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Abstract 

 
 

Resource-based view of organisation emphasises that no organisation can be self sufficient 

and it will always be dependent on the environment for the fulfillment of resource needs. 

Further, this interaction with the environment can take various forms including 

manipulation, which is manifested through mergers, acquisitions and other inter-

organisational relationships. The rational contingency view of organisations emphasises 

the goals that an organisation has, which are not clearly brought out in the resource 

dependence view. It is attempted here to integrate perspectives from the resource-based 

and rational contingency views of organisations to assess how the dominant coalition 

would view its role in an organisation with respect to building dynamic capabilities after 

analysing an array of goal-resource linkage possibilities. 
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Integrating Resource-Based and Rational Contingency Views:  
Understanding Design of Dynamic Capabilities of Organisations 

 
Introduction 
 
Organisations are entities with ever increasing degree of complexity (Hall and Tolbert, 

2006). Hence, understanding organisations has been focus of a large number of research 

genres that led to the development of different schools of thought (also termed as 

models), each attempting to analyse the organisation from a different lens.  

 
One such genre is the Resource-based View, which focuses on organisational decisions 

& actions and suggests that such decisions & actions are taken within the ambit of 

organisational boundaries. Since these decisions are taken by organisational actors who 

are essentially human actors, the element of internal politics creeps in (Hickson, Hining, 

Lea, Schneck and Penning, 1971). The decisions that are being referred to here are the 

ones which help organisations to deal with their environment better. Wherever possible, 

attempts are made to actively manipulate the environment with an underlying goal of 

dealing with the environment better (Jacobs, 1974). The resource-based view of 

organisation places a lot of emphasis on decisions that need to be taken and actions that 

are urgently pressing the organisation. An organisation’s lack of ability to sustain itself 

presents before it numerous choices, and the organisation has to then determine which of 

the choices will suit it best (Donaldson, 1987). This choice is contingent not only upon 

the environmental dynamics but also on the degree of alignment of internal functions 

(Venkatraman, 1990). Thus the choice actually becomes a strategic choice. In the 

resource dependence view of organisations, internal power arrangements and external 

demands are important, and idea of goals is not significant (Hall and Tolbert, 2006).  

 
Manipulation of the environment in achieving strategic choice (Chandler, 1962) could 

include mergers, cooperation and movement of personnel. While strategic choice is 

linked to pressures that the environment exerts, power differentials are equally important. 

Autonomy of managers and decision makers is a mechanism through which strategic 

choice becomes feasible. The way in which the environment is perceived and evaluated 
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becomes a way in which strategic choice is operationalised. Over a period of time, in the 

organisational context, perceptions become reality (Hasenfeld, 1972).  

 
Legal and economic barriers and the reality of dominant players being present in market 

impose a restriction on strategic choice (Zook and Allen, 2003). Such legal and allied 

barriers act through institutional mechanisms to act as restrictions. In such circumstances, 

it may not be possible to alter the environment in any way. In tactics that are used to 

operationalise strategy, many retention devices may be used to retain successful 

strategies. Some of these retention devices are bureaucratisation, socialisation and 

screening, and filtering people as they move to leadership positions (Perrow, 1979). 

Finally, in the resource-based view, resource acquisition is emphasised and there can be 

instance, wherein urge for such acquisitions take a precedence over the very paradigm of 

goals.  

 
As evident, the resource based view does not give any cognisance to the existence of 

goals within organisational purview. This is despite the fact that goals are so intricately 

intertwined with organisational setup that they not only become a part of culture of the 

organisation but also affect and constrain strategic decision making (Peterson and Lewin, 

1998). The Rational Contingency Model factors in not only the presence of goals but 

also acknowledges that organisations are characterised by multiple goals which are often 

conflicting. Within the ambit of environmental constraints coupled with conflicting goals 

(Langston, 1984), organisations understand that there is no one best way of doing things 

and taking decisions (Schoonhoven, 1981). Organisational members take decisions based 

on bounded rationality and in an attempt to chalk out precedence of the goals and 

otherwise, dominant coalition emerges from within and amongst the organisational 

members (Thompson, 1967).  

 
Dynamic capability is a framework which suggests how an organisation, especially a 

business enterprise in a turbulent environment, can achieve sustained competitive 

advantage (Teece, Pisano and Shuan, 1997). The concept may be seen as a natural 

extension of the concept of core competency suggested by Hamel and Prahalad (1990). 

