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ABSTRACT

As the speed of change increases, federal agencies are
challenged more often to develop and implement iImprovements
to existing programs, new programs to meet new needs, or
adjustments to programs based on changed circumstances of
delivery.

Built on the foundation of systems theory, expectancy
theory, and field theory, this research seeks to explain
why some managers do not propose changes in their
organizations-—even when the very survival of the
organization is at risk. By measuring the fields of
influence encountered by managers, we find that the chain
of command is supportive of change initiatives. Other
organizational elements—human resources and legal staff
were measured in this research-are, in general, indifferent
about the managers’ effort to change. Employees, on the
other hand, are strongly opposed to any change with even
minimal Impact on their work habits and conditions.

Based on a survey of 201 managers of Army morale,
welfare and recreation activities worldwide, this research
views the climate for change from the perspective of the

activity manager. There are general findings, along with



detailed analysis, that support the need for a change to
the environment itself.

Executives charged with reviewing and approving
activity-initiated changes may find this study useful in
developing implementation strategies. Managers may take
comfort in knowing that their environment is highly
consistent with the experiences of other managers. Support
staff—-particularly legal and human resources offices—may
find the perceptions of managers to be incongruent with the
service objectives.

We hope that everyone can find enlightenment, or
perhaps confirmation of their own experiences, in the
responses of these managers, and can use this information
productively in the management of their areas of

responsibility.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The last quarter century has witnessed unprecedented
changes i1n organizations, particularly those in the federal
government. Change management has become a key
organizational competency of modern managers (Armenakis, et
al., 1996), and one of the most important determinants of
managerial effectiveness is iIn the ability to influence
people into developing their commitment to task objectives
(Yukl, G.,1990). Because governmental organizations are
generally driven by congressional mandates and broad
executive direction, most organizational change in the
federal realm can be described as “planned” change.

Planned organizational change is described by Ford &
Ford (1995) as occurring when an organization consciously
sets out to establish conditions that are different from
what they are now and accomplishes that through some set or
series of actions. Research relating to planned
organizational change has focused on a variety of
organizational dynamics (Armenakis & Bedian, 1999;
Bartunek, et al., 1992; Beer & Nohria, 2000; Coyle-Shapiro,

1999; Freeman, 1999; George & Jones, 2001). Much attention



has been paid to the management tactics used by managers to
influence employees and motivate them to support the change
(Bass, 1985; Daly & Geyer, 1994; Dossier, et al., 1988;
Ford & Ford, 1995; Kotter, 1995).

The aim of this research is to test the theories of
organizational change management, particularly those
addressing the institutional response to change, by
applying them to a specific organizational context. Given
the extant research and theory on planned organizational
change, 1t Is expected that organizational forces beyond
the immediate organizational unit have a direct effect on

the efforts by managers to implement change.

Planned Organizational Change

Generally, planned organizational change occurs in
three phases (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Lewin, 1947). In
the readiness phase, the organization’s current behaviors
must be examined and the needed changes i1dentified; Lewin
(1951) referred to this process as “unfreezing” behaviors.
In the adoption phase, changes are implemented, new
procedures and priorities set, and a more functional

organizational model adopted. The final phase,



institutionalization, integrates the new model into long
term behavioral standards (refreezing).

There i1s a substantial body of literature validating
the need for employee commitment to the change effort, some
of which 1s quite recent (e.g., Armenakis & Harris, 2002;
Tyler and Blader, 2001; Brockner, 2002; Barry, 2001). But
the social science history of research in change,
influence, and motivation goes back to the first half of
the twentieth century with groundbreaking work such as the
experiential philosophy of John Dewey (1991), Lewin’s

“Frontiers in Group Dynamics” (1947) and Field Theory in

Social Science (1951), and Festinger’s “Informal Social

Communication” (1950). The influences of these and other
early twentieth century psychologists can be seen as
foundational In most modern literature on change.

Modern theories hold that committed employees can be
relied upon to demonstrate enthusiasm and willingly engage
in behaviors to insure that change efforts are successful
(Tyler, 1999). This commitment and enthusiasm make the
success of the change i1nitiative far more likely (Robertson
et al., 1993).

Unfortunately, gaining that commitment is difficult,

given most employees” inherent aversion to change (Likert,



1967) and the variety of iInterests, motives, and needs
(Locke, 1976) experienced in any employee group.
Strategies to obtain employee support range from
participative efforts such as asking employees to help
design the change (Nutt, 1996) to persuasive efforts to
explain the need for and benefits of change (Rousseau &
Tijoriwala, 1999) to coercive measures using rewards or
sanctions (Poole et al., 1989).

Because of this emphasis on employee co-optation in
change management, much of the change management research
and theory is grounded (either implicitly or explicitly) in
expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). Expectancy theory
predicts that individuals will be more likely to support
change when three conditions are met:

1) Expectancy beliefs: The belief that the
individual or group can successfully perform the
desired change behavior.

2) Instrumentality beliefs: The belief that a change
in behavior will result in certain outcomes.

3) Valence beliefs: The belief that the outcomes
achieved by changing behavior will be more

desirable than present outcomes.



Expectancy theory has been used explicitly in a
variety of organizational change studies (Burton et al.,
1992; Allen et al., 1997; Fudge and Schlacter, 1999; Furst,
2004), and those studies generally support the i1dea that
positive employee expectancy improves the probability that
change efforts will be effective. While not explicitly
cited in the studies, the concepts of expectancy theory can
be found in research testing motivation of employees to
make changes (Poole, et al., 1989) as well as research on
shaping employee”s expectations to make change meaningful
for them (Latham, 2001).

The difficulty In organizational change efforts seems
to arise more from practice than from theory. Where
research has been conducted on managerial behaviors that
elicit employee participation, the results are, at best,
equivocal (Jermier, 1998; Lau & Woodman, 1995). Employee
participation In designing change can either be productive
(Coyle-Shapiro, 1999) or disruptive (Bruhn, et al., 2001).
Persuasive efforts also generate qualified results
(Armenakis & Bedeiran, 1999; Klein et al., 2001). Coercive
methods are common in large organizational change efforts
(Kaufman, 1956; Dyson, 1976) and almost universally meet

strong resistance, but at least one study (Poole et al.,



1989) found them to be the most effective means of
effecting change.

One possible explanation for the lack of definitive
results iIn existing studies is that they study the
organizational unit using a wide variety of behavioral
descriptors. 0’Toole (1986) conducted a comprehensive
review of implementation studies (reaffirmed in 2004 in a
study by Furst) and found that there was no generally
accepted theory of change implementation. In most studies,
the unit of analysis is the employee and the manager’s
effort to influence behavior is the experimental treatment
with an expected outcome.

Without well-defined constructs and consistent
definitions of management behavior, the findings of these
studies cannot be compared and generalized. The application
of this study’s findings will require further consideration
of these behaviors, but the research itself relies on a
more general concept of support for management initiatives
rather than specific behaviors by managers, employees, or
other stakeholders.

Another potential explanation for the lack of
consensus within change management studies is that they

examine individual organizations without the context of the



larger organizational environment. Case studies (e.g.,
Trader-Leigh, 2002; Hatcher & Ross, 1991) tend to be richer
in contextual detail than the quantitative studies (e.g.,
Klein et al., 2001; Armenakis et al., 1996), but the unit
of analysis remains the employee or employee group. By not
considering the broader organizational context of change
efforts, the studies may be missing some of the forces that
contribute to the behavior of the manager and/or the
affected employees.

Lindblom (1994) likens organizational change efforts
to warfare, and notes that dominant stakeholders often
possess powerful incentives and formidable capacities to
resist change. Notably, he discusses change in the broader
context of the organization and does not limit his analysis
to the immediate work unit. Chris Argyris (1994) also sees
“cognitive 1mpairment” of organizational units as an
obstacle to change, leading to “self-serving, anti-
learning, and overprotective” behavior.

Two studies that addressed these contextual influences
were Thompson and Ingraham (1996), who studied change
efforts in federal reinvention laboratories, and Trader-
Leigh’s (2002) case study of State Department

implementation of the International Cooperative



Administrative Support Service (ICASS) system. Both studies
identified formidable resistance forces both within the
organizational unit and throughout i1ts organizational
context.

This research project applies expectancy theory
(Vroom, 1964) to a larger organizational context by
measuring the expectancy beliefs (the belief that the
individual or group can successfully perform the desired
change behavior) of unit managers in their current
organizational context. To do this, a 360-degree model 1is
used, measuring not only the expected response of
subordinates but also those of super-ordinates and peers.

By creating survey assumptions that specify positive
instrumentality beliefs (the belief that a change in
behavior will result in certain outcomes) and valence
beliefs (the belief that the outcomes achieved by changing
behavior will be more desirable than present outcomes), the
survey isolates the manager’s expectancy beliefs in regard
to the reaction of the organizational environment he/she
experiences.

The results of the current research provide an
indication of the forces that must be addressed by managers

in their efforts to design, advocate, and implement change.



Additionally, analysis of the response patterns provides
indications of manager-perceived resistance within career
fields and management chains, that will help define
appropriate actions to improve support or reduce resistance
to change efforts. Finally, i1ncorporating this information
into the existing research base will support
recommendations on further research or in the application
of this research to change management in other

organizations.



CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Background

On its website, the Journal of Organizational Change
Management observes that, “The world today i1s changing
faster than ever before. Technological developments,
financial constraints, expanding markets, restructuring and
mergers, new philosophies and government legislation are
all putting pressure on organizations to change and stay
dynamic. Yet the process of change is far from easy, and
implementing it successfully makes considerable demands on
the managers involved.” (JOCM, 2005).

Changing organizations has been a major area of
management literature, in both public and private sectors,
throughout the twentieth and into the twenty Ffirst century.
Most change literature was originally founded on the work
of theorists in the early twentieth century such as F.W.
Taylor’s “Scientific Management” (mirrored and elaborated
in Europe by H. Fayol), Frank and Lillian Gilbreth, and
Henry Gantt. Taylor and his contemporaries were engineers,

and their theories were focused on efficiency and are

10



frequently categorized as a “mechanical model” of
organization (vonBertalanffy, 1968).

As the second half of the twentieth century opened,
the social sciences began to take more control over
management theory. The classic bureaucracy of Max Weber,
against which the scientific management principles were
applied, became viewed as too mechanistic. Social
psychologists and behavioral theorists became influential
in management thinking at a time when organizational change
became a survival skill due to the acceleration of
technological advancement and expansion toward
globalization.

As a result of this emphasis on social sciences in the
management literature, much of the change management
research has been focused on the human side of
organizations. For example, justice theory has been used
to explain positive relationship between participatory
tactics and openness to change (Wanbert and Banas, 2000),
and cooperation and competition theory developed by Deutsch
(1938) has been used to explain improvements from a gain-
sharing pay plan (Hatcher & Ross, 1991).

As the management research and theory has become

increasingly employee-centered, principles of motivational

11



psychology have taken a stronger hold of management
thinking. Among the most cited theories found in the
literature was influence theory.

Influence theory holds that, by manipulating the
impressions and information conveyed via different
influence tactics, employee behaviors are shaped by
managing their beliefs about a combination of the requested
behavior and the manager who iIs making the request
(Dulebohn, 1997). Influence tactics range from focusing on
the employee’”s perceptions and participation at all stages
(““Consultation” and “Inspirational appeal”, Yukl, et al,
2003) to outright coercion (“Pressure”, Yukl, et al., 2003;
“Assertiveness”, “Sanctions”, “Persistence”, Kipnis, et
al., 1980; Schreisheim & Hinkin, 1990); “Intimidation”,
Jones & Pittman, 1982); “Threats”, Frazier & Summer, 1984).

There have been efforts to reconcile these diverse
categories by developing broader categories of influence
tactics (Tepper et al., 1998; Barry & Shapiro, 1992),
including some meta-categories developed by more recent
researchers (Farmer et al., 1997; Somech & Drach-Zahavy,
2002) . However, neither the individual categories proposed

by earlier researchers, nor the meta-categories, have been

12



able to demonstrate reliability In measuring behaviors
related to change management.

While each theory offers a unique perspective on the
challenges of changing employee behavior, there is a lack
of general consensus about the “best” theoretical
underpinnings of change management (Furst, 2004). The only
consistency is that organizations rely on the willingness
of members to behave iIn ways that support the organization
(Barnard, 1938). To generate this willingness,
organizations must employ tactics that persuade employees
at all organizational levels, who have personal goals that
may be different from the organization’s, to direct their
efforts toward a common organizational goal (Gouldner,
1954; Cyert & March, 1963).

During planned organizational change, managers play a
crucial role i1n facilitating the change process (Fairhurst
& Sarr, 1996; Ferris & Judge, 1991), and their behaviors
are particularly important to employee response during
change efforts (Reger et al., 1994; Rousseau & Tijoriwala,
1999).

What i1s lacking from the literature is a clear
understanding of how managers reach their decisions on

which organizational change to effect. The choice of

13



change initiatives is covered in great detail and the
persuasive efforts to gain employee acceptance (reviewed
below) iIs covered, but the organizational context in which
the manager must develop and promote practical initiatives
IS not addressed. Because the decision to promote a
particular change strategy is closely related to
motivation, the literature on motivation and influence was

reviewed at length.

Philosophical/Theoretical Basis

Managers must be able to “unfreeze” the view that the
status quo is desirable, institute the desired changes, and
then “refreeze” the new behaviors (Lewin, 1951). To do
this, they must be able to motivate employees to make the
desired change (Poole, et al., 1989) by making the change
meaningful to them (Latham, 2001) and convincing them that
the change i1s not only possible, but will lead to more
desirable outcomes (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Robertson, et al.,
1993).

The following research and theory has been identified
as relevant to the challenges faced by managers in

selecting and implementing change.

14



Qualitative Research

Education, communication, and participation were
identified In a case study by Kotter and Schlesinger (1979)
as effective strategies in obtaining employee support for
change. Education and communication were used to
communicate the need for and logic of the change.
Participation involved managers seeking out and applying
employee views on the proposed change.

From interviews of 91 managers, Nutt (1986) identified
“intervention” which was similar, but not identical, to
behaviors Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) had labeled as
“education” and “communication”. Nutt’s “participation”
behavior was essentially i1dentical to the “participation”
behaviors identified by Kotter & Schlesinger. To these
behaviors, Nutt added “persuasion” (the use of outside
experts to support the change) and “edict”, where change
was prescribed by management and employee support was
expected to follow.

In a 1989 study of change at a bank, Poole et al.
identified “instruction” and “proclamation”, again similar

to the behaviors i1dentified by Kotter & Schlesinger (1970)

15



and Nutt (1986). To these, he added “manipulation”, in
which information was either disseminated or withheld by
management in order to influence employee behavior.

Kotter & Schlesinger (1979) reported success in
obtaining employee support for change when managers
“manipulated” them by selectively using information,
assigning employees desirable roles in the change process,
and restructuring events to present them in their most
favorable light. Poole et al. (1989) reported unfavorably
on management’s “manipulation” of employees through
concealing the actual intent of the change and withholding
information from the employees. Nutt (1986) found
intervention (“Managers provide rationales for why change
IS needed or justifications to explain how peer
organizations are engaging in similar efforts”) as the most
effective management behavior In instituting change, while
Poole et al. (1989) found manipulation and enforcement to

be the most successful tactic.

Quantitative Research

There have been a number of quantitative studies that

addressed management tactics in change management. For

16



example, resource allocation was found to be effective as a
tool of change by Klein et al. (2001). Hatcher & Ross
(1991) studied changes in employee productivity after
introduction of new pay plans, finding little support for
use of this strategy. “Inspirational speeches” were found
by Armenakis, et al. (1996), to impact favorably on
employee cooperation with business turnarounds. The strong
impact of employee self-image on change efforts was also
documented by Judge et al. (1999).

Teas (1981) studied 171 industrial sales personnel and
found their expectancy beliefs were affected by the way
they were treated by their supervisor. Mossholder et al
(1998) conducted a study of employees from a service-
oriented company and a hospital, finding lower justice
perceptions where coercive power was used. Alge (2001)
studied temporary workers to measure the effects of
monitoring on employee perceptions of procedural justice,
finding that increasing surveillance levels lowered
employee perceptions of justice.

Mowday (1978) investigated the relationship between
five influence tactics by elementary school principals and
their overall effectiveness iIn exercising influence. Only

one tactic, information distortion, showed significant

17



discrimination between the more effective principals and
their less effective peers.

Kipnis & Schmidt (1988) developed a scale using four
categories of influencers, comparing them to performance
evaluations to determine the relative performance of each
type of manager. Kipnis & Schmidt found that there were
gender differences iIn “effectiveness” within the categories
and that more aggressive (“Shotgun”) styles of upward
influence resulted iIn lower performance evaluations and
higher stress.

The success of prior change efforts was shown to have
an impact on current receptivity to change (Wanous, et al,
2000). It has also been indicated that managers may
improve expectations and motivation by providing rational
arguments and facts regarding change. (Smith, et al.,
2000) .

In a somewhat unusual study, Lantham (2001)
demonstrated that eliminating positive outcomes associated
with theft reduced employee motivation for and their
propensity to steal from the employer. Lantham used social
cognitive theory to determine the positive and negative
outcome expectancies of the employees who stole and

developed a program to eliminate the positive outcomes.

18



This study demonstrated the unusual strength of outcome
expectancies in changing employee behavior.

Being treated with consideration by their supervisor
was positively associated with salesperson’s beliefs iIn the
likelihood of receiving desired extrinsic rewards (Teas,
1981). Employee perceptions that their managers will not
protect their interests can result from a lack of a formal
voice in developing change initiatives. (Whitener et al,
1998) This perception, in turn, causes the outcomes of
their behavior to be less favorable (Florey & Harrison,
2000) .

A study of 95 full-time MBA students suggest that they
expected inspirational appeals, consultation, and personal
appeals to result in commitment to the requested change,
but that compliance with the change was most frequently
associated with exchange and legitimization.

Pressure and coalition were most frequently associated
with resistance (Falbe & Yukl, 1992). However, research
does not show a consistent relationship between the tactics
and target outcomes (Higgins & Spiegel, 2004). Yukl &
Tracey (1992) associated exchange tactics with greater

employee commitment, while a concurrent study (Falbe &
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Yukl, 1992) found exchange tactics were most often

associated with both compliance and resistance.

Weaknesses

Almost all studies identified in the literature
involved a limited number of observed behaviors in a
single-work-setting environment. This small sample iIs a
common weakness of studies that rely on researcher
observations or interviews. Application of the findings
from these studies limits their value iIn large scale
organizational change.

Another weakness of the studies was the use of post
hoc methods to define observed behaviors, making
categorization of behaviors somewhat idiosyncratic. This
lack of consistent behavioral definition prevents
comparison of results. Researchers also must selectively
identify which behaviors to study in exclusion of others
(Erez & Rim, 1982). This, in turn, limits the comparability
of the results to other studies limited to the same
behavior or behaviors.

While quantitative methods were used, these studies

identified a wide variety of behaviors that are defined, iIn
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most part, by the observer. For example, various
researchers found behaviors they characterized as
participation (Coyle-Shapiro, 1999), consultation (Falbe &
Yukl, 1992), co-optation (Lam & Schaubroeck, 2000; Kumar &
Ghadially, 1989), rationalization (Daly & Geyer, 1994),
rational persuasion (Higgins & Spiegel, 2004), rewards
(Giacalone & Rosenfeld, 1987), guilt (Baumeister et al.,
1994; Kumar & Ghadially, 1995), ingratiation (Higgins &
Spiegel, 2004); personal appeals (Falbe & Yukl, 1992),
moral and social obligations (Baumeister et al., 1994;
Brass & Burkhardt, 1995; Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979),
inspirational appeals (Falbe & Yukl, 1992), pressure (Falbe
& Yukl, 1992), and upward appeals (Yukl & Tracey, 1992).
While each of these studies defines and distinguishes the
behavior identified, no generally accepted set of
definitions could be i1dentified in the review.

There have been efforts to aggregate this wide body of
literature. A recent meta-analysis of 23 influence studies
showed that ingratiation and rational persuasion
demonstrated strongest relationships with positive work
outcomes (Higgins & Spiegel, 2004). There have been several
studies examining how often specific influence tactics are

used across different targets and for different objectives
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(Ansari & Kapoor, 1987; Erez & Rim, 1982; Erez, Rim, &
Keider, 1986; Kipnis et al., 1980; Kipnis & Schmidt, 1982;
Yukl & Falbe, 1990). None of these efforts, though,
provide a clear definition of the best tactic, or
combination of tactics, to use in developing and
implementing organizational change.

Another weakness of these studies is that they lack
organizational context. There is no way to generalize the
climate 1n the studied organizations toward change, making
the interpretation of the results very limited. Trader-
Leigh’s 2002 study of the implementation of change iIn the
State Department is the exception, and her analysis
indicates that factors such as the individual’s self-
interest, psychological impact on the object of the change,
the tyranny of custom, perceived changes in control or
funding authorities, iInertia, cultural incompatibility, and
political effects have a large impact on the response of
individuals to attempted change. Without knowledge of
these factors, research on motivation must be applied to
different contexts with care.

An example of this limitation is shown in the studies
of employee receptivity to change. Receptivity has been

shown affect commitment to the change (Bartunek et al.,
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1992; George & Jones, 2001) and how employees respond to
managerial influence attempts (Sussman & Vecchio, 1991).
The affects of receptivity extend to the credibility
assigned to the manager (Barnard, 1938; Barry, 2001) and
the reasons employees attribute to the change (Rousseau &
Tijoriwala (1999). This credibility determination, 1iIn
turn, influences the iInterpretation assigned to a manager’s
behavior and messages (Deutsch, 1968).

