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ABSTRACT

Organisational structure has been assessed with various diff erent scales resulting in 
inconsistencies in the measures of this construct. Hence, a re-conceptualisation of 
the organisational structure construct is crucial due to the fact that researchers have 
thus far provided inconclusive agreement on what dimensions should be included 
in measuring organisational structure, although many studies have conceptualised 
organisational structure as a multidimensional construct. This study att empted to 
examine the psychometric properties of the organisational structure construct by 
integrating four subscales – decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codifi cation, 
and rule observation. A priori proposition was made that organisational structure 
measurement could be explained by four of the hypothesised dimensions. SPSS 
version 12 and AMOS 4 were used to analyse the data. Findings supported the 
hypothesis that organisational structure can be measured by the four aforementioned 
subscales. Findings also showed acceptable internal consistency reliability for the 
overall and the four specifi c subscales of organisational structure latent construct.

Keywords: Organisational structure; psychometric properties; exploratory factor 
analysis; confi rmatory factor analysis; Malaysian Public Service. 

ABSTRAK

Struktur organisasi telah diukur dengan menggunakan pelbagai skala dan 
menyebabkan pengukuran konstruk ini tidak konsisten. Walaupun pelbagai kajian 
mengkonsepkan struktur organisasi sebagai konstruk yang mempunyai pelbagai 
dimensi, para penyelidik setakat ini masih belum dapat membuat persetujuan 
tentang faktor apakah yang sesuai digunakan dalam mengukur struktur organisasi. 
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Kajian ini cuba mengkaji nilai psikometrik bagi konstruk struktur organisasi dengan 
menggabungkan empat subskala: pembuatan keputusan, hierarki kuasa, kodifi kasi 
kerja, dan pemerhatian peraturan. SPSS versi 12 dan AMOS 4 telah digunakan 
untuk menganalisis data. Kajian menyokong hipotesis iaitu struktur organisasi 
boleh diukur dengan menggunakan empat faktor. Hasil kajian juga mendapati nilai 
kebolehpercayaan yang boleh diterima bagi empat subskala bagi faktor struktur 
organisasi. 

Kata kunci: struktur organisasi; nilai psikometrik; analisis faktor; perkhidmatan 
awam Malaysia.

Introduction

The Malaysian Public Service is the single largest employer employing about 
10.6% of the nation’s total workforce (Public Service Department, 2007). The 
sizeable human capital has to be mobilised and managed eff ectively and 
effi  ciently to unleash their full potential for long term benefi ts of the nation. 
Energy and resources should be focused on transforming human capital 
in the public service by strengthening their knowledge, skills, abilities, 
characteristics, and competencies needed to manage and lead the public 
administration of the future (Malek, 2006). Reforming the public service and 
transforming its human capital are eff orts prerequisite to provide excellent 
and high quality service to its stakeholders and clientele in the 21st century. 

Notwithstanding the tremendous reformation being made and great 
emphasis being placed on performance, the Malaysian public service has 
so far failed to achieve high quality standards especially in terms of service 
delivery. This is supported by the fact that there is a decline in the Malaysian 
Public Sector competence compared to other Asian countries. In 2004, 
Malaysia was ranked 18th place in the World Competitiveness Report from 
the Geneva-based Institute for Management Development (IMD), but  this 
ranking has dropped to the 28th place in 2005 (“IMD World Competitiveness 
Report”, 2005 & 2006). In 2006, the Malaysian Public Sector has managed 
to slightly improve the ranking to the 22nd place, nonetheless the ranking 
in terms of government effi  ciency has deteriorated from 16th place in 
2004 to 26th in 2006 (“IMD World Competitiveness Report”, 2006). In fact, 
the overall ranking has dropped slightly to the 23rd place in 2007 (“IMD 
World Competitiveness Report”, 2007). In the local context, the Malaysian 
Public Service has recorded 58% increase in formal complaints from the 
public in 2005 (Siddiquee, 2006). Specifi cally, a total of 2,707 complaints 
related to performance had been received, which includes delays in service 
provision, unfair actions/decisions of the administrators, abuse of power, w
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misconduct of the offi  cials, and failure to enforce rules. Even though the 
number of complaints has dropped slightly from 2,792 in 2004 to 2,707 in 
2005, it should be noted that complaints on unsatisfactory service quality 
have almost doubled from 2.91 to 4.43% (Public Complaints Bureau, 2005). 
Until September 2007, the overall number of complaints has dropped from 
3,397 in 2006 to 2,378 but the number of complaints on unsatisfactory service 
quality has tripled to15.60 and 15.53%  in 2006 and 2007, respectively, 
compared to the preceding years (Public Complaints Bureau, 2007). This is 
consistent to Siddiquee’s (2006) assertion that the Malaysian Public Service 
has long been criticised for its infl exibility, ineff ective accountability, and 
public offi  cials’ poor performance. Hence, it can be concluded that problems 
related to service quality in the public sector originated from the public 
offi  cials’ poor performance, which also mirrors the overall performance of 
the public sector.