Focus of this framework is the development of management capabilities and a 
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combination of closely linked technological and functional skills in such a way that they 

are inimitable. The attempt to such a development is to address rapidly changing 

environment, and continuous learning and subsequent integration of the learning is an 

essential component in the development of dynamic capabilities (Leonard, 1995).  

 
Dominant Coalition and Resources 
 
Organisational capabilities not only represent the ability to utilise resources effectively in 

specific environmental contexts but also the possibility of attempting to determine 

linkages of technology, operational procedures, and managerial frames which align 

organisational actions to the environment (Drazin and Van de Ven, 1985). For leadership 

position to be retained, the organisation needs to ensure that such capabilities which lead 

to competitive advantages are constantly updated and altered in a way that other players 

are unable to imitate them; such capabilities are hence dynamic in nature (Peteraf, 1993). 

Capabilities are not independent of environmental context and need to be seen in light of 

the organisation’s constant attempt to adapt itself to the ever changing environment (Tan 

and Litschert, 1994). However, adaptation might not be the exclusive imperative that 

determines the dynamism of capabilities (Bogner and Thomas, 1993). Many times, a 

reading of symptoms and signals can lead to a misinterpretation of the paradigm of 

change operating in the environment. Therefore, even before adaptation, recognition of 

change is important. Then and only then, can an organisation decide whether the change 

is transient or permanent and design an appropriate response to the change. Even if the 

change is permanent, sometimes there may not be a need for fundamentally altering the 

existing capabilities. The re-drafting of capabilities is a decision that arises out of an 

understanding of the competitive shifts in context of the industry.  

 
For an organisation to change/ enhance its capabilities, it is important to recognise 

genesis of those capabilities. Often, the capabilities are a result of endowments procured 

by the organisation (Barney, 1991); however, for these capabilities to give sustained 

competitive advantage, these should be interlinked within the organisational boundaries 

in such a way that co-specialisation of those assets lead to synergistic effects (Caves, 

1980). These interlinked assets, once they start contributing to the paradigm of the 
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organisation, are engulfed within the ambit of resources (Andrews, 1971). Resources are 

amenable to control by organisational agents and this control leads to emergence of 

power centres and politics (Nord, 1978). 

 
The power centre in the organisation is comprised of the dominant coalition. This power 

centre (dominant coalition) decides the strategic choices with reference to the 

organisation. Accordingly, paradigm of an organisation in terms of it’s goals, vision, 

mission and technology are largely influenced by and sometimes even contingent upon 

composition of dominant coalition existing in the organisation.  

 
Proposition 1: Capabilities of an organisation are decided by resource 
endowments within the organisational boundaries and the resource endowments 
are in turn contingent upon dominant coalition and associated politics in the 
organisation.  

 
Essentially, capabilities and resources have to be placed within idiom of purposive 

functioning of organisation. Later, we will speak about this purposive functioning itself 

occurring within the realm of bounded rationality. Even with the constraint of bounded 

rationality, there does emerge need to have some sense of goals and the resources 

required for achieving them in an organisation. As the dominant coalition has its interest 

in articulating a goal-resource linkage, which is of utility to it, it will tend to play a role in 

considering various goal-resource possibilities.  

 
Goal and Resource Acquisition 
 
There exists a whole host of opportunities in environment and an organisation should 

constantly strive to scan the environment for tapping such opportunities- at least the ones 

which can be effectively levered upon using either the existing set of capabilities or new 

capabilities which can be acquired (Tan and Litschert, 1994). However, acquisition of 

new capabilities is constrained by the access to resources available in task environment of 

the organisation (Duncan, 1972). Awareness of the environment is an imperative that 

keeps an organisation informed of realms of possibility in either retaining strategic 

formula derived from understanding the goal-resource linkages or think of amending it in 

light of new environmental realities. Goals are instruments through which an organisation 
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is made aware of its raison d’etre. In this way, goals also serve purpose of the dominant 

coalition in weaving its actions around the espousal of mechanism through which the 

raison d’etre is reiterated (Nord, 2003). But goals are accompanied by resources that 

need to be made available in order to achieve those goals (Peteraf, 1993). Resources are 

more evident to organisations (Conner, 1991) and to the dominant coalition present 

within them as there is an almost everyday engagement with strategic decisions 

pertaining to resources. On the other hand, the idea of goals is more subtle (Perrow, 

1961) as formal nature of tasks that most employees are associated with makes it difficult 

for them to integrate their actions with the broad paradigm of a goal. The conception of 

capabilities in terms of its subtlety lies somewhere between that of resources and goals. 

