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Abstract In the present study, the challenge to apply theory in the practice of organizational
change management is addressed in the context of a field setting. The research explains the
process of conducting an organizational diagnosis reflecting current practices of using theory-
based assessment models; demonstrates the benefits of collecting and analyzing quantitative and
qualitative data in organizational diagnosis; and discusses the results of the organizational
diagnostic process that highlight organizational problems encountered during change. Directions
for future research are discussed. Implications to readiness and resistance to change are offered.

The failure of organizations to carry out well-planned diagnoses based on
accurate data partially explains the high rates of failure of change efforts in
organizations (Harrison and Shirom, 1999). Practicing organizational
development professionals have suggested data collection and analyses are
best when guided by theoretically supported models fine-tuned through
experience. Using such models strengthens the diagnostic process by
promoting comprehensive assessments and by reducing the likelihood of
diagnostic bias (Armenakis et al., 1990). It is imperative to take steps to reduce
diagnostic bias before the organizational diagnostic process begins. Using a
tested model and instrument is one method of doing so.

Organizational researchers have begun to recognize the value of integrative
methods combining quantitative and qualitative data, suggesting that an
incomplete view would be obtained from relying on one method alone. Van
Maanen et al. (1982, p. 12) reported, `̀ in organizational research, well-established
qualitative practices are rather hard to find . . . and virtually any qualitative
method applied to the analysis of organizational matters is an innovation’’.
However, since the writings of Van Maanen et al. (1982), a more frequent trend
toward integration of both quantitative and qualitative data in research projects
has been observed. An examination of the literature provides ample examples of
combined use of quantitative and qualitative methods (e.g. Aguinis, 1993;
Campbell and Martinko, 1998; Gomes and Knowles, 1999; Zammuto and
Krakower, 1991).
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When combining methods in survey design, qualitative methods (open-
ended questions) are recommended for letting respondents determine their own
frame of reference for answers, and quantitative methods (closed-ended
questions) are recommended when quick tabulation is required (Weisberg et al.,
1989). Researchers have reported that processes in organizations are better
understood through investigation of qualitative comments because they have
storytelling values (Van Buskirk and McGrath, 1992) and filled with emotions
(Mossholder et al., 2000). Supporting qualitative methods, Schein (1985) argued
quantitative assessment conducted through surveys reflects preconceived
conceptual categories and not the respondent’s view. Qualitative data enhance
understanding of the organization by providing descriptive dialogue and
unique points of view that disclose underlying employee schema used in
making quantitative judgments. Therefore, an integration of quantitative and
qualitative methods captures a broader view of the organization.

The present study
Organizational change management is a continuing challenge for organizational
leaders, as they learn to apply improved techniques developed from theory. The
present study offers an example of applying theory in organizational change
management. The process of conducting an organizational diagnosis reflecting
current practices in using assessment models, specifically the Burke-Litwin
Model, is explained. The value of analyzing information through integration of
quantitative and qualitative data in the organizational diagnostic process is
demonstrated. The results of the organizational diagnosis that highlight
organizational problems encountered during change are discussed. The research
is diagnostic in nature and hypotheses are not set forth. This research details
guidelines for management to assess the well-being of the organization through
the eyes of employees, providing clues for determining readiness, overcoming
resistance, and moving toward institutionalization of change.

