dysfunctionalism are not 

supported by the data. 

Summary 

Three steps were followed in the analysis of the 

data. Zero-order correlation analysis between the 

independent variables and the two dimensions of the 

dependent variable indicated that goal utility, quality of 

information and formalization had the stronger correlations 

with dysfunctionalism. Zero-order correlation analysis 

between the independent variables indicated that all of the 

independent variables had at least an indirect association 

with at least one dimension of dysfunctionalism. The 

regression analysis indicated that goal utility is rela-

tively the best predictor of dysfunctionalism and that 

technology receptivity is the only other independent 

variables that has some predictive power over both dimen

sions of dysfunctionalism (see Figure 5). 
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KILL 
PECIALIZATION 
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PROMOTIONS 
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UTILITY 

FORMALIZATION 

+ Direct Relationship 

- Inverse Relationship 

Fig. 5. The Regression Model of Dysfunctionalism 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter is divided into four sections. 

Section one contains a review and critique of the findings. 

The second section is a discussion focusing on the unsup

ported hypotheses. The third section addresses the theoret 

ical and practical implications of the research. The 

fourth section contains suggestions for future research 

which would improve and supplement our knowledge of the 

factors contributing to dysfunctionalism. 

Review and Critique of the Findi ngs 

The findings indicate that administrators who are 

more likely to make dysfunctional decisions are relatively 

uninfluenced by their colleagues; have general rather than 

specialized skills, relatively extensive educations, rela

tively low promotion rates, and relatively high aversion to 

"risky" decisions. The dysfunctional decision maker is 

also dissatisfied with the level of technology used by his 

organization and does not have a clear understanding of his 

organization's goals. Finally, the dysfunctional decision 
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maker does not perceive his organization to have restric

tive rules and procedures. 

Although the above profile appears rather compre

hensive, it is tenuous. The data used in the research are 

perceptual data and are subject to the biases of the 

respondents. As suggested by Alexis and Wilson (1967), the 

perceptions of the respondents may not correspond to 

reality because individuals perceive reality differently. 

However, perceptions shape behavior and may be more impor

tant for decision makers than reality (Haire, 1956; Vroom 

and Yetton, 1973). 

The variable measures are also subject to questions 

of content validity. The survey instrument was created to 

provide measures of rather complex phenomena, and the 

researchers cannot assert with total confidence that the 

instrument adequately tapped the respondents' perceptions 

of the phenomena. As stated earlier, the instrument was 

created specifically for this research and does not have a 

performance history which dispels questions of content 

validity. Although it was pretested, the pretest was not 

extensive. 

Similarly, the scale indexes are subject to 

questions of reliability. The reliability coefficients 

(Cronbach's alpha) for the dependent variables, punishment, 

and risk aversion were marginally acceptable. Given that 

these scales involved items that might be considered 
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"threatening" to the respondents, the reduced reliability 

may be expected. However, more credence may be given to 

the substantive significance of the findings because the 

crudeness of the scale indexes may have reduced their abil

ity to detect variances among the variables (Gold, 1969, 

p. 46). 

The research results also have limited generaliza

bility for several reasons. First, although a random strat

ified sample was drawn, the sampling frame did not include 

the population of municipal administrators. Second, 

although efforts were made to attain a nonskewed sample, 

the researcher cannot claim that the characteristics of 

individuals in the sampling frame were uniformly random 

across the eight cities which composed the sampling frame. 

Third, the researcher cannot claim that the administrators 

who returned the instrument represent a cross section of 

the administrators composing the random sample. However, 

the response rate of fifty-nine percent does suggest that 

respondent bias through self-selection is not extreme. 

Additional sources of criticism include the relativ

ely small R and R2 values generated by the multiple 

regressions. Although statistically significant at the .05 

level, the R2 values indicate that only about 10 percent of 

the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by 

the independent variables. This suggests that other factors 

or combinations of factors may be better predictors of dys-
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functionalism than the variables studied in this research. 

