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How it Feels to Work here: Improving Organisational Climate
Roderic Gray, Essex, UK
Abstract: Modern lifestyles ~ or workstyles ~ have tended to separate work into an isolated compartment of our lives and,
very often, into a special location; which is a quite recent development in the history of our species. But people don't leave
their social needs behind when they enter the workplace, especially since we spend a high proportion of our time “at work”.
Our subjective impressions of how well our work environment seems to provide for these deep-seated psychological needs
determine the organisation’s climate. A significant body of research shows a consistent correlation between organisational
climates perceived as favourable or benign by employees and positive performance outcomes. Managers can improve their
organisation’s climate by working on its component factors: by acting to reduce the negative influence of the perception of
threat, and by reinforcing the positive factors which make work a rewarding (in the widest sense) experience. If managers
work to improve the positive climate factors, and to reduce or eliminate the negative ones, then they can expect not only to
see improvements in performance, but also an improvement in the happiness and wellbeing of the people who work with
them: a win-win outcome.
Keywords: Organisational Climate, Change, Productivity, Wellbeing, Quality of Working Life

HE CONCEPT OF organisational climate
is closely related to that of culture, but takes
a rather different perspective. Culture has
been summarised as “the way we do things
around here”. Seemingly flippant, this summary is
actually both rigorous and profound, because the
way we do things is the product of many and varied
drives and constraints: formal and informal, spoken
and tacit, conscious and unconscious. These drives
and constraints, as Schein (1985) has pointed out,
are largely inaccessible to the external observer and,
often, to the participants in the culture themselves,
but “the way we do things” is observable. We can
see “what”, but “why? is subject to conjecture and
enquiry.
Climate describes characteristics of the organisation from the perspective of the individual participant. It is concerned less with objective reports or
explanations of what is done, or why, than with the
subjective impressions of participants about how it
feels to be a member of the organisation, to which
we might add, at that time and in that place.
Originally, the terms organisational culture and
organisational climate were used almost interchangeably in the management literature (see, for example,
Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975: “… organisational
climate or ‘culture’ — a set of customs and typical
patterns of ways of doing things”). By the late 1980s,
though, the terminology had settled, so that studies
which talked about climate in the 1970s would by
then be thought of as addressing culture (Denison,
1996). The distinction is important because climate
is much more susceptible to management influence
than culture, which is notoriously resistant to con-
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trolled change: “After countless research studies
there’s precious little evidence that it can be manipulated, no clear guidelines showing how to do it, and
no real proof that a new culture leads to better business results” (Manning, 1990). Whereas: “climate is
held to be a summary perception of how an organisation deals with its members and environments, and
thus develops from factors primarily under managerial influence” (Wallace, Hunt & Richards, 1999). The
reference to “a summary perception” here is significant because although “how it feels to work here” is
a subjective perception by an individual, the climate
which we can perceive and, perhaps, change in positive ways is a construct of the aggregated individual
perceptions of the people involved, “a synthesis of
perceptions” (Sparrow, 2001).
Acceptance that organisational climate may be,
to some extent, subject to management control leads
inevitably to the question: why does it matter?
Watkin & Hubbard (2003) assert that “research
has … consistently shown how an organisational
climate can directly account for up to 30 per cent of
the variance in key business performance measures”
and indeed there is extensive research evidence into
“the relationship between how employees describe
their work environments and the relative performance
success of those work environments” which strongly
“suggests that the more present certain organisational
or leadership practices are in a given work environment, the more energized and productive the workforce” (Wiley & Brooks, 2000), an observation
strongly supported by many years of longitudinal
studies by Patterson and colleagues (Patterson et al,
1997). The precise nature of the relationship between
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such “leadership practices” and performance outcomes is harder to define.
The climate of an organisation is determined for
each participant by a variety of factors, and climate
research has tended to focus on isolating these factors
in order to make them available for considered manipulation by management. At first sight, the lists of
factors various authors identify may seem disparate,
and therefore rather unhelpful, but closer analysis
shows a high degree of commonality in underlying
meaning, if not in the terminology used, which has
persisted over some forty years of research. This
commonality is explored at greater length in Gray
(2007).
After analysing the factors identified by a range
of authors it is possible to identify some fifteen distinct elements that have been considered to make up
the totality of an organisation’s climate. However,
some of these may appear to describe things which
might well be consequences of climate, rather than
components of it. For example, several writers
mention motivation as an element in climate.
“However, when we look more closely at the psychological, social and economic bases of workplace
motivation it becomes apparent that the concept of
‘motivation’ is too high-level to be very useful.
There’s not much a manager can actually do directly
with the knowledge that someone is highly motivated, moderately motivated, or hardly motivated at
all. The useful information in this case would be
found at a deeper level; what is the background to
the observed motivation level and what can be done
to facilitate a more positive attitude towards the work
that needs to be done” (Gray, 2007). Similarly,
“clarity”, meaning having a clear understanding of
what is expected of an employee, features in the literature as a component of climate, but, again, clarity
in this sense is the outcome of a process. The imposition of targets, however clear, would produce very
different feelings about the organisation and relationships within it, than would the mutual determination
of workplace goals (Gray, 2004).
In order to get closer to the roots of climate perceptions Gray (2000) drew on a range of subjects
which might be likely to influence how someone
would feel about their organisation. Amongst these
were: individual and group processes of perception;
social learning theory; attitude formation; leadership
theory; the psychological and physiological effects
of fear, anger, and stress; hostile and extreme work
regimes, such as slavery; threat and coercion; motivation; organisational culture; the psychological contract; authority, power and influence; conflict; and
attribution theory. This produced a shortlist of factors
which were tested for significance in extensive semistructured interviews with forty-four managers from
seventeen organisations, all major, well-known

