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How organizational effectiveness has been constructed and evolved over 4 decades, examined against a ground of how an organization’s self-conception is reflected in its unique construct.

The idea is to use organizational effectiveness as the probe into the effects (i.e., nature and characteristics) of the organization; the message that reveals the medium, corresponding to the guided narrative that reveals role*.

Campbell (1977): Determinants of Organizational Effectiveness

· What makes organizations effective is directly related to decision-making criteria and processes; calls for all to make explicit their “theories of effectiveness”

· Goal-centred vs. natural systems perspectives of effectiveness. 

· In the “real world” proponents of each see these as mutually exclusive

· Underlying objective was to determine a parsimonious set of effectiveness determinants to be used for organizational design.

· Campbell found 30 in the literature, but warned against assumptions of objectivity, even among “hard,” statistically-obtained artefacts; determining effectiveness criteria is a political process

Pennings & Goodman (1977): Framework for Organizational Effectiveness

· Organization comprised of constituencies; effectiveness is a matter of coordination of these subunits (hence degrees of interdependency are important. 

· Dominant coalitions of constituencies set the agenda (and there’s a good, hegemonic reason for this – they’re the “rational” ones)

· Organizations exist in an environment of external constituencies with whom they have exchange relationships. The organization plus its external constituencies comprise the “organizational set.”

Sundstrom, De Meuse & Futtrell (1990): Ecological perspective

· Based on organizational context, boundaries and team development. Meta-study, 20 years of 16 journals

· Context: culture (collective values & norms), task design & technology, clarity of mission, timely performance feedback, rewards & recognition tied to team performance, 

· Essentially STSD, with some attention paid to boundary permeability, interdependency, and integration, plus appropriate training for team dynamics, problem-solving, etc.

· Principles of STSD (Cherns): Design compatible with objectives; minimal critical specification; variances controlled close to source; organism, not mechanism; boundary location & management; information location & flow close to the action; congruence between espoused theory & theory-in-use in mgmt systems; humanistic job design; design is always incomplete (evolving).

· Effectiveness is a matter of (quantifiable) performance, plus making sure the other stuff is covered.

· Boring, save for the demonstration of the dominance of the prevailing ground of management thinking on the construct. I.e., dominant conventional thinking limits what conventionally constructed organizational effectiveness can achieve.

Kaplan & Norton (1992-1996): Balanced scorecard

· Customer, internal, innovation & learning, financial perspectives, reported on via regular management reporting mechanisms

· Mission and values are translated into strategy, that is then translated into specific, quantifiable task objectives in each category, with targets. Nominally, this translates strategy into a management tool, with an exclusive focus on operational objectives.

· Critiques: When used as a basis for compensation, managers will manage to the numbers (focus on measurement, not management); focus on the scorecard limits vision to what is known (blind to new opportunities or new insights); requires a linear, causal model of the business that happens to be correct; not effective if there is not already a culture of causal links between financial and non-financial measures (as in a bank); the model is predicated on what currently exists and tends to ossify that model, hence it is not responsive to changes, especially in the external environment

Quinn & Rohrbaugh (1983, 1988): Competing Values Model

· Based on Campbell’s initial criteria, created three axes of competing values that reflect the paradoxes of real-world management: focus (internal-external), structure (control-flexibility), outcomes (means-ends)

· The focus and structure quadrants represent four models of management style:

· Rational Goals (short t/f; high certainty; clear goals & well-defined processes)

· Open Systems (short t/f; low certainty; creativity, risk, exploration, growth)

· Human Relations (long t/f; low certainty; high process focus; mutual interdependence, strong people affiliations)

· Internal Process (long t/f; high certainty; high objectivity & empiricism; perceived need for predictability, stability and security)

· …each with characteristic means and ends. An effective organization is one that is relatively balanced in all four quadrants.

· Particularly effective in revealing the value choices

· Lewis & Minton use the model to characterize management thinkers from the 20th c, essentially linking prevailing management style to the dominant/influential thinker of the time. (Their purpose, however, was again to try to derive an empirical model for organizational design. Conclusion: more empirical research is needed.) To me, this is a useful probe into organizational [image: image1.jpg]HUMAN RESOURCES MODEL OPEN SYSTEMS MODEL
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culture.

