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Abstract

Purpose — The purpose of this article is to better understand the nature of the decision maker’s
cognitive-affective information processing behavior in the context of strategic decision making.
Design/methodology/approach — Reviews of the psychological science, organizational behavior,
and strategic management literatures serve as a foundation for the development of a model and a
series of research propositions. Propositions and model development lead to a discussion regarding
limitations of the current literature, as well as areas for future research that incorporates
cognitive-affective information processing issues in organizational research.

Findings — Organizational homogeneous and heterogeneous behaviors in the organizational
adaptation process depend on a strategic decision maker’s cognitive-affective informational
interpretation of both internal and external environmental stimuli.

Research limitations/implications — The focus of this article is limited to the individual level of
analysis. Further theoretical and empirical research should investigate how the framework could be
applied at the team and organizational levels and how it holds under various industrial and/or
environmental conditions.

Practical implications — This article informs practicing managers of how their decision-making
behavior is influenced by both cognition and affect when they scan and process their strategic
informational environment and, furthermore, how these influence their choice of organizational forms
and practices.

Originality/value — Extends theoretical understanding of cognitive-affective informational
processing and its influence on the organizational homogeneous-heterogeneous adaptation process.

Keywords Decision making, Cognition, Organizational behaviour
Paper type Conceptual paper

The causes of variability in organizational forms and practice has long been an issue in

the literature on how organizations develop and change over time (DiMaggio and

Powell, 1983; Sinangil and Avallone, 2002). Multiple theories in the organizational Emerald

studies literature have been used to explain this phenomenon (Lewin and Volberda,

1999). Among the most Widely recognized approaqhes to gxplaining organ@zatiopal International Journal of

divergence and similarity in forms and practices within a population (i.e. mﬂ“i’;‘?&;‘fm
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organizational diversity) are population ecology (e.g. Amburgey and Rao, 1996; Carroll,
1988; Hannan and Freeman, 1977, 1989) and institutional theory (e.g. Hannan and
Carroll, 1992; Powell and DiMaggio, 1991; Scott and Meyer, 1983). However, these
theories primarily focus on the environment-structure contingency in the
developmental process and provide limited explanation about the critical role of
managerial discretion. More specifically, they focus on the individual decision maker’s
perceptive response to environmental information in the adaptation and change
process (Usdiken and Leblebici, 2002).

Although some scholars have proposed alternative theoretical viewpoints that
consider multiple levels of analysis (e.g. Klein et al, 1994; Lewin ef al, 1999) and their
interdependencies (Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985), few new insights beyond the ecological
prescriptions of variation, retention, and selection have emerged to account for the
organization’s homogeneity and heterogeneity behavior. By homogeneity we mean the
similarity of structure, competitive strategy, and implementation practices observed in
an organization; by heterogeneity, we mean the dissimilarity in these characteristics.
Furthermore, despite the rich theoretical literature in managerial cognition, there has
been little research that specifically ties individual decision-making behavior to more
generalized theories of organizational adaptation (Cyert and March, 1963; Gavetti ef al,
2007). Moreover, much of the research on risk and uncertainty in strategic management
has been influenced by a neoclassical economic perspective that continues to hold old
notions of decision making as inherently rational (Hodgkinson, 2002).

This article explores the decision maker’s perception of environmental stimuli as a
means of explaining adaptive behavior of organizational homogeneity and
heterogeneity. The theoretical model we develop focuses on the role of the strategic
decision maker’s perceptive-informational behavior in response to varying degrees of
environmental stimuli, which in turn affects the decision maker’s
homogeneous-heterogeneous behavior in the strategic adaptation process. We
further relate homogeneity-heterogeneity forces emanating from environmental
stimuli with the phenomenon of organizational population, consistent with the
position of the Carnegie scholars (e.g. Cyert and March, 1963; Gavetti et al, 2007). We
suggest that a strategic decision maker’s cognitive-affective environmental
interpretation is an overlooked yet key element of the organization’s development
and adaptation process. Propositions and implications are derived from the theoretical
model in an effort to promote further research in this area.

Organizational homogeneity and heterogeneity
Organizational diversity is an overarching snapshot of a population, whereas
organizational form represents the formal structure of the organization, the patterns of
organizational activity, and the normative order (Hannan and Freeman, 1977).
Organizational diversity reflects important strategic activities and processes that may
influence performance variables such as effectiveness, efficiency, and survival.
Specifically, we define organizational homogeneity and heterogeneity in a population
— or more concisely termed here as organizational diversity — as the extent of relative
similarities and differences among organizational forms, processes, and strategic
actions in an organizational population.

Two of the most prominent theories that account for organizational homogeneity
and heterogeneity are institutional theory and population ecology. These theories
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emphasize different macro-level forces (sociological versus ecological) in explaining An examination
organizational diversity, but are unable to completely explain this phenomenon of cognition
independently (Carroll and Huo, 1986; Zucker, 1987). Population ecology provides an

explanation for the shape and dynamics of organizational populations. Population and affect
ecologists (e.g. Aldrich, 1979; Hannan and Freeman, 1977) use an analogy of ecological

life to better understand populations of organizations, by focusing on organizational

change in ecologically competitive environments. Ecological theory predominantly 279
uses specialism and generalism to explain diversity of populations in a community,
emphasizing environmental variability. The belief here is that an ecological selection
mechanism regulates organizational diversity by dictating the survival of specific
organizational forms (Hannan and Freeman, 1977). Ecological theorists argue that
environmental selection criteria, such as external pressure for legitimacy, forces of
competition, and institutionalization, favor inert organizations that demonstrate
reliability and accountability (Hannan and Freeman, 1984, 1989).

From an organizational diversity perspective at the population level, a competitive
“select-out” process is an external force that contributes to organizational homogeneity
because the ecological mechanism continuously selects out unadjusted or divergent
organizations from the population. Population ecology provides an explanation for
diversity at the community level using the concept of ecological environmental
variance. Levinthal (1997) emphasized the interrelationship between organizational
change and population-selection forces, arguing that selection pressures affect the
distribution of the organizational forms in the population through the organizational
adaptation process. Other researchers focusing on population effects on organizational
forms have identified the relative impact of organizational adaptation forces and
population selection pressures (e.g. Singh et al,, 1986).

On the other hand, institutional theorists (e.g. Aldrich and Fiol, 1994; DiMaggio and
Powell, 1983; Meyer and Rowan, 1977) emphasize organizational conformity to
institutional norms, such that that benefits are gained through access to resources,
status, and right-to-exist (Aldrich and Auster, 1986; Baum and Oliver, 1991; Hannan
and Carrol], 1992). The focus here is on the relationship between organizational
legitimacy and organizational founding, mortality, and survival (Baum and Oliver,
1991, 1996; Baum and Singh, 1994). From an institutional standpoint, we recognize the
legitimization process as a normative pressure on organizations to resemble one
another. This process has been termed sociological isomorphic institutionalism
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983).

