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Organizational Intelligence: Its Conceptual

and Empirical Utility
ABSTRACT

Wilensky recently introduced the concept of organizational intelligence.
Though conceptually insightful, it has been fn need of empirical docu-
mentation. This paper documents the intelligence concept via studles—
of organizational change in 29 community organiéations (police and

fire departments). Intelligence boundary peisonnel afe identified

and éheir influence in the development of planned organizational change
shown. Finally, several organizational structural and environmental
variables are introduced to further elaborate the conceét via multiple
regression analysis. These variables include organization size, wealth,
complexity, centralization, professimalization, comparative reference,

and environmental threat.



Organizational Intelligence:

Its Conceptual and Empirical Utility

There has been A growlng interest in the sociological literature with
identifying énalytical propertiea of organizations (e.g., Burns, 1967;
Haydebrand, 1967; Hilensky, 1967; Udy, 1965). At the same time there
has been groving practical concern with developing more effective mechanisms
for organizational action. The problem, then, is to identify and measure
analytical dimensions which address fundamental aspects of organizational
action which are both theoretically interesting and instrumentally
useful (Hall, 1972).

One such pogsibility is the concept of organizational intelligence
introduced by Wilensky (1967). Here we attempt to empirically apply the
concept and to develop hypotheses about its relationship to change in
organizations. Wilensky suggested that intelligence represents the
gathering, processing, and communicating of technical and political infor-
mation used in decision making. Thus intelligence was seen as an element
of organizational techmology (Perrow, 1967). Wilensky developed the
concept from an interest in the rglationship between experts, intellectuals,
and policy makers (Wilensky, 1956; 1967). 1In his own work, he was concerned

- with the determinants of the use of intelligence, the structural and



doctrinal roots of intalligence failures, and the conditions which
facilitate the flow of high quality intelligence.l

Of particular interest here is Wilensky's suggestion that as costs
and uncertainty increase, and as the need for change becomes increasingly
gignificant, the more intense will be the effort to generate intelligence
(Thompson, 1967). With the generation of intelligence, organizatiodal
decision ﬁaking may move out of the usual normative arrangements to take
into account these new intelligence sources wherever they might be
located within the organizational structure. Thus, under conditions of
uncertainty, within a particular organization, intelligence could super-
cede authority position as a primary influence in decision making.

1f intelligence is an important property of organizational change,
one would expect that individuals who played intelligence boundary roles,
i.e., those who mediated intelligence resources, should exert a greater
influence on organizational changes than those within the organization
not playing such roles, In fact, such influence should override individuals
within the organization with ﬁositions of more authority in the traditional
division of labor. Dlore specifically here, the research questions became
the following? To what extent were intelligence boundary-parsonnel
influential in the development of organizational change? What were the
authofity positions of the intelligence boundary personnel? What other

organizational dimensions affect the utilization of organizational intelligence?
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The Research Contéxc

To explore the role of organizational intelligence, specific types
of organizations which were experiencing uncertainty had to be obsefved.
The srganizations selected here were police and fire departments and the
context of environmental uncertainty was the threat of civil disturbancee
which characterized cities in the U.S. in the later part of the 19608.
Both of these organizations had domain considerations which were seriously
affected by the prescnce or threat of civil dist;rbances. The threat had |
to be evaluated and decisions had to be made as to the appropriate types
of response in the development of new strategies and techniques. Coping
with this uncertainty became an important'problem for many of these
organizations and this required a higher level of intelligence within
their organizational technology. Change was initiated in’a number of
areas -=- Elanning,-equipment, training, and community relations and such
changes required the development of new types of expertise within these,
organizations.

The threat of civil disturbances also generated a proliferation of
information within a developing '"national safety" network.2 This informa-
tion emanated and was diffused from vérious sources such as site visits,

journals, associations, conferences and seminars, government agencies,
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and various organizations who were developing their own programs. The
urgency felt resulted in rather intemse efforts nationally to expand a

civil disturbance-related technology.

Sample

Fourteen police departments and fifteen fire departments were studied.
These departments were located in 17 cities, which averaged 588,000 popu-~
lation.3 While the cities were skewed toward moderately large midwestern
c;ties, one was far western, three were southwestern .ome eastern, and
two southern. Thus, the cities had a fairly broad regional and" size
representation and also had some variability in terms of civil disturbance
history and potent1a1.4 Within these 29 organizations, changes in policy,
planning, training, operations, and community relations were examined for
“the time peri&d of 1965 to 1969. Those organizational incumbents who
were knowledgeable in the various change areas were interviewed and
treated as informants. A mean of 4.5 interviews was obtained in each of
the orpanizations.
For the purposes here, there were four primary measurement require-
ments. The first was to identify as comPrehensively as possible various
sources of intelligence. The second was to determine who played intelligence

boundary roles. The third was to determine the authority pesition of those
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playing intelligence boundary roles. The fourth was to determine those
incumbents who were influential in the development of organizational change.
1. Sources of Intelligence. Intelligence was defined as essentially
technical and political information used in the development of organizé-
tional changes. 1In each of the change areas, a series of questions were
developed to elicit measures for the following dimensions of organizational
intelligence as they related to the area of civil disturbance: after-action
reports from theilr own civil disturbance experience; site visits made to
other departments to obtain information about emergency operations or
specifically change-related programs; civil disturbance or community relationsg-
related conferences and training seminars attended; emergency plans examined;
relevant publications employed; after-action reports developed; and
other informational scurces utilized. These were congidered to reason-
ably exhaust possible intelligence resources in the civil distutrbance area
from either a response or prevention standpoint. The assumption was that
increased amounts of these types of information represented greater degrees
of intelligence exigtent within the organization.
2. 1Intelligence Boundary Roles. When an intelligence resource was
identified, 1t was then determiﬁed who played the intellipgence boundary
role. Thus quections were raised és to who specifically made site visits;

who attended any conference or seminar; who examined civil disturbance
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plans, journals, after-action reports, and other informational resources,
It was felt that in this manner-a fairly broad range of Lntélligence
mediation could be assessed.

