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evaluating Carley’s model in later work
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here.

To study the conditions under which culture can be
transmitted effectively in formal organizations, where
members of the system come and go rapidly and in
large numbers, we develop a model of the cultural
transmission process. The model includes the following
variables: entry rate and exit rate of workers, growth rate
of the organization, selectiveness of organizational
recruiting, intensity of socialization (by managers and by
coworkers), and the rate at which socialization decays if
not reinforced. Findings from a computer simulation of
the model show that cultural systems in organizations
are highly robust and reach equilibrium even with high
turnover and rapid growth. We also find that culture is
stronger during decline than growth. Moreover, some
alleged behavioral effects of culture might be explained
by demographic processes rather than by psychological
reactions to cultural content. In general, the model
provides insights into the tradeoffs involved in cultural
management.®

No phenomenon has fascinated researchers of organizations
more in the last decade than has organizational culture.
Organizational behavior researchers have embraced the
culture concept to study such central topics as commitment
(Pascale, 1985), socialization (Schein, 1968), and turnover
(O'Reilly, Caldwell, and Barnett, 1989). Organizational
theorists have come to see strong culture as an alternative
to formal structure (Ouchi, 1981) and have used it
extensively to understand Japanese organizations (Lincoln,
Hanada, and McBride, 1986). And, of course, some writers
in the popular business literature have prescribed careful
management of corporate culture as the panacea for
America’s international competitiveness problems (Deal and
Kennedy, 1982; Peters and Waterman, 1982).

Despite the volumes that have been written about
organizational culture, little theory or research has examined
specifically cultural transmission over time in formal
organizational settings. Understanding cultural transmission
is important because organizational culture is often highly
persistent across time (Wilson, 1989). And, since the
members of organizations can enter and leave the culture
rapidly and in large numbers, the demography of the cultural
system must be considered along with socialization
processes if we are to understand how organizations
maintain cultures. For this reason, we develop here a model
of the cultural transmission process in formal organizations.
In the tradition of Cohen, March, and Olsen (1972) and
March (1991), the analysis of the model is based on a
computer simulation, but its assumptions are derived from
extant theory and established empirical studies. Included in
the model are the following components of the transmission
process: entry rate of organizational members, individual exit
rate, organizational growth rate, selectiveness of recruitment
procedures, intensity of socialization practices, and the
natural decay rate of socialization. Our interest lies in the
effects of each of these factors on the maintenance of
organizational culture over time. To understand this problem,
we conduct simulation studies in which we vary
systematically most of the components of the model.
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Cultural Transmission

Analyzing the cultural transmission process of organizations
in this way leads us to question certain commonly held
beliefs about organizational culture. For instance, we will
show that very rapid organizational growth sometimes
facilitates rather than impedes cultural stability, when
stability is viewed as the quickness with which the system
reaches equilibrium or rebounds to it after perturbation. The
simulations also show that some previously observed
cultural patterns ascribed to behavioral processes might be
accounted for entirely by demographic processes. Cultural
intensity (denoted by mean level of enculturation of
organizational members), for example, is found to be greater
in declining organizations because of the dynamics of
attrition, not because of some behavioral reaction to the
decline (cf. Cameron, Kim, and Whetten, 1988; Sutton,
1988).

Organizations with persistently high cultural intensity have
what are usually called ""strong”* cultures. According to Scott
(1987: 291-292), a strong organizational culture is a belief
system that sustains the commitment of individual members
to the good of the organization. Understanding the cultural
transmission process helps us understand how organizations
maintain the allegiance and loyalty of their members—in
other words, how they "keep the faith.”

Why Study Cultural Transmission in Organizations?

Most analyses of organizational culture to date have focused
on the substantive content of culture and its effects on
behavior. Much of this research is vigorously anthropological
(Smircich, 1983). Typically, the investigator enters an
organization, participates in its daily life, gains an
understanding of how its members think and act, and then
attempts to explain why and to what end the observed
behaviors exist. Emphasis is usually placed on how aspects
of the culture are interpreted within the organization (see
Ott, 1989, for an excellent review). Quantitative approaches
to the study of organizational culture also tend to be
content-oriented, although less emphasis is placed on
interpretation, and different research methods are used (e.g.,
Hofstede et al., 1990).

Underlying any content-based analysis of organizational
culture is the implicit notion that culture is somewhat
persistent across time. Cultural content cannot have strong
behavioral effects without a certain minimal inertia. Yet, in
contrast to societies and ethnic groups, in formal
organizations the participants involved come and go more
quickly, in larger relative numbers, and with less overlap in
their periods of membership. They also must be
enculturated to the organization through a process of
secondary rather than primary socialization (Berger and
Luckmann, 1966). These factors mean that cultural
persistence in formal organizations is particularly
problematic, at least more problematic than it is in other
cultural systems, and worthy of study in its own right.

Cultural persistence is essentially a question of transmission
(Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman, 1981). If new members of the
culture enter and leave the system slowly, then the
mechanisms of transmission can be slow and diffuse. If new
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members join and exit rapidly, or in large numbers relative to
those who stay, then culture must be transmitted quickly
and intensively if it is to be maintained. The former situation
is characteristic of a society, the latter of an organization.
Obviously, culture can be maintained more easily in the first
than in the second. However, this does not necessarily
mean that organizational culture will be weaker or that it is
predisposed to collapse. Rather, the conditions under which
organizational culture can be maintained are narrower and
more restrictive. In the scenario presented above,
maintenance is a matter of socialization intensity relative to
demographic flow. If that intensity is great enough, even a
strong culture can be maintained in the face of high turnover
and high growth. College fraternities and sororities, whose
severe hazing activities are socialization mechanisms,
provide a good example: despite heavy and lumpy turnover
in membership, the cultural character of local chapters often
persists.

Investigating cultural transmission is thus not antithetical to
studying cultural content but complementary to it. We see
the two topics as related but distinct avenues for research
on organizational culture, although exceptions to this division
are sometimes found in rational action theories about norms,
which on occasion develop content-based explanations that
do not require an additional explanation for cultural
persistence (e.g., Coleman, 1990: 247). Separating cultural
transmission and content analytically is convenient because
it allows progress to be made in one area without
encountering the obstacles that might be troubling the other.
For instance, we show below that cultural transmission can
be modeled and understood without taking a position in the
ongoing controversy over the empirical measurement of
organizational culture (see Rousseau, 1990). The model we
develop is potentially applicable even if organizational culture
requires ethnographic effort to measure and involves several
content dimensions.

There are also managerial reasons for studying cultural
transmission in organizations, since organizations and their
managers have some control over the main factors that
apparently affect transmission: recruitment, socialization, and
turnover. The recruitment process can be managed in terms
of how well new employees fit with the organization’s
current or desired culture. Recruitment factors under
management'’s control include search, selection, and
"selling’’ procedures. More extensive searches for job
applicants, more careful evaluation of candidates, and
greater inducements for desirable applicants will generally
enable the organization to find new employees who are
better matched to management’s cultural objectives. So,
too, will efforts to promote the organization’'s image and
reputation.

