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[bookmark: _Toc233846369]Executive Summary 
British Airways implies a domineering role culture that can be characterised by hierarchical forms of organisation, a rule-based organisation, and a centralised decision making process that on the one hand, allows it to achieve operational excellence in terms of safety and reliability, on the other hand, inevitably limits its strategic agility and organisational responsiveness to changes in the highly unpredictable aviation market (Mullins and Christy, 2016). In this report, BA organisational culture is analysed through three theoretical models: the three level model by Schein, the cultural dimensions model by Hofstede and the model of cultural typology by Handy to understand the extent of ingrained cultural assumptions that influence the way organisations operate (Schein, 2017; Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010; Ott, 2016). As the analysis illustrates, the legacy of BA as a state owned organisation followed by privatisation, which has contributed to the formation of a power distant risk averse organisational space, has played a significant part in shaping BA culture in a way that has worked well to maintain the same in terms of operational stability but has failed to respond to current external forces which has become maladaptive (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).
The report derives that organisational culture plays the role of a net inhibitor of effective organisational performance despite the fact that it has been proved to have strength in operational and safety fronts (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). This is indicative of the strategic encroachment of market share slipping staff engagement and susceptibility to unstable markets that are due to cultural breakneckness but not operational missteps (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013). The fact that the airline cannot align its premium brand identity with the realities of the modern market, combined with decision making based on hierarchy and excluding staff members and innovation brings unwelcome sustainable characteristics to the organisational dynamics (Edmondson, 2012). It proposes 4 evidence based recommendations such as creating a dual operating system which maintains role culture to ensure safety critical operations and creating capacity to form task culture to provide innovation as well as strategic adaptation rebuilding psychological safety of employees through participative decision making and strategically elevating technology to an innovation capability that requires long-term investment (Bass and Riggio, 2016).


[bookmark: _Toc233846370]Introduction 
Organisational culture is the collective values beliefs and assumptions that define the way an organisation behaves and reacts to its environment (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). Because culture is ubiquitous as Mullins and Christy (2016, p. 574) observe in the manner of how things are done around here, and widespread values beliefs and attitudes will have massive influence on the processes in organisations like decision making design of structure group behaviour work organisation motivation job satisfaction and management control. This is because knowledge of organisational culture is especially important in complicated internationalised organisations that are in competitive markets where culture compatibility or incompatibility can either spell out strategic success or failure (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013).
British Airways can be viewed as a strong case study of how past organisational culture can both empower and limit present-day organisational performance (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). Since the United Kingdom flag carrier BA flies worldwide with high numbers of complexity in and amongst a wide range of stakeholders such as 40000 employees customers and regulatory authorities (Mullins and Christy, 2016). The report presents five assessment tasks that explore the role of organisational culture on the structure of the organisation and decision making process within organisational context using appropriate theoretical frameworks to identify prevailing culture analyses how BA reacts to the external environmental impact and offers evidence based suggestions as to how to enhance this performance (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).
It is based on the organizational culture model by Schein as well as cultural dimensions by Hofstede and the cultural typology by Handy to give a thorough evaluation (Schein, 2017; Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010; Ott, 2016). Considering the case of BA in terms of the struggles it faced such as industrial disputes and positioning, the report shows the far-reaching effects of the organisational culture on modern airline operations and potential avenues of cultural change needed to maintain the airline being competitive (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013).
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In 1974, British Airways was established as a result of merging state owned airlines and privatised in 1987 as an icon of British industry and global luxury aviation (Mullins and Christy, 2016). The merger came at the year 2011 enabling the creation of International Airlines Group taking the place of Europe third largest airline group (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). BA bases its operation in London Heathrow as their main hub and continue biggest operations in Gatwick that serves about 250 destinations worldwide with the fleet of about 220 planes. Employees of the airline are around 40000 in the field of operations commercial engineering and corporate services (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013).
The strategic positioning of BA is focused on the high- quality customer experiences and the use of its heritage brand recognition and operational dependability as its competitive strengths (Bass and Riggio, 2016). But BA has been struggling with a lot of issues over the past few years (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015). The 2016 worldwide IT infrastructure crash left 75000 passengers stranded with estimated losses of £40 million and just revealed vulnerability of overseas investor infrastructure (Edmondson, 2012). The 2020 pandemic required 10000 redundancies carried out by top down operation which created a lot of reputational damage and tension in employee relations (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).
