ABSTRACT

TREDWAY, RON, A Merger Case Study of Learning and Change: Exploring the
Relationships Between Learning Styles and Change Orientation to Enhance Learning
Interventions. (Under the direction of Paula K. Berardinelli)

This exploratory case study investigated the relationships between change orientation
[readiness] scores and learning styles, of individuals within an organization undergoing
complex change —mergers and acquisitions (M&A). The intent to understand where a
learning intervention could be applied in a prioritized manner, in the area of greatest need —
low change readiness, and most dominant learning style, was achieved. The study therefore
adds to the change integration, and M&A literature, an exploration of individual change and
learning tendencies and their collaborative use in intervention design and development,
within an observed M&A environment; a medium-sized east coast company in the health
sciences profession.

Understanding change readiness and ways to positively influence change outcomes
in organizations dealing with complex change remains a strategic factor in helping
organizations realize synergies and achieve competitive advantage, especially in M&A
environments. While learning interventions continue to be a primary strategy used by
change organizations to influence effective change results, these organizations seek
intervention efficiency and effectiveness. Learning interventions based on learners’ [change
recipients'] learning styles, helps ensure |earning acceptance and application, which
enhances organizational change integration.

Quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysis were included in the study
design. Quantitative change and learning data were collected through an online survey, with

items adapted by permission from the Organization Change Orientation Scale (Jones and



Bearley, 1986) and the Learning Style Inventory (Kolb, 1999), and analyzed using SAS 8.0
GLM. Qualitative data were collected through interviewing 10 randomly selected change
recipients from the organization using a metaphor elicitation technique, and analyzed
through coding to understand cultural norms, employee learning needs, organizational goals,
and perception of the acquisitions.

Investigation involved; 1) determination of the critical learning needs perceived by
organizational managers and non-managers to ensure successful acquisition integration, 2)
the identification of change readiness scores and learning styles of change recipients, 3)
determination of how these scores and styles were distributed across the popul ation
investigated, 4) assessment of the relationships between change readiness scores and the
individual learning styles among change recipients in the organization, and 5) assessment of
the relationshi ps between change readiness scores and demographic variables -
organizational entities, gender, age, race, function, management, and job change.

Concluded from the analysis, three frequently mentioned learning needs for
acquisition integration were identified, supporting evidence of need for ongoing intervention
development. Supporting intervention prioritization, one or more significant differences
were found on each of the research questions. Change readiness scores of the original
organization were significantly lower than the latest acquisition, and change recipients with
the Converging learning style had significantly lower change readiness scores than those
with the Accommodating learning style. Low readiness scores were also found among
Males, Caucasians, and technical job functions such as I T-Programmers, while high
readiness change scores were found among femal es, managers and change recipients over

age 45.



The conclusions of this study have implications for understanding the change
readiness level and learning style of change recipients simultaneously, as a technique for
prioritizing and enhancing the devel opment of learning interventions during complex
organizationa change. Three learning interventions were warranted in this situation, and
learning intervention prioritization and development suggested for the organization based on
these findings. Benefits to human resources, human resource devel opment, organization
development and line management leaders are implied, suggesting further application and

research opportunities.



A Merger Case Study of Learning and Change: Exploring the Relationships Between

Learning Styles and Change Orientation to Enhance Learning Interventions

by
Ron Tredway

A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty of
North Carolina State University
in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Education

Training and Development

Raleigh
2004
APPROVED BY:
Dr. P*}ula K. Berardinelli \C‘B;r. James L. Burrow
Chair of Advisory Committee Co ir of Advisory Committee

9 Coneltin, Moot

Dr. J. Conrad Glass/Jr Dr. Don L. Martin



Biography

Ron Tredway is a human resources and organizational development consultant with
over twenty years of professional practice in multiple organizations. His involvement in
starting, developing, reengineering, merging and acquiring, and shutting down business
functions, has spanned military, telecommunication, banking, pharmaceutical, engineering,
aviation and other organizations. Ron holds a Senior Professional in Human Resources
(SPHR) certification from the Human Resources Certification Institute, and has served as an
adjunct faculty instructor for three different universities in undergraduate, graduate, and
continuing education programs associated with human resource management and
organizational effectiveness over the last ten years.

Ron was born in Stuttgart, Germany to military parents who later settled in North
Carolina. After graduating from Hayesville High School in western North Carolina, he too
served in the military as an aviation electronics technician, supervisor and training manager.
Subsequently Ron held several corporate positions of responsibility in human resources and
line-management functions, before launching full-time into a consultative practice.

A passion for learning and leadership, as well as the development of others sparked
Ron’s educational pursuitsto earn aB.S. in Business Administration from North Carolina
Wesleyan College, and a Masters in Business Administration (M.B.A.) from Campbell
University, and ultimately this doctoral program in Training and Development. All three
were completed while working full-time.

Following his doctoral completion, Ron plans to continue hel ping organizations
improve their human performance, especially around change efforts. His endeavors are
intentionally aimed at balancing his spiritual development, family interaction, consulting
service, and adjunct contribution.

Ron currently residesin Raleigh, North Carolinawith his wife Cathy, and two
youngest sons, Kyle and Scott. Their oldest son Aaron lives near Atlanta, Georgia.



Acknowledgements

| thank God for His amazing love and provision of endurance, which allowed me to
complete this work while experiencing four close deaths in the family and three major work
transitions. Only by His grace, and the prayers of family and friends - | finished.

| owe tremendous gratitude to my wife Cathy, and my sons Aaron, Kyle and Scott,
for their patience, understanding, and support during this process. Their unselfish
willingness to change schedul es, make do with less, maintain quiet, as well astype, copy
and sort research will never be forgotten. | especially thank Cathy for listening, encouraging,
and persisting in those midnight hours.

I’d also like to express my sincere gratitude to the following people who have
provided guidance and support in my learning journey, and in the successful completion of
thisresearch effort. | am grateful to my committee members Dr. James Burrow, Dr. Conrad
Glass, and Dr. Don Martin. A special thanks goes to Dr. Paula Berardinella, my chairperson,
who emphatically insisted on attention to detail, practical application, and most of all,
continuation in the midst of frustration.

A real thanks goesto all the men of CBMC for never failing to encourage me and
pray for me along the journey. Patrick O’ Neal, Jim Chenet, Ellis McCoy, Mark Hoffort, Dan
Huffman, Steve Zimmerman, Tyler Tibbits, Bruce Whitt, and so many others that hel ped
keep thefire alive—1 am grateful. Likewise, | thank Dr. Gene Wilkes, Dr. Carol Lorenz, Dr.
Tony ODriscoll, Dr. Wayne Matthews, Glynn Graves, Steve Hopper and the late Dean Tom
Folwell for their affirmation and support.

Finally, I’ d like to thank the organizations that allowed me to conduct various
aspects of my research related to organizational change. A special thanksto Nortel
Networks, Corporate Development Insititute, Branch Banking and Trust, Glaxo-Smith
Kline, ONUG Communications, Alpha and Omega Group, HeathCarta, and others, and
especially the unnamed organizational entities directly involved in this study.