Schein (1990): Organizational Culture

· Manifests in artefacts, values, underlying assumptions (that begin as values that have withstood the test of time)

· “Culture [sic] can now be defined as (a) a pattern of basic assumptions, (b) invented, discovered, or developed by a given group, (c) as it learns to cope with its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, (d) that has worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore (e) is to be taught to new members as the (f) correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” (Schein, 1990, p. 111).

· Non-explicit, emergent, actively constructed, based on reactive, reflexive (not necessarily aware) behaviour. 

· Responsive to problems, hence may be contextualized by expediency, not thoughtfulness. 

· Necessarily constructed according to the learned values of the dominant group, without an inherent mechanism for critical perspective, nor systemic learning from displaced (in time or space) “unintended consequences.” [Note how this is not Senge’s meaning of “organizational learning”; rather it is his critique!] This expedient learning is itself the basis of (societally-imposed) learned linear causal models (see Falconer, 2005). 

Contention

· Organizational effectiveness as a construct is a probe into the culture, and hence into the underlying values. It is thus a good instrument to understand the nature and characteristics of an organization as an entity within its environmental context, aside from operational considerations. [message, medium, vs. content] Further, when constructed in this fashion, the requirement to impose a(n often deterministic) model is minimized, so that patterns and relationships are highlighted. (Why is this needed, and why now? Read on!)

Argyris & Schön (1974, 1978): Theories of Action: Espoused theory vs. theory-in-use

· Single-loop vs. Double-loop organizational learning can be used to bridge the gap so that organizations are consistent and coherent.

· Theory-in-use represents the actions taken to accomplish nominal goals; the way people actually behave in real-world situations, typically reactive “on reflex.” 

· Espoused theory represents the belief system that governs nominal responses to situations, that may or may not correspond to theory-in-use. E.g., An organization may espouse a theory concerning the importance of life-work balance, yet hold mandatory team get-togethers early in the morning, or evening or on weekends. Theory-in-use is the “walk”; espoused theory, the “talk.”

· Many organizations operate with “Model I” theory-in-use behaviours, described by Argyris & Schön as instrumentally focused on accomplishing goals, “winning,” rationality, and minimizing negative feelings. In contrast Model II behaviours maximize information, free and informed choice, and internal commitment to decisions; note the absence of instrumentality and group compliance and conformity. 

· While Model I behaviour supports corrective action (single-loop learning), Model II behaviour enables reflecting on the validity of the objectives (double-loop learning) through more open processes, safe exploration of ideas, and trust, reciprocity, power-sharing, cooperation, etc. Often individuals (and organizations) activate organizational defensive (Model I) behaviours to deal with the dissonance between espoused and in-use theories. E.g., compartmentalizing theory-in-use from espoused theory when there are inconsistencies; willing deception or ignore-ance of salient data that would expose incongruities; suppression of “bad news” through intimidation or other power/control mechanisms (including coercive control and punishment); changing espoused theory to correspond to theories-in-use and behaviours; introducing marginal changes to theories-in-use so that it is technically consistent with espoused theories.

· While many organizations attempt to “walk the talk,” the context within which the “talk” has meaning is rarely probed. In particular, there is often little done to anticipate consequences – i.e., effects – outside of the limited organizational set (as conceived by Pennings and Goodman). In a linear, causal conception of the organization’s environment, double-loop learning is likely adequate. But, (especially) today’s organizations do not exist in a linear, deterministically causal environment.

