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Abstract 
Organizational diagnosis is an exercise done to check an organization’s current health. A complete 
diagnosis not only checks the current health, but also suggests corrective measures. Diagnostic 
models suggested by others were evaluated in this paper including some of the authors’ previous 
work and shortcoming i.e. lacking the sustainable development focus in these models of organiza-
tional health diagnosis was identified. The main focus of this paper is to incorporate sustainability 
dimension in the organizational diagnostic model. We therefore propose in this paper an alterna-
tive, sustainability embedded model for organizational diagnosis. This model can be used by the 
organizational diagnosticians to perform a comprehensive organizational diagnosis. 
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1. Introduction 
The world of today is not what it was a few generations ago. Attributing it to globalization, changing economic 
trends or socio-cultural diversification, it would be apt to imply that the organizations in our society are now 
growing under circumstances unfamiliar to their predecessors. To cope with these uncertainties, organizations 
often explore innovative methods of achieving competitiveness since growing external factors such as varying 
demographics, globalization and technology all influence organizational performance. 

Another factor which has been in the limelight in the last two decades is sustainability. There is increasing 
recognition that organizations play a vital role in the overall health of the society [1]. Prevention is known to be 
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better than the cure. This holds true in case of sustainability as well. The one condition that is bottom line for the 
survival of humanity is the social and ecological integrity of the system. Increased environmental concerns 
within society, rising public pressure and growing regulatory requirements push many organizations to increase 
their efforts to evaluate environmental performance and exhibit actual improvements [2]. Climate change is of-
ten considered to be as the next key role player in shaping the business environment in which organizations op-
erate [3]. Due to the global impact of the climate change, it demands new methods and tools and techniques to 
prevent its negative effects, as in addition to being an ethical issue, it is also an important economic concern, 
given the costs being paid by the society and business [4]. Sustainable development is complex notion and has 
real and challenging repercussion for the way that businesses function [5]. 

Sustainable development can be furthered by educating and facilitating the organizations of today about their 
role in maintaining capabilities, assets and activities that do not undermine natural system. Refocusing the 
framework for education and training and development of today’s individuals around the concepts of sustaina-
bility can enable them to acquire the knowledge, skills and values [6]. While these individuals being managers 
of organizations, they can help their organizations achieve competitiveness. 

Different authors have elaborated the benefits of incorporating sustainability in the business settings. Embed-
ding sustainability in the various stages of the supply chain leads to increased competitiveness and better eco-
nomic performance [7]. Similarly, organizations can obtain financial (e.g. reduced operational costs) as well as 
non-financial (e.g. goodwill, employee motivation, etc.) benefits by saving electricity [8]. Organizations of to-
day show a great interest in sustainability, which is indicated by their interest in the sustainability initiatives e.g. 
tools, approaches and standards [9]. These initiatives are developed by and for the organizations [10]. Such in-
itiatives are likely to make organizations more competitive [11]. Eco-organizational and eco-process innovations 
facilitate firms directly in attaining better business performance [12]. They further stated that both eco-organi- 
zational and eco-process innovations can improve business performance because of their control on eco-product 
innovation meaning that managers need to implement all three types of eco-innovation, with an initial stress on 
eco-organizational innovation. This eco-organizational innovation refers to the up gradation in the organiza-
tion’s management processes through a new and eco method in business practices [13]. This new eco method 
can be sustainability embedded organizational diagnostic model. 

2. Literature Review 
To achieve competitiveness managers should be capable of speedily identifying the weaknesses of their organi-
zations and act accordingly [14] [15]. Top management and academic theorists consider organizational diagno-
sis a valuable technique for creating and sustaining competitive advantage [16]. In most organizations, failure to 
perform well-planned organizational diagnoses explains high rates of change-effort failures [17]. Organizational 
development practitioners emphasize data collection and analysis is effective only when supported by well-arti- 
culated theoretical models. Using such models properly produces effectiveness in the overall diagnostic process 
by supporting ample assessment and avoiding diagnostic biases [18]. 

