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Abstract 

This paper develops an integrative organizational control model which synthesizes selected contributions 
of the admininstrative management school, organizational sociologists and organizational psychologists. 
The model consists of a core control system embedded in the context of organizational structure, organiza- 
tional culture and the external environment. Control is defined as attempts by the organization to increase 
the probability that individuals will behave in ways that will lead to the attainment of organizational objec- 
tives. Control of work behavior is accomplished by the four core control mechanisms of planning~ measure- 
ment, feedback and evaluation-reward. The paper presents propositions for each core control mechanism, 
relating its impact to work behaviors and outcomes. It also examines the manner in which the contextual 
factors (culture, etc.) function as control mechanisms on work behavior. Finally, the paper suggests direc- 
tions for future research on the proposed model. Taken together, the model and the propositions comprise 
the basis for an integrative framework of organizational control. 

The  task o f  harness ing human  efforts for the 

a t ta inment  of  organizat ional  ob jec t ives  has 

always b e e n  of  pa ramoun t  impor tance .  In their  

endeavo r  to gain con t ro l  o v e r  the  behav ior  o f  

people ,  mos t  organizat ions use a combina t i on  of  

mechanisms,  inc luding  personal  supervision,  

s tandard opera t ing  p rocedures ,  pos i t ion  

descr ipt ions,  p e r f o r m a n c e  m e a s u r e m e n t  and 

reward  systems. Taken together ,  these 

mechan i sms  cons t i tu te  the organizat ional  con- 

t rol  system. 
The  adminis t ra t ive  sc i ence  l i tera ture  is 

r ep le te  wi th  theore t i ca l  as we l l  as empir ica l  
s tudies of  organizat ional  control .  However ,  

the re  is no f r amework  at p resen t  w h i c h  integ- 

rates the  d iverse  individual  cons t ruc t s  and 

research  findings in this area. The  l i tera ture  con- 

sists of  a large n u m b e r  o f  i n d e p e n d e n t  studies 

adopt ing  different  pe r spec t ives  and different  
concep t s  o f  control .  The re  is no sys temat ic  body  

of  p ropos i t ions  or  tes table  hypotheses ,  nor  e v e n  

a synthesis  of  pr ior  research  results. 

The  pu rpose  of  this paper  is to p rov ide  the  
nuc leus  for deve lop ing  an in tegra t ive  theory  o f  

organizat ional  control .  Such an initial effort is 

r equ i r ed  not  only  to synthesize  pr ior  research  

efforts as a basis for future  theore t ica l  and empir -  

ical deve lopments ,  but  also to furnish us wi th  the  

ability to d raw u p o n  the  ex tan t  co rpus  o f  

research  findings for des igning  effect ive con t ro l  

systems, and, in turn, m o r e  effect ive organiza- 
tions. 

The  paper  has th ree  specif ic  object ives :  

( 1 )  to exam ine  the na ture  o f  the  c o n c e p t  of  

organizat ional  control ;  
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(2 )  to present  a model  of control  which iden- 
tities the major variables and specifies their  
interrelationships; and 
(3 )  to provide  possible direct ions for future 
research by developing proposi t ions  concern- 
ing the control  of human behavior in formal 
organizations at the individual, group and over- 
all organizational levels of analysis. 

Our intent is at once to make a contr ibut ion 
toward the deve lopment  of an integrative 
framework of control  and to provide  the founda- 
tion for future empirical  research. It is important  
to emphasize, however,  that the need for an 
integrative theory of organizational control  is 
ul t imately to assist in designing improved con- 
trol systems which, in turn, would contr ibute  to 
increased organizational effectiveness (Otley,  
1980). Organizational effectiveness, in our view, 
is the capacity of the organization in attaining 
the mult iple goals which can be established 
ei ther  by the dominant  coali t ion or imposed on 
the organization by other  constituencies.  This 
view is consistent  with the various recent  mod- 
els of organizational effectiveness (e.g. Steers, 
1977; Pennings & Goodman, 1977; Connolly et  
al., 1980). 

While the scope of the paper  is admit tedly 
somewhat  broad, no a t tempt  is made to examine 
all possible approaches to the subject  of control  
(such as those of Karl Weick, the cybernet ic  
model  as in Beer (1966)  and Otley and Berry 
(1980),  the role perspect ive  as in Collins 
(1982),  and so on). The selective emphasis is on 
those approaches which deal with the behavior 
of human operators,  especially those found in 
the l i terature of  organizational psychology, 
sociology and administrative theory. 

Owing to the many different ways in which 
the term organizational control  has been 
employed,  it is sometimes dillicult to distinguish 
be tween  control,  leadership, influence and 
power,  as well as o ther  such constructs. We 
define 'organizational control '  as at tempts by the 
organization to increase the probabi l i ty  that 
individuals and groups will behave in ways that 
lead to the at tainment of organizational goals. 
This suggests that control  is goal-oriented; its 
intent  is to influence people  to take actions and 

make decisions which are consistent with 
organizational goals. These goals may be estab- 
lished by an individual proprie tor ,  a dominant  
coalition, an external  authority, or an influential 
subset of organizational members.  Control  sys- 
tems are techniques and processes to achieve 
goal congruence  and may be designed for all 
levels of behavioral influence: individuals, small 
groups, formal subunits and the organizational as 
a whole. This view has an implicit  managerial 
focus, and thus differs from some other  design 
perspectives,  such as those of Boland (1979)  
and Cooper  e ta l .  ( 1981 ). 

Our view of control  assumes that organiza- 
tions and individuals are purposeful,  goal-seek- 
ing entities, whose goals may not  be congruent,  
i.e. conflict in goals may be an inherent  charac- 
teristic of a social organization. We propose  that 
the raison d 'e t re  of control  systems is to increase 
the l ikelihood that people  will internalize 
organizational goals and thus behave in ways 
which lead to the achievement  of these goals. 
Goal congruence  is conceived to be a more pow- 
erful theoret ical  foundation for organizational 
effectiveness than action or ou tcome congru- 
ence because of the systems characterist ic of 
equifinality and because of the lack of total con- 
trol over  outcomes  by any social entity, whether  
individual, group, or organization. 

THE NATURE OF CONTROL: A REVIEW 

The l i terature on control  can be character ized 
as confusing in regard to the meaning of  the con- 
struct as well as the measurement  of relevant 
variables. In this section, we examine the three 
major perpect ives  or  traditions which strike us 
as significant in the study of organizational con- 
trol. We also review the specific control  
mechanisms that have been employed  under  the 
different approaches. 

One way to convenient ly organize the control  
l i terature is along the three main traditions 
which have dominated  the study of organiza- 
tions: the sociological, the administrative, and 
the psychological  perspectives.  This classifica- 
tion scheme is adopted here to examine the 
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divergent approaches toward the subject of  con- 
trol. 

