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The purpose of this study was to identify the 
relationship between faculty research productivity and 
the organizational structure in schools of nursing.
The need for nursing research has been widely 
recognized by members of the nursing profession. 
However, only 25% of faculty in schools of nursing 
have indicated current involvement in conducting 
research (Nieswiadomy, 1984). While contextual 
variables have been investigated which facilitate and 
inhibit nursing research, the relationship between 
organizational structure and nursing research 
productivity has not been examined. The research 
question which was investigated in this study was:
What is the relationship between nursing faculty
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research productivity and the organizational structure 
in schools of nursing?

A survey methodology was used for data 
collection. Data on individual faculty research 
productivity and organizational structure in the 
school of nursing were obtained through the use of a 
questionnaire. A random sample of sixty masters and 
doctoral nursing schools in the United States was 
used. The chief adminstrative officer in the school 
of nursing was asked to recommend, according to 
selected criteria, the names of five faculty teaching 
in the masters and/or doctoral nursing programs for 
particiption in the study. The instruments for data 
collection were based upon those developed by Fisher 
(1987) on publication productivity and by Hall (1968) 
on organizational structure. Descriptive statistics 
were used to interpret demographic findings; and 
Pearson Product Moment Correlations and multiple 
correlation/regression techniques were used to analyze 
relationships between faculty research productivity 
and organizational structure.

Subjects were informed of their rights to 
participate or decline participation in the study and 
their rights to privacy and confidentiality through a
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cover letter. Willingness to participate in the study 
was indicated by returning a completed questionnaire. 
Questionnaires were coded to provide for 
confidentiality. Subjects were informed that findings 
of a general nature may be published; however, 
individual results would be kept in strictest 
confidence.

Results of the study indicated that scholarly 
research productivity by nursing faculty and 
procedural specifications in a highly bureaucratic 
organization were significantly related at the .05 
level. Additionally, prepublication and research 
activities and procedural specifications in a highly 
bureaucratic organization were positively related.
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Chapter I 
Introduction

PURPOSE
This study identified the relationship between 

nursing faculty research productivity and the 
organizational structure in schools of nursing. The 
importance of research conducted by nursing faculty 
has been well documented. Most nursing faculty view 
participation in research as a substantive part of 
their professional responsibilities; however, 
comparatively few actively engage in conducting 
research. In examining this phenomenon, several 
nursing researchers have investigated environmental 
characteristics that support or deter nursing research 
activities. While organizational structures that 
promote productivity in nursing service settings have 
been studied extensively, reports of effective 
organizational structures in academic settings are 
few.
BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

The need for nursing research has been affirmed

1
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by several nursing and health care organizations. The 
National Commission on Nursing (1983) stated that: 

Research is needed about theory and 
organizational designs for effective 
integration of nursing education and 
practice and about mechanisms and 
conditions that more fully develop 
nursing's clinical roles. (p. 34)

During the same time period, the Institute of Medicine
(1983) examined the importance of nursing research and 
the ramifications for practice:

Research conducted by nurses includes 
various types of studies in order to 
derive clinical interventions to assist 
those who require nursing care. The 
complexity of nursing research and its 
broad scope often require scientific 
underpinning from several disciplines.
Hence, nursing research cuts across 
traditional research lines and draws its 
methods from several fields. (p. 298)

More recently, the impetus for nursing research has 
been manifest through the establishment of the
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National Center for Nursing Research within the 
National Institutes of Health. Several nursing 
organizations including the National League for 
Nursing, the American Nurses' Association, the 
American Association of Colleges of Nursing, and the 
American Academy of Nursing endorsed legislation which 
would create such a research center for nurses (Copp, 
1984).

Despite affirmation by nurses about the 
importance of nursing research, the research 
productivity of nurses and nursing faculty, in 
particular, has continued to be low. Nieswiadomy
(1984) in a study of 500 nurse educators teaching at 
all levels found that only 2595 of the faculty 
indicated current involvement in conducting research. 
Other investigators reported, that of the 4500 
doctorally prepared nurses in the United States, less 
than six per cent were primarily engaged in research 
although approximately one-third considered research 
as a major responsibilitiy (Taylor, D., Gifford, J., & 
Vian, J.; Pitel, M. & Vian, J.; and Brimmer, P.,
1971). In analyzing factors which act as barriers to 
nursing faculty research productivity, Copp (1983)
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surveyed 102 nursing deans throughout the United 
States and ranked those factors which inhibit nursing 
research productivity. Lack of time, preparation, and 
resources were among those barriers listed which 
contributed to decreased research productivity. 
Lia-Hoagberg (1985), on the other hand, compared 
professional activities of nurses holding doctorates 
with other women academics. While teaching was the 
primary academic function for both groups, women 
academics spent significantly more time on research 
activities and publishing while nurse academics spent 
significantly more time on administrative activities.

The relationship of selected environmental 
variables and faculty research productivity in schools 
of nursing has been investigated; however, few studies 
have addressed the relationship between formal 
organizational structure and faculty research 
productivity in academia. Wellington (1986) reported 
that in the practice setting, decentralized 
organizational structures allowed nurses to have 
greater responsibility for decision making and 
development in their practice than would be possible 
in centralized structures; but loss of coordination
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and time consuming administrative processes were 
inherent in decentralized organizational structures as 
well. When measuring the effects of a change in 
organizational structure on services in a public 
health nursing agency, Moran and Sussman (1983) found 
no significant differences in the delivery of care in 
centralized and decentralized structures.

In the academic setting, Bresser and Dunbar 
(1986) studied the relationship between context, 
structure, and academic effectiveness in 35 university 
departments in West Germany. Within the social 
science departments, a bureaucratic structure was 
positively related to book publications by faculty and 
completion of research projects by junior faculty. 
PROBLEM STATEMENT/RESEARCH QUESTION

Low faculty research productivity by nursing 
faculty as well as effective organizational structures 
which promote scholarly activity have continued to be 
problematic areas which merit further inquiry. Thus, 
the research question which was examined in this study 
was: What is the relationship between nursing faculty
research productivity and the organizational structure 
in schools of nursing? Sub questions which were
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addressed included:
1. What is the relationship between 

prepublication and research 
activities and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
d. Procedural specifications;
e. Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

2. What is the relationship between publication 
activity and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
d. Procedural specifications;
e. Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

3. What is the relationship between editorial 
activity and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
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d. Procedural specifications;
e. Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This question was examined within the context of 

the Entrepreneurial Theory of Formal Organizations 
developed by Becker and Gordon (1966). The 
theoretical framework is based on two basic variables: 
the nature of organizational procedures and the nature 
of the organization's resources. This classification 
system yields information about the bureaucratic 
structure as well as about how authority is exercised 
in the organization.

Formal organizations are systems that are 
deliberately formed to achieve a goal. They arise 
when someone expends resources and establishes some 
procedures for their use in order to achieve the goal. 
The person(s) who has the right to shape and mold the 
organization for goal achievement by virtue of rights 
to the organization's resources is the owner(s) of the 
organization. The owner of a formal organization may 
be a single indivdual, a small group, or the total 
citizenry.
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Since formal organizations are owned, this means 
the organization can be treated as property, and the 
property rights in it are transferable either by 
exchange or by transmission from one generation to the 
next. Property rights are not restricted to concrete 
objects, but also include the right to demand certain 
kinds of behavior from other individuals working in 
the organization. This right may be challenged by 
individual workers, however, since there is a tendency 
for those who work in the organization to acquire 
rights in it. Thus, two conflicting forces arise: 1)
the utilization of property to attain the owner's 
goals and 2) the erosion of the owner's rights by 
those who operate the property.

The owner's resources are the elements which 
comprise the formal organization. Differentiation of 
structure and function in the organization is a result 
of the procedures established by the owner. The 
assumption is made that the reason an owner seeks to 
attain a goal by creating an organization is to obtain 
the economic or psychological advantages that result 
from coordination. A further assumption is made that 
the owner tries to achieve a goal in as efficient a
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manner as is possible while preventing the operators 
of the organization from usurping property rights.

An owner may choose to coordinate resources or 
delegate the responsibility to the manager of the 
organization. The managers are the decision making 
components of the organization while the bureaucrats 
constitute non-decision-making components. While 
bureaucrats through their roles as secretaries and 
bookkeepers, for instance, are engaged in the 
coordinating process, they have little discretion over 
their own activities and those of others. Managers, 
on the other hand, have some discretion over their 
activities and determine the activities of the 
bureaucrats.

Producers work to attain the owner's goals 
through their own activities rather than t.hrc,11crh the 
coordination of activities of others. Producers who 
determine their own activities are designated 
professionals; whereas, producers whose activities are 
determined by others are termed workers.

The kind of organization that develops is 
determined by two variables: 1) the degree to which
resources are stored in specific or general form and
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2) the degree to which procedures are specified in the 
organization. A resource is specific if it is stored 
in the form necessary to implement a program with the 
owner's intent that it be used, modified, or consumed 
within the organization to meet the prescribed goals.
A resource is general if it is stored by the 
organization with the expectation that it will be 
converted to a specific resource. Procedures are 
specified when an owner or designated agent requires a 
human resource to perform planned activities to attain 
the owner's goal. Procedures are generalized, on the 
other hand, when human resources are required by the 
owner to specify their own procedures in attaining the 
organization's goal.

