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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF BUSINESS TRANSFORMATION DISRUPTORS
AT THE MILITARY STRATEGIC COMMAND LEVEL

Thomas Bock

Old Dominion University, 2014

Director: Dr. Rafael Landacta
This dissertation contributes an empirical research on business transformation
disruption in the military. Specifically, this exploratory research secks a better
understanding of disruption of business transformation and some of the factors that are
likely to impact the transformation process at the military strategic command level. A
lack of empirical studies existing in the literature, coupled with the continuous
transformation challenges faced by military organizations, make it necessary to conduct

this empirical study of business transformation disruption in the military.

This research was carried out utilizing a two-phase mixed-methods approach. The
first phase included qualitative data gathering through a series of discussions and focus
groups that provided an initial understanding of the phenomena and the basis needed to
formulate the research conducted in the second phase. From this initial phase, three main
rescarch categories were established which focused on Leadership Turbulence,
Resistance to Business Transformation, and Lack of Agilitv in Military Culture. A
quantitative data collection and analysis was conducted in the second phase to test a set
of seven hypotheses. A total of 1,095 data points were collected from senior level
military and civil servants of a U.S. Army strategic command organization (Training and

Doctrine Command) using a self-administered online survey.




The results of this investigation suggest that a) frequent turnover of a commander or
commanding general, b) perceived inconsistencies of leadership guidance, and c)
perceived disincentives for achieving organizational process efficiencies are associated to
disrupting business transformation goals and initiatives.  Conversely, this initial
investigation failed to support that d) collaboration with colleagues, e) reluctance to
adopting different business processes, f) perceived negative assessments of process
improvement initiatives, and g) dissent tolerance are associated to the disruption of
business transformation efforts at the military strategic command level. The findings of
this study highlight the importance of considering a wide range of critical success factors
in the transformation of military strategic commands. The results of this research can be

used by engineering managers, practitioners, and academics as a complement to their

research and teaching efforts with respect to organizational change and transformation.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

Over the last several decades, the U.S. Military has been confronted with more
complicated and complex problems which are intensified within a geopolitical and global
context. Events such as the bombing of the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001
have hastened the nced for more innovative and time-sensitive military solutions.
Consequently, senior leaders and executive-level planners have a critical need for new
tools, strategies, and technologies to help enable them to ensure U.S. military force
readiness and, more specifically, competitive advantage in warfare. These 21 century
rcalities have given rise to the need for greater attention and focus on business
transformation within the U.S. military. For instance, there arc several domains that
require continual re-adjustments so that our military forces are prepared to leverage what
they learn from ficld experience(s), knowledge, and processes. Some of those areas
include military culture, process improvement, knowledge management, and human
factors/behavior. Therefore, command-wide business transformation efforts to increase
both effectiveness and efficiency have become urgent. This urgency is made evident by
the standing up of the Deputy Chief Management Office (DCMO) and Office of Business
Transformation (OBT) (Department of Defense, 2013; Office of the Deputy Chief
Management Officer, 2011). For the purposes of this study, the term business
transformation refers to large-scale change processes directed from the command-level

within a military environment (Department of Defense, 2013).




The publication The Impact of Leadership on Change Readiness in the U.S.
Military illuminates research indicating that organizational change/transformation efforts
have significantly high failure rates (i.e., approximately 70% to 80%). Therefore, such
initiatives often miss their intended strategic goals (Lyons, Swindler, & Offner, 2009).
This is important as it helps substantiate the need for this research in order to uncover
what may be some of the likely contributing factors to disruption of the command’s goals
and objectives. While expanding the existing body of knowledge regarding the nexus
between leadership and transformation management, much of the literature fails to speak
to many other possible contributors or related factors, such as giving specific attention to

leadership turnover or planned switch-out.'

1.2 Purpose Statement

Given incrcased levels of complexity and uncertainty in the national defense
environment and more specifically in the military domain, the purpose of this study was
to investigate factors which disrupt business transformation processes in military
organizations at the strategic command level. Based on the available literature for this
specific domain (i.e., business transformation within strategic military commands), it is
recommended that the existing body of knowledge requires an extension to better
understand the change phenomena and factors that either a) have not received enough

consideration or b) have not been considered at all.

" Disclaimer: The views expressed or implicd in this publication are those of the author and do not reflect
the official policy or position of the Department of Defense, Department of the Army, or other agencies and
departments of the U.S. Government.




1.3 Intent of Study

The ntent of this study is to provide insights and understanding of relationships
between specific variables which are likely to disrupt business transformation processes.
Project scoping required the research to be restricted to strategic commands (i.e., military

organizations on the 3- or 4-star flag officer/general officer level) only.

1.4 Organization of the Study

The remainder of this research is organized into four chapters. Chapter 2 provides a
review of existing literature within the change management domain. Here, topic-related
publications were analyzed and summarized in order to substantiate the need for
cxpanding the body of knowledge in this chosen field. Chapter 3 focuses on providing
the reader more information on the selected methodology (i.e., a mixed method using
both qualitative and quantitative rescarch elements). This chapter also highlights the
underlying research assumptions and delincations. Chapter 4 includes the data collected
(through means of a survey instrument) as well as an overview of the analytical methods
applied in this research. Chapter 5 concentrates on the results and recommendations of

the study. Finally, this research concludes with the bibliography section and appendices.




CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Literature of Emerging Themes and Associated Aspects

A literature review of the main categories under consideration — Leadership
Turbulence (LT), Resistance to Business Transformation (RBT), and Lack of Agility in
Military Culture (LAMC) — is presented below.” More specifically, the literature review
and gap analysis were focused on exploring the extent to which seven associated aspects

have an impact on business transformation disruption.

2.1.1 LT: Frequent turnover/change of a Commander/Commanding General

There is a vast array of literature available which considers leadership, both in
industry as well as military environments. Exhaustive studies have been conducted by a
number of universities, research institutes, and other academic settings. The noted
theorist and author, John P. Kotter, provides well-documented and widely respected
insights nto change management through his work, Leading Change: Why
Transformation Efforts Fail (1995). Others, such as Ruvolo and Bullis — in their work
Essentials of Culture Change Lessons Learned the Hard Wav — point out leaders must
make the case that culture change is necessary. They also highlight the importance of
ensuring considerable attention is given to leadership development in terms of

preparation for large-scale change processes (Ruvolo & Bullis, 2003). While their article

* During the initial research phase (March/April 2012), several focus groups were conducted. Based on
feedback from the participating senior military officers and civilians, a total of eighteen emerging themes
were established. As part of scoping the rescarch, three themes (i.c.. categorics) and their associated
aspects were selected. Please see Appendix D for additional details in support of the selection process for
the research categories: Leadership Turbulence, Resistance to Business Transformation, and Lack of
Agility in Military Culture




investigates leadership, it does not consider whether the frequency of turnover (i.e., the
change-out of a Commander or Commanding General on the strategic command level)

may contribute to disruption toward military transformation goals.

In Managing Cultural Change in Your Organization, Kenneth Shere reveals that in
order to effectively manage cultural change during transformation efforts, top leadership
must show commitment to the change initiative and supporting improvement efforts,
particularly through methods such as Lean Six Sigma (Shere, 2006). Further, the article
notes such commitment must be sustained over time. Next, it points to several salient
discoveries such as a) duration of change; b) focus on strategy; and ¢) communication
across the entire organization — all of them are factors that must be considered. Finally,
according to Shere, aligning an organization with the change strategy can often take up to
two years, so it ts vitally important for planners to include realistic time horizons in the

overall strategy.

As indicated in Section 1.1, The Impact of Leadership on Change Readiness in the
U.S. Military illuminates research indicating that organizational change/transformation
efforts have significantly high failure rates (i.e., approximately 70% to 80%). Therefore,
such initiatives often miss their intended strategic goals (Lyons, et al., 2009). This is
important as it helps substantiate the need for this research in order to uncover what may
be some of the likely contributing factors to disruption of the command’s goals and
objectives.  While expanding the existing body of knowledge regarding the nexus

between leadership and transformation management, much of the literature fails to speak




to many other possible contributors or related factors, such as giving specific attention to
leadership turnover or planned switch-out. Hence, an important question shall be
addressed 1n this research: Is consistent pressure to routinely rotate Commanders (e.g.,
every 21 to 34 months) positively related to disruptions in transformation processes,

especially from the staff members ' perspectives?’

Finally, authors Alarcon, et al. (2010) suggest in their collaborative work
(Understanding Predictors of Engagement within the Military) that leadership can be
viewed a source, either supporting or hindering one’s engagement in the work
environment. They also suggest transformational lcaders — as opposed to transactional
leaders — are most suited to being better facilitators of change initiatives (Alarcon, Lyons,
& Tartaglia, 2010). For example, they studied the importance of a) role clarity, b) pcer-
group formation, c¢) organizational culture, d) leadership, and ¢) turnover intention. All
of these sources may benefit the research study, particularly the work on peer-group
formation and organizational culture for hypothesis category H3 (Lack of Agility in
Military Culture). Also, the leadership assessment Alarcon, et al. used might be modified
to help formulate survey questions pertaining to leadership turnover of a Commander or

Commanding General.

¥ In accordance with military protocol and standard procedures, Flag Officers/General Officers (FOGOs)
must continuously demonstratc a wide variety of cxperience in different military operations (both joint and
non-joint). Given the nature of a military career {(c.g.. on average 30 years for most generals),
Commanding Generals/Commanders frequently rotate in order qualify for a next higher level command.




2.1.2 LT: Guidance inconsistencies

A litcrature review was conducted to ascertain the extent scholarly research is
available and/or being conducted to address the level of guidance inconsistencies which
often exist within strategic military commands, particularly from the staff members’
perspective. Authors such as Sutterfield, et al. have been studying conflict management
based on a project-conflict framework (Sutterfield, Friday-Stroud, & Shivers-Blackwell,
2007). They note their case study — How NOT to Manage a Project: Conflict
Management Lessons Learned from a DOD Case Study - fills a void in the existing body
of knowledge by three specific dimensions of organizational conflict (i.e., interpersonal-
based, task-based, and process-based conflicts). This work can be useful to extend a
basis to conduct further research in the arcas of risk management and large-scale
transformation processes, especially since top-level managers often face difficultics that
challenge project success due, in some part, to resource pressures placed upon them from
command-level leaders within strategic commands. A case can be made which draws
parallels between a) consistently shifting resource allocations and b) perceived guidance
inconsistencies by staff members. Further, when there are task-based and process-based
inconsistencies — making it difficult to achicve transformation goals — a staff member
may sense certain directions from scnior leaders as inconsistent when compared to
previously provided directives. Moreover, inconsistencies are often based on some level
of conflict. Essentially, the extent to which a worker/employee and organization manage
conflict has a direct impact on project success and effectiveness (Tjosvold, 1998). Next,
in his study, K.W. Thomas found managers dedicate an average of 20% of their time

managing conflict (Thomas, 1992).




Another study (Services Acquisition in the DoD: A4 Comparison of Management
Practices in the Army, Navy, and Air Force) conducted by Rendon, et al. presented the
results of several empirical studies looking at management practices in the areas of a)
acquisition management, b) use of project management approaches, ¢) acquisition
leadership, and d) ownership requirements within various branches of the military
(Rendon, Apte, & Apte, 2012). The study sought to analyze and compare rescarch data
collected through surveys within the Departments of the Army, Air Force, and Navy.
This study suggests that, in certain situations, mismatches between increasing workloads
and decreasing workforce — coupled with the unique challenges faced by Services’
acquisition — have possibly created an environment not conducive to following best
practices as well as a challenging level of internal inconsistencies. For example, from
2001 to 2009, the General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed conditions within
contracting services and issued 16 reports highlighting trends, challenges, and
deficicncies. The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) issued some 142 reports pointing
to deficiencies in Department of Defense (DoD) acquisition and contracting processes.
Using the initial work of Snider and Rendon as an initial basis, Rendon, et al. also studied
significant staff turn-over (i.e., less than three ycars in their job/position), project life-

cycle challenges, as well as risks in general (Rendon, et al., 2012).

2.1.3  RBT: Collaboration with colleagues

Scholars and researchers in the change management community consistently
provide a great deal of investigation into a whole host of subject matters within this ficld

of study. The literature is wide and varied, including primary and secondary research,




case studics, investigations, and new perspectives. Further, a review of older literature
penned by such notables as Dr. Rosebeth Moss Kanter (Harvard professor and former
editor of f{arvard Business Review) as well as MIT’s Dr. Edgar Schein was conducted.
In 1983, Kanter produced pioneering work on change management in the book 7The
Change Masters: Innovations for Productivity in the American Corporation (Kanter,
1983). She called for American corporations to devote attention, resources, and time to
finding ways and means to become more innovative and adaptive to certain and
impending change. Her scholarly pursuits and dedication to this arca of study are still
considered some of the most widely used and trusted in academia, research and industry,
and in the military community. The work of Edgar Schein was also reviewed,
particularly those publications focusing on organizational culture and organizational
change (Schein, 1992). Dr. Schein is respected for his straight-forward and well-
documented original research. He is viewed by many as one of the pioneers in the study
of change management and culture where he advises industry leaders about the

importance of culture in preparation for change initiatives.