3. Authority Position of Intelligence Boundary Personnel. When
intelligencé boundary personnel were identified, their specific organiza-
tional rank was then determined. The result was a list of intelligence
boundary personnel by position for each organization.

4. Organizational Incumbents Influential in the Development of
Organizational Changes. In each of the change areas, the informants were
asked to name specifically those Lndividuals’who weréiinfluential in the
development of organizational changes, how their influence was enacted,
and their organizational rank. This produced a list of influential
organizational incumbents and their ranks for each organization.

We also measured several organizational and environmental variables
so that their impact upon intelligence boundary and influence could be

determined. These variables included the following:

Environmental Threat: Number of days of civil disturbance experience

between 1965-69. (We applied criteria and data from Senate sub-
committee reports and The Lemberg Center for the Study of Violence.)

Comparative Reference Linkage: (Evan, 1965) Number of specific

‘ contacts with other police or fire departments to exchange information

reletive to police or fire department operations.
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Organization Size: Number of uniformed personnel.

Organization Wealth: Base line salary of policemen and firemen.

Professionalization: MNumber of officers having college training for

police departments and number of hours of inservice training/month
for fire departments.

Administrative Complexity: Proportion clerical/uniformed personnel

in police departments and number of stations in fire departments.

Centralization: Proportion ranked/total personnel.

Many of the above concepts are complex and the meésures admittedly
crude.. A few comments are in order about these indicators. Organization
size 1is a relatively straight-forward variable, has a direct empirical
link, and requires few assumptions in measurement. Environmental threat
was operationalized as an objective historical dimension. There were &
number of potential measures such as injuries, deaths, sniping, property
damage as well as number of events and total number of days of civil distur-
bance. We decided that the latter two measures were the best. Arrests,
deaths, and injuries were already incorporated in criteria used previously
for determining civil disturbagce events.d Number of events and number of
days of civil disturbance correlated quite well for these cities (r = .93);
thus number of days was selected as the final measure because it allowed.

for sémewhat finer discrimination.
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With regard to comparative referencc, informants were asked in each
type of orgenization to name other'departments they were in contact with
from time to time to discuss problems, exhange information and obtain
cdvice about new programs, techniques, etc., as they related to general
police or fire operations., The number of contacts was then aggregated
for cach organization.

The measure of organization wealth assumes that as base line salary
increases, there are greater potential resources for intelligence gener-
ation and use, under both normal and stress con@itions..gProfessionaliza-
tion was measured sémewhat narrowly. Hall's (1968) work points out the
difficuity in measurement of this concept and it is recognized that there
are limits to our use of the term. However, in police departments in
particular, professional pressurcs for increased college training have
become notcuorthy. With regard to administrative complexity, we defived
this dimension as an elcment of organizational administration, but we
realize thgre are important tochnical dimensions as well. It was impossible
to use the same measure in fire departments because clerical work is
incorporated into standcord ranks, The number of fire stations was chosén
because it was felt to most readily represent administrative complexity
in this type of organization. 1In béth cases the ombiguity of the concept

1s recognized and the nced for more systematic empirical exsmination in
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all organizations is understood (Haydebrand, 1967). Finally{ the use

here of the centralizati on measure assumed that a lower ratio represented

a lower proportion of incumbents having some decision-making function, thus
higher centralization. We were hesitant here. Though the measure is
common to both types of organizations, we had more confidence with the
separate analyses using this variable principally because of the com-
plexities of decision making and potential qualitative differences across

police and fire departments.

Findings - i

Table 1 forms the initial basis of data analysis. Table 1 lists
the total number of identified influentials and is followed by the percent
of influentials who were intelligence boundary personnel. The table
also lists the total number of identified intelligence boundary personnel
and is followed by the proportion of intelligence boundary personnél who
were influential. A similar array is presented for those below the top
three ievels of command. For our purposes the data can be organized to
address the following four dimensions:

1. The percentage of influentials who were intelligence boundary i

personnel,
%. The percentage of intelligence boundary personnel who were

influential.
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3. The percentage of influentials below the top three command levels;
and the percentage of these who were intelligence boundary persoannel.
4. The percentage of intelligence boundary persénnel below the top
three command levels; and the percentage of these who were influential.

Dimension 1 esscntially addresses the role of the "expert" in the
development of organizational change. 1If intelligence is an important
analyticel dimension, then the proportion should be relatively high améng
influentials. As can be seen from Table 1, 65_percent of identified influentialt
who were inteliigence boundary personnel. Simple Pearson correlation of the
number of intelligence boundary personnel with the number of influentials
who weré intelligence boundary personnel gave further evidence of this
rclationship (r = .904).6 This data indicate that "men of knouledge" played
a significant role in the development of organizational change (Wileusky,
1967; Hickson et al, 1971).

Dimension 2 looks at the question of intelligence uses. The loss of
intelligence reprcsents an ''intelligence pathology" (Wilensky, 1967); in
other words, to what extent was usable technical and political information
wasted in organizational activities. As can be seen from Table 1, 72 percent
of intelligence boundary personnei vere also influentials. This finding
indicates again that intelligence is.an important factor for change, but

there clearly were potential intelligence losses. Of course, possible
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distortion of this lata is recognized. Information gained by intelligence
boundary personnel may have been used even though these specific.individuals
were not irvolved. For example, detailed reports were sometimes made by
officers making site visits ond subsequently used by others to make chéngeS.
This mitigates loss but the data do not reflect this factor.