The perspective of  organizational sociology is 
essentially macroscopic  in nature. The focus 
tends to be  the entire organization and the larger 
groups within it. This perspective is represented 
by t h e  work  of Weber  (1947),  Inkson et al. 

(1968)  and Thompson (1967).  The administra- 
tive perspect ive tends to focus on the individual 
or departments  within the organizations, with 
little or no concern  for comparative studies 
across organizations. Finally, the focus of the 
organizational psychologists is primarily (but  
not exclusively) the individual. The concern  is 
about individual behavior in relation to group or 
organizational objectives. 

It would be readily evident from even a cur- 
sory review of the literature that there are about 
as many definitions of  control  as there are 
theorists. The meanings range from "choosing 
operating rules and enforcement  rules to 
maximize the organization's objective function" 
(Arrow, 1964) and "verifying the conformity of  
actions to plans and directions" (Fayol, 1949) to 
"interpersonal influence activities" (Tannen- 
baum, 1968). Some theorists equate control  
with structure (e.g. Blau & Scott, 1962; Weber  
1947), while others do not differentiate control 
and power  (e.g., Etzioni, 1961) or influence 
(e.g., Tannenbaum, 1968). Some view control  as 
a function prior to action, and thus a guide to 
behavior (e.g., Arrow, 1964; Perrow, 1977); 
others view it as a step to correct  behaviors that 
deviate from plans or initial directions (e.g., 
Fayol, 1949; Dornbusch and Scott, 1975). Some 
include both ex ante and ex post efforts (e.g. 
Davis, 1940; Flamholtz, 1979a). Clearly, there is 
no consistent definition of the concept  of con- 
trol, leading inevitably to divergent approaches 
to the study of it. 

Further evidence of divergent approaches can 
be found in the basis or  mechanism of control 
employed by each theorist. According to the 
sociological view, control  is accomplished 
through structural mechanisms of rules, 
policies, hierarchy of authority (e.g. Arrow, 
1964; Blau & Scott, 1962; Perrow, 1977; Weber, 
1947), or coordinative units (e.g. Thompson,  

1967). The control  mechanism frequently 
employed by the administrative theorists are 
plans, measurement,  supervision, evaluation and 
feedback (e.g., Davis, 1940; Koontz, 1959; 
Urwick, 1928). Lastly, the psychological 
approaches tend to rely on the mechanisms of 
goal and standard setting, extrinsic or intrinsic 
rewards, feedback or interpersonal influence 
(e.g., Flamholtz, 1979a; Lawler, 1976; Tannen- 
baum, 1968). 

Certain conclusions may be derived from this 
brief review. First, the theorists generally iden- 
tify one or more  mechanisms as bases of control 
in their theoretical or operational frameworks. 
These mechanicms involve techniques, struc- 
tures, or processes that a t tempt  to influence the 
behaviors of individuals, groups, or organiza- 
tions. Second, there is a lack of integration of 
divergent conceptualizations. Most control 
frameworks also focus only on one level of 
analysis (individual, group, etc.) or on only one 
form of control mechanism, and thus can best be 
considered as only partial control systems. 
Third, developments  of models and conceptuali- 
zations have progressed more  rapidly than the 
measurement  of key variables and processes. 
Most frameworks are not accompanied by 
empirical research (e.g. Arrow, 1964; Koontz, 
1959; Lawler & Rhode, 1976; Flamholtz, 1979a). 
Others use operationalizations that can be 
criticized on questions of construct  validity (e.g. 
Tannenbaum, 1968) or of  measurement  adequ- 
acy (e.g. Etzioni, 1961). In sum, the lack of 
theoretical integration and the relative inatten- 
tion to measurement  have limited our under- 
standing of the nature of  the control  process in 
complex  organizations. 

INTEGRATIVE FRAMEWORK OF 
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTROL 

The inegrative f ramework proposed here is an 
extension of the original Flamholtz (1979a)  
model. This new framework espouses a concept  
of control  that is cybernetic  in nature and also 
accommodates  an open systems view of the 
organization and its environment.  It consists of  a 
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c o r e  c o n t r o l  sys tem e m b e d d e d  in the  w i d e r  con-  
t ex t  o f  o rganiza t iona l  s t ruc ture ,  o rganiza t iona l  
cul ture ,  and  ex t ra -organ iza t iona l  factors.  A b r i e f  
e x p l a n a t o r y  sec t ion  o f  the  m o d e l  is fo l lowed  by  
a de t a i l ed  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  the  ma jo r  e l e m e n t s  
a c c o m p a n i e d  b y  a n u m b e r  o f  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and 
h y p o t h e s e s  for  fu ture  empi r i ca l  tes t ing  and vali- 
dat ion.  

The m o d e l  

Organiza t iona l  c o n t r o l  refers  to the  p r o c e s s  o f  
in f luenc ing  the  b e h a v i o r  o f  p e o p l e  as m e m b e r s  
of  a formal  organizat ion.  Organiza t iona l  c o n t r o l  
sys tems  are  m e c h a n i s m s  ( b o t h  p r o c e s s e s  and 
t e c h n i q u e s )  de s igned  to  inc rease  the  p r o b a b i l i t y  
that  p e o p l e  wi l l  behave  in ways  that  l ead  to the  
a t t a inmen t  o f  o rganiza t iona l  ob jec t ives .  

Those  m e c h a n i s m s  that  appea r  to d i r ec t l y  
in f luence  indiv idual  o r  g r o u p  behav io r  t o w a r d  
the  a c h i e v e m e n t  of  o rganiza t iona l  goals  are  
s e l e c t e d  to  c o m p r i s e  the  " c o r e  c o n t r o l  system".  
Mechan i sms  that  s e e m  to have  an ind i r ec t  influ- 
e n c e  are  t e r m e d  as the  " c o n t r o l  c o n t e x t  factors".  
Such factors  i nc lude  s t ruc ture ,  cu l ture ,  etc.  This 

External environment 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  Control context ~ - ~  Organizational culture 

Organizational structure 

m o d e l  is i n t e n d e d  to be  app l i cab le  to  all levels  o f  
cont ro l :  individual ,  g r o u p  and organizat ional .  

Unlike p rev ious  f i 'ameworks,  the  o n e  p rop -  
osed  h e r e  r ecogn izes  the  open - sys t ems  na tu re  o f  
organiza t iona l  cont ro l .  The  inf luence  o f  the  con-  
tex tua l  c o n t r o l  factors  is cons ide red ,  bo th  in 
t e rms  of  addi t iona l  c o n t r o l  that  t hey  may  mean  
for  o rganiza t iona l  m e m b e r s  as wel l  as in t e rms  o f  
the  ind i r ec t  effect  on  the  overa l l  e f fec t iveness  o f  
the  c o r e  c on t ro l  mechan isms .  A graphica l  rep-  
r e sen ta t i on  o f  this  c o n t r o l  m o d e l  is g iven in 
Fig. 1. 

