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To provide a model of organizational performance and change, at
least two lines of theorizing need to be explored—organizational func-
tioning and organizational change. The authors go beyond description
and suggest causal linkages that hypothesize how performance is af-
fected and how effective change occurs. Change is depicted in terms of
both process and content, with particular emphasis on transforma-
tional as compared with transactional factors. Transformational
change occurs as a response to the external environment and directly
affects organizational mission and strategy, the organization’s leader-
ship, and culture. In turn, the transactional factors are affected—struc-
ture, systems, management practices, and climate. These transforma-
tional and transactional factors together affect motivation, which, in
turn, affects performance.

In support of the model’s potential validity, theory and research as
well as practice are cited.

Organization change is a kind of chaos (Gleick, 1987). The number of vari-
ables changing at the same time, the magnitude of environmental change, and the
frequent resistance of human systems create a whole confluence of processes that
are extremely difficult to predict and almost impossible to control. Nevertheless,
there are consistent patterns that exist—linkages among classes of events that
have been demonstrated repeatedly in the research literature and can be seen in
actual organizations. The enormous and pervasive impact of culture and beliefs—
to the point where it causes organizations to do fundamentally unsound things
from a business point of view—would be such an observed phenomenon.

To build a most likely model describing the causes of organizational perfor-
mance and change, we must explore two important lines of thinking. First, we
must understand more thoroughly how organizations function (i.e., what leads to
what). Second, given our model of causation, we must understand how organiza-
tions might be deliberately changed. The purpose of this article is to explain our
understanding so far. More specifically, we present our framework for under-
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standing—a causal model of organizational performance and change. But, first, a
bit of background.

In our organizational consulting work, we try very hard to link the practice to
sound theory and research. The linkage typically is in the direction of theory and
research to practice: that is, to ground our consultation in what is known, what is
theoretically and empirically sound. Creation of the model to be presented in this
article was not quite in that knowledge-to-practice direction, however. With re-
spect to theory, we strongly believe in the open system framework, especially rep-
resented by Katz and Kahn (1978). Thus, any organizational model that we might
develop would stem from an input-throughput-output, with a feedback loop, for-
mat. The model presented here is definitely of that genre. In other words, the fun-
damental framework for the model evolved from theory. The components of the
model and what causes what and in what order, on the other hand, have evolved
from our practice. To risk stating what is often not politic to admit in academic
circles, we admit that the ultimate development of our causal model evolved from
practice, not extensive theory or research. What we are attempting with this arti-
cle, therefore, is a theoretical and empirical justification of what we clearly be-
lieve works. To be candid, we acknowledge that our attempt is not unlike attribu-
tion theory—we are explaining our beliefs and actions ex post facto: “This
seemed to have worked; T wonder if the literature supports our action.”

Our consulting efforts over a period of about 5 years with British Airways
taught us a lot—what changes seemed to have worked and what activities clearly
did not. It was from these experiences that our model took form. As a case exam-
ple, we refer to the work at British Airways later in this article. For a more recent
overview of that change effort, see Goodstein and Burke (1991).

Other Organizational Models

From the perspective of both research about organizations and consultation to
organizational clients, we have experienced some frustration about most if not all
current organizational models that do little more than describe or depict. A case in
point is the 7S model developed by Pascale and Athos (1981) and further honed
by Peters and Waterman (1982). Parenthetically, let us quickly add that by com-
paring our model with others, particularly those the reader may be familiar with,
if not fond of, we wish to clarify the nature of our thinking and, ideally, its distinc-
tive contribution, not cast our comments in a competitive manner.

The strengths of the 7S model are (a) its description of organizational variables
that convey obvious importance—strategy, structure, systems, style, staff, skills,
and shared values (as will be seen, we have incorporated these dimensions in one
form or another in our model)—and (b) its recognition of the importance of the
interrelationships among all of these seven variables, or dimensions. The 7S
model, on the other hand, does not contain any external environment or perfor-
mance variables. The model is a description of these seven important elements
and shows that they interact to create organizational patterns, but there is no expli-
cation of how these seven dimensions are affected by the external environment.
Nor do we know how each dimension affects the other or what specific perfor-
mance indices may be involved.
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Some organizational models that in our judgment are largely descriptive do at
least stipulate certain “shoulds.” Weisbord (1976), for example, states that the role
of the leadership box in his six-box model is to coordinate the remaining five. The
Nadler-Tushman (1977) model is one of congruence. They argue that for organi-
zational effectiveness the various boxes composing their model should be congru-
ent with one another (e.g., organizational arrangements, or structure, should be
congruent with organizational strategy).

Even contingency models of organizations, which imply that “it all depends”
and that there is no one best way to organize or to manage (e.g., Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1969, and Burns & Stalker, 1961, before them) have certain causal impli-
cations. Organizational effectiveness is, in part, contingent on the degree of match
between the organization’s external environment (whether static or dynamic) and
the organization’s internal structure (either mechanistic or organic).

To some degree, then, models such as Nadler-Tushman and the positions taken
by Burns and Stalker and by Lawrence and Lorsch suggest a cause-effect linkage.
Nadler and Tushman at least imply that little or no congruence between, say, strat-
egy and structure produces low organizational performance, and the contingency
models posit that an improper match between the organization’s external environ-
ment and its internal structure “causes” otganizational ineffectiveness. The issue
in both is that the number of items that might be congruent (or matched in the case
of contingency) is great and the models provide neither a formula for determining
which are central nor an objective means for knowing when congruence or
matching has occurred or what levels of congruence/matching or incongruence/
nonmatching produce desirable or undesirable effects. In short, our desire is for a
model that will serve as a guide for both organizational diagnosis and planned,
managed organization change—one that clearly shows cause-and-effect relation-
ships and can be tested empirically.

With respect to the latter half of this desire, a model of organization change, we
are attempting to provide a causal framework that encompasses both the what and
the how—what organizational dimensions are key to successful change and how
these dimensions should be linked causally to achieve the change goals. In other
words, we are attempting to integrate two categories of change theory from the
world of organization development (OD), what Porras and Robertson (1987) as
well as Woodman (1989) refer to as (a) implementation theory and (b) change
process theory. The former concerns activities that must be undertaken to affect
planned change (e.g., survey feedback) and the latter refers to specific changes
that need to occur as a consequence of these implementation activities (e.g., em-
bracing a particular value such as emphasizing service to customers more than ad-
hering rigidly to procedures regarding how to deal with customers, rather than
vice versa). As these OD researchers have pointed out, theory in OD is typically
either one or the other—implementation or change process. With the model pre-
sented in this article, we are striving for an integration of both theories.