A diagnostic model: Burke-Litwin model
The Burke-Litwin Model of Individual and Organizational Performance (Burke
and Litwin, 1992) meets the three criteria offered by Levinson (1972) to judge a
diagnostic model. That is, the Burke-Litwin model is comprehensive, covering
important organizational functions including the external environment’s impact
on internal operations, specifies the data to be collected and analyzed, and
provides a foundation for researchers to understand and implement the process.
The Burke-Litwin model shown (Figure 1) is an open systems model of input,
throughput, and output with feedback loops. This model specifies a causal order of
the variables and recognizes the complexity of relationships in organizational
systems. Furthermore, it distinguishes between transformational and
transactional dynamics in organizational behavior and change. Transformational
variables generally refer to those that interact with environmental forces and in
the Burke-Litwin model, specifically, include external environment, leadership,
mission, and strategy. Transactional variables generally refer to variables affected
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Figure 1.
Burke-Litwin model
of individual and
organizational
performance (1992)
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by short-term, day-to-day, reciprocity among people or groups and in the Burke-
Litwin model, specifically, include management practices, structure, systems,
work unit climate, motivation, individual needs and values, task requirements,
individual skills and abilities, and individual and organizational performance.

The Burke-Litwin model is designed to serve as a guide to plan and manage
organizational change. Thus, it offers some uniformity in the field of
organizational development to gain agreement on how to define and measure
terms. The model helps to resolve problems faced in organizational diagnosis
by using familiar constructs to managers and researchers. Accompanying this
model is a quantitative, 90-item questionnaire. The model and the associated
questionnaire provide a basis for assessing an organization’s performance and,
if necessary, planning and implementing organizational changes intended to
improve performance.

In Fox’s (1990) work with an earlier version of the Burke-Litwin model
(Burke and Litwin, 1989), she suggested qualitative methods `̀might be more
suited to uncovering the reasons behind some of the survey responses in this
organization, to confirm the data and elaborate the meaning of it in order to
design more effective intervention strategies’’ (Fox, 1990, p. 117). Her
suggestion, well supported in the literature, was used in this research.

Method
Field research setting
The for-profit organization participating in this research had recently
experienced an array of organizational changes. After a period of rapid growth
through acquisitions, the company was experiencing an aftermath of cutbacks
owing to a restructuring involving a 30 percent reduction in personnel and a
$4.5 million salary expense reduction. A closely monitored expense
management system had been implemented. Sales had dipped 6 percent below
average sales for the same period the year before. Management hypothesized
that employees’ perceptions of the company were very negative at the time of
the research. The organization operates in the health care industry, an industry
known for its restructuring and reorganization phenomena (Wooten and
Decker, 1996), and management believed others in its industry were
experiencing similar changes.

Participants
All employees (n = 504) of this regional (ten states) physical rehabilitation
organization were given the opportunity to participate in the study. The
employees received the questionnaire with their bi-monthly paycheck or their
direct deposit pay stub. A letter explaining the purpose of the study was
attached to the survey. Additionally, a letter from the vice president of
operations accompanied the survey, encouraging employees to participate.
Participants were given five working days to respond. To encourage
participation, notice was given with the next pay distribution two weeks later
that it was not too late to participate in the survey. The surveys were collected
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by office managers and returned directly to the home of the researcher via
United Parcel Service. Complete confidentiality was assured.

In total, 193 employees returned the survey. Five had missing data leaving
188 usable surveys representing a 37 percent participation rate. Participants
were 75 percent female (30.6 years average age with 2.4 years average tenure in
the organization) and 25 percent male (27.9 years average age with 3.5 years
average tenure in the organization).

Approximately, 71 percent of participants gave qualitative remarks. Of
those giving qualitative data, 76 percent were female (31.5 years average age
with 2.1 years average tenure in the organization) and 24 percent were male
(27.3 years average age with 3.5 years average tenure in the organization).
There were no significant differences in age (t = 0.029; d.f. = 187; n.s.) or tenure
(t = 0.029; d.f. = 187; n.s.) of the individuals who gave quantitative responses
only and those who gave both quantitative and qualitative responses. There
were no differences in gender composition between the participants and all
employees (75 percent females, 25 percent males) of the organization.

Measures
Quantitative data. The survey instrument (Burke and Litwin, 1992) included
instructions for responding, nine demographic or organizational characteristics
items, and 90 items to be answered. These items assessed the following areas:
external environment (four items), mission and strategy (11 items), leadership
(seven items), culture (12 items), structure (four items), management practices
(13 items), systems (eight items), work group climate (eight items), task
requirement and individual skills (4 items), motivation (four items), individual
needs and values (5 items), and performance (ten items). Table I provides the
rank by mean, mean, standard deviation, alphas, and definitions for each of the
variables.

