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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The increase of population and the development of science and 

technology have made the existence of organizations inevitable. The 

objective of organizations is to develop improved relationships and 

communications among individuals so that efficiency of the group 

effort can be maximized {Haire, 1962). The efficiency of organiza­

tions depend on their structure, stability and order. These traits 

of any organization are both useful and detrimental to the nature of 

human beings. Whether for good or for evil, there is little doubt 

that the existence of rational complex organizations is essential for 

the survival of every modern society. 

Etzioni (1964) presents evidence that organizations dominate all 

of our lives: Most of us are born in organiiations, educated by orga-

nizations, and most of us spend much of our lives working for organi-

zations. Etzioni maintains that we spend much of our leisure time 

paying, playing, praying and working in organizations. The influence 

of organizations on an individual's life has led Perrow to state: 

No matter what one has to do with an organization - whether 
one is going to study it, work in it, subvert it, or use it 
in the interest of another organization - one must have some 
view of the nature of the beast with which one is dealing 
(1970:1). 
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The purpose of this study was to identify the dysfunctional 

aspects of organizations on human beings, specifically those features 

of organizations which are in adverse relationships with the nature of 

human beings. Gouldner (1971:9), for instance, sees the growth of 

organizations, the impending bureaucratization of the world and the 

rise of the "organization man" with increasing alarm. Scott and Hart 

{1979), however, indicate that modern organizations are both useful 

and detrimental to the nature of man. Scott and Hart attribute the 

primary success of America in this century neither to its military 

prowess nor to its wealth, but to its most successful social inven­

tion: the modern organizations. But Scott and Hart warn about the 

danger of modern organizations, and they state that modern organiza­

tions have become the dominant force in American lives; shaping and 

changing American values. Scott and Hart state that the most impor­

tant thing for every individual is satisfaction and there is nothing 

worthwhile for individuals in this world beyond freedom and dignity. 

Scott and Hart conclude that modern organizations have presented 

enough peril to individuals' freedom that man should look critically 

at the organizations created regardless of its usefulness. 

Previous examples indicate that the organizations are costly for 

individuals, and after many years of investigation, man is not close 

to answering the great ethical questions about organized life. As 

historian Carl Becker (1936:37) remarked about the paradox of organi­

zation, "The power of man has been extended by limiting the freedom 

of man. 11 Self-imprisonment through enduring relations with others 

makes us free in the sense of having a wider range of choices among 

alternatives. To achieve a variety of goals, we have to cooperate 
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with others, and cooperation usually requires subordination on the 

part of someone. Even superiors within organizations lose some inde­

pendence of action since they must take into account the behavior of 

others in the group. Consequently, the tension between individuals 

and specifically bureaucratic organizations is inevitable (Blau and 

Meyer, 1971). 

Since bureaucratic organizations have become dominant institu­

tions in contemporary society (Blau et al., 1971), the study of 

bureaucratic organizations will reveal the dysfunctional features of 

bureaucracy, especially in professional organizations, is significant. 

The survival of advanced organizations depend on the professionals 

whose advanced education and practical expertise make them able to 

perform technical and scientific jobs properly. For instance, if the 

mission of the university is to preserve and expand knowledge, it 

should provide an environment in which professors can discover, 

examine critically, preserve and transmit knowledge, wisdom, and 

values that will help ensure the survival of present and future gen­

erations, with enrichment in the quality of life. The performance of 

these tasks is absolutely essential to modern universities; the admin­

istrators simply could not function without support of the professors. 

For this reason, the place of the professional in an essentially 

bureaucratic organization will be the focus of such analysis. 

The simultaneous increase in the professionalization of work and 

the bureaucratization of organizations (Spinks, 1980) coupled with the 

recognition of the difference between the two systems (Blau and Scott, 

1962; Perrow, 1970) have made this study urgent, to delineate the 

specific traits of each system and their conflicts. Blau and Scott 
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(1962) state that professional form of occupational life and the 

bureaucratic form of organizational administration are two institu-

tional patterns that are prevalent today and that, in many ways, 

typify modern societies. Parsons (1947), in a footnote to his trans-

lation of Weber's Theory of Social and Economic Organizations, states 

that there exists a fundamental inconsistency between the sets of 

norms governing the professional and the bureaucratic models. 

Huxley (1958) indicates that bureaucratic systems are seen to be 

inconsistent with liberty, for liberty arises and has meaning within 

a self regulating community of freely cooperating individuals. 

Bureaucratic organizations transform man into a robot, suffocate crea-

tive spirit, and abolish the possibility of freedom. Huxley concludes 

that bureaucratic orientation is naturally at odds with that of pro-

fessional orientation concept of autonomy. Morrissey and Gillespie 

(1975), in supporting Parsons and Huxley's contention, point out that 

professionals tend to organize around individual expertise, whereas 

bureaucracies generally organize in hierarchical arrangements, sane-

tioned by written rules and procedures. Etzioni elaborates the source 

of tension when he writes: 

Professionals desire automony to apply their expertise and 
freedom to justify their actions as based on professional 
knowledge and in the best interest of their clients, while 
bureaucrats coordinate all activities on the basis of 
bureaucratic features rather than professional traits (1964: 
75). 

Blau and Scott contrast and compare two models clearly when they 

write: 

••• the professional ••• and bureaucratic forms of 
organizational administration are two structural patterns 
prevalent today. While professional principles share many 
elements with bureaucratic ones, they include some that are 
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not common. Both require that decisions be governed by 
universalistic standards independent of any personal 
consideration in the cases handled. Their orientations are 
expected to be impersonal and detached, a principle designed 
to facilitate rational judgement. Both groups are marked ·by 
specialized competence based on technical training and limit 
the professional 1 s authority to a specialized area of juris­
diction. Both professionals and bureaucrats occupy an 
achieved rather than ascribed status. With the selection 
of personnel governed by such performance criteria as compe­
tence and training (1962:65). 

The authors maintain with the caveat that their similarities must 

not be allowed to obscure critical differences between the two models. 

This study, however, limited its scope to the investigation and anal~ 

ysis of the relationships of two features of bureaucracy, namely: 

centralization and formalization with faculty's perceived work aliena-

tion. This study specifically examined one type of perceived aliena-

tion, namely: self-estrangement. Self-estrangement is created when an 

individual perceives that his/her own work cannot determine the occur­

ence of the outcomes or the reinforcements he/she seeks (Seeman, 1958). 

Patchen (1970) applies this term to a person who is prevented from 

involvement in setting his/her objectives. 

Indications are that the influence of bureaucratic features, 

especially centralization and formalization, can be felt deeply among 

the professionals within organizations (Blau, 1955, 1973; Wilensky, 

1965; Hughes, 1965; Levine, 1978). Thus, more specifically, the rela-

tionships of two subconstructs of centralization, namely, participation 

in decision making and hierarchy of authority as well as two subcon­

structs of formalization, namely; job codification and rule observation 

to faculty's perceived work alienation considered as they were here, 

separately and interaction, were studied in one particular type of com-

plex organization - namely, the schools of education. 
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The American higher education establishments have been particu­

larly receptive to the bureaucratic ideology, having incorporated a 

number of bureaucratic principles into the organizational practices of 

the educational enterprise (Hughins, 1968; Blau, 1973; Levine, 1978). 

Blau (1973) writes that higher education shares some of the bureau­

cratic characteristics with other bureaucratic organizations, such as 

formal division of labor, an administrative hierarchy, and a clerical 

apparatus. But it does not have other bureaucratic attributes. For 

instance, there is no direct supervision of the work of the major 

group of employees, the faculty, and there are no detailed operating 

rules governing the perfonnance of academic responsibilities. There 

is also disagreement among social scientists on the question whether 

academics are professionals. Goode (1969) considers university 

faculty members the prototype of professionals. On the other hand, 

Hughes (1958) draws a contrast between scientists and professionals. 

The distinguishing criterion being that scientists do not have clients 

and professionals do, which implies that academics in their role as 

scientists and scholars are not professionals. These differences are 

discussed in the review of the literature in greater details. 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study was to examine perceived work aliena­

tion as one major consequence arising from two aspects of bureaucracy, 

namely, centralization and formalization among professors in colleges 

of education. Subjectively, formative factors related to perceived 

self-estrangement among professors were investigated in the context 

of described and achieved characteristics of individuals who perceived 
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that lack of sufficient participation in decision making in academic 

areas, hierarchial authority of formalization, coupled with rigidity 

of standardized rules and regulations as well as close supervisions 

of professional work would increase the professors• sense of self­

estrangement. The purpose of this study was only to examine the rela­

tionships of centralization and formalization with faculty's perceived 

work alienation in schools of education. 

Research Questions 

The following research questions guided this study: 

1. Is perceived work alienation among faculty members related to 

participation in decision making? 

2. Is perceived work alienation among faculty members related to 

hierarchy of authority? 

3. Is perceived work alienation among the professors related to 

job codification? 

4. Is perceived work alienation among faculty members related to 

rule observation? 

5. Does perceived work alienation, when measured as the function 

of organizational controls, vary between tenured and non-tenured pro­

fessors? 

6. Does perceived work alienation, when measured as the function 

of organization, vary between those professors who work at doctoral 

granting universities and non-doctoral granting universities? 
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Assumptions 

It was assumed that input into the decision making process was 

important to professionals who function within bureaucratic organiza­

tions. It was also assumed that dimensions of hierarchy of authority, 

standardized rules and rule observation on the basis of bureaucratic 

criteria were dysfunctional to professionals who desire to perform 

their tasks according to professionals' traits. It was further 

assumed that tenured and non-tenured professors would perceive work 

alienation differently related to formalization and centralization, 

while doctoral and non-doctoral granting university professors would 

not perceive work alienation differently related to formalization and 

centralization. 

Significance of Study 

Weber (cited in Blau and Scott, 1962) stated that bureaucracy is 

the most efficient form of administrative organization. He attributed 

its efficiency to the high degree of rationality expected from members 

who are experienced in making technically correct decisions, and whose 

performance is governed by abstract rules and coordinated by a well 

defined hierarchy of authority. Weber reasoned that the presence of 

professionals with a high level of expertise would enhance the ability 

of an essentially bureaucratic organization to achieve its stated 

goals in a climate of cooperative action. 

Recent investigations have revealed that some aspects of bureau­

cracy, such as centralization and formalization, are related to ten­

sion and alienation among workers. These findings have created new 
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concerns among the public toward improving the quality of the working­

life in organization {Hackman and Suttle, 1977). The impact of the 

public's desire toward improving the quality of the working life con-

dition has been epitomized in Work in America; Report of Special Task 

Force to The Secretary of the Helath, Education and Welfare {1973). 

Report recommends that organizations ensure the mental health of their 

employees by modifing or changing those bureaucratic features which are 

related to stress, tension and alienation among employees. 

If this contention is true, that some aspects of bureaucracy are 

related to alienation in the work place, then the impact of those fea­

tures of bureaucracy can be felt more seriously by professionals than 

other employees (Wilensky, 1956; Hughes, 1958; Miller, 1967; Scott, 

1966; Blau, 1973; Levine, 1978). It has been well documented that the 

professors who relatively experienced academic freedom in the decade of 

the fifties and sixties, should feel the insufficient academic freedom 

seriously now. This feeling of lack of academic freedom may lead to 

professorial perceived work alienation. The professors enjoyed the 

concept of academic freedom and possessed immunity from professional 

pressures during the two decades (Clark, Burton, 1966). Etzioni (1964) 

also writes that the professors were free to investigate, experiment 

and to take risks without the social repercussions of a failure. Their 

ideal professional situation was the abundance of research dollars and 

the growth of enrollment (Clark, Burton, 1966; Baldridge, 1973). 

Baldridge continues that: 

Faculty autonomy and power developed because of a fortunate 
convergence of forces in the society; expanding enrollment, 
public belief in the ability of education to solve social 
problems, generous financial support, the growth of large 
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scale research demanding more faculty experts and a shortage 
of personnel have placed faculties in a powerful bargaining 
position (1973:532). 

The favorable situations of professors, however, have begun to 

change since the beginning of the early seventies. Freeman (1976) 

relates the new unfavorable situation of professors to the current 

belief among the public that education cannot always solve the social 

problems any more. Freeman continues that this belief has led to 

declining enrollment, the shrinkage of research funds, changes in 

social priorities, and further an overburdance of educated in the mar-

ketplace has intensified the issue. 

Freeman (1976) concludes that all changes have lowered financial 

support and have increased the level of control. Bureaucratic fea-

tures have been manipulated to spend scarce resources efficiently and 

to control uncertainties. Consequently, those conditions under which 

the ideal professional situation arose and was sustained have largely 

disappeared and an unfavorable situation has appeared which is at odds 

with the professional expectation and experienced. The new organiza-

tion climate has been created to increase the efficiency. This change 

has been indicated to be related to the increase of professional per-

ceived work alienation (Morrissey and Gillespie, 1975). If this argu-

ment is true, that some bureaucratic features are dysfunctional when 

applied to a professional organization such as schools of education in 

which criteria of professionalism dominate; if relationships between 

certain characteristics of bureaucracy exist, then it is imperative to 

develop an alternative structure in schools of education which will be 

satisfactory to the professors for two reasons: 
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First, according to Hackman and Suttle (1977), by promoting the 

quality of worklife apart from any immediate interest in productivity, 

this initiation will meet the public demands; second, it is expected 

that professors will prepare responsible, innovative and considerate 

individuals for society. If the professors perceive themselves self­

estranged, how can they obtain educational goals? These two signifi­

cant points have made this study urgent and important. 

Limitation of the Study 

11 

This study was limited to the analysis of relationships between 

four dimensions of bureaucracy namely; participation in decision 

making, hierarchy of authority, job codification and rule observation 

with perceived work alienation among professors of schools of education 

according to their seniority in selected public schools of education, 

including doctoral. and non-doctoral colleges in the state of Oklahoma. 

The findings of this study were generalized only to the settings of 

these investigations and to other school systems which exhibited char­

acteristics similar to those systems providing data for the study. The 

findings were predicted on the assumption that responses of partici­

pants provided an accurate perception of their organizations. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined to provide clarity regarding their 

use in this study: 

Bureaucracy: For the purpose of this study, bureaucracy will be 

described by the following characteristics: hierarchy of authority, 

rules and regulations and impersonalization. 
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Hierarchy of authority: "The extent to which the locus of decision 

making is prestructured by the organization" {Hall, 1967:465). 

Rules and regulations: "The degree of which the behavior of orga­

nizational members is subject to organizational control and the extent 

to which organizational members must follow organizationally defined 

procedures" {Hall:465). 

Impersonality: "The extent to which both organizational members 

and outsiders are treated without regard to individual qualities" {Hall, 

1967:465). 

Organizational control: Organizational control is nominally de­

fined as the extent to which the organization rather than the profes­

sional determines or makes decisions concerning the professional 1 s work 

as measured by specific designated variables. The organizational con­

trol will be described by the following characteristics: formalization 

and centralization. 

Formalization: This term was defined as "the use of rules in an 

organization" and was considered to have two subconstructs: job codifi­

cation, "The degree to which job occupants are specified, and rule 

observation, The degree to which job occupants are supervised in con­

forming to the standards established in job codification" {Hage and 

Aiken, 1967b:79). 

Centralization: This term was defined as "the extent to which 

power is distributed among social positions" {Hage and Aiken, 1967b:77). 

It has two subconstructs: the concentration of decisions referring to 

resource distribution or policy formulation, the indicator being the 

participation in decisionmaking, and the concentration of decisions 
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referring to the performance of tasks, the indicator being the hierarchy 

of authority (Hage and Aiken, 1967b). 

Alienation: For this study is the dependent variable and is 

defined as a lack of intrinsic pride in work and lack of instrinic 

meaning of work (Seeman, 1967:759). 

Professionalism: For this study this tenn is defined according 

to the academic degree. Those whose degrees are beyond the bachelors 

will be considered professionals. 

Faculty: For the purpose of this study this term is defined as 

all persons having the rank of instructor, assistant professor, associ­

ate professor, or full-professor. All faculty holding adjunct, visit­

ing, or administrative appointments (including department chairman), and 

those faculty on sabbatical or leave of absence will be excluded. 

Doctoral granting universities: This term is specified as those 

universities whose schools of education grant degrees of Ed.D. or Ph.D. 

in some disciplines. 

Non-doctoral granting universities: This tenn is identified as 

those universities whose schools of education do not grant degrees of 

Ed.D. or Ph.D. in any discipline. 



CHAPTER II 

ORGANIZATION 

Definition and Purpose of Organization 

Whenever groups of persons associate with one another, social 

organization develops among them. The reason for formation of social 

organizations such as labor organizations, universities or political 

parties, is to achieve the benefits of collective action in a situation 

in which individual action fails. Haire (1962:29) defines the reason 

for formatfon of organization and its objectives as: "When a group of 

people recognize that synergistic effects will result from the proposed 

cooperative group action." For Haire, the comprehensive objective of 

organization is to maximize the synergistic effort. Every organiza­

tion, however, has two components: formal and informal. In the ensu­

ing section the specific characteristics and functions of formal and 

informal components of groups are discussed. 

Formal Organization 

The defining criterion of formal organization is the existence of 

procedures for mobilizing and coordinating the efforts of various, 

usually specified, groups in the pursuit of joint objectives. Blau 

et al. (1962:1) identifies formal organizations as social units which 

are established for the "explicit purpose of achieving certain goals, 11 
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while Barnard (1938:73) describes the formal organizations as 11 Systems 

of consciously coordinated activities of two or more purposes. 11 Haas 

and Drabeck (1973) define the formal organizations as relatively per­

manent and complex social systems which have the characteristics of the 

people that make them up. Jackson et al. (1978) write that every 

formal organization, regardless of its objectives and personal charac­

teristics has distinct structures, rules and organziational norms that 

have developed over time. Jackson and his associate realize that every 

formal organization has a life cycle of its own that goes beyond the 

lives of individuals and has goals and policies, procedures and prac­

tices. It has also been added that every formal organization consists 

of subgroups, each of which has a name, location, and authority of 

structure, a division of labor, a program of activity and procedures of 

replacement. All these elements, which exist in an environment and are 

effected by it, are deliberatel-Y constructed and modified to seek 

specific goals (Jackson et al., 1978). 

The evidence indicates that formal organizations appear when peo­

ple have objectives and according to those goals establish procedures 

to coordinate activities which make the attainment of the established 

goals efficiently feasible. Formal organizations, therefore, do not 

consider the psychological and social aspects of individuals (Barnard, 

1938). These flaws of formal organizations are causes of formation of 

informal organizations in social systems. 

Informal Organizations 

People have a propensity to resist depersonalization which formal 

organizations tend to create. People shape informal organizations to 
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neutralize aspects of formal organizations which are inconsistent with 

their norms. Selzink (1969) states that informal patterns arise spon­

taneously, are based on personal relationships, and are usually direc­

ted to the control of some specific situations, while Davis (1973:239) 

says that informal organizations "arise from the social interaction of 

people which indicate that they develop spontaneously as people associ­

ate with each other. 11 Bakke (1958:194) adds, "as factors influencing 

human behaviors," the informal organizations are shaped by formal orga­

nizations, but he emphasizes that informal and formal systems are not 

separable. However, one can find many reasons for the existence of 

informal groups such as: relatedness, friendship, affiliation, and 

security. Argyris (1957) writes that formal organizations create ten­

sion, while informal organizations decrease the basic causes of con­

flict, frustration and failure as a method of improving work perform­

ance. He continues that informal organizations, despite formal organi­

zations, ·operate without an official set of rules or fomal managers. 

The Degree of Integration of Formal 

and Informal Organizations 

Although the role of both formal and informal organizations in 

getting work done efficiently and effectively is very important, the 

degree of integration between the two systems can not be precisely 

recommended. The degree of integration of both formal and informal 

organizations depends on the objectives of every organization, situa­

tion and the expectation of employees plus other invested groups or 

individuals. The degree of integration of informal and formal organi­

zations can not be the same in higher education establishments and 
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military institutions. A soldier is expected to be obedient to his 

superior on the battlefield for the sake of his life, defending his 

country and remaining loyal to it, while a professor is expected to 

follow his career in the class or lab without receiving orders from his 

superiors on how to pursue every step. ·This means that the objectives 

of military institutions can be attained under tough discipline, there­

fore, there is a kind of agreement between the soldier and his organi­

zation, whereas in the case of higher education there is a different 

type of expectation. A professor is expected to seek the truth and is 

supposed to have the wisdom to follow accepted procedures. It should 

be kept in mind that the public school accept the norms of both insti­

tutions as sometimes both professor and soldier may not agree on what 

they do. This discussion indicates that formal organizations can play 

a significant role in military institutions, while informal organiza­

tions play an important role in educational establishment, or in gen­

eral, military institutions have more formalized organizations than 

higher education. 

