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The research on how organizational and social changes are shaped and explained is
done in the paper. Traditional assumptions and new theories of social development and
organizational development were united into classification offered by author through the
dichotomy principle of classification. This article combines the existing classification
principles and presents new ones. The contribution of the author is the assumption that the
characteristics of development theories can be distinguished by the following contrast
groups: Evolution — Revolution, Cycle — Wave, Equilibrium — Punctuated Equilibrium,
Standard — Paradox. Meanwhile the first three groups are presented and analyzed, the
fourth group is left as hypothesis for the next research.
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Introduction. Under the conditions of constant turbulence of the environment, the
increasing uncertainty and upgrading consumers’ requirements it is urgent to construct new
norms of the organizational development. The attention of the researchers is focused on
development issues as the main intention of the strategists and managers to increase the
influence on the environment and therefore the future. The given research unites several
prevalent concepts of social and organizational changes classification. The attempt has been
made to generalize the views of sociologists on the organizational development and the
approaches from the management science to reinforce the knowledge fields with the cross
findings.
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Analysis of recent researchers and publications. Research is constructed as review of
the previous studies in the field of organizational development theories, and though based
on the papers of the leading experts and scientists, such as Aldrich H., Armenakis A.,
Bedeian A., Christensen C., Hannan M. and Freeman J., Scherbina V. and Popova Y.,
Plotinsky Y., Van de Ven A. and Poole M. and others.

Previously unsettled problem constituent. Nevertheless the literature on the
organizational development is widely spread among the scholars, and management papers
increasingly refer to that phenomenon [2, 11, 20], the main questions are still unanswered. It
Is still not obvious — is there any repeated logic of the organizational development that can
be observed and reproduced. The type and conditions of the environment can be the factors
that identify the trajectory of the organizational changes and development which is urgent to
understand and forecast. The classification of the organizational changes is a helpful tool of
structuring the causes-consequences skeleton of any facts, and this is the prime reason for us
to choose the generalization of existing classifications to understand the core of
phenomenon. A lot of efforts have been undertaken to answer the mentioned call, and
meanwhile these previous studies offer valuable insights, they also brought researchers to
new questions about organizational development nature.

Main purpose of the article. The aim of this review is generalization and synthesis
of contributions of social and organizational theories into understanding of
organizational development. We offer classification criterions that will facilitate further
research in the filed.

Results and discussions. The concepts of organizational development are widely
acknowledged, but we should bring the light to definitions and scope of it. The
interpretation of Richard Beckhard deserves attention: “Organization development is an
effort (1) planned, (2) organization-wide, and (3) managed from the top, to (4) increase
organizational effectiveness and health through (5) planned interventions in the
organization’s “processes”, using behavior-science knowledge” [3]. The definition offered
by Gary McLean is also substantial as he considers organization development as “any
process or activity, based on the behavioral sciences, that, either initially or over the long
term, has the potential to develop in an organizational setting enhanced knowledge,
expertise, productivity, satisfaction, income, interpersonal relationships, and other desired
outcomes, whether for personal or group/team gain, or for the benefit of an organization,
community, nation, region, or, ultimately, the whole of humanity” [14, p.9]. The researchers
Thomas G. Cummings and Christopher G. Worley emphasis that organization development
is a systemwide application and means “transfer of behavioral science knowledge to the
planned development, improvement, and reinforcement of the strategies, structures, and
processes that lead to organization effectiveness” [9, p.3].

As it follows from the definitions presented above, the most general view on the
organizational development is as on the process of positive and qualitative changes inside of
the organization, which embraces the means and tools of activities and people’s interactions
and which reflects transformations of the organizational system elements and properties. We
offer to consider the organizational development as consistent actions of organizational
transformations, in other words, organization capabilities accumulation to solve internal tasks
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and to react to external challenges using constructive cooperation and successful coordination
of the organizational development participants.

To understand the core of organizational changes it is necessary to make a review of the
classifications already existed in management and sociology literature.

One of the detailed classifications was presented by V. Scherbina and Y. Popova [20],
who structured the changes theories in the following way:

1. Structural and situational model. The representatives of this approach are: Paul R.
Lawrence and Jay W. Lorsch [13], and James Tompson [24]. This model is also presented
by the endogenous version [21] and exogenous version of innovational models [29].

2. The garbage-can theory, the authors of which are Michael Cohen, James March and
Johan Olsen. According to this view of organizational anarchy, an organization is “a
collection of choices looking for problems, issues and feelings looking for problems, issues
and feelings looking for decision situations in which they might be aired, solutions looking
for issues to which they might be the answer, and decision makers looking for work™ [8,
p.2]. In other words, the organization is a result and the product of the set of different
actions made by different actors in different situation.

