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ABSTRACT

Research has been silent regarding a core question that is of interest for a variety of literatures:  Do the beliefs espoused by religious places of worship have an effect on their organizational structures and practices?  In this exploratory study we begin to address this research question by drawing from one of the most fundamental concepts within organizational theory, namely the mechanistic-organic continuum.  We examine four questions:  (1) Are the basic elements of this continuum (centralization, formalization, adherence-to-the-status-quo) evident in religious statements of faith?  (2) If so, do these three elements correlate with each other in the same way as predicted by organization theory?  (3) Does the mechanistic-organic continuum, developed in studying secular organizations, also help us to describe the organizational structures and practices of religious places of worship?  (4) Finally, do the espoused religious beliefs about centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo have an effect on the actual practices of religious places of worship?  Empirical data are presented and analyzed, encompassing 17 different religious groups and 74 different places of worship.  Our findings suggest that there is a relationship between the content of religious statements-of-faith and the structure and practice of religious places of worship.  Unexpected findings regarding formalization provide an occasion for theory-building; specifically, it appears that the opportunity for centralized leadership in places of worship is negatively related to the emphasis that the religion places on formalized documents (e.g., scriptures, creeds). Implications for future research are discussed.

DO THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES OF RELIGIOUS PLACES OF WORSHIP REFLECT THEIR STATEMENTS OF FAITH?

AN EXPLORATORY STUDY  


Ever since Weber’s landmark study, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism (1958, original 1903), it has been generally accepted that religious beliefs have influenced organizational structure and behavior, and that contemporary organizational theory is grounded in a now-secularized Judeo-Christian ethic (e.g., Golembiewski, 1989; Herman, 1997; Jackall, 1988; Nash, 1994; Naughton and Bausch, 1994; Novak, 1996; Pattison, 1997; Pfeffer, 1982; Redekop, Ainlay and Siemens, 1995).  Despite the fact that Weber’s research has served as a springboard for a monumental stream of research (e.g., see the review by Delacroix and Nielsen, 2001; Jones, 1997; Lowy, 1989; McClelland, 1961; Tawney, 1922; Zaret, 1992), surprisingly little of that research has specifically examined the relationship between the values evident in different religions and the practices of those religious organizations.  
In this exploratory study, we address this puzzling lack of research by comparing the values espoused in the written statements-of-faith (SOFs) of different religious places of worship with their actual organizational practices.  To date, research on religious organizations has examined various aspects of organizational behaviour and organizational change (e.g., Bartunek, 1984; Dyck, Bruning and Driedger, 1996; Dyck and Starke, 1999; Nelson and Matthews, 1991; Odom and Boxx, 1988; Smith, Carson, and Alexander, 1984) but it has not explored the role of religious beliefs on organizational structure.  Therefore, to explore the possible relationship between SOFs and organizational practices, we use one of the most fundamental concepts within organizational theory—the mechanistic-organic continuum (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Durkheim, 1934).  As Donaldson (1999: 53) observes, this continuum has become “probably the most widely received contribution in the structural contingency theory literature.  It provide[s] in one stroke a synthesis between classical management and human relations schools in the mechanistic and organic structures, respectively.”  Specifically, we examine 4 key research questions:  

1.
Are the three basic elements of the mechanistic-organic continuum (i.e., centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo) evident in the SOFs of various religions?  

2.
To the extent that there is such evidence, are the relationships between these elements in the SOFs as predicted by organization theory?  

3.
Can the elements of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo be used to describe the organizational structures and practices of religious places of worship?  

4.
Do the values in SOFs regarding centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo actually have an effect on the practices of religious places of worship?  

To answer these questions, we examined and coded the SOFs of 17 religious groups, seeking evidence of the three basic elements in the mechanistic-organic continuum.  We then examined the actual levels of centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo in 74 different places of worship of these religious groups.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Two streams of research are particularly relevant in the examination of our research questions: (1) studies that build on Weber’s (1958) Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, and (2) the study of corporate creeds, values statements, and codes of ethics.  

Studies Building on Weber’s Protestant Ethic  

Weber’s (1958) Protestant Ethic has been a catalyst for seemingly endless debate at the sociological, economic and historical level (e.g., McClelland, 1961; Lowy, 1989; Tawney, 1922; Zaret, 1992).  It continues to have a high level of currency in both academic discourse and in the mainstream culture of English-speaking countries (e.g., Delacroix and Nielsen, 2001; Jones, 1997).  Much of the research in this area focuses on the issue of whether industrial capitalism is more evident and successful in predominantly Protestant countries/regions than it is in regions where some other religion dominates (Delacroix and Nielsen, 2001).  For example, Anderson, Drakopoulou-Dodd, and Scott (2000) provide a modern variation on this basic theme with their argument that the recent increase in entrepreneurship in Britain can be attributed, at least in part, to an increased religious legitimation for such behaviour.  

Surprisingly, Weber’s work has prompted little research regarding organizational structure and style (see Langton, 1984, and Perrow, 1985, for exceptions).  Indeed, Zigarelli (2002) notes that very few studies have empirically examined whether religious values actually influence the practice of management in organizations.  Similarly, Weaver and Agle (2002) note the paucity of empirical research that actually investigates the commonly-accepted view that religiosity affects workplace practices and point out that “. . . there is a need for management research to at least assess the accuracy of the common conventions regarding the influence of religion on managerial behavior”1.  More specifically, Weaver and Agle call for an examination of the content of managers’ particular religious views to see what, if any, impact is discernible. 

