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TOWARD A GENERIC PROCESS 
FOR 
INDIVIDUAL AND 
ORGANIZATIONAL 
PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT 
AND 
CONTRIBUTION 
Roger Kaufman, CPT, PhD 
Defining, justifying, and delivering useful results are a vital part of being a human and 
organizational performance professional. This article identifies the requirements for a generic 
process model for individual and organizational performance and contribution, examines a 
number of process models that are available, and then links them with various performance 
challenges and opportunities. 

THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY for Performance 

Improvement (ISPI), in an attempt to help the membership 

and field deliver measurable performance improvement 

and success, has long advocated and provided guidance for 

professionals who intend to make a measurable contribution. 

1 Many in the field have considered the nature of our 

professional work and have offered models and approaches; 

among them are Branson (1975), Brethower (2006), 

Corrigan and Corrigan (1985), Dick and Carey (1989), 

Gilbert (1978), Kaufman (1972, 1988a, 1988b, 1988c, 

1998, 2000, 2006a, 2006b), Kaufman and English (1979), 

Kaufman and Guerra-Lopez (2008), Kaufman, Watkins, 

and Leigh (2001), Langdon (2000, 2010), Marrelli (this 

issue), Nickols (2009), Rummler (2004), Rummler and 

Brache (1995), Rummler, Ramias, and Rummler (2010), 

Stolovitch and Keeps (1992), and Van Tiem, Moseley, and 

Dessinger (2000).2 There are more than a few models and 

approaches, and many of these are provided in workshops 

that are designed to measurably improve performance. 

In addition, what is termed ―the scientific method‖ has a 

process to offer our profession as well. 

MOVING FROM MODELS TO PRINCIPLES 
Several years ago, ISPI decided to move away from a models- 
driven approach to a principles-driven approach and 

published these performance improvement standards: 



results, system, value, partnerships (RSVP). This shift 

from a model-oriented to principles-oriented approach 

should serve as a reminder that ―one size fits all‖ might be 

useful for bathrobes but not for defining and delivering 

useful and value-added performance. 

Marrelli (this issue) identified a number of approaches 

to performance improvement (and, she hoped, valueadded 

performance accomplishment and contribution). 

After considering many approaches, she recommended 

Langdon‘s (2010) language of work (LOW) model, which 

focuses squarely on the area of work. Langdon defines 

these behavioral components of work performance (see 

Figure 1): 

1. Inputs 

2. Conditions 

3. Process steps 

4. Outputs 

5. Consequences 

6. Feedback 

Alignment of these six elements is necessary to achieve 

high work performance in any business or organization. 

Figure 2 shows how the performance of work should be 
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aligned at various levels of the business: business unit, 

core processes, jobs, and work groups or teams and 

management. 

Most popular models have similar elements of work 

performance and business alignment, including those 

for instructional systems design and applied educational 

technology approaches. This emphasis is seen in publications 

and presentations at ISPI and the American Society 

for Training and Development (ASTD). 

Organizational models have been developed that look 

beyond essential jobs, tasks, and work. Among these 

are Gilbert‘s (1978) behavior engineering model (BEM), 

Rummler‘s (2004; Rummler et al., 2010) anatomy of performance 

(AOP), Brethower‘s total performance system 

(2006), Tosti and Jackson‘s (1997) scan model, and Addison, 

Haig, and Kearney‘s (2009) performance architecture. An 

example of models that integrate the working and products 

of all levels within the organization to meet organizational 

objectives is Rummler‘s AOP (see Figure 3).3 

This approach incorporates the business environment 

of any organization and intends to guide organizations 

in clarifying and using their business objectives while 

designing and integrating all organizational subsystems 

as they interact with each other. 

Nickols has developed a useful approach. His performance 

engineering model (PEM) integrates most other 

design process models and includes current societal 

requirements as well. This model (see Figure 4) is generic 

and is not intended to specify the details of the inner interactions 

and variables that other organizational models 



provide. Rather, it serves as an overarching framework. 