Thus, professorial orientation intensifies the creation of infor­

mal organizations, while the patriotic ideology intensifies the forma­

tion of formal organizations in military settings. Consequently, one 

organization may focus on human relations (Argyris, 1955), another one 

may center on formal organization (Peabody, 1962), while a third orga­

nization may create a balance between formal and informal organizations 

(Parsons, 1957) to obtain the stated goals. As mentioned, the preva­

lent organization is bureaucracy. From this point, this study will 

limit its investigation to the bureaucratic organizations. 
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Bureaucracy 

The term bureaucracy initially referred to a cloth covering the 

desks in French government offices in the eighteenth century. The word 

bureau came to be linked with a signifying rule of government, probably 

during the struggle against absolutism preceding the French Revolution. 

It was applied to decry the torturous procedures, narrow outlook, and 

highhanded manner of autocratic government officials {Bendix, 1967). 

However, bureaucracy has two distinct definitions at the current time. 

Jackson et al. {1978) says that this term is perceived as any aspect 

of any organization which is responsible for the red tape, buck passing 

and impersonal treatment by some people. It also means a method of 

organizing administration in which experts rule under law. 

Dimock {1959), however, indicates that organizations have gradu­

ally evolved throughout history, and consequently, the developed form 

has been called bureaucracy. Dimock {1959:59) describes the process of 

evolution: 11 As institutions grow they tend to become formal and to 

have fixed ways of doing things, and it is this general process of for­

malization that is probably called bureaucracy. 11 Further, Gerth and 

Mills {1964) specify aspects of bureaucracy according to the ensuing 

criteria. Bureaucracy consists of special jurisdiction of activities 

that are governed by rules and regulations, a system of graded levels 

of authority based on the strict compliance of subordinates to the 

direction of their superiors, appointment to the officer on the basis 

of expert compliance for life time tenure and a separation between the 

bureaucrat's personal life and his official vocation. It has been 

stated that Weberian definition of bureaucracy has become prevelant 



(Merton, 1968; Etzioni, 1969b}. Therefore, it is imperative for this 

study to present the Weberian definition of bureaucracy and analyses 

of some theorists on his bureaucracy. 

Weberian Model of Bureaucracy 

Blau (1968} writes that the importance bureaucracy assumes in 

modern life led Weber to give its analysis a central place in society. 

The basic question he asked was how collective endeavors must be orga­

nized to rationalize complex responsibilities that require the joint 

efforts of many men. In response to this question, he formalized his 

model of bureaucracy on the key concepts such as purpose, rationality, 

impersonality and routine. According to these characteristics, a 

bureaucratic organization guides its behavior toward some general goal 

of activities; hence its rationality is achieved by action which is 

clearly devoted to the achievement of the stated goals efficiently. 
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Weber (1947) however, specifies the specific traits of his 

rational model in a different way. Weber writes that every organiza­

tion has a few policy officials and many operating officials, who are 

bureaucrats. These employees are subject to the law and to the author­

ity of policy officials; a bureaucrat's authority is attributed to the 

position he occupies and is not independent of it. This being the 

case, he has a large professional duty to confonn to what is expected 

of him, his only responsibility is to comply with authority and to do 

his duty without fear or favor. Weber continues that offices are 

filled by merit and merit is detennined by education requirements and 

the granting of formal degrees. 
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Merton (1968) adds that most bureaucratic offices involve the 

expectation of life-long tenure, in the absence of disturbing factors 

which may decrease the size of the organization. Therefore, bureau-

cracy maximizes vocational security. Laski {1930) writes that the 

function of the security of tenure, pensions, incremental salaries and 

regularized procedures for promotion is to insure the devoted perform-

ance of official duties, without regard for extraneous pressures. 

Weber {1947) claims that the chief merit of bureaucracy is its techni-

cal efficiency, with a premium placed on precision, speed, expert con-

trol, continuity, discretion, and returns on input. Weber maintains 

that the structure is one which approaches the complete elimination of 

personalized relationships and nonrational consideration.· 

Spinks {1980) claims that the research fostered by Weber 1 s concept 

of bureaucracy can be described as volumunious. This research has 

revealed that characteristics of bureaucracy are not internally consis-

tent with each other. Hall {1963}, for instance, discovers that such 

internal segments are significantly different in the degree to which 

they are bureaucratized, and Hall concludes that these differences have 

significant consequences for understanding organizational structure. 

Hall (1963) realizes that the features of bureaucracy are not highly 

intercorrelated: the hierarchy of authority might be considered as the 

central feature in detennining the total degree of bureaucratization. 

Hall finds out that technical merit of competence negatively associated 

with the presence of other characteristics. As Hall puts it: 

In a highly bureaucratized situation, the highly competent 
person might not be able to exercise the full range of his 
competence due to specific procedural limitations, limited 
sphere of activity, limited authority due to hierarchial 
demands (Hall, 1963:39). 
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Udy (1959) realizes that three dimensions of organization were 

everywhere present and strongly correlated. These dimensions are dif­

ferential rewards based on office, specialized staff administrators and 

hierarchial authority. They are closely related to those which Hall 

investigated. The chief conflict between the two lists is that Udy's 

list is a set of interrelated characteristics, while Hall's list is 

not. But this conflict may be accounted for by the similarity in 

bureaucratic features of so many organizations drawn from both indus­

trial and non-industrial societies is present. Udy also agrees with 

Hall that the technological nature of the task being performed deter­

mines an organization's minimum degree of bureaucratization. Both 

author's generalizations are compatible to Weber's view that bureaucra­

tization is encouraged by the need to deal with large continuous flows 

of administrative jobs. Stinchombe (1959) has supported all three 

authors' views and has concluded that career continuity within the 

organization, hierarchial authority and fixed communication systems are 

interrelated. Stinchombe adds that one of the conditions which are 

favorable to the development of these features is continuity of work­

load. 

Hickson (1966), however, claims that the concept of role specifi­

cation provides a means of measuring variations within the structural 

dimension. Blau (1968) also reveals interrelations among structural 

attributes of division of labor, professionalization, hierarchy of 

authority and administrative staff of clerks. Golembiewski 's (1966) 

investigations indicate that "life-staff" relations are increasingly 

inadequate. Finally, Hage (1965) writes that researchers' findings 

are not in agreement as to whether bureaucracy is a unidimensional or 
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multidimensional construct. Hage continues that in general, most 

studies have assumed that measurement of organizational characteristics 

to be unidimensional in nature, although it has been recognized by the 

researchers that orthogonal relationships among characteristics may 

exist. Anyway, some researchers are in agreement with six dimensions 

comprise the bureaucratic structure theorized by Weber (Hall, 1963; 

Blau and Meyer, 1971; Blau and Scott, 1962). These dimensions are: 

1. Hierarchy of authority 

2. ·Specialization 

3. Rules and regulations 

4. Organizational procedures 

5. Impersonality 

6. Technical competence 

Kaufman (1971) has astutely described the application of these 

bureaucratic characteristics to the higher educational settings. 

Kaufman states that higher educational institutions are formal organi­

zations that have many of those characteristics of bureaucratic organ­

izations. The growth in knowledge and demand for expertise that has 

been the characteristic of recent decades has reinforced the strength 

of the discipline inside the organizational mass of the systems that 

have been made ever larger. It has also been indicated that increased 

specialization in scientific and other academic fields, as well as in 

the upper reaches of the general labor force, strengthens the influence 

of those authority rooted in expertise (Parsons, 1968; Jencks et al., 

1968). This development has been coupled with the increased number of 

complex rules designed to effect consistency. The shifting of profes­

sors and administrators to experts has gradually developed a separate 



administrative class from the professional one that has a subculture 

of its own. Clark says, 

The piling of administrative echelon upon administrative 
echelon is an unremitting quest for coordination, symmetry, 
logic and comprehensive order. These administrators range 
from president to those who are experts in such areas as 
student admission, record keeping, personnel policy, physi­
cal plant management and the like. All of them are respon­
sible to their superiors (1963:244). 

Blau (1973) says that universities and colleges are organiza-
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tions; however, they are unquestionably different in many ways from 

most organizations. There is no eight-hour working day for faculty, no 

direct supervision, no unambiguous measure of efficiency. Blau fur-

ther reminds that although faculty members vary in rank and influence 

over academic affairs, they are not organized into a hierarchy of 

supervisors and subordinates; in other words, they are not responsible 

to the senior professors on the basis of organizational rules. Etzioni 

(1969a) notes that another difference is that specialists on the faculty 

perform the major line functions of teaching and research, and admin-

istrators provide most of the supportive staff services in academic 

institutions, whereas in the typical work organization, professional 

specialists are the managerial hierarchy, has line functions. Barzun 

(1968) concludes that this difference does not extend to senior admin-

istrators, whose basic management functions of mobilizing and distribu-

ting resources for the effective achievement of objectives are essen-

tially the same in academic institutions and other organizations. 

Albeit the ways to execute these responsibilities successfully are not 

the same. 



The various dimensions of bureaucracy which are considered impor­

tant to an understanding of how an organization functions will be dis­

cussed in the ensuing sections. 

Hierarchy of Authority 
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According to this feature of bureaucracy, the offices are arranged 

in such hierarchical patterns that each official exercises authority 

over those subordinate to him and is subject to the authority of his 

superior, but only in his capacity as an office-holder and within the 

limits established by organizational rules (Cruzzort et al., 1980). 

Thus, the basic or lowest-level positions are grouped together and 

assigned to a higher office. In turn, each supervisory office is under 

the control of a higher one. Each employee is accountable to his supe­

rior for his and his subordinates' job-related actions and decisions. 

All are accountable to the highest official at the top of pyramidal 

hierarchy. Further, there is also a right of appeal and statement of 

grievances from the lower to the higher level (Weber, 1947). Blau 

(1955) writes that this feature of bureaucracy provides a horizontal 

division between the levels of administration concerned with matters of 

different scope and importance, it is also the control mechanism that 

holds the vertical division of labor together. 

Thompson (1967) supports Weber's identification of the hierarchial 

arrangement of offices and writes that ultimately, someone is designa­

ted as the "boss''. He continues that the boss has a right to veto or 

affirm the organizationally directed propo.sals of his subordinates, 

subject to no appeal, the superior's rights include a near absolute 

power over the organization ambitions and careers of subordinates. Not 



only does the superior have the right to tell the subordinate what to 

do, but the superior has the right to deference from his subordinate. 

Weber (1947) states that the officials' right to control is based 

on the criteria of their appointment and the legality of their posi-

tions they occupy and these are based on the amount of training and 

knowledge they have, that is, the perceived expertise or competence of 
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those with authority and control should reflect the degree to which the 

hierarchy of authority and the system of control are legitimated by the 

members of the organization or, concurrently, the members of the system 

who occupy positions of authority are considered as competent, and eli-

gible to have the right to control. This rationale has led Thompson 

to say this: 

It is assumed that the superior, at any point in the hier­
archy, is able to tell his subordinates what to do, and to 
guide them in doing it. That is, it is assumed that he is 
more capable in all of his unit's activities than any of 
his subordinates who perform them (1967:75). 

This assumption cannot be true in a complex organization, since it 

has many departments, every department has many specialists, and every 

specialist is expected to be an authority on his/her field. It is 

impossible for a boss to be competent in all areas. The line of hier­

archy become dysfunctional. Blau (1955) reasons that the hierarchy 

concept in the interest of the organizational efficiency induces sub-

ordinates, anxious to be highly thought of by their superiors, to con-

ceal defects in operations from superiors. This obstruction of the 

flow of information upward in the hierarchy impedes effective manage-
( 

ment. Ewen (1976) and Woodward (1926) demonstrate that efficiency of 

organization cannot be obtained by forcing an individual to think, feel 

and act in a manner directed by a superior. The successful performance 
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of the organizational procedures is possible when it can provide some 

basic conditions for its employees. Barnard (1938) suggests that any 

organization has to meet some conditions to motivate a subordinate to 

accept the authority of a directive from above. The employees must be 

able to mentally and physically comply with the directive to understand 

it and believe that it is compatible with their interest as a whole. 

Within Barnard's context of authority, a subordinate has authoritative 

means of supporting or denying the superior's directives. This bureau­

cratic dysfunction can be eliminated when the social relations shift to 

a two-way process, a reciprocity or give and take concern (Mead, 1934; 

Blumer, 1969). It means that informal organizations should have oppor­

tunities to provide subordinates with some inputs on their functions. 

The hierarchial feature of bureaucracy is present in higher educa­

tion, too. For instance, boards, presidents and other administrators 

are assigned to their positions. Hierarchically, they are expected to 

control and supervise the activities of the lower echelons. Every 

superior is responsible for his activities and the activities of his 

superiors. Although Blau (1973) claims that professors are not super­

vised by superiors, their promotions are feasible when the superiors 

agree. Further, their superiors control their activities which are 

consistent with the organizational rules. 

Impersonal Orientation 

The emphasis on impersonal detachment is intended to eliminate the 

source of irrational action. Since personality and emotionally based 

relationships interfere with rationality, Weber (1947:341) states that 

the "working atmosphere of bureaucracy" should be based on the dominance 
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of a spirit of "formalistic impersonality". Everybody should perform 

his or her function without personal bias or emotion. They should fol-

low the general rules and regulations which are indiscriminatory and 

are in the interest of all. Weber's definition of impersonality makes 

it clear that "authority" and 11 power 11 rest in the 11 office 11 rather than 

11 employees 11 ; therefore, an individual holds an office, and the power he 

experiences is legitimated in the office. He does not own the power or 

authority; it is a part of office. He has power because he has been 

selected on his technical ability, he wields his influence because of 

his expertise. 

Bennis gives some evidence why this feature of bureaucracy has 

been created and why Weber emphasized on it: 

The bureaucratic machine model Weber outlined was developed 
as a reaction against the personal subjugation, nepotism, 
cruelty, emotional viscissitudes and capricious judgement 
which passed formational practices in the early days of the 
individual revolutions (1966:32) • 

. Bendix (1961:430) indicates that this feature of bureaucracy sup­

ports "the ideology of democracy by demanding equality before the law 

and providing legal guarantees against arbitrariness in judicial and 

administrative decisions." Rourke (1969) supports Bendix's view and 

continues that impersonal orientation does not only hinder administra-

tive favoritism but also advances certain minority interests. It has 

also been noted that impersonal orientation projects the individual 

against corruption and the willful misuse of power. By this function 

it has created a relief and an advance (Wriston, 1980), but with all of 

its benefits, it has created some dysfunctions, too. 

Blau (1955:31-34) says, "if reversed detachment characterizes the 

attitudes of the members of the organization toward one another, it is 
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unlikely that high spirit de corps will develop among them. 11 Addition­

ally, Hummel (1977) argues that this characteristic of bureaucracy 

separates human beings in two ways. It separates the individual from 

others with whom it was supposed to provide a link and the human rela­

tionships cease to be personal~ emotional and social and begin to be 

impersonal, rational and machine-like. It also separates individuals 

from themselves, this is accomplished through the ideology of bureau­

cracy because people do not readily accept a reduction in their social 

selves. And finally, Hummel concludes that impersonality reduces peo­

ple to resources to be manipulated; to a commodity to be sold, bought 

and resold, and this destruction of an individual 1 s ability to interact 

among his peers may be deemed violent. Anderson (1966) questions 

whether the impersonality is good or bad, as the organization is not 

able to eliminate it completely. Anderson reasons that individual dif­

ferences in members of the organization are due to training, attitudes 

and experience, together with the impact of environment on the formal 

and informal organization and the effects of history on the perception 

of organizational goals which all serve to have a different impact on 

every individual employee. 

Blau (1973) reveals that the feature of impersonality is a dilemma 

in higher education because the administration system follows the 

bureaucratic feature of impersonality while the professional system 

pursues altruistic impersonality. Parsons (1968) clarifies how the 

bureaucratic impersonal orientation creates contradictory consequences 

in social structure. He indicates that the universalistic criteria of 

judgment, which is characteristic of bureaucracy, comes into conflict 

with the particularistic allegiances of professorial impersonality, 
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which is based on the sharing of peer values. Blau (1973) reveals 

that the bureaucratic impersonal atmosphere in multiuniversities, inde­

pendent of other conditions, appears to make it less attractive to the 

faculty members and to weaken faculty allegience to the institution. 

Blau concludes that in educational settings, impersonality tends to run 

counter to the espoused concern for the individual which characterizes 

education. 

Rules and Regulations 

Every bureaucracy is guided by a set of explicit and specific pur­

poses from which a system of rules and regulations is provided which 

governs the behavior of officials (Cuzzort et al., 1980). These rules 

are codified in the interests of all or of those in whose general 

interest a bureaucracy is set up. Specifically, rules are avoided 

which favor some over others. Weber (1968) writes that rules serve 

several purposes; rules place emphasis on function, not individuals; 

as a result, the organization is more stable with greater continuity. 

Weber (1947) also writes that rules do not require a new solution for 

each situation; therefore, they save time and effort. Rules also treat 

people in a standardized way; that is, each case is judged on its 

merits rather than the reason involved, and this characteristic of 

rules protects and ensures quality of treatment. 

Weber (1968) believes that written rules strictly limit the use of 

coercion and power, and above all, they make the management perdict­

able. As a result, rules expectations of functionaries become regular. 

Consequently, rules serve important functions. Their conciseness and 

flexibility give a clear picture to every employee as to how to do 
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his/her work. Rules also act as a system of communication that gives 

direction to role performance (Gouldner, 1954). They are important 

because they are applicable to everyone regardless of his/her position. 

However, rules disregard the function of informal groups and they are 

also too rigid in some situations. 

Bendix (1947) argues that the efficiency of organizations cannot 

be assessed without considering both its formal rules and human atti­

tudes toward them. Bendix also argues against the belief that it is 

possible to adhere to a rule without the intrusion of general social 

and political values. Bendix says when rules have to be applied to 

particular cases, it is very difficult for officials to decide whether 

a case falls under a rule or not. In the exercise of judgement, the 

officials are caught in a dilemma since too great a compliance with 

statutory rules is popularly denounced as bureaucratic. Too great a 

reliance on initiative, in order to realize the spirit, if not the 

latter, of the law is popularly denounced as an abuse of power. The 

rules, however, may not be complete in all cases; the rules give a free 

certificate to the boss to do whatever he wants to do when he is not 

accountable. 

Huxley (1958) claims the bureaucratic rules force the employees to 

adjust to them. They may be applied to manipulate the thoughts and 

feelings of the employees in the interest of some people. Huxley 

argues that rules may serve to reduce individual thinking ability and 

create passiveness in the individual, destroying creativeness and other 

human qualities. Ellul (1964) adds that any complexity of standardized 

means for attaining a predetermined result converts spontaneous and 

unreflective behavior into reflective behavior with deliberated means 
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extended to all domains of it. Thus, standardized means transform ends 

into means. What was once realized in its own right now becomes worth­

while only if it helps achieve something else, and in this way rules 

turn means into ends. 

Rules .are also incompatible with technological and social changes. 

At the present technological and social changes are substantial cri­

teria that demand flexible rules instead of fixed and rigid rules. 

Ohlin (1958) argues that the sheer rapidity of changes today require 

the greatest organizational adaptability. The flexibility of rules can 

support the survival of an organization (Drucker, 1964; Grander, 1963; 

McNulty, 1962). 

Blau (1973), however, indicates bureaucratic rules are prevalent 

at the university. They are productive when the professors' salary 

rises on the basis of a regular schedule. This function of rules de­

creases dissatisfaction, invites comparisons and trust among the fac­

ulty. Glaser (1964) realizes that a more direct effect of standardized 

salaries is that the rules make salary increases independent of the 

recommendations of chairpersons or deans. Then what is wrong with 

rules? The response to this question is that the most advanced train­

ing and research programs depend most on freedom rather than bureau­

cratic rules, it is expected that academic institutions keep up with 

the development in various fields, especially in the rapidly changing 

scientific fields. This raises the problem of how academic progress 

can be institutionalized. Blau (1973) claims that the bureaucratic 

regulations impede the endeavors of individuals to remain abreast of 

scientific advances. The university can work out this problem by 

involving the faculty in designing those rules which are related to 
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their jobs. Further, the rules should be flexible, but the dilemma of 

promotion on the basis of merits and seniority cannot be solved easily. 

Division of Labor and Specialization 

The extent to which organizationally defined "universalistic" 

standards are utilized in the personal selection and advancement 

(Weber, 1947). According to this feature of bureaucracy, every em­

ployee and supervisor would have authority over his functions and would 

not interfere with the conduct of other's jobs. Weber (1968) specifies 

that bureaucracy's office management requires training because office 

management as an activity itself becomes specialized and rationalized. 