Our study therefore focuses on a fundamental proposition that underpins much of the existing Weber-inspired research; specifically, we examine the notion that differences in religious values (as espoused in SOFs) will have an effect on the way that religious places of worship are managed.  In particular, we focus on Weber’s contention that religious values (what he called “substantive rationality” or “value-based rationality”) are important in determining how we manage organizations (what he called “formal rationality” or “efficiency-rationality”) (Dyck, 1997; Kalberg, 1980).

Research on Corporate Credos, Value Statements, and Codes of Ethics

Our assessment of whether religious SOFs have an effect on how religious organizations are managed provides a window to the literature that examines the impact of corporate credos, value statements, and codes of ethics on the practices of secular organizations.  Existing research in this area has tended to focus on the prevalence of these documents (e.g., Berenbain, 1987; Brenner and Molander; Fulmer, 1969; White and Montgomery, 1980); the topics mentioned in these documents (e.g., Edmonson, 1990; Hite et al, 1988; Robin et al, 1989); and the implementation of these documents (e.g., Laczniak and Murphy, 1993; Molander, 1987; Murphy, 1995).   From that research, we know, for example, that over 90% of corporations have a formal code of ethics, one-half have value statements and about one-third have credos (Murphy, 1995). 

Our study is the first to examine whether it is possible to analyze SOF statements in terms of the mechanistic-organic continuum, that is, the extent to which the statements provide indicators of centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo (Burns and Stalker, 1961).  Moreover, our research is the first to examine whether the actual degree of centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo in religious places of worship is consistent with the emphasis espoused in their credos.  Previous research on non-religious organizations suggests that simply having a code of ethics may not improve corporate social responsibility or resolve organizational pressures to act unethically (cf. Badaracco and Webb, 1995; Cressey and Moore, 1983).  

HYPOTHESES

In their classic study The Management of Innovation, Burns and Stalker (1961) describe two “ideal-type” ways to manage organizations that define the end-points of a continuum along which most organizations can be placed (see also Burns, 1990).  Although Burns and Stalker provide numerous descriptors for each ideal-type, three hallmark dimensions provide a good representation of their overall argument:  (1) centralization (is decision-making authority held at the top of the organization or is it dispersed to lower level members?); (2) formalization (are there many or few written rules and procedures?), and (3) adherence-to-the-status-quo (is the organization characterized by low or high levels of innovation?).  

Mechanistic organizations are characterized by high levels of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  In these organizations, the responsibility for overall knowledge and coordination rests exclusively at the top of the hierarchy.  The system corresponds quite closely to Weber’s rational-legal bureaucracy, and the organization is adapted to relatively stable conditions.  In contrast, organic organizations are characterized by low levels of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  In organic organizations, omniscience is no longer imputed to the head; rather, knowledge may be located anywhere in the organization, and this location becomes the center of authority.  There is much less emphasis on rigidly defined functions and responsibilities, and the organization is adapted to unstable conditions where new and unfamiliar problems continually arise (Burns, 1990/original 1963: 71; Pugh and Hickson, 1989: 53-54).  

Hypothesis 1:  Evidence of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo will be found in the SOFs of religious places of worship.     
Assuming that we find evidence of these three dimensions in religious organizations, a second hypothesis suggests that within SOFs, these three characteristics will correlate positively with one another.   For example, SOFs that emphasize formalization should also emphasize centralization and adherence-to-the-status–quo, whereas SOFs that emphasize a lack of formalization should also emphasize decentralization and less adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Again, although no previous research examines this notion—either in the religious literature or in the literature looking at corporate creeds and value statements—it is entirely consistent with the main tenets of organizational theory (e.g., Burns and Stalker, 1961).
Hypothesis 2: Within the SOFs of religious places of worship, levels of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo will be positively related to each other. 
Our third hypothesis examines the same three inter-relationships in terms of actual organizational practices of religious places of worship, rather than the values espoused in their SOFs.  We posit that centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo will exhibit the same relationships within religious organizations as they do in secular organizations.  Although this hypothesis seems straightforward, some previous research suggests that religious organizations do not always subscribe to the same organizational rules-of-thumb as do secular businesses (e.g., Hopfl, 2000; Porth and McCall, 2001).  For example, Hinings (1979) examined whether the findings of the Aston studies (e.g., Pugh et al, 1968, 1969) were replicable in church organizations, and found that they did not always hold.  He noted that “In an organization such as the church one would expect beliefs to have a direct impact on structure, offsetting the pressures of more utilitarian aspects” (Hinings, 1979:141).
Hypothesis 3: Within the practices of religious places of worship, levels of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo will be positively related to each other.

Our fourth hypothesis builds on the previous three, and suggests that the mechanistic-organic characteristics of a religion’s SOF will have some observable effect on its actual organizational practices and structure.  The logic underlying this hypothesis is straightforward; in colloquial terms, it says that religious organizations practice what they preach.  