The socialization process can be managed to intensify the
enculturation of employees (Schein, 1968, 1985; Ott, 1989;
O’'Reilly, 1989). Management can provide intensive
orientations for new employees and models for exemplary
behavior. Other techniques include systems of employee
participation that rely on processes of incremental
commitment, reliance on groups for control of members,
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Cultural Transmission

and comprehensive reward systems that use recognition and
approval (O'Reilly, 1989). Management can also interpret
organizational events for employees and send signals to
reinforce cultural values; one technique includes the use of
symbols such as language, logos, and organizational rituals
and ceremonies (Peters, 1978; Pfeffer, 1981).

The turnover process can be managed to enhance the
retention of highly socialized employees and to encourage
the departure of those who have not been successfully
socialized. Alternatively, if the goal is to foster innovation and
creativity, then perhaps some variation is desirable and an
optimal number of less socialized employees should be
retained. In either case, the available management tools
include evaluation procedures and promotion and
compensation policies.

A seemingly reliable way to maintain an organizational
culture would be to establish each of the controllable factors
(highly selective recruitment, intensive socialization, and
long-term membership) in extreme form, as is done in the
Jesuitical clerical order. However, managing recruitment,
socialization, and turnover involves real costs to the
organization. For example, selectivity in recruitment results
in the slower filling of positions, and the use of higher pay to
attract and retain desirable employees has budgetary
consequences. These costs might be offset by the
organizational advantages of a strong culture, including
increased productivity. But because of the costs of
managing culture, it is important to understand the
conditions under which the investment in cultural
management is likely to influence cultural strength.

What is needed, therefore, is a good understanding of the
various tradeoffs involved. More specifically, to what extent
does selective recruitment diminish the need for intensive
socialization? How does long-term employment obviate
either process? And, perhaps most importantly, what effects
do organizational growth and decline have on these
tradeoffs? In other words, what are the demographic
constraints on strong and weak organizational cultures?

Some of these questions have been addressed before.
Management textbooks contain much advice about how
homogeneity among new members to a firm reduces
socialization requirements (Ott, 1989). Likewise, long-term
employment is widely believed to enhance cultural
persistence. Undoubtedly, some truth lies behind these
claims but, in their current forms, most of these arguments
lack analytical precision. Our efforts here represent an
attempt to refine thinking on these matters.

MODEL

We used a formal modeling approach in this study because
of its analytical rigor and because the transmission problem
is suited to this approach, since its constituent parts are
fairly well understood. This meant that we could write
simple but defensible equations of each component of the
process but concentrate our analysis on the joint outcomes.
The model we developed contains three basic functions, one
each for hiring practices, socialization processes, and
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employee departures. In specifying each function, we aim to
represent the essential mechanisms by which organizational
culture gets transmitted over time. Because these
mechanisms are widely believed to covary systematically
across organizations, we identified and studied seven
different organizational forms. Each form defines a unique
configuration of parameter settings for the three basic
functions. We evaluated the simulated transmission
processes by examining the mean level of enculturation
obtained within each organization, as well as the length of
time required to reach equilibrium.

The model consists of three mathematical functions and a
set of embedded parameters. The functions determine (1)
the number of persons hired in a period of time, (2) the
process of change in the enculturation level of each person
within the organization, and (3) the number of persons
departing from the organization in a period of time. The
parameters of the model control the growth rate of the
organization, the recruitment rate to vacancies, the cultural
selectiveness of the recruitment process, the intensity of
socialization, the natural decay rate of socialization, and the
turnover rate. We discuss each function in turn, using the
relevant parameters as necessary.

Hiring Function

Organizations hire employees to fill vacancies created by
departures and to staff new positions generated by growth.
Recruitment is not, however, usually matched perfectly to
positions available, since search processes take time and
effort. Realizing this, firms can project labor needs and
"overrecruit’” to the immediate situation, or they can fill
positions sequentially, accepting that there will always be a
gap between labor needs and staffing.

These situations can be modeled fairly easily with equations
for the number of persons hired in a time period, denoted by
NH(t), and the number of vacancies, NV(t). The hiring
process can be modeled as:

NV(t-1)

NH( >, Hd),

j=1
where

Hi) = 1 if position j is filled.in period t,
=10 otherwise,

and

NVt — 1) = [NVt — 2) — NH(t — 1) + ND(t — 1)]
+ GRIN(t — 1)),

and GR is the organizational growth rate associated with
stochastic changes in the number of positions, ND(t)
represents the number of persons departing the organization
at time t, N(t) is the number of members of the organization
at time t, and a stochastic rate of recruitment to vacant
positions (RR) is used to find values of H(t). This set of
equations can be used to determine the number of persons
entering the organization at any time period. By adjusting the
recruitment rate and hiring selectivity (see below), different
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Cultural Transmission

staffing policies can be simulated. By setting the growth rate
parameter appropriately, any scenario of growth, stability, or
decline can be simulated.

Hiring can be selective, in that a particular type of person
can be defined as needed and then sought after, or it can be
more opportunistic, in the sense of using a wider segment
of the population for the recruitment pool. Selectivity usually
requires more time and resources than opportunism. But
this presumably is balanced to some extent by the reduced
socialization requirements and lower turnover associated
with selectivity. In either case, hiring decisions will be
imperfect, because noise is likely to obscure some relevant
information about potential employees. So even under high
selectivity, some individuals will require substantial efforts in
socialization (or removal from the organization) if a strong
culture is to be maintained.

Individual hiring can be conceived as drawing individuals
from a pool of candidates. The pool has a distribution of
values on the desired characteristics and the distribution is
known for the pool, but the choice of any particular individual
is somewhat random. In fact, the characteristics of the pool
are determined by the selectiveness of the hiring policies of
the organization. The candidate pool can be more or less
centered on the desired characteristics, and more or less
noise can be tolerated in the information.

To keep things simple, imagine that there is only a single
cultural measure of interest and that it can be represented
on a continuous scale from zero to one. The pool of
candidates can then be defined by its mean and variance on
this variable. In the case of high selectivity, this would imply
a relatively high mean, say .8, and a fairly low variance, say
.1. By contrast, an opportunistic hiring policy implies a much
lower mean for the candidate pool and a higher variance.