3. New institutional approach to organizational changes is presented by Walter Powell,
Paul DiMaggio [10] and John Meyer [15]. This approach considers the logical intention of
the organization to follow norms and standards, established by society (or organizational
groups) to legitimate the activity or — in other words, to get approval to use positive
externalities and other benefits of being part of society.

4. Phenomenological approach, the representatives of which are Stewart Ranson, Bob
Hinings and Royston Greenwood [18], describes the organizational changes as realities,
constructed by the actors.

5. Conflict Model, where researchers named New Marxism sociologists such as John
Brewer [4], Scott Lasch and John Urry [12], Michael Burawoy [5], and game-theory
researchers — from John von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern, John Nash and other — to
Richard Swedberg [22]. The basis of that approach is the battle for domination between the
representatives of different social segments, or if we are talking about game-related
analysis, - the organization appears as a set of games between partners who have to play
with each other according to some informal rules or prescribed formal roles.

6. The Natural Selection Model provided by Howard Aldrih and Jeffrey Pfeffer [1; 16].
Here we can name Michael Hannan and John Freeman as representatives of this approach
though the theory of them is separated now as organizational ecology.

This Scherbina-Popova classification reflects the causes of organization existence and
can be used for better understanding the purpose of its appearance and functioning.

On the other hand, the essence of the changes is still needed to be discovered. The
organizational changes were analyzed by Andrew Van de Van and Marshall S. Poole [28] and
their vision of change types is one of the most spread in the management literature. According
to Van de Ven — Poole classification all the organizational changes approaches can be divided
into four ideal types:

1. Theological Theories is the most acceptable by managers, as teleological philosophy
assumes that the prime direction, core and end state of the development is desired goal. All
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the actions, decisions and interactions are dedicated to the goal achievement and once the
entity attains its goal, the permanent equilibrium emerged, but the entity does not stay in it
as reconstruction of the goals takes place. According to this theory it’s impossible to specify
the trajectory of organizational development that entity will follow. The possible paths can
be listed as the opportunities, but the limitation of the theory application is the assumption
that entity or decision-maker acts rationally to make the forecasting possible.

2. Life-Cycle Theory is presented by the evidences of the organic growth and its
analogies during the life time of the organization. Life-Cycle theories mean that the changes
are imminent because the entity has the development code inside of it (DNA analogy) that
Initiates and determines the organizational changes. This theory has limitation too as
eventually the entity has the phases of ontogenesis — from the initiation till the final state.
There are no strong proofs that all typical organizations have typical stages and the same
paths. This approach is close to new institutionalism as the inherited code of organizational
development can be interpreted as the core rules and institutional programs embed into
organization organism.

3. Dialectical Theory is close to Conflict Model, mentioned above, and Equilibrium
Model, as long as it interprets the organizational development as the process of searching
for the power balance between opposing entities (elements, classes, groups). The change
takes place when “opposing values, forces, or events gain sufficient power to confront and
engage the status quo” [28, p. 517]. In the terms of game-related theories thesis and
antithesis are win-lose situations, whereas the synthesis means win-win solution. But the
limitations of this theory is the suggestion that the conflicts produce the creative synthesis,
when we know from conflict literature that the consequences of the conflicts can diverse as
well as their constructive nature can be turned into destructive one. Thus all the theories that
use confrontation between forces, drivers, values or events as an explanation (or a
development mechanism) can be classified as dialectical ones.

4. Evolutionary Theory. Mentioned above researchers, such as H. Aldrih, M. Hannan
and J. Freeman suggested that the organizational changes are the result of continuous cycle
of variation, selection and retention meanwhile the selection is realized through the
competition for the resources and the best adapted entities to the environment requirements
will succeed. The evolutionary theory explains change as “a recurrent, cumulative, and
probabilistic progression of variation, selection, and retention of organizational entities”
[28, p. 518]. The limitation of this theory is that one can’t forecast the success or failure of
the entities. This approach includes Darwinian and Lamarckian views on the selection and
organizational traits inheriting processes.

These four ideal-type changes theories are applied for understanding and forecasting the
organizational development, and more specific approaches can be deconstructed and
explained as far as they have the elements of the ideal-types drivers.

The concern of the scientists about the applicability of the social and behavioral theories
for the management phenomena had been started in 60-ties, but then became stronger after
George Akerlof and Rachel Kranton’s works where they established the link between
individual identities, group changes and social context of the market dynamics.