An additional desire, as noted already, is to link what we understand from our
practice to what is known from research and theory. It is clear that, for example,
the 7S model came from consulting practice (see Peters & Waterman, 1982: 9-
12), and we know firsthand that Weisbord’s six-box model evolved from his prac-
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tice. We believe that these models have valid components because they are in fact
based on practice and do not convey irrelevant or the so-called ivory tower think-
ing. Yet these and other models do not go far enough. For example, such critical
dimensions as the external environment, performance, and organizational culture
are not accounted for sufficiently. Moreover, depicting organizational models as
simply as possible can be beneficial, especially when attempting to explain sys-
temic ideas to people who are relatively naive about large organizations; however,
reality is much more complex than most, if not all, models depict. And when at-
tempting to account for organizational functioning and change at the same time,
we must depict a considerable degree of complexity while maintaining coher-
ence—no mean feat. We know of no organizational models that attempt this de-
gree of complexity, coherence, and predictability (i.e., causality).

Background: Climate and Culture

Climate

The early, original thinking underlying the model presented here came from
George Litwin and others during the 1960s. In 1967, the Harvard Business School
sponsored a conference on organizational climate. The results of this conference
were subsequently published in two books (Litwin & Stringer, 1968; Tagiuri &
Litwin, 1968). The concept of organizational climate that emerged from this se-
ries of studies and articles was that of a psychological state strongly affected by
organizational conditions (e.g., systems, structure, manager behavior, etc).

The importance of this early research and theory development regarding orga-
nizational climate was that it clearly linked psychological and organizational vari-
ables in a cause-effect model that was empirically testable. Using the model,
Litwin and Stringer (1968) were able to predict and control the motivational and
performance consequences of various organizational climates established in their
research experiment. They were working with motivation analysis and arousal
techniques developed by McClelland (1961), Atkinson (1958), and others over a
period of more than 20 years.

Culture

In recent years, there has been a great deal of interest in the concept of organi-
zational culture. Drawn from anthropology, the concept of culture is meant to de-
scribe the relatively enduring set of values and norms that underlie a social sys-
tem. These underlying values and norms may not be entirely available to one’s
consciousness. They are thought to describe a “meaning system” that allows
members of that social system to attribute meanings and values to the variety of
external and internal events that are experienced.

In this article, we attempt to be very explicit about the distinction between cli-
mate and culture. Climate is defined in terms of perceptions that individuals have
of how their local work unit is managed and how effectively they and their day-
to-day colleagues work together on the job. The level of analysis, therefore, is the
group, the work unit. Climate is much more in the foreground of organizational
members’ perceptions, whereas culture is more background and defined by be-
liefs and values. The level of analysis for culture is the organization. Climate is, of
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course, affected by culture, and people’s perceptions define both, but at different
levels. We attempt to clarify in more depth these distinctions later in the article, as
has Schneider (1985) before us. Further, we are attempting to create a model of
organizational behavior within which both climate and culture can be described in
terms of their interactions with other organizational variables. Thus, we are build-
ing on earlier research and theory with regard to predicting motivation and perfor-
mance effects.

In addition, we are attempting to distinguish between the set of variables that
influence and are influenced by climate and those influenced by culture. We pos-
tulate two distinct sets of organizational dynamics, one primarily associated with
the transactional level of human behavior—the everyday interactions and ex-
changes that more directly create climate conditions. The second set of dynamics
is concerned with processes of organizational transformation: that is, rather fun-
damental changes in behavior (e.g., value shifts). Such transformational processes
are required for genuine change in the culture of an organization. In our effort to
distinguish between transactional and transformational dynamics in organiza-
tions, we have been influenced by the writings of James McGregor Burns (1978)
and by our own experience in modern organizations.

The Model

Figure 1 is a diagram summarizing the model. As noted earlier, this model
owes its original development to the work of Litwin and his associates (Litwin &
Stringer, 1968; Tagiuri & Litwin, 1968), and has been refined through a series of
studies directed by Burke and his colleagues (Bernstein & Burke, 1989; Michela,
Boni, Schecter, Manderlink, Bernstein, O’Malley, & Burke, 1988). Recent collab-
oration has led to the current form of this model that (a) specifies by arrows which
organizational variable (see the boxes) influences more directly which other vari-
ables and (b) distinguishes transformational and transactional dynamics in organi-
zational behavior and change.

Conforming to accepted ways of thinking about organizations from general
systems theory (Katz & Kahn, 1978), the external environment box represents the
input, and the individual and organizational performance box the output. The
feedback loop goes in both directions: that is, organizational performance affects
the system’s external environment via its products and services, and the organiza-
tion’s performance may be directly affected by its external environment (e.g., a
change in government regulations or trends on Wall Street). The remaining boxes
in the model represent the throughput aspect of general systems theory.

The total of 12 boxes represent, of course, our choices of organizational vari-
ables we consider to be the most important ones. These choices were not made in
isolation. We have been influenced by others’ thinking. To a large degree, there-
fore, we have followed precedence. For example, in one form or another, and per-
haps using different labels, we have incorporated the seven S’s of the McKinsey
model explained by Peters and Waterman (1982). The same can be said of Weis-
bord’s (1976) model and the one by Nadler and Tushman (1977). In addition, we
have attempted to account for key variables at a total system level, with such vari-
ables as mission, strategy, and culture, at a group or local work unit level (e.g., cli-
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Figure 1
A Model of Organizational Performance and Change
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mate) and at an individual level (e.g., motivation, individual needs and values,
and job-person match).

It is no doubt an understatement to say that the model is complex. At the same
time, however, we recognize the need for the human mind to simplify the rich
complexity of organizational phenomena. And though complex to depict and de-
scribe, our model, exhibited two-dimensionally, is still an oversimplification. A
hologram would be better, but is not available.

Arrows going in both directions are meant to convey the open-systems princi-
ple. A change in one (or more) “box(es)” will eventually have an impact on the
others. Moreover, if we could diagram the model such that the arrows would be
more circular—the hologram idea—reality could be represented more accurately.
Yet this is a causal model. For example, though culture and systems affect one an-
other, we believe culture has a stronger influence on systems than vice versa. Kerr
and Slocum (1987), for example, have provided data that suggest a strong linkage
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between corporate culture and the organization’s reward system. They show how
a company’s reward system is a manifestation of its culture. They also point out
that the organization’s reward system can be used to help change the company’s
culture. Their data lend support to the linkage notion. We would simply take their
evidence and suggest a step further by arguing that corporate culture (beliefs and
values) determine the type of reward system an organization has. Yet we would
strongly agree that to change culture the reward system should be used (i.e., to
reward the behaviors that would reflect the new values we might wish to incorpo-
rate).

Displaying the model the way we have is meant to make a statement about or-
ganizational change. Organizational change, especially an overhaul of the com-
pany business strategy, stems more from environmental impact than from any
other factor. Moreover, in large scale or total organizational change, mission,
strategy, leadership, and culture have more “weight” than structure, management
practices, and systems: that is, having organizational leaders communicate the
new strategy is not sufficient for effective change. Culture change must be
planned as well and aligned with strategy and leader behavior. These variables
have more weight because when changing them (e.g., organizational mission),
they affect the total system. Changing structure, on the other hand, may or may
not affect the total system. It depends on where in the organization a structural
change might occur.