Table Of Contents

Listof Tables . . . . . . . . . vii
Listof Figures . . . . . . . . . . e e iX
Chapter 1. Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . 1
Problem Statement and Background . . . . . . .. ... ... 2
ThePurposeand Questions . . . . . . . . . . .. . 4
Limitationsof theStudy . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .. .. ... ... 6
ASSUMPLIONS . . . . . . e 6
Significanceof theStudy . . . . . . ... .. .. ... ... 7
Definitionof Terms . . . . . . . . . . . 8
Chapter 2. LiteratureReview . . . . . . . . . . . . e 13
OrganizationChange . . . . . . . . . . . . . i 13
Organizational Behavior . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. ... ... 16
Human ReactiontoChange . . . . . . . . ... ... ... .. ..... 17

Human Behavior Theory . . . . . ... ... ... ... ....... 20
Organizational ChangeReadiness . . . .. ... ... ... ... ...... 22
Resistance . . . . . . . 23
ChangeOrientation . . . . .. . .. ... ... .. .. .. .. .... 25
Changelnterventions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . i 26
Organizational AWareness . . . . . . . . v v it e 27
Organizational Learning . . . . . . . . ... 29

Learning . . . . . . e 32
Learning Theories . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 32

Adult Learning Theory . . . . . . . . . . ... .. ... 40

Learningand Change . . . . . . . . . . .. .. ... 43

Learning Styles . . . . . . e 44
Individual Differences . . . . .. ... ... .. ... ... ..., 45

Assessment and Application . . . .. ... oL 46

Learning Interventions . . . . ... 49
InterventionDesign . . . . ... 50

Theoriesof Instruction . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... ..., 52
CurriculumDesign . . . . . . . e 54

Mergersand Acquisitions . . . . . . .. L 56
Needfor Synergy . . . . . . . . . 56

M&A Complexities . . . . .. .. .. .. . .. ... 57
TheHumanSide . . ... ... .. . .. . ... . ... ... ... 60

Review Summary . . . . . . .. 60



Chapter 3: Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . 62

Framework . . . . . . . 63
ResearchQuestions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e 63
ResearchDesign . . . . . . . . . 64
Target Population . . . . . . . . . .. 65
TheSample . . . . 67
Instrumentation . . . .. L 68
Organizational Change Orientation Scale© (OCOS) Inventory . . . . 68
Learning Style Inventory© (LSI) . . .. ... ... ... .. .... 71
DataCollection Procedures . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 73
SUNVEY e 75
Interviews . . .. e 79

Data .. 83
Change . . . . .. 83
Learning . . . . . 83

Data Analysisand Statistical Procedures . . . . . . ... ... ... .... 85
Chapter 4: Results . . . . . . . . . e 90
Introduction . . . . . ... e 90
Descriptive Statistics . . . . . . . . L 90
Change . . . . .. e 91
Learning . . . . . 94
Entities . . . 96
Functions . . . . . . . 99
Research QuestionOne . . . . . . . . . . . . . e 104
Description of Participants . . . . . . ... ... ... ... ... .. 104
Summary of Responses . . ... ... 105
Research Question Two . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 108
Research Question Three . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . ... 109
Research Question Four . . . . . . . . . . . ... . 110
Research Question Five . . . . . . . .. ... 111
Gender L 111

Ade 112

Race . e 114
Manager . . . .. 115
Function . . . . .. 115
JobChange . ... .. . . . ... 116
Summary of Results . . . . . . . . ... 117



Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations . . . . . ... ... ... ..... 118

ConCluSIONS . . . . . . e e e e 119
Concluson#1 . . . . . . . . e 119
Conclusion#2 . . . . . . e e 121
Concluson#3 . . . . . . . . 123
Conclusion#4 . . . . . .. e e 124
Concluson#5 . . . . . . . . 124
SUMMArY . . e e e 127

Recommendations . . . . . . . . . . . 128
BigOrg .. e 128
FutureResearch . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129

References . . . . . . . 130
Appendices . . . .. e e 142

AppendiX A .. e e 142

Appendix B . . . .. 143

Appendix C . . . .. 144

Appendix D . . . L 145

AppendiXx E . . . .. 154

Appendix F . . . . 156

Appendix G . . . . e e e 157

Appendix H . . . . . . . 158

Appendix | . . . . 159

AppendixJ ... e e 160

Vi



21

22

2.3

24

25

2.6

2.7

2.8

31

3.2

3.3

34

35

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

List of Tables

Page
Learning Theories . . . . . . . . . . . . e 32
Lawsof Learning—Thorndike . . .. ... ... ... ........ 34
Gestalt Psychology Principles . . . . . . ... ... ... ...... 36
Andragogy . . .. . e 40
Learning StyleTerms . . . . . . . . .. . ... 47
Learning Activity Suggestions . . . . . .. ... ... 51
Instructional Theory for Learning Interventions . . . .. ... ... 52
CurriculumDesignFactors . . . . . . . .. . ... ... .. ... 54
Cronbach’sAlphaonLSl . ... ... ... ... .. ........ 72
OCOSCategories . . v v v v o e e e e e e e e 83
Learning Mode Calculations . . . . ... ... ... .. ....... 84
Learning Mode Continuum Calculations . . . .. ... .. .. ... 84
Learning Styles Determination . . . . . ... ... ... ..... 85
Mean Change Scoresfor BigOorg . . . . . .. .. ... ... .... 92
Change Item Mean Scores by Change Behavior Type . . . . ... .. 92
Change Item Mean Scores for Impaired Change Behavior . . . . . . . 9
Change Readiness Scores by Function . . . . .. ... ...... 100
Interview Participant Demographics . . . . ... ... ... ..... 104

Change Score Means and Standard Deviations for Organizational Entities 108
Change Scores by Learning StyleGroups . . . . . ... ... .... 109

Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scores by Gender Group . . . 112
Vil



4.9

4.10

411

4.12

4.13

4.14

Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scoresby AgeGroups . . . . 112

Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scores by Combined Age Groups 113

Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scoresby Race . . . . . .. 114
Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scoresby SupvMgr . . . . . 115
Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scores by Function . . . . . 116
Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scores by Function . . . . . 116

viii



11

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

5.1

List of Figures

Conceptual Model-Organizational Changeand Learning . . . . . . ..
Impaired Change Behavior Mean Scores . . . . . .. ... ... ...
BigOrg Learning Modes Aggregated for Change Recipients . . . . . .
BigOrg Learning StylesAggregated . . . . . . . .. ... ... ...
Mean Change Readiness Scores by Organizationa Entity . . . . . ..
Org3 Learning Modes Aggregated for Change Recipients . . . . . . .
Learning Styles by Organizational Entity in Relational Proximity
Learning Styles by Function in Relational Proximity . . . . ... ..
Learning Styles Found Among Low and High Readiness Functions

Conceptual Model-Organizational Changeand Learning . . . . . . .

Page

101

. 103



Chapter 1: Introduction

People are dealing with change in organizations all the time (Burke, 2002) and with
increased intensity and complexity (Senge, 1990). Effective integration of frequent and
complex organizational changes relies on human readiness to change (Burke, 2002), and the
way in which the people involved learn what is needed, learn how they influence the change
integration content and process, and learn how to make the change work (Burke, 2002).

Learning isinherent in the change process (Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1997) where
organizations are integrating new processes, programs, technologies, structures, or other
similar changes. Whether learning to cope with the agony of a downsizing requirement, or
learning critical new steps of areengineered customer relationship management process, or
learning how to realize synergies from integrating two distinct organizations following a
merger and acquisition (M&A), the individual learning focus isimportant to achieving
successful organizational outcomes (Marks, 1994). According to Marks (1994), such
learning is needed throughout the period following a merger announcement until full
integration is realized.

L earning interventions influence change readiness of the change recipients (Marks,
1994), that is, those affected or impacted by the change in the organization. Individual
change readiness is enhanced by; 1) knowledge of the change effort, 2) opportunity to reflect
on the personal benefits and detriments of the change, and 3) opportunity to develop new
knowledge, skills and attitude needed for successful performance following the change

(Marks, 1994; Senge, 1990). All three of these change guidelines may be used for creating



specific interventions that consider needs and perspectives at the individual level, and can be
aggregated toward a group norm for organizational assessment.