We assume that an individual’s propensity to embrace the
values and norms of a particular organizational culture can be
meaningfully represented by such a single measure
indicating the degree to which an employee fits
management’s ideal. We refer to this measure of cultural fit
as the enculturation level. Enculturation can occur before an
individual joins an organization (for example, in a professional
school) and, as we discuss below, employees can be further
enculturated through socialization. Although managements
will differ in types of factors they use to assess the level of
enculturation, it includes knowledge, qualification, and
willingness to embrace and comply with the culture and may
reflect such factors as work experience and education. For a
given individual j, we denote his or her enculturation level by
the variable C, which is set to vary between 0 and 1.
Representing culture by a single variable does not imply that
it is inherently unidimensional but, rather, that in a specific
organizational context some overall managerial assessment
about one’s cultural predisposition and acceptance is
possible. Thus, we use the enculturation variable in much
the same way that economists use the concept of utility to
measure the desirability of multidimensional decision
alternatives.
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Implicit here is the assumption that
management as a group has consistent
preference orderings for the cultural
desirability of employees. This is justified
either if a superordinate cultural ideal is
imposed on management (for example,
by the CEO) or if the variation in
managerial preferences is trivial
compared to the cultural variation among
employees (March, 1962), which is a
sensible view, given the filtering process
that tends to select individuals with
similar preferences for managerial
positions (March and March, 1977).

Although cultural content is often found to be
multidimensional in empirical work (Hofstede, 1980;
Hofstede et al., 1990; O'Reilly, Chatman, and Caldwell,
1991), the validity of measuring cultural desirability (from
management’s perspective) on a single scale rests on two
simple assumptions. First, individuals must be rankable in
terms of their cultural desirability to management, i.e., it is
meaningful to say that person i actually is preferred to
person j.! Second, the preference ordering needs to be
transitive. That is, if / is preferred to j and j is preferred to k,
then i/ is preferred to k. These two assumptions are
sufficient to prove C; > C; if and only if / is culturally
preferred to j (Coombs, Dawes, and Tversky, 1970). This
representation theorem justifies the use of a single scale (C))
to measure cultural desirability, even though an individual's
cultural characteristics are multidimensional, in the same
way that economists measure the overall value of an
economic good such as an automobile with a single utility
scale even though automobiles vary across a wide variety of
factors. A recent article in the managerial literature written
by a CEO actually advocates formalizing assessments of
overall cultural fit during the employee interview and
evaluation process, using a single scale (Rodgers, 1990).

The assumptions of a stable preference ordering for cultural
desirability may not always hold. Management's cultural
preferences may change over time, or there may be
inconsistency in the ways various cultural dimensions are
combined to determine overall cultural desirability.
Nonetheless, we think that managerial assessments and
preferences on cultural grounds are fairly stable over time,
certainly more stable than individual consumer preferences
are for, say, automobiles. We believe that day-to-day
behavior is often ignored or excused when it does not agree
with the overall cultural assessment made of an individual
(see Goffman, 1959); in our view, it usually takes a long
pattern of inconsistent behavior or an egregious action to
cause reassessment of one’s cultural fit. In any case, a
stable preference ordering seems to be a reasonable
assumption for an initial examination of cultural transmission.

We simulate hiring on the basis of cultural criteria by
drawing randomly values of C; from parameterized
distributions. The parameters of the distribution are defined
by the hiring policies simulated. The average number of
persons hired is determined by the NH(t) equation given
above. At each time period, therefore, a number of persons
with a variety of dispositions toward the culture of the
organization is hired.

Socialization Function

Once an individual is hired, he or she is subject to a variety
of influences with respect to the culture of the organization.
Management attempts to inculcate the new employee fully
in the aims, ways, and whims of the organization. This might
take the form of explicit orientation programs and activities
or reward and punishment systems, or it might be produced
through more subtle means. In any case, management has a
conception of the ideal employee on the cultural dimensions
it considers relevant, and the objective from its point of view
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As an anonymous reviewer has pointed
out, use of the mean socialization level of
peers in this specification implies that all
peers are in communication with each
other and are equally influential, (French,
1956). While these assumptions seem
reasonable for our first experiments with
the model, in many organizational
settings they may be implausible. Thus,
one natural direction in which to extend
and refine our analysis involves the
introduction of unequal patterns of
communication and influence. For a
social-network-based approach to these
issues, see Friedkin and Johnsen (1990)
and Friedkin and Cook (1990).

Cultural Transmission

is to produce a person socialized to within some acceptable
distance of this ideal. Obviously, management's clarity of
thought about what constitutes an ideal employee may be
more or less specific, and its efforts to produce such a
person may be more or less successful.

Another important source of cultural socialization arises from
the existing employees. Group and peer pressure effects are
some of the best-documented phenomena in the social
science world (e.g., Sherif, 1935; Asch, 1951; Kiesler and
Kiesler, 1969; O’'Reilly and Caldwell, 1979). So, if an
individual enters an organization filled with persons more
highly socialized to the norms of the culture, then it is
reasonable to expect that, in the normal course of interaction
and work with these persons, the individual will become
more socialized. Likewise, if an individual enters an
organization where the existing employees are only weakly
socialized, then he or she will tend to become weakly
socialized even if he or she entered in a state more
accepting of the norms encouraged by management. In
other words, in a simple model neglecting social distances
and innate individual differences, individuals get pulled
toward the mean level of socialization among others.?

There is also apparently a “‘natural’”’ source of desocialization.
Laboratory studies have shown that socialization decays over
time in the absence of other stimuli (Jacobs and Campbell,
1961). So in addition to the other two pulls—toward the
group mean and toward the management ideal—there is
also a pull toward "‘zero”" socialization.

Any individual's change over time with respect to
socialization is a combination of the pulls from three
sources: management, peers, and decay. The three forces
may vary in their relative strengths. The expected change in
socialization is modeled as a function of the individual's
distance from the “target” for each source, multiplied by a
parameter. We also introduce an error term to allow for
noise in the process. The simulation uses the following
function for socialization-change intensity:

SIft) =

SMRI1 = Cit = 1] + SNRIC — Cft — 1)) + SDAIO ~ Cit — 1] _
SMR + SNR + SDR &

where e is an error term and SMR, SNR, and SDR are
parameters representing the pulls toward ideal socialization
(from management), mean socialization level (from peer
pressure), and zero socialization (from decay), respectively.
In effect, the denominator normalizes the function S/(t) in
order to ensure that an individual’s C; score remains
between 0 and 1. The error e is constructed to be normally
distributed with mean zero and adjustable variance.

