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Abstract

14417

Resesrch organizations face particularly knotty problems of aithority
and control as they incorporate two subcultural traditions with respect to
these problems -~ the scienfific and the managerial / edministretire. These
treditions meet, clash, and are transformed in the role of the res:erch

administrator.

This paper reports a prelininery attempt to characterize a nusber of
role orientations among resesrch administrators by means of a seri:s of self-

admindstered rankings of the functions they perform.

Mutually exclusive "adminictrative" and "research" orientatioas appeared
in the rankings. The former stressed administratiwve control and planning
functions and deemphasized involivement in scientific and technical activities .
and human rele.ti&ns functions; the “researchers” reversed these positions. A
further "manegerial" orientation stressed plamning and human relations functions

and placed low value upon research and administrative control.

The sample was too small tc permit significant correlations botween the
role orientations and organizational and career varisbles. A stridng feature
of the rankings was that respondents who had held their positions :“or several
years were more consistent in the various ranizings than were more :ecent arrivals.

This strongly suggests a develommental pattern to the role orienta:ions.

At




Introduction

Every organization, whatever its activity, tends to develop reans for
megsuring its performence. In many cases the need for doing this i: excessive
and reflects an obsession with ccotrol. Establishing quotas for sal.esmen is
often an example of sstisfying an obsessiop rather than a function n that it
fosters some decision makers® illusion that they have more control (var the
organizatipn than they actuaslly have.

An industriel orpanizatior with a tangible product meets witl: compara-
tively fewer difficulties in essessing its performence, complicated as the
task nay be, than an equally complex research organization. Because they
may be unaware of the difficulities of the concept, it seems to many eliminis-
trators that the idea of "profit" is hard, objective and well-defincd. But
the gcals of research orgsnizaticns are long renge, the value of a pizce of
research can often not be estimated for a long time after the resea;ch is ac-
complished, and the results of research endeavors are usugslly unforeseen.

This creates difficulties for research orgenizetions and anxieties i'or re-
search administrators. They search for ways to justify the existence of the
research organization--especially during those long dry spells betwcen obvious

and sceially recognized successes.l

10ne of the persistent themes in the literature is the guestion of

vhether scientists can or camnmot be managed. (See especially N. Kaplan,
1964.} Ome of the strongest pleas for "strong spplication of existing
management knowledge end techniques to the R & D area" is made by C. Wilson
Randle (1959). He claims "the lsurels will go to those who actually manege
research instead of Just wishing they could.” Though the precise pusitive
functions of management in research productivity ard creativity rem:in con-
troversiel it is at least clear that bad management will cause resetrchers
to quit {see Clark D. Ahlberg & John C. Honey, 1951).




In an orgenization vhose product is other than reseerch it is generally
held that the administrator plans snd coordinates activities leading to pre-
dictable goals and that whatever subordinates may do might be perforrued more
competently by the administrator, who cannot accomplish more tasks oaly be-
czuse of lack of time. But in a research organization no one can forsee con-~
sequences of research activities, and specialists understandably knov more
about their work than the supervisor, whose task it is to direct thez. The
research administrator’s task then is, in two senses, a contradiction: to
coordinate the unpredictable and 4o pess Jﬁdgnent on vork of those more expert
than he.

Some empirical approaches 4o both these paradoxes have been attempted.
There are several general studies of the relationships between risk-taking
behavior and personality (e.g., Scodel, Ratoosh and Minas, 1959) but there
are very few investigations of personality differences among adminletrators
(R. Tagiuri, 1965).

On the level of sociel psychology and smell group behavior a study of
scientist-supervisor interaction by Baumgartel (1957) distinguished several
styles of supervision in terms of the mode of exercise of authority and
further related these styles to performence among the subordinates. However,
no attempt was made to examine the conditions producing these styles. A step
in the direction of regarding supervisory style as teking place within a
larger orgasnizational context is the tentative finding that the degree to
which the supervisor is considered to have a volce in departmental decisions
made by his supericr 1s positively related to worker attitudes end perform-
ance. In a study of a public utility company over a decade ego Donald Pelz

(1951) found this to be a more important determiner of employee attitules than




conventional management practices. In view of 2 prevalent conception of the
research administrator as a "buffer" one might expect this to be especially
important in research organizeiicns.