We are not necessarily discussing at this stage where one could start the
change, only the relative weighting of change dynamics. When we think of the
model in terms of change, then, the weighted order displayed in the model is key.
This point will be elaborated in the next section.

To summarize briefly so far, the model shown in Figure 1 attempts to portray
the primary variables that need to be considered in any attempt to predict and ex-
plain the total behavior output of an organization, the most important interactions
between these variables, and how they affect change. Again, in reality, all boxes
would have bi-directional arrows with every other box. We are displaying with
our model what we consider the most critical linkages. Later in this article we de-
fine each of the variables and give some examples of typical interactions.

Transformational and Transactional Dynamics

The concept of transformational change in organizations is suggested in the
writings of such people as Bass (1985), Burke (1986), Burns (1978), McClelland
(1975), and Tichy and Devanna (1986). Figure 2 contains a display of the trans-
formational variables—the upper half of the model. By transformational we
mean areas in which alteration is likely caused by interaction with environmental
forces (both within and without) and will require entirely new behavior sets from
organizational members.

It is true, of course, that members can influence their organization’s environ-
ment so that certain changes are minimized (e.g., lobbying activities, forming or
being involved in trade associations and coalitions). Our feedback loop in the
model is meant to reflect this kind of influence. Our point here is that for the most
part organization change is initiated by forces from the organization’s external en-
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Figure 2
A Model of Organizational Performance and Change:
The TRANSFORMATIONAL Factors
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vironment (e.g., changes in the competitive environment, government regula-
tions, technological breakthroughs). Not everyone would agree with our premise.
Torbert (1989), for example, argues that organizational transformation emanates
from transformational leaders, not from the environment. We would agree that
strong leaders make a difference, especially in the early stages of their tenure.
These leaders are responding, nevertheless, to forces in their organization’s envi-
ronment, we contend. This leader responsiveness does not mean passivity. Astute
leaders are people who scan their organization’s external environment, choose the
forces they wish to deal with, and take action accordingly. This leadership process
is neither passive nor in isolation, as Torbert’s contention might imply.

Figure 3 contains the transactional variables—the lower half of the model.
These variables are very similar to those originally isolated earlier by Litwin and,
in part (structural effects on climate), later by Michela et al. (1988). By transac-
tional we mean that the primary way of alteration is via relatively short-term re-
ciprocity among people and groups. In other words, “You do this for me and I'll
do that for you.”

This transformational-transactional way of thinking about organizations that
we are using for the model, as noted earlier, comes from theory about leadership.
The distinction has been characterized as differences between a leader and a man-
ager. Burke (1986) combined both the theorizing of Zaleznik (1977) and Burns
(1978)—that is, transformational (Burns)-leader (Zaleznik) and transactional
(Burns)-manager (Zaleznik)—to clarify further these distinctions and to hypothe-
size how each type, leader or manager, could empower others effectively. With re-
spect to the model, and in keeping with the leader (transformational)-manager
(transactional) distinctions, transformational change is therefore associated more
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Figure 3
A Model of Organizational Performance and Change:
The TRANSACTIONAL Factors
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with leadership, whereas transactional change is more within the purview of man-
agement.

With this broad distinction of transformational-transactional in mind, we now
proceed with a more specific explanation of the model. And, at the risk of erring
on the side of brevity, the next section defines each category or box in the model.
With each box definition we have provided at least one reference from the litera-
ture that helps to clarify further what we mean.

External environment is any outside condition or situation that influences the
performance of the organization (e.g., marketplaces, world financial conditions,
political/governmental circumstances). For a broad view of the changing nature
of our world economy, see Drucker (1986). For a more specific perspective on
how the external environment affects the organization, see Pfeffer and Salancik
(1978).

Mission and strategy is what the organization’s (a) top management believes is
and has declared is the organization’s mission and strategy and (b) what employ-
ees believe is the central purpose of the organization. Apparently, the mere fact of
having a written mission statement is important to organizational effectiveness
(Pearce & David, 1987). Strategy is how the organization intends to achieve that
purpose over an extended time scale. We prefer Porter’s (1985) more recent way
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of conceptualizing strategy (as opposed to, say, the Boston Consulting Group’s
way) because he links it directly to environment (industry structure), organiza-
tional structure, and corporate culture.

Leadership is executives providing overall organizational direction and serving
as behavioral role models for all employees. When assessing this category we
would include followers’ perceptions of executive practices and values. As our
model shows, we make a distinction between leadership and management. This
difference follows the thinking of Bennis and Nanus (1985), Burke (1986), Burns
(1978), and Zaleznik (1977).

Culture is “the way we do things around here.” This clear, simple definition
comes from Deal and Kennedy (1982). To be a bit more comprehensive in our
definition, we should add that culture is the collection of overt and covert rules,
values, and principles that are enduring and guide organizational behavior. Un-
derstanding an organization’s history, especially the values and customs of the
founder(s), is key to explaining culture (Schein, 1983). Also, as stated earlier, cul-
ture provides a “meaning system” for organizational members.

Structure is the arrangement of functions and people into specific areas and
levels of responsibility, decision-making authority, communication, and relation-
ships to assure effective implementation of the organization’s mission and strat-
egy. Perhaps the classic articles on structure and no doubt some of the ones cited
most often are by Duncan (1979) and Galbraith (1974). For perspectives about or-
ganizational structure and the future, see Jelinek, Litterer, and Miles (1986) and
Peters (1988).

Management practices are what managers do in the normal course of events to
use the human and material resources at their disposal to carry out the organiza-
tion’s strategy. By practices we mean a particular cluster of specific behaviors. An
example of a behavioral management practice is “encouraging subordinates to
initiate innovative approaches to tasks and projects.” As a practice, two managers
may “encourage subordinates” to the same extent, but how specifically each one
does it may differ. Thus, we are following the work of such people as Boyatzis
(1982), Burke and Coruzzi (1987), and Luthans (1988).

Systems are standardized policies and mechanisms that facilitate work, primar-
ily manifested in the organization’s reward systems, management information
systems (MIS), and in such control systems as performance appraisal, goal and
budget development, and human resource allocation. This category of the model
covers a lot of ground. Some references that help to explain what we mean by the
subcategories include Lawler (1981) on reward systems, Keen (1981) on MIS,
Flamholtz (1979) on control systems, and Schuler and Jackson (1987) with their
linkage of human resource management systems and practices to strategy.

Climate is the collective current impressions, expectations, and feelings that
members of local work units have that, in turn, affect their relations with their
boss, with one another, and with other units. For further clarification of what we
mean by climate, see James and Jones (1974), Litwin, Humphrey, and Wilson
(1978), and Michela et al. (1988).