names in the UK and/or internationally, in a total of
seven industry sectors, public and private. They were
asked to discuss the last completed project in which
they were involved, and from their comments an
analysis was made of the organisational climate in
which the work took place, and of how successful
the project had been. The interviews were quite
probing; statements were not accepted at face value,
and the subsequent analysis was rigorous. Eight
factors survived this process:
Six are positive factors largely associated with
individual autonomy, responsibility and control.
Broadly, the stronger the perception of these factors
the better the climate will feel to most people in a
workplace. They are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Free expression of ideas
Free expression of concerns
Freedom to question (especially decisions and
policies determined by more senior people)
Participation: genuine participation in defining
goals and objectives
Intrinsic satisfactions derived from the work itself
Innovation (freedom to try new concepts and
approaches)

The remaining two factors are negative and require
some explanation.
•

Purposive threat

These are threats which are directed quite consciously at people, usually with the intention of
making them do (or stop doing) something specific.
Nearly fifty years ago Douglas McGregor wrote that
“the principles of organization which comprise the
bulk of the literature of management could only have
been derived from assumptions such as those of
Theory X. Other beliefs about human nature would
have led inevitably to quite different organizational
principles”. Theory X supposes that people dislike
work and will only do what’s required of them if
they are “coerced, controlled, directed, threatened
with punishment” (McGregor, 1960). It should be
noted that the use of purposive threats is still considered to be a normal management technique in
many organisations, for example, when it is understood that penalties may be imposed for infringements of rules or failure to meet targets. They are
also frequently applied in an inverse form, such as
performance-related pay or other forms of reward
which come to be anticipated by employees but may
be withheld if targets are not met.
•

Environmental threat

This term covers natural events, forces or changes
in society which are not being controlled by anyone,
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or from macro-political causes or policies that are
decided so remotely from the people they affect that
for all practical purposes they can be regarded as
undirected. Examples might be changes in regulation
or other governmental policy, the advent of serious
competition which threatens the viability of the employer, takeovers, downsizing, “re-engineering”,
changes in markets addressed, or new technology
which devalues old skills.

In the research, a coefficient was calculated based
on the six positive factors, modified by the two negative ones, as described by the informants. This was
compared with a similar coefficient of project success, again based on a rigorous assessment derived
from the informants’ accounts. This produced an
unexpectedly high correlation of +.74, which is illustrated in the graph below.