Nickols suggests that societal requirements, organizational 

requirements, and people characteristics provide 

data for a needs assessment. Those data then lead to a 

design approach to performance. 

Models such as those exemplified by Langdon, 

Rummler, and Nickols are design models and can be considered 

generally reactive because they start with a real or 

perceived presenting problem. Then they identify causes 

of the problem that operate in a dynamic environment. 

Finally they focus on closing the gaps between current 

performance and desired performance. 

A wider-angle and more integrative approach is 

provided by Bernardez (2009b), who identifies three 

approaches and suggests how they may be linked and 

aligned: Kaufman‘s Mega planning model (2000, 2006b), 

Rummler‘s AOP (2004), and Gilbert‘s BEM approach 

(1978). Bernardez notes that all models focus on measurable 

performance. When they are taken together, they may 

be complementary to the extent that societal and external 

client contributions (which I term ―Mega‖), organizational 

contributions (which I term ―Macro‖), and individual 

contributions (which I term ―Micro‖) may be linked. 

Using my organizational elements model (OEM), 

Bernardez (2009a, 2009b; see also his article in this issue) 

identifies the importance of alignment, something championed 

by Langdon, Rummler, Bernardez, Brethower, and 

increasing numbers of other professionals). 

The OEM defines and aligns what any organization 

uses, does, produces, and delivers with external client and 

societal value added. For each element, there is an associated 

level of planning. Note that strategic planning (and 

thinking) start with Mega, while tactical planning starts 

with Macro and operational planning with Micro. 

SOME ROOTS OF PERFORMANCE 
MODELS 
Models are a popular way to provide guidance on professional 

work, and ours is no exception. An engineering 

approach to performance became prevalent in early 
FIGURE 1. LANGDON’S BEHAVIORAL COMPONENTS 
OF WORK PERFORMANCE 
© 2000 by Danny Langdon. Reprinted with permission. 

FIGURE 2. LANGDON’S LANGUAGE OF WORK 
PROCESS MODEL 
Aligning Performance: Improving People, Systems, and Organizations; D.G. 
Langdon; © 2000; Reprinted with permission of John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 
Note: The wording used in this fi gure has been updated from Langdon, 2000, 
pp.1-2. 
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human performance technology (HPT) professional practice. 

This is perhaps best exemplified by the contributions 

of Gilbert (1978) and Rummler (2004; Rummler et al., 

2010) to the field. Such engineering approaches are typical 

of most HPT approaches.4 Engineers are generally 

good at taking an assignment and designing and developing 



the ways and means to get from where they are to the 

assigned and desired results. 

The notable influence of engineering approaches and 

early information and computer sciences, among other 

sciences and disciplines, provided the foundation for the 

generic model known of inputs-process-outputs. This 

type of model, usually coupled with a feedback loop to 

emphasize a self-correctable model, is simple, understandable, 

and easily communicated. 

In addition to this approach, behaviorists such as 

Skinner introduced the concept of operant conditioning, 

which states that behavior followed by a reinforcing stimulus 

results in an increased probability of that behavior 

occurring in the future: Stimulus leads to response. 

As professionals increasingly began to recognize 

the complexities of working with human organisms 

and their intricate information processing systems, 

Woodworth and Scholsberg‘s model (Woodworth, 1972) 

emerged. It introduced a feature above the stimulusresponse 

model while noting this realized that the 

organism was not empty but was a complex individual: 

stimulus-organism-response. This model accepted that 

people filter their stimuli through complex physical and 

sociological responses. The reality of individual differences 

was recognized, as appropriate.5 It should be 

noted that this is an option to using the basic stimulusresponse 

approach. 