Capabilities are more amenable to discourse than goals because they represent possibility 

of competitive advantage (Barney, 1986). Talks of competitive advantage are of interest 

to everyone, particularly the dominant coalition as it has opportunity of asserting its own 

control through projecting the achievement of such advantage (Adams and Zanzi, 2006).  

 
Such recognition of competitive advantage can at best be based on claims of superior 

performance of the organisation (Teece et al., 1997), the measure of which is decided by 

bounded rationality. In a few instances, dominant coalition may also be capable of trying 

to shift the prioritisation of goals themselves if they discover that such a shift will render 

them long term control of the decision making apparatus. When they advocate a shift in 

goals, they will have to justify such shifting on the grounds of availability of relevant 

resources (Thompson and McEwen, 1958). Further, this justification may have to be 

strengthened by describing the emergence of dynamic capabilities which are perceived to 

be inimitable. When challenges emerge to projections of dominant coalition, they can 

successively upgrade the resources, and hence the capabilities, to meet those projections. 

Also, criteria and measures as evaluation parameters can be used for defending 

projections. Further, the fact that these criteria and measures and the decisions that flow 

from them are based on the premise of bounded rationality helps the dominant coalition 

to side step much of criticism by suggesting that there exists information asymmetries.  
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Proposition 2: Evaluation of different goal-resource linkages championed by the 
dominant coalition will determine the kind of resources sought and consequently, 
the kind of dynamic capabilities built which are inimitable within the ambit of 
bounded rationality.  

 
Pursuit for resource acquisition by an organisation is not only decided by the dominant 

coalition but is equally constrained by choice of previous chain of resources acquired to 

build capabilities (Barney, 1991). Thus, there is a recursive relationship between 

development of capabilities and the acquisition of resources. Such a recursive 

relationship emerges because organisations are not memory-less systems. In fact, 

operationalisation of organisational vision and mission often rest on a historical legacy of 

successes and endeavours. Thus, most organisations have a keen sense of history and the 

historical pattern of resource acquisition sometimes builds-in inertia (Kochan and Useem, 

1992) that even dominant coalitions do not want to do away with because they may 

otherwise appear a-historical. Yet, dynamic alignment of political interests within the 

organisation sometimes forces hands of the dominant coalition to bring in change 

(Kanter, Stein and Jick, 1992). The dominant coalition positions this change in the 

mechanism of acquisition of resources in form of an argument for building new 

capabilities and eliminating old weaknesses. In order to do so, the dominant coalition 

itself must make a serious attempt to establish the fact and credibility of these new 

capabilities (Barney, 1988). Typically such an effort follows only from connectedness to 

the environment (Barney, 1986). Thus, the dominant coalition will tend to include those 

organisational members who have multiple interactions with the environment when a 

change in mechanism of acquisition of resources is being proposed. The cooptation of 

such members makes it easier for the dominant coalition to advocate its cause within the 

organisation as other political poles do not have access to similar kind of information 

about the environment (Janssens and Brett, 2006). But effort of the dominant coalition 

need not always be seen from a Machiavellian manipulative perspective. It must be 

remembered that the dominant coalition can remain dominant only if the organisation is 

doing well (Kochan and Useem, 1992). Else, the dominant coalition will easily be blamed 

for organisational decline. Thus, it is in interest of the dominant coalition to monitor 
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alternative ways of acquiring resources and linkages that they have with the development 

of capabilities.  

 
As mentioned earlier, capabilities are equally determined by path previously traversed in 

building the existing capabilities. Acquisition of resources will often represent entrenched 

arrangements comprising formal and informal schemes of organisational coordination. 

These arrangements may be rehearsed so many times that they begin to represent a 

certain sort of strength for the organisation. However, in times of environmental change 

and competitive pressure, new capabilities may need to be developed (Harrington, 

Lemak, Reed and Kendall, 2004). The development of such capabilities may be 

incompatible with the old arrangement which greatly facilitated resource acquisition. In 

this evaluation of determining the relative importance of the manner of resource 

acquisition vis-à-vis the development of new capabilities, the associated cost and benefits 

may need to be understood.  