Even in today’s highly interconnected and open society, however, there is some
doubt as to the extent that legitimacy itself is a powerful enough force for
organizations to remain in homogeneous forms. Because organizations have different
resources, structures, and value systems, they cannot easily adapt to the same
pressures of social legitimacy. Thus, some organizations may not be “permitted” to
adapt to social legitimacy changes because of structural inertia (Burns and Stalker,
1961) or different resources and capabilities (Galbraith and Kazanjian, 1986; Prahalad
and Hamel, 1990), while others might take a compromising position between external
and internal pressures so that variability is established. More importantly, legitimacy
itself is perceptive and cognitive in nature (Aldrich and Fiol, 1994). Generally stated,
top-level decision makers are surrounded by diverse internal and external
informational environments. We argue that because decision makers have limited
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IJOA information processing capabilities and informational biases, there will be variations
14.4 in their strategic choices (e.g. Beach and Connolly, 2005; Hastie and Dawes, 2001,

’ Tversky and Kahneman, 1974).

In addition to these two main theoretical viewpoints, there have been some
controversial and supplementary assertions contributing to this body of organizational
knowledge. For example, Powell and DiMaggio (1991) explained variability of

280 organizations in an institutional environment by pointing out how different resources
flow in organizations. Also, Paradis and Cummmgs (1986) suggested that
organ1zat10ns go through a negotiation and compromise process in response to
coercive pressures, such as government policies and state mandates. Thus, to more
fully address the organizational diversity phenomenon, we have incorporated a
strategic choice argument into our framework.

It has long been held that organizational decision makers have discretion and their
choices impact the organization and the environment in which the organization
operates (Child, 1972; Smircich and Stubbart, 1985). However, as Hrebiniak and Joyce
(1985) suggest, these deterministic views may represent only one side of the
explanation. A strategic choice argument emphasizes the active role of organizational
decision makers in interpreting and enacting the environment in the process of
organizational change (Child, 1972; Smircich and Stubbart, 1985). Such changes are
primarily associated with the heterogeneity of organizations in the population because
subjective and interpretive views of the environment dictate competitive strategic
activities (Anderson and Paine, 1975; Corner ef al, 1994; Schwenk, 1984). In the
following section, we further elaborate upon the role of the strategic decision maker,
specifically on the element of his/her cognitive-affective informational behavior. This,
in turn, is believed to influence organizational homogeneity-heterogeneity behavior in
the process of organizational adaptation.

Cognitive-affective informational behavior in strategic adaptation

As Eisenhardt and Zbaracki (1992) note, strategic decision making is both central and
crucial because it involves the fundamental decisions that shape the course of an
organization. The strategic decision process is typically subject to both internal and
external forces (Simon, 1976) and determines choice alternatives so that “the
environment and strategic choice may interactively determine courses of
organizational evolution” (Romanelli and Tushman, 1986, p. 618). Such interactive
views have been supported in organizational research where both external and internal
conditions jointly influence strategic choice and organizational adaptive actions
(Amburgey and Miner, 1992; Corner et al, 1994; Dutton and Duncan, 1987).

A strategic choice model would, of necessity, examine the decision maker’s
cognitive behavior, such that the organization and environment are created together in
a socially enacted environment (Smircich and Stubbart, 1985). Thus, the perceptions of
the strategic decision maker become of paramount importance to subsequent strategic
choice and actions. However, given the limited information processing capabilities of
people (Miller, 1956; Simon, 1976), decisions are inevitably based on incomplete and
imperfect interpretations of the environment (Beach and Connolly, 2005). These
cognitive limitations may affect decision makers’ choices, which then could lead to
systematic bias in organizational change and adaptation (e.g. Barnes, 1984; Bazerman,
2005; Corner et al., 1994; Schwenk, 1984; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974). For example,
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in an information overload situation, a decision maker tends to simplify complex An examination

cognitive problems through mechanisms such as chunking (Miller, 1956), cognitive of cognition
mapping (Hambrick and Mason, 1984) and heuristics, such as anchoring (Schwenk, d affect
1984; Tversky and Kahneman, 1974) and referencing (Fiegenbaum ef al, 1996; and atrec

Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). This simplification is a common form of bias that can

substantially impact the number of options available, as well as the final decisions

made. The simplification of information may necessarily reduce the level of 281
information sophistication and restrict the comprehension level in the decision-making
process. Furthermore, decision makers have different cognitive styles in organizing
and processing information due to different cognitive schemas or knowledge
structures (e.g. Lord and Maher, 1990; Messick, 1984). This too results in information
biases and further choice diversity (Hambrick and Mason, 1984).

Given these theoretical developments in behavioral decision making, we suggest
that the factors underlying organizational diversity must include the organizational
decision maker’s cognitive information processing capacity because it can lead to
differences and similarities in organizational forms through explicit strategic
decisions. We will now consider additional details about the decision maker’s
cognitive behavior in response to environmental stimuli emanating from external and
internal conditions.

Developing perceptions based on both rational and affective (i.e. emotional) states is
a natural part of the cognitive process (Izard and Ackerman, 2000; Lazarus, 1991;
Salovey and Mayer, 1989/1990). Cognitive scientists suggest that decision making is
neither purely rational nor one-directional, but rather that affective processes and
rational cognitive computation interact (Berkowitz, 1993; Bower, 1981; Zajonc and
Markus, 1982). Previous research on emotion has used different terms interchangeably
in defining human affectivity (e.g. emotion, affect, feeling, mood). Daniels (1998, p. 165)
argued that emotion denotes feelings toward an event, object or person; mood denotes
feelings that are not linked to a specific event, object or person and are transitory in
nature (Watson ef al, 1988); and affect is more general and subsumes the other terms.
Watson and Clark (1992, p. 443) argued that negative affect and positive affect are the
two dominant dimensions of emotional experience and, together, these two account for
“roughly one-half to three-quarters of the common variance among emotion-related
terms.”

Previous research in the area demonstrated that cognitive interpretation influences
distinct emotional states (Clore ef al., 1994; Lazarus, 1991, 1993). Damasio (1994) argued
that affect is necessary for rational decision making in that evaluations of
environmental stimuli are first emotionally made, and only then cognitively
processed (Bargh, 1994; Barrett et al, 2007). Cognitive neuroscience research has
found that three qualitatively different information processing architectures are
involved in the experiencing and regulation of emotions and cognitions: emotional,
connectionist, and symbolic architectures (Lord ef al, 2002).