Individuals can be more or less susceptible to socialization,
whatever its source. Previous studies have shown that
susceptibility is greatest at the time of entry into the
organization and then declines with tenure (Louis, 1980). An
individual who escapes initial socialization thus stands a
good chance of remaining unsocialized. We simulate this
relationship between susceptibility to socialization forces and
tenure with the following equation:
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SU(t) = TA1 + exp{—TA2 — TA3[T{t — 1)}

where T; is individual i’s tenure with the organization. This
functional form, which resembles the model known as
Makeham's Law (see Tuma and Hannan, 1984), allows an
individual's susceptibility to cultural influence to change with
tenure. With the parameter values used here (TA1 = .02;
TA2 = 60; TA3 = .30), susceptibility begins with a value
less than unity and declines exponentially with tenure
toward a non-zero asymptote. It is important for the value of
the function to remain between 0 and 1 because it will be
used below as a multiplier. In this specification, TA1 is
associated with the asymptotic level of susceptibility, TA2
with the level of susceptibility at entry (tenure equals zero),
and TA3 with the speed of the decline in susceptibility from
the entry level to the asymptotic level.

The socialization function is completed by taking an
individual’s prior enculturation level C{t — 1) and adding to it
the effect of socialization-change intensity S/{t) multiplied by
its influence SU(t). That is,

Clt) = Cft — 1) + [SULISI{D).

In each time period, this score is constructed for each
individual. Distributional measures of these scores tell how
intense the organizational culture is at any particular point in
time.

Turnover Function

Individuals leave organizations for a wide variety of reasons,
including better jobs, dissatisfaction, and family concerns.
For present purposes, it makes sense to divide the causes
of turnover into two separate factors, one associated with
the culture of the organization and the other summarizing all
other factors. The number of persons departing in any given
time period results from the application of these factors to
each person in the organization.

Turnover might be connected to organizational culture for at
least two reasons. First, individuals who feel alienated
because of their nonacceptance of the culture might be
motivated to leave voluntarily. Second, those who do not fit
in and who fail to change might be fired. In both cases, the
issue may be thought of as one related to the distance
between an individual’'s embodiment of the culture and the
management ideal (Wanous, 1980). A convenient way to
formalize this is with the term AR(1 — C)°, where AR is a
parameter allowing greater or less sensitivity to alienation as
a cause of turnover. The value of this expression increases
rapidly as C; approaches zero, but in general the effect of
alienation on turnover in our model is much smaller than the
effect of noncultural factors.

Allowing all other reasons for leaving an organization to be
captured in an adjustable base-turnover factor (associated

with the parameter ER), the number of persons departing

the organization in time period t is then given by

N(t-1)

ND() D, DA,

i=1
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Cultural Transmission

where

Dit) = 1 if individual i leaves the organization in period t,
M7 10 otherwise,

The stochastic rate of departure for individual j, used to find
D{t), is

RD{t) = ER + AR[1 — C{t — 1),

where both ER and AR are parameters of the rate. When
coupled with the hiring function and the socialization
function, this then completes the activities of the simulated

organization for any given time period. Table 1 gives the
parameters of the model and their definitions.

Table 1

Notation Used in Simulation Model

Notation Definition

Cultural system

G (t) Enculturation level of person i at time t; varies from zero to
one.

C Mean level of enculturation in organization.

3 Standard deviation of enculturation level in organization.

t* Elapsed time at cultural equilibrium.

N (t) Size of organization in number of persons at time t.

T: (1) Accumulated tenure in organization of person j, measured
in units of simulation time.

GR Overall growth rate of organization per time period.

Hiring function

NV (t) Number of vacancies at time t.

NH (t) Number of persons hired at time t.

RR Recruitment rate of hires to vacancies.

C* Mean enculturation level of recruitment pool.

% Standard deviation of enculturation level in recruitment
pool.

Socialization function

SMR Strength of pull toward ideal socialization (management
efforts).

SNR Strength of pull toward mean level of socialization within
organization (peer pressure).

SDR Strength of natural decay in socialization.

e Error term indicating noise in socialization (zero mean).

o Standard deviation of noise in socialization function.

TA1,2,3 Parameters associated with reduction in susceptibility to

socialization forces with increasing tenure.

Turnover function

ND (t) Number of departures from organization at time t.

ER Parameter associated with turnover from all noncultural
forces.

AR Scale factor for turnover associated with distance from
ideal enculturation level (i.e., alienation).

RD; (t) Turnover rate of person i at time t.

Organizational Forms

Although we have discussed separately each functional
component of the cultural transmission process,
organizational research strongly suggests that they do not
vary independently. Instead, factors such as recruitment
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Analysts who prefer to think in terms of
the model’'s components should consult
the Appendix. Table 4, below, presents a
regression analysis designed to assess
the effects of each component of the
model on equilibrium outcomes. We did
not use a rigid block design in conducting
the simulations because we believe the
combination of theoretically guided
experimentation and systematic
assessment of the data is preferable.

selectivity, socialization intensity, and longevity of
employment are widely thought to cohere in particular
combinations usually defined as organizational forms. While
we continue, for analytical purposes, to separate each
aspect of the cultural transmission process, we also think it
worthwhile to consider our model in the context of the more
important organizational forms. Orienting the simulations
around stylized versions of these forms also provides some
useful guidance as to parameter selection and facilitates
interpretation of outcomes. Consequently, we briefly review
seven organizational forms around which the simulation
studies are organized conceptually. The Appendix gives the
exact parameter settings used for each organizational form.3

Japanese-style form. The Japanese may be responsible for
the recent fascination with organizational culture. Coinciding
with the Japanese economy’s recent dominance of
international trade is the spread and visibility of their
particular ways of organizing corporate organizations. While
the specific features vary for any individual organization, the
essential elements of Japanese organizations are (1) high
recruitment selectivity, (2) intensive socialization by
management, and (3) long-term employment (Ouchi, 1981).
These factors are thought to produce organizations with
strong cultures that can persist intact even when growth
rates are extraordinarily high. As a result, Japanese-style
organizations can adopt strategies aimed at maximizing
market share without fear of undermining corporate culture
and values (Abegglen and Stalk, 1985). Increasingly,
American corporations are looking to elements of this
organizational form to renew themselves.

American manufacturing form. Among many other things,
the industrial revolution produced the assembly line and its
associated traditional manufacturing organization. The
essence of this design is standardized work and specialized
division of labor. Human factors, including culture, are
generally designed out of the form; one person can replace
any other with ease in such a system. For this reason,
recruitment selectivity is usually low in this form, and
management socialization is weak or nonexistent. Fast
growth and high turnover do not affect the stability of the
system but run part and parcel with the other characteristics.