The  focus  o f  c on t ro l  in this t heo re t i ca l  
f r a m e w o r k  is on  h u m a n  sys tems  wi th in  an 
organiza t ion ,  at the  individual ,  g r o u p  and organi-  
zat ional  levels  of  analysis. This is t e r m e d  the  
ope ra t iona l  subsys tem.  Con t ro l  o f  ma c h ine  per-  
fo rmance  or  mechan ica l  p roces se s  is b e y o n d  the  
s c o p e  o f  this  f ramework ,  e x c e p t  w h a t  t ransp i res  
t h rough  the  ac t ions  o f  the  h u m a n  o p e r a t o r s  for 
w h o m  the  c on t ro l  sys tem is des igned.  

The core contro l  sys tem 
The c o r e  c on t ro l  sys tem is g r o u n d e d  in the  
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Fig. l.An integrative framework of organizational control. 
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cybernetic process of goal and standard setting, 
measurement and comparision, and evaluation 
and feedback for corrective actions (Weiner, 
1954). As shown in Fig. 1, the cybernetic pro- 
cess begins with the planning activity, which 
generates a list of work objectives and related 
standards for the operational subsystem. The 
outcomes of the operational subsystem are mea- 
sured by the various measurement systems 
which provide the information for comparision 
against the pre-established goals and standards. 
Observed deviations are fed back into the opera- 
tional subsystem for corrective action and into 
the planning element for work goal or standard 
adjustment. Information from this planning ele- 
ment is further evaluated and used for reward 
administration. 

In summary, the core control system contains 
the following six elements: 

(1)  The planning element, which includes 
goal setting and standard establishment in each 
key functional area for which the individual or 
the work unit is held responsible. 

(2)  The operational subsystem (specified by 
organizational roles), which includes the 
behaviors exhibited by the individual and the 
group or larger organizational units, pertaining 
to the acquisition, allocation, utilization, 
development, conservation and disposition of 
resources. 

(3)  The outcome element, which includes 
performance (e.g. sales volume, productivity, 
profit margin), work attitudes (e.g. satisfaction, 
commitment, alienation), and other outcomes 
such as turnover and absenteeism. 

(4)  The measurement element, which 
includes the management information system 
(e.g. production, inventory, administrative and 
budget control system) and the employee per- 
formance appraisal system. 

(5)  The feedback element, which refers to the 
delivery of information regarding performance 
compared against pre-determined objectives 
and standards to the operational subsystem for 
correction, to the planning element for goal or 
standard adjustment, and to the evaluation- 
reward element for reward administration. 

(6)  The evaluation-reward element, which 

includes the administration of extrinsic rewards 
based upon the evaluation of work performance, 
and the design of intrinsically rewarding tasks to 
influence self-control of work behaviors. 

Four of the above six elements comprise the 
core control mechanisms - -  planning, measure- 
ment, feedback, evaluation-reward - -  and these 
seek to influence the behavior of individuals 
within the organization. An initial set of goals 
and standards occurs, designed to channel indi- 
vidual or group efforts toward organizational 
ends. Once set, these become performance stan- 
dards which serve to function as ex  a n t e  and ex  

p o s t  control. They serve as e x p o s t  inputs to the 
evaluation-reward subsystem. Measurement 
directs attention toward measured dimensions 
of goals, and permits corrective and evaluative 
feedback. Organizational rewards, both extrin- 
sic and intrinsic, also serve as ex  an te  and e x p o s t  

control. E x  ante,  they are a source of arousing 
motivation toward organizational goals; expos t ,  

they serve to reinforce or modify particular 
behavior. 

The four core control mechanisms are desig- 
nated by two-digit numbers in Fig. 1, as a prelimi- 
nary to identifying the various propositions to be 
derived. These latter are presented with approp- 
riate discussion of the specific nature of each of 
the four core control mechanisms, and the way 
in which the control function is performed in 
each case. 

P l a n n i n g  as a con tro l  m e c h a n i s n z  Planning 
involves the setting of work goals for each key 
functional area and the establisment of standards 
for each goal. It is an ex  a n t e  form of control, 
since it provides the information necessary to 
direct or guide individual and group actions. It is 
the main vehicle for promoting goal congruence 
between the individual and the organization. 

Empirical research on the relatinship of work 
goals with their related standards and perfor- 
mance outcomes may be found in the organiza- 
tional psychology literature. For example, clear 
and specific goals were found to be more 
strongly related to performance outcomes than 
"do your best" or general goals (Ivancevich, 
1976, 1977; Kim & Hammer, 1976; Latham & 
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Yukl, 1975; Locke, 1968; Terborg, 1976; White 
e t  al . ,  1978). Also, goals with a higher level of 
standards, i.e., difficult goals, are associated with 
higher performance levels (Atkinson, 1964; 
Campbell & Ilgen, 1976; Latham e t  al . ,  1978; 
Latham and Yukl, 1975; Locke, 1968; Steers, 
1976). 

Participation in goal setting has been found to 
be related to the acceptance and subsequent 
commitment  to the established goals, leading to 
favourable outcomes in terms of both perfor- 
mance and attitudes (Coch & French, 1948; 
French e t  al. ,  1966; Mitchell, 1973). Both 
Argyris (1964)  and Likert (1967)  argued that 
participation is instrumental in promoting the 
integration of individual and organizational 
goals, and that goal congruence is essential for 
both system effectiveness and individual growth 
and satisfaction. 

The following three propositions postulate 
the relationship between planning as a control 
mechanism and work outcomes: 

1.1. Goals and standards: planning in the form 
of setting goals and challenging standards is 
directly relate to performance outcomes. 

1.2. Work goals and individual needs: work 
outcomes will vary with the extent to which 
individual needs are considered in the goal set- 
ting process and reflected in the established 
goals. 

1.3. Goal clarity and workload: negative out- 
comes will be experienced in terms of both per- 
formance and attitudes when work goals are too 
ambiguous and when too many work goals are 
established. 

In sum, planning as a control mechanism influ- 
ences work behavior through the setting of 
specific work goals and the establishment of 
challenging standards. These work goals and 
related standards serve as ex ante control by pro- 
viding the information necessary to guide indi- 
vidual or group actions. Goal congruence may 
be promoted by individual participation in the 
planning of goals and standards. 