 
While the dominant coalition emerges stronger, it attempts to justify its strength through 

the enhanced effectiveness of the organisation. Lewin and Minton (1986) provide a 

commentary of the literature on organisational effectiveness. Productivity is an important 

element of organisational effectiveness (Likert, 1961; Taylor, 1911). Increases in 

productivity may be matched by a sensible amalgamation of task specialisation, technical 

excellence (Taylor, 1911), and cohesion (Likert, 1961). At the same time, cost 

minimisation may appear to be another important feature of effectiveness (Taylor, 1911). 

Organisational researchers have also recognised the importance of an optimum use of 

resources, irrespective of considerations of goals (Simon, 1947; Taylor, 1911). Though 

employee satisfaction, loyalty and open communication (Likert, 1961) are significant 

factors, eventually, efficiency, whether it be in information processing (Simon, 1947) or 

in conceptualizing an economy of scale is vital (Simon, 1947; Sloan, 1963). Other 

considerations include congruence of strategy, competitive attainment, environmental 

control (Chandler, 1962) and divisional return on investment (Sloan, 1963). Thus, we are 

able to appreciate the central place of organisational effectiveness in the discourse 
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surrounding organisations. It is such a central place that dominant coalitions also 

acknowledge.  

 
Proposition 3: Organisational effectiveness is enhanced when the dominant 
coalition keeps in mind the effect on capabilities while evaluating and choosing 
between different ways of acquiring resources.  

 
Strategic Choice 
 
Manipulation of environment is only one aspect of strategic choice that organisations 

have to make. Other aspects of strategic choice include autonomy and perception & 

evaluation of the environment. The fact that an organisation can make strategic choice is 

dependent upon the nature of decision making that prevails. If decision makers do not 

have autonomy in considering various alternatives, essentially there is no strategic choice 

that is being made because lack of autonomy ensures the prevalence of status quo. Kelly 

(1995) has suggested that autonomy is an aspect closely linked to functioning of the 

dominant coalition. It is those who are already in power who desire autonomy most 

(Michels, 1949). Secondly, those who are close to power centres also advocate autonomy 

because there are obvious incremental gains for them. Thirdly, those who are currently 

neither in power nor close to those in power but cherish aspiration of occupying one of 

these positions some day also advocate autonomy as it would be beneficial for them if 

they come to power. Perception and evaluation of the environment is another significant 

aspect of strategic choice as it acknowledges the fact that the environment is eventually 

perceived by human actors (Peteraf, 1993). These human actors then interpret their 

perceptions and they attempt to construct a reality of the environment as seen by them. 

Essentially, it is perception and its evaluation and interpretation which is subsequently 

transformed into a reality. The possible emergence of different conceptions of reality in 

this way drives strategic choice. Dominant coalition has to monitor and acknowledge 

these aspects of strategic choice as it may otherwise surrender the prerogative of strategy 

and eventually control of resources to others in the organisation (Nord, 2003). Monitoring 

would mean setting up different alternatives on its own and evaluating them 

independently to see which is in its and the organisation’s best interest. Thus, the 

dominant coalition will have to allow for multiple perspectives to emerge. Emergence of 
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these multiple perspectives is a testimony to the existence of dynamic capabilities within 

the organisation in understanding and analysing problems from varied prisms. This 

dynamic capability is crucial because when changes in the environment occur, it may be 

necessary to look at the situation from a radically different perspective in order to remain 

relevant (Tan and Litschert, 1994). Therefore, it is in the dominant coalition’s own 

interest to nurture evolution of such capabilities.  

 
If the dominant coalition remains restricted to a particular aspect of strategic choice, then 

it may leave room for others to capture the space with regard to other parameters of 

strategic choice. For instance, the dominant coalition may largely be concerned with 

operating strategic choice through perception and evaluation of the environment. This 

may leave room for those who still act as autonomous pockets within the organisation to 

also influence strategy through their decision making capacities. Thus, human actors 

representing autonomy may occupy a part of strategic space in the absence of the 

dominant coalition realising its importance. Instead, if the dominant coalition had focused 

on all aspects of strategic choice including autonomy by advocating what arenas of the 

organisation should be autonomous in the light of its own interest, then it would not have 

lost a part of the strategic space. Though the dominant coalition can afford to be political 

in considering the different parameters of strategic choice (Hall and Tolbert, 2006), it 

must remember that eventually, it has to deliver in terms of enhancing organisational 

effectiveness by building dynamic capabilities. Politics alone in the absence of results 

will fritter away its reputation within the organisation.  