Various factors related to public servants’ poor performance have been 
highlighted in the literature, such as the use of inappropriate performance 
indicators (Givan, 2005), challenges for public servants to fulfi ll the need of 
multiple stakeholders (Black, Briggs, & Keogh, 2001), traits and behaviours 
of public servants that may infl uence customer satisfaction at diff erent 
levels (George & Hegde, 2004), performance gap not identifi ed by the top 
management (Mwita, 2000), vague organisational goals (Pandey & Rainey, 
2006), pervasive eff ect of red tape (Pandey & Welch, 2005; Siddiquee, 2006), 
and organisational politics and unfair reward allocation (Siddiquee, 2006). 
It was also noted that among the perceived weaknesses in the public sector 
are lack of communication skills among public servants, lack of leadership 
commitment in managing human resources at the agency level, resistance 
to change among public servants, diffi  culty in handling and dealing with 
poor performers due to lack of exit policy, over-centralised decision making, 
lack of systematic succession planning that leads to unclear career paths, 
and lack of focus  on human resource management by top management 
in the public sector (Malek, 2006). Based on the aforementioned empirical 
fi ndings, it is crucial to note that most factors reported to have impacted 
job performance in the public sector were environmental or organisational 
factors that are beyond the control of incumbents performing the job. On the 
same note, Williams (2002) asserted that system factors, besides person factors, 
are of substantial value in job performance research. System factors deals 
with factors in the organisational environment and work design that may 
aff ect individual job performance (Williams, 2002). As such, organisational 
structure can be considered as the system factors that infl uences job 
performance of the public servants. Hence, researchers should consider 
examining organisational factors, besides person factors, in understanding 
factors infl uencing job performance in the public sector.w
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Organisational structure has been predicted as one of the signifi cant 
determinants of job performance, especially in the public sector. This is due 
to the fact that the public sector has always been associated with ineff ective 
job design and bureaucratic nature, which have resulted in poor performance 
among public servants (Malek, 2006; Pandey & Welch, 2005; Siddiquee, 
2006). On the same note, Motowidlo, Borman, and Schmit (1997) claimed 
that job performance is aff ected by many extraneous factors not under the 
job incumbent’s control.  This is consistent with results from a meta-analysis 
by Rhoades and Eisenberg (2002), which found that organisational factors, 
as opposed to personal dispositions, were reported to be the stronger 
predictors of performance. This indicates that organisational factors are of 
signifi cant value in predicting job performance. It has also been reported 
that organisational structure as well may aff ect the work engagement and 
intrinsic job satisfaction (Sarros, Tanewski, Winter, Santora, & Densten, 2002). 
Organisational environments are also found to have aff ected employees’ 
self-effi  cacy which is a crucial element in enhancing task and contextual 
performance (George & Jones, 1997; Speir & Frese, 1997). In accordance 
to Weber’s (1947) Bureaucracy theory an organisational structure with 
centralised decision making, centralised hierarchy of authority, formalised 
job codifi cation, and formalised rule observation is related to positive work 
att itude. In other words, organisational structure could enhance work 
att itude such as work involvement and indirectly improve job performance.

Objectives of the Study

Studies on organisational structure have adopted various diff erent measures 
in capturing the organisational structure construct. As such, there is a need 
to develop a more comprehensive instrument that can capture clearly the 
aforementioned construct. This study examined the construct validity of 
the organisational structure items in the Malaysian Public Service agencies 
sett ing by integrating four subscales ̄  decision making, hierarchy of authority, 
job codifi cation, and rule observation, as suggested in the literature. 

We examined the construct validity of the organisational structure 
instrument which also served as a preliminary investigation of the 
psychometric properties of the Malay language version of the organisational 
structure instrument with a sample of respondents from the Malaysian 
Public Service agencies. While most empirical evidence, for instance 
Adler and Borys (1996), Dewar, Whett an, and Boje (1980), and Tata and 
Prasad (2004), examined internal consistency reliability and face validity 
of the instrument, this study intended to provide empirical scrutiny by 
examining internal consistency reliability as well as construct validity of the 
organisational structure instrument. More specifi cally, the objectives of this 
study were twofold: fi rstly, to assess the internal consistency reliability of w
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the overall organisational structure construct and each dimension under the 
construct; and secondly, to assess the construct validity of the organisational 
structure instrument utilising exploratory and confi rmatory factor analytic 
procedures. The items and dimensions of the organisational structure scale 
were developed and adapted from a seminal work of Hage and Aiken 
(1967). The measurement assessed four dimensions of organisational 
structure: decision making, hierarchy of authority, job codifi cation, and rule 
observation.

