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ABSTRACT

A SOCIOTECHNICAL SYSTEMS-BASED PROCESS TO FACILITATE THE
DEVELOPMENT OF A CHANGE INTERVENTION DEPLOYMENT PLAN

Jorge Luis Nadal

Old Dominion University, 2013
Co-Directors: Dr. Rafael Landaeta and Dr. Pilar Pazos

The purpose of this project was to formulate a process to facilitate the
development of an effective change intervention deployment plan. The premise is that
without a proper deployment plan, the successful impleinentation of a change
intervention in an organization will be slow and require multiple revisions. This research
utilized a Sociotechnical Systems (STS) approach to analyze the implémentation ofa
major change intervention.

This .research was in part prompted by a request by management of the U.S. Aﬁny
Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the researcher to examine why it has taken so long to
successfully implement this large-scale change initiative in this organization. Further
examination prompted the following research question:

How can using a Sociotechnical Systems-based process facilitate the successful
development of a change intervention deployment plan?

A related research duestion is: How can the design and analysis of a
sociotechnical deployment plan facilitate the identification of constraints that could
impede implementation of the change initiative? These questions established the
foundation for this research. This study is based on two main research areas:

Sociotechnical Systems analysis and Implementation of Change Initiatives.



This study found a void in current research in the development of an approach
bridging an STS based implementation plan framework and change initiative
implementation. An explanatory qualitative case study reAsearch methodology was used
as the research tool in this study. This study was prompted by research involving
implementafion of a major change initiative (i.e., formal project management as a
fundamental business process) in a large government agency (i.e., USACE) providing
professional architectural and engineering services. The phenomenon in study is the
assimilation of “project management” as a fundamental business process utilizing the
USACE as the pﬁmary unit of analysis. The case study é.nalysis revealed that even
though implementation of this major initiative has been considered successful, it has
taken over 25 years to realize due to numerous factors that contributed to false starts, and
multiple revisions due to lack of a comprehensive deployment plan. This study found
that the impediments éncountered during implementation could have been avoided or

anticipated, if an STS based plan had been utilized.
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CHAPTERI1
INTRODUCTION

The prevailing business environment is one of unprecedented technological
evolution, fierce competition, and cost reductions. The economic climate has forced
public and private businesses alike to continuously seek ways to become more efficient,
flexible, and cost sensitive. In order to remain viable, organizations have had to accept
organizational change as a common business practice. This protocol has caused
management to be sensitive to the need for change to fulfill fluctuating social and
technological requirements and trends in the marketplace. One of the major challenges
management face is to find ways to meet or surpass customer expectations and to do so at
a cost the customer perceives as fair. Companies cannot consider downsizing as their
only option to remain competitive. Companies have shifted their emphasis from cutting -
costs, reducing overhead, and eliminating employees to finding other ways to stay viable
(Dutka, 1995). Finding more efficient and less costly ways to operate an organization is
very important in the existing highly competitive marketplace. There are numerous
change initiatives that, when properly implemented, have proven to be very effective.
The problem is that there are numerous reasons why implementations of change
initiatives fail. One of the most common is that the solution proposed or attempted does
not adequately address the fundamental problem. It may be a popular change initiative or
one that may have worked in another organization, but organizations and their cultures
are different and one standard solution méy not work for all (Robbins and Finley, 1996).
This requires éthorough systems analysis of the organization. Another common problem
and the primary focus of this project is if the design of the change initiative

implementation plan does not take into account sociotechnical constraints of the



organization, sociotechnical constraints could impede smooth execution. Beer (1980,
p.108) notes that the “interventions must be selected for their relevance to the
organizational problems, not for their current popularity.” Many organizational
development efforts start with an intervention like team building or Management by
Objectives (MBO) because eXeCl;tiVCS in the organization undergoing change are.
convinced by other executives that these methods will answer all of their problems.

This study explores the benefits of using sociotechnical systems analysis as a
process for determining potential constraints that should be considered prior to launching
the deployment of the change initiative. This research does not propose using STS as an
organizational improvement initiative. This research is unique in that it uses the
principles of STS as a framework for conducting the analysis necessary to identify issues,
constraints, and enablers to assist in the development of the deployment plan for the
change intervention. By conducting a comprehensive analysis of the organization that
identifies the sociotechnical constraints in the organization, the change agent can develop
a strategy that will help anticipate impediments to a successful implementation. The
contribution this research project adds to the body of knowledge is the addition of the
consideration of a comprehensive implementation /deployment plan. This research
proposes that if the deployment plan is not carefully planned and deployed, it is very
unlikely that the implementation will succeed.

This study was motivated by interest in finding out what prompted the sluggish
deployment which eventually turned out to be a very successful implementation of a
major change initiative in a large, project funded federal organization. The organization

is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). For more than 200 years, the USACE



has supported the nation’s river-based commerce, protected established population
centers, provided disaster response, and constructed military facilities to protect the
nation. The USACE is the world’s largest public engineering, design, and construction
management agency. As hoted in Figure 1, this organization has offices worldwide and

has a physical presence in over 100 countries.

The Corps of Engineers

. B .

Macro Perspective bl
Engagement - 100+ Countries

Physical Presence - 33 Countries

Figure 1. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers offices outside U.S.A.

THEORETICAL FORMULATION
Organizations are dynamic, complex systems that must be capable of undergoing
change. Change occurs gradually and innocuously or abruptly and ostentatiously.

Organizational change either occurs naturally as the result of unpredictable



rearrangements of pre-existing conditions, or they can be planned and managed. This
research focuses on the study of planned change at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. A
case study analysis of the implementation of a major change initiative was used in the
development of a sociotechnical systems-based process model. The model was used to
outline and analyze the deployment of a planned and managed organizational change
intervention. Before the change took place, senior management at the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers recognized that there was a need to change its business processes. Project
management as a fundamental business process was identified as the appropriate change
initiative to resolve the issues that had been identified. The results of this study suggest
that the most significant issue with the implementation of this major initiative was the
lack of a comprehensive deployment plan. The premise being that the implementation
process is driven by sociotechnical issues and constraints that were taken into
consideration in the planning and implementation of the change.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this research is to develop a comprehensive process to assist in
planning the deployment of an effective change intervention by considering the
sociotechnical factors. In short, the focus of this research is on the development of a
comprehensive deployment plan that can assist in the successful implementation of the
change initiative.
PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION

Planned and managed change is triggered when management or employees
recognize that processes are degenerating, market needs are diminishing, the organization

is not capable of keeping up with its competition, or an eminent change is about to occur



for which they have little or no control (Todnem, 2005). Diagnosing the organization
.before attempting any type of organizational change initiative is extremely important so
that the intervention can be planned and designed as painstakingly as possible to
minimize risks and adverse consequences. Since organizations are dynamic, complex
systems, the management of the intervention is critical so the intervention can be altered
to accommodate changes, which come about as a result of environmental transformations
or other unplanned changes._ This type of analysis cannot be done using a single
discipline strategy; it requires a systems approach.

While there is no "one best standard" application that will work for all
organizations, there are some general concepts that have proven to be effective at
fostering very favorable and desired outcomes when properly incorporated. Bolman and
Deal (1997) note success stories with organizational enhancing change initiatives such as
Total Quality Management (TQM) at companies like Ford, Motorola, and Xerox.
However, research has found that there have also been many failed attempts (Gertz and
Baptista 1995; Port 1992). Researchers, such as Robbins and Finley (1996) and Beer et
al. (1990), offer numerous reasons for failures with organizational change initiatives.
The most prevalent reasons cited for implementation faiiures were lack of workforce
support. The reason for the lack of support was found to be linked to the history of
numerous previously failed attempts to implement a contemporary change initiative.
Nearly all examples note that the change initiative Was"deployed, but very quickly lost
momentum and interest faded away. The question the research failed to answer was
whether the failed attempts were truly lack of support of the workforce, or was it due to

poorly designed or non-existing implementation plan.



Another reason for failure is the implementation of an initiative that fails to
address the fundamental problem in the organization. Implementing the wrong change
management strategy can lead to disastrous consequences to an ailing organization. If for
example, the concern is one of low productivity, a fypical change technology to address
that problem may be stretch targefing. But if low productivity is a symptom of another
fundamental issue, such as low morale due to an overworked staff, implementing a
_ stretch targeting initiative will very likely intensely aggravate the situation.

There are numerous "organizational enhancement initiatives" (change
interventions) that address different areas for improvement in an organization. These
interventions are designed to enhance issues such as quality, morale, teamwork,
empowerment, motivation, efficiency, and customer satisfaction to name a few. An
overview on change technologies is covered in the Review of Literature (Chapter II) of
this research.

RESEARCH QUESTION

This research was in part prompted by a request of the Senior Manager in one of
the District Offices (Norfolk District) of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for the
researcher to examine why it had been so difficult and had taken so long to successfully
implement large-scale change initiatives in this organization{ The following research
question was the focus of this investigation.

How can using a sociotechnicé.l systems-based process, facilitate the sqccessful

development of a change intervention deployment plan?



A complementary research question is:

How can the design and analysis of a sociotechnical deployment plan facillitate the
identification of constraints that could impede implementation of the change initiative?

These questions established the foundation for this research. This study is based
on two main research areas: Sociotechnical Systems (STS) analysis and Implementation
of Change Initiatives.

As previously stated, organizations are dynamic, complex systems. For this
reason, it is imperative that the organizational analysis be multi-dimensional and holistic.
In terms of sociotechnical systems, Taylor and Felten make the distinction that goals and
objectiQes differ in terms of their time perspective. They note that goals are short-term
expectations and objectives are long term (Taylor and Felten, 1993). Following this
premise, a systems model of this research's goals and objectives is shown in Figure 2.
This model outlinés how the research questions lead to the objéctive (purpose) of the
study. The research was conducted using a two-fold approach, theoretical basis for the
application and the practical application of the research by way of an explanatory case

study.



GOAL

STUDY PURPOSE (OBJECTIVE)
The purpose of this project is to formulate a process to facilitate the

development of an effective change intervention deployment plan.

Conduct a Case
Study analysis of the
deployment of a
major change

initiative.