Governmental-bureaucratic form. The Weberian ideal of
the rational bureaucracy still characterizes many
governmental and other organizations. Demographic stability
is a primary feature of many of these bureaucratic
organizations. Growth in employment is low if not entirely
stable, and turnover is low, the career being conducted
mainly within the bureaucracy. Recruitment and socialization
practices undoubtedly vary across bureaucratic organizations.
However, rarely if ever do they reach the extremes found in
the Japanese-style organization. In fact, bureaucracy was
originally designed to eliminate particularistic (e.g., cultural)
selection, the goal being a purely meritocratic system based
on technical criteria. Few would argue this has been
achieved often, so it seems best to characterize the
bureaucratic organizational form as having low to moderate
cultural selectivity in recruitment and low to moderate
socialization intensity.
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Professional form. Organizations that are dominated by
professionals, such as law firms and universities, have still
different cultural and demographic features. Dominant
among these, of course, is the high selectivity of
recruitment—to be a professional organization means to
recruit primarily from a clearly defined and already
enculturated pool of professionals. Consequently, there is
little socialization done by management within the
organization, at least as compared with the professional
socialization that has already occurred outside it (for
example, in professional graduate programs). Growth and
turnover may vary from low to moderate, but neither is
typically high.

Entrepreneurial form. Less of an ideal form than the
others, the predominant characteristic of the entrepreneurial
form is high growth. This makes it particularly interesting for
the study of cultural transmission: Can culture be maintained
in the midst of such rapid change? Because of the many
survival pressures experienced by entrepreneurial
organizations, little effort is typically devoted to socialization
or even selective recruitment. Turnover varies but is usually
in the moderate range.

Z-type form. Many management theorists recommend that
traditional American firms move closer to the Japanese
model of organization. The resulting hybrid has been called a
“type Z'' organizational form (Ouchi, 1981). Its features
include those of the traditional manufacturing form but with
intensified socialization by management, greater recruitment
selectivity, and reduced turnover. The hypothesized effects
of these efforts hinge on an intensified and more
homogeneous organizational culture.

Collectivist-democratic form. Organizations operated on a
collective basis and without formal hierarchical authority
usually display strong and tightly encapsulated cultures. Such
organizations have been described and analyzed by
Rothschild-Whitt (1979), who refers to them as
collectivist-democratic organizations (not to be confused with
cults, which often have a strong but covert hierarchy and are
not normally considered to be formal organizations). The
structural and demographic features of the
collectivist-democratic organizations include extremely high
selectivity in recruitment, intensive socialization by
coworkers rather than by management, little turnover, and
low growth. These are commonly considered ideal, if not
extreme, conditions for establishing and maintaining an
organization’s culture.

Table 2 provides a summary of the relative settings of the
parameters for each organizational form. As we have noted
in our discussion of the various forms, there also are known
differences among the forms in terms of cultural intensity
and heterogeneity. Although the matter has not been
studied directly, it is widely believed that recruitment
selectivity, socialization intensity, turnover, and growth can
account for many of these differences. Nothing in our model
requires or forces such associations. So the first major
analytical question to be addressed by the simulations
concerns the model’s ability to produce these known
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A copy of the program is available from
the authors on diskette for a minimal
charge. This offer expires two years after
the publication date of this article. Direct
requests to the.first author at the School
of Management/J05.1, U. T. Dallas, P.O.
Box 830688, Richardson, TX 75083.

Table 2

Stylized Organizational Forms

Organizational forms Simulation parameter settings*

Japanese-style High recruitment selectivity
Intensive socialization by management
Long-term employment

High growth rate

American manufacturing Low recruitment selectivity
Weak socialization by management
High turnover

High growth rate

Governmental-bureaucratic Moderate recruitment selectivity
Weak socialization by management
Low turnover

Low growth rate

Professional Very high recruitment selectivity
Weak socialization by management
Moderate turnover

Low growth rate

Entrepreneurial Moderate recruitment selectivity
Moderate socialization by management
Moderate turnover
Very high growth rate

Z-type Moderate recruitment selectivity

Moderate socialization by management
Low turnover
High growth rate

Collectivist-democratic High recruitment selectivity
Intensive socialization by coworkers
Low turnover

No growth

* Exact parameter settings are given in Appendix A.

differences in organizational culture across forms. A good
test of the model's overall validity is whether or not it can
do so.

Simulation Methods

The simulation program is written in the BASIC language
using MicroSoft’s QuickBasic version 4.0, which allows for
larger than usual arrays.* The simulations reported here were
run on an IBM Personal System 2/Model 50 computer.

A number of the components of the simulation require
drawing from probability distributions. The enculturation
scores of the initial members, new recruits, and the noise
term in the socialization function all use normal distributions.
These were simulated with the uniform random deviate
generator in the BASIC compiler by constructing random
normal deviates using the polar method.

Rate parameters in the model were simulated as parameters
embedded in stochastic processes. For RR and RD the rate
is assumed to be part of the basic model

Glt) = exp[— Jor r(u)du] ,

where G(t) is the stochastic survivor function and r(t) is the
rate. RR and RD are set at values typical of calculations
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Empirical analysis of the tenure
distributions generated by the
specification used for RD|(t) suggests a
slight time dependence (with respect to
employee tenure) in the overall employee
departure rate. While this time
dependence varies by organizational
form, the pattern is generally consistent
with the findings of Petersen and
Spilerman (1990), who analyzed
appropriately comparable departure data
from a large organization with an
established internal labor market. In
continuing analyses of our model, we
have also experimented with
specifications of RD,{t) that explicitly
incorporate time dependence. While
these experiments are highly preliminary,
they show the outcomes reported here
to be robust with respect to this issue.

Cultural Transmission

made on the basis of monthly data. The rates are assumed
to be time-homogeneous and are used to solve for waiting
times, t = —log G(t)/r, which are used directly in the
simulation.® As is conventional, the survivor function is
simulated as a uniform distribution using the BASIC uniform
random deviate generator (Tuma and Hannan, 1984). GR is
defined as the organizational growth rate associated with an
underlying stochastic process of growth in the number of
positions. A size-dependent Poisson growth process is
assumed.

The simulation is initiated with an organization size of 100,
except for the entrepreneurial form, which is started at a
size of 5. After each time period (simulation ““month”), each
individual enculturation score (C)) is updated and the mean
enculturation level for the organization (C) and standard
deviation (3,) are calculated. Enculturation levels are
compared over time. When the mean enculturation level for
the 12 most recent time periods differs by less than .01
from the means for the two previous sets of 12 time
periods, the organization’s culture system is assumed to be
in equilibrium. The simulation is then stopped and the
following outcome variables are examined: mean
enculturation level (C), time elapsed until equilibrium (t*), and
dispersion of enculturation scores (3,).

In conducting the simulations, we first examined some of
the simulation model’s basic properties by experimentally
varying the mean level of enculturation of the initial
employees for each organizational form. Our primary goal in
these experiments was to learn how sensitive the model is
to the initial setting of mean enculturation. The experiments
showed that the mean level of enculturation in the initial
employee base affects the time required to reach
equilibrium. In all instances, the further the initial mean is
from the equilibrium mean, the longer the time to
equilibrium. So starting with a low mean level of
enculturation usually implies a long dynamic process for
strong-culture organizations. The variation in time to
equilibrium was greatest for the governmental, professional,
and collectivist-democratic forms. The mean enculturation
level of the initial employees affected the equilibrium levels
attained for some forms, but not all. The Japanese,
American manufacturing, entrepreneurial, and Z-type forms
all reached the same equilibrium levels regardless of the
initial mean level of enculturation. Governmental,
professional, and collectivist-democratic forms each
depended more on the mean of the initial employee base.