In applying Becker's and Gordon's (1966) 
theoretical framework to an academic setting, the 
following analogies can be made. The 
university/college is a public or private organization 
owned by the citizenry or private group of 
individuals. Authority is delegated by these owners 
to managers in the academic setting who are designated 
by such titles as presidents and chancellors, 
vice-presidents and vice-chancellors, and deans and
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department chairpersons. These managers are 
responsible for coordinating their own activities as 
well as the activities of others in their schools and 
departments to achieve the goals established by the 
citizenry. They are allowed much discretion in their 
decision-making activities. The bureaucrats in the 
academic setting are the secretaries and support staff 
who assume a large role in the coordination of 
university/college operations. Little discretion is 
allowed in activities for which they are responsible. 
The producers in the university/college are the 
tenured faculty who determine their own research 
activities to achieve the school's goals. They are 
not responsible for coordinating the activities of 
others in the school. Finally, workers are the 
non-tenured faculty who engage in activities which 
facilitate goal attainment, but have little discretion 
in the activities in which they engage.

In addressing organizational structure, the 
complete bureaucracy and the decentralized bureaucracy 
as well as variations of the two formulated by Becker 
and Gordon (1966) provided a theoretical context in 
which to analyze structures in schools of nursing.
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Specialized and generalized procedures and resources 
within schools of nursing were identified which 
contribute to the goal of faculty research 
productivity.
DEFINITIONS

The theoretical definitions of complete 
bureaucracy and decentralized bureaucracy (Becker and 
Gordon, 1966) are as follows:

Complete bureaucracy: a formal organization
which, in the process of goal attainment, 
stores all the managerial hierarchies 
necessary to maximize coordination and control.
(p. 326)
Decentralized bureaucracy: a formal organization
which consists of two or more semiautonomous 
units, neither of which is in service to the 
other. (p. 338)

These theoretical definitions were operationally 
defined using the six dimensions of bureaucratic 
organizations developed by Hall (1968).

1. The hierarchy of authority - the extent to 
which the locus of decision making is 
prestructured by the organization.
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2. Division of labor - the extent to which 
work tasks are subdivided by functional 
specialization decided by the organization.

3. Presence of rules - the degree to which 
the behavior of organizational members is 
subject to organizational control.

4. Procedural specifications - the extent to 
which organizational members must follow 
organizationally defined techniques in 
dealing with situations which they encounter.

5. Impersonality - the extent to which both 
organizational members and outsiders are 
treated without regard to individual 
qualities.

6. Technical competence - the extent to which 
organizationally defined universalistic 
standards are utilized in the personal 
selection and advancement process. (p. 95)

The degree of bureaucratization on each dimension was 
scored on a scale from one to five indicating the type 
of organizational structure.

Operational definitions of nursing faculty and 
nursing faculty member's research productivity have
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been developed as follows:
Nursing faculty - all nursing faculty members 
teaching in masters and doctoral nursing programs 
in public and private universities/colleges 
in the United States.
Nursing faculty member's research productivity - 
the cumulative score obtained on the Adapted 
Scholarly Productivity Index (Fisher, 1987).
1. Number of research projects completed

but not yet submitted for publication.
2. Number of articles submitted for

publication in a refereed journal 
but not yet accepted for publication.

3. Number of articles published or accepted
for publication in a refereed journal.

4. Number of books or monographs written
and published.

5. Number of books or monographs for
which (you) served as editor.

6. Number of book reviews published.
7. Number of journal editorial boards

(on which you) served.
8. Number of off-campus funding
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agencies served on which review 
research grant proposals.

9. Number of authored or co-authored 
research-related grant proposals 
which have been funded.

10. Number of offices held on research 
committees of professional 
organizations.

11. Number of research-based papers 
presented at national professional 
meetings.

12. Number of theses/dissertations 
chaired.

13. Number of memberships on theses
and/or dissertation committees, (p. 159)

The operational definition of research productivity 
was modified in terms of the time frame in which the 
organizational structure was in place so that a yearly 
measure of scholarly productivity could be derived. 
ASSUMPTIONS

The assumptions are made in this study that 
faculty research productivity and organizational 
structure can be measured objectively. Additionally,
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the assumption of determinism is made whereby all 
phenomena such as faculty research productivity have 
antecedent causes. Finally, the assumption is made 
that nature is regular and orderly; and therefore, 
procedures, resources, and activities in schools of 
nursing will be regular and orderly.
LIMITATIONS

Limitations of the study include difficulties in 
defining and measuring faculty research productivity 
and organizational structures. Other difficulties are 
inherent in the accuracy of responses related to 
structure and productivity offered by the subject. 
Measurement of the formal structure versus the 
informal structure and its effect on research 
productivity is also limiting.
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Chapter II 
Review of Literature

NURSING RESEARCH
The profession of nursing has placed a high 

priority on the development of quality nursing 
research and scholarship. Evidence of this trend 
permeates the position statements of nursing's 
professional organizations as well as its literature 
over the past two decades. In 1972 and 1977, the 
National League for Nursing (NLN) recognized the need 
for exposure to research in baccalaureate education 
and charged educators to create research opportunities 
for students at this level. This move was formalized 
by the NLN with the establishment of specifictions for 
research in the baccalaureate curriculum in 1979 
(Hastings-Tolsma, M. & Brockopp, D., 1986). A few 
years later, the American Nurses' Association (ANA) 
Commission on Nursing Research generated its position 
statement on nursing research priorities for the 
1980's to establish a scientific base for nursing 
practice; and in 1985, the ANA's Cabinet on Nursing

17
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Research established the following research goals:
1. To ensure an increased supply of nurse 

scientists by the year 2000;
2. To generate knowledge about the well-being 

and optimum functioning of human beings - 
the effective delivery of nursing services, 
excellence in nursing education, and the 
impact of the profession on health policy;

3. To develop environments that support nursing 
inquiry, including opportunities to initiate 
and implement nursing investigations and 
access to subjects, personnel, research 
facilities, and equipment; and

4. To disseminate the results of nursing 
research to clinicians, the scientific 
community, the general public, and health 
policymakers, and to increase use of the 
results, (p. 2)

During this same time period, the American Association 
of Colleges of Nursing (1981) established assumptions 
which they believe are basic for a commitment to 
nursing research:

1. Facilitation of inquiry is a legitimate
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expectation among colleagues in any 
scholarly discipline.

2. Nursing must encourage and maintain strong, 
steady support of the search for knowledge 
necessary to meet the public's health needs 
and expectations.

3. The goal of nursing research is to provide 
systematically derived knowledge that guides 
nursing practice and contributes to the 
solution of health problems.

4. The capability to build and enhance a 
research climate differs from institution 
to institution, is situation-specific,
and depends on institutional values, goals, 
and structures supportive of science.

5. Strong graduate programs must be based 
on faculty scholarship, research 
mentorship, communication among 
investigators, and clinical excellence.

6. Fulfillment of research goals requires 
sufficient intellectual and material 
resources in the proper proportion 
for the activity to be successfully
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undertaken. (p. 1)
Rena Murtha, (1985), Associate Director for Nursing 
and Chief Nurse of the Clinical Center Nursing 
Department in the National Institutes of Health (NIH), 
noted that there is a growing appreciation and need 
for nursing research as evidenced by the rise in 
federal funding levels of nursing research; the 
recommendation by an NIH task force that more nurse 
researchers should be involved in NIH review boards; 
and the establishment of the Center for Nursing 
Research within the Division of Nursing. Larson 
(1984) noted, however, that prior to this time many of 
the 4,000 plus nurses with doctorates were discouraged 
from conducting research because of the disadvantage 
of competing for research funds that were designated 
for highly technological medical research rather than 
problems related to nursing care.
NURSING FACULTY RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY

Fitzpatrick and Abraham (1987) stated that 
nursing research and scholarship are needed for 
acceptance of nursing as an academic discipline and to 
advance nursing practice. Barbar (1979) made the 
generalization that a primary function of any

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



university based professional school is the "creation 
of new ... knowledge on which professional practice 
can be based" (p. 15). Chamings (1984), in the 
ranking of the top nursing schools in the country, 
sited scholarly productivity of the faculty as one of 
the factors which contributed to the overall ranking 
of the school. According to Fitzpatrick and Abraham 
(1987), quality nursing research must be acceptable 
not only to peers, but also to those across 
disciplines.

In reviewing the nursing research literature from 
1977 to 1981, Moustafa (1985) identified the number of 
studies published in four prominent nursing research 
journals, the categories of topics, and the academic 
preparation of the authors. In analyzing the results 
of the study, Moustafa (1985) concluded that there was 
slow growth of nursing action studies during this 
period and that there was apparent absence of 
continued productivity among nursing investigators, 
with most authors publishing one study in a five-year 
period. Furthermore, after an extensive review of the 
literature, Andreoli and Musser (1986) found that 
studies focusing on research productivity were much
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fewer than those focusing on teaching productivty.