Dimensions 3 and 4 look at the centralization of influence and intell-
igence in tﬁe 29 organizations. With regard to dimension 3, 36 of the
influentials were below the top three command levels. Of these 61 percent

were inteclligence boundary personnel. Summcrizing the results from dimen-

&,

£

sion 4, 31 of intelligencc boundary personnel were-below the top three
command levels and of this figure, 71 percent were influentials. Thus
intelligence and influcnce tended to be centralized. Authority position
was prerequisite for intelligence boundary roles and top command people
developed organizational changes. FERowever, where lowcr echelon personnel
vere involved in the change process, an intelligence boundary role of
some kind appears to increase the possibility of their involvement in change.
Specifying the extent of centralizztion of influence and intelligence
by type of organization prescnted some intercsting findings. Influence
and intclligence were almost completcly centrzlized in fire departments.
Only 3 of 89 influentials and 2 of 59 intelligence boundary personnel were
below the top three command levels. The situation in police departments

vas somewhat different. A total of 33 of 110 influentials (30 percent)
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and 29 of 122 intelligence boundary personnel were below the top three
command levels. What accounts for the much greater centralization in fire
departments, particularly since both have traditional heirarchical syétems?
Our interpretation is that comparcd to police departments the range of
tasks end complexity of functioning in fire departments appéars to be
lower, as have been pressures for professionmalization (particularly in

the late 1960s). A somewhat more rigid structure of decision making may
be the result. With regerd to the specific case of civil distur bance, thef
range of crisis-relevent demands (though not necessarily the magnitude)
from both response and prevention standpoinés are smgller for fire depart-
ment;. Thus pressures for restructuring as a result of emergencies of

this nature are less pronbunced. It might be concluded that the change
process was primarily a logical extension of a normally centralized
decision-making structure.

The Effects of Organizational and Environmental Veriables

on Influentials and Intclligence Boundary Pcersounel

Having documented the relevance of intelligence for influence in
organizational chénge, we next sought to determine anteccdents for both
intelligence boundary and influence. For exczmple, was the frequency of
influentials and intelligence boundary personnel a function of aggregate
organizational variables such as size, wealth, professionalization, adminis-

trative complexity, centralization, etc.? In addition to these organizational
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vericbles, there were other factors, subSuﬁed here under environmental
varicbles, which had the potentizl for affecting the frequency of influentials
and intelligence boundary persomncl, For excmple, we might also }ogicnlly
.xpuect that increased civil disturbance experience would be reflected im
zn cxpansion of intelligence boundary and influence. Another competing
«xplonation relates to vhat might be called the social network of police
dcpartments and fire depcortments in the United States (Turk, 1970).-
n.colling from Evan (1965), comparative reference linkoges refers to rela-
tions between similar organizatioﬁs, i.e., orgonizztions having gimilar
chorters and perhaps similar structures and processes. In the context
of this particular‘study, comparative refercence relations were other
police or fire departments with wﬁich the focal departments had been in
contzct. It could be hypothesized that as the number of such contacts
incrzased, there would be a concomitant increase in organizction intelligence.
The reasoning is that since thesz2 comparctive refercnce organizations
heve similer environmental contingoncies and problems, they require similar
kinds of technological skills. Therefore, those organizations having
many such relationships have cvailable intelligence resources which can
be obtained and 2mployed in organizational,activities.

(Tables 2, 3, znd 4 agbout here)

Corrclation and rcgression cnalysis was employed to assegs the effects

2

of these organizational and environmental variables.7 The analysis was
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divided into two parts. Because of both conceptual and measurement ccmmeaality,
we first regressed intelligence soundary and influence with comparative
reference, organization size, environmen;al threat, organization wealtk, and
centralization for all 29 organizations. We then ran separate analyses of
police and fire departments with the additional variables of administrative
complexity and professionalization. Tables 2, 3, and 4 summarize the results
from these analyses. Column one lists the original zero order r's; colcmn
two gives the standardized Beta coefficient (beta's expressed in standazd
deviation units) for each independent variable; and Mutiple R's and

variance explained with each set of independent variables appear at the
bottom ;f each sub-table., For purposes of gummary of findings and disczssion,
we will treat each independent variable sequentially, pointing out both

total population and sub-gsample findings. Taken as a totality, the various
regression anclyses show considerable variance explained, most notably

in police departments.

Organization Size. We were frankly surprised by the findings along

this variable. We had expected that size represents an intelligence resource
and would result in an expanded pool of potential intelligence boundary
personnel and influentials. The ;on;crn was merely to detérmine the

¢xtent to which the dependent variables were a function of the mechanics of

size. The zero order correlations with size were in the expected direction
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but somewhat low, ranging from approximately r = .15 to r = .46. However,
size clearly exhibited a moderate negative effect for the total sample
under controlled conditions and sub-scmples of police and fire departments
point to interesting differences. Size has a low to moderate éositive
cffect in police departments, but a substantial negative effect in fire
departments. Thus the total sample regressions appears to be a function
of size's dominant influence in fire departments. The explanatory power

of size was expected in fire departments but not its direction. These
findings, though interesting, must be interpreted with caution since our
sample was smal;. Obviously further study with a larger iample is.needed.
Independent case analyses rcvealed some interesting patterns. There were
geveral céses in which organizations of relatively low size had substantial
intelligence boundary personnel and influentials. In small samples, the
effects of a few cases will be substantial statisticaily.