Literature Review

Conceptual Background of Organisational Structure 

The conception of organisational structure construct has come long way since 
it was fi rst established by Hage and Aiken (1967). This latent construct has 
been defi ned as practices being undertaken in an organisation with regard 
to policies, procedures, and rules (Hage & Aiken, 1967). Two important 
features of organisational structure are formalisation and centralisation, 
which can further be divided into four sub dimensions: decision making, 
hierarchy of authority, job codifi cation, and rule observation (Hage & 
Aiken, 1967).   Under the formalisation construct, job codifi cation has been 
defi ned as the level to which an organisation precisely spells out rules and 
procedures related to jobs in diff erent situations while rule observation 
refers to the extent to which an organisation rigidly adheres to the rules 
and procedures. In other words, this construct measures how far employees 
are supervised in ensuring that they are not committ ing any off ense against 
the company’s rules and regulations (Hage & Aiken, 1967). Centralisation 
deals with the amount of power distributed among employees of various 
positions. This variable is measured in terms of hierarchy of authority and 
participation in decision making. According to Hage and Aiken (1967), the 
former examines the level subordinates are reliant upon their supervisors 
in decision making while the latt er identifi es the level of employees’ 
involvement in decisions on resource allocation and policy formation. The 
concept of organisational structure developed by Hage and Aiken (1967) 
has been used widely in examining and explaining organisational structure 
factors in many empirical studies.

Measurement of Organisational Structure Construct

Both conceptualisation and measurement of organisational construct 
by Hage and Aiken (1967) has been used extensively in assessing the 
organisational structure factor in many empirical studies in diff erent research 
sett ings. Nevertheless, it is crucial to note that some of the items need to w
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undergo decentering and back translation procedure prior to adopting the 
instrument in diff erent contexts. It was decades later that some scholars 
added new ideas to further improve the understanding of this factor, for 
example Adler and Borys (1996), Agarwal (1993), and Bodewes (2002). The 
researchers merely explicated outcomes of organisational structures in 
diff erent sett ings without introducing any new concepts to the notion of 
organisational structure. In fact, all of the explanations and arguments in 
their studies were based on Hage and Aiken’s research and measurement. 

Hence, given the fact that Hage and Aiken’s (1967) measurement of 
organisational structure has continuously become the main interest 
of academia in the respective area, this study intends to examine the 
psychometric properties of the organisational structure latent construct 
by assessing internal consistency reliability and construct validity of each 
dimension. 

Organisational Structure Construct in Some Empirical Investigations

The role of organisational structure as a determinant of various workplace 
outcomes is evident in many empirical fi ndings. For instance, a study 
conducted by Nasurdin, Ramayah, and Yeoh (2006) found that formalisation 
has a positive infl uence on job stress. This is due to the fact that a job that 
is bounded by infl exible rules and procedures poses lesser autonomy and 
freedom for the incumbents on how to perform their tasks, which will most 
likely lead to job stress. In a cross-cultural study by Michaels, Dubinsky, 
Kotabe, and Chae (1996), it was found that formalisation inversely aff ects role 
ambiguity for the Americans but not the Japanese and Koreans. A plausible 
explanation for this result is because of the diff erent work environments 
in the countries examined. In essence, Japanese and Korean workers are 
more collectivistic compared to their American counterparts, who are 
more individualistic. Formalisation is deemed necessary by American 
employees to provide them guidelines in managing job stress and confl ict. 
It was also reported in this study that formalisation increases organisational 
commitment of Korean and Japanese sales personnel but role confl ict has 
a negative impact on their work alienation. On top of that, Michaels et al. 
(1996) provided that role confl ict does not have infl uence on US salespersons 
because Americans enjoy working independently, and therefore, confl ict 
does not have any impact on their commitment level. This study revealed 
that employees of diff erent cultures may view organisational structures 
diff erently. Therefore, culture diff erence should be taken into account by the 
top management in deciding the level of organisational formalisation and 
centralisation to be adopted. 

Organisational structure has created interest for a comparative study 
across sectors. For instance, Kim and Lee (2006) examined the infl uence 
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of organisational structure in terms of centralisation, formalisation, 
and performance-based reward systems on employee knowledge 
sharing capabilities in the public and private sectors in South Korea. As 
predicted, public servants reported higher mean scores for formalisation 
and centralisation and lower mean scores for clear vision and goals and 
performance based reward systems, and the level of knowledge sharing 
capabilities is higher among the private sector employees compared to the 
public sector counterparts.  Kim and Lee (2006) contended that employee 
knowledge sharing capabilities diff er between the two organisations because 
public sector managers face various organisational constraints in enhancing 
employee knowledge sharing capabilities. Organisational constraints were 
att ributed to the higher level of formalisation and centralisation in the 
public sector. On the same note, Dean, Brandes, and Dharwadkar (1998) 
revealed that organisational formalisation may aggravate organisational 
cynicism, which has more deleterious eff ect. It starts with employees’ own 
experience, such as lack of fair dealings, integrity, honesty, and sincerity 
among the top management in introducing rules, procedures, or policies 
in the organisation. This precipitates the feelings of distrust and disrespect 
among employees toward the organisation. Given all the empirical fi ndings, 
it can be concluded that organisational structure is inversely related to 
various positive workplace outcomes.