>

RESEARCH
QUESTION

Develop a literature based
sociotechnical systems analysis process
to facilitate the creation of an effective

change intervention deployment plan.

How can using a Sociotechnical Systems-based process, facilitate the

successful development of a change intervention deployment plan?

Figure 2. Systems Model of Research Goals and Objectives




METHOD AND PROCEDURE
This project addresses the formulation of an implementation plan. This research

proposes that the complete process (Figure 3) follows a-cyclical progression of:

Sensing/Recognizing
Assessment

Analysis

Selection
Implementation

R

Iﬁ the research model, the sensing and recognizing phase occurs when
management perceives a need for change. This recognition may be triggered by a
number of different factors. It can be by internal (employee) or external (customer)
feedback, reduction in productivity or sales, employee turnover, increased expenses, or in
a number of other ways. Not only will riegative factors trigger the need for change, it
could be the desire to grow or improve. The key factor is the desire to change the status
quo. |

The assessment phase is the stage where all factors are carefully outlined. During
this phase, the "organizational context/constraints are identified." The constraints are
analyzed in a sociotechnical context. During the assessment phase, the "fundamental
issues/problems are also identified.” It is imperative that the root or fundamental issues
be identified, and not the symptomatic or superficial issues. Research supporting how to
most effectively conduct these types of assessments will be exploreci in the Review of
Literature éection of this research.

The analysis phase is the stage where the change agent plans and designs the best

approach for dealing with the issues within the identified constraints. The resulting
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output is the selection of the most approﬁriate change intervention(s) that will yield the
desired outcome. The next stepé are the implementation of the intervention(s) and the
monitoring (sensing) of the implementation. As will be addressed in Chapter II (Review
of Literature chapter), organizational change does not occur instantaneously and may take
time to see its effects. The case study analyzed in Chapter III (Methodology chapter) of
this research took over 25 years to implement what has been considered a very successful

major change initiative and went through the above outlined cycle multiple times..

Figure 3. Research Methodology Process

This process model also very closely follows the Sociotechnical Systems (STS)
process model proposed by Taylor and Felten (1993, p.5). In the Taylor and Felten
model, the sensing phase occurs when management realizes that there is something that

could be improved or something is not operating properly (social or technical). This
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awareness can be prompted by customér feedback, employee feedback, or a tangible
outcome (e.g. lower productivity, lower sales, or increased expenses). The recognition
phase takes place when management realizes that there is a need for change. In this
research model, the next phase is the assessment phase. The assessment phase is where
the change agent needs to identify constraints (social and technical) and find the
legitimate and fundamental issues that have prompted the real or perceived reason for an
initiative to be pursued. When the assessment is completed and the fundamental issues
are identified, the change agent can proceed to conduct the analysis. During this analysis
phase, the change agent can begin to plan and design an approach that will conform to the
organization being studied. The analysis wiil lead to the éelection phase, where the
change agent can begin to hone in on the area(s) of change technology themes that will
best be suited to improve the organizational performance. The next stage is the
implementation phase. Here is where the selected change technology is implemented.

As is the case in all systems models, the change implementation has to be carefully
monitored and managed and this cyclical multi-phase approach should be re-evaluated to
correct for any other factors that would have changed.

Taylor and Felten's sociotechnical systems process model note that an
organization operates as a sociotechnical system "if it is seen as a bounded, purposeful
enterprise in a recognizable external environment that contains transformation (technical
system) and people working together over tirﬁe (social system)" (1993, p.1). They
suggest that all organizations are sociotechnical systems. In Taylor and Felten's model,

the organization is examined following a series of four phases consisting of seven steps

(Figure 4).
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Discovery } L Recognition
Open Systems Scan

Technical Analysis } II. Understanding
Social Analysis

Joint Optimization Design } III. Optimization & Design
Provisional Design

Implementation } IV. Implementation

NoUnAEWwh =

Figure 4. Sociotechnical Systems Examination Model

' The main distinction betweén Frederick W. Taylor's Scientific Management and
Taylor and Felten's Sociotechnical systems is that Frederick W. Taylor's approach was
one in which management assumes that an optimal organization design can be achieved
by analyzing the physical steps required to perform the tasks, while Taylor and Felten not _
only considered the meéhanistic aspects of the organization (technical analysis), but
places much greater emphasis on the humanistic aspects of the organization. French and
Bell refer to this transformation in management philosophy as a change from "muscle" to
"knowledge" work (French and Bell, 1999).

OVERVIEW

This research was in part prompted by a request by management of the
organization for the researcher to examine why it had been so difficult and had taken so
long to .successfully implement large-scale change initiatives in this organization.

The case study analyzed in this research involved a federal organization that
provides full service design and construction support to other federal, state and local

agencies and municipalities. The case study focuses on the U.S. Army Corps of
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Engineers. This federal agency is comprised of 35,000 employees with offices located
worldwide. The change initiative was an organization wide top-driven initiative. This
federal organization is project funded and not centrally funded by Congress. In other

- words, the agency is not subsidized by the government and thus must obtain its
operational capital from business it secures from clients. Customer service, efficiency,
effectiveness, and productivity are vital to this public organization in order to remain
viable. For the most part, if clients feel they are not getting the value or service they
expect, they can go to other agencies that can provide similar services.

The Case Study section in Chapter III (Methodology chapter) of this research
expands on this arialysié and assessment. Even though the STS model presented in this
study was not used to plan or design the implementation of this major process change
initiative, analysis of the implementation of the initiative, led to the systematic approach
presented in this research. Moreover, what the STS representative approach lacks is a

comprehensive initial deploymént and implementation plan.
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’ CHAPTERII
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH
ORGANIZATIONAL PERFORMANCE

There has been much emphasis récently on organizational performance
improvement. Formal origins of this movement can be traced back to Frederick Winslow
Taylor's (1856-1915) well known studies on management principles (Wagner and
Hollenbeck 1998).

In the early 1900's, Frederick Winslow Taylor, launched an awareness towards
industrial pfoductivity with his studies on management doctrines in “The Principles of
Scientific Management.” His research focused on increasing efficiency by separating the
functions of management and non-management and recommended systemizing the job
functions of each. He upheld the belief that it was management's job to find the "one best
- way" for workers to perform their duties and teach workers how to do the job. According
to Taylor, it was management's job to direct workers to do exactly what needed to be
done, and exactly how to do it. He believed management should then use a system of
rewards to enforce the desired béhaviors, and punishments to curb undesired
performance.

Taylor referred to his scientific management as a "task management" system. |
Task management focused on carefully analyzing the operations of a job to determine the
actions performed, time to perform each action, the tools and materials used, and the
work sequence to complete the tasks. With Taylor's task management, the goal was to
optimize the sequence of all these variables. Taylor himself recognized that this

"optimization" had limited application. Its applicability was suitable for repetitive work.
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Contemporary researchers such as Blanchard and Waghorn (1997), Senge (1990),
and Taylor and Felten (1993), have built on Taylor’s principles of analyzing
organizational productivity. Their focus has shifted from a fragmented and narrow
managementrapproach, to that of a comprehensive systems approach. Not only are they
evaluating productivity and technical aspects of the organization, they also place
significant emphasis on the social (e.g., people, politics, culture, etc.) aspect of the
organization.

Frederick W. Taylor's "one best way" approachv may be applicable when dealing
with an industry that conducts repetitive production with minor variance, but in a
dynamic and competitive environmént, there is no "one best" approach. Current business
~ practices need to be frequently examined and refined to conform to internal and external
influences. To succeed in a dynamic environment, organizations need to undergo a
paradigm shift (Taylor and Felten, 1993) from Frederick Taylor's mechanistic or machine
thinking to systems thihking. Taylor and Felten note that "the systems approach demands
tlﬁnking in wholes and about dynamic interrelationships" (1993, p. xvii). This systems
approach should include the customers who use the products or services, as well as
individuals in the organization who perform the tasks routinely, should be consulted
when processes are being evaluated. These individuals possess "personal mastery."
Senge (1990) describes the concept of personal mastery as those individuals who possess
a special level of proficiency. Drucker notes that everyone possesses a personal mastery
in his/her own ﬁela. He writes "today almost everybody in modern organization is an
expert with a high degree of specialized knowledge, each with its own tools, its own

concerns, and its own jargon" (Drucker, 1993, pg. 61). Analyzing organizations from a
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more holistic view is a systems thinking approach towards organizational analysis. This
systems thinking approach towards improng organizational effectiveness lead to a field
of study referred to as Organizational Development.

ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Organizational Development as a management strategy focuses on improving
how organizations function. French and Bell define Organizational Development as the
"applied behavioral science discipline dedicated to improving organizations and the
people in them through the use of the theory and practice of planned change" (1999,
p.xiii). According to French and Bell, organizational development started in the 1950's
"when behavioral scientists steeped in the lore and technology of group dynamics,
attempted to apply that knowledge to improve team functioning and intergroup relations
in organizations" (1999, p.xiv).

Ivancevich and Matteson (1993) describe organizational development as the
process of preparing for and managing change. The aim of organizational development is
. to plan, develop, and reinforce organizational strategies, structures, and processes. It
involves the analysis of an organization with the intent of identifying ways to increase the
organization's effectiveness, performance, and improved quality of work life (Cummings
and Worley, 1997). For an organizational development initiative to be successful, it must
involve and consider individuals at all levels in the organization as well as the constraints
and impediments to certain change technologies. The desired end result in organizational
development is an improved organization functioning with a focus towards a common
objective tied to its business strategy. Margulies and Raia (1978) propose eight

distinguishing characteristics associated with organizational development.
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They note that it is:

Planned

Problem oriented

Reflects a system approach

An integral part of the management process
Not a "fit-it" strategy

Focuses on improvement

Action-oriented

Based on sound theory and practice

PNANR W~

Wagner and Hollenbeck (1998) present four additional important features which
characterize organizational development:

Has a pronounced social-psychological orientation

Focuses primary attention on comprehensive change

Is characterized by a long-range time orientation

Is guided by a change agent (The change agent is an individual who serves as a
catalyst for the process)

NS

Organizational development is described by Wagner and Hollenbeck (1998,
p-344) as a "process of planning, implementing, and stabilizing the results of any type of
organizational change," with an emphasis on developing and assessing specific
interventions, or change techniques.