Task requirements and individual skills/abilities are the required behavior for
task effectiveness, including specific skills and knowledge required of people to
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accomplish the work for which they have been assigned and for which they feel
directly responsible. Essentially, this box concerns what is often referred to as
job-person match. This domain of the model represents mainstream industrial/or-
ganizational psychology. Almost any good textbook, such as Maier and Verser
(1982), will provide thorough coverage of this category of the model. On the job
side, see Campion and Thayer (1987) for an up-to-date analysis of job design, and
for the person side, at the general manager level, Herbert and Deresky (1987) pro-
vide a useful perspective on matching a person’s talents with business strategy.

Individual needs and values are the specific psychological factors that provide
desire and worth for individual actions or thoughts. Many behavioral scientists
believe that enriched jobs enhance motivation and there is evidence to support
this belief, yet as Hackman and Oldham (1980) have appropriately noted, not ev-
eryone has a desire for his or her job to be enriched. For some members of the
workforce, their idea of enrichment concerns activities off the job, not on the job.
As the American workforce continues to become even more diverse, the ability to
understand differences among people regarding their needs and values with re-
spect to work and job satisfaction increases in importance. See, for example,
Kravetz (1988) regarding changes in the workforce and Plummer (1989) on our
changing values (i.e., more emphasis on self-actualization).

Motivation is aroused behavior tendencies to move toward goals, take needed
action, and persist until satisfaction is attained. This is the net resultant motiva-
tion: that is, the resultant net energy generated by the sum of achievement, power,
affection, discovery, and other important human motives. The article by Evans
(1986) is especially relevant because his model for understanding motivation in
the workplace is not only multifaceted but the facets are very similar to our
model.

Individual and organizational performance is the outcome or result as well as
the indicator of effort and achievement (e.g., productivity, customer satisfaction,
profit, and quality). At the organizational level the work of Cameron, Whetten,
and their colleagues is especially relevant to this box: see, for example, Cameron
(1980), Cameron and Whetten (1982), and Cameron and Whetton (1981), and at
the individual level the article by Latham, Cummings, and Mitchell (1981).

Climate Results From Transactions, Culture Change Requires
Transformation

In attempting to explain this model so far, we have encountered many ques-
tions, but perhaps most have focused on the distinction between climate and cul-
ture. An additional explanation is no doubt appropriate.

In our causal model, we argue that day-to-day climate will be a result of trans-
actions around such issues as

1. Sense of direction: effect of mission clarity or lack thereof.

2. Role and responsibility: effect of structure, reinforced by manager practice.

3. Standards and commitment: effect of manager practice, reinforced by cul-

ture.

4. Fairness of rewards: effect of systems, reinforced by manager practice.
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5. Focus on customer versus internal pressures, standards of excellence: effect

of culture, reinforced by other variables.

In contrast, the concept of organizational culture has to do with those underly-
ing values and meaning systems that are difficult to manage, to alter, to even be
aware of totally (Schein, 1985). We do not mean to use culture to describe another
way of understanding the short-term dynamics of the organization. Rather, it pro-
vides us with a theoretical framework for delving into that which is continuing
and more or less permanent. By more or less permanent, we mean that change can
be arranged or may come about through the application of uncontrolled outside
forces, but it will involve substantial upheaval in all transactional-level systems
and will take time.

When we describe culture as the underlying values and meaning systems of an
organization, we describe those forces that create the dimensions of climate, those
underlying ideas and images around which specific attitudes and behaviors clus-
ter. Thus, when we attempt to alter the organizational cluster, we change the cli-
mate framework (i.e., the gauge by which organizational members perceive their
work climate). You might even think of such a period as involving a destabilized
climate that would have quite distinctive properties of its own. The new organiza-
tion culture, as it becomes accepted, would create a modified, if not an entirely
new set of dimensions around which climate would be perceived, described, and
responded to. Take, for example, customer service. The culture change desired is
one of establishing a value that the customer comes first, to be served as quickly
and as pleasantly as possible with the highest degree of quality, and a norm that
behavior in a given work unit should be externally oriented first (i.e., focused on
customers or those who members of the work unit serve) and internally oriented
second (i.e., how members work together). The impact of this change in the cul-
ture—a significant shift of priority—on work unit climate might be to replace a
former dimension of teamwork with one of interunit (or customer) relations. Or,
at a minimum, this latter focus on unit relations might become an added dimen-
sion of climate.

Applying the Model

For major organizational change to occur, the top transformational boxes repre-
sent the primary and significant levers for that change. Examples from our experi-
ence include (a) an acquisition where the acquired organization’s culture, leader-
ship, and business strategy were dramatically different from the acquiring
organization, even though both organizations were in the same industry, requiring
yet a new merged organization to come about, (b) a federal agency where the mis-
sion had been modified, the structure and leadership changed significantly, yet the
culture remained in the 1960s—obviously a culture change effort—and (c) a
high-tech firm where leadership had recently changed and was perceived nega-
tively, the strategy was unclear, and internal politics had moved from minimal
(before) to predominant (after). The hue and cry in this latter high-tech organiza-
tion was something like, “We have no direction from our leaders and no culture to
guide our behavior in the meantime.” These examples represent transformational
change (i.e., the need for some fundamental shifts).
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For organizations where the problems are more of a fine tuning, improving pro-
cess, the second layer of the model serves as the point of concentration. Examples
include some changes in the organization’s structure, modification of the reward
system, management development (perhaps in the form of a program that concen-
trates on behavioral practices), or conducting a climate survey to obtain a current
measure of such variables as job satisfaction, job clarity, and degree of teamwork.

We have been involved recently with one organization where almost all of the
model was used to provide a framework for executives and managers to under-
stand the massive change they were attempting to manage. This organization,
British Airways, became a private corporation in February 1987, and changing
from a government agency to a market-driven, customer-focused business enter-
prise required quite a change indeed. All boxes in the model have been and still
are being affected. Data were gathered based on most of the boxes and summa-
rized in a feedback report for each executive and manager. This feedback, orga-
nized according to the model, helped executives and managers understand which
of the boxes within his or her organizational domain (or “patch,” as the British
call it) needed attention.

It is also useful to consider the model in a vertical manner. For example, in one
large manufacturing organization (Bernstein & Burke, 1989) we examined the
causal chain of culture-management practices-climate. Feedback to executives in
this corporation showed how and to what degree cultural variables influenced
management practices and, in turn, work unit climate (our dependent variable in
this case).

Some Preliminary Support for the Model’s Validity

Within the context of general system theory, all variables affect one another,
and the hologram notion, introduced earlier, is a useful way to visualize organiza-
tional reality. But with respect to organization change, our contention is that exter-
nal environment has the greatest impact and, internally, the transformational vari-
ables (mission/strategy, leadership, culture) have the greatest impact, and next the
transactional variables, etc. If we were able to conduct the statistical procedure of
path analysis on all variables (boxes) of the model, the beta Welghts for the down-
wardly directed arrows would be larger than the beta weights in the opposite di-
rection (e.g., the structure-to-climate direction would be larger than the climate-
to-structure one).