L earning interventions are most effective when individual learning styles are applied
to the design and development of the interventions (McLoughlin, 1999). This helps ensure
the needs and application of learning material match with the cognitive styles of those
engaged in the learning process during the change integration. Matching style to the
development of critical learning materials increases the usability of material (McLoughlin,
1999), and may have a positive effect on individual change readiness, based on how
recipients perceive the change (Senge, 1990).

Effective learning interventions applied in organizations experiencing change lead to
more effective change integration. Applied learning isrealized in organizational results.
When the results being measured are related to the change occurrence, then the applied
learning produces positive change outcomes or behaviors (Marks, 1994), which help
indicate successful change integration. When learning interventions are not effectively
applied, organizational results are negative, meaning the financial goals are often missed, the
products don’t perform as well as expected in the market, and customer loyalty often

diminishes (Marks, 1994).

Problem Statement and Background

Understanding relationships, if any, between learning styles and change readiness
scores among individualsin an organization experiencing complex change, such asa
corporate acquisition, may enable strategic development of |earning interventions using

Mark’s (1994) three guidelines that enhance change integration. Such understanding could



offer insights that help human resource developers of learning or training interventions,
prioritize design and development requirements, such as materials and delivery methods,
and perhaps offer insights for new approaches to development specific to change integration
actions for organization development professionals.

Burke (2002) has described change readiness theories, techniques, and measures of
success. Galpin (1996), like Burke (2002), has further explored the human impact of change,
and ways to address organizational issues such as achieving critical mass, that is, achieving
enough human acceptance and buy-in by the change recipients that the change can occur
with expected business results. Jones and Bearley (1986) associated change readiness with
individual change behaviors they called change orientation. French and Bell (1984) have
linked change and learning at the organizational level, to explain key attributes of the change
process and key measures of human performance. Robbins (1997), and Bowditch and Buono
(1997) have linked cognitive style, perception, and personality typing to individual change
readiness. Kolb (1984), who developed and tested experiential |earning theory and
individual learning styles within an organizational context, also linked learning stylesto
learning intervention devel opment supporting performance improvement outcomes
[integration]. Y et the key thematic link between change readiness and individual learning
style has not been empirically explored.

Developing learning interventions for all the major learning stylesis theoretically
desirable, in most learning situations. However, sometimes the resources, such as
development time, activity variety, technology enablers, etc. are not available or cost
effective for comprehensive development, especially during a merger. While it may be
preferable to have a comprehensive learning styles approach (McCarthy, 1996) in

3



developing materias, activities and approaches (McLoughlin, 1999), could a method for
determining design and development priorities be beneficial to curriculum designers,

developers, and evaluators?

The Purpose and Questions

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships among individual change
orientation [readiness| scores, individua learning styles as a measure of new information
processing, and select demographic attributes, of individuals within an organization
undergoing complex change — mergers and acquisitions. The relationships found, are used
to suggest development prioritization and activities of learning interventions, and to
recommend possible OD/change interventions for the organization observed. This study
therefore, adds to the change integration, and merger and acquisition literature, an
exploration of individual change and learning tendencies and their collaborative usein
intervention design and devel opment, within an observed merger and acquisition

environment.



Research Questions
The research questions investigated were as follows:

1. What are the critical learning needs perceived by organizational managers and non-
managers to help ensure successful acquisition integration?

2. Isthere asignificant difference between Orgl (the original organization) and each of the
other organizational entities with respect to their mean change readiness scores?

3. Isthere asignificant difference between four groups of change recipients,
Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, and Converging, with respect to their change
readiness scores?

4. Isthere asignificant difference in mean scores between learning style groups and the
three aspects of change orientation?

5. Isthere asignificant difference in change readiness and impaired scores between the
demographic groups of gender, age, race, job function, manager, and job change?

By investigating the relationships between learning styles and change readiness, this
researcher sought to understand if there was an observable trend of one learning style having
ahigher, or lower, level of readiness associated with it among the population, which could
be useful in suggesting learning intervention development, or prioritization of development

for learning interventions. The conceptual framework is depicted as follows:

Orientation

Figure 1.1 Conceptual Model-Organizational Change and L ear ning



Investigating the relationship between change readiness scores and the target and
acquiring entities adds to the merger and acquisition literature on how individuals reacted to
changein this particular context, and provides a framework for other such studies.
Investigating the relationship between change readiness scores and learning styles prevalent
in the merger organization enables concise focus of learning intervention development,
adding to the literature on training, organization learning, and organization development.
The demographic variables were investigated based on evidence of their importance found

in the merger, change, and learning literature, as described in the literature review.

Limitations of the Study
The study focused on the rel ationships between the specific responses of change

recipients in a merger organization on two defined instruments. Further, the investigation
was aimed at examining the individual responses to learning styles and change readiness at
one point in time. The intent was to understand where alearning intervention could be
applied in a prioritized manner, that is, prioritized for application in the area of greatest need
—low change readiness, and most dominant learning style.

Assumptions

L earning styles research describes the historical acknowledgement of learning styles
as avariation on cognitive styles, which servesto reflect certain human characteristics
inherent in the learning process, individually and within organizations. The use of alearning
styles assessment instrument serves to identify key learning characteristics of change
recipients useful in identifying preferred ways of information processing. This enables
greater effectiveness presentation of strategic change goals and is relevant for the design and

development of learning intervention material beneficial to the change integration.
6



The use of a change orientation assessment instrument serves to identify individual
change recipient perception of change, and the recipients’ self-reported behavior during the
organizationa change. Using the change orientation scores derived from the assessment,
allows for both composite characterization of the group norms, and for identification of
critical behavior characteristics that could be addressed during the development of learning
interventions. A learning activity on behaviors associated with human resistance to change,
using personal experiences from change recipients was one possible example.

Change integration, while distinctly different for each organization, represents the
collage of organizational results associated with completing the change as specified and
planned. The variety of ways to identify, to assess or measure, and to report the actual

results of the organizational change effort are beyond the scope of this study.

Significance of the Study

Learning interventions that match learners’ needs and are subsequently applied by
those learners to daily job tasks and activities in organizations enable organizations to
achieve optimal goals and gain competitive advantage. Such goal achievement and
competitive advantage gain are key to successful organizational change efforts. By
understanding the relationships between learning styles and change readiness of the change
recipients, learning interventions can be developed in ways that more effectively match the
learners’ needs.

While other research hasinvestigated individual learning styles (Kolb, 1984), change
readiness attributes (Orth, 2002), change intervention goals and measures (Halmo, 2001,

Hurd, 2001), and the linkage between learning styles and learning interventions (Silvey,



2002), no study was found that explored the relationships between learning styles and
change orientation [readiness] scores of individuals experiencing organizational change. The
outcomes of such a study, provides useful information for organizational leaders,
organization development (OD) professionals, and instructional designers creating learning
interventions that more closely align with the instructional style needs of the change
recipients. The outcomes may also be useful in prioritizing development of materials and

activities to support increased readiness levels in the change process.

Definition of Terms

The following terms used in the literature are included in this study. The reader may
find that within each term some distinctions are identified between different authors, while
carrying a contextually same or similar meaning.

Change integration —is the term used to describe a completed change, where the

goals set forward by the organization are sufficiently met, and the organization is able to
declare the organizational change (change effort) complete. While thisimplies all stated
objectives and goals are met (Burke, 2002), there may be some objectives that are ongoing
measures, beyond the scope of the change completion. An example might be a merger,
where specific goals are set for the completion of structure changes, product portfolios being
combined, and customer markets exploited based on the asset and capabilities of the two or
more companies coming together. These completed goals may mark the “integration” of the
change, while other business results, called synergies (Connor, 1992) expected of the merger
may take several years to achieve. Change integration therefore suggests ‘ project end’ for
the organizational change. The term change implementation (French and Bell, 1984;

8



Carnall, 1991) and transformation (Senge, 1990; Carr, Hard and Trahant, 1996) are found to
be used with the same meaning.