Weber reasons that making narrower the range of tasks permits great 

expertness to be required and applied to the work. This feature also 

distributes regular activities among subdivisions in a fixed way as 

official duties (Gerth et al., 1946). 

Blau {1973) reveals that when large organizations become increas­

ingly differentiated they are expected to produce sufficiently small 

subgroups for the regular personal contacts that are essential for 

social integration. Blau continues that this differentiation also has 

instrumental advantages because it separates tasks into more homogenous 

duties of organizational subunits and individuals which typically range 

from quite routine to highly specialized jobs. Blau writes that since 

routine jobs can be filled with less skilled personnel and highly spe­

cialized ones require and make possible greater expert skills, the 

division of labor enables an organization to discharge more complex 

responsibilities with less skilled personnel. These are compelling 
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viduals and specialization, which has inherent noneconomic advantages. 
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Though professional and bureaucratic orientations have many things 

in common, they are different in some aspects. They have the tendency 

toward specialization or complex division of labor in common. In both 

cases, specialization is supposed to make the work more efficient. 

This assumption has been supported by Blau and Scott (1962). But those 

aspects of two systems which have different orientations create prob-

1 ems. For example, Merton's (1958) analysis of the constraints of 

bureaucratic structure on personalities includes a discussion of what 

happens when the division of labor, in carrying out the organizational 

goal, is too complex that the individual loses the sight of the total 

picture. This narrowing of focus is one of the factors which leads to 

an overconcern with procedures and an excessive rigidity and conformity 

with the rules, often to the detriment or chagrin of clients while pro­

fessional specialization is supposed to provide the client with expert 

services (Simon, 1959). 

It has also been noted that specialization tends to compartmental­

ize the organization into a number of separate, and often competing, 

units. For example, the attempt of one department to maximize its own 

performance in disregard of the welfare of other departments or of the 

welfare of total organizations, is called "suboptimization" (Dimock, 

1959). Dimock continues that as individuals become loyal to their work 

group, it becomes the primary source of interest, and they tend to 

separate their group from others. Consequently they seek to expand 

their jurisdiction at the expense of others, which when carried to 

excess, it becomes dysfunctions. 
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Blau (1973:77), however, notes two distinctive divisions of labor 

in higher education: "the academic division of labor, which is identi­

fied by departments, and bureaucratic division of labor for administra­

tion, which is identified by titles. 11 Blau states that departments are 

likely to be more independent than the functional divisions in a gov­

ernmental bureau, with each having considerable influence in deciding 

on its own complement of departments of internal division of labor. 

Blau (1973) reveals that the division of labor for professors creates 

two opportunities: first, since the number of professors is limited, 

the process of social integration among them enhances. Second, as 

every professor instructs a limited number of courses, his/her level of 

specialization increases. Blau concludes that division of labor, in a 

university, makes the function of coordination difficult for the admin­

istration. 

Summary 

Bureaucracy has provided some features as a means of maximizing 

rational behavior, thereby dealing with uncertainty. This intended 

rational means permits organizations to plan, and noncommitantly, to 

predict. But uncertainty is not in accord with prediction. If organi­

zation is expected to predict, it has to limit uncertainty. If one 

agrees with this assumption, he/she should accept the function of 

bureaucracy, in spite of the dehumanizing effect that seems to accom­

pany rationality. It is very difficult to eliminate the side effects 

of every feature and it is also irrational to ignore the benefit of 

every feature. 
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Professionalism 

The industrial changes toward a knowledge economy have created a 

need for manpower that posses high levels of knowledge and skills. The 

result has been an increased professionalization of the workplace 

(Kaufman, 1974). It has been indicated that this increased level of 

professionalization has led to improvement of the professional social 

status. Parsons (1968) agrees to this point and states that the pro­

fessionals occupy a position of importance in American society which is 

unique in history, but he suggests that professionals still need more 

freedom. Parsons argues that the professionals must be allowed to 

function smoothly if modern society would avoid great structural change. 

Barber (1978-1979) partially agrees with Parson's view; he maintains 

that professional freedom can contribute to the success of the society, 

but it also has side effects on the clients. Then Barber writes that 

everywhere in the United States, the professionals have reached a new 

height of social power and prestige. Everywhere, because of their spe­

cial knowlege, they are of increasing consequence in the lives of indi­

viduals and in the affairs of group policy and society as a whole. Yet 

everywhere professionals are in trouble, criticized for their selfish­

ness, their public irresponsibility, their lack of effective self­

control, and their resistance to requests for more lay participation in 

vital decisions. 

The sign of the trouble is manifest in organizations (especially 

professional organizations) when the professionals persist in taking 

leadership positions as part of their career progression (Luecke, 1973). 

Here, the professional standards of the expert often come into conflict 
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with the administrative requirements of the managerial official (Blau, 

1974). It has been indicated that a professional orientation toward 

disciplined compliance with procedures (Francies and Stone, 1965), and 

a professional identification with external preference group (Gouldner, 

1957-1958; Caplow and McGee, 1958; Blau and Scott, 1962) are inconsis­

tent with managerial procedure of coordination. 

Before getting into a detailed discussion of professionalism, it 

is imperative to specify what elements constitute a profession; and how 

professionals, directed by the norm of their profession, interact with 

the organization in which they function. Literature addressing both 

concerns will be reviewed in this section. First, however, it is 

appropriate to present some brief information about professionalism. 

Hall (1967) divided the professionals into three basic distinctive 

settings. Hall has labeled the first setting the "solo practitioner 

setting", which has served as the basis for the analysis of profession­

alism in general, the second setting includes such professional organi­

zations as the law or accounting firm, social work agency, and medical 

clinic. The final setting embraces the large organization of which the 

professional department is but a part. Scott (1965), however, distin­

guishes two types of professional organizations, namely "autonomous" 

and "hetronomous". Scott states that autonomous organizations let pro­

fessionals follow their professional standards rather than administra­

tive requirements while heteronomous organizations make professionals 

conform to administrative directives rather than professional standards 

in one of them. The generally recognized differences in jurisdiction 

between bureaucratic and professional authority avert many potential 

conflicts. Blau {1973) identifies the role of a professor in a 
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university setting. Blau writes that university administrators rarely, 

if ever, tell faculty members what topics to cover in their classes or 

how to conduct experiments, and faculty members acknowledge that class 

schedules must be coordinated by administrators, just as hospital 

administrators do not tell physicians how to perform operations, and 

physicians recognize the need of their schedules to be coordinated by 

administrators. Joughin has summarized the authority of the faculty as 

professional: 

The faculty has primarily responsibility for such fundamen­
tal areas as curriculum, subject matter, methods of instruc­
tion; research; those aspects of student life which relate 
to the educational process; faculty status including appoint­
ments, promotions, reappointments decision, not to reappoint­
ment, the granting of tenure and dismissal (1969:53). 

But jurisdictions cannot always be neatly separated, and conflicts 

arise when they cannot be. Blau states: 

A typical illustration of such an area of overlapping juris­
diction in academic institutions is the appointment of fac­
ulty members which involves budgetary commitments that are 
administrative responsibilities and judgements of specialized 
competence that are professional ones (1973:159). 

This distribution in decision making and influence between the faculty 

and the administration is incongruent with the perception of profes-

sional autonomy. And it is assumed that it has a side effect on those 

professors who consider themselves independent professionals, responsi-

ble primarily to themselves and their peers rather than to their insti-

tutions. Further, their commitment is to their disciplines rather than 

to their universities (Jencks and Reisman, 1968). This evidence makes 

it difficult, if not impossible, to locate or define precisely whether 

professors are in the second category of Scott's typology or somehow in 

the first category. It can be assumed that they are in both categories. 



The overlapping jurisdiction in a university creates a delicate issue 

in higher educational settings. It is counter-productive on the basis 

of Scott's {1965) suggestion which indicates that autonomy is highly 

valued by professionals, and any fluctuation in the degree of profes­

sional autonomy perceived by an individual may affect that person's 

relationship with the organization. It is imperative to identify the 

traits of professionalism to understand the professionals' claims. 

The Professionals' Attributes 
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Many have attempted to establish a single model of professional­

ism, but their attempts have not been fruitful. One of the first theo­

rists who have established a set of attributes to the concept of pro­

fessionalism in the United States is Greenwood {1957). Greenwood 

expects that every professional should meet this set of criteria: 

1. The basis in systematic theory; 

2. Authority recognized by the client; 

3. Broader community sanction and approval of that authority; 

4. An ethical code regulating relations with clients and 

colleagues; and, 

5. A professional culture sustained by professional associa-

tion. 

Barber {1963) also set criteria for the professional concept. These 

attributes are: (a) generalized and systematic knowledge; (b) primary 

orientation to the community interest; (c) self-control through the 

ethic of codes; and (d) rewards that end in themselves, not means to 

some end of individual self-interest; self-control through the ethic 

of codes. These criteria have also been indicated as professional 
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attributes: first, every profession has a need for formal technical 

training accompanied by some institutionalized mode of validating both 

the adequacy of training and the competence of trained individuals. 

This training must lead to some order of mastery of a generalized cul-
, 

tural tradition, and do so in a manner giving prominence to an intel-

lectual component; that is, it must give primary importance to the 

valuation of cognitive rationality as applied to a particular field. 

The second attribute is that not only the cultural tradition must be 

mastered, but in skills in some form of its use must also be developed. 

The third and final criterion is that a full fledged professional must 

have some institutional means of making sure that such competence will 

be put to socially responsible uses. The most obvious uses of profes-

sional criteria are in the sphere of practical affairs, such as the 

application of medical science to the cure of diseases. However, the 

skills of teaching and of research in the "pure" intellectual disci-

plines are also cases of such use (Parsons, 1968). Finally, Wilensky 

(1964) has set a rather consistent sequence of stages through which 

occupations pass on their way to becoming professional. They are: 

1. Creation of full time occupation; 

2. Establishment of a training institution; 

3. Formation of a professional association; 

4. Formation of code of ethics concerned with internal and 

external relations which are designed to be enforced by 

the professional association. 

Hall (1968) labels these characteristics structural in nature and .adds 

five attitudinal dimensions which relate closely to the individual and 

his profession: 



1. The use of the professional organization as a major 

reference; 

2. A belief in service to the public; 

3. A belief in self-regulation; 

4. A sense of calling to the field; 

5. Autonomy-decision making free of inter and extra organi­

zation. 
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Hall makes up from the combination of these structural and attitu­

dinal attributes a professional model. Hall (1967), on the basis of 

his attitudinal attributes of the model, developed a scale to measure 

the degree of professionalism of various occupations. In reporting 

several studies employing the instrument, Hall (1967) was pretty sure 

that the instrument measured adequately the attitudinal attributes of 

professionalism. 

However, Hall 1 s model of professionalism has been criticized by 

some authors. For instance, it has been found that approximately half 

of the original fifty items formulated by Hall fail to discretely meas­

ure the elements of professionalism that the instrument claims to meas­

ure. It has also been found that many remaining items were worded 

poorly and confused the respondents (Snizek, 1972). 

Some scholars have limited the discussion of professionalism to 

fewer dimensions than those delineated by Hall. For example, three 

essential and somewhat independet attributes have been recommended as 

the distinctive characteristics of professionals; these features are 

knowledge, self control and public responsibilities (Parsons, 1968; 

Durkheim, 1957; Barber, 1963; Wilensky, 1964; Moore, 1970; Reingold, 

1976). 



These three dimensions of professionalism are each important to 

the understanding of how professionals function in an organization. 

Individual discussion of those dimensions which are important to this 

reseach is therefore in order. 

Knowledge 
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Knowledge is the outcome of specified, rigorous inquiry which ori­

ginated within the framework of human experience and functions in human 

experience (Good, 1959). It has also been indicated that knowledge is 

one of the most important generalized bases of power or consequential­

ity in systems of human action (Barber, 1978; 1979). Barber refers to 

knowledge as the whole range of symbols or ideas which define the means 

and ends, the interests and values, the beauties, and the ultimate 

meanings of human action. Horkheimer (1972) specifically points out 

that professional knowledge is acquired through learning experiences, 

socialization, cognition, or even through a spiritual consciousness; 

consequently, obtained knowledge with these characteristics is limited 

to training schools. The same author maintains that the more estab­

lished professional knowledge should be acquired at the established 

universities. 

Even the proponents of the professionalization in applying the 

term of knowledge as a precise, measurable trait of a professional are 

in trouble. Wilensky (1964), for instance, argues that systematic 

knowledge based on long training is important. Yet, the problem in 

clarifying how one is to tell if an occupation has such knowledge, 

since knowledge must be neither too technical nor too common. Wilensky 

puts: 



In the technical base of an occupation consists of a vocabu­
lary that sounds similar to every one ••• or if the base 
is scientific but so narrow that it can be learned as a set 
of values by most people, then the occupation will have dif­
ficulty claiming a monopoly or skill or even a roughly exclu­
sive jurisdiction. In short, there may be an optimal base 
for professional practice. Neither too vague nor too precise 
neither too broad nor too narrow (1964:148). 

This definition of knowledge "neither too broad nor too narrow" 
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makes the nature of a knowledge base very difficult, if not impossible, 

to apply. Jamous and Pelloile argue that this definition creates a 

continuing dilemma faced by members of a profession. These two authors 

show the dilemma: 

Either to act with a view to a greater control of their 
practice by making it more technical, by codifying it • 
but in doing this, to give the possibilities of interven­
tion and access to all those whose social qualities set 
them outside it. On the other hand to make use of their 
qualities in order to continue to monopolize their fields 
ideological, rationalization about its nature, its function 
and so avoid all possibility of intervention and appraisal 
from outside.(1970:119). 

Knowledge, by this definition, makes the practioners able to 

change and shape the characteristics of their occupation according to 

their needs and interests. Further, this type of knowledge also makes 

problems distinguishable between crafts and professionals. For 

instance, Hall (1975) notes that professions stress mental prowess, 

whereas crafts stress manual dexterity. In other words, professions 

are built on theoretical knowledge, but crafts are not. According to 

this argument, a surgeon can be understood as a craftsman, and a me-

chanic who understands the theory of an engine and goes through search 

procedures to diagnose difficulties and repair them might be called a 

professional. This analogy indicates that the line between craftsmen 



and professionals is not clear on the basis of the mentioned defini-

tion. Consequently, it can be argued that social perception might be 

more important to accept these criteria than the degree of mental 

prowess and theoretical knowledge (Hall, 1975). 

This ambiguity of knowledge has led Freidson (1973a) to indicate 

that the real difference between craftsmen and professionals is where 

the knowledge is obtained, thus, Freidson puts it: 

The contemporary professions might be regarded as an educa­
ted, middle class variant of the occupational principle of 
organization already presented by the working-class crafts, 
the difference between two being that the claim for autonomy 
and self control among professionals is usually based on for­
mal "hi gher11 education rather than on trade school or 1 ong 
apprenticeship in practicing manual skill said to require 
judgement (1973a:22). 

Freidson's argument, however, is not consistent with Jamous and 
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Peloille's view (1970) that a few persons should own knowledge, whereas 

acquiring a degree in higher education is not an ordeal or a privilege 

in America, it has become a right. The evidence, however, shows that 

knowledge on basis of professional qualification is not accurately 

measurable and at the same time, the concept of knowledge has limita-

tions. For example, in the past, scholars believed that the earth was 

flat, and that the sun turned around the earth. But scientists have 

proven that they were wrong. Scholars did not accept the theory of 

evolution as truth in the past, but now it has become a reality. There-

fore, it is plausible to be skeptical about the perfection of knowledge 

of a professional and accept that the granting of professional status 

to an occupation is partially a class issue. Rueschemeyer (1973) has 

indicated that many features are considered specific characteristics of 

upper-class and upper-middle-class life and structure. Therefore, the 
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use of the knowledge based as a defining characteristic fails to ade­

quately differentiate professions from non-professions. Calhoun states: 

The ultimate standard for what was true in legal knowledge 
lay in what the state or the public wanted, not in a sci­
entific or transcendent perception to which men had to train 
their faculties (1965:193). 

The evidence of knowledge limitation has created the areas of un-

certainties in every discipline, and these uncertainties have made some 

social forces partly shape some traits of professionals according to the 

norms of the influential class in the society. Crozier (1964) states 

the uncertainties lead to unpredictabilities, and these provisions help 

professionals apply a set of attributes for the definition of the con-

cept of professionalism which is not accurately measurable. Conse-

quently, scientifically based professions can hardly specify all the 

important variables and their interrelations; thus, some categorization 

schemes for interpreting data and mani pul at i ng raw materials a re crude 

or ambiguous (Fox, 1957). Kuhn (1970) notes that some of these uncer-

tainties are simply holes in the knowledge base that may be filled later 

by research; but others based on inherent limitations of the scientific 

enterprise phenomena anomalous to the profession's paradigm may be clas-

sified or ignored entirely. 

In the literary-based professions, uncertainties involve-the vary-

ing interpretations that can be made of nonscientific language, as well 

as basic inconsistencies among positions in the knowledge base. Knowl-

edge uncertainty requires what Perrow (1967) calls 11 nonrout i ne technol-

ogy, 11 because exceptions and inconsistencies are frequently encountered. 

This situation becomes contradictory to classifications, and as a re-

sult, the rules for such interpretations become provisional and search 
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techniques cannot be rationalized. This evidence indicates that exact­

ness of knowledge developed to date remains open to further reinforce­

ment. 

Goodle (1977) writes that according to the criteria of profession­

al ism, the professors are considered the most highly knowledgeable group 

among professionals for three reasons: (a) they are required to have 

high levels educational training, (b) they create and generalize knowl­

edge, and (c) they teach the most generalized knowledge to the future 

professionals. Blau (1973) identifies academic work as probably the 

polar case of work being based on different bodies of knowledge. The 

concept of knowledge, as in medicine, can also be general. The same is 

true for law and the ministry. Blau continues that one cannot be a 

general practioner in 11 academicology 11 • As a matter of fact, there is 

no such word, because there is no such discipline. The same writer 

states that, in terms of this criterion, though different academic dis­

ciplines may be considered professionals, the entire· academic community 

cannot be so considered. 

Autonomy 

The term autonomy, or self-control, has been defined as, 11 guidance 

or regulation of behavior with relative or complete freedom from outside 

control, applied to the activities of either an individual, group or 

society 11 (Page et al., 1977). Barber (1978-1979) reasons that since 

generalized and systematic knowledge is esoterically known and control­

led by only a relatively few occupational specialists as a result of 

considerable and continuing training and work, its development and 
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application require a considerable amount of self-control or autonomy 

for those who specialize in these tasks. Gross (1958) adds that self­

control is effected through a number of different social control mech­

anisms, such as inculcation of high cognitive and moral standards, and 

the use of informal peer controls and ethical codes. Gross states that 

autonomy makes the practitioner able to make decisions without external 

pressures from clients, those who are not members of his profession or 

from his employing organizations. 

Elliot's (1972) analysis of professionalism as a substantial theo­

retical body of knowledge as a crucial variable allowing an occupation 

to gain professional autonomy cannot be sufficient. What is important 

to the same author is that kind of knowledge which is acceptable to the 

influential class of society. Elliot states that instead of concentra­

ting on abstract knowledge, it is essential to realize those resources 

contribute to successful professionalization. Elliot concludes that 

the authority of professionals stems from linkages to the wider social 

structure. Johnson (1972) also sees the source of self regulations of 

professionals in their relationships with the different social groups. 

Johnson (1977) indicates that professionalism, involving colleague con­

trol of activities, can arise only where the ideological and political 

progresses sustaining in determinations coincide with requirements of 

capital. The same writer expresses that the power of an occupation can 

be strengthened by establishing positive relationships with those groups 

who possess power. It has been indicated that these sources of rela­

tionships have provided professionals a condition to monopolize their 

professions and to promote their incomes and prestige (Gilb, 1966; 



47 

Freidson, 1970; Johnson, 1972; Klegon, 1975; Berlant, 1975; Auerbach, 

1976; Larson, 1979). Monopoly gives them more opportunities than 
. 

autonomy. Hughes (1958) realizes that monopoly allows the professionals 

to research freely and to rationalize their own uncertainties with 

little or no outside challenge. The same scholar maintains that they 

generally rationalize for themselves and others the reason behind their 

ignorance, the explanation for their capriciousness. For instance, when 

scientists face in defining, conflicting, or unpredicting findings, they 

habitually refer to them as unidentified variables, inadequate controls, 

insufficient data sampling error, measurement error, experimenter ef-

fects and the like. Until disconfirming evidence is overwhelming, the 

scholars do not question the overall validity of their own paradigm, 

theoretical perspective or methodology (Kuhn, 1970; Merton, 1973). Both 

mentioned writers argue that professional attitudes on this type of 

interpretations are stemmed from their discretion to avoid endangering 

their interests and those of their protectors. 