A theoretical explanation appears to lie in the characteristics of
police and fire departments as organizations. Police and fire departments
arc para-military structures with rigid hicrarchies in the classie
burcaucratic semse. Thus decision mzking involvement would be rather
constricted, regardless of size. Ittwould not then nesessarily follow
that as size increases the number of intelligence boundary personnel and
influentials would increase in a simple fashion. On the other hand, we

vould certainly not expect a negative relationship, particularly since the
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dependent variables were stated as simple aggregzcws —cther than as

-1

proportions of total size. These findings are iac=—gring znd warrant
further resecrch.

It must also be remembered that other impcr—=r wzriables are opera-

professionalization., The tables indicate that thexz vzricbles display a
moderate to strong positive impect upon.thg depend.=ms vzricbles. These

and the other organizational variables analyzed zz zni:zpendent variables can
also.be seen as dependent variables with size 2s =zZzczzdent. It is inter-
esting, for example, that size correlates uith pzzZzssicnalization (r = .899),
administrative complexity (r = .793), and wezlth = = .470) in police
dcpartments; and with comparative reference (r = .%3I), administrative
complexity (r = .975), and weelth (r = .529) in Zi== ceportments. Thus

in discussing these  organizational variables, trhe z=zsz:ztive impact of

size upon them must also be kept in mind.8 It iz =l:zzr that size can have

both direct 2and indirect effects;

Comparative Refcrence. It is evident frem Tz>ie 2 that comparative

reference is a powerful predictive variable overz’l zad in the expected
dircetion. Both zero order r's and standardize? Tzzr:=ssion coefficients
are consistently high. Separate police and fire ==zlyses (vith new indepen-
dent varicbles) yields additional supportﬂ Ccupzr=zzive reference continues

to show moderate to strong impact upon the depezZzzt veriables in fire
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departments; its cffects cre someﬁhat énervatcd in police departments, but
still moderste ond positive. We expected comparative reference to be more
prominent in police departments beczusc of rccent public concern with

lay cnforcement, augmented by federal support. In general, however, a
strong case ccn be made for further trcatment,of_this variatle.

The rclevance of orgaonization-environment relationships has been
siven rccent prominence in the organizational literature (Evan, 1965; Guetzkow,
1965; Terreberry, 1968). This resecrch suggests that attention is
justified. In a complcx society social newtork ;inkcgasisre increasingly
iméortant, both as explcnatory variables (Turk, 1570) and as instruments
for more effective orgenizztional action (Thompson, 1967). As defined from
our recsearch as well as others (Weller, 1974), that social network appears
to be crescive in the lav cnforcement area. Since lzte 1968, ncw federal,
state, and regional burczucrecies have been creceted, a plethora of
joint progrcms enacted, and a grouingly complex set of formal znd informal
socizl arrangements developed among police cagencies. Our research context
covers only the initial stages of this incrcased activity and we suspect
that linkzges have intensified in the last three to four years., We also
think that fire departments cre exhibiting these szme tendencics, but the
future role of the federal government will be very important. Certeinly

complexity of urban problems represents a relevant factor as well. This

[5]

uggests that the continuing task of organizational theory will be tc elaborate
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the nature and complexity of these new and generative social arrangements
increasingly characteristic of modern society.

Professionslizztion. Because of different measurement requircments,

ve rcn professionalization only with separate analyses of police and fire
departments. Although‘mccsuresvof professionalizetion have not been
empirically standardized in cither of these organizations, we had more
confidence in the police mecsure. Recent pressures for professionalization
Vin police departments hav. been felt in part in the crez of college training,
thus our mecasure scems quite zppropricte. We cannot make a similar claim
in fire deportments. Professionalizztion is 2 poverful predictive
verizcble in our sample of police departments. It opcrates in o positive
dircction, from moderate in the case of intelligence boundeary to substantial
for influentials and intelligence boundary influentials. The cffects of
our measure in fire departments cre certeinly less, but in the same
positive direction. Overzll, these results are encouraging.

Many police departments in the United States cre taking a more
"professional’ =5 opposcd to quasi-military orientatioﬁ to police work
and organization. The implicit hypothesis was that the more professionalized
the police department the more ex;;nsive the technological rescurces and
decision-making structuze; in this case as cnumerated by the number of
intelligence boundery personnel ond influenticls., Our findings support
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this. Individucl case analyses indicated a breadth of intelligence and
influcnce in some police departments in our samplc. All of these organi-
zotions appeared to be much more oriented tovward 2 "professional' model
of 1o cnforecment.

e have yet to dovelop znalytical closure with the concept of police
professionalization. At the same timec we do not think the concept has
cfystallizcd instrumentally as yet within the social network of law
cnforcement. Quite simply, the nature of lau cnforcement is changing. There
is constant discussion, debate, znd conflict (both within 2nd outside these
organizations) zbout how much change and in vhat direction the profession
should .move, but therc is no doubt theot thesc orgenizations cre experiencing
z dyncmic period of adjustment. Police professibnalization czn only be
understood fully by exomining organizationzl and contextual inputs to
that changc process (Kreps and Weller, 1973). Ve suggest that a greater
range of behavioral znd attitudinal data well have to'be gencrated so that
this concept can be more completely claborated. Substantive areas such
as police community relations zre particulearly relevant for study because
they involve potentially fundemental changes in lav cnforcement premises.

The potcntial offects of size upon professionalization need to
be restated. Sizc correloted quite well with number having college training
zt the zero order level (r = .899). It appecrs to be c viable argument
from our data that as professionalization in police departments increases,

ERs
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its impact upon the dccision making sturcturc will be promounced. Thus in
this case the influence of size appears to operate in cn iundirect fashion,
viz the professionalization veriable. Indeed, in experimenting with
partial correlation analyses using only size and professionalization with
the dcpendent'variables, size operatcd more substantizlly through profes-
sionalization than it did dircctly. The theorctical implications are
intriguing. If we assume that the number of influentisls and intelligence
boundary personnzl refleet tho complexity of decision meking, then size

is & necessary but not sufficient condition for complexity of the process
of change. What is important is not size per se, but the pressures for
professionclization that size gencreates.