Given the apparent importance of receptivity, how does
one develop high receptivity In employees? Researchers
have found that receptivity is affected by whether the
employees believe the task is desirable and feasible (Yukl
& Siefert, 2002), but it is also affected by perceptions of
the manager as fair, competent, and likeable (Ferris &
Judge, 1991; Tepper et al., 1998). Employees who are
treated with respect and consideration by their manager may
have greater confidence that their efforts will result In a
desirable outcome. Perceptions of procedural justice
improve employee expectations of favorable outcomes from
their change efforts (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).

Employees treated with respect should develop stronger
affective bonds and greater interpersonal trust (Engle &

Lord, 1997; McAllister, 1995). Employees are more likely
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to support change when they understand the reasons behind
it and actively participate in shaping its outcomes
(Cropanzano & Schminke, 2001; Vroom & Yetton, 1973).

Given these results, i1t appears that a history of
openness and fairness by the supervisor/manager should have
a positive impact on employee receptivity to change. This
IS borne out by research indicating a positive effect from
the employee’s ability to shape supervisory decisions about
performance ratings, salary iIncreases, and promotions
(Engle & Lord, 1997). “Normative” supervisory practices
use a relationship bond to create an affective state to
motivate employees to do what the manager wants
(Baumeister, et al., 1994: 247). Polite and respectful
treatment from a manager signals greater concern for
employees than undignified, disrespectful, or impolite
treatment (Tyler et al., 1997). Employees are more likely
to believe that the manager will protect their interests if
they have strong trust based on continuing transactional
justice (Whitener et al., 1998).

All of these results indicate that sensitive,
participative management behavior will provide a solid
foundation for change. However, when a manager uses

normative tactics to implement change, employees may
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perceive a lack of formal power and personal resources
(Brass & Burkhardt, 1995: 448). There 1s also a potential
for employees to feel manipulated (Kotter & Schlesinger,
1979) and interpret the manager’s normative management
efforts as an attempt to avoid personal responsibility
(Ashforth and Lee, 1990). In fact, Kuma and Ghadially
(1989) found, in a survey of 278 managers, that the use of
normative tactics (termed by them as ‘“co-optation’) was
negatively related to perceptions of iInterpersonal trust
and positively correlated to alienation.

It appears from these studies that manager efforts to
create a positive, interactive environment may result in
either strong employee support or a may cause a backlash
from employees who feel manipulated. Why the same tactics
would result in these opposite reactions from employees is

not apparent from the literature.

Adding Organizational Context

This literature review indicates that the emphasis of
change research has been on manager efforts to influence
employees, not on the actual development and championing of

change by managers. Development and championing of a
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change effort requires gaining support of not only
employees, but super-ordinates (who approve the plan for
change) and peers (who either support or resist change
efforts).

Coercive tactics such as pressure in which managers
demand, monitor, or persistently remind employees to adhere
to the change (Yukl & Seifert, 2002), obligation tactics
where managers explicitly remind employees is consistent
with role expectations (Kotter & Schlesinger, 1979), or
sanctions In which managers use punishment for non-
compliance with change efforts (Shriesheim & Hinkin, 1990)
are inappropriate for use with super-ordinates or peers.

One might conclude that no particular tactic is
suitable for championing change efforts, and that a
combination or “mix” of tactics would be more successful.
Unfortunately, the research base does not support this
assumption, either.

Kipnis & Schmidt (1988) found that managers with high
scores on a combination of assertiveness, appeal to higher
authority, and coalition (“shotgun managers”) received the
lowest performance ratings; those using iIngratiation
received moderate ratings; and those using rational

persuasion (“tacticians”) received the highest ratings. By
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contrast, Schilit & Locke (1982) studied upward influence
attempts using 18 categories of tactics and found few
significant differences iIn the effectiveness of the tactics
selected.

The use of large numbers of tactics toward varying
audiences (21 in a study of tactics directed by super-
ordinates by Case et al., 1988; 17 in a study of influence
of subordinates by Dosier et al., 1988; and 11 in peer
influence study by Keys et al., 1987) resulted in only two

differences which met a 5% significance test.

Conclusion

There is no comprehensive overview Or COnNsensus on
which tactics are most effective or on how to identify the
supporters or resistors to change efforts. A review of the
literature reveals a large body of both qualitative and
quantitative research on change management. Each element
of the literature provides value In assessing strategies
for change.

Additionally, the influences that affected managers’
decisions on what changes to advocate, and how to support
those changes, was not addressed in the literature. This

research seeks to fill that void by studying a specific
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context in which change is required and measuring the
expected response to various change initiatives. From that
insight, the research base can be applied to developing
potentially successful tactics to reduce resistance or

improve support for management-initiated changes.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

Much of the change management research has been
focused on the human side of organizations. For example,
social justice theory has been used to explain positive
relationship between participatory tactics and openness to
change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000; Coyle-Shapiro,1999;
Copanzano & Schminke, 2001; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998;),
and cooperation and competition theory developed by Deutsch
(1938) has been used to explain improvements from a gain-
sharing pay plan . Exchange theory is a common basis for
research (e.g., Blau, 1964; Yukl & Siefert, 2002), as is
social cognitive theory (e.g. Latham, 2001; Bartunek et
al., 1977; Harrison & McLaughlin, 1996; Hope & Pate, 1988);
social power (French & Raven, 1959) and social learning
theory (Bandura, 1977).

Some research has reached out Into areas more
accurately described as “concepts” or “philosophies” rather
than theory. Bass (1985) explored the value of iInspiration,
as well as leadership (Bass, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1994).
Bies & Shaprio (1988) looked into of voice and

justification on the perception of failrness.

29



Another concept was that of coercion as a method of
obtaining compliance. When coercive tactics are used with
subordinates, they may work because employees recognize and
accept the power conferred to the manager by his/her
position (Brass & Burkhardt, 1993) and from the desire to
evade punishment for non-compliance (Trevino, 1992). These
tactics are not effective with super-ordinates or peers.
Even with subordinates, coercion may cause employees to
lose motivation because they lack control over and support
for their efforts (Elangovan & Xie, 2000; Tyler & Blader,
2000) and because employees lack information regarding the
desired methods and outcomes (Yukl, 1989), making their
performance more mechanical and less innovative. The
connection between non-compliance and negative outcomes to
the employee, characteristic of coercive tactics (Alvesson
& Willmott, 2002), may violate the employee’s sense of
social exchange (Schopler & Layton, 1972) and destroy the
trust and sense of reciprocity essential to an exchange-
based relationship (McAllister, 1995; Whitener et al.,
1997). Tepper (2000) describes this sense of Inequity iIn
an exchange relationship as “relative deprivation”, or

getting less than a fair return on one’s efforts. With few
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exceptions, the researchers found negative outcomes from
coercive tactics.

Even base emotions have been explored for their
motivational value. Baumeister et al. (1994) explored
guilt, while others looked at power (e.g., Brass &
Burkhardt, 1993; Michener & Suchner, 1972). Trevino (1992)
evaluated the impact of using punishment In organizations,
applying social justice theory to the use of fear as a
motivator.

As the management research and theory has become
increasingly employee-centered, principles of motivational
psychology have taken a stronger hold of management
thinking. Among the most cited theories found in the
literature of the last 20 years was influence theory.

Influence theory holds that, by manipulation the
impressions and information conveyed via different
influence tactics, employee behaviors are shaped by
managing their beliefs about a combination of the requested
behavior and the manager who Is making the request
(Dulebohn, 1997). Influence tactics range from focusing on
the employee’”s perceptions and participation at all stages
(“Consultation” and “Inspirational appeal” (Yukl, et al,

2003)) to outright coercion (“Pressure” (Yukl, et al.,
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2003)); “Assertiveness”, “Sanctions”, and “Persistence”
(Kipnis et al., 1980; Schreisheim & Hinkin, 1990);
“Intimidation” (Jones & Pittman, 1982); “Threats” (Frazier
& Summer, 1994)).

There have been efforts to reconcile findings by
developing broader categories influence tactics (Tepper et
al., 1998; Barry & Shapiro, 1992). However, there is
little support for the validity of either the individual
tactics as described in early studies or the meta-
categories developed by more recent researchers (Farmer et
al., 1997; Somech & Drach-Zahavy, 2002). While each theory
offers a unique perspective on the challenges of changing
employee behavior, there is a lack of general consensus
about the “best” theoretical underpinnings of change
management (Furst, 2004).

The various theories, offered by sociology and social
psychology, explain the employee’s (or, in the case of this
research, the manager’s) behavior by using a simple causal
model. In each case, the actor (normally the supervisor)
does something that causes the object (normally the
employee) to change his/her behavior in a desired way.

This “A causes B” model is elegant in its simplicity, but
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it does not effectively explain the complex interactions of
an open system.

For this research, expectancy theory provided the best
foundation upon which to study management behavior.

Because expectancy beliefs can be measured against the
behavior of multiple fields of influence, both individually
and collectively, expectancy theory provides a foundation
for determining the impact of those fields on the object of
their influence.

Vroom (1964) forwarded the theory that an individual’s
motivation to engage in behavior is a function of their
expectancy, instrumentality and valence beliefs.

Expectancy theory predicts employees will be more motivated
to support a change when they believe:
1) They can successfully perform the change behavior
(expectancy beliefs)
2) They will obtain certain outcomes as a result of
changing their behavior (instrumentality beliefs),
and
3) That those outcomes are desirable (valence
beliefs).
Expectancy theory prescribes that managers should

select tactics that enhance employee expectancy,
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instrumentality, and outcome favorability beliefs about the

change (Sanchez et al., 2000).

This Research: Systems Theory, Expectancy Theory
and Field Theory

To understand the design of this research, it is
necessary to recognize the influence of systems theory on
the overall research model. Systems theory recognizes that
decisions regarding organizational change are not isolated
actions, but rather occur iIn the context of the larger
organizational unit. Given this “organizational context”,
a 360-degree research model i1s required to evaluate the
potential for success of any given change strategy.

Expectancy theory i1s used to develop the decision
model in this research. By holding constant the
instrumentality and valence elements of expectancy theory,
the expectancy values (Can 1 successfully perform this
change?) of the principle actor (the activity manager) can
be evaluated.

Field theory presents a conceptual framework to
evaluate the sources of resistance to change within the
studied organization. By aggregating the responses based

on various groups, or “fields”, of influence, the expected
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resistors to change can be viewed in their social context.
The value of this research depends, to some degree, on the
patterns of resistance that are localized (assorted
stakeholders at the same location tend to have the same
levels or patterns of resistance), and from professional
stakeholders who tend to resist in a manner consistent with
other stakeholders in similar professional positions, such
as human resources or legal counsel.

Systems theory, expectancy theory, and field theory

are discussed in detail below.

Systems Theory

Systems theory is not a “true” theory in that it lacks
explanatory power and testable hypotheses. Rather, it
provides an analogy or perspective from which to analyze
groups (von Bertalanffy, 1968). A system may be defined
literally as an organized or complex whole, an assemblage
or combination of thing or parts forming a complex or
unitary whole. (Ginter, et al., 1999, p. 17, citing
Cleland & King, 1983). Organizations are systems, normally
consisting of many levels of sub-systems and supra-systems.
The relationship of each system to other systems is the

foundation of systems theory.
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Closed systems have no exchange with their
environment, whereas open systems are involved iIn
environmental exchanges. Littlejohn (1983, p. 32) defined
an open system as “a set of objects with attributes that
interrelate In an environment.”

Much of the research on organizational change has used
the individual employee as the unit of analysis, measuring
how the employee responds to outside stimulus. This is the
result of emphasis on motivation and how the employee is
motivated to support, accept, or resist change efforts.
These are discussed at length in the literature review, but
examples include Kotter (1979), who looked at obligation as
a motivation for employee compliance while Schriesheim &
Hinkin (1990) focused on sanctions and Bhanthumnavin (2003)
studied emotional and informational support in producing
employee satisfaction and productivity. When the employee
is the unit of analysis, the system is usually defined as
the immediate work group and the field of influence is
frequently limited to the Immediate supervisor.

In this research, the unit of analysis iIs the activity
manager. That manager is influenced by a variety of other
systems including the employee workgroup, the chain of

command, and peer organizations, and the human resources
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and legal systems. The manager’s expectancy values are
influenced by their iInteraction with these external
systems, and force field analysis provides a methodology to
measure the direction (vector) and strength (valence) of

these influences.

Expectancy Theory

As previously discussed, expectancy theory (Vroom,
1964) predicts employees will be more motivated to support
a change when they believe:

1) They can successfully perform the change behavior
(expectancy beliefs)

2) They will obtain certain outcomes as a result of
changing their behavior (instrumentality beliefs),
and

3) That those outcomes are desirable (valence
beliefs).

Expectancy beliefs create the core of this research
and will be discussed last.

Instrumentality beliefs involve the likelihood, as
assessed by the individual, that certain outcomes will
occur 1f, and only i1f, they change their behavior. In

contrast, valence beliefs evaluate whether the individual
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views the predicted outcomes as desirable. While these two
beliefs are clearly related, instrumentality beliefs are
independent of valence beliefs because they focus on the
likelihood of the outcomes, without regard to their
desirability.

All identified research on instrumentality beliefs was
based on individual employee reactions to change
initiatives. For example, researchers found that
instrumentality beliefs may be improved by using management
tactics that signal a high quality management/employee
relationship (Blau, 1964). Instrumentality beliefs are
enhanced when fairness is improved by management offers of
inducements for work contributions (Sparrowe & Liden,
1997), increasing employee confidence in the outcomes
expected from their work efforts (McAllister, 1995;
Whitener et al., 1998). Managers can influence employee
beliefs regarding the likelihood of obtaining desirable
outcomes over time (Mitchell, 1982). This review
identified no research addressing management
instrumentality beliefs in the development and
implementation decisions regarding change.

Meta-analysis indicates that interaction of valence

and instrumentality beliefs can predict “effort” by the
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employee (Van Eerde & Thierry, 1996). Valence beliefs,
which reflect the individual’s values, needs and
preferences (Locke, 1976), reflect the employee’s view that
certain modes of belief or end states are desirable
(Rokeach, 1973). Valence beliefs may be the hardest beliefs
to influence, since they tend to be stable over time
(Rokeach, 1973).

Expectancy beliefs, which are being tested in this
research, involve the individual’s expectation that he or
she can successfully perform the change behavior. As
elaborated later, the manager of an organization may
believe that a certain course of action will result in a
specific outcome (instrumentality beliefs), and may find
that outcome desirable (valence beliefs), but may have an
expectation that their performance of the behavior will be
prevented by the actions (or inactions) of others. Given a
low expectancy belief, the individual manager may be
expected to not be motivated to attempt the desired

changes.

Field Theory

Kurt Lewin (1947) is widely credited with the

development and application of field theory to the study of
39



social psychology. While field theory was in use prior to
Lewin (see Stone & Finison (1980) for a discussion of prior
efforts in field theory), Lewin applied it to
organizational and group settings and developed the Force
Field Analysis technique.

Martin (2003) provides a solid analysis of the
history, evolution and current status of field theory in
the social sciences. Martin describes field theory as a
more or less coherent approach in the social sciences whose
essence 1s in the explanation of regularities in individual
action by recourse to position vis-a-vis others. In his
analysis, he prescribes (Martin, 2003, p. 3) five
characteristics that exist In a field:

1) It purports to explain changes in the states of
some elements (e.g., a static field induces motion
in a charged particle) but need not appeal to
changes i1n states of other elements (i.e.,
“causes™).

2) These changes in state involve an interaction
between the field and the existing states of the
elements (e.g., a particle of positive charge moves

in one way and one of negative charge another);
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3) The elements have particular attributes that make
them susceptible to the field effect (particles
differ in the degree and direction of charge).

4) The field without the elements is only a
potential for the creation of force, without any
existent force.

5) The field itself is organized and differential.
In other words, at any position the field is a
vector of potential force and these vectors are
neither identical nor randomly distributed.

These characteristics can be applied to a magnet,
which provides a physical force (“magnetic) field. A
magnet will change the state of (or “move’”) metal shavings,
yet leave the paper under the shavings unchanged
(characteristic #1). Movement of the metal shavings is an
interaction between the magnetic field and the shavings
(#2), and the shavings would not be affected it they were
not metal (#3). A magnet without the associated metal
objects has a magnetic field, but that field has no force
until 1t is associated with a metal object (#4). Finally,
one can describe and measure the force field of a magnet,
and it has direction (Lewin called this the “vector” of the

field) and force (Lewin’s “valence”) (#5).
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DiMaggio & Powell (1983) defined the organizational
field as “those organizations that In the aggregate,
constitute a recognized area of institutional life: key
suppliers, resource and product consumers, regulatory
agencies, and other organizations that produce similar
services or products.” (Cited by Martin, 2003).

Applying field theory to an organization requires
identifying fields that, collectively, constitute the
organizational environment. Using DiMaggio and Powell’s
(1983) definition, the analysis is conducted from the
perspective of the object of influence. This object is
normally an organizational element or, in this research,
the manager of an organizational element. From the

perspective of this object of influence, force field

analysis looks outward through the organizational field to

identify those organizations that exert force (or

influence) on the manager.

Lewin (1947) theorizes that stability within a social

system is a dynamic, rather than static, condition. Using

the magnet analogy, the object is a magnet surrounded by a

number of other magnets in varying relative position

(““vector”) and strength (““valence”). As a dynamic system,

these magnets are constantly i1n motion, changing both
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vector and valence on a continuing basis. As explained by
Brager & Holloway (1978, p. 108), the seeming stability in
social systems i1s the result of opposing and countervailing
forces that continuously operate to produce what we
experience as stability.

These dynamics make the analysis of force fields a
useful tool iIn understanding complex relationships where
the action and influence of any given actor is not
sufficiently direct to create a causal relationship.
Causality i1s saild to exist when a change iIn state In one
variable produced by external manipulation would impel a
change in state of another variable (Martin, 2003). In
field theory, there iIs no requirement for a change in state
of an iIndependent variable; rather, the total relationship
of all variables iIs a dynamic state and what one measures
as a stable state is, In fact, the overall iInteraction of
these constantly changing influences. Consequently, a
researcher cannot manipulate an independent variable and
measure iIts effect on the dependent variable; rather, the
researcher must identify the most salient forces and
measure their individual and cumulative influence on the
research object. The tool develop by Lewin to measure

these forces i1s force fTield analysis.
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To conduct a “force field analysis” (Lewin, 1947), the
forces that are expected to influence any given change are
identified and categorized as either “driving forces” or
“restraining forces”, depending on the vector of their
expected influence. These categories are somewhat Intuitive
and are merely foundational to further research; they can
be categorized as “inferences, informed speculations, and
initial judgments” (Brager & Holloway, 1978).

The force field analysis identifies the forces, and
the 1mpact of those forces on the object of influence can
be measured from the perspective of the object.

Measurement of that influence contributes to the
understanding of organizational dynamics, and can provide
the foundation for efforts to change either the vector or
valence of influence through a variety of organizational

actions.

Applying Expectancy Theory to an Open System

The current research focuses on the activity manager,
and how that manager’s expectancy beliefs are affected by

his/her organizational environment.
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I found no research that examined how managerial
influence tactics shape employee valence, instrumentality
and expectancy beliefs during organizational change (Furst,
2004) . Theoretically, expectancy beliefs should be
stronger when employees clearly understand the behavior
that i1s expected from them (low role or task ambiguity)
(Kahn et al., 1964). Expectancy beliefs should also be
stronger when employees believe they have the knowledge,
skills, and resources to perform the expected behavior
(Bandura, 1986).

To limit the scope of expectancy values in this
research, low task ambiguity and high competency were
included In the design of the survey instrument.
Specifically, the manager is described as the actor in
evaluating the organization issues requiring change and,
with the support of a local university, iIn developing the
proposed solution. Given that these conditions specify low
task ambiguity and competence to execute the change, the
remaining instrumentality value to be measured is the
required support by super-ordinates, peers, and
subordinates.

Klein & Sorra (1996) found that expectancy beliefs are

enhanced when employees have the support of theilr manager
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and coworkers, and when the overall organizational climate
i1s supportive of change. Unlike Klein & Sorra, my research
focuses on the decision process preceding organizational
change, not the change implementation. However, the Klein
& Sorra research makes an iInteresting observation that
organizational climate is a strong influence iIn change
efforts, but that even organizational climate is limited by
positive or negative congruence with worker’s values.

Given the bureaucratic nature of federal organizations, and
the paternalistic nature of the military culture, the
concept of congruence with values provides a partial
explanation of organizational resistance to change as
measured in this research.

In this research, instrumentality beliefs are
specified in the conditions of each scenario, which states,
“You have both statistical and anecdotal evidence that our
plan is well thought out, well supported, and achievable.”
Further, the scenario where the manager is analyzing the
situation and developing alternative corrective strategies

incorporates valence beliefs.
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Treating Groups as “Fields”

Field theory looks at the world as an arena for the
action of forces, where the objects are simply specific
places for the interaction of these forces (White, 1992, p.
53). In this research, the “object” is the manager, and
all groups that exert influence over his/her actions
generate a “field” of influence, much as the magnet
generates a magnetic force field.

The “object” iIn the preponderance of research on
organizational change is the employee. The emphasis of
those research findings iIs on actions by the manager to
cause change by the affected employees. These findings
reflect a classic causal model: the manager’s actions are
the cause; the employee’s response is the effect.

Some examples of research findings may clarify this
point. For example, researchers have found that, when
coercive tactics are used with subordinates, they may work
because employees recognize and accept the power conferred
to the manager by his/her position (Brass & Burkhardt,
1993) and from the desire to evade punishment for non-
compliance (Trevino, 1992). These tactics are not

effective with super-ordinates or peers. Even with
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subordinates, coercion may cause employees to lose
motivation because they lack control over and support for
their efforts (Elangovan & Xie, 2000; Tyler & Blader, 2000)
and because employees lack information regarding the
desired methods and outcomes (Yukl, 1989), making their
performance more mechanical and less innovative. The
connection between non-compliance and negative outcomes to
the employee, characteristic of coercive tactics (Alvesson
& Willmott, 2002), may violate the employee’s sense of
social exchange (Schopler & Layton, 1972) and destroy the
trust and sense of reciprocity essential to an exchange-
based relationship (McAllister, 1995; Whitener et al.,
1997). Tepper (2000) describes this sense of inequity iIn
an exchange relationship as “relative deprivation”, or
getting less than a fair return on one’s efforts.