Cummings and Worley describe the study of organizational development as a
"system wide application applying behavioral science knowledge to the planned
development and reinforcement of organizational strategies, structures, and processes for
improving an organization's effectiveness" (1997, p.2). According to Adams,
"Organizational Development emerged from applied Social Psychology and adult
education in the early 1960's as a process for helping organizations solve problems and
more fully realize their potentials" (1984, p.vii). The consensus among these researchers

is that organizational development is a continuous improvement and learning process that
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must be planned and monitored. In a dynamic environment, organizations must be
flexible and be able to change when the marketplace changes.

Frederick Taylor's Scientific Management in the early 1900's focused on
production. This Efficiency Perspective looked for ways to produce the most products or
service, using the least amount of resources. But this perspective fell short in recognizing
the needs of the customers, employees and administrative procedures. This gave riseto
the Empowerment and Quality Perspectives (Wagner and Hollenbeck, 1998) that are the
basis of so many contemporary change initiatives.

The Empowerment Perspective looks at ways to design jobs so as to give the
workers a sense of fulfillment, personal growth, development and satisfaction. Worker
Empowerment does not imply delegating all decisions to non-management staff. It
involves the mutual responsibility of both management and non-management to make
decisions (Taylor and Felten, .1 993). Furthermore, empowerment cannot be a unilateral
commitment. There has to be a "willingness" and drive by the employees to want to be
empowered. The employee must be willing and able to take on the additional challenges
that come with the empowerment responsibilities in or for the true transfer of
responsibility to exist. The principle behind the empowerment theory is that the power to
make certain decisions should rest on the individuals performing the tasks. The idea is
for management to focus on long-term issues such as the organization's mission,
marketplace, and finance while non-management staff focuses on short term decisions.
These short term decisions include ways to improve the process or enhance customer
satisfaction, temporarily stop production to work on a piece of equipment, or hold a

meeting to resolve an issue with a staff member. Non-management staff can also focus
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on long term issues that affect them directly, such as involvement on work process
design, or new products. It involves the transfer of power from one individual to another,
depending on who has the best skill, knowledge, and ability to make the decision. Taylor
and Felten note that three conditions exist in order to have successful empowerment:

1. Power at the workplace be vested in the persons doing the job.

2. Empowerment requires putting complex systems into human scale.

3. Empowerment requires participation among all members in learning to
understand (action research or study), discovering what to change (design),
and in organizing to succeed (implementation).

It is important that employees recognize that with the increased "power" comes
increased responsibility. Argyris (1998) notes that many times, empowerment does not
work well because "CEOs subtly undermine empowerment" and "employees are often
unprepared or unwilling to assume the new responsibilities it entails.” He also notes that
it is not effective when "it is used as the ultimate criteria of success in organizations"
because it conceals many of the deeper problems that it was intended to suppress.
Argyris explains that this apparent contradiction is a result of two types of commitment:
external and internal.

External commitment -- or contractual compliance -- is what employees display

when they have little control over their destinies and are accustomed to working

under the command-and-control model.

Internal commitment occurs when employees are committed to a particular

project, person, or program for their own individual reasons or motivations.

Internal commitment is very closely allied with empowerment. The problem

with change programs designed to encourage empowerment is that they actually

end up creating more external than internal commitment. One reason is that

these programs are rife with inner contradictions and send out mixed messages

like "do your own thing -- the way we tell you."” The result is that employees

feel little responsibility for the change program, and people throughout the
organization feel less empowered. (Argyris, 1998, Abstract)
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Argyris recommends that organizations need to "recognize potential
inconsistencies in their change programs; to understand that empowerment has its limits;
to establish working conditions that encourage employees' intémal commitment; and to
realize that morale and even empowerment are penultimate criteria in organizations. The
- ultimate goal is performance” (1998, Abstract). To determine if the organization truly
believes in worker empowerment and considers their merit, it is useful to observe if
information (knowledge) is shared.

" Within the last three decades there has been a movement towards a third
perspective, the Quality Perspective (Wagner and Hollenbeck, 1998). W. Edwards
Deming, Joseph Duran, and Philip Crosby are given credit for initiating this focus on
quality of products and services. One such approach is known as Total Quality
Management (TQM) and is described by Wagner and Hollenbeck as "emphasis on
making continuous improvements in quality throughout the process of planning
objectives, organizing work, designing products, undertaking production, and monitoring
results" (1998, p.150). A spin-off of this approach is Quality Circles where a small group
of employees work together temporarily, to identify and resolve job-related problems.
Self-Managing Teams is another initiative similar to Quality Circles, but with this
approacﬁ, the groups of employees are in permanent, empowered teams. These teams are
then given the authority to manage themselves.

SOCIOTECHNICAL SYSTEMS
Sociotechnical systems (STS) interventions are associated with work processes

and employee tasks (Cummings and Worley, 1997). Stebbins and Shani (1998) note that
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at the most fundamental level, non-routine operation organizations are made up of a
social sub-system (the people with knowledge, skills, and attitudes-all that is human), a
technical sub-system (the inputs and the technology WMCh convert inputs into outputs-or
product-in-becoming) and an environment sub-system (comprised of customers,
competitors and a host of other outside forces). Organization design seeks to pull the
three sub-systems together through a better strategy, conversion process, structural
‘conﬁguration and organizational support processes.

Taylor and Felten offer that all organizations are sociotechnical systems. They
- suggest "every organization contains a technical subsystem to produce the core output
and a social subsystem to coordinate activities among people to assure the flexibility and
long-term survival of the enterprise" (Taylor and Felten, 1993, p.1). They go on further
to state, "any organization can be considered a sociotechnical system (STS) if it is seen as
a bounded, pufposeful enterprise in a recognizable external environment, containing
product transformation (technical system) and people working together over time to bring
about that transformation (social system)" (1993, pp.51-52).

Sociotechnical Systems is a method for management and non-management staff
to understand the people, technology, and work design as a comprehensive system. The
synergy associated with this participatory process in theory, fosters teamwork, increased
worker satisfaction and increased accountability. This holistic view facilitates the
analysis of the tasks and operations. This project proposes that this same analysis can be
used to develop a cqmprehensiye chénge initiative implementation plan. Sociotechnical
System's approach focuses on the outcome (throughput or product) (Taylor and Felten,

11993).
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The origins of the Sociotechnical Systems field of study originated in the early
1950's by researchers from England's Tavistock Institute of Human Behaviorin London.
Researchers there set out to study why there had been problems in coal mining
production in Great Britain, despite the intfoduction of more modern technologies. To
find the cause of the problem, lead researchers Fred Emery and Eric Trist set out to make
detailed observations of self-managing groups at work in the coal mines at Wales. What
prompted their study was that in the 1930s and 1940s, the introduction of powered coal-
digging equipment which was intended to increase productivity, actually caused
demoralization and decreased productivity. Prior to using powered equipment, the coal
miners worked in close-knit teams that helped each other out, coordinated tasks, and
supported each other out psychologically while working in the physically demanding and
hazardous mines.

The Tavistock study found thaf when powered coal-digging equipment was
introduced, the coal mining process changed. The men were divided and were to work
alone along long walls of exposed coal. This process change caused much dissatisfaction
and lead to disobedience, absence, and violence. The study concluded that the machine
powered technology took away the social aspects of the job that made the arduous job of
mining more bearable. The researchers found that at the mines as well as in other study
sites, when social interaction among workers was decreased, productivity fell. They
noted that productivity was jeopardized "when either social or technical factors alone
were allowed to shape work processes” (Wagper and Hollenbeck, 1998, p-147).

It can be argued that STS as a change technology may not be able to achieve its

stated objective. One of the founders of STS theory, Fred Emery, noted that the original
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objective of STS was to achieve a shift in organizations from bureaucratic to a
democratic. In the mid 1990's though, Emery questioned STS's practicality. He felt that
as a change technology, STS had outlived 1ts purpose and was obsolete. Emery attributed
the failure of STS on sevefal factors. He claimed that the reason STS did not succeed
was that it was misused and exploited. He felt that in the 1970s and 1980s when STS
was popular, academics looked for ways to analyze and theorize it, consultants looked for
ways to capitalize monetarily by peddling it, and politicians-in Australia saw its potential
to help produce high wage, high skill jobs and turned it into a way to gain votes (Fred
Emery, 1995). Emery proposed that over the past 40 years, STS theory gave limited
solutions that often times generated new issues,-and then went on to solve those
problems. In the mid-1990s, Emery redesigned his STS theory and called it Participative
Design. The basis of Participative Design was to change the social context of work to
optimizé the decision making process with multi-skilled workforce. Two questions frame
the premise of Participative Design, they are:

1. What decisions about control and coordination of work were necessary for
effective group working?

2. To what extent can theses decisions be located with the group doing the work?

The concemn is that if decisions about coordination and control have to be made at
least oné level above the people who do the Work, it becomes bureaucratic and closely
resembles the Frederick Taylor model of organizational management (Emery, 1995).
SOCIOTECHNICAL SYSTEMS PROCESS AS A DESIGN TOOL FRAMEWORK

The vast majority of researchers who write about change initiative
‘implementation (Robbins and Finey, 1996, Herbst, 1974, Kotter 1996), offer a very

detailed step by step change implementation process, such as Robbins and Finley’s
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(1996, p.84):
- Announce to the team or organization what you want the outcome to look like.
- Lay out the vision for them.
- Designate an enthusiastic pilot group.
- Have them play with and modify the idea as necessary.
- Give them enough time and resources to make the change and show measurable
success.
- Broadcast the successes.

Sociotechnical systems as a change initiative is alleged to be a successfully
proven approach to organizational design (Pasmore, 1988, p.1-2). There is considerable
literature on Sociotechnical systems as a change (i.e., organizational improvement)
initiative. The vast majority of the literature on organizational change deals with
successes and failures with change intervention attempts. The majority of the literature
state that change should be top driven (Beer, 1980), while others (Kotter et al.) state that
it is impossible for a change initiative to succeed if “most of the employees are not
willing to help, often to the point of making short-term sacrifices” (1996, p.9).