Despite the aforementioned limitations, this 

research also has several positive characteristics. The 

survey response-rate was high (59%) and resulted in a rela

tively large (595) N. And, although the findings cannot be 

generalized to the population of midlevel municipal admi

nistrators, the national sample (respondents from each of 

the four geographic regions of the United States) greatly 

enhances the external validity of this research. 

Furthermore, this research begins to fill a void in organi

zation theory by testing the applicability of traditional 

principles to routine dysfunctional decision making by 

midlevel municipal administrators. 

Discussion 

In order to attain a more comprehensive perspective 

of the factors affecting dysfunctionalism, we relinquished 

some detail in this research. Furthermore, the number of 

scale items within each variable category was kept to a 

minimum in order to maintain the survey at a manageable 

length. These characteristics, undoubtedly, reduced the 

precision of the scales and increased the possibility that 

the survey instrument rather than the theory is responsible 

for the minimal associations between the dependent and 

independent variables. However, considering this research 

attempted to attain a better understanding of the relative 
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impact of the independent variables on dysfunctionalism, it 

was expected that some variables would appear to have 

little impact on dysfunctionalism. 

Organization size is one of the variables which was 

found to have little impact on dysfunctionalism. Neither 

the regression analyses nor the zero-order correlation anal

yses indicated a substantial association between organi

zation size and dysfunctionalism. This finding generally 

contradicts the inferences drawn from the literature which 

indicate that large organizations' extended hierarchical 

structures reduce the ability to control organization mem

bers' decision making. In addition, neither the zero-order 

correlation analyses nor the regression analyses indicated 

strong collinearity between formalization and organization 

size. These latter findings indicate that the hypothesized 

influence of size was not minimized by organization rules 

and further supports the suggestion that organization size 

does not influence dysfunctionalism. 

The zero-order correlation analysis indicated a 

weak inverse relationship between decision maker's age and 

dysfunctionalism "a." The regression analyses further 

revealed that age is not a predictor of dysfunctionalism 

and not an independent variable whose influence is miti

gated by strong collinearity with other variables. 

Similarly, the zero-order correlation analyses supported a 

relatively weak inverse relationship between work 
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experience and dysfunctionalism "b." But the inverse rela

tionship was not hypothesized and not evident in the 

regression equation. The literature review indicated that 

increased experience would both impart confidence in per

sonal decision making and lead to expansion of personal 

goals, resulting in increased dysfunctionalism. 

Although the zero-order correlations supported an 

inverse relationship between the measures of information 

and dysfunctionalism, information did not enter into the 

regression equations. However, information may be a par

tial determinant of goal utility (which is a better predic

tor of dysfunctionalism), instead of influencing 

dysfunctionalism directly. 

The zero-order correlations suggested a modest 

inverse relationship between organization use of rewards 

and dysfunctionalism, while indicating little association 

between punishments and dysfunctionalism. The regression 

analysis further indicated that neither dimension of sanc

tion utilization was significantly related to dysfunc

tionalism. Moreover, the zero-order correlations between 

rewards and punishments and the other independent variables 

failed to suggest an indirect relationship between sanc

tions and dysfunctionalism. Given the strong theoretical 

and deductive linkages between sanction utilization and 

dysfunctionalism which formed the bases for the hypothesis, 

the total absence of support for the hypothesized 
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relationship suggests that measurement errors (e.g., 

punishment scale-index) may have prevented an adequate test 

of the hypothesis. 

Implications of the Research Findings 

We premised this research on the assumption that 

dysfunctionalism acts in contradiction to a democratic 

principle which demands that government officials be ultimat

ely accountable for their actions to the citizens through 

their elected representatives. Therefore, one goal of this 

research was the discovery of a profile of the charac

teristics conducive to dysfunctionalism. We believe that 

the profile could be used both to identify potential 

"hotbeds" of dysfunctionalism and to suggest methods to 

reduce dysfunctionalism. However, the findings suggest 

that a strong, detailed profile of the characteristics con

ducive to dysfunctionalism does not exist and therefore it 

may be difficult to recognize situations conducive to dys

functionalism and even more difficult to reduce the 

occurrence of dysfunctionalism. Dysfunctionalism will 

remain a threat to democracy as officials pursue self-

interests at the expense of public interests. 

