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. ; _ - Theorles of Levels in- Orgam(atlonal Sc1ence

There is 1ncrea51ng concern w1tl1 issues of ' level in orgamzatlonal sciehce.

A

Advocates of a }multl-level approach to the study of orgamzatlorfs c1te both d1sc1pllnary

-

N dynamlcs and orgamzatlonal changes as the\';e\asons beh1nd thls trend Roberts, Huhn and

Rousseau (1978) argue that multl-level research is . a natural consequence of the
, S Iz
estabhshment of orgamzatlonal sc1ence as a dlsc1p11ne in 1ts own rlght, inte 'atlng' the

.

trad1t,onal levels of study in 1ts parent d1sc1pllnes of adm1n1stratlon, psycho gy and

: socmlogy. Moreover, 1ncreased d1fferent1atlon in orgamzatlons due to bureaucratlzatlon ’
and technologlcal change glves rise to the need for research 1nclud1ng both cross-level

and cross-unit assessments. Elsewhere (RouSseau, in press), I have ‘argued that although

A

mterest 1n the role of level in orgamzatlonal sc1ence has 1ncreased “the result has been Lt

N expansmn of emplncal research to 1nclude issues Cat several levels, but. llttle theory

v — . t \‘
development. ‘Thls paper presénts concepts and’pnnc1ples pertment -to the development
of cross-level and, mu1t1-level theory in orgamzatlonal science. Drawing on hlerarchy
{
theory, systems theory, ‘and _the mlxed-level models of organrzatlon developed by )

-

orga.mzatlonal sc1ent1sts, it proposes some generahzatlons about the effects and relatlons
[4 » . 8

among levels that~a.re pert1nent to orgamzatlonal research. N
" Issues of\level constltute a new frontler. M111er (1978) hkens the stat'us of levels in

t
science - to that of spec1es in Darwms day. Roberts et a.l. (1978) have l.alled the

v mmulta.’neous cdns1deratlon of factors at mu1t1ple levels the new parad' grp, of.
. b o s ) e L -
orgamzatlonal sc1ence. Nonetheless, 1t is necessary to also ackhowledge that the o

development of theory 1ncorporatmg mult1ple levels 1s s1mu1taneously one of the most‘

- s Al

- frustratlng and-c.promlslng areas (Vorhees, 1983, p. 24) " Reasons for th1s frustratlon PR

o . mclude the d1ff1cu1t1es in estabhshmg the comparablllty of concepts lmked to d1fferent. o

. )

levels (e.g., perce1ved cllmate ver&* orgamzatlonal cl1mate), concern w1th poss1blev;5-j

a:nthromorphlzmg of 1nd1v1dua1-level processes to those at hlgher levels (e.g., 1nd1v'1dua1.‘i

8 0

versus orgamzatlonal learnmg), Aand the very general nature of man’y axmms from, ':_:‘-j»
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. systems theory that have made some apphcatlons self—ewdent or superflclal.‘

?

ot

~To propagate— this new par_adrgm in orgamzatlonal ,researgh, a number of

o 't-}uldamental theoretical issues must be addressed. First,!:‘criteria must be spec1f1ed to

establish whether s'e'emingly" co'mparable'. concep’ts.ﬂreﬂefct parallel~.proéEsses : across
3‘ -~ levels. Second, the natu.e of hxerarchxcal relatlons among orga.mzatlonal components'
needs expllcatlon. Are bra.nchb\anks, functlonal departmenﬁs, and corporate dlwslons on‘

-

the same or d1fferent hn!rarchxcal ;yels" Areﬁgovernment agenmes, corporate cfflces, ,
and parent compames comparable" Can level be spec1f1ed in an absolute sense" Tlurd,

‘ how are ‘lower and hlgher levels bound together" What factors or condltlons operate in
] § -t ‘[ . .y : - e
the effects that phenomena from oneé level have on another level? Through what rulesor

. \

’ pnnc1ples can we formulate predlctlons regardmg the strength a.nd scope of cross-level

effects" Answers to these and other challengmg questlons m1ght, to some: extent, ex1st"

« N on

m several d1spa.ate areas of study. This paper rewews and mtegrates These to help

answer these questlons

Lo s .o -

Three ba51c sources of mformatlon on the relatlons of phenomena at d1££erent

N - .
) — -

levels are hxerarchy theory, systems theory, and exlstmg cqnceptuahzatlons of level

.

mthxn' orgamzat1onal science. Both hxerarchy an{systems theory offer_a generlc

’;" perspectlve on the nature of levels. In a general sense, systems theory addresses - the

.

‘élmllarltles between levels ‘while h1era.rchy theory focuses on the dlfferences.

Orgamzatlon-speclflc models have emerged somewhat mdependently of these theorles,_ i

. g : a

'(though some cross-fertlhzatlpn is ev1dent) 'I‘hese three approaches are descnbed here_,_

< to try and address some ‘of the fundamental 1ssues pertinent to an orga:uzatlonal theory' '

of levels. ’ . f B .‘ : \-‘_‘-f, . Y L
. . : . E . R ‘ . - .' ;4 . - N d
' L Hlerarchy theory e '

LT

T ,‘:."nature and functlon of levels. Hlerarchy theoi-y der1ves from the general nonon thaf




- »‘.

- . . o
. . Co. . f ) ~7,
° - L .

complex 'svstem,s exhibit hierarchical structure (Si'mon, 1973), a/pa,ttern of relations -

descrlbe&d hJerarchlcal structure as a set of Chmese here opomng any one box ré-

© veals a whole set of other boxes, each Off wh1ch contains another set in. turn A h1er- ..

levels of bond strength from thher'lev »

:'a.rchy, m this sense, m/\ot a sequence or a complete ordermg, but is' a partlal ordermg of

"‘f"boxes —atxee. S L e T ’5

; . . . . e ~ . Ll b
- - LR B . - P . .

~1m1ts 1s greatest for umts at the same level, that 1s, for those closest to each other.

Bond strength decreases as the number of levels between umts increases. - It is the sharp
) :
gradatlon in bond strength between umts that causes systems to appear hJerarchlcal and

.
L 4

behave SO (Slmon, 1973, P- 9) Hlerarchles are formed by. the vert1cal separatlon of low-

e 'I‘he concept of nearlldecomposable systems developed by Sn-hon (1973) is based: on . <

.

.