Many researchers acknowledge the need for a systemic change implementation
course of action, but few if any have proposed an approach. Cummings (1980, p.6-8)
notes that “knowing how to manage change is fast becoming one of the most urgent
functions of managemént, especially corporate management. At the same time, it
remains one of the most difficult and least understood of all the management functions.”
But like much of the literature in this subject matter, Cummings does not offer a systemic
approach to a deployment or implementation plan.

When conducting the analysis to determine possible constraints that could impede

the implementation of an organizational change initiative, the STS analysis model can be

used to analyze social and technical limitations. This research used the open systems
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theory approach to explain the process used for conducting the research.
ORGANIZATIONS AS OPEN SYSTEMS

Open Systems Theory states that a system is influenced by its surrounding, and its
actions in turn affect its surroundings. Alrl living systems, whether they are plants,
animals, micro-organisms, or organizations, share this common characteristic. Hanna
(1988) defines a "system" as an arrangement of interrelated parts. He explains that the
individual components interact and function as whole, not as individual parts. French
and Bell propose that organizations are open systems. They note that they are systems
that are affected by, and influence their environment. Increased frequent changes in
environmental demands, threats, and opportunities, force the organization to also change.
The challenge is that as the frequency and intensity of environmental Qhanges increase,
and as the number of stakeholders’ increase, the intensity in changes the organization will
have to experience will also increase (French and Bell, 1999). The chaﬁge initiative this -
project is analyzing affects over 35,000 of its members and has taken over 25 years to be
considered successful. As a learning organization, refinement and continuous
improvement will continue to be vital.

As shown in Figure 5, a basic open system model consists of an input, throughput,
output, and a feedback loop. An integral part of this systems model is the environment,
both internal and external, surrounding the process. The boundary defines the extent of
the model coverage. Since it is an open system, the boundary must be seen as a
permeable "fence" that is used to outline what is being studied, but what happens outside
the defined boundary certainly affects the system itself. When studying an organization,

the boundary can be identified as the parent corporation, or it can be much more focused
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such as, a particular plant, division, or department. The input is the material, matter or
resources necessary to perform the tasks. The transformation or throughput process is the
performance of the task or work. The output is the result of the work produced. This
includes the desired product or service as well as the undesirable by-products such as
pollution and scrap. The feedback loop is the mechanism by which the system can
monitor whether the output is in-line wﬁh what is desired.

The model uses the throughput process as the analysis of the input and
determination of what issues or constraints need.to be addressed or considered. Since
organizations are in constant flux as a result of its internal and external environment,
periodic monitoring and re-evaluation is essential in determining if the area identified for
improvement remains unchanged. By confirming the results, and providing suggestions
and making adjustments back to the input, the system can be made to be in a state of
continuous improvement and learning.  In the Data Analysis Process Section in the
Methodology Chapter (Chapter III) of this research, this open systems model is used to

describe how the evolution of the data followed the open systems model.
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Figure 5. Basic Open Systems Model

One of the most important tasks that are needed to be accomplished is to create
credibility and motivation among the staff with regaras to the intervention deployment.
Failed attempts to implement a change intervention will reinforce the skepticism among
the staff when any future change initiative is attempted to be deployed. Kotter (1996)
proposes an eight-stage process which consists of:

Establishing a sense of urgency

Creating the guiding coalition

Developing a vision and strategy
Communicating the change vision

Empowering employees for broad-based action
Generating short-term wins

Consolidating gains and producing more change
Anchoring new approaches in the culture

i B N S ol M

These recommendations serve as a philosophical guide for initiating and

maintaining enthusiasm within the entire staff during the implementation of a change
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initiative, but it still does not address the need to develop a deployment plan that not only
identifies the organization’s specific constraints and socio technical obstacles, but also
enablers. Beer (1980) contends that sustaining motivation is critical but very difficult to
maintain. It becomes even more difficult as time goes on. The primary reasons Beer |
gives for the loss of motivation are because of loss of competence, loss of relationships,
loss ;)f power, and loss of extrinsic rewards. By loss of competence, he means
organizational changes can compel organizational members for ﬁew attitudes, skills, and
behavior because ways in which things were done before are seen as having to be
changed. In order words, the organizational culture may be altered. By losé of
relationships, Beer is referring to physical changes in workplace and possible relocation
of peers. Relationships and interaction patterns that may have been established as a result
of having worked nearby to someone for an extended period of time may now be
jeopardized. The next area Beer states causes loss of motivation shortly after a change
initiative is implemented is loss of power. The reason for this is that even though it may
not be intentional, change usually results in shifting of power from one individual to
another. Lastly, Beer notes that loss of extrinsic rewards leads to loss of motivation
implementation. This is dssuming that the chahge leads to higher rewards for some while
lower rewards for others.

In order to get individuals to recognize the need for change and be able to identify
in which areas the change improvement is required, it is important to identify the
organization's strengths and weaknesses as early as possible. Obtaining input from th::
customers, as well as employees, will substantially enhance the process of organizationa]

development. Miles (1997) argues that the earlier large numbers of employees are
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subjected to reliable information about the causes and consequences of a current or
potential business performance shortfall, the sooner the drive will be to move forward
with the corporate transformation process. In order to develqp a long term human
resource philosophy (Bolman & Deal, 1997) actions taken by management must stress
and demonstrate the relationship between people and the organization.

Regarding sharing of information and right-to-know, Heil (1995)‘and his
associates believe that there are two factors that need to be considered, first, the variety of
people necessary for gathering and processing information. The second concerns.the
number of people involved in the effort. They deem that for an organization to be
successful, it needs to give serious consideration to both. Researchers such as Senge
(1990), Blanchard (1997) and others talk about the collaboration unleashed in systems'
thinking wheréby the sum of knowledge of the whole is greater than its parts. It is
imperative that management clearly demonstrate their commitment to the change. Beer
et al. (1990, p.159) maintain that the reason for so many of the organizational change
failures, are that "most of today's senior executives developed in an era in which
top-down hierarchy was the primary means for organizing and managing. They must |
learn from innovative approaches coming from younger unit managers closer to the
action." Member participation will reduce the perception of uncertainty, thus help with
the reduction of stress that can be associated with resistance to change. Success in
implementing any change initiative is contingént on the organizational commitment and
worker satisfaction. Research conducted by Wagner and Hollenbeck (1998) notes that

worker dissatisfaction is a major cause for declining organizational commitment.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE

There is substantial research and literature on popular change initiatives. It is also
important to recognize what is working successfully so it is not altered. Most change
initiatives fail (Beer 1980), not because the wrong initiative was selected, but because
there was a weak or non-existing deployment plan.

Organizations are dynamic open systems that undergo frequent shifts in priorities,
technologies, and other environmental factors, a successful organizational change
~ intervention deployment process must also be able to shift to meet new fluctuating
objectives. The plan must contain clear, achievable goals that can be measured
periodically, and must be flexible enough to allow for change. This concept which Senge
(1990) referred to as "organizational learning," refers to the process where the
organization systematically questions its operations, analyzes how tasks are
accomplished, why they are accomplished in the manner that they are, and how it can be
improved. Yet, when it comes to détermining changes in business practices, many
organizations place a significant emphasis on Taylor's "thinkers" (i.e., management) and
lower emphasis on the "doers" (i.e., non-management) and the sociotechnical aspects of
the organization.

As previously mentioned, there are numerous circumstances that may trigger a
need for an organizational change. From a political perspective, financial reasons are the
major factors requiring the organization to look into incorporating a change initiative.
Robbins and Finley (1996) compare organizational politics to a game in which no party
wants to yield aﬁy advantage to the other. Depaftments énd functions believe that in

order to "win," someone else must "lose." Robbins and Finley found that it was common
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for organizations to waste more energy, feuding within the organization, than it would
have taken to solve or "combat" the problems the organization faced. It would be naive
to expect that an organization can easily go from having internal political disagreements,
to complete accord. What can realistically happen is that fhe struggle between
management and non-management staff be replaced with an understanding in which both
sides acknowledge disagreements. As Robbins and Finley suggest, "agree with the larger
purpose of survival in the marketplace" (1996, p.108).

Organizational change involves moving the organization from a current state to a
desired future state. Cummings and Worley note that the transformation takes time
. "during which the organization learns how to implement the conditions needed to reach

the desired future" (1997, p.165). They call this period the transition state, as shown in

Figure 6.

Transition
State

Desired
Future State

Current
State

Figure 6. Organizational Change as a Transition State
(Cummings & Worley 1997, p.165)

Cummings and Worley (1997, pp.165-166) note that the transition phase requires

three major operations in order to be successful:
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1. Activity planning - addresses the charting of how specific activities
and events must take place in order for change to successfully take place.
Discrete and achievable benchmarks must be identified and periodically
validated to track progress or deviation from plan.

2. Commitment planning - involves the identification of key individuals whose
commitment is necessary for the change to successfully occur. In addition
to involving top-management, the key stakeholders who are traditionally
considered, the proposed research will include non-management
organizational members and customer input.

3. Management structures - addresses the identification of individuals who will:
be identified to direct and lead the change transition. The key consideration
here involves selection of individuals with the appropriate interpersonal and
political skills necessary to direct and lead change.

Todd Jick (2011, p. xx) notes that Linda Ackerman (1986, p. 1-8) offers a useful
way of categorizing common changes in organizations. The first is Developmental
Change. This type of change is useful when current operations and processes are
working fairly well and all that is needed is fine tuning. The second category of
conventional change offered by Ackerman is Transitional Change. It is a change that
evolves slowly and is characteristic of a process change initiative. It follows the same
model as Cummings and Worley’s (1997). The third popular type of change proposed by
Ackerman, and the most radical is Transformational Change. According to Jick,
“Transformational Change does require a leap of faith for the organization, although
often it is initiated when other options appear to have failed. It is typified by a radical
reconceptualization of the organization’s mission, culture, critical success factors, form,
leadership, and the like” (2011, p. xxi).