Although professors are considered highly professional from the 

point of professionalization, they have never enjoyed the type of pro­

fessional status that lawyers and clergymen have enjoyed (Ringer, 1969). 

Shryock (1952) notes that the quasi-employee status of academic men 

1 owe rs their general authority. Fuchs ( 1962) argues that professors 

should have more authority, but at the same time he reminds us that 

working in a bureaucratic setting requires some modification of profes-

sional aspirations for autonomy. Blau (1973) emphasizes that although 

professors do not enjoy absolute autonomy, they almost enjoy a signifi-

cant autonomy and self-regulation. Blau reasons that since the work 

of specialized experts is too complicated to be accurately judged by 



laymen, fellow specialists are the only ones qualified to evaluate it. 

This principle has become institutionalized in professional associa­

tions that claim sole jurisdiction of over licensing professionals and 

in judging their work, and in university faculties demand freedom for 

administrative interference in evaluating academic work and making 

faculty appointments. Such authority of professionals, including aca­

demics, which rests on institutionally recognized expert knowledge, 

conflicts with administrative authority, which is based on official 

positions in a bureaucratic hierarchy. It must be kept in mind that 

the level of defined self-regulation varies in different higher educa­

tion institutions. According to the Carnegie Commission of Higher 

Education (1973) the different institutions delegate the different 

level of authority to their faculty. It continues that private insti­

tutional professors usually have more freedom than public ones. 

Service to the Public 
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Just because of its consequences for human affairs, power of any 

kind is always restricted in some measure by social and political con­

trols. The power of every kind of specialist is always too important 

to the public welfare for it to be left to the specialist themselves; 

that is, in the case of professional power, the necessary granting of a 

considerable degree of obligation to exercise their power clearly and 

directly for the welfare of their clients and the public (Barber, 1978-

1979). Gross (1958) defines that the belief in service to public in­

cludes the idea of indispensibility of the profession and the view that 

the work performed benefits both the public and practitioner. Goode 

(1969) places emphasis on the altruistic aspect of professionalism and 



declares it as vital to the acceptance of professionals within organi-

zations. He maintains that the professional community should provide 

a set of controls which engender a desire on the part of individuals 

to conform to professional norms. If society believes that the pro­

fessional is regulated by this collectivity orientation, it will grant 

professionals a measure of autonomy or freedom from lay control or 

supervision. 

But when the professionals attempt to increase their status and 
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incomes via their knowledge and skills, they defame the concept of ser-

vice to public or altruism. Here, their knowledge and skills can be 

seen at the service of special vested interest groups (Friedson, 1973b}. 

Mills (1971:308} charges that scientists conceal their conservative 

default, he means that they accept official definitions of world reality 

uncritically. "What scientists, Mills asks, can claim to be a part of 

the legacy of science and yet remained to be a part of technician of the 

military machine". Chomsky (1971) identifies the inability of some 

academic intellectuals and condemns them in that their activities are 

planned to meet the needs of economic interests. He claims that the 

scholarly utilitarian service of indiscriminatingly adapting to every 

demand manifests that they do whatever possible for maintaining personal 

interests and power. Louis elaborates the function of some professors 

who have ignored their professional norms: 

On all military fronts, infiltration, manipulation, indirect 
and direct armed forces, confrontation universities provided 
essential resources for waging more effective battles. With­
out the scholarly efforts of political scientisits, psycholo­
gists, and anthropologists, controlling isolating rebels and 
managing social changes in a backward society, would be impos­
sible. Without the brainpower of engineers, physicists, 



chemists, biologists and computer experts, sophisticated mili­
tary hardware for detecting and destroying insurgents would 
not be available (1973:214). 

Horowitz (1971) also charges that many academics have ignored 

their professional responsibilities and responded favorably to the 

50 

demands of monied military-industrial interests. These arguments, how-

ever, demonstrate that professional service cannot guarantee the secur-

ity of the public on the simply assertion of the professional ethics. 

Meanwhile, it is necessary to mention that some scholars do not agree 

with professors serve the needs of clients in their roles as scientists 

and scholars in different disciplines. Academics do not have clients, 

as Hughes (1958) emphasizes, and thus are not professionals. In their 

role as teachers, which the academics in the various disciplines share, 

they have students whose needs they are expected to serve. Blau (1973) 

states that university students, particularly advanced students, are 

not really clients, and university faculties are experts in their vari-

ous disciplines and not in teaching, which finds institutionalized 

expression in the fact that they are neither trained nor licensed to 

teach. If scholarship is the aim, the relationship is not that between 

practitioner and client, but between scholar and the student who is 

being socialized to become a fellow expert, whereas professionals do 

not seek to transform their best clients into colleagues. However, 

Forsyth and Danisiwicz (1979) reason that existing theories of profes-

sionalism fail to account for occupational characteristics, environ-

mental response, and political and power-enhancing mechanism which 

might affect the attitudes which professionals hold concerning the 

values of their profession. These authors state that attitudinal auto-

nomy is the product of professional preparation. 



Summary 

Professional autonomy has been viewed by some as a model against 

which professions are measured. Different authors present different 

criteria to differentiate professions from non-professions with-
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out considerable success. Once definitional attempts are de-emphasized 

and a more critical perspective adopted, it becomes apparent that the 

ability to obtain and maintain professionalism is closely related to 

both concrete occupational strategies, as well as wider social forces 

and arrangements of power, that is, the existence of both an internal 

and external dynamic of professionalism. By examining those dynamics, 

we begin to understand the social meaning of occupational tasks, the 

resources behind the emergence and continued existence of an occupa­

tional form such as professionalism, and the social meaning of an 

occupation. 

Alienation 

The term "alienation" has become the all-explaining catchword of 

the hour in all the social sciences, in psychology and psychiatry, and 

in literary circles. It is to current social "thought" what "progress" 

"evolution", "trends", and "identity" were to previous periods. As 

used today, however, 11 alienation 11 appears to vary from "disenchantment" 

to "disinvolvement" to "isolation". Traditionally, and especially in 

legal usage it was employed to refer to estrangement of an owner from 

his possession of real or other property. It also took on the sense of 

a person becoming separated from his reason, thus "insane" (Mcclung, 

1972:121). 



However, the incorporation of aleination into our everyday langu­

age not only indicates the general popularity of social science con­

cepts, it also highlights the extent to which attempts are made to 

describe and comprehend important manifestations of industrial and 

post-industrial society through this term. Meanwhile, the wide use of 

the word raises the question once again about the degree to which 

social scientific knowledge and consciousness of men about the society 

in which they live condition one another: to what extent is there a 

11 feeling of alienation because the term alienation is in vogue" (Ludz, 

1976:4)? 
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Disregarding such fundamental philosophical or even theological 

problems raised by the term 11 alienation 11 , its popularity serves to 

increase existing terminology ambiguity. Thus, in contrast to people's 

immediate comprehension in everyday language, those engaged in scien­

tific inquiry have to admit a certain helplessness. We shall always 

be reduced to confusion when we read 11 alienation 11 {Kaufman, 1970). 

Perhaps the most graphic description of the alienated man can be 

found in creative literature. Cervante's Don Quixote, Kafka's The 

Castle, Rousseaus Emile and John Osborne's Inadmissible Evidence all 

depict man in alienated conditions. According to Putnam (1978) the 

aforementioned authors apply this concept to show man's inability to 

cope with his society and fellow man, his failure to achieve a satis­

factory measure of self-realization, and his ignorance of the condition 

under which his life.might have been happy. 

Marcuse {1966) traces the origin of the term from the point of 

philosophy to Aristotelian logic which sought to order, to classify, 

and to master reason. In this course, reason becomes increasingly 
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antagonistic to that which is receptive rather than productive. This 

antagonism embodies alienation. From Aristotle, the concept can be 

traced to Hegel, who made the great effort to both justify and cancel 

out the fact of alienation (Bernstein, 1971). The concept of aliena­

tion according to the phenomenology of the mind has one sense for 

Hegel, "It pertains to an awareness on the part of an individual that 

he has become separated from something from which he is not essentially 

different and with which he was formerly unified." Denise ( 1973: 152) 

says that it is in this sense that the term shows an affinity with the 

term "alien" in certain of its uses. Marx's usage of the term embraces 

two senses: (a) transfer or externalization is prevalent in his view 

of religion, money, the state and family; (b) the estrangement is its 

second meaning. Estrangement pertains alienation from work, aliena­

tion from self, from others, and from nature (Kaplan, 1976). 

The number of potential externalizations and estrangements is 

theoretically infinite. Feuerlicht (1978) indicates that since the 

middle of the twentieth century the word alienation has often been used 

by itself, without any such reference. He continues that it has joined 

in everyday usage the series of words expressing a vague, unhappy, and 

fashionable uneasiness, a wretched hope of helplessness, misery and in­

security, sometimes associated with voluntary or involuntary isolation. 

This term now stands last in a very old line of similar forms of mental 

anguish. For instance, Thoreau (1963.8) declares that "Tedium and enni 

are as old as Adam." Nisbet, (1965:1) quotes Memford that in the Mid­

dle Ages "Acedia," a boredom generated by a very regulated life, was 

"the bane of monastic existence." It i nvo 1 ved a 11 sense of futility, a 

paralyzing estrangement from God and man". 11 It was perhaps a mixture 



of self-alienation, work alienation, social alienation, and alienation 

from God" (Feuerlicht, 1978:5). 
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It has been indicated that French authors had several forms of a 

vague malaise in the first half of the nineteenth century. One was 

simply the inexpressib~e malaise felt by the young people of Musset's 

generation (Feuerlicht quotes Alfred de Musset, 1978:5). The tenn has 

also been used "collective sadness" for Durkheim (1972) "malaise" for 

Freud, (1976) "nausea" for Satre (1948) and "collective plague" for 

Camus (1953). This tenn has also been used as a disease from which our 

age is dying (Roszak, 1973) and many kinds of sickness (Kenneth, 1971). 

For some, it denotes nothing more than despepsia (Rosenberg, 1964). 

Some observers, far from calling alienation a sickness or a mis­

fortune or deriding it as a fad or a phony, find it nonnal, necessary, 

and healthy. These scholars relate the tenn to the intellectuals. For 

instance, alienation plays a positive role {Bell, 1960), there is some­

thing valuable in it or a great deal of creative energy is generated by 

alienation (Alvarez, 1971). Finally, it has been concluded that from 

alienation can spring poetry, painting, art and the highest achievement 

of culture {Keniston, 1965). A few writers believe that alienation in 

the intellectual is the only stance productive of social insight or 

moral probity {Hofstadter, 1970), Mills (1956:159) adds that the alien­

ation of the intellectuals gives them "the capacity to formulate radi­

cal views and higher standards" and even Keniston {1965) points out the 

constructive social contribution of the alienated intellectuals. The 

fact that the word alienation can be applied in a neutral sense, in a 

negative sense or in a positive sense, might discourage the writer from 

using it. Its evasiveness and pervasiveness is sometimes the despair 
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of scientists. Some are overwhelmed and even shocked by its vagueness 

and the number of meanings it may have. Thus, alienation has become an 

ambiguous and slippery cliche (Levi, 1967) and Keniston (1965) finds 

the use of the word alienation 11 highly arbitrary." 

What is perhaps worse that this extraordinary variety of psychol­

social disorders is the fact that the word alienation is widely used 

for opposite meanings. It may denote estrangement of self from society 

as well as estrangement from self through society (Rosenberg, 1965), or 

it may stand 11 for apathy and rebellion, confonnity and deviance, social 

isolation and the hippie commune 11 (Seeman, 1971:483). No wonder scho­

lars look at the term critically because of its preciseness. It has 

been indicated as a superfluous concept (Feuer, 1967) or meant as a 

rumbling dissatisfaction with society (Bell, 1966). Despite rejecting 

the use of alienation as a scientific word (Lobkawicz, 1967; Kon, 1967; 

Berman, 1968; Den;.se, 1973), they themselves have claimed that that 

term is useful, and admitted that they cannot do without it (McClung, 

1972). 

On the other hand, many scholars have emphasized the importance of 

alienation. Alienation has become a key concept in the social sciences 

(Nisbet, 1962; Oken, 1973). Etzioni (1968:618) calls alienation "a 

concept of the critical intellectual and the social scientist." 

Hausler (1965) realizes that nothing better expresses the nature and 

origin of the culture crisis of our time than the concept of aliena­

tion. 

It has been recommended to clarify the meaning of the concept 

rather than reject it as merely fashionable (Williams, 1976). Touraine 



(1971:7} even states that "alienation, that much criticized notion, is 

now more useful than ever." 

56 

But some of the critics who still attack the concept of alienation 

want it to be replaced by another, more helpful and specific term. For 

example, Israel (1971) suggests that it be replaced by reification, and 

he argues that reification is a specific social process occuring under 

certain social consequences. Lucas (1971) applied reification as iden­

tical to alienation, but he himself conceded that it is neither 

socially nor conceptually identical to alienation. Bell (1962) sees in 

reification just one of the two key meanings of alienation. The other 

one is estrangement. It has been indicated that reification is only 

one of the manifestations of alienation, albeit the most radical one. 

Furthermore, as a substitute for alienation, reification sounds too 

technical, too reified, one might say; the term lacks any emotional 

overtones (Feuerlicht, 1978). 

In addition to reification the term "exploitation" has been sug­

gested as a substitute for alienation, but it has been noticed that 

"exploitation" might satisfy the critics who stress capitalist greed, 

injustice, and manipulation; at the same time it is even less compre­

hensive than the term reification. "One can be exploited without feel­

ing alienated and can feel alienated without being exploited" (Feuer­

licht, 1978:13). Finally, it has been suggested that "today it is more 

useful to speak of alienation than of exploitation" (Touraine, 1971:8). 

It should be noted that the numerous proposals which are assumed to 

restrict, drop or replace the term with another one do not seem produc­

tive. Nonetheless, the need to limit the use of the work is obvious. 
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After a lengthy, and thorough investigation of the use of the 

word alienation, Schact (1970) suggets three restrictions of its use. 

The first restriction indicates that the concept should only be used 

when what it is supposed to denote was preceded by union. This sug­

gestion is contradicted by the usage in Schact's book itself. He him­

self describes alienation as feelings of alieness. Certain things are 

apprehended, a separate, or strange ••• or remote ••• , etc. There 

is no mention of previous unity or identity. The second restriction of 

the concept consists of applying it only to cases where "feelings of 

alieness are involved" not where inadequacies, disparities, and so on, 

are objectively determined by writers who have their own criteria for 

the existence of such disparities and consider them applicable whenever 

these criteria are satisfied, regardless of whether the individuals 

have any awareness of the disparities, let alone accept the validity 

of criteria (Schact, 1970). This restriction flies in the face of 

Etzioni who considers the feelings of alienated individuals as irrele­

vant: The concept of alienation does not assume that the alienated 

are aware of their condition • • the roots of alienation are not in 

• "intrapsychic processes" but in the "societal and political 

structure" (Feuerlicht, 1978:15}. Feuerlict states that this restric­

tion would exclude much of what Hegel, Tillich, Heidegger, Fromm, 

Marcuse, and many others have said about alienation. Aron (1968} calls 

the "unconscious" type of alienati.on, the worst form of alienation. 

Marcuse (1964) believes that alienation may even be involved where the 

person feels satisfied and not alienated. Schact's third restriction 

of the concept excludes using it as a critical and polemical term de­

noting something undesirable. Schact thinks this non-evaluative use of 
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alienation is "most consistent" with restriction concerning the feel­

ings of alienation (Schact, 1970). The second provision is not consis­

tent with the third one. Feuerlicht (1978) states that the objectivity 

which Schact excludes in the second limitation becomes a must in the 

third one. More importantly, where feelings of alienation are involved, 

the term may not be used polemically; but from being neutral, it is 

mostly critical and expresses something undesirable. While it has been 

noted that the "will to criticize and polemize is precisely the essen­

tial intent behind the idea of alienation" (Feuer, 1969:129). Levi 

(1967:254) emphasizes that alienation is "essentially the subject of 

negative statement," and Johnson (1973a:34} states that alienation is 

generally used to describe "the failure to find certain propitious cir­

cumstances which the individuar feels should be available to him. 11 It 

is the absence of certain events in the life of persons or groups that 

ought to be encountered. Therefore, even though the tenn permits a 

variety of meanings, it seems that the overwhelming, emotional connota­

tions of the term are negative, depicting frustrated and hostile separa­

tion from various desirable ends. Numerous applications of the tenn 

persuade Schact {1976) to recommend the application of the term within 

one or both of two broad areas: human subjectivity and human objectiv­

ity, experimental states and social relations, that is, what people feel 

and what people do. The focus is on psychological states - upon peo­

ple's perceptions of, feelings about and attitudes toward the situations 

and relationships in which they find themselves. It is not any feelings 

in terms of which forms of alienation are to be conceived, however; the 

relevancies are those which involve certain types of discords, discre­

pancies or separations. Schact {1976) believes that these forms of 
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alienation are contextual in the sense that they might be called a 

perspective - relative character. It means the dissatisfactions in 

which they consist center upon states of affairs which are experienced 

as dissatisfying, owning at least in part to the perspective from which 

they are viewed and interpreted. These dissatisfactions, however, are 

inextricably bound up with the self-understanding, beliefs, conceptual 

repertoire, attitudes, desires and feelings of those who experience 

their organizations. In the ensuing section the classification of the 

term by theorists will be discussed. 

Classification of Alienation 

Alienation has different interpretations, origins, and aspects. 

The statement that 11 it may very well be that alienation is not a uni­

tary phenomenon but a syndrom 11 is almost a truism (Dean, 1961:758). 

Therefore, the historical definition of the term such as Durckheim 1 s -

anomie (1952), Fromm's self estrangement (1955) and Mannheim's meaning­

less (1940) cannot be subjected to empirical testing. If one wants to 

measure the term, one has to have the option of speaking of different 

dimensions, varieties, types or symptoms, even though there is no con­

sensus on the kind and number of dimensions. 

Heineman (1958) writes that alienation is a multidimensional phen­

omenon which distinguishes a psychological, a psychopathological, and 

a sociological dimension. Levi (1967) who, like Heineman is primarily 

concerned with existentialism, speaks of three other dimensions: frag­

mentation, mechanization and distantiation. However, Levi's philosophic 

article, in spite of its insight and wide range, hardly drew the atten­

tion it deserved, while Seeman's psychological analysis "On the meaning 
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of alienation 11 has been very influential in many fields (1959:472). 

Seeman devoted himself to two tasks in this article: (1) to make more 

organized sense of one of the great traditions in sociological thought, 

and, (2) to make the traditional interest in alienation more amendable 

to sharp empirical statement. Seeman (1972a) speaks of the task of 

being to produce a specific and unique social indicator, rather than 

global indicators of the individual 1 s feelings of happiness or despair, 

well-being or discontent, futility or optimism. Behind these expli­

citly stated purposes was the less overt desire to 11 secularize 11 the 

alienation concept (Ludz, 1973). Seeman (1959:791) himself writes that 

his aim is 11 to-translate what was sentimentally understood into a secu­

lar question. 11 Here alienation, seen from the personal standpoint of 

the actor, is thus treated from a 11 social-psychological 11 point of view. 

Seeman distinguishes five types, basic ways, alternative meanings 

or variants of alienation: 11 powerlessness, meaningless, isolation, 

normlessness, and self-estrangement 11 (Seeman, 1959:783). 

Powerlessness 

Powerlessness, derived by Seeman from the works of Marx and Max 

Weber (Ludz, 1976). Seeman (1959:784) suggests that this aspect of 

alienation can be conceived as 11 the expectancy or probability held by 

the individual that his own behavior cannot determine the occurence of 

the outcomes or reinforcement, he seeks. 11 Professors may feel power-

1 ess about their ability to affect academic events. Concerning power­

lessness, which Seeman calls 11 perhaps the most frequent usage in cur­

rent literature 11 (1959:784). Feuer points out that the all-powerful 

Stalin was also alienated. Stalin was 11 estranged from the mankind 
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around him and the social aspirations which once had partially moved 

him" (Feuer, 1969:130). Feuerlicht (1978) adds that the sense of 

powerlessness can go together with affection and identification. He 

maintains that the powerless student was anything but strange from his 

alma mater years ago, or the powerless followers of dictators may adore 

them. It is precisely because of his own powerlessness that the 

believer may love God. Seeman argues with his critics because he 

defines 11 powerlessness" as the expectancy of probability held by the 

individual that his own behavior cannot determine the occurence of out­

come or reinforcement he seeks. Further, Seeman distinguishes his 

expectancy for control of events from the objective situation of power-

1 essness. Finally Feuerlicht (1978:98) points out that Seeman, him­

self, arbitrarily "limits the applicability of the concept of aliena­

tion to expectancies that have to do with the individual's sense of 

influence over socio-political events. 11 

Meaninglessness 

Meaninglessness, in the sense that norms are unclear, is derived 

from Karl Manheim's thesis concerning the decline of "substantial 

rationality 11 and the increase of "functional rationality" as well as 

from the research on the authoritarian personality (Ludz, 1976:21). 