‘ nslower than the t1me scale for

“ sxze of a work grou'o or changes m 1ts dlvxslon of labor generally occur more rap1d1y than

S

the effects of vanations 1n bond strength charactenzmg }uer%chxes. Thls concept 1m-- »
phes that we can build a. model of our focal umt (department, ubumt, subsystem) at the

level we choose to observe whlle 1gnonng the detalled structure and dynamlcs of the next
level down as well as those of the next'level-up. , We can do so accordmg to hlerarchy

theory because the processes occurrmg at the next level down occur more rapldly than do e
‘ - d L

: those at the focal level and w1thm an equ111br1um that w1ll not a.lter cond1tlons and pro- S

\

=

cesses . at our focal level. Moreover, processes at the next thher level are llkely to ap-
P .- . h R ‘. . ‘ .
pear cons,tant m relatlon to the more rap1d dynamlcs of our’ focal level. Increases m the :
X . .

e R

BN

Vorhees, 1983)



et
- - )

The property -of * 'near de"omposablhty allows fbr vert1cal segregatlon of

. tee

'luerarchlcal levels. Its honzontal counterpart, loose horlzontal couphng, holds that the
" g . )

 be vmr of any g1ven subsystem is relatlvely 1ndependent of other subsystems at the -

sat<e or lower levels. Tlus 1ndependence 1s 5. function of the degree of d1fferent1at10n

“among subsystems at a glven level. leferentlatlon ‘of elemen>s L subsystems 1mpacts L

the stab111ty and evolutlon these subsystems expertence. Slmons (1973, u'D.: -8) tale of

: the watchmak{rs ﬂlustrates the pomt- . SRS LT N
',","“’f’,..  "Two watchmakers ‘ass€mble fine watches, each watch con-, .
o S tainihg ‘tén th usand parts. Each watchmaker is 1nterrupted,
e frequently t answer the® phone. The f1:st Jas organlzed his =~ .

‘ . total asse bly operatxon into a sequence_ of subassemblies; - -
Nl each subas g_mbly is a stable arrangemen of 100 elements, . " A

\ etween ‘phone 1nterrupt10ns is ‘a time* long

enough to ‘assemble’ about 150 eléments. P An’ mterruptmn

causes any’ set of elements that- ‘does not: yet form’ a stable

. system to.fall apart completely. By the time he has answered

& about eleven phone calls, the first-watcHmaker will usually‘ ol

- have finished assembling aiwatch ¢ The second watchmaker.

will almost nbver succeed in assemblmg one—he will suffer
the fate of styphus‘." as often as ‘he rolls the rock up the hxll, -

;. L. itwill roll down aga.ln. - . .. . l‘. S

The moral of the story is tﬁat tlmre is adapt1ve advantage to hJerarchles, elements of '

. -‘r~ L :

-subsysfems can retam the1r orgamzatlon when other subsystems are \mde: stress. or

P 4 .

flsuffer setbacks 'I‘Hus, G\/I—Oldsmoblle can contlnqe to operate effect1vely, producmg'

popular Amerlcan car models desp1te dechnes in Chevrolet sales.

.. : E

Although near vertlcal decomposablllty and loose horlzontal coupllng address the o

S \ SN DR
: segregauon of levels and unlts w1th1n levefs for purpose of analy51s, 1t is -.1150 de51rable to- -

A Y

istudy the 1mpacts that phenpmena at ane level have on another—whlch have been labeledf‘

L 'cross-level effects (Rousseau, in ‘press) The d1rect10n of 1nfluence determmes the type' .

l‘

5

. "of effects p0551ble. ngher-level systems afxect lower level ones predomlnately through s

‘e

B 'f"‘,fcontrol mechamsms. Patee (1973) gues that all forms .of ma.nagement and control emst_' e

.g.\ » (

".'"ff:;between two hlerarchlcal levels.; Control 1mp11es constramts over act1v1t,1es and v

e

T processes, determlmng\the upper and IO\ber bo'mds of the loéver level's range of stablhty T




t.
LIS .
- . . -

or equilibrium. Control mechamsms are exerted whenever the lower level departs frbm

eqmllbrmm (e.g.} too much or too httle’ output or act1v-1ty on the part of an organ in the .

. 3 .

‘human body or 4 work group ‘within a department) Departure from equ;hbnum is the' R
a N » m, 1 . .

‘means by whlch lower levels 1nf1uence hxgher ones, The cross-‘evel impact of lowér level

A unpredi’ctable manner mov1ng OutSIde~1tS equlllbrmm. Under cond1tlonsv of lower-level.

\¢ equxhbrmm, merarchy theory holds that 1t is unnecessary to study lower-level processes
Y A |

when we seek to. understa.nd a lngher level But u-regula.rmes in lower-level processes

C e

..
- >

‘ and the1r cross-level 1mpact canltell much dbout the nature of the lugher-level system *

~ and its control functlons. Dep\artures from equ1hbrmm can occur w1th"1ncreases 1n thé- o

( sme and d1v1$10n of labor w1th1n the foca1 unit. In such 1nstances, orga.mzatlons often N
‘e

‘ mcrease their horizontal dlf'ferentlatlon——grouplng the tasks lower leVel umts perform by .

functlon or expertlse to increase the supra-tmlts ab1hty to monltor and evaluate

- subordmate performance (Daft & Bradshaw, 1980‘ Jones, 198}) oL
- : e . 9, o
Based on the concepts of bpnd strength, near‘decomposablhty, and loose horlzontal

B coitp“hng, a number of f‘z%anlzatlonally-relevant generahzatlons ca.n be :ler1ved from,, e

‘i Y o .
AV H1erarch1cal systems evolve more rap1d1y tha.n non-h1erarch1cal systems w1th the‘ .

e - A

lnerarchy theory%, _ | | ~ -

e ~ e
same N ele.ments. Tlus speed of evolutlon means that lnerarcl:ues can respond to B
,-changmg env'lronments more quxckly. T b o

PPN

A\ T
(2) - Bond strength 1s greater between umts closer (1.e., w1th fewer mtervenmg levels)

-

S 'tm thklnerarchy- Tlus force of attrac'aon and 1nfluence 1s greater among Proxxmalff R

- Hlevels\and 1s reflected m a hxgher degree of mteractlon among these levels. Thus'

N

cross-level effects are hkely f° be stronger between umls at prommal levels. .

o . . 4 T
B ._g’ '? "

L A‘.(3)‘ T1me scale for lngher-level processes 1s slower than for lower levpl ones, 1mply1ng_-'.‘";f'_

that assessment strateg1es for lugher and lower levels should d1ffer. The

'(4

I ia.ct1v1t1es and outcomes of lngher_‘evels m1ght requ1re descrlptlon and assessment
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over longer perlods of tlﬁxe than .lower-level ones. IR

(4) / Forms of management a:nd cckxﬁrol operate between d1ffe-cnt h1era.rch1ca1)fevels,

/ 1mply1ng that the natux'e of control w1l.l be 1nfluenced by .he h1erarch1cal"

\ondltlons described above. One such 1mpllcat10n is that h1ghe' levels c}oser to
°

the focal level will exert greater 1nf1uence than more d1sta.nt levels. Another .