The findings also suggest that there are at least 

two dimensions of dysfunctionalism, thereby compounding it 

as a threat to democratic principles and complicating any 

efforts that might be made to reduce its adverse effects on 
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the achievement of democratically determined government 

goals. First, dysfunctionalism may occur because midlevel 

administrators subjugate the pursuit of organization goals 

to the pursuit of personal goals. Second, even in the 

absence of dominant personal goals, dysfunctionalism may 

occur because administrators may not have a firm commitment 

to the pursuit of organization goals. 

In addition, the findings suggest that traditional 

organization theory may have limited application to routine 

dysfunctional decision making. For example, the findings 

indicate that traditional techniques of organization 

control may be inadequate or unsuited to control negative 

behavior of organization members. This suggestion is sup

ported by the findings that both positive and negative 

sanctions did not significantly affect dysfunctionalism and 

that organization formalization (rules, procedures) 

influenced dysfunctionalism minimally. 

The inability of organization techniques to control 

dysfunctionalism is even more serious given the minimal 

effect of several decision-maker characteristics on dys

functionalism. The findings imply that theorists such as 

Vroom and Yetton (1973) may be correct in asserting that 

individuals' organization decision making is largely 

controlled by organization situations, not personal charac

teristics such as age or work experience. This finding 

implies that individuals with propensities toward 
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dysfunctionalism may not be readily identifiable and there

fore controllable. 

However, the findings must be interpreted with the 

understanding that this research focused on routine deci

sion making by midlevel municipal administrators. 

Therefore, we may conclude that traditional organization 

techniques are not necessarily ineffective in the control 

of dysfunctionalism in all settings, but only among 

midlevel administrators involved in routine decision 

making. Nevertheless, the findings do imply that tradi

tional organization theory is not applicable to all organi

zation behavior, especially in the public sector. 

In addition to the inconsequential effect of sanc

tions noted above, the adequacy of information does not 

appear to have a major influence on dysfunctionalism. 

Traditional organization theorists generally argue that 

information is a major influence in decision making, but 

this research indicates that information has at most, a 

marginal and indirect influence on dysfunctional decision 

making. The findings imply that organization members' 

interpersonal relationships and organization structures may 

reduce or alter the impact of information on the occurrence 

of dysfunctional decision making. 

Although information and sanctions do not influence 

dysfunctionalism, this research does suggest some tools 

which might be useful in reducing dysfunctionalism. For 
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example, organizations' formal goals appear to be modestly 

useful as checks on dysfunctionalism, as do organization 

rules and procedures. However, possibly the most important 

implication of this research is that traditional sources of 

organization control are generally ineffective in 

controlling dysfunctionalism. Goal utility, the most 

powerful predictor of dysfunctionalism, explained less than 

seven percent of the variation in dysfunctionalism. 

For those charged with the management of public sec

tor organizations, this research should signal a warning. 

The findings indicate that many traditional techniques are 

ineffective in the control of dysfunctionalism, even though 

they may be useful controls for other types of behavior. 

Therefore, heads of public organizations may need to 

develop new methods of controlling negative behavior such 

as dysfunctionalism. If the heads of the organizations 

heed this warning, they may be able to increase control 

over their organizations as well reduce the level of 

resources spent on dysfunctional decision making. 

Management attempts to control dysfunctionalism may 

involve an alteration in management-employee relations. 

Management may have difficulty in convincing decision 

makers that their organization decisions should be directed 

only at the attainment of organization goals and that their 

personal interests should not enter into their con

siderations. Possibly, organization leaders may reduce 
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dysfunctionalism if they can convince organization members 

that their self-interests will be advanced if they confine 

their energies to the pursuit of organization goals. 

However, the leaders may be more effective if they empha

size collective sanctions rather than personal sanctions 

(positive or negative). 