M e a s u r e m e n t  a s  a c o n t r o l  m e c h a n i s m .  Mea- 
surement, which involves assigning numbers to 
objects according to rules, influences work 

behavior by the information it produces as well 
as by the act or process of measurement itself 
(Flamholtz, 1979b). Its informational function is 
a form o f e x p o s t  control, while its behavioral or 
process function may be considered as e x  a n t e  

control. However, when measurement is used to 
indicate anticipated performance outcomes 
(e.g. the budget)  or the performance context 
(e.g. sales forecast), it becomes an e x  a n t e  con- 
trol. 

Traditionally, measurement has been recog- 
nized primarily for its informational functions, 
since it provides the information necessary for 
corrective action (Eilon, 1962; Reeves & Wood- 
ward, 1970). Lawler & Rhode (1976)  main- 
tained that all control systems involve the col- 
lection, analysis and transmission of information 
in some specific forms, with some specific fre- 
quencies, and distributed to some specific, usu- 
ally predetermined, groups of people. However, 
the presence of invalid data in the information 
systems has been recognized as a major problem 
for the design and administration of organiza- 
tional control systems (Hopwood, 1974; Lawler, 
1976; Lawler & Rhode, 1976). The prevalence of 
this problem has been well documented (Ar- 
gyris, 1964; Hofstede, 1967; Pettigrew, 1972, 
1973; Wilensky, 1967). The invalidity may be a 
result of intentional distortion of data or it may 
be a psychological reaction to the measurement 
process which has been referred to as the 
interactive or reactive effect by psychometri- 
cians (e.g., Kerlinger, 1973). For instance, one 
behavioral reaction to this effect is the attention 
focusing property. Individuals tend to focus 
more attention on areas where information is 
being requested. This measurement effect has 
been recognized as an explicit, intended 
mechanism of control by Flamholtz (1979b)  as 
described by his psychotechnical system 
perspective of measurement. 

Flamholtz (1979b)  identified four ways in 
which the act of measurement can influence 
work behavior. First, it serves as a criterion func- 
tion by operationally defining the goals and stan- 
dards of activities. The criterion becomes the 
decision premise (March & Simon, 1958; Per- 
row, 1977) or the constraint (Simon, 1964) that 
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guides behavior or action. For example, budget- 
ing sales or production cost forecasting are mea- 
surement activities that provide the analysis 
necessary for operationally defining the criter- 
ion. In addition, they also induce the manager to 
engage in systematic planning. This is the cataly- 
tic function that Flamholtz (1976b)  suggested. A 
third way in which the act of measurement can 
influence behavior is through affecting percep- 
tion. The measurement system produces an 
information set which serves as input and which 
generates alternatives for decision making and 
problem solving. Thus, decision and behavioral 
alternatives tend to be limited to the set of infor- 
mation produced by the measurement system. 
This is called the set function (Flamholtz, 
1979b). Lastly, the motivational function refers 
to the attention focusing property of the infor- 
mation system, i.e. individuals concentrate 
efforts in areas where results are measured 
(Cammann, 1974; Blau, 1955) and ignore those 
aspects that are not being measured or 
rewarded. Therefore, measurement serves as a 
motivational function when the information col- 
lected on specific work activities is used for 
evaluating the individual's contribution in deter- 
mining rewards. 

To fully utilize the measurement system as a 
control mechanism, it is therefore important to 
recognize both its informational and its 
behavioral impacts. The effectiveness of the 
measurement mechanism in influencing work 
behavior and its outcomes depends critically 
upon the validity and reliability of the informa- 
tion generated by the measurement system. For- 
malizing the process function of measurement as 
an integral part of this control mechanism 
suggests that the effectiveness is also affected by 
the measurement system's behavioral validity 
and behavioral reliability. The former refers to 
the extent to which a measurement process 
leads to the behavior it is intended to produce, 
and the latter refers to the extent to which 
behavioral outcomes produced by the measure- 
ment process are consistently produced, i.e. the 
consistency with which behavioral effects are 
reproduced repeatedly. 

Two general propositions are derived, addres- 

sing the two primary functions of measurement 
as a control mechanism: 

2.1. Information validity and reliability: per- 
formance is affected by informational validity 
and reliability. 

2.2. Behavioral validity and reliability: both 
performance and attitudes are affected by 
behavioral validity and reliability. 

One fundamental assumption underlies these 
propositions, with clear implications for the 
selection of methodology for research. We con- 
sider the issues of validity and reliability to be 
meaningful primarily from the vantage point of 
the individuals receiving the information. Valid 
and reliable information, if not perceived as 
such, will be unlikely to have any effect on the 
behavior of the perceivers. 

In summary, then, measurement controls 
work behavior by both its informational and its 
process functions. The effectiveness of the mea- 
surement control mechanism in influencing 
behavior depends on the validity and reliability 
of the information produced by the measure- 
ment systems and the validity and reliability of 
the behaviors they intend to affect. The total 
measurement mechanism involves both e x  a n t e  

and e x  p o s t  f o r m s  of control. As e x  a n t e  control, 
it defines the performance goals and expecta- 
tions in terms of the budget or forecasts, and 
thus serves a similar purpose as the planning 
mechanism. As e x  p o s t  control, it provides the 
information for comparing behavioral outcomes 
to pre-established expectations. The output of 
this comparision is then used for corrective and/ 
or evaluative feedback. The behavioral function 
of measurement is e x  a n t e  due to its criterion, 
catalytic, set and motivational functions. 