However, we would czlso argue that size is 2 nccessery but not
sufficient cause for professionalization. In othcr words, other variables
must 2lso be considered in cssessing the development of police professioneoli-
zzation. In this regard, it is our contention that perticular attention
should be addressed to the cxpanding socizl network of law cnforcement;
particularly since 1969 vhere wmassive federal expenditure znd involvement
vegan and has continued. As stated ecrlicr, our measure of comparative
reference reflects largely =z peéio@ prior to that time, thus it is
inadequate for these purposcs. We hypothesize that as the magnitude of
the linkage of = given department to this socizl network increases, so

rd

will its level of professionalization. Given certain temporal assumptions

fzq-
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5uilt into datz anzlysis, size and socizal nmetwork linkeazes could be
eveluated as competing cxplanations fo; increascd professionalization.

The preceding discussion should make clear the need for morc elaborate
dats cnalysis. Fov cxampie, a comprehensive study of the 1éw ¢nforcement
natoork entails, at the very least, a complex intcrorganizational design;
onc in whieh netuork boundery roles are fully cnumeratad znd the meognitude
as vell as rense of linkase are empirically documented with behavioral
dsta. e have thus for only touched the surface of this complex varieble.

Enviromnmental Threzt. Envirommentzl threat zepresents a contextual

veriable. The logical hypothesis here was that as civil disturbance ‘

o

xperience increascd, so would the number of intclligence boundary personnel

nd influentials. Given assumptions of orzanizctionzl rationality, these

r

could be scen as adjustuents to envirommental uncertainty. The zero

oxder correlations. were in the lou to modeuate positive range; in fect

much lover than anticipated. Under contiolled conditions, this variable

¢id not eoxcced Deta = (18¢ overall Qut the dircction was as expected.
Sub-semple anzlyses shows considerable inconsistency. In policc departments
the effects arve moderate positive in the arcas of intclligence boundacy

and intclligence boundaxy influcnt?als, but low ond negative with influentizls
The picture is clso mixed in fire departments as there is a modcrate negative
ecffect upon intelligence boundary, a clcarly positive cffect upon in-

fluentials, and a low negcotive effect upon intelligence boundary influenticls.

-
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Therefore environmental threat gcneraﬁcs intclligence boundary in police
departments, and in fire departmenﬁs involvement in the development of
chanze is gencrated but without zn intelligence requisite,

In sum, envirommental threat is 2 less powerful variable than were
others on the positive gencration of intellizence boundery and influence,
most notably, comparative rcference, professionalization in police depart-
mcats, and orgenizational wveezlth in fire departments. These findings
imply that it is not mecrcly the objective expericnce of civil disturbance
that is important, but rather complex definitional and'intérpretive

- -
responses generated by other conditions. The casc for comparative reference
and profcssionzlization eppears to be quite important in this regard.

VWle have sugzested that compearative reference reflects linkage to the
broader social network of thesc organizations, It is logical to argue
that through tics of informational and ideationzl exchanges the full
impozt of wheat was, in part an-uncrystallizcd environmental contingency
became clarified. Professionclization rcflects an expanded humen resource,
but zlso providecs an impctus or normetive orientation for intelligence
search. Thus under conditions of environmcntal uncertainty there will be
greater cefforts to rcduce ambiéuity by highly professionczlized organiza-
tions viz boundary spanning organizational pcrsonnel, In sum, it is not
merely the existence of c¢nvironmental uncertainty, but the translation

of uncertainty through other organization:l proces:és.
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Orzznizetion Woeealth, Ve thousht that wealth zlso was on organize-
P2 Qo

tionnl resource becsring upon the amount of intellignece existent within

an organization, in this casc by providing z materizl resource for

intelligence gathering cnd allocation. Ve assumed that base~line salacy
reflected requisite meterizl zesources for intelligence, and also a

posture of quality of organizeotional personnel. Given our broad definition

of intelligence as a key teciinological dimension of decision mzking, the
inclusion of this veriable sccmed warranted. UWealth had lovw positive

cffect overnll, moderate to strong impact in firce departments, and a

moderate negative impact in police departments. Gur hypothesis was thué ‘
sﬁppo:ted in fire departments but rejected in police departments.

This rather substamtial difference is interesting and we have no
ready interpretation. Clearly conceptual development of this variable
was wvuch too simplistic. Incrcascd base-line saleries may be a product
of a number of conditions steh a2s collective bargaining, community
socioccononic condition, the level of saliasnce given to lau enforcement
or fire fighting, cte. Weealth, in this sense, may have little to do with
the predilection of an organization for intelligence generation. Wealth

2y scerve indircctly as an antecedent for professionclization (r = .45

in police dcpartments and ¥ = .005 in fire departments), but the causal
_process of professionalization is more complex than the simple inducement
of incrcased salarics. Thc impact of this variable in fire departments,

£e
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at the very lecast, gives impetus to further empirical trcatment. We suggest
again a search for the structural antecedents of prbfessionalizdtion. That
kind of study would require a more thorough elaboration of the prefession-
alization concept than we have accomplished and a more complete empirical
assessment of what we consider to be the chief competing explanatioh witﬁ
size, wealth, and other structural varigbles, that of the social network

of these public bureaucracies, .