Change orientation — tendencies of individuals to behave in predictable waysin

response to change within a contextual framework, e.g.: organization after merger
announcement (McKee, 2000; Jones and Bearley, 1986).

Change process — relates to the steps or phases an organization, and therefore the

individualsin it, go through in the transition from the current state, or status quo, to the
desired future state, as envisioned to be how things are supposed to be after the change
(Carr, Hard, and Trahant, 1996; Connor, 1992; Lewin, 1958).

Change r eadiness — describes the level of commitment by members of the

organization, or change recipients, to fully implement the change process in such away that
the desired state isinternalized in the daily behaviors of the organizational members. The
oppositeisresistance (Connor, 1992; Carr, Hard, and Trahant, 1996).

Change Recipient —is an individual involved in the change processin away that

makes her or him vulnerable to the outcomes of the organizational change. For example, the
user of anew computer system would be vulnerable to new skills requirements. A middle
manager, for example, could be vulnerable to an organizational restructuring change
targeting level reduction and communication improvements.

L earning inter vention — describes atype of organization development action, called

intervention, which focuses on the learning needs of the individuals within the organization,
for the purpose of improving organizational performance (French and Bell, 1984).

L earning styles — are categorical descriptions of how individuals learn, process new

knowledge, and represent information (McL oughlin, 1999). According to McLoughlin

9



(1999), many researchers see learning style as a coherent whole that learners employ in their
learning orientation, which may be attributed to underlying differencesin personality and
cognitive functioning. Kolb (1999a) offers a measure of four learning styles useful in
identifying differences in learning needs among organizational members.

Organizational change— describes a set of activities or actions by the organization

and its members, to embark upon a change in some aspect of the organization to meet
strategic objects of the business. Examples include structural changes, technology changes,
process changes, product portfolio diversification changes, leadership changes, policy and
practice changes, and cultural changes (Burke, 2002).

Structural changes, which modify reporting relationships among the people in the
organization, may appear in downsizing, restructuring, or revitalizing terms, while the intent
isthe same...move people in, out, or around. Technology changes are typically denoted by
major equipment and/or software installations into the organization to enable or support the
strategic business objectives. Process changes are often discussed as reengineering of
business processes, to streamline process steps for greater efficiency in meeting strategic
business goals (Carr, Hard, and Trahant, 1996). Merger, as atype of complex change, tends
to involve combinations of these changes (Burke, 2002).

Acquisition - isthe legal and accounting term for one business purchasing another,
or its controlling interest (Gaughan, 1996) for the sole purpose of using its assets (market
channel, supply chain, etc.) in its own business structure. When joint agreements are reached
early in such adeal to foster the use of the best processes, methodologies and |eadership

from each of the two business organizations, it is commonly referred to as amerger (Collis

10



& Montgomery, 1997). However, some organizations, like the one in this study, prefer using
the acquisition terminology.

Effectiveness - is defined in this study as the ability of the individual or organization
to deliver on commitments in atimely manner to meet the strategic business requirements of
the organization at the least cost and highest possible quality standard to maintain a
competitive advantage. In other words, doing the right thing as well as doing things right
(Bowditch & Buono, 1997), are both important.

Merger — A term used conclusively to describe the action taken to bring two distinct
and separate organizations of different financial corollaries together into a single unit of
shareholder equity (Robbins, 1997). The financial distinction is made relative to generally
accepted accounting principles (GAAP), where the separate organizations are recognized by
investment and taxation entities as having solely separate and distinct assets and liabilities
for the purpose of sustaining individual portfoliosin their organizations' mission. They may
or may not be publicly traded at the time of their merger, although almost all historical cases
reflect at least one out of the two to be publicly traded on a major stock exchange (Robbins,
1997; Gaughan, 1996).

Merger and acquisition, or M& A - is used interchangeably within the context of

this definition, where M& A represents the full literary term found in research and writings
throughout the business community, for bringing distinct business enterprises together.
Merger has a sense of friendliness, acquisition a sense of distaste (McKay and Qureshi,
2001) in larger organizations, while acquisition is respected among medium to small

organizations, such asthe one in this study.

11



Target — another term used to describe the company being acquired. Thetermis
most familiar since the early 1980s when multiple simultaneous deals were being
investigated, as away to quickly grow a business. The “target” of an investigation for
possible buy-out was considered fitting of the definition, whether acquired or not. A
variation of thisterminology was found among the literature for the company studied, where
the language “ sought” referred to the targeted organizations (Collis and Montgomery, 1997,

Robbins, 1997; Gaughan, 1996).

12



Chapter 2: Literature Review

This study is focused on examining the relationships between learning styles, asa
measure of individual learning differences across an organization, and change readiness
measured by individual change orientation, within an organization change environment —
M&A. The literature reviewed as relevant to this study includes writings and publications
specific to organization change, human reaction to change asit relates to individual and
organizational readiness, organizational change interventions, learning theory, learning
interventions as they relate to achieving organization change, and learning styles. Given the

focus on merger type change, literature on merger and acquisition conceptsis reviewed.

Organization Change

Organization change is as old as organizations and their formations (Burke, 2002).
The first organization change found in the Old Testament (The Holy Bible, 1984) reflected
the establishment of a pyramidal organization. Having led the Israglites in their escape from
the tyranny of the Egyptian pharaoh, Moses as |eader of the people dealt with many social
system issues (Burke, 2002), and had thousands with direct access to him. Following the
suggestion of Jethro, his father-in-law, they reorganized the distribution of labor to assist

Mosesin focusing on higher-level strategic matters. The Holy Bible (1984) states,

“What you are doing is not good. Y ou and these people who come to you will only wear yourselves out.
The work istoo heavy for you; you cannot handleit alone...Y ou must be the peopl€’ s representative
before God and bring their disputes to Him. Teach them the decrees and laws, and show them the way to
live and the duties they are to perform. But select capable men from all the people — men who fear God,
trustworthy men who hate dishonest gain — and appoint them as officials over thousands, hundreds, fifties
and tens. Have them serve as judges for the people at times, but have them bring every difficult case to
you; the simple cases they can decide themselves. That will make your load lighter, because they will
shareit with you. If you do this and God so commands, you will be able to stand the strain, and al these
people will go home satisfied.” (Exodus 18: 17-23, p.52)
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Galpin (1996) aso suggests change is not new to organizations. Mergers,
downsizing, restructuring, and process reengineering have surfaced a greater level of
consciousness toward technical, financial and operational changes in organizations. With the
variety and complexity of organization change increasing, the study of organization change
has gained momentum, in an effort to find what systematically seemsto facilitate and
enhance effective change (Burke, 2002), that is, the accomplishment of planned change
goals.

Hellriegel, Slocum and Woodman (1989) use the term “ management of change”
(p-29), which they define as “ adapting an organization to the demands of the environment
and modifying the actual behaviors of employees’ (p.29). They go on to suggest that if
employees resist the change, and do not change their behaviors, the organization cannot
change (Hellriegel, Slocum and Woodman, 1989). This relates to Burke' s (2002) notion that
the study of organization change must also include, “...what leads to failed attempts at
organization change” (p.19).