Figure 1: Organisational Climate and Project Success
From this evidence, which supports earlier and subsequent results from other researchers, a clear correlation emerges between an organisational climate
which is high in autonomy and low in threat, and
successful work outcomes.
In some ways these results seem natural enough.
Human beings are social animals. We have developed to co-operate within relatively small groups,
with each individual contributing different strengths
and talents so that the group is enabled to survive
and dominate its environment. As a result, individually we have a need to participate in group activities,
and to have our participation recognised by others.
In the 1940s Abraham Maslow identified these needs
as a hierarchy (Maslow, 1943). Evidence for the
hierarchical dominance of the various needs has been
elusive (Lawler & Suttle, 1972) but as a set of criteria
for social coherence Maslow’s taxonomy is robust.
The needs he defines are: the need for basic requirements such as food, water, shelter; the need to feel
secure and protected against danger and deprivation;
the need to belong, to be accepted and to both give
and receive friendship and love; the need for self
esteem, self-confidence, achievement and independence, and for the deserved esteem, respect and recognition of others. Finally, the need to achieve “selfactualisation”, meaning the need to become whatever
one is capable of being. As well as the five needs of
his hierarchy, Maslow also considered that the need

“to know” and the need “to understand” were important to human wellbeing.
All these needs are met, if indeed they are met,
through our social context; without interactions with
other people they can at best be only partially fulfilled. Historically there would have been little or no
distinction between “work” and “non work” activities
and the social context of both would have been the
same for most of the time. Modern humans, though,
are likely to go “to work” and enter a distinct social
context from that in which other aspects of their lives
are set. Work in this sense may take up a significant
proportion of people’s lives: quite enough for them
to feel badly deprived if the social context of their
workplace fails to provide for their basic needs. It is
how satisfactory the workplace seems as a social
context that determines its climate. In this sense, the
eight elements of organisational climate identified
in Gray’s (2000) research correspond fairly closely
to Maslow’s seven categories of need, applied to and
interpreted for the modern workplace. It therefore
follows that by paying attention to the climate elements; reinforcing and augmenting the positive ones
and ameliorating the negative ones, managers have
it in their power to make significant improvements
both to the psychological, and therefore also the
physical, wellbeing of employees and at the same
time to improve the quality and quantity of the work
that’s performed.
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Employees’ perceptions of their organisations’
climate are strongly influenced by the actions of
senior people. and especially those of their immediate
supervisors (McGregor, 1960; Reichers & Schneider,
1990). This means that individual managers have the
capability of triggering improvements by making
changes in their own behaviour. This isn’t necessarily
easy to do: “like losing weight or giving up smoking,
changing our workplace behaviour needs willpower,
determination and constant self-observation to avoid
slipping back into the old habits” (Gray, 2007).
Corrective action, in this as in many other contexts,
is easier if begun early, when the first warning signs
of something wrong are detected.
Unfortunately, for those inside an organisation it
can be all too easy for climate problems to go unnoticed until they become too serious to ignore. Ideal
states can be imagined, and expressed in the form of
vision and mission statements, but these are of little
use without a realistic assessment of the current
situation; to plan a journey one must know not only
the intended destination but one’s current location,
as well.
Perhaps the simplest way to make an assessment
of an organisation’s climate is to ask an outsider to
observe and provide feedback. Often, an experienced
observer will notice a prevailing atmosphere of which
insiders, who live with it every day, are not consciously aware. Such feedback can be useful, even
though it will inevitably be superficial and probably
inaccurate. Once it’s been pointed out, managers
may be able to take action to put things right, or at
least to clarify the issues. This attention, which may
be seen as evidence of good will and the desire to
make things better, can sometimes be all that’s
needed for quite major improvements in climate to
follow.
Often, though, this kind of “quick and dirty” approach isn’t enough and more formal investigation
is needed. The research which isolated and validated
the eight climate factors mentioned above (Gray,
2000) involved extended interviews which were then
analysed in the context of an eclectic body of literature and earlier research findings. This kind of research, common in academia, is likely to be too resource-hungry to be economically viable in most
commercial settings.
A useful and cost-effective compromise is to carry
out a survey in which people answer questions about
their perceptions of the various climate factors, eg,
Gray’s (2001, 2002) Organizational Climate Assessment instrument, or OCA, in which respondents are
asked how strongly they agree or disagree that various statements are “true of my organisation”. This
allows analysis at two levels. First, it produces a
simple overall “climate index” which gives a broad
indication of how the people who work in the organ-