Secondly, a review of more contemporary rescarch cfforts was conducted within
both the military and industry context. For example, in Embracing Change: Examination
of a “Capabilities and Benevolence™ Beliefs Model in a Sample of Military Cadets,
Donald J. Campbell hypothesizes high learning-oriented cadets are more likely to have
positive attitudes toward change even when controlling for cadets’ general dispositional
resistance to change (Campbell, 2006). Essentially, in Campbell’s research, dispositional

resistance to change is defined as an opportunity for improvement and enhancement.
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Using historical studies conducted by (Quinn, Kahn, & Mandl, 1994), Dr. Campbell
acknowledges much of the work done in this area focused on macro-level organizational
change or micro-level oriented resistance to change (Tichy, 1983). An important
distinction is made that speaks to the paucity of research around a better understanding of
dispositional characteristics associated with individuals’ attitudes and reaction to change.
He goes on further to say the existing body of knowledge only gives some insight into
this matter from a “coping with change™ perspective. Morcover, much of the research
considers such variables as a) locus of control, b) generalized self-efficacy, and ¢)
tolerance for ambiguity (Campbell, 2006). Thercfore, looking at resistance to change
from a primarily negative viewpoint does not permit a more nuanced study to be
conducted where other dimensions might be considered. This study also considers
tolerance for ambiguity, which may be useful for testing hypothesis H1, (i.c., “guidance

inconsistencies” as part of leadership turbulence) discussed carlier.

In Trust, Collaboration, e-Learning and Organizational Transformation, Mason
and Lefrere found that trust and collaboration tend to be cnablers of transformation,
particularly within information-based and knowledge-based economies (Mason &
Lefrere, 2003). These findings can prove to be important since collaboration and
interoperability are central facilitators of building cffective sustainable knowledge-based
and information-based economies. Trust can be used as an cnabler to facilitate the
establishment of e-learning environments and other processes such as consensus-building
and knowledge-sharing. The search was further enhanced by including journal articles

which address the role of top managers in organizational change processes. One such
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article that speaks to this is Organizational Change and Managerial Sensemaking:
Working through Paradox. Authors Lotte S. Luescher and Marianne W. Lewis make the
point that managers are responsible for operationalizing change initiatives by interpreting
and facilitating exccutive mandates (Luescher & Lewis, 2008). They are “lynchpins™ of
organizational change serving as intermediaries between executive level staff and front-
line workers. Luescher and Lewis incorporated findings from previous related studies

(Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Huy, 2002).

In Transforming Government Through Collaborative [nnovation, the author
addressed the trend toward establishing network-based models in place of the hierarchal
models, typically found in governmental systems like the military (Nambisan, 2008). He
addressed the role of collaborative innovation which harnesses vast resources of public,
private, and non-profit scctors in order to improve the quality of innovation outcomes and
solutions in general. It further discusses some of the contemporary goals of the
government such as increasing the number of innovative-minded workers such that the

government becomes an innovation seeker, catalyst, and champion.

Finally, the search revealed several other peer-reviewed articles such as Enterprise
Transformation Research Approach and Strategy which was published in the Information
Knowledge Systems Management journal. Professors Leon McGinnis and William
Kessler discuss the four stages of an effective transformation process (McGinnis &
Kessler, 2012). They posit that the stages include: 1) understanding the scope; 2)

identifying the knowledge gaps toward risk; 3) filling those gaps with appropriate




research; and 4) deploying the knowledge. This work will prove to be extremely useful
for the research project under consideration especially because there are (apparently)

significant knowledge and research gaps within the strategic command-level domain.

2.1.4 RBT: Adoption of different business processes

A literature search to identify supporting research studies related to Resistance to
Business Transformation (RBT) is outlined below. More specifically, the review focused
on those aspects that deal with extent to which workers adopt different business
processes. Several articles were located primarily investigating business transformation
as a field of study in general. As it relates to this study, there are some aspects within the
existing body of knowledge that may be helpful in framing the research proposal.
Apparently, however, none speak directly to resistance to change and adoption of new

business process at the strategic command level.

In the article Journey To the North Face: A Guide To Business Transformation, the
authors start out by making the point that transformations are difficult to implement and
“prone to failure” (Hoyte & Greenwood, 2007). They suggest that transforming
businesses require at least three specific phases: 1) cultural transformation; 2)
implementing a lean tool; and 3) extending the lean principles into the value stream
outside the business. Unlike other research endcavors looking at transformation, this
work also points out that those individuals most likely to lose from the major change will
play a role in obstructing the process in some manner. Hoyte and Greenwood reference

Niccoldo Machiavelli, Italian historian and philosopher, who wrote in his book The
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Prince: “Anyone who would invent a new system must expect the undying opposition of
those who profit from the present method, and only lukewarm support from those who
would benefit from the new” (Machiavelli, 1514). The article for the most part discusses
why and how particularly Lean Six Sigma models can be used to improve positive
outcomes during transformation initiatives. The researcher views this article as important

given its focus on employees’ resistance to change.

Further investigation revealed several additional articles that speak to
transformation in general. For example, in Mosaic Transformation in Organizations, the
researcher P. Hoverstadt, examines the importance of change in attitudes, group
cohesion, and management as key tenants of successful transformation initiatives
(Hoverstadt, 2004). He studied large-scale organizational change within the context of
complexity to try to gain a better understanding of why such initiatives have such high
failure rates. Hoverstadt relied upon previous research conducted by other scholars
(Beer, 1994; Checkland, 1981) on systems theory, complexity, and varicty. This study
refutes the often consistent claim that failure can be attributed to leadership. Instead, the
author asserts while leadership may play a role in failures, there are other factors such as
the nature and structure of the change program itself. An additional point made to
support this study is that both managers and consultants often reported: What is needed
is a change in culture. Thus, this change forms a basis for developing a rationale for a
new approach to change management where individual attitudes are viewed as disruptors

or facilitators to create or prevent change. Again, there appears to be a lack of
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fundamental research which investigates factors such as “adoption of new processes” and

workers’ perceptions of frequent turnover, etc.

Finally, in the work Building Competitive Advantage Through People, authors
Barlett and Ghoshal consider the evolutionary process of theory building as it relates to
change management (Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2002). They studied change processes of more
than 20 companies observing structures, impediments, and processes. They hypothesize
that contemporary change management managers must modify their understanding of the
processes to match current realities in an ever-changing social and economic
environment. Also, they aptly point out very few executive leaders have been able to
transform themselves, let alone the organizations they lead. Executives have been unable
to make the leap from being such analytically driven strategists to more people-oriented
coaches and framers. One of the central problems of preparing new managers as stated
by the authors: “Hence, today’s managers are trying to implement third-generation
strategies through second-generation organizations with first-generation management”
(Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2002). Again, this article can be useful to explain the rcsearch
context, but much still remains unanswered in the way of focusing on the specific factors

under consideration for the research topic.

2.1.5 RBT: Evaluation of required changes

In an effort to get a global perspective and to see how scholars in an international
setting view transformation and change, the search was further expanded. A literature

review to uncover existing research that addresses the military culture’s lack of agility
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was conducted. Two articles from the Journal of Change Management were selected for
this assignment. The first research paper investigated the extent to which theories
developed in stable environments are useful for analyzing change in turbulent
environments. The Triangular Model for Dealing with Organizational Change is one
such article. Using 243 Estonian companies, the author’s ultimate purpose was to
cstablish a model for analyzing change during a transition economy (Alas, 2007). While
considerable research has been conducted in other countries (Alas & Vadi, 2006; K. L.
Newman & Nollen, 1998; White & Linden, 2001), not much has been done with respect
to transformation within a military context. As they discuss support processes during
change, the authors point out — as changes take place — this process gives rise to
redistribution of power and influence regarding decision-making. Often these sorts of
dynamics can lead groups and individuals to disrupt or oppose outright the change
process if they perceive a reduction in their decision-making power (Katz & Kahn, 1966).
They suggest there are four central components to change: 1) organizational learning; 2)
readiness for change; 3) employee attitudes; and 4) organizational culture. It is a well-
researched chapter with a variety of supporting documentation. Yet, it still does not
speak to how the model may be used to study military culture or within a military

context.

In the paper Managing Purposeful Organizational Misfit, Voelpel, et al. briefly
touch upon disruption. They encourage organizations to consistently innovate and create
newer business models even if these new innovations cannibalize or disrupt existing

business models (Voelpel, Leibold, & Tekie, 2006). The authors suggest this is
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necessary in order to maintain a competitive edge in turbulent and competitive
environments. They further go on to say that fitting to existing business models may be
necessary, but is not likely to lead survival and sustainability for the long-term. In
essence, Voelpel, et al. frame disruption in terms of innovation that causes
unpredictability and volatility. The article references the well-respected work of such
scholars as Harvard Business School professor and innovation expert Clay Christensen.
In his book The Innovator’s Dilemma, Dr. Christensen espouses the notion that
innovation can be broadly categorized in two domains — continuous/sustaining or

discontinuous/disruptive (Christensen, 1997).

2.1.6  LAMC: Disincentives for increased organizational process efficiencies

A literature search was conducted to help identify journal articles focusing on either
challenges or conflicts in respect to organizational change. Topic-related rescarch was
found in the publication How NOT to Manage a Project: Conflict Management Lessons
Learned from a DOD Case Study (which was also reviewed in support of hypothesis
H1.). With respect to the research Lack of Agility in Military Culture (LAMC), this
article was also useful in support of hypothesis H3, (i.e., “disincentives for increased
organizational process efficiencies”). For example, this publication indicates managers
who demonstrate effectiveness are often “punished” by having their funds re-allocated to
under-performing parts of the business/organization (Sutterficld, et al., 2007). This

article was found to be useful and relevant to this particular hypothesis.
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Another way of looking at this issue is through the lenses of workforce agility and
the use of information systems. The British scholars and authors Breu, et al. reference
other published work by (Eisenhardt & Sull, 2001; Hannan & Freeman, 1984). More
specifically, in the publication Workforce Agilitv: The New Employee Strategy for the
Knowledge Economy, Breu, et al. indicate that organizations often face consistent
challenges in ever-increasing complex and dynamic environments which are fraught with
uncertainty and change (Breu, Hemingway, Strathern, & Bridger, 2002). Further, they
make the case that what is not clearly understood is how environmental pressures for
increased agility impact managers and non-production workers. In this case, workers are
referred to as knowledge-workers (Drucker, 1959). Although this area of research may

require additional investigation, this particular issue lies outside the scope of the study.

In the research article entitled Organizational Effectiveness: Changing Concepts for
Changing Environments, author Joseph McCann explores the evolution of systems
theory, complexity, and pace of change in organizations by tracing the concepts across a
wide range of management fields (McCann, 2004). He goes on to further distill the
research topic by focusing on organizational agility and resiliency, particularly as it
relates to human resource management. It is a well-researched study using almost over
50 years of previous work including Michael Porter’s noted publication Competitive
Strategy: Techniques for Analyzing Industries and Competitors (Porter, 1980). He also
references Emery & Trist’s work The Causal Texture of Organizational Environments
which was published in the Human Relations journal (Emery & Trist, 1965). As part of

more contemporary research, McCann points to the work of scholars and experts such as
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Rosabeth Moss Kantor and others (Kanter, 1983). Another interesting point is the use of
new and emerging nomenclature to help describe new and innovative skills needed to
effectively manage transformation/change in a sustainable manner. For instance, in what
is now called “adaptive capacity,” the need for executive leaders to have a keen
understanding of agility, resilience, and change is absolutely essential in modern complex
organizations. Thus, managers will need to have awareness and appreciation of human

behavior, potential enablers, facilitators, and disruptors.

In Lu and Ramamurthy’s work Understanding the Link Between Information
Technology Capability and Organizational Agility: An Empirical Examination, the
authors report on their findings and conceptualize that agility may be embedded across
three dimensions: 1) IT infrastructure capability; 2) IT business spanning capability; and
3) IT proactive stance (Lu & Ramamurthy, 2011). The study also looked at whether or
not information technology (IT) could enhance — or even impede — organizational agility.
As an initial empirical study, their research found that IT capability dimensions together
enhance agility. Further, they recommend organizations integrate into their planning
increased competency levels and skills building in order to realize a more robust, stable,

and efficient basis for agility.

2.1.7 LAMC: Dissent tolerance

Author John D. Stanley offers an historical retrospective on dissent in organizations
within varying contexts (e.g., cultural, religious, and governmental) in Dissent in

Organizations (Stanley, 1981). He purports dissent is most often not tolerated or
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encouraged.  Further, Stanley indicates that lack of dissent can give rise to
miscalculations as well as significant tactical and strategic errors at the managerial level.
Morcover, Stanley points out how, in not allowing dissent, leaders in early 1900s Europe
suffered. In a specific instance, such as Czarist Russia, the German General Staff
suffered from — in other terms — “lack of alternatives.” He goes on to look at cross-
cultural examples of various means by which some cultures actually attempt to allow for
dissent. For example, the Roman Catholic Church, Japanese business firms, and the
British Government all claim to have such pathways available. According to Stanley, in
the case of the Catholic Church, they employed advocatus diaboli (i.e., devil’s advocate)
which is a strenuous decision-making process which helps to avoid church leaders
making unwise or ill-advised decisions and to help improve the validity of executive
decision-making (Herbert & Estes, 1977). Alternatively, Japanese employ a system
called ringisei — or “system of reverential inquiry about a supervisor’s intentions”™ —
which allows for decisions to be initiated from within the bottom rungs of leadership.
And, lastly, the British official sparring began in 1784 with Charles James Fox vs.
William Pitt. They referred to this as loyal opposition which is to some degree still
employed in the British House of Commons. The author includes a reference to a
literature review which brings to bear notable scholars from past eras, such as Kurt Lewin
who is known for his work on Group Decisions and Social Change (Lewin, 1947). Also,
he references discoveries of social pressures and judgmental errors in weighing input
(Etzioni, 1967). Finally, findings by Stanley indicate rigidity in planning and decision-

making in low-dissent cnvironments (i.c., where dissent is discouraged) has led to
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failures — often of the highest level. This article is likely to be utilized as a source for the

research.