What follows are citations of research studies that provide support for our orga-
nization change argument. These citations are limited to one or two per “arrow”
and do not represent an exhaustive listing.

The Influence of External Environment

Because our model is based on open-systems theory, we believe in the causal
nature of environments. An excellent framework for understanding this causal re-
lationship is the one provided by Emery and Trist (1965). More specifically and
recently, Prescott (1986) has empirically demonstrated how environment influ-
ences strategy and, in turn, performance. Miles and Snow (1978) have provided
evidence to show that executive perceptions of their organization’s environment
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and their consequent decision making is directly and causally linked. With respect
to organizational culture, if we limit our definition of external environment to in-
dustry group, for example, then Gordon (1985), who studied utility companies
and financial institutions, has shown that corporate culture is directly influenced
by the industry category (external environment) of the firm.

The Transformational Variables

Chandler’s (1962) classic study clearly demonstrated the differential impact of
strategy or structure. More recently, Miles, Snow, Meyer, and Coleman (1978)
have shown how strategy affects structure. And, as noted earlier, company mis-
sion apparently influences strategic decisions, which in turn affect performance
(Pearce & David, 1987). When mission statements include corporate values and
philosophy, or at least imply certain values, they also reflect the organization’s
culture, as Wilkins (1989) has noted. The influence of culture on policy and sys-
tems, in this case the reward system, has been shown by Kerr and Slocum (1987)
and Bernstein and Burke (1989) have demonstrated the impact of culture on man-
agement practices. It also seems that culture makes a difference with respect to or-
ganizational performance: that is, some cultures are more efficient than others
(Wilkins & Ouchi, 1983).

It should be mentioned at this stage that we are quite aware of the fact that
models may only help us to understand reality; they do not necessarily depict it.
With respect to our three transformational boxes, they can be thought of more re-
alistically as being in the minds of organization leaders and as part of their behav-
ior, not in organizational categories. The thinking of Tregoe and Zimmerman
(1980) is helpful here. They define nine different categories of strategy, or what
they call strategic driving forces: product or services offered, market needs, tech-
nology, production capability, method of sale, method of distribution, natural re-
sources, size and growth, and profit-return on investment. They contend that any
given company has only one, singular strategic driving force. This idea, inciden-
tally, is similar to Galbraith’s (1983) “center of gravity” notion. The strategic
driving force is a manifestation of the company leader’s beliefs about how to suc-
ceed in a particular industry or line of business. Beliefs are part and parcel to cor-
porate culture, and the leadership category is where they (strategy and culture)
come together—in the minds of organization leaders and as part of their behavior.
When these executives believe differently about which strategy brings success,
the company is in trouble (see Burke, 1991, for a case example). Incidentally, in
this organizational case, there was a clear need for transformational change; that
is, in particular, change in leadership and in corporate culture. In the end, how-
ever, at best, there was only a transactional change limited largely to a modifica-
tion in the organization’s structure.

And, finally, for this transformational category, do leaders make a difference
organizationally? It is not difficult to find research to verify the hierarchical effect
on behavior (i.e., that bosses affect subordinates). One of the early studies that
showed how supervisors were directly affected by their bosses’ managerial style
was Fleishman’s (1953). But even through mediating variables, as our model re-
flects, do leaders have an impact on organizational performance? Surprisingly, lit-
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tle research has been conducted to address this question. And the studies that have
are not always consistent with one another. Salancik and Pfeffer (1977), for exam-
ple, showed that turnover of mayors had little effect on the city’s performance.
Two more recent studies do provide support, however. Weiner and Mahoney
(1981) found that leadership accounted for more variance in organizational per-
formance than other variables, and Smith, Carson, and Alexander (1984), in a
longitudinal study, showed empirically that leadership was associated with im-
proved organizational performance.

The Transactional Variables

These variables, structure, management practices, and systems, are more oper-
ational and are more incremental with respect to organization change. Although
our main variable to consider as the dependent one is climate, structure also has a
direct impact on task requirements and individual skills/abilities (job-person
match). Systems, especially rewards, also directly affect individual needs and val-
ues.

Joyce and Slocum (1984) have shown that both management practices and
structure influence climate, and an earlier study by Schneider and Snyder (1975)
also demonstrated that climate is affected by the same two variables and by the re-
ward system (i.e., pay and promotion policies). Schneider has also shown a direct
linkage between management practices and climate in a series of studies in the
service sector (Schneider, 1980; Schneider & Bowen, 1985).

With respect to the impact of structure on variables other than climate, the
work of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967, 1969), of course, has shown its influence on
management practices. The relationship between structure and systems has been
demonstrated in numerous ways, just one example being Ouchi’s (1977) study of
structure and organizational control. And the relationship between structure and
task requirements has also been demonstrated many times, perhaps the work by
Galbraith (1977, 1973) being one of the best illustrations.

Regarding the impact of systems, perhaps the most important subsystem of the
policy and procedures (systems) box is the organization’s reward system. The be-
lief that “people do what they are rewarded for doing” is practically a cliche.
Demonstrating this relationship of rewards and behavior in the workplace is not
as obvious and straightforward as one might presume, however. Witness the pay-
for-performance controversy for a case in point. There is evidence, nevertheless.

Research on gainsharing shows linkage among management practices, climate,
and motivation/performance. Gainsharing positively influences performance
(Bullock & Lawler, 1984). As Hammer (1988) has noted, however, the presence
of worker participation is close to being a necessary condition for success (in par-
ticular, Scanlon Plans). In other words, when management establishes a working
climate of participation coupled with pay for performance, positive results occur.
For more direct evidence that a participatory climate affects productivity, see
Rosenberg and Rosenstein (1980).

And for evidence that reward systems affect individual needs/values, and vice
versa, see Deutsch (1985). For a more specific example, see the research of Jor-
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dan (1986), a field study indicating that Deci’s (1975) contention that extrinsic re-
wards have a negative effect on intrinsic motivation is probably correct.

Another subsystem within the policy and procedures box and one that is inter-
twined with the reward system is the organization’s performance appraisal sys-
tem. For evidence that this subsystem affects management practices and climate
and, in turn, motivation and ultimately performance, see the work of Cummings
(1982) and Cummings and Schwab (1973).

Yet another major subsystem within the policy and procedure box is the organi-
zation’s management information system. Perhaps the latest and broadest re-
search in this area—the impact of information technology on worker behavior—
is the work of Zuboff (1988).

To summarize, these transactional dimensions are central to the model. They
affect and are affected by a greater variety of variables than most other dimen-
sions.

Motivation and Performance

With respect to the differential impact of individual needs and values on moti-
vation and job satisfaction, the work of Hackman and Oldham (1980) shows
some of the clearest evidence. Among other findings, their research indicates that
a majority of people probably have a need for growth and development on the job
and therefore would respond to and be more motivated by job enrichment, but not
everyone would be so motivated. Among other findings that certain psychologi-
cally based interventions affect productivity positively, Guzzo, Sette, and Katzell
(1985) more recently have provided evidence that work redesign (i.e., job enrich-
ment) does as well.