Castells (1996): Network enterprise

· Castells identifies two distinct analytical descriptions of organizations: “organizations for which the reproduction of their system of means becomes their main organizational goal; and organizations in which goals, and the change of goals, shape and endlessly reshape the structure of means” (p. 171). The first is bureaucracy; the second, enterprise. “I propose a definition of the network enterprise: that specific form of enterprise where system of means is constituted by the intersection of segments of autonomous systems of goals. Thus the components of the network are both autonomous and dependent vis-à-vis the network, and may be a part of other networks, and therefore of other systems of means aimed at other goals. The performance of a given network will then depend on two fundamental attributes of the network: its connectedness, that is its structural ability to facilitate noise-free communications between its components; its consistency, that is the extent to which there is sharing of interests between the network’s goals and the goals of its components” (p. 171; emphasis in original).
· While multinational enterprises are rooted by their national origins, Castells does not find empirical support of the emergence of so-called transnational corporations. Rather, he suggests that organizational form will evolve from multinational corporations to international networks.
Discussion and Synthesis

· Organizations when considered in the general case as network enterprises may be an entity of any size that exists in a complex environment, among like (and unalike) entities. They are changed from the thickly bounded “organizational set” of  Pennings & Goodman, and its relatively linear, transactional and deterministic modelling. Complexity mandates that to be effective (in the conventional sense) an organization must become aware of its effect-iveness, that is, both its direct and indirect effects on other entities within the environment.

· Consider society as an entire, organic entity (as Ludwig von Bertalanffy – General Systems Theory – instructs), as opposed to the mere sum of its parts. When considered from a ground of complexity, the reductionist view of society comprised of discrete components connected via causal (e.g., transactional) relationships, is inadequate to account for observed dynamics, aside from relatively simple or very local examples. 

· [Backup material] Characteristics of complex systems: Comprised of a large number of elements, any of which may be simple; Interactions comprise the exchange of information, the effects of which propagate throughout the system; Interactions are nonlinear with nonproportional effects, due to; Many direct and indirect feedback loops; They are open systems, exchanging information with their environment; They possess memory (a history) that is distributed throughout the system, and influences the behaviour of the system; The behaviour of the system is determined by the nature (effects) of the interactions, not by the content of the components, and hence is unpredictable based on the components – the resultant patterns of behaviour are called emergence, and argue against deterministic causality; They are adaptive, and can reorganize their internal structure based on information exchange, as opposed to the action of an external agent.

· Double-loop learning, when constituted within a contextual ground of an organizational set, is inadequate to enable thoughtful responses and adaptations to a volatile environment that may lie just outside of the organizational set. 

· From Theory of Integral Complex Organization (Murray, 2005): Members of an organization carry out their roles and responsibilities within a context that may be strictly defined in terms of fragmented tasks, and “thick boundaries” between organizational subunits. The effectiveness of an organization will be very different from one in which there is permeability among subunits, integration and interdependence of tasks and the overall organizational culture creates a commonality of purpose and worldview among the members. 

· If one (or a few) subunits have one worldview (e.g., functional, hierarchical, internal process model) and the rest have another (e.g., integrated, open systems) the inconsistency of the one subunit in the environmental context of the whole creates a chaotic disintegration among the behavioural interactions; the organization weakens, becomes dysfunctional, and ultimately breaks down.

· Now consider an organization (most organizations) with thick boundaries, and well-defined roles and responsibilities, delineating the organizational set. Not only must the talk align with the walk (as in double-loop learning); there needs to be a mechanism whereby the organization verifies that it’s walking in the right direction! That is, not only must there be detection of actions relative to objectives (and correction, if need be – single-loop learning), as well as ongoing validation of the objectives (and correction, if need be – double-loop learning). There must also be active anticipation of the effects of the espoused objectives relative to the complex environment in which the organization exists through mechanisms that include environmental perception and feedforward loops.

· Modify Quinn & Rohrbaugh to include Orientation axis (inner-outer). Modify Schein, and Argyris & Schön to provide a feedforward loop in the cultural learning process based on environmental perception (that necessarily comes from the reality of existing in a network (UCaPP) environment. Hence, an effect-ive theory of organizational effectiveness, but relative to its total environment. Recall Castells: “The performance of a given network will then depend on two fundamental attributes of the network [one of which is its consistency, that is the extent to which there is sharing of interests between the network’s goals and the goals of its components…”
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