1mpllcat10n is that horlzontahdlff.erentlatlon, that 1s, mcreases ‘in the number of

j . . A . (\ . 5
hlerarclucal levels, Is 1tself a cross—level control mer.hamsm. o T
In sum, bierarchy theory offers a framework frond Whlch to der1ve Cl‘%S-level Pl‘edlctlons o
€ > .

o regardmg orgamzatlona.l processes and artivities. Hlerarchxcal structure -glves rise to '
) condltlons producing cross-level effects. ’ . . ‘- o

. ) ) . '/ . ~' . . ‘ . . \ . '
. o Systems 'I'heory . S : . B

‘e . : f ) \_ "

The contrxbutlon of general syst oms- theory to our understa.ndlng of levels lles ’

~ . - S

fu.ndamentally in the concept of mu1t1-level models, where certam baSIC medhamsms are\ T
presumed to be parallel or 1somorph1c from one level to anothe/r. As presented by Mﬂler \

(1978), systems theory descnbes 1mportant umformmes (p. 26)," that~1s, characterlstlcs l

. . N i

: of structur process, a.nd functlon shdred by quahtatlv y dlfferent ent1t1es {cells,
y ) : .0

organs, org ms, groups, orgamzatlons, socienes, a.nd supra.natlonal systems) -

It should be noted that what here 1s called a. multl-level model corresponds to / N

proposﬁ:lons that MIHCJ.‘ (’ 978, p. 90) has ca.lled cross-level., The present paper reserves

the‘ term cross-level for model of relatlonshlps mvolvxng varlables at dszerent levels. ,.i' :
e \ . v.", '. -

Multl-level models, as used here, descnbe relatlons at one level that are genera.hzable to

.,\\v.,‘

3 " other levels. The search for multl-level models of act1v1ty has _]ust be ‘Mxller argues : ,";

s L

s that multr-levnl generahzatlons across levels are new. to scxence' much‘ in. the Way that

ner zatlons were new in Darwms day (p. 90-91) In sp!eclfymg a serles

of mu.t1-level genera.hzations, Mlller 1nd1cated the de'gree of confldence he has in each

postulatlon—an unusual caveat for a theonst, md1cat1ve of the emergent nature of the

/

o

! .



In the most rud1mentary form, one auch multl-level generahzatlon is that the more

M

components a umt has the greater the number of levels 1t contams (Berelson and Stelner,

® 1964' Mlller, 1972' Anderson a.nd AWarRov,v 1961) The bas1s for makmo such

[

.

generallzatlons is the .notlon that therc are 91/ cal umformltles across levels in the*‘
. . L . ‘o - .' ' .

hature of the components (1nd1v1duals a.nd groupmgs of 1nd1v1dua1s) that lead to s1mllar _

Ly z

struc—tures and processes.» Support for \.hlS view is prov1ded by Parsons (1951) who argued
* ‘k
for 51m11ar1ty m structure

t

d proceSS° across ‘levﬁls m “his . functlona. model of soc1a1

¥ -

B actlon. Tlus concept of parallel attributes and dynamlcs across levels not new to - -

prgamzatlonal sc1ence. N netheless, there are two d1st1nct1ve contnbutlons toa theory

-

I of levels that der1ve from a systems theory view of mu1t1-level models' the concept of i

1somorphlsm and the dlstxnctmn between lev,els and echebr[

’ \ {( h
Isomorphlsm is the lhnfo?sﬁnty of any structure, nrocess, or fu%ctlon across levels. S
, Also referred to as formal 1dent1ty/,(M111er, 1978, Ps 4, 26-28), it is demonstrated when

the. ftmctlonal relatlonshlps 1mderlymg processes at dlffe/rent -evels of concrete systems

- (groups and orgamzanons) or constructs at d1fferent levels in. ab\anct systems (models

X and theor1es) are eqmvalent., In a group or or‘gamzathn, the pr1nc1ple,ofz entropy glvgs

’

r1se to the need for’ new mputs (new energy m the form of add1t10na1 members a.nd

i

resources) to perpetuate both/ 1nform'a.l soc1al groupmgs and f1rms.v In a theory,i_"-""\;
~ A

_,constructs such as 1nter—group and 1nter-orgamzatlonal confltct can be functlonally

. J;equxvalent 1f (1) the underly:ng model holds that both forms of confhct are a functmn of

‘ :

the same propertles, such as the 1nterdJendence between umts a.nd d1fferent1atxon m
»;the'lr‘ goals and pnormes, and (Z) emp' al data suppqrt tlus. The condltlon of
s “-vxsomorphrsm 15 a prereq\l(sne for a mul*1-level model. Unlformrty 1n constructs a.nd

Proc/esses .across levels must ex‘.lst before relattons among varlables%ajt d1fférent—levels " '

:,f_"~can be presumed parallel. From the concept of 1somorph1sm Kﬂows a..cntenon for

B
estabhshmg that f1mct10na1 equlvalence ex1sts' Isomorphxsm ex1sts where equlvalent

.x )
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,formal h1erarch1ca1 steucture, although orgamzatlons do- (as 1nd1cated 1n formal

. . . v . . N P
» . B R . .
. . . * . . .- . . . ,'_ ~ \, .

functlonal relatlons underly a concrete structure or process or an abstract construct. In

Ceal T e

‘other words, 1t exxsts where the underlylng causal process or model is .the same from one
Y. ’ . . * R . L ' . ) ‘ ‘

,level to another. S o NLY R . ,\
. - [ . * . N : 4-“ . ,
\/ h l ' ’ lJ " ’

Systems theory also assngns a SpeCIal meanmg to thc concept of level, which may

\ " be useful 1n the formulatlon of theory. general parha.nce, the term level is defmed as '

\ s
- posnlon, place, or standard in somal, moral, or 1nte11ectual matters (Oxford Engh\{sh

L l

'D1ct1onary, 1971) and unphes a hlerarchlcal relat1on among th1ngs leler (1978, P- 25)

\

- » ' . . » .__l.»,
»'descrlbes levels as luerarclues of systems, "Jhere desp1t’e the exzstence of paraﬂlel or *

- ©

1somorpmc pro;iertxes, quahtatlve d1fferences ex1st from one system to another.‘ For K

: : ' P
‘ example, a soc1ety or nation is a hvmg system composed of organlzatlons and otherlogver s
‘level systems. ‘A supernatmnal system compnses t{o or more’ soc1et1es, where some

control 1s exerted 'by \\the supernatlonal system over these: natlons. S1mlla€ly, groups and

' aQ

orgamzatlons d1ffer ualltlvely in Mﬂlers terms in that groups do not have an 1nterna1

e

' v

'orga.n}zatlon charts)' What d1fferent1ates groups from orgamzatzcns is that the

‘ i,orgamzatlan has echelons, or h1er§rch1cal subgroups such as posnlons/m an organrzatlon s

- —rt-employ the dlstlnctlon between level a.nd echelon. Most 1f not all of 1ts proposltlons o

cna..n of comma.ryi Levels are quahtatlvely d1fferent ent1t1es, where the components L ‘.‘

comprlsxng one system level d1ffer from those of another (groupsﬂcontam 1nd1v1duals, .: \_ ‘,{

Ior zatlons conta.m u and md1v1duals) Echelons, on the other hand, reflect
PR gro PS

‘o~ L /
hxerarclucal pos‘tlons w1th1n a system or. level. Usmg thxs dlStlnCtlon, we can descnbe BRI
»! o

S __the relat1onsh1p of a parent company to’ 1ts sub51d1araﬂ in terms that recogmze that both

S are the same level or type of system w1th 51m11ar 1nternal processes and ftmctlons but at

N

' "d1st1nct echelons. - It is 1mportant to note that hJerarr:hy, theory does not exphc1t1yL

R

e : AT ey T

3 (e.g., Vorhees, 1983) appear t° adgress echelons.: Its axloms seem to accommodate the

o EE. ; :
notmn of quahtatlvely d1fferent types of hv1"ng systems by descrlbmg relatlons among

prox;ma. echelonsp ashxgh frequency and\relatlons ong the more dlstant system levels

1 el
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RN

j_,,;_used to der1ve orgamzatlonally relevant generaniatlons, 1nclud1r.g e, ;

S Concern over ‘issués of‘level in. organiza

iunderstandmg the effe ts of : Efontext on beha"nor. Thougl3 approached frdm”’ d1verse

N

. ! o
N e SR S [
1. : s o s

'latlons among (henomena at d1fferent levels shoul;j »’

-~

" as bemg low frequency. Therefore,
be weaxer tnaxf those at d1f ferent eche ns w1th1n th same level or system type.