Breaking the Chain of Command is a well-rescarched paper that attempts to make
sense of how and why employees circumvent directors and/or dissent (Kassing, 2009).
Here, Jeffrey W. Kassing studied dissent through the frame of superior-subordinate
relationships and brings in the earlier works of other researchers such as (Graham, 1986;
Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin, 2003). These works reveal that as employees have the
need to create awareness of concerns about policies and practices, they often like to use
dissent as a means to bring attention. Milliken, ct al. found an employee’s relational
standing with their superior informs their willingness to express dissent. Thus, when the
relationship was more positive and supportive, employees and employers may be more

willing to express/allow dissent, respectively.

Another important contribution to thc body of knowledge is made by Rotmann, et
al. in their work: Learning under Fire: Progress and Dissent in the U.S. Military. Their
investigation of progress and dissent in the United States Military revealed several telling
points (Rotmann, Tohn, & Wharton, 2009). For instance, while the military has provided
constructs and communication infrastructures to facilitate learning and communication
within the military environment, experience showed the military still only qualified in
small part as a true learning organization. Also, the authors review early failures in the
Afghan war (e.g., Tora Bora) to help illuminate low dissent tolerance in the U.S. military

forces. For example, despite early reports and feedback from ground troops — and those
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lower in the chain of command — former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and other
command-level officers made decisions without the benefit of those reports causing early
signs of significant weaknesses in their decision-making. According to Rotmann, et al.,
the need to mcorporate the knowledge and dissent of ground troops proved very useful in
developing a better plan at the operational level later on. This resulted in the eventual
establishment of the ‘Counterinsurgency Academy’ for learning amongst junior officers
in Iraq. Moreover, open discussion and dissent amongst junior officers is now being

looked upon as mechanism for force change at the tactical level (Rotmann, et al., 2009).

2.2 Gap Analysis Table

Table 1 summarizes the selected references used in the literature review (peer-
reviewed academic journals as well as published books by subject matter experts). It lists
the author(s) and associated publication year in the first column. The literature review
entailed an analysis of both primary and secondary publications (indicated with a “P” or
“S”, respectively). Cells containing a square symbol [M] indicate that the sclected
papers/publications provide some insights to the related topics across any of the three
research categories (LT, RBT, and LAMC). Alternatively, cells marked with a circle [O]
suggest the sources (i.e., selected papers/books) failed to fully address the research topic
and, thereby, justify the research need for going forward in order to contribute towards

closing this specific knowledge gap.
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Table 1. Gap Analysis Table
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2.3 Literature and Gap Summary

Per Table 1, existing literature in support of the three main categories (i.e., LT,

RBT, and LAMC) were identified. Table 2 further expands the literature review through

summarizing a) research findings and b) gap of the primary literature sources.

Table 2. Literature Summary and Gap Summary (primary sources only)

Authors
(Year)

Literature Summary

Gap Summary

Alarcon, Lyons, &
Tartaglia (2010)

Alas (2007)

The authors suggest leadership
can be viewed a source, either
supporting or hindering one’s
engagement in the work
environment. They also indicate
transformational leaders are
most suited to being better
facilitators of change initiatives.

This work investigated the
extent to which theories
developed in stable
environments are useful for
analyzing change in turbulent
environments.

There is a paucity of rescarch
which examined the relationship
between leadership engagement
and frequency of turnover
within a military setting. Future
rescarch should focus on studies
to explore their longitudinal
effects and associated
organizational variablcs within
The author’s initial framework
primarily studies countries (vs.
organizations) that are in
“transition.” Alas indicates
additional work is needed to
evaluate relationships between
variables such as age, size, or
industry. Similar control factors
(e.g., rank and experience)
within the military domain may
provide a fresh perspective as to
how staff members evaluate
required changes in support of
business transformation




Table 2. Continued.

The authors considered the
evolutionary process of theory
building as it relates to change
management. Further, they
hypothesized contemporary
change management managers
must modify their understanding
of the processes to match
current realities in an ever-
changing social and economic
environment.

While this publication can be
useful to explain the rescarch
context, some questions still
remain unanswered in respect to
adopting different business
processes (as part of one of the
main categories — resistance to
business transformation).

Hemingway,

Strathern, &

Research by Breu, et al. focused
on organizations that deal with
consistent challenges in ever-
increasing complex and
dynamic environments fraught

The authors suggest that future
research may need to include a
costs and benefits analysis
based on an organization’s
workforce agility.

Campbell (2006)

This work includes a hypothesis
suggesting high learmning-
oriented cadets are more likely
to have positive attitudes toward
change even when controlling
for cadets’ general dispositional
resistance to change.

This work may need to be
expanded by investigating
dispositional factors associated
with proactive change
orientation (PCO). As part of
this research, it is envisioned to
provide new insights on the
relationship between the
independent variable
collaboration with colleagues
and the dependent variable
disruption of business

................................................................................................................

Hoverstadt examined the
importance of change in
attitudes, group cohesion, and
management as key tenants to
successful transformation
initiatives. The study focused
on large-scale organizational
change within the context of
complexity to try to gain a better
understanding of why such
initiatives have such high failurc

There is a lack of fundamental
research that investigates factors
such as evaluation of required
changes and workers’
perceptions of firequent
turnover.
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The authors start by pointing out

that transformations are difficult

to implement and “prone to

failure.” Research suggests that

transforming businesses requires

at least three specific phases:

1) Cultural transformation

2) Implementing a lean tool

3) Extending the lean
principles into the value
stream outside the business

The authors highlight that -
during the initial phases of any
business transformation journcy
— people skills may be more
critical than technical skills.
This rescarch on business
transformation disruptors
expands on Hoyte &
Greenwood’s narrative to focus
on group dynamics and/or
cohesion, human motivation as
well as socio-cultural realities.

Kassing (2009)

Lu & Ramamurthy
(2011)

Kassing studied dissent through
the frame of superior-
subordinate relationships and
connected it to previous works
from Graham (1986), and
Milliken, Morrison, & Hewlin
(2003).

The authors report on their

findings and conceptualize that

agility may be embedded across

three dimensions:

1) IT infrastructure capability

2) IT business spanning
capability

This study added to the work
conducted by Milliken,
Morrison, & Hewlin. It must be
noted though that a staggering
85% of the employees he
studied remained silent during
the research. An additional
investigation as to why such a
significant percentage of
respondents did not provide
feedback should be examined.
Potentially, there s a
relationship as to how dissent
(or sharing of constructive
feedback upwards in the chain
of command) is being viewed in
As pointed out by the authors,
future research should further
assess antecedents to
capabilities in order to better
understand capability
development and/or
organizational learning.
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This work suggests that
managers are responsible for
operationalizing change
initiatives by interpreting and
facilitating executive mandates.
The authors went on to indicate
that such are “lynchpins” of
organizational change serving as
intermediaries between
executive level staff and front-
line workers.

In their research on
organizational change and
sense-making, the authors
contributed to the body of
knowledge through bringing
more clarity on the subject of
organizational paradoxes.
However, they acknowledged
that their findings were only
moderate and require further
extension.

This research illuminates that
organizational change/
transformation efforts have
significantly high failure rates
(i.e., approximately 70% to
80%). The authors point out
that change initiatives often miss
their intended strategic goals.

While their work expands the
existing literature regarding the
nexus between leadership and
transformation management, it
fails to speak to myriad other
possible contributors or related
factors. These may include
areas that require giving specific
attention to leadership turnover

The authors outline that trust
and collaboration tend to be
enablers of transformation,
particularly within information-
based and knowledge-based
economies.

McCann explores the evolution
of systems theory, complexity,
and pace of change in
organizations by tracing the
concepts across a wide range of
management fields.

Mason and Lefrere’s work
sheds more light on consensus-
building, consultation, and
collaboration (all as part of
organizational transformation).
However, they also suggest that
much more research in this field
is needed, including the quest
for more precisec work of

As part of future research,
McCann poses the question
“How do you create an
organization that is both agile
and resilient?” Further
investigation(s) examining how
both organizational culturc and
agility contribute to the success
of business transformation
initiatives may enhance the
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McGinnis & Kessler

Nambisan (2008)

(2012)

McGinnis and Kessler discuss

the four stages of an effective

transformation process. They

are as follows:

1) Understanding the scope

2) Identifying the knowledge
gaps toward risk

3) Filling those gaps with
appropriate research

This research addressed the
trend toward establishing
network-based models vs.
hierarchal models (typically
found in governmental systems
like the military). The author
went on by highlighting that
collaborative innovation plays a
significant role in harnessing
vast resources of public, private,
and non-profit sectors in order
to improve the quality of
innovation outcomes and
solutions in general.

The authors’ contributions
prove to be extremely useful for
the research project under
consideration especially becausc
it is believed that there are
significant knowledge and
research gaps within this study’s
scope, particularly at the
strategic command level.

It is recommended to add to this
work by conducting research on
collaboration capabilities, such
as: a) cultivating a culture of
openness; b) creating the right
organizational structure; c)
developing appropriate
leadership and relationship
skills; and d) adopting a
portfolio of success metrics.
While this research may not be
able to fully address all of these
recommended success factors, it
is envisioned that new insights
(i.e., within research categories
LT, RBT, and LAMC) will
emerge and fill a void in the

The authors presented the results

of several empirical studies

looking at management

practices in the areas such as:

1) Acquisition management

2) Use of project management
approaches

3) Acquisition leadership

4) Ownership requirements
within various branches of
the military

Although this publication
focuses primarily on DoD
practices in the services
acquisition community,
management challenges such as
mismatch between increasing
workload and the continuously
decreasing size of the workforce
requires organizations to
implement more effective
business transformation
strategies and/or processes. The
authors, however, did not test
any relationships between
project management leadership
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Table 2. Continued.

The authors conducted an Rotmann, et al. indicate that an
g investigation of progress and “active and empowered junior
E dissent in the U.S. Military. cadre” and a “dissident senior
= They suggest that the military cadre” are considered required
& has provided constructs and ingredients in order to
Eﬁ % communication infrastructures  overcome institutional inertia.
ca to facilitate learning and However, there is no specific
o communication within the evidence/data to support their
5 military environment. At the claim. More research is needed
g same time, their work suggests  to validate their premise.
& the military still does not qualify

- Ruvolo and Bullis point out While their article investigates
S leaders must make the case that  leadership, it does not consider
8 culture change is necessary. whether the firequency of

@ Additionally, the authors also turnover (1.e., the change-out of
E highlight the importance of a Commander or Commanding
~ ensuring that considerable General on the strategic

o) ) ) :

S attention must be given to command level) may contribute
'§ leadership development in terms  to disruption of business

= of preparation for large-scale (military) transformation goals.

Shere’s research revealed that in ~ The author highlights the '

order to effectively manage necessity to listen to people and
cultural change during understand their concerns.
transformation efforts, top Furthermore, Shere stresses the
leadership must show importance of talking to
commitment to the change everyone in the organization
initiative and supporting when managing cultural

o improvement efforts, changes. Given that dissent is

§ particularly through methods often not valued in a military

b such as Lean Six Sigma. environment, the research on

E bz-lsmess Irc.msf()rmatl()n

n disruptors intends to further

evaluate feedback from the
staff-member workforce. In the
end, it may enable increased
understanding of how to
implement and/or sustain
business transformation




Table 2. Continued.

Offers a historical retrospective
on dissent in organizations
within varying contexts (e.g.,
cultural religious and
governmental). Stanley purports
that dissent is most often not
tolerated or encouraged.

Stanley highlights that
“decision-makers may not
perceive their own bias.” The
current research attempts to
validate that dissent tolerance
may have a negative
relationship with respect to
disruption of business
transformation goals and,
thereby, might contribute to the

Voelpel, Leibold, & Tekie

(2006)

Sutterfield, et al. studied conflict
management based on a project-
conflict framework. They noted
that their case study filled a void
in the existing body of
knowledge by three specific
dimensions of organizational
conflict:

1) Interpersonal-based conflicts
2) Task-based conflicts

As part of maintaining a
competitive edge in turbulent
and competitive environments,
the authors encourage
organizations to consistently
innovate and create newer
business models even if these
new innovations cannibalize or
disrupt existing business
models.

This work can be useful to
extend a basis upon which to
conduct further research in the
areas of risk management and
large-scale transformation
processes.

Voelpel, et al. suggest that
further research is needed to
investigate cultural premises of
business organizations. This
research on business
transformation disruptors
expands on the authors’
framework which focuses on
innovation, value creation, and
strategic fitness (all under the
concept of change management
and risk management).