Hypothesis 4:  Levels of centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo that are evident in the SOFs of religious places of worship will positively covary with the levels of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo that are evident in the organizational practices of religious places of worship.
METHODS AND MEASURES

Religious Statements-of-Faith (SOFs) 
Sample.  SOFs were collected which stated the fundamental beliefs of 17 different religious groups (the religious groups are listed in Table 1).2  These SOFs were compiled by contacting local or national religious organizations and by searching the Internet.  We examined the “short-form” of each religion’s SOF (usually less than two pages in length).  The short form is most familiar to members, is often included in literature about the group, and typically highlights the most distinct, important, and valued beliefs of the particular religious group.  

-----------------------------

Insert Table 1 about here

-----------------------------



Measures.  The first and third authors initially worked through each of the SOFs of the 17 religious groups and identified indicators of centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  The third author then trained the second author to code the SOFs on these three dimensions.  This training, which was done using a set of SOFs not reported here, resulted in further fine-tuning of the coding scheme.  After this period of training, both the second and third authors worked independently to rate the SOFs from each of the 17 organizations.  

Each SOF was rated on each of the three mechanistic-organic dimensions.  In this way, each rater independently arrived at 51 scores (i.e., 3 measures x 17 religions).  Despite the novel and challenging nature of their task, the raters’ scores were clearly consistent.  On the seven-point scales (see Table 2), their assigned scores were identical 35% of the time (n=18), and within 1 point of each other 78% of the time (n = 40).  The two coders then met to reach a consensus on a final rating for each of the three measures for each of the 17 statements-of-faith.3  Table 2 provides an overview of the measures that were used to score the different levels of formalization, centralization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Table 1 lists the scores assigned to each of these three measures for the 17 religions that were analyzed.

------------------------------

Insert Table 2 about here

------------------------------

1.  SOF-Formalization.  Building on Daft (2003: 319), formalization refers to the written documentation used to direct and control organizational members.  We did not expect that SOFs would explicitly state the amount of written documentation (e.g., the emphasis on rules and policies) that should govern behavior in these religious organizations.  Thus, in order to assess formalization, the content of each SOF was examined to determine the extent to which sacred texts (evidence of high formalization) rather than, for example, traditions (evidence of lower formalization) constituted the basis of formal authority for the religion’s beliefs and actions.4  

As described below, the content of each SOF was evaluated with regard to the relative emphasis it placed on four different kinds of sacred “texts” (in order of decreasing emphasis on formalization): scriptures, creeds, doctrines, and traditions.  Thus, for example, an SOF that made repeated references to a particular set of sacred scriptures would rate “high” on formalization, whereas an SOF which emphasized traditions would be given a lower formalization score.  Our analysis focused only on the SOFs; we did not refer back to the specific creeds or scriptures mentioned in the SOF.   
Sacred texts as scripture include texts like the Bible, the Torah, the Koran, and the Book of Mormon. These texts are typically associated with the origin of the religious group, and are generally seen as fixed and unchangeable.  These are typically “ancient” texts, and are often accepted as the very words of God.  Sacred texts as creeds arise over the course of history within a religious group (e.g., the Apostles’ Creed in Christianity).  Such texts—which serve as a brief summary of the faith for members of a particular religious group—have importance alongside the original sacred text of scripture and remain relatively unchanged over the course of time.  Although creeds are not usually seen as the word of God, they serve as very authoritative texts because they have been developed as a result of dialogue within a particular religious community.  Sacred texts as doctrines are more fluid than creeds in the sense that doctrines can be changed over the course of time, and they are usually specific to one particular religious denomination or religion, or even to one congregation within a religion.  Sacred texts as traditions are a progressive accumulation of creeds and doctrines, but they can also describe worship rituals and other spiritual practices. Emphasis on tradition varies from religious group to religious group, and is often the product of the intersection between higher levels of sacred text and the specific context in which the religion plays out.  Thus, traditions were deemed to bridge the gap between no authority for sacred texts and some authority for sacred texts.  
SOF-Formalization was rated on a 7-point scale with an emphasis on “scriptures” anchoring one end of the continuum and “no texts” anchoring the other end (see Table 2).  Where the SOF clearly said (or implied) that the authority of the group resided in a single and specific unchangeable sacred scripture, the religious group was assigned a rating of 7 (i.e., high formalization).  If no religious texts of any kind were named, the group was assigned a rating of 1 (i.e., low formalization).  Most groups fell somewhere between 1 and 7 on the scale, because they referred to more than one kind of sacred text.  Thus, for example, where a group’s SOF 

indicated that equal weight was given to the Bible and to tradition, the group was assigned a rating of 3 to 5 (depending on its emphasis on, say, doctrines).  Where an SOF placed heavy emphasis on a sacred scripture, but was perceived to interpret the text through an unchangeable doctrinal grid, this was perceived as doctrine influencing the authority of the text.  For example, the Jehovah’s Witnesses have settled on a particular interpretation of a concept called “the kingdom of God.”  Their doctrinal emphasis, together with their attachment to sacred text, led to a rating of 4 for that group.  