\) / . \ N : R IO

(— Based on the concepts of 1somorphlsm, echelons, and levels, systems theory can be“ L

R - Y B
- [ SRR . .

* -

[ 3

‘ W

«

-, L / t

‘ \(l/) - lsxomorphmm across s1m11ar constructs in’ orgamzatmn theory can be
inferred when the same functlonal relatlon or ;:ausa.l model underhes the N .

' constructs at, each level, . . - o
(2) “Though quantltatlvely d1ffere:t processes can . operate .at dlffeorent"/". \
c echelons, these are hkely to be'less dlvergent tha.n processes at d1fferent '
’ .- \ - \: . ,‘\‘

levels. Moreover, functlonal equivalence of structures and processc., across. :

' levels are more hkely to occur. across echelons w1th1n an, orgamzat1on

: \

(depariments and dlvxslons) than acrOSs system types (groups and

- - organi ations). . '. ;' Lo

-
»

R ) N .

\ : ot

Empmcally Denved Orgamzazlonal Models ofml
ion sc1ence stems °f].-om such ai parate

; R !
g \ ,
~problems as ch01ce of the approprlate level !of study, use of aggregated data, and

/v { N . ~ .

&

: ‘theoretlcal and methodolog1cal perspect1ves, these,problems anu attempts to solve them o

‘have now generate%l enough 1n51ght to create a need to systemat1ze what orgdmzatlonal' )

v : :to elp us understand the role level has played in orgamzatlonal research and to gu1de o

: future research to a more comprehenswe mde'standing of level in orgamzatronal_;

iKY

RN

,.than ohe level. o \ LS e S SR )
e R Sl e i . e :

/ o
A general typology of anal_y'tlc models mlght be usefui here-“ . [
T o

fsc e_ntlsts lcnow about level.

beha.vmr‘ @4 A‘ typology is needes to descnbe the varglous ways apalytlc models cat:_ m1x or /

combme phenomena at d1fferen\t levels.‘ As such, the typology presented here labels
- " \ . L —~/

these models mlxed level," to re\flect the fact that é.ch mvolves 7.nables from more




RN

3

Jv

)
/

L]

‘chm;,te) is related to another fot\’ of that construct (p. 219)“ at a dlfferent level

. (orgamzahonal chm ate) Slmply pu

1m1t When. tmzt members percexve the unpt in. thg same way, harmg asslgnment% 'f

.4 . -

'psychologlcal meanmg, perceptual agreement and therefore functlonal equxvalence

S between these two chmate constructs exxst. i

(.,,.».‘ "“ .-

_'ls can take, 'inclﬁdmg. composl- '»-‘7

tlon, cross-level, and multl-level model A thépry 1n orgamzatlonal behavxor can 3

Tabte ldéséribes the haslc forms'that mi a—re‘vé{ mo

.«\ J ,".

contam elemen,ts of any or all of them. The mogels descnbed here ire 1(1%1 or~pure g}
o Lo

types. | TN R
yp fe . ) ' ) '.‘. -.. " , c..' b ' . ? 7 ’ . L ) ._;/‘

Composltlon Models.‘ Comp051t1on models speczry the relatlonsl'ups between. t s
vanables at dyt‘ferent lchls presumed’ to i:e functlona.lly slmxlar. These n:odels are': @

rooted in general systems theory's concem w1th the.. nature of what segms to be func-,I e
' . ~ ', S ‘, ’
tlonally comparable processes ‘at. d1fferent system levels, amgng quahtahvely d1fferent;', S

lxvmg systems (organs, orgamsms, groups, and soc1et1es). : Such orgamzatlon-relevantf',-"-

(e.g.,J 1somorphld, parhal | ct;ona.l 1den( ty et'c.)' When some, but Tot all, f_unctmnal: -

v—~
elements are equxvalent we. art1a1 functlonal 1$nt1ty. Ind1v1dual satlsfactlon and

group morale mlght have a partlal fun tlonaI 1den‘t1ty' each has an affectlve component
but only morale 1mp11es the emstence of group cohesmn and 1dent1f1catlon (Jewell and =

.

Re1tz,l981) : T _ ‘_"

-
.

In his dJscussmn of a comp051tlon theory for cllmate, James (l982) uses a ftmctlonal \

O L

rqlatlonshlp to spec1fy how ‘a \construct operatlonahzed at one level (psycholog1cal

ames argu that When the definitlons of chmate
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The approach advanced by J ames: to determmmg xsomorphrsm (shared deflnxtlon) is

o 4

s1m11ar though not 1dent1cal to that ro osed b the systems th onsts who flrst em loyed
P P Y Q P Y

-

the concept. Rapoport (1972, pp. 46-47), argues that° e i“" SR .
, e . : S, "

‘ ' "Two mathematical systems are said to be somorphlc to each other S

- if_one-to-one correspondence can ‘be- ‘established between 'the ele-

ments- of one and those of the other. Isomorphism between two

\mathematlcal systems dinduces .a conceptual 1somorphlsm between.-
‘ - the concrete systems they represent. In other words, two concrete* .
R systems can be said to be conceptually 1somorph1c' to each other if . \ T
~ both- can bg‘represented by the same mathemat1ca1 model " R

a ¢

S ""hus xsomorphlsm ex1sts where there 1s not only agreement on "om.eptual defmltlons but

) . T LY

_ also in the mathem atical or causal models specxfylng each varlable. :

)

iy ,
Not all compomtlon models- postulate xsomorphlsm Ind1v1dua1 and group learmng" )

-

'1nvolve psychologmally s:mllar processes, each resu1t1ng from mdxvxdual level cogmtxve |

.

o functrons. Yet, if we compa.re the learmng curve of 2 smgle mdlwduabvf'é that of a

-

' croup, °one chfference is str1k1ng. the md1v1dual-level curve is dlszoﬂnt;nuous with an -

-
0

' 'abrupt 1mprovement in performance at some p01nt, the aggregated group curve is
o \|x . .