Compared with other boxes in the model, finding evidence to support our con-
tention that congruence between persons’ skills/abilities and job requirements
leads to enhanced motivation and, in turn, higher performance is very easy. For a
summary of this area of research, see M. J. Burke and Pearlman (1988) and for an
example of impressive evidence, see Hunter and Schmidt (1982).

Summary

Table 1 provides a summary of the studies that we have cited as preliminary
support for the model’s validity, particularly in terms of arrows that are in the
downward direction.

A summary word of qualification: The studies we have chosen to demonstrate
support for our ideas about organizational performance and change are highly se-
lective. There are no doubt numerous other studies that both support and perhaps
question our arguments. The fact that evidence does exist, however, is the point
we wish to make.

The evidence that we have cited comes from disparate sources and, with re-
spect to the model, is piecemeal. Ideally, a proper test of the model would be a
study that simultaneously examines the impact of all boxes across a variety of or-
ganizations. The closest we have come so far is to examine organizational mem-
bers’ perceptions and beliefs: how managers’ beliefs about mission and strategy,
for example, relate to (if not predict) their perceptions and their subordinates’ per-
ceptions of work unit climate. To cite an actual example, at British Airways one
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Table 1
Summary of Studies in Support of Model’s Validity
Dimensions of Model Studies
External Environment — Mission & Strategy Prescott (1978)
— Leadership Miles & Snow (1978)
— Culture Gordon (1985)

Mission and Strategy

— Structure
— Leadership/Culture

Chandler (1962); Miles et al. (1978)
Tregoe & Zimmerman (1980)

Leadership —— Management Practices Fleishman (1953)
— Performance Weiner & Mahoney (1981);
Smith et al. (1984)
Culture — Reward System Kerr & Slocum (1987)
— Management Practices Bernstein & Burke (1989)
—— Performance Wilkins & Ouchi (1983)
Structure —— Climate Joyce & Slocum (1984);

— Management Practices
— Systems
— Task Requirements

Schneider & Snyder (1975)
Lawrence & Lorsch (1967)
Ouchi (1977)

Galbraith (1977; 1973)

Management Practices

— Climate

Schneider (1980); Schneider
& Bowen (1985)

Systems — Climate Bullock & Lawler (1984);
Management Practices Cummings (1982)
Cummings & Schwab (1973);
Hammer (1988); Zuboff (1988)
— Individual Needs and Values| Deutsch (1985); Jordan (1986)
Climate —— Motivation-Performance Rosenberg & Rosenstein (1980)

Task-Person

— Motivation-Performance

M.J. Burke & Pearlman (1988);
Hunter & Schmidt (1982)

Individual Needs

Hackman & Oldham (1980);

and Values

Guzzo et al. (1988)

of the performance indices used was perceived team effectiveness. Data were also
collected from BA managers regarding their beliefs and perceptions about (a)
team manager practices (e.g., degree of empowering behavior toward subordi-
nates), (b) the usefulness of BA’s structure toward subordinates, (c) the clarity of
BA’s strategy, (d) the extent to which BA’s culture supports change, and (e) the
team’s climate (e.g., goal and role clarity). These data categorized according to
just these five boxes from the model accounted for 54% of the variance in ratings
of team effectiveness for this organization, British Airways (Bernstein, 1987). We
are not implying that the model always explains this degree of variance. We are il-
lustrating how the model can be used methodologically for particular client orga-
nizations.
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Figure 4 shows these relationships diagrammatically from the model as they
were applied to the client organization, in this case, BA.

In another more recent, direct attempt to test the validity of the model in assess-
ing primarily (but not exclusively) the culture of a hospital, Fox (1990) showed
significant support for the causal relationships of certain dimensions (“boxes”).
Using the model as a causal predictor, her path analysis outcomes demonstrated
that leadership, culture, and management practices predicted significant variance
in employees’ perceptions of work unit climate and organizational performance.
The two transformational dimensions, leadership and culture, were clearly the
two strongest predictors.

Conclusions

By covering the choice of variables (boxes) that we have selected, we have
made an attempt with this article to describe and define an organizational model
that, at least at face value, makes good, common sense. Yet others have done this
kind of modeling work as well. It is our contention, however, that we have taken
an additional step by hypothesizing causality (arrows), particularly in the
weighted direction; that is, top-down, the transformational then transactional fac-
tors. We have searched and have found, from the literature and from our own
work, at least in part, empirical support for this hypothesized causality. We are as
a consequence encouraged, and we intend to search further and conduct more re-

Figure 4
Beliefs Associated with Team Members’ Perceptions of Effectiveness
Bellefs About Bellefs About Bellefs About
the Manager BA as a Whole the Team
(Leadership) (Strategy, Culture, (Climate)
Structure)

BA has a useful
STRUCTURE

TEAM MEMBERS
FEEL EFFECTIVE
Team manager
empowers team
| understand the
BA STRATEGY
Team manager Team has high
stimuiates team STANDARDS
BA CULTURE
supports change
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search. For a recent and further application of the model in a corporate setting, see
Burke and Jackson (1991).

We do not always obtain evidence that supports precisely the causal chain de-
picted in the model, however. We have found from our experience, for example,
that on occasion perceptions regarding strategy or structure explain more variance
in ratings of climate or some index of performance than do management prac-
tices, usually a heavy indicator. These occasions are when the organization is in
the midst of a change in strategy, a change in structure, or both. It may also be that
national differences would affect the causal chain in ways that are not quite the
same as the model predicts. In the UK, for example, beliefs about “the team” and
what constitutes satisfaction may not be the same as American beliefs. When
given the opportunity to complain or criticize, the British seem to attribute their
feelings of dissatisfaction more toward distant factors—the culture, the struc-
ture—than to factors close to home—one’s teammates. Americans, on the other
hand, are just as likely to criticize their teammates as they are to complain about
the inadequate organizational structure.

Finding exceptions to the causal implications of the model does not detract
necessarily from its usefulness. As a guide for what to look for and as a predictor
for what and how to manage large-scale organizational change, we have found the
model invaluable. Like any other model, however, we must not allow it to deter-
mine exclusively what we diagnose or how we handle organization change. We
cannot afford to allow our model to become ideology, as Morgan (1986) has
warned, and that our “way of seeing is a way of not seeing.” (Morgan, 1986: 73)

A final note: It is interesting to point out that executives and managers more
typically concern themselves with the left side of the model—mission and strat-
egy, structure, task requirements and individual skills/abilities, and performance
(i.e., when one wants to change an organization, these are the critical dimensions).
Behavioral scientists, on the other hand, are more likely to be concerned with the
right side and middle—leadership, culture, systems (especially rewards), man-
agement practices, climate, individual needs and values, motivation, and perfor-
mance. We are criticized by the former group as only dealing with the “soft” stuff.
We, of course, should be concerned with both, and with a more effective integra-
tion of purpose and practice.