In every case, the actor is the manager whose actions
(or, in experimental terms, “treatments’) either do or do
not cause the desired change. The manager is presumed to
be totally independent and the sole source of influence,
while the employees respond mechanistically to their
perception of the manager’s efforts.

In this research, the manager’s perspective as the

“object” of influence from various sources provides the
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reference points for all fields of influence. There is no
necessity for the groups to act or abstain; their mere
presence influences the manager’s actions.

A simple analogy to this phenomenon is the practice by
law enforcement officials of parking an unoccupied police
car on a busy highway; its presence tends to slow traffic,
even though there is no real potential for an adverse
action. The field of influence exerted by the parked police
car extends even beyond the drivers that can see it;
drivers who do not see the car slow in response to the
behavior of other drivers.

From the perspective of the manager, super-ordinates
make crucial decisions regarding his/her well being. Not
only do they evaluate the manager’s performance, but their
daily decisions affect the ease or difficulty encountered
by the manager in performing his/her duties. The field of
influence, iIn this case, extends beyond formal action to a
more generalized concern regarding support, rewards, or
perceptions from the manager’s chain of command.

The proliferation of studies about employee response
to change reflects the reality that employees have a direct
influence on the success or failure of a manager’s efforts.

A manager anticipating strong resistance can be expected to

49



either prepare to overcome that resistance or, by avoiding
or mitigating the “best” change, yielding to the employees’
influence.

Finally, organizations that are theoretically peer-
groups to the manager have a direct influence. In the
federal bureaucracy, legal review is required for any
action where either legal, regulatory, or labor/employee
relations issues are involve. The same is true for human
resources staff offices that review planned actions for
impact on the employees and for other potential issues.
From the manager’s perspective, the support, or lack of
support, from these staff agencies can significantly
influence how difficult change efforts are.

Each of these groups, along with others with lesser
influence, project fields of iInfluence that extend well
beyond the actions contemplated in mission and function

tables.

Operationalizing Fields of Influence: Force Field
Analysis

Lewin (1947) developed an analytic technique he named
“force fTield analysis”. To conduct a force field analysis

requires an informed, but intuitive, evaluation of the
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potential positive (driving) and negative (restraining)
forces to be encountered by the object In seeking change.
Force fTield analysis is not a separate theory of

organizational change; rather, it is the operationalization
of field theory for practitioners to use iIn developing
change strategies (Brager & Holloway, 1978). Based on
Lewin’s (1951) field theory, force field analysis provides
the tools to identify and evaluate the various forces that
are exerted on the organization, both driving forces which
tend to iIncrease preference for change and restraining
forces which tend to increase preference for the status
quo. To analyze these forces on the implementation of
change requires identification of:

1) the need for change,

2) the change goal

3) the critical actors who will affect the change

process,

4) the driving and restraining forces, and

5) the impact of those forces on the critical

actors.
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Identification of the Critical Actors

"The critical actor is located by asking the question:
"Who (or what group) has the power to deliver my change if
he perceives it to be in his own or the organization®s best
interest to do so?" (Brager & Holloway, 1978, p. 116).
Given a change goal and one or more strategies for
achieving that goal, i1t iIs essential to identify the
critical actors who can approve and achieve the change
proposal.

In most organizations, many "critical actors" are
easily identified; they are the person or group with
approval or funding authority. However, there are two
types of facilitators who may be even more crucial in the
process than the critical actors. 1 call the first
"intermediate facilitators'™, from whom you must obtain
approval to reach the critical actor(s). Like critical
actors, these iIntermediate facilitators are normally easy
to 1dentify.

The second type of facilitators, who I designate
"influence facilitators'™, are those whose approval,
disapproval, or neutrality will affect the decisions of the

intermediate facilitators or critical actors, and thereby
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affect the potential for obtaining approval for the change
proposal. These influence facilitators are often not
obvious, but 1t is critical that they be i1dentified before
continuing with the analysis.

The structured Force Field Analysis identified the
critical actors and evaluates their amenability to change,
potency in effecting change, and consistency in their

support or opposition to the proposed change.

Table 1: Force Field Analysis for Strategic Change

CRITICAL ACTORS A F |C
Asst Sec of the Army (M&RA) U H |U
Dept Asst Sec of the Army (HR) |L H |H
MWR Bd of Dir H H |[H
DRIVING FORCES A |P | C | RESTRAINING A |P |C
FORCES
ASA (M&RA) U|H|U|Garrison Cmdr (U |H |H
DASA (HR) H{H|H|IMA (HQ & U |H |L
Region)
MWR Bd of Dir H|H|H]|CPAC U |H |U
(Installation)
MWR Bd of Dir Exec H{H]|H]|SJA U |H |U
Comm (Installation)
Cdr, CFSC U|H|U]|Workgroup L |U |U
Employees
CO00, CFSC H{H|H
A = Amenability to Change U = Uncertain
P = Potency to Affect Change L = Low
C = Consistency H = High
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The critical actors, as i1dentified above, will be
discussed at length and the rationale for selecting them as
“critical”, as well as the ratings on amenability, potency,

and consistency explained, in the following section.

Private Services in a Public Organization: Army
Morale, Welfare and Recreation (MWR) Managers

The following information relies heavily on the US
Army Morale, Welfare and Recreation Fiscal Year 2003 Annual
Report (US Army, 2003). Substantially all financial and
descriptive information is either directly quoted or
minimally paraphrased for clarity. The report covers
operations during fiscal year (FY) 2003, extending from
October 2002 through September 2003. This is the most
recent MWR Annual Report released to the public at the time
of this writing.

The services provided by Army MWR activities are
predominantly “private services” comparable to those
provided by commercial enterprises in non-military
communities. While there are a few public services (e.g.,
parks and recreation, libraries), these consume a small
minority of the budget dollars, employees, and operational

attention of MWR. Lodging, food and beverage, golf,
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bowling, child care, and other services typically provided

by the private sector make up the lion’s share of MWR.

Army MWR: A Billion Dollar Public Business

Military service takes individuals away from their
hometowns and transplants them in unfamiliar places both
inside and outside the continental United States. In
addition to this disassociation from their family support
structure, soldiers and their families experience unusual
stresses due to the nature of military duties and frequent,
often extended, separations of the soldier from his/her
immediate family. To respond to these unusual stresses,
the military services operate “Morale, Welfare, and
Recreation” (MWR) programs.

The following table depicts active Army demographics
(Army, 2003, p-9). In addition, Army MWR also serves the
reserve components (National Guard and Reserves), DoD

civilian employees, and contractor civilians.
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Table 2:

Active Duty Army Demographics

2002 2003
Active Duty 78,368 79,866 Officer
406,183 | 413,697 Enlisted
484,551 | 493,563 Total
Family Units 284,774 | 282,307
Family Distribution 89% 86% CONUS
11% 14% OCONUS
% Married 72% 70% Officer
49% 49% Enlisted
53% 52% Total
Dual Military 5,039 4,977 Officer
22,538 | 21,859 Enlisted
Single Parents 2,936 3,693 Officer
33,595 34,320 Enlisted
Family Members 252,193 | 254,739 Spouses
460,853 | 469,069 | Children/Other
3,599 3,654 Parents/Other
716,645 | 727,462 Total

The 282,301 active duty Army soldiers in 2003
represented 282,307 “family units”. 86% of these family
units were inside the continental US (“CONUS”), while 14%

of them were residing outside the contiguous 48 states
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(““OCONUS”) . Because the deployment issues and mission-
related challenges of “dual military” families, as well as
those for single parents, the Army tracks these groups
separately. There are approximately 1.5 family members for
every active duty member (727,462 / 493,563) while each
family unit (282,307) contains 3.6 members (military
sponsor plus 2.6 dependents).

MWR is challenged to provide a ‘“home town” for each of
these military members plus their family members. To
accomplish this, there are business (e.g., golf, bowling,
clubs), family (e.g., child development, youth activities),
recreation (e.g., sports, fitness centers), and support
(e.g., fTinancial management, human resources) activities at
each installation.

Collectively, MWR program in the Army had revenues of
$1.4 billion In FY 2003. The following table indicates

sources and uses of these funds.
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Figure 1: Army MWR Sources and Uses of Funds

Financial Overview

Other
Expenses

MOTE: MAF is 3 126, 7

MWR is Big Business - $1.4 Billion

Army MWR is funded by a combination of appropriations
(appropriated funds or “APF”) and revenues generated from
sales iIn “business” activities and fees at certain
recreation and family activities (nonappropriated funds or
“NAF”). Over half of the funds from all sources are used
to pay for labor and benefits, with just over a third going
to “Other Expenses” (e.g., cost of goods sold, utilities,
and maintenance) and approximately ten percent being

reinvested i1n capital equipment or buildings.
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Formal Structure of Army MWR

The Secretary of the Army has delegated responsibility
for MWR to three principle staff members, including the
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Manpower and Reserve
Affairs (ASA(M&RA)), who holds policy responsibility for
all programs affecting the military and civilian employee
well-being; the Administrative Assistant to the Secretary
of the Army (AASA), who oversee the Installation Management
Agency; and the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations and the Environment (ASA(I&E)), who has
policy responsibility for all real property, including that
used by MWR.

Of these designees, though, only the ASA(M&RA) can be
considered a critical actor. The AASA has, historically,
limited his influence to those issues affecting the Army
headquarters, DoD, and the congress; as discussed later, he
has delegated the operating responsibility for MWR to the
Installation Management Agency. The ASA(I&E) is
predominately interested in physical plant and does not
interact on MWR i1ssues on a regular basis.

The ASA(M&RA) has a seat on the eight-member MWR Board
of Directors (BOD). As a member of the BOD, he remains
knowledgeable about global MWR issues, and can make
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significant policy changes on his own authority. The
current ASA(M&RA) 1s newly appointed and represents an
unknown level of amenity to change and unmeasured
consistence. However, there is no question that he would
have high potency iIn affecting or resisting change in MWR
activities.

The principle assistant to the ASA(M&RA) for MWR
issues Is the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Human Resources (DASA(HR)). The DASA(HR) i1s more
intimately involved iIn overseeing the operations of MWR,
and exerts significant influence on a regular basis. He is
unquestionably a critical actor, with demonstrated high
amenability to change, high potency on issues he chooses to
support or oppose, and high consistency in his efforts to
change and improve MWR.

The final critical actor is actually a group--the MWR
Board of Directors (BOD). The MWR BOD consists of the ASA
(M&RA), the four-star commanders of five of the Army’s
major commands, the three-star commander of the US Army
Pacific, and the Army’s top enlisted person, the Sergeant
Major of the Army. The BOD meets twice annually to review
operations and make decisions regarding priorities, fund

allocation, and other executive issues. The BOD is
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critically interested in the long-term viability of MWR as
a program and has demonstrated high amenability to change,
high potency in directing change, and high consistency iIn

their support for change actions.

The ASA(M&RA), DASA(HR), and MWR BOD are all listed as
driving forces for change as well a critical actors. This
duality reflects the very active role taken, historically,
by each of these offices and the BOD in shaping the
strategic direction of MWR. As a result, they are both
critical actors and driving forces for change and must be
viewed In both roles in formulation of change initiatives.

The BOD executive committee, consisting of the MWR
chiefs in each region of the Installation Management Agency
(discussed later), is also a driving force for change. The
executive committee is a facilitating actor in the sense
that 1t makes no decisions, but can either facilitate or
block information and issues on their path to the BOD. The
executive committee is considered a driving force with high
amenability, potency, and consistency for change because
they have operating responsibility for activities that are,
on the whole, in the negative curve of organizational life

cycle.
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The entire formal structure of the MWR BOD is designed
to give voice to a wide variety of constituencies while
providing a mechanism to identify and support the most
important issues. The Executive Committee, other
committees, and the working group play a key role iIn
vetting and promoting major change initiatives. While not
listed separately, they are forces that impact the
management of change because they help shape the overall

vision of the board.

Implementing Policy and Strategic Direction: A
Divided House

The symmetry of the executive leadership, keying off
the ASA(M&RA) as both the policy chief and a member of the
BOD, should provide a stable and potent platform for
strategic vision and accountability. However, the
execution of that vision is divided between two autonomous
organizations that report to a chain of command that does
not include either the M&RA or BOD.

The Army civilian leadership, including the Secretary
of the Army and his civilian staff, provides policy and
oversight of the Army staff that, led by the military chain

of command, executes the programs. There is normally a high
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structural comparability between the Secretariat staff
responsible for policy and oversight and the corresponding
Army staff element; for example, the DASA(HR) structure for
military and civilian personnel is mirrored by a staff in
the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (G-1) that
ultimately reports through the Army staff channels to the
DASA(HR) .

Unfortunately, this is not true of MWR. Policy and
oversight is assigned to the ASA(M&RA), but the execution
of that policy lies with the Assistant Chief of Staff for
Installation Management (ACSIM), who reports through staff
channels to the ASA(I&E). The ACSIM also operates the US
Army Community and Family Support Center (CFSC) as a Field
Operating Activity responsible for financial management,
human resource, and other staff support functions. The
Commander, CFSC, “holds the purse strings” for distribution
of appropriations to MWR as well as for the banking and
investment funds, benefits programs, and risk management
(RIMP) programs; both the Commander and Chief Operating
Officer of CFSC are clearly high potency forces for change.
The current CFSC Commander has only recently assumed
command, so his amenability to and consistency In support

of change i1s unknown; the COO, a long tenure civilian
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employee, has demonstrated high amenability to and support
for change efforts.

Direct operational control of MWR activities is
assigned to another ACSIM sub-element, the Installation
Management Agency (IMA). IMA has a headquarters and six
regions. The regional offices, in turn, supervise the
installation MWR activities and are responsible for their
operating success or failure. The Headquarters and
Regional Offices of IMA are currently considered to be Low
in their amenability for change, based on their extensive
use of “standard” organizations and rigid operating
metrics. This low perceived amenability (or “resistance”)
to change is to be measured as part of this research.

The regional organization of the IMA i1s represented by
the following map, obtained from the IMA website

(http://www.ima.army.mil/Regions.asp ).
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Figure 2: Installation Management Agency Regions
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The seven IMA regions, and the installations they
oversee, are as follows:

Northwest Region (19 installations): Deseret Chemical

Depot, Dugway Proving Grounds, Fort Carson, Fort
Leavenworth, Fort Leonard Wood, Fort Lewis, Fort McCoy,
Fort Riley, lowa AAP, Kansas AAP, Lake City AAS, Lima Army
TPL, Newport Chemical Depot, Pueblo Chemical Deport, Rock
Island Arsenal, Tooele Army Depot, Umatilla Chemical Depot,

US Army Garrison Michigan, and Yakima Training Center.
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Southwest Region (15 installations): Corpus Christi

Army Depot, Fort Bliss, Fort Hood, Fort Huachuca, Fort
Irwin and the National Training Center, Fort Polk, Fort Sam
Houston, Fort Sill, McAlester AAP, Pine BIuff Arsenal,
Presidio of Monterey, Red River Army Depot, Sierra Army
Depot, White Sands Missile Range, and Yuma Proving Grounds.

Northeast Region (27 installations): Aberdeen Proving

Grounds, Adelphi Laboratory Center, Carlisle Barracks,
Charles E. Kelly Support Facility, Fort A.P. Hill, Fort
Belvoir, Fort Detrick, Fort Devens, Fort Dix, Fort Drum,
Fort Eustis, Fort Hamilton, Fort Lee, Fort Meade, Fort
Monmouth, Fort Monroe, Fort Myer & Fort McNair, Fort Story,
Letterkenny Army Depot, Soldier Systems Center, Picatinny
Arsenal, Radford AAP, Scranton AAP, Tobyhanna Army Depot,
Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Watervliet Arsenal, and
the West Point Military Reservation.

Southeast Region(20 installations): Anniston Army

Depot, Blue Grass Army Depot, Fort Benning, Fort Bragg,
Fort Buchanan, Fort Campbell, Fort Gillem, Fort Gordon,
Fort Jackson, Fort Knox, Fort McPherson, Fort Rucker, Fort
Stewart, Holston AAP, Hunter Army Airfield, US Army
Garrison Miami, Mian AAP, Mississippi AAP, Redstone

Arsenal, and Sunny Point MOT.

66



Pacific Region (10 installations): Akizuki/Kure, Fort

Greely, Fort Richardson, Fort Shafter, Fort Wainwright,
Kwajalein Atoll, Schofield Barracks, Tokyo/Yokohama, Camp
Zama, and Sagamihara.

European Region (34 installations): Activities

in/around Vicenza and Livorno, Iltaly; Stuttgart,
Heidelberg, Chievres, Wuerzburg, Grafenwoehr, Hanau,
Ansbach, Babenhausen, Darmstadt, Bad Aibling, Bamberg,
Baumholder, Butzbach, Giessen, Bremerhaven, Dexheim,
Friedberg, Garmisch, Germersheim, Giebelstadt, Hohenfels,
Il1lesheim, Kaiserslautern, Kitzingen, Mannheim, Schinnen,
Schweinfurt, Schwetzingern, Vilseck, and Weisbaden,
Germany; and Brussels, Belgium.

Korea Region (30 installations): Thirty camps

throughout the Korean peninsula.

MWR at the Service-Delivery Level: Hard Choices,
Unsure Future
At each installation throughout the Army, MWR
activities are provided through a local command starting at
the Garrison Commander and progressing (downward) through
the Director of Community Activities to the chiefs of five

functional divisions.
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Chief, Business Programs: Clubs, bowling, golf, horse

stables, and other activities comparable to those provided
by the private sector in civilian communities.

Chief, Family Services Division: Child development,

youth activities, and other programs designed to help the
military family cope with the unique circumstances and
stress of military life.

Chief, Financial Management Division: Budgeting, cash

handling, and various financial services.

Chief, Recreation Division: Sports, parks, and

recreation programs typically provided by civilian
communities, supported by either a taxes or fees-for-
service or a combination of both.

Chief, Support Division: Support services such as

warehousing, supply, contracting/purchasing, and
administrative services.

There is currently a substantial amount of pressure
being placed on all MWR programs operated at the
installation level. Generally, operating revenue is down
and operating expenses are up, resulting In deteriorating
financial returns. As the financial situation becomes more

and more stressed, operating managers are required to
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either meet their assigned “metrics”, or goal, or face
externally imposed reductions up to and including closure.
Financial reporting for MWR is confusing to many
because it involves a mixture of direct appropriations,
indirect appropriated support in the form of wages and
benefits for civil service employees and military
personnel, and a variety of “reimbursements” from
appropriations for work performed by nonappropriated fund
employees. Additionally, many activities generate revenues
by charging fees or selling food, beverage, or retail
items. Added to this mix are profits generated by the Army
and Air Force Exchange Service (AAFES), which has
“department stores” at each installation and shares some of
its “profits” with the Army; the Army Recreation Machine
Program (ARMP), which operates amusement machines worldwide
and slot machines i1n foreign areas; the Army Banking and
Investment Fund, which centrally manages NAF bank accounts
and generates investment earnings from those balances; and
the Armed Forces Recreation Centers, which contribute 2% of
the revenues generated by the Army’s four luxury
destination resort hotels into a central fund. A

summarized income and expense statement is presented below:
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Figure 3: Army MWR Operating Funds Income/Expense

Statement from Army (2003), page 21.

Summarized Income and Expense Statement: Army MWR Operating Funds

FYD2 FY03 Change

Ravanue APF:
Wilitary Personnel 13,406,432 13,896,697 490,265
OMA 489,386 214 538,241,780 48,855, 566
Othar Operating 6,992,662 7,902,655 939,993
DLAJDED 11,191,373 10,947,083 - 244, 1590
MeA 00000000 _ 78600000 8,200,004 —= 70,400,000

Subtotal § 599,576,581 $ 579,718,215 £ 20,358,386

HAF:
Sales 224,875,980 223,566,266 - 1,309,723
Gross ARM Revenue 128,223,110 116,448,304 - 11,734,806
Central Fund AAFES Dividend 54 0BG 634 41 033,718 - 13,952,016
ASDfOthar AAFES 79,752,126 BZ,056,751 3,304,625
OUhar Revenue * FUL, 000,924 2 B, 2 1,003,872
Interest Income 6,205,115 3,394,791 = 2,810,324

Subtokal * % B&5,649,398 $ 860,160,126 - $ 25,489,272

Total Revenue and Appropriations % 1,485225,979 $ 1,439,270,

Expenses APF:
Operating Labos ** 100, 893,47 5 202,123,934 2,230,459
Owirilread Labor ** 44,374,851 42,571,002 - 1,803,779
APE Support for USA Labor 96,713,152 131,210,225 34,503,473
Cther Opemibing Cols 172,904,503 195,105,984 RS RIS
Subtotal £ 520,976,581 % 571,018,215 $ 50,041,634
NAF:
Cost of Goods Sold 4,200,917 93,306,328 - B4, 565
Operating Labor * 319,783,587 31,502,212 - 8,211,375
Owerhead Labor * 106,603,282 100,725,747 - 5,871,535
Gther Cpemtbing Cosls * 194, 7HSEEE 21,504,268 26,720,446
Subtotal * 5715371608 5727108555 511736947
Totnl Opemtbing Expensos 1,236,348, 189 1,798,126,770 61,778,581
Hilltary Consbruction Aomy — PEL600.000 —B.200.000 = 10.400.000
Nt Incomn Bafore Depoeciation 170,277,790 133,051,571 - 37,226,219
Deprecintion 123,665,740 128,968,018 502,277

Nat Income (Loss)

* pek of LISA revenus! FYTR §126,747,584, FYO2 §142 583,514
o4 [ndudes Genersl Schedule, Forelan Nationals, Wege Grede. and Milltary Persormel Ammy

Appropriations are more often cut than increased. The
FY 2003 appropriated revenues were down by over $20 million
from FY 2002, while the expenses were up by $50 million.
At the same time, NAF revenues dropped $25.5 million, while
expenses were reduce only $11 million. Net income before
depreciation, the Army’s “cash flow watermark’”, dropped
over $37 million (over 22%) in one operating year. This

deterioration in financial position i1s part of a trend over
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the past decade, and the impact is being strongly felt at
the installation level, creating real pressure for
reductions In cost or improvements In revenue.