_‘,smooth. The reason for this’ dlfference is that: the point of greatest 1mprovement for

1nd1v1duals drffers. Some people learn ‘more| qu1ck1y than do others. ; The pomt of

_accelerated learnmg is smo\othed out at the group level because 1nd1v1dual dlfferences in

B ’, learmng can cancel each other but. Th:%pgh srmllar, 1nd1v1dua1 and group—level learmng:y

) "3 a.re not entlrely the same because mdlwdual‘chfferences are constaht at’ onel level and.
‘varxable at \ the other. rIence, the flmstlonal \speclflcatlon of these two learmng " )
constructs dlffers. .. | ' ._‘x

..“

S1m11ar 1ssues cha.racterlze the d1st1nct10n between md1v1dual. behav10rs and umt- A “

f'lgvel rat&s of thes behavmrs. Su1c1de, absenteexsm, and turnover change theu-:"

,d1str1but10ns and pos51bly~t eir meanlng when we move from md1v1dual behav10r to L!Illt" '

‘;’;‘,rates (Hulm and Rousseau, 1980 } \The causal factors gurmg rrse to turnover rates (e.g.,"--'-

- - '_i'economlc growth) and/ need not be the same as for 1nd1v1dua1 turnover (e g., d1ssat-:‘»
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ed Comp051tlon models must address the effects of h1erarch1cal structure on

functlonal relatlons. o /f' : R ; SR A R
o . b‘.' . . E " ') ’.v . N . . . e s ’ .
) .
KRN leé compos1tlon theor1es, cross-level and mult1-level ‘models spec1fy the relatlon-

o
i P B o '

sh1ps between constructs across levels. However‘ cross-level a.nd multl-level models

and nomologxcal netwbrks. Each spec1f1es the relatlonshlp between heterogeneo{is con-
S

7

. stfucts from d1fferent levels. I RIS PR

/ Ny \.' L 1‘- ' v."‘ . ‘ T , o Q, - oo I“-‘s" R
Cross-level models. Cross-level theor1es speclfy causal models of the effects
/ . i e

phenomena at one level have on those at another. At the heart of thése theor1es are the

@

assumptlons orgamzatmnal sclentlsts make about the connectlons between hlgher and

lower levels, the forc\es of attractlon ‘and 1nclusxon, and the conditions under wh1ch 1nf1u-

. R
& S
ence proceeds upward or down, in short, assumptlons about the operatlon of h1erarch1cal ,

S~

k structure in- orgamzatrons., These theones can take 'three forms (Table l) In one form,

- mdependent and dependent var1ables-are\ on chfferent level_s. A second type of cross- -
. e ) . - » c . ’ \ ‘ Lo . X .
“:level model involves unit-level moderators of lower level relationships. A third type .of

| cross:-level "model occurs'when‘ comparative' effects are postulated'Where x (which equals -

i

- Q.
X }?) effects a dependent var:able. Al these types of cross-level models reﬂect ’

assumptlons regardlng the nature of h1erarchy in orgamzatlonal systems, wluch will be

dlscussed below. . '_ o L. ' ' e

Cross-level Model 1. Much cross-level research explores the direct effect‘ of
: #
\ contextual charactensncs on behavmr. Tef'hnology, structure, (Rousseau, l977), cllmate -

982) are Contéxtual factors that have been hnked to md1v1dual-level,
" resoonses. Cross-level orgamzatmnal research began largely as an attempt to overcomé
the narrow 1ntra—level explanatxons of behavmr characterlstlc of prevlous research

Lmked to 'Eologxcal psychology (garker, 1968) cross-level research was conducted mamly .
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- by psychologlsts concerned w1th 1ncorporatmg s1tuatlona1 factors m models of ‘behavior.

L J

'I'hus, cross-level theory has tended to address how hlgher-level characterlstlcs affect

lower-level processes. AR - o e \ : e
N . N \., .v K - R kY

Tlus downward onentatlon is not a requlrement of a cross-level model Rather, 1t ‘

S

e s

reflects the more pervasxve 1nf1uence of\ soc1al settmgs on 1nd1v1duals than fof 1nd1v1duals

-

‘on. settlngs (Barker, 1968) . This emphas1s is cons1stent w1th the controlhng role of higher

levels over.lower’ ones as specn‘.led in h1erarchy theory. ‘ Orgamzatlonal research lmlung

s a ¢

horlzontal d1fferent1atlon to attempts to control lower—level outputs (e.g., performance

rehablhty, quantlty and quahty) exempl1f1es the . cross-level nature of management

control mechamsms -as- well as. the dxrect effect of unit cfxaracterlstlcs\on~member~w-
SNy -

responses typlcal of 'Cross-Level l\Zédel 1, e.g., Jones, 1983) Conceivably, however, N

.

/ .
ater mfluence on the umts of Wthh they are-a part ‘

SN /
than vice versa. In luerarchy theory, such effects constltute 1rregular1t1es or departures
\ /
from equ111br1um In systems theory, up'ward-orlented cross-level effects reflect the

components Can at t1mes exert\_\'gr

perspectlve of emergentlsm, a range of theones conceptuahzmg society as a whole‘
emerglng from pre—em:tlng mc‘:1v1dua1s as parts and as cont1nu1ng to depend upon them "
for its existence. and nature (Bahm, 1983).- Tlns ;ottom-up view contrasts with the
perspective of structuallsm which begms at the top and works down by oassumxng that
parent structures underly all phenomena such that the behav1'ors of parts cannots be
understood without specifying the\ structured wholes of whlch th’ey are a part (e.g.,~

Laszlo, 1972; Ba.hm, 1983) Orgamzanonal research has tended to be less concerned with

the mfluence a s1ngle 1nd1v1dua1 or d1fferent types of md1v1duals might exert on the

l

orgamzatlon than it has been w1tn the perhaps more typlcal effect of orga.mzatlons on ~

By

md1v1duals. However, upward-orlented cross-level models may be valuable in explamlng.

Pl

phenomena such as whlstleblowmg, change agency, “and problem solvmg.

Behhng (1978) argues that in 1ts own way the study of orgamzatlons is umquegxn

4
that it is concerned pnmarxly w1th the relatlons among phenomena at d1fferent levels.

-
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Treatxng orgamzaﬁonal study ag a mult1-level f1eld, Behlmg sheds new llght on famlhar"!_"'

constructs by v1ew1ng them at d1fferent 1evels. He suggests that motlvat‘ional researchf i

. ’7\ .‘/ ‘ "

( on- the effor’P- performance relatlonshxp mlght mvolve the cross—level study of howwf
TF B : '1> : L
. mdlvxdual actzon effects the orgamzatlon. Thus, cross-level models can ’involve upward ,

s EERAS Y . . Vo

(1nd1v1dua1 — orgamzatlon) as well as downward (orga.mzatlon . 1nd1v1dua1) relatlons. '
But, 1t must be noted that these two forms of cross-level models represent d1st1nct

o \.. . ; .

» conceptuahzanon of luerarchy. Structuahsm arrd emergentlsm must be concile,d to

accommodate the emplncal ev1dence orgamzatlon sc:ence has generated.

One body of research ex'plonng the" effects of contextual vanables on lower—level

o x-3
responses has employed what is- called the WABA methodology (for w1th1n-and- §

between—group--analys1s") ‘ Usmg an analys15 of vanance‘ model, researchers (e.g.,
. . &
Dansereau & Dumas, 1977) examine the ‘extent to wh1ch varlatlon assoclated w1th

S .
bg(ween-tm\l_t/differences and. umit membersh1p is - sufflcxent to support one of . the :

L4 \

alternatlve hypotheses that: - (l) the contextual unit effects 1nd1v1dua.ls 1m1formly (whole
effect hypothems), (b) context effects 1nd.1v1duals d1fferently (part effect hypothesm), (c)

& 5.‘\

systematlc d1fferences w1th1n and between units are so great that the un g is not a mean- -
ce exists within .

mgful focus of analys;s (speqal null hypothesm), or (d) only error wari
- and bétween 51m~its (traditional null 'hypothesis) This framework /“conceptualiz the level
of analys15 (e.g., t'he 1nd1v1dua1) as!part of a whole (the umt\ and evalua.tes whether it is o
emplnca/lly meamngful to view the 1nd1vxdual as a whole ent1ty or as a part of another
larger whole. It also c\an evaluate whether a partlcular mlt is a mea.mngful level at
whlch to explore c:ross-level effects. Important here is the concept of speclal nul which\
holds that true cross-level effects may not ‘be nldentlflable\(oecause the per umt ‘has |

v
~

not been studled (e.g., the department 1nstead of the work group) In a multl-level f1eld

of study such as orgamzatlonal scxem.e, 1t is 1mportant to r cogmze that the level '

o

of analyms may beaas 1mportant as the varlables one chooses to stud .