References

Atkinson, J. W. (Ed.) 1958. Motives in fantasy, action, and society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand.
Bass, B. M. 1985. Leadership and performance beyond expectations. New York: The Free Press.
Bennis, W. G., & Nanus, B. 1985. Leaders: Strategies for taking charge. New York: Harper & Row.
Bernstein, W. M. 1987. Unpublished manuscript.

Bernstein, W. M., & Burke, W. W. 1989. Modeling organizational meaning systems. In R. W.
Woodman & W. A. Pasmore (Eds.), Research in organizational change and development, 3: 117-
159. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Boyatzis, R. 1982. The competent manager. New York: Wiley & Sons.

Bullock, R. J., & Lawler, E. E. III 1984. Gainsharing: A few questions and fewer answers. Human
Resource Management, 23: 23-40.

Burke, M. J., & Pearlman, K. 1988. Recruiting, selecting, and matching people with jobs. In J. P.
Campbell, R. J. Campbell & Associates (Eds.), Productivity in organizations: 97-142. San Fran-
cisco: Jossey-Bass.

Burke, W. W. 1986. Leadership as empowering others. In S. Srivastva & Associates (Eds.), Execu-

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 1992

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 19, 2008


http://jom.sagepub.com

542 W. WARNER BURKE AND GEORGE H. LITWIN

tive power: How executives influence people and organizations: 51-77. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

Burke, W. W. 1991. Engineered materials. In A. M. Glassman & T. G. Cummings (Eds.), Cases in
organization development: 68-77. Plano, TX: Business Publications.

Burke, W. W. & Jackson, P. 1991. Making the SmithKline Beecham merger work. Human Resource
Management, 30: 69-87. .

Burke, W. W., & Coruzzi, C. A. 1987. Competence in managing lateral relations. In J. W. Pfeiffer
(Ed.), The 1987 antwal: Developing human resources: 151-156. San Diego: University Associ-
ates.

Burns, J. M. 1978. Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.

Burns, T., & Stalker, G. 1961. The management of innovation. London: Tavistock.

Cameron, K. S. 1980. Critical questions in assessing organizational effectiveness. Organizational
Dynamics, 9(2): 66-80.

Cameron, K. S., & Whetten, D. A. (Eds.) 1982. Organizational effectiveness: A comparison of mul-
tiple models. New York: Academic Press.

Cameron, K. S., & Whetten, D. A. 1981. Perceptions of organizational effectiveness over organiza-
tional life cycles. Administrative Science Quarterly, 26: 525-544.

Campion, M. A., & Thayer, P. W. 1987. Job design: Approaches, outcomes, and trade-offs. Organi-
zational Dynamics, 15 (3): 66-79.

Chandler, A. A. 1962. Strategy and structure: Chapters in the history of the American industrial en-
terprise. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Cummings, L. L. 1982. Improving human resource effectiveness. Berea, OH: ASPA Foundation.

Cummings, L. L., & Schwab, D. P. 1973. Performance in organizations: Determinants and ap-
praisal. Glenview, IL: Scott, Foresman.

Deal, T. E., & Kennedy, A. A. 1982. Corporate cultures: The rites and rituals of corporate life.
Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Deci, E. L. 1975. Intrinsic motivation. New York: Plenum Press.

Deutsch, M. 1985. Distributive justice: A social psychological perspective. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Drucker, P. F. 1986. The frontiers of management. New York: E. P. Dutton/Truman Talley Books.

Duncan, R. 1979. What is the right organization structure? Organizational Dynamics, 7 (3): 59-80.

Emery, F. E., & Trist, E. L. 1965. The causal texture of organizational environments. Human Rela-
tions, 18: 21-32.

Evans, M. G. 1986. Organizational behavior: The central role of motivation, Journal of Manage-
ment, 12: 203-222.

Flamholtz, E. 1979. Organizational control systems as a managerial tool. California Management
Review, 22 (2): 50- 59.

Fleishman, E. A. 1953. Leadership climate, human relations training, and supervisory behavior.
Personnel Psychology, 6: 205-222.

Fox, M. M. 1990. The role of individual perceptions of organization culture in predicting percep-
tions of work unit climate and organizational performance. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Columbia University, New York City.

Galbraith, J. R. 1973. Designing complex organizations. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Galbraith, J. R. 1974. Organization design: An information processing view. Interfaces, 4 (3): 28-
36.

Galbraith, J. R. 1977. Organization design. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Galbraith, J. R. 1983. Strategy and organization planning. Human Resource Management, 22: 63-
77.

Gleick, J. 1987. Chaos: Making a new science. New York: Viking.

Goodstein, L. D., & Burke, W. W. 1991. Creating successful organizational change. Organizational
Dynamics, 19(4): 5-17.

Gordon, G. G. 1991. Industry determinants of organizational culture. Academy of Management Re-
view, 16: 396-415.

Gordon, G. G. 1985. The relationship of corporate culture to industry sector and corporate perfor-

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 1992

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 19, 2008


http://jom.sagepub.com

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE AND CHANGE 543

mance. In R. H. Kilmann, M. J. Saxton, R. Serpa, & Associates (Eds.), Gaining control of the
corporate culture: 103-125. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Guzzo, R. A, Jette, R. D., & Katzell, R. A. 1985. The effects of psychologically based intervention
programs on worker productivity. Personnel Psychology, 38: 275-291.

Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. 1980. Work redesign. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Hammer, T. H. 1988. New developments in profit sharing, gainsharing, and employee ownership. In
J. P. Campbell, R. J. Campbell & Associates (Eds.), Productivity in organizations: 328-366. San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Herbert, T. T., & Deresky, H. 1987. Should general managers match their business strategies? Orga-
nizational Dynamics, 15 (3): 40-51.

Hunter, J. E., & Schmidt, F. L. 1982. Fitting people to jobs: Implications of personnel selection on
national productivity. In E. A. Fleishman & M. D. Dunnette (Eds.), Human performance and pro-
ductivity: Human capability assessment, 1: 233-284. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

James, L. R., & Jones, A. P. 1981. Organizational climate: A review of theory and research. Psycho-
logical Bulletin, 81: 1096-1112.

Jelinek, M., Litterer, J. A., & Miles, R. E. 1986. The future of organization design. In M. Jelinek, J.
A. Litterer, & R. E. Miles (Eds.), Organizations by design: Theory and practice (2nd ed.): 527-
543. Plano, TX: Business Publications.

Jordan, P. C. 1986. Effects of an extrinsic reward on intrinsic motivation: A field experiment.
Academy of Management Journal, 29: 405-412.

Joyce, W. E,, & Slocum, J. W. 1984. Collective climate: Agreement as a basis for defining aggregate
climates in organizations. Academy of Management Journal, 27: 721-742.