F e e d b a c k  as  a c o n t r o l  m e c h a n i s r r t  Feedback 
refers to the information provided about work 
behavior and outcomes. There are two ways by 
which feedback can control the work behavior 
of organizational members: directional and 
motivational. It directs behavior by providing 
the necessary information for corrective action 
and it motivates behavior by serving as a promise 
for future rewards (Annett, 1969). 
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F e e d b a c k  has b e e n  t rad i t iona l ly  c o n s i d e r e d  as 
p r o v i d i n g  p r imar i ly  a d i r ec t iona l  funct ion.  This 
is qu i t e  c lear ly  r e f l ec t ed  in the  f r equen t ly  
q u o t e d  s t a t emen t  by  Reeves  & W o o d w a r d  
( 1970, p. 38):  "Control. . .  is l imi t ed  to mon i to r -  
ing the  o u t c o m e s  o f  activit ies,  r ev i ewing  feed- 
back  in format ion  abou t  this o u t c o m e ,  and if 
necessa ry  taking c o r r e c t i v e  act ion."  Lawler  
( 1976, p. 1279)  also exp l i c i t ly  def ines  f e e d b a c k  
in t e rms  o f  its d i r ec t iona l  o r  c o r r e c t i v e  funct ion:  
" F e e d b a c k  gives the  ind iv idua l  the  in format ion  
that  is n e e d e d  in o r d e r  to c o r r e c t  his o r  he r  
behav io r  w h e n  it dev ia tes  f rom the  s t andard  o r  
de s i r ed  behavior . "  The  mot iva t iona l  func t ion  o f  
f e e d b a c k  is r e la ted  to the  e v a l u a t i o n - r e w a r d  sys- 
tem. Evaluat ion f e e d b a c k  p r o v i d e s  the  informa- 
t ion to  suggest  fu ture  r ewa rds  o r  pun i shmen t ,  o r  
it may  even  se rve  as a r e w a r d  o r  p u n i s h m e n t  
i tself  ( I lgen  e t  al., 1979).  For  the  p u r p o s e  o f  
inf luencing  o r  con t ro l l i ng  w o r k  behavior ,  the  
func t ion  o f  f eedback  may  be  bes t  s u m m a r i z e d  as 
that  o f  p r o v i d i n g  in format ion  on  w o r k  goal  
a c c o m p l i s h m e n t .  The  r ec ip i en t  o f  such  f eedback  
may  use the  in fo rmat ion  for  c o r r e c t i v e  act ion,  
may  i n t e rp re t  it to be  r e w a r d  o r  pun i shmen t ,  o r  
may  i n t e rp re t  it to mean  p r o m i s e  for  fu ture  
r e w a r d  o r  pun i shmen t .  This in format iona l  func- 
t ion  of  f eedback  seems  mos t  re levan t  in the  con-  
t ex t  o f  a con t ro l  system.  

A r e c e n t  r ev i ew  of  the  l i t e ra tu re  on  perfor-  
m a n c e  f eedback  by  I lgen et  al., ( 1 9 7 9 ) s u g g e s t s  
that  the  ef fec t iveness  of  f eedback  in affect ing 
w o r k  behav io r  d e p e n d s  on  its quant i ty ,  t imeli-  
ness, unders tandab i l i ty ,  specif ici ty,  r e l evance  to 
task, and the  sign o f  feedback,  i.e. pos i t ive  o r  
nega t ive  informat ion.  These  charac te r i s t i c s  of  
f e e d b a c k  and o f  the  f eedback  p r o c e s s  as impor-  
tant  for  p e r f o r m a n c e  i m p r o v e m e n t  have 
r e c e i v e d  s t rong  empi r i ca l  s u p p o r t  (Becker ,  
1978; Erez, 1977; Kim & Hammer ,  1976; Selig- 
man  & Darley,  1977).  These  s tudies  suggest  that  
the  impac t  o f  f eedback  on  p e r f o r m a n c e  is posi-  
t ive w h e n  it is f requent ,  f rom a c r ed ib l e  source ,  
p r o v i d e d  in a t ime ly  fashion, under s t andab le ,  
r e levan t  to the  task, and  specific.  Negat ive  feed- 
back  tends  to be  r e j e c t e d  m o r e  of ten  than posi-  
t ive f eedback  ( I lgen  et  al., 1979).  However ,  its 
a c c e p t a n c e  is i m p r o v e d  w h e n  it c o m e s  f rom a 

c r e d i b l e  source ,  c r ed ib l e  in t e rms  of  the  sou rce ' s  
t echn ica l  c o m p e t e n c e  and t rus twor th iness  
(Ha lpe r in  e t  al., 1976; I lgen et  al., 1979).  

More  recen t ly ,  a n e w  p e r s p e c t i v e  on  f eedback  
and c on t ro l  was  p r o v i d e d  by  Ouch i  (1977 ,  
1978, 1979)  and Ouch i  & Maguire  (1975) .  They  
suggest  that  o rganiza t ions  exe rc i s e  c on t ro l  by  
p r o v i d i n g  indiv iduals  wi th  f eedback  on  e i the r  
o u t p u t  o r  behavior .  O u c h i  ( 1 9 7 9 )  fur ther  
specif ies  the  cond i t i ons  u n d e r  w h i c h  behav io ra l  
o r  o u t p u t  f eedback  is appropr ia te .  Under  the  
c o n d i t i o n  o f  pe r f ec t  k n o w l e d g e  on  the  transfor-  
ma t ion  p roc e s s  (i.e. a c lear  unde r s t a nd ing  o f  the  
means -ends  re la t ionsh ip) ,  c on t ro l  can be  
ach ieved  s imply  by  w a t c h i n g  the  behav io rs  of  
the  employees .  If  the  behav io r s  c on fo rm to the  
de s i r e d  t rans format ion  s teps  (e.g. in a t in-can 
p lant ) ,  t hen  the  o u t c o m e  o f  the  w o r k  behav io r  is 
ce r ta in  even  w i t h o u t  m e a s u r e m e n t  o fou tcornes .  
Behaviora l  f eedback  dur ing  the  w o r k  p r o c e s s  
a lmos t  guaran tees  the  de s i r e d  o u t c o m e .  O n  the  
o t h e r  hand,  w h e n  the  k n o w l e d g e  on  the  trans- 
fo rma t ion  p roc e s s  is imper fec t  and  the  means-  
ends  re la t ionsh ip  is unclear ,  o u t p u t  c on t ro l  is 
a p p r o p r i a t e  w h e n  the  o u t c o m e s  can  be  mea-  
su red  wi th  cer ta in ty .  For  example ,  t h e r e  is no  
genera l  set  o f  behav io rs  for successful  fashion 
buyer s  o r  for a u t o m o b i l e  sales agents.  However ,  
the  o u t c o m e  o f  the i r  w o r k  behav io r  can be  
c lear ly  measured .  Therefore ,  o u t p u t  c on t ro l  is 
a p p r o p r i a t e  u n d e r  this condi t ion .  Behavior  can 
be  in f luenced  by  p rov id ing  f eedback  on  the  indi- 
v idual ' s  o u t p u t  pe r fo rmance .  The  ef fec t iveness  
o f  o u t p u t  feedback,  however ,  re l ies  cr i t ica l ly  on  
the  in format ion  val idi ty  and re l iabi l i ty  o f  the  
m e a s u r e m e n t  system. 

The  k n o w l e d g e  of  the  t rans format ion  p r o c e s s  
can  par t ia l ly  affect the  na tu re  o f  w o r k  goals  that  
can be  es tab l i shed  for the  indiv idual  o r  the  work-  
group.  Clear  and specif ic  w o r k  goals  w h i c h  focus  
on  the  w o r k  behav io rs  (i.e. the  p r o c e s s  o r  means  
to ach ieve  end  goa ls )  can  be  es tab l i shed  w h e n  
the  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the  t rans format ion  p r o c e s s  is 
clear.  However ,  w h e n  such k n o w l e d g e  is imper-  
fect  ye t  the  o u t p u t  can  be  measured ,  resul t -  
o r i e n t e d  w o r k  goals, a long wi th  the  de s i r e d  level  
o f  s tandards  can be  meaningfu l ly  es tabl ished.  
W h e n  bo th  the  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the  t r ans format ion  
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process is clear and the measurability of output 
is clear, work goals covering both the means and 
ends of performance expectations can be estab- 
lished. In this case, both behavioral and output 
feedback will be involved. Lastly, when both the 
transformation process is ambiguous and the 
output measurability is low, when neither 
behavioral not output feedback is possible. 
Under this condition, other means of control, 
e.g., social or self control, may be necessary. 