Coefficient alphas ranged from 0.71 to 0.94, with the exception of the external
environment scale. External environment showed a relatively low internal
consistency of 0.58. An analysis of the four items composing the external
environment scale showed dropping the first item in the scale increased the
reliability to 0.65. Subsequently, this item was dropped. However, inferences
based on the external environment measure should be viewed with caution.

Variables were assessed using five-point Likert scales, ranging from, `̀To a
very small extent the organization is . . .’’ (= 1) to `̀To a very great extent the
organization is . . .’’ (= 5). While exceptions to this wording were used to clarify
particular items, a five-point Likert scale was provided with `̀1’’ representing least
and `̀5’’ representing most. A sample item from the Leadership scale was, `̀Are the
senior managers of the organization perceived as strongly and unequivocally
supporting the mission and strategy.’’ The responses ranged from, `̀Substantial
doubts about leadership’s commitment’’ (= 1), to `̀ Leadership is perceived as
totally committed’’ (= 5). A `̀Don’t Know’’ choice was given for each question.

Qualitative data. Four open-ended questions were added to the Burke-Litwin
survey instrument to obtain qualitative comments concerning:
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Table I.
Variables, rank, mean,

standard deviations,
alphas and definitions

Variablea Rank M SD Alpha Definitiona

External
environment

1 4.00 0.87 0.65 The outside conditions or situations
that influence performance of the
organization (e.g. government
policy, competition, customers)

Management
practices

2 3.89 0.87 0.94 Behavior that managers exhibit in
the normal course of events on a
daily basis

Individual
needs and
values

3 3.74 0.79 0.71 What people believe to be
important, good vs. bad, and what
should guide daily behavior in the
organization

Mission and
strategy

4 3.71 0.79 0.88 The mission is the overall purpose
of the organization, what it wants
to achieve. The strategy is the
means by which the organization
intends to achieve the mission

Work group
climate

5 3.66 0.86 0.91 The collective impressions,
expectations and feelings that
members of work groups have that
affect their relationships with each
other

Task
requirements/
individual
skills

6 3.57 0.90 0.76 The specific skills and abilities that
people need to do their work and
how well these skills match the
requirements of their jobs

Performance 7 3.38 0.85 0.90 The outcomes, results, and
indicators of individual and
organizational achievement

Culture 8 3.37 0.74 0.88 The `̀way things are done around
here’’; this includes the values,
beliefs, and norms that drive
people’s actions

Structure 9 3.33 0.81 0.74 How the organization is designed
(levels, roles, responsibilities, etc.) to
achieve its mission

Leadership 10 3.28 1.10 0.93 The most senior level executives in
the organization

Motivation 11 3.13 1.07 0.90 People’s desire to achieve both their
own work goals and the goals of
the organization

Systems 12 2.97 0.89 0.86 The standardized policies,
procedures, rewards, and
information systems that facilitate
and reinforce people’s work

Source: a Burke and Litwin (1992). Used by permission
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(1) strengths of the company;

(2) areas needing improvements;

(3) issues of concern not covered in the survey; and

(4) any additional comments desiring to be expressed.

Data analyses
Quantitative data. Quantitative analysis in organizational diagnosis generally
requires determining an evaluative measure of variables so that comparisons
with some acceptable standard can be made (Armenakis et al., 1990).
Evaluative measures consisting of mean scores were calculated for the 12
variables as defined by the Burke-Litwin model and shown on Table I.