The moderating role of organisational structure is also evident in many 
empirical investigations. For instance, Tata and Prasad (2004) studied the 
moderating impact of organisational characteristics, i.e. formalisation 
and centralisation on the self-management and team eff ectiveness 
relationship. Tata and Prasad (2004) categorised centralisation into macro-
level centralisation and micro-level centralisation, whereby the former 
deals with employees’ participation in decision making regarding policies 
and procedures at the organisational level, and the latt er concerns with 
employees’ involvement in decision making regarding their own tasks. 
The fi rst level supervisors and middle managers from the manufacturing 
companies responded in this study. Findings showed that teams with higher 
self-management appeared to be more eff ective in organisations that allow 
input from employees with regard to their task performance (micro-level 
decision making). On the contrary, macro-level decision making does not 
infl uence the strength of self-management and team eff ectiveness association 
at any level. Findings by Tata and Prasad (2004) also suggested that there is 
a stronger relationship between self-management and team eff ectiveness in 
organisations that have a lower level of formalisation. In other words, fewer 
rules, policies, and procedures allow fl exibility in teams’ self-management, 
which eventually boost teams’ eff ectiveness. In addition to organisational, 
centralisation and formalisation, Tata and Prasad (2004) highlighted that 
there are three factors that may contribute to teams’ eff ectiveness- team leader w
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experience, clear goals, and adequate resources. Drawing on the fi ndings, 
it can be concluded that fl exibility encourages bett er team performance, 
especially at the micro-level decision making. To enhance team and individual 
eff ectiveness, employees should be given adequate freedom and autonomy 
in the decision making process, especially decisions that are related to 
their tasks. Another study adopted organisational characteristics as the 
moderating variable in exploring the leader power bases and subordinates’ 
job satisfaction associations. Organisational formalisation and fl exibility 
were incorporated into the moderating variable as a situational leadership 
construct. Five bases of power were examined in this study, but only expert 
power was tested as a contextual variable in relation to organisational 
formalisation and infl exibility. Yagil (2002) revealed that leader expert power 
and subordinates’ job satisfaction are highly associated if the organisation 
practices lower levels of organisational formalisation and infl exibility. In 
other words, knowledge and skills provided by leaders are useful only if 
subordinates perceived it useful to their functioning. Subordinates may 
perceive clear, detailed, and rigid policies and procedures with regard to 
task and structure can be a substitute for the role of a leader. Hence, Yagil 
(2002) concluded that the level of powerfulness in leaders does not guarantee 
high infl uence on employees’ behavioural and att itudinal outcomes. Instead, 
personal att ributes, job characteristics, and organisational characteristics 
have a signifi cant impact on subordinates’ att itude or behaviours. Given 
the fi ndings, organisational characteristics and job characteristics are 
among the important determinants of employees’ att itude and behaviour.

Organisational structure has also been incorporated in some studies as a 
mediator. For example, empirical scrutiny by Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, 
and Anthony (1999) on Organisational Politics Model (Ferris et al., 1991) 
intended to expand and test alternative models by adding other constructs 
as the predicting and outcome variables while organisational politics 
remain as the mediating variable. Ferris et al.’s (1991) work on this model 
provides a comprehensive outlook in examining the organisational politics 
construct. The model integrates dimensions in organisational structure 
under diff erent labels, which is organisational politics. The study examines 
the impact of organisational structure, job/work infl uences, and personal 
infl uence as the predicting variables. Although this model incorporates two 
moderators, understanding and control, Kacmar et al. (1999) explored the 
moderating eff ect of the former vis-à-vis the organisational politics-outcome 
relationships.  Kacmar et al. (1999) reported organisational centralisation 
is positively related to perceived organisational politics. Highly centralised 
structure occurs when all decisions are made by the top management. 
Under such circumstance, politics in the organisation are rampant among 
employees so as to infl uence the decision makers. Kacmar et al. (1999) 
also noted that organisational politics have a signifi cant infl uence on self-
reported individual performance. Furthermore, the interaction eff ect of w
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understanding is also signifi cant in the explaining organisational politics-
individual performance association.  In short, employees who have a bett er 
understanding on organisational processes, tend to perform bett er in their 
job, even when their perceptions of politics are high. 