Taking into account that market actors are individuals, we need to focus our attention on
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the classification of the social theories of changes. Thereupon we need to review the
classification of Yu. Plotinsky [17], who presented the theories of social changes using the
following differentiation:

1. Evolutionary Theories that are divided into:

— Universal theories of evolution (Herbert Spenser, Charles Darwin) or in other words,
Social Darwinism;

— Nonlinear evolution (Lewis Henry Morgan, Karl Marx and other revolution theories)

— Multilinear Evolution (Leslie White and Julian Steward)

. Cycle theories include:

— Theories of civilization cycles;

— Gumilyov’s cycles of national ethnos;

— Cycles of social movements and organizational cycles;

— Technology Life Cycles;

— Product life cycle;

— Life Cycle of the family and individual and also

— The generation cycles offered by Kleinberg;

— Theories of political cycles of J.D. Barber and others.

3. Wave Theories, which can be presented by:

— Alexander Chizhevsky’s theory of cycles and waves;

— Theories of generation waves by Karl Mannheim;

— The circulation of elite described by Vilfredo Pareto;

— Simon Kuznets Waves;

— Nikolai Kondratiev Waves;

— Toynbee's war waves;

— Long Wave Theory by Joshua Goldstein.

It is necessary to mention that Plotinsky’s idea is to unite revolutionary and evolution
theories, as revolution is considered as a stage of long-term development and is a part of
evolution.

We should also mention theories of changes that were left out of attention of the
researchers. There must be named at least Functionalism of Talcott Parsons or equilibrium
theory. And of course there are some theories that are accepted skeptically, e.g.
technological singularity theory or Cliodynamics Concept offered by Peter Turchin [28].

Thereby the generalization of the approaches mentioned above let us assuming the
existence of balanced classification of the explanation of organizational and social changes.
We assumed that the dichotomy can be chosen as a tool for setting the events and phenomena
in certain order (see table 1).

If we will contrast the most abundant characteristics of the changes, such as Evolution —
Revolution, Cycle — Wave, Equilibrium — Punctuated Equilibrium, then the distribution of
the approaches can be done as it’s presented in the table 1. Though we should mention that
evolutionary theories include equilibrium approach and revolutionary theories embrace idea
about punctuated equilibrium. The difference between evolutionary and revolutionary

N
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explanations is the same as for the gradualist paradigm of changes placed in a contrast to
discrete changes approach.

The distribution of the theories is relative and the list of approaches is not full, it’s more
descriptive to show the principle of classification. The strategic management approaches as
independent teleological direction of the organizational development theories is missed in
this research, because it lies aside of the current research aim.

Table 1. The offered classification of the organizational changes
(generalized based on [2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 17, 19, 23])

Evolutionary Theories Revolutionary Theories
(including Equilibrium) (including Punctuated Equilibrium)
Social Darwinism (1877) Innovations Theory of Schumpeter (1934)

Kurt Lewin’s Model of Organization Changes (1972) | Conflict Theory (Marx, 1867, Coser, 1956, Dahrendorf,
Structural Functionalism (1975) of Talcott Parsons 1957)

The Natural Selection Model (1976) Disruptive Innovation Model (1996) offered by C.
The population ecology of organizations (1977) by Christensen
M. Hannan and J. Freeman Social Changes as Cultural trauma (2000) of P. Sztompka
New Institutionalism (1991)

Cycle Theories Wave Theories
Toynbee’s Civilization cycles (1934) Theories of generation waves by Karl Mannheim (1923)
Gumilyov’s cycles of national ethnos (1989) Nikolai Kondratiev Waves (1925)
Cycles of social movements and organizational Simon Kuznets Waves (1930)
cycles (1986) of Y. Ramstadt The circulation of elite described by Vilfredo Pareto (1935)
Rostow's Model of Economic Growth (1960) Alexander Chizhevsky’s theory of cycles and waves (1942)
Technology Life Cycles (1962) by E. Rogers Toynbee's war waves (1934)
Product Life Cycle Toffler’s Waves of Industrial and Post-Industrial Society
Corporate Life Cycle offered by I. Adizes (1979) (1970)
Life cycle of the Family and Individual (1998) Long Wave Theory of Joshua Goldstein (mid-a980-ties)

offered by Erik Erikson

The current trends in the management at the modern enterprises prove that not all of the
mentioned approaches are applicable. For example, the approach offered by I. Adizes is
widely spread among the corporate analysts but the managers and decision-makers are not
so ready to implement the theories of social changes even with implied benefits. The
classification offered in this research ignores one more dichotomy of the organizational
changes: “standard — paradox”, which we consider as necessary characteristics for the
further analysis.