Administrstive Complexity. Administrative complexity was measured

as the proportion clerical/total uniformed persomnel in police departments
and as the number of stations in fire departmenﬁs. Admiﬁistrative complexity
wcs positively correlated with size at the o-order level (r = ,793

in police departments and r = .975 in fire departments). Our implicit
hypothesis was that organizational complexity breeds a more complex
oricntztion to organizational problems and that this would result in
increased intelligence boundary personncl and influcentials. This
hypothesis was supported in f{irc departments as evidenced by the moderate

to substantial zero order r's and Beta's. It is interesting, glven

the high zero order corrclation between size and administrative complexity,
that the variables would operate in such different directiors in fire
departments; but the measurcment of complexity used allows for more
complcte scparation from size under controlled conditioms.  However,

by employing a proportional measure in police departments rather
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than a simple.aggregate, the cffects are reversed. The zero oxder r's
are low positive but the Beta's aré solidly ncgative.

Our hypothesis was simply not supported in police'departments; as
administrative complexity increased, the number of intelligence‘boundari
personnel, influentiels, and intelligence boundary influcntials decreased.
We first thought theré were errors in deta collection and analysis but these
uure checked and found to be correct. Statistically, the proportion
stenderdizes clerical personnzl by organization size, thus both variables
should be considered in assessing the impact of administpative complexity
as defined. Size operated somewhat strangely in this study. We have
elready noted its substantial ncgative Beta's in fire departments, and in
police departments there is & somevhat inconsistent picture of low negative
to moderate positive. We cxperimented with stepuise regression, building
in administrative complexity priar to size, and the effect of the intro-
duction of size moderately decreases the negative Beta's of administrative
complexity and the dependent veriables, Thus given a regression model
vith these independent varicbles, the importzance of interaction.effects
in measurement must be considered. We arc not prepared to offer a
theoretical explanation for thesé‘findings in police departments. We are

frankly puzzled.

Centralization. Centralization was also measured as a proportion

vith size, in this case ranked/totzl uniformed person&el. The higher
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the proportion the more decentralized the organization was assumed to be.
e could have employed simply the number or ranked personnel and argued
that as this figure increased the orgasization would be more dgcentralized.
That measure seemed unwarranted given the nature of burcaucratic organiza-
tions. As stated before these organ@zations are para-military structures
vith rigid hierarchies, thus it could be argued that decision making
cuthority would be concentrated to a relatively few positions, regardless
of size. At the seme time we felt that this measure would reflect patterns
of decentralization where exﬁant. As reflected in the original data of
this study, virtually all intelligence boundary personnel and influentials
were concentrated in the top three ranks in fire departments, but police
departments were somewhat more decentralized.

The pattern of centralization-decentralization in the statistical
analysis presents the szme inconsistency. The effeects are low under
controlled Z;nditioné in police dopartments but in the expected positive
direction, i.e., the more decentralized the organization, the higher the
~dependent variables. Hovever, in fire departments the more centralized ’
the organization the higher the score on the dependent variables.
Centralization-decentralization exhibits lov negative effects for the total
sample. This variable is not as powerful as several others, but the
police-fire differences arc intcresting. We would suggest that the data
reflects some movement avay from traditiomal bureaucratic patterns in

police departments but their persistence in fire departments.
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Given a rigid bureaucra?ic structure, as size increcases the propor-
tion ranked/total personnel might have the tendency %o decrease, thus
exhibiting grecter centralization with size. In other words, the more
burczucratized the orgenization, the greeter the inverse relationship with
the proportion. Our simple correlation findings support that contention
(r = -.25 overell; r = -.078 in police departments; ¥ = -.492 in fire
departments). The tendency is only slight in police departments but more
substenticl in fire depertments. We can logically ergue, therefore, that
police departments will exhibit morc decentrclized patterns of decision
making but these cffccts will not be large. The data analysis supports
that vieu. We are of course left to explain these differences. We
suggest again that future roscarch be directed to assessing the level of
professionalizagion in peolice and fire departments, but particulerly in
the formér. Ve arguc that there are substantizl differences in police
cnd fire departments in this regerd and that these differcnces are
reflected in the decision-mcking structure of these organizations.

Summary of Findings

The following should be reiterated in summarizing the findings.

Size was on important variable but operated in an inconsistent fashion,
The variable cffects of zdministrative complexity and centralization can
be interpreted, in part, from their measurement relationship with size.
These findings are intcresting end some run counter to the organizational

*r
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literature, but since there has been little empirical zmalysis of structural
varicbles in police and fire organizations, any infcrenée should be

tcmpered by the need for further resecarch. Environmental unéertainty is’

o moderatc precipitant of orgnaizotional adjustment but appears to be
medicted through a complex of orgonizational and cxtra-organizationsl
processes. Professionalizztion is ¢ strong predictive varieble in police
departments and ue suggest this finding is consistent with the changing
ocicntation of police vwork and organization. Fipally, comparative refercnce
shous substantial promise as & social network varicble, linking organiza-
tion with the broader socizl structure. These findings provide a basis

2 ’
on vhich to build.

Discussion

Onc of the most telling critiques of sociology has been its inability
to unravel complex social processcs, particulerly relzting to change (e.g.,
Coleman, 1969), Recent gains notuithstanding, the organizatienal litera-
ture is conceptually underdeveloped and social statics rather than dynamics
predominates. Organizational intelligence is & processual concept. 1In
its ecleboration it conveys the dynemics of tochnology ond decision mecking.
From Wilensky we have suggested that intelligence represcnts the gathering,

processing, and communiczting the techniczl and political information and/or

2
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knowledge used in decision msking. In this case, change beceme defined
os an intelligence processing organizational activity.

The movement from concept to empirical mecasurcment is always difficult,
particularly when the effort is to spell out the complegity of organizational
process. Our attempt, though incomplete, ié a step in that direction.