Emotional architectures are very fast and reliable operating processes that rely on
dedicated and domain specific systems. These architectures can rapidly orient
individuals toward an external environment and quickly initiate the appropriate social
or individual response (Bechtel and Abrahamsen, 2002; Lord et al, 2003). Lord and
Harvey (2002) argued that these systems affect how individuals react to their
environment. According to Lord and Harvey (2002), an individual's emotional

|

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaww.m:




IJO A architecture may quickly orient to important environmental events while the
144 individual’s connectionist architecture may automatically compute a primary
! appraisal and initiate categorical responses. Furthermore, symbolic processes, which
are slower-acting, may further refine an individual’s reactions through secondary
appraisal and attempts to modify the individual’s response that may already be in the
process of being executed.
282 In fact, there has been a trend in integrating cognitive neuroscience findings into
organizational behavior theory. For example, Lord et al (2003) argue that Vroom's
(1964) Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy (VIE) theory can benefit from being
viewed from a neural network standpoint. Howard (1993) also emphasized the
complementary relationship between rationality and emotions by discussing emotion
as a major player in the decision-making process. Similarly, Forgas and George (2001)
discussed how affect influences a variety of work-related behaviors, such as worker
motivation, creativity, performance appraisal judgment, and selection interviews.

Previous researchers focusing on cognitive-decision behavior have also argued
and/or empirically demonstrated that affect influences perceptive cognition (e.g. Burke
et al, 1993; Maitlis and Ozcelik, 2004; Sayegh et al, 2004; Westen et al., 2006; Wong
et al., 2006). For example, Dalgleish and Watts (1990) empirically showed that anxiety
biases attention towards threat, and negative affect biases attention toward negative
information. Wong et al. (2006) showed that regardless of whether negative affect was
conceptualized as a dispositional trait or transient mood state, individuals high in
negative affectivity were more prone to an escalation tendency when they were
responsible for the prior decision. Similarly, Parkinson (1995) emphasized the
reciprocal causation between cognition and affectivity, in that affectivity both
influences and is influenced by cognition in the decision-making process.

In the following section, we further relate these affective elements in cognitive
mental functioning to the decision maker’s informational behavior in environmental
interpretation. We suggest that affective responses in environmental scanning shape
the organizational decision maker’s homogeneity and heterogeneity behavior in the
process of organizational adaptation.

Cognitive-affective interpretation of internal conditions

Organizations are not capable of being exactly alike. Every organization has its own
history, culture, resources, structural inertia, technical competences, capabilities, and
other characteristics. These different organizational traits, under different
environmental conditions, create or break down barriers that restrict organizations
from easily adapting to external environmental change (Andrews, 1971; Daft, 2007,
Hofer and Schendel, 1978). Previous researchers suggested that these internal
conditions include organizational capabilities, resources, managerial structures, and
organizational value systems (e.g. Ansoff, 1965; Hofer and Schendel, 1978; March and
Simon, 1993).

In addition to actual restrictions from the organization itself, successful
organizational change may also be hindered by the discrepancy (i.e. dissonance)
between reality and the perception of the situation. The reality of the situation may be
more or less similar to the perceived reality. Various organizational perceptual
differences may exist regarding organizational performance levels, the decision
maker’'s power in implementing decisions, internal structural inertia, and so forth.
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These factors, in turn, influence decisions when considering organizational resource An examination
allocation and other strategic choices. More specifically, a host of perceived internal of cognition
conditions about organizational resources and leadership power will together d affect
determine a decision maker's cognitive confidence level, which impacts the and atiec
implementation likelihood of organizational changes (Winkielman et al, 2007).

Confidence — an affective response to environmental stimuli — enhances the
potential for taking more strategically adaptive actions (Ginsberg, 1988; Milliken, 1987; 283
Thomas et al.,, 1993). Under highly uncertain and complex environments (Canon and St.
John, 2007), cognitive dilemmas may delay decisions and/or force decision makers to
mimic organizational models that they believe are more successful (Lieberman and
Asaba, 2006; Milliken, 1987). In these decision-making contexts — and depending on
the level of information asymmetry — risk enters the equation, leaving some decisions
to be based more on individual risk-taking aptitudes rather than rationality (Bettis,
1981; Cool and Dierickx, 1993; Pablo et al, 1996). Strategic decision makers who
perceive unfavorable internal conditions in resources and/or leadership power may
have lower levels of confidence and, thus, be less likely to take risks.

Extant literature on threat-rigidity (George et al, 2006; Ocasio, 1995; Staw et al,
1981) and prospect theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Wiseman and Gomez-Mejia,
1998) also strengthen the behavioral argument in strategic decision processes. The
threat-rigidity hypothesis suggests that events perceived as threatening cause
executives to respond to them with risk-averse behavior (George et al., 2006; Sitkin and
Pablo, 1992). As empirically tested by strategic reference theory (e.g. Fiegenbaum ef al,
1996), risk-taking behavior depends on the strategic decision maker’s reference point. If
perceived performance is above the strategic reference point, firms are less likely to
take risky options or make more heterogeneous choices. The reverse is also true. These
strategic decision theories suggest that behavioral elements play an influential role in
strategic choices and adaptive actions.

Under lower levels of perceived confidence, strategic decision makers may show a
propensity to copy other organizations in a population, particularly those that seem
successful (Lieberman and Asaba, 2006). This is likely because the decision maker can
perceive the evidence of the decision before the decision is actually made, reducing the
level of risk involved in the decision. Without a strong motivational factor, such as
risk-bearing compensation (Fama, 1980; Jensen and Meckling, 1976), the decision
maker would not be willing to take risky options or seek variability under unfavorable
internal conditions. Behavioral decision theorists have found that a positive feeling
about a situation enhances favorable evaluations, even without objective evidence
(Forgas and George, 2001; Pham, 1998, 2004; Zajonc and Markus, 1982). This dynamic
contributes to increasing organizational homogeneity in a population. Conversely, a
decision maker with a higher level of perceived confidence about internal conditions is
more likely to take alternative (or heterogeneous) options while seeking organizational
competitive advantages. Thus, we suggest the following proposition:

P1.  Among organizational strategic decision makers, perceptions of unfavorable
(versus favorable) internal organizational conditions are related to more
homogeneous (versus heterogeneous) decisions regarding organizational
forms in the strategic adaptive process.
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IJO A Cognitive-affective interpretation of the external environment
14.4 The external environment is dynamic not static, and continually undergoing a process
’ of change. Top-level managers spend large portions of their time and effort scanning
the environment and attempting to predict these changes (Anderson and Nichols,
2007). The dynamics involved vary by firm and industry, but seem to stem from
changes in the number and type of stakeholders and their impending interactions.
284 These changes, in turn, lead to environmental uncertainty and complexity. As the
external environment becomes more uncertain and dynamic, the decision maker
devotes more time and effort to analyzing and predicting the environmental changes
(Anderson and Nichols, 2007; Milliken, 1987).