Beer (1980, p. 84) points out that the description of the desired organization

should be detailed and specific. He believes that managers considering an organizational
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change need to “define the state of the organization they desire in the future. In effect,
they must specify the outcomes they would like and how they think the organization
should function to achieve them.” |

While it is important and essential that the change process model have a well
developed plan and commitment from its staff in order to be successfully implemented,
what the approach that Cummings and Worley fails to outline is that the fundamental
(root) issues that need to be addressed, have been correctly identified and that the
"planned activity" has considered the sociotechnical constraints that would either prevent
or at the very least, be an impediment to the implementation of the selected change
technology. -

Dubrin and Ireland introduce several ways in which organizational change can
take place. They note that transition can take place by using one or more of the following
four techniques. The first is by raising the members’ awareness of designated rewards
and how to achieve them. The second deals with getting the members to "transcend their
self-interests" for the good of the workgroup and organization. A third technique is to
help the employees focus on minor satisfactions in a pursuit for self-fulfillment. Their
fourth method is to alter or expand "the group members' needs on Maslow's hierarchy of
needs" (1993, pp.279-280). These techniques réquire that the group's leader have the
capability of being able to influence the group and motivate them considerably. Dubrin
and Ireland refer to this type of charismatic leader as a transformational leader. The
transformational leader is also referred to in other literature as the change agent, and
should not be confused with organizational transformation. A transformational leader is

the person responsible for taking charge of either an incremental change or an
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organizational transformation. These two types of organizational changes are discussed
in the last portion of this section. Dubrin and Ireland note that a transformational leader
"exerts a higher level of influence than does a transactional leader" (1993, p.279).
According to Burns (1978), the distinction between a "transactional leader" and a
"transformational leader" is that the transactional leaders "approach their followers with
an eye to exchanging one thing for another (i.e., jobs for votes, or subsidies for campaign
contributions). A transformational leade; on the other hand, elicits their constituents’
better nature and moves them towards higher and more universal needs and purposes. He
describes them as visionary leaders.

Pascale et al. (1997) note that in order for improvement programs to be
successful, the burden of change needs to involve the entire organizétion, not just a few.
Research conducted by these authors on change efforts at Sears, Roebuck & Company,
Royal Dutch Shell, and the United States Army, lead them to conclude that in order for
organizations to regain "vital agility" and "remain in good health," they must ensure:

1. Incorporating employees fully into the principal business challenges facing
the company. ‘

2. Leading the organization in a different way in order to sharpen and maintain
incorporation and constructive stress.

3. Instilling mental disciplines that will make people behave differently and
~ then help them sustain their new behavior.

CHANGE INTERVENTIONS

An endeavor by management or consultant to design "a sequence of activities,
actions, and events intended to help an organizat‘ion improve its performance and
effectiveness" is known as an organization development intervention (Cummings and

Worley 1997, p.141). An effective intervention involves the intentional disruption of the
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current state in order to implement a carefully planned and designed sequence of events
or actions with the purpose of improving the effectiveness of the organization.
Cummings and Worley (1997, p.141) note that effective interventions are defined by the
following three major criteria:

1. The extent to which it fits the needs of the organization.

2. The degree to which it is based on causal knowledge of intended outcomes.

3. The extent to which it transfers competence to manage change to
organization members.

Cummings and Worley (1997) have identified 27 diﬁ‘efent intervention method§
grouped under one of four general categories. These four general categories consist of:
Human Process Interventions, Technostructural Interventions, Human Resource
Management and Strategic Interventions. The four major categories and the 27

interventions are shown in Figure 7.
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Human Process Interventions

T-groups

Process Consultation

Third-party Intervention

Team Building

Organization Confrontation Meeting
Intergroup Relations

Large-group Interventions

Grid Organization Development

Technostructural Interventions

Structural Design

Downsizing

Reengineering

Parallel Structures
High-involvement Organizations
Total Quality Management
Work Design

Human Resource Management

Goal Setting

Performance Appraisal

Reward System

Career Planning and Development
Managing Work-force Diversity
Employee Wellness

Strategic

Open Systems Planning
Integrated Strategic Change
Transorganization Development
Culture Change
Self-designing Organizations
Organizational Learning

Figure 7. Change Interventions (Cummings and Worley, 1997, p.147)
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Human Process Interventions wncenﬁate on the members of the organization and
the processes they use to accomplish the organizational goals. The focus of these
interventions is an enhanced functioning of both the organization's members and the
processes they use. Some popular interventions included within this category include
Team Building, T-groups, and Intergroup Relations.

Technostructural Interventions revolve around the organization's technology
processes including job design and task methods. Interventions associated with this
| category include Reengineering, Total Quality Management, and Work Design.

The Human Resource Management Interventions involve ihtegrating membérs
into the organization. Goal Setting, Managing Work-Force Diversity, and Employee
Wellness are several interventions associated with the Human Resource Management
interventions.

Cummings and Worley, note that Strategic Interventions "link the internal
functioning of the organization to the larger environment and transform the organization
to keep pace with changing conditions" (1997, p.150). Some interventions associated
with this category include Open Systems Planning, Culture Change, and Organizational
Learning. |

| Cummings and Worley (1997) characterize the implementation of a successful
intervention as being contingent upon several factors. These major factors include the
organization's'readiness and commitment for change and its capability to change. The
organization's capability to change encompasses elements dealing with politics, structure,
and its leadership's ability to motivate. Other important factors that need to be taken into

account involve how ingrained and rigid the organization's culture is, and the capability
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of the change agent. There is a certain level of comfort associated with the status quo and
a fear for the unknown that leads to a resistance to change.
RESISTANCE TO CHANGE

Fear of the loss of position, power, and other motives cause individuals at all
levels in the organization to be reluctant to change. With advances in technology, and the
growing amount of competition, change is inevitable in most markets. LaMarsh (1995)
states that what is needed is to establish a mind set in the organization that is tolerant to
change. She recommends that the change processes mﬁst be well structured and
consistent. Foremost, trust in the process is essential because some individuals will
experience or perceive fear, frustration, and sadness. LaMarsh notes that trust in the
process occurs when the organization genuinely demonstrates that it values those
| feelings, addresses them, and assists the members get through them (1995).

Strebel proposes that change initiatives often fail because " execﬁtives and
employees see change differently. For senior managers, change means opportunity, both
- for the business and for themselves. But for many employees, change is seen as
. disruptive and intrusive" (1996, p.86).

As aremedy, Strebel (1996) offers, that to close this gap, managers must
reexamine the agreement between their employees and the organization. He
characterizes these "personal compacts” as having three dimensions: formal,
psychological, and social. He notes that members of the organization define their
responsibilities, their level of obligation to their work, and the éompany's values by
asking questions along these dimensions. How management answers these questions

determines the key to effective change.
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Strebel presents two case studies to illustrate the effectiveness of revising
personal compacts. In one case, he describes how the CEO of Eisai, a Japanese
pharmaceutical company, anticipated potential crises and created the framework for
lohg-tenn-change. In this case, Eisai's employees took the control in modifying their own
personal compacts; as a result, the company accomplished a major strategic change. In
the second case, Strebel describes how the CEO of Philips Electronics, was successful at

-pulling the company back from the fringe of bankruptcy by changing the company’s
risk-averse culture with one in which émployees were committed fully to the company's
goals (1996).

" The organization's culture plays a major role on resistance to change. But the
organization's culture is very difficult to change. Researchers having done studies on
organizational culture (Bainbridge 1996; Cummings and Worley 1997), agreed that
although it can be modified, incrementally changing an organization's culture is
extremely difficult and can take beﬁveen six to fifteen years. Cummings and Worley
note that the reason why cultures are sometimes so difficult to change is that in an

_organization, its culture provides a strong protection against external uncertainty and
risks. They also note that members in the organization have vested interests in
maintaining the existing culture. The "Desired Future State," may be to mirror the
"culture" of another successful organization. Even though examining another
organization's apparent culture may be useful in developing a model for the plan,
organizational culture is not something that can be packaged, inserted, and implemented.

Cummings and Worley (1997) suggest three major strategies for dealing with

resistance to change as:
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1. Empathy and Support. This deals with recognizing how employees are
dealing with the change.

2. Communications. Keeping people informed will reduce fear, and
uncertainty. Lack of information will usually instigate rumors that
contribute to anxiety and resistance to change.

3. Participation and iﬂvolvement. Involving the employees in the planning,
design and implementation of the change initiative is one of the most
effective strategies for overcoming resistance.

To overcome resistance, management must keep people informed of purpose,
process, and progress, and they must lead by example. To keep people informed, many
successful organizations establish workshops tﬁat can assist in emphasizing new
concepts, frameworks, and viewpoints (Miles, 1997). During the workshops,
management discuss short-term and long-term issues. They must demonstrate a genuine
commitment to the change initiative.

In addition, leading by example will present management as proponents for
change, with every feat and contribution with the larger organization, used to promote the
confidence and passion for the changes being done (Bainbridge, 1996).
INCREMENTAL CHANGE VERSUS ORGANIZATIONAL TRANSFORMATION

The main distinction between an incremental change initiative and an
organizational transformation is how drastic the implementation of the intervention is.
Unlike incremental change initiatives, organizational transformations usually go beyond
improving a specific segment of the organization, and focus on changing the way the
organization views itself and its environment. Cummings and Worley (1997) describe an

organizational transformation as a radical form of organizational change associated with

activities directed at changing the basic character, strategic direction, structures,
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processes, and behavior or culture of the organization. Most change initiatives
undertaken in organizations are incremental change initiatives which focus on improving
a specific segment of the organization, while organizational transformations involve
changing the way the organization operates, rewards, and its principlesvin a major way.
The risks and effort required to properly implement an organizational transformation are
so extreme, it should be considered only when the organization is facing an unavoidable,
and extremely unfavorable situation. This is not to imply that implementing an
organizational transformation is an impossible feat. When properly designed and
managed, it has proven to be very successful in many organizations including such giants
- as; Chrysler Corporation, Allied Signal, Southern Company, Norrell Corporatiop and
many other large companies (Miles, 1997).