Quite simply, this is meant to show some antecedents 

to our professional desire to increase performance and 

measurably improve the results we define and deliver. 
FIGURE 3. RUMMLER’S ANATOMY OF PERFORMANCE MODEL 
FIGURE 4. PERFORMANCE ENGINEERING MODEL 
Source. Rummler (2004). Used with permission. 
© Fred Nickols 2010. Used with permission. 
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TOWARD A GENERIC PROCESS MODEL 
(IF THERE IS SUCH A THING) 
What is in the literature when applied might be similar 

to the proverbial set of blind people who, on touching a 

different part of an elephant, describe something quite 

different from the holistic reality.6 What each person 

touched and reported was accurate for that person, but 

taken together it lacked coherence. 

Two modes for performance, perhaps easy to miss, 

blend, or assume, are: 

• Reactive/engineering design approaches. Such 

approaches usually start with the assumption that a 

problem exists and one should close the gaps between 

the current and required results. Assumed, usually, is 

that the problem presented is real, basic, and important 

and that it is the proper and complete scope for 

performance improvement. 
• Proactive/creation approaches. Such approaches ask, ―If 

the presenting problems are just symptoms, are there 



also primary and important questions to ask, such as, 

‗What kind of organization should this be?‘ and ‗Is 

this organization and all of its parts worthy in the first 

place?‘‖ This is a hallmark of useful strategic planning. 

For example, what would have happened if design 

engineering performance improvement professionals or 

continuous process improvement specialists questioned 

the purposes of the organization and job in which they 

were about to engage? Suppose before practicing their 

craft, they asked if their organization (maybe Yugo, a dictatorship, 

or Andersen Consulting, among many others) 

should be in business as they had structured and defined 

it. Such questions are challenging, but are typical ethical 

dilemmas in our field (Moore, 2010). In addition, some 

opportunities come from creating a new organization or 

entity that does not previously exist or when standard 

reactive approaches to presenting challenges were not 

appropriate (Bernardez, 2005). 

ENGINEERING AND DESIGN 
APPROACHES 
Reactive/engineering approaches tend to be the most 

common approaches HPT professionals use. They adhere 

to the legacy of engineering and design where one starts 

with a presenting problem or situation and moves to 

resolving identified gaps in results. This type of approach 

usually involves data-based research and the use of assessment 

tools such as needs assessment and analysis, performance 

analysis, fault-tree analysis, and interviews and 

subject matter experts. 

I suggest that there are at least three levels of engineering 

approaches. To better understand what each of the 

three is and is not providing, I relate them to the OEM 

(see Table 1). 

The first is individual and small group performance 

and contributions (Micro). The LOW model (Langdon, 

2000, 2010) captures this quite well, especially if one 

includes individual and cultural realities in what Langdon 

calls ―conditions.‖ There are many other work, job, and 

task performance approaches in the literature. The second 

is organizational performance and contributions (Macro). 

More holistic models, such as AOP (Rummler (2004) and 

Brethower (2006), are useful when the primary client and 

beneficiary is the patron organization. Such well-defined 

and well-designed approaches include in their scope the 

entire organization and the subsystems within it, while 

taking into account the interaction among all of the organizational 

parts and functions as related to the mission 

of the organization. One frequent driver for this type of 

approach is a conventional business case and employs 

such indicators as market share and quarterly profits. 
TABLE 1 KAUFMAN’S ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS MODEL 
ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENT DESCRIPTION AND LEVEL OF FOCUS TYPE OF PLANNING 
Mega Results that have been delivered to external clients and their 
consequences for external clients and society (shared vision) 



Strategic 
Macro The results and their consequences for what an organization 
can or does deliver outside of itself 
Tactical 
Micro The results and their consequences for individuals and small 
groups within the organization 
Operational 
Process Means, programs, projects, activities, methods, techniques 
Input Human, capital, and physical resources; existing rules, regulations, 
policies, laws 
Source. Kaufman, 1988c, 2000, 2006a, 2006b, 2011; Kaufman and English, 1979; Kaufman and Guerra-Lopez, 2008. 
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The third approach is societal and external clients‘ 

performance and contributions (Mega). Nickols (2010) 

accounts for the major elements that can align current 

Mega, Macro, and Micro levels of results and consequences. 