Researchers must be sensitive to the categories used to aggregate data. If the
level of aggregation is too high, it may be impossible to reliably detect
problems having an impact unique to one or more of the variables (Armenakis
et al., 1990). Therefore, the quantitative analysis in this study went beyond the
mean score for each variable as mentioned above to an analysis of each item.
Any single item with a mean response below a three on the five-point scale was
judged as a potential area of concern for management and is shown on Table II.
The scale was constructed such that a three on the five-point scale was
considered as middle ground of opinion, representing neither bad nor good,
whereas receiving a score below a three was considered as a sign of a weakness
within the organization. Management was most concerned about weaknesses;
therefore, focus was placed on the lowest scores.

Qualitative data. A projective content analysis (Potter and Levine-
Donnerstein, 1999) using norm-based standards of the coders was performed.
This technique is similar to an informal exploratory factor analysis (Lee et al.,
1999). Three independent coders were used. Their demographics (age, sex,
education, and experience) closely matched those of the respondents to
facilitate an increased sharing of interpretive schemes. The coders were
provided instructions with clearly defined categories and a logically consistent
coding system. The coding rules were very simple with short definitions and
examples provided for the sorting categories, requiring little training of the
coders. Coders were instructed to make every coding decision independently of
every other coding decision. Coders worked independently of each other, and
each coded all the comments. Then, coders met with each other to resolve
coding discrepancies and to reach consensus. The coding process for each
coder took approximately three hours; with a ten-minute break each hour to
avoid threats to reliability due to coder fatigue.

Each coder was provided an Excel file, a computer-based spreadsheet
program, containing the complete list of qualitative comments where
individual phrases or complete sentences were the unit of analysis. Following
the comments were blank columns with the headings, `̀ Communications,
Leadership, Patient Care, Pay/Benefits, Personnel, Training, and Other – Write
In.’’ These column headings were determined by a pilot sorting of all the
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comments by the researcher, using personal interpretations. First, the coders
categorized each comment as positive or negative. Second, the coders placed a
mark in the column that best represented their interpretation of the meaning of
the comment.

Results
Quantitative data
Mean scores used for ranking the 12 dimensions of the Burke-Litwin Model are
provided in Table I. Among the 12 organizational variables assessed, on
average, employees ranked external environment (M = 4.00) as first. This
ranking suggested that employees viewed conditions or situations outside of
the organization, such as world economy, competitive actions or political
agenda, as favorable to organizational success. Management practices (M =
3.89) and individual values (M = 3.74) variables ranked second and third,
respectively, behind external environment. In contrast, these employees ranked
Systems (M = 2.97) as last. This suggested that employees viewed the
standardized policies and procedures designed to facilitate work, such as
rewards, information systems or goals, as unfavorable to organizational

Table II.
Items ranked by lowest

mean scores (under 3)
in quantitative analysis

Variablea Item no.a M SD Itema

Systems 56 2.43 1.23 Does your organization have the
right rewards and benefits necessary
to attract and retain the very best
people for each job?

Systems 55 2.46 1.21 To what extent are people
adequately rewarded for their work
performance?

Systems 57 2.59 1.28 How informed do you feel about
issues affecting the organization as a
whole?

Leadership 19 2.88 1.48 To what extent do the senior
managers of the organization make
an effort to keep in personal touch
with staff at your level?

Mission and
strategy

14 2.90 1.37 How widely shared is the
organization’s strategy among
employees; i.e. how widely is it
communicated?

Culture 25 2.90 1.28 To what extent does your
organization’s culture value
employees?

Culture 34 2.92 1.30 To what extent is new knowledge
transferred throughout the
organization quickly and efficiently?

Source: a Burke and Litwin (1992). Used by permission
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success. Leadership (M = 3.28) and motivation (M = 3.13) variables ranked
tenth and eleventh, respectively.

The results of delving deeper into individual items receiving the very lowest
quantitative scores, specifically, receiving mean scores below the midpoint of
three, are reported in Table II. The seven items with means scores below three
fell within four categories, mission and strategy, leadership, culture and
systems. These results suggested that employees were uncertain as to the
strategy of the organization, they perceived a distance between employees and
management, they did not feel valued by the organization, and they did not feel
properly rewarded for their work.