Activity managers are challenged to develop plans that
better generate revenues or reduce expenses. While there
are a large number of potential combinations of action, the
options can be described by four major categories:

1) Status Quo: This is the do-nothing option; the
activity continues to operate In the same manner
and hopes for the best.

2) Reorganize: Reorganization is a revenue-based
option, moving assets around or reutilizing them
without any real change iIn expenses. Sometimes
changes i1n venue or schedule can reconnect the
activity to its customers, stimulating increased
utilization and revenues.

3) Downsize: This is a cost-based option,
reacting to a reduction iIn revenues or
appropriations by reducing the single largest
expense i1tem, labor cost.

4) Outsource: Particularly in food and beverage
or retail operations, the private sector

competition i1s usually “right outside the gate”
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and includes major food and retail chains with
notoriously low overhead and labor costs.
Bringing those activities onto the installation
is currently being tested at a variety of
installations. AAFES has had excellent
experience, over more than a decade, with
““‘concessionailres”, private sector companies that
provide goods or services under contract with

the exchange system.

Management Choices: Four Levels of Change

IT considered in the order presented, these four
options represent a progressively larger impact on the
members of the organization. Status quo, of course, has no
change impact. Under the status quo option, organizations
simply await their fate and hope for the best. Individuals
within the organization either rely on fate or, iIn some
cases, may be trying to delay any adverse action until a
future point in time, when they plan to either move on to
another organization or they become eligible for some sort

of benefit (retirement, severance, etc.)
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Reorganization, as it is described in the survey
scenario, can cause employee schedule disruption,
transportation challenges, and other transient impacts.
However, at this level of change everyone gets to keep a
job. Because i1t represents a change, higher levels of
resistance are expected from employees, but little or no
resistance is expected from the chain of command, human
resources, or legal office due to the lack of “adverse
actions”.

Downsizing, or the more palatable euphemism “right-
sizing”, means that some employees will no longer be
employed and others may have to take a reduction in pay or
benefits to remain with the organization. Downsizing
involves official adverse action, thereby creating workload
and stress for human resources and legal staffs. When
reductions are anticipated, the local commander must obtain
approval from the next higher level of the organization,
bringing the regional staffs into the planning process. At
this point, increasing levels of resistance are expected
from employees, legal and human resources staffs, and the
chain of command.

With outsourcing everyone in the organization will be

impacted through the loss of their job; while some may find

73



other federal employment, none will remain unscathed in
their current job. This is the option with the most
extreme adverse impact, generating highest workloads for
legal and human resources and subjecting the chain of
command to the strongest and most persistent criticism from
employees, labor organizations, and the community. It was
expected, at the time of research design, the survey would
show that the managers expect maximum levels of resistance

from all quadrants as a result of this option.

Measuring Expectancy: Survey of Managers

The unit of analysis of this research is the
individual; specifically, the individual manager who 1is
responsible for the development, advocacy, and
implementation of change. The need for change is
objectively demonstrated by the widespread failure to meet
the standards set by the Army for MWR activities (Army,
2003). Yet the downward trend of performance indicates
that effective change is not being implemented in response
to these shortfalls. This research examines the

organizational context, as experienced by the activity
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manager, as a possible explanation for the apparent failure
to make positive organizational changes.

Measuring organizational contexts in 155 Army
installations worldwide presents a formidable challenge.
These activities are not only part of the overall Army MWR
program; they are also part of a regional organization and
located on installations where local command priorities,
human resources and legal staffs, and community
demographics and economic factors create their
organizational context. This research seeks to analyze the
perceptions of manager regarding the receptivity to change
in their environment and, given the extant receptivity
levels (positive or negative), their expectation of success
or failure (“expectancy values™) iIn advocating effective
change strategies.

At the local level, the Garrison Commander has final
management oversight and responsibility. These military
officers come from a large variety of backgrounds and have
diverse views on management priorities. While it is
possible that these officers may have a business academic
background, they are predominately assigned based on their
military specialty (i.e., infantry, artillery, armor,

aviation, etc.) and not due to any particular background in
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business or activity management. As a result, there is a
wide variety of command contexts affecting the activity
managers; to add complexity, these Commanders change every
two to three years, creating a new set of priorities and
preferences. While studying these command influences
individually might be enlightening, this research focuses
on the perceived iInfluence these commanders exert across a
wide variety of activities.

The legal and human resources staffs at each
installation are part of government-wide career fTields. As
individuals in these career fields progress through their
career, they are progressively trained through a
centralized training program. As a result, the attitudes
of these staff members may be shaped by the training and
experiences peculiar to their career field, and may or may
not share the values required by MWR activities that are
seeking to provide a private good in a public environment.
Further, the human resources staff experiences high
workload from decisions to reduce or eliminate the
workforce. The human resources staff also shares the
workload of grievances and appeals from displaced
employees, as well as the reaction by unions and local

communities to these actions.
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Finally, employees within the activity take the direct
impact of management change initiatives, and can be
expected to respond negatively to those changes that are
seen as adversely affecting one or more employees within
the group.

Each of these four groups can be expected to react
with varying levels of support or resistance to any change
initiative. By measuring the expectations of managers
regarding both the degree of support or resistance and the
likelithood of implementing change, this research seeks at
least a partial explanation for the continuing failure of

these activities to change and survive.

Expectancy Theory and Army MWR Managers

Instrumentality and valence beliefs (Vroom, 1964) are
presented as assumptions to the survey population.
Instrumentality beliefs involve the likelihood, as assessed
by the individual, that certain outcomes will occur if, and
only if, they change their behavior. Instrumentality
beliefs are established by stipulating, in the hypothetical
situation, that the manager with the support of the local

university developed the proposal, and that there are no
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technical, legal, or regulatory barriers to the proposed
change action.

In contrast, valence beliefs evaluate whether the
individual views the predicted outcomes as desirable
(Vroom, 1964). Valence beliefs affect the selection of the
particular course of action by the manager (the manager
would presumably select only courses of actions where the
outcome iIs expected to be favorable). To reinforce this
assumption, the expected outcomes are briefly stated as
part of the description of the selected action.

Given that instrumentality and valence beliefs are
stipulated in the survey scenario, the manager’s expectancy
beliefs remain to be measured. |If the expected response
from the employees, chain of command, and support offices
correspond to the manager’s expectancy beliefs (probability
of success), then the expectancy beliefs may be an
indication of why managers with low perceptions of support

fail to develop, advocate, and implement necessary changes.

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Expectancy theory holds that the likelihood of action

is based on the interaction of three beliefs. As previously
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discussed, expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964) predicts
employees will be more motivated to support a change when
they believe that:

1) they can successfully perform the change behavior

(expectancy beliefs)

2) they will obtain certain outcomes as a result of

changing their behavior (instrumentality beliefs),

and

3) those outcomes are desirable (valence beliefs).

In this research, we seek to test the expectancy
beliefs of activity managers who are considering a change
initiative. To test those beliefs, we measure their
confidence that a given change initiative will be
implemented. To limit the test to expectancy beliefs, the
response must be limited to expectancy beliefs only, and
the i1nstrumentality and valence beliefs must be held
constant. This is accomplished by stipulating, In the
survey instrument, the level of instrumentality and valence
beliefs for all respondents.
The conditions that affect expectancy beliefs are

defined as fields of influence. Respondents are presented
with four fields of influence (subordinates, super-

ordinates, their human resources staff, and the legal
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staff). By measuring the valence and vector of influence
from each field and the expectancy value reported by the
respondent, this research seeks to determine the relative
influence of each field on the respondent’s expectancy
value.

The research question can be stated as follows:

Do associated fields of influence affect the

expectancy value of activity managers affected by the

vector and valence of influence?

Hypothesis 1: Individual Field Influences

To test the impact of individual fields of influence
on the expectancy value of the activity managers, the
correlation of expectancy value and the vector (direct,
positive or negative) and valence (strength, or value) must
be measured for each field of influence.

Hypothesis la: The expectancy value of activity

manager i1s positively related to the force anticipated
from employees In response to change proposals.

Hypothesis 1b: The expectancy value of activity

manager i1s positively related to the force anticipated

from super-ordinates in response to change proposals.
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Hypothesis 1c: The expectancy value of activity

manager i1s positively related to the force anticipated
from the human resources staff In response to change
proposals.

Hypothesis 1d: The expectancy value of activity

manager i1s positively related to the force anticipated

from the legal staff in response to change proposals.

Hypothesis 2: Combined Influences

Field theory looks at the world as an arena for
the action of forces, where the objects are simply specific
places for the interaction of these forces (White, 1992, p.
53). In this research, the “object” is the manager, and
four groups that exert influence over his/her actions
affect the manager. Each of these groups generates a field
of influence, much as the magnet generates a magnetic force
field that influences other fields within its sphere of
influence.

Hypothesis 1 looked at the influence of the individual
forces; hypothesis 2 examines the combined, or interactive,
forces and their impact on the expectancy values of the

manager .
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Hypothesis 2a: The expectancy value of the activity

manager i1s positively related to the combined forces
anticipated from subordinates, super-ordinates, human
resources staff, and the legal office.

Hypothesis 2b: Certain combinations of anticipated

forces influence the expectancy value of the activity

managers more than others.

Hypothesis 3: Interaction Effect of Influences

The forces exerted by a field do not act exclusively
on the object (manager), but also on each other.
Conceptually, a group of five magnets would generate fTive
fields, each field influencing each of the other associated
fields. Hypothesis 3 examines whether the fields tend to
align to a single vector and combined valence, or whether
they act independently.

Hypothesis 3: The perceived vector and valence of each

Tield will correlate with the vector and valence of
one or more other fields within the arena of the

manager .
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Hypothesis 4: Response Distribution

This research does not seek to explain the “why” of
forces, but only to measure their vector and valence in
relation to the object of their influence. Yet the
information gathered in this survey may yield insight into
the source of some of that force.

The principle of social proof indicates that, “We view
a behavior as correct in a given situation to the degree
that we see others performing 1t.” (Cialdini, 2001). This
corresponds with hypothesis 3, where we measure the
correlation of fields within the object’s arena. A
different extension of this principle would indicate that
professional groups, particularly the legal, human
resources, and command groups, might be influenced by
behavior within their professional fields that extends
beyond the immediate arena.

Hypothesis 4 reflects the expectation that the social
proof influences within these professional fields will
influence the vector and valence of individual fields at
varying locations.

Hypothesis 4: The perceived vector and valence of

force anticipated by the actors from the fields will
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be normally distributed across the population of each

professional field.

Survey Population/Sample

This is a population survey of managers currently or
previously involved in the morale, welfare and recreation
activities sponsored by the US Army. The survey
population, and the activities those managers are
responsible for, are described below.

The Army operates 233 club, food, beverage and
entertainment operations worldwide, which recorded $162
million net revenue in 2003 (Army, 2003). The $10.9
million net income before depreciation (6.7% of net
revenues) Tailed to meet the 8.0% level required by the
Army leadership. In addition, net revenues for these
activities were down $2.9 million (1.8%) from FY 2002, and
net income before depreciation decreased $2.3 million
(17.2%). The managers of each of these outlets, plus their
supervisors, are In a position where organizational change
IS becoming a survival issue.

The 56 Army golf courses produced $64.2 million in

revenues during fiscal year 2003, down $3.5 million (2%)
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from 2002. Unfortunately, net income before depreciation
dropped from $7.1 million to $5.9 million (17%) and failed
to meet the Army-required 18% of revenues (NIBD $5.9 = 9.1%
of $64.2 revenues). As with clubs, these activities are
failing to meet their financial goals and require major
innovation to survive.

The Army’s 104 bowling centers produced $4.4 million
net income before depreciation on $43.9 millions net
revenue, or 10% NIBD/Revenues. The Army standard is 18%,
with some relief for those bowling centers that are
operated in remote or isolated areas. Again, these
managers face organizational extinction if new strategies
cannot be i1dentified and implemented to bring their
operations within standard.

Army lodging operates 21,240 guest rooms Army-wide.

The Army i1s currently seeking to outsource all lodging
within the continental United States. This iInitiative,
known as Privatization of Army Lodging, has not yet
outsourced any lodging facilities and there is serious
doubt that i1t will be successful 1In doing so during fiscal
year 2006. While these activities are moving toward
outsourcing, many managers and installations are striving

to implement practices to demonstrate the ‘“iIn-house”
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ability to operate lodging, hoping to fend off or modify
the Army’s Initiative. Again, these managers are
intimately involved in the change process.

Finally, the Armed Forces Recreation Centers operated
by the Army at four locations (Orlando, Florida; Garmisch,
Germany; Honolulu, Hawaii; and Seoul, Korea) generated
total revenues of $106.3 million and NIBD of $19.2 million
(18%). The operations in Orlando are now highly outsourced
on a labor-contracting strategy. The hotel 1n Germany
continues to struggle for even break-even operations, while
the hotel in Honolulu produces a NIBD of only 11% of
revenues. The hotel in Seoul is highly profitable ($15.24
million NIBD (42%) on revenues of $36 million), but much of
this is due to a highly profitable casino area. Troop
repositioning worldwide under military transformation plans
threatens both the lucrative Seoul hotel (with major
redeployment of troops outside the Seoul area) and the new
$68.4 million facility in Germany.

Collectively, the researcher estimates that these
business operations, plus the miscellaneous operations such
as equestrian clubs, the recreation machine program, and
others, employ in excess of 600 activity managers with

responsibility for organizational change. The IMA point of
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contact indicated that their working estimates were between
600 and 650 within the business operations area, providing

partial confirmation of the researcher’s estimates.

Instrumentation

This research seeks to measure the perceptions
about the environment for change as managers of delivery-
level activities experience it. The data collection
instrument, a self-administered internet survey, was
selected to maximize both the coverage of the survey and
the probability of response.

Survey responses can be seen as a form of social
exchange (Dillman, 2000, 14). As such, it is critical to
view the social costs, rewards, and trust involved iIn the
survey administration.

As discussed in Chapter 3, social exchange theory
(Blau, 1964; Heberlein and Baumgartner, 1978) suggests that
the most important factors in obtaining high response rates
to surveys include reducing costs and increasing the
perceived Importance of the survey.

A variety of features were incorporated into the

survey design. The use of an iInternet survey provides a
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unique advantage to the survey participants. They are free
to select a time and place where they can consider each
question and make a response at their own pace (Mangione,
1995).

While there are no questions about socially
undesirable or i1llegal behavior, privacy and
confidentiality serve to dispel any concerns the
participant may have regarding completing the survey
(Tourangeau & Smith, 1996).

Self-reporting In the privacy of one’s home or office
is a familiar method of communicating. “By far the most
common form of social measurement is the verbal or self-
report. Self-reports are generally accurate measures of
background measures such as age, gender, marital status,
and education. They also are used extensively to measure
subjective experiences, such as knowledge, beliefs,
attitudes, feelings, and opinions (Singleton & Straits,
1999: 105)”.

The distribution protocol, which keys off the regional
director of MWR, establishes both the legitimacy and value
of the survey. This perceived importance, along with the
low social cost of responding to the survey, is intended to

maximize response rates.
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Dillman (2000:9) lists four sources of survey error;

1) sampling error (the extent to which the precision

of sample survey estimates is limited by the number

of persons (or other units) surveyed),

2) coverage error (when the list from which the

sample 1s drawn does not include all elements of the

population),

3) measurement error (when a respondent’s answer to

a survey question Is Inaccurate, iImprecise, oOr

cannot be compared in any useful way to other

respondent’s answers), and

4) non-response error (where a significant number of

people in the survey sample do not respond to the

questionnaire and have different characteristics

from those who do respond, when these

characteristics are important to the study.

Potential sampling and non-response errors pose a

particular concern in this research design. Under the
protocol, each of the regional directors of MWR committed
to the distribution of the survey through official
channels. While this personal commitment from the regional
director can be expected to yield initial distribution of

the survey (Ciraldini, 2001), further distribution depends
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on the principle of authority for motivation. As a result,
it was not possible for the researcher to control
distribution directly, and follow-up communications were
implemented as unresponsive regions or installations were
identified.

In addition to sampling and non-response errors
inherent to the survey protocol, the traditional sources of
systematic error have been reviewed and, where appropriate,
addressed in the design process. ‘“Systematic measurement
error results from factors that systematically influence
either the process of measurement or the concept being
measured.” (Singleton & Straits, 1999: 112)

“When the respondent’s sensitivity or responsiveness
to a measure is affected by the process of observation or
measurement, we refer to this as a reactive measurement
effect (Webb et al., 1966: 13 cited by Singleton & Straits,
1999: 115).” Use of an internet survey design minimizes
the intrusiveness of the researcher, as well as the cost of
responding; both factors should minimize reactive
measurement effect.

Also addressed in the survey design were concepts such
as social desirability effects (tendency to give

“politically correct” responses), acquiescence effect

90



(tendency to agree with statements regardless of content),
and stereotyped responses (tendency to respond
consistently, such as favoring right hand, left hand, or
central responses). Questions were carefully worded to
minimize researcher iInfluence from social desirability or
acquiescence; responses will be tested for stereotyped
responses.

The survey instrument has been designed to take less
than ten minutes to complete. This is to encourage the
target audience to visit the site and complete the survey
in one sitting.

Scales with nine response categories were used because
they are generally more reliable and valid than shorter
scales (Alwin, 1992, 1997). As the result of
recommendations by peer reviewers, narrative descriptors
were used to indicate responses instead of numerical
values. While there are nine possible responses (four
negative, four positive, and one neutral), descriptors were
provided for the extremes (strong resistance, strong
support), the absolute zero value (indifference), and one
mid-point on the negative (resistance) and positive
(support) sides of the scale. This left four unlabeled

intervening responses, located between each narrative
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descriptor. After redesign, this was again peer-reviewed
with positive feedback.

Unambiguous terms improve reliability and validity of
responses. Also of concern is the appropriateness of the
vocabulary to the target group, keeping the questions
focused on a single i1dea per question (avoiding “double-
barrel” questions), emotionally-laden terms, leading
questions, and by being consistent in maintaining the
respondent’s frame of reference. (Singleton & Strait, 1999:
297-298). The design of each question was reviewed for
mutual exclusivity and collective exhaustiveness, along
with neutrality of language.

While all the respondents are/have been managers of an
installation MWR activity, the quality and success of those
activities vary widely. To obtain a consistency of
responses and improve reliability, a hypothetical situation
was considered by the researcher to be superior to a
factual question. This eliminated the variance among the
activities managed by the participants, as well as
neutralizing the emotional iInvestment by the participant in
describing change efforts within his/her activity.

An offer of the executive summary of results is

provided as an incentive to complete the survey. There is
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currently widespread interest in change management and the
impact of organizational climate on change efforts; initial
interviews with members of the MWR career field indicate
that a short executive summary of the results would be
valued. The protocol, which called for reports to the
regional MWR directors regarding response rates, was
intended to create a sense of competition and
accountability; care was taken to limit the reports to
regional overviews and not to report individual
installation or activity responses.

Singleton & Straits (1999:119-120) recommend several
ways to improve reliability of measurements. Exploratory
studies, preliminary interviews, or pretests of a measure
with a small sample of persons similar in characteristics
to the target group to determine if the measure is clearly
understood and interpreted similarly by respondents.

Reducing ambiguity and increasing the consistency of
administration will also improve the reliability of
responses.

Exploratory studies and preliminary interviews with
members of the target audience were helpful iIn conducting
the force field analysis and in developing the initial

survey instrument. Peer review (recommended by Dillman,
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2000) yielded a number of administrative changes to the
original survey instrument, clarifying the questions and
responses.

Pre-testing of the instrument yielded an unexpected
result: there was a consistency of responses across the
four change options. Since Guttman (1950) scaling was an
integral part of the design, this pattern merited further
consideration. |If the response pattern was anomalous to
the small sample group, i1t would disappear in the full
survey. IT the response pattern indicated that all
changes tend to be supported or resisted regardless of the
proposed change (i.e., a consistent response to any change
initiative), then the response pattern would indicate that
the type of change proposed would not be a causal factor in
the response.

However, ordering effect (or, in influence terms,
“consistency”) is a potential source of this lack of
variance among the various change options. Cialdini (2001:
52) notes that consistency and commitment are ‘“hobgoblins
of the mind”. Once the response of the various
stakeholders is considered and recorded (in this case,
considering the “status quo” option), there may be a

tendency for the participant to repeat the responses iIn
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subsequent questions iIn order to be (and appear to be)
consistent. If this i1s the case, the order in which the
questions are presented will influence the responses of all
the questions.

To allow for post-administration testing of this bias,
a split sample methodology was developed. Of the seven IMA
regions, three received one version of the survey and four
received another. One version listed the change options
from the least iImpact (status quo) to the highest
(outsourcing), while the other listed them from highest
(outsourcing) to lowest (status quo). Randomization was
considered, but randomization of the responses added
substantial confusion to the choices being offered;
therefore, reversing the order with a split sample seemed
the most practical approach to measuring this potential

bias.