In this empiriccl ins£ance ve have identified intclligence resources and

located intelligence boundary roles. We have further documented the

importance of these roles in the process of change development. Finally,

we have begun to "specify’ the relationship between intelligence and change
development through the introduction of additional variables. The effort

should therefore be scen as an axercise inmconcept suildidg and testing. 4

It is evident that orgznizational activities require certain types
of information and knouledge (Dill, 1962). Imn this case, for example,
what should a civil disturbancg élan include? What arc basic equipment
needs? What policies should bc established? What training techniques ere
required? How do you develop a community rclations program and what
problems should it address? Cuestions such as these represent distinct
technological nceds, some of vhich are fulfilled internzlly (c.g., knowledge,
expericence) and some which must be mediated through the cnvironment (c.g.,

a facilitating socizl nctwork). Although purposive or plinned change
wvas at issue in this study,.it is clear that these types of technological

nceds are basic to virtueclly =211 organizational action.
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It is legitimate to ask vhy ve employed the concept éf organizational
intelligence in the design of this resecarch. WVhy not simply refer to
information or knowledge processing technologies? We davelop conce#ts so
that we can articulate the complexity of phenomena with vhich we deal.
""hatover their level of complexity, concept formation is necessary. However,
the ultimate utiltiy of thesc nominsl defintions rests upon ocur zbility
to discover empirical indicators for them. As Dubin (1969) has suggested,
the tvvorth of nominal concepts is simply whether they give us something
ncw or different to look for in the empiricél world,&;hechcr we can be
rore precisec in our observations snd mezsurements, and how wzall we can
gecneralize from one case or cvent to the next.

Vilensky suggcested theorctically that intelligence, as both process
ond product, was a fundamental analytical clement of zl]l organizations.
Broad in complexity, the concept zppears to subsume 2 rznge of organizational
cctivities, most particularly in the technologiczl znd decision-making
rozlms. Intelligence reflect both usable human sttributes and materiel
resources., It entails both internal organization affeirs and envirommental
linkeges, It is anznalytical.propcrty of orgenizations as well as
individuals. Finally, the concept was useful for us in synthesizing two
vather large sets of literature, i.c., the diffusion of innovation and
dcci;ion making, both of vhich we were cxamining in the design of this

study of organizetional change under uncertainty conditions.
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Wilensky elaborated the concept but did not attempt to operationalize
or document it in systcmatic eméirical fashion. Cur effort was to empiri-
cally isolate intelligence resources and boundary roles, working toward
delineating their relevance for organizational change. Of course, there
is much to be done. We have not fully conveyed in one study the analytical
coﬁplexity of the concept. For cxample, we have specified the link between
intelligence and influence but have not conveyed its dynamics through detailed
case analyses. We have also linked the concept to key structural variables
but nced to broaden the sample and the range of variébles employed, We . ‘
have. shown the concepts relevance to the organizational change and decision
mcking under uncertainty conditions. Howvever, future research can generalize
the concept to other crisis-relecvant crganizations, other types of organi-
zations, and other cnvironmental and/or orgenizational conditions. A focus
upon change in this future research would appear to be wise because it is
under these conditions that inteclligence needs, processes, and pathologies are
perhaps most manifest and therefore amenable to research,

In the final analysis, if intelligence is an important analytical
concept, it must be shown what difference its preéence or absence makes
to the functioning of an org;nization. We have largely treated intelligence
as a dependent variable in this paper, cendeavoring to locate antecedents.
But we have also shown clearly that an "intelligence boundary role' was

highly related to influence in the deveiopment cf organi:ational ct.anges,
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changes in planning, training, community rclations, etc. Thus intelligence
was in fact relevant to ongoing organizational procegs.9

In conclusion, we agree wiéh Wilensky that intelligence is a funda-
mental property of orgenizations, onc that is both theoretically interesting
and instrumentally useful. It is abstract cnough to capture the complexity
of important elements of organizational technology and decision making,
yet has properties vhich can be cmpirically demonstrated. Such concepts
arc essential for the model building necessary in the organizational

£

literature.

Ty
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Footnotes

Essentially two areas of the literature are ger=z-na= to the concept
of intelligence processing. These can be refzrrzd to as decision
making under uncertainty conditions (Simon, 1537; Bross, 1953; Shubik,
1958; Eduards, 1963; Téylor, 1965) and studies cZf diffusion and adop-
tion of innovations (Katz, 1961; Rogers, 1965). Iaformational search
and use behavior is central in both cases. WhztZzr the topic is
organization learning (Ccngolese and Dill, 1925; Hirschman and Lind-
bloom, 1962), or purposive change (Lawrence, 153&; Mzrch and Simon
1958; Burns and Stalker, 1961; Aiken and Hage, 1970), the development
of knowledge technologics is defined as relevant to uncertainty reduction .
s
As nadoptors of innovations, social units often hzve those ideas or N
practices defined and evaluated in some measurz through information and
:
influence sources in the social system. (e.g., Colcman, 1966; Evan, 1966) .
Since 1968, the Disaster Research Center has bezn monitoring these -
cities in terms of their natural disaster and civil disturbance history
and the types of adjustgents made by various coc—onity organizations.,
For example, the average size of cities in this study was 588,000.
Although most of the scmple were of this moderatly sized metropolitan
category, one city was less than 100,000 and tuwo were over 1,000,000. =
In addition, although all cities had some civil disturbance history and
& -

potential, the variability was considerable.
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The following criteria were utilized for all reported incidents: If a
community reported a riot-related death, it was automatically included
as an event. Otherwise, two or more of the following conditions had to
be met: (1) two or more injurics, (2) sniping, (3) looting, (4) twenty
or more fires, (5) fifty or more arrests. These criteria and data

vere taken directly from "Riots, Civil and Criminal Disorders," Part 13,

pp. 2762-2777. Data was also taken from Riot Data Review (1968, 1969).