. , . !

Cross-level rese,arch on the effec‘ts of h;lgher level phenomena on lowerlevelr

\-»-\_,,\‘_n
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responses suggests that the behavxors and att1tudes of members can be ,eXp amed by unit:

characterlstlcs—estlmates of'-accountable varrance range from 10% to 30%

-
w -

vHulm, 1972, T‘ousseau, 1977, 1978) It is noteworthy that m these studxes, the focal umt
. z 1 ...- - s
_1s 1nd1v1duals wrthxn departments. Estrmates of accountable variance can be exPected to o

¢ .« -

- be lower than these if the relatxonslnp of 1nd1v1dua1 responses to drvxsxon o{r
"orga.nlzatlonal characteristics are exammed-}-a result of decreasmg bond strength across . 5
‘levels m—luerarchy theory. Variation in the proportlon of vanance accountable by unit 7

characterlstlcs mlght also be a functlon of the degree to wh1ch the 1nd1v1dual is a
“\
7 member of more than one unlt or. soc1al role (e.g., orgamzatlon, famlly, or soc1a1
A S N o
groups) Allport s (1962.) concept of partxal mclusron mlght be an 1mportant factor in

_ unde%standmg cross-level effects. ‘The more ncluded is an ent1ty (mdrvrdual ‘group, or -

il
. -

orga.nlzatlon) in a h1gher-level umt,’ the stronger any cross-level effect’ should be.

‘.,'Inclusxon, therefore, is a llmltmg condltlon on d1rect cross-level relatrons.

]

o Cross-level Model 2.. \Another frequent type of cross-level model is found in_ the -

[y

study of contextual factors as moderators of 1nd1v1dual-level relatxonshlps. ‘Moderator B

-

* analysis tradi .onally is concerned with the rolg’ played by md1v1dgal d1fferences Ain the :

relz tlonshlp between such’variables as the predrctors and crrtena of selectlon research 4

o ! 4
(Gh1se1h, 1956 1960) Inégamzatlon-level research teohnology (Woodward, 1958, 1965) ~ 1

L]

"and environmént (Lawrence & Lorsh, 1969) have mode\ated the relatlonshlp befween

. structure and orgamzatlonal effectlveness. However, moderators need not be at the N,\ :

same level as those vanables whose relatlonshlp they moderate. Factory settmgs (Hulm

-~ ,._and Tnandls, 1981), performance/reward contlngencres (Cherrmgton, Reltz and Scbtt, .

1971), ancl envxronmental uncertamty (Duncan, 1972.) are contextual factors that appear \

N

s to moderate relatlonsh1ps at lower levels. In the form of contextual moderators, cross- ”x
» e 4 ' ‘! \

'level research has been wrth us for qulte/some time m the field of orgamzatlonal study
and has prov1ded emplrlcally-derlved models of behav10r (e.g., Blood & Hulm, 1967)

Wl:utes (1978) rev1ew of the role of md1v1dual d1fferences as moderators of the JOb

T kol e




< Y : .7» . e ’ : o O . . N ‘~‘ - -\ .
ORI .
quah’cy-—-worker response relatlon contams examples of some individual‘ di’ference"

S

varlables that are actually contextual moderators. Rural versus urban plant locatlon and

clty mze have been found to moderate the ln\lhvxdua.l-level 1mpact of JQb quallty on ..

. P

| emplo;he att1tude. T _' L R A

A . WLakneSS‘ they are often a\heoretlcal and w'fxolly emp1ncally der1ved. Research based
SN

Tt
exce‘ptlon (e.g., Lawrence & Lorsch, 1969) Nonetheless, moderator vanables almost by
’ :
N def1n1txon are. not the ma]or subJect of mterest in the research mvolvmg them. Rather,
- : “
' "moderators ‘tend to be sought out when a relatlonslup proves to be d1ff1cult to rephcate

Loe

"across studles. 'Moderators often are the post hoc hoc result of the study of"other varlables.

\ ' Thus, there has been llttle theoretlcal elaboratlon of the moderatmg effect of context on
o . ra

lower level relatlo . The spa.rseness of conceptual work addressmg the role of cross—

4

.level moderators . is somewhat surprlslng given that the study of moderators arose’ in

'orgamzatlonal research out of the d1ff1cu1t1es mherent in generahzmg from one setting

or. condition to anotMer relations occurring at the same level. Very likely, .cross-level

modérators operate .7 affecting variables at the focal level that, in turn, operate on the

relationship of interest.' In the case of "unit-level perforrhance/reWard cdntingencies

(Cherrmgton et al, al. .1971) performance causes satlsfactlon through the effect “of

contmgenmes on the perceived probablhty of performa.nce leadmg to rewa.rds. The u}ft-~v
Yoo level ‘moderator here mlght cause a lower levelicondltlon .that is essent1a1 to the‘;

. functlonal relat1on of 1nterest.’ Cross—level moderator relatronshlps m1ght thereforeé;_}"

i .ulhmately uepend on a du-ect effect of processes at one. . level on those at another (as.'"-"'

k "-'v-descnbed in Cross-Level Model 1) R

‘., e

However, models of orgamzatlonal beh}vmr examlmng the effects of dev1anc

on contmgency theorles, as in the areas of leadershlp and orga.mzatlon de51gn, is an

s As. a ba515 for cross-level theorY, contextual moderators do have ome great

aly

Cross-Level Model 3. Wnn the posslble exceptlons of research on soc1a1 ]ustlce and N

‘eqmty, httle orgamzanonal research mvestlgates comparat1ve processes (1nd1v1dual' |

- dlfferences from group standards where ‘(x = X - X) 1s the u-.deoendent varxable) 5‘;“.’1
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diff-_érence om'a grqup average would bevcross-level in nature (see Flrebaugh's (1980)
discus.sion ffrogpond effects) LT T e

R Multl-level models. IS "ii R [" e R

Multl-level models are dxst1nct from modelsl of composmon or,. cross-level

e i @ _'.

; i'phenomena. Broad in scope, mu1t1-level models postulate relatlgé-shrps among variables

'”whlch apply at ‘two_or more levels. 'I‘hese models assume formal 1dent1ty\‘betweenf_

. \
'constructs \Tcross levels and therefore requxre spec1f1catlon of comp051t10n models before

) they ca.n be tested. Th1s reqmrement of forma.l 1dentity d1fferent1ates° mult1-leVel

» , N

~models from analogles.\ As Pinder and Bourgeoxs (1982)' pomt\ out, it is one thu;g to say

; \x
) that the orgamzatlona.l declslon process is llke a garbage can, é?d another to say that it

‘ ylS one. Metaphors are. inherently imprecise a.nd ‘open to 1nterpreta§10n, makmg ngorous :

‘~spec1f1catlon and testing difficult. It should be noted here that though general systems
2 -

I

theory is referred to throughout this paper, one major cr1t1clsm of it is its proponents ' ;

- [y '.,
rehance on analogxes and 1nterest1ng s1m11ar1t1es in. place of spec1f1c1ty and detalled \R\

predlchons (Bemen, 1975) The framework des bed here assumes. that forx%al 1dent1ty.