Change efforts are also “ expensive, either in direct resource outlay or in the time and
productivity loss associated with disrupted routines, particularly at the outset” (Jick, 1993,
p.153). Related to time and productivity, Galpin (1996) suggests organizations have paid
little regard, until recently, to the human aspect of change, resulting in manifested problems
in labor relations and talent retention. Thereis, therefore, an important need to monitor a
change effort, to find how people are responding beyond the numbers [financials] (Jick,
1993). This seemsto relate to Burke's (2002) perspective on finding what facilitates and

enhances effective change.
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Nadler and Tushman (1986) describe ten principles that can facilitate and enhance
organizational change efforts, which include the following:

1. Thediagnosis principle —aimed at analyzing the organization in its environment,

understanding its strengths and weaknesses, and analyzing the implication of

anticipated changes. Solid diagnostic thinking and applied learning is needed to meet

the challenges of surrounding forces, and to anticipate responses.

2. Thevision principle — where casting vision of what the organization will look like at

afuture date after the change is the main focus. Deals with rationale for why the
change is occurring, articulation of importance for stakeholders, description of core
values that drive the change, setting performance objectives, casting organization
structure and processes, and describing operating style or norms.

3. Theenergy principle — reflects the need for a sense of urgency, in the midst of

inherent resistance to change in organizations. It involves helping reorient people in
the organization by anticipating responses and launching proactive information about
assumptions likely made about the current situation.

4. The centrality principle — suggests the change must be so central (applicable) to the

vision and strategy that people are compelled toward it. Employees must be able to
see the clear connection between the organizational requirements and individual
needs.

5. The three theme principle — characterizes change themes as needed, but should be

limited, to prevent overloading the people. Consistency and believability make

change themes more credible.
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6. The magic leader principle — focuses on the leadership attributes as critical for

successful change. Effective attributes are highlighted as envisioning, energizing,
and enabling.

7. The leadership-is-not-enough principle —reflects the need for investment in an

effective team, not just asingle leader.

8. The planning-and-opportunity principle — suggests effective change is guided by a

process of iterative planning. “ Planned organizational change involves agood deal of
learning ...and thislearning can and should shape the development of the vision and
reorientation.” (p.236)

9. The many-bullets principle — recognizes the need for interaction between

organizationa and individual behavior, and therefore use different devicesto change
behavior. The authors further reflect:

“Thisinvolves planned changes in strategy, organizationa structure, processes, and individual skills,
attitudes, and perceptions.” (p.237)

10. The investment-and-return principle — concerns the amount of effort and resources

required to achieve a successful change effort.

Organizational Behavior

The theory related to organization change is drawn from organizationa behavior.
Organizational behavior (OB) is an applied behavioral science considered to be the “field of
study that investigates the impact of individuals, groups, and structure have on behavior
within organizations, for purpose of improving organizational effectiveness’ (Robbins,
2001, p.6). Disciplines contributing to the field include psychology, sociology, social

psychology, anthropology, and political science (Robbins, 1993, pp.17-19).
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Robbins (1993) contends that although psychology studies human behavior around
motivation, perception, and learning, and sociology studies people interacting in complex
organizations, it is socia psychologists that have investigated change and barriersto its
acceptance [resistance] (p.18). Anthropology investigates cultural aspects of organizational
life, while political science studies conflict structures pertaining to individual self-interest
and organizational roles (Robbins, 1993).

Prevaent in the organizational behavior literature is the conceptual linkage between
organizationa change and organizational learning (Vasu, Stewart, and Garson, 1998). For
example, Argyris (1990) suggests a learning metaphor to describe alternative change
models, and Senge (1990) conveys the mental model, one of cognitive processing, of
systems thinking, as alearning system within organizations, especially recognizablein
change environments. While these models and perspectives of change and learning are
explored relative to their impact on organizations, other OB literature describe the individual
aspects of change (Galpin, 1996) such as reaction to change (Argyris, 1990), fear associated
with change (Dellcave, 1996; Argyris, 1990), and organization dependency factors (Lewin,
et a., 1944) by individual s experiencing organization change. Each are briefly described,
and are important to understanding change orientation behaviors and the linkage to
individual learning and learning style difference relationships. These constructs are

supported by human behavior theory.

Human Reaction to Change
Argyris (1990) speaks of the dilemma of individuals in organizations who have the

desire and intention to behave in one way, yet invariably behave differently when the risk
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perceived is greater than the person iswilling to assume. As such, the personislikely to
cover up the true intended message and action, to gain a more favorable position with the

recipients, and further cover up the cover up.

“Human beings are not usually motivated to produce what they do not wish or intend” (Argyris, 1990,
p.87)

Argyris, in hisresearch on overcoming organizational defenses (Argyris, 1990),
describes the process of risk avoidance and hiding reality within organizations as “designing
human errors’ (p.71-75). Much like instilling a defect into a manufacturing production line,
through faulty materials, malfunctioning equipment, process degradation or incompetent
labor, the author refers to the introduction of human error into the behavioral interaction
process of highly motivated and competent professionals. The two ways these errors happen

in organizations are described as:

(1) Individuals are not aware of producing error while doing so.
(2) Individuals know they are producing error but have figured out away to make
the error look asif it was not an error.

This seemsto parallel the Organizational Change Orientation Scale (OCOS) model
developed by Jones and Bearley (1986), as reflecting non-functional and dysfunctional
behaviors. Non-functional behaviors were associated with hiding [withholding] key
information needed to make effective decisions, and dysfunctional behaviors were
associated with sabotage [induced errors)].

The Fear Factor

Reactions to change vary depending on organizational culture and related mindsets.
One of the most common reactionsis fear, according to Dellcave (1996). His article, “ The
Fear Factor,” discussed the implementation difficulties of moving sales people to an

automation system, as aresult of merging management and organizational changesin the
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business. The difficulty was in attempting to move people who were content with current
circumstances and job aids to processes and technology in which they were uncomfortable.

The fear found by Dellcave (1996) and Argyris (1990), isrelated to uneasiness in
changing from what is known to work for the individual, to something unknown. The
uneasiness can often turn to paranoia, which disrupts the work flow and negatively impacts
the organizational effectiveness. Cited reasons for such a dilemma are the generational
differences in which people have faced changes, how they perceive their outcomes based on
prior experiences, and how the change is perceived in terms of personal value to them
(Déllcave, 1996). It then appears age, as a depiction of generational differences, and prior
change experience, such asjob change, are important factors to observe in understanding
change and learning relationships and are therefore included in the demographic aspect of
this study.

The Dependency Factor

Peopl e also react to change based on their need and perceived fulfillment of
psychological success and failures (Lewin, et al, 1944). The amount of psychological energy
aperson has for atask, is strongly influenced by the degree of psychological success and
failure experienced. Therefore, the more successful, the more energy exists. Conditionsin
the environment, such as communication, management support, and training opportunities
influence individual perception, such that alevel of dependency on the organization is used
to cope with incongruities (Perry, 1984, p72).

Recognizable ways individuals might exercise differing levels of energy include
taking time off, leaving psychologically but not physically, expending the least amount of
effort possible, increasing their dependence on the organization unrealistically, and by
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reducing their dependence on the organization almost totally. All five examples are
representations of levels of dependency by an individual on the organization. Taking time
off would include absenteeism and prolonged time spent el sewhere. Psychological departure
is recognizable as a person still performing in arole, yet it is clear to everyone their heart
and passion are not in it (Chang, 2000). Psychological departure might depict non-functional
behavior, while absenteeism could represent dysfunctional behavior (Jones and Bearley,
1986). Orth (2002), for example, in studying change-influencing factorsin afinancial
organization, found a highly significant correlation between communication, supervisory

support, learning interventions, and positive retention efforts.

Human Behavior Theory

The theoretical basis of this study includes the human behavior construct, and the
channels that motivate sustained and desired behavior within the organizational
environment. When dealing with the question of how people effectively adapt to merger
related changes, answers can be found in human motivation theory (Robbins, 1997; Galpin,
1996; Carnall, 1991), with devel opment toward global perspectives and situational
perspectives.