Kaufman‘s (1971, 1972) problem-solving model 

could also apply here, as well as provide the basis of a 

process for proactive approaches to our field. 

For those who want to consider just individual and 

small group performance factors as a primary focus, 

then the LOW model is particularly useful. If one‘s consideration 

is simply and primarily the organization itself 

(including subsystems such as individual performance), 

then the AOP approach is useful. If one wants to include 

current external client and societal considerations in 

design, the Nickols approach will be useful. 

PROACTIVE AND CREATION 
APPROACHES 
A characteristic of engineering design process models is 

that they tend to be reactive. For example, they typically 

start with a performance breakdown or some measure 

of performance that exists and should be improved. Of 

course, if one is willing to assume that the presenting 

problem is correct and useful once the performance gaps 

are fixed, or ―improved,‖ then one may move ahead. But 

no matter how conventional and comfortable this may 

seem, our world is strewn with the wreckage of making 

such assumptions. 

I urge performance improvement professionals to 

move beyond the fix-and-repair business, regardless of 

the scope (Mega, Macro, Micro) they select. We should 

also consider creating systems that might not currently 

exist, and we should challenge the viability of existing 

organizations or performance systems, including their 

missions and conventional business cases (Kaufman, 

2006a, 2006b, 2011). 

From a societal/Mega perspective (Kaufman, 2000), 

asking basic questions about the societal value-added 

of an organization, and each of its parts, is a productive 

alternative or addition to using reactive or design 

approaches alone. Before swinging into action with an 

organization and its presenting problems, we are best 

served by first asking, ―If the organization is the solution, 

what is the problem?‖ With this approach, a proactive 



model that is both practical and ethical is required, no 

matter what model you ultimately apply.7 

A proactive strategic thinking and planning approach 

starts with assessment, not analysis.8 It will identify 

needs—gaps in results—at each level of the OEM: societal, 

organizational, and individual. Based on the gaps 

at the societal/Mega level, it may be determined if the 

organization and its presenting problems will add to 

or subtract value from all internal and external partners. 

A SIMULATED CASE IN POINT 
Let us say that a natural disaster, such as an earthquake, 

tsunami, or hurricane, hits an area. As a professional you 

are asked to deal with the presenting issues. 

The first issue is the charge that first responders must 

be trained to evacuate victims at risk. If you accept that 

charge without question, you could use Langdon‘s LOW 

or other similar individual or small group performance 

improvement approach. But then you might ask, ―What 

are the objectives of the Department of Homeland 

Security [or some other oversight agency], and how must 

all of its parts, including first responders, fit individually 

and together to meet its mission?‖ This more comprehensive 

starting place asks about the entire organization 

as well as its parts and could potentially use an AOP 

approach. And if you ask further, ―What are the environmental 

and societal conditions in which the Department 

of Homeland Security finds itself and how will those 

realities be included?‖ then the Nickols PEM approach 

would be of potential use. 

All three of these examples deal with something critical 

and requiring immediate attention using a reactive 

design approach. But will interventions at any or all of 

these levels be successful? 

Suppose you then open up the agenda to ask, ―If 

Homeland Security is the solution, what‘s the problem?‖ 

and you start to collect data on societal value-added 

or subtracted from the current organization and its 

structure, policies, and mission. You might find out that 

the organization is dysfunctional and making changes 

to the current situation will not be effective regardless 

of how well the design approaches work. For example, 

suppose it turned out that legally, first responders must 

get clearance from not only their supervisors but from 

the local law enforcement office and that the local office 

is not responding to in-the-field requests because it 

is overwhelmed with these and other demands. Also, 

Homeland Security must get White House approval 

for any action that might have environmental impact 

issues, so it cannot act alone. A proactive assessment 

might identify that as structured, Homeland Security is 

restricted politically and operationally, and major policy 

and political changes must be made for it to have even 

modest impact. 