Introducing sustainability concepts in organizational diagnostic models programs can be one of the effective 
avenues to empower our organizations with enduring sustainability mindset for the future. Competitiveness and 
effectiveness demonstrates the reliability of cultures, processes, and organizational structures with respect to 
overall system performance [19], thus organizational effectiveness is synonymous with organizational health. 
Practical assessment of organizational effectiveness stems from an analysis’ intention to enhance performance 
through diagnosis [16]. Assessment of organizational effectiveness through diagnosis usually shapes part of a 
broader organizational management plan whose purpose is to improve overall system management [20] [21]. 
Running such a diagnosis offers an organization the knowledge that can be used to develop interceptive, correc-
tive measures and actions [22]. 

Diagnosing an organization means assessing an organization’s health. Diagnosis is comprised of investiga-
tions drawn from behavioral sciences methods and models, targeted to assess current organizational health to 
increase effectiveness [22]. The diagnosis process collects information concerning the current operations, ana-
lyzes the data, and draws conclusions about potential changes [20] [23]. Organizational diagnosis is a process in 
which a consultant collects information from organizational members and disseminates findings and recommenda-
tions to those members to improve performance. The purpose of the diagnosis is to develop shared understand-
ing about an organization and determine whether change is required. Summarized advantages of organizational 
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diagnoses are [24]: 
1) Offering information on processes that experience reduced functionality 
2) Making certain an organization participates in continuous improvement 
3) Allowing systematic data interpretation 
4) Enabling development of appropriate change strategies 
These advantages enable an organization to work optimally, and organizations must run diagnostics periodi-

cally not only when a problem arises, but also when an organization appears healthy. The literature offers many 
diagnosis models and a brief summary of the existing models is discussed in this paper. This paper proposes a 
new model for organizational diagnosis embedded within the boundaries of sustainable development. The lite-
rature offers different sustainability guidelines and principles for the organizations and the most promising (with 
respect to organizational diagnosis) sustainability principles in our view, translated for an organization, are to… 
[25]: 
• eliminate our contribution to systematic increases in concentrations of substances from the Earth’s crust. 
• eliminate our contribution to systematic increases in concentrations of substances produced by society. 
• eliminate our contribution to systematic physical degradation of nature. 
• eliminate our contribution to the systematic undermining of human’s ability to meet their needs worldwide. 

3. Organizational Diagnostic Models 
Most of the models present in the literature are based on open systems theory. The foundation of this theory is 
that organizations are social systems which are dependent upon the environment in which they exist for inputs 
[26]. Open systems theory permits for recurring cycles of input, transformation, output, and transformed input 
within organizations. Traditional organizational theories have viewed organizations as “closed” systems which 
are independent of the environment in which they exist [26]. 

Organizations are also considered to be open systems because of their constant interaction with the environ-
ment. A system can exhaust its strength and cease functioning if not provided with additional resources from an 
external environment [27]. Like other systems, an organization takes inputs from an environment, processes them, 
and produces outputs, which can be goods or services. Treated as open systems, organizations cannot survive 
alone. An early review of diagnostic models concluded that most of the models share the following components: 
(1) environment1, including the technological, market, and social environments, (2) purpose (i.e., organizational 
mission, including strategy), (3) organizational structure and its systems, policies, and procedures, (4) social setup 
(i.e., culture), (5) technology being used, (6) physical systems (i.e., working conditions inside the organization), 
and (7) outcomes (e.g., sales, productivity, etc.) [28]. 

Organizational diagnosis is lengthy and tiresome and its tediousness occasionally leads to misleading results. 
The core idea of organizational diagnosis is based on criteria such as [29]: 
• The nature of the diagnostic model should be understandable and not overly complex, 
• The diagnostic model should fit to the organization under diagnosis (i.e., comprehensive yet simple enough to 

cover core areas), and 
• The model should gather data during the diagnosis (i.e., organizational data should compatible with the mod-

el). 
Wiesbord’s [30] model is the most frequently used diagnostic model [31] and its high rate of use is due to the 

model’s simplicity [31] which demonstrates compliance with the basic criterion of a simple model. Too many va-
riables make the diagnostic process tedious and may cause the diagnostician to lose track of variables and pur-
pose. 