Since organizational transformation requires such significant change in the
. beliefs, perceptions and behaviors of individuals, these transformations rarely occur
unless thérc is a real or perceived, usually unfavorable event about to occur (Cummings
.and Worley, 1997). The reason why it takes such a momentous event is that
transformation requires changes in attitudes and culture which are deeply embedded
within the organization. Change is difficult and requires considerable effort. Many
managers have tried to stimulate the organization by invoking poorly designed change
initiatives which end up doing more harm than good. As a result of so many improperly
implemented change initiatives, there is considerable skepticism on the part of many
individuals on any new proposed change initiative.

Cooperation and teamwérk are essential for an organizational change intervention

to be successful. The problem is that many organizations do not recognize the true
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meaning of teamwork. - Katzenbach (1997) notes that in organizations, self-professed
teams seldom function as real teams. He states that real teams must follow a clearly
defined restraint and control to achieve their performance potential. Furthermore, he
notes that performance is the principle issue, not the promotion of team values. He also
notes that for a senior level team to be effective, and be able to achieve real team
performance, it must adhere to the following criteria:

1. The team must shape collective work-products - these are tangible
performance results that the group can achieve working together that surpass
what the team members could have achieved working on their own.

2. The leadership role must shift, depending on the task at hand.

3. The team's members must be mutually accountable for the group's results.
Katzenbach (1997) recommends thaf if this criterion cannot be met, the team members
need to rely on the individual leadership skills that they have perfected over time.

The organization must work at analyzing, designing, and implementing the
intervention as a system. Hanna (1988) describes a system as an array of interconnected
parts. When referring to systems, all aspects of the organization must be taken into
account in an all-inclusive manner. This not only includes management and non-
management staff and technology, but also the processes, customers, and the non-tangible
aspects of the organization such as its culture, the interactions between the elements and
other tacit characteristics that exist within the organization.

Whén an organizational change is planned and designed, the change managers can
track progfess, or the lack thereof. Management of the intervention can facilitate the
identification of any sources of problems, which can then be corrected, or re-focused

before the'implementation of the initiative fails.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research was to explore a comprehensive process to assist in
planning the deployment of an effective change intervention. The premise being that
using a Social Systems-based process can facilitate the successful development of a
change intervention deployment plan.

Even though project management as a concept existed in the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) priof to the late 1980’s, it ;Nas not until 1988 that there was a major
initiative to make project management a formal department within each district office aﬁd :
make project management a process officially recognized as the USACE’s formal
business process (aka Project Management Business Process or PMBP). This change
was top driven from the highest level within the organization. The process has taken hold
and is currently being used very successfully. But it has taken over 25 years for the
initiative to be successful.

This project uses a Case Study approach for analyzing “why” the implementation
of the project management initiative took as long as it did. The research examines
multiple sources of data. It compares and contrasts the five iterations of Engineer

_Circulars and Regulations (1988, 1992, 1998, 2001, and 2006) written specifically
regarding the implementation of project management as a business process and how each
regulation outlined why the documents had to be rewritten. Each iteration of the
regulation acknowledges shortfalls in previous versions ‘of the mandate and modifies the
guidance. The study also examines two independent Engineer Inspector General (EIG)

reports (Feb and Jul 1999) where failures in implementation of project management as a
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business process in the USACE were found to be a nationwide issue. Other independent
assessments include memorandums from the top ranking officials in the organization,
Internal Audit Reviews, and a Case Study prepared by a team of senior Corps officials
analyzing what had transpired with regards to the Project Management initiative
implementation from 1982 through 2002. Details of the case study are provided in
Chapter IV.
TYPE OF RESEARCH

Patton (1990, p.150) offers five different research methods. They are:

1.- Basic Research - augments fundamental knowledge and theory. Its purpose is
primarily to understand and explain a phenomenon.

2. Applied Research - concentrates on illustrating a societal dilemma. Its purpose is
to propose possible solutions to human and societal problems.

3. Summative Evaluation - analyzes program effectiveness.
4. Formative Evaluation - attempts to enhance a program.

5. Action Research - focuses on solving a problem in a program, an organization,
or a community. :

; This study is aimed at exploring a comprehensive process to assist in planning the
deployment of an effective change intervention. To accomplish this, an applied research
methodology was used. Patton notes that applied research is used to "contribute |
knbwledge that will help people understand -the nature of a problem so that human beings
can more effectively control their environment” (1990, p.153). He states that applied
researchers search for "applications of Abasic disciplinary knowledge to real-world
problems" (1990, p.153). Patton highlights that the main difference between applied
research and basic research is ;chat applied researchers attempt to understand "how to deal

with a problem" while basic researchers "try to undérsfand and explain the basic nature of
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some phenomenon." With regards to researcher involvement in applied research, Patton
notes that "applied qualitative researchers are able to bring their personal insights and
experiences into any recommendations that may emerge" (1990, p.154).

According to Patton, the purpose for applied research is to "understand the nature
and sources of human and societal problems." The desired results of applied research
then, consist of "contributions to theories that can be used to formulate problem-solving
programs and interventions". The key assumption is that "human and societal problems
can be understood and solved with knowledge" (1990, p.160). Patton goes on to state
that, "applied researchers take the findings, understandings, and explanations of basic
research and apply them to real-world problems and experiences. This means that the
applied researcher searches for applications of basic disciplinary knowledge to real-world
problems" (1990, p.154). This is why applied research is the appropriate research
- method to use in this particular study. This study is aimed at identifying and outlining
~ why there were so many suspected false starts and rework in the project management
initiative implementation by utilizing a comprehensive systems analysis (STS) approach.

This research set out to ask the question of "how" to contribute to the existing
body of knowledge that has demonstrated independemly, the importance and benefits of
having a well thought out plan prior to launching a major initiative as was the case in this
study. This applied research enables individuals to contribute to the problem solution
.attempted to be solved. Finally, this approach allows for iﬁteraction that takes place with
the open systems theory model that was i)reviously shown to be the case with the type of

organizational research conducted in this study.
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CASE STUDY RESEARCH
- In addition to using applied research as the research methodology, this research
utilized case study research to analyze the actual 25 year implementation of the project
management change initiative at the U.S."Army Corps of Engineers.
. Case study research is one of several research methodologies used in social
- science studies. Yin notes (1994, p.1) that "case studies are the preferred strategy when
"how" or "why" questions are being posed, when the investigator has little control over
~ the events, and when the focus is on a contemporary phenomenon within some real-life
context."
Case studies have different purposes; exploratory, descriptive, or explanatory.A
The key to determining what type of research method to use, is the research question.
Yin notes that "defining the research question is probabiy the most important step to be
taken in a research study" (1994, p.7). The research question for this project is: How can
using a Sociotechnical Systems-based process, facilitate the successful development of a
change intervention deployment plan? A complementary research question is: How can
| the design and analysis of a sociotechnical deployment plan facilitate the identification of
constraints that could impede implementation of the change initiative? Yin offers a table
by the COSMOS Corporation (Figure 8) that outlines "relevant situations for different
research strategies." He points out that theré are three conditions that guide when each
strategy should be used. They are "(a) The type of research question posed, (b) the extent
of control an investigator has over actual behavioral events, and (c) the degree of focus

on contemporary as opposed to historical events" (1994, 6).
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strategy form of research requires control focuses on
question over behavioral contemporary
events? events?
experiment How, why yes yes
survey who, what, where, no yes
how many, how
much
Archival analysis | who, what, where, no yes/no
how many, how
much
history How, why no no
case study How, why no yes

Figure 8. Relevant Situations for Different Research Strategies, COSMOS Corporation.

(Yin, 1994, p.6).

As previously noted, the research questions in this study deals with answering
"how." This first test ("form of question" column in Figure 8) suggests that the research
can be an experiment, history, or case study. The second test ("requires control over
behavioral events" column in Figure 8) refers to the extent of control the research has
over the actual behavioral events. In the instance analyzed in this study, the resegrcher
did not have any control over the actual behavioral events. The case being analyzed deals
with the implementation of a major éhange initiative involving cultural, technical and
social change over a long period of time (over 25 years) affecting thousands of
individuals. Thus, this test further steers the research to be either a history or case study.
The third test ("focuses on contemporary events" column in Figure 8) deals with the

degree of attention on contemporary as opposed to historical events. Even though the
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implementation and planning of the change initiative analyzed in the case study has been
in development for over 25 years, the most significant portion of the change
implementation has occurred within the last four years and is currently underway. So this
research does focus on contemporary events and thus the preferred research approach
would be case study aﬁalysis. Another important factor with the case study being
analyzed in this research is that it is very well documented and contains a many forms of
documentation to include circulars, regulations, audit reports, memorandums, and
brochures. Yin notes that the unique advantage of case studies is "its ability to deal with
a full variety of evidence - documents, artifacts, interviews, and observations" (1994,
p-8).

One of the major criticisms against case studies is that they lend themselves to
researcher bias of findings and conclusions. This research does not use the case study to
conclude a theory, it uses the case study to analyze the deployment of a sluggish, but yet
successful change intervention implementatidn. The case study also highlights the

A pitfalls encountered when STS constraints were not considered.

As far as viewing researcher bias as a criticism against case studies, researchers
(Rosenthal 1966, Sudman and Bradburn 1982, and Gottschalk 1968) have found that
biases can and do occur with experimental research, surveys, and historical research.
Another concern with case studies is that critics argue how one can generalize from a
single case study. Yin's (19945 response to this is that the same argument can be made
even against an experiment. When multiple experiments are conducted, the fact is that
the same phenomenon is replicated under diffefent conditions.” Yin (1994) notes that like

experiments, case studies are "Generalizable to theoretical propositions and not to
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populations or universes. The case study should not be considered a "sample," but rather
to "expand and generalize theories (analytic generalization) and not to enumerate
frequencies (statistical generalization)” (Yin, 1994, p.10).

Yin notes that "A case study is an empirical inquiry that - invesﬁgates a
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when, the boundaries
between phenomenon and context are not clearly eyident" (1994, p.13). That is why case
study research is used when the contextual conditions are felt to be pertinent to the study.
This is the circumstance in the case study being analyzed in this research. The core of the
research model is that social and technical constraints do affect the proper
implementation of a change initiative. In this research contextual conditions are an
integral part of the research.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Yin notes that “research design is the logic. that links the data to be collected (and

the conclusions to be drawn) to the initial questions of study” (2003, p.19).