2. SOF-Centralization.  Centralization refers to “. . . the location of decision authority near the top of organizational levels” (Daft, 2003:  318).  In contrast to the formalization score described above (which focuses on whether or not there is a written source text for beliefs), the centralization measure focuses on whether there is a singular authority, or a group of people, that determines the content of the SOF.  The SOFs were examined to determine the number and nature of (explicit and implicit) references to singular versus diffuse authority.  Like formalization, centralization was also rated on a 7-point scale (see Table 2).  A religious group was assigned a 6 or 7 (i.e., high centralization) if its SOF identified God (or some single human authority) as supreme.  At the other extreme, a religious group was assigned a 1 or 2 (i.e., low centralization) if its SOF came about largely as a result of group decision making by lower-level members.  If the SOF made reference to both singular and diffuse authorities, it was assigned a score of 3 to 5 depending on the relative emphasis put on the two references.  

3. SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Adherence-to-the-status-quo reflects the extent to which the SOF of a religious group emphasizes the preservation of traditional beliefs versus being open to change.  This concept was also rated on a 7-point scale (see Table 2).  Religious groups that were closed to new ideas and experiences, to new revelation, to open theological dialogue, and/or to truth beyond what had been carried forward from the past, were given a rating of 6 or 7.  For example, some non-denominational Christian groups stated unequivocally in their SOF that their beliefs could not be changed.  These groups were assigned a rating of 7 (i.e., high adherence-to-the-status-quo).  Religious groups that showed openness to new ideas and experiences, to new revelation, and new truth were assigned a rating of 1 or 2 (i.e., low adherence-to-the-status-quo).  Where a balance between these two extremes was found, the group received a rating between 3 and 5.  For example, Mennonites were placed in the middle portion of the scale, because their dual emphasis on Biblical theology and on congregational discernment tended to balance tradition with openness to new learning.  Where there was a lack of explicit evidence concerning preservation and openness, the tone of the SOF was interpreted to give a clue about a rating.  In two cases (Muslim and Jehovah Witness), the raters decided that there simply was not enough information in the short-form SOF to assign a score for SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo.

Religious Places of Worship 

In order to test the third and fourth hypotheses, in addition to the above measures of the 17 SOFs, we developed measures of centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo for the actual practices associated within the religious places of worship (i.e., congregations, synagogues, mosques, etc.) that subscribed to one of the 17 SOFs.   

Sample.  A telephone directory was used to create a sample of religious organizations representing all the religious groups that could be found in a large mid-western city.  The final data set included a total of 74 religious organizations representing the 17 religious groups identified in Table 1.  One person from each religious organization, usually the leading clergyperson, completed a survey instrument.  A research assistant also went on-site to collect further interview data at about one-quarter of the 74 research sites.   

Measures.  Our measures of the three mechanistic-organic characteristics were based on seven different items in the questionnaire instrument: four items to measure centralization, two items to measure adherence-to-the-status-quo, and one item to measure formalization.5 


1.  ORG-Formalization.  The item used to measure formalization asked respondents to indicate, on a five-point scale, how important they thought rules were in the operation of their organization.  The 5-point scale was anchored by “many rules and religious documents” (high formalization; rated 5) and “very few written rules” (low formalization; rated 1).   


2.  ORG-Centralization.  Four items were used to measure centralization.  The first item asked respondents to indicate, on a five-point scale, whether their organization could be characterized as having “a tall, narrow organizational structure” (centralized; rated 5) or “a flat, wide organizational structure” (decentralized; rated 1).  The second item asked respondents to indicate, on a 5-point scale, the extent to which “leaders tell members what to do, when to do it, and how the work should be done” (centralized; rated 5), or whether “members are encouraged to use their own initiative and judgment when doing their work in the organization” (decentralization; rated 1).  The third item (a dichotomous one) asked if the organization’s leading clergyperson/manager was “appointed by an external decision-making body” (centralized; rated 5) or “chosen by local members” (decentralized; rated 1).  The fourth item (also dichotomous) asked if the leading clergyperson/manager was evaluated by an “external decision-making body” (centralized; rated 5) or evaluated by “members of the local organization” (decentralized; rated 1). 

3.  ORG-Adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Two questionnaire items were used to measure adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Because each organization in our sample was a place of worship, our questions focus on how innovative the group’s worship services were.  The first item asked respondents to indicate, on a five-point scale, whether their organization’s worship style was “innovative” (rated 1) or “traditional” (rated 5).  The second item (a dichotomous one) asked respondents to indicate whether their organization’s “main event” was “very flexible/always different” (rated 1) or “very structured/predictable” (rated 5).

The psychometric properties of all the measures described so far are discussed in the analysis and findings section below.
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The following analytic strategy was used to test our hypotheses.  First, we performed a factor analysis to determine the dimensionality of the three mechanistic/organic structure measures within organizational practices.  Next, the main analyses consisted of correlations and multiple regressions. Correlations were first calculated for the three elements within the SOFs and then within organizational practices.  Then, correlations and multiple regression analyses were performed to assess the relationship between SOFs and organizational practices.  A pictorial summary of our results is shown in Figure 1.

------------------------------

Insert Figure 1 about here

------------------------------

In order to assess the dimensionality of the three mechanistic/organic structure measures within organizational practices, we conducted a principal components factor analysis.  It was expected that the seven items would load on three factors corresponding to formalization, centralization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Because of the expected positive relationship between the three organizational structure variables (i.e., Hypothesis 2), we conducted the analysis with an oblique rotation, which allowed the factors to be related to one another.  