Protocol

The Regional MWR Directors distributed the survey
through normal operating channels. Six of the seven
Regional MWR Directors had been contacted in advance of the

survey distribution, and each agreed to distribute the
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survey. Efforts to contact the seventh Regional Director
(Northeast region) were unsuccessful.

Using official channels for distribution insured the
widest possible dissemination to all levels of operating
managers and provides proof of the legitimacy of the survey
(Cialdini, 1984). Obtaining the personal commitment of the
regional MWR directors was intended to obtain their active
support when the survey is distributed (Cialdini, 2001: 61-
66; Freedman & Fraser, 1966: 201).

This study i1s a non-random population survey of a
selected group of managers. This population was selected
for the study because:

1) They are relatively homogenous in work
environment, in that they all work (or have worked)
within MWR activities of the US Army;

2) Data i1s available to evaluate their current work
environments in terms of success or failure,
producing an indirect measure of the urgency of the
need for change.

3) The members of the group are available to the
researcher through officially approved channels of

communication.
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The study population is non-random because the current
security posture of the US Army precludes development of an
accurate list of MWR managers for use in this study.
Instead, a population study design resulted in substantial
responses. The effect of the four types of survey error
identified by Dillman (2000:9-10) are addressed in final
data analysis and reported in the study limitations.

An internet survey was selected as the best method to
gather the data required to analyze the manager expectancy
values. The survey strategy was selected because:

1) The target audience is widely dispersed, and
there 1s no practical way to obtain mailing
addresses for the individuals.

2) The target audience is highly computer
literate, using both resident computer programs,
such as word processing and spreadsheets, and
the internet in their daily activities. The
principle communication method between the
managers and their chain of command, as well as
the related staff offices, is by e-mail.

3) Use of an internet-based survey method allows
direct entry by the participant of responses

that are electronically recorded iIn a
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spreadsheet format suitable for analysis. This
allows for a large volume of responses to be
received and analyzed efficiently.

4) Electronic mail addresses are not centrally
available for many of the target audience; the
regional MWR directors agreed to forward the
survey invitation to the managers at
installations under their purview. Added to
these directly forwarded surveys, the researcher
has i1nvited participants to share the request
for survey responses with others in theilr career
field or installation. The Civilian Human
Resources Agency (CHRA), in obtaining
evaluations of civilian personnel
administration, has used this strategy with

considerable success.

Because this survey iIs web-based, it is accessible to
all persons with access to the internet. While it is
impossible, using this method, to screen out those who
might intentionally enter false information, the
probability of this happening on sufficient scale to

significantly affect the final results i1s considered to be
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low. Anyone seeking to affect the results would have
needed to make repeated visits to the URL that i1s unique to
the survey. Further, the timeline for responses was
limited, making it less likely that someone outside MWR
would find the site and make response entries.

Initial distribution was to the regional MWR
directors with an e-mail reminding them of their commitment
to distribute the survey and expressing gratitude for their
efforts to do so. Three regions received links to the
survey listing options from least impact (status quo) to
most (outsourcing), while four regions received links to an
otherwise-identical survey listing the change options from
maximum Empact (outsourcing) to minimum (status quo)

The initial cutoff for responses was a set date 30
days after distribution to the regional directors. High
levels of 1nitial responses were received within the first
business week, with rapidly declining response rates after
the first week. This rapid response/rapid decline pattern
iIs consistent with recent internet survey results (Dillman,
2000) .

At the end of the first month, a preliminary analysis
was conducted to determine the response pattern. A follow-

up e-mail was then forwarded to each regional director,
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reporting response rates and thanking them again for their
support. If necessary, further follow-up was conducted and
the initial cutoff for responses extended until December
15, 2005.

When the cutoff date was reached, the survey was

closed and no further responses were accepted.

Publication of Executive Summary

The executive summary of results served as an
incentive for the target audience to complete and return
the survey. By providing an e-mail address, the
respondents were promised a short summary of the survey
results that will be prepared after approval of the full
report.

The offer of the executive summary was not only an
incentive. By voluntarily obtaining electronic mail
addresses of respondents, the researcher i1s attempting to
identify respondents who can be later contacted i1f case
studies or further research is warranted by the outcome of

this research.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS

This is explanatory research, seeking to explain the
failure of managers to act when faced with the need for
change. The theories underlying this research include
systems theory (which sees organizational elements as
interacting with their environment), field theory (which
sees organizational elements as exerting a force either for
or against change), and expectancy theory (which sees the
interactive forces as influential in the behavior of the
“object” of influence). A full explanation of this
theoretical foundation is included in Chapter 111.

This research is based on the theoretical relationship
between the forces exerted by actors within the
organization and the behavior of activity managers, and
seeks to measure that influence and confirm 1ts Impact on
the decision process of the research subjects (activity
managers). If the theoretically constructed effects of
other actors (super-ordinates, peers, and subordinates)
show a significant impact on the decision of the actors,
then the support (or resistance) by those actors provides a
partial explanation of the managers” behavior when

confronted with the need for change.
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To measure the vector (direction) and valence
(strength) of these iInfluences, as well as their effect on
management decision processes, a survey was constructed and
distributed to a sample of 201 out of approximately 600
managers within the Army’s morale, welfare, and recreation
community. This analysis covers two preliminary issues in
addition to the central hypothesis testing:

1) Given the population survey method, is there
evidence that the distribution method minimized bias
in the response set?

2) Are the conclusions sufficiently powerful for the
purpose intended; 1.e., can the Army leaders rely on
this data as an indicator of the environment for

change at the activity level?

Implementation and Respondents

The research was conducted during the period 1 October
2005 through 15 December 2005. Responses were received
from 201 respondents from 51 organizational locations.

The respondents were relatively mature, with 73.8%
(n=141) between the age of 40 and 60. Only 13.1% of the

respondents were under age 40. They were also relatively
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experienced in MWR (median experience 16-20 years) and as
managers (median 11-15 years).

The respondents were well distributed among the
various work divisions of MWR. The largest segment of the
response population (21.9%; n=44) was managers who were (or
had been) responsible for multiple activities. Family
Support Division (19.9%; n = 40) and the various support
activities such as contracting, human resources, supply,
marketing, etc., also posted double-digit response rates
(15.4%; n = 31). Responses were also received from
managers of lodging operations (7.0%; n = 14), the Armed
Forces Recreation Centers (2.5%; N = 5) and Army Community
Services managers (1.5%; n = 3).

The preponderance of respondents were white (75.6%; n
= 152), with 10% black (n = 20), 7% Hispanic (nh = 14), 1.5%
Asian American/Pacific Islander (n = 3) and 1.5% “Other” (n
= 3).

The respondents were closely split between the
genders, with 88 female (43.8%) and 97 male (48.3%)
respondents; 16 respondents (8%) declined to identify their

gender.
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Limitations of the Research Method

Efforts to control the sampling error and measurement
error were incorporated into the survey instrument design
and implementation (described fully in Section 111,
Methodology). A post-hoc analysis of the survey responses
has been conducted to test for indications of coverage and

non-response errors.

Location Bias

The first measure used to test for bias was location,
or geographical dispersion. Since the respondents are
reporting institutional (super-ordinate and peers) change
climates, respondents from the same geographic location
could be expected to report similar change climates. A
disproportionate number of responses from the same
location/organization could, then, create a bias toward one
location’s change climate over other, less represented
locations.

Of 155 potential assignments, responses were received
from 51. The highest concentrations of responses were from
Ft. Riley (n=21; 10.5%), Ft. Campbell (n=15; 7.5%), and

Bamburg, Germany (n=12; 6.0%). The remaining installations
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all reported less than 10 responses, or < 5.0% of the
total. Given the number and distribution of the responses,
there is no reason to believe that the results are biased
by any given organizational element.

Another potential bias lies in the difference between
employment conditions iIn areas outside the US. A Status of
Forces Agreement negotiated by the State Department with
the host nation covers each foreign area. Employment of
local nationals (LNs) by the US government is always an
important element of these agreements, with the host nation
seeking maximum economic value by stabilizing the
employment of its citizens. As a result, the organizations
outside the US have much stronger employee protections for
the LNs, and this could affect their expectations for
support of or resistance to changes that affect employees
or working conditions. Over-representation by overseas
respondents could be expect to overstate resistance by
institutional actors (chain of command, legal, and HR)
while under-representation might be expected to over-state
support.

The respondents were assigned to the headquarters
(CFSC or IMA, n = 25, 12.8%), at the 91 installations

within the U.S. (n = 113, 57.6%), and in the 64 overseas
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locations (n = 58, 29.6%). This is a preliminary
indication that the respondents were well distributed.

Testing further, the data was recoded for respondent
organizations located in the US and those located in
foreign areas. To determine if there was a difference
between respondents iIn the US and those in foreign areas,
an independent sample t-test on the two groups was
conducted for each probability of success for the four
change proposals (status quo, reorganization, downsizing,
and outsourcing). The data showed no significant
difference in the variances using Levene’s test (status quo
p=.917; reorganization p=.054; downsizing p=.069;
outsourcing p=.980). Where Levene’s fails to reject the H,
(equal variances), a t-test for equality of means is
required; in this case, the t-tests also failed to reject
the H, of equal means (status quo, p=.868; reorganization,
p=.755; downsize, p=.322; outsource, p=.124).

Given the frequency distribution by location, paired
with the tests for equality of variance and means, It can
be concluded that there i1s no basis to believe the data was

biased by location of the respondent.
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Gender Bias

The responses were received from a similar number of
male (n=97) and female (n=88) respondents, providing strong
indications of the perceptions of each group. Using
independent sample t-tests, comparing the odds of
implementation of each alternative by gender, 1t appears
that the odds of implementation for three of the four
alternatives (status quo (p=.851), reorganization (p=.163),
and outsourcing (p=.055) are not significant at the .01
level. Downsizing (p=.025) is significant at the .01 level.

The t-test for equality of means does not show
significance for any of the four alternative variables.
Since the H, for equal variances cannot be rejected at the
.01 level, and the H, for equal means also cannot be
rejected, we must conclude that there is no evidence of

gender-based response differences.

Version Bias

In the design of the survey instrument, there was
a concern that the response pattern might create a bias by
presenting options in a specific order. For clarity, it

was not considered desirable to randomize the order, since
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the logic of the responses built from a change strategy
with no-impact (status quo) to one with high-impact
(outsourcing). To test for any response-order bias, the
design included two versions of the survey instrument;
version 429, which listed options from least-to-highest
impact and version 814, which listed options from highest-
to-least impact.

Version 429 received 53.2% of the responses (n = 107)
and version 814 received 46.8% of the responses (n = 94).
Implementation of each version was i1dentical. In theory,
iT there was a significant response difference between the
two versions, the response pattern could be considered as a
factor iIn creating measurement error in the survey.

Splitting the sample by version and conducting an
independent samples t-test accomplished testing for
differences iIn the two versions. The results are presented

in the following table:
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Table 3: Independent Sample T-test Comparing Version

4.29 and Version 8.14

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper

cocC Equal variances

assumed .145 .703 .343 588 732 7.05E-02 21 -.33 47

Equal variances

not assumed 343 565.559 732 7.05E-02 .21 -.33 47
HR Equal variances

assumed 3.542 .060 -.379 588 .705 -6.44E-02 17 -.40 .27

Equal variances

not assumed -.384 581.818 701 -6.44E-02 A7 -.39 .27
JAG Equal variances

assumed 118 732 -4.386 587 .000 -.61 .14 -.88 -.34

Equal variances

not assumed -4.461 585.287 .000 -.61 .14 -.87 -.34
EMPLOYEE Equal variances

assumed 10.638 .001 -2.573 584 .010 -.55 .21 -.96 -13

Equal variances

not assumed -2.546 531.985 .011 -.55 .21 -.97 -12
OoDDS Equal variances

assumed 11.720 .001 -3.061 585 .002 -7.33 2.39 -12.03 -2.63

Equal variances

not assumed -3.112 583.456 .002 -7.33 2.36 -11.96 -2.70

The iIndependent sample t-test produces two types of
equality tests: Levene’s Test of the Equality of Variances
and the t-test of the Equality of Means. In this
comparison, each response group (Chain of Command, Human
Resources, Legal Staff, and Employees) was tested, as was
the overall expectation of success for each change option
by each group. If the test results were biased by the
order of the questions, the iIndependent sample t-test
should result in a rejection of the assumption that the
means are equal.

Levene’s test did not show a statistically significant

difference in variance for the chain of command (p = .703),

109



human resources (p = .060), or legal staff (p = .732)
responses. When Levene’s test for equality of variances 1is
not significant, the t-test for equality of means is used.
For this sample, the t-test indicated that the differences
in means for the groups “chain of command” (p = .732) and
“human resources” (p = -701) were not significant; however,
it did find a significant difference (p < .01) in the means
of the group “legal staff”.

Levene’s test did show a statistically significant
difference in variances for the employee responses (p <
.01), as well as for the overall expectation of success (p
< .01).

Spatz (2001, 198) cautions researchers that, “If a
difference is statistically significant, you have to go
beyond hypothesis testing to decide if the difference is
important.” Given that the respondents presented answers
that were statistically significantly different to version
429 and 814, i1t is necessary to determine iIf that
difference is important to the analysis of the results.

Comparisons of the means and standard deviations
between the two versions indicate that there is little

practical difference between them. The mean and standard
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deviation (mean;SD) are presented for each group and each

option below:

Table 4: Mean and Standard Deviation, Version 4.29 and

Version 8.14, By Response Group

Chain of | Human Legal Employees | Odds of
Command Resources | Staff Implementation
V 429 .8; 2.5 .2; 2.15 .2;1.78 -1.8;2.43 57.7; 30.77
VvV 814 75 2.47 -3; 1.92 .8;1.52 -1.3; 2.69 | 65.0; 26.29

While there are differences, and three of the five

groups have statistically significant differences, the

practical difference is nominal.

Strongly Oppose (-4), Oppose (-2),

Given the choice between

Indifferent (0), Support

(2), and Strongly Support (4), the difference iIn the mean

for each group leaves i1t within the same descriptor.

For

example, the legal staff’s mean response is slightly above

indifference and,
not even halfway to “support”.
surveys,

while statistically significant,

significance.

This
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is true of both

leading us to the conclusion that the difference,

is not of practical




The “odds of implementation” do not have a narrative
scale; they are values from O to 100. As a result, we do
not have an a priori descriptor; we will conclude that the
respondent is probably not likely to advocate changes where
the success of implementation is iIn the 50-70% range. With
that in mind, and considering the very close means of the
other values, we conclude that the difference iIn question
order did not have a significant practical effect on the

outcomes of the survey.

Occupation Bias

In pre-design interviews, there were discussions with
MWR professionals regarding the potential for higher levels
of support for change in business activities than In those
more heavily supported by appropriations. This perception
was based on the view that, where revenues are the source
of funds to pay payroll and other expenses, there is a
dollar-based analysis that supports changes to keep
expenses in line with revenues.

By contrast, appropriations are based on the fiscal
year, and once a position is funded there i1s little

incentive to eliminate or modify it.
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The question of whether the source of funds affects
the perceptions of support for change can be answered by
dividing the work division upon which responses were based
into “revenue supported” (consisting of Business
Operations, AFRC and Lodging) and those which are given
“appropriated fund support” (Family Support, Support
Activities, Community Recreation, Army Community Services).

Response category “Other” allowed the respondent to
specify their work assignment. After analysis of the
responses, a category was added for “Army Community
Services” and the responses of those reporting an ACS work
assignment were recoded. The remainder of the “Other”
responses was either multiple-division assignments or the
Director of Community Activities, who has responsibility
for all activities, including those supported by
appropriations and those supported through revenues. These
responses will be included in the “revenue supported”
category. Revenue supported activities are most frequently
placed on the “watch list” for closure or major
reorganization from regional headquarters; in this
analysis, it is more likely that the change initiatives for
multi-division managers would be driven by revenue failures

than appropriation changes.
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Using the independent samples t-test, we see that
there 1s no statistically significant difference in the
variances between revenue-producing activities and those
supported by appropriations. This test compared the
response by the chain of command (p=.850), human resources
(p=-789), legal staff (p=.539), and employees (p=.854) for
the revenue producing and non-revenue producing activities.
No significant difference was found between the responses
from revenue-supported activities and those supported
through appropriations.

Further, there was no difference in the odds of
implementing any recommendation (p=.181) for change. A
table the analysis of reflecting these differences is

provided below:
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Table 5: Independent Samples T-Test, 0dds of

Implementation by Response Group

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) Difference | Difference Lower Upper

COC Equal variances

assumed .036 .850 -.974 588 .330 -.20 .21 -.60 .20

Equal variances

not assumed -.977 560.832 .329 -.20 .21 -.60 .20
HR Equal variances 072 789 374 588 708 6.37E-02 17 27 40

assumed : : : . .37E- . - .

Equal variances

not assumed 376 | 561.691 707 6.37E-02 17 27 40
JAG Equal variances

assumed .378 .539 .577 587 .564 8.13E-02 .14 -.20 .36

Equal variances

not assumed .579 561.348 .563 8.13E-02 .14 -19 .36
ODDS Equal variances

assumed 1.790 181 1.254 585 211 3.03 2.41 -1.72 7.77

Equal variances

not assumed 1.261 564.998 .208 3.03 2.40 -1.69 7.74
EMPLOYEE Equal variances

assumed .034 .854 .210 584 .834 4.48E-02 .21 -.37 .46

Equal variances

not assumed .209 545.116 .834 4.48E-02 .21 -.38 A7

In conclusion, there iIs no evidence that the work
assignments of the respondents had any impact on the

responses received.

Hypothesis Testing

This research was designed to test hypotheses that, in
turn, were developed from observing the behavior of
activity managers confronted with the need for change. The
central hypotheses follow, with the results of the

research.
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Do associated fields of influence affect the

expectancy value of activity managers affected by the

vector and valence of influence?

To test the impact of individual fields of influence
on the expectancy value of the activity managers, the
correlation of expectancy value and the vector (direct,
positive or negative) and valence (strength, or value) must
be measured for each field of influence. This is done by
separating each field of influence Into a separate

hypothesis for testing purposes.

Hypothesis la: Individual Field Influences

Hypothesis la: The expectancy value of activity
manager i1s positively related to the force anticipated from
employees iIn response to change proposals.

This hypothesis was not supported. The expectancy
value of the activity manager, as reflected in the “odds of
implementation”, was not related to the expected response
of employees (n=588, r=.068, p=.101).

Reviewing the responses for each change option, the
progression of the employee response i1s consistent with the
premise that employees oppose change, and that the

opposition is stronger where the change has higher impact
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on the employee group. The “status quo” option had a
positive mean (1.04), indicating at least nominal support
for the idea of not changing the organization. It is
noteworthy that the responses had a high negative skew
(Skewness = -.553; Standard Error of Skewness = .200),
indicating a large number of responses to the right of the
mean; the median response was 2.00, indicating that the 5%
of employees who strongly opposed this option (n = 10)
biased the distribution of responses of the majority who
supported it.

As the change options increased in impact on the
employees, the median response dramatically dropped,
demonstrating strong opposition to the proposals
(Reorganization = -1.00; Downsizing = -4.00; Outsourcing= -
4.00). Examining the distributions further, the skew of
responses became iIncreasingly positive (Reorganization =
.331; Downsizing = 1.687; Outsourcing= 2.980), confirming
that the strength of employee opposition is related to the

impact the proposed change will have on the employee group.
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Figure 4: Employee Response to Change Options

By contrast, the odds of implementation iIs weakest iIn
the status quo option (mean = 48.01), gaining higher
probability of success in the Reorganization and Downsizing
options (mean = 68.71 for both options), and slightly
weaker odds of success in Outsourcing (mean = 58.30).

To provide a visual comparison between the response of
employees and the odds of implementation, the odds values
were rescaled to match the range of the response by

employees (-4 to 4), and the means were charted below.
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Figure 5: Employee Response and Odds of Implementation

by Change Option

Given these response patterns, it can be said that the
employee responses to change may have some impact on the
odds of successfully implementing the change, but that
their influence is not a major factor in the odds of

success for any given change option.

Hypothesis 1b: Super-ordinates fTield influences

The expectancy value of activity manager is positively
related to the force anticipated from super-ordinates 1in
response to change proposals.

This hypothesis was supported by the responses

received (n=587; r=.610; p<.01). The expectancy value
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(““odds of implementation™) was strongly and positively
related to the force anticipated from super-ordinates
(chain of command) .

Examining the mean response patterns indicates that
the chain of command was opposed to the status quo option
(-1.84) and supported the three change options almost
equally (Reorganize = 1.77; Downsize = 1.61; Outsource =
1.61). The median values were even more consistent, with
the opposition to the status quo (median = 2.00) exactly
equal to the support for each change option (median = 2.00
for Reorganize, Downsize, and Outsource).

This response pattern by the chain of command is
consistent with the expected success rates for each
proposal. The Status Quo option had less than 50% odds of
success (mean = 48.01), while the Reorganization (mean =
68.71), Downsize (mean = 68.71), and Outsource (mean =
58.3) options were rated well above 50%. Strengthening
this relationship, the median showed the same pattern
(Status Quo = 50%; Reorganize = 75%; Downsize = 75%;
Outsource = 65%).

Based on both statistical testing of the responses and
examination of the underlying response patterns, it appears

that the expected response from the chain of command has a
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strong, positive relationship to the expectancy value of

the managers.

Hypothesis 1c: Human resources field influences

The expectancy value of activity manager is positively
related to the force anticipated from the human resources
staff In response to change proposals.

This hypothesis was supported (n=588; r = .523;
p<.01). The expectancy value was positively related to the
force anticipated from the HRO.