Hamilton (1986) assessed the research 
productivity of nursing faculty from 1956 to 1983 by 
comparing the results of four productivity studies 
during that time period. No gains in nursing faculty 
research productivity were found with 2595 reporting 
active participation in research in 1956 (Potter, R., 
1959) and 2595 reporting active participation again in 
1983 (Nieswiadomy, R., 1984). Solomons, Jordison, and 
Powell (1980), however, in a study of 48 nursing 
faculty members at the University of Iowa, reported a 
higher rate of participation in research with 25 
faculty (5695) spending an average of 3.4 hours per 
week on research and 23 faculty (4495) spending no time 
on research each week.

Nieswiadomy (1984) studied the research 
involvement of 394 nurse educators who are members of 
the ANA. The findings of the study were as follows:

1. Only 2595 of the sample indicated current 
involvement in research;

2. Nurse educators holding doctorates are 
the most productive researchers;

3. Nurse educators who have taught more
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than 20 years reported the smallest 
percentage of ongoing research studies;

4. The majority of current research is being 
conducted by faculty teaching in schools 
which grant doctoral degrees; and

5. Educational institutions are providing 
minimal support for faculty research 
with 50% not considering research 
productivity for tenure, promotion, 
and salary increases.

Fisher (1987) concurred that two trends that are 
developing which are enhancing scholarly productivity 
by nursing faculty are the filling of faculty 
positions by doctorally prepared faculty and the 
development of doctoral programs which has increased 
the expectation for scholarly productivity among 
nursing faculty.

Historically, nurses with doctorates also have 
demonstrated considerable scholarly productivity. 
Cleino (1965) reported that 60 of 94 nurse doctorates 
wrote for publication in professional journals and 32 
had served as the head of at least one research 
project.
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In addition, Swartzentruber (1971) reported that 

most research studies conducted by nursing faculty 
were done by those recently completing their degrees 
and those in the younger age group. In a study of 315 
nurse doctorates, Phillips (1973) identified three 
factors that affected research productivity, two of 
which are age-related: publishing a book or article
at a younger age, feelings about the importance of 
publications, and professional age.

In Caplow and McGee's (1958) classic study, the 
ACADEMIC MARKETPLACE, they noted that "the explicit 
definition of publication as the criterion of 
productivity is very common" (p. 83). Several studies 
in the humanities, biological and natural sciences, 
and the social sciences (Bayer, A. & Dutton, J., 1977; 
Behymer, E., 1974; Dennis, W., 1956; Fulton, D. &
Trow, M., 1974; Hall, D., 1975; Hamovitch, W. & 
Morgenstern, R. , 1977; Jauchs, L. & Glueck, W., 1975; 
Manis, J., 1951; Meltzer, B., 1949; Perun, P., 1977; 
and Roe, A., 1965) have addressed the importance of 
publication productivity and personal variables which 
are related to productivity:

1. Publishing at a young age before earning
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the doctorate;

2. Working as a research assistant during 
enrollment in graduate school;

3. Earning a Ph.D. at a young age;
4. Being appointed to a faculty position in 

a research university at a young age;
5. Having little prior teaching experience 

before initiating research;
6. Being intrinsically motivated and 

interested in research;
7. Believing publication should be an 

important criterion for promotion and 
tenure decisions; and

8. Maintaining interest in continuing 
learning and reading professional 
journals.

Ostmoe (1985) adds that teaching graduate students and 
allotting a significant amount of time to research 
activities are also positively related to publication 
productivity.

In a later study on publication productivity, 
Ostmoe (1986) surveyed 261 tenure track nursing 
faculty members who taught in seven research
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universities. Twenty variables in this study were 
significantly related to both quantity and quality of 
publications:

1. Highest degree earned;
2. Teaching and research interests;
3. Beliefs about what should be the 

relationship between publication and 
promotion and tenure;

4. Motivation to publish for enjoyment;
5. Motivation to publish to advance knowledge;
6. Motivation to publish because of professional

obligation;
7. Age at first publication;
8. Primary teaching responsibilities;
9. Percent of time spent in teaching;

10. Percent of time spent in research;
11. Average number of hours/week spent in 

clinical instruction;
12. Earned post master's academic credits;
13. Post master's credit courses toward 

doctoral degree;
14. Number of academic or professional 

journals received;
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15. Years since doctorate;
16. Years since first master's;
17. Number of professional organization 

memberships;
18. Membership in the Council of Nurse 

Researchers;
19. Membership in the Fellows of the American 

Academy of Nursing (FAAN); and
20. Rank. (pp. 209-210)
Personal factors which are seen as constraints to 

productivity and professional growth have been 
analyzed by Lane, E., Lagodna, G., Brooks, B., Long,
N., and Parsons, M. (1981). These factors included 
personal finances, lack of interest, care needed by 
dependants, home management responsibilities, and 
social responsibilities.

Lane et. al. (1981) also investigated 
institutional constraints to productivity and 
professional growth. Workload, scheduling, lack of 
release time, as well as lack of institutional 
financial support were all factors which inhibited 
productivity and professional growth. Barriers to 
faculty research productivity identified by faculty
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members at the City College of New York School of 
Nursing included lack of time, money, and 
encouragement (Gioiella, 1985). Hamilton (1986) notes 
that the institutional demands for research far exceed 
the actual support given for research.

In a study of 102 deans of schools of nursing in 
the United States, Copp (1984) rank-ordered several 
factors which inhibit and facilitate nursing research. 
Those factors which deans believe inhibited faculty 
research were:

1. Lack of time for research activities by 
faculty members;

2. Heavy teaching workloads;
3. Lack of preparation and commitment 

by nursing faculty;
4. Lack of adequate funding or funding 

reimbursement solely for the teaching 
effort;

5. Too few prepared or credentialed 
faculty members;

6. Lack of knowledge and experience in 
doing research;

7. A negative attitude related to research;
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8. Lack of a research tradition or model;
9. Blocking by higher administration and 

apathy by higher administrative officers;
10. Curriculum changing;
11. Inadequate space and equipment;
12. Faculty politics;
13. Unrealistic demands made by funding 

proposals; and
14. Administrative tasks and trivia.

(pp. 514-515)
Copp (1984) noted that when faculty members' teaching, 
study, and research were in varied and relatively 
unrelated directions, frustration and fatigue were 
inherent with an outcome of lower productivity.

Institutional factors which facilitated nursing 
research according to Copp (1984) were:

1. The value of research held by the 
dean and an investment of this 
energy and initiative to make 
nursing research a priority in an 
academic setting;

2. Establishing a position in the school 
of nursing such as associate dean for
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research or director of nursing 
research;

3. Successfully seeking research funding 
and seed money;

4. Addressing the problem of faculty 
time and making an effort to free 
periods of time or alleviate the 
heavy work load of the faculty;

5. Directing curriculum revision which 
emphasizes research or develops a 
data based curriculum of study;

6. Promoting research conferences, 
research days or research 
consultation;

7. Achieving good upper administration 
support for nursing research;

8. Increasing availability of doctorally 
prepared nurses and successful 
recruitment of qualified faculty;

9. Developing faculty leaves, partial 
leaves, or small grants for faculty 
research development;

10. Facilitating the communication of
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outcomes and research findings 
through verbal reportings and 
published articles;

11. Developing and teaching a research 
course;

12. Changing the reward system or 
establishing and/or upholding 
policies which make promotion or 
tenure contingent on research and 
other scholarly activities;

13. Acquiring small grants for modest 
starts by beginning nurse researchers;

14. Success in obtaining a research 
development grant;

15. Participating in established 
programmes and organizations which 
promote, support, and enhance 
nursing research and/or research 
carried out by nurses;

16. Encouraging grant writing and 
accelerating grant proposal 
submissions;

17. Participating or assisting others
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to participate in multidisciplinary 
research or collaborative research;

18. Obtaining a more flexible faculty
union contract in those institutions 
where teachers are unionized;

19. Developing evaluation research and 
nursing theory testing;

20. Participating in research activities
of the larger university, i.e.,
research centres, computer centres, 
other departments and schools;

21. Enjoying good geographic proximity 
to established and ongoing research 
programmes, activities, and 
opportunities;

22. Protecting and promoting existing 
nursing research opportunities and 
activities;

23. Encouraging research done by groups 
of faculty;

24. Admission of minority students as 
a method of expanding the scope of 
researchable questions;
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25. Encouraging and obtaining peer 

support for research; and
26. Obtaining merit salary increases 

based on research productivity.
(pp. 515-516)

Copp (1984) suggested that nursing faculty are no 
longer excused from the rigours of research and 
publication nor are they seen as special or in need of 
dispensation by virtue of sex, profession, or status 
as newcomer to the university setting (Copp, 1984).
The facilitation of research and expectations for 
productivity should be consistent across disciplines 
(Copp, 1984).

In comparing professional activities of nursing 
faculty members holding doctorates with other women 
academics, Hoagberg (1985) assessed the primary 
academic function, percentage of time devoted to 
specific academic functions, professional 
publications, research grants received, consultation 
activities, and professional meetings attended of 219 
respondents in nursing and other academic disciplines. 
The results of the study indicated that academic women 
in other disciplines spent significantly more time on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



research activities and published more journal 
articles than nursing faculty members holding 
doctorates while nursing faculty members with 
doctorates spent more time on administrative 
activities than their academic counterparts. Pew 
other differences were found between the two groups 
when controlling for years since completion of the 
doctorate.