The item-by-item analysis of all 90 items on the Burke-Litwin questionnaire
revealed specific areas of concern not disclosed by the aggregated means of the
12 variables shown on the Burke-Litwin model. Whereas, with the aggregated
mean scores, shown in Table I, only one variable, Systems (M = 2.97), scored
below the midpoint of three. However, with the item-by-item analysis of all 90
items, seven items scored below a three, shown on Table II, and were focused
upon as concerns for the organization.

Qualitative data
A tabulation of the coding process is reported in Table III. Five hundred and
eight (508) remarks received from 133 people were classified by the coders as
either positive (40 percent) or negative (60 percent) in seven categories.

The values in Table III provided a standard for comparing employees’
quantitative responses to employees’ qualitative responses, revealing
similarities and differences. Generally, the values in Table III revealed
qualitative support for the quantitatively derived mean scores. For example, in
Table III, 13.6 percent of the positive comments (in contrast to 9.8 percent of the
negative comments) expressed about personnel supported the score in Work
Group Climate (M = 3.66) in Table I. That is, quantitatively and qualitatively,
employees expressed relatively positive views of co-workers with more positive
remarks such as `̀ good, hardworking employees who will do what it takes to
get things done,’’ than negative remarks such as `̀ teamwork needs
improvement.’’ Generally, Table III also revealed qualitative support for the

Table III.
Qualitative comments
coding summary

Positive comments Negative comments
Category n (%) n (%)

Communications 10 1.97 57 11.22
Leadership 75 14.76 85 16.73
Pay/benefits 11 2.17 79 15.55
Patients 37 7.28 6 1.18
Personnel 69 13.58 50 9.84
Training 0 0 16 3.15
Other 3 0.59 10 1.97
Total 205 40.35 303 59.65
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quantitatively derived individual items marked as needing attention from
management exhibited in Table II. For example, the 15.6 percent of the
negative comments (in contrast to the 2.2 percent of the positive comments)
expressed about pay/benefits in Table II supported the need to review Systems
(M = 2.97) and, specifically, items 55 and 56, in Table II. More negative remarks
such as `̀ company needs a formal pay plan with annual merit increases’’ and
`̀ need to reimburse employees for continuing education’’ were given than
positive remarks such as `̀ company recognizes quality employees for
advancement.’’ These qualitative remarks provided a deeper understanding of
employee perceptions than a numerical mean score, and therefore, strengthened
the diagnostic process.

Hidden process variable
As Table III shows, over 10 percent of the negative qualitative remarks were
coded as `̀ communications’’ by the coders, in contrast to less than 2 percent of
the positive remarks. Overwhelmingly, negative remarks such as `̀ change is
rapid-paced, and unsettling, and information takes too long to be disseminated’’
and `̀ communication of changes of rules and regulations are confusing’’ cast a
shadow over the few positive remarks like `̀ there is good communications with
physicians, suppliers and patients.’’ This example, supported by other similar
remarks, revealed that not only did the qualitative remarks disclose a
communication problem, but went further to distinguish between internal and
external communications.

Based on this qualitative finding, an examination was performed of the
seven items from the quantitative Burke-Litwin model judged as potential
areas for concern exhibited in Table II. Upon closer investigation, it was
discovered that four of the seven items related to communication, although
they were classified as items under Mission and Strategy, Leadership, Culture,
and Systems variables as defined by Burke-Litwin. These four items, numbers
14, 19, 34, and 57 include the phrases `̀ communicated,’’ `̀ keep in personal touch,’’
`̀ new knowledge transferred,’’ and `̀ how informed do you feel.’’ A culmination
of these four items supports the conclusion that employees perceive there was a
communication problem within this organization.

