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organizational change.  However in this study, the influence of external environment 

appears to permeate through culture and mission and strategy.  Whereas the Burke-Litwin 

OP&C model reflects a direct influence between external environment and leadership, the 

results of this study indicate an indirect relationship exists between these two factors. 

This is where the study results deviate from the Burke-Litwin OP&C model. This 

deviation provides support for future research and model development. 

With the exception of one, all relationships hypothesized in the study model were 

supported.  The relationships among study factors are discussed in response to research 

question two. Additionally, the confirmatory factor analysis suggests the Organizational 

Assessment Survey (OAS) is a reliable and valid instrument for assessing the study 

organization, with some exceptions.  These exceptions are discussed following later in 

this chapter. The study results also provide new information about measurement 

indicators of factors important to future research and development of the Burke-Litwin 

OAS. 

Research Question Two 

What are the relationships between the external environment, transformational factors, 

and performance outcomes within a technical college system? 

Study results indicate significant relationships exist among the organization’s 

external environment and transformational factors.  These study results are congruent 

with previous research indicating the influence of external environment on organizations 

in general (Andrews, et al., 2008; Burke, 1994), as well as external stakeholder influence 

on postsecondary institutions (Gumport, 2000; Kerr, 1984; Kezar, 2001; Tierney, 1988).  

However, the results extend this previous research with more definitive findings.  Not 
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only were the relationships statistically significant, the results indicate a strong direct 

influence of external environment exerted on the organization’s culture and mission and 

strategy factors. And the relationship between external environment and leadership, 

though statistically significant, explained much less variance, as compared to the 

relationships among the other transformational factors.   

These results are interesting in the context of what is expected from leadership 

today.  As discussed previously, leadership is often expected to choose a mission and 

strategy that meets the needs of both the organization and external environment, as well 

as manage organizational culture as a key factor in organizational performance.  The 

study results begin to suggest leadership may be limited in its ability to influence the 

mission and strategy, as well as organizational culture.   While this finding may begin to 

explain the unique struggle of transformational change within higher education, without 

additional SEM research of the Burke-Litwin OP&C model, study results should not be 

interpreted beyond the study organization.    

In this study, the relationship between leadership and performance outcomes is 

not significant. However, the relationships between performance outcomes and mission 

and strategy, as well as culture, demonstrate strong practical significance in addition to 

statistical significance. These relationships are generally consistent with the Burke-Litwin 

OP&C model, and provide support for the importance of alignment between external 

environment and performance measurements in higher education. However, perhaps 

more importantly, the results suggest culture has a more significant influence on other 

transformational variables important to organizational change, than has previously been 

conjectured.   
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Research Question Three 

Does the external environment influence change the role of leadership in achieving 

transformational change within a higher education setting? 

According to Burke (2011), an organization’s leadership responds to the external 

environment through the development of its mission, strategy, and culture.  The Burke-

Litwin OP&C model (1992) illustrates leadership as a mediator between the external 

environment and these factors.  However, the Burke-Litwin model also indicates that 

mission and strategy and culture influence the leadership construct.   The current study 

found that mission and strategy and culture strongly influence leadership in the host 

organization. 

The present study results suggest when a strong direct external environment 

influence exists over the organization, there is a stronger impact on culture and mission 

and strategy.  This leads to an indirect and less influential impact of external environment 

on leadership. The diminished influence of leadership, as compared to mission and 

strategy and culture factors on performance outcomes, suggests a constraint on 

organizational leaders within the study organization.  Specifically, if higher education 

leadership has minimum influence on the development of mission, strategy, and culture, 

can leadership be transformational in the organization? Or is transformational leadership 

something different in higher education institutions, as compared with transformational 

leadership in other organizations?  

The results of this study suggest that external constituents influence the 

institution’s culture and mission and strategy, more than the actions of leadership. There 

was a significant and positive relationship between mission and strategy and performance 
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outcomes.  However, the influence exerted by mission and strategy is much less than the 

relationship of culture on performance outcomes.  Among the three transformational 

factors, culture represented a higher level of influence within the study model, followed 

by that of mission and strategy.  The study results supported a significant and positive 

relationship between culture and performance outcomes. This relationship was consistent 

with previous research in higher education that found culture to be a mediating factor 

between the external environment and performance (Cruz, 2010; Chafee & Tierney, 

1988; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Smart, et al., 1997).  

The relationship between leadership and performance outcomes was not 

significant.  Burke (2011, p. 248) admits that while leaders make a difference in 

organizational change, “they do not account for all or even most of the variance in 

explaining organizational performance.” The Burke-Litwin OP&C model includes seven 

additional factors between leadership and performance outcomes, which were not 

included in this study.  The lack of significance between leadership and performance 

outcomes found in this study suggests that these seven factors may moderate the 

relationship.  This is an area for future research. 