In addressing the problem of low research 
productivity among nursing faculty, Copp, Felton, and 
Hawken (1981), representing the American Association 
of Colleges of Nursing, put forth a position statement 
on the role of the dean in promoting research. The 
dean facilitates faculty research through: scholarly
activities such as critiquing and collaborating; 
personal activities such as valuing and promoting; and 
professional activities such as support systems and 
professional linkages (Copp et al., 1981). Williams 
(1987) added that academic nursing leadership has the 
primary responsibility for developing environments 
that are supportive to nursing inquiry and for 
ensuring an increased supply of nurse scientists for 
the future. Felton (1985) has delineated the role of
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the dean in developing the nursing research skills of 
faculty through the following:

1. Recruitment of qualified faculty members;
2. Support for forming realistic long range 

goals;
3. Discussion of opportunities and resources;
4. Strategies for collaboration and 

consultation;
5. Provision of a milieu in which research is 

recognized and rewarded;
6. Advancement contingent on research 

productivity and other scholarly activities, 
(p. 95)

The relationship between faculty professionalization,
dean's leadership style, and faculty scholarly
productivity has been investigated by Fisher (1987).
The results of this study based on the reponses of 215 
faculty members in 21 doctoral nursing programs
indicated that there is considerable variation in the
amount of scholarly productivity of doctoral nursing
faculty not found to be related to deans' leadership
styles (Fisher, 1987). Kalisch (1975), however,
contends that "Administrators in practice settings and
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universities are actually the gatekeepers of 
innovation, holding the key to a climate for creative 
research...the degree to which management supports the 
concept of change and rewards new ideas is an 
important factor" (p. 314). Felton (1986) also is in 
agreement that the dean must provide a climate for new 
ideas along with marketing, financial, and technical 
resources and facilities to make ideas succeed.

Wilson (1985) concurs that creativity is 
essential to any worthwhile nursing research. She 
offers the following strategies for enhancing 
conditions that contribute to creative nursing 
research among faculty:

1. Develop several long-term research 
goals and values for the department/ 
college;

2. Establish mechanisms for communicating 
research-related information;

3. Specify selected research priorities 
in light of institutional mission, 
societal need, staff interest and 
background, likelihood for funding, 
and collaborative research
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opportunities;
4. Participate in initiating research 

projects among nursing executives 
who can act as role models; and

5. Resist tendency to overorganize 
time in committee meetings and 
bureaucratic procedures. (pp. 8-9)

Fitzpatrick and Abraham (1987) suggest that 
quality nursing research can be achieved through 
mentoring. A concrete, planned mentoring program 
includes opportunities for coauthorships, joint 
presentations, coinvestigations, and grant writing. 
Additionally, it fosters growth and independence and 
promotes membership among scholars, editors, 
administrators of funding agencies, and members of 
learned societies (Fitzpatrick and Abraham, 1987).

In Batey's (1978) classic study of research 
development of university schools of nursing, she 
concluded that the environments of highly productive 
faculty members included resources to support the 
neophyte researcher, a person identified within the 
structure to support faculty research activity, and 
faculty and student commitment to research.
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Furthermore, high productivity schools possessed the 
following characteristics which distinguished them 
from less productive schools: acceptance of the
faculty role with the three components of teaching, 
research, and service; peer relationships which 
supported individuality and creativity; expectation of 
scholarship and creativity for promotion and tenure; 
allocation of funds to develop research; policy 
statements and decisions which reflected research goal 
attainment; research as a visible unit of the 
organizational structure; commitment to research as a 
responsibility of scientists; supportive research 
staff; research development efforts geared to all 
faculty; expectation that extramural funding would be 
sought to conduct research beyond pilot stage; and 
faculty who possessed research skills (Batey, 1978).

The relationship between research environments 
and faculty members' research productivity was 
examined by Pranulis in 1984. In surveying 103 
doctorally prepared faculty members from 10 schools of 
nursing offering doctorates, only extramural funding 
correlated significantly with faculty productivity 
(Pranulis, 1984). No significance was found between

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



39
productivity and organizational emphasis, 
administrative support, resources, or psychosocial 
climate. Pranulis and Gortner (1985) add, however, 
that while scores for productivity and organizational 
emphasis were not significant, the two generally 
varied together; and 75% of respondents viewed 
organizational emphasis on research as a positive 
influence on their research activities.

In another study of the research environment, 
Holzemer and Chambers (1986) related faculty, student, 
and alumni perceptions of the environment to faculty 
members' productivity in 25 nursing doctoral programs. 
Significant relationships were found between faculty 
members' productivity and faculty members' perceptions 
of the environment's scholarly excellence, available 
resources, student commitment and motivation, and 
faculty productivity. Gortner (1982), in an earlier 
study, reported that processes which were conducive to 
research activity and productivity included faculty 
collaboration, competition, colleagueship, and 
continuity of effort. Additionally, Gortner (1982) 
noted that structures in the school of nursing must 
reflect a commitment to research with the appropriate
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allotment of time, money, tools, and personnel.

The development of nursing research centers in 
schools of nursing has been associated with increased 
research productivity of faculty (Dienemann, 1987).
In a survey of 50 nursing research centers, Dienemann 
found that most are of the disciplinary type that 
focus on supporting faculty members' research. In 
addition to the presence of a research center, the 
size of faculty, number of doctorally prepared 
faculty, and levels of degrees offered influence the 
level of research program development (Dienemann,
1987). Typically, research program development is a 
historical process that proceeds from development of 
faculty research skills to conducting externally 
funded research (Dienemann, 1987).

Batey (1985) delineates four phases of research 
productivity development which occurred at The 
University of Washington. The commitment of 
administrative leadership to research was the first 
phase identified followed by development of faculty 
members' research skills. The third phase was one of 
research facilitation whereby research became "woven" 
into the policies and procedures for evaluation of
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faculty for rank, promotion, and tenure. Finally, 
research integration and collaboration marked the 
fourth phase where further synthesis of the research, 
teaching, and service roles was accomplished.

During this same period, Gortner (1985) reported 
a five-year plan for renewed effort in research 
development and resource acquisition at The University 
of California at San Francisco. This plan encompassed 
the development of individual faculty member's 
research with acknowledgment of research reported in a 
newsletter. The formation of a School of Nursing 
Research Committee provided peer review of proposals 
before being submitted for review for intra- or 
extramural funding.

Hinshaw and Sorensen (1986) described a similar 
process for development of faculty member's research 
at The University of Arizona. The first step of the 
process encompassed the development and facilitation 
of faculty member research skills and pilot studies. 
Establishing an office of research and three major 
laboratories along with developing research committees 
and seminars comprised the second step. The final 
step culminated in building a scientific community
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with the characteristics of commonality, 
collaboration, competition, and scholarly productivity 
(Hinshaw and Sorensen, 1986). Ozbolt (1986), at The 
University of Michigan, related similar steps in 
developing faculty research, but added the development 
of a PhD program and collaborative faculty-student 
research as factors which promoted faculty 
productivity.

In analyzing the role of the research facilitator 
in schools of nursing, McArt (1987) interviewed 49 
participants at two national research conferences. 
According to the researchers, the most effective 
services which they provide to enhance scholarly 
productivity of faculty members are research 
consultation and proposal review. Most researchers 
indicated that limited staff were available beyond 
secretarial services.

While general environmental characteristics of 
schools of nursing which promote research productivity 
have been addressed in the literature, the 
relationship of the formal organizational structure of 
the school of nursing to faculty research productivity 
has not been studied. This parameter has been studied
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extensively in the practice setting and, to a lesser 
extent, in academia.
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

The strengths and weaknesses of decentralized 
organizational structures in the practice setting have 
been disseminated throughout the literature over the 
past decade (Althaus, 1981; Althaus, 1982; Cox, 1980; 
Fine, 1977; Marciniszyn, 1971; Probst and Noga, 1980; 
Rostowsky, 1978; Simons, 1980; and Wellington, 1986). 
In a decentralized structure, nurses reported greater 
accountability for practice with increased decision 
making. A degree of participative management existed 
where communication between staff and management was 
enhanced. A decentralized structure also promoted 
strong identificaiton and bonding with the 
organizational unit. Because of the decentralization 
of units, however, communication channels became much 
more complex, resulting in the loss of coordination. 
Administrative processes in decentralized units also 
were reported to be time-consuming.

Moran and Sussman (1983) analyzed the differences 
in services provided to community health clients 
during periods ef centralization versus
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decentralization. No significant differences in 
services provided to clients were found based on the 
number of nurse-patient encounters, citizen-initiated 
referrals, and referrals with followup and successful 
problem resolution.