Further examination of the underlying data raises
questions about the practical value of this statistically
strong relationship. The survey provided a scale of + 4,
with O being indifference, + 2 iIndicating
support/resistance, and + 4 indicating “strong”
support/resistance. In valuing the support or resistance
of the human resources staff, the manager’s expectations
were very close to indifference for all options. The mean
and median values for Status Quo (-.19;0.00), Reorganize
(-74;1.00), Downsize (-31;0.00), and Outsource (0.00;0.00)
were all within 1 response value of iIndifference. While
the response distributions all showed a full range of

support/resistance (minimum for each was -4; maximum +4),
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half of the responses of each centered around zero; the
median of Status Quo, Downsizing, and Outsourcing was “0”,
or indifferent. Reorganization showed the strongest
support with a median value of 1. The most frequent
response was O, or indifference, for Status Quo, and 2, or
support, for the options requiring change to the workforce.

While the support/resistance of the Human Resources
staff has a strong, statistically significant relationship
to the expectancy value of the manager, it appears that the
relationship 1s weak in practical significance because it
is reflective of low, widely dispersed levels of support

for change.

Hypothesis 1d: Legal staff field influences

The expectancy value of activity manager is positively
related to the force anticipated from the legal staff in
response to change proposals.

This hypothesis was supported by the data (n=588;
r=.601; p <.01). The expectancy value was positively
related to the force anticipated from the legal staff.

As with the human resources responses, further
examination of the underlying data raises questions about

the practical value of this statistically strong
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relationship. The survey provided a scale of + 4, with O
being indifference, + 2 indicating support/resistance, and
+ 4 indicating “strong” support/resistance. In valuing the
support or resistance of the legal staff, the manager’s
expectations were very close to indifference for all
options. The mean and median values for Status Quo (-.18;
0.00), Reorganize (.76; 1.00), Downsize (.76; 1.00), and
Outsource (0.55; 1.00) were all within 1 response value of
indifference. While the response distributions all showed
a full range of support/resistance (nmninimum for each was -
4; maximum +4), half of the responses of each centered
around 1; the median of Reorganization, Downsizing, and
Outsourcing was “1”, the midpoint between indifferent and
support. The most frequent response was 0, or
indifference, for Status Quo (n=85; 57.8%), Reorganization
(n=50; 33.8%), and Downsizing (n=50; 33.8%). Outsourcing
responses received full support as the most frequent
response (n=40; 27.4%), but almost that many responses
reflected “0”, or indifference (n=39; 26.7%) to the change
proposal.

Like Human Resources, the support/resistance of the
legal staff has a strong, statistically significant

relationship to the expectancy value of the manager, but i1t
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appears that the relationship Is weak in practical
significance because i1t is reflective of low, widely

dispersed levels of support for change.

Interactions of the Expectancy Values for
Institutional Actors

Field theory looks at the world as an arena for the
action of forces, where the objects are simply specific
places for the interaction of these forces (White, 1992, p.
53). In this research, the “object” is the manager, and
four groups that exert influence over his/her actions
affect the manager. Each of these groups generates a field
of influence, much as the magnet generates a magnetic force
field that influences other fields within its sphere of
influence.

Hypothesis 1 looked at the influence of the individual
forces; hypothesis 2 examines the combined, or interactive,
forces and their Impact on the expectancy values of the
manager .

Hypothesis 2a and 2b can be consolidated in the
analysis by applying the linear regression model to the

data. These hypotheses were:
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Hypothesis 2a: Combination of forces

The expectancy value of the activity manager is
positively related to the combined forces anticipated from
subordinates, super-ordinates, human resources staff, and

the legal office.

Hypothesis 2b: Relative value of forces

Certain combinations of anticipated forces influence
the expectancy value of the activity managers more than
others.

These hypotheses were partially supported by the
responses.

To determine whether the expectancy value of the
activity managers was positively related to the combined
forces, the regression model was used to determine the
strength (“r”) of each institutional actor.

The results were positive for each group, indicating a
positive relationship between the expectance value of the
manager (measured as variable “odds”) and the chain of
command (**COC””), legal staff (“JAG”) and human resources
(““HR”) staff. The results are shown in the table below.

Using Cohen’s (1969) effect size index for r, these
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institutional actors can be said to exert medium (.30 -
.50) to strong (.-50+) influence on the expectancy value of
the manager as measured by the expected outcome of the

change initiative.
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Table 6: Pearson Product Moment Correlation and

Significance, Expected Outcome, by Response Group

Odds Chain of |HR Legal Employees
Command

R
Odds 1.00 Ar7 -469 -601 -011
Chain of | .477 1.00 -410 .376 -.329
Command
HR -469 .410 1.00 -556 .083
Legal -601 -376 -556 1.00 -.033
Employees | .011 -.329 -083 -.033 1.00
Sig. (1-
tailed)
Odds -000 -000 -000 -392
Chain of | .000 -000 -000 -000
Command
HR -000 -000 -000 .024
Legal -000 -000 -000 .024
Employee | .392 -000 .024 .213
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To determine combined forces, the linear regression
model was applied using stepwise analysis of the three
institutional respondent groups. This model measures the
influence of the independent variable (respondent group) on
the expectation of success, and shows the predictive value
of progressively better combinations of variables. The
outcome, shown in the table below, indicates that the legal
staff (JAG) has the highest level of predictive value, but
that 1ts Influence is increased by the addition of the
chain of command (COC) and human resources (HR) responses.
Employee responses were not included in the model because
the influence was not statistically significant in the

regression model (r=.011; p=.392).
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Table 7: Regression Model, Response Groups as

Predictors of Odds of Implementation

Std Error
Model # R R2 Adjusted R? | of the
Estimate
1 .603 .364 -363 23.18
2 -660 -436 -434 21.85
3 .667 .445 442 21.69

Predictor, Model 1: (Constant), Legal
Predictor, Model 2: (Constant), Legal, Chain of Command
Predictor, Model 3: (Constant), Legal, Chain of Command, HR
Dependent Variable: 0Odds of Implementation

Using the linear regression model, the predictive
value of the responses from each group can be used as a
measure of the “strength” (or valence) of each field, while
the actual value (+ or -) can be used as a measure of
“direction” (or vector). Each of the institutional actors
exerts an influence, including chain of command (r = .473;
p = .000), human resources (r = .470; p = .000), and the
legal staff (r = .603; p = .000).

The forces exerted by a field do not act exclusively
on the object (manager), but also on each other.

Conceptually, a group of five magnets would generate fTive
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fields, each field influencing each of the other associated
fields. Hypothesis 3 examines whether the fields tend to
align to a single vector and combined valence, or whether

they act independently.

Hypothesis 3: Vector correlation

The perceived vector and valence of each field will
correlate with the vector and valence of one or more other
fields within the arena of the manager.

This hypothesis was fully supported. Correlation
between the variable was tested using independent t-test
procedures. Employee response does not have a statistically
significant effect on the probability of successful
implementation of change initiatives (r=.068; p=.101).
However, the chain of command (r=.610; p<.01), legal office
(r=.601; p<.01) and human resources staff (r=.523; p<.01)
strongly affect the probability of success (r>.5 indicates
a large effect; Cohen, 1969). The vectors (positive or
negative effect) and valence (the strength of the effect)
of these three institutional actors correlate strongly. The
vector of the employees i1s negative (mean = (-1.6)),
compared to positive vectors for the institutional actors

(means for chain of command = .77; human resources = .21;
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legal staff = _.44), indicating a strong overall negative
employee response expectation; however, this employee-
response effect is not statistically significant (p=.101)
and must be considered as descriptive only.

The correlation of the institutional actors (chain of
command, human resources, and legal staff) iIs consistent
with the theoretical model that predicted that the
expectancy value of the manager would be affected by the
vector and valence of the four groups. However, the effect
of the employee group is not as strong (statistically
significant) as expected. Generally, the model is
confirmed with the caveat that employees may not be as
influential as predicted by the model.

We have discussed correlation and effect, but the
theoretical model supports the conclusion that these
influences not only correlate to the expectancy value of
the manager, they are causally related. Given the high
correlation between the responses of the institutional
actors, we can confirm the theoretical model that
attributes those responses as a cause of the low expectancy

values of the managers.
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Distribution of Expected Responses within
Professional Fields of Institutional Actors
This research does not seek to explain the “why” of

forces, but only to measure their vector and valence in
relation to the object of their influence. Yet the
information gathered in this survey may yield insight into
the source of some of that force. The principle of social
proof indicates that, “We view a behavior as correct iIn a
given situation to the degree that we see others performing
it.” (Craldini, 2001). This corresponds with hypothesis 3,
where we measure the correlation of fields within the
object’s arena.

A different extension of this principle would indicate
that professional groups, particularly the legal, human
resources, and command groups, might be influenced by
behavior within their professional fields, rather than the
needs of their customers. Hypothesis 4 reflects the
expectation that the social proof influences within these
professional fields will influence the vector and valence

of individual fields at varying locations.
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Hypothesis 4: Normal distribution of forces

The perceived vector and valence of force anticipated
by the actors from the fields will be normally distributed
across the population of each professional field.

This hypothesis was not supported; the responses from
each respondent group were significantly skewed, showing a
marked consistency In the expected response from each
group.

For all prior analysis, the response sets from each
group have been considered across all options, including
Status Quo, Reorganization, Downsizing, and Outsourcing.
For this analysis, it is more appropriate to consider the
Status Quo option separately, since no change is proposed.
By segregating the Status Quo option from those where
change is proposed, the tolerance for no change can be
evaluated and compared to the group of options proposing
change at various levels.

Conceptually, we will analyze the Status Quo option as
if 1t were the control group (no treatment), and the change
options as progressively more aggressive treatments (small,
medium, and large changes). This conceptual shift will
allow a more refined analysis of the distributions
resulting from each change.

133



For the status quo option, the Chain of Command has a
mean of nearly -2, or “Oppose”. However, the most common
response is “Strongly Oppose” (n=54; 36.5%), followed by a
slightly diminished “Oppose” (n=36; 24.3%) group. If the
responses were collapsed into “Oppose” (x<1), “Indifferent”
(x=0), and “Support” (x>1), “Oppose” would represent 71.6%
(n=106) of the responses, while “Indifferent” would
represent 10.8% (n=16) and “Support” would represent 19.7%
(n=26). Clearly, the Chain of Command is strongly opposed
to the “Status Quo”, resulting In a highly positive skew
(.894).

The strong positive skew of the Chain of Command
responses is clearly illustrated by a histogram with normal

curve.
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Chain of Command

CHGOPTN: 1 OK'Y

Std. Dev =2.29
Mean =-1.8
N =148.00

Frequency

-4.0 -2.0 0.0 2.0 4.0

Chain of Command

Figure 6: Histogram of Chain of Command Responses,

Status Quo Option

By comparison, the human resources staff response is
only slightly skewed (skew = -.003), but the selection of
“Indifference” (n=78; 53.1%) by over half the respondents
shows high consistency among the members of this career
group. The majority of the manager expect the human
resources staff to be generally indifferent to this option,
with slightly more than % of the managers expecting

opposition (n=40;27.2%) and approximately 1 in 5 expecting
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support (n = 29; 20.7%). While this distribution is more
normally distributed than that of the chain of command, it
fails the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff test for normality (p<.01l).
The effect on of high levels of indifference by the human
resources staff to a lack of change i1s clear when the
responses are graphed in a histogram with a superimposed

normal curve.

Human Resources
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Figure 7: Histogram of Human Resource Responses to

Status Quo Proposal
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The legal staff response is very similar to that of
the human resources staff. The responses are only slightly
skewed (skew = -.287), but the selection of “Indifference”
(n=85; 57.8%) by over half the respondents shows high
consistency among the members of this career group.
Essentially, the majority of the managers expect the legal
staff to be generally indifferent to this option, with
approximately one fourth of the managers expecting
opposition (n=36; 24.5%) and approximately 1 in 6 expecting
support (n = 26; 17.7%). While this distribution is also
more normally distributed than that of the chain of
command, it fails the Kolmogorov-Smirnoff test for
normality (p<.01). The effect on of high levels of
indifference by the legal staff to a lack of change is
clear when the responses are graphed in a histogram with a

superimposed normal curve.
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Legal Staff
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Figure 8: Histogram of Legal Staff Response to Status

Quo Option

Where the Chain of Command has a mean of nearly -2, or
“Oppose”, the employees are supportive of the Status Quo
option (mean = 1.0). The most common response is “Support”
(n=38; 25.9%), followed by a slightly diminished
“Indifferent” (n=29; 19.7%) and “Strongly Support” (n=28;
19.0%). If the responses were collapsed into “Oppose”

(x<1), “Indifferent” (x=0), and “Support” (x>1), “Oppose”
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would represent only 21.1% (n=31) of the responses, while
“Indifferent” would represent 19.7% (n=29) and “Support”
would represent 59.2% (n=87). Clearly, the employees are
not opposed to the “Status Quo”, resulting in a highly
negative skew (-.553).

The strong negative skew of the employee responses is

clearly i1llustrated by a histogram with normal curve.

Employees
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Figure 9: Histogram of Employee Response to Status Quo

Option
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When the change options are considered, each of the
response subjects failed to meet the test for normality as
well. The chain of command showed support for change (mean
= 1.66; median = 2), with less support from the legal staff
(mean = .69; median = 0) and even less from the human
resources staff (mean = .35; median = 0). Employees
strongly opposed change (mean = -2.48; median = -4). These
consistent patterns resulted in strong negative skews for
the chain of command (-.893), human resources (.369), and
legal staff (-.607), and the even-stronger employee
opposition resulted in a positive skew of 1.306. The
distributions for all groups rejected the Kolmogorov-
Smirnoff test for normality with p<.01.

The strong skew of each group is visible in histograms

of the responses to the three change initiatives.
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Figure 10: Histograms of Response Group Reactions to

Change Options, Combined

These strong, non-normal distributions are indicative
of a bias regarding change that runs throughout these
subject groups. Commanders are, as a group, consistently
opposed to the status quo and somewhat supportive of change
initiatives. Their opinions on status quo and change

options are stronger than that received from other
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institutional actors (human resources and legal staff),
which may result from their personal responsibility for the
success or fTailure of the activities in this study.

The human resources and legal staff are predominately
indifferent to the status quo option, which may be related
to a lack of “call to action” that occurs when operations
remain the same. While they are, overall, supportive of
change initiatives, theilr responses tend to be less
supportive and the number of negative responses is higher.
This i1s consistent with the view that change creates
workload for these staffs, or it may be an interaction
between their loyalty to the commander and the resistance
they experience from the affected employees.

Employees, as expected, are resistant to change
initiatives. The strength of their resistance actually
exceeds the strength of support from the iInstitutional
actors. This is an important subject for further research,
both in the question of why the resistance iIs so strong,
and in the question of how to reduce the resistance to
facilitate change.

As a final observation, the non-normal distributions
of these groups may be a factor that precludes application

of this research model to smaller samples, such as
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installation or studies within professional groups. While
the regression model is sufficiently robust to withstand
some variations from normality for large sample sizes (such
as this study), application of this model to smaller
samples may require In a more limited analysis using

descriptive statistics and nonparametric tests.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION

The aim of this research is to test the theories of
organizational change management, particularly those
addressing the institutional response to change, by
applying them to a specific organizational context.
Through a survey of managers within the Army Morale,
Welfare and Recreation (MWR) activities worldwide, we have
measured their perceptions of support for change from
super-ordinates, peers, and subordinates, and have related
those perceptions to the managers” expectancy values
regarding the achievability of those changes.

Analysis of the data i1s a critical step In the
process, but the findings must be useful, and used, iIf they
are to be of value. While the steps to change the
identified change climate are beyond the scope of this
research, the conceptual uses, or “the variety of ways in
which evaluations indirectly have an impact on policies,
programs, and procedures (Rossi et al, 1991:432),” are
important. While stopping short of prescribing action, we
will discuss alternative methods that may be of value to
the users of this research. Instead of prescriptions for

action, we hope the findings will be informative and useful
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in a conceptual sense. Conceptual use of findings is, “the
variety of ways in which evaluations (can) indirectly have
an impact on policies, programs, and procedures.” (Rossi et
al, 1991:432)

The results of this research are not dramatic.
Managers expect resistance from their employees, iIncreasing
as the impact on the workgroup increases. Managers expect
support from their super-ordinates, as well as their peers.
All of these results were predicted theoretically and are
consistent with the literature.

While not dramatic, the results may still be
important. While super-ordinates support change
initiatives, the support lacks sufficient strength to
overcome the other forces (indifference, resistance) within
the manager’s work experience. Peers are even weaker iIn
their support than super-ordinates. |If a change proposal
is developed, i1ts average chance of implementation is above
50/50, but often not by much. And there is a high level of
agreement within career groups (i.e., commanders, human
resources professionals, and legal staff) regarding how to
respond to specific change proposal and to change in

general.
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While the purpose of this research was to test the
behavior of managers for low expectancy values, 1t is
important to discuss some options for those responsible for
organizational management and change. This is not an easy
process; in fact, Patton (1997:328) noted,
““Recommendations have long struck me as the weakest part
of evaluation... But what recommendations always include,
usually implicitly, are assumptions about the future.” And
planned organizational change is about creating a future
that 1s better than the present.

Careful review of the specific research findings may
provide information that is useful to commanders and career
group managers in developing a more fertile environment for
activity-level change initiatives, thereby helping the

future to be more productive than the present.

The Need for Change

In examining the data, i1t Is clear that commanders see
the need for change. Whereas 71.6% (n=106) of the
respondents expected opposition from their chain of command
to the proposal for status quo, or “do nothing”, the

extreme majority expected support for change initiatives
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(reorganize = 124, 83.8%; downsize = 113, 76.9%; outsource
= 113, 76.9%). This is also reflected In the odds of
implementation for the proposals, where status quo averaged
a 48% chance of success while reorganization (68.7%),
downsizing (68.7%), and outsourcing (58.3%) were far more
likely to be fully implemented.

This recognition of the need for change iIs consistent
with the literature on public administration. Much of the
professional literature concerns itself with the “New
Public Management” movement of the last decade (Kettl,
2002; Linden, 2002; NAPA, 2003; Popovich, 1998). By
contrast, the trade literature, most actively published by
the US General Accounting Office (USGAO, 2004; USGAO, 2003
a-g; USGAO, 2002; Walker, 2003) and assorted interest
groups (Agranoff, 2003; Atkinson, 2003; Eggers, 2004;
Fosler, 2002; Kamarck, 2002) is almost exclusively focused
on rapid transformation of federal agencies.

Regardless of the forum, iInterest In change is present
at all levels of government in the area of strategic plan
development and implementation. This interest is not new,
since 1t has been evident in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton

administrations (Barzely, 1996; Gore 1993; Osborne &
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Gaebler, 1992; Scrivens, 1991; Swiss, 1992; Wagenheim &

Reurink, 1991; Walsh, 1991).

The Effect of Change Initiatives

In instituting change, there are a variety of forces
at work. Some change impacts are positive, others
negative. The actual impact of any given action is
dependent on how It is designed and implemented.

Avoidance of change, even if avoidance were possible,
is not a reliable way to avoid the impact of change
initiatives. Weimer and Vining (1999; 49) point out that
there are several ways that people react when they are
dissatisfied with organizations In which they participate.
Weimer and Vining adopt Hirschman’s (1970) concept of
choice and exit, and add disloyalty. While the disgruntled
employee’s voice Is annoying to others, and his/her exit
may be unfortunate to both the employee and the
organization, the disgruntled employee who engages in
sabotage is perhaps the greatest risk in organizations with

low turnover.
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Actions by the Chain of Command

Executives, the “chain of command” in this study, must
select their change strategies carefully. Balancing between
top-down process orientation (TQM, Six Sigma, etc.) and the
bottom-up practices that evolve (or mutate) based on
operational realities is a tough challenge for any
executive. As reported by Seely Brown and Duguid
(2000:48), “..lean too much toward practice and you may get
new ideas bubbling up all over the place, but you’ll lack
the structure to harness them. Lean too much toward
process, and you’ve got lots of structure but too little
freedom of movement to strike that initial spark. Finding
the right balance is a central task for managers
everywhere.”

Executives with trouble implementing change, no matter
how well designed and necessary, might consider the methods
of Donald Regan, who ran Merrill Lynch in the 1970°s.

Regan hired a consulting firm to help assess the

implications of entering the cash management account (CMA)
market, which tied checking accounts, credit cards, money
market funds, and traditional brokerage services together.

When the highly positive report was presented to his senior
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executives, Regan went around the room and gathered
comments.

“They all saw problems,” reported one of the
executives present. “The operations vice president noted
that 1t now cost the firm many dollars to process a
transaction; when the transactions were deposits In money
market accounts or checks written on such accounts, the
company would have to be able to process them for only
cents per transaction... Then the legal vice president noted
that the CMA i1deas would turn the firm into a bank, making
it subject to much more stringent regulation... And the
marketing vice president noted that banks were currently
some of Merrill Lynch’s best customers. They would
certainly be offended if the firm became a competitor and
might take much of their business to other securities
firms.”

Regan did not dismiss the problems. But he said he had
decided to proceed because of the importance of the product
to the company. “The question is,” he asked, “how do we
solve the problems you described so articulately?” (From
Pfeffer and Sutton, 1999:37)

Applying Regan’s approach to the organizations covered

by this study could have the effect of increasing the
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support from support departments such as human resources
and legal. Without disregarding the issues that are
inherent to change proposals, this approach creates common
interest among the change team, which consists of the chain
of command, manager and employees, but also of the support
departments that will have a role in solving the
implementation problems created by the change.

A variety of methods currently iIn use to stimulate
large scale change initiative were described by Rouda
(1995). Many executives may wish to consider those
activities, as well as others reported by a variety of
authors and consultants, and find the approach that most

closely matches their management style.