Organizational diagnostic models proposed in the literature contain applicability issues and it is also interesting 
to note that none of the models consider meeting the sustainability principles as one of the indicators of organiza-
tional health. For example, Leavitt’s [32] and the McKinsey 7 s [33] models do not consider the environment (or 
ecosphere) in which the organization is embedded as an influencing factor. Damanpour et al. [34] elaborated on 
the role of external environments on innovation. Similarly, Gnyawali and Fogel [35] found external environments 
influence organizational survival and growth. Abrupt environmental changes demand information processing and 
simultaneously demand changes in organizational strategic postures [36]. The same is true with Wiesbord’s [30] 
model, though in his model, environmental variables are present but do not suggest environmental influences [31] 

 

 

1The environment variable here and elsewhere in the paper does not mean the ecosphere. 
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and this environment variable does not deal with the socio-ecological sustainability. 
The congruence model is based on the fit between various elements, but binding elements in the long-term 

serves as change resistance [31]. The Burke-Litwin [29] model is intricate and contains too many interdependen-
cies and links [31] that are difficult to measure in an organizational context due to overlapping of some variables. 
Similarly the diagnostic model presented by Saeed and Wang [37] also does not consider socio-ecological sustai-
nability as an organizational health indicator. There are growing number of legal, market and financial demands 
on manufacturing firms to develop sustainable products [38]. Sustainable product development requires regular 
diagnosis of the manufacturing process as well as overall organizational diagnosis. 

To create a generic and sustainability embedded diagnostic model applicable equally to all types of organiza-
tions—small to large and among industries—it should adhere to the criteria mentioned earlier. A summary of 
these diagnostic models is shown in Table 1. 

4. Proposed Sustainability Embedded Diagnostic Model 
After Organizational development consultants propose a variety of intervention areas to encourage change and 
promote organizational effectiveness [20] [28] [39]. A summary of these points include [40]: 
• Human resources, 
• Behaviors and processes, 
• Organizational structures and technologies, and 
• Organizational goals, strategies, and cultures. 

If an organization wants to be in good health and must cope with changing environments, these four areas are 
of considerable importance. Human resources here mean the people involved in organizational functioning and 
their associated skills. Behaviors and processes comprise the various systems (e.g., production process, team 
management program, etc.) in the organization, including leadership behaviors, and organizational structure in-
cludes both division of labor and goals/strategies. 

 
Table 1. Comparison of the models. 

Model Variables Limitations 

Leavitt’s model • Structure 
• Technology 

• People 
• Tasks 

• Environment and ecosphere not present 
• Inputs and outputs missing 

Weisbord’s model 

• Purpose 
• Structure 
• Rewards 
• Helpful mechanisms 

• Relationships 
• Leadership 
• Environment 

• Does not show interdependencies clearly 
• Ecosphere not present 

Congruence model • Informal arrangements  
• Formal arrangements  

• Task 
• Individual 
• (inputs/outputs) 

• In the long-term, congruence leads to change 
resistance 

• Ecosphere not present 

McKinsey 7s model 
• Systems 
• Strategy 
• Structure 

• Style 
• Shared values 
• Staff 
• Skills 

• Environment  and ecosphere not present 
• Inputs and outputs missing 

Burke-Litwin model 

• External Environment 
• Leadership 
• Mission and strategy 
• Culture 
• Management practices 
• Structure 
• Systems 

• Climate 
• Motivation 
• Skills/job match 
• Individual needs and values  
• Performance 
• (feedback loops) 

• Too many variables 
• Too complex 
• Ecosphere not present 

Bilal & Wang model 

• Leadership 
• Strategy 
• Systems 
• Structure 
• Environment 

 • Ecosphere not present 
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Cobb [41] identified four areas—environment, culture, structure, and process—for the macro analysis of or-
ganizational networks during change management. Since transformation is at the core of organizational func-
tioning, Cummings and Worley [20] argued that a transformation process involves social and technological 
components. The social component is comprised of people, the technological component of technology, tools, 
techniques, and other supporting functions such as leadership and strategy. Various studies demonstrate that 
more than 85% of the sources of organizational effectiveness problems are found in culture, structures and sys-
tems in the organizations [42]. Examining both the limitations of diagnostic models and these intervention 
points, we proposed an extended version of model for organizational diagnosis2 with the element of sustainabil-
ity embedded. Based on the United Nations description of institutional sustainability, organizations can address 
institutional sustainability by incorporating sustainability principles within their business models [43]. 