Organizational structures in the academic setting 
generally have been described in three different 
contexts. Based on the concepts formulated by Weber 
(1947), universities have been described as 
bureaucratic organizations relying on formalized roles 
and procedures for control (Blau, 1973; and Holdaway, 
Newberry, Hickson, and Heron, 1975). Universities 
also have been characterized as collegial 
organizations where professionals have a high degree 
of autonomy; academic control in this organization 
relies on self-coordination through such structures as 
faculty committees (Thompson and Bates, 1957; and 
Parsons and Platt, 1968). The third conceptualization 
of organizational structures in university settings 
has been viewed as a combination of both bureaucratic 
and collegial characteristics whereby the university 
structure is viewed differently than other 
organizational structures (Baldridge, Curtis, Ecker
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and Riley, 1978; Becker and Gordon, 1966; Beyer and 
Lodahl, 1976; Bresser, 1984; and Bresser and Dunbar, 
1986) .

Researchers at the College of Advanced Technology 
in Birmingham, England, developed six primary 
dimensions to measure organizational structure: 
specialization, standardization, formalization, 
centralization, configuration, and flexibility (Pugh, 
Hickson, Himings, Macdonald, Turner, and Lupton,
1963). These dimensions were later reduced to four 
components: structuring of activities, concentration
of authority, line control of workflow, and relative 
size of supportive component. These dimensions 
allowed the researchers to establish organizational 
profiles along these variables and to measure 
structures in a wide variety of settings (Pugh,
Hickson, Hinings, and Turner, 1968) .

Building on the research of Pugh et al., Bresser 
(1984) measured the formal organizational structures 
of 35 West German University departments. The 
structural dimensions of academic control, 
bureaucratic control, and nonworkflow proportion 
differed across scientific fields. These differences
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were attributed to the varying levels of paradigm 
developent of the departments analyzed. In a later 
study, Bresser and Dunbar (1986) related aspects of 
research and teaching effectiveness to contextual and 
structural contingencies. The contextual variables 
included paradigm development, student emphasis, and 
resource availability; and the structural variables 
included academic and bureaucratic control. While 
contextual variables generally were found to be better 
predictors of effectiveness than the structural 
variables, the structural variable, bureaucratic 
control, was related positively with book publications 
by faculty. The researchers concluded that the 
departments' emphasis on academic control may reduce 
the capacity to perform research; the time needed for 
coordination of the departments' work through 
committee structures reduces the time allowed for 
research activities. McKeachie (1982) cautions, 
however, that one of the current threats to faculty 
productivity is the increased emphasis on 
accountabilty and the centralization of authority.

Blau (1973) analyzed organizational structure in 
terms of size of the institution and the preparation
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of faculty. Increased size of an institution was 
associated with increased complexity but less 
bureaucracy, and the presence of doctorally prepared 
faculty members was associated with decentralized 
decision making. Frank (1986), in surveying 345 deans 
of baccalaureate and higher degree nursing programs, 
studied the relationship between organizational 
structure and deans' job satisfaction.
Decentralization and some degree of complexity and 
formalization were significantly related to deans' job 
satisfaction.

Argyris (1962) focused on individual performance 
and/or satisfaction as the criterion to measure 
organizational effectiveness. In measuring the 
effectiveness of institutions of higher education, 
Cameron (1978) noted that the structures vary from 
organized anarchies to structured bureaucracies. Some 
colleges have relatively homogeneous structures and 
operated with many effectiveness criteria while other 
colleges operated with autonomous subsystems where 
common criteria were difficult to find. Cameron 
developed nine criteria to measure organizational 
effectiveness based on Argyris' conceptualization:
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1. Student educational satisfaction;
2. Student academic development;
3. Student career development;
4. Student personal development;
5. Faculty and administrator employment 

satisfaction;
6. Professional development and quality of 

faculty;
7. Systems openness and community interaction;
8. Ability to acquire resources; and
9. Organizational health.

Katz and Kahn (1978) note that changes in the 
characteristics of individuals in an organization may 
disrupt previously established organizational 
structures necessitating adaptive change.

In Hall's classic studies of bureaucracy and 
professionalization (1963, 1968), the findings 
suggested that the presence of professionals in an 
organization affects the structure of the 
organization. Moreover, the organizational structure 
can affect the professionalization process. Hall 
concluded that there is generally an inverse 
relationship between professionalization and
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bureaucratization. Hall measured bureaucratic 
organizational structures using six dimensions: 
hierarchy of authority, division of labor, presence of 
rules, procedural specifications, impersonality, and 
technical competence. The instrumentation for the 
study was normed on a sample of eleven occupational 
groups with one group being lodged in the university 
setting. This tool will be used to measure 
organizational structure in the present study.
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Chapter III 
Methods

POPULATION AND SAMPLE
The population for the study was all nursing 

faculty members teaching in masters and doctoral 
nursing schools in private and public colleges and 
universities in the United States. The unit of 
sampling for the study was the school of nursing.
Sixty schools of nursing were randomly selected from 
the current listings of masters and doctoral programs 
in nursing published by the National League for 
Nursing (1986-1987). The chief administrative officer 
(CAO) in each school was asked to recommend, according 
to selected criteria, the names of five faculty for 
inclusion in the study. Each of these 300 faculty 
then were contacted to participate in the study. 
PROCEDURE FOR DATA COLLECTION

An introductory letter explaining the purpose and 
methods to be used in the study was sent to the CAO. 
The CAO was asked to recommend the names of five 
tenure track faculty members who teach in the masters
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and/or doctoral nursing programs for inclusion in the 
study. While research productivity was valued among 
all nursing faculty who teach at any level of nursing 
education, graduate faculty only were sampled because 
this population was used as the normative group in 
developing the Scholarly Productivity Index (Fisher, 
1987). To decrease sampling bias, the CAO was asked 
to choose five tenure-track graduate teaching faculty 
whose last names begin with or come closest to a 
particular letter of the alphabet. One letter of the 
alphabet was assigned to each of the sixty schools, 
using each letter of the alphabet a total of two to 
three times. (See Appendix IV.)

A response form and stamped, 
investigator-addressed envelope was enclosed with the 
introductory letter. The first mailing to the CAO 
with return response was anticipated to take three 
weeks. A second mailing was conducted as necessary to 
secure faculty names. Once faculty names were 
secured, an introductory letter was sent to each 
faculty member inviting participation in the study. 
(See Appendix V.) This letter was accompanied by the 
survey which included the Scholarly Productivity Index
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(Fisher, 1987), the Organizational Inventory (Hall, 
1968), as well as an investigator-designed demographic 
data sheet. Once again, a stamped, 
investigator-addressed envelope was enclosed for the 
return response. This mailing was anticipated to take 
three weeks. An additional follow-up mailing was 
conducted as necessary.
INSTRUMENTATION

The instrumentation for the study included two 
tools, the Scholarly Productivity Index (Fisher, 1987) 
and the Organizational Inventory (Hall, 1968), as well 
as an investigator designed demographic data sheet.
The Scholarly Productivity Index (SPI) was designed to 
measure the total amount of research activity, 
publications, and editorial work completed during 
one's professional career under a current dean's 
leadership. (See Appendix I, a.) The inventory was 
designed at the ratio level of measurement and 
consisted of three scales with a total of twelve 
questions. To account for the confounding variable of 
time, a yearly index of scholarly productivity was 
produced by dividing the total score on the SPI by the 
number of years of work under the current dean's
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leadership. Thus, a yearly index of faculty scholarly 
productivity was produced known as the Scholarly 
Productivity Index Corrected (SPIC) .

Since the tool was used to measure the scholarly 
productivity of faculty members teaching in masters 
and doctoral nursing schools under one organizational 
structure rather than faculty teaching in doctoral 
nursing schools under one dean's leadership, the 
terminology in the instructions was revised to reflect 
these changes. Because of the addition of faculty 
teaching in masters nursing schools, the number of 
theses chaired was added to Item 12 of the Index.
(See Adapted SPI, Appendix I, b.) Nursing faculty 
teaching in masters nursing programs were added to the 
population to provide for greater variability in the 
organizational structures that were sampled. A 
thirteenth item also was added to the Inventory to 
reflect membership on theses and/or dissertation 
committees which was considered to be a scholarly 
activity as well. (See Adapted SPI, Appendix I, b.)

The Organizational Inventory (Hall, 1968) was 
designed to measure six dimensions of organizational 
structure: hierarchy of authority, division of labor,
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behavioral rules for participants, procedural 
specifications, impersonality, and participants being 
chosen and promoted on technical qualifications. The 
Organizational Inventory consisted of 62 questions 
which were answered using a five-point Likert scale 
which ranged from definitely true to definitely false. 
The responses were numerically coded so that a highly 
bureaucratic response was labeled one and a less 
bureaucratic response was labeled five. (See Appendix 
II, a.)

In adapting the tool to the school of nursing 
setting, the terms, "boss," "management," and "higher 
up" were changed to read "administrator;" and the 
terms, "people," "persons," and "employees" were 
changed to read "faculty." Additionally, the terms, 
"rules" and "regulations" were changed to read 
"policies" and "procedures;" "customers" were changed 
to "students;" "work areas" were changed to "classroom 
and clinical areas;" "job" was changed to "expertise;" 
and "orders" were changed to read "instructions."
This change in terminology was not intended to alter 
the intent of the items; but rather to make the tool 
meaningful in this particular environment. The

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



55
investigator-designed demographic data sheet asked for 
information regarding the subjects' age, gender, rank, 
tenure status, and length of time served within the 
organizational structure. (See Appendix III.).