Conclusion and further research directions. The review of the several classifications
of the social and organizational development theories showed the existence of unanswered
question in management literature. The author’s contributions into the field of research are
the attempts to distinguish the approaches through the dichotomies construction. There were
chosen such characteristics of the drivers and sources of organizational and social changes
in a contrast to each other: Evolution — Revolution, Cycle — Wave, Equilibrium —
Punctuated Equilibrium, Standard — Paradox. The last one is stayed unfulfilled due to the
literature gap on paradoxical nature of the organizational development. We assume that it’s
the next step of the further research for experts, scientists and decision-makers at the
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enterprises. The offered principle of the classification can be helpful in a process of
modeling the organizational development.

References

1. Aldrich, H. E., & Pfeffer, J. (1976). Environments of organizations. Annual review of sociology, 79-
105.

2. Armenakis, A. A. & Bedeian, A. G. (1999). Organizational change: A review of theory and research
in the 1990s. Journal of management, No 25(3), 293-315.

3. Beckhard, R. (2006). What is organization development? (Chapter) Organization Development, 3-12.

4. Brewer, J. (1987). Exploitation in the new Marxism of collective action. The Sociological Review,
35(1), 84-96.

5. Burawoy, M. (2003). For a sociological Marxism: the complementary convergence of Antonio
Gramsci and Karl Polanyi. Politics & Society, 31(2), 193-261.

6. Cantwell, J. (2002). Innovation, profits, and growth: Penrose and Schumpeter. Retrieved from:
www.reading.ac.uk/web/files/management/427.pdf

7. Christensen, C. M., & Bower, J. L. (1996). Customer power, strategic investment, and the failure of
leading firms. Strategic management journal, 17(3), 197-218.

8.Cohen, M. D., March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1972). A garbage can model of organizational choice.
Administrative science quarterly, 1-25.

9. Cummings, T. G., & Worley, C. G. (2014). Organization development and change. Cengage learning.

10. DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (Eds.). (1991). The new institutionalism in organizational
analysis (Vol. 17). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

11. Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The population ecology of organizations. American journal
of sociology, 929-964.

12. Lash, S., & Urry, J. (1984). The new Marxism of collective action: a critical analysis. Sociology,
18(1), 33-50.

13. Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Differentiation and integration in complex organizations.
Administrative science quarterly, 1-47.

14. McLean, G. (2005). Organization development: Principles, processes, performance. Berrett-
Koehler Publishers.

15. Meyer, J. W. (2010). World society, institutional theories, and the actor. Annual review of
sociology, 36, 1-20.

16. Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (2003). The external control of organizations: A resource dependence
perspective. Stanford University Press.

17. Plotinsky, Y.M. (2001). Modeli social’nyh processov: Uchebnoe posobie dlja vysshih uchebnyh
zavedenij. 2™ Edition.

18. Ranson, S., Hinings, B., & Greenwood, R. (1980). The structuring of organizational structures.
Administrative science quarterly, 1-17.

19. Scherbina, V., & Popova, Y. (1996). Sovremennye koncepcii strukturnyh izmenenij v
organizacijah. Sociologicheskie issledovanija, (1), 98-107.

20. Schumpeter, J. A. (1951). Essays: On entrepreneurs, innovations, business cycles, and the
evolution of capitalism. Transaction Publishers.

21. Smolny, W. (1999). Endogenous innovations in a model of the firm: Theory and empirical
application for West-German manufacturing firms. Retrieved from: www.mathematik.uni-
ulm.de/wipo/forschung/diskussionspapiere/iii.pdf

22. Swedberg, R. (2001). Sociology and game theory: Contemporary and historical perspectives.
Theory and Society, 30(3), 301-335.

23. Sztompka, P. (2000). Cultural trauma the other face of social change. European journal of social
theory, 3(4), 449-466.

24. Thompson, J. D. (1967). Organizations in action: Social science bases of administrative theory.


http://www.reading.ac.uk/web/files/management/427.pdf
http://www.mathematik.uni-ulm.de/wipo/forschung/diskussionspapiere/iii.pdf
http://www.mathematik.uni-ulm.de/wipo/forschung/diskussionspapiere/iii.pdf

ECONOMIC PROCESSES MANAGEMENT
international scientific e-journal (ISSN 2311-6293)
epm.fem.sumdu.edu.ua

Neq — 2016

Transaction publishers.

25. Toffler, A. (1970). Future shock, 1970. Sydney. Pan.

26. Turchin, P. (2008). Arise 'cliodynamics'. Nature, 454(7200), 34-35.

27. Van de Ven, A. H., & Poole, M. S. (1995). Explaining development and change in organizations.
Academy of management review, 20(3), 510-540.