According to Seeman (1959:786), meaninglessness is characterized by 

11 low expectancy that satisfactory predictions about future outcomes of 

behaviors can be made." Meaninglessness, as a component of alienation, 

is represented by the feeling of the individual that a clarity of what 

should be believed does not exist for him as an individual, conse­

quently, the individual is in a situation which makes it impossible for 
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him to act on a given belief and to be able to satisfactorily detennine 

the probable consequences of such action. 11 The essential problem of 

the alienated group is. that they have not found a satisfactory avenue 

or channel of growth toward adult competence 11 (Ha vi nghurst and Sti 1 es, 

1961: 284). 

Normlessness 

Nonnlessness is derived from Durkheim's and Merton's views of 

anomie, in which norms are seen as losing their regulative force (Ludz, 

1976). Normlessness is characterized by 11 high expectancy that socially 

unapproved behaviors are required to achieve given goals" (Seeman, 1959: 

788), because the society provides inadequate socially approved means 

for attaining goals that are socially emphasized, such as becoming 

wealthy. According to this dimension, an individual believes that 

socially unapproved behaviors are often required to achieve his goals 

(Stinchombe, 1964). Therefore, the course of action which leads to 

immediate gratification is preferred to fonnally prescribed rules which 

are deferred goal oriented. However, violation of rules and regula­

tions to the normless persons is appropriate if it leads to immediate 

gratifications which are seen as preferential to uncertain future 

goals. 

Isolation 

The fourth type of alienation is 11 isolation. 11 Isolation, 11 in the 

sense of not sharing the dominant values and beliefs of the surrounding 

culture" {Klinger, 1977:205). Exception can also be taken to Seeman's 

description of isolation. Klinger states that "alienation is here 



taken from the social-psychological view" at the outset of Seeman 1 s 

article, but Seeman (1959:783) excludes in the discussion of isolation 

the "lack of social adjustment, the warmth and security or intensity 

of an individual 1 s social contacts", which is certainly a "social 

psychological" phenomenon. Klinger (1977:205) maintains that 11 the 

aleinated in the isolation are those who, like the intellectual , 11 

assign low reward value to goals or beliefs that are typically highly 

valued in the given society. 11 This concept of isolation is uncommon. 

Feuerlicht (1978:98) uses Seeman's words to 11 assign low reward value 
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to beliefs that are highly valued" and notes isolation as a state of 

feeling of the individual in mass society who lacks close contacts with 

his fellows and fills himself pitted against everybody else and manipu­

lated by invisible, inaccessible, and inexorable powers. Seeman (1972) 

realizes this flaw and increases the social isolation to his five­

dimensional alienations. Feuerlicht (1978) specifies that popular 

culture is not the culture of the society, but of a great number of 

people, further, intellectuals are highly committed to another unpopu­

lar culture, and intellectuals feel and consider their detachment from 

popular culture neither as isolation nor as alienaion. He concludes 

that alienation is the creature of an emotional bond or where such a 

bond is desirable, while this is not true in the case of intellectuals. 

Self-Estrangement 

The fifth and last type of alienation in Seeman's scheme is self­

estrangement. In one sense, this feature of alienation is more like 

the master theme in alienation studies than simply a variety of it, 



hence the literature that one could encompass under this rubric­

alienation taken as the failure of self-realization is almost inex­

haustible. Scholars from Marx to Satre have sought to identify the 

ways in which people in society come to experience and adopt inauthen­

tic, self-changed life styles (O'Neill, 1972). This commonality of 

general focus, however, has hardly made for any substantial coherence 

in the treatment of self-estrangement. It may refer to the failure to 

realize one's human potential (Marcuse, 1964), or it may indicate to 

the individual's level of self-esteem or to a sensed discrepancy be­

tween one's preferred qualities and realized qualities (Coopersmith, 

1967), sometimes to repressed or distorted psycho-pathologies (Laing 

and Esterson, 1965), or to the loss of identity (Rainwater, 1970), it 

may also refer to behavior that is more or less a fonn of "bad faith" 

with oneself (Satre, 1948). It sometimes refers to behavior that is 

more or 1 ess ___ rftual i zed or stereotyped (Seeman, 1966), or related to 

action which is characterized by a disjunction between behavior and 

affect (Johnson, 1973b). 
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Each of these approaches has its own advantages and disadvantages. 

But since this wide range of approaches can neither be covered nor 

clarified here, this study concentrates on the version of self­

estrangement proposed by Seeman (1959). Seeman limits "the self­

estrangement11 to an individual who engages in activities that are not 

rewarding in themselves. This meaning of Seeman's self-estrangement 

has been derived originally from the Marxian depiction of work which 

has become an instrumentalized means rather than a creative end in it­

self, though Schact (1976) advances objections to this 11 subjectivized 11 

derivation from the Marxian view. Seeman (1976) emphasizes that the 



construction of self-estrangement, with its emphasis on instrumental­

ized activity, bears an important resembalance to two aspects of 

interaction that are regularly identified as alienated styles: first, 

complaints are often advanced concerning the treatment of others 

instrumentally, as objects or abstract means rather that intrinsically 

as 11 human 11 or 11 who 1 e11 persons, such instrumental treatment being one 
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of the signs of alienation; and second there is considerable talk about 

succumbing to the 11 reification 11 process, meaning essentially to a dis­

tortion of experience wherein interaction and institutions are trans­

formed into commodities and objects into things (Seeman, 1976). The 

key point is that these two processes namely; 11 depersonalization 11 and 

11 reification 11 are regularly known as forms of alienation, but they do 

not have an affinity with the self-estrangement under review here. 

Self-estrangement refers to a person who undertakes work or other 

activities exclusi"vely to gain approval or rewards from other people, 

rather than share in their own exploitation (Aronowitz, 1973; Kaplan, 

1970). The alternative argument is that changes encouraging participa­

tion in decision making are tied to improvement in job characteristics 

and are regularly accompanied by positive effects on the workers• par­

ticipation in community-wide affairs, as well as on productivity itself 

(Kerr et al., 1979). Greater details of work alienation will be 

discussed after reviewing the critics• comments on classification of 

alienation. 

Comments on Classification of Alienation 

Seeman 1 s compartmentalization of the alienation concept into 

five or six meanings has served as a guideline to nearly all social 
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scientists who have dealt with alienation after publication of the 1959 

article. Yet, there are some criticisms of his formulation. It is 

impossible to enumerate here all the arguments which have been raised, 

but some of those criticisms which represent the strongest challenge 

to his view will be discussed. Scott (1963) maintained that Seeman has 

provided nothing but an ad hoc listing of various meanings of aliena­

tion which fails to indicate relations among the variants. Seeman 

(1972) has accepted his critics' arguments and made a lenthy dialogue 

with them. Seeman distinguishes among four different attempts to find 

a concept that embraced and unifies the variant meaning of alienation 

he has detected, he has made efforts to restore unity, first, through 

''a conception of social process"; second, though "a conception of 

social prerequisits", third, through "statistical coherence"; and, 

finally, through "identification of a core theme". But he has conceded 

that his attempts are not very successful, and he has not been able 

to solve the basic problem of formulating specific variables which may 

be brought together in the alienation theory so as to permit operation­

alization and to favor the generation of hypotheses. 

Zollschan and Gibeau (1964) have taken up an interesting approach 

not mentioned by Seeman. They make efforts to modify Seeman's meaning 

of alienation somewhat and to combine them in a paradigm of conditions 

for alienation with respect to a given goal. Ludz (1976) notes that 

although this contribution is stimulating because it provides several 

valuable insights for psychology and the psychoanalytic theory of per­

sonality, but their approach is not broad enough to measure alienation. 

The evidence points to the fact that alienation functions as a general 

term which marks out a wide range of conditions of estrangement or 
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separation of individuals or groups from a variety of social circum­

stances. Indeed Seeman {1972) himself, as well as Schact, {1970; 1976) 

attribute~ this range of substantive refrents to alienation. It means 

that through alienation one can grasp certain aspects of man's malinte­

gration with the large social order. In this case, the concept of 

sociology should be conceived as pertaining to the realm of soci- · 

psychology. 

A systematization of the substantive references of the word alien­

ation has to include both the Marxist and the empirical analytical 

usage. Both types of application of the term, although appearing to be 

diametrically opposed, show some points of contact. These will best 

be revealed if the concentration is to be centered on the systemization 

of alienation according to specific references (Ludz, 1976). After all, 

Marx was the first person who classified manifestations of alienation 

in such a way. He distinguished the type of alienation which is experi­

enced at the place of work in a bureaucratic situation (Axelos, 1976). 

The same writers maintain that alienation of man at his work is caused 

by the need for man to sell his labor and abandon his products to who­

ever may buy it. Therefore, it is appropriate to present some theo­

rists' views on "alienation from work. 11 

Alienation From Work 

In his development of a theory of human nature, Marx saw man's 

essential or unique social activity as labor (Axelos, 1976). Marx means 

that humanity is a self-defining, historical phenomenon which emerges in 

the course of productive activities and the creation of products as a 

result of these activities. Plasek (1947:317) states that "by means of 
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a process of praxis mankind simultaneously engages the creation of him­

self and of his world while performing productive activities. 11 Marx 

believes that bureaucratic situation of work is inconsistent with the 

nature of man. He sees man at work, and he sees work as the externali­

zation and manifestation of man that, as a reifiying externalization, 

is his alienation. He opposes Hegel 1 s concept of work. He offers his 

own; and in so doing, he passes from the sphere of metaphysics and the 

phenomenology of mind to that of historical physics and political eco­

nomy (Marx, 1977). 

The outstanding achievement of Hegel 1 s phenomenology and of its 

final outcome, the dialectic of negativity as the moving and generating 

principle, is thus first that Hegel conceives objectification as loss 

of the object, as alienation and as transcendence of this alienation 

(Kaplan, 1976). Kaplan states that Marx criticizes Hegel to tne effect 

that Hegel grasped labor as the essence of man - as man's essence in 

the act of providing itself, he sees only the positive, not the nega­

tive side of labor. Labor is man's coming to be for himself within 

externalization or as externalized man. Marx realizes that when the 

workers have little control over what they produce or the conditions 

under which they produce things, they become alienated. Since their 

products are directed from oustside themselves, and since they are 

themselves merely instruments, they have difficulty in identifying 

their products with themselves; therefore, 11 a key factor in worker 

alienation is the worker's powerlessness in the face of the industrial 

organization that governs production" (Klinger, 1977:209). Conse­

quently, 11 the life which a worker gives to his product opposes him as 
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definition of labor. 

Feuerlicht writes that Marx 1 s explanation of alienation from 

nature is not on logical or psychological grounds. One is at least 

equally justified in saying that the worker can, or even must, experi­

ence that part of the outside world which is not the product of his 

work, and Feuerlicht (1978:131) says "that is the whole, rather than 

merely a part." In a quite different manner, as a contrast to the 

hated work, as a consolidation, as a relief. Feuerlicht claims that 

exploited workers may be extreme in the life of species in order to 

abolish all alienated labor. It has also been indicated that Marx 1 s 

alternatives, namely socialism or communism, cannot solve the problem 

of work alienation (Althusser, 1969; Petrovic, 1967; Fromm, 1962). 

However, Marx was not the only scholar who denounced the indus­

trial type of work as alienating and dehumanizing. The social and 

psychological effects of the industrial revolution were too obvious 

and widespread. Mass production, the degrading conditions of work, 

and the use of machines and methods, which were getting more and more 

complicated, influenced the feeling, thinking, and living of millions 

in a terrifying way. Swados (1962) states that most of the work done 

before the industrial revolution was neither creative nor dignified. 

The Egyptian slaves, the Roman galley slaves and the Russian surfs 

hardly expressed in their work their creative urge and potential. 

Swados maintains that work has been a bitter experience historically. 

He maintains that for thousands of years, men and women, children and 

old people had groaned under the burden of work. Swados states: 
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In fields and woods, on mountains and on the seas, in houses 
and in caves ••• in kitchens and in factories, people had 
suffered day and night, they sweated and cried, sickness, 
injury, and early death or violent death were frequent fruits 
of their labor. This work was mindless, endless stupefying, 
sweaty, filthy, noisy, exhausting and insecure in its pro­
spects and practically without hope of advancement (1962: 
111}. 

70 

The dehumanizing effect of work has almost become a modern truism. 

Suffice to quote Keniston (1965: 255-256): "Meaningful work," "joy in 

work," and "fulfillment through work 11 have become al d-fashi oned and 

quaint, because the most important parts of their personality - their 

hopes, feelings, aspirations and dreams - are systematically ignored 

in work. Similarly, according to Mills {1953:225), 11 alienation in work 

means boredom and the frustration of potentially creative efforts, of 

the productive sides of personality." The boredom of work and the 

alienation from work, which is the cause of the effect of the boredom, 

are not merely a personal phenomenon which can be viewed with deep com­

passion or slight derision but an important social, economic and poli-

tical phenomon which seem to threaten the very foundation of bougeois 

society. It has been cited that the work alienation which affects not 

only the blue collar worker but all occupational levels up to and in-

eluding managers. According to evidence, the discontent or dehumanized 

workers causes mental and physical sickness, low productivity, increas-

ing absenteeism, wildcat strikes, industrial sabotage, and high job 

turnover rates. "The growing dissatisfaction with work also leads to 

drug abuse, alcohol addiction, and delinquency" (Work in America, 1973: 

XVI, 22, 30-31, 40; Hulin and Blood, 1968; David and Taylor, 1972; 

Walton, 1972). 
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These analysts• solutions to the self-estrangement are built on 

so~e well-known early work that incorporates the idea of intrinsic 

engagement as essential feature of acceptable work (Blauner, 1964; 

Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Herzberg,' 1966). They share the conviction 

that the workplace must provide the worker with (a) tasks that are more 

self-fulfilling and self-respecting, and (b) a greater latitude of 

exercising personal control over the work itself. These analysts tend 

to share the conviction that these values concerning jobs are becoming 

more widespread and more intensely held especially among the younger 

workers (Aronowitz, 1973), and the absence of these qualities in work 

has serious consequences - i.e. that the worker 1 s feelings of disre­

spect and impotence on the job generalize to his self-conception as a 

whole, his/her family life, social experience in the neighborhood, 

political participation, and the like (Sheppard and Herrick, 1972). 

The investigations have been used to make the case for these im­

portant propositions are not precise. Sennett and Cobb (1972), have 

made attempts to examine the workers• attitudes toward work. Their 

findings reveal that there should be a low emphasis on the low control 

at work, on the denial of self-respect, on the importance of intrinsic 

satisfaction, and on symbolic rather than material rewards. Seeman 

(1976) contends that though the analysis is reasonable and sophisti­

cated, nagging doubts remain concerning how much of that analysis is, 

so to speak, imposed from without via subtle interpretation - to what 

degree the profound and encompassing hurts described are, indeed, the 

worker 1 s troubles. The understandable commitment of the scholars to 

more humanized work may cloud their visions concerning the requirements 

of empirical evidence. 
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The source of trouble arises from the failure to maintain with 

care some of the necessary distinctions. The source of alienated labor 

has two potential sources of trouble: (1) the absence of intrinsic 

fulfillment in the work, and (2) the lack of control at work. Singer 

{1970) insists that the cause of the French explosion of May 1968 was 

discontent in the workplace, whereas Seeman (1972b} indicates that the 

cause was the lack of intrinsic fulfillment in work. Goldthrope and 

colleagues (1968) contend that expectations concerning intrinsic 

rewards are not as important as economic goals in workers' attachment 

to the job, and that the instrumental attitude appears to function rea­

sonably well in their study of British workers. Duncan, Schuman and 

Duncan (1973) have cited counterevidence from the strikes at Luton, 

Lordstown {Ohio) and Fiat (Italy}. They indicate an increasing tilt 

toward intrinsic work vs control aspirations are involved. Drucker 

(1973) states that the researchers have regularly confused the intrin­

sic rewards and control demands. A part of the trouble lies in the 

fact that these two features are more difficult to separate empirically 

than conceptually. Dechanns (1968) proposes that in fact the two are 

intimately tied: 

cally motivated. 

to experience personal causation is to be intrinsi­

Kohn and Schooler (1973) argue that occupational 

self-direction, which includes the closeness of supervision, routiniza­

tion of work, and the complexity of it, is an important influence on 

self-esteem, leisure use, and others of elements of psychological func­

tioning. But there is some mixture here too, of external control and 

the work itself. Consequently, generalization on one of them is quite 

limited. 
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If the emphasis is on the control element, as it directly is, for 

instance, in Pearlin 1 s (1962) definition of work alienation might more 

properly be seen as another aspect of the powerlessness component of 

alienation, since it becomes simply a question of one more domain in 

which mastery or lack of it is manifested. Thus the "workers' control" 

movement in Yugoslovia has been identified with the problem of alien­

ated labor, concentrate on effecting an increase degree of worker 

management of the enterprise rather than on substantial redirection of 

the work itself (Hunnui s, Garson and Cas.e, 1973). To the degree that 

the movement is directed at the problem of powerlessness is no guaran­

tee of improvement in the workers• attitudes about the nature of the 

work itself or about life outside the plant (Obradovic, 1970; Whitehorn, 

1974), and is open to the charge that the modest transformation in­

volved simply encourages the workers to form one's own satisfaction 

or approval. In this case, the term of self-estrangement is generally 

characterized as the loss of intrinsic meaning or pride in work. It 

becomes the view of the self-estranged that he/she is without the abil­

ity to find activities in which he/she is engaged as self-rewarding. 

It has been suggested that work alienation can be reduced if 

workers participate in different phases of production, if they would 

train for other jobs, if they would be given more responsibility and 

autonomy (Work in America, 1973). To some extent, the proposals made 

in Work in America are also in line with the theory of young Karl Marx, 

11 who saw in the division of labor and in private property the causes 

of alienation" (Feuerlicht, 1978:142). If work does not do justice 

to the creative potentials of the individual, and therefore, is called 

alienating, it is not done for its o~n sake and does not find its 
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rewards in itself. Seeman speaks of the inability of people to find a 

self-rewarding activity. 11 The worker who only works for his salary, 

the housewife who only cooks to get over it with, the man who only acts 

because of the impression he makes on others are examples of self 

alienation 11 (Seeman, 1959:790). Paul Goodman (1970) writes that there 

is no end to common sense and self-respect if people go through motions 

and do not make sense to them and do not have their allegiance just for 

wages or other extrinsic rewards. 

The work, however, may gain another kind of meaning in place of 

that lost. Morse and Weiss (1955) cites that work may satisfy a pride 

of craft or creativity, not only for artists or craftsman, but for any 

workers who take pride in doing good work, whether it be carpentry, 

stonemasonry, or driving a bus. Paletussing (1973) reminds that the 

job produces a product in which the worker takes pride, even his own 

role may be restricted, as, for example, where a person has a routine 

job in a factory where everyone believes nonetheless that his brand is 

best, or most useful, he identifies with it. This is the assumption of 

a communist country - that everybody is instructed and guided to see in 

work a service rendered to the whole community, to the country, and 

to socialism. In a nationalist and totalitarian country, work is an 

expression of patriotism, fulfillment of a duty toward the leader or 

nation. 

ex:._ Perhaps the crucial point in Marx 1 s view of worker alienation is 

that industrial workers have lost control over their work. Research 

results indicate that power and control do indeed play an important 

role in work alienation. Those workers who hold highly structured, 

tightly controlled jobs express more alienation than freer workers 
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(Bonjean and Grimes, 1970; Kirsch and Lengerman, 1972). Scientists and 

engineers respond to directive supervision with considerable alienation 

(Miller, 1972).t>(Porter and Steers (1973) reveal that workers whose 

jobs involve greater responsibility and autonomy are less likely to 

quit or be absent from their jobs,q Sheppard and Herrick (1972) find 

out that~ork dissatisfaction was practically nonexistent among the 

self-employed.4'In 1964, Blauner published a study of the printing, 

textile, automotive, and chemical industries. He found that the auto-

mobile assembly line intensified "all dimensions of alienation." 

Blauner puts it: 

Thus in this extreme situation a depersonalized worker, 
estranged from himself and larger collectives, goes through 
the motions of work in the regimented milieu of the conveyor 
belt for the sole purpose of earning his break (1964:82). 