The results of the factor analysis revealed that a 2-factor solution was more appropriate than the expected three-factor solution.  As shown in Table 3, the four organizational centralization items and the two organizational adherence-to-the-status-quo items clearly loaded on separate factors, but the item used to measure organizational formalization loaded on both factors, with its highest loading appearing on the adherence-to-the-status-quo factor.  The two factors accounted for 65% of the variance in the items.

------------------------------

Insert Table 3 about here

------------------------------

On the basis of these factor analysis results, two scales were created:  ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo and ORG-Centralization.  The internal consistency of the ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo was ( = .69 (with factor loadings ranging from .58 to .93).  The internal consistency of the ORG-Centralization scale was ( = .80 (with factor loadings ranging from .60 to .86).  

Hypothesis 1:  Evidence of SOF Centralization, Formalization, and Adherence-to-the-Status-Quo

Hypothesis 1 predicted that there would be evidence of the three basic elements of the mechanistic-organic continuum (centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo) in religious SOFs.  As already indicated in our description of the methods, our results lend strong support to this first hypothesis.  Indeed, both raters found evidence of all three elements in 15 of the 17 religions.  Further, the initial inter-rater reliability regarding the levels of the three elements —which was assessed using a combination of rwg (James, Demaree and Wolfe, 1984) and correlational analyses—was generally high. 

This is encouraging given the novelty of attempting to extract traditional organizational theory concepts from religious documents.  The average rwg for centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo, respectively, was .75, .99, and .85.  All of these values exceed the recommended cut-off for rwg of .70.  The inter-rater correlation for formalization was r = .91 (p < .001), for adherence-to-the-status-quo was r = .59 (p < .05), and for centralization was r = .20 (ns).  
Hypothesis 2:  Relatedness of SOF-Centralization, Formalization and Adherence-to-the-Status-Quo

Hypothesis 2 predicted that within religious SOFs, centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo would all be positively related to each other.  Consistent with this hypothesis, there were positive relationships between SOF-Centralization and SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo (r = .77, p < .01), and between SOF-Formalization and SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo (r = .56, p < .05).  However, unexpectedly SOF-Centralization and SOF-Formalization were not significantly related (r = .04, ns).  We return to this unexpected finding in the Discussion section.

Hypothesis 3:  Evidence of the Mechanistic-Organic Continuum in Religious Places of Worship 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that within religious places of worship, centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo would all be positively related to each other.  The data lend partial support to this hypothesis.  Specifically, there was a significant positive correlation between the ORG-Centralization factor and the ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo factor (r = .45, p < .001).  However, we were unable to look at the relationships between ORG-Formalization and ORG-Adherence-to-the-status-quo separately because they did not load as separate factors.  Interestingly, the fact that items from these two measures loaded on one factor, with factor loadings of the same sign, lends some support to the hypothesis that ORG-Formalization and ORG-Adherence-to-the-status quo are positively related to one another. 

Hypothesis 4:  Relationship Between SOFs and Practices of Religious Places of Worship 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that SOF scores would be related to the corresponding organizational scores.  In order to test this hypothesis, we used both correlation and regression analyses.  As predicted, there was a positive correlation between SOF-Centralization and ORG-Centralization (r = .58, p < .001).  There was also a positive correlation between SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo and ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo (r = .24, p < .07).  However, unexpectedly we found a negative correlation between SOF-Formalization and ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-status-quo (r = -.27, p < .05).  

Regression analyses were also performed, which involved regressing the two organizational practices on to the SOF scores.  As shown in Table 4, the three SOF scores explained 57% of the variance in ORG-Centralization and 29% of the variance in ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-status-quo.6  These results are consistent with the fourth hypothesis, and lend support to the contention that the organizational practices of religious organizations are in fact very much influenced by their SOFs.  One caveat, to which we return in the Discussion, is the unexpected finding that the beta weights on SOF-Formalization were negative in the prediction of ORG-Centralization—the opposite direction to expectations.

------------------------------

Insert Table 4 about here

------------------------------

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to begin to examine the effects of religious values on the structures and practices of religious places of worship.  Due to the preliminary nature of the study, we chose to examine organizational structure in its most fundamental terms—specifically, the mechanistic-organic continuum.  Further, in light of the notion that there may be important differences between religious and secular organizations (e.g., Hopfl, 2000; Porth and McCall, 2001), we chose to conduct the study in the context of the former.  We believe that religious places of worship provide a particularly appropriate research site for our exploratory study because the phenomena we are examining are most “transparently observable” here (Eisenhardt, 1989; Pettigrew, 1989).  

Because SOFs are often the result of years of debate and discernment, they are likely to be more important to religious organizations than corporate credos are to secular organizations (Goldner, 1979).  We would therefore expect to find a closer relationship between SOFs and organizational practices in religious places of worship than we would between credos and organizational practices in secular organizations.  If the values found in religious SOFs have no effect on the structures of religious places of worship, then it may be less likely that we will observe any link between values found in corporate credos and structures found in secular organizations (cf. Badaracco and Webb, 1995; Cressey and Moore, 1983). 