Discussion
One of the most important findings derived from this field study is the
surfacing of the hidden process variable, communication, imbedded within the
Burke-Litwin questionnaire but not shown on the model. This result is
important to management and practitioners as this process variable may be
otherwise overlooked. This finding suggested that even when using an
instrument with well-defined content variables, getting to the root of
organizational problems required going beyond the obvious. In initially
summarizing the mean scores of the 12 organizational variables defined by the
Burke-Litwin model, as reported in Table I, there is no mention whatsoever of
communication. Yet, further exploration of the survey results from the
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accompanying Burke-Litwin instrument suggested that interaction and
communication between management and employees were suffering.

Five of the categories as defined by coders in the qualitative analysis,
namely, personnel, leadership, pay/benefits, patient care, and training were
matched with five of the variables from the quantitative Burke-Litwin model,
namely, work group, leadership, systems, performance, and task requirement/
individual skills, respectively. One coding category, Other, reflected views on
such matters as work space, equipment, and the survey. One qualitative
category, Communications, was not matched with a specific quantitatively
defined variable, and further investigation was required. Although it is
abundantly clear now, there is a high probability that the results would not
have focused so clearly on the communication problem if the researcher had
used only the quantitative questionnaire.

These field research results confirmed the logic that an integration of
quantitative and qualitative results helped avoid misdiagnosis resulting from
using only one method of measurement. One method compensated for the
shortcomings of another method, strengthening the notion of proof, yet
weakening the likelihood that the relationships found were due to either the
biases in the data collection procedures or common method bias. This
integrated methodology revealed a way of looking at the same problem in
different ways, whereby differing results were scrutinized.

Management received results of this diagnostic process that ranked 12
organizational variables and the seven lowest individual items. Going into the
project, management expressed their belief that employees perceived the
organization negatively. These results, however, provided reassurance to
management that was not entirely true. Overall, management viewed the
results as positive, especially those concerned with management practices (M =
3.89) and individual values (M = 3.74) that guided employees on a daily basis.
However, management was most concerned about perceived weaknesses in the
organization. Management was well aware of the discomfort commonly
associated with change. They desired to identify specific issues that needed to
be addressed to ease that discomfort. The results of this diagnostic process
using quantitative and qualitative methods specifically pointed management’s
attention to two major areas of concern. Quantitative results pointed to a lack of
proper recognition and rewards for employees. Qualitative results pointed to
communications between employees and management.

Beyond diagnosis
Conducting a well-planned organizational assessment is a good first step to
understanding organizational behavior. Taking action based on the results of
the diagnostic process is the second step to shaping organizational behavior
and impacting organizational performance. Just as the organizational
diagnostic process is guided by a theory-based model, so should any
intervention or action that comes from that diagnosis. Future research is
needed to make specific recommendations on what this organization should do
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to address employee perceptions about recognitions and rewards for employees
and communications between employees and management. Future research to
aid in the systematic development of strategies to address these issues should
be beneficial, particularly during times of change, when there is so much
uncertainty (Clampitt el al., 2000).

Conclusion
In this study, a blend of theory and methodology for conducting organizational
diagnostics was applied and exhibited. The current work contributed to the
body of knowledge concerned with organizational change management in three
ways. First, it tested a well-established diagnostic model of organizational
performance in a field setting on an organization experiencing numerous
changes. Second, it reported the integration of qualitative and quantitative
results from a field setting to provide support for future use of the
methodology. Third, it disclosed the hidden communication variable imbedded
within the diagnostic model, highlighting the importance of communication
during organizational change, as well as, emphasizing the need to explore
findings from different angles to maximize understanding.

As with most organizational research, these results need to be interpreted
with certain limitations. All of the data, quantitative and qualitative, were self-
reported and collected at the same time, which may lead to concerns about bias.
In this case, a comparison of results across methods gained additional
importance. It is important to note that the external environment variable
exhibited a low internal reliability of 0.65 suggesting caution be taken when
making inferences based on this scale.
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