Strategy researchers have also found that environmental representations of
opportunity and threat influence the level of risk taking (Chattopadhyay et al, 2001;
Dutton and Jackson, 1987) and organizational adaptation (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991;
Thomas et al, 1993). Hostile or more threatening environments are often those
associated with high complexity, high dynamism, and low generosity; relatively
simple, stable, and charitable environments are more often associated with an
“opportunity” (Dess and Beard, 1984; Jackson and Dutton, 1988). So, in a certain or
more favorable environment, decision makers are more easily able to access, discern,
prioritize, and resolve information, and, thus, get a feeling of control that helps them
label the situation as an “opportunity” (Chattopadhyay et al, 2001). Also, the decision
maker attends to more diverse issues and informational components in environmental
scanning, leading to multiple paths for achieving goals and heightening perceptions of
feasibility (Dutton and Webster, 1988). Perceived feasibility is associated with control
and the probability of resolving the issue, which is typically labeled as an opportunity
(Dutton and Duncan, 1987; Dutton and Webster, 1988).

In highly complex and uncertain environments, cognitive limitations make it
impossible to fully comprehend and objectively analyze the numerous components and
mechanisms involved (Unsworth and Engle, 2007). In such situations, reducing the
cognitive complexity of the situation comes from modeling other more successful
organizations in a population. Milliken (1987) argued that the perceived uncertainty felt
by an organizational strategist impacts the strategy formulation process, often causing
strategists to imitate or copy the strategic responses of others. Thus, increased
environmental uncertainty and ambiguity may influence decision-making behavior by
encouraging imitation (Lieberman and Asaba, 2006).

In the opposite situation, where the decision maker perceives that the external
environment is stable and more certain, decision makers may have more initiative and
confidence to exert comparably more heterogeneous options. Such decisions are often
based on opportunity recognition and the need to achieve competitive advantage.
Jackson and Dutton (1988, p. 374) empirically found that perceptual attributes, such as
“Issue is visible”, “many solutions”, and “feelings of control”, are all associated with the
perception of opportunity, affecting information processing behavior and the firm’s
adaptive choice. Such perceptions suggest a simpler and stable environment and
increase the probability of adaptive behaviors. Also, perceptions of understanding and
feasibility about an issue increase the probability of adaptive choice (Dutton and
Duncan, 1987). Therefore, environmental characteristics of simplicity and stability will
likely lead to more organizational heterogeneity in form and practice.
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P2 Among organizational strategic decision makers, perceptions of stable and
simple (versus unstable and complex) external environments are related to more
heterogeneous (versus homogeneous) decisions regarding organizational forms
in the strategic adaptive process.

A theoretical model: strategic homogeneity and heterogeneity
The model depicted in Figure 1 delineates how decision makers’ cognitive-affective
perceptions about the external and internal environment influence their subsequent
strategic choices regarding organizational forms. The theoretical arguments presented
in the previous section suggest two perceptual pressures of organizational
homogeneity and heterogeneity, which separately impact organizational diversity to
varying degrees.

These two forces are:

(1) the perceived internal conditions; and

(2) the perceived external environmental uncertainty.

Cognitive-affective environmental interpretation of unfavorable internal conditions
and uncertainty in the external environment influences organizational decision makers
to be less divergent in their strategic choices. Alternatively, favorable internal
conditions and stable external environments influence the decision maker to choose
more heterogeneous options. Thus, the strength of each factor and the interaction
between them affects decision-making behavior to make homogeneous or
heterogeneous decisions regarding their organizational forms.

A more comprehensive model of organizational homogeneity and heterogeneity can
be developed from Figure 1, shown here as Figure 2. Figure 2 also shows how the
homogeneity and heterogeneity forces simultaneously influence the strategic
decision-making behavior leading to organizational diversity. These elements are
paired according to their external and internal affiliation, and then divided in terms of
homogeneity and heterogeneity.

Environmental determinism is a force more inclined to produce homogeneity, while
heterogeneity is more likely to emerge from strategic choice. We incorporate the
perceptual information processing of external and internal conditions with the
integration of determinism and choice. Such simultaneous perceptions about external
environment and an organization’s internal conditions will affect the strategic

Homogeneity-Heterogeneity Perceived internal condition
Bchayios Unfavorable Condition | Favorable Condition
Uncertalln Strong Mixed
(Dynamic ; Di :
1versity
Perceived /Complex)
Environmental
Uncertainty ;
Certain Mixed
(Stable Diversi
/Simple) v

An examination
of cognition
and affect

285

Figure 1.
Environmental
perceptions and strategic
homogeneity-
heterogeneity
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Environment /
ST Organizational
Mixed Diversity Internal Condition Heterovenel
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Figure 2.
Homogeneity and
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organizational diversity

decision-making behavior and choice of organizational form and adaptation. The
environmental dimensions of uncertainty and complexity and the perceptions of
internal organizational conditions influence strategic decision-making behaviors to
take homogeneous or heterogeneous options.

More specifically, the decision maker’s cognitive perceptions of environmental
determinism and the uncertain and unfavorable environment will lead to more
homogeneous organizational forms in the population. In contrast, the combination of
strategic choice and perceptions of favorable internal conditions and a particular
external environment lead to greater strategic heterogeneity in a given population. The
combination of these dimensions helps explain the phenomenon of organizational and
strategic diversity.

Discussion

Previous studies have integrated environmental determinism and strategic choice in
explaining and predicting strategic adaptation (e.g. Hrebiniak and Joyce, 1985; Marlin
et al, 1994). However, there is still a lack of understanding of the role of the individual
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decision maker in the process of organizational adaptive behavior. Furthermore, An examination
Hrebiniak and Joyce’s (1985) model has only received partial empirical support in of cognition
explaining and predicting the strategic adaptations of different organizations (Lawless d aff
and Finch, 1989; Marlin et al, 1994). This suggests that the integration of the two and aftect
factors of determinism and choice is just the first step in explaining the complex

processes involved.

In response, we highlight a specific element of decision-making behavior: the 287
cognitive-affective informational behavior in the organizational adaptive process. We
argued the importance of this element in the earlier description of organizational
homogeneity and heterogeneity phenomena. In this regard, we suggested that the
theoretical model developed in this article extends our theoretical understanding of the
organizational diversity and development process through the inclusion of the
individual decision maker’s behavioral element in the model. We argued that the model
not only has explanatory power regarding organizational homogeneity and
heterogeneity, but may also be useful in predicting organizational change within a
given population.