isation, or smaller group, perceive its climate. A low
index suggests that some attention is needed to improve the climate or, of course, to prevent things
getting worse. If it’s very low it means that something is going badly wrong and needs immediate
corrective action.
At a deeper level, the OCA shows how people responded to questions about each of the eight climate
factors individually. An organisation’s climate is a
system, in which each of the elements continually
interacts with all the others. This works to maintain
a rough organisational homeostasis, so normally one
would expect all eight factors to produce roughly
similar results. If they don’t, for example, if one or
more seem to be out of step with the others, it’s very
likely that the other factors will come into line before
long. The six positive factors interact very rapidly,
so changes in one or more of these seldom last very
long. Of the two negative factors, purposive threat
has strong interactions with the other factors, because
“it’s an intrinsic characteristic of particular attitudes
and ways of behaving associated with managers or
others who are in constant interaction with the people
who are affected by it, and therefore its influence on
other factors … is direct and immediate” (Gray,
2007). If any individual factor seems to be out of
step with the overall pattern it may mean that something is changing; a new situation is developing or
perhaps the influence of a new manager with a different style is beginning to be felt.
Environmental threat, is rather different because
it originates outside the organisational system. How
much and how quickly it affects the climate obviously depends to some extent on the specific nature
of the threat. However, organisations which already
had a positive climate and in which employees feel
they can trust communications from management
and have confidence that the welfare of employees
is likely to be taken into account in decision-making
seem to develop “healthier immune systems” which
can help them to withstand problems from outside
more robustly. “Conversely, where the climate is not
perceived to be benign, the perception of environmental threat can seem more menacing and people
may feel more helpless and isolated” (Gray, 2007).
Experience of analysing climate in a variety of
organisations, and of observing positive (and sometimes negative) change, provides some broad suggestions about actions managers can take once they become aware of the desirability and the possibility of
improvement.
The freedom to express ideas is suppressed when
managers make it obvious that they don’t value what
employees have to say about their jobs or the way
the organisation tries to fulfil its purpose. People almost always have ideas about what they do for a
living, but if no-one is listening or worse, if the ex-
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pression of ideas is discouraged, they are likely to
begin to feel that they themselves aren’t valued. This
inevitably affects the climate. The key to improving
the perception of this freedom is to open channels
of communication through which ideas can be communicated to those who are in a position to acknowledge them and, if appropriate, make use of them.
Formal suggestions schemes can have a place, if they
meet certain defined criteria for effectiveness (see,
for example, Charlton, 2005; Fowler, 1994) and,
depending on circumstances, less formal approaches
can work just as well, so long as people’s ideas get
through to someone who will listen and respond
positively to them.
There are many organisations in which people feel
that it’s unacceptable to tell the boss they’re worried
about something, or that there’s something about the
current situation that they don’t feel comfortable
about. If people’s freedom to express concerns is
suppressed in this way the concerns don’t just go
away. It’s more likely that they will fester until they
grow into something serious. A more positive approach is to make it clear that properly thought out
expressions of concern will be treated as useful inputs to good management. This is often best done
through formal channels by which concerns can be
expressed safely and in confidence. Of course, these
channels have to be seen to work if they’re to be of
any real value. Again, formal mechanisms may not
be needed if there’s a genuine willingness on the part
of all managers to listen to people’s concerns whilst
they are minor and easily addressed.
The freedom to question can seem threatening to
a manager who is insecure or working at the boundaries of his or her competence. However it should
be seen as a positive management tool. Questioning
helps people to understand what their managers are
trying to achieve, which means they can contribute
more effectively to successful outcomes. It can also
draw timely attention to risks and problems.
Participation in defining goals and objectives has
been shown to lead to improved results (eg, Baker,
Murphy & Fisher, 1988; Deloitte Touche, 1998). It’s
also good for people’s health, reducing stress-related
problems, improving self-esteem and job satisfaction
(Sauter, Murphy & Hurrell, 1992) and “allowing
employees to improve their adjustment to the demands of the job” (French, Caplan & van Harrison,
1982). Karasek & Theorell (1990) have shown clear
links between “low decision latitude” and increased
risk of cardiovascular disease.
If participation in decision making is low, managers need to address the issue quickly. “The key
demand on managers is that they try, continually, to
extend the amount of participation by their people,
but respect individuals’ comfort levels. This requires
observation and active listening, and flexibility,