The negative infl uence of organisational structure on workplace outcome is 
also evident in the public sector sett ing. For instance, Pandey and Welch (2005) 
analysed Managerial Perception of Red Tape Model that includes aspects of 
organisational contexts and organisational environment in understanding 
their impacts on managerial perception of red tape. Instead of pointing fi ngers 
to public managers as the culprit to red tape practice, this model explores 
how managers cope with red tape in their organisations. Formalisation is 
one of the organisational contexts examined in this investigation, and it was 
found that high levels of job codifi cation and rule observation have resulted 
in high levels of work alienation. This situation has also led to the negative 
perception of red tape among managers. Based on the fi ndings, Pandey and 
Welch (2005) summed that managers with positive work att itudes are bett er 
able to overcome the red tape constraints. This is because their level of job 
involvement is high as compared to their counterparts with negative work 
att itudes. In other words, high job involvement hampers work alienation, 
which in turn, engenders coping ability with red tape among managers. 
Similarly, Sarros, et al. (2002) examined how leadership behaviour i.e. 
transformational and transactional, and organisational characteristics, i.e. 
centralisation and formalisation aff ect work alienation among offi  cers in the 
US fi re department. This research measured centralisation in terms hierarchy 
of authority while formalisation is distinguished into rule observation and 
job specifi city. Sarros et al. (2002) also expanded the work alienation concept 
by dividing it into powerlessness, meaninglessness, and self-estrangement.  
Findings showed that hierarchy of authority exacerbates higher level of 
leadership behaviours, which subsequently lead to work alienation. For this 
reason, managers and supervisors have to allow for empowerment in the 
decision making process. This engenders the greater sense of autonomy, 
clarity, accomplishments, and freedom in their job (Sarros et al. 2002). In 
other words, leaders have to encourage participation from employees in the 
decision-making process so that the latt er will fi nd meaning in each task that 
they performed.  

In this vein, Dean, et al. (1998) revealed that organisational formalisation 
may aggravate organisational cynicism, which has a more deleterious eff ect 
than work alienation. While the latt er deals with employees negative feeling 
toward their job, organisational cynicism includes destructive att itudes, 
emotions, and behaviours that employees have toward the top management 
and organisation as a whole. It originates from employees’ own experience, 
such as lack of fair dealings, integrity, honesty, and sincerity among the top 
management in introducing rules, procedures, or policies in the organisation. w
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This precipitates the feelings of distrust and disrespect among employees 
toward the organisation. Dean et al. (1998) then contended that empirical 
investigations on outcomes of this construct in relation to organisational 
formalisation need to be explored further. Therefore, this study will att end 
to the suggestion by examining the role of formalisation in determining 
employees’ performance.

Studies incorporating organisational structure also adopted diff erent 
approaches in gathering data. For example, Kakabadse, Kakabadse, and 
Kouzmin (1999) used qualitiative methods to examine the countervailing 
eff ect of formalisation and centralisation on employees. Kakabadse et 
al. (1999) discovered that organisational formalisation and culture may 
bring about extra-role behaviour, which are ingratiation or organisational 
citizenship behaviour (OCB) among employees, depending on motive, 
perception of others, or both. Ingratiation is a negative behaviour, such that 
employees exhibit OCB with some ulterior motives. This is also known as 
a political tactics to infl uence their superiors, with the intention to fulfi ll 
their own personal motives. OCB, on the other hand, is the real extra-role or 
discretionary behaviour that employees engage in. If managers sense that 
their subordinates are engaging in ingratiation, instead of OCB, they will then 
develop a negative perception toward the employees. In sum, Kakabadse 
et al. (1999) concluded that organisational formalisation and centralisation 
aff ect the self-managed teams’ eff ectiveness level at a certain level. Too much 
of and infl exibility and decentralisation will result in group think, which is 
harmful to the organisation. Given this, Kakabadse et al. (1999) suggested 
that some form of control and monitoring, through formalisation and 
centralisation, are required to maximise self-managed teams’ performance. In 
accordance to Kakabadse et al.’s (1999) fi ndings, Johnson and Lenders (2001) 
contended that there is no perfect organisational structure that fi ts all large 
organisations. Organisations cannot be fully centralised or decentralised, 
but it must be in the form of a hybrid (combination of centralised and 
decentralised).  For this reason, structures in any large organisations need 
to be revised from time to time depending on changes that occur in the 
external and internal environment. Drawing on this, Johnson and Leenders 
(2001) asserted that it is a challenge for managers to identify which structure 
that provides most benefi ts to employees as well as the company. In sum, 
this assertion provides new insight on the most appropriate organisational 
structure to be adopted. Based on the above reviews of literature, it can be 
concluded that many empirical studies were done to examine the outcome of 
organisational structure to various organisational constructs. This indicates 
that organisational structure is an important construct in predicting various 
organisational or workplace outcomes.