It might be true that a quick response to immediate 

crises must be dealt with, like stopping hemorrhages 

before dealing with general health. But the larger contexts 

and implications then become vital. 
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Thus there are four types of performance improvement 

approaches or contributions. The contention here 

is that each is best linked to a determination that societal 

value will be added, even with the basics of challenging 

the total organization‘s viability. It is a tall order, but the 

costs of not doing so can be huge in terms of negative 

impacts to individuals‘ economic, social, and physical 

survival (Kaufman, 1972, 1988, 2000, 2006b).9 

A most general process model (see Figure 5) for both a 

reactive/engineering approach and a proactive approach 

can build from the generic six-step process (Kaufman, 

1972, 2000, 2006b, 2011). To ensure that it is proactive 

is to front-load it with a first function of a societal-level 

needs assessment (Mega) to determine if the organization 

is viable in the first place. 

The six-step process shown in Figure 5 can be applied 

to both reactive/engineering issues as well as proactive 

ones. The differences between using this process for 

proactive and reactive/engineering approach are based 

on what happens when assessing and assuming needs in 

function 1.0 in the figure. The job aid in Figure 6 may be 

used for selecting the most appropriate, and justifiable, 

approach to this front-end choice. The results from the 

needs (not a ―wants‖) assessment conducted in function 

1.0 provide results-based criteria as an input to function 

2.0 and the remaining four steps. 

This six-step process model does not specify the tools 

and techniques for accomplishing each of the steps, but, 

in practice, it incorporates such common tools as needs 

assessment, needs analysis, methods-means analysis, and 

evaluation (formative, summative, and goal free), among 

others. In the practice of performance improvement 

work, the HPT marketplace offers an abundance of useful 

and available process models to assist in any areas of 

analysis, design, implementation, and evaluation. 

This job aid poses four basic questions, each with a 

limiting set of assumptions. The first three questions 

relate to design/reactive approaches and the fourth to a 

proactive approach. From there, regardless of the starting 

questions and answers, it feeds into the six-step 

process where a variety of tools and approaches become 

useful. 

This suggests that there is a family of generic approaches 

to individual and organizational performance and contribution, 

depending on the limits and associated assumptions 

you are willing to make at the outset (see Table 2). 

CHOICES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES: BECOMING 



ORGANIZATIONAL DOCTORS 
Based on evolving trends in management (Bernardez, 

2005, 2009a, 2009b; Davis, 2005; Kaufman, 2006b), I 

contend that the proactive Mega approach is the safest 

and most practical approach to a universal HPT model: 

It makes no assumptions concerning the consequences 

of conventional performance improvement models and 

approaches. I suggest that there is a healthy and ethical 

trend in the professional performance system business to 

move from an exclusive focus on how to include what and 

to first justify on the basis of why. 

By moving in this direction, we can stop limiting 

ourselves to training and individual performance models 

and approaches—found at the bottom of organizational 

hierarchies, problems, and reality—to more holistic ones 

as represented by first applying inductive approaches 

(Kaufman, 2006b, 2011) that consider the entire organization 

and the society in which they nest (Bernardez, 

Kaufman, Krivatsy, & Arias, in press). This might involve 

challenging current visions, missions, and business cases 

that are based on a reactive/design mind-set. As an 

example, in our work in Panama, our team applied Mega 

planning and the OEM model to the challenge of transforming 

an entire city in crisis. Our two-level business 

case approach (Bernardez, 2009a) demonstrated to the 
FIGURE 5. A SIX-STEP PROCESS FOR IDENTIFYING OPPORTUNITIES AND 
RESOLVING PROBLEMS 
© 2008 by Roger Kaufman. Reprinted with permission. 
Source. Kaufman, 1972, 2000, 2006b, 2011. 
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country‘s executives and representative businesspeople 

that a holistic, nonfragmented approach could be applied 

to a citywide transformational effort and show a positive 

return on investment within the first year. 