Yin (2003) proposes five components of research design. They are:

1. A study’s question

2. Its proposition’s (if any)

3. Its unit(s) of analysis

4. The logic linking the data to the propositions
5. The criteria for interpreting the findings

The study question of this research is: How can using a Sociotechnical Systems-
based process, facilitate the successful development of a change intervention deployment
plan? A related research question is: How caﬁ the design and analysis of a '
sociotechnical deployment plan facilitate the identification of constraints that could

impede implementation of the change initiative? As was previously noted, the “How”
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aspect of the research question proposes that the case study strategy is the most
appropriate for this research. The study proposition is that if a sociotechnical systems
based process were used in developing the change intervention deployment plan,

- implementation of the initiative would have had been accepted and assimilated sooner.
This proposition is offered as a reason for the numerous false starts and rework in
implementation of the initiative. Assimilation of “project management” as a business
process in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is the primary unit of analysis. This
organization is the world’s largest public engineering, design and construction
management agency. It is a U.S. government organization consisting of over 35,000
employees and has offices worldwide with a physical presence in over 100 countries.
Although the unit of analysis in many case studies are specific individuals (J ennifer Platt,
1992a, 1992b), researchers such as Yin (2003, p.23) and Feagin et al. (1991) note that.a
unit of analysis for a case study can be much broadér such as an organizational change or
implementation process. The data being analyzed in this study consists of the numerous

- documents (memorandums, regulations, Inspector General reports, and studies) all
generated from the highest level of the organization, outline reasons for impediments to
successful initiative implementation. The logic linking the data to thé propositions is
charted in this research project in the chronology and analysis of the numerous rework of
guidance over 25 years. When applicable, the analysis delineates enablers as well as
constraints (flaws) both social and technical with each attempt to correct previous
attempts to the guidance. The criteria for interpreting the findings are straight forward,
and consist of the literal statements in the documents. This project does not utilize

statistical Aanalysis to study the data since there is no statistical test to compare the type of
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data being analyzed. Each data point is a single event, the specific document being
analyzed.
RESEARCH DATA COLLECTION

-Beer (1990) propdses that thére are three qualitative methods of data collection.
They are (1) in-depth, open-ended interviews; (2) direét observation; and (3) written
documents. The research instrument being used in this project consists of written
document analysis and evaluation. Beer notes that document analysis in qualitative
inquiry produces extracts, quotes, and at times, entire citations from organizational
official publications and reports.

As preﬁomly stated, this project will utilize written documents as the source of
data used for evaluating the implementation. ‘ The written documents consist of
memorandums, regulations, Inspector General Reports, and studies, all generated from
very high levels in the organization.

DATA ANALYSIS PROCESS

As was noted in the “Organiza'tionS as Open Systems™ section in the Review of
Literature and Related Research Chapter (Chapter II) of this study, an Open Systems
Model (Figure 5) depicts the research process whereby the Boundary (Unit of Analysis)
is the USACE. The “study sample” in this research does not consist of people; they are
the documents that constitute the input to the model. And the output of the model are
Report findings and endorsement memorandums explaining the need for a new
regulation. The changes noted in these endorsement memorandums and reports
constitute the feedback loop. The transformation/throughput in the center of the model is

the assimilation of the initiative, or lack thereof of (Figure 9).
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Figure 9. Research Open Systems Model

LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research methodology of this project does have limitations. For one, the
initiative’ implementation is ongoing. An indication that Senior Management is content
with the initiative’s success is that there has not been a need to develop and issue any
additional regulations or guidance sincé 2007. Occasional refresher courses and other
short workshops are occasionally provided to hone the skills of seasoned employees, as
well as train new employees in this now, fundamental business process. A common
limitation seen in many studies is researcher bias. Though this may not be able to be
totally ruled out, the researcher on this project will report on published ﬁﬁdings and

correlate the findings with data from other documents and not on the researcher’s views.
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CHAPTERIV
CASE STUDY
ORGANIZATION BACKGROUND
The case study analyzed in this research involved the implementation of a major
change initiative (Project Managément Business Process) at the world's largest public
engineering, design, and construction management agency, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). |
The organizational hierarchy of the USACE, consists of one headquarters located
in Washington D.C. This headquarters is known as Headquarters US Army Corps of
Engineers (HQUSACE). Directly reporting to HQUSACE are eight Division offices
located throughout the United States. Thirty five stateside Districts offices report to their
respective Division offices. Currently there are also seven additional District offices
abroad (Asia, Europe, and the Middle East) for a worldwide total of over forty District

offices.
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The organization is a 35,000 member federal agency. The top ranking official of
this organization is the Chief of Engineers (aka as “the Chief). The position is a
Lieutenant General (three-star general officer) appointed by the President of the United
States and confirmed by the Senate via majority vote. The standard length of term for the
Chief of Engineers is three years, but can be extended to four years. The District offices
vary in size from approximately 300-2000 civilian employees each. The workforce
consists of engineers, architects, biologists, geologists, hydrologists, natural resource
specialists, real estate specialists, and other professionals. The mission of the
organization is to provide engineering services to the nation including the military,
localities, state, and other federal agencies. Typical non-military services include
planning, designing, building and operating water resource type projects that involve
ﬁavigation, flood contrbl, environmental protection, and disaster response. The agency
also supports the military by providing design and construction management of facilities

for the Army and Air Force.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY SAMPLE

After the 1970's, the pace of industry began to accelerate greatly due to new
technologies and increase in global trade. Businesses began to focus more on consumer
desires and because of the greater ease in availability of information, clients had more
options on who to use as service providers.

With the end of the Cold War in the late 1980's, military construction spending
was greatly reduced. As military funds became scarce, military "customers" became
more demanding consumers and began to "shop around" for the services they needed.
Up until the early 1980's, military customers did not have much choice on who could be
their service providers. Agencies were highly discouraged by their major commands
from seeking services from Department of Defense agencies other than their own.

As military construction funding continued to become scarce, installation
commanders began to phauenge the unwritten policy of staying with their own agency for
professional services. Installation Commanders permitted their staff to shop around and
come up with innovative ways to obtain the services needed within the constrained
dollars available.‘ This forced organizations that provided design and construction
services to the military, to become more competitive and they too began to challenge the
policy of making their services known to other Department of Defense agencies. This
major shift in the market, caused management in most military professional services
organization to realize that change was necessary in order to remain viable. The
| headquarters of the organization under study in this research, the US Army Corps of
Engineers, began to send customer surveys to all its mllltary customers. In the early

1980s, districts were beginning to get feedback from customers that the organization had
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problems not in the technical areas, but in adhering to schedules and costs (project
management). Customers were beginning to look around for alternatives. The
organization's former stable market and customer base were experiencing tectonic shifts
in the way they could conduct business. Some districts, sensing the turmoil, began to
assess how they conducted their business and sought ways to improve business practices.
One of the USACE’s district’s (i.e., The Seattle District) commissioned IBM in 1982 to
look at their automated systems, how the district made decisions, and the role of
customers. IBM trained a cross-functional téam from the bottom up in their approach
and over the néxt three months the group did a Business Systems Process Study. This
study laid out how the district had to change its process to improve business with its
customers. This district saw it as a whole change in their culture from functional
stovepipes working in a linear process to a cross-functional concurrent form of
engineering. Two other USACE districts in the southern region of the United States were
making similar efforts in the early 1980s. Even though these early adopters did not call it
a “project management initiative,” that is what it was in form, spirit and intent. The
Chief of Engineers recognized the need to become more customer-focused and be able to
work seamlessly as a team, across its very well founded functional stovepipes. They
recognized the need for the organization to change the way it conducted its business.

So the fundamental issues were identified as; lack of teamwork, not having a
- single individual manage the project from inception until completion, inadequate
accounting system, and very rigid functional stovepipe in the technical areas. Some
social and technical constraints were then identified. The fact that the organization was a

federal agency precluded implementing anything other than a non-profit accounting
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system. The organization was project funded and it was not likely Congress would be .
convinced to centrally fund the organization since it performed services for various other
agencies and municipalities. The district workforce is overwhelmingly civilian, but the
top two to ﬁvé positions at each district office are military officers. The ratio of nﬁlitary
to civilian varies by district. At each district, the numbers of civilians to military are in
the magnitude of several hundred civilians for each military officer.

In this research, the study sample consists of 11 official documents (i.e.
regulations, reports, memorandums, and circulars) from the Chief of Engineer’s office
(Headquarters). Documents from individual Districts or Divisions were not used in this
research in order to minimize local, regional influence.

Since all Districts and Division fall under the Chief of Engineer’s command,
guidance and documents issued from that office, represents and addresses systematic,
universal concerns and not isolated interests.

HISTORY OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT AS A FUNDAMENTAL INITIATIVE IN
THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS -

Up until the late 1980’s, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) managed
projects using project management principles but these business practices were
inconsistent and not institutionalized. There was not a permanent project manager
throughout the life of the project. The project manager changed every time the project
changed from one phase to the next. These changes occurred from the planning phase to

- the design phase, then once again from the design to the construction phase. Very often,
the project manager changed even during the same phase. There was little if any

knowledge transfer and commitments made to the customer and requests made by the
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customers were very often not passed on as the project (management) changed hands. As
a result of congressional and customer dissatisfaction regarding the way the USACE
managed projects, the top senior leaders of the organization realized a change in project
business process was necessary. This prompted a series of changes in regulations and
guidance in order to refine the direction for implementing project management as a
business processes. ‘

The following section outlines a nineteen year chronology consisting of;,
memorandums f;om the highest level of management in the organization, engineer
circulars, regulations, Inspector General Reports, and a USACE assessment in the form
of a Case Study assessing what had occurred from 1982 through 2002 regarding the
implementation of Project Management as a Business Process initiative in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers. In this chapter (Chapter IV, Case Study), below each reference is a
brief synopsis of the key highlights of the respective document. These various iterations
of guidance and regulations demonstrate that intent and direction was unclear and
confusing, thus the reason for rework and subsequent versions of the
documents/guidance.