Procedures

Self-administered questionnaires were distributed to the respondents in 
four public service agencies in the state of Kedah, Malaysia. The researchers 
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went to each agency and personally distributed the questionnaires to the 
chief clerk of each department, who were contacted prior to the researchers’ 
visit. They were briefed on the research objectives and guidelines in 
answering the questionnaires. A total of 200 questionnaires were distributed 
and 103 were returned. However, only 100 questionnaires were usable for 
data analysis.

Respondents

Respondents were 100 public servants from four public service agencies 
in the state of Kedah. A total of 61 of the respondents were male and 39 
were female. Because the Malaysian Public Service agencies in Kedah are 
predominantly Malay-populated, all of the respondents that  participated 
in this study were Malays. Most of the respondents were the exempt 
employees, which made up 63.0% while 37.0% of the respondents were 
non-exempt employees. Questionnaires were given out to the respondents 
to answer 16 items on organisational structure. 

Decentering and Back Translation of Items

Decentering was conducted whereby the original measurement was changed 
before it was adapted and back-translated. The purpose is to improve the 
translatability of the measurement whereby items that are likely to be specifi c 
to the original culture or context were removed or altered (Geisinger, 2003; 
Brislin, 1970). Two bilingual experts and one public service offi  cer helped to 
identify some items in the measurement that needed to be refi ned to suit the 
Malaysian culture and public sector context.  Then, the measurement was 
assessed to ensure that there is no culture-specifi c language or content. 

The measurement was then translated from the English language into Malay 
language using back-translation procedure. Following Brislin (1970), Werner 
and Campbell (1970), and Geisinger (2003), two diff erent bilingual language 
experts were used in the back-translation process. One of the experts 
translated the original items into Malay, and another expert re-translated 
the translated items into English without having seen the original text. 
Aft er that, based on Geisinger (2003), the quality of the language translation 
was observed in terms of how accurately the back translated measurement 
agrees with the original version.

The back translated items were discussed and verifi ed with offi  cers and 
clerical staff  from the public service departments and agencies to ensure 
suitability of all items in the public sector context. Another discussion 
was made with two human resource offi  cers in one of the public service 
departments to get some feedback on the appropriateness of items adapted 
and translated, in measuring organisational structure in the public sector. 
This stage was crucial to guarantee content and face validity of all items 
used in the study. Based on the feedback, several improvements were made 
to the items.w
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Measurement of Organisational Structure

Organisational structure refers to the formalisation and centralisation 
practised by the management of an organisation (Hage & Aiken, 1967). All 
of the items were adapted from Hage and Aiken (1967). Decision making (four 
items) assessed opportunities given to employees to get  involved in decision 
making. A sample item is “Management in this organisation always seeks 
inputs and feedbacks from employees in the process of making important 
decisions.” Hierarchy of authority consisted of four items that measure the 
reliance of employees upon their supervisors in making their own decisions 
regarding their own work (e.g. “Litt le action can be taken until a supervisor 
approves a decision”). Job codifi cation consisted of four items that examine 
the specifi cations of job descriptions or work standardisation (e.g. “Most 
people here make their own rules on the job”). Rule observation (two items) 
measured the type of supervision that employees get to ensure that they 
conform to the job codifi cation standard. A sample item was “I feel as though 
I am constantly being watched to see if I obey all the rules”. Centralised 
decision making was measured using four items and hierarchy of authority 
was measured using fi ve items. Therefore, a total of nine questions were used 
to measure the formalisation construct. All of the items were adopted from 
Hage and Aiken (1967). Sarros et al. (2002) reported that both dimensions 
have high reliability coeffi  cients of 0.92 and 0.96 respectively. Nasurdin et al. 
(2006) reported a quite high reliability coeffi  cient of 0.87. Deewar, Whett en, 
and Boje’s (1980) study examined the measurement reliability based on 
Hage and Aiken studies in 1964, 1967, and 1970 showed alpha values of 
between 0.79 and 0.96 for both dimensions.