Most recently 2022 and 2023 have seen widespread picketing by pilots and cabin crews over wages that reflect systemic rifts between management and employees (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). All of these events are indicators of the underlying culture problems that go beyond the mechanics of the operations to the underlying assumptions about the organisational relationships of authority with employees and the organisational values (Schein, 2017). The problems faced by BA cannot be pinned on the declines of the aviation industry since the competitors such as Lufthansa KLM and even low cost carriers have also gone through similar pressures which implies that organisational culture has a significant part to play in the problems faced by BA (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013).

[bookmark: _Toc233846372]Culture's Influence on Organisational Structure and Decision Making
The organisational structure of BA is a classical hierarchical design with functional lines with flight operations customer service engineering and commercial divisions reporting to the executive hierarchy culminating in the chief executive level (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). Such hierarchy is an inherent and reinforcing factor of role culture that focuses on defined lines of authority and responsibilities, as well as standardised processes and procedures (Mullins and Christy, 2016). Hierarchy establishes the existence of very specific power distribution in which the flight crews are subjected to the chains of command following which control operational decisions are taken by autonomous corporate executives and cross functional worker operation is restricted by cross departmental silo (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010).
The impact of such structural expression of culture is evident in key organisational decisions (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). A good example is the 2020 pandemic response where an executive decision was made on redundancy decisions of 10000 employees with little consultation to the affected workers or union representatives (Edmondson, 2012). The practice is culturally pre-conceived that power equates to the entitlement to make unilateral decisions and that input of employees is subordinate to strategic decisions (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). Likewise the reaction of BA to the competition by low-cost carriers in the market had been based on executive conviction that its low-cost operations were culturally irreconcilable with the BA brand image instead of the possibility of market adjustments being considered as a strategic requirements (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013).
This choice to abandon budget positioning efforts was based on power distance cultural norms in which executive preference dictated strategy with little to no challenge of executive position by lower organisational levels (Ott, 2016). The problem of union negotiations over pay is another indication that such a culture of hierarchical decision making exists in which management roles are conveyed as being non-negotiable instead of negotiable results stating employee feedback (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). Such patterns in structure and decision making are all indicative of high power distance culture where concentration of authority and hierarchical decision making is normalized as legitimate and workers do not have much say on strategic decisions (Schein, 2017).
This system of culture is effective in terms of flight safety in environments where standardised processes and chain of command are operationally critical (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013). Yet it is the same structural appearance which impedes strategic adaptation of innovations and employee involvement in modern business conditions were distributed decision making and employee voice are turned into competitive advantages (Bass and Riggio, 2016). Evidence-based research proves that organisations that are able to balance control through hierarchy and involvement of employees have better performance outcomes (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc233846373]Prevailing Organisational Culture in BA 
Schein's three level model offers a useful lens for analysing BA's culture (Schein, 2017). At the visible artefact level, BA has such indicators of its heritage premium carrier status as formal uniforms, developed branding and the recognisation speedmark logo that represents 75 years of institutional history (Mullins and Christy, 2016). Strong operational safety ethos is upheld by rituals like daily safety briefs (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013), whereas a culture is focused on operational accuracy can be identified by the use of such operational language as cabin crew, flight ops, and on time performance.
At the espoused tier, BA propagates safety, superior customer service, brand legacy, and professionalism (Mullins and Christy, 2016), which BA nurtures throughout corporate messages and sustainability pledges (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). However, upon closer examination of underpinning general assumptions, one can find a discrepancy between the given and practiced values (Schein, 2017). On the one hand, under the carpet, it seems that BA works on the premises of predetermined superiority, the legitimacy of decision making hierarchy, as well as cost reduction as a legitimate default and employees as expenses more than assets (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010). The roots of these assumptions lie in the fact that back in the days of BA being a state run organisation, hierarchy was rife, and afterwards, after it was privatised, had switched to profit focus thinking (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). The resultant gap between the supposed values of care of employees and the actuality of redundancies and union conflict exemplify the central argument of Schein that the actual culture dwells in unarticulated assumptions and not on official rhetoric (Edmondson, 2012), a lack of authenticity that is long-established in literature about culture (Ott, 2016).