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. 1978. The social psychology of organizations (2nd ed.). New York: Wiley.

Keen, P. G. W. 1981. Information systems and organisational change. Communications of the ACM,
24 (1): 24-33.

Kerr, J., & Slocum, J. W. 1987. Managing corporate culture through reward systems. Academy of
Management Executive, 1: 99-108.

Kravetz, D. J. 1988. The human resource revolution. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Latham, G. P., Cummings, L. L., & Mitchell, T. R. 1981. Behavioral strategies to improve produc-
tivity. Organizational Dynamics, 9(3): 4-23.

Lawler, E. E. 1981. Pay and organization development. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. 1967. Organization and environment: Managing differentiation
and integration. Boston, MA: Division of Research, Harvard Business School.

Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. 1969. Developing organizations: Diagnosis and action. Reading,
MA: Addison-Wesley.

Litwin, G. H., Humphrey, J. W., & Wilson, T. B. 1978. Organizational climate: A proven tool for
improving performance. In W. W. Burke (Ed.), The cutting edge: Current theory and practice in
organization development: 187-205. La Jolla, CA: University Associates.

Litwin, G. H., & Stringer, R. A. 1968. Motivation and organizational climate. Boston, MA: Harvard
Business School Press.

Luthans, F. 1988. Successful vs. effective real managers. Academy of Management Executive, 2:
127-132.

McClelland, D. C. 1961. The achieving society. Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand.

McClelland, D. C. 1975. Power: The inner experience. New York: Irvington.

Maier, N. R. F, & Verser, G. C. 1982. Psychology in industrial organizations (Sth ed.). Boston, MA:
Houghton Mifflin.

Michela, J. L., Boni, S. M., Schechter, C. B., Manderlink, G., Bernstein, W. M., O’Malley, M., &
Burke, W. W. 1988. A hierarchically nested model for estimation of influences on organizational
climate: Rationale, methods, and demonstration. Working Paper, Teachers College, Columbia
University.

Miles, R. E., & Snow, C. C. 1978. Organizational strategy, structure, and process. New York: Mc-
Graw-Hill.

Miles, R. E., Snow, C. C., Meyer, A. D., & Coleman, H. J. 1978. Organizational strategy, structure,
and process. Academy of Management Review, 3: 546-562.

Morgan, G. 1986. Images of organizations. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 1992

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 19, 2008


http://jom.sagepub.com

544 W. WARNER BURKE AND GEORGE H. LITWIN

Nadler, D. A., & Tushman, M. L. 1977. A diagnostic model for organization behavior. In J. R.
Hackman, E. E. Lawler, & L. W. Porter (Eds.), Perspectives on behavior in organizations: 85-
100. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Ouchi, W. G. 1977. The relationship between organizational structure and organizational control.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 22: 95-113.

Pascale, R., & Athos, A. 1981. The art of Japanese management. New York: Warner Books.

Pearce, J. A., & David, F. 1987. Corporate mission statements: The bottom line. Academy of Man-
agement Executive, 1: 109-116.

Peters, T. 1988. Restoring American competitiveness: Looking for new models of organizations.
Academy of Management Executive, 2: 103-1009.

Peters, T. J., & Waterman, R. H., Ir. 1982. In search of excellence: Lessons from America’s best-run
corporations. New York: Harper & Row.

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. 1978. The external control of organizations: A resource dependent per-
spective. New York: Harper & Row.

Plummer, J. T. 1989. Changing values: The new emphasis on self-actualization. The Futurist, 23
(1): 8-13.

Porras, J., & Robertson, P. J. 1987. Organization development theory: A typology and evaluation. In
R. W. Woodman & W. A. Pasmore (Eds.), Research in organization development, 1: 1-57. Green-
wich, CT: JAL

Porter, M. E. 1985. Competitive strategy: Techniques for analyzing industries and competitors. New
York: Free Press.

Prescott, J. E. 1986. Environments as moderators of the relationship between strategy and perfor-
mance. Academy of Management Journal, 29: 329-346.

Rosenberg, R. D., & Rosenstein, E. 1980. Participation and productivity: An empirical study. Indus-
trial and Labor Relations Review, 33: 355-367.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. 1977. An examination of need satisfaction models of job attitudes. Ad-
ministrative Science Quarterly, 22: 427-456.

Schein, E. H. 1983. The role of the founder in creating organizational cultures. Organizational Dy-
namics, 12 (1): 13-28.

Schein, E. H. 1985. Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Schneider, B. 1980. The service organization: Climate is crucial. Organizational Dynamics, 9 (2):
52-65.

Schneider, B. 1985. Organizational behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 36: 573-611.

Schneider, B., & Bowen, D. E. 1985. Employee and customer perceptions of service in banks:
Replication and extension. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70: 423-433.

Schneider, B., & Snyder, R. A. 1975. Some relationships between job satisfaction and organiza-
tional climate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60: 318-328.

Schuler, R. S., & Jackson, S. E. 1987. Linking competitive strategies with human resource manage-
ment practices. Academy of Management Executive, 1: 207-219.

Smith, J. E., Carson, K. P,, & Alexander, R. A. 1984. Leadership: It can make a difference. Academy
of Management Journal, 27: 765-776.

Tagiuri, R., and Litwin, G. H. (Eds.) 1968. Organizational climate: Explorations of a concept. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Tichy, N. M., & Devanna, M. A. 1986. The transformational leader. New York: Wiley.

Torbert, W. R. 1989. Leading organizational transformation. In R. W. Woodman & W. A. Pasmore
(Eds.), Research in organization change and development, 3: 83-116. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Tregoe, B. B., & Zimmerman, J. W. 1980. Top management strategy: What it is and how to make it
work. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Weiner, N., & Mahoney, T. A. 1981. A model of corporate performance as a function of environ-
mental, organizational, and leadership influences. Academy of Management Journal, 24: 453-
470.

Weisbord, M. R. 1976. Organizational diagnosis: Six places to look for trouble with or without a
theory. Group and Organization Studies, 1: 430-447.

Wilkens, A. L. 1989. Developing corporate character: How to successfully change an organization
without destroying it. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 1992

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 19, 2008


http://jom.sagepub.com

ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE AND CHANGE 545

Wilkens, A. L., & Ouchi, W. G. 1983. Efficient cultures: Exploring the relationship between culture
and organizational performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 28: 468-481.

Woodman, R. W. 1989. Organizational change and development: New areas for inquiry and action.
Journal of Management, 15: 205-228.

Zaleznik, A. 1977. Managers and leaders: Are they different? Harvard Business Review, 55 (3): 67-
78.

Zuboff, S. 1988. In the age of the smart machine: The future of work and power. New York: Basic
Books.

JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT, VOL. 18, NO. 3, 1992

Downloaded from http://jom.sagepub.com at MCGILL UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES on November 19, 2008


http://jom.sagepub.com