In this context, it can be looked at in many other examples of 

work alienation. Thus, we have Kornhauser's (1965) study of the mental 

health of automobile workers in Detroit and his finding that there is 

a relationship between optimum mental health and the amount of skill 

required in the job; that is, the more skill required and the greater 

the opportunities for its exercise, the "better" the health of the 

workers. Yet, there is the report by Seeman (1967) that manual workers 

in a Swedish city are not alienated in the sense of powerlessness, and 

that this may have something to do with the conditions of life apart 

from the job in such a society. 

Although power and control play a significant role in the workers' 

satisfaction or alienation in their jobs, the relevant factors are pro-

bably not power and control in and for themselves. Power probably is 

important insofar as it enables workers to design their work to be as 



satisfying as possible. For one thing, not all workers are put off by 

lacking control. Particularly, those workers who most believe in the 

validity and importance of authority relationships are far less alien­

ated by highly structured and closely supervised jobs (Pearlin, 1962; 

Sheppard and Herrick, 1972). In general, it has been indicated that 

control over one's work is only one feature of work among many. The 

factors that produce satisfaction or alienation at work vary from one 

individual to another, depending on his or her values (Mobley and 

Locke, 1970). Although incentives can affect job satisfaction (Shep­

pard and Herrick, 1972; Porter and Steers, 1973), it has been revealed 

that the important factor here is not the worker's objective pay level 

but how well his or her pay compared with expectation, that is, if the 

pay level fails to match prior expectations - if it seems unfair - it 

is likely to alienate the worker (Pearlin, 1962; Porter and Steers, 

1973). In addition, workers who do not expect to be promoted tend not 

to desire promotion, and those who expect promotion want it (Hahn, 

1975). It has even been discovered that the threat of being without 

income was unnecessary to motivate workers to work (Klinger, 1977). 

It has been suggested that of these various job facets, the one most 

closely correlated with overall job satisfaction is being "given a 

chance to do the things I do best," followed by "interesting work"; 

"good pay" and "opportunity to develop my special abilities" are tied 

for third (Sheppard and Herrick, 1972:12). 

76 

The data indicate that workers expect self-fulfillment from their 

jobs; stimulation and personal growth are at least as important, on the 

average, as pay and security. 

at the level of professional. 

This situation can become more evident 

Scientists who feel that their company 
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unduly restricts their choice of research projects insufficiently 

encourages their professional development significantly more alienation 

from their work (Miller, 1967). 

It has been indicated that professors do not tend to characterize 

themselves as workers; hence, they cannot underestimate the bureaucratic 

organization of the university (Gross and Grambsch, 1968; Cohen, 1974). 

They have to follow their careers on the basis of regulations, although 

the university rules may be more flexible than other institutions. The 

literature of academic institutions suggests that professors desire to 

set the academic criteria through values shared by the professional 

criteria rather than the administrative community (Parsons, 1965; 

Abrahamson, 1967; Hill and French, 1966; Dykes, 1968). Consequently, 

when the administrative community sets the academic criteria through 

bureaucratic features, the professors may perceive work alienation 

(Udy, 1965; Scottl 1965; Katz and Kahn, 1960). It has been documented 

that the professional perceived work alienation intensifies when indi­

vidual professionals do not share the organization 1 s operating goals. 

This issue manifests itself in academic institutions, when faculty per­

ceive that the bureaucratic criteria deny them the opportunity to pur­

sue professorial careers according to their professional code (Gross 

and Grambsch, 1968; Cohen, 1974). Final, Ladd and Lipset (1973) con­

clude that the level of perceived work alienation is higher in senior 

colleges than others. Perhaps, the status of senior colleges provides 

the professors with higher professorial opportunities which the other 

colleges are not able to provide for their professors. 
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However, of the five types of alienation designated by Seeman, the 

one most closely approximating Marx's alienation from work is "self-

estrangement." Seeman puts it: 

The second feature of self-alienation (self-estrangement) 
••• is the aspect of self-alienation which is generally 
characterized as the loss of intrinsic pride in work, a 
loss which Marx and others have held to be an essential 
feature of modern alienation (1959:790). 

Seeman (1967:275), however, elaborates the notion of work aliena-

tion as work which is 11 not intrinsically satisfying 11 by measuring it 

in terms of negative responses to questions 11 ••• asks whether the 

respondent finds his work engaging and rewarding in itself. 11 Middleton 

(1963:974) has also measured alienation of employees. He used such a 

statement, 11 1 don't really enjoy most of the work that I do, but I feel 

that I must do it in order to have the things that I need and want. 11 

The respondent's answered on the basis of agreement of alienation among 

the workers. Middleton, however~ rollows Seeman and the Marxian tradi-

tion in his research. 

Miller (1967:759) has done an important study on work alienation 

among professionals in bureaucracy. He also follows Seeman 1 s lead and 

measures the work alienation index " ••• consisting of statements 

referring to the intrinsic pride or meaning of work." Miller's aim of 

choosing this conceptualization and measure has been to recall and to 

correspond to the Marxian formulation of alienated "work which is not 

performed for its own sake, as an end itself. 11 Miller (1967:759) addi-

tionally, has made a useful contribution to knowledge, he has clearly 

realized the difference between work alienation and job dissatisfac-

tion. He states that 11 a person may be alienated from his work, yet 

still be satisfied with his job". Levine (1978:139) also follows the 



mentioned authors• procedures and measures work alienation among pro­

fessors of Oklahoma State University by an index consisting of 25 

Likert type statements. Levine's study consists of such statements as 

11 My work is interesting nearly all the time. 11 • Levine's implemented 

seal e should be answered 11 strongly agree, 11 11 agree," 11 di sagree, 11 
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"strongly disagree. 11 Levine's study, then, is particularly appropriate 

for this study for two reasons: first, it deals with the alienation 

from work by professionals, which is the focus of this study, second, 

she logically, via Seeman, relates her concept of work alienation as 

job dissatisfaction, which has been mistakenly used as a measure of 

alienation. Of course, the credit of job dissatisfaction distinction 

belongs to Miller (1967). 

Summary 

The concept of alienation, as it is used in the contemporary 

social science has been traced back to Aristotle, then directly traced 

to Hegel. However, its different meanings and applications were pre­

sented. Much of the confusion surrounding the general term of aliena­

tion stems from the distinctions between Durkheim and Marx's formula­

tions. As far as this research is concerned, Marxian tradition has 

exerted a strong influence on present research, because the aim of this 

study is to examine work alienation among professors in the colleges of 

education which is related to Marxian formulation. Therefore, this 

research mainly investigates work alienation as one consequence of the 

professional bureaucratic dilemma. However, the close approximation of 

the last category examined the Marxian formulation, will here be 

considered as corresponding to Seeman's fifth type of alienation, 
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"self-estrangement, 11 and defined as lack of intrinsic pride in or mean­

ing of work. 

Rationale and Hypotheses 

In the literature review, work alienation was examined from 

the perspective of its theoretical formulation by Marx. Alienation 

according to Marx, is a consequence of the capitalist system because· 

the product of labor becomes something external and independent of the 

worker. It faces him as an autonomous power. The life which he gives 

to his product opposes him as something alien and hostile. Work, 

therefore, is not part of his true self but outside of it. When work 

is not part of his own interests, it is neither free nor self-directed 

and lacks spontaniety. Only when man is engaged in a work activity 

that realizes, expresses and develops himself is he satisfying one of 

man's basic needs (Marx, 1963). Seeman (1959) derives self-estrange­

ment originally from the Marxian depiction of work which has become an 

instrumentalized means rather than a creative end in itself. According 

to Seeman (1967:275), "man is alienated from his work when it is not 

intrinsically satisfying, engaging, rewarding and meaningful in itself. 11 

It is the area of work experience that the idea of self-estrange­

ment as nonintrinsic engagement has been most extensively applied. 

Concern about the dilemma of alienated labor, as identified in recent 

years, that concern being beautifully exemplified in the volume titled 

Work in America by Kerr et al., (1979), reinspired movement looking 

toward a radical designing of the job and the workplace (Hulin and 

Blood, 1968; Davis and Taylor, 1972; Walton, 1972). 



These authors build the theory of alienation, of course, on some 

well known earlier work that incorporates the idea of instrinstic 

engagement as an essential feature of acceptable work (Blauner, 1964; 
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Turner and Lawrence, 1965; Herzberg, 1966, Wilensky, 1964). They share 

this idea that the work place must provide the worker with: (a) tasks 

that are more self-fulfilling and self-respecting, and {b) a greater 

latitude for expecting personal control over the work itself. They 

also believe that these values concerning jobs are becoming more wide 

read (Aronowitz, 1973) and that the absence of these qualities in so 

important a domain as work has very serious consequences on all aspects 

of his social and his personal activities (Sheppard and Herrick, 1972). 

The consequence of satisfactory work on professional attitudes has been 

emphasized. For instance, Hall (1968) indicates that it is exactly 

work which is intrinsically rewarding and meaningful, which is done for 

its own sake and which i.e. self- and not other-directed, that is "cen-

tral" to the professional model and relates directly to the preser-

vation and continuation of a professional orientation. The signifi-

cance of intrinsically meaningful and self-rewarding work for the pro-

fessional is understood by Weber himself. Weber puts it: 

Whoever lacks the capacity to put on binders, so to 
speak, and to come up to the idea that the fate of his 
soul depends upon whether or not he makes the correct 
conjecture at this passage of his manuscript may as well 
stay away from science. He will never have what one may 
call the 'personal experience' of science. Without this 
strange intoxication, ridiculed by every outsider; without 
this passion, this 'thousands of years must pass before you 
enter into life and tho~sands more wait in silence' --­
according to wether or not you succeed in this conjecture; 
without this, you have no calling for science and you should 
do something else. For nothing is worthy of man unless he 
can pursue it with passionate devotion (1946:135). 
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Kerr (1963) has realized the significance of work to faculty with-

in the field of higher education. Kerr states that: 

Academic man is a case of the modern professional man 
in the organization, but he is in some respects an extreme 
and special case. Of all professionals, academic man needs 
rather extreme autonomy, for research that leads where he 
knows not, or for teaching that is unfettered by dictated 
dogma, or of scholarship that follows the rules of consis-
tency and proof, that develop within a discipline (1963:11). 

Baldridge (1973) elaborates the concept of faculty autonomy expli-

citly. He states that, not only does the professional want control 

over the core tasks of teaching, research, and service, it is impera-

tive for him to determine the means by which these tasks are accom­

plished to decide work patterns, to actively participate in major aca-

demic decision-making, to have work evaluated by professional peers, 

and to be relatively free of bureaucratic regulations and restrictions. 

The bureaucratic orientation toward work di verges sharply from the 

professional orientation. According to Weber an ideal type of bureau-

cracy has clear and explicit goals and purposes. Organizational rules, 

procedures, and regulations are derived from the goals in a manner that 

says, if this is the goal, then this is the most rational procedure for 

achieving it. The tasks to be performed in the achievement of the goal 

are subdivided among the members of the organization so that each member 

has a limited sphere of activity that is matched to his own competency. 

Meanwhile, the offices should be arranged in a pyramidal hierarchy, 

with each office having more authority than those below it. Decision 

making is based upon officially established rules that are attached to 

the position 11 ••• the person who fills the office or position is 

guided by the organizationally established normative order ••• 11 (Hall, 

1972:266). Etzioni (1964) states that aim of bureaucratic organizations 



is to coordinate a large number of human actions to achieve the 

established goals efficiently and rationally. 
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Consequently, professional criteria are not in accord in a bureau­

cratic organization. It has been revealed that conflicts occur between 

bureaucratic and professional systems because of the differences in 

the two models of authority, and control, degree of autonomy and com­

mitment to a specific work activity {Morrissey and Gillespie, 1975; 

Blau and Scott, 1962). Hall (1972) states that indeed, increased 

bureaucratization, which tends to make exactly those decisions concern­

ing the work situation which the professional feels competent to make, 

has been demonstrated as a threatening and important variable of the 

professional model of autonomy. Hall's statement is true in higher 

education, too. It has been found out that the level of tendency of a 

professor in participating in decision making varies due to his/her 

expertise and relevancy of the area to him. For instance, the desire 

to participate in matters which are central to the core task of profes­

sion result in greater feelings of deprivation that the denial of the 

desire to participate in such matters as the designing of building 

facilities {Mulder, 1971; Alutto and Belasco, 1972). According to 

these authors' discussion, the lack of job involvement can be perceived 

as the cause of dissatisfaction or alienation in one area, while it may 

not be true in another case. Further, it may be alienating for one 

person, but it may not be alienating for another one. 

Haplan (1966) recommends that it is necessary to change the close 

organizational climate to an open organizational climate. His idea 

originates from this assumption that traditional bureaucracy with a 

plethora of rules and regulations increases the level of alienation 
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among the professionals. In this study, that assumption will be exam­

ined by analyzing relationships between two dimensions of organiza­

tions, namely; centralization and formalization with the degree of per­

ceived work alienation among faculty of the colleges of education in 

Oklahoma. 

Centralization is applied in this study as the degree to which 

members participate in decision making. This definition is smaller in 

part to that of Pugh and his associates (1963:518), "centralization has 

been defined as the locus of authority to make decisions which affect 

the organization". Two significant aspects of centralization have been 

identified by Hage (1967b). · Hage defines these two aspects: (1) the 

degree of hierarchy of authority, and (b) the degree of participation in 

decision making. Organizations usually vary in the amount of specified 

tasks assigned to subordinates and the amount of freedom given to the 

subordinates to implement their tasks when tasks are assigned in such 

a way that subordinates have little latitude in making decisions to 

implement their tasks. This situation is called a high degree of 

authority. The second aspect of centralization, identified as the 

degree of participation in decision making, indicates the extent to 

which employees can participate in making decisions to set the goals 

and policies of the entire organization (Tannenbaum, 1956). 

The centralization dimension of bureaucracy is reversely related 

to employee satisfaction. It has been found that organizations which 

are highly centralized and give little opportunity to their employees 

to take part in decision making, are likely to have a high rate of work 

alienation among their workers (Hage et al., 1967b; Blauner, 1964; 

Faunce et al., 1967). It has also been discovered that a relationship 



exists between rigid and impersonal authority structures with aliena­

tion among the employees of different organizations (Blau and Scott, 

1962; Isherwood and Hoy, 1973). On the contrary, it has been revealed 

that increased job involvement and participation in decision making 

lead to greater job satisfaction and work achievement, as well as 

greater individual integration (Patchen, 1970). 

Many researchers indicated a direct relationship between profes­

sionalization and decentralization. For instance, Pelz and Andrews 

{1966) found in a study of scientists employed by a research organiza­

tion, that the personnel with a Ph.D. degree participate more often 

than their colleagues in decisions regarding their work. It has been 

found that the key scientists have more control over policies of their 

work than the others, too {Brown, 1954; Miller, 1967; Blau, 1968). 

Finally the findings of Dressel and his associates {1970) as well as 

those of Parsons and Platt (1968) and Blau {1973) suggest that research 

emphasis is positively related to decentralization of decisions con­

cerning academic personnel in universities. Levine's (1978) findings 

indicate that highly perceived centralization has side effects on 

faculty. 

Worthy {1950) states that centralization which provides the low 

job autonomy with suppression of personal judgement results in dissat­

isfaction among professonals. Therefore, the potential dissatisfaction 

among professors who perceive themselves as and are known as top pro­

fessionals should be even greater than others (Whitehead, 1955; Goodle, 

1977). According to Greenwood {1957), Barber (1963) professors are 

strong advocates of having autonomy in job performance and a strong 

voice in decision making and setting academic policies. Thus, it is 



rational to expect that when they are denied access to such power to 

achieve their objectives in the course of planning in organizational 

structure, they arrive at a static picture (Argyris, 1964). 

It can be concluded that when professors perceive that centrali-

zation does not let them make decisions to make their work a vehicle 

through which they satisfy their needs for achievement and growth. 

They are forced to continue their careers, they might feel alienated. 

This discussion leads us to the formulation of the first two 

hypotheses that guided this study: 

H.1. When the level of professors participation in decision 

making in academic areas decreases, their perceived 

work alienation will increase. 

H.2. When the level of hierarchy of authority increases in 

university, the perceived work alienation of faculty 

will increase. 

According to the dimension of professional autonomy, the faculty 

expect to guide or regulate their careers with relative or complete 

freedom from outside control. Regulation should be established and 

controlled by colleagues rather than organization. When this function 

is performed by organization the professors may perceive their work 

alienating. In this study, the term of formalization will be imple-

mented to measure the degree of alienation from work among professors. 

This term denotes the extent to which rules and procedures, instruc-

tions and communications are .written (Hage et al., 1967b). Hage· and 

Aiken elaborate the formalization. Hage and Aiken state: 

Formalization represents the use of rules in an organi­
zation. Job codification is a measure of how many rules 
define what the occupants of positions are to do, while rule 
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observation is a measure of whether or not the rules are 
employed. In other words, the variable of job codification 
represents the degree to which the job descriptions are spe­
cified, and the variable, rule observation, refers to degree 
to which job occupants are supervised in conforming to the 
standards established by job codification. Job codification 
represents the degree of work standardization while rule 
observation is a measure of latitude of behavior that is 
tolerated from standards (1967b:79). 

It has been found that highly bureaucratic formalized rules and 

close supervision are related to work alienation (Crozier, 1964: Aiken 

and Hage, 1966; Hall, 1972; Isherwood, and Hoy, 1973; Gouldner, 1954). 

Levine's (1978) findings in higher education support the views of men-

tioned authors. 

In an organization which emphasizes adherence to regulation and 

close supervision, one might expect that such emphasis and supervision 

might be perceived by the professors as their violation of profes-
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sional •s autonomy. They might feel that their controlled work does not 

contribute to their job satisfaction. This discussion will lead to 

formulation of the second two hypotheses that guide this study: 

H.3. When the degree of job codification increases, the 

perceived work alienation will increase among the 

professors. 

H.4. The degree of increasing perceived work alienation 

is positively related to increasing rule observation 

among professors. 

It was also mentioned that professors are advocates of shared 

authority, but existing decision making structure presented non-tenured 

professors only indirectly in areas of decision making (Mcconnel 

et al., 1971). This situation may persuade the non-tenured professors 

to think that they have no opportunity to influence the politics of 
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their departments or of their institutions, that the administrations of 

their departments are very or somewhat autocratic, that non-tenured 

faculty members have little to say in the running of the department, 

and that a small group of tenured professors has disproportionate power 

in departmental decision making (Lindeman, 1976; Blau, 1973). This 

attitude of non-tenured faculty may lead to their frustration. This 

discussion leads to formulation of the fifth hypothesis: 

H.5. Non-tenured professors will perceive more work aliena­

tion than tenured professors related to participation 

in decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codifi­

cation, and rule observation. 

It was also mentioned that doctoral granting universities grant 

more autonomy to their professors than the other ones in the review of 

literature. These universities are identified as those universities 

that have graduate colleges and grant doctoral degrees. Since these 

universities are usually research oriented, it is understood that pro­

fessors need to pursue their careers with less work control, therefore, 

the professors of these types of universities should be less alienated 

than their counterparts in other colleges or universities, but findings 

do not support this assumption (Ross, 1977). It can be argued that the 

professors of these universities have independent power that allows 

them to threaten to leave the institution, if they perceive that their 

work is controlled, while professors of other universities might not 

have such power to threaten to leave and find another job. It can be 

concluded that the level of different expectations of professors in 

two different types of universities might neutralize the existing level 

of different autonomy of professors in those two mentioned different 



educational settings. This discussion leads to the fonnulation of the 

sixth and final hypothesis: 

H.6. The doctoral and non-doctoral granting university 

professors will not perceive work alienation signi­

ficantly different related to participation in 

decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codi­

fication and rule observation. 
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CHAPTER I I I 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the research methodology 

used in this study. Specifically, the sampling techniques, the instru­

mentation, and the method of administering the instruments are described 

in this chapter. The chapter concludes with a description of the treat­

ment of data. 

Sampling 

In order to test the hypotheses, faculty members of Departments 

and/or Colleges of Education from nine public universities in the state 

of Oklahoma were selected. The sample consisted of two doctoral grant­

ing universities and seven non-doctoral granting universities. The 

selected doctoral granting universities are the only public universities 

that grant Doctor of Education and/or Doctor of Philosophy degrees in 

several fields, whereas the others are pubic universities that grant 

Master of Education degrees in several fields in this state. 