 
Proposition 4: Organisational effectiveness as influenced by dynamic capabilities 
through resource endowments is enhanced as attention given by the dominant 
coalition to strategic choice parameters such as autonomy, manipulation of 
environment, and perception & evaluation of environment increases.  

 
Organisations exist in environments which are characterised by complexity, dynamism 

and munificence (Harrington, et al., 2004). Complexity represents degree of 

heterogeneity that prevails in the environment and is representative of the variety of 

interest, stakeholders, suppliers, distributors, customers that an organisation accesses. 

Dynamism refers to the degree of stability or instability prevalent in the environment in 
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establishing behaviour and pattern underlying it of the factors mentioned earlier (Dess 

and Beard, 1984). Munificence refers to the support that the environment provides in 

terms of resources and such other aspects to the organisation. Thus, the three 

environmental parameters together constitute a context in which organisations function 

and the development of dynamic capabilities is often a strategic response to the 

environmental forces. These dynamic capabilities allow the organisation to achieve a 

better fit with respect to the three factors of environment that we just discussed. 

Sometimes, a decision may have to be made about which of these factors is more 

important to the organisation for achieving a better trade-off against which factors to be 

internalised. Organisational resources are scarce and an equal proportion of fit may not be 

possible with respect to all the three environmental factors. In such situations, a relative 

determination of which environmental factor is more important for the organisation leads 

to better allocation of resources (Eisenhardt, 1989). Typically, the dominant coalition 

would try to control the determination of importance of each factor and the consequent 

allocation of resources. Thus, the dominant coalition is located at the fascinating 

interaction of the environmental forces with the organisation in that it has a very 

important role in determining organisational response to varied aspects of environment 

(Drazin and Van de Ven, 1985). Dominant coalition tries to ensure that task of scanning 

the environment rests with an individual who is a part of the coalition. In a situation 

where this is not so, the dominant coalition may attempt to bring changes within the 

organisation which ensures that departmental or functional reallocation are engineered in 

a way that facilitates those departments and functions controlled by the dominant 

coalition to be entrusted with the task of scanning the environment. Such environmental 

connectedness is important for the dominant coalition as it endows it with a power on 

many organisational decisions. It also becomes incumbent upon the dominant coalition to 

read the environment accurately with some degree of consistency as a few high profile 

failures can lead to the dislocation of the coalition.  

 
However, reading the environment alone is not sufficient. Sometimes, it may be very 

difficult for an organisation to adapt to what is happening in the environment. In such a 

situation, it may actually be advisable or easier for the organisation to manipulate 
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environment in order to suit its purpose (Harrington et al., 2004). Such manipulation of 

the environment could involve various forms of inter-organisational relationships such as 

partnerships, sharing of resources, strategic alliances and mergers & acquisitions 

(Hambrick and Fredrickson, 2001). These manipulations manifest themselves in the 

organisation building dynamic capabilities through vertical or horizontal integration. 

When this happens, dominant coalition becomes especially active as they have to 

reconcile themselves to new realities. New reality means that though dominant coalitions 

exist in all the organisations which are parts of inter-organisational relationships, 

eventually an arrangement may arise where only one of them remains active and has 

greatest control over a range of actions in the relationship (Penning and Goodman, 1997). 

This is because that dominant coalition is able to demonstrate that it has enhanced 

organisational effectiveness by developing dynamic capabilities which allow the 

organisation to manipulate the environment.  

 
Proposition 5: Development of relevant dynamic capabilities driven by the 
dominant coalition can enhance an organisation’s ability to manipulate the 
environment for greater effectiveness.  
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Conclusion 
 
Capabilities are dependent upon the resources that organisations are endowed with. The 

politics that exists within organisations is often driven around the resources that are 

essential to it. The dominant coalition attempts to gain an upper hand in this politics by 

projecting itself as the best possible agency in building the requisite capabilities. It has 

also been attempted to see how the dominant coalition protects its interest within an 

organisation. The dominant coalition interests exist in not only being concerned about 

existing resources but also evaluating the impact that new resources will have. While 

doing so, the dominant coalition attempts to legitimise its role by working towards the 

development of dynamic capabilities which are inimitable. In this process, not only are 

the resources central but the mechanism through which they are acquired also becomes 

important. However, the effectiveness of the organisation must forever be kept in mind if 

the dominant coalition is not to be displaced from its prominent role. The dominant 

coalition must ensure that it is constantly in touch with the environment in order to play a 

part in determining strategic choice which includes autonomy, manipulation of 

environment, and perception & evaluation of environment. Thus, organisational decision 

making pertaining to resources and goals has tremendous relevance for the dominant 

coalition in attempting to maintain it’s legitimacy by providing an impetus to dynamic 

capabilities. 