28. Van de Ven, A. H., & Poole, M. S. (1995). Explaining development and change in organizations.
Academy of management review, Vol.20, No 3, 510-540.

29. Zaltman, G., Duncan, R., & Holbeck, J. (1973). Innovativeness and Organizations. NY: John Wiley
and Sons.

3ACTOCOBHICTH TEOPII COIIAJIBHOI'O TA OPTAHIZAIIIMHOI'O PO3BUTKY
HA NIAITPUEMCTBI
HIBinaina I'anna OuiekcanapiBua
Kanouoam eKOHOMIYHUX HAYK, 00UeHm Kagheopu ynpaeiinns
Cymcokuit OepicagHull ynieepcumem, YKpaina
Hocniodicenuss npucesiueHo NoACHeHH!0, AKUM YUHOM ¢hopmytombcs ma  6i00y8aromscs
opeaunizayitni ma coyianbHi 3miHu. Tpaouyiuni noenadu ma HO8I meopii CoyiaibHO20 PO3GUMKY Mda
meopii opeanizayitino2o po3sUmMKy 00 €OHaHi 6 Klacugixayiro, AKy NPONOHYE ABMOPOM 34
00NOMO2010 NPUHYUNY OUXOMOMIYHO20 NPOMUCMAGNEHHA. A8mMOop KOMOIHYE ICHYIOUI NpUHYunu
Knacughikayii ma npedcmaense Hosi. Buecox y npeomemmuy obnacmov 00CHiONCEHHs NONALAE Y
NPpUNYWEHHI, WO XapaKkmepucmuky meopil pO3GUMKY MONXCHA NpeoCmasumu 3d MmaKumu
Koumpacmuumu 2cpynamu. Eeonoyia — Peeomwoyisn, Luxkiu — Xeuni, Pisnoeaca — Ilepepsana
Pisnosaca, Cmanoapm — Ilapadokc. B motil yac sik nepuii mpu epynu Kiacug)ixayii npeocmasieHi y
cmammi, OCMAanHs napa 3aiuena 0Jis HACMYNHO20 KPOKY ) 00CTIOHNCEeHHI.
Kniwowuosi cnoea. 3minu, opeauizayitini 3MiHU, COYIANbHUL PO3BUMOK, OpP2AHI3AYIUHUL
PO3BUMOK, NIONPUEMCINEO.

IMPUMEHUMOCTH TEOPUH COIIMAJIBHOI'O 1 OPTAHU3AIIMOHHOI' O
PA3ZBUTUSA HA TIPEAIIPUATHAN
HIBunauHa AHHA AJIeKCAHAPOBHA
Kanouoam IKOHOMU4ecKuUx HayK, 00UeHm Kageopuvl ynpasieHus
Cymckuil 2ocyoapcmeennulii ynueepcumem, Ykpauna
Hccneoosanue noceaueno o00viACHeHUIO, Kakum o00pazom Gopmupyromes u npoucxoosm
Op2aHU3AYUOHHbIE U COYUANbHbIE U3MEeHeHUs. TpaduyuoHHsvle 632715106l U HOBble Meopuu
COYUANbHO2O pazeumusi 00veOUHeHbl 6 KIACCUpuUKayuro, Komopylo npeoiazaem demopom npu
noMowju  NPUHYUNA — OUXOMOMUYECKO20  NpOMUBONOCmAasieHus.  Aemop  KombOunupyem
cywecmeyowue NpUHYUnvl Kidccuurayuu u npeocmaeisem Hogvle. Bxnao 6 npeomemmyio
obnacmv cocmoum 6 NPeoOnoNoNHCEeHUlU, YMmo XapaKmepucmuKu meopuil pa3eumus MO*CHO
npeocmasums nO Makum KOHMpAcmuwviM epynnam: Jeonoyus — Peeonoyus, Luxnvr — Boanul,
Pasnosecue — Ilpepsannoe Pasnosecue, Cmanoapm — Ilapadokc. B mo 8pems kak nepgvle mpu
epynnuvl Kiaccugukayuu npeocmasienvl 8 cmamove, NoCileoHss napa Xapakmepucmuk ocmasiend
07151 OabHeUWUX UaA208 8 UCCIe008aHUU.
Knrouegvie cnoea. uszmenenus, OpeaHu3ayuoOHHble USMEHEHUs, COYUANbHOe pazeumue,
Op2aHU3aYUOHHOEe pazsumue, npeonpusmue.