Although many management researchers have emphasized the importance of
studying cognition in managerial decisions (e.g. Forgas and George, 2001; Markoczy,
1997; Meindl et al, 1994; Stubbart, 1989), most of their studies are limited to the
individual level of analysis. Less studied is the impact of affect on individual decision
making and how this influences more macro levels of analysis. For example, research
in cognitive neuroscience and psychology has shown the effects of emotion on
individual decision making (Burke ¢t al, 1993; Winkielman et al, 2007). In particular,
more research should be done to determine how affective mental functioning interacts
with information processing within a strategic decision environment.

The next step in the development of the theory is to investigate the impact of affect
at the macro levels of analysis, such as at the team and organization level. Barsade and
her colleagues (e.g. Barsade, 2002; Kelly and Barsade, 2001; Barsade and Gibson, 1998,
2007) have investigated the effects of emotions at the group level. For example,
Barsade (2002) found that inducing a positive emotional contagion in an experimental
setting led to improved cooperation, decreased conflict, and increased perceived task
performance among group members. It remains to be seen how contingencies — such
as decision-maker status (i.e. group, CEQ), organizational type and structure, and the
viability of the organization in the environment — may be affected by, and influence,
emotions. While prior research on group emotions conceptualized the effect as arising
at the group level and felt by team members (i.e. “top-down” approach), Barsade’s
research has shown that group emotion may be shaped by the individuals belonging to
the team (i.e. “bottom-up” approach) (Barsade, 2002; Barsade and Gibson, 1998, 2007,
Kelly and Barsade, 2001). Future theoretical development could investigate the
mechanisms of how leaders may induce positive emotions in their teams, how CEOs
can influence positive emotions within an organization, and how these affect the
organization’s adaptive behaviors. Thus far, most work in this area has been anecdotal.

Future research should also look more closely at the strategic decision maker’s
affective responses and how these responses may influence decision
comprehensiveness and complexity, which, in turn, affects organizational choice of
adaptive behavior. For example, we know little about why strategic groups behave as a
reference group affecting a group member’s strategic behaviors (Fiegenbaum and
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IJOA Thomas, 1995; Peteraf and Shanley, 1997). Moreover, little is known about why
14.4 decision makers show such rigid responses and contraction in information processing
’ to threatening environments (Staw, 1991). Also, the sensemaking literature (Gioia and
Chittipeddi, 1991; Thomas et al, 1993; Weick, 2001; Weick et al, 2005) argues that
decision makers analyze chaotic events and uncertainty, turning them into explicitly
comprehensible situations that lead to action. Research on sensemaking has implicitly
288 defined the process as rational whereby the decision maker, when confronted with
uncertainty, tries to “make sense” of the information and then takes action. In this
article, we argue that the decision maker’s emotions may impact the interpretation of
this information. We often see “bandwagon effects” taking place in managerial
practices (e.g. emotional intelligence), but there is still very little empirical explanation
for such phenomena (Barrett ¢f al, 2001). Furthermore, our model is more suited for
predicting ongoing stabilization and adaptation of the organization, rather than
predicting sudden changes (e.g. punctuated equilibrium; Tushman and Romanelli,
1985). Future theoretical developments should include investigations of how emotions
at the individual, group, and organizational level adapt and react to sudden changes in
the environment.

In conclusion, we suggest that the clearer identification of such cognitive-affective
decision-making behavior will contribute to a better understanding of organizational
phenomena, such as organizational homogeneity and heterogeneity in the
organizational adaptation process. In this regard, a greater understanding of the
decision maker’s behavioral element (i.e. cognitive-affective informational behavior) in
organizational adaptation process should contribute to the development of a more
comprehensive model of organizational change processes and the organizational
diversity phenomenon.,

References
Aldrich, HE. (1979), Organizations and Environments, Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.
Aldrich, HE. and Auster, ER. (1986), “Even dwarfs started smail: liabilities of age and size and

their strategic implications”, in Staw, BM. and Cummings, LL. (Eds), Research in
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 8, JAI Press, Greenwich, CT, pp. 165-98.

Aldrich, HE. and Fiol, CM. (1994), “Fools rush in? The institutional context of industry creation”,
Academy of Management Review, Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 645-70.

Amburgey, T.L. and Miner, AS. (1992), “Strategic momentum: the effects of repetitive,
positional, and contextual momentum on merger activity”, Strategic Management Journal,
Vol. 13 No. 5, pp. 335-48.

Amburgey, T.L. and Rao, H. (1996), “Organizational ecology: past, present, and future
directions”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 5, pp. 1265-86.

Anderson, CR. and Paine, F.T. (1975), “Managerial perceptions and strategic behavior”,
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 18 No. 4, pp. 811-23.

Anderson, MH. and Nichols, M.L. (2007), “Information gathering and changes in threat and
opportunity perceptions”’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 44 No. 3, pp. 367-87.

Andrews, K.R. (1971), The Concept of Corporate Strategy, Dow Jones-Irwin, Homewood, IL.
Ansoff, HI. (1965), Corporate Strategy, McGraw-Hill, New York, NY.

Bargh, J.A. (1994), “The four horsemen of automaticity: awareness, intention, efficiency, and
control in social cognition”, in Wyer, R.S. Jr and Srull, TK. (Eds), Handbook of Social
Cognition: 1, Basic Processes Vol. 1, Lawrence Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ, pp. 1-40.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaaw.mq



Barnes, J.H. Jr (1984), “Jr Cognitive biases and their impact on strategic planning”, Strategic ~ An examination
Management Journal, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 129-37. of cognition
Barrett, G.V., Miguel, R.F., Tan, J.A. and Hurd, JM. (2001), “Emotional intelligence: the Madison gn
Avenue approach to science and professional practice”’, in Emotional Intelligence: and affect
Applications and Issues for Organizations, Page, R.C. (Chair), symposium at the 16th
Annual Convention of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, San
Diego, CA. 289
Barrett, L.F., Ochsner, K.N. and Gross, ] J. 2007), “On the automaticity of emotion”, in Bargh, J.A.
(Ed.), Social Psychology and the Unconscious: The Automaticity of Higher Mental Processes,
Psychology Press, New York, NY, pp. 173-217.

Barsade, S.G. (2002), “The ripple effect: emotional contagion and its influence on group
behavior”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 474, pp. 644-75.
Barsade, S.G. and Gibson, D.E. (1998), “Group emotion: a view from the top and bottom”, in

Neale, M.A,, Mannix, E.A. and Gruenfeld, D.H. (Eds), Research on Managing Groups and
Teams, Vol. 1, JAI Press, Stamford, CT, pp. 81-102.