Five items were used to measure job codifi cation and only two items 
were used to examine the rule observation construct. These items were 
adopted from Hage and Aiken (1967). Sarros et al. (2002) reported that both 
dimensions have moderate to high reliability coeffi  cients of 0.76 and 0.93 
respectively. Furthermore, Nasurdin et al. (2006) reported high reliability 
coeffi  cient of 0.94. Deewar, Whett en, and Boje’s (1980) study examined the 
measurement reliability based on Hage and Aiken studies in 1964, 1967, and 
1970, and showed alpha values of between 0.72 and 0.93 for both dimensions.
All items were rated on a seven-point Likert scale, namely 1=very disagree, 
2=disagree, 3= slightly disagree, 4=moderate, 5= slightly agree, 6= agree, and 
7= very agree. To determine the score of this scale, ratings within each scale 
are summed and divided by the total number of items in that particular 
scale. Negative statement items on the instrument were reverse-coded so 
that a high score on the instrument indicates a high degree of formalisation 
and centralisation in the departments and agencies studied. Table 1 shows 
items and source of items for dimensions in the organisational structure 
construct.
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Table 1

Items and Source of Items for Each Latent Constructs

Dimensions
Sources of Items 
and Operational 
Defi nitions

Items

Organisational 
structure

Hage and Aiken (1967)

 Decision     
making

Job incumbents’ level 
of involvement in 
decision making in 
the organisation

1. Management in this organisation does not seek 
inputs and feedbacks from employees in the 
process of making important decisions. 

2. Management in this organisation does not solicit 
inputs and feedbacks from employees especially 
on decisions that aff ect employees’ services and 
wellbeing. 

3. Employees in this organisation are not 
encouraged to be involved in decision making. 

4. Employees in this organisation are not given the 
opportunities to be involve in decision making. 

 Hierarchy 
of authority

The degree to which 
job incumbent rely on 
his or her supervisor 
in making his or her 
own decisions relating 
to performance of his 
or her tasks

1. Litt le action can be taken until a supervisor 
approves a decision.

2. A person who wants to make his or her own 
decision without consulting his or her supervisor 
will be quickly discouraged.

3. Even small matt ers have to be referred to 
someone higher up for a fi nal answer.

4. I have to ask my boss before I do almost 
anything.

5. Any decision I make has to have my boss’s 
approval.

 Job 
codifi cation

The extent to which 
job descriptions and 
work standardisations 
were specifi ed

1. I feel that I am my own boss in most matt ers.

2. A person can make his or her own decisions 
without checking with anybody else.

3. How things are done here is left  up to the person 
doing the work.

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

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

 Rule 
observation

The degree to which 
job incumbent 
is supervised in 
conforming to the 
standards established 
in job codifi cation

1. The employees are constantly being checked on 
for rule violations. 

2. I feel as though I am constantly being watched   
to see if I obey all the rules.w

w
w

.ij
m

s.
uu

m
.e

du
.m

y



100    Ĳ MS 17 (1), 87-106 (2010)

Results

Both exploratory and confi rmatory factor analyses were employed to 
examine the factor structure of the multidimensional organisational 
structure measurement scale. In this study, items for each observed variable 
was used to identify each of its latent variables. 

Reliability 

We fi rst assessed the reliability of each scale measuring each dimension 
using the alpha coeffi  cient. The values were observed prior to examining 
the validity of each scale through EFA and CFA. This is in accordance with 
Nunally (1967), who stated that reliability is a necessary condition for 
validity of the measure.  

Table 2 presents the results of the internal consistency reliability, mean, and 
standard deviation for the total score and each subscale of the translated 
version of the measurement. Cronbach’s alpha values ranged from 0.63 
(Rule observation subscale) to 0.87 (Hierarchy of Authority subscale) 
for four dimensions. The internal consistency reliability for the overall 
Organisational Structure scale was 0.65.

Table 2

Summary Statistics for Organisational Structure and Cronbach’s Alpha

Dimension # of item Mean α
Decision Making   4 5.29 0.82
Hierarchy of Authority   5 5.47 0.87
Job Codifi cation   5 2.44 0.76
Rule Observation   2 4.35 0.63
Overall Organisational Structure 16 4.48 0.65

Exploratory Factor Analysis

The study examined the psychometric properties of the Malay language 
adaptation of the multidimensional organisational structure latent 
construct. Therefore, exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify 
the factorial validity of each dimension (see Table 3). EFA in the study used 
a principal axis factoring extraction technique with direct oblique rotation 
and a priori criteria of factors based on the literature review. Principal axis 
factoring was chosen over other method of extraction because it is mostly 
used and understood (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Most importantly, 
principal axis factoring extraction analyses common variance among items 
while unique and error variances are eliminated (Byrne, 2001; Hair,  Black, 
Babin, Andarson, & Tatham, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Direct oblique 
rotation was used because all items shared the same second order factor 
and hence they are assumed to be correlated. Furthermore, the cutoff  point 
for factor loadings in this study were 0.30 or greater because this threshold 
value was considered crucial in ensuring practical signifi cance (Hair et al., 
2006).
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Table 3

Factor Loadings for Organisational Structure

Item Factor Loadings
 1 2 3 4

OS1 Management in this organisation 
always seeks inputs and feedbacks from 
employees in the process of making 
important decision.