1

L of construc s has been estabhshed when multx-level models are developed. ,;' f oo
. 7 .

h :
Parsons (1951) \work prov1des a fa1rly elaborate example of mult1-level theory.

Using roles and clusters ‘of roles as bu11d1ng blocks, ParSOns explored the effects of
'rewards and power on the actlons of mdnndua.ls d then- aggregates. Hls models employ

‘ these same constructs across levels to explam how actlon is motlvated in both mdlvxduals

.

and in. collectxvxtles. Terms hke vh.lue-onent on," "role expectatmn and goa.ls (p..

re

203) are presumed to be meanmgful ac: 0ss. levels. J.Xpeclfymg the relatlonslups among

h1s framework'i bas1c com&ﬁ@;, Parsom ) (p. 203) not

- /-—\ Mt should go w1thout saylng' that these conslderatlons apply to e
, any collectunty, no mattér how small a part of[ a total society,.
it forms.. This fundamental structural homology between the’ o :
- total society and’sub-collectivities: within it is one of the AR
Lo most unporta.nt aspects of the structure of soc1a1 systems. S CoE B

M)
T

Tlns statement constltutes a succxnct descnptxon of a mult1-f-level theory. .

Mulh-level Amodels emst in :,the prop051tlons that orgamzat { nal smentlsts. have‘:"

i
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apphed to md1v1dual, group, a.nd orgamzahonal act1v1tes. Parkmsons (l957) tongue-m— St

V. '
cheek foray’amto organlzatlonal analy51s produced a "law -(or more accurately a set ‘of ¥

propos1tlons) that has been tested at the°1nd1v1dual (Brya.n & Locke, 1967) as- well as at -

the orgamzatlonal lévels (Andgx;son & Warkov, 1961) As another example, Thompsons o

K - e AN

(196-7)._,_,133810 notlon th} power 154:4 der1ved from controllng,g uncertalnty apphes both to

n, -
mdlvxduals mth exper se others lack but need and -alsv to groups SO placed in the

l
*

orgamzatmns workflow that under condltlons of uncertalnty they make strategu, ch01ces

., ‘on wh1ch the well-bemg of others depends Thompson took a basm premlse that reduclng_

uncertaJnty is essential to the creation of orgamzatmnal ratlonahty and generated

>

hundreds of proposnlons, some referrmg to md1v1dual actors “and - others to group or
orgamzatxonal processes.. These proposﬂaons denve froﬁx the pervaswe effect ‘the search'

for ratlonahty has on orgamzatlona.i processes, an effect that may be termed a

"dynamlg in the sense of 1ts use by Katz and Kahn (1978) : ‘ e < .

In h1s d1scussxon of' ‘the theor

v,

nd the WABA methodology, Yamma'r{no (1981).‘ :
argues that the multlple levels of analysls character1st1c of orgamzatxonal science are

‘not necessar11y 1ndependent views of human bemgs. Smce md1v1duals comprrse dyads,.'w
: groups, and orgamzatlons, .common hehavmral determmants across levels are plausxble.”»
. - / :
Further, all orga.nlzatlonal umts can be v1ewed s1multaneously as parts and as wholes,. .
‘ K I " .

charactenzed by both 1ntegr1ty and dependency. Accordmg to Yammarlno (1981, P 11)::

‘ . . ceee every time a whole 1m1t of analyms 1s¢found at one level, )
. - of analysis (i.€., one perspective ‘buman entities), there isa
e mtentlal (italics in- the original), when viewed ‘at the next
S ; " higher ‘level of ‘analysis (i.e., a: “"broader" perspective on .
o ;human entltles), that either umit parts or whole units' could S o
- . 70T -also ocecurs It also . follows 'that .unit - parts at one level of ~ = . 7
: ana.lysxs have the potential fo: occur as whole units at the next L L
. lower. level of analysls (1.e., a narrower perspectlve_ oni. o

»

Tlns part/whole notlon is akm to Koestler s, (1969) concept of holon and, as m the case of 4
the WABA approach, can be used to generate not on1y a framework for testmg cross- '

\;f level effects, but also a model of multl-level relatlons as well. .

In what 1s expressly 1dent1f1ed as a multl-level analysls, Staw, Sandelande, & Dutton
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‘ . o . R : 5 ¢ > . RS
N (1981) explore paralle{ processes shaping'how individuals, groups,‘and organizations cope

T N w1th adversity *and 1dentify a’ genera.l threat-r1g1d1ty effect.  While prevrous models

" emphamzed orgamzatlonal a.nd not mdrvxdua.l and group reactlons td advers1ty (see Smart

.- . and Vértmsky 11977) for an exceptlon) Staw et al., reasoﬂed that a.ll three levels
‘ " . , " c & ' . E ' ..
expenence adverse envxronmental events ("threats") 'I‘helr analysw focuses on patterns -~

of threat reSponses observed at each level and the1r essent1a.l s1m11ar1ty across levels. At~

) / -:' b :

all three levels, threat ‘appears to produce a restriction of mformatlon flow and a nar-
=) ’ N

rowmg of the behaworal or response repeto1re, provrdmg support for.a genera,hzed

threat-ng1d1ty effect. Staw et al. al. prov1de an mtegratlon of research at dxfferent levels SN
/.'"vl . * . - . > ‘- :
"/ that yxelds a multl-level moded. : . " - SR ,

Staw et al a.l’.' employ 'what they term the "systems metaphor" (p.‘517) in describihg

how ‘threat may induce system r1g1d1ty through 1ts -act1vat10n- of mtern control.‘

e

mechamsms.i Compatlble with a systems perspect1ve, this mu1t1-level analysns 1s the

product of both recogmtlon of patterns of relatlons across levels and attention to the
e - A :
cdmposlnon or. meanmg of the threat and ngrdxty constructs. .In t}us and other

formulatlons of multr-level hypotheses we see the apphcatton of the general systems

theory pn c1ple of 1mportant tm1form1t1es.

/
/

The Convergence of Three Perspectzves on Levels

As descnbed above, orgamzatlonal research is nch m descrlptlons of the relatlons, o
‘ / among ﬁhenomena at d1fferent levels. ‘ Desp1te the relat1ve mdependence of
developments m systems and hxerarchy theory from trends in nrgamzatronal research, S
i . \ -

. . 3 .

A there is a: good deal of overlap m the 1ssues studxed and a great potent1al for cross-’l,'_"‘

S - ‘

fertrhzatlon- . Systems theory concepts of momorphrsm and multl-level modelmg are

‘.