Using the Hofstede dimensions, BA has high power distance of about 70 which exhibits centralised hierarchical decisions with the limited input of employees (Mullins and Christy, 2016). The uncertainty avoidance is high with about 75 which also shows in inflexible, rule bound safety measures and resistance to change (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). An intermediate level of individualism of around 55 is the balance between individual accomplishment and the coordination requirement of crew based safety work (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013), and greater masculinity of about 65 is manifested in competitive, goal-oriented behaviors such as revenue management (Bass and Riggio, 2016). Mid-range long term orientation (around 50) implies that BA lies in between future and short term cost issues (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015).
According to the typology of Handy, it is at 70 percent role culture where it manifests in the form of the rule based, hierarchical activities and engineering functions of BA (Ott, 2016; Schein, 2017) which lead to the creation of reliability, but also to rigidity (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). There is a smaller task culture of the company of approximately 20 percent in the field of innovation project but it is completely detached with core operations (Cameron and Quinn, 2011; Edmondson, 2012), leaving the stable but strict role culture of BA in an even more unfocused position with regard to agility requests (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013).
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BA contends with significant external pressures, including budget airline competition, digital transformation, sustainability demands, and pandemic disruption (Bass and Riggio, 2016). The responsiveness has indicated that culture has at the expense of exotic adaptation facilitated operational adaptation as well as crippling strategic (Mullins and Christy, 2016). On the operational level, BA maintained operations amid pandemic restrictions and rapidly reduced the number of operations, facilities, and expenses, which is a sign of tactical ability in its turnout currency culture (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015; Schein, 2017).
Culturally, though, this rigidity has been an obstacle to at least significant change (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). When competing against low cost airlines, the premiumness of BA identity did not allow any real involvement in the low cost positioning (Cameron and Quinn, 2011; Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010) and the unsuccessful BA Connect project proved the inapplicability of this culture to the low cost positioning (Edmondson, 2012; Kotter and Cohen, 2012).
The same happened to digital transformation with the role culture of BA economic in its approach treating technology as a costly venture instead of as a strategic priority, which led to the 2016 IT outage error, and other airlines such as Lufthansa outpaced it due to long-term digital investments (Ott, 2016; O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013; Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013).
The profit orientation of BA also resulted in window dressing instead of genuine transformation, and attracted greenwashing criticism (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013; Mullins and Christy, 2016). Uncoupled by its top down redundancies and ensuing industrial action, its pandemic response also revealed the constraints of hierarchical culture being stressed (Bass and Riggio, 2016; Edmondson, 2012).
In all regions, the role culture of BA facilitated short term coping and precluded deeper strategic renewal (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015), which supports the idea that culture determines the perception and response to threats and opportunities (Cameron and Quinn, 2011; Schein, 2017).
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BA's organisational culture presents paradox of enabling operational excellence while constraining strategic effectiveness (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). The culture enabler argument is anchored by the known strong aspects especially in the safety sphere in which the role culture provides discipline and adherence to procedures that is fundamental to the safety in aviation (Mullins and Christy, 2016). The safety performance of BA is one of the highest in the industry in relation to cultural safety focus as opposed to commercial dictates (Schein, 2017). With standardised role culture procedures, global operational consistency and reliability allows BA to operate complex international network reliably (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010).
Organisational stability provided by cultural clarity allows sustained operations across economic cycles and market disruptions (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). But there is overwhelming evidence that culture is a net inhibitor to the modern-day organisational performance (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). Strategic rigidity that fails to adapt to the changing market has cost BA significant market share to low cost airlines and destroyed competitiveness in high-end markets (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013). Hierarchical culture that has not resulted to psychological safety and employee value on which engaged workforce thrives manifests in employee relations deteriorating due to widespread strike action (Edmondson, 2012).
Role culture placed limits on innovation capacity, focusing on adherence to rules and a lack of resistance to hierarchy make it susceptible to the threat of digital native competitors and disruptive business models (Bass and Riggio, 2016). This caused 2016 IT disaster and continuing technology susceptibility because of the culture of cutting costs that would underinvest in infrastructure, only to expose fragile market position to competitive exposure in the long term through short term focus on short term profits (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015). Cultural assumption of employees as a liability in relation to the tribe of expenses, not an asset, over pandemic redundancies and union battles contributes to reputational damage to the employer brand and capability to attract talent (Ott, 2016).