The feeback mechanism involves essentially 
three major dimensions and a proposition is 
developed for each, postulating relationships to 
work behavior and outcomes: 

3.1. Nature of feedback: the appropriate use of 
behavioral or output feedback depends on the 
nature of work goals and the measurement sys- 
tem. 

3.2. Delivery of feedback: the effectiveness of 
feedback in influencing work outcomes is 
related to the manner it is delivered. 

3.3. Feedback source credibility: the effect of 
feedback on performance and attitudes is 
affected by source credibility affected by source 
credibility. 

In summary, feedback is primarily an e x  p o s t  

control device. It involves the p o s t  h o c  com- 
munication of information regarding deviations 
in performance outcomes from expectations 
established in the planning phase of the cyberne- 
tic control process. Feedback information can 
be specific to the work goals or it can be general. 
It can be about work behavior or about work 
outcomes. The type of information used in the 
feedback process, therefore, depends in part 
upon the nature of the work goals, and in part 
upon the measurement system. As a core control 
mechanism, feedback can directly steer indi- 
vidual efforts toward the attainment of group or 
organizational goals. 

E v a l u a t i o n - r e w a r d  as  a c o n t r o l  m e c h a n i s r r t  

This is the final control mechanism in the core 
control system of the integrative framework. 
Evaluation involves assessing the performance 
of individuals or groups against the pre-estab- 
lished goals and standards, based upon the infor- 

mation provided by the measurement system 
and the personal observation of the superior. It 
represents e x  p o s t  control. Rewards are out- 
comes of behavior which are desirable to a per- 
son and which can be either extrinsic or intrin- 
sic. Extrinsic rewards are administered after the 
evaluation process, usually conducted by the 
hierarchical superior. Intrinsic rewards can be 
received and experienced by the individual 
independent of the organizational evaluation 
process. Rewards are general ex post control 
devices, but may be e x  a n t e  when the anticipa- 
tion of rewards serves to influence behavior 
toward organizationally desired directions. 

To be an effective mechanism of control, 
rewards must be perceived to be contingent 
upon performance and, further, they must be 
valued (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). The moti- 
vational potential is strongest when individuals 
perceive that task oriented behavior is a path 
toward their own goals (Georgopoulos et  al., 

1957; House & Dessler, 1974). Thus, control 
will be more effective when there is both 
reward-contingency and goal congurence. This 
also is a condition that will minimize the occurr- 
ence of the "reward folly" phenomenon 
described by Kerr (1975). 

The effects of extrinsic reward in influencing 
work behavior are qualitatively different from 
that of intrinsic reward. Extrensic rewards are 
tangible, observable outcomes given to the indi- 
vidual upon completion of a task. Thus, the 
expectancy of extrinsic reward contingent upon 
performance may serve as an e x  a n t e  control. 
Empirical research has demonstrated the associ- 
ation between reward-contingency perception 
and higher performance outcomes (Cher- 
rington et  al.,  1971; Latham et  al.,  1978; Ter- 
borg, 1976; Terborg & Miller, 1978). The posi- 
tive reinforcement theory suggest that rewards 
delivered on a variable schedule and 
immediately following performance are more 
effective in producing similar behavior in the 
future. This proposition also has received strong 
empirical support (Hammer, 1974; London & 
Oldham, 1976; Luthans & Kreitner, 1975). 

Research has shown that individuals evaluate 
the equity of the rewards they receive relative to 
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the efforts they put into task performance, and 
relative to the efforts of others who receive simi- 
lar rewards (Adams, 1965; Goodman & Fried- 
man, 1971; Lawler, 1971, 1973). The effective- 
ness of extrinsic rewards in channeling work 
behavior is reduced when inequity is perceived. 
Its effectiveness is further reduced when indi- 
viduals do not accept the evaluation based upon 
which reward decisions are made. Acceptance 
of evaluation depends upon the perception that 
the evaluation is fair and valid. It was found that 
evaluation based on objective measures or infor- 
mation is more likely to be accepted by the reci- 
pient and more likely to be effective in influenc- 
ing behaviors (Lawler & Rhode, 1976). Evalua- 
tion based upon subjective measures tends to be 
accepted only when there is a high degree of 
trust between the evaluator and the individual 
being evaluated (Porter et al., 1975). Also, 
involving the individual in the evaluation tends 
to increase the acceptance of the evaluation 
results. The perception of reward-contingency 
is also enhanced. 

Reward-contingency is a distinguishing 
characteristic of intrinsic rewards. This is also 
the major feature that differentiates intrinsic 
rewards from extrinsic rewards. Intrinsic 
rewards are entirely contingent upon task per- 
formance and/or its successful completion. It is 
the satisfaction derived solely from engaging in 
meaningful and ego-involving tasks (Deci, 
1975). It is therefore non-tangible or unobserva- 
ble. Favourable organizational and individual 
outcomes from intrinsically motivated and inter- 
nally controlled behavior by organizational 
members have been observed by Argyris 
(1964), McGregor (1960)  and Tannenbaum 
(1968). Jobs are observed to provide intrinsic 
rewards when incumbents perceive that they 
have influence over the activities involved (Tan- 
nenbaum, 1968), when they perceive the 
desired level of attainment is moderately high 
(Atkinson, 1964; Lawler & Rhode, 1976), and 
when they experience task identity, signifi- 
cance, autonomy, feedback, or the utilization of 
a variety of skills (Dunham, 1979; Hackman & 
Oldham, 1976). Intrinsic rewards, however, 
may be effective in influencing behavior only for 

those who value self-control (Lawler, 1976). A 
general observation from the control literature 
is that intrinsic rewards have been under- 
utilized in the design of control systems (Lawler 
& Rhode, 1976). 

Based upon the relationship between 
rewards, evaluation, and work outcomes, we 
have derived four propositions that are consis- 
tent with the integrative model of control: 

4.1. Reward contingency: rewards are effec- 
tive in influencing work behavior and outcomes 
when they are contingent upon performance. 