Since socio-ecological sustainability is not considered in any of the previous organizational diagnostic models, 
we present a revised version of the model we proposed previously with sustainability embedded (Figure 1). It is 
relatively common that organizations try to make use of available resources within a limited budget to provide 
training and communication to the employees for sustainable development [44]. Hence modification of the ex-
isting model (which might be in use of some organizations) would also warrant that the organizations do not 
necessarily have to adopt altogether new diagnostic model. The sustainability principles proposed by Robèrt et 
al. [25] translated for an organization diagnostic purpose can be; are we…: 
• eliminating our contribution to systematic increases in concentrations of substances from the Earth’s crust? 
• eliminating our contribution to systematic increases in concentrations of substances produced by society? 
• eliminating our contribution to systematic physical degradation of nature? 
• eliminating our contribution to the systematic undermining of human’s ability to meet their needs world-

wide? 
The above principles come into action in the overall organizational strategy and the questions can be ans-

wered at output level. Diagnosing the current health of the leadership, strategy, structure and systems can be 
done by asking specific questions about the broader areas of these variables. These areas are but not limited to 
(Table 2). 

5. Conclusion 
Organizations that build societies [45] and businesses played a vital role in technology and wealth creation that 
 

 
 

Output 

Strategy 
Sustainability principles 

 

Leadership 

Structure Systems 

 
Figure 1. Sustainability embedded diagnostic model. 

 

 

2This model is available at http://inderscience.metapress.com/content/n681m74417u21712/ under the title “Organizational Diagnoses: A 
survey of the literature and proposition of a new diagnostic”. 
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Table 2. Measures of the variables. 

Leadership 

• Decision making skills 
• Leadership style 
• Communication skills 
• Performance and reward management skills 
• Providing direction and leading from the front 
• Support for staff 
• Conflict management skills 
• Group and team work management 
• Risk taking and management skills 

Structure 

• Human resources 
• Division of labor 
• Hierarchy of authority 
• Span of control 
• Decentralization 
• Employees skills/job match 

Strategy 

• Prioritization 
• Measurability 
• Stakeholder involvement 
• Clarity 
• Realism 
• Alignment 
• Well communicated/discussed 
• Meeting sustainability principles 

Systems 

• Supply of resources 
• Efficiency 
• Reliability and Adaptability 
• Quality Control 

 
transformed the society in the last two centuries [46]. As shapers and builders of society, organizations need to 
be in proper health. For any organization to be in good health, it must have strong and healthy links of interac-
tion with its environments and the ecosphere as a whole. Interactions and communications with the environment 
help the organization to deal with changes and to adapt accordingly. Many organizations have found out that 
being concerned about the eco-sphere helps them to keep their employees motivated, makes the organization 
more effective and enriches shareholders [46]. A healthy organization is one capable of meeting the needs of 
different stakeholders and adapting to changing environments and ecology. The initial step toward organization-
al agility is diagnosis, recognizing areas that support agility and areas that do not [47]. To check whether an or-
ganization can meet all these expectations, different authors suggested disparate diagnostic models that can be 
used to examine organizational health. These models include a number of variables and structures. The ones 
discussed in this paper are either too complicated or simple to perform organizational diagnoses plus all of these 
models do not consider contributions made towards sustainable development as one of the indicators of organi-
zational health. The proposed sustainability embedded diagnostic model is comprehensive enough to perform 
organizational diagnoses, and involves structures, systems, and strategies bonded through leadership to deal with 
external and internal demands and expectations. 
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