Further specifying the relationship by type of organization, in police-
departments, the relationship was r = .876 overgll and r = .973 below the

top three command levels. In fire departments, the relationship was

‘r = .95 overall. The relationship below the top three command levels

was meaningless in fire departments due to the almost complete concen-
tration at the top of both intelligence boundary personnel and influentials
It must be carefully noted at the outset that small szmple size combined
with a large number of indepcndent variébles creates potential distortion
problems in the interpretation of the Beta coefficients; this problem

is being further aggrarated by multicollinecarity among independent
variables. It is therefore best to consider the following regression -
analyses as exploratory.’

For example, sizc regresses, Beta = ,645 with comparative reference in

_regression analyses employing wealth, environmental threat, and centraliza-

tion. We have experimented with professionaf&zation and found the same
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general pattern. We have not concluded this kind of analysis here
because it is beyond the scope of the present paper; One of the authors
is prescntly engaged incollecting structural data on a large sample of
police and firc departments in the United States. The attempt of this
research is to more fully claborate in particular the concepts of ccmpara-
tive reference and professionalization, then cpplying regression analysis
with other structural variables vhose causcl antecedents can be explicitly
crgued or logically assumed.

Another question which is beyond the scope of the present paper deals
with the relztionship between magnitdde of in:;lligence and magnitude

of change. The chief measurement problem is to develop an aggregate
mcasure of change of police and fire departments. In this study we
developed multi-item change checklists for cach type of organization.
These items ranged from-the development of civil disturbance plans and
policies, to recruit and inservice training techniques, to interorgan-
izational and community rclationships at the local level, to community
relations units and programs. These checklists provided us with overall
change configurations for each organization and a medium through which
influentials in various.change arcas could bé identified. However, we
have yct to develop an empirically precise intcrval measure of change.
For exploratory purposes, we have experimented with the number of items
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marked on the change checklisg as a dependent variable and found
substantial relationships with intelligence as well as other indeﬁendent
variables used in this paper (Kreps, 1974). But the diversity and
complexity of items renders the validity of that kind of aﬁalysis
unacceptable for other than illustrative purposes. We are presently

involved in the development of organization change scales.

"
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Table 1 Influentials and Intelligence Boundary Personnel
in 29 Policec and Fire Organizations

Intelligence
N Boundary Personnel Influentials
- .
Influentials 199 130 (65%2) = e=a--
Below Top Three
Command Levels 36 22 (61%)
Intelligence Boundary 181 3 ececea- 130 (72%)

Personnel

Below Top Three -
Command Levels 31 22 (71%)

3



Semple (n

Table 2 Standardized Regression Analysis for Total

.29); by Intelligence Boundary,
Influentials, and Intelligence-Boundary
Influentials :

Variables

Comparstive Reference
Orpznization Size
Environmental Threat
Centralization
Organization Wealth

Variance

Intelligence Boundaxy

Comparative Reference
Organization Size
Environmental Threat
Centralization
Orgeonization Wealth

Variance = .403

Simple ¢ Stendardized Beta
.715 .936
0161 -.546
342 .189

-.023 -.189
124 114

.637
Influentials
.589 .723
0199 --355
314 .153
-.034 -.142
-.052 .098

Intelligence Boundary Influentials

Comparative Reference
Orgonization Size
Organization Yealth
Environmental Threat
Centralization

.687
.152
-.110
.314
.104

Variance = ,548

.880
-.430
.112
.153
-.043




Table 3 Standardized Regression Analysis for Police
Departments (n = 14) by Intelligence Boundary,
Influentials, and Intelligence-Boundary
Influenticals

Intelligence Boundary Personnel

Variables ' Simple r Standardized Beta
Administrative Complexity .135 -.566
Comparative Reference .779 491
Environmental Threat . 750 442
Orgerization Weczlth -.184 -.354
Professionalization .292 .319
Orgenization Size .339 w313
Centralization -.068 o019
R = .958 Variance = ,918
Influentials

Professionalization 404 1.273
Administrative Complexity  .195 -1.033
Orgcnization Wealth -.1564 - .552
Comparative Refcrence .587 -394
Organization Size 216 ~.205
Environmental Threat .310 - .166
Centralization -.032 .146

R = .789 Variance = .622

Intelligence Boundary Influentials

Professionalization .312
Administrative Complexity  .097
Organization Wealth -.187
Centralization .133
Comparative Reference .709
Envirogmental Threat .542 -

Organization Size +173

R = ,897 Variance = .804

1.189
.930
574
.376
.308
~278
.019

bl
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Table 4 Standardized

Departments (n = 15) by Intelligence Boundary,

Influentials
Influentials

Regression Analysis for Fire

, and Intelligence-Boundary

Intelligence Boundary Personnel

Variables Simple r Standardized Beta
Organization Size 371 -1.522
Administrative Complexity  .377 .931
Comparative Reference .521 .882
Organization Wealth 489 .515
Environmental Threat .002 - .265
Professionalization .156 .235
Centralization -.395 - .189
R = .756 Variance = .572 2
Influentials

Organization Size JAl14 -2.240
Comparative Reference .549 1.103
Administrative Complexity  .384 .799
Environmental Threat 477 .620
Organization Wealth .562 .615
Centralization -,328 - .293
Professionalization .148 ‘ 271

R = .873 Variance = .763

Intelligence Boundary Influentials

Organization Size
Administrative Complexity
Comparative Reference
Organization Wealth
Professionalization
Centralization
Environmental Threat

R = .797 Variance = .636

462 -1.939
452 1.416
.575 791
468 : 455
.302 .410

-.385 - .308
.126 - .151
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