which is all quite hard work, but the effort is well
worthwhile” (Gray, 2007).
Intrinsic satisfaction from the work itself is a key
factor in people’s motivation at work (Lawler, 1973;
Kanfer, 1994), which has a direct effect on performance. The negative side of this is that if work isn’t
satisfying people may become frustrated and resentful, and they may suffer from stress-related health
problems. Good job design can help here, using the
tried and tested principles set out by Hackman &
Oldham (1980). They advised that jobs should have
the following characteristics:
“skill variety”; the job utilises several different
skills or abilities, or involves a number of different tasks,
“task identity”; the worker sees a task through
from beginning to end, and can see an identifiable product or outcome,
“task significance”; other people are affected
by how well the task is done,
“autonomy”; allowing the worker to plan his or
her own work and choose how to do it,
“feedback”, so that the worker receives clear,
direct information about how well he or she is
doing.
Innovation; the freedom to try new concepts and
approaches, is a basic need most people have, and
it’s essential to foster it for the organisation’s own
sake: “no organisation can survive without innovation. There must be an adaptive process that allows
the organisation to take on board new ideas and
translate them into practical results” (Cox, 1998).
For individuals it’s important to be free to try things
out in relation to their own work. But innovation is
risky; new things don’t always work. Managers need
to be willing to take that risk on board, set boundaries
and within those boundaries allow people to do
things their own way, trying out new things from
time to time. This gives people a sense of ownership
of what they do and boosts commitment and motivation.
Purposive threats, in their various guises, have
been shown to be negatively correlated with performance (Deming, 1986; Handy, 1990; Gray, 2000).
Coercion, and the fear of penalties, are unlikely, at
the very best, to secure more than bare compliance.
This is because people who threaten us become, almost by definition, our enemies, and few people
would work willingly and enthusiastically to further
an enemy’s objectives. To alleviate the perception
of purposive threat is, in principle, quite simple: just
stop doing it. In practice substituting an habitual
management style with something more positive may
require a gentle process, rather than a sudden change.
Inverse forms of threat, such as withholding bonuses, pay rises or promotion prospects, can be par-
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ticularly insidious because they are very likely to be
regarded with ambivalence by the recipients. Incentives are always subject to some level of risk of unintended consequences (Deci, 1972; Guzzo, Jette, &
Katzell, 1985; Freedman, Cunningham & Krismer,1992).
Environmental threat is the climate factor which
is most difficult for managers to influence. Gray
(2000) found that organizational change was the
commonest source of such perceived threat, especially where people feel that they have no control or
input to the changes. The damage can be mitigated
if people are consulted and informed. Climates which
are otherwise perceived as benign may resist the
negative effects of environmental threat better than
those which are less satisfactory, perhaps because
the strength of trust and commitment which are
characteristics of benign environments strengthen

the climate’s “immune system” and enable people
to handle change more positively.
Fifty years of research have shown beyond reasonable doubt that organisational performance is likely
to benefit measurably from an organisational climate
that fosters the six positive factors identified in this
paper, and minimises the two kinds of threat. Such
a climate can also provide a social context in which
people can feel secure, committed to organisational
goals, and personally fulfilled. Contrary to the perspective identified in the 1950s and 1960s by
Douglas McGregor as “Theory X”, which still persists into the modern world of work, there is a strong
compatibility between people’s individual needs and
the needs of their employing organisations for high
performance. An understanding of this and a willingness to incorporate the lessons of research into
everyday management practice will result in benefits
to all stakeholders.