 

 
 
 

Page No. 15 W.P.  No.  2009-02-02 

IIMA    INDIA Research and Publications 

 

References 
 

Adams, S. M. and Zanzi, A. (2006). Developing Political Intelligence for making 
Feasible Decisions. Journal of Management Development, 25 (4), 350- 367.  

 
Andrews, K. R. (1971). The Concept of Corporate Strategy. Homewood, Illinois: Dow 

Jones-Irwin, Inc. 
 

Barney, J. B. (1986). Strategic Factor Markets: Expectations, Luck and Business 
Strategy. Management Science, 32 (10), 1231- 1241. 

 
Barney, J. B. (1988). Returns to Bidding Firms in Mergers and Acquisitions: 

Reconsidering the relatedness Hypothesis. Strategic Management Journal, 9 (1), 71- 
78. 

 
Barney, J. (1991). Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. Journal of 

Management, 17 (1), 99- 120. 
 

Bogner, W. C. and Thomas, H. (1993). The Role of Competitive Groups in Strategy 
Formulation: A Dynamic Integration of Two Competing Models. Journal of 
Management Studies, 30 (1), 52- 67. 

 
Caves, R. E. (1980). Industrial Organisation, Corporate Strategy and Structure. Journal 

of Economic Literature, 18 (1), 64- 92.  
 

Chandler, A. D. (1962). Strategy and Structure. Cambridge: MIT Press. 
 

Connner, K. R. (1991). A Historical Comparison of Resource-based Theory and Five 
Schools of Thought within Industrial Organisation Economics: Do we have a new 
theory of the firm?. Journal of Management, 17 (1), 121- 154.  

 
Dess, G. G. and Beard, D. W. (1984). Dimensions of Organisational Task 

Environments. Administrative Science Quarterly, 29 (1), 52- 73.  
 

Donaldson, L. (1987). Strategy and Structural Adjustment to Regain Fit and 
Performance: In Defense of Contingency Theory. Journal of Management, 24 (1), 1- 
24.  

 
Drazin, R. and Van de Ven, A. H. (1985). Alternative Forms of Fit in Contingency 

Theory. Administrative Science Quarterly, 30 (4), 514- 539. 
 

Duncan, R. B. (1972). Characteristics of Organisational Environments and Perceived 
Environment Uncertainty. Administrative Science Quarterly, 17 (3), 313- 327. 

 



 

 
 
 

Page No. 16 W.P.  No.  2009-02-02 

IIMA    INDIA Research and Publications 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Making Fast Strategic Decisions in High Velocity 
Environments. Academy of Management Journal, 32 (3), 543- 576.  

 
Hambrick, D. and Fredrickson, J. W. (2001). Are you sure you have a strategy? 

Academy of Management Executive, 15 (4), 48- 59. 
 

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C. K. (1989). Strategic Intent. Harvard Business Review, 67 
(3), 148- 161. 

 
Hall, R. and Tolbert, P. (2006). Organisations- Structures, Processes and Outcomes. 

New Delhi: Pearson Prentice Hall.  
 

Harrington, R. J., Lemak, D. J., Reed, R. and Kendall, K. W. (2004). A Question of 
Fit: The Links among Environment, Strategy Formulation and Performance. Journal 
of Business Management, 10 (1), 15- 38. 

 
Hasenfeld, Y. (1972). People Processing Organisations: An Exchange Approach. 

American Sociological Review, 37 (3), 256- 263. 
 

Hickson, D. I., Hinings, C. R., Lea, C. A., Schneck, R. E., and Pennings, J. M. 
(1971). A Strategic Contingency Theory of Intra-organisational Power, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 16 (2), 216-229.  

 
Jacobs, D. (1974). Dependency and Vulnerability: An Exchange Approach to Control 

of Organisations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 19 (1), 45- 59. 
 