Barsade, S.G. and Gibson, D.E. (2007), “Why does affect matter in organizations”, Academy of
Management Perspectives, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 36-59.

Baum, J.AC. and Oliver, C. (1991), “Institutional linkages and organizational mortality”,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 187-218.

Baum, J.A.C. and Oliver, C. (1996), “Toward an institutional ecology of organizational founding”,
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 39 No. 5, pp. 1378-427.

Baum, J.A.C. and Singh, J.V. (1994), “Organizational niches and the dynamics of organizational
founding”, Organization Science, Vol. 5 No. 4, pp. 483-501.

Bazerman, M.H. (2005), Judgment in Managerial Decision Making, 6th ed., Wiley, New York, NY.

Beach, L.R. and Connolly, T. (2005), The Psychology of Decision Making: People in Organizations,
2nd ed., Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Bechtel, W. and Abrahamsen, A. (2002), Connectionism and the Mind: Parallel Processing,
Dynamics, and Evolution in Networks, 2nd ed., Blackwell Publishing, Malden, MA.
Berkowitz, L. (1993), “Towards a general theory of anger and emotional aggression: implications
of the cognitive-neoassociationistic perspective for the analysis of anger and other
emotions”, in Wyer, RS. and Srull, TK. (Eds), Advances in Social Cognition, Vol. 6,

Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, pp. 1-46.

Bettis, R.A. (1981), “Performance differences in related and unrelated diversified firms”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 2 No. 4, pp. 379-93.

Bower, J.L. (1981), “Television and human behavior [book review]’, Public Opinion Quarterly,
Vol. 45 No. 1, pp. 135-6.

Burke, M., Brief, A.P. and George, ].M. (1993), “The role of negative affectivity in understanding
relations between self-reports of stressors and strains: a comment on the applied
psychology literature”, Journal of Appked Psychology, Vol. 78 No. 3, pp. 402-12,

Burns, T. and Stalker, G.M. (1961), The Management of Innovation, The Tavistock Institute,
London.

Cannon, AR. and St. John, CH. (2007), “Measuring environmental complexity: a theoretical and
empirical assessment”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 296-321.

Carroll, G.R. (1988), Ecological Models of Organizations, Ballinger, Cambridge, MA.

Carroll, GR. and Huo, Y.P. (1986), “Organizational task and institutional environments in

ecological perspective: findings from the local newspaper industry”, American Journal of
Sociology, Vol. 91 No. 4, pp. 838-73.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaww.m:



IJO A Chattopadhyay, P., Glick, W.H. and Huber, G.P. (2001), “Organizational actions in response to
14.4 threats and opportunities”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 44 No. 5, pp. 937-55.
t4

Child, J. (1972), “Organizational structure, environment and performance: the role of strategic
choice”, Sociology, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-22.

Clore, G.L., Schwarz, N. and Conway, M. (1994), “Affective causes and consequences of social
information processing”, in Wyer, R.S. and Srull, T K. (Eds), Handbook of Social Cognition.

290 Vol. 1, Basic Processes, 2nd ed., Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ, pp. 323-418.

Cool, K.O. and Dierickx, L. (1993), “Rivalry, strategic groups and firm profitability”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 47-59.

Corner, P.D,, Kinicki, AJ. and Keats, B.W. (1994), “Integrating organizational and individual
information processing perspectives on choice”, Organization Science, Vol. 5 No. 3,
pp- 294-308.

Cyert, RM. and March, J. (1963), A Behavioral Theory of the Firm, Prentice Hall, Englewood
Cliffs, NJ.

Daft, R.L. (2007), Organization Theory and Design, 9th ed., Thomson South-Western, Mason, OH.

Dalgleish, T. and Watts, F.N. (1990), “Biases of attention and memory in disorders of anxiety and
depression”, Clinical Psychology Review, Vol. 10 No. 5, pp. 589-604.

Damasio, AR. (1994), Descartes’ Error: Emotion, Reason, and the Human Brain, Putnam, New
York, NY.

Daniels, K. (1998), “Towards integrating emotions into strategic management research: trait
affect and perceptions of the strategic environment”, British Journal of Management, Vol. 9
No. 3, pp. 163-8.

Dess, G.G. and Beard, D.W. (1984), “Dimensions of organizational task environments”,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 52-73.

DiMaggio, P. and Powell, W.W. (1983), “The iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism and
collective rationality in organizational fields”, American Sociological Review, Vol. 48 No. 2,
pp. 147-60.

Dutton, ].E. and Duncan, R.B. (1987), “The creation of momentum for change through the process
of strategic issue diagnosis”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 8 No. 3, pp. 279-95.

Dutton, J.E. and Jackson, S.E. (1987), “Categorizing strategic issues: links to organizational
action”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 76-90.

Dutton, ].E. and Webster, J. (1988), “Patterns of interest around issues: the role of uncertainty and
feasibility”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 663-75.

Eisenhardt, KM. and Zbaracki, M]J. (1992), “Strategic decision-making”, Strategic Management
Journal, Vol. 13 No. 8, pp. 17-37.

Fama, EF. (1980), “Agency problems and the theory of the firm”, Journal of Pokitical Economy,
Vol. 88 No. 2, pp. 288-307.

Fiegenbaum, A. and Thomas, H. (1995), “Strategic groups as reference groups: theory, modeling
and empirical examination of industry and competitive strategy”, Strategic Management
Journal, Vol. 16 No. 6, pp. 461-76.

Fiegenbaum, A., Hart, S. and Schendel, D. (1996), “Strategic reference point theory”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 17 No. 3, pp. 219-35.

Forgas, J.P. and George, JM. (2001), “Affective influences on judgments and behavior in
organizations: an information processing perspective”, Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, Vol. 86 No. 1, pp. 3-34.

Galbraith, J.R. and Kazanjian, RK. (1986), Strategy Implementation: Structure, Systems, and
Process, West Publishing Company, St. Paul, MN.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw. m:



Gavetti, G., Levinthal, D. and Ocasio, W. (2007), “Neo-Carnegie: the Carnegie School’s past, An examination
present, and reconstructing for the future”, Organization Science, Vol. 18 No. 3, pp. 523-36. of cognition

George, E., Chattopadhyay, P., Sitkin, S.B. and Barden, J. (2006), “Cognitive underpinnings of fn £
institutional persistence and change: a framing perspective”, Academy of Management and affect
Review, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 347-65.

Ginsberg, A. (1988), “Measuring and modeling changes in strategy: theoretical foundations and
empirical directions”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 9 No. 6, pp. 559-75. 291

Gioia, D.A. and Chittipeddi, K. (1991), “Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change
initiation”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 12 No. 6, pp. 433-48.