Actions by Activity Managers

Activity managers, who were the respondents in this
research, reported low expectancy values toward successful
change initiatives; as discussed in the analysis section,
these low expectancy values were directly related to their
perception of low levels of support from other
institutional actors who were needed to implement the
changes. Seeing the immediate organization as “us” and the

support staffs as “them” is not unique to this population.
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Braun (2003:3) observes, ‘“Managers are encouraged to
be “action oriented” and “proactive”, constantly engaged in
the process of pushing on people and situations to make
them change or move. Typically, they focus their attention
on the sphere of activity iIn the organization that
coincides with their title and job description. The Limits
to Growth archetype (or Limits to Success as it applies)
reminds managers to take time to examine what might be
pushing back against their efforts. The counter-force may
come, and most likely will come, from either (a) parts of
the organization not under control of the manager or (b)
from the external environment.”

This internal conflict extends to federal
organizations as well as the private sector firms studied
by Braun. Trader-Leigh (2001: 139-140) observed the same
infighting at Department of State. “Today’s federal
management reform efforts reflect a shift iIn the
traditional administrative management paradigm to a more
entrepreneurial federal administration.. Existing
stakeholders often perceive that these changes result iIn
disenfranchisement and a redistribution of benefits as a
result of the actions taken. Consequently, organization

designs for major change often result In failure or a
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struggle between forces supporting change and those
resisting change followed by long and bitter implementation
battles. 1t i1s critical to understand how stakeholders are
affected and understand the often hidden dynamics and cost
of change.”

These internal battles are unfortunate, and they
detract from a significant force that is needed iIn any
organization’s struggle to change iIn a modern environment.
Thompson (1999:21) highlighted the importance of managers
to change efforts in his review of the National Performance
Review instituted by the Clinton/Gore administration.

“One apparent tactical error—-which future reformers
may want to consider—-was the failure to mobilize middle
managers and enlist their support and assistance in
implementing those changes of which they were to be the
primary beneficiaries.” (Thompson, 1999:21)

Mobilizing these executives may be a challenge that is
exacerbated by the need to replace the experienced cadre
that is currently managing our activities. “With the
increasing numbers of employees retiring and the numbers of
employees who will be eligible to retire iIn the near
future...federal agencies are in a struggle to recruit and

retain highly skilled employees.” USGAO, 2002:11
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Congress in 2003 approved the National Security
Personnel System (NSPS) that is currently being implemented
throughout the Department of Defense. In his review of
transformation efforts government-wide, Don Kettl observed:
“Personnel systems designed to insulate government from
political interference have proven less adaptive to these
new challenges, especially in creating a cohort of
executives skilled In managing indirect government.”
(Kettle, 2000:488) In the five years since Kettl’s
observations, approval and implementation of NSPS has
created hope that the slow, cumbersome recruitment
processes may soon be a thing of the past.

But faster recruitment is not the “final answer” to
integrating a new group of managers into the MWR
profession. Leaders are not born; they are trained. And
Ray Blount (2000) suggests that one of the methods needed
to grow new leaders is “well-crafted and systematic
development programs that are grounded in practical
reality, where leadership is learned through action and

through deeply involved senior leaders as teachers.”
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Actions by Professional Support Staff

The approach discussed above may improve the support
from the activity manager, but the consistency of the
responses in the survey indicate that there is still a
strong corporate change climate among human resources and
legal professionals that mediate their response to change
proposals. It may be desirable to foster communities of
practice among these groups that have, as their focus,
competencies in change planning and implementation.

“What are communities of practice? In brief, they’re
groups of people informally bound together by shared
expertise and a passion for a joint enterprise—engineers
engaged In deep-water drilling, for example, consultants
who specialize in strategic marketing, or frontline
managers in charge of check processing at a large
commercial bank.A community of practice may or may not have
an explicit agenda on a given week, and even if it does, it
may not follow the agenda closely. Inevitably, however,
people In communities of practice share their experience
and knowledge i1In free-flowing, creative ways that foster
new approaches to problems.” (Wenger and Snyder, 2000:3)

Unlike workgroups or teams, communities of practice
cannot be organized and managed by senior executives. By
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their nature, they must spring from a common interest, be
bound by common (or converging) values, and be directed
from within.

Wenger and Snyder (2000:4) recognized these
requirements. “But we have observed a number of companies
that have overcome the managerial paradox inherent in
communities of practice and successfully nurtured them. In
general, we have found that managers cannot mandate
communities of practice. Instead, successful managers
bring the right people together, provide an infrastructure
in which communities can thrive, and measure the
communities” value in nontraditional ways. Theses task of
cultivation aren’t easy, but the harvest they yield makes
them well worth the effort.” (Wenger and Snyder, 2000:4)

In the context of this study, it may be that the
senior leadership of these groups could be the catalyst for
creating communities of practice. In the digital age,
location is less of an impediment than it has been; virtual
workshops are now common. Creating and nurturing these
communities of practice could be a way to develop new
cultural norms of positive support for change, rather than

the current norm of near-indifference.
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Actions by Employees

Employee resistance is another element requiring
attention from the senior leaders. It 1s easy to dismiss
the negative responses of employees by assuming they are
inherently resistant to change. By its nature, federal
employment i1s viewed by many employees as a lifetime of job
security in an ever-more-insecure world. Through its
elaborate processes and rules developed to protect
employees from political pressures, the federal service
attracts employees who are willing to forego higher
earnings in the private sector in exchange for job
security. A decade of change initiatives have diminished,
but not eradicated, this sense of security. When radical
change i1s Imposed, especially in the form of downsizing or
outsourcing of jobs, federal employees are particularly
resistant to the change effort (USGAO, 2003c).

And it’s easy to look to the private sector as a
“better model” for change. Unfortunately, the private
sector does not have it any easier than the public sector
when 1t comes to change resistance.

There i1s a substantial body of literature validating

the need for employee commitment to the change effort, some
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of which is quite recent (e.g., Armenakis & Harris, 2002;
Tyler and Blader, 2001; Brockner, 2002; Barry, 2001).

“IT change i1s the natural order of things in modern
organizations, so, apparently Is resistance...
Unfortunately, this problem cannot be overcome simply
through a reasoned discussion on which a manager logically
presents the merits of a change initiative. One CEO
ruefully explained that he had learned through bitter
experience that logical arguments were not enough to
convince skeptical employees they ought to change their way
of doing things. “Logic is important,” the CEO said, “but
the most important thing is getting it into their hearts.””
(Brill and Worth, 1997:50)

How can the managers and executives “get into the
hearts” of employees when change is being planned?

The classic answer i1s brute force. Luddites were a
group of 17% century English craftsmen who violently
opposed change, in this case the introduction of new
technology. After the Luddites burned mills and looms,
killed guards hired to protect the mills, and kidnapped at
least one mill owner, the British army put down the

revolution and the leaders were either hanged or sent to a
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penal colony. (Kirkpatrick Sale (1996) provides a much more
sympathetic description of the movement.)

Brute force is one answer. A more moderate view
considers the employees” initial resistance as a natural
phenomenon. The comments of an American Workers National
Union officer during the efforts to create a
management/union partnership may be informative.

“These are people we’re talking about, people whose
very existence depends on the past. Everything they know
today i1s what they learned in the past. You take the old
(system), and there’s always a reason for the old. Hell,
we were successful with the old. Were we successful enough
to compete with the new? No, hell, no! But every system
that’s ever been developed will reinforce itself to
continue, so you’re fighting that constantly. What really
gets me i1s that some of us fighting to save something that
we ourselves would admit stinks!” (Quoted by Scarselletta,
1999:1)

But employees can change their minds about the need
for, and value of, change. An extreme example comes from
Brazil, where privatization became a survival issue for

mill workers.
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“In November 1988, militant steelworkers went on
strike at the government controlled National Steel Company
(CSN) mill in Volta Redondo (Brazil), demanding six hour
workdays and higher wages.. Roughly four years after that
bloody strike, after the Berlin wall had fallen, those very
same CSN steelworkers were demanding—demanding—that the
mill be privatized, because they understood that was the
only way it could remain competitive and keep most of them
employed.” (Friedman, 2000:44)

Is organizational survival an issue within the Army
MWR community? The former employees of those activities
that have been closed, consolidated, and downsized would
agree that organizational extinction is no longer an
abstract concept—it is a reality.

Why don’t the employees see this threat to their
security and income? One researcher believes that managers
(and the executives they work for) may be their own worst
enemies when it comes to communicating the need for change.

“In the name of positive thinking.managers often
censor what everyone needs to say and hear. For the sake
of “morale” and ‘““considerateness’, they deprive the
employees and themselves of the opportunity to take

responsibility for their own behavior by learning to
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understand it. (Being considerate and positive) will never
help people figure out why they lived with problems for
years on end, why they covered up those problems, why they
covered up the cover-up, why they were so good at pointing
to the responsibility of other and so slow to focus on
their own.” (Argyris, 1994:93)

The truth may not be enough, but it is a start. Brill
and Worth (1997:50) observe, “Like all human beings,
employees are a complex set of paradoxes and contradictory
characteristics. To make the change effort work, we must
learn how to capitalize on positive human qualities, such
as trust, idealism, and dedication, and mitigate the impact
of those other natural human traits (suspicion,
stubbornness, anxiety) that often undermine the change
process. (Brill and Worth, 1997:50)

IT the change climate i1s heavily entrenched, the
social sciences may be able to help evaluate the change
climate and recommend workable solutions to negative
behavior by employees. Scientific methods may be
surprisingly simple. Latham (2001) used a simple 2 X 2
matrix to determine positive and negative outcomes of
desirable and undesirable behavior. Based on the outcomes

of that matrix, the company reduced theft from a million
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dollars a year to a negligible amount by implementing a

simple, no-cost program.

Bringing it Together: Creating A Change Climate

A commander with strong expectations of support for
initiatives, communities of interest for change leaders in
supporting career fTields, open and honest communications
with employees, interventions to eliminate counter-
productive behaviors—these are methods which lead toward
changing the organization’s climate.

Klein and Sorra (1996:1061) posit, “The stronger an
organization’s climate for the implementation of a given
innovation, the greater will be the employees” use of that
innovation, provided employees are committed to innovation
use.”

IT this is the case, the strong resistance of
employees in this study iIs an undeniable indication of a
weak climate for change in many MWR activities.

Change will not be easy, nor will it be quick. And
there 1s little chance that well-intentioned federal

executives will be able to follow a straight path from

where they are to where they want to be. “[Government
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decision making] is not rational iIn the sense that a good
scientific study would allow you to sit down and plan
everybody’s life.._But you do have to be careful what you
expect from a rational study when you insert it into the
system. It can have tremendous Impact, but It’s a
political, not a rational process.Life Is not a very simple
thing.”(Patton, 1997:348, quoting an interview with a
government decision maker)

Those serious about improving the organizational
climate may wish to review the excellent discussions of
issues relating to organizational change climate from
Ashkanasy, et al. (2000) and Cooper et al., (2001). These
handbooks provide a wealth of articles to stimulate
thoughtful discussions of various change management
options.

Changing the organizational climate—a precursor to
changing the organization itself-is not an easy task. It
is, though, a crucial part of the job of leading an
enterprise such as MWR, where the quality of life of
soldiers and their families iIs at stake.

Robert Shapiro, chairman of Monsanto, observed, “In
the end, what matters and what lasts is what makes you

better as a competitor In a wide-open race. The way you
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manage and exchange information and the way you learn as a
company—those are your only sustainable advantages.”
(Quoted by Freidman, 2000: 226)

Getting from where we are to where we need to be is
the path to gaining a sustainable advantage. The most
difficult step along that path may be the first: moving

from knowing to doing. In the words of T.S. Eliot (1925):

Between the conception
And the creation
Between the emotion
And the response

Falls the Shadow.

Opportunities for Further Research

This research measured the perceptions of managers
faced with developing and implementing change proposals.
Their view of their peer groups, including human resources
and legal staffs, was that these groups were generally
indifferent to the change needs of the activity. In future
research, i1t would be iInteresting to determine the view of
those groups toward managers who develop and propose

change.
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One question left open by this research is the “why
behind the responses expected from the super-ordinates,
peers, and subordinates in the change effort. Further
research on the source of these responses might provide
insight on how to improve this dynamic.

Another area of iInterest would be to contrast those
locations where change was more strongly supported with
those with weak support or resistance from commanders and
peers, and where employee resistance was strongest. This
contrast might indicate how the strong commanders affect
the overall climate for change initiatives at the activity
level.

The anticipated employee reaction to change proposals
was particularly strong and stable; managers expect
resistance to any proposal for change. Since this research
measured manager perceptions, it would be important to test
these perceptions against actual employee responses to
determine if the perceptions are accurate. If the
employees are, in fact, highly resistant to all change
efforts, i1t would be iInteresting to determine i1If this iIs a
reaction based on a generalized distrust of management,
economic or social self-interest, adverse past experience,

or some combination of these and other reasons.
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IT the senior leaders of career groups such as legal,
human resources, and others, decide to take action to
improve the response of these groups to change initiatives,
it would be good to do so in a manner that allows both pre-
and post- implementation evaluation. This data would be
particularly useful if alternative strategies (communities
of interest, installation change teams, changes to
curriculum to include/expand change management coursework)
were tested and a full analysis done to determine the
effectiveness of each.

Finally, a full review of the externally imposed
changes implemented at the activity level would provide
insight on how much change iIs expected at that level. It is
possible that the changed imposed by regional and national
headquarters has fully consumed the activity manager’s
resources for change, and further change within the
activity is not feasible in the current operational
environment.

A further potential area of interest which would be
highlighted 1n a study of externally imposed change would
be the potential for *“change fatigue”. Where the
respondents have experienced a large number of changes,

their experience with those changes may affect their
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perceptions of support or resistance from the various
stakeholders. “Change fatigue” would correspond to
compassion fatigue (defined by Joinson, 1992; see Figley,
1995 for full discussion), whereby caregivers experience
burnout as a result of dealing with the traumas of others.
In an organizational context, “change fatigue” would be
burnout from frequent or repeated changes iIn the
organization. Further study of this group might yield
insight into the long term effects of repeated changes
imposed by the Army leadership in i1ts efforts toward

transformation.
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Final Thoughts

Former ambassador to China Winston Lord was once
driving the Chinese countryside with his wife. They
stopped at an ancient Buddhist temple, where the senior
monk greeted them enthusiastically. “Would you do this
temple a great honor and favor for our future visitors, to
guide and instruct them? Would you write something for us
in English?”

Ambassador Lord felt quite flattered because he knew
that, traditionally, only emperors and great poets were
invited to write for the temple. The monk returned shortly
carrying two wooden plaques and said: “To guide and
instruct future English visitors, would you write on this
plaque the word “Ladies” and on this plaque the word
“Gentlemen”?” (Patton, 1997:212)

I hope that my writings can prove to be as useful as

those requested of Ambassador Lord.
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surveyMonkey.com - Powerful tool for creating web surveys, Online survey soltware ma... Page | of 12

O Privacy O ContactUs O Legout

@ SurveyMonkey.com

because knowledge is everything

Help Center

A Tuesday, August 16, 2005

Design Survey [Show All Pages and Questions | =<k -

To change the look of your survey, select a choice
below, Click "Add’ to create your own custom theme.

Theme: fBIue Metal v[

The Expected Reaction To Change Initiatives v 4.29 (Evue ) zthums
1. Informed Consent

Edit |[Dnll:te|[topﬂMwn]
Dear MWR Professional;

I am a graduate student at the University of Central Florida. As part of my
dissertation research, I am conducting a survey of MWR professionals. The
purpose of the survey is to learn how MWR managers perceive their work
environment and how individuals and groups respond to change initiatives.

I am asking you to participate in this survey because you have field
experience in MWR operations. You will be asked to participate in an
|internet-based survey lasting no longer than 10 minutes. If you choose to
participate in the survey, the questionnaire will be available to you after you
indicate that you have read this information and have given your consent to
participate in the survey.

You will not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer. Your
survey will be conducted by internet data collection, and participants are not
identified with their responses by the data collection program. You are not
required to identify yourself, and potentially identifying data such as activity
Iand installation data will not be associated with your response in the final
manuscript.

There are no anticipated risks, compensation or other direct benefits to you
as a participant in this survey. You are free to withdraw your consent to
|partir.ipate and may discontinue your participation in this survey at any time
jwithout consequence.

If you have any questions about this survey, please contact me at (334) 774~
9765. My faculty supervisor is Dr. R. Paul Maiden. Questions or concerns
about research participants’ rights may be directed to the UCF Institutional
Review Board (UCFIRB) office, University of Central Florida Office of
Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207,
Orlando, Florida 32826. The phone number is (407) 823-2901.

hitp:/surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1044036&Rnd=0.8871707 8/16/2005
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Please indicate below if you wish to take the survey. By selecting the “'I
voluntarily agree to participate in this survey” option below, you give me
permission to report your responses anonymously in the final manuscript to
my faculty supervisor as part of my course work.

Sincerely,

Larry Cochran

Add Question | | Add Page

EDelete " Copy/Move I[ }

* 1. I have read the procedure described above for the MWR Survey
assignment, and...

— Tvoluntarily agree to participate in the survey.
_ I do not wish to participate in the survey.

2. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA I Edit Page II Delete Pﬂ!&l Copy n Add Logic I

Demographic information about you will be used in the analysis of
the responses. This includes no identifying data about you except the
voluntary option of requesting a copy of the study findings.

(Riaress)

Edit |[Delete |[ Copy/Move || Add Logic |
2. What is your current age group?

 Less than 18
J 18-29

.4 30-39
J 40-49
o

-

ot

50-59
60-69
70 or older

Add Question

Edit | Delete || Copy/Move || Add Logic |
3. What is your gender?
Male Female

< v

) Edit || Delate || Copy/Move | Add Logic |
4. How many years have you been working in MWR as a primary assignment
or career?
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J 1-5

J 6-10
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./ 16-20

J 21-30

_ More than 30

Add Question | | Add Page

Edit || Delete || Copyitove [ Add Logic |

5. How many years have you been the manager or executive responsible for
peration of one or more MWR facilities or activities (total of all such

l:ssignments)?

./ Less than 1
A 1-5

~ 6-10

s 11-15

./ 16-20

~ 21-30
_ More than 30

Add Question | | Add Page

| Edit ][ Delete [ Copy/Move |[Add Logic |
|6. Which of the following best describes your race and ethnic origin?

J White

_ Black

_ Asian American/Pacific Islander
./ Hispanic/Latin Origin

_s Other (please specify)

I

£dit || Delete || |[ Add Legic |
7. Which of the following best describes the organization upon which your
lanswers will be based?

" Recrealion Activity

AFRC/ARMP

Support Activity

Youth and Family Services Activity

-
.

Business Operations Activity
Lodging Activity
Other (please specify)

|
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| Edit |( Delete |[ Copy/Move |[Add Logic |

&

A S 1

\

L
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CFSC Headquarters

CFSC Operating Element (ARMP, AFRCs, CRO, etc)

IMA Headquarters

IMA NE Regional Office
IMA SE Regicnal Office
IMA SW Regional Office
IMA NW Regional Office
IMA Pacific Regional Office
IMA Korea Regional Office
IMA Korea Camp

IMA Europe Regional Office
Aberdeen Proving Grounds
Adelphi Laboratory Center
Akazuki/Kure

: Anniston Army Depot

Ansbach

Babenhousen

Bad Aibling

Bamburg

Baumbholder

Brussels

Butzbach

Blue Grass Army Depot
Camp Zama

Carlisle Barracks

Charles E. Kelley Support Facility
Chievres

Corpus Christi Army Depot
Darmstadt

Deseret Chemical Depot
Dexheim

Dugway Proving Grounds
Friedberg

FL. A.P.Hill

Ft. Belvoir

Ft. Benning

Ft. Bliss

Ft. Bragg

[8. Which of the following best describes your current work assignment?
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Ft. Buchanon

Ft. Campbell

Ft. Carson

Ft. Detrick

Ft. Devens

Ft. Dix

Ft. Drum

Ft. Eustis

Ft. Gillam

Ft. Gordon

Ft. Greely

Ft. Hamilton

Ft. Hood

Ft. Huachuca

Ft. Irwin and NTC
Ft. Jackson

Ft. Knox

Ft. Leavenworth
Ft. Lee

Ft. Leonard Wood
Ft. Lewis

Ft. McCoy

Ft. McPherson
Ft. Meade

Ft. Monmouth
Ft. Monroe

Ft. Meyer & Ft. McNair
Ft. Polk

Ft. Richardson
Ft. Riley

Ft. Rucker

Ft. Sam Houston
Ft. Shafter

Ft. Sill

Ft. Stewart

Ft. Story

Ft. Wainwright
Garmisch

s S N T S T 1

.

5\

v ilh %

NG h L

o WLk

\

\

Gemerscheim
Giebelstadt
Grafenwoehr
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Hanau
Heidelberg
Hohenfels
Holston AAP
Hunter AAF
Illesheim

Iowa AAP
Kaiserslautern
Kansas AAP
Kitzigen

_/ Kwajalein Atoll
Lake City AAS
Letterkenny Army Depot
Lima Army TPL
Mannheim
McAlester AAP
Mian AAP
Mississippi AAP

LR S S T S W W S

L

Newport Chemical Depot
Picatinry Arsenal

Pine Bluff Arsenal
Presidic of Monterey
Pueble Chemical Depot
Radford AAP

Red River Army Depot
Redstone Arsenal

Rock Island Arsenal
Sagamihara

Schinnen

Schoefield Barracks
Schweinfurt
Schwetzingern

Soldier Systems Center
Stuttgart

Sunny Point MOT
Tobyhanna Army Depot
Tokyo/Yokohama

L SR S P T ) A TR U TR TR L TR T R

%

L T . ¢

Tooele Army Depot
Umatilla Chemical Depot
US Army Garrison Miami
US Army Garrison Michigan

T R W S T
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_J Vicenza/Livorno Region

4 Vilseck

. Walter Reed Army Medical Center
. Watervliet Arsenal

~ Weisbaden

. West Point Military Reservation
., White Sands Missle Range
 Wuerzburg

~ Yakima Training Center

~ Yuman Proving Grounds

_ Other (please specify)

[#ad Question] [(Add Page |
3. Scenario [ Edit Page ] Deleto Page ][ Copy/ove ] (Add Losic ]

ABOUT THE SCENARIO

This survey is designed to get your views on the environment for
change at the activity level, You are provided a scenario in a
hypothetical activity which needs to change. The circumstances, as
given, include a deteriorating operating situation and
financial/budgeting failure in a service organization.