In the Research Findings chapter (Chapter V) of this research, an analysis of the
context of the documents is detailed and strengths and flaws of each are described.
NINETEEN YEAR CHRONOLOGY OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PROJECT
MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE IN THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS

The following key documents (Circulars, Regulations, Inspector General Reports,
Case Study, and follow-up Training) pertain to implementation of Project Management as

a Business Process initiative in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). A brief
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synopsis of the key highlights of the documents is included below. Also noted is the

' lengfh, in pages of the regulations, to illustrate the changes in philosophies and the level
of explanation and guidance believed to be required during the particular point in time of
the initiative implementation. Each document is examined in the ANALYSIS OF DATA
section in the Research Findings chapter (Chapter V) of this research.

¢ 30 June 1988
EC 1110-2-536, Engineer Circular from Major General (MG) George R. Robertson,

Subject: Engineering and Design Project Management Systems
(APPENDIX 1)

This 37 page Engineer Circular from MG Robertson (Director of Engineering and
Construction) was one of the first documents issued by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Headquarters to the Corps staff introducing Project Management as a major change
initiative throughout the organization. In the circular, it is referred to as “Initiative 88
which was explained as a way to “implement new operational efficiencies.” Lieutenant
General (LTG) Henry J. Hatch had just been confirmed as the Chief of Engineers on 17
June, 1988. The Circular stated that implementation of Project Management in the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers would only apply to the Corps Civil Works program.

* 11 October 1990

CECW-L Memorandum from LTG Henry J. Hatch, Subject: Programs and Project
Management (PPM)

(APPENDIX 2)

This memorandum by LTG Hatch acknowledged that the guidance previously published
regarding the implementation of Pregrams and Project Management (PPM) did not
adequately address the “roles and responsibilities of PPM organizations and the technical
Divisions both at the Division and District level, and at the Headquarters level.” The
memorandum noted that Headquarters’ senior staff and he “spent two long days in a
meeting at St. Michaels, Maryland working the problem.” This meeting is mentioned in
subsequent guidance and the meeting is referred to as “St. Michaels I.” The meeting
minutes (11 pages) from this important two day meeting was attached to the
memorandum. :

¢ 25 October 1991
CECG Memorandum from LTG Hatch, Subject Implementatlon of Project Management
(APPENDIX 3)-

This 17 page memorandum LTG Hatch affirms that he was “concerned that the
objectives of the Corps’ PM System, as established over the past three years, have not
been fully realized.” Once again, LTG Hatch held a two day meeting with his senior
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leaders to discuss issues with the implementation process. Although this second two day
workshop/meeting was not held at St. Michaels Maryland, it was commonly referred to
as St. Michael’s II. This memorandum encloses an “Action Plan to make appropriate
(organizational structure) changes to improve the system.”

. 24 April 1992
CECS Circular EC 5-1-48, from COL Milton Hunter, Chief of Staff, Subject:

Implementation of Project Management
(APPENDIX 4)

This 67 page Circular from COL Hunter, Chief of Staff to LTG Hatch, expands the use of
project management from just the Civil Works program, to all programs managed by the
‘Corps of Engineers. This was a major change in guidance.

¢ 09 October 1992

CECG Memorandum from LTG Arthur E. Williams, Subject: Implementation of Project
Management

(APPENDIX 5)

This Memorandum from LTG Williams (new Chief of Engineers confirmed on 24

- August, 1992), enclosed a 286 page Regulation (ER 5-7-1), dated 30 September 1992,
Subject: Program Management. This is the first Corps regulation dealing with the
implementation of Project Management. All prior documents were Engineer Circulars
and memorandums. This Regulation went into extensive detail and included a vast
number of sample forms, charts, and reports.

* 26 February 1998

CECG Memorandum from LTG Joe N. Ballard, Subject: Program and Project
Management Regulation, ER 5-1-11

(APPENDIX 6)

This memorandum from LTG Ballard, (new Chief of Engineers confirmed on 1 October,
1996), enclosed a 23 page ER 5-1-11, dated 27 February 1998, Subject: Program and
Project Management. This shorter version of ER 5-1-11 supersedes the 286 page ER 5-7-
1 regulation dated 30 September 1992. This regulation focuses more on “end-results”
than on “individual organizational products and activities” as had been the focus in the
past. It is noted to be less prescriptive and introduces the concept of 8 Program and
Project Management Imperatives.

e 11 February 1999
CEIG-I Memorandum from LTG Joe N. Ballard, Subject: Engineer Inspector General

(EIG) Program and Project Management Inspection Report
(APPENDIX 7) '

This memorandum from LTG Ballard encloses a 53 page EIG report that resulted from an
inspection by the Headquarters EIG team to assess the “effectiveness of different
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organizations, techniques, and initiatives used by program and project managers to
implement PPM.”

The Final Report (dated 11 February 1999) was released 14 months after LTG Ballard
directed the EIG to conduct this inspection on 9 December, 1997. Inspection Directive is
included in the last page of the Final Report. LTG Ballard had directed the team to
“evaluate the use of Information Technology in project management, procedures for
selecting and training project managers, and project management effectiveness from a
customer’s perspective.” Up until this point, senior management clearly understood that
there was a problem with the successful implementation of project management as a
business process, but the solution was to issue top driven directives and regulations. The
tasking by the Chief of Engineers to initiate this inspection was one of the first
indications that an analysis and plan for implementation was necessary. In addition, the
inspection was the first to include a Sociotechnical aspect of analysis.

Engineer Inspection Reports are not issued for public release and are intended for internal
use only. They may only be released with written permission from the Engineer
Inspector General. On 16 May, 2012, written approval was granted by The Inspector
General, Mr. Frank D. Ellis of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to release of the subject
EIG Report for the purpose of this research.

e July 1999 _
EIG Inspection Report, Subject: Teamwork in the Program and Project Management

Business Process
(APPENDIX 8)

As was the February 1999 EIG Inspection, this inspection was also directed by LTG
Ballard. He directed The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Inspector General to “expand”
the February 1999 inspection to include observations concerning “teamwork™ to “better
explain the role teamwork plays in the Program and Project Management Business
Process (PMBP).” ' ‘

The EIG inspection concluded that a cultural change “based on teamwork requires a
change in focus from functional or product accomplishments to a focus on project
delivery by teams.” In other words the implementation focus must not just focus on the
technical (organizational structure and deliverables), but must also take into account the
social aspects of team member interactions.

As previously noted, Engineer Inspection Reports are not issued for public release and
are intended for internal use only. They may only be released with written permission
from the Engineer Inspector General. On 16 May, 2012, written approval was granted by
The Inspector General, Mr. Frank D. Ellis of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to release
of the subject EIG Report for the purpose of this research.

* 17 August 2001
CECS Engineer Regulation, ER 5-1-11, Subject: Management, U.S. Army Corps of
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Engineers Business Process
(APPENDIX 9)

This version of the Regulation ER 5-1-11 focuses on “Quality” (quality management,
quality management plans, quality assurance, quality control, and quality systems). The
covers specific processes in managing all work regardless of program or location. It
emphasizes the concept that the best person to work on a project or task should be based
on skill sets and not on geographic or functional area. This is a major change to pnor
business processes and procedures.

2002
2002 Senior Leaders Conference, Case Study Program Project Management (1982-2002)
(APPENDIX 10)

In 2002, Senior Management in the Corps were still concerned with why implementation
of project management as a business initiative had been so slow in taking hold. At the
2002 Senior Leaders Conference, a team was commissioned to prepare a Case Study
outlining the history of this major business process improvement initiative going back to
1982, which was six years before project management was formerly introduced as a new
business process improvement in the Corps. The Case Study briefly outlines the
documents analyzed in this research as well as including some of the “political” reasons
why it is believed that there were so many false starts and reluctance to the new business
process.

e 12 January 2007

CECS Memorandum from COL Prettyman-Beck (Chief of Staff) encloses ER 5-1-11,
dated 01 November 2006, Subject: Management, USACE Business Process
(APPENDIX 11)

In 2007, the Chief of Staff for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Colonel Yvonne
Prettyman-Beck, issued a memorandum explaining the reason for the need for a revised
ER 5-1-11. She explains that it has been almost nine years since ER 5-1-11 was first
issued in February 1998. She acknowledges that even though the principles of project
management as an effective business process was and is valid, the guidance previously
“given where “all work is considered a project” and must all follow the PMBP principles
is “NOT” rational. This new version of the ER outlines programs and types of projects
that do not need to follow the mandatory project management automated information
system (PM AIS, aka P2).
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CHAPTER YV
RESEARCH FINDINGS

OVERVIEW OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

Analysis of the change initiative implementation led to the development of the
execution model illustrated in Figure 10 of this chaptér. The model represents the‘
process that took place (shown on the right half of the model) and where the researcher
suggests’ a major step was overlooked (shown on the left half of the same model). The
researcher proposes that the process for implementation of this major change initiative in
a very large federal agency was implemented withoﬁt a comprehensive “implementation
plan” that took into account both social and technical enablers and constrains of the
organization. |

In essence, the i'nodel depicts that (1) senior management recognized that there
were issues with how the Corps was managing its projects and a change was needed. (2)
Next private sector consultants were brought in (to several different District offices) to
analyze where the issues and problems were and compare what private industry was
doing to deal with similar issues. (3) An effective and proven contemporary initiative
that industry was using was Project Management as an organization-wide business
process. (4) For the next 20 plus years, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers attempted to
implement the initiative with varying degrees of success. Attempts included
implementation in small pockets of programs, to changing the strategy to one that was
totally comprehensive and included all work at all phases. Guidance (i.e., regulations and
circulars) went from very flexible with little standardization to issuing very prescriptive,
rigid guidance. Project management tracking tools (i.e., computer software) were
required to be used as mandatory but there was little to no training. In addition, the lack

of standardization in how to populate the data fields, made it impossible for higher
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headquarters and managers to use the data for any type of analysis. Eventually, each one
of these issues was corrected but the length of time it took for each correction caused a
considerable amount of re-work and frustration by many in the organization. This

~ fostered an increase in skepticism and opposition to the implementation of the initiative

that was already slow in being put into practice.
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