Three broad classifications of theory offer insight on human behavior. Oneis static
content theory, which looks at what energizes human behavior (Bowditch and Buono, 1997).
A second is process theory, which looks at factors that channel or direct behavior. And a
third is environmentally based theory, which focuses on sustaining or maintaining behavior

over time. All have relevance for an adaptation to changein an M&A environment.
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Maslow’s model of hierarchy needs (Maslow, 1954) offersinsight on individual
feelings of security and acceptance, as a means of energizing individual behavior. These
areas in particular are surfacing around merger integration, in the form of fear and role
clarification. Recognition and identification of individual needs within an organization for
the purpose of motivating behavior isimportant to successful integration (Hildebrand,

1996).

As aprocess theory, Vroom's (1964) model identifies three components that
motivate aworker. First, it iscommonly believed within the environment that increased
effort leads to good performance. Second, that the perception exists that good performance
will lead to certain outcomes or rewards. And third, that the perceived value of the outcome
or reward will partially determine the motivation of action by the individual. In a merger,
performance based outcomes and expectations may shift significantly (Burke, 2002), which
impact individual motivation (Galpin, 1996).

The socialy acquired needs theory (McClelland, 1961) is also applicable to this
study. People have three basic needs that they develop and acquire from their culture
[environment], which include the need for achievement, for power, and for affiliation. The
strength of each need, and the extent to which it is fulfilled, help shape individual behavior.
While an individual may develop a particular bias toward one of these needs over others,
situations can influence the behavior. One such situation is the human change necessary to
implement new structure, processes, and leadership in a merger of organizations. If one feels
the change will detract from their achievement, due to no longer being recognized as an
expert in their function, or from their power, when the organizational changes eliminate their
role of being “in-charge’, or from affiliation with others, when key contacts in organizations
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are no longer viewed as the key influencers they once were (Katz and Kahn, 1978), they

prefer to resist such a change.

Organizational Change Readiness

Behaviors associated with organization changes reflect resistance and readiness
relative to the organization and individual (Robbins, 2001). Organizational readiness for
change, that is, the organization is ready to manage and sustain the change, is depicted in
Lewin’s (1951) three-stages of unfreezing, movement, and refreezing. Unfreezing relates to
dislodging the area that needs to change from the “norm” or routine so there' s opportunity to
do things differently. Movement, refers to changing the way things are done, while
refreezing relates to integrating the change into the normal daily routine and sustaining it
over time,

Nadler and Tushman (1986) also suggest that organizations go through stages when
dealing with change. Their model seemsto expand on that of Lewin (1951), to include
awareness, experimentation, and understanding to be part of unfreezing, while commitment,
education, and application appear to reflect movement. Integration into ongoing behavior
reflects the same perspective as refreezing. Specific definitions in the model are asfollows:

1. Awareness— organizational members become aware of the need for change, and

seek to understand what the change is aboui.

2. Experimentation —on a small scale, efforts are made to try the change.

3. Understanding — greater understanding occurs from the experimentation, both

good and bad.
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4. Commitment — the leadership makes visible commitment to the change, through
personal action.
5. Education — employees experience transfer of skillstoward the new way.

6. Application to leveraged issues — the new approach and perspectiveis applied to

key issues in the organization, which need resolution.

7. Integration into ongoing behavior — the new approach, or change, becomes a

normal routine, or occurrence within the organization.

Bridges (1991) uses amodel similar to Lewin (1951) to describe individual readiness
for change (Robbins, 2001), suggesting three stages individuals go through in dealing with
changes. Ending is the stage where the individual recognizes something has stopped or
ended, and therefore will never be the same again. This marks the transition into the change,
and theinitial reactions, such as fear, dependency, and resistance mentioned before. The
second stage, the neutral zone, is a stage where the individual experiences alot of questions,
to which answers are sought. New beginning is the third stage, where the individual
recognizes possibilities about the change, and becomes more actively supportive rather than

resistant to the change.

Resistance

Since “ organizations and their members resist change” (Robbins, 1993), change
readiness, could be viewed as a measure of the barriers to change, or in other words, the
degree to which resistance is perceived and addressed. For example, West (1998) conducted
astudy of healthcare workersin VA, for-profit, and non-profit hospitals to test change
readiness of the organizations implementing a new financial system. The factors considered
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were related to cost, existence, quality, and outcome. Findings from the study identified
potential obstacles [barriers] to the change effort, such as lack of resources, and in one case,
in VA hospitals, lack of training.

Further, Kennedy (2002) conducted alongitudinal case study in a Fortune 100
manufacturing organization between 1999 and 2001 to test change readiness from a change
response perspective. Using the change type, that is, short-term or long-term change efforts,
and the change readiness literatures as a conceptual framework, the researcher linked two
aspects of organizational change, change readiness and change type, such as merger, to the
successful change outcome, or integration.

As Kennedy (2002) describes, organizational change is comprised of change type,
readiness, process, and resistance to change, and studies the link between the first two. This
study focuses on the resistance to change in individual behaviors, within a specific change
type, and its influence on readiness.

The Kennedy (2002) study tested if a directive performance management style would
be most effective with along-term radical change and a supportive management style would
be most effective for a short-term continuous improvement change in the organization.
While the study failed to support the hypothesis, it highlighted the measure of change
readiness as being four primary factors; leadership, management style, performance
management systems, and communication intention. Communication [information
processing] and manager style also appear in the learning and learning style studies
(Johnson, 2001).

Other studies have addressed the individual readiness perspective within
organization change environments. For example, Cunningham, et a. (2002) conducted a
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longitudinal study of 654 hospital staff regarding the occupational risks of change, ability to
cope with change, job-related problem solving and readiness for organizational change. The
organizational change readiness component was related to individual propensity to accept
and support change. Results indicated high change readiness scores, as used in this fashion,
along with active job-related problem solving were the best predictors of participation in
redesign activities during a long-term change effort. Similarly, Orth (2002) studied
individual factors of organization change readiness among 500 state government employees
involved in the implementation of a new performance evaluation system and a new
performance-based pay system. Change readiness measures were on self-reported behaviors.
The study found readiness for change, as a measure of behavioral attributes, to be the best
predictor of commitment to change and support for change, as well as resistance toward the
change. Specific behavioral attributes were those behaviors focused on ‘ change support’ and
‘change resistance.” These seem to correlate with the individual change behaviors,

functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional used by Jones and Bearley (1986).

Change Orientation

The research on change orientation is focused on the behavioral attributes of
individuals experiencing change that identify where the individual is moving toward or
away from the desired change behavior. Orth (2002), suggests a two-factor model; support
and resistance, where the individual behaviors either reflect more support and less
resistance, or less support and more resistance to the change. Jones and Bearley (1986)
suggest a three-tiered model of functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional. A high score

on ‘functional’ behaviors would reflect a high level of support for the change, and most
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likely aligned with Lewin’'s (1951) refreezing stage relative to the organization and Bridges
(1991) new beginnings stage relative to individual change. A high score on * non-functiona’
would most likely represent movement and neutral zone stages of change respectively, while
a high score on *dysfunctional’” would most likely suggest more resistance, and alignment
with unfreezing and endings stages respectively. Both Lewin (1951) and Bridges (1991)
suggest an organization, and an individual, must progress through the change stagesin
sequence, that each stage takes time, and that the time in each stage is different for each
organization and each individual. Therefore, the study of individual differences, and the
aggregation to the organizational level, isimportant to adding depth and breadth to
understanding organization change, the people side of change, and complex merger changes.
Lourens (2002) for example, studied the change orientation and leadership attributes
of 879 senior managersin five different organizations. The study found significant
rel ationships between change-centered |eadership orientation and emotional intelligence
leadership attributes of self-motivation, empathy, and self-awareness. Also interesting, the
demographic variables of race, educational level, number of people the leader is directly
responsible for and functional group were found to be significant predictors of the change-

centered orientation.