2.4 Conceptual Framework and Research Hypotheses

Initial feedback from members of the target population (first phase of the qualitative

research convenience sample) generated three main categories (i.e., LT, RBT, and

LAMC) and their related aspects.

Based on the available literature for this specific domain (i.c., business

transformation within strategic military commands), it is recommended that the existing

body of knowledge requires an extension so as to further consider multi-dimensional

approaches to better understand the change phenomena and factors that either a) have not

received enough consideration or b) have not been considered at all.

dependent variables.

Leadership Turbulence

Figure 1 illustrates the conceptual framework between both independent and

- )

| Frequent turnover/change of a Commander or Commanding General } Hy, [l >
I CGuidance inconsistencies }; f H, >
Disruption
Resistance to Business Transformation of business
I Collaboration with colleagues ]l H,, ! > tranSformatlon
I Adoption of different business processes l— Hy, processes
I Evaluation of required changes —]>——— (Wlthln the context
of a strategic
Lack of Agility in Military Culture military command)
( Disincentives tor increased organizational process cefficiencies ‘——“ **-—h—'
[ Dissent tolerance } ] Hy, \t K J

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
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These three categories and their associated aspects were used as antecedents to the

hypotheses (Table 3).

Table 3. Research Hypotheses

Hypotheses for Categories/Aspects

H1,

H3,

Frequent turnover/change of a Commander or Commanding General will
be positively related to disrupting business transformation processes.
Perceived inconsistencies of leadership guidance will be positively
Collaboration with colleagues will be negatively related to disrupting
business transformation processes.

Reluctance to adopting different business processes will be positively
related to disrupting business transformation processes.

Perceived negative assessment of process improvement initiatives will be
Perceived disincentives for achieving increased organizational process
efficiencies will be positively related to disrupting business
transformation processes.

Dissent tolerance will be negatively related to disrupting business
transformation processes.

2.5 Advancing the Body of Knowledge

Sub-Sections 2.5.1 through 2.5.7 address how the research shall advance the chosen

field’s knowledge-base. Specifically, they include a discussion as to how each of the

seven hypotheses-related aspects may advance the overall body of knowledge of change

management and risk management.

251

H1,: Frequent turnover/change of a Commander or Commanding General

Frequent turnover amongst exccutive/command-level staff is a constant dilemma

cmbedded in military culture within the U.S. military branches. On average, chief
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executive leaders (i.e., Commanders and/or Commanding Generals) are switched out
approximately every 21 to 34 months. By studying this particular aspect, it will help to
illuminate how military and civilian staff members experience this turbulence and to what
degree it may play a role in transformation disruption (Eide & Allen, 2012). Secondly,
by conducting a deeper investigation of this premise, engineering managers will begin to
appreciate the importance of embracing multi-dimensional approaches that include
consideration of human motivation and social interaction impact on project planning,
processes, risk management, and knowledge management. It can specifically be useful
for those who are responsible for planning large-scale transformation initiatives across
multiple scctors within the military as ways to help predict, analyze, and assess risk of
failure. For instance, if turnover is high and changes in directions are likely, how likely is
long-term success when repeated deviations — no matter how slight — help to steer
attention and focus away from primary goals and objectives? This is a vitally important
question to risk managers, planners, project engineers, government-funding entities, the
General Accounting Office (GAO), and other stakcholders such as the recently

established Deputy Chief Management Office (DCMO).

2.5.2 HI,: Guidance inconsistencies

Guidance inconsistencies tend to be a significant factor pertaining to distraction or
disruption of transformation goals. They are likely to be considered major concerns by
those who arc expected to follow orders/instructions from command-level staff. This is

particularly important since humans are confronted with myriad compliance motivators

* Appendix E provides historical data supporting this claim.
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and/or disincentives (Frick, 2010). Learning more about how employees perceive,
experience, and feel about guidance inconsistencies can prove very useful in knowledge

management and risk assessment as well as change management overall.

Even with the newest models and research in change management, what is not
known about guidance inconsistencies might be a deficiency in the existing body of
knowledge because little is known about how this relates to transformation failures. It is
envisioned the research results may offer ways and means to suggest improved
techniques to establish military change architectures, timelines, and overall processes to
include attention to what research indicates regarding key disruptors and how to help

mediate and/or mitigate risk.  Therefore, the study may prove to be useful to

Commanders and Commanding Generals.

2.5.3 H2, Collaboration with colleagues

Collaboration with colleagues can help expand the body of knowledge by gaining a
very specific understanding of the strategic command environment which is responsible
for directing business transformation efforts as instructed by the Deputy Chicf
Management Officer (under the direction of the Department of Defense) (Starks, 2008).
The knowledge gained from this study can be shared across the military branches to help
streamline their implementation of collaboration strategies. Furthermore, it may facilitate
the establishment of common ways and approaches to prevent or mitigate disruption as a

matter of change and risk management. Here, change architecture may include risk
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management factors such as leadership turbulence and collaboration with colleagues as

either a gauge, or for the development of a predictive failure scale.

2.5.4 H2y: Adoption of different business processes

Reluctance to adopting different business processes is not currently studied in
sufficient depth to help create greater situational awareness from the workers’
perspectives (i.c., within the context of the research environment such as a military
strategic command). More specifically, the void which requires filling is one of
understanding whether staff members — both military and civilian - reject the concept of
transformation in general or just certain aspects such as reluctance to specific business
processes that may negatively impact their on-job status, influence, power, or position.
This is a fine distinction that requires more understanding of those arcas in change
architecture which may require adjustments toward improved short, mid-term, and long-
range outcomes over time. For example, this means the individuals, experts, and scholars
who are involved in providing timely research on change management need to include
this understanding in their discussions. Absent this understanding, proponents of change
management (industry) and transformation (military) increase the likelihood of
consistently high failure rates and diagnosing problems lcading to ineffective application
of vital and limited resources (Kotter, 1995). Also, the research may lead academia to
think about institutionalizing human motivation and social interaction mnto engineering
management course work as engineers tend to operate in a small box, often missing
opportunities to help avoid project misfires due to lack of fundamental understanding in

these domains. Furthermore, projects in the future requiring substantial capital outlay -




40

paid by American tax payers via the federal government — will continue to place more
pressure on planners, designers, as well as implementers for, e.g., more rigorous cost-
benefit analysis and/or leaner project timelines. Thereby, the research should be
extended through gaining more understanding in change management and engineering
project management. This could possibly be incorporated into Lean Six Sigma (LSS)

schematics, which are often considered for government project initiatives.

2.5.5 H2. Evaluation of required changes

Evaluation of required changes or different business processes hypothesizes there
will be a positive association between business disruption and perceived negative
assessment of process improvement initiatives. Anything learned from how military and
civilian staff members evaluate the usefulness of process improvements — within the
context of business transformation — may lend itself to a need for more research around
transformation disruption in general (Kotter, 1995). It may help to identify subtle
nuances regarding the likelihood of acceptance, engagement, or denial of the need for
transformation from a worker’s perspective. Also, it may facilitate a discussion amongst
military leaders and others about whether these nuances present themselves in the same
manner or differently from one branch to the next, or system to system (C. S. Miller,
2009). For instance, finding common elements amongst and between branches will go a
long way toward improved understanding between human factors and transformation
processes. Further, when looking at the nature of complex systems, it is important to take
into account myriad dynamic forces. For instance, the introduction of new technological

capabilities such as modeling & simulation (applied to a command dashboard, for
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example) may bring about anxiety and fear amongst workers (Goldberg, 1998). Gaining
valuable insight from the workers’ perspectives may add another level of understanding

as it relates to potential negative evaluations of proposed process changes.

2.5.6  H3,: Disincentives for increased organizational process efficiencies

The premise of this hypothesis is to investigate whether there is a positive
relationship between disincentives for increased organizational efficiencies and the
likelihood that workers will tend to disrupt business transformation goals. Again, there is
a paucity of research from the engineering community especially as it relates to workers
(i.e., military and civilian staff members) being discouraged to become more efficient
during a transformation process (T. H. Miller, 2010). Initial queries suggest a certain
level of frustration amongst the target population. Staff members expressed reluctance to
devote much human intellectual capital or effort toward becoming too efficient, as it
often results in budget cuts, program shrinkage, and/or nullification of the need for their
talents, skills, or contributions over the long-term (Kotter, 1995). In terms of the
contemporary military culture, it still remains a largely rigid, over-sized complex system,
unable to respond effectively or adapt to rapidly changing environmental demands. Thus,
new and effective transformation management strategies and tools as well as tactics,
techniques, and procedures (TTP) will have to be developed to meet demands from the
DoD, American public, and global geo-political stakcholders. By studying the rigidity
and complexity of military systems, perhaps the research community can get a closer
look at the inherent structural challenges within military systems to see if they may be

contributing to protracted transformation failures, especially amongst command-level
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military environments. Much research on this subject has been conducted within industry
but there 1s still much more to learn about organizational culture and its lack of agility (or
ability) to respond to new emerging needs within the socio-behavior realm (Moss Kanter,
Stein, & Jick, 1992). If engineers, risk managers, and change managers are going to be
placed in a better position to achieve success, they will have to be equipped with how
others down the chain of command sense, process, and understand their directives. This
work will also play a significant role in respect to better understanding interoperability
amongst and between military systems themselves and with those entities with whom

they interact such as large domestic agencies and/or international bureaus.

Further, as the military attempts to strengthen or reconcile greater collaboration
within legacy systems, the following questions will have to be considered: Which
cultural languages does each branch/system speak? What are their common features or
compatibilities? What will the translation mechanisms look like? Also, questions such
as: What components parts of the translation architecture will need to be discovered,
modified, or put in place to facilitate large scale transformation and inter-operability
initiatives? may need to be addressed. These questions can only be answered when a
multi-dimensional approach to understanding is instituted so multiple disciplines arc
under consideration, not just project management or engineering. A solution-focused

approach and a healthy curiosity about innovation will be necessary.




2.5.7 H3p: Dissent tolerance

Low levels of tolerance for dissent — another cultural marker for the military — often
helps to create an environment in which new ways of thinking or innovation are not
valued. Even when directives come from the highest level of both U.S. government and
military, internal cultural constructs make it often close to impossible to achieve the goals
and objectives of transformation (Hanks, Axelband, Lindsay, Malik, & Stecle, 2005).
One such challenge is the extent to which dissent is discouraged and not valued amongst
both rank and file as well as “top brass.” Therefore, it may be difficult to get a handle on
what some of the essential underlying problems are when they are not ablc to be
highlighted or brought forward. In such cases, researchers should seize the opportunity
to push for additional understanding about ways in which intolerance for dissent can be
an impediment to achieving goals and, therefore, call for more stringent research to
understand it from the target populations’ perspective, not just from the command-level
view. From the researcher’s standpoint, it is vitally important to consider staff members’
inputs and/or feedback to increase chances of accurate predictions and effective risk

management within the context of change management.
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CHAPTER3
METHODOLOGY

3.1 Overview

In an effort to gain useful and meaningful insight into three specific domains of
change management (which will later be described in terms of business transformation),
initial information was gathered by first conducting a series of qualitative focus and
discussion groups as well as key informant interviews. These efforts sought to
accomplish the following objectives: 1) justification for primary rescarch would become
apparent; 2) the target population would be able to share their beliefs, experiences, and
challenges with respect to daily work activities; 3) enough meaningful observations
would be collected to justify moving forward along the research pathway; and 4)
feedback from the qualitative portion would help frame and establish questions for later

survey instrument development (i.e., quantitative portion) in the data-gathering process.

Recognizing the sheer breadth and depth of the engincering management ficld of
study, the aim of this research is to further distill and narrow the scope so as to study the
phenomena through the lenses of change management. Further, it is important to point
out the study was framed from a workers/followers’ perspective. That is, the research is
focused on entrenched staff members (both military and civilian) who are charged with
strategic planning, forecasting, and program implementation (Kotter, 1995). Focusing on
this target population and investigating how they experienced various aspects of business
transformation shaped this research framework. Figure 2 illustrates the context of the

research domain.
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Figure 2. Context of Research Domain

To help formulate the basis upon which the research topic was developed, it was
decided to facilitate several focus and discussion groups in order to collect information
from both mid-level and senior military officers (O4 to O6) and senior civil servants (GS-
13 to GS-15). After the initial data assessment, the research domain was further
constrained to the following three categories: 1) Leadership Turbulence; 2) Resistance to

Business Transformation; and 3) Lack of Agility in Military Culture.

The three categories (abbreviated as LT, RBT, and LAMC) include a total of scven
associated aspects. These aspects were considered independent variables. Alternatively,
the dependent variable was determined as Disruption. Additionally, in support of the
dependent variable, the classification variable Business Transformation Processes was

defined. All operational definitions are outlined in Section 3.8.
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3.2 Discussion of Philosophical Basis for the Research Methodology

In general, research is underpinned by the researcher’s worldview (paradigm). This
undergirds and helps to guide and substantiate both the methodology and purpose of a
study. Further, the paradigm supports the philosophical assumptions. This research is
attempting to understand the phenomenological nature of transformation failures and
disruption within military strategic command systems and, thus, gaining insights into
subjective patterns of meaning. Therefore, a constructivist-pragmatic approach was used

as the fundamental basis and underpinning (scec Table 4).