The approach did not use the conventional method 

of fixing individual subsystems—such as housing, tourism, 

criminal justice, infrastructure, and international 

commerce—but identified the kind of city that its citizens 

wanted to create for their children and grandchildren. This 

approach was labeled ―City Doctors‖ by the Panamanian 

minister of tourism to highlight the approach that does 

more than simply fix parts of the broken system; it creates 

a new integrated reality—the kind of reality in which 

people live. 

What we do as practitioners is scalable and can be 

applied to both reactive and proactive approaches.10 

This trend to move from fix-and-repair, to increasingly 

holistic, to societal focuses, to creating new objectives 

and realities is what we need for our collective future. 

The trend seems clear. It is also clear that the principles 

and ethics of our profession should guide the selection of 

any HPT model or approach. Our professional and societal 

future is based on the decisions and assumptions we 

make when we choose a singular or universal HPT model. 



FIGURE 6. A JOB AID FOR DECIDING THE LEVEL OF CONCERN 

TABLE 2 GENERIC APPROACHES TO INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE 
ENTRY POINT ASSUMPTIONS OEM LEVEL 
REACTIVE/DESIGN 
OR PROACTIVE TYPICAL MODEL 
Only individual 
performance 
The job or task is, by itself, worthy. Micro Reactive/design LOW model, instructional 
systems 
Only organizational 
performance 
The organization will add positive 
value to external clients and society. 
Macro Reactive/design AOP; entire 
organizational focus 
Organizational 
performance, including 
societal realities 
The organization will add positive 
value to external clients based on 
existing societal realities. 
Mega Reactive/design PEM 
Total system performance 
in the context of 
societal value added 
Any organization must prove that it 
will and should add value to external 
clients and society. 
Mega Proactive Mega planning and OEM 
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Anything selected should be compatible with the professional 

principles. 

Notes 
1. A professional is defi ned as someone who takes 

responsibility for the consequences of services and 

what is subsequently delivered. 

2. See Marrelli (this issue) for more contributors. 

3. Rummler and Brethower were close collaborators 

from the 1960s at the University of Michigan until 

Rummler‘s premature passing. 

4. I do not care for this label because ―human‖ and 

―technology‖ imply that the work is limited to 

individuals and that hardware, or ―things,‖ is 

involved. I prefer ―performance accomplishment 

design, development, implementation, and 

evaluation—PADDIE,‖ but I am afraid human 

performance technology is too deeply ingrained in 

our fi eld‘s DNA to change even if this were to be 

more valid. 

5. This might be where many constructivists fi nd a 

major focus of their approach. 

6. Except for some ―constructivist‖ approaches, whose 

proponents would probably suggest that such are 

too mechanical. 

7. Someone who demurs that ―my job doesn‘t allow 

this option‖ should be prepared to sustain the 

blame when his or her performance improvement 

initiative does not work. This question can be 

asked, perhaps informally and personally, by 



anyone in the organization. 

8. In her doctoral dissertation at Florida State 

University, Ingrid Guerra (Lopez) suggested adding 

assessment to the ADDIE model to become the 

AADDIE model (2003). 

9. Many years ago, the chair of the department of 

chemistry at Stanford shared with me that the 

difference between this six-step model and the 

conventional scientifi c method is that the six-step 

process provides guidance on where hypotheses 

come from, while the scientifi c method starts 

with a given hypothesis. This also might be a 

similar difference between this and Dewey‘s 

problem-solving model. It provides for proactive 

identifi cation of both problems and opportunities 

based on needs (gaps in results). 

10. Don Tosti, in numerous presentations at ISPI 

conferences, has used this term to provide guidance 

on how we can apply what we know and do to 

multiple levels of concern. 
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