The results give substantial credibility to the simulation
model in that the organizational forms behave in plausible
ways. The strongest cultures, as indicated by the mean level
of enculturation, are found in the Japanese, professional, and
Z-type forms. The weakest culture is in the American
manufacturing form. Cultural heterogeneity, as given by
dispersion around the equilibrium mean, is least for the
professional and collectivist-democratic organizational forms,
again conforming to expectations. Overall, this pattern of
findings shows that the model can reproduce basic known
differences in cultural intensity across organizational forms,
providing validation for the model.
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Multiple simulations were conducted for each set of
parameter values investigated. For ease of communication,
we present below selected results in graphic form.
However, we did conduct a stability analysis for a variety of
models to ensure that the findings are not idiosyncratic. This
effort included a sensitivity analysis to determine that the
findings reported here do not depend primarily on the values
of single parameters, including those held constant in the
results reported here for organizational forms (such as the
socialization noise term), and do not vary substantially across
changes in many combinations of parameters.

We also report below a variance decomposition of the
outcome variables for all the simulation data. This analysis
allows an overall assessment of the effects of each
parameter.

FINDINGS

We first investigated the effects of variation in (1) the base
employee turnover rate, (2) recruitment selectivity, and (3)
intensity of management socialization practices. As
discussed earlier, these are the factors over which
management usually has some direct control. For each
issue, we report the equilibrium mean enculturation level,
the standard deviation of enculturation at equilibrium, and
the time required to reach equilibrium.

Turnover Rate

Figure 1 shows the simulation outcomes by organizational
form when the base employee turnover rate is varied. The
vertical axis indicates the mean enculturation level at
equilibrium, while the horizontal axis gives the time to
equilibrium. The radius of the circle represents the degree of
dispersion of enculturation at equilibrium, as indicated by the
standard deviation §.

Variations in the base turnover rate affect the equilibrium
levels little. However, turnover does seem to affect the time
to equilibrium. In general, higher turnover rates are
associated with shorter times to equilibrium. This effect is
especially pronounced for the governmental, professional,
and collectivist-democratic organizational forms. The greater
sensitivity of these forms to turnover is somewhat surprising
since they are often held to have higher inertia than some of
the other forms.

Recruitment Selectivity

Figure 2 shows the results of introducing different degrees
of recruitment selectivity into the simulations. We did this by
varying both the mean enculturation of the recruitment pool
and its variance.

Recruitment selectivity produces changes in both the
equilibrium means and the times to equilibrium, although
these effects are more pronounced in some organizational
forms than in others. The American manufacturing and
entrepreneurial forms show higher enculturation levels
corresponding to greater selectivity; equilibrium times are
barely affected. By contrast, the governmental, professional
and collectivist-democratic forms show shorter times to
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Figure 1. Equilibrium outcomes with different turnover rates.
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equilibrium in response to enhanced selectivity but less
change in equilibrium levels. Japanese and Z-type forms
show moderate amounts of both effects. These results
indicate that a given approach to managing organizational
culture—selective recruitment in this case—can have
substantively different effects for different forms.

Management Socialization

Figure 3 presents plots of the equilibrium outcomes when
the intensity of management socialization practices
{parameter SMR relative to SNR) is varied. For each
organizational form, there is a substantial strengthening of
the culture as a result of more intensive management
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Figure 2. Equilibrium outcomes with varying degrees of recruitment selectivity.
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efforts. The largest gains occur for the governmental and
American manufacturing forms, although heterogeneity
increases as well. The increased cultural heterogeneity likely
results from the combination of low selectivity (which
continually brings in ample numbers of relatively
unenculturated individuals) and an internal mechanism having
a strong positive effect on enculturation levels (in this
instance, management socialization).

Perhaps the most interesting pattern in Figure 3 is that the
greatest returns to increased management socialization
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Figure 3. Equilibrium outcomes with varying intensities of management socialization.
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apparently come at the variable’s lower levels. That is, for
each organizational form the effects of intensified
management socialization on C are especially pronounced
when prior management socialization efforts were minimal.
This can be seen by comparing the difference in equilibrium
levels between the weakest and weak socialization efforts
with that between the strong and strongest efforts. When
management socialization is already strong, additional efforts
still do show some effects. But they are small compared to
the returns associated with the same increased effort in a
prior situation of weak management socialization.
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Figure 4. Equilibrium outcomes with varying growth rates.
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Table 3

Organizational Culture during Simulated Decline*

Start 25% Decline

Organizational —
form N (t) Clt) S, Nt t
Japanese 5000 .82 12 3742 30
American

manufacturing 5000 A7 .10 3741 25
Governmental 1000 .76 .04 749 28
Professional 1000 .45 .06 749 27
Entrepreneurial 5000 .59 19 3748 29
Z-type 5000 73 15 3760 30
Collectivist-

democratic 1000 .46 .06 754 30

* Some cells in the table are blank because the system reaches equilibrium
prior to that level of decline.
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Table 3 (continued)

Cultural Transmission

Organizational Growth

Figure 4 presents the equilibrium outcomes for simulation
runs in which the organizational growth rates are
systematically varied for each organizational form.

Organizational forms that have not to this point shown much
variation in equilibrium times do display such differences
when the growth rates are varied. The Japanese,
entrepreneurial, and Z-type forms all show longer equilibrium
times when growth rates are lower, and other forms show
the same pattern. So high growth rates apparently produce
shorter equilibrium times. Since the speed with which
equilibrium is attained reflects a system’s ability to recover
when perturbed, this finding leads, in turn, to the rather
paradoxical inference that high growth is actually conducive
to cultural stability, not detrimental, as is commonly
assumed (cf. Elster, 1989; Coleman, 1990). Perhaps the
increased cultural stability results from the relative ease in
socializing new rather than long-term employees.

Organizational Decline

What happens to an organization’s culture when it contracts
in size? To address this question, we ran slightly different
kinds of simulations. Rather than start with small
organizations, we began with fairly large ones, numbering at
least a thousand members. We then assumed a negative
growth rate and a distribution of tenure appropriate for each
organizational form at equilibrium (determined from the
results described earlier). As before, employees with lowest
enculturation scores were the most likely to leave, although
there is no explicit seniority rule associated with departure.
The cultural transmission process was then simulated until it
reached equilibrium. Table 3 gives the equilibrium outcomes,
as well as the values of the culture variables C and 3§, at
several other benchmark points in the decline trajectory.