The marginal influence of traditional organization 

structures on dysfunctionalism suggests that decision 

makers may be the key element in the control of dysfunc

tionalism. This is not an inevitable conclusion since 

decision makers' characteristics were found to have minimal 

influences on dysfunctionalism. However, since structures 

appear to be relatively ineffective, the better approach 

may be to utilize employees who are unwilling to practice 

dysfunctionalism. Possibly, organizations can reduce dys

functionalism only by emphasizing the recruitment, selec

tion, and training of members who are prepared to subjugate 

their self-interests to organization goals. This may 

require alteration of traditional personnel techniques, 

including the increased use of psychological and per

sonality profiles and tests. However, the use of such 

techniques may entail social and organization costs which 

would preclude their usage. 

The recruitment and development of administrators 

who are prepared to pursue only organization goals through 

their organizational decision making will be a long-term 
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project. In the short term, programs to better familiarize 

public administrators with their organizations' goals and 

the utility of the goals may be the most effective approach 

to minimizing dysfunctionalism. Additional short term 

approaches, such as the use of more stringent and restric

tive rules and procedures, may be marginally effective but 

may also alienate public administrators, lower morale, 

disrupt organization stability, reduce productivity and 

actually induce dysfunctionalism. 

The problems associated with controlling dysfunc

tionalism will be exacerbated if the level of dysfunc

tionalism should increase. In Future Shock, Toffler 

suggested that a technological society is characterized by 

decreased loyalty to organizations and increased concern 

for personal advancement. The finding that technology 

receptivity is a relatively good predictor of dysfunc

tionalism suggests that Toffler is correct. If we continue 

to place an emphasis on technology, we may witness an 

increase in the level of dysfunctionalism and a decrease in 

the productivity of our organizations. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

This research indicates that elements of tradi

tional organization theory are not applicable to dysfunc

tional routine decision making and possibly other types of 

negative organization behavior. Such findings suggest more 
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questions than answers. Organization theorists may answer 

some of the questions if they investigate different aspects 

of organization theory, different types of negative behav

ior and different organization settings. In addition, 

future research is needed to identify characteristics and 

techniques which may be used to control dysfunctionalism. 

The future research should also include replications of 

this research in order to determine if the level of asso

ciation between dysfunctionalism and the independent 

variables studied in this research is representative of 

municipal administration in general. 

Furthermore, research is needed which will simulta

neously evaluate multiple facets of organization theory. 

As organizational psychologist G. Katuna (1963, p. 290) 

said, "few research studies have dealt simultaneously with 

situational and personality determinants of decisions and 

behavior." Specifically, the inadequacies of organization 

theory regarding decision making and particularly routine 

decision making, have long been known, but little research 

has been directed at the topic (Inbar, 1979). There is 

still a need for a "symptomology" by which organization 

problems can be evaluated (Alexis and Wilson, 1967, p. 32); 

and as Simon (1976, pp. 36-44) argued, the problem is not a 

scarcity of organization theory but a shortage of linkage 

between the concepts of organization theory. 

This research was an attempt to link various 
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aspects of traditional organization theory with dysfunc

tionalism. Although decision making is central to the out

put of organizations, our task was complicated by the 

dearth of previous research on dysfunctional decision 

making. This situation forced us to make some tenuous 

assumptions and extend the conclusions of previous 

research. In this sense, the present research was largely 

exploratory. 

As the product of exploratory research, our find

ings may suggest more questions than answers. However, 

they do suggest that a profile of dysfunctional decision 

making may exist. Further research is needed to redefine 

and refine the profile. The identification of a profile 

would be useful as an organization tool to minimize the 

occurrence of dysfunctionalism. The profile could also 

help organization theorists place the elements of organ

ization theory in perspective; that is, the profile would 

help indicate the relative influence of various aspects of 

organization theory in different organization situations. 