Burke-Litwin Organizational Assessment Survey 

The Burke-Litwin Organizational Assessment Survey (OAS) (Burke, n.d.) was  

designed to measure the Burke-Litwin OP&C model (1992) constructs.  Reliability and 

validity tests of the survey instrument are consistent with prior research findings 

(Anderson-Rudolf, 1996; Di Pofi, 2002; Falletta, 1999; Stone, 2010, 2014) and provide 

support for its use in the study organization.  Based on the literature review conducted, 

this study is one of the few studies to test model constructs using structural equation 
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modeling (SEM), including confirmatory factor analysis.  The results of this analysis are 

valuable in demonstrating reliability and validity of the observed variables as measures of 

factors contained in the OP&C model, as well as validity of the OAS.  

External environment factor measurement. The OAS measured the external 

environment construct based on four indicators.  The study results were consistent with 

prior research and the Cronbach’s alpha test (Anderson-Rudolf, 1996; Di Pofi, 2002; 

Falletta, 1999; Fox, 1990; Stone, 2010, 2014) indicating this factor was the least reliable 

among the model factors.  However, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) provided 

additional information that indicated the strength of each item as a measurement of the 

factors.  Based on this information, the first question (What is the rate of change your 

organization is currently experiencing?) was found to be a non-significant indicator of 

external environment.  The face validity of the question appeared weak, with an 

assumption that the change was a direct result of external environment.  When this 

question was removed from the dataset, the reliability for the remaining three questions 

as a measurement of external environment as measured by Cronbach’s alpha improved to 

an acceptable level ( > 0.70).  Based on this finding, and in response to previous 

recommendations that this element of the OAS be improved, the removal of this question 

from the OAS, or as a measurement of external environment, is recommended.  

Mission and strategy factor measurement. The OAS measured mission and 

strategy with 11 indicators.  Three sets of indicators were similar as indicated by a high 

level of covariance in the data and one question was recommended for removal based on 

its lack of discriminant measurement with other indicators. The removal of one indicator 

had minimum statistical effect on the reliability test results. 
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Culture factor measurement. The OAS measured culture with 12 indicators, 

with six questions posed as measurement of organizational culture, and six questions 

posed as measurements of an organization’s capacity to change its culture.  As a group 

these indicators showed a high level of reliability as measured by Cronbach’s alpha for 

the measurement of culture. However, CFA results showed several indicators were 

indiscriminant, by influence or measurement of other factors.  The second question in this 

section (Do employees act in ways that support the mission and strategy?) is an example 

of an indicator that could also measure another factor in the model (e.g. mission and 

strategy).   A total of seven questions were removed for the purposes of testing the model 

fit.  

CFA provides additional analysis of validity, including composite reliabilities, 

factor loadings, and average variance extracted (AVE). AVE analysis results indicate 

potential lack of discriminant validity in the measurement of culture and leadership 

constructs.  This suggested the measurement scale for culture may also be measuring the 

leadership factor.  This should be considered in future research involving the OAS 

instrument. 

Performance outcomes factor measurement. The OAS measured performance 

outcomes with ten indicators.  Two of these indicators were found to be non-discriminant 

and removed from the dataset for model testing.  One of the questions removed (To what 

extent does your organization earn recognition as a world class competitor in our 

industry?) appears to lack face validity within the higher education environment.  This 

finding may suggest a need for question modification, based on specific industry 

environments.  



 

85 

 

Limitations, Implications, and Future Research 

There were several limitations noted in the introduction of this study. One of the 

limitations of this study was the lack of multi-group analyses, due to the small sample 

size for each campus.  There are several populations within the study organization for 

which analyses could be conducted for comparison purposes.  The organization includes 

four geographically dispersed campuses. Each of these campuses is led by a president and 

is characterized by its local community.  Analysis of data by campus and further research 

of differences between campus leadership and campus’ external environment would 

further inform the results of this study.   

Respondents were asked to self-identify how long they had been employed with 

the organization.  The three categories captured respondents according to implementation 

of organizational change (e.g., before the planning phase, during initial phase of 

implementation, or employed since the implementation of the new funding formula).  

Post hoc hierarchical regression analyses of the data based on this control variable 

revealed potential significance between respondents’ perceptions of the study factors, 

except for the mission and strategy factor. This suggests a need for future research in the 

differences among respondents according to employment tenure and phases of 

organizational change.   

The results of this study provided basis for further development of the Burke-

Litwin OAS. Conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using structural equation 

modeling (SEM) on additional data sets would be beneficial in determining consistency 

of results.  The OAS could be improved and further developed based on consistent factor 
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loadings for observed variables to factors, covariance analyses, and composite 

reliabilities. 