The Guttman reliability for the S P I was .79.
When the SPI was corrected for years faculty were 
employed under the current dean (SPIC), the overall 
reliability was .88. Reliabilities for three factors 
of the SPIC produced through factor analysis were as 
follow: Research/Prepublication Activities, .75;
Publication Activities, .86; and Editorial Activities, 
.52.

The validity of the SPI was developed using 
several measures (Fisher, 1987). The items in the SPI 
were based on a thorough review of the literature.
Eight members of a University Faculty Promotions 
Committee then ranked the items according to 
importance. Independent of the ranking procedure, 
committee members specified the number of SPI 
dimensions. Finally, committee members critiqued the 
SPI items. Based on the committee members' rankings, 
mean ranks were calculated for each SPI item and 
weights were assigned from one to five. Only one
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weight was assigned at each of the end points of the 
scale (one and five) with most falling in the middle 
of the range (three). No consistency was found by the 
eight faculty members in the number of dimensions 
identified or in ranking the importance of items 
listed. The SPI was subsequently factor analyzed 
using data collected from subjects in Fisher's study 
(1987). Factor analysis yielded three factors using 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 as the criterion for 
extraction. The three factors were labelled: 
prepublication and research activity; publication 
activity; and editorial activity.

The reliability of the scales developed for the 
Organizational Inventory (Hall. 1968) was computed 
using split-half correlation coefficients. After the 
Spearman-Brown formula was applied, coefficients were: 
Hierarchy of Authority, .90; Division of Labor, .80; 
Rules for Participants, .83; Procedural 
Specifications, .83; Impersonality, .81; and Technical 
Competency, .80.

Validity of the Organizational Inventory was 
established through two methods. Content validity was 
established by conducting a thorough review of the
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literature and designing six scales which repeatedly 
occurred in the literature. Construct validity of the 
tool was established through the use of groups 
generally known to be at extremes on each dimension.
The differences between the scores for these groups on 
each scale were all significant at the .05 level of 
confidence using a two-tailed t test.
CONTROLS

Several controls were used in the present study 
to assure constancy of conditions and to provide for a 
homogeneous subject pool. Random sampling of programs 
was used to eliminate systematic bias in the research 
design. A homogeneous subject pool of 300 nursing 
faculty members teaching in masters and doctoral 
nursing schools was identified according to the 
previously specified criteria, thus limiting the 
variability in extraneous individual characteristics 
which could affect the outcome of the study. All 
chief administrative officers, received the same cover 
letter sent at the same time of year; and all faculty 
members received the same research study packet at the 
same time of year, again providing for constancy of 
conditions.
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the 
demographic data. Percentages, means, and ranges were 
used to categorize the subjects' age, gender, rank, 
tenure status, and length of time served within the 
organizational structure. Pearson correlations and 
multiple correlation/regression techniques were used 
to analyze the relationships between faculty research 
productivity as measured by the SPI and organizational 
structure as measured by the Organizational Inventory 
as well as relationships between the three scales of 
the SPI and the six scales of the Organizational 
Inventory.
CONSENT

Subjects were informed of their rights to 
participate or decline participation in the study 
through a cover letter. (See Appendix V.). Consent 
to participate in the study was indicated by returning 
a completed questionnaire. Additionally, subjects 
were informed of their rights to privacy and 
confidentiality in the cover letter. Questionnaires 
were coded to provide for confidentiality. Only the 
investigator had access to the listing of faculty
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participants and the assigned code numbers. Subjects 
were informed that findings of a general nature may be 
published; however, individual results would be kept 
in strictest confidence. The proposed study was 
reviewed and approved by the Human Subjects Committee 
at The University of Texas at Austin. (See Appendix 
VI. )
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Chapter IV
Presentation, Analysis, and Interpretation of Data

PRESENTATION OF DATA
Analysis of data on faculty research productivity 

and organizational structure in schools of nursing was 
organized using the following research questions:

What is the relationship between faculty research 
productivity and organizational structure in 
schools of nursing?
1. What is the relationship between

prepublication and research activities
and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
d. Procedural specifications;
e . Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

2. What is the relationship between publication 
activity and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
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b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
d. Procedural specifications;
e. Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

3. What is the relationship between editorial 
activity and
a. Hierarchy of authority;
b. Division of labor;
c. Rules for participants;
d. Procedural specifications;
e. Impersonality; and
f. Technical competence?

Faculty research productivity was operationalized 
by obtaining the faculty member's cumulative score on 
the Adapted Scholarly Productivity Index (Fisher,
1987) and dividing it by the number of years served in 
the present organizational structure.

1. Number of research projects completed but 
not yet submitted for publication.

2. Number of articles submitted for 
publication in a refereed journal 
but not yet accepted for publication.
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3. Number of articles published or accepted

for publication in a refereed journal.
4. Number of books or monographs written

and published.
5. Number of books or monographs for 

which (you) served as editor.
6. Number of book reviews published.
7. Number of journal editorial boards 

(on which you) served.
8. Number of off-campus funding 

agencies (you) served which review 
research grant proposals.

9. Number of authored or co-authored
research-related grant proposals 
which have been funded.

10. Number of offices held on research 
committees of professional 
organizations.

11. Number of research-based papers 
presented at national professional 
meetings.

12. Number of theses/dissertations chaired.
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13. Number of memberships on theses 
and/or dissertation committees.

The prepublication and research activities subscale 
included item numbers 1, 2, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. 
The publication activity subscale included item 
numbers 3, 4, and 6; and the editorial activity 
subscale was composed of item numbers 5, 7, and 8.

Organizational structure was operationalized by 
obtaining the cumulative score on Hall's 
Organizational Inventory (1868). Each of the 
subscales were composed of 10 to 11 items (See 
Appendix II, a) and were defined as follows:

1. Hierarchy of authority - the extent to 
which the locus of decision making is 
prestructured by the organization.

2. Division of labor - the extent to which 
work tasks are subdivided by functional 
specialization decided by the organization.

3. Presence of rules - the degree to which 
the behavior of organizational members is 
subject to organizational control.

4. Procedural specifications - the extent to 
which organizational members must follow
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organizationally defined techniques in 
dealing with situations which they encounter.

5. Impersonality - the extent to which both 
organizational members and outsiders are 
treated without regard to individual 
qualities.

6. Technical competence - the extent to which 
organizationally defined universalistic 
standards are utilized in the personal 
selection and advancement process.

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations were used to 
relate scores on the Adapted Scholarly Productivity 
Index Corrected (SPIC) to scores on the Adapted 
Organizational Inventory. Additionally, the three 
sub-scales on the SPIC, prepublication and research 
activities, publication activity, and editorial 
activity, were correlated with the six sub-scales of 
the Organizational Inventory: hierarchy of authority,
division of labor, rules for participants, procedural 
specifications, impersonality, and technical 
competence. Descriptive statistics were used to 
identify the faculty member's age, gender, rank, 
tenure status, and years served in the current
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organizational structure. Finally, multiple 
correlation/regression of rank, tenure, and 
organizational structure on research productivity was 
completed to determine the ability of these variables 
to predict research productivity.
ANALYSIS OF DATA

Based on the responses of 128 subjects, scores on 
the SPIC ranged from 0 to 32 with a mean of 7.12 and a 
standard deviation of 5.57. The measure of skewness 
was 2.06; and kurtosis was equal to 5.97. Scores on 
the Organizational Inventory ranged from 118 to 252 
with a mean of 200.51 and a standard deviation of 
23.64. The measure of skewness was -0.52; and 
kurtosis was equal to 0.59.

The relationship between faculty research 
productivity and organizational structure in schools 
of nursing was not significant at the .05 level of 
confidence. (See Table 1.) However, a positive 
relationship between faculty research productivity and 
procedural specifications in the organizational 
structure was identified. Additionally, a significant 
relationship existed between prepublication and 
research activities and procedural specifications. No
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significant relationships were demonstrated between 
prepublication and research activites and hierarchy of 
authority, division of labor, rules for participants, 
impersonality, and technical competence. (See Table
1.) No other significant relationships were 
identified between publication activity or editorial 
activity with hierarchy of authority, division of 
labor, rules for participants, procedural 
specifications, impersonality, and technical 
competence. (See Table 1.)

TABLE 1.