Change Interventions

Wendell French and Cecil Bell (1984) present Organization Development (OD)
interventions as “ planned change activities in which clients and consultants participate
during the course of an organization development program” (p.120). French and Bell (1984)

further define interventions in this way:
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Theterm is often used to refer to any learning technique or method available to the practitioner. Thus,
any one of the extant methods available, what Burke and Hornstein call “the socia technology of
OD,” isan intervention according to this use... The technology of OD consists of educational
activities, methods, and techniques; some “thingsto do” and some “things to be sure not to do”;
guestionnaires, observation and interview schedules, and so forth. Any of these can appropriately be
considered an intervention when it is used to bring about organization improvements. (p.121)

The emphasis on educational activities, methods, and techniques is supported by
Burke (2002), who also makes a connection between change and learning, related to
interventions and their use in bringing about change. French and Bell (1984) suggest there
are “assumed underlying dynamics of change and learning” (p.133) useful and necessary in
categorizing and choosing OD interventions, that is, interventions used to bring about
change needed in the organization. Features of different interventions “that may be causally
related to learning and change” are also presented by French and Bell (1984). These five
features include feedback, awareness of changing socio-cultural norms or dysfunctional

present norms, increased interaction and communication, confrontation, and education.

Organizational Awareness
French and Bell (1984) emphasize the need for further study of organization change
and the development of effective OD interventions supporting the five categories introduced

above. They contend,

We are only beginning to understand the underlying mechanisms of change interventions. As that
knowledge increases, greater precision in the selection of intervention activities will be possible. The
issue can be stated as follows. OD does in fact work; why it worksisless well known and understood.
(p-134)

In support of deeper understanding of OD change interventions, French and Bell (1984)
further classified change interventions as those that focus on; 1) team improvement, 2) inter-
group relations improvement, 3) personal, interpersonal and group processes, 4)

comprehensive or total organization interventions, and 5) structural interventions. All are
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stated to be intervention activities that are “techniques and methods designed to change the
culture of the organization, to moveit from ‘whereitis to ‘where it wantsto be,” and
generally enable the organization members to improve their practices so that they may better
accomplish their goals’ (p.138).

An example of the use of ‘inter-group relations improvement’ and ‘ structural’
change interventions, was used in the study by Halmo (2001) to assimilate smaller groups,
16 Numic Indian tribes, into a larger group, an incorporated entity. The study looked at the
1) role of corporate and organizational structure in articulating the socia relations between
the contending groups, and 2) shifts in the distribution of power as aresult of changing the
environment. Overall findings were significant for culture change understanding, in helping
the individuals involved in the change [recipients] work toward improved collaborative
practices.

Burke (2002) relates to the work of Blake and Mouton (1968) when these researchers
applied a six-phase grid model to organization change and referred to it asthe “grid
organization development” (Burke, 2002, p.37). As Burke highlights, the two most common
barriersto organizational effectiveness considered by organizational managers in Blake and
Mouton’s (1968) study were communication problems and alack of planning. Seen as
symptomatic and not causal (Blake and Mouton, 1968), these findings were determined to
be as aresult of alack of effective strategy, and ineffective style and approach to
supervision and management (Burke, 2002). Burke (1994) relates this to organizational
learning.

Blake and Mouton never state it, but they apparently assume that, unless an organization learns how

to communicate more effectively and plan more logically and systematically, its management will
never be able to deal optimally with the specifics of running abusiness. (p.121)
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Organizational Learning

The underlying premise presented by French and Bell (1984) related to these OD
change intervention classifications can best be summarized in their attempt to “examine
techniquesinvolved in applying behavioral science theory and practice to changing and
improving ongoing systems” (p.120), and to offer guidance on change intervention selection
and use to support furtherance of learning. In guiding selection and use, French and Bell
(1984) pose some situations and subsequent questions regarding application of OD

interventions, which have a direct connection to learning.

We are dealing with individual behavior right now; how can this learning be translated to learning for
the group?

We are dealing with group phenomena right now; how can this learning be translated to learning for
the individuals?

We have just learned about a phenomena by experiencing it; what theoretical or conceptual material
would augment this learning?

We are dealing with issues and forces impinging on this group from outside the group; what
activities must be designed to facilitate more appropriate handling of these interface issues? (p.135)

The first situation links individual behavior concerns happening in the organization to
organizational learning (Senge, 1990; Argyris, 1990), that is, learning that is happening in
the organization as to how the behavior is accepted or tolerated. The second situation
identified by French and Bell (1984) links the identification of group norms and behaviors,
to the opportunity and need for individual learning. The third situation links experiential
learning, that is, things learned from a specific experience, to interventions that enhance the
learning. The fourth situation links the occurrence of external forces on the organization,
such as system wide change (Burke, 2002; Senge, 1990) to the design and implementation
of interventions that facilitate, or enhance, the implementation of the change.

The case study on organizational change by McMillan (2000) found evidence of

change integration effectiveness within a chaotic and complex organization change context,
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when applying new sciences change theories of learning and self-organizing as change
interventions. These findings imply a need for further exploration of how individuals learn
and behave within organization change environments where chaos and complexity can
influence strategic change interventions.

French and Bell (1984) support the use of Michael Beer’s (1980) decision making
framework for determining selection and integrated use of OD interventions when dealing
with organization change. These decision rules, which support the use of the Learning Styles
Inventory and Organizational Change Orientation Scale (OCOS) assessments as distinct, and

as a combined intervention, are described below.

1. Diagnostic data— interventions that will provide data needed to make subsequent intervention
decisions should come first,

2. Maximize effectiveness — interventions that devel op readiness, motivation, knowledge, or skills
required by other interventions,

3. Maximize efficiency — interventions should conserve organizational resources such astime, energy,
and money. (Interventions not needed by certain people or parts of the organization would be a
violation.)

4. Maximize speed — interventions should maximize the speed with which organizational
improvement is attained.

5. Maximize relevance — interventions that focus on immediate organization performance or task
come before those aimed at individual and culture impact.

6. Minimize psychological and organizationa strain —interventions that are least likely to creste
dysfunctional effects such as anxiety, insecurity, distrust, dashed expectations, psychological damage
to people, and unanticipated and unwanted effects on organizational performance. (p.136)

French and Bell (1984) also suggest that successful OD change efforts require a strategy that
can be articulated and made visible. They further say, “the [change] process can be
facilitated by cognitive maps showing where groups have been in their learning experience,
where they might go next, and so forth” (p.225). This conveys the need for a clear OD
change strategy that includes assessment of learning that is occurring during the change

process, as part of the open system perspective.
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Relative to change management in change organizations, individual and
organizational learning is atool for influencing more effective change (Senge, 1990; French
and Bell, 1984). By being attentive to the learning potential, opportunity, and outcomes, an
organization can reduce its organizational defense pattern (Argyris, 1990) and influence
adaptation more effectively. The defense pattern is the emerging behavior that results from
accepting the status quo, or by leaving things to chance. Argyris suggests “applying learning
principles’ (p.68). Simple actions in meetings, performance of work, and informal
exchanges of information can qualify as learning opportunities. The most critical factor
being the change in action, or behavior, that occurs as aresult of placing emphasis on the
learning rather than the changing environment.

This focus and reinvigorating emphasis on learning, based on systems theory that all
things work together in exchange and impact (Senge et. al., 1999), offers a challenging
perspective to change organizations facing integration issues that affect the human capital of
the business. Such an organization must seek specific insights from the perception of
individuals within the integration activities, and seek to understand how learning plays a part
in the change practice as a“learning process’ (Senge, et.al., 1999, p.168).