Table 4. Philosophical Worldviews (Constructivism and Pragmatism)

Philosophical Description
Worldview
Constructivism e Holds the assumption that individuals seck

understanding of the world they live and work
o The researcher intent is to make sense of/interpret the

meanings others have about the world (Creswell, 2009,
Pazos, 2010)

Pragmatism o [t arises out of actions, situations and consequences
rather than antecedent conditions
e [tis not committed to any one system or philosophy —
research can be drawn from both qualitative as well
quantitative assumptions (Creswell, 2009; Pazos, 2010)

Next, for the purposes of this study, a mixed methodology was sclected. Here,
Phase 1 of the research process was qualitative and Phase Il of the research was
conducted using quantitative approaches. The qualitative portion of the study has its
roots in cultural anthropology where some of the early researchers used it to understand
context, interactions, and behaviors (Maykut, Morehouse, & Manning, 1996). To help

avoid the entrenchment of a researcher in ecxclusively one type, broadening
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methodological repertoire may help to mitigate/protect against trained incapacities
(Reiss, 1968). Moreover, qualitative research in the recent past was typically used in the
social sciences such as psychology, sociology, and to some degree education. However.
over the last three decades, it has been utilized to help set the stage for more in-depth
quantitative research in order to gain an initial understanding of some of the
characteristics and features about a target population within their specific context
(Creswell, 2009). In the case of this particular study, the context was very specific — a
military strategic command. More specifically, the research question under consideration
addressed how military and DoD civilian personnel experienced transformation processes
and the relationship between those processes and potential disruption factors.
Quantitative research has been long-held as an extremely important way to conduct
research, particularly in applied sciences, ¢.g., engincering, information technology,
and/or risk management. However, this research endeavored to open up new and unique
pathways of understanding a problem by introducing a multi-dimensional approach to
improve the ability of practitioners, experts, and scholars to establish reasons for
additional research. It was viewed as a primary research undertaking as therc was a
paucity of knowledge (i.e., based on the literature review) given that little initial research
had been conducted in the specific context/environment under consideration. That is nor
to say a good amount of research had nor been conducted on change and transformation
management. On the contrary, the field is replete with excellent scholarly research. The
problem, however, is within the engineering domain in general (to include risk
management, change management, or information technology), engineering professionals

often lack the skills and tools to understand the human and social side of the
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environments they must work in, particularly as they relate to project management where
one is required to achieve project goals through individuals, groups, and teams (Schein,
1996). Further, there is a serious lack of a multi-disciplined approach to research,
problem-solving, and basic understanding across the military within a complex system.
Thus, one of the main reasons why a mixed-method approach was chosen is to begin

ascertaining those nuances typically missed when employing only one sort of research.

Again, it was asserted (by the researcher) that much more knowledge can be learncd
about the research problem by first starting out with an initial understanding using a more
qualitative investigation, involving the participants through the use of focus groups and
key informant interviews to help substantiate going forward with the research process.
Then utilizing a carefully designed quantitative method facilitates a data capturing
method that withstands statistical analyses and rigor required from the research
community. Thus, the primary purpose of the qualitative portion was to simply help
bring meaning and understanding of the target population and providing a basis to: a)
fine-tuning research questions, b) generating meaningful hypotheses, and ¢) designing

questions for the survey instrument.

Furthermore, having used a combination of both qualitative and quantitative
research approaches had several benefits particularly when attempting to better
understand a problem deeply embedded in human dynamics and socio-cultural realities,
particularly when focusing on understanding the meaning of events and processes

(Patton, 2002). As mentioned above, bringing in the qualitative approach in the first
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phase was justified and supported by the known research theorist John W. Creswell
(Creswell, 2009). Also, others such as Maykut, et al. describe it as “doing initial research

before doing research” (Maykut, et al., 1996).

More specifically, with respect to selecting the mixed methodology, ncither a
qualitattve nor quantitative design by itself is sufficiently suitable for this specific
rescarch topic. In essence, this topic is so complex — steeped in the nexus between both
human dimensions and elements of change and project management — it warrants an
investigation through multiple lenses as it is a multi-dimensional problem. Furthermore,
the lack of understanding from the workers/followers’ (i.e., military and civilian staff)
perspective is barely understood in this context. While a fairly reasonable level of
research was conducted of how change management and organizational development
results in high project failure rates (i.e., mostly from the executive-leadership view),
limited knowledge is readily available in terms of understanding potential related factors
from the perspective of those interacting in the human and highly acculturated military
environment. Additionally, there is such a strong inclination toward the almost exclusive
use of quantitative approaches to research within applied sciences amidst ever-increasing
high project failure rates (including large-scale transformation projects). Thus, basic
research curiosity might justify finding and uncovering additional tools, ways, and means
for understanding such phenomena that continue to perplex, taunt, and frustrate decision-

makers, planners, executives, funders, and military communities.
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A summary of the selected worldview, strategy, and data collection is provided in

Table 5.
Table 5. Design Strategy
Worldview Strategy Data Collection
e Constructivism e Mixed Method e Phase |:
¢ Pragmatism o Qualitative

o Phenomenological study
o Sequential exploratory

e Phasc 2:
o Quantitative
o Non-Experimental/Survey

3.3 Scholarly Criticisms Concerning the Research Methodology

In terms of scholarly criticism(s), considerable thought was given to this subject in
order to be prepared to rigorously defend the use of both the sclected methodology and
overall research design. The foundation upon which to substantiate the research
methodology was based on historical factors within the research community, both
contemporary usc and the fundamental purpose for conducting research in the first place.
All researchers should be prepared for the rigors and questions from a greater research
community. This is important to maintain standards of scholarly work. Thus, it is

reasonable to expect questions from any number of persons or interests groups.

First, having a firm understanding and respect of the necessity for research curiosity
and knowledge-generation are fundamental hallmarks in the research community.
Henceforth, to support the chosen framework, the first hurdle that must be cleared was

related to telcological questions: What is the purpose of the research? What use will it
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have? What will it contribute to the existing body of knowledge? Hence, the questions

outlined in Table 6 provide a sampling of some of the potential criticisms.

Table 6. Potential Criticism(s)

Potential Criticism(s)

1.

Why use a mixed methods approach to research when it includes some degree of
qualitative research, especially when conducting rescarch in a mainly applied
sciences environment, which often uses quantitative designs?

2. How was sampling bias addressed?

3. How was potential researcher’s bias prevented?

4. How was validity addressed?

5. How was reliability of the questionnaire ensured?

6. How were time cffects addressed?

7. How did the research topic add to, or strengthen, the existing body of knowledge?
Why was the research necessary within engineering management and how is it
related to other fields?

8. How can a domain partner in support of data collection be sustained?

3.4 Research Design Strategies and Safeguards Responding to Criticisms

This section covers both research design strategies and safeguards. Sub-Scction

3.4.1 addresses potential criticisms likely to be voiced for this research methodology.

Sub-Section 3.4.2 outlines the associated responses (i.e., safeguards).

3.4.1 Research Design Strategies

The research design strategy took into account the necessity to ensure safeguards

along the research process to help increase validity, reliability, and rigor. As presented in

Appendix B, the research design strategy includes several phases where certain

safcguards were included to address some of the potential weakness/limitations in the




52

overall methodology. This is not to be confused with methodology. The research design

also speaks to paradigms being used as well.

3.4.2 Safeguards

The following information provides safeguards in response to criticism(s) outlined

in Section 3.3, Table 6.

3.4.2.1  Why use a mixed methods approach to research when it includes some degree
of qualitative research, especially when conducting research in a mainly

applied sciences environment, which often uses quantitative designs?

First, it was stated upfront the seclection of a mixed methodology was made to help
discover the problems that exist within the phenomena (i.c., high failure rates during
large-scale transformation initiatives within strategic command-level military
environments) (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). Second, this research employed a variety of
approaches as a means to help uncover solutions and develop new models to genecrate
theories.  From personal/professional experience(s) within the fields of systems
engineering, systems analysis, and project management within the Department of
Defense and industry, current approaches that are widely used may not be sufficient to
fully address the increasing complexity of problems decision-makers are facing at the
organizational, societal, and human levels. Therefore, a more multi-dimensional
approach was needed to take into account muitiple levels of problems in both industry
and military environments. Again, solely focusing on only one approach — such as

quantitative — may not help to uncover vitally important nuances that are not evident on
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the surface level. Also, to quote Carolyn B. Seaman, the following argument can be
made in support of using a mixed method: “While empirical studies in software
engineering are beginning to gain recognition in the research community, this [sub-area]
is also entering a new level of maturity by beginning to address the human aspects of
softwarc development. This focus has added a new layer of complexity to an already
challenging area of research. Along with emerging research questions, new research
methods are nceded to study nontechnical aspects of software engineering. In many other
disciplines, qualitative research methods have been developed and are commonly used to

handle the complexity of issues involving human behavior” (Seaman, 1999).

3.4.2.2  How was sampling bias addressed?

A total of four focus groups (including discussion groups and key informant
interviews) were conducted. During this activity (also see Appendix B, Phase I-1b),
statistical reprcsentativeness was not necessarily the main objective when understanding
social processes. For each focus group, a representative group of participants was
identified. Their feedback was collected and then analyzed to learn more about the data.
This activity was followed by a report of theoretical explanations (before deciding what

additional data needed to be collected and from what group).

Further, this activity was conducted in a manner consistent with sequential
exploratory data collection strategy. The procedures for the data analysis were clearly

presented and documented as part of the initial research proposal process.
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3.4.2.3  How was potential researcher’s bias prevented?

First, a researcher should provide operating assumptions (see Section 3.6) as part of
the methodology. More specifically, i1t is suggested to create conditions where
methodology and data can stand independently so other trained researchers could analyze
the same data in the same manner and come - as close as possible — to similar
conclusions as the originating researcher. For instance, well-documented transcripts and
audio tapes can be made available to an independent observer. It was also intended to
gain feedback and opinions from colleagues as a means to address this potential criticism.
Next, actively working to obtain respondent validation was another commonly used tactic
to help overcome this potential hurdle. Some researchers employ the use of independent
assessment panels. As part of this research activity it was decided to enlist the assistance
of Ph.D.-level scholars, experts, and graduate students to help screen, field test, and pilot
survey instruments and other required tools. Also, modern statistical analyses tools such
as Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) were utilized. Moreover, as
mentioned above, 1t was critical to address safeguarding measures so feedback from
participants were properly recorded and reported by way of narratives and transcripts.

Finally, focus groups were always conducted by well-trained, experienced moderators.

3.4.2.4  How was validity addressed?

When applying a mixed methodology, limitations of integration could come up.
Weakness-minimization helped to yield increased meta-inference (i.e., weakness from
one approach was counterbalanced by the strength of another) was introduced and

carefully monitored. This included scholars from both approaches in the research
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process. As for the non-experimental design portion of the mixed methodology, this
method did not allow for proof of causal relationships. However, focusing on the
benefits from this approach clearly outlined the correlations and the first steps toward

understanding causation. A summary of all applicable validity indices and their

associated methods/tests is provided in Table 7.

Table 7. Definitions of Validity Indices

Validity Index  Definition i ~ Method/Test o
Construct The extent to which indicators e Principal Component Factor Analysis
Validity are associated with each other (PCFA) of a construct (Schwab,

and represent a single concept.

(Hattie, 1985) e Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)
of a construct’s measurement model
or that of a set of constructs
(Joereskog & Soerbom, 1989:; Long,
____________________________________________________________________ 083
Content The degree to which the e Prior literature review on the domain
Validity measurement instrument covers and use of experts
the domain of the concept.
(Carmines & Zeller, 1979;
o Reringer, 1986)
External The degree to which the e Share results with SMEs
Validity research findings [seem} to s Share results with
prove or disprove the research subjects/organizations
______________________ questions. ...._.*_ Reviewliteratue
Face Validity ~ The extent to which the e Share results with subject matter
measurement instrument (after it experts
has been developed) ‘looks like’ o  Share results with

it measures what it is intended to
measure.

1980)

subjects/organizations

* Adapted from “Rescarch in Enginecring Management™ (Landacta, 2008) and “*An Empirical Comparison
of Statistical Construct Validation Approaches™ (Ahire & Devaraj, 2001).

-
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Table 7. Continued.

Collect data from different
populations

Collect data from different subjects
within each organization
(triangulation)

Assessment of relationships through
correlation, regression, or other
multivariate analysis procedures

Share results with experts or rescarch
advisory committee to assess the
alignment of the rescarch model and
research method with the rescarch

Internal The validity of the statements

Validity regarding the effect of the
independent variable(s) on the
dependent variable(s).
(Pedhazur & Pedhazur-
Schmekin, 1991)

Nomological The extent to which constructs

Validity of the framework relate to each
other in a manner consistent
with theory and/or prior
research,

______________________ (Peter, 1981) .

Research The degree to which the

Model research model and the research

Validity method [seem] to be able to
achieve the research objectives.

Research The extent to which the

Topic Validity

investigation’s objectives
address current literature gaps
and practitioners’
concerns/challenges.

Gap analysis table

Other authors support the research
objectives (i.e., recommended as
future research or defined as
challenges or problems)

3425

How was reliability of the questionnaire ensured?