 0.676

OS2 Management in this organisation always 
solicits inputs and feedbacks from 
employees especially on decisions that 
aff ect employees’ services and wellbeing.

 0.712

OS3 Employees in this organisation are 
encouraged to be involved in decision 
making.

 0.764

OS4 Employees in this organisation are always 
given the opportunities to be involved in 
decision making.

 0.780

OS5 Litt le action can be taken until a supervisor 
approves a decision.

0.806

OS6 An employee who wants to make his or 
her decision without consulting his or her 
supervisor will be quickly discouraged.

0.844

OS7 Even small matt ers have to be referred to 
someone higher up for a fi nal decision.

0.565

OS8 I have to ask my supervisor before I do 
almost everything.

0.770

OS9 Any decision I make has to have my 
supervisor’s approval.

0.736

OS10 I feel that I have full authority in my job. 0.360

OS11 I believe that an employee can make his or 
her own decisions without checking with 
anybody else.

0.694

OS12 How things are done in this organisation 
is left  up to the person doing the work.

0.584

OS13 Most employees in this organisation are 
allowed to do almost as they please.

0.791

OS14 Most employees in this organisation make 
their own rules on the job.

0.568

OS15 Employees in this organisation are 
constantly being checked on for rule 
violations.

0.484

OS16 I feel as though I am constantly being 
watched to see if I obey all the rules.

0.728

Eigen Value   2.648 4.694 1.799 1.233

Variance Explained 13.826  6.749 8.316 4.817

Alpha   0.823  0.868 0.720 0.626w
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Confi rmatory Factor Analysis

A confi rmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess validity of the 
organisational structure measure. The standardised estimates were reported 
to interpret parameters in the measurement model. Following Byrne (2001), 
Hair et al. (2006), Schumacker and Lomax (2004), Tabahnick and Fidell 
(2007), the fi t indices reported in the study are the root mean square residual 
(RMR) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) for model fi t, 
the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the Comparative index (CFI) for model 
comparison, and Normed Chi-Square (NC) or ratio for model parsimony. 

 

Latent constructs are shown in ellipses and observed variables are shown in rectangles.

Figure 1. A fi rst order measurement model for organisational structure.

Decision Making

OS1 e1.51

OS2 e2.52

OS3 e3
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OS4 e4
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Hierarchy of Authority

OS5 e5
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e8
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Job Codification

OS11 e11

OS12 e12

OS13 e13

OS14 e14

.52
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Rule Observation

OS15 e15

OS16 e16

.71

.60

-.12 
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.16 

.51 

.63

.39

Standardized estimates 
Chi-Square=112.979 
TLI=.935 
CFI=.949 
RMSEA=.062 
RMR=.101 
p-value=.013 
Normed Chi-Square=1.378 
df=82 
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To indicate that the model is adequately fi t, the cutoff  values are 0.90 or 
higher for CFI and TLI (Byrne, 2001; Kline 2005; Schumacker & Lomax, 
2004), 0.08 or lower for RMSEA and 0.101 or lower for RMR (Byrne, 2001; 
Kline 2005; Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The acceptable range is between 1 
and 5 for normed chi-square (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). 

As indicated in Figure 1, the value of ratio or normed chi-square was 1.378 
( χ2 = 112.979, df= 82, p= 0.013). The value of CFI is 0.949 and TLI is 0.935. 
Figure 1 also shows that all loadings of items on their targeted factors were 
high, statistically signifi cant, and above 0.30, the cutoff  point used in the 
exploratory factor analysis. Specifi cally, the standardised factor loadings 
were between 0.51 and 0.90, lending support for the convergent validity 
of the model. The four factors were correlated with the correlation value 
ranging from 0.01 to 0.51, suggesting that these factors are interrelated but 
are relatively orthogonal of one another.

Conclusions

The measurement of organisational structure construct developed by Hage 
and Aiken (1967) can be used in the Malaysian studies because fi ndings 
showed the evidence of construct validity of all items in the instrument. 
Results of this study also reported that coeffi  cient alphas were more than 
0.60 for all subscales and exploratory factor analysis indicated support for 
the factorial validity of the organisational structure scale. Such fi ndings 
suggested acceptable reliability and validity of the instrument.  Furthermore, 
confi rmatory factor analysis provided the evidence of construct validity 
based on tests of signifi cance and assessment of the measurement model fi t. 
Thus, four subscales of organisational structure can be useful instruments in 
examining the organisational structure construct in the Malaysian sett ing. The 
study has given a signifi cant contribution in terms of construct development 
of a more comprehensive organisational structure measure. Given the 
psychometric properties of the organisational structure instrument, which 
are very acceptable, i.e. both constructs equal or exceed the measurement 
levels, this instrument can be used by Malaysian researchers in measuring 
organisational structure as all of the items that measure the construct it was 
supposed to measure. 
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