Final Comments 

This research focused on the decisions made by 

administrators in eight large municipal governments across 

the united States. Although the decision making of munici

pal officials is often taken for granted by the American 

public, the local administrator has multiple opportunities 
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to affect the lives of citizens. Although not necessarily 

in policy making positions, local administrators can shape 

policy by the manner in which they conduct their daily 

activities. And, like members of organizations everywhere, 

local administrators are often driven by self-interests not 

directly relevant to the interests of the citizens which 

they serve. The divergence of interests may result in dys

functional decision making, a pathology worthy of further 

study. 
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Center for Public Service, Texas Tech University 

SURVEY OF MUNICIPAL ADMINISTRATION 

Instructions: 

CIRCLE the ONE choice that best describes your opinion about the statements 
that follow. You should be able to respond to most (if not all) of the 
statements by selecting a number (one through seven). However, if a state
ment is totally inappropriate as a description of your Job or organization, 
circle "lA". Do not interpret "lA" as stronger disagreement than "strongly 
disagree." 

I. The first statements concern the SKILLS and TALENTS that you use in 
your job. 

My skills and talents are: 

a. primarily general 

b. the product of extensive training 

c. concentrated in a narrow field 

d. in great demand by other 
organizations 

e. easily learned by others 

f. very specialized 

g. common in city government 
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II. Now think about the "RISK" OR "UNCERTAINTT' associated with the 

decisions you make in your Job: 

a. I make risky decisions all the 

time. 

b. I take fewer chances than my 

cohorts. 

c. A risky decision is better 
than no decision. 

d. I avoid decisions that have 
only a 50-50 chance of success. 

e. Risk makes this Job inte

resting. 

f. I frequently take chances in 

my Job. 
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III. Now consider the characteristics and effects of the RULES, REGULATIONS 
and PROCEDURES of your organization. 
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The rules, regulations, and pro
cedures of my organization are: 

a. too numerous 

b. more important tnan my tasks 

c. strictly enforced 

d. a constraint on decision-making 

e. everywhere 

f. rarely a problem for my 
decision-making 

g. very restrictive 

h. not inhibitive 
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IV. How much does your organization rely on the use of REWARDS and 
PUNISHMENT? 

My organization: 

a. takes little action when I 
perform poorly 

b. can be counted on to reward 
Success 

c. is quick to punish for mistakes 

d. frequently uses coercion to 
control people 

e. usually honors good performance 

f. fails to recognize my good 
performances 

g. is always punishing someone 
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V. Describe the FORMAL GOALS of your organization. 
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Our goals are: 

a. mostly in writing 

adequately defined 

often confusing 

b. 

c. 

d. 
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g. providing meaningful directions 
for my work 1 
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VI. Describe the INFORMATION supplied to you for use in your job. 

Generally, our information is: 

a. seldom accurate 

b. of very high quality 

c. frequently confusing 

d. difficult to comprehend 

e. very useful in my work 

f. often irrelevant to my job 

g. unreliable 

h. worthwhile to my work 
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VII. How ACCESSIBLE is the INFORMATION you need in your Job? 

a. The information is often held 
up by my superiors. 

b. My peers hoard the information. 

c. Information is readily available. 

d. Information often reaches me 
too late. 

e. My subordinates conceal infor
mation. 

f. Information is difficult to 
obtain^ 

g. The information is there when 
I need it. 

h. The information I need is often 
concealed by useless information. 
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VIII. Your organization's TECHNOLOGY (e.g., computers, automation) 
how do you feel about it? 

a. The technology is overrated. 

b. We should expand the type of 
technology currently used here. 

c. I could care less about modem 
technology. 

d. Technology has been a great help 
to me in my job. 

e. I dislike the technology we use. 

f. The technology is largely 
unneeded. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

6 

6 

7 

7 

7 

7 

7 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 



IX. How do you RELATE to your CO-WORKERS (broad peer group)? 

187 

Ify co-workers: 

a. have little effect on me 

are a good source of advice b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

5rt°^ 
<B V» 
(B 12 

may persuade me to change my 
mind 

must be considered before I make 
a decision 

consider me an outsider 

have a lot of influence over my 
decisions 
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l A 

l A 

l A 

l A 

X. Finally, think about the conflicts or dilemmas you encounter in the 
making of EVERYDAY ORGANIZATIONAL DECISICWS. 

a. I always place the formal organ
ization goals first. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. 

d. 

f. 

g* 

h. 

In spite of organization goals, 
I must consider the effects of 
my decisions on my promotion 
possibilities. 

Regardless of focoial goals, I 
must consider what will help my 
organization grow. 