It was intended to only use the feedback from the qualitative portion (e.g.. focus

groups) to help inform the development of the second phase (i.e., quantitative) of the

research process. According to Ahire and Devaraj, “the traditional procedure [i.¢., the

creation of a rescarch framework] consists of identifying instrument items relevant to the

framework, with no a priori (at the stage the survey is administered) specification of

items that belong to constructs, collecting sample data on these items, and using

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on the entire measurement instrument to extract factors

or constructs according to item-factor loadings. Cronbach’s scale reliability coefficient

alpha is [then] used for assessing the internal consistency of a scale” (Ahire & Devaraj,

2001).
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3.4.2.6  How were time effects addressed?

With respect to time effects — and to safeguard against them — delimitations are
addressed in Section 3.6 of this study. In general, as this investigation is not considered a
longitudinal study, researchers are unable and unlikely to be able to control all factors

related to the subject and/or the environment (e.g., changing behaviors due to time).

3.4.2.7  How did the research topic add to, or strengthen, the existing bodv of
knowledge? Why was the research necessary within engineering management

and how is it related to other fields?

This study offers a fresh and new perspective for engineering projects across both
industry and the military. Additionally, therc is a call for c¢loser artention and the use of
“auxiliary theory development” in the fields of engineering management and information
systems - 1.¢., rescarch that focuses on theoretical and measurement within modeling and
development (Kim, Shin, & Grover, 2010). By taking a further look at multi-dimensional
processes, engineering professionals may be in a better position to have fuller meaning
and understanding of complex problems. Finally, another way to substantiate this
rescarch framework is the argument it adds knowledge through, c.g., information
technologists who may help in organizing and providing access to data. For instance, in
order to utilize technology for facilitating/achieving business transformation processes, it
1s rccommended technical subject matter experts (SMEs) must be teamed up with those

who are better prepared to understand human motivation and social interaction.
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3.4.2.8 How can a domain partner in support of data collection be sustained?

Any primary research endeavor may lack the benefit of existing data sets and, most
likely, will have to rely upon to some degree the strength of relationships existing inside
and outside of the research environment. This case is no different — consequently; this
research utilized sustainable relationship-building techniques as well as existing military
networks that have been developed — as part of multiple DoD support projects — over the
course of the last eleven years. Also, facilitators who assisted in gaining access to the
research target population were selected. Another way to improve the likelihood of
sustaining partners was to engage members of issue-related advisory/committee
members, conference, and symposia attendees. Having reached out to members of
various colloquia proved useful for both gaining access to research and maintaining

important relationships in the research community as well.

3.5 Resecarch Scenarios for which Suggested Approach may be Inappropriate

The primary purpose of this Ph.D.-level research was to contribute new data,
information, and knowledge to the existing body of knowledge (here, within the context
of, e.g., change management, risk management, and/or project management). As part of
the nitial research phase, a literature review was conducted to identify whether or not
this research would indeed fill a void and, thereby, address an existing knowledge gap
within the rescarch community. At the same time, as the literature review was not
considered a distinct phase — with set start and finish date — emerging literature was

consistently reviewed and added (where appropriate).
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Next, it had to be understood that different philosophical worldviews and research
designs are supported and/or preferred by research practitioners. For this chosen
research, the philosophy was supported by the position of the authors Newman, et al. who
suggest “qualitative and quantitative approaches should not be viewed as polar opposites
or dichotomies” (I. Newman & Benz, 1998). Using a mixed-method design, it is belicved
this research fills a knowledge gap through collecting and analyzing the data under
research principles that are more in line with exclusively a quantitative design. More
specifically, using this method addresses multi-dimensional aspects such as human
motivation and social interactions within the engincering domains of, e¢.g.. change

management, risk management, and knowledge management.

Finally, one of the most critical elements of any research is the ability to obtain
useable and research-related data. Depending on the research under study, data may
already exist and, therefore, it is often a matter of merely accessing such data via
electronic or manual repositories. On the other hand, for obtaining new data, a clear
pathway for collecting such must be established before pursuing the rescarch. In essence,
any proposed research design — no matter how strong — cannot be successfully completed
unless there is supporting evidence that facilitates testing the hypotheses. In the case of
this research study, new data (via a survey instrument) was collected from a sample
population within the Department of Defense (at the strategic command-level). A
sufficiently large sample size was attained during the designated phase. More
specifically, TRADOC’s G-1/4 office generated a list which includes nearly 6,000

military and civilian staff members (see Sub-Section 3.6.4 for additional details).
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3.6 Research Delimitations and Assumptions

This section covers both delimitations and assumptions. According to university
professor and author Carol M. Roberts, delimitations are defined as “what will be
included and what will be left out,” while assumptions are those research clements that

are usually taken for granted (Roberts, 2010).

3.6.1 Delimitation #1: Research Scope

The full implementation/integration of most business transformation cfforts (i.c.,
achieving the delivery of all/partial goals and objectives) can take several years — or it
may be even part of a continuous business strategy. Given the time-constraint of this
research endeavor, this study is limited to identifying a subset of factors which may
disrupt any defined business transformation processes. To scope the cffort, staff
members’ subject-related experiences (encountered from ~2000 to 2013) were

considered in this study.

3.6.2 Delimitation #2: Research Contributions

In accordance with research delimitation #1, the purpose of this study is to identify
potential business transformation disruptors. The intent of this research is to test the

specified hypotheses (see Table 3) versus suggesting any possible causal relationships.

3.6.3 Delimitation #3: Sample Population

The sample population was limited to U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

(Fort Eustis, VA). As part of the larger command, Headquarters, U.S. Army TRADOC
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oversees thirty-two Army schools and ninc Centers of Excellence (CoEs). As indicated
in Section 3.5, the survey instrument shall be released to approximately 6,000 mid- and

senior-level military and civilian staff members.

3.6.4 Delimitation #4: Research Participants

Research participants were limited to both mid-level and senior military officers

(O4 to O6) as well as mid-level and senior civil servants (GS-13 to GS-15).

Depending on the level of organization (e.g., company, battalion, brigade, division,
or corps), the perspective of senioritv — and its associated responsibilitics — fluctuates.
Given the restriction to only include strategic-level commands, mid-level officers are
those staff members who achieved the rank of Major (04) or Lieutenant Colonel (O5).

Alternatively, senior officers are those who obtained the rank of Colonel (06).(’

Mid- to senior-level civil servants fall within the GS-13 to GS-15 grades,
respectively. Generally speaking, these are assigned for technical specialists, supervisors,
branch heads, or senior executives. However, given the focus on higher headquarters or
strategic-level commands, the organizations’ associated GS-13 and GS-14-level civilians

often function in action-officer level roles (versus holding senior-level positions).

® Prior to the survey release, it was decided to also include staff members (i.¢., O3-level) who have been
selected for promotion to the rank of Major (O4). These staff members are identified as O3(P). For the
most part, military staff members who fall in this category alrcady serve in the next-higher function.




3.6.5 Delimitation #5: Point-in-Time (vs. Longitudinal)

A test-retest reliability analysis (i.e., having survey participants complete the survey
at two different points in time to identify changes in opinion or knowledge) will nor be
performed. Instead, survey participants will complete the questionnaire only once.
Therefore, the provided point-in-time — or snapshot — data (covering, e.g., perceptions
and/or understanding of the state of business transformation initiatives) may not include

sufficient information for a trend analysis.

3.6.6 Assumption #1: Representative Sample Population

The sample population of the selected strategic commands was representative of the
total population (i.e., strategic military commands and/or higher headquarters within the

Department of Defense).

3.6.7 Assumption #2: Professional Opinions

The received responses (through focus and discussion groups, key information
interviews, or survey instrument) reflected professional opinions from all research

participants.

3.6.8 Assumption #3: Free and Honest Feedback

The research participants answered all questions freely and honestly. To support
this assumption, all participants of focus and discussion groups, key informant
interviews, and the survey respondents were informed that a) any personally identifiable

information (PII) would be kept confidential and b) any potential linkages between
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specific individuals and their associated organizations are excluded in this final report.
As part of the Survey Welcome page, all research participants were reminded that their

feedback 1s completely voluntary and all data is to be reported only in the aggregate.

3.6.9 Assumption #4: Recollection of Program Support

The survey participants accurately remembered which business transformation
initiatives they supported — directly or indirectly — at TRADOC.” This includes their
perceptions of which business transformation initiatives (BTI) were modified,

reprioritized, suspended, and/or discontinued (as part of their daily work contributions).

3.7 Data Collection Techniques

Generally, a researcher will take into account several factors when making
decisions about which data collection technique to use. For instance, some of those
factors may include a) level of appropriateness, b) time and costs, ¢) response rates, and
d) data collection time-horizon (Lyberg & Kasprzyk, 1991). For the purposes of this
research endeavor, a mixed methods approach was employed because of the benefits
associated with it. The researcher opted to usc this methodology, as it allows for an
initial glimpse into the phenomenological nature of a particular process (i.c., business
transformation) within a specific context. According to Andres, thc mixed methods
approach is well-suited to survey research. More specifically, the author considers it
useful when attempting to gain a better understanding of nuances, behavior, and attitudes

of the particular population under consideration (Andres, 2012). Although the mixed

" In the context of this research, the term “support™ means contributing work towards achieving any
specified goals and objectives. Thus, while staff members may disagree with a plan, they still support it.
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methodology was employed as the overall research strategy, it is important to note that
the technique for data collection utilizes a survey. More specifically, this research
endeavor employed an online survey to obtain data from members of a specific target

population.

3.7.1 Surveys (General)

According to Fink, “Surveys information-collection methods are used to describe.
compare, or explain individual and societal knowledge, feelings, values, preferences, and
behavior” (Fink, 2009). Survey design and surveys as data collection tools have a long
and rich history. Across many domains, they have been widely used to help inform or
improve understanding about a particular subject or phenomena. Survey instruments are
typically underwritten, supported, and/or employed by a wide array of entities such as
governmental organizations, universities, corporations, and individuals. For instance, in
the corporate world, surveys might be used to gain insight about consumer behavior or
purchasing patterns.  Alternatively, within the government sector, they are often
employed by, e.g., the Department of Defense or U.S. Census Bureau to facilitate a

greater understanding of a specific population.

In terms of the various types of survey research, there are two broad categories —
large and small scale surveys. Large scale survey research is conducted by organizations
that have substantial financial and staff resources available to them. Examples of such

organizations include medical institutions and governmental agencies such as the Burcau

of the Census. These entities often engage in longitudinal studies, opinion polls, and/or
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multi-layered research projects which require vast amounts of data (Fowler, 2009).
Alternatively, organizations conducting small scale research projects are often concerned
with empirical studies within the educational field. As indicated by Punch, “There is now
a greater realization that large sample sizes are not a necessary requirement for all
research projects, and that it is not realistic to plan for large samples in many research
situations, both because of resources required for large sample data collection, and

because of issues of access and cooperation” (Punch, 2009).

3.7.2  Survey Techniques

Surveys are research tools that involve asking questions in order to collect data
from people (participants). There are two main methods of data collection in surveys: 1)
structured techniques and 2) semi-structured techniques. For example, as part of the
structured approach, data can be collected through a written questionnaire. More
specifically, such a survey type is mostly comprised of a series of closed-ended questions
(e.g., providing answer choices on Likert scales). Therefore, as most variables and
responses are already pre-defined, the data analysis should be much more straight-

forward (versus a survey which uses primarily open-ended questions).

Alternatively, interview-style surveys are usually considered semi-structured.
Under this design, the interviewer is provided with a series of questions, which he or she
goes through with the respondent either via a telephone or face-to-face interview. There
are also several advantages to this approach. First and foremost, the researcher can

cstablish a rapport with the respondent which usually increases the likelihood of getting
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more honest feedback/responses from the interviewee. Moreover, the interviewer is
given the opportunity to clarify any questions with the respondent(s). For cxample,
research scholar Joseph Janes states the following: “Most authors agree that the face-to-
face interview method can get you the best, highest-quality data. You can ask more

questions, and more specific questions” (Janes, 2001).

When a researcher decides to use the semi-structured approach, the interviewer is
provided with a specific set of questions that allows for some level of flexibility to depart
from the original set of questions if other relevant factors/issues arise over the course of
conducting the survey. The interviewer is permitted the opportunity to probe more
deeply and go beyond the set of pre-defined questions. Often, when researchers are
trying to understand a phenomenon, or the subject matter has not been studied in detail,
they may opt to employ a focus group or group discussion format as a way to allow for
semi-structured approaches to survey research (Liamputtong, 2011). Under these
conditions, the rescarcher may explore the dynamic of new and changing realities and/or

situations that have not been studied at all, or not in sufficient depth.

3.7.3  Administering Surveys

As mentioned carlier, surveys can come in the form of questionnaires or interviews.
They are different in that questionnaires are typically considered to be sclf-administered.
That is, they are completed by the respondent, whereas interviews are administered by

the researcher or by a team of hired interviewers. Table 8 summarizes some of the key
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benefits for self-administered as well as researcher-administered surveys (Doyle, 2005;

Fricker & Schonlau, 2002).