All organizational forms reach cultural equilibrium while in
decline. Moreover, in all instances the enculturation level is
higher in decline than it was initially. At equilibrium,
enculturation reaches its highest levels. The difference
between start level and equilibrium is especially pronounced
for the Japanese, entrepreneurial, and Z-type forms.

25% Decline 50% Decline Equilibrium
cnn 3 N () t cn 3, N(t) t* cr) 3,
.90 .06 2512 71 .94 .03 1690 11 .96 .02
18 .09 3299 38 .18 .09
77 .03 679 38 77 .03
46 .06 680 38 .46 .05
72 10 2448 7 .78 .08 1059 158 .83 .10
.82 .07 2505 72 .86 .05 1363 132 .90 .05
47 .05 688 38 47 .04
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Table 4

Regression Models of Cultural Outcome Variables

Equilibrium Outcome Variable

Standard
Mean level of deviation in Time to Mean tenure
Independent enculturation enculturation equilibrium of equilibrium
variables C S t*
Intercept .267° .070° 36.7 21.5°
Start size [N(0)] —.0003 .00002 103 -.029
Recruitment rate (RR) .007 -—.005 10.3 3.24
Growth rate (GR) —.425 418° —458.° —275.°
Turnover parameter
(ER) —.966° 077 138. -101.
Alienation parameter
(AR) —.068° .025° -85.7 —14.2°
Management socialization
(SMR) 527° .089° -283 11.0°
Socialization decay (SDR) —.635° .004 —209.° —-39.3
Noise in socialization (o) .053 119° —-54.0 -26.3°
Reduced susceptibility to
socialization with
tenure (dummy) -.101° —.042° 38.7° -1.50
Recruitment selectivity
mean (C*) 636° —.055° 82.2° 21.8°
Recruitment selectivity
standard deviation (3*) .386° .206° 168.° 65.7°
R? 90 .86 58 .60
N 324 324 324 324
*p < .05.
Components of Organizational Forms
Table 4 presents regression models of the simulation data
generated in 324 trials. These trials include those reported
above and also the other trials from the sensitivity analysis in
which one, and sometimes two model parameters were
systematically varied while the others were held constant.
We focus on the equilibrium outcomes and regress these on
variables representing the organizational parameters defining
enculturation and the organizational forms. By examining
parameter variations within a form as well as those reviewed
above across forms, the regressions provide a precise
comparison of the effects of the various components of the
model.®
The regressions in Table 4 show that some components of
organizational form have larger effects on equilibrium
outcomes than others. Turnover, growth, and socialization
decay each have strong negative effects on the mean level
of enculturation; management socialization and selectivity
efforts have pronounced positive effects. There is also a
positive effect of variation in the recruitment pool. Table 4
6 also shows that the mean enculturation level would be

Regressions of the outcomes on
dummies for the various organizational
forms simply summarize the findings
shown in graphic form above. While we
have done these, we do not report the
estimates here, since they are redundant
with results already presented. Our goal
here is to decompose the outcomes on
the finer-grained differences in parameter
settings.

higher if people did not develop a resistance to socialization
with tenure in the organization. Other variables are less
important.

Perhaps the most interesting patterns in Table 4 come from
comparisons of the same variable across outcomes. Factors
that diminish the mean level of enculturation, such as
growth and socialization decay, often shorten the time to
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equilibrium as well. Management socialization is the only
variable that shortens the time to equilibrium while
significantly enhancing mean enculturation. So there is a
tradeoff in most instances between strength of culture and
time to equilibrium: for those factors susceptible to
management influence, management must choose one or
the other, since efforts to enhance, say, intensity, will likely
diminish stability.

Cultural Management and Growth

We now present a set of simulations run to examine the
effects of selectivity, socialization by management, and
turnover under differing growth conditions. The results of
the earlier runs were used to determine the initial parameter
settings for organizational size and for the enculturation
scores and tenure distribution of employees. We thus
started the runs with the organizational forms in their
equilibrium states. The parameters corresponding to
selectivity, socialization, and turnover were then
systematically varied for each form for each of three
conditions—growth, stability, and decline in organizational
size. The new equilibrium results are shown in Figures 5, 6,
and 7, which plot the equilibrium mean enculturation levels
against the values of the management-controlled parameters
for the three growth conditions. Equilibrium points for each
growth condition are connected by solid lines. The dotted
lines indicate the initial equilibrium levels.

The turnover results (Figure 5) are striking in that turnover
appears to have little or no effect on cultural intensity for any
organizational form, the only possible exception being the
no-growth condition for the Japanese, entrepreneurial, and
Z-type forms. This finding is independent of the setting for
the growth parameter and is contrary to the conventional
wisdom that turnover rates have important consequences
for organizations (Staw, 1980), at least as far as
organizational culture is concerned.

The results for selectivity (Figure 6) show that the Japanese
form is relatively insensitive to recruitment selectivity. Only
in the growth condition does selectivity have even a small
effect on cultural intensity in Japanese organizations. A
similar but less pronounced effect can be seen in type-Z
organizations. By contrast, cultural intensity in the American
manufacturing form rises dramatically with increased
selectivity for all settings. Other forms with similar (although
less severe) patterns include the professional, governmental,
and entrepreneurial forms, with the highest gains occurring
in the growth condition. The collectivist-democratic form has
a natural equilibrium that is not sensitive to growth
variations; however, the equilibrium level is elastic with
respect to changes in selectivity under the growth and
stability conditions. In the decline condition, equilibrium is
affected by selectivity only at low selectivity levels.

Changes in the intensity of socialization by management
show the most dramatic effects for the American
manufacturing form (Figure 7). Increased socialization leads
to substantial increases in cultural intensity for all growth
settings. To a lesser degree, the same effects hold for the
other forms. For the collectivist-democratic form, small
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Figure 5. Effects of turnover rate on cultural equilibrium level for growth, no growth, and decline
conditions.
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increases in socialization from the natural level (no
management socialization) lead to stronger culture, but the
effect levels off as socialization intensity continues to
increase. The professional and Japanese forms show the
least responsiveness to variation in socialization, although for
the Japanese form the cultural intensity drops substantially
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Figure 6. Effects of selectivity on cultural equilibrium levels for growth, no growth, and decline conditions.
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at very low socialization levels for the growth and stability
conditions but not for the decline condition.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Because they are based on a simulation model, the findings
reviewed here are comparable to theoretical derivations. As
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Figure 7. Effects of management socialization on cultural equilibrium level for growth, no growth and
decline conditions.
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Management Socialization

with any theory, evaluation of the model should depend on
both its plausibility and the ideas it generates. In our effort
to build a plausible model of cultural transmission in
organizations, we resisted the temptation to be creative and
innovative. Instead, we tried to rely on established theories
and available evidence in order to specify a model that most
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social scientists would find plausible, minor quibbles about
theories and evidence aside. Specification of this process in
its entirety in mathematical form is a contribution in and of
itself, especially since the model is capable of generating
widely observed differences in cultural intensity across
organizational forms.