References
Baker, B N; Murphy, D C & Fisher, D (1988)“Factors Affecting Project Success” in D I Cleland and W R King [eds] Project
Management Handbook 2nd edtn, New York, Van Nostrand Reinhold
Charlton, J (2005) “Eureka! The benefits of staff suggestion schemes” Personnel Today 4 March
Cox, G (1998) “The Creative Organisation” in D Lock [Ed] The Gower Handbook of Management Aldershot, Gower
Deci, E L (1972) “Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Reinforcement, and Inequity” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
Vol 22, No 11, 13-120
Deloitte Touche (1998) Business Success and Human Resources London, Deloitte Touche
Deming, W E (1986) Out of the Crisis Cambridge, Mass., MIT CAES
Denison, D R (1996) “What Is The Difference Between Organizational Culture And Organizational Climate? A Native’s
Point Of View On A Decade Of Paradigm Wars” Academy of Management Review Vol 21 No 3, 619-654
Fowler, A (1994) “How To Manage Suggestion Schemes” Personnel Management Plus July, 28-29
Freedman, J L; Cunningham, J A & Krismer, K (1992) “Inferred Values and the Reverse-Incentive Effect in Induced
Compliance” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, March
French, J R P; Caplan, R D and van Harrison, R (1982) The Mechanisms Of Job Stress And Strain Chichester, John Wiley
Gray, R (2000) “Organisational Climate and the Competitive Edge” in L Lloyd-Reason & S Wall [Eds] Dimensions of
Competitiveness: Issues and Policies Cheltenham, Edward Elgar Publishing
Gray, R (2001) “Organisational Climate and Project Success” International Journal of Project Management Vol 19 No 2,
103-109
Gray, R (2002) The Padua Paradigm Chelmsford, Earlybrave Publications
Gray, R (2004) How People Work Harlow, FT/Prentice Hall
Gray, R (2007) A Climate of Success Oxford, Btterworth Heinemann
Guzzo, R A; Jette, R D & Katzell, R A (1985) “The Effects of Psychologically Based Intervention Programs on Worker
Productivity: A Meta-Analysis” Personnel Psychology, Summer.
Hackman, J R & Oldham, G R (1980) Work Redesign Reading, Mass., Addison Wesley
Handy, C (1990) The Age Of Unreason London, Arrow Books
Kanfer, R (1994) “Work Motivation: New Directions In Theory And Research” in C L Cooper and I T Robertson [eds] Key
Reviews In Managerial Psychology, Chichester, John Wiley and Sons
Karasek, R & Theorell, T (1990) Healthy Work: Stress, Productivity, and the Reconstruction of Working Life New York,
Basic Books
Lawler, E E (1973) Motivation In Work Organizations Monterey, California, CalBrooks/Cole Publishing Co
Lawler, E E & Suttle, J L (1972) “A Causal Correlational Test of the Need Hierarchy Concept” Organizational Behavior
And Human Performance 7, 265-287
Manning, T (1990) “Beyond Corporate Culture” IPM Journal [South Africa] February, 23-25
Maslow, A H (1943) “A Theory of Human Motivation” Psychological Review, Vol 50, 370-396
McGregor, D (1960) The Human Side Of Enterprise 25th Anniversary edtn. (1985), New York, McGraw-Hill
Patterson, M; Lawthom, R; West, M; Maitlis, S & Staniforth, D (1996) What is it Like to Work Here? The Climate of UK
Manufacturing Sheffield, University of Sheffield
Porter, L W; Lawler, E E & Hackman, J R (1975) Behavior in Organizations New York, McGraw-Hill

RODERIC GRAY

Sauter, S L; Murphy, L R & Hurrell, J J (1992) “Prevention of work-related psychological disorders: a national strategy
proposed by NIOSH” in G Keita and S Sauter [eds] Work and Well-Being: An Agenda For The 1990s, Washington
DC, American Psychological Association
Schein, E H (1985) Organizational Culture And Leadership Oxford, Jossey-Bass Sparrow, P R (2001) “Developing Diagnostics for High Performance Organization Cultures” in C L Cooper; S Cartwright & P C Early (Eds) International Handbook Of Organizational Culture And Climate Chichester, John Wiley
Wallace, J; Hunt, J & Richards, C (1999) “The relationship between organisational culture, organisational climate and managerial values” International Journal of Public Sector Management Vol 12 No 7, 548-564
Watkin, C & Hubbard, B (2003) “Leadership motivation and the drivers of share price: the business case for measuring organisational climate” Leadership & Organization Development Journal 24/7, 380-386
Wiley, J W & Brooks, S M (2000) “The High-Performance Organizational Climate:How Workers Describe Top-Performing
Units” in N M Ashkanasy, C P Wilderom & M F Peterson (Eds) Handbook of Organizational Culture and Climate
London, Sage

About the Author
Dr. Roderic Gray
Roderic Gray is a consultant, writer and management coach, with a particular interest in the relationships between
individuals and their organisations. He has published two full length books: A Climate of Success (2007) and
How People Work (2004), which has recently been translated into Chinese (2008) as well as a number of articles
on organizational climate and other management topics, including The Padua Paradigm: assessing organisational climate, Organisational Climate and Project Success and Organisational Climate and the Competitive
Edge. His career involved a variety of practical, hands-on management roles before becoming a senior internal
consultant in a major UK blue-chip company. Since 1997 he has worked in his own consulting practice. He
also holds a visiting Senior Lecturer appointment at Anglia Ruskin University, UK, where he currently supervises
doctoral researchers in the UK and abroad. He has a PhD in organisational behaviour and an MSc in human
resource management, and is a Chartered Member of the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development, as
well as a Member of the Association for Project Management and the Chartered Management Institute.

91

EDITORS
Mary Kalantzis, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, USA.
Bill Cope, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, USA.