The study results provide additional information of the relationships between 

organizational factors during transformational change.  While this study was limited to 

organizational level factors, or the transformational factors posited by Burke and Litwin 

(1992), future research should expand to include other factors reflected in the model.  

Specifically, the results suggest the presence of additional factors, not included in this 

study, to further explain the relationship between leadership and performance outcomes.  

Studies designed with SEM as a methodology are needed to further investigate the 

applicability of the Burke-Litwin OP&C model and its relationships between factors 

within contextual settings.  

The study results represent a single system of higher education and are limited in 

generalizability to other organizations or higher education as a whole. The minimal SEM 

testing of the Burke-Litwin OP&C model in other organizations further limits the 

conclusions of this study.  Studies designed with SEM methodology and the conceptual 

model conducted in other industries or organizations will assist in confirming the study 

results and conclusions. 

While the purpose of this study was not to research performance-based funding in 

higher education, the study results may have implications to this area of research.  The 

findings suggest that if alignment exists between the mission and strategy, culture, and 

performance indicators, organizational change is more likely to be successful.  For the 

host organization, its mission was to develop the workforce of the state. The performance 

indicator for funding was employment.  And while a culture assessment was not part of 
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this study, answer to open-ended questions suggested some agreement with employment 

as a performance indicator.  Performance based funding appears to be on a successful 

track within the host organization.  If successful, the study results suggest one reason for 

that success is the congruency or alignment between the external environment, mission 

and strategy, culture, and performance outcomes. 

This study was underpinned by open systems theory; consequently, considering 

the findings through the lens of multiple change theories can help explain nuances of 

organizational behavior (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Though open systems theory 

appears to provide a comprehensive foundation for understanding organizational change 

within an institution under significant external influence, cultural, social-cognition, and 

political change models may provide additional insight into change in higher education 

institutions (Kezar, 2001).  The study organization’s change initiative was in response to 

its external environment, which can also be understood through the lens of evolutionary 

change theory (Morgan, 1986).   The high level of organizational culture influence also 

provides support for Bolman and Deal’s (1991) characterization of institutional change as 

social movement.  Research involving external environment influence on mission and 

culture relative to achieving performance outcomes based on other change models and/or 

theories will provide additional knowledge and understanding of these relationships. 

Conclusion 

 This study serves as the first in two ways.  This study was the first to test a model 

developed predominantly for business within a higher education institutional setting.  

And this study was the first to examine transformational constructs relative to achieving 

performance based funding in higher education.  
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The results provide valuable insight into the differences between business and 

institutional work environments.  However, when research is seen as blazing new trails, 

the results often create more questions than answers.  Restraint in broad interpretation of 

study results is also prudent without additional supporting research.  Therefore, in 

conclusion, this study represents the first step in the quest for an institutional change 

model. 
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Appendix B: Institutional Review Board Documents 

The University of Texas at Tyler 
Institutional Review Board 
 
October 9, 2013 
 
Dear Ms. Wooten, 
Your request to conduct the study entitled: "Testing the Relationships between 
Transformational Factors in a Postsecondary Environment IRB #F2013-14 is approved by 
The University of Texas at Tyler Institutional Review Board expedited review.  This 
approval includes a waiver of written informed consent and assurance of recruitment site 
setting permissions. In addition, ensure that any research assistants or co-investigators 
have completed human protection training, and have forwarded their certificates to the IRB 
office (G. Duke).  
Please review the UT Tyler IRB Principal Investigator Responsibilities, and 
acknowledge your understanding of these responsibilities and the following through 
return of this email to the IRB Chair within one week after receipt of this approval 
letter:  

 This approval is for one year, as of the date of the approval letter 
 Request for Continuing Review must be completed for projects extending past one 

year 
 Prompt reporting to the UT Tyler IRB of any proposed changes to this research 

activity 
 Any adverse event or unanticipated event MUST be reported promptly to 

academic administration (chair/dean), and to the IRB.  
 Suspension or termination of approval may be done if there is evidence of any 

serious or continuing noncompliance with Federal Regulations or any aberrations in 
original proposal. 

 Any change in proposal procedures must be promptly reported to the IRB prior to 
implementing any changes except when necessary to eliminate apparent immediate 
hazards to the subject.  

 
Best of luck in your research, and do not hesitate to contact me if you need any further 
assistance. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Gloria Duke, PhD, RN 
Chair, UT Tyler IRB 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

E-mail invitation sent to all employees by each campus president. 