4.2. Reward valence: the motivational power 
of rewards depends upon the valence attached 
to them by the recipients. 

4.3. Reward equity: the effectiveness of extrin- 
sic rewards is affected by their perceived equity. 

4.4. Evaluation and reward: the evaluation 
process affects the effectiveness of extrinsic 
rewards in influencing work behavior and out- 
comes. 

In summary, evaluation is an ex  p o s t  control 
and it serves as an input for the decision on the 
type and amount of extrinsic rewards to be given 
to the individual for his performance on pre- 
established work goals. Individual participation 
in the evaluation process may increase its accep- 
tance and enhance the reward-contingency per- 
ception. The effectiveness of extrinsic rewards 
in influencing work behavior depends on the 
perception of reward-contingency, reward 
equity and the reward delivery schedule. Intrin- 
sic rewards are suggested to be an effective 
means of control, especially for those who value 
intrinsically motivating tasks and internal con- 
trol. Normally, rewards are ex  p o s t  control 
devices. However, their anticipation created by 
the contingency perception make them ex  an te  
control as well. 

S u m m a r y .  Based on the conceptual model 
(Fig. 1 ), twelve propositions have been derived, 
postulating the complex relationship among the 
four core control mechanisms, work behavior, 
and work outcomes. A number of hypotheses 
can be formulated from these propositions for 
future research, in terms of empirical validation 
and further conceptual development of the 
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proposed integrative framework (considera- 
tions of space precluded us from listing and dis- 
cussing these formulations here). The proposi- 
tions have been, as much as possible, built upon 
prior research and theories to accomplish the 
task of integration and synthesis of existing 
knowledge on organizational control processes. 

The con t ro l  c o n t e x t  

Another conceputal difference in our 
approach is the notion that the core control sys- 
tem is embedded in a wider control context. The 
contextual variables within which the core con- 
trol system is embedded include the organiza- 
tional structure, organizational culture, and the 
relevant external environment. The control con- 
text may either facilitate or inhibit the effective- 
ness of the core control system in coordinating 
human efforts toward the attainment of organi- 
zational goals. It may facilitate control effective- 
ness by the additional control that is imparted by 
several dimensions in the various contextual fac- 
tors. Examples of some of these dimensions are 
organizational, formalization, centralization, 
social norms in the organizational culture, or 
standards of professionalism found in the organi- 
zation's external environment. The control con- 
text may inhibit the effectiveness of the core 
control system if the latter is incompatible with 
the norms, values, management philosophy or 
practices in the larger context. For example, a 
core system that emphasizes detailed measure- 
ment and frequent evaluation of performance 
may not be appropriate in a J type organization 
(Ouchi, 1978) in which social control and 
infrequent evaluation are more prevalent prac- 
tices. 

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t ruc ture  a n d  c o n t r o l  Many 
theorists have advocated the position that 
organizational structure is developed as a 
response to the problem of control (e.g. Blau & 
Schoenherr, 1971; Blau & Scott, 1962; Hall, 
1972; Perror, 1965; Thompson, 1967). March & 
Simon (1958)  see organizational structure as the 
essence of control in the work ofMerton, Selznik 
and Gouldner. Inkson et  al. ( 1 9 6 8 )  specifically 
proposed that control can be accomplished by 

either bureaucratization, or by centralization of 
decision making. Arrow (1964)  spoke of the 
control problem as that of choosing operating 
rules and enforcement rules. Thus, those dimen- 
sions of the organizational structure intended to 
influence human behavior toward cooperative 
efforts may serve as additional control 
mechanisms. The literature suggests that the fol- 
lowing structural dimensions may serve such 
control function: span of control, functional 
specialization, vertical and horizontal differenti- 
ation, centralization, formalization and standar- 
dization. These dimensions may facilitate further 
control by reducing the variability and increas- 
ing the predictability of work behavior such as 
by formalization or standardization. They may, 
however, also reduce control effectiveness such 
as by the problem of control loss in multiple 
hierarchies (Evans, 1975) or by the problems of 
alienation or role stress induced by a high level 
of centralization (Aiken & Hage, 1966; Morris et  
al., 1979). 

Though several dimensions of the organiza- 
tional structure have important implications for 
control, we are not suggesting that structure ~er 
se is a control mechanism. We recognize that 
there are aspects of structure which arise out of 
technological requirement (Thompson, 1967) 
or due to the nature of the environment (Lawr- 
ence & Lorsch, 1969). These structural dimen- 
sions may not directly contribute to the attain- 
ment of organizational objectives. 

O r g a n i z a t i o n a l  cu l tu re  a n d  c o n t r o l  Culture 
may be defined as the broader values and norma- 
tive patterns which guide worker behavior, 
practices and policies (Ouchi, 1979). Katz & 
Kahn (1978)  refer to system norms and values as 
providing a set of appropriate forms of behavior 
for members and the justifications for them. 
Workers adopt and internalize such values and 
normative patterns through the process of 
socialization. Control of individual or group 
behavior toward the attainment of organiza- 
tional goals through organizational culture is 
most appropriate when the knowledge of the 
transformation process is imperfect and the abil- 
ity to measure output is low. The detailed, exten- 
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sive measurement system in this technological 
condition becomes an ineffective mechanism of 
control. In this situation, culture contains the 
information in the form of rituals, stories and 
ceremonies necessary to prescribe the desirable 
behavior by members for attaining the collective 
goal (Ouchi, 1979; Wilkins, 1979). 

Organizational culture represents a form of 
social control. The process of socialization facil- 
tates the internalization of organizational values 
and goals by organizational members (Collins, 
1982). Goal congruence then increases the 
probability that individual and group behaviors 
will lead to the attainment of organizational 
objectives. 

Ex te rna l  e n v i r o n m e n t  a n d  control. The  
external environment is the societal context for 
the organization and its members. It has been 
conceived as the source of meaning, providing 
the stock of knowledge in guiding the behavior 
of the organization and its members (Silverman, 
1971). Three broad classes of environmental 
factors have been identified to be potential 
mechanisms of control on the behavior of 
organizational members. They are the dominant 
work values in the temporal social setting, level 
of  professionalism, and direct demands from 
clients and customers. 

Surveys of work values in the past decade indi- 
cate that today's work force seems to value more 
freedom on the job and to desire more oppor- 
tunity to participate in the decision making pro- 
cess (Hackman & Suttle, 1977; O'Toole et  al., 
1979). This emerging need for active involve- 
ment and increased responsibility may be fruit- 
fully channeled into productive energy for the 
attainment of organizational objectives. 