Table 8. Benefits of Self-Administered vs. Researcher-Administered Surveys

Self-Administered (online) Researcher-Administered (interview)
Allows for large survey distribution Allows interviewer to clarify questions
Avoids interviewer bias Ensures high completion rate
Facilitates easier development and Facilitates high response rate

analysis

Provides cost-cffective means Provides greater control of environment

3.7.4  Survey Approach for This Research

With the advent of the World Wide Web (WWW or W3), and the ever-increasing
use of it, online or sometimes called web-based surveys have been growing in popularity
in the research community. Online surveys are now widely used by serious researchers
who aim to reach larger audiences. The author David Solomon posits that it provides
reduction in both time and costs (Solomon, 2001). Also, online surveys offer a more
expedient way in which to obtain responses from members of the researcher’s target
population. Other benefits include a reduction in errors related to data entry (Medlin,
Roy, & Chai, 1999). Given these advantages, the online survey was selected as the data

collection tool for the rescarch under discussion.

However, when using online surveys, there are also challenges that must be taken
into account as part of the overall research and data gathering strategy. For instance, the
researcher should be prepared to effectively handle the possibility of unforescen

computer glitches such as spam, Trojan horse, or viruses that may corrupt/interrupt the
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delivery of the survey to the intended respondent. Furthermore, online surveys are less
likely to yield high response rates comparable to that of paper-based surveys or interview
questionnaires (Nulty, 2008). Moreover, there may be some challenges related to
coverage bias, meaning that people who lack adequate access or usability of web-based
technologies may not be able to participate in the survey even though they have been
identified as being part of the target population (Duda & Nobile, 2010). For example, in
a 2003 report of the Marketing Intelligence & Planning journal, the authors found that
online versus mail survey respondents tend to be different in terms of demographics.
Thus, they concluded that online data collection should not be viewed as a direct

replacement for mail surveys in every instance (McDonald & Adam, 2003).

3.7.5  Overcoming Challenges

Overcoming the aforementioned challenges is achievable, especially when the
researcher is prepared to address them as part of the overall pre-planning process. With
respect to the possibility of low response rates, research practitioners have found that
response rates can be increased by including both a) a cover letter and b) using follow-up
reminders. According to Dillman, Tortora, and Bowker, sending out a pre-notification to
alert the potential respondent to the upcoming survey also goes a long way toward
increasing response rates (Dillman, Tortora, & Bowker, 1998). Other strategics that
address overcoming low-response rates involve personalizing the survey or sending
personal memos to the non-respondent(s) — assuming they can be identified (Kittleson,
1997). As it relates to the demographic question posed by McDonald and Adam, the

online survey as part of this research was distributed to members of the target population
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who have extremely high information technology usability skills sets and are not likely to
be challenged with lack of accessibility to digital technology tools such as a personal

computer and the internet/web.

3.7.6  Summary of Survey Development and Approval

Figure 3 illustrates the many survey development activitics and feedback loops
from research stakeholders that were necessary prior to launching the survey instrument.
Since the researcher’s target population is comprised of members of a large governmental
organization, gaining permission from top-military officials was also required.
Additionally, it was important to establish a planning team that would cnable the
rescarcher to gain access to members of the target population and their email addresses in

order to rclease the survey as scheduled (sce Research Design Strategy).
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Figure 3. Survey Development and Approval Process

3.8 Operational Definitions for Independent and Dependent Variables

Given the research purpose to explore factors which may lead to disruption of
business transformation processes at the strategic command level, it was established that
only a limited amount of information has been published on the proposed factors such as
leadership turbulence, resistance to business transformation, and lack of agility in
military culture. As illustrated in Chapter 2 of this study, the independent variables in
support of leadership turbulence focus on a) frequent turnover/change of a Commander
or Commanding General and b) guidance inconsistencies. Based on the literature
review, the authors Leeds, et al. suggest that — within the political environment —
“frequent leadership turnover are accompanied by an inability to make credible long-term

commitments” (Leeds, Mattes, & Vogel, 2008). Expanding on their findings, it was
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determined that senior executive-level military officers (i.e., Commanders or
Commanding Generals) rotate approximately every 21 to 34 months. Exploring this
particular trend in more depth, it required an analysis as to how both military and civilian
staff members experience and deal with the frequent changes of their top leadership.
Therefore, this research aims to contribute to the body of knowledge by proposing a set

of operational definitions for this particular category (sce Table 9).

Dr. Shaul Oreg, one of the leading subject matters experts in the field of
organizational change, has made significant contributions to the literature, particularly as
it relates to resistance to change (RTC). For example, Oreg defines reluctance to lose
control as one of the main contributing factors to RTC. More specifically, he posits that
“[i]ndividuals may resist changes because they feel that control over their life situations
1s taken away from them with changes that are imposed on them rather than being self-
initiated” (Oreg, 2003). Furthermore, according to W.J. McGuire, people’s evaluation of
change is based on three components: “The affective component regards how one feels
about the change (e.g., angry, anxious); the cognitive component involves what one
thinks about the change (e.g., is it necessary?; will it be beneficial?); and the [behavioral]
component involves actions or intention to act in response to the change (e.g.
complaining about the change, trying to convince others that the change is bad)”
(McGuire, 1985). For the study under consideration, the researcher offers to expand on
thesc definitions (see Table 10). Thus, it is envisioned to discover new knowledge

regarding subtle nuances as part of military or civilian staff members’ acceptance,
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engagement, or potential rejection of business transformation efforts in a strategic

military command.

In the publication The More Things Change, Acquisition Reform Remains the
Same, Colonel Peter K. Eide, USAF, and Colonel Charles D. Allen, USA (Ret.), applied
a) John P. Kotter’s model of organizational change and b) Edgar H. Schein’s approach to
transforming organizational culture. In their conclusion, the authors emphasize that
behavioral change is necessary in order to “embed transformation” (Eide & Allen, 2012).
To expand upon to the existing research, the proposed study’s third category concentrates
on lack of agility in military culture. Again, given the very specific nature of this study
and its context to focus on higher headquarters, the operational definitions for this
category’s two associated independent variables (i.c., disincentives for increased

organizational process efficiencies as well as dissent tolerance) are further outlined in

Table 11.

Finally, in order to measurc the dependent variable — disruption of business
transformation processes — another definition was needed. This not only includes
defining the condition itself (i.e., disruption of a business transformation process) but also
classifying the goals and objectives of any business transformation processes. These two

definitions are shown in Table 12 and Table 13.




Table 9. Operational Definition “Leadership Turbulence”

Leadership Turbulence (LT)

Definition:  Leadership turbulence is a consequence of a) frequent change of a
Commander or Commanding General and b) guidance inconsistencics
leading to adjustments, uncertainties, and/or rearrangements of strategic

..................... goals and objectives (Bock, 2013). .

Aspects &  Frequent turnover/  Frequent turnover/change of a Commander or

Definitions: change of a Commanding General (Flag Officer/General
Commander or Officer, respectively) is defined as a change or
Commanding rotation of command within any twenty-one to

General thirty-four month period (Bock, 2012).
Guidance The degree to which current guidance inputs
inconsistencies diverge or differ from previous inputs (Bock,

2013).

Table 10. Opcrational Definition “Resistance to Business Transformation”

Resistance to Business Transformation (RBT)

Definition:

Aspects &
Definitions:

Staff member’s reluctance to support business transformation goals is
one of the causes of diminished transformation outcomes. At the level
of the individual staff member (i.c., active duty or government civilian),
RBT is defined as negative attitudes toward transformation where staff
members: a) question its necessity and/or its benefit; b) are unwilling to
adopt new/modified procedures, processes, practices and other

_colleagues collaborate with colleagues (Bock, 2012).
Adoption of The extent to which individuals are reluctant to
different business adopt different business processes (Bock, 2012).
PrO OSSO el
Evaluation of The extent to which staff members negatively
required changes cvaluate any changes (e.g., organizational

arrangements, policy impact, budgetary
reallocation, etc.) as a result of business
transformation and any associated process
improvement initiatives (Bock, 2012).
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Table 11. Operational Definition “Lack of Agility in Military Culture”

Lack of Agility in Military Culture (LAMC)

Definition:  Military culture is defined as a set of common values, beliefs, traditions,
and basic philosophies facilitating both collective understanding as well
as expectations within an organization that inform appropriate behavior
amongst and between staff. Lack of agility in military culture is
described as an environment that is marked by inflexibility and rigidity
such that a) bringing forth of new ideas or innovation is not incentivized
and b) overt expression of disagreement is not encouraged. (Carpenter,

2006)
Aspects & Disincentives for The extent to which staff members anticipate
Definitions:  increased adverse outcomes, to include loss of resources
organizational (e.g., funding and/or personnel) and threatened

process efficiencies  job security, as a result of increased

Dissent tolerance The extent to which staff members affected by
business transformation initiatives believe their
negative reactions to proposed changes were
conveyed to and considered by their Commander
or Commanding General through their chain of

command or management hierarchies (Bock,
2012).

Table 12. Operational Definition “*Business Transformation Processes”

Variable Definition

Business Identifiable processes that have been demonstrated to increase an
Transformation organization’s efficiency and effectiveness in achieving its strategic
Processes: goals and objectives (Bock, 2013).

Table 13. Operational Definition “Disruption of Business Transformation Processes”

Variable Definition
Disruption of  An event and/or condition under which business transformation
Business processes are modified, reprioritized, suspended. or discontinued

Transformation (Bock, 2013).
Processes:




3.9 Metrics for Independent and Dependent Variables

This section covers qualitative metrics that facilitated the analysis of potentially
correlations that may exist between the independent variables (IV) and the dependent

variable (DV). The metrics for both independent and dependent variables are outlined in

Table 14 and Table 15, respectively.

Table 14. Metrics for Independent Variables (H1, through H3y,)

Aspect Hypothesis ID Metric ID Metric
IV LT 1 Number of Generals
HI IV LT 2 Commander’s Intent
! IVLT 3 Re-evaluation Unit Goals
=) IV_LT 4 Re-evaluation Prioritics
~ IV.LT 5 Changes in OE
HI IV LT 6 Changes in Regulations
b IV LT 7 Changes in Policies
e VLT Fluctuating Guidance
IV_RBT 1 Knowledge/Info Sharing
H2, IV_RBT 2 Increase Collaboration
WV RBT 3 Embrace Collaboration
o IV_RBT 4 Prefer Status Quo
fé H2, [V _RBT 5 Misston Performance
] IVRBT 6 Adopt Mandated Change
IV_RBT 7 Changes in Work
H2, IV_RBT 8 Unwelcome Changes
e IV RBT 9 Unnccessary Changes
IV LAMC 1|  Loss of Manpower
O H3, IV LAMC 2 Loss of Funding
= e IV RAMC 3 Unwillingness to Adopt
:g IV LAMC 4  Encourage Feedback
H3, IV LAMC 5  Convey Feedback
IV.LAMC 6  Consider Feedback
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Table 15. Metrics for Dependent Variable “*Disruption”

........ Aspect . Perspective MetriclD  Metric
= Milit DV_M BTI — Modified Score
£ & ( O] 41 ta% 6) DV R BTI - Reprioritized Score
? -2 Civili(;n DV S BTI - Suspended Score
St . .
é ) (GS-13 to GS-15) DV D BTI - Discontinued Score

DV MRSD  BTI - Disruption Score

Figure 4 summarizes the measurement data collection model. All data in support of
both independent and dependent variables are collected through means of a survey

instrument (see Appendix H).

Survey Questions Independent Variables Hypotheses Dependent Variables Survey Questions
{IVv) (IV) - Metrics (H1,~-H3) {DV) — Metrics {DV)

IV LT
IV LT 2
IV LT 3
IV LT 4

Q6.Q7.08.Q9

IV LT 5

Q10.Q11.Q12.Q13 VLT 6 DV M Q1.02.03.04. Q3
IV LT 7

WV LT 8

IV RBT |

Q14.Q15.016 IV RBT 2 —— @——— DV R e Q1.0Q2.03.0Q4. Q5

IV _RBT 3

IV RBT 4

QI7.Q18,Q19 IV_RBT 5 e e DV S Q1.Q2.Q3.04.Q8

IV_RBT 6

[ ey

IV RBT 7

Q20.Q21.Q22 IV_RBT & DV D Q1.Q2.Q3.0Q4.Q5
1V _RBT 9

IV LAMC 1

023.024.025 IV LAMC 2 ‘ DV MRSD i Computed through

C
IV LAMC 3 i Q1.Q2.Q3.04.Q5

.......................

IV LAMC 4
Q26,Q27. Q28 IV LAMC 5
IV _LAMC 6

Figure 4. Measurement Data Collection Model
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3.10 Process Relationships

For the organization(s) under study, many of the business transformation initiatives
are executed through means of resource-dedicated programs and/or projects. Given the
dynamic nature of the military business, strategic commands must be prepared to respond
quickly to changes in the operational environment. According to feedback from a
representative sample population at TRADOC, this preparedness often includes frequent
modifications (e.g., requirements changes, reprioritization of efforts, restructuring
activities, etc.) of existing program or project initiatives. In some instances,
program/project initiatives may also be temporarily suspended or even permanecntly

discontinued.