The problem of the relaiion between the authority of expertise and
bureaveratic authority has concernmed sociologists and organization heorists
since Max Weber's theory of burezucracy began to be applied in empi-icsl
studies. For example, the staff-line system of organization is one moce of
bringing professional expert jJudgment to bear upon line problems. Icvever,
as has been pointed out (Dalton, 1950}, this also creates problems >f identi-
fication, competition, and information flow within the orgesnizatiaon. The
experts' primery reference groups ofien lie outside the organizatioa, vhereas
line managers are more completely identified with the org,a.m‘.z:arl;i.on.2 These
observations are clearly relevant to the resea:ch buresucracies that have
emerged in the last two decades, yet twenty years of shifting educaticnal
patterns have served to modify, and in some cases obliterate, the steff-line

distinctions. 3

The current assumption in the literature is that line ad-
ministrators in research organizations generally emerge from technical work,
but in Pect very little is known about the characteristics and carez2rs of re-
search administrators (Uyecki eni Cliffe, 1963, and Mainzer, 1963). Similarly,

very little is known about their administrative orientations end practices.

2Fc:r an extensive treatment of the “"specialist" vs "institutionalist”
orientations, see Kornhauser (1952). This bock explores the built-in
strains between work estsblishments and professional institutions.

3Almost & decade ago Herbert Shepard (1956) made some acute observa-
tions on how the meeting of traditional theory of industrial orgasnizations
and organizational traditions in science, were producing & new direction of
industrial organization theory iacorporating & great deal of human relations.
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Coacepts and Procedures of the Study

This study reports en initiel attempt to develop a method of lescrib-
ing styles of research administration in various organizational contaxts.
Both from the point of view of sociology, psychology, and organizational
design it is important to obtain this descriptive material. Sociolcgically
we are concerned with the ways in vhich apparently conflicting requivements
of scientific and technicel activity and organizational control are recon-
ciled. The psychologlical interest focuses on intrapersonal conflicts en-
gendered by inconsistencies betwe:n organizationsl constraints and personal
defenses. Information on existing patterns of work and attitude are essential
to any attempt to understand and improve the conditions under which research
administrators labor.

Two general types of informetion were deemed pertinent to these aims-~
accounts of the activities of reszarch administrators (jo‘b content £nd time
spent on sub-tasks) and indicators of attitudes towvard these aspects of their
work (relative importence of sub-tasks, ideal conceptions and individual
satisfaction). We rejected the case study method because there is wlready
a surfeit of qualitative case study material on the problems of research
administrators. Our infterest in organizational determinants indiceaied a
wider sample "coverage" in breadth and depth than a case study would permit
~=that is, we wented information from administrators in varying orgeniza-
_tional contexts and at several levels within each context. Finally. a de-
tailed case study is most apt vhen there is a good body of theory thet lends
itself to a "eritical test." Recsarch on research administratiom, however,
is distinguished more by the quartity and variety of theorles and approaches

than by their quality.




Wider coverage indicated a questiomnalre instrument of scme kind.

Such an instrument seemed promising especially beceuse it offered a future
tie-in with the severel ongoing survey research approaches to the social and
social-psychological correlates of performance in research and devel.opment
environments. We hope at & later date to perform sociometric studies in some
semple sub-orgenizaticns in order to relate the perceptions of colleagues
and subordinstes to the resesrch administrstors' self-perceptions.

The problem in developing 2 questiomrnaire was to reconcile our require-
ments for "measures" of edministrators' orientations with our desire for
descriptive materisl on the kinds of concerns research edministratois have.