Hambrick, D.C. and Mason, P.A. (1984), “Upper echelons: the organization as a reflection on its
top managers”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 193-206.

Hannan, M.T. and Carroll, GR. (1992), Dynamics of Organizational Populations: Density,
Legitimation and Competition, Oxford University Press, New York, NY.

Hannan, M.T. and Freeman, ]J. (1977), “The population ecology of organizations”, American
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 82 No. 5, pp. 929-64.

Hannan, M.T. and Freeman, J. (1984), “Structural inertia and organizational change”, American
Sociological Review, Vol. 49 No. 2, pp. 149-64.

Hannan, M.T. and Freeman, J. (1989), Organizational Ecology, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge, MA.

Hastie, R. and Dawes, R.M. (2001), Rational Choice in an Uncertain World: The Psychology of
Judgment and Decision Making, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Hodgkinson, G.P. (2002), “Cognitive processes in strategic management: some emerging trends
and future directions”, in Anderson, N., Ones, D.S,, Sinangil, HK. and Viswesvaran, C.
(Eds), Handbook of Industrial, Work, and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 2:
Organizational Psychology, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, pp. 416-40.

Hofer, C.W. and Schendel, D. (1978), Strategy Formulation: Analytical Concepts, West Publishing
Co., St Paul, MN.

Howard, N. (1993), “The role of emotions in multi-organizational decision-making”, The Journal
of the Operational Research Society, Vol. 44 No. 6, pp. 613-23.

Hrebiniak, L.G. and Joyce, W.F. (1985), “Organizational adaptation: strategic choice and
environmental determinism”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 30 No. 3, pp. 336-49.

Izard, C.E. and Ackerman, B.P. (2000), “Motivational, organizational and regulatory functions of
discrete emotions”, in Lewis, M. and Haviland-Jones, ] M. (Eds), Handbook of Emotions,
2nd ed., Guilford Press, New York, NY, pp. 253-64.

Jackson, S.E. and Dutton, J.E. (1988), “Discerning threats and opportunities”, Administrative
Science Quarterly, Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 370-87.
Jensen, M.C. and Meckling, W.H. (1976), “Theory of the firm: managerial behavior, agency costs
and ownership structure”, Journal of Financial Economics, Vol. 3 No. 4, pp. 305-60.
Kahneman, D. and Tversky, A. (1979), “Prospect theory: an analysis of decisions under risk”,
Econometrica, Vol. 47 No. 2, pp. 263-91.

Kelly, JR. and Barsade, S.G. (2001), “Moods and emotions in small groups and work teams”,
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, Vol. 86 No. 1, pp. 99-130.

Klein, K., Dansereau, F. and Hall, R]. (1994), “Levels issues in theory development, data
collection, and analysis”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 195-229,

Lawless, M.W. and Finch, LK. (1989), “Choice and determinism: a test of Hrebiniak and Joyce’s

framework on strategy-environment fit”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 10 No. 4,
pp. 351-65.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaww.m:



IJO A Lazarus, RS. (1991), “Progress on a cognitive-motivational-relational theory of emotion”,
American Psychologist, Vol. 46 No. 8, pp. 819-34.

14’4 Lazarus, R.(S. (1993), “From psychological stress to the emotions: a history of changing
outlooks”, Annual Review Psychology, Vol. 44, pp. 1-21.
Levinthal, D.A. (1997), “Adaptation on rugged landscapes”, Management Science, Vol. 43 No. 7,
pp. 934-50.
292 Lewin, A.Y. and Volberda, HW. (1999), “Prolegomena on coevolution: a framework for research

on strategy and new organizational forms”, Organization Science, Vol. 10 No. 5, pp. 519-34.

Lewin, A.Y., Long, C.P. and Carroll, T.N. (1999), “The coevolution of new organizational forms”,
Organization Science, Vol. 10 No. 5, pp. 535-50.

Lieberman, M.B. and Asaba, S. (2006), “Why do firms imitate each other?”, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 31 No. 2, pp. 366-85.

Lord, R.G. and Harvey, JL. (2002), “An information processing framework for emotional
regulation”, in Lord, R.G,, Klimoski, R]J. and Kanfer, R. (Eds), Emotions in the Workplace:
Understanding the Structure and Role of Emotions in Organizational Behavior,
Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA, pp. 115-46.

Lord, R.G. and Maher, KJ. (1990), “Alternative information-processing models and their
implications for theory, research, and practice”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 15
No. 1, pp. 9-28.

Lord, R.G.,, Hanges, PJ. and Godfrey, E.G. (2003), “Integrating neural networks into
decision-making and motivational theory: rethinking VIE theory”, Canadian Psychology,
Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 21-38.

Lord, R.G., Klimoski, RJ. and Kanfer, R. (2002), Emotions in the Workplace: Understanding the
Structure and Role of Emotions in Organizational Behavior, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco,
CA.

Maitlis, S. and Ozcelik, H. (2004), “Toxic decision processes: a study of emotion and
organizational decision making”, Organization Science, Vol. 15 No. 4, pp. 375-93.

March, J.G. and Simon, H.A. (1993), Organizations, 2nd ed., Blackwell, Cambridge, MA.

Markoczy, L. (1997), “Measuring beliefs: accept no substitutes”, Academy of Management
Journal, Vol. 40 No. 5, pp. 1228-42.

Marlin, D., Lamont, B.T. and Hoffman, ].J. (1994), “Choice situation, strategy, and performance: a
reexamination”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 15 No. 3, pp. 229-39.

Meind], J.R., Stubbart, C. and Porac, J.F. (1994), “Cognition within and between organizations: five
key questions”, Organization Science, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 289-93.

Messick, S. (1984), “The nature of cognitive styles: problems and promise in educational
practice”, Educational Psychologist, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 59-74.

Meyer, ].W. and Rowan, B. (1977), “Institutionalized organizations: formal structure as myth and
ceremony”, American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 83 No. 2, pp. 340-63.

Miller, G.A. (1956), “The magical number seven, plus or minus two: some limits in our capacity
for processing information”, Psychological Review, Vol. 63 No. 2, pp. 81-97.

Milliken, FJ. (1987), “Three types of perceived uncertainty about the environment: state, effect,
and response uncertainty”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 12 No. 1, pp. 133-43.

Ocasio, W. (1995), “The enactment of economic diversity: a reconciliation of theories of
failure-induced change and threat-rigidity”, in Cummings, L.L. and Staw, BM. (Eds),
Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 17, JAI Press, Greenwich, CT, pp. 287-331.