Balancing this evidences indicates that we can only attest that BA culture allows it to achieve operational excellence in narrow scope but limits its strategic flexibility its market responsiveness employee engagement and innovation capability to sustain organisational performance in the current environment (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). It must come to the conclusion that organisational culture acts as net barrier towards effective organisational functioning (Mullins and Christy, 2016). BA is reliable, operationally and able to fly planes safely but is unable to innovate adapt or engage employees effectively (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013). Strategic issues are far greater than operational performance that cultural change is not an option but just essential to long lasting competitive survival (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).
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BA's cultural traits directly shape key performance outcomes (Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011). The profit margins diminished as a market share leaks in the face of price competition (Mullins and Christy, 2016), the customer satisfaction diminishes amidst younger, digitally oriented and ecologically mindful travellers (Bass and Riggio, 2016), employee churn has also increased accompanied by the drop of engagement, which is another casualty of the hierarchal pressure (Edmondson, 2012). The financial signals seem healthy but they conceal undertaken maintenance and infrastructure risk (Schein, 2017), and the strategic posture of BA is no longer ahead of budget, Gulf and digital-native airline signal a culture that is out of touch with current competition needs (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013).
Comparing BA with a direct European rival, Deutsche Lufthansa, situates this rigidity within a wider institutional context rather than treating it as an unavoidable industry norm (Lange et al., 2015). The co-determination system in Germany provides representatives of the workforce with a formal influence at the board level and makes workforce voice a part of the strategic decision-making process, restricting the autonomy of management (Lange et al., 2015). With weaker institutional safeguards of workers representation in Britain, BA has recently transitioned further and quicker to low-cost practices with much less duty of a consultation with its staff (Lange et al., 2015). The top-down, high power-distance culture at BA is not merely something that the aviation industry tends to have, but a unique product supported by a weak institutional support of employee voice on the national level (Lange et al., 2015).
There are four evidence based suggestions (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). First, consider having a dual operating system that will not compromise the role culture but will build a task culture in the spirit of innovation (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). Second, restore psychological safety by participating in decision making and involving unions that has been proven to enhance innovation and adaptability (Edmondson, 2012; Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015). Third, rebrand BA to embrace both heritage and modernity and purpose (Ott, 2016). Fourth, consider technology as a strategic asset but not a cost to keep minimum (Hatch and Cunliffe, 2013). The ambidexterity that the organisation should attain by balancing stability and innovation demands sustained commitment by the leaders (Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010; Bass and Riggio, 2016).
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The organisational culture of British Airways is an interesting case study that illustrates a time-tested organisational structure that is currently a strategic issue in the competitive world (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). The culture of strict hierarchies, a procedure-driven organisation and discipline that dominated the organisation was quite suitable to the stable premium airline market but is also gradually weakening its ability to be flexible and innovate as needed in today competitive success (Mullins and Christy, 2016). The usage of the schemes offered to us by Schein, Hofstede, and Handy shows that BA possesses the characteristics of high power distance, high uncertainty avoidance, and dominant role culture that are conditioned by the state-owned legacy and further privatisation (Schein, 2017; Hofstede, Hofstede and Minkov, 2010; Ott, 2016).
Although this cultural setup has provided exemplary safety and operation results, it has essentially hampered strategic reaction against charging airlines, digital needs and eco-friendly anticipations on BA (Edmondson, 2012). Major crises such as the 2016 technology malfunction, 2020 pandemic fallacies, and other recent industrial conflicts demonstrate how latent cultural beliefs about power, profitability, and treatment of workers create major weaknesses (O'Reilly III and Tushman, 2013). The review finds that culture is a significant hinder to successful operation and that strategic issues prevail over operational success and require core cultural realignment (Bass and Riggio, 2016).
There are four identified interventions they suggest, which would fill the gaps in culture and maintain the status quo strength (Kotter and Cohen, 2012). The shift of BA as a tradition-legacy carrier to an adaptive competitor would take time and a series of planned cultural modification (Sull and Eisenhardt, 2015). The achievements are dependent on strategic agility and employee involvement instead of the operational marginal gains, and embedded in the agility leadership is required at all organisational levels (Schneider, Ehrhart and Macey, 2013; Hartnell, Ou and Kinicki, 2011).
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