We compromised with & list of eleven classes of activities or functions {drawvn
from the literature and discussions) likely to be carried out by research
administrators. The questionneire was supplemented by a series of unsiruc-
tured interviews of a subsample of respondents. The questionnaire also
elicited information on selected asttitudes, social background and career
factors, and perception of the relevance of organizational groupings to
their work. These findings will be reported elsevhere.

In the pretest interviews the respondents discussed the list of
Punctions and were asked to rank each class of activities in four respects:

a2) in terms of "the order of importance you assign the

functions for getiing the Jjob done under present
conditions."

b) in terms of "the amount of time you spend performing

these functions under present conditions.”
c¢) "given greater freedom from various pressures and

greater control over demands upon you, how would you



rank the iwportance of the functions in order to do
the best possible jub? In other words, what cught to be

the order of importance o achieve maximum effectiveness?”

4} in terms of "the functions you personally f£ind most

satisfying to perform.”

For the purposes of analysis we grouped these functions into four
categories:

1. Scientific and technical activities in the sense of, perscnal
participation in the research wvork and keeping up vith the literature znd
developmernts in the field.

2. Plapning activities such as selection of projects, development
of new programs, and review of ongoing work.

3. Maintenance of the 1ecearch environment in the laboratory through
cultivating good interpersonsl relations, and criticism and encouragement
of gocd ideas.

b, Activities relsting to sdministrative control, such as budgeting,

accounting, and securing acherence to sbhedules on projects.

The Role Orientetions

The analysis of the results deplcted in Table I follows two main
areas of interest. First is the identification of styles amoang the respon-
dents in terms of the patterns of emphases they give to these aspects of
their work. Secondly, we shall examine some of the consistencles or ircon-
sistencies among the renkings of importance, time spent, ideal situation and
satisfaction.

Iet us first turn to the styles. We measure "style" by the welghis

given to the sub-tasks by the respondents. We did not initially anticipate
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that there would be much variaetion in ithe rankings, but the data proved
otherwise. The rapkings in Telble I show the empheses the respondent placed
upon varicus aspects of their vork. For instance, in terms of importarce
in getting the job dore, respordents #, 7, and 12 and the defense con-
tractor bench supervisor rated their own research work high or medium,
whereas all the rest rate this low.

Though all the researcher-oriented respondents had administrative
positions with supervisory responsibilities-~they were all uncomfortable
with the term "supervision" ani preferred to use terms such as "consultation

with colleagues.” Their signiricant reference groups were universities and
professional societies. The defense contractor bench supervisor--an =ngi-
neer--hed recently received s (:oveted techrnical award from his company and
he was being congidered at his request for a senior non-supervisory post.
Goverrment leboratory respondent #.2, a young physicist with clear research
ambitions, had recently accepted a Junior supervisory post on a trial basis
but maintained he was extremely unhappy with the demands this made upon
his research time and his relaiions with his former coJ.ieagues.

A further feature of the ratings of the researcher/administrators
was a tendency to minimize the importance of plenning functions--"You cen’t
plan basic research" was a recurrent comment. Though plamning was discounted,

the "resesrchers" scknowledged the importance of creating and maintaining a

favorable research enviromment. Finally, all the respondents high or medium

h’l‘hese two men were clearly at a significant turning point in their
careers in terms of remaining in scientific work or committing themselves
to administrative careers. The literature seecms to be falirly unsnimous
in stating that the greater rewards lie in nanagement cereers {see, e.g.,
C. Shepherd and P. Browm, 1956). A fruitful area of inquiry might be to
investigate the consecuences o holding research, menagerisl, or adminis-
trative orientations for the career development and promotion of lover
level research supervisors.



on research rated the edministrative control funetion low.