A list of all professors of these Schools of Education was obtained 

from the Oklahoma State University Library. Of the 376 professo·rs, a 

total of 168 {50%) were randomly selected. The selected professors 

represented, on a proportionate basis, the ranks of assistant, associate 

and full professors. 
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The sample selection was limited to these universities for three 

reasons. First, they were the only public universities which grant Doc­

tor of Education and/or Doctor of Philosophy degrees as well as Master 

of Education degrees in several fields in this state. Secondly, it was 

detennined that these universities had a sufficient number of profes­

sors whose degrees were at the level of Master or higher to exhibit the 

structural characteristics of professionals studied in this research. 

Thirdly, these universities had large enough teaching components to 

pennit the application of random sampling techniques in selecting full­

time participants. 

Instrumentation 

The instrument used in this study contained 33 items which consis­

ted of professional background information, work alienation (Forsyth, 

1977), and organizational control measures (Hage and Aiken, 1967a). 

These three sections constructed to gather the following data: (1) the 

professional background infonnation, (2) the perceived degree of work 

alienation, and (3) the perceived degree of hierarchy of authority, par­

ticipation in decision making, job codification and rule observation 

pertaining to the immediate work environment. 

The Variables 

Professional Background Information 

The index of professional background infonnation consisted of 

four items which measured the level of every professor 1 s education, 



experience, position and present status. The professional background 

information was necessary to compare the samples. 

Alienation From Work 
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The index of alienation from work, developed by Forsyth, was used 

to measure the perceived work alienation. Forsyth developed an 11 item 

of work alienation index taking four items from George Miller, one from 

Seeman, and constructing the remainder himself (Forsyth, 1977). The 

four items taken from Miller had a coefficient of reproducibility (Good­

enough Technqiue) = .91, a minimum marginal reproducity of • 70, a coef­

ficient of scalability of .69, and a .69 coefficient of sharpness 

(Miller, 1967). Price (1972) has evaluated the validity of Miller's 

index and noted that of the three predictions made by Miller, two were 

fully supported and one partially. Finally, Forsyth (1977) selected 

some of the Mill er i terns and rearranged them in his own constructed 

index. Forsyth's rearrangement of this Likert-type index of eight 

choice items was pretested and has a Conbach's coefficient alpha of .91, 

suggesting a high degree of relibility. 

Organizational Control Measures 

Centralization and Formalization 

Two specific measures of the organizational control are manifested 

in the centralization and formalization. Centralization denotes the 

degree of hierarchy of authority and degree of employee's participation 

in decision making in relevant areas, whereas formalization indicates 

the degree of job codification, rule observation and job specifity 
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(Hage and Aiken, 1967b). This study used a nine item index of centrali­

zation combined of a four item index of participation in decision making 

and five item index of hierarchy of authority. It also used a seven 

item index of rule observation. The 16 item index of centralization 

and formalization has been developed by Hage and Aiken (1967a), to 

measure the level of organizational control. This study did not use 

the index of job specifity because of its low reliability and validity 

(Dewar et al., 1980). But it used the indices of participation in 

decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codification and rule 

observation. 

Hage and Aiken (1970) have reported that measurement of their 

indices of organizational control are highly correlated. Most coeffi­

cients are about .88, although the coefficient for hierarchy is .70 and 

for the job codification is .68. These two authors' data of 1964, 1967 

and 1970, as well ·as Whetten's data of 1974, have been recomputed 

(Dewar et al., 1980). Dewar and his associates have reported a high 

reliability coefficient for all the Hage and Aiken scales. It has 

been demonstrated the coefficients range from very good ("'<'= .70 to .85) 

to excellent (Ac:> .85), but coefficients for Whetten's data are lower 

for their respective indices than those for Aiken and Hage. Seilder 

(1974) has mentioned that the number of informants per case influences 

reliability, and his suggestion is true in Whetten's case, because in 

Hage and Aiken's data the average number of respondents per case was 

20, 23 and 30, while in the Whetten's case the average number of respon­

dents was only 4.25 for the set of scales. Dewar and his associates 

(1980) have evaluated the validity of Hage and Aiken's data for both 

participation in decision making and hierarchy of authority indices. 
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They have stated that both set of items have high degrees of convergent 

and discrimination validity. The indices to validly indicate the sub­

constructs for which they were intended. Dewar and his associates have 

also maintained that the index of rule observation have high interim 

correlations, the median off diagonal correlations indicate that they 

are also highly correlated with items in the scales of other constructs. 

The items indicating job codification have moderate to good reliability. 

Dewar and his associates' findings indicate that the centralization 

scale is reliable and valid. The rule observation scale is reliable 

but does not have a high degree of ~iscriminant validity as the central­

ization scale does. Meanwhile, job codification is adequately reliable. 

But it has lower convergent and discriminant validity with regards to 

other scales. 

Administration of the Instruments 

The questionnaires, along with a stamped, self addressed envelope 

and an appropriate cover letter were mailed to the selected professors 

on April 21, 1981. {See Appendix A for the cover letter and Appendix B 

for the questionnaire.) Out of 168 questionnaires, 101 (60%) were 

received. Among the returned questionnaires, four were blank and five 

were incomplete. 

A follow up mailing was sent after a three week lapse of time to 

encourage participation from those who did not respond to the initial 

mailing. A cover letter explaining that the respondent's contribution 

is vital to the purpose of this study and guaranteeing anonymity of re­

sponse accompanied by second mailings too and is included in Appendix C. 



The mailings, however, separately marked so as to discriminate between 

original responses and those obtained due to follow up. 

After twice repeated efforts, by the end of May, 1981, 121 ques­

tionnaires (72%) were received. Of the 121 questionnaires, a total of 

105 (63%) were usable, consequently, data processing began with 105 

questionnaires. 

Treatment of Data 

Scoring of Instruments 
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Each of the completed questionnaires was scored according to its 

three major sections: (1) background infonnation, (2) work alienation, 

and (3) organizational control measures. Responses from the background 

section were used to gain some additional information concerning the 

participants of the study. The work alienation section was used to 

obtain information about the perceived work alienation of the partici­

pants. Organizational control measures were used to glean the per­

ceived degree of control of the participants. 

When the questionnaires were used, the data were compiled accord­

ing to the categories of the research questions. This infonnation 

was then keypunched onto data computer cards for programming. The 

information was recorded onto 105 cards. The keypunch cards were then 

verified. The Chi-Square and Pearson Product-Moment Correlation were 

computed to test the first four hypotheses. Finally, a T-test was 

computed to test the final two hypotheses. 
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Statistical Tests 

The nature of the data and study demanded both parametric and non­

parametric tests. The model of the non-parametric statistic does not 

specify conditions about the parameters of the population from which 

the sample was randomly drawn. Though certain assumptions are associ­

ated with most non-parametric tests, i.e., the observations are inde­

pendent and the variable under study has underlying continuity, these 

assumptions are fewer and much weaker than those associated with para­

metric tests {Siegel, 1965). 

Non-parametric statistical tests such as Chi-square and Pearson 

Product-Moment Correlation were used to test the relationship of the 

first four hypotheses. The level of significance was arbitrarily set 

at the 0.05 level. 

The parametric test assumes certain conditions about the parameters 

of the populations from which the samples are drawn. The population 

must be normal, have equal variance and the data must be at least inter­

val in nature. It has been indicated that the parametric test gives 

fairly accurate results, even _if these assumptions have been violated 

to a certain degree (Bartz, 1976). The T-test, which is a parmetric 

test, was used to examine the last two hypotheses data. It is impera­

tive to provide some explanations about the Chi-square, Pearson Product­

Moment Correlation and T-Test. 

Chi-Square Test 

It is a statistical technique which compares groups by distribu­

tion of individual sample scores rather than by means. The great 
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advantage of this test is that it involves no assumption about the form 

of the original distributions from which the observation came {Mills, 

1955). According to Blalock: 

The chi-square test is a very general test which can be used 
whenever we wish to evaluate whether or not frequencies which 
have been empirically obtained differ significantly from those 
which would be expected under a certain set of theoretical 
assumptions. The test has many applications, the most common 
of which in the social sciences are "contingency" problems in 
which two nominal scale variables have been cross tabulated 
{1960:212). 

The function of the chi-square in this study was to determine 

whether a systematic relationship existed between two variables. In 

other words, by itself, chi-square helps us only to decide whether 

variables are independent or related. A part of the reason is that 

the sample size and table size have such influence upon chi-square, 

but several statistics which adjust for these factors strengthen its 

measurement {Nie et al., 1975). 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

This technique for testing the extent of association or relation 

between two sets of attributes was deemed appropriate. Like other non-

parametric statistical tests, this technique makes no assumption about 

the shape of the population of scores. It does not require underlying 

continuity in the variable analysis. It only requires nominal measure-

ments of the variables. Because of this freedom of assumptions and 

requirements, it is often used to indicate the degree of relationship 

between variables {Siegel, 1956). This test was applied in this study 

to provide better grounds for chi-square findings. 
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T-Test 

The t-test which is a parametric test was used to determine whether 

there was a significant difference between two samples in the two final 

hypotheses in this investigation. There were three reasons for its 

applications; first, it is one of the most common comparison measures 

of central tendency; secondly, although it compares mean scores of two 

groups when their size is small to assume valid normal distribution, 

it can also be used to compare mean scores of two large groups; and, 

thirdly, the t-test, in effect, assumes a normal distribution between 

two non-normal groups by building a compensating amount of error into 

the statistical process and the interpretation {Nie, 1975). The level 

of significance fort-test was also set at the 0.05 level. 

In summary the purpose of chi-square and correlation coefficient 

was to determine the degree of relationships or associations between 

two variables, whereas the goal of t-test was to determine whether the 

existence of difference between the means of two samples was signifi-

cant in this study. According to Nie (1975) 11 significant 11 does not 

mean "important" or 11 consequence"; it is used to mean "indication of 11 

or signifying a true difference between the two populations. 

Summary 

Chapter three has described the research design which guided this 

study. Included were a description of sampling procedures employed, 

information on the instrument employed in this study, and the methodo-

logy used for collecting data and analyzing data. Chapter IV will 

represent the analysis of data. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the data which were used to test the hypoth-

eses. The traditional .05 level of significance used to accept or 

reject the hypotheses. 

Testing the Hypotheses 

Hypothesis One 

A greater proportion of faculty, who have a high score on 
participation in decision making in academic areas, perceive 
more work alienation t~an a greater proportion of faculty who 
have a low score on participation in decision making in aca­
demic areas.I 

For this hypothesis the computation of the chi-square yielded a x2 

of 13.070. With one degree of freedom, the x2 of 13.070 was significant 

beyond the 0.0003 level. The computation of a correlation coefficient 

yielded a r of -0.4282 which was significant at the probability level 

of 0.0001. Although the degree of participation in decision making 

correlated with perceived work alienation, the relationship was in the 

opposite direction from that predicted. Therefore, the hypothesis was 

l1n order to use chi-square contingency 2x2 tables, all the vari­
ables (perceived work alienation, participation in decision making, 
hierarchy of authority, job codification and rule observation) were 
dichotomized into low and high groups at median line. 
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rejected. A summary of the relevant data in the testing of the hypoth­

esis is presented in Table I. 

Perceived 
Work 

Alienation 

Low 
High 
Total 

x2 = 13.070 
r = -.4287 

TABLE I 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION 
AND PARTICIPATION IN DECISION MAKING 

Participation in Decision Making 

18 17.1 35 33.4 53 
36 34.3 16 31. 2 52 
54 51.4 51 48.6 105 

df = 1 p = 0.0003 
p = 0.0001 

Hypothesis Two 

50.5 
49.5 
100 

A greater proportion of faculty, who have a high score 
on hierarchy of authority, perceive more work alienation than 
a greater proportion of faculty who have a low score on hier­
archy of authority. 

To test this hypothesis, a chi-square and a correlation coefficient 

were computed. The computed chi-square yielded a x2 of 4.215. With one 

degree of freedom, the x2 of 4.215 was significant beyond the probabil-

ity of 0.0401. Further, the computed correlation coefficient of 0.5543 

was significant with a probability of 0.0001. Therefore, the hypothesis 

was supported. The findings suggest that there is a high association 



and relationship between perceived work alienation and hierarchy of 

authority. Data relevant to this hypothesis are summarized in Table 

I I. 

Perceived 
Work 

Alienation 

Low 
High 
Total 

x2 = 4.215 
r = 0.5543 

TABLE II 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION 
AND HIERARCHY OF AUTHORITY 

Hierarchy of Authority 
Low High Total 

No. -Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

31 29.5 22 21.0 53 50.5 
20 19.1 32 30.4 52 49.5 
51 48.6 54 51.4 105 100 

df = 1 p = 0.0401 
p = 0.0001 

Hypothesis Three 

A greater proportion of faculty, who have a high score 
on job codification, perceive more work alienation than a 
greater proportion of faculty who have a low score on job 
codification. 
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This hypothesis was tested by computing a Pearson's product-moment 

correlation coefficient and a chi-square. The result of the chi-square, 

1.607 with one degree of freedom and the probability of occurence 

0.0001 indicated a low degree of association between the perceived work 
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alienation and job codification. The computed correlation coefficient 

of -0.2205 with the probability of 0.0001 indicated the opposite di rec-

tion from that predicted. Therefore, it was concluded to reject the 

predicted hypothesis. The summary of the data relevant to this hypoth-

esis is presented in Table III. 

TABLE II I 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION 
AND JOB CODIFICATION 

Job Codification Perceived 
Work 

Alienation 
Low High Total 

No. -Percent No. ~rcent No. Percent 

Low 
High 
Total 

x2 = 1. 607 
r = -0. 2205 

Hypothesis Four 

23 21.9 
29 27.6 
52 49.5 

df = 1 
p = 0.0238 

30 28.6 53 
23 21.9 52 
53 50.5 105 

p = 0.2048 

A greater proportion of faculty who have a high score 
on rule observation, perceive more work alienation than a 
greater proportion of facutly who have a low score on rule 
observation. 

50.5 
49.5 

100 

For this hypothesis, a chi-square and a correlation coefficient 

were computed. The result of the chi-square with one degre of freedom 

and the probability of occurence 0.0001 was 15.366. The chi-square of 

15.366 indicated a high level of association between perceived work 
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alienation and rule observation. The computed correlation coefficient 

of 4940 with probability of 0.001 indicated a high relationship between 

perceived work alienation and rule observation. Therefore, the find-

ings supported the predicted hypothesis. Data relevant to this hypoth-

esis are summarized in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION 
AND RULE OBSERVATION 

Rule Observation 
Low High Total 

Perceived 
Work 

Alienation No. -Percent No. Percent No. Percent 

Low 
High 
Total 

x2 = 15.366 
r = 0.4940 

Hypothesis Five 

37 35.6 
16 15.4 
53 51.4 

df = 1 
p = 0.0001 

17 15.3 54 50.9 
35 33.7 51 49.1 
52 49.0 105 100 

p = 0.0001 

The non-tenured professors will perceive more work 
alienation than tenured professors related to participation 
in decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codification 
and rule observation. 

At-test was computed to test this hypothesis with 103 degree of 

freedom, a t value of 2.57 was needed for significance at the 0.05 

level. The t value for perceived work alienation with probability of 
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0.7925 was -0.2637 which was not significant. The findings also indi-

cated that there were not significant differences between the tenured 

and non-tenured professors• mean scores in regard to hierarchy of 

authority, job codification and rule observation. The t value of hier-

archy of authority with probability of 0.5568 was -0.59, the t value of 

job codification with probability of 0.7274 was -.035 and the t value 

of rule observation with probability of .6454 was -0.46. But there was 

only a significant difference between the tenured and non-tenured pro-

fessors 1 mean scores concerning the participation in decision making. 

The t value of this .dimension of bureaucracy with probability of .0015 

was 3.25. These findings did not indicate the existence of different 

perception of work alienation among two groups of professors. There-

fore, the hypthesis was not supported. Data relevant to this hypoth-

esis are summarized in Table V. 

TABLE V 

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TENURED AND NON-TENURED 
FACULTY'S PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION RELATED TO 

FOUR DIMENSIONS OF BUREAUCRACY 

Mean Scores 
Dependent Tenure Non-Tenure T 
Variables (No=80) (No=25) (df=103) 

Perceived Work Alienation 2.69 2.75 -0. 263 7 
Participation in Decision Making 3. 71 3.05 3.25 
Hierarchy of Authority 1.98 2.07 -0.59 
Job Codification 2.65 2.60 -0.35 
Rule Observation 1. 51 1.58 -0.46 

p 

0.7925 
o. 0015 
0.5568 
0.7274 
0.6454 



Hypothesis Six 

The doctoral granting university professors will not 
perceive work alienation significantly different from non­
doctoral granting university professors. 
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A t-test was used to detennine if there were significant differ­

ences at the 0.05 level between the professors' mean scores. With 103 

degree of freedom, at value of 2.57 was needed for significance at 

the 0.05 level. The values of the calculated t were not significant. 

Therefore, the hypothesis was accepted. In other words, the status of 

universities did not create different perceptions between two groups 

of professors; data relevant to this hypothesis are summarized in 

Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

THE DIFFERENCES OF PERCEIVED WORK ALIENATION 
RELATED TO FOUR DIMENSIONS OF BUREAUCRACY 

BETWEEN DOCTORAL AND NON-DOCTORAL 
GRANTING UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS' 

MEAN SCORES 

Mean Scores 
Doctoral Non-Doctoral 
Granting Granting 

University University 
Dependent Professors Professors T 
Variables (N=47) (No=58) (df=103) 

Perceived Work Alienation 2.83 2.60 1.22 
Participation in Decision Making 3. 72 3.42 1.6679 
Hierarchy of Authority 2.00 2.00 0.0080 
Job Codification 2.76 2.54 1. 9499 
Rule Observation 1. 60 1.47 0.9548 

p 

0.2222 
0.0984 
0.9936 
o. 0539 
0.3419 

• 

• . , . 
• 



Summary 

The major hypotheses of this research were tested and results 

were summarized in this chapter. The following chapter provides a 

detailed discussion of the study 1 s results and relate these results 

to the dilemma of the bureaucratic and the professional models. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

In the beginning, it was stated that the study was primarily con­

cerned with the relationship of faculty's perceived work alienation 

and two variables of centralization namely; participation in decision 

making and hierarchy of authority as well as two subcontracts of for­

malization namely; job codification and rule observation. Since the 

concept of alienation has attracted national as well as individual's 

attention, the study empirically examined the general attitudes of 

education professors who have been expected to perform a crucial role 

in constructing the attitudes of the new generation. The primary 

question which this study attempted to address was: How do individual 

professors perceive work al~enation with regard to aspects of bureau­

cracy? The investigation was needed both for the development of the 

scientific fund of knowledge and as some standards by which to improve 

or eliminate dysfunctional aspects of bureaucracy which have some nega­

tive relationships with increasing perceived work alienation among the 

faculty members of this study. This chapter, however, presents a 

summary of findings. Also, several conclusions based on the study's 

results are presented, together with several implications and possible 

directions for further research. 
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Findings 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one stated that the faculty 1 s perceived work alienation 

would increase when their participation in decision making in academic 

areas decreased. Even though the statistic calculation indicated such 

relationships between the perceived work alienation and level of parti­

cipation in decision making, the hypothesis was rejected because the 

relationship was in the opposite direction from that predicted. 

Hypothesis Two 

A second presumption was that the faculty 1 s perceived work aliena­

tion would increase when the level of hierarchy of authority increased. 

The empirical findings supported this hypothesis. 

Hypothesis Three 

The third hypothesis assumed that the faculty's perceived work 

alienation would increase when the level of job codification increased. 

This hypothesis was not supported by findings. The relationship was 

in the opposite direction from that predicted. 

Hypothesis Four 

It was hypothesized that the degree of faculty 1 s perceived work 

alienation was positively related to the increase of rule observation. 

The results of statistic tests confirmed the fourth hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis Five 

Hypothesis five stated that non-tenured professors would perceive 

more work alienation than tenured professors related to participation 

in decision making, hierarchy o.f authority, job codification, or rule 

observation. This hypothesis was not supported by the data. 

Hypothesis Six 

Hypothesis six stated that the doctoral and non-doctoral granting 

university professors would not perceive work alienation significantly 

different, related to participation in decision making, hierarchy of 

authority, job codification and rule observation. This hypothesis was 

supported. 

Discussion 

Homan states that: 

According to my lights,·a last chapter should resemble a 
primitive orgy after harvest. The work may have come to 
an end, but the worker cannot let go all at once. He is 
still full of energy that will fester if it cannot find 
an outlet. Accordingly, he is allowed a time of license 
when he may say all sorts of things, he would think twice 
before saying in more sober moments, when he is no 1 anger 
bound by logic and evidence but free to speculate about 
what he has done {1974:356). 

Encouraged by Haman's recommendation we will consider each of the 

research questions and respective hypotheses which guided this study 

in the context of professional and organizational systems. 