EDITORIAL ADVISORY BOARD
Verna Allee, Verna Allee Associates, California, USA.
Zainal Ariffin, Universiti Sains Malaysia, Penang, Malaysia.
Robert Brooks, Monash University, Melbourne, Australia.
Bruce Cronin, University of Greenwich, UK.
Rod Dilnutt, William Bethway and Associates, Melbourne, Australia.
Judith Ellis, Enterprise Knowledge, Melbourne, Australia.
Andrea Fried, Chemnitz University of Technology, Germany.
David Gurteen, Gurteen Knowledge, UK.
David Hakken, University of Indiana, Bloomington, Indiana, USA.
Sabine Hoffmann, Macquarie University, Australia.
Stavros Ioannides, Pantion University, Athens, Greece.
Margaret Jackson, RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia.
Paul James, RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia.
Leslie Johnson, University of Greenwich, UK.
Eleni Karantzola, University of the Aegean, Rhodes, Greece.
Gerasimos Kouzelis, University of Athens, Greece.
Krishan Kumar, University of Virginia, USA.
Martyn Laycock, University of Greenwich and managingtransitions.net, UK.
David Lyon, Queens University, Ontario, Canada.
Bill Martin, RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia.
Pumela Msweli-Mbanga, University of Kwazulu-Natal, South Africa.
Claudia Schmitz, Cenandu Learning Agency, Germany.
Kirpal Singh, Singapore Management University, Singapore.
Dave Snowden, Cynefin Centre for Organisational Complexity, UK.
Chryssi Vitsilakis-Soroniatis, University of the Aegean, Rhodes, Greece.

Please visit the Journal website at http://www.Management-Journal.com
for further information about the Journal or to subscribe.

THE UNIVERSITY PRESS JOURNALS
International Journal of the Arts in Society
Creates a space for dialogue on innovative theories and practices in the arts, and their inter-relationships with society.
ISSN: 1833-1866
http://www.Arts-Journal.com
International Journal of the Book
Explores the past, present and future of books, publishing, libraries, information, literacy and learning in the information
society. ISSN: 1447-9567
http://www.Book-Journal.com
Design Principles and Practices: An International Journal
Examines the meaning and purpose of ‘design’ while also speaking in grounded ways about the task of design and the
use of designed artefacts and processes. ISSN: 1833-1874
http://www.Design-Journal.com
International Journal of Diversity in Organisations, Communities and Nations
Provides a forum for discussion and builds a body of knowledge on the forms and dynamics of difference and diversity.
ISSN: 1447-9583
http://www.Diversity-Journal.com
International Journal of Environmental, Cultural, Economic and Social Sustainability
Draws from the various fields and perspectives through which we can address fundamental questions of sustainability.
ISSN: 1832-2077
http://www.Sustainability-Journal.com
Global Studies Journal
Maps and interprets new trends and patterns in globalization. ISSN 1835-4432
http://www.GlobalStudiesJournal.com
International Journal of the Humanities
Discusses the role of the humanities in contemplating the future and the human, in an era otherwise dominated by
scientific, technical and economic rationalisms. ISSN: 1447-9559
http://www.Humanities-Journal.com
International Journal of the Inclusive Museum
Addresses the key question: How can the institution of the museum become more inclusive? ISSN 1835-2014
http://www.Museum-Journal.com
International Journal of Interdisciplinary Social Sciences
Discusses disciplinary and interdisciplinary approaches to knowledge creation within and across the various social
sciences and between the social, natural and applied sciences.
ISSN: 1833-1882
http://www.Socialsciences-Journal.com
International Journal of Knowledge, Culture and Change Management
Creates a space for discussion of the nature and future of organisations, in all their forms and manifestations.
ISSN: 1447-9575
http://www.Management-Journal.com
International Journal of Learning
Sets out to foster inquiry, invite dialogue and build a body of knowledge on the nature and future of learning.
ISSN: 1447-9540
http://www.Learning-Journal.com
International Journal of Technology, Knowledge and Society
Focuses on a range of critically important themes in the various fields that address the complex and subtle relationships
between technology, knowledge and society. ISSN: 1832-3669
http://www.Technology-Journal.com
Journal of the World Universities Forum
Explores the meaning and purpose of the academy in times of striking social transformation.
ISSN 1835-2030
http://www.Universities-Journal.com

FOR SUBSCRIPTION INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT
subscriptions@commonground.com.au