We suspected that although the individual components of
the model were fairly well understood, their joint operation
was not. Familiarity with dynamic processes led us to think
that when these components were simulated together over
time, the interactions would yield new insights. We believe
that this has been the case and that we now know more
about the demographics of cultural transmission in
organizations. Consider the following observations.

First, rapid growth and high turnover often aid in establishing
cultural stability. We have already suggested that the effect
of rapid growth is the result of the higher susceptibility of
new employees to socialization. Conversely, the turnover
effect could be the result of the exit of employees with
greater resistance to socialization, particularly because
employees with higher levels of alienation (lower
enculturation levels) are somewhat more likely to exit.

Second, organizational culture becomes stronger as
organizations decline in size. We interpret this finding as
indicating that culture intensifies in declining organizations
because employees with short tenure are the most likely to
exit. These employees have not been exposed to
organizational socialization processes for as long as
long-term employees and, as a consequence, they have
relatively low levels of enculturation. Once said, this
explanation seems obvious. Yet, it is rarely invoked in
discussions of organizational decline, which often view the
change observed during these periods as emotional
reactions (Sutton, 1988). The simulated declines make it
clear that such explanation is not necessarily needed and
that the effect can be produced by a decline in the number
of employees without considering organizational
performance. The effect could be enhanced by explicit
seniority-based retention policies.

Third, because cultural instability is likely to foster conflict,
some organizational forms appear to be inherently more
conflict-prone. Governmental, professional, and
collectivist-democratic forms are typically associated with
higher levels of conflict, although these are usually thought
to be the result of positional autonomy, long tenure
durations, or tightly held values. The simulations suggest
alternatives to the usual behavioral or structural explanations
of conflict; the results may follow simply from the
demographic dynamics, which extend the time required to
reach equilibrium.

It is important to point out that we do not think these
simulations have proved or disproved anything. What they
have done is demonstrate that the fairly simple demographic
model developed here can reproduce outcomes consistent
with those previously ascribed to behavioral processes
(Pfeffer, 1983). Such findings are best regarded as
hypotheses and considerably more analysis and research
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needs to be done before they should be considered as
anything more than conjectures.

Nonetheless, we are pleased that the model generates such
conjectures and see it as a useful research tool. Accordingly,
we plan to continue running simulations for various
parameter combinations. In future efforts, we plan to
introduce both hierarchical and horizontal differentiation into
the model. We hope that these refinements will produce
even more unexpected insights into the cultural transmission
process, including those for organizational subcultures (see
Jermier et al., 1991).

Our modeling strategy could also be applied to the study of
organizational competence. In some organizations,
enculturation may be closely linked to the core competence
of the firm (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990). Competence, like
culture, is influenced by demographic processes. However,
changes in individual enculturation levels are driven by a
socialization process, whereas changes in individual
competence levels are driven by a learning process, and the
two processes differ. Socialization relies on social influence,
while learning depends on performance feedback.
Nonetheless, competence and other issues are critically
related to the inflow and outflow of employees. With
appropriate reformulation of certain equations (e.g.,
respecifying the socialization function as a learning function),
the modeling strategy used here might be used to address
questions about the acquisition and retention of
organizational competence.

Implications for Cultural Management

We, explore the implications of our findings for cultural
management. In doing so, we focus on the three
organizational forms of current policy and comparative
interest—the Japanese, American manufacturing, and
collectivist-democratic forms (cf. Cole, 1990).

The Japanese form shows a high degree of cultural intensity
and stability across all parameter variations and under all
growth settings. This suggests that the Japanese reputation
for strong organizational culture is well deserved and
provides support for the model’s validity. It also suggests
that once a strong culture is established, it develops an
inertia that is resistant to a wide variety of subsequent
variations in management policy and organizational growth
rates. The most significant implication for Japanese
managers is that once the culture of the organization is
established, managerial efforts directed toward maintaining
recruitment selectivity and socialization and minimizing
turnover may be relaxed without fear of a noticeable impact
on the organization’s culture. While the cultural impact
would not be noticeable, the savings accruing to the
organization because of reduced costs could be.

By contrast, the cultural intensity of the American
manufacturing form is highly responsive to changes in
recruitment selectivity and management socialization. In
practice, this form is characterized by the lack of concern for
both of these processes. The advantages to be gained from
investment in organizational culture may explain why culture
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has recently become such a popular topic with American
managers. More managerial attention to recruitment and
socialization could pay big dividends in terms of cultural
strength. The advantages of stronger organizational cultures
could well outweigh the costs of the extra effort.

The collectivist-democratic form showed a strong cultural
responsiveness to recruitment selectivity except under the
decline condition. Based on these findings, it seems
important for these organizations to maintain their selection
standards, and they could strengthen their cultures by raising
the standards. These organizations could also clearly benefit
from increased management socialization. However, since
the collectivist-democratic form is characterized by the lack
of formal hierarchial authority, “’socialization by
management’’ requires a special interpretation for this form.
Because there is no formal authority, socialization in this
form refers to collectively organized, planned efforts to
intensify the socialization of organizational members, rather
than leaving socialization purely to informal coworker
interactions.

The simulation runs indicate that the dynamics of cultural
transmission vary substantially across the different forms. In
circumstances for which greater recruitment selectivity is
suggested, we assume that more desirable candidates exist
in the labor market and can be found and recruited, given
sufficient effort. It is possible that societal cultural
constraints may restrict the candidate pool to the point that
this assumption is not valid—for example, the American
labor market may contain a scarcity of candidates with
desirable cultural traits, in which case management must
rely more on socialization after hiring to strengthen
organizational culture. At the other extreme, the Japanese
labor market may contain an abundance of desirable
candidates, so that selective recruitment may not entail
significant costs. Given appropriate techniques, socialization
by management is controllable by the organization, but its
costs are likely to be related to the characteristics of the
societal pool from which new workers are drawn. The
turnover findings imply that organizational emphasis on
retention policies and the management of turnover may be
misdirected, at least with respect to cultural management.
While some differences are seen across different growth
conditions, they are not as pronounced as expected. Overall,
the findings provide potential guidance for managerial
decisions by showing which parts of the cultural
transmission process are likely to show the highest returns
to investment in managing organizational culture for different
organizational forms.

Implications for Research

We would like to obtain more direct empirical verification of
the model and its outcomes. In this respect, we do not think
that detailed micro data on individual socialization
experiences and the like is necessary. The minimal data
requirements needed to test the model directly seem to be
some systematic assessment of the mean enculturation
level of all organizational members and estimates of the set
of relevant organizational level demographic parameters.
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