I always place my personal views 
aside in pursuing organizational 
goals. 

I would adjust the goals of the 
organization ro help someone. 

It is impossible to continually 
think of organization goals. 

Regardless of the organizal... •̂•.al 
goals, I have to be concerned 
with the protection of the organi
zation. 

Sometimes I will pursue ends that 
are not part of the formal organ
ization goals. 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 
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XI. To help us with the statistical analysis of the data, please give the 

following information about yourself. 

a. How often do you meet the ma_yor, city council/commission, or city 
manager to discuss major policy issues? 

Daily Weekly Monthly Less than Monthly Never 

b. Approximately how many levels of supervision are: 

in your organization (e.g., department, bureau)? levels 

above you in your organization levels 

below you in your organization? levels 

c. How many years have you had employment in govern
ment? years 

d. How many years have you been employed In your 
present organization? years 

e. Including your present organization, how many 

government organizations have you worked for? organizations 

f. How many times have you been promoted by your present: 

city government? promotions 

organization (e.g., department)? promotions 

g. Approximately how many employees work for your 

organization? employees 

h. Age at last birthday: years 

i. Sex: Male Female 

j. Race: White Black Oriental Other 

k. How many years of formal education have you 
completed? years 

1. Do you have any professional licenses or certificates 
which relate to your job? yes no 

If yes, technical , medical , legal , other 

m. To how many professional organizations (relating to your Job) do 
you pay dues? 

organizations 
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Texas Tech University 
Center for Public Service 

Research, Training and Service for Public Agenoes in the Southwest 

June 29, 1982 

Dear Administrator: 

The Center for Public Service at Texas Tech University 
is sponsoring research which investigates the daily activities 
of municipal administrators. You are one of 1000 randomly 
selected (nationwide) individuals being sent the enclosed 
survey. The results of the survey will provide the basis 
for an academic publication and will be shared with practitioners, 

In requesting you assistance we guarantee that your 
responses will be strictly confidential. Neither your superiors 
nor your organization will ever be told who was sampled or 
their individual responses. 

We cannot overemphasize the importance of you returning 
your completed survey. Permission to sample city employees 
in your city has been given by your city government. Please 
respond to the survey as soon as possible and return it in 
the enclosed envelope. If you have any questions, please 
contact myself, or Dr. J. Norman Baldwin at the telephone 
number below. 

We greatly appreciate your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

^7^>MO/^-VVU. /yf. Ci^^^ 
Lawrence M. Evans 
Project Director 

Box 4290/Lubbock. Te>Jt 79409/(806) 742-i12S 
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A. Cities 
1. Baton Route 
2. Cincinnati 
3. Kansas City gi 
4. Los Angeles 124 

194 
N Percent 

82 44.3 
110 54.4 

57.5 
59.3 

5. Miami-Dade County 128 5?!7 
6. Pittsburg 25 
7. Rochester 30 
8. Tucson 

unknown 2 

45.5 
65.2 

33 68.8 

595 58.3 

B. Task function N 
1. Public safety 76 
2. Housing and 

community development 41 
3. Re'-reation and 

library 67 
4. Airports and 

seaports 27 
5. Administration and 

support 104 
6. Budget and finance 35 
7. Public works 127 
8. Transportation and 

streets 55 
9. Health and welfare 26 
10. Legal 18 

unknown 19 
595 

Race 
1. "White" 
2. "Black" 
3. Oriental 
4. "other" 

unknown 

N 
521 
50 
8 
13 
3 

595 



Mean 
13 .2 y r s . 

1 7 . 8 y r s . 

2 . 0 1 

2 .64 

1.89 

Median 
11 y r s . 

17 y r s . 

1.89 

2 .41 

1.63 

195 
D. Employment Data 

1. Seniority 
2. Government 

experience 
3. Supervisor level 

above 
4. Supervisor level 

below 
5. Number governments 

employed at 

E. Age 45.93 46.59 

F . E d u c a t i o n 16 .22 16.35 

G. Sex N 
1 . Male 51§ 
2 . Ff^male 69 

unknown 8 
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