Pablo, A.L,, Sitkin, S.B. and Jemison, D.B. (1996), “Acquisition decision-making processes: the
central role of risk”, Journal of Management, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 723-46.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw. m:



Paradis, LF. and Cummings, S. (1986), “The evolution of hospice in America toward An examination
organizational homogeneity”, Journal of Health and Social Behavior, Vol. 27 No. 4, £ atio
pp. 370-86. of cognition

Parkinson, B. (1995), Ideas and Realities of Emotion, Routledge, London. and affect
Peteraf, M. and Shanley, M. (1997), “Getting to know you: a theory of strategic group identity”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 18, S1, pp. 165-86.
Pham, M.T. (1998), “Representativeness, relevance, and the use of feelings in decision making”, 293
Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 144-59.

Pham, M.T. (2004), “The logic of feeling”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 14 No. 4,
pp. 360-9.

Powell, W.W. and DiMaggio, PJ. (Eds.) (1991), The New Institutionalism in Organizational
Analysis, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL.

Prahalad, CK. and Hamel, G. (1990), “The core competence of the corporation”, Harvard Business
Review, Vol. 68 No. 3, pp. 79-91.

Romanelli, E. and Tushman, M.L. (1986), “Inertia, environments and strategic choice: a
quasi-experimental design for comparative longitudinal research”, Management Science,
Vol. 32 No. 5, pp. 608-21.

Salovey, P. and Mayer, J.D. (1989/1990), “Emotional intelligence”, Imagination, Cognition, and
Personakty, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 185-211.

Sayegh, L., Anthony, W.P. and Perrewé, P.L. (2004), “Managerial decision-making under crisis:
the role of emotion in an intuitive decision process”, Human Resource Management
Review, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 179-99.

Schwenk, C.R. (1984), “Cognitive simplification processes in strategic decision-making”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 111-28.

Scott, W.R. and Meyer, J. (1983), “The organization of societal sectors”, in Meyer, J.W., Scott,
WR, Rowan, B. and Deal, TE. (Eds), Organizational Environments: Ritual and
Rationality, Sage, Beverly Hills, CA, pp. 129-54.

Simon, H.A. (1976), Administrative Behavior: A Study of Decision-making Processes in
Administrative Organization, 3rd ed., Free Press, New York, NY.

Sinangil, HK. and Avallone, F. (2002), “Organizational development and change”, in Anderson,
N, Ones, D.S,, Sinangil, HK. and Viswesvaran, C. (Eds), Handbook of Industrial, Work,
and Organizational Psychology, 2: Organizational Psychology, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA,
pp. 332-45.

Singh, .V, House, RJ. and Tucker, DJ. (1986), “Organizational change and organizational
mortality”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 587-611.

Sitkin, S. and Pablo, A. (1992), “Reconceptualizing the determinants of risk behavior”, Academy
of Management Review, Vol. 17 No. 1, pp. 9-38.

Smircich, L. and Stubbart, C. (1985), “Strategic management in an enacted world”, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 724-36.

Staw, BM. (1991), “Dressing up like an organization: when psychological theories can explain
organizational action”, Journal of Management, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 805-19.

Staw, BM,, Sandelands, L.E. and Dutton, J.E. (1981), “Threat-rigidity effects in organizational
behavior: a multilevel analysis”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 501-24.

Stubbart, CI. (1989), “Managerial cognition: a missing link in strategic management research”,
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 26 No. 4, pp. 325-47.

Thomas, JB.,, Clark, SM. and Gioia, D.A. (1993), “Strategic sensemaking and organizational
performance: linkages among scanning, interpretation, action, and outcomes”, Academy of
Management Journal, Vol. 36 No. 2, pp. 239-70.

Reproduced with permission of the .copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaaw.m:



IJO A Tushman, M.L. and Romanelli, E. (1985), “Organizational evolution: a metamorphosis model of
14.4 convergence and reorientation”, in Cummings, LL. and Staw, BM. (Eds), Research in
) Organizational Behavior, Vol. 7, JAI Press, Greenwich, CT, pp. 171-222.

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1974), “Judgment under uncertainty: heuristics and biases”,
Science, Vol. 185 No. 4157, pp. 1124-31.

Unsworth, N. and Engle, R.W. (2007), “The nature of individual differences in working memory
294 capacity: active maintenance in primary memory and controlled search from secondary
memory”, Psychological Review, Vol. 114 No. 1, pp. 104-32.
Usdiken, B. and Leblebici, H. (2002), “Organization theory”, in Anderson, N., Ones, D.S,, Sinangil,
HK. and Viswesvaran, C. (Eds), Handbook of Industrial, Work, and Organizational
Psychology, Vol. 2: Organizational Psychology, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, pp. 377-97.

Vroom, V.H. (1964), Work and Motivation, Wiley, New York, NY.

Watson, D. and Clark, L.A. (1992), “On traits and temperament: general and specific factors of
emotional experience and their relation to the five-factor model”, Journal of Personakty,
Vol. 60 No. 2, pp. 441-76.

Watson, D, Clark, L.A. and Tellegen, A. (1988), “Development and validation of brief measures
of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales”, Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, Vol. 54 No. 6, pp. 1063-70.

Weick, K.E. (2001), Making Sense of the Organization, Blackwell Publishing, Malden, MA.

Weick, KE, Sutcliffe, KM. and Obstfeld, D. (2005), “Organizing and the process of
sensemaking”, Organization Science, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 409-21.

Westen, D., Blagov, PS., Harenski, K, Kilts, C. and Hamann, S. (2006), “Neural bases of
motivated reasoning: an fMRI study of emotional constraints on partisan political
judgment in the 2004 US presidential election”, Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, Vol. 18
No. 11, pp. 1947-58.

Winkielman, P., Knutson, B, Paulus, M. and Trujillo, J.L. (2007), “Affective influence on
judgments and decisions: moving towards core mechanisms”, Review of General
Psychology, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 179-92.

Wiseman, RM. and Gomez-Mejia, L.R. (1998), “A behavioral agency model of managerial risk
taking”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 133-53.

Wong, KF.E, Yik, M. and Kwong, J.Y.Y. (2006), “Understanding the emotional aspects of
escalation of commitment: the role of negative affect”, Journal of Applied Psychology,
Vol. 91 No. 2, pp. 282-97.

Zajonc, R.B. and Markus, H. (1982), “Affective and cognitive factors in preferences”, Journal of
Consumer Research, Vol. 9 No. 2, pp. 123-31.

Zucker, L.G. (1987), “Institutional theories of organization”, Annual Review of Sociology, Vol. 13,
pp. 443-64.

Corresponding author
Kong-Hee Kim can be contacted at: KKim@stcloudstate.edu

To purchase reprints of this article please e-mail: reprints@emeraldinsight.com
Or visit our web site for further details: www.emeraldinsight.com/reprints

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaaw.mq