Overall, our data lend some support to each of our four hypotheses.  It is, in fact, possible to measure the relative emphasis on centralization, formalization and adherence-to-the-status-quo within religious SOFs (Hypothesis 1).  These three characteristics are positively interrelated both within SOFs, as well as within religious organizations (Hypotheses 2 and 3), as would be predicted by traditional organizational theory.  A notable exception to this expected pattern was the negative relationship between SOF-Formalization and ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo factor.  Finally, the structures of religious places of worship are related to their SOFs (Hypothesis 4).   In short, our exploratory study provides support for Weber’s argument that religious values influence organizational structure and behavior.   

In the remainder of the paper, we discuss the limitations of the present study and the implications of the study for future research.  

Limitations of the Present Study  

The findings from an exploratory study such as this one should obviously be seen as tentative.  Although the inter-rater reliability scores suggest that our basic approach to coding SOFs has merit, we strongly concur with the reviewers who suggested refinements and improvements in the way these issues are addressed.  

First, in terms of assessing the extent to which each of the religious groups was mechanistic/organic, our study is based on the short-form version of each group’s SOF.  This approach was parsimonious and it allowed us to examine documents that were most likely to be familiar to members of the particular religious group.  At the same time, the approach did not permit a “deep” understanding of each group, due to the fact that short-form SOFs are, by their nature, somewhat general.  This almost certainly meant that some of the subtleties that differentiate religious groups were missed.  In order to capture some of these subtleties, future research could benefit from examining and coding the long-form SOFs, creeds, and doctrinal statements, and analyzing how each group interprets specific scriptural texts.  Another approach might be to survey scholars who are recognized as having a deep knowledge of multiple religious groups, and then using their responses to compare and contrast the beliefs of different groups along various dimensions.  

Second, in terms of the practices of religious places of worship, there is a need to develop richer measures of the constructs that were identified in this exploratory study.  This is most obvious for Org-Formalization, where a single item was used to assess formalization.  In future research, a multi-item measure would clearly be beneficial.  It would also be desirable to have a larger number of religious organizations, and to have multiple respondents from each site, rather than only surveying the leading clergyperson.  This would allow for comparisons to be made within religious groups, including differences between employees and lay members of the same religious group.  Future research could also examine whether SOFs have an effect on organizational structures and systems in faith-based organizations that are not primarily places of worship (e.g., hospitals, schools, mission agencies, etc.).  It might also be interesting to see what changes occur when a faith-based organization becomes secularized, or when a secular organization becomes faith-based.  

Implications

For scholars working within the literature most directly related to Weber’s Protestant Ethic (e.g., as reviewed in Delacroix and Nielsen, 2001), our study shows that there is merit in returning to a more fundamental research question. Namely, did Weber get it right when he argued that different religious beliefs will give rise to different forms of organizing?  In particular, our study demonstrates the merit of developing a more complex and nuanced understanding of the differences (and similarities) between various religious groups. This is in contrast to much previous research that has examined the more basic question of whether Protestantism is more capitalistic than Catholicism.  For example, on the basis of our results, it appears that there is little difference between Catholics, Orthodox, Lutherans, and Muslims along the mechanistic-organic dimension, whereas there are significant differences between these groups and the Bahai, Baptists, and Mennonite groups.  Thus, rather than measure the effect of Protestantism versus Catholicism on economic activity, future researchers may want to put more emphasis on measuring the effect of religious beliefs on management and organizational structural practices.

Our study can also provide a springboard from which to examine Weber’s suggestion of how to develop a more enlightened “ideal-type” of management.  If we start from Weber’s (1958) basic premise that mainstream management theory and practice are underpinned by a long-since secularized particular moral-point-of-view associated with what he describes as the Protestant Ethic, then our results encourage an examination of other specific religious beliefs as well.  Toward this end, Weber and his scholarly descendents would be especially interested in future research that measures religious SOFs in terms of their relative emphasis on individualism and materialism.  Recall that Weber identified these two values as the hallmarks of the Religious Reformation which, after having been secularized, came to underlie the “iron cage” that characterizes western society (Weber, 1958: 181-182; Dyck and Schroeder, forthcoming).    

Weber expressed particular interest in (re)discovering “old ideals” and “new prophets” that de-emphasize materialism and individualism.  Indeed, he would agree with those who have argued that organization and management theory has long been focused on maximizing financial well-being, with too little regard for social, ecological, health, spiritual, aesthetic, and intellectual well-being (e.g., Burch, 2000; Gladwin, Kennelly and Krause, 1995; Shrivastava, 1995; ten Bos and Willmott, 2001).  We agree with this view and it is our position that future research needs a broader research agenda than the evermore fine-grained studies that contrast and compare economic differences between Catholicism and Protestantism. 

In this light, we would be remiss if we did not make explicit mention of a finding that is so obvious that it may go unnoticed.  Entirely consistent with Weber’s (1958) argument, our study demonstrates that even the most mundane aspects of organizational behavior, such as the position an organization occupies on the mechanistic-organic continuum, are not value-neutral.  For example, managers who believe that humankind is seeking to manifest some pre-ordained sense of order might be more likely to endorse mechanistic structures, whereas managers who believe that humankind is involved in an on-going creative process may favor more organic structures.  If this is true, then it clearly demonstrates how religious beliefs can influence management practices and also how conventional secular management theories can be associated with particular values (e.g., Bacharach, 1989; Calas and Smircich, 1999).  Recognition of this fact opens the door to think about what management theory and practice would look like if, for example, materialism and individualism would be de-emphasized (Dyck and Schroeder, forthcoming).  