Dear <study organization> employee: 

 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR PARTICIPATION: 

 

I am requesting your participation in my research study that intends to examine the relationships between 

external environment, mission and strategy, leadership, organizational culture and performance outcomes 

under conditions of transformational change within a postsecondary system. Participation in this survey 

is completely voluntary and confidential. You are free to participate or stop participating at any time 

without any undue consequences. This study has been approved by the University of Texas at Tyler 

Institutional Review Board.  This survey is estimated to take between 20-30 minutes and some physical 

discomfort may be experienced by the respondent due to the length of time spent in front of a computer 

while taking the online survey. 

  

At the completion of the survey, you will be directed to a gift card registration page, accessible only with 

the submittal of survey results. You will be given instructions as to how to register your name for a $100 

gift card drawing to be given away among respondents at each of the campus locations, as well as an 

additional drawing for the campus with the highest response rate.  This information is collected separate 

from your individual responses to the OAS survey. 

  

You may withdraw from the survey at any time before completion by closing the browser page or entering 

another web address.  Partial responses or data from incomplete surveys will not be accessible to the 

researcher. 

 

If you have any questions about this study, please contact Gayle B. Wooten at (903-918-7230) or email 

(ghaecker@patriots.uttyler.edu). 

  

Participant’s Statement of Understanding: 

 

I have read and understood what involvement in this study means. 

  

I understand that by accessing the survey link below that I agree to participate. If I do not want to 

participate, I will exit at this time, or at any time while completing the survey. 

 

To participate in this study, please click here. 
 

Thank you for your time and consideration.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Gayle B. Wooten, PMP 

Ph.D. Candidate, School of Business 

Human Resource Development 

Organizational Development and Change 

The University of Texas at Tyler 

 

Jerry W. Gilley, Ph.D. 

Interim Dean 

School of Business 

Chair, Human Resource Development 

The University of Texas at Tyler 

 



 

121 

 

Appendix B (Continued) 

Permission received from W. W. Burke to use the Burke-Litwin Organizational 

Assessment Survey for this study. 

 

Burke-Litwin OAS 

 

Burke, Warner < burke1@exchange.tc.columbia.edu> Mar 7, 2013 at 8:27 AM  

To: Gayle Haecker-Wooten <ghaecker@patriots.uttyler.edu> 

Dear Gayle,  

  You have my permission to use the B-L Model survey (see attachment) for your 

dissertation. As long as the survey is not used for any commercial purpose and 

exclusively for research, there is no problem. Good luck with your dissertation. 

   wwb  

--  

W. Warner Burke, PhD  

Edward Lee Thorndike Professor of Psychology and Education 

Chair, Department of Organization and Leadership 

Coordinator, Graduate Programs in Social-Organizational Psychology 

220 Zankel Hall 

Box 24 Teachers College, Columbia University 

525 West 120th Street 

New York, NY 10027 

(212) 678-3831 

 

 

  
The Burke-Litwin Organizational Assessment Survey.pdf 
7025K  

 

 

 

 

  

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=c37876de87&view=att&th=13d4542503767433&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_he00bmp90&safe=1&zw
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Appendix C: Descriptive Statistics for Indicators 
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Appendix D: Factor Loadings for Indicators 

Factor 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
Factor items 

Factor 

loadings 
t-value 

External 

Environment 
0.598 

What is the rate of change your 

organization is currently experience? 
0.038 0.836 

Note:  

 = 0.59 

Falletta, 1990 

 

 

Does pressure from your 

organization’s environment affect 

the day-to-day lives of people who 

run the organization? 

0.561 13.580
***

 

  

How responsive do you think 

managers in your organization are to 

the external factors? 

0.892 24.255
***

 

  

To what extent does your 

organization’s culture value 

customers? 

0.670 16.876
***

 

     

Mission & 

Strategy 
0.924 

To what extent are employees clear 

about the organization’s direction; 

i.e. its mission and strategy? 

0.774 21.539
***

 

Note:  

 = 0.86 

Falletta, 1990 

 

 

To what extent do employees know 

who their target customers and 

markets are? 

0.633 16.427
***

 

  

To what extent can employees 

identify the primary products and/or 

services? 

0.637 16.542
***

 

  

To what extent do employees know 

the organization’s geographic 

domains? 

0.604 15.467
***

 

  

To what extent can employees 

describe the organization’s core 

technologies? 

0.663 17.406
***

 

  

To what extent do employees 

understand the organization’s plans 

regarding survival, growth, and 

target levels of profitability? 

0.804 22.785
***

 

  

To what extent can employees 

articulate the organization’s desired 

public image; i.e. how it wants to be 

perceived? 

0.814 23.221
***
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Appendix F: Detailed Structural Equation Model 

 

 