This spparent oppositica between a scientific and techmnical orisnte-
ticn and egpprovel of itraditiomal crgenizational control mechanisms naturally
also appears in reverse. Government leborstory edministrators #.0, 1, 3, and
2 end all the men in the other organizetions (except the defense contractor
bench level supervisor) rate the functions of administrative contrcel high or
medium. Planning functions loomed impertant in the scheme of the &dminise
tratively oriented respondents, with the greaeter importance atteched to short-
range planning. It is suggestive of this ‘style that all three of those re-
spondents minimizing maintenance of research environment functions appesr
high or medium on edministrative control. Among some technicel supervisory
pecple there is & complete rejection of such “human relations" concepts as
"orestige” and "status symbols," and a strong belief in an autonomous tech-
nical logic that works best wken not interfered with. For exsmple, one of
our interviewees replied to a question about the recent increese in prestige
among scientific workers, '""This prestige thing--by definition it means you're
trying to put something into it thet does rot really exist in the position.
So it being artificisl, it is something I care very little a.'t::c:ru?.."5

A number of respondents rapked both research and sdministrative control
low, putting greater emphasis on the planning and meintenance of research
environment aspects of thelir role. These orientations clearly emerge as a
type which we have called "managerial."” Examples among our resyondents are
government lsboratory administrators #8, 9, and 11 (with #10 end the defense

contractor second level supervisor (A) as marginal cases). Significantly

5I'h:Ls. is similar in Hollingshead and Redlich’s study, Social Class and
Mental Illness, to bthe embarrased rejection by the directive and orgenic
oriented group of psychiatrists of questions about social elass position.




none of these is a lowest level suparvisor. A striking feature of fthese re-
spondents was their penchant for cpenly playing down their own technical role,
easily making statemenis such as, "supervision doesn’t mske much sense vhen
they are smarter than you are." On the one hand, they characterized their
technical function as primarily cne of veto of poor proposals. ''If one of
my division heads doesn’t want to do vhat I told him, I say, ‘what dc¢ you
went to do?’ He tells me, end if I don't see anything stupid with i%t, vhy
that's what he does.” On the other hapd, they pointed cut that one of their
basic responsibilities involved sheping the reseusrch goals of their group.
Another respondent said, "I feel that an administrator in the research area
should participate in helpirng to chert the goals of the group, especieally
in an applied srea of research, end even in a basic area I still feel thet,
maybe to a lesser extent, bubt yet I think the edministrator should toke an
active leed in shaping the group. This may be done by selective recruiting.
If you want to go into a new aree, &ll right, you recruit in that area--as
well as redirecting people who are already esteblished in areas of research,
in other words, redirecting their programs."

Finally, this group stressed the crucial importance of the creation
and maintenance of a good research emvirorment. Asked for his understanding
of this function one administretor answered, "Depending upon the man and the
work, 1t cam be from just showing a greater degree of interest in something
thet he's doing the way you want him to go. Iet him know you're interested
in this area and that you think his work is interesting and promising.
Certain people will start bending end going around into a new direction.

Or you can Just simply find an ares that you think needs attention and you

have some people that you think are competent enough to go into the ares,
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then just describing the prcblem to them and emphasizing the need in the
aree, you can get a few more t0 g0 + o o o

We feel there is esnother important manegerial type of function
closely relsted to planmning yet involving a rather different set of ac-
tivities. Unfortunately, our etiempt at defining suchk a "political,
"entrepreneurial” function for menegers turned out to be a too imclusive
category=--interpreted in too many senses by the respondents to be of any
use for this analysis. Our conception of this set of activities nevertheless
bears mention. This is the research administrator as a maker of policy
about the uses and direction of scientific and techrical work--primarily
through his influence on the funding process. He plays a role in pushing
certain areas of work, in steering given projects to certain funding sources,
and persuading existing and potentisl funding sources of the use, desirability,
or recessity of supporting given sareas of work or specific projects. Ve
are presently experimenting with weys to characterize this function and

will include them in the next set of interviews.