Another possibility is to examine behavioral differences among religious managers in secular organizations.  For example, religious managers from a Catholic faith tradition might place greater emphasis on centralization, whereas managers from a Bahai faith tradition might place greater emphasis on decentralization.  Similarly, Baptist managers might be less tradition-bound than their Lutheran colleagues.  Along these same lines, future research can examine whether there is some self-selection in terms of where managers from different faith groups choose to work.  For example, might Catholic managers be more likely to gravitate toward large organizations that emphasize multiple levels of hierarchy and authority?  Might Baptist managers be more likely to be found in emerging industries?

Researchers may also examine dimensions other than centralization, formalization, and adherence-to-the-status-quo.  Weaver and Agle (2002: 92), for example, suggest that future research could examine questions like:  (a) is a religion’s emphasis on forgiveness related to abusive behavior in the workplace?; (b) does an emphasis on charity result in fewer lay-offs?; and (c) does the belief that fate is in the hands of a deity create a religiously based external locus of control and a passive stance in the face of pending ethical failures?  Clearly, there are many other similar questions that could be examined.  

We hope that future research will also reveal a deeper understanding of our counterintuitive findings related to SOF-Formalization.  In particular, recall that SOF-Formalization was not significantly correlated with SOF-Centralization, that it was negatively correlated with ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo, and that its predictive power for explaining ORG-Centralization was opposite to that which was expected.  

Upon further examination, these findings are not as surprising as they first appear. Taken together, our results suggest that the more a religion’s beliefs emphasize formalized documents (and assuming that these documents are available for interpretation by laypersons), the less need there is for a centralized authority figure to make decisions for members.  In our contemporary literate society, the more “truth” is embedded in existing religious documents, the more easily individual members can access and interpret that “truth” for themselves.  While there will always be religious scholars and specialists to help others interpret these truths, adherents often feel competent to choose between competing interpretations themselves.  Our results suggest that the opposite is also true; in religions where there is little codification of religious beliefs, there is a greater need for, and emphasis on, leaders making decisions and giving guidance to adherents.  

Indeed, these unexpected findings are actually consistent with a long stream of research in organization theory.  For example, in his classic study, Crozier (1964) described an organization where managers had little influence over subordinates precisely because core documentation regarding the on-going practices of the firm was available to these members, who could therefore interpret it for themselves.  Maintenance workers, for example, had power because they had access to the manuals dealing with machinery maintenance.  The more everything has been written down and can be referred to, the less opportunity there is for managers to absorb uncertainty and to gain power (cf. Hickson, Hinings, Lee, Schneck and Pennings, 1971).  

Findings in other religious organizations also suggest that a high degree of bureaucratic organization may, in fact, enhance the autonomy of rank-and-file members by specifying the scope of leaders’ authority.7  For example, Harrison (1959) found that among American Baptists with few formalized SOFs or specified authorities beyond the congregational level, power was exercised informally by leaders who could create a personal following and had great power, if not authority (cf. Ammerman, 1990).
For scholars of corporate credos and codes of ethics, our research points to the merit of examining not only the issues explicitly raised in credos and their implementation (e.g., Murphy, 1995), but also the more subtle, implicit, and pervasive values embedded in the content of the credos.  If religious SOFs can be rated along the mechanistic-organic continuum, it seems reasonable to suggest that similar ratings could be applied to the credos, codes of ethics, and value statements of secular organizations.  In particular, we encourage scholars to examine implicit messages contained within such secular credos.  For example, can the sub-text of these documents also provide an indication about how likely a corporation is to adopt a Defender versus a Prospector strategy (Miles and Snow, 1978)?  Can similar analyses point to whether organizations are likely to act in environmentally-friendly ways, to promote global justice, or to have a diverse workforce where everyone is treated fairly?  If such relationships between credos and organizational practices are evident, then future researchers will want to determine how such documents are crafted.  For example, how important are past organizational practices in determining the content of organizational creeds?  How important are the personal values held by the organizations’ founders?  How important are the values of the organizations’ national home cultures?  

ENDNOTES

1Some research in the sociology and psychology of religion suggests that religiosity does not automatically affect behavior (e.g., Batson, Schoenrade and Ventis, 1993; Hood, Spilka, Hunsberger and Gorsuch, 1996).  However, there is research suggesting that religion is related to factors such as personality (e.g., Matlby, 1999); cognition (e.g., Pancer, Hunsberger, Prat, and Lea, 1995); coping with stress and illness (e.g., Pargament, 1990); overall health (e.g., Levin, 1997); voting behavior (Layman, 1997); and marital relationships (Lehrer and Chiswick, 1993).  
2Our sample includes six separate non-denominational Christian congregations which, after observing the close similarity of their SOFs, we list here as only one of the 17 different types of religions.  There is only one exception:  one of the six non-denominational congregations (a particularly charismatic group) was rated a 6 for Formalization and Centralization (rather than the 7 given to other non-denominational congregations).
3Scores were eventually assigned to 49 of the 51 cells; due to a lack of information, the coders were not comfortable assigning an “adherence-to-the-status-quo” score for either the Jehovah Witness or Muslim religious groups.  