It is important that you understand the scenario before answering
the eight questions which follow.

There are four possible change options, each having a different
impact on your operations and employees:

Status Quo (Do Nothing)

Reorganization

Downsizing

Outsourcing

For each change option, we ask about the expected reaction from
four important groups:

Your Chain of Command

The HR Staff

The Lawyers

Your Employees

htip://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1044036&Rnd=0.8871707 8/16/2005
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Ultimately, you are asked to rate the probability of success for each
of the change options.

Thank you for taking the time to help us understand the environment
for change as you have experienced it.

{ Delete " Copy/Move

- Would you like to receive a summary of responses fram this survey? If so,
please enter your e-mail address in the space provided.

4. Description of Survey Scenario [Edit Page [Deleta Page || Copy/Mave |(Add Logic |

Please base your responses on this hypothetical circumstance.

Add Question] [ Add Page

or the purpose of this question, assume that You are a manager in an

ctivity at your current or most recent installation with a workgroup of 21
subordinates. You provide services directly to customers in a high-touch,
low-tech delivery system.

I Edit |[Delete |[ Copy/Move |
F

PERFORMANCE:

atisfaction is Dropping: Over the past year, your customer satisfaction
ratings have dropped from 85 to 75 percent (other comparable organizations
have ratings from the low 50's to high 90's).

IResponse Time is Increasing: Response time to requests and complaints has
increased from 3 days to over 30 days; there is no corporate measure or goal
for response time.

Failing Financially: You are no longer within budget goals, and your financial
1perfurmance continues to deteriorate due to a decreasing number of
icustomers using your services.

LOGISTICS: You have exactly the same staff, location, facilities, and
equipment as you have had for the last two years.

ANALYSIS: You have completed a detailed analysis of the situation with the

upport of the local university graduate program. An interdisciplinary team
[:as helped you develop and support a plan that responds to your situation.
'You have prepared a complete, well-developed presentation that clearly
describes your decision to implement change and the basis for it. You have
both statistical and anecdotal evidence that your plan is well thought out,
well supported by facts, and achievable. You have a full report of findings
and recommendations with extensive backup to demonstrate the quality and
accuracy of your plan.

hitp://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1044036&Rnd=0.8871707 8/16/2005
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LIMITATIONS: There is no objective business reason not to follow your
recommendation, nor does it violate any law rule or regulation.

PROPOSED CHANGE: Four alternative proposals and plans are presented
below which represent, in general terms, different levels of change you
might propose. For each alternative change strategy, please indicate the
résponse you expect from each group of stakeholders if you were to propose
that strategy for your organization.

STAKEHOLDERS: The stakeholders who will be presented your plan include
your chain of command, the local human resources staff, the local legal
officer (SJA), and your employees.

334 Question

Delete " Copy/Move f
10. STATUS QUO: Based on the careful analysis, you have decided that the
ervice measures are not meaningful and that there is little or nothing you can
o to improve your organization. You propose to make NO CHANGE in
organization, work flow, or staff. Responses range between strong opposition
to strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each group to
respond.
Strong i Strong
Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of .J _;' B, 7 al =, 4 o i
Command
Human 7 -y - — - - =4 - -
Resources
Legal o o/ - e ) J o oJ Z
Advisor
Workgroup J = o J ! o J ot -
Employees

Edit_|[Delete || copy/move |[ Add Logic |

11. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
STATUS QUO option above, please estimate the probability of successful
implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

~ AT e e R BT e . R QRS S e | ) PR R o

Add Question | | Add Page

Edit || Delete | Copy/Move |

12. REORGANIZATION: You have decided that the deterioration in service is
from a failure to transition to more modern service methods and means. You
propose to realign and retrain your staff, eliminating old, outdated methods
and tools and replacing them with newer ones. The pay to each employee will
not be changed, but almost everyone will have new tasks and duties that
require them to change their methods and means of work. Also, working
conditions will change because you are extending the hours of operation to
provide service during peak periods and you are changing work locations to

hitp://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1044036&Rnd=0.8871707 8/16/2005
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better meet customer demographics. Responses range between strong
opposition and strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each
roup to respond.
Strong . Strong

Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of =) o i I J - =) = 7
Command
Human - i = - - - - il =
Resources
Legal <7 = " | =, - = o o -
Advisor
Workgroup -~ * -y - - > - - -y
Employees

|Md Question | Add Page

Edit ][ Dalete || Copy/Move |[Add Logic |

13. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
REORGANIZATION option above, please estimate the probability of
successful implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

f o e o) o oF g ot o) O o) o o el LS L D ) )

Edic || Delete || Copy/Move |
14. DOWNSIZING: You have decided that many of the services you offer are no
longer valued or required by your customers. You have competitors who have
made significant inroads into your market, but you cannot realistically compete

ith them due to price/location advantages they enjoy, and you have no real
potential for recapitalization of your existing facilities or the construction of a
new facility. As a result, you can REDUCE YOUR STAFF FROM 21 TO 7 without

ny decrement to service, reducing costs by an estimated $700,000 annually
with no reduction in revenues. Responses range between strong opposition to
strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each group to respond.

Strong i Strong

Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of 5t o - - - </ o - -’
Command
Human < o -’ » = =) 4 J o
Resources
Legal i f " - it 5 - - =
Advisor
Workgroup J _,/ wd - " A J o J
Employees

Edit || Delete || Copy/Move || Add Logic |

15. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
DOWNSIZING option above, please estimate the probability of successful
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[implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 30 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 S0 95 100

LS NEUEE W SE RE  a B g e e BN R N

Add Question

Syt = g I

Edit || Delete [ Copy/Move I

16. OUTSOURCING: You have decided that the services you provide, along with
other services that are outside your capabilities, are readily available from
commercial sources at a signficantly higher profit margin and/or lower cost
than current operations. After a market study, you discover that you can
REDUCE THE STAFF TO ONE PERSON AND OUTSOURCE ALL SERVICES, with a
combined reduction in cost and impravement in revenues of over $1,000,000
nnually with concurrent improvements in service and availability. Responses
range between strong opposition to strong support. Please indicate below how
ou expect each group to respond.

Strong

y Strong
Oppositian Oppose Indifferent Support Support

Chain of = = R il o =, o o

Command

Human , I H F P = » =+ v

Resources

Legal J 2 = | & J J . J J

Advisor

Workgroup I J ) P J J ) J o)

Employees

Add Question | | Add Page

Edit | Delete || Copy/tove || Add Logic |

17. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
[OUTSOURCING option above, please estimate the probability of successful
implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100

4 J J F i o ®, R 4 v J ? o J v

= o
5. Thank You! [ Edit Psge |[Delote Page | CopyiMove |[Add Losic |
Thank You!
Merci Beaucoup!
Muchas Gracias!
Your time and consideration are greatly appreciated!
hup://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1044036&Rnd=0.8871707 8/16/2005
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QD Privacy O ContactUs ) Logout

@ SurveyMonkey.com

because knowledge is everything

Design Su rvey ]Show All Pages 2nd Questions

To change the look of your survey, select a choice
below. Click 'Add’ to create your own custom theme.

Theme: lLight Olive -I

The Expected Reaction To Change Initiatives v 8.14 [ditTite ][ £dit vumt

1. Informed Consent [ Edit Page |[ Delete Page |[ Copyitova |[ Add Legic |

[Add question] [ Add Page |

| Edic |[Delete || copyitiove |
Dear MWR Professional:

I am a graduate student at the University of Central Florida. As part of my
dissertation research, I am conducting a survey of MWR professionals. The
purpose of the survey is to learn how MWR managers perceive their work
environment and how individuals and groups respond to change initiatives.

I am asking you to participate in this survey because you have field
experience in MWR operations, You will be asked to participate in an
internet-based survey lasting no longer than 10 minutes. If you choose to
participate in the survey, the questionnaire will be available to you after you
indicate that you have read this information and have given your consent to
participate in the survey.

'You will not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer. Your

urvey will be conducted by internet data collection, and participants are not
identified with their responses by the data collection program. You are not
required to identify yourself, and potentially identifying data such as activity
and installation data will not be associated with your response in the final
manuscript.

There are no anticipated risks, compensation or other direct benefits to you
as a participant in this survey. You are free to withdraw your consent to

participate and may discontinue your participation in this survey at any time
without consequence.

1f you have any questions about this survey, please contact me at (334) 774-
9765. My faculty supervisor is Dr. R. Paul Maiden. Questions or concerns
about research participants’ rights may be directed to the UCF Institutional
Review Board (UCFIRB) office, University of Central Florida Office of
Research, Orlando Tech Center, 12443 Research Parkway, Suite 207,
Orlando, Florida 32826. The phone number is (407) 823-2901.
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Please indicate below if you wish to take the survey. By selecting the "I

oluntarily agree to participate in this survey” option below, you give me
permission to report your responses anonymously in the final manuscript to
my faculty supervisor as part of my course work.

Sincerely,

Larry Cochran

(Add Question] [Add Page |

Edit ][ Delete || Copy/ove |[ 2010 1]

* 1. I have read the procedure described above for the MWR Survey
[assignment, and...

. I voluntarily agree to participate in the survey.
. 1 do not wish to participate in the survey.

[4dd Question] [(Add Page |

2. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA [ Edit Page ][ Delote Page ][ CopyiMove |[Add Logic |

Demographic information about you will be used in the analysis of
the responses. This includes no identifying data about you except the
voluntary option of requesting a copy of the study findings.

|Add Question] [ Add Page |

Edit || Delete || Copy/Move || Add Lagic |
2. What is your current age group?

 Less than 18
4 18-29

~ 30-39

. 40-49
50-59

_ 60-69

70 or older

Add Question| [(Add Page |

Edit |[ Delete |[ Copy/Move || Add Losic |
3. What is your gender?
Male Female

) o

[Add Question] [ Add Page |

Edit || Delete [ Copy/Move || Add Logic |
4. How many years have you been working in MWR as a primary assignment
or career?
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Less than 1

4 1=5

_ 6-10

s 11-15

4 16-20

4 21-30

More than 30

L

| Edit |{Detote [ Copy/Move || Add Logic |

5. How many years have you been the manager or executive responsible for
operation of one or more MWR facilities or activities (total of all such
assignments)?

. Less than 1
J 1-5

J 6-10

4 11-15

J 16-20

~ 21-30

More than 30

P’[ Delete ]I Copy/Move I[Add Logic I

- Which of the following best describes your race and ethnic origin?
» Hispanic/Latin Origin

. Asian American/Pacific Islander

_ White

_ Black

. Other (nlease specify)

I

Edit | Delete || Copy/Mave |[ Add Logic |

7. Which of the following best describes the organization upon which your
answers will be based?

AFRC/ARMP

Youth and Family Services Activity
Business Operations Activity
Recreation Activity

Lodging Activity

Support Activity

Other (please specify)

http://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1274059&Rnd=0.3903165 8/16/2005
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Add Question | | Add Page

Edit |[Delete || Copy/Move || Add Logic |

8. Which of the following best describes your current work assignment?
_ CFSC Headquarters

_ CFSC Operating Element (ARMP, AFRCs, CRO, etc)
IMA Headquarters

IMA NE Regional Office

_ IMA SE Regional Office

~ IMA SW Regional Office

_ IMA NW Regional Office

_ IMA Pacific Regional Office

_ IMA Korea Regional Office

~ IMA Korea Camp

_ IMA Europe Regional Office

_ Aberdeen Proving Grounds

\

.\

. Adelphi Laboratory Center
_ Akazuki/Kure

_ Anniston Army Depot

_ Ansbach

_. Babenhousen

_ Bad Aibling

. Bamburg

Baumbholder

_ Brussels

Butzbach

. Blue Grass Army Depot
_ Camp Zama

LS

LY

_ Carlisle Barracks

_ Charles E. Kelley Support Facility
_ Chievres

_ Corpus Christi Army Depot
_ Darmstadt

_ Deseret Chemical Depot

_ Dexheim

_ Dugway Proving Grounds
_ Friedberg

_ Ft. A.P.Hill

Ft. Belvoir

. Ft. Benning

 Ft. Bliss

_ Ft. Bragg
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_ FL. Buchanon

. Ft. Campbell

. Ft. Carson

_ Ft. Detrick

_ Ft. Devens

 Ft. Dix

.~ Ft. Drum

» Ft. Eustis

~ Ft. Gillem

_ Ft. Gordon

~ Ft. Greely

_ Ft. Hamilton

_ Ft. Hood '
. Ft. Huachuca

. Ft. Irwin and NTC
. Ft. Jackson

. Ft. Knox

. Ft. Leavenworth
, Ft. Lee

. Ft. Leonard Wood
_ Ft. Lewis

 Ft. McCoy

_ Ft. McPherson

_ Ft. Meade

Ft. Monmouth

. Ft. Monrge

_ Ft. Meyer & Ft. McNair
. Ft. Polk

~ Ft. Richardson
Ft. Riley

Ft. Rucker

. Ft. Sam Houston
, Ft. Shafter

_ Ft. sill

. Ft. Stewart

~ Ft. Story

. Ft. Wainwright
_ Garmisch

. Gemerscheim

_ Giebelstadt

. Grafenwoehr

hitp://surveymoenkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1274059&Rnd=0.3903165
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 Hanau
. Heidelberg
Hohenfels
. Holston AAP
Hunter AAF
_ Illesheim
_ Iowa AAP
. Kaiserslautern
. Kansas AAP
. Kitzigen
. Kwajalein Atoll
_ Lake City AAS
~ Letterkenny Army Depot
Lima Army TPL
. Mannheim
. McAlester AAP
. Mian AAP
. Mississippi AAP
. Newport Chemical Depot
_ Picatinny Arsenal
_ Pine Bluff Arsenal
_ Presidic of Monterey
. Pueblo Chemical Depot
. Radford AAP
.~ Red River Army Depot
.. Redstone Arsenal
. Rock Island Arsenal
_ Sagamihara
_ Schinnen
_» Schoefield Barracks
_+ Schweinfurt
./ Schwetzingern
_ Soldier Systems Center
~ Stuttgart
Sunny Point MOT
. Tobyhanna Army Depot
Tokyo/Yokohama
_ Tooele Army Depot
~ Umatilla Chemical Depot
_ US Army Garrison Miami
Us Army Garrison Michigan

http://surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1274059&Rnd=0,3903165 8/16/2005

187



HHEVEFVIUHALY LULL T L UWLLLULLOUL UL LLCALIE WEU SULVCYS. WILING SUIVeY SOIWare ma... Fage / ot 1.2

Vicenza/Livorno Region

. Vilseck

Walter Reed Army Medical Center
Watervliet Arsenal

Weisbaden

West Point Military Reservation
White Sands Missle Range

_ Wuerzburg

. Yakima Training Center
Yuman Proving Grounds

_ Dther (please specify)

I

LY

.

%

1

\

3. Scenario [ Edit Page | Delete Page ][ Copy/Mave |[Add Logic |

ABOUT THE SCENARIO

This survey is designed to get your views on the environment for
change at the activity level, You are provided a scenario in a
hypothetical activity which needs to change. The circumstances, as
given, include a deteriorating operating situation and
financial/budgeting failure in a service organization.

It is important that you understand the scenario before answering
the eight questions which follow.

There are four possible change options, each having a different
impact on your operations and employees:

Qutsourcing

Downsizing
Reorganization

Status Quo (Do Nothing)

For each change option, we ask about the expected reaction from
four important groups:

Your Chain of Command

The HR Staff

The Lawyers

Your Employees
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Ultimately, you are asked to rate the probability of success for each
of the change options.

Thank you for taking the time to help us understand the environment
for change as you have experienced it.

[Add Question] [Add Page ]

Edit I Delete " CopyfMove I
9. Would you like to receive a summary of responses from this survey? If so,
please enter your e-mail address in the space provided.

[A:Id Questlon] [ Add Page I

4. Description of Survey Scenario [dit rage ) (Delete Page ) Copy/Move ) Add Losic )

Please base your responses on this hypothetical circumstance.

[Add Questionj [ Add Page ]

Edit ][ Delete |[ Copy/Move ]

For the purpose of this question, assume that you are a manager in an
Ectiuity at your current or most recent installation with a workgroup of 21
ubordinates. You provide services directly to customers in a high-touch,

low-tech delivery system.

PERFORMANCE:

Satisfaction is Dropping: Over the past year, your customer satisfaction
|ratings have dropped from 85 to 75 percent (other comparable organizations
have ratings from the low 50°'s to high 90s).

Response Time is Increasing: Response time to requests and complaints has
li'ncreased from 3 days to over 30 days; there is no corporate measure or goal
ar response time.

Failing Financially: You are no longer within budget goals, and your financial
performance continues to deteriorate due to a decreasing number of
customers using your services.

LOGISTICS: You have exactly the same staff, location, facilities, and
Wequipment as you have had for the last two years.

IANALYSIS: You have completed a detailed analysis of the situation with the
support of the local university graduate program. An interdisciplinary team
has helped you develop and support a plan that responds to your situation.
You have prepared a complete, well-developed presentation that clearly
describes your decision to implement change and the basis for it, You have
both statistical and anecdotal evidence that your plan is well thought out,
well supported by facts, and achievable. You have a full report of findings
land recommendations with extensive backup to demonstrate the quality and
laccuracy of your plan.

surveymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1274059&Rnd=0.3903165 8/16/z
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|I.IMITATIONS: There is no objective business reason not to follow your
recommendation, nor does it violate any law rule or regulation.

lPRDPDSED CHANGE: Four alternative proposals and plans are presented
below which represent, in general terms, different levels of change you
might propose. For each alternative change strategy, please indicate the
response you expect from each group of stakeholders if you were to propose
that strategy for your organization.

STAKEHOLDERS: The stakeholders who will be presented your plan include
your chain of command, the local human resources staff, the local legal
officer (SJA), and your employees,

[Add Question] [ Add Page |
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10. OUTSOURCING: You have decided that the services you provide, along with
other services that are outside your capabilities, are readily available from
commercial sources at a signficantly higher profit margin and/or lower cost
than current operations. After a market study, you discover that you can
REDUCE THE STAFF TO ONE PERSON AND QUTSOQURCE ALL SERVICES, with a
combined reduction in cost and improvement in revenues of over $1,000,000
[annually with concurrent improvements in service and availability. Responses
range between strong opposition to strong support. Please indicate below how
lyou expect each group to respond.

Strang Strong

Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of o ‘, ¥, J & - - — =,
Command
Human J J J , 5 J P J /
Resources
Legal . o 7 > J v J S v
Advisor
Workgroup = ) 3 J = s J , -
Employees
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11. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
OUTSOURCING option above, please estimate the probability of successful
limplementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100
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Edit || Delete | Copy/Move |

12. DOWNSIZING: You have decided that many of the services you offer are no
longer valued or required by your customers. You have competitors who have
made significant inroads into your market, but you cannot realistically compete
with them due to price/location advantages they enjoy, and you have no real
potential for recapitalization of your existing facilities or the construction of a

~veymonkey.com/SurveySummary.asp?SID=1274059&Rnd=0.3903165 8/16/200:
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new facility. As a result, you can REDUCE YOUR STAFF FROM 21 TO 7 without
any decrement to service, reducing costs by an estimated $700,000 annually
with no reduction in revenues. Responses range between strong opposition to
strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each group to respond.

Strong < Strong
e se p
Opposition Oppo Indifferent Support Support
Chain of o7 " > o S ” S = >
Command
Human J J p ¥ ; g y
Resources
Legal J J J - J i 4 7 J
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Employees
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13, Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
DOWNSIZING option above, please estimate the probability of successful
implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 S0 95 100
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14. REORGANIZATION: You have decided that the deterioration in service is
from a failure to transition to more modern service methods and means. You
propose to realign and retrain your staff, eliminating old, outdated methods
and tools and replacing them with newer ones. The pay to each employee will
not be changed, but almost everyone will have new tasks and duties that
require them to change their methods and means of work. Also, working
conditions will change because you are extending the hours of operation to
provide service during peak periods and you are changing work locations to
better meet customer demographics. Responses range between strong

opposition and strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each
group to respond.
Strong = Strong
Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of J J J 2 ¥’ N J y J
Command
Human y N 3 F J J J 5 r
Resources
Legal - i i " " " - —_ ot
Advisor
Wcrkgroup o e o 7 - - & o "
Employees
[Add Questicn| [ Add Page
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15. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
REORGANIZATION option above, please estimate the probability of
successful implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 S5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 120
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16. STATUS QUO: Based on the careful analysis, you have decided that the
service measures are not meaningful and that there is little or nothing you can
do to improve your organization. You propose to make NO CHANGE in
organization, work flow, or staff. Responses range between strong opposition
to strong support. Please indicate below how you expect each group to

respond.
Strong Strong

Opposition Oppose Indifferent Support Support
Chain of J - ¥ - ! - - - -
Command
Human J J X J 4 3 J " J
Resources
Legal - -~ - — = = = o o
Advisor
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Employees
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17. Given the expected levels of support or resistance as described in the
ATUS QUO option above, please estimate the probability of successful
implementation of that proposal on a scale of 0-100%.

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100
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5. Thank You! [ Edit Pae | Delete Page |[ Copyitove | Add Logic |

Thank You!

Merci Beaucoup!

Muchas Gracias!

Your time and consideration are greatly appreciated!
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