According to the review of literature, professors believe that 

their preparation enables them to make appropriate decisions regarding 

their work and work policies on the basis of professional criteria. 
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But the society may not believe that the professors should be eligible 

to make technically appropriate decisions completely. Therefore, the 

bureaucratic organizations are assigned to manage the affairs of the 

universities. It can be asserted that different sources of profes­

sional and bureaucratic models may be antithetical. 

The analysis of the first hypothesis does not support the assump­

tion that faculty's perceived work alienation increases when their par­

ticipation in decision making in academic areas decreases. Predicted 

assumption might not be right. Meanwhile, one possible explanation may 

justify this finding. The result may have been produced by inappro­

priateness of the instrument. This instrument determines the level of 

participation in decision making in general educational policy without 

considering the following points specifically: first, the instrument 

should measure the desire of every faculty member to participate in 

decision making in academic areas which a professor has expertise in, 

or which are relevant to the professor. Another explanation seems 

plausible to be considered. For instance, this study did not include 

such variables as salary, workload and the like. These variables may 

influence the attitudes of faculty towards participation in decision 

making in academic areas. If these points are considered, the response 

of a professor might be different from what this study has yielded. 

However, the data of this study with its limitations suggest that a 

professor perceives less work alienation when a professor's degree of 

participation in academic areas decreases. 

The second hypothesis offered support of the idea that the facul­

ty's perceived work alienation increases when the degree of hierarchy 



of authority increases. Again, this assumption was based on the con­

flict of professional and bureaucratic models. 

111 

Professors consider themselves independent professionals, respon­

sible primarily to themselves and their commitment is to their disci­

plines rather than to institutional hierarchy. While bureaucratic 

hierarchy gives each higher office authority to control the lower 

office, the bureaucratic arrangement creates the typical downward flow 

of communication that is the specific characteristic of bureaucracy. 

One considers that the superior has not only the ultimate responsibil­

ity for any application of rules in an organization, but the superior 

also has the right to tell the subordinate what to do and to obtain 

deference from the subordinate. The bureaucratic hierarchy of author­

ity ignores the professional criteria that make the professors believe 

that their expertise and competence authorize them to perform their 

profession free from administrative interference. Consequently, the 

authority of professionals which rests on institutionally recognizable 

expert knowledge conflicts with administrative authority which is based 

on official positions. This investigation indicates that being told 

what to do has serious consequences for a specific professional type -

university faculty. They become alienated from their work. 

The third hypothesis assumed that when the degree of job codifica­

tion increases, the faculty's perceived work alienation increases. The 

findings did not support the direction of prediction. Several ration­

ales for rejecting the hypothesis can be identified. First, the uni­

versity professors have a relatively high degree of freedom in their 

classroom activities. There are not many regulations that specify who 

is to do what, when, where, and why. There are no highly standardized 
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rules to delimit, in great detail, all the functions of individuals. On 

the contrary, faculty members are relatively independent in their aca­

demic activities in the classroom and interaction with students. They 

are free to explore new educational approaches and deal with subjects 

closest to their academic interests and student evaluation. The uni­

versity regulations concerning the academic activities do not specify 

the kind of decisions which are expected to be made. As a result, the 

professors do not lose the sight of the total picture according to the 

bureaucratic standardization. 

Secondly, some of the bureaucratic standardization, such as stand­

ardized salary raise or promotion, increase the professors' job satis­

faction rather than their preceived work alienation. For instance, the 

salary advancements based on recommendations compared with a standard­

ized system engender dissatisfaction, invidious comparisons, and dis­

trust. The lesser jealousies and distrust of faculty member under a 

standardized system salary increasement may decrease the dissatisfac­

tion. A more direct effect of standardized salary increments is that 

they make salary increments independent of recommendations of chairmen 

and deans. Thirdly, although the promotions of professors from assistant 

to associate or associate to full professor depend on the agreement of 

administrators, the promotions are not arbitrary. Therefore, the unique 

professorial positions decrease some aspects and justify other aspects 

of job codification. These examples may indicate that there is not a 

high degree of job codification in the university settings, or at least 

the professors do not perceive that bureaucratic standardization limit 

their professional autonomy. Consequently, they perceive that job codi­

fication decreases their perceived work alienation. 
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The fourth hypothesis addressed the fourth research question posed 

in this study by examining the relationship between the faculty's per­

ceived work alienation and rule observation. This hypothesis predicted 

that the degree of perceived work alienation was positively related to 

the degree of rule observation among professors. The contention that 

the greater perceived work alienation would be associated with the 

increasing rule observation was confirmed. Rule observation is a meas­

ure of whether the rules are employed. In other words, it refers to 

the degree to which job occupants are supervised in conforming to the 

standard established by job codification, whereas according to the 

feature of professional autonomy the faculty expect to guide or regu-

1 ate their careers with relative or complete freedom. Regulations 

should be controlled by colleagues rather than by an organization. 

When this function is performed by an organization, the professors may 

perceive their work alienating. The professors may feel more aliena­

tion from their work when their supervisors use directive, rather than 

participative or laisser faire, supervisory practices. This investiga­

tion indicates that perceived work alienation is related to the profes­

sors• perception that only their colleagues are competent to evaluate 

their work. Therefore, when the professors perceive that the bureau­

cratic organization of the university controls their work policies and 

limit their autonomy, they presume that their professional autonomy has 

been usurped by an inappropriate source of control, namely; bureaucracy. 

The feeling of the low job autonomy and the suppression of personal 

judgement and free communication lead to the faculty's dissatisfaction, 

and the faculty gradually take decreasing pride in what they do and no 

longer considering their work to be as intrinsically interesting and 
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satisfying in itself. The cause of this dissatisfaction is highly 

related to the faculty's perception that they have been deprived of 

the professional autonomy to achieve their objectives in the course of 

professional planning in organizational structure. This perception 

leads them to static picture which creates or enhances their perceived 

work alienation. 

The fifth hypothesis stated that non-tenured professors would per­

ceive more work alienation than tenured professors related to their 

participation in decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codifica­

tion, or rule observation. This hypothesis was not supported. It was 

assumed that a senior faculty may enjoy more power and stature on the 

campus and may obtain more favorable outcomes for personnel cases 

originating from the department as a consequence of this greater influ­

ence and visibility on the campus, independent of any effect of power. 

However, faculty seniority also probably denotes experience with campus 

politics and policies. Over a period of time, faculty members learn 

how to prepare personnel cases to maximize the likelihood of a more 

favorable response. They may learn how to apply pressure to perfonn 

their work on the basis of professional criteria in the most favorable 

way. In addition, the tenure status supports the senior faculty: (1) 

freedom of teaching, research and extrmaural activities; and (2) a suf­

ficient degree of economic security to make the profession attractive 

to men and women of ability (Hofstadter, 1970). 

While non-tenured professors, who have insufficient voice in aca­

demic policies and less job security than tenured professors, may have 

perceived their job alienating (Ladd et al., 1973). This assumption 

that the low scholarly prestige, financial resources, and job security 
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of untenured professors would have led to their perception of higher 

work alienation than tenured professors was not confirmed. Some expla­

nations may support the rejection of this hypothesis: first, declining 

enrollments, rising unemployment, excess teacher supply, pressure to 

employ racial and ethnic minorities, and rising school costs may have 

negative impacts on both groups of professors. These stringencies 

especially put in danger the scholarly prestige, financial resources, 

and job security of tenured professors. They insist upon professorial 

accountability regardless of their status. Secondly, the more scho­

larly productive, non-tenured professors may tend to center on research, 

investigation, and instruction seriously in order to acquire intellec­

tual achievement as reflected in national and international peer judg­

ment, rather than focus on the differential status of tenured and 

untenured professors. In short, a young professor may regard the pro­

fessorial work as a desirable one and try to perform it innovatively 

to acquire professional achievements. 

The analysis of the sixth hypothesis confirmed the idea that there 

were no significant differences in perceived work ali~nation related to 

participation in decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codifica­

tion, or rule observation between doctoral and non-doctoral granting 

university professors• mean scores. 

According to the review of literature, the assocation between 

faculty power and the scholarly standing of universities is documented. 

The professors at 11 doctoral granting" universities are much less 11 em­

pl oyees11 and much more the controlling force in their institutions than 

their colleagues in non-doctoral granting universities. In the upper 

reaches of academia, the faculty have acquired almost the power to 
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pursue their career with less control. They do not view the university 

administrators as their employers, in a fashion comparable to the way 

those working in non-doctoral granting universities look upon their top 

administrative hierarchies. Doctoral granting university professors 

have possessed a significant measure of the independence.and self­

control characteristic of professional cohort (Blau, 1973). 

The administrators of doctoral universities are more likely to be 

inclined to meet the professional criteria in order to attract research 

grants and consulting contracts in order to maintain the status of 

their universities (Baldridge, 1973). These privileges provide the 

doctoral granting university professors with independent power that 

allows them to threaten to leave and find another job, while professors 

of non-doctoral granting universities might not have such power to 

threaten to leave (Blau, 1973). The different positions of the two 

types of universites shape the professors• attitudes. It can be 

assumed that the unique status of doctoral granting university profes­

sors make them expect to view existing practices in university govern­

ance more critically than their peers in other universities. They are 

more inclined to perceive and object to bureaucratic or insufficiently 

democratic modes of decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codi­

fication, or rule observation than their colleagues at non-doctoral 

granting universities. Therefore, the doctoral granting university 

professors may not see themselves totally powerful to influence the 

policies of their institutions, while their colleagues at other types 

of universities do not see themselves completely powerless in this 

respect. Consequently, the two groups of professors did not manifest 

different overall dissatisfaction with their occupational situations. 



In other words, the status of the two types of universities from the 

point of bureaucracy did not have a significantly different impact on 

professorial perceptions of work alienation. 

Conclusions and Implications 
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Based on the findings of this study, several conclusions and impli­

cations can be identified. Control of the work environment and the in­

trinsically rewarding and meaninful work appear to be the key variables 

in this study. Every individual professor seems to relate himself or 

herself according to his/her own interpretation of himself/herself and 

of his/her present perception of job conditions. It has been shown that 

perceived highly organizational structures such as hierarchy of author­

ity and rule observation are characterized by enhancing or creating 

work alienation among the professors. Specifically, the perceived work 

alienation is related to the perceived insufficient autonomy in some 

academic policies. The perceived work alienation was manifested where 

there were strict rules governing jobs on the basis of bureaucratic 

hierarchy. The origin of this dilemma has been related to bureaucratic 

features which are expected to enhance rationality and the professional 

guidelines which are expected to provide professors with autonomy. It 

is the degree of congruence between the professional guidelines and the 

needs of an organization for the fulfillment of its tasks that is creat­

ing the dilemma. It seems that progress might be made if university 

administrators and professors make efforts to reconcile. 

Because of the importance of perceived control of the environment 

and the democratic nature of the university, the schools or departments 

fall within the administrative domain and are capable of alteration. 
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It is possible that increased satisfaction and success can be generated 

by the employment of democratic management principles. The adminis­

tration should not focus only on rules, procedures, and measurements. 

It should stress improving the faculty's morale and motivation and 

maintaining that they are improved when the faculty perceive themselves 

as professionals. This situation can be productive when administra­

tor's objectives are very close to those of the professors. 

The professors should also realize that the increased public cost 

of higher education and the loss of public confidence in how they run 

the affairs have driven them more and more to justify practices that 

they once assumed the public should and would accept. Promoting an 

understanding of productive faculty involvement requires painstaking 

effort because the public assumes that in bureaucratized situations 

administrators make personnel decisions while professors who desire 

autonomy from administrators are individuals who receive fees directly 

from clients and the public. Therefore, if the faculty desire to 

enjoy the professional criteria in the context of bureaucracy, they 

should be able to assure the society that its interests are best met 

by professional strategies. 

If the administrators want to attain the university goals, they 

should know that professors are not simply employees. The administra­

tors should liberate the will to work, not to control it. If the com­

mitted professionals and experts are expected to meet the increasing 

needs of the society, the professors should enjoy the opportunities to 

set the policies and strategies which are related to academic goals 

without irrational intervention of the administration. In this case, 
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the faculty members are in the best position to evaluate instruction 

and research. Their peers are the most competent people to judge the 

professorial work. Therefore, the reconciliation of professional objec­

tives and organizational goals can be the key factor in eliminating or 

decreasing faculty perceived work alienation and enhancing the public 

support of the university in the creation of a new type of university 

governance which leads to professional development and organizational 

evolution naturally. 

Directions of Future Research 

The dearth of studies of this nature indicates a need for future 

work in this area. Further study should be attempted in the area of 

multiple causation of alienation. Additionally, because of the rela­

tively small number of Schools of Education and associated departments 

surveyed in this study, it seems desirable that future research test 

the relationship found between perceived work alienation and centrali­

zation and formalization. By extending research efforts to other 

schools, universities, and even public universities, a broadening of 

the data base, and thus the applicability of the results obtained 

could be achieved. 

Future research should also make efforts to establish the best 

possible means of measuring which are applicable to the university 

settings and can easily be applied to the specific natures of institu­

tions being studied. The validity and reliability of the currently 

available instruments have been well-documented and were discussed 

previously in this study. Although these instruments were used in 

higher education institutions before, they were primarily used in the 
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industrial settings and were woefully insufficient when applied in the 

educational settings. The application of such terms as 11 Boss, 11 "Super­

visor" and the like, may demand a constant effort to develop appropriate 

instruments. 

Although the purpose of this study was to measure the faculty's 

perceived work alienation, it is desirable that future research makes 

efforts to consider what really exists. The subjective nature of 

instrument is deemed weak. The instrument requires that the subject 

makes perceptually based judgements in responding to the questions, 

and this could be too large a source of measurement error. That is, 

at times there can be significant differences between what a person 

perceives and what actually exists. Perhaps, the inclusion of an over­

all greater degree of objective criteria of the instrument would help 

to improve its validity. This suggestion revolves around what is 

basically a source problem of alienation criteria, as discussed in the 

literature, involving the issue of whether objective criteria of alien­

ation is preferable to subjective criteria which is based on personal 

perceptions. The literature shows relatively strong opinions voiced 

for each type of criteria. 

In the same line, the development of new techniques for collecting 

data is essential for solid findings, because higher education systems 

and their faculty have been so innundated with survey research that 

even the most careful researcher is tempted toward imperfect research 

techniques in order to collect sufficient data to warrant analysis and 

permit generalizability. 

It is also necessary to study specifically how the expertise of 

administrators and faculty come into conflict. 
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Another area for further research might be a study of how work 

alienation actually affects the faculty research, teaching effects, and 

relationships with peers, students, etc. 

As a final note, it should be pointed out that a whole host of 

other variables need to be considered when examining work alienation 

(e.g., faculty workloads, a low ebb of public confidence, cutbacks and 

retrenchment on campus, sex, race, age, salary, structural peculiar­

ities, material status and the like). In short, it can be concluded 

that since not all bureaucratic procedures are disadvantageous to 

higher education and not all of professional procedures are advantage­

ous for it as much as we would like to think they are. It becomes 

imperative to investigate further to identify those variables which 

enhance or create perceived work alienation in both models and make 

efforts to find alternatives. 
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UJ§DJ 
Oklahoma State University I STILLWATER. OKLAHOMA 74078 

309 GUNDERSEN HALL 
' 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 

April 2, 1981 

Dear Professor: 

(4051 624-7244 

We are soliciting your assistance and cooperation in a research 
project. The study is an attempt to determine faculty perceptions 
toward the organizational aspects of formalization and centralization 
and the impact these variables may have on alienation. 

We are· hopeful that you will take a few minutes from your busy 
schedule and respond to the enclosed questionnaire and return it in 
the self addressed stamped envelope. Your cooperation will be most 
deeply appreciated, and you may be assured that your response will 
remain confidential. We would appreciate receiving your completed 
questionnaire no later than May 11, 1981. 

Should you have any questions or desire more information, con­
tact Dr. Anderson at 624-6254 or Mr. Samuri at 624-9170. 

Sincerely, 

Carl R. Anderson Fereydoon Samuri 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please check the appropriate answer. 

1. How many years have you been employed by this university? 

0-3 years 

4-6 years 

7-10 years 

11-15 years 

15 plus years 

2. What is the most recent degree you have earned? 

B.A. or B.S. 

M.A. or M.S. 

Ed.D. or Ph.D. 

Other 

3. Do you hold tenure? 

Yes 

No 

4. Are you a full-time professor? 

Yes 

No 
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The following series of questions contains a set of alternative 

answers for each question. These alternative answers form a continuum 

from one extreme at the left end to the other extreme at the right. A 

series of descriptive terms is used to define, broadly, four positions 

,_ __ ~ ..... ,_ 
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along the continuum. To members under each position give eight choices 

for each question. Please indicate your choice by circling one number 

in the category that best describes your view of that question. 

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 
Strongly Strongly 

5. My work is interesting 
nearly all the time. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

6. My work gives me a feeling 
of pride having done the 
job well. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

7. My work does little in the 
way of tapping my exper-
tise and know-how. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

8. I really don't feel a 
sense of pride of accom-
plishment as a result of 
the type of work that 
I do. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9. If I had it to do again, 
I would choose the same 
work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

10. I very much like the 
type of work that I am 
doing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

11. My work is always 
changing. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

12. My work rarely gives me 
a chance to do the 
things that I do best. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

13. My work never gives me 
a sense of accomplish-
ment. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

14. In general, I feel that 
I have a lot to say or 
influence on what goes 
on in my job situation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



15. In general , I feel I can 
influence the decisions 
of my immediate superior 
regarding things about 
which I am concerned. 

16. In general, my immediate 
supervisor asks my opin­
ion when a problem comes 
up that involves what I 
do. 

17. In general, if I have a 
suggestion for improving 
or changing part of my 
work situation in some 
way, it i s easy for me 
to get ideas across to 
my immediate supervisor. 

Agree Agree 
Strongly 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 
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Disagree Disagree 
Strongly 

5 6 7 8 

5 6 7 8 

5 6 7 8 

The next series of items consist of a series of questions about 

perceived the degree of organizational control. Please indicate your 

choice by circling one number in the category that describes your view 

of the question. 

{1) Centralization 

(a) Participation in Decision Making 

Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 

18. How frequently do you 
usually participate in 
decisions on the adoption 
of new programs? 

19. How frequently do you 
usually participate in 
decisions on the adoption 
of new policies? 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 4 5 

3 4 5 



152 

Never Seldom Sometimes Of ten Always 

20. How frequently do you 
usually participate in 
decisions on hiring 
of new staff? 1 2 3 4 5 

21. How frequently do you 
usually participate in 
the decisions on the 
promotion of any of the 
professional staff? 1 2 3 4 5 

( b) Hierarchy of Authority 

More More 
False True 

Definitely Than Than Definitely 
False True False True 

22. There can be 1 ittl e 
action taken here unti 1 
a supervisor approves 
a decision. 1 2 3 4 

23. A person who wants to 
make his own decisions 
would be quickly dis-
couraged. 1 2 3 4 

24. Even small matters have 
to be referred to some-
one higher up for a 
final answer. 1 2 3 4 

25. I have to ask my boss 
before I do almost any-
thing. 1 2 3 4 

26. Any decisions I make 
has to have my boss's 
approval. 1 2 3 4 
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(2) Formalization 

(a) Job Codification 

More More 
False True 

Definitely Than Than Definitely 
False True False True 

27. I feel I am my own 
boss in most matters. 1 2 3 4 

28. A person can make his 
own decisions without 
checking with anybody 
else. 1 2 3 4 

29. How things are done 
here is left up to a 
person doing the work. 1 2 3 4 

30. People here are allowed 
to do almost as they 
please. 1 2 3 4 

31. Most people here make 
their own rules on the 
job. 1 2 3 4 

(c) Rule Observation 

32. The employees here are 
constantly being watched 
for rule violations. 1 2 3 4 

33. People here feel they 
are constantly being 
watched to see that they 
obey all the rules. 1 2 3 4 
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Oklahoma State University I STILLWATER, OKLAHOMA 74078 
309 GUNDERSEN HALL 

' 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

AND HIGHER EDUCATION 

May 12, 1981 

Dear Faculty Member: 

(405) 624-7244 

We sought your assistance in a study on relationship of central­
ization and fonnalization to perceived work alienation among higher 
education faculty. We know how easy it is for mailings to be mis­
placed or lost, so we are sending you another questionnaire in case 
you did not have an opportunity to fill one out. 

Please help us in this effort to detennine the degree of this 
relationship. Your input is vital and you may be assured it will 
remain anonymous. 

We need your response by the end of May, 1981 so that we may 
have sufficient time to analyze the findings. 

Thanks again for your help. 

Sincerely, 

Carl R. Anderson Fereydoon Samuri 
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