Janssens, M. and Brett, J. M. (2006). Cultural Intelligence in Global Teams: A Fusion 
Model of Collaboration. Group and Organisation Management, 31 (1), 124- 153. 

 
Kanter, R., Stein, B. A. and Jick, T. D. (1992). The Challenges in Organisational 

Change: How Companies Experience it and Leaders Guide It. New York: Free Press.  
 

Kelly, K. S. (1995). The fund raising of US charitable organisations: An explanatory 
study. Journal of Public Relations Research, 7 (2), 111- 137.  

 
Kochan, T. A. and Useem, M. (1992). Transforming Organisation. New York: Oxford 

University Press.  
 

Langston, J. (1984). The Ecological Theory of Bureaucracy: The Case of Josaih 
Wedgwood and the British Pottery Industry. Administrative Science Quarterly, 29 
(3), 330- 354. 

 
Leonard, D. (1998). Wellsprings of Knowledge: Building and Sustaining the Sources 

of Innovation. Boston Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Publication Corp. 
 



 

 
 
 

Page No. 17 W.P.  No.  2009-02-02 

IIMA    INDIA Research and Publications 

Lewin, A. Y. and Minton, J. W. (1986). Determining Organisational Effectiveness: 
Another Look and an Agenda for Research. Management Science, 32 (5), 514- 538.  

 
Likert, R. L. (1961). New Patterns of Management. New York: McGraw-Hill. 

 
Michels, R. (1949). Political Parties. New York: Free Press. 

 
Nord, W. (1978). Dreams of Humanisation and the Realities of Power. Academy of 

Management Review, 3 (3), 674-678.  
 
Nord, W. R. (2003). Core Group Theory and the Emancipation Agenda. Journal of 

Organisational Change Management, 16 (6), 684- 690.  
 

Pennings, J. M., and Goodman, P. S. (1997). New Perspectives on Organisational 
Effectiveness. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

 
Perrow, C. (1961). The Analysis of Goals in Complex Organisations. American 

Sociological Review, 26 (6), 854- 866.  
 

Perrow, C. (1979). Complex Organisations: A Critical Essay (2nd Ed), Glenview, IL: 
Scott, Foresman.  

 
Peteraf, M. A. (1993). The Cornerstones of Competitive Advantage: A Resource-

Based View. Strategic Management Journal, 14 (3), 179- 191.  
 

Peterson, M. and Lewin, A. (1998). Embedded Organisational Events: The Units of 
Process in Organisation Science, Organisation Science, 9 (1), 16- 33.  

 
Schoonhoven, C. B. (1981). Problems with Contingency Theory: Testing Assumptions 

Hidden within the Language of Contingency Theory. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 26 (3), 349- 377.  

 
Simon, H. A. (1947). Administrative Behaviour: A Study of Decision making Process 

in Administrative Organisation. New York: Macmillan. 
 

Sloan, A. P. (1963). My Years with General Motors. New York: Doubleday. 
 

Tan, J. J. and Litschert, R. J. (1994). Environment- Strategy Relationship and it’s 
Performance Implications: An Empirical Study of the Chinese Electronics Industry. 
Strategic Management Journal, 15 (1), 1- 20. 

 
Taylor, F. W. (1911). The Principles of Scientific Management. New York: Harper and 

Row. 
 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G. and Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic 
Management. Strategic Management Journal, 18 (7), 509- 533. 



 

 
 
 

Page No. 18 W.P.  No.  2009-02-02 

IIMA    INDIA Research and Publications 

 
Thompson, J. (1967). Organisations in Action. New York: McGraw Hill, Inc. 

 
Thompson, J. D. and McEwen, W. J. (1958). Organisational Goals and Environment: 

Goal-setting as an Interactive Process. American Sociological Review, 23 (1), 23- 31.  
 

Waggoner, D. B., Neely, A. D. and Kennerly, M. P. (1999). The Forces that Shape 
Organisational Performance Measurement Systems: An Interdisciplinary Review. 
International Journal of Production Economics, 60 (3), 53- 60.  

 
Venkatraman, N. (1990). Performance Implications of Strategic Coalignment: A 

Methodological Perspective. Journal of Management Studies, 27 (1), 19- 41.  
 

Zook, C. and Allen, J. (2003). Growth Outside the Core. Harvard Business Review, 81 
(12), 66- 73. 

 
 
 
 