Incounsistencies in the Role Orientations

The other area of interest concexrns the consistency or lack of it
amorg the rankings. Patterns of strain or dissatisfaction can be inferred
from these data. Government lsboratory respondents #4 and 7 {'researchers")
and 10 and 2 {"administrators") showed very little variation from ranking to
renking. They were consistent--i.e., they appear to gein personal satisfac~
tion from spending much time on performing functions they consider to be
very important for getting the job done, as well as feeling that their
present lot conforms in major cutline with their ideal conceptions. Govern-

ment laboratory respondents #12, 6, 9, and 3, on the other hard, showed
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significant discrepancies amonz their rankings. Number 12 felt he could
spené little time on the work he liked most; #9 finds he spends inordinete
time on administrative matters; #3 gets little satisfaction from performing
administrative functions, which he nevertheless considers essential to
getting the job done. The major difference between the consistent and in-
consistent rankers appears to e the lengthh of tenure in the present
position--the more recent the assumption of the position, the more likely
he is to have worksd out a consistent image of himself in his role. Taese
remaxrks must be qualified by tiie comment of the British research manager who
said that he coulda't very well sdmit discrepancies among his rankings of
importance, time spent, and saiisfaction without elso admitting his feilure
as an administrator.

In summary, the rankings of activities performed by the adminis-
trators revezled a surprising reriety of role ccnceptions. Further, incon-
sistencies in the rapkings indicate dlssonance between what the administrator

feels obliged to do and what glves him most satisfaction.




TABLE I

RESEARCH, MANAGERTAL, AND ADMINISTRATIVE OREENTATIGNS
AMONG R & D ADMINISTRATORS

Scores of respondents in selected organizations on
rankings of functions

Respondents Rankings of functions in terms of:
Actual Actusl 'Ideal? Pergocral
Importance Time Spent Situation Satisfaction
Government R & D Lab. abcecd abed abcecd abed
Respondent #4 HLEL EHMHEL ELHL HLEL
Respondent #7 HMML HMLL HHLL HLMEL
Respondent #12 MAML LMML MEML HMLL
Respondent LLEL LEML LHHEL MAEB L
Respondent LAHL LMHM LHEM MMEKL
Respondent #9 LAML LEME LEHML MHBL
Respondent 711 LAML LEMM LHHEL LMEL
Respondent #10 LAEM LEHHEHM LEHHL LEHL
Respondent LALM LEHME LEMM MEMM
Respondent #3 LAMH LEMH LEHEM MEHE L
Respondent #2 LMME LLMEH LMME LLMH
Non-profit Research Org.
Rescarch Director LMMH LMEL HMHL EHMHEL
large Defense Contrector
2nd level sup. gA) LMHEM LMMH LMEM MHU L
2nd level sup. (B) LHLH LELE —rmemen EHMEL
Bench level sup. HMHL HMMM HLHEL HLATL
largs British Industrial Org.
Mgr. Research Div. LMMM LMMM LMMM LMMM
2nd. level sup. LHLM MELL MEMM MHLL
Description of functions Scores
(see attached list)
a = Own research {10+11) H=0 - k75 {Righ}
b = Planning { 3+ 4) M=5 -7 (Medium}
¢ = Morale and criticism { 6+ 17) L=7.5-11 {Iow)
d = Administrative control { 1+ 8)




Categories of Functicns of R & D Administrators

Budgeting
Assegssment apd evaluation of persomnel -~ hiring and firing

ilong -range planning of important aress of R & D, development of
new R & D programs

Short-range planning--selecticn apd approvel of specifilc projects
and work assigaments, review of ongoing work

Coordination of plans and projects with objectives and policies
of the organization and funcing sources

Creation and maintenance cf good morale and human relations

Criticism of scientific aprd technical ideas. Encouragement of
development of gcod ideas

Maintenance of adequate wcrk levels on projects and adherence
to schedules

Dissemination of the R & D activities and accomplishments of
your organization

"Keeping up" with scientific and technical events in the field

Conducts research or development work himself - persomal projects
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