Related to the pattern of new work values is 
the growth of professionalism in many occupa- 
tions. This is the second environmental factor 
which may be a potential mechanism of control. 
According to Filley et  al., (1976) ,  professionals 
hold the values of  autonomy, authority of exper- 
tise, high ethical standards, collegial evaluation 
of  performance, and service of society rather 
than personal or organizational interests. Many 
of these characteristics are descriptive of indi- 

viduals who are capable and desire self-control. 
This may relieve the hierarchical supervisor 
from close supervisory activities of feedback and 
frequent evaluation, and concentrate instead on 
promoting goal congruence between the profes- 
sionals and the organization. 

A third environmental factor that may be a 
potentially powerful means of control on the 
work behaviors of  organizational members is the 
demand for quality service or products from cus- 
tomers and clients. For example, the instructor 
is subject to very direct control from his stu- 
dents; the doctor  or nurse from their patients. 
Sales personnel are subject to the demands of 
high-income clientele (Ouchi, 1977). These 
demands are usually directly consonant with the 
performance objectives of the organization. 
Thus, this environmental factor facilitates 
organizational control of members behaviors for 
meeting organizational purposes. 

Summary .  The  above are only three of the 
many aspects of the external environment that 
may either serve to facilitate organizational con- 
trol or reduce its effectiveness. The relationship 
of these factors and work behaviors within the 
organization may be more complex than post- 
ulated. There may be dynamic interactions 
among the factors themselves, in addition to the 
complex relationships between aspects of the 
environment and organizational culture, and 
between organizational culture and structure, 
and further, between environment and struc- 
ture. How these contextual factors relate to the 
process of control requires much further 
theoretical development and empirical testing, 
but are beyond the scope of the present paper. 

CONCLUSION 

The existing literature on organizational con- 
trol is rich with divergent perspectives, besides 
being inordinately fragmented. Drawing upon 
prior research and theories, an integrative 
framework has been presented in this paper. 
This framework espouses a concept  of control 
that is consistent with most of the prior perspec- 
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tives, i.e. c o n t r o l  is the  p roce s s  t h rough  w h i c h  an 
organ iza t ion  a t t emp t s  to  inc rease  the  p robab i l -  
i ty that  indiv iduals  wi l l  behave  in ways  that  wi l l  
lead  to  the  a t t a inmen t  o f  organiza t iona l  ob jec-  
tives. Such a c o n c e p t  appears  to  be  meaningful  
f rom b o t h  theo re t i ca l  and  manager ia l  view- 
points .  

The  m o d e l  o f  con t ro l  p r o p o s e d  c o m p r i s e s  a 
c o r e  c o n t r o l  sys tem ( w h i c h  is c y b e r n e t i c  in 
n a t u r e )  and  a c o n t r o l  c o n t e x t  ( w h i c h  recog-  
nizes  an o p e n  sys tems  approach) .  The  c o r e  con-  
t rol  sys tem consis ts  of  four  con t ro l  mechanisms .  
The  c y b e r n e t i c  p roce s s  beg ins  wi th  the  p lann ing  
m e c h a n i s m  w h i c h  serves  as an e x  a n t e  con t ro l  
funct ion.  The  m e a s u r e m e n t  and f eedback  
mechan i sms  have  b o t h  e x  a n t e  and e x  p o s t  con-  
t ro l  funct ions.  The  eva lua t ion  p roce s s  is e x p o s t ,  

whi l e  r ewa rds  may  also be  e i the r  e x  a n t e  or  e x  

p o s t ,  d e p e n d i n g  on  the  p e r c e p t i o n  of  the  indi- 
viduals.  The  c o n t r o l  c o n t e x t  consis ts  o f  organi-  
zat ional  s t ruc ture ,  o rganiza t iona l  cul ture ,  and 
aspec ts  of  the  ex t e rna l  env i ronmen t .  The  m o d e l  
a t t emp t s  to exp la in  the  con t ro l  p roce s s  at all 
levels  o f  analysis by  syn thes iz ing  l i t e ra ture  f rom 
organiza t iona l  soc io logy,  admin is t ra t ive  s c i ence  
and adminis t ra t ive  psycho logy .  Thus, it  has the  
p r o m i s e  o f  offering a m o r e  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  exp-  
lana t ion  o f  the  c o n t r o l  p roce s s  in c o m p l e x  
organiza t ions  than  ex is t ing  theor ie s  and 
approaches .  

Based on  the  l i t e ra tu re  and the  in tegra t ive  
f r a m e w o r k  p r o p o s e d ,  twe lve  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and 

th i r ty  tes tab le  h y p o t h e s e s  have b e e n  der ived .  
These  p ropos i t i ons  and h y p o t h e s e s  serve  to  sys- 
t emat ize  the  var iables  and re la t ionsh ips  and to 
lay the  founda t ions  for  poss ib le  empi r i ca l  
research.  

The  nex t  s t ep  in the  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  an integ- 
ra t ive  t h e o r y  is the  e l abo ra t i on  of  the  cond i t i ons  
u n d e r  w h i c h  the  c o r e  c o n t r o l  sys tem is m o r e  o r  
less effective. In o t h e r  words ,  fu r ther  c onc e p -  
tual iza t ion is des i rab le  o n  the  universa l i s t ic  ver- 
sus par t icu lar i s t ic  aspec t s  o f  the  c on t ro l  
f ramework .  For  example ,  w o u l d  organiza t iona l  
charac ter i s t ics ,  such  as s t ruc tu re  o r  t echno logy ,  
affect the  ef fec t iveness  o f  the  c o n t r o l  system? Do 
the  var ious  c o n t r o l  me c ha n i sms  c o m p l e m e n t  
each  o ther ,  o r  mus t  t hey  b e  effect ive all at o n c e  
for ach iev ing  the  de s i r e d  level  o f  cont ro l?  

Fu tu re  r e sea rch  o n  organiza t iona l  c o n t r o l  
mus t  involve  b o t h  t h e o r y  tes t ing  and 
m e t h o d o l o g i c a l  d e v e l o p m e n t .  Curren t ly ,  t h e o r y  
has advanced  faster  than the  ope ra t iona l i za t ion  
o f  key  cons t ruc t s  and  processes .  To advance  o u r  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  o f  this  d o m a i n  o f  organiza t iona l  
prosesses ,  c o n c u r r e n t  efforts in concep ta l i za -  
t ion  and ope ra t iona l i za t ion  are  needed .  

The  u l t imate  goal  of  t h e o r y  d e v e l o p m e n t  is to 
p r o v i d e  n e w  insights  for  p r a c t i c e  and for  solving 
c o m p l e x  p r o b l e m s  in h u m a n  organizat ions .  It is 
h o p e d  that  the  c o n t r o l  f r a m e w o r k  p r e s e n t e d  
he re  is a s t ep  t o w a r d  the  goal  o f  increas ing  
organiza t iona l  ef fec t iveness  t h rough  the  c o n t r o l  
of  h u m a n  efforts. 
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