Pearson Correlation Coefficients of 
Scholarly Productivity Scales 

with Organizational Structure Scales

SPTOT SPI SPII SPIII
OSTOT -0.14860 -0.15730 -0.02177 -0.08767
OS I -0.02366 -0.04967 0.10003 -0.06221
OSII -0.00984 -0.03836 0.07449 0.05058
OSIII -0.14080 -0.13485 -0.07185 -0.07777
OSIV -0.20637* -0.21419* -0.04520 -0.12124
OSV -0.15960 -0.13599 -0.13109 -0.11206
OSVI -0.03160 -0.00746 -0.10540 0.00961

* E_< .05
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Chief administrative officers in sixty schools of 
nursing were asked to identify five faculty for 
inclusion in the study. A total of 49 CEO's (82%) 
responded with 221 faculty names. Of these faculty, 
136 (61%) participated in the study. Six faculty 
surveys were excluded because of incomplete responses; 
and two surveys were excluded where faculty were 
tenure track graduate faculty at the rank of 
instructor. The latter was excluded because of the 
small grouping of faculty and the unlikelihood of 
having the rank of instructor while holding a tenure 
track graduate teaching position. A total of 128 
faculty surveys (58%) were used for data analysis.
The subjects included 125 females (98%) and 3 males 
(2%). Age of subjects ranged from 35 to 72 years with 
a mean age of 47.49 years. By rank, 50 assistant 
professors (39%), 54 associate professors (42%), and 
24 full professors (19%) participated in the study.
Non tenured faculty were 58 in number (45%); and 
tenured faculty numbered 70 (55%). Faculty served 
within the same organizational structure from 1 to 23 
years with a mean of 6.06 years.

Using the demographic variables, gender, rank,
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and tenure status, means of scholarly research 
productivity corrected for years in organizational 
structure were computed for each group. (See Table
2.) Scholarly productivity scores per year for these 
groups ranged from 6.54 to 9.07, with the exception of 
males who averaged 16.22. (See Table 2.)

Table 2.
Means of Scholarly Productivity Corrected 
for Years in Organizational Structure by 

Gender, Professorial Rank, and Tenure Status

Category N Mean SD

Gender Male 3 16.22 11.54
Female 125 6.90 5.25

Prof. 
Rank

Assistant 50 6.54 4.00
Associate 54 6.96 5.73
Full 24 9.07 7.52

Tenure Non tenured 58 6.84 3.85
Tenured 70 7.49 6.71

The demographic variables, rank and tenure, were 
entered with organizational structure into a multiple 
correlation/regression equation to determine the
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ability of these variables to predict scholarly 
research productivity. A general linear models 
procedure was used. With R-Square equal to 0.03633, F 
values for each variable and combination of variables 
were not significant at the .05 level in predicting 
research productivity. (See Table 3.)

Table 3.
Regression of Rank, Tenure, and 

Organizational Structure on 
Scholarly Productivity

Source DF SS F PR > F

Rank 1 34.87 1.12 0.2919
Tenure 1 0.08 0.00 0.9586
OS Total 1 81.37 2.62 0.1084
Rank*0S Total 1 14 .77 0.47 0.4921
Tenure*0S Tot 1 12.01 0.39 0.5354

INTERPRETATION OF DATA
While the relationship between faculty research 

productivity and organizational structure was not 
significant at the .05 level, a significant 
relationship between scholarly research productivity 
and organizational scale IV, procedural
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specifications, was identified as well as a 
significant relationship between SPIC scale I, 
prepublication and research activities, and procedural 
specifications. An inverse relationship existed 
whereby increased faculty research productivity was 
associated with a more highly bureaucratic 
organization identified by scores on the 
organizational inventory which approached the number, 
one. Procedural specifications are organizationally 
defined techniques for situations encountered which, 
in a highly bureaucratic organization, would be well 
delineated and adhered to by members of the 
organization. These specifications may have 
contributed to increased research productivity by 
maximizing efficiency and coordination of work, 
thereby allowing more time for research activity. 
Generally, relationships between scholarly research 
productivity scales and organizational scales were 
inverse, suggesting that there is a tendency for 
greater scholarly productivity to be associated with 
more highly bureaucratic organizations.

Lack of significant findings may have been due, 
in part, to the distribution of scores on the SPIC.
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While findings on the Organizational Inventory and its 
subscales approximated a normal curve, scholarly 
productivity scores tended to be positively skewed. 
Lower scores on the SPIC may have reflected nursing's 
relatively recent socialization into the research 
tradition; or it may have been attributed, in part, to 
the measurement of research productivity by the SPIC. 
For instance, a faculty member who has served on one 
editorial board for one year receives a score of one; 
and a faculty member who serves on one editorial board 
for six years receives a score of one/sixth even 
though service has been rendered each year. While the 
method for adjusting the Scholarly Productivity Index 
for years in organizational structure appears valid 
for such finite items as publications and research 
projects, service to boards which continually is 
rendered does not seem to be accounted for. The 
absence of weighting of items also appears to be 
problematic with one book publication equal to one 
thesis/dissertation chair or membership. More 
variability in scholarly research productivity scores 
may have been identified if these measurement issues 
had been addressed.
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The demographic variables appeared to be 
representative of the nursing faculty population. The 
sample was predominantly composed of women with 
middle-aged women occcupying ranks at the assistant, 
associate, and full professor levels. Fewer faculty 
held the rank of full professor where more rigorous 
standards of performance generally are expected. A 
greater number of faculty were tenured than non 
tenured which was anticipated since the average length 
of time served in the organizational structure was 
greater than 6 years; and most faculty would have 
received tenure within the fifth to sixth years of 
service or terminated their positions. Due, in part, 
to the years of service attached to the tenure system 
in many schools of nursing, it is not surprising that 
the average length of time served in the 
organizational structure paralleled this timeframe.

The means of scholarly research productivity by 
the demographic variables, gender, rank, and tenure 
status, were anticipated given the measurement 
problems of the SPIC which were previously identified. 
Scholarly productivity of full professors and tenured 
faculty was slightly higher than means of females,
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assistant and associate professors, and non tenured 
faculty. Means of male faculty, however, were 
unexpectedly high. Because of the small sample size, 
these findings cannot be considered representative of 
the population.

The multiple correlation/regression equation 
using rank, tenure and organizational structure as 
predictors of scholarly research productivity did not 
yield significant findings. These findings also were 
anticipated given the skewed distribution of data on 
the SPIC and the low Pearson correlations between the 
SPIC and the Organizational Inventory.
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Chapter V
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

SUMMARY
The purpose of this study was to identify the 

relationship between faculty research productivity and 
the organizational structure in schools of nursing.
The need for nursing research has been widely 
recognized by members of the nursing profession. Yet, 
involvement of nursing faculty in conducting research 
has continued to be low. While various environmental 
variables have been investigated which facilitate or 
inhibit nursing research, the relationship between the 
formal organizational structure and nursing faculty 
research productivity has not been studied. Thus, the 
research question which was examined in this study 
was: What is the relationship between faculty
research productivity and the organizational structure 
in schools of nursing? Sub questions which were 
addressed included: a) What is the relationship
between prepublication and research activities and 
hierarchy of authority, division of labor, rules for
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participants, procedural specifications, 
impersonality, and technical competence; b) What is 
the relationship between publication activity and 
hierarchy of authority, division of labor, rules for 
participants, procedural specifications, 
impersonality, and technical competence; and c) What 
is the relationship between editorial activity and 
hierarchy of authority, division of labor, rules for 
participants, procedural specifications, 
impersonality, and technical competence?

A survey methodology was used for data 
collection. Data on individual faculty research 
productivity and organizational structure in the 
school of nursing were obtained through the use of a 
mailed questionnaire. A random sample of sixty 
masters and doctoral nursing schools in public and 
private colleges and universities in the United States 
was used. The chief adminstrative officer in the 
school of nursing was asked to recommend according to 
selected criteria the names of five tenure track 
faculty teaching in the masters and/or doctoral 
nursing programs for participation in the study.
These faculty then were invited to participate in the
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study. The instruments for data collection were 
adapted from Fisher's Scholarly Productiviy Index 
Corrected (1987) and Hall's Organizational Inventory 
(1968). Additionally, an investigator designed 
demographic tool was utilized.

Subjects were informed of their rights to 
participate or decline participation through a cover 
letter. Willingness to participate was indicated by 
returning a completed questionnaire. Additionally, 
subjects were informed of their rights to privacy and 
confidentiality in the cover letter. Questionnaires 
were coded to provide for confidentiality. Subjects 
were informed that findings of a general nature may be 
published; but all individual results would be kept in 
strictest confidence.

Pearson Product Moment Correlations were used to 
analyze the relationships between faculty research 
productivity as measured by the Adapted Scholarly 
Productivity Index Corrected (SPIC) and organizational 
structure as measured by the Adapted Organizational 
Inventory. Pearson Correlations also were used to 
measure the relationships between the three scales of 
the (SPIC) and the six scales of the Organizational
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Inventory. Additionally, a multiple 
correlation/regression equation was run with rank, 
tenure status, and organizational structure as the 
predictor variables of scholarly research 
productivity. Descriptive statistics were used to 
categorize the demographic variables of age, gender, 
rank, tenure status, and years in organizational 
structure.