As outlined in Section 3.2, the primary purposc of this research is to evaluate
whether or not any of the seven categorical factors may contribute to the disruption of
business transformation efforts. To test the hypotheses, the researcher first evaluates
influencing factors and measures their associated disruption scores. This is accomplished
through an assessment of staff members’ experiences as part of daily work activities
(DWA) which contribute to larger business transformation processes. For this particular
study, Figure 5 illustrates the relationships and influencing factors of work activities and
associated business transformation initiatives or processes. Furthermore, the following
definition summarizes the three-tiercd relationship (DWA, BTI, and BTP): “Daily work
activities, when implementing business transformation initiatives (e.g.. ‘Transforming the
Institutional Army’), support the realization of business transformation processes™ (Bock,

2013).
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Business Transformation

Processes (BTP)

<7 Modified (M) 5= == I -~ Suspended (S) >

Business Transformation
Initiatives (BTI)

’\ Reprioritized (R) :_‘;-.-- ' ----=f:\ Discontinucd(D)_::?'

\
e dr e - - -

Daily Work
Activities (DWA)

Figure 5. Process Relationship Diagram

The successful implementation of business transformation initiatives can be
negatively impacted as part of either being a) modified; b) reprioritized; ¢) suspended;
and/or d) discontinued. To better understand staff members’ experiences about the
impact of frequent changes, five conceptual questions (sec Table 16) were designed to

gain knowledge on potential organizational disruption from the individuals’ perspectives.

Table 16. Conceptual Question Framework (Dependent Variable)

Question Focus Conceptual Question Framework (Dependent Variable) ®
Program Contribution Did you contribute to business transformation initiatives?
Maodified Requirements Were any program requirements changed?

Reprioritized Initiatives ~ Was the program reprioritized?

Suspended Initiatives Was the program temporarily suspended?

Discontinued Initiatives Was the program permanently discontinued?

¥ Appendix H provides full context of the actual survey guestions.
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3.11 Data Pre-Analysis

Upon closing the data collection, the pre-analysis phase consists of four steps: 1)
identification of survey records where research participants responded that they did nor
contribute to any business transformation initiative(s) within their organization; 2)
identification and removal of any incomplete surveys (i.e., surveys which were either
discontinued midstream or not submitted at the end of the questionnaire); 3) execution of
reverse scoring procedures to a pre-defined sub-set of the independent variables; and 4)

examination of survey records which may be indicative of inattentive responses.

Although the survey records identified in step #1 are kept, they should be flagged
and excluded from the research analysis. Essentially, survey respondents’ perceptions
reflecting that either a) their organization/unit or b) the individuals themselves had not
had the opportunity to support business transformation initiatives — whether directly or
indirectly — disqualifies the assoctated responses from the study. That is, said research
participants did not experience any organizational challenges that may emerge when
business transformation initiatives were either: a) modified; b) reprioritized; c¢)
suspended; and/or d) discontinued. Therefore, as these critical metrics facilitate the
computation of the dependent variable, those particular survey records could skew the
rescarch results negatively or positively. However, as part of secondary research
objectives (e.g., analyzing demographics and potential correlations to the disruption
phenomena of business transformation processcs), survey respondents who indicated they
did not contribute to business transformation initiatives may still yield valuable insights.

For example, their data could be useful for an additional investigation which may lead to
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proposed recommendations for creating improved situational awareness of change
management efforts within an organization. Next, upon completing step #2 (i.c., deleting
any incomplete surveys), reverse scoring should be applied. Additional details for the

required activity are covered in Appendix I of this research report.

Finally, it was envisioned to scan all survey records for inartentive or careless
responses. As part of any research effort which employs online surveys for data
collection purposes, it is probable that a subset of survey records may contain repeated
(and potentially suspicious) Likert scale response values. While more evident patterns
suchas[I, 1,1, L, I, L, I, L, 1,1, 0,0, 1, 1]or([7,6,5,4,3,2,1,7,6,5,4, 3,2, 1] are
readily identifiable, there is an infinite variety of response patterns which may require
further examination (in conjunction with checking associated survey completion times).
In essence, according to authors Mecade and Craig, “such data could lead to spurious
within-group variability and lower reliability which in turn will tend to attenuate
correlations, and potentially create Type 11 errors in hypothesis testing” (Meade & Craig,

2012).

Since the online survey was distributed to approximately 6,000 staff members, a
manual scanning/review of all completed survey responses would result in inefficient and
tedious data pre-analysis efforts. Therefore, it was decided to implement a function

(utilizing VBA) which automates the identification of candidate records.’

® Appendix N provides the complete VBA code utilized in function IdentifyCarelessResponses(). Table 17,
Table 18, and Table 19 illustrate the output of the proposed scanning methodology.
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Table 17. Example - Likert Scale Responses (Before Record Scan)

I

GEDTDSZIEaCooau bWt =

24 Survey Questions (# 6 through # 29 — Independent Variables)
2.7 7 17 7101 17

P == -3 1 3NN

RN W — N W — Rk b — RO —= W
W O\ = o LI ~] A W B RO W
Nt e ~Jnn b NP — O —
N — N R — =0 BN — — - ] —
B LwLiLn b — WL WKR WLV A —
[ S L N VA= T - SO, JRVS Je AR
W J WA R PRWLNULND D
PO O W W AN I W0
(VSR U B US I e NES BB S RN BRVS I o8 e IV ")
N BN WL L~ — N — OB
W W R I B 0NN
BNW— OV W NI W N N —
N = A WL R LN B —
B R W W W B R W — N —
OB N R LW O]
N th ~d W N ]~ D BN -
o OV = b — o — NN —
W — NN = N R B N
l« N SR S AR S U BN S RV IS AN %
—— N (N e N = 0 B B O D —
[V SR [ e Y B WS SNV, B e 2l 3 i) Ble SR N |
W R WL =N WU —
B LWL W — B O~~~ N —

QN — N O\ e

6000

(O8]
[\
(OS]
BN
h
ESS
i
—_—
—
[ox}
o
I
[\
(V8
N
w
(@)
~J
~3
wh
XS]

Whether a raw data set includes either hundreds or thousands of survey responses, it
is argued that manual screening for any suspicious and non-obvious response patterns is
not effective. Furthermore, it may result in missing inattentive records. Therefore,
implementing the proposed VBA function facilitates automated detection of
repeated/suspicious response patterns across the 24 questions (i.c., the independent
variables for this research). More specifically, the function is designed to identify a)
sequences of four Likert scale value patterns which are repcated more than two
times/record and b) sequences of five Likert scale value patterns which are repeated more
than once/record. Upon program execution, the candidate records are highlighted (see
Table 18). For those specific records, it is then recommended to cross-refercnce the
associated survey completion time (see Table 20 and Table 21). In the event the survey

completion times are significantly less than the total average survey completion time, it
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can be assumed that some of the survey participant(s) may have made arbitrary value
selections before submitting the electronic survey. In such case, it is recommended to

exclude these specific record(s) before conducting statistical data analysis in SPSS.

Table 18. Example - Likert Scale Responses (After Record Scan)

24 Survey Questions (# 6 through # 29 — Independent Variables) ID
stTry+v1v 7 v27761 7711711171771 1
1 3476 4277322145711 154¢612 2
6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 66 6 6 6 6 6 6 66 6 6 6 6 6 6 3
4 417553672 17746153643 5247 4
142 1725233626353 244174655 35
4 32 1234567123456 712345©67 6
556 3754576572546 7342445 7 7
4 546776 321 77734353¢6736¢66 8
1 75411546 254333 471151554 9
235724443 7523532632251 11 10
31 7115763657655 43155165 3 1
24126 5437422173555 555555 12
1142537 733253¢6257¢61246725 13
3621154765432 17¢635432147373 14
6 3 5264 532353474455 36 1524 15
311234545116 23123456 7 7 5 2 6000

Table 19. Example — Suspicious Pattern Report

Suspicious Pattern Qutput (VBA Immediate Window) ID

Found suspicious pattern: 66666 in row: 3

Found suspicious pattern: 12345 in row: 6

Found suspicious pattern: 55555 in row: 12
Found suspicious pattern: 76543 N row: 14
Found suspicious pattern: 12345 in row: 6000
Table 20. Example — Suspicious Pattern Report (Average and Threshold Values)
Average Survey Average Survey Time  Suspicious Threshold  Suspicious Threshold
Time (in minutes) (in seconds) Factor Value (in seconds)

20 1,200 1/4 300
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Table 21. Example — Suspicious Pattern Report (Cross-Referencing Time)

ID Suspicious [nattentive Survey Participant’s Delete Record

Record Code (1) Record Flag Completion Time Flag
] 0 1,640 -
2 0 1,204 ---
3 1 Review record 656 ---
4 0 1,231 —
5 0 1,301 -
6 | Review record 1,011 ---
7 0 1,498 -
8 0 1,255 -
9 0 1,783 -
10 0 1,225
11 0 - 1,399 —
12 l Review record 280 Yes
13 0 1,444
14 1 Review record 1,301
15 0 1,674 -

6000 1 Review record 299 Yes

Utilizing automated calculation procedures in MS-Excel®, those records flagged as
inattentive/careless require further review. It is recommended to then compare the
rescarch participant’s survey completion time with the average survey completion time.
In this example, the average survey completion time was 20 minutes (or 1,200 seconds).
The suspicious survey threshold factor was set to be 1/4 of the average survey completion
time, resulting in a suspicious threshold value of, e.g., 300 seconds. Therefore, all
records that both a) are flagged for further review and b) have a survey completion time

of less than the suspicious survey threshold value should be recommended for deletion.




3.12 Data Analysis Flowchart
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For this study, both the research design and data analysis are comprised of twenty-

one processes and nine decision points. Figure 6 illustrates the research design functions.

Verify
Research Topic Validity
(through literature review)

Identified
research
gap?

Develop
> conceptual framework
(as part of rescarch proposal)

Topic is
research-
worthy?

chs

Verify
Research Model Validity
{discuss with
research committee)

)

Develop

_ survey mstrument
(discuss with

research committee)

Verify

No Content Validity
(through continued
literature review)

Survey
and metrics
approved”

Figure 6. Research Design and Data Analysis Flowchart (Page 1)
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The majority of the data analysis processes and their associated decision points are
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normal distribution,
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margin — facilitate the logical flow between Figure 6 and Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Research Design and Data Analysis Flowchart (Page 2)
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3.13 Computation of Disruption Score (Dependent Variable)

As part of the larger questionnaire, study participants arc asked five questions (see
Table 16) to collect data in support of the dependent variable. Sections 3.10 and 3.11
provided additional background on this particular research activity. In order to compute
an individual staff member’s preliminary disruption score, formula (1-1) is utilized. The
suggested equation includes three terms: 1) staff members’ individual ratings for any one
of the four influencing factors (e.g., Modified, Reprioritized, Suspended, and
Discontinued); 2) count of business transformation initiatives for Participant; supporting
Initiativey; and 3) total count of supported business transformation initiatives across all

staff members (1.c., Participant;.,).

TN W (3-1)

In accordance with the proposed notation, staff members (i.c., study participants)
are referenced as subscript i. Alternatively, subscript ik indicates the total number of all
rescarch participants who cither contribute to a) all existing business transformation
initiatives or b) only a subset of all existing business transformation initiatives. The ratio
of i and k determines whether a specific business transformation initiative has a
sufficiently large number of contributing staff members who indicated some level of
perceived disruption.  For instance, if i=1000 and }ik;=10 (1.e., 10 out 1000 staff

members contribute to initiative k), then it could be argued that business transformation
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initiative k; — which is supported by only 1% of the staff — must have less of an overall
potential disruptive impact than another business transformation initiative where, e.g.,
Y ik,=250 (1.e., 25% of the organization’s staft members support initiative k,). Therefore,
it 1s necessary to proportionally scale the disruption score based on the ratio of Initiative,

being supported by Participant,.

The academic advisor/director for this study, Dr. Rafacl Landaeta, suggests the
following approach: “[We] can use the result of each [initiative] normalized by the
sample proportion. Let’s say for the same 5 [business transformation initiatives the
MRSD products] are 4, 5, 5, 6, and 10. If we calculate the average it will be 6, but this
value docs not consider the importance of each [initiative] to the full business
transformation, so there should be a weight for ecach business [initiative] that depends on
how critical the transformation [initiative] is to the full business transformation. So let's
say that N arc 200, 200, 500, 1000, 500 for each business [initiative]. The total for all is
2400 people contributing to the full business transformation [initiative]. For example,
using data assumed before, [initiative] # [’s normalized disruption [score] equals
[(4)(200)/(2400)] or 0.33” (R. Landaeta, personal communication, April 2, 2013). Refer

to Section 3.14 and Appendix Q for the complete computation process.

As previously indicated, normalizing (on a scale of 0-1) the preliminary computed
disruption scores is critical before conducting any data analysis. An example of the
scaling process is shown in Table 25 in Section 3.14. Furthermore, to compute the final

disruption scores for each of the four rating factors (abbreviated MRSD) as well as the
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total disruption score (MRSDS), this research proposes to average the contributions of
each research participant’s business transformation initiatives. Both Table 26 and Table
27 in the next section illustrate the applied methodology for this process. Call-outs are

utilized to summarize the calculations for one of the rating factors (e.g., Modified).

3.14 Computation of Disruption Score (Example)

This section provides an example as to how a staff member’s disruption score is
computed. First, the preliminary disruption score for each of the four rating factors (i.c.,

modified, reprioritized, suspended, and discontinued) arc determined.

Table 23, using function (3-1), illustrates this process. Next, the disruption scores
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