4Although this classification scheme is not drawn from the literature, it is informed by our understanding of the literature, by our working with the SOFs, and by the expertise of one of the authors who is a theologian and biblical scholar, and who recently played a leading role in re-writing the SOF of the religious denomination to which he belongs.  

5The questionnaire instrument had been designed and the data had been collected from the religious units prior to our analysis of the SOFs.  There is obviously an opportunity for refining questionnaire items, and creating new ones, in light of our examination of the SOFs.  

6Regression analyses were also performed including age of organization and number of members as control variables.  Neither of these variables contributed significantly to the prediction of ORG-Centralization or ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-the-status-quo, nor did their inclusion in the analyses alter the pattern of results that was observed.  

7We are indebted to one of our reviewers for this observation.  
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TABLE 1:

List of religions and statement-of-faith (SOF) ratings

	Religious Group
	Organizational Structure Element 

	
	Formalization
	Centralization
	Adherence-to-the-status-quo

	Catholic
	5
	7
	7

	Lutheran
	6
	6
	7

	Salvation Army
	6
	6
	7

	Adventist
	6
	6
	6

	Non-denominational
	7
	4
	7

	Muslim
	6
	6
	N/A

	Orthodox
	4
	7
	7

	Presbyterian
	6
	5
	6

	Alliance
	6
	4
	6

	Latter-Day Saints
	5
	5
	6

	Jewish
	6
	4
	6

	United Church of Canada*
	6
	4
	5

	Jehovah Witness
	4
	6
	N/A

	Anglican
	4
	5
	4

	Mennonite
	6
	3
	3

	Baptist
	6
	2
	4

	Bahai
	2
	2
	1


Note. N/A = not applicable.  Rating scales for all three measured ranged from 1 to 7.

*Formed in 1925 when the Methodist Church of Canada, the Congregational Union of Canada, and 70% of the Presbyterian Church in Canada joined together.  

TABLE 2:

Items used to measure mechanistic-organic ideal types for religious statements-of-faith

1.  SOF-Formalization

Relative emphasis on sacred text versus no texts

1


2


3


4


5


6


7

no text ... .. ... ... traditions……………doctrines……………creeds………………  scriptures
2. SOF-Centralization

1


2


3


4


5


6


7
diffuse communal 










   central singular

authority………………………………………………………………………………authority
3.  SOF-Adherence-to-the-status-quo

          Relative emphasis on retaining tradition versus present discernment  

1


2


3


4


5


6


7

open to new traditions ……………………………………………………….. preserving tradition

given to theological exploration ………………………………... given to preserving doctrine  

revelation open ……………………………………………………………… revelation complete  

participation in discovery of truth …….…………………………………………..… truth given 

TABLE 3:

Factor loadings for mechanistic-organic questionnaire items used in religious organizations
	Item
	Factor Loadings

	
	I
	II

	1.  Local vs. External Evaluation of CEO
	.86
	.18

	2.  Local vs. External Hiring of CEO
	.77
	.28

	3.  Flat vs. Tall Organizational Structure
	.76
	.05

	4.  Member Initiative vs. Leader Driven
	.60
	      -.20

	5.  Flexible vs. Predictable Main Event
	       -.21
	.93

	6.  Innovative vs. Traditional Worship Style
	.19
	.70

	7.  Few vs. Many Written Rules


	.36
	.58


Note.  N = 52.  The extraction method was a principal components analysis with an oblimin rotation.  Factor loadings from the pattern matrix are presented, but the same pattern was observed in the structure matrix.  The highest loading for each item appears in bold text.  The two components accounted for 65% of the variance.  

TABLE 4:

Regression analyses

	
	ORG-Formalization/

Adhere-to-status-quo
	ORG-Centralization

	Variable
	(
	(

	
	
	

	SOF-Formalization
	  -.04
	   -.40**

	SOF-Centralization
	         .49***
	    .32**

	SOF-Adhere-status-quo
	   .08
	  .22*

	
	
	

	R2
	       .29***
	     .56***

	F 
	7.33 
	21.90 

	(df)
	(3, 54)
	(3, 51)

	
	
	

	Adjusted R2
	  .25
	.54

	
	
	


Note.  N (ORG-Formalization/Adherence-to-status-quo) = 58; N (ORG-Centralization) = 55.      * p < .05.  ** p < .01. *** p < .001

Figure 1: Observed Relations in Mechanistic-Organic Elements of SOFs and Practices of Religious Places of Worship.
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H2:


r = .77 


p < .01
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r = -.27


p < .05
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r = .56


p < .05
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H3:


r = .45


p < .001
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Practices of Religious Organizations





H4: r = .58, p < .001





H4: r = .24, p < .07





H1: Evidence of three basic elements in SOFs.


Supported.





H2: Positive inter-relations among three basic elements in SOFs.  Supported for 2/3 relations. 





H3: Positive inter-relations among three basic elements in practices of religious organizations. Supported within observed 2-factor structure of practices.








H4: SOF elements will predict elements of practices in religious organizations. Supported for SOF-Centralization and SOF-Adherence-to-status-quo.
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