The results indicated that the relationship 
between scholarly research productivity and 
organizational structure was not significant at the 
.05 level. However, the relationship between 
scholarly research productivity and procedural 
specifications and prepublication and research 
activities and procedural specifications were both 
significant at the .05 level. The predictors, rank, 
tenure, and organizational structure, which were 
entered into the multiple correlation/regression 
equation were not significant at the .05 level in 
predicting scholarly research productivity. The 
sample for the study consisted of 125 females and 3 
men who ranged in age from 35 to 72 years. Fifty 
assistant professors, 54 associate professors, and 24
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full professors were represented in the study with 58 
non tenured and 70 tenured faculty. The number of 
years served in the current organizational structure 
ranged from 1 to 23 years with a mean of 6.06 years. 
CONCLUSIONS

Scholarly research productivity and its sub scale 
prepublication and research activities were positively 
related to procedural specifications in a highly 
bureacratic organizational structure. While other 
relationships between scholarly research productivity 
and organizational structure were not significant at 
the .05 level of confidence, a tendency for increased 
scholarly research productivity to be related to a 
more highly bureacratic organizational structure was 
substantiated. These findings support the work of 
Bresser (1984) who found that the structural variable, 
bureaucratic control, was related positively with bock 
publications by faculty. Highly bureaucratic 
organizations may have less complex communication 
channels and increased coordination (Wellington, 1986) 
which allow faculty additional time to pursue research 
activities.

While organizational structure in this study
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assumed a normal distribution between less and more 
highly bureaucratic organizational structures, 
scholarly research productivity was skewed positively 
with lower scores reported. This finding may be due, 
in part, to measurement error as previously addressed. 
However, these findings do support the work of 
Nieswiadomy (1984), Moustafa (1985), and Hamilton 
(1986) who found that nursing scholarly research 
activities continue to be low with little growth. The 
findings do not necessarily support the research of 
Swartzentruber (1971) who reported that most research 
studies conducted by nursing faculty were done by 
those recently completing degrees and those in the 
younger age group. In the present study, full 
professors and tenured faculty reported higher levels 
of productivity than untenured faculty and their 
academic counterparts at the assistant and associate 
levels.

Conceptually, the present findings may be related 
to the Entrepreneurial Theory of Formal Organizations 
(Becker and Gordon, 1966), the theoretical framework 
for the study. Increased scholarly research 
productivity was related to procedures which were
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specified by the owner or designated agent, where 
faculty (human resources) were required to perform 
planned activities to attain the owner's goal.
Tenured full professors were the producers in the 
organization who determined their own activities to 
achieve the school's goals. Non tenured faculty were 
the workers who engaged in activities which 
facilitated goal attainment, but had little discretion 
in the activities in which they engaged. Increased 
scholarly research productivity was related positively 
to procedural specifications in a complete 
bureaucracy, which in the process of goal attainment, 
stores all of the managerial hierarchies necessary to 
maximize coordination and control.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Faculty and administrators in schools of nursing 
may wish to identify procedural specifications within 
their organizations which could maximize communication 
and coordination, thereby allowing additional time and 
resources for research activities. Since nursing 
faculty engage in significantly more administrative 
activities than their academic counterparts (Hoagberg, 
1985), procedural specifications for a variety of
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situations may allow this demand to be met more 
efficiently, thereby allowing increased time for 
research activities. Future studies may focus on 
specific organizational procedures which contribute to 
increased research productivity of nursing faculty.

Refinement of the Adapted Scholarly Productivity 
Index Corrected is needed to accurately measure yearly 
scholarly research productivity of nursing faculty. 
Weighting of research activities according to their 
significance and time invested is necessary as well as 
arriving at a corrected score which adequately 
reflects finite activities as well as continuous 
service activities.

Qualitative studies of highly productive nursing 
faculty may reveal environmental factors which have 
contributed to their success as researchers.
Scholarly research productivity by nursing faculty is 
no doubt related to a number of environmental factors 
with procedural specifications in the organization 
accounting for a small percentage of the variance.
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PLEASE NOTE:

Copyrighted materials in this document have 
not been filmed at the request of the author. 
They are available for consultation, however, 
in the author’s university library.

These consist of pages:
82-85, Scholarly Productivity Index

86-97, Organizational Inventory
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Appendix III 
Demographic Data Sheet

Please answer the following questions by circling the 
appropriate descriptor or filling in the blank.

Age: Gender: Male
Female

Rank: Lecturer
Instructor 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Professor
Other:

Tenure Status: Mon tenured
Tenured

Number of Years Within Present Organizational 
Structure:

Thank you for your cooperation in completing this 
survey.
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Appendix IV
Cover Letter to Chief Administrative Officers

Date

Eileen Mieras Kohlenberg 

(Name of CAO)
(Address of School)
Dear (Name of CAO):
Your School of Nursing has been randomly selected as 
one of sixty masters and/or doctoral nursing programs 
to participate in a research study entitled "The 
Relationship Between Faculty Research Productivity and 
the Organizational Structure in Schools of Nursing." 
While various personal and environmental 
characteristics which affect nursing faculty research 
productivity have been investigated, the formal 
organizational structure as it relates to faculty 
research productivity has not been investigated. This 
study is being conducted to fulfill the doctoral 
dissertation requirements at The University of Texas. 
The Committee is co-chaired by Dr. William Field, Jr. 
and Dr. Billye Brown and consists of members, Dr. 
Laverne Gallman, Dr. Patricia Chamings, and Dr.
Randall Parker.
I am asking for your cooperation by recommending five 
tenure track nursing faculty members who teach in your 
graduate program to participate in the study. While 
scholarly productivity is valued in faculty who teach 
at all program levels, the tool to measure scholarly 
productivity is normed on those faculty teaching at 
the graduate level. Each of these members will be 
contacted individually to invite their participation 
in the study. Using an alphabetical listing of the 
last names of tenure track graduate teaching faculty, 
please select five names which begin with the letter
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(A - Z) or come closest to that letter and record on 
the response form. If you do not have five graduate 
teaching faculty in your school, please indicate this 
on the response form. A return envelope is provided 
for your convenience. Thank you for your time and 
cooperation.
Sincerely yours,

Eileen Mieras Kohlenberg
Doctoral Candidate
The University of Texas at Austin
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Appendix V
Cover Letter To Faculty

February 24, 1989
Dear Faculty Member:
Your School of Nursing has been randomly selected as 
one of sixty masters and/or doctoral nursing programs 
to participate in a research study entitled "The 
Relationship Between Faculty Research Productivity and 
the Organizational Structure in Schools of Nursing."
Your dean has recommended you according to selected 
criteria as one of five faculty from your school to 
participate in the study. A total of 300 subjects 
have been asked to participate in this research. The 
study is being conducted to fulfill the doctoral 
dissertation requirements at The University of Texas 
at Austin. Dr. William E. Field, Jr. and Dr. Billye 
Brown co-chair the committee; and Dr. LaVerne Gallman,
Dr. Patricia Chamings, and Dr. Randall Parker are 
committee members.
While various personal and environmental 
characteristics which affect nursing faculty research 
productivity have been investigated, the formal 
organizational structure as it relates to faculty 
research productivity has not been investigated. This 
survey consists of three parts: demographic data,
scholarly productivity, and organizational structure.
The approximate time needed to complete the instrument 
is 30 minutes.
I invite you to participate in this study by 
completing the survey and returning it in the enclosed 
envelope. Your consent to voluntarily participate in 
the study will be evidenced by a return response.
While results of a general nature may be published, 
all individual responses will be kept in strictest 
confidence; and all response forms are coded for 
confidentiality. Because individual responses are 
known only to the investigator and will be kept in 
strictest confidence, there are virtually no risks to 
you as a participant. The primary benefit which may 
come from this study is the identification of
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organizational structures which are related to 
increased research productivity of nursing faculty.
You may retain this cover letter explaining the nature 
of your participation and the handling of the 
information you supply. For additional information 
regarding this study, please write or call the 
investigator at the address and phone nu n 

 
Thank 

Sincerely yours,

Eileen Mieras Kohlenberg, R.N., M.S.N.
School of Nursing
The University of North Car sboro 
Greensboro, NC 27412 
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THEUNIVERSITYOFTEXAS AT AUSTIN 

Application for the Review of a Protect Involving Human Subjects

Check on*: REViEWED-APPROVED

  FEDERAL and/nrFUNDED NQN-FEDERAL D R c S S S l ^  /D a *

Check Typ*: ,*_ N **r Henwel/CflnHnumkin* (j
Prefect Title: The Relationship Between Faculty Research Productivity and Organizational

Structure in Schools of Nursing 
Agency Proposed to:   Proposed period: 1988- 00. key, -198ft.--------

Principal Investigators): Eileen Mieraa Kohlenberg Dneenral Candidere - EH Admin.
(Name-typeorprii*)* (Ospartmant) Nursing

Faculty Sponsors): Dr. Billve Brown/W. Field Nuraiag. -d. ftdaill.-----------------
(Nam*-typ* or print) (Ospartmant)

In making this aecicnion. I certify thre I have read and understand the guideline* and procedures developed by the University tor the 
prelection at human subjects, and that I fully intend to comply with the letter and spirit of the University'* Assurance and policies. I 
further acknowledge my responsibility to report any significant changes in the protocol and to obtain written approval for these 

t J
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andereeearlableinOSP(MM303)L (3) IRBChar
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NOTE: EXEMPTK3NCLA1MB) UNDER45CFR48.101 (b) MUSTSPECtFYTHECATEGORY BELOW.

THIS FORM (whh original signature*) TO U  HETURNB TO: OMs* of Etsesawd Projects. MM 308 with 11 sepia* of 
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