R TR . -8

represented in orgamzatlonal behavxor as are hJerarchy theory concerns w?shlfts in the\ fi}
. nature and mten51ty of phenomena as‘ave *move acxoss levels. 8 Moreove ) the study of

xsues of level m orgamzatlons af.fords the opportumty for emplncally-denved models of




. . g T [;
T - : r
‘ "follovving:v . l X | .
5 F () 'fhe establishment‘of-criteriaéfor. identifi \tion of isomorphism‘s‘.’ éystems ;theory's
- _, specification of equivalence of function jelatlons as the. condltlon for ’orma?[fo h\

: !
1ques (such as the conflrmatory

1dent1ty 1mplles that causal mudg,l\g te
. & o - T ‘%

, analysls approach descnbed by Ja

methodology for emplncal test1ng of functlonal relatlons. This approach could .
fac111tate the development of composition" models in Orga.mzatlonal behavxor for,"

a . I

i . such cénstructs as climate, learning, and stress responses. . s
. . Lo . + Lo . . -

. o o ¢ '-: . S o
(), Systems . theory's distinction "between echelons .and ' levels argues thatf

orgamzatlonal units of the ‘same- ‘level but at d1fferent echelons/ (such as f

. o

departments and subsectlons) have greater parallels 1n"structure, processes and-
- function than do nits from dxfferent levels (work groups and organlzatlons) or at

. echelons that are far 'apart (departments and dsttons) Th1s prem1se suggests

that data from cross—sectlona.l studies combmmg data from departm ents ahd oth%r

.'..“ / , ,/ y

lower to m1d-leve1 1m1ts m1ght be more ]ustlfled than those comblmng data from
-~ departments and orgamz’Jtlons. Tlus 1ssue is an 1mportant one 1n//orga.mza.tlona1 ’

research wheré researchers w1sh1ng to examlne yhe effects of umt character1st1cs \
: R e o
on 1nd1v1duals or the relatlons among. unlt characterlstlcs, such’ /as technology or

¢ .

structure, attempt to get a large sample of umts by coml:}mmg data about k

dxfferent types of 'LmltS. ..

-y

E RS ; R
assessment of structure, processes, and the1r outcomes reflect the d1fferent t1me

e ‘ - e : ug‘“‘ /

frames appropnate to the levels stud.led. In Orgamzatmnal research, 1t is common 4

Lo

',. .

. /f, c

S L than measures of mdxvxdual 1*erformance. : One may be assessed over years and the |

I' N o~

: \ o "‘ that aSsessments of organlzat;onal performance reflect a grea*té’r t1me 1nterva1

s

other over a per16d of months The same dxstlnctlon m1ght hold for other




o

organizational role,_organizational structure may. appear to be"conStant. In the
. 1.3 A .,

.\ same ‘time period, the latter can rema.m much the same wh:le the 1nd1v1dual is

- day, or hour to. the next. "The degree of stab1l1ty 1n lower-level pheno
LN .

.. . be, oonsxdered in th‘- t1m1ng and duratzon of assessments. :

\ . . . .

(4)?_ The a.daptlve responses of lower-levels are presumed to be more rap1d tha.n those :

. of h;lgher levels accordmg to hJerarchy theory. Th1s potent1al ﬁluctuat:on m-r
: ) lower-level phenomena has “two lmportant 1mpllcatlons for orgamzatlonal
) research. Evaluatzon studxes exfcmg the nature and effects of change efforts :
. shou.ld have more frequent measures of lower—level chauges relat:ve to the number' |
of thherlevel assessments made. \When lower—level changes move beyond that —

level's range of stab111ty, they ‘can activate control mech
Y ¢ R “m

.

. levels. Studxes of change hould take into account the lower—le' 1 e

act1v1t1es that evoke thher-level control responses, par..lcularly when ¢1\ange is

plannedor attempted. SRR _ ( N

(5) Influence of umts at d1fferent levels upon each other 1s a flmctlon of prox1m1ty,-

AL \

accordmg to hxerarchy theory. From th:s premlse,wcross-level models of )

' orgamzatlonal behavlor can 1ncorporate the hypothes1s that cross-level c=ffects‘

e A‘._,,,”u.-‘.

+

[ v Y

y W1th the dxstance between levels. Thus, ceterls parxbus,}orgamzatlon-to-

'dual effects should be weaker than department-to—mdxmdual effects.

tx . -

(6) Flnally, as a func%on the prmcztple of mclusmn of loyer—level un1ts m hxgher ones,

o _r.a__.\_
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' 1nt°rests, e.g., L"nn, & C ‘nampoux’ 3977) & Iore 1n/cluded an md1v1dual, a
. - group, or an orgamzat:on ina h1gher level unit, cetens panbus,,the greater w1ll be
S A N

. the cross—level 1mpa<.t of that umt. AR . /o ::V PRI :

, o A P : o .

Issues of. level in,, .rgamzatlon reSemchre a new frontler. ;I'hey raxse questlons

about the relatxon ;)f orgamzatmnal theoxy to otli\er bod1és of knowledge. They also

expaad our del of orga.mzatmnal science: although mu1t1-level model§ as proposgd by

N oo

.systems theor are’ fundamentally a reflectlon of .the. pnncxple of’ pars:rnon'y,‘ cross—level

models are an expansmn of the domam of vanables usually con51dered in the"'explanatmn

of a phenomenon. HOpefully, by 1ntegratmg orgamzatmnal regearch{ mth genenc

theorlm addressmg the issue of level, we Wﬂl at once have both pa1:51mony and thorough- :
. z.,:.

* ness in the spec1f1catlon of models of orgamzatlonal behavmr.

- -
-

N .
a. A

.‘_:é%;, " ) o B Ny - Lo
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- . ‘ Table 1 e Lo

A typology of mixed-level models : IR RSl

’ m orgamzational research LR v N
: , ™ P ) o Structu!:es1 \ KRN ASS Et____lORS ~‘ g .‘ f’/ S
d TComEo'sition . - X3 , R Spec1f1cat10n of‘ edch . -y
, T R . RN .. variable's causal model
Relanons among - . I . e '
nondependent variables . X, o . 5
© o lat different levels N o o
. . P : !; 1‘- i / \ . o~ ¥ . ‘ . ‘
[N . ! N N
- 3 Sl RN
Cross—levél \ 0.6} . X '\\ A o B .
. . . : LN . ; A ] )
. Relanons among ' Y . \ ' ’ \'\ '
~ independent and . Y Z1>Y Dégree ofyfne Fclusion
, dependent vanables : (1} v (Z} ) /& -
at dlfferent levels. ' .
) — “
i - X X)=>Y .
’ \_4 ¢ \ -
(3)
i . l A . . ‘ . A‘\\_ N | *
N Multl-level o X3 =+¥3 . L ‘ o \
: BT LA P ol v ' R
) Relatlons among Ko T Y, ° Isomorphlsm of constructs o .
' mdependent and -/ - Lo R : ~across levels . ~
B dependent variables XirY, R : R
generahzmg across .- . . e B o g
. two or more. levels/ - . R C SRR Lo R
w? efe7_~~‘wwm,wewwwwwww~- g
. % . _‘.J D ‘_"i‘;’_,v__‘_,,,w,u-»—’_ ‘ :

J’I‘he structm-es represented here are examples o; models meetxng the‘ defmxng a-ltena
for a pa.rtlcu.lar ty‘pe of.m’odel. e e : T SRR "
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