Vincent Barabba (1995) makes a case for prioritizing learning interventions within
the change organization. According to Barabba (1995), the organization must be
increasingly judiciousin deciding what it learns, and what information isrelevant to it’s
business, suggesting “to create value, we must not only learn, we must learn the right

things’ (p.161).
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Learning

The learning literature pertinent to this study includes learning theory in general, and
learning specific to adult learnersin complex change organizations. It also includes the
theory and practice of learning styles and learning interventions. Learning theory provides a
basis for learning style relevance. Learning style application is useful in prioritizing and
designing learning interventions.

Learning Theories

Three theories of learning outlined by Rothwell and Sredle (1992) highlight the
theories important to the human resource development (HRD) professional practice, to
organization development (OD) as a key function of HRD, and therefore to organizational
change as related to OD. Behaviorism, cognitivism, and devel opmentalism, are described in

Table 2.1, linking the concepts and theorists' associations of each.

Table2.1 Learning Theories

Theory Contextual Frame Theorists
Ivan Pavlov, John D. Watson, Edwin Guthrie, Edward Thorndike,
Behaviorism Clark Hull, Kenneth Spence, and B. F. Skinner

Supports rigorous psychological research to explain

and predict stimuli, behavior and consequence
relationships. Attention is placed on present behavior,
external observation of behavior, and pre-specification of
measurable desired results. Learning occurs through
observable and measurable behavior.

Cognitivism Edward Tolman, Kurt Lewin, Wolfgang Kohler, and Jerome Bruner
Concerned with insight and understanding, using
internal and personal stimuli and responses in the
learning process. People have a major influence on
their environment. Learning results from insight and
recognition of relationships between distinct areas of a
problem.
Deve|0pmenta|ism Jean Piaget, Malcolm Knowles, and Carl Rogers
Suggest positive human capacity to act on the
environment rather than react to it. Learning results from
self-direction in problem solving and meeting needs,
influenced by individual experience and timing of those
experiences.

McDonald (1964) discusses learning theories differently, using the six categories; 1)
recapitul ation- based on the work of theorist Clark Hull, connectionism- linked to the
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theorist Edward Thorndike, 2) pragmatism- linked to theorist John Dewey, Gestalt and field
theory- based on the theories of Ogden, Hartman, and Lewin, 3) dynamic psychol ogy-
linked to the theorist Sigmond Freud, and 4) functionalism- linked to the work of Judd. Gage
(1972) simply states three families of learning theories; 1) conditioning, 2) modeling, and 3)
cognitive. Hilgard and Bower (1966) also group the theories differently, using 2 major
families or groups; 1) Stimulus-response theories, which includes the works of Thorndike,
Pavlov, Guthrie, Skinner, and Hull, and 2) Cognitive theories, which include Tolman’s work
and that of Gestalt psychologists (p.8). Kingsley and Garry (1957) use asimilar grouping,
where 1) association or stimulus-response theories include Thorndike, Guthrie, and Hull,
and 2) field theories include Lewin, Tolman, and Gestalt psychologists. For the purpose of
this study, the three theoriesidentified in Table 2.1 are selected due to close association to
the HRD field, and the grounding for adult learning principles explored, and will therefore
be addressed further.

Ivan Pavlov conducted pioneering work in the study of classical conditioning
(Lovell, 1980). His study of dogs responding to a conditioned buzzer stimulus he associated
with areward of food, an unconditioned stimulus, yielded a conditioned response of
salivation by the dogs and an early theory of learning around stimul us-response associations.
Supporting Pavlov’ s theory, Watson (1924) applied the stimul us-response association theory
to a human subject, a small boy, teaching him to fear awhite rat by association alone.
Guthrie (1935) offered suggestions for altering a conditioned response through alearning
process by tiring the learner with repeated stimulus, varying the stimulus presentation, and
offering the stimulus under conditions where the response cannot occur. These are all works
supporting the behaviorism theory that |earning happens when there is a behavioral response
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to astimulus. Edward Thorndike (1928) furthered the behaviorism theory by developing the
seven laws of learning, shown in Table 2.2, “and attempted to investigate how it is that

specific responses became linked with specific stimuli” (Lovell, 1980, p.32).

Table 2.2 Laws of Learning —Thorndike

Law Contextual Frame
The law of effect Satisfaction strengthens a response, annoyance weakens the response.
The law of readiness Readiness to act when stimulated and allowed to act brings satisfaction, while lack of readiness or inability

based on forced response brings about annoyance.

The law of exercise The response to stimulus is strengthened when used, weakened when unused.
The laws of multiple response A response not leading to satisfaction will lead the learner to attempt other responses.
The law of prepotency The learner selectively perceives the stimulus to which a response will be made.

The law of analogy The response to a new stimulus is based on the learner's analogy with responses to similar but known stimuli.

The law of associative shifting The leamner can be taught to make a connection between a stimulus and a response even though the
stimulus is not presented.

Hull (1952) conducted numerous laboratory experiments to test learning hypotheses,
supported by stimulus-response learning perspectives, which he termed inputs and outputs,
and inspired by systems theory, he projected a theory of intervening variables — the effects
of environmental stimulus on the individual learner. Hull’ s theory of the intervening
variables; habit strength, drive, stimulus dynamism, and incentive, were built upon by
Spence, who redefined the relationship between the variables to be additive rather than
multiplicative. B. F. Skinner (1953) further theorized that some responses are not stimulated,
in the classical conditioning other behaviorists suggested, yet those responses will be
repeated if reinforced, which Skinner called operant conditioning. Such conditioning is also

emphasized by Lovell (1980), who suggests that behaviors that bring about learning, include



positive reinforcement, negative reinforcement, and punishment, although “the linchpin [to
operant conditioning] is positive reinforcement” (p.37).

Behaviorist theory suggests that human nature is primarily reactive, in that “people
respond to certain stimuli in the environment” (Cranton, 1994, p.8). Using this approach,
learning occurs through observable and measurabl e behavior, where changes in external
behavior, produces changesin internal values, beliefs, and attitudes. Environmental stimuli
initiated by instructors, peers, the organization, and the learning process evoke learner
responses, positive or negative, which are reinforced by various rewards, viewed favorably
or unfavorably depending on whether it produces the desired response and is available.
Therefore, in many ways, the learner is a product of the environment.

Cognitivism learning theory, formulated by Gestalt psychologists, isindividually
focused rather than environmentally stimulated, and deals with insight and understanding of
the learner. The learner is therefore an influencer of the environment. Gestalt theorists
promote the insight and understanding of the pattern of relationships between stimuli and
responses rather than confining learning to only the two elements. Wolfgang K ohler (1925)
observed caged apes on atropical island, as he experimented with their ability to obtain
bananas placed outside their reach. The cleverness demonstrated through stacking boxes to
climb higher and using a stick to reach farther, revealed how insight, or what Kohler defined
as recognition of relationships that exist between discrete parts of alarger problem, (Lovell,
1980), led to further theory and research on Gestalt systems theory and the personal side of
learning (Munn, Fernald, Jr., and Fernald, 1969, p.625).

Gestalt theory emphasizes perception as fundamental to learning. Thisis primarily
around the process of discovering relationships, and the fundamental concept that
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“individual change results from acute awareness’ (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992, p.330). Gestalt
psychology has proposed six principles related to individual perception, which may

influence change readiness, as reported in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3 Gestalt Psychology Principles

Gestalt Psychology Principle Conceptual Meaning

...of Direction Stimuli appearing to be meaningful and forming a pattern will stand out against a neutral background, in a way
that observers can perceive the pattern.

...of COﬂtIg uity Stimuli occurring close together tend to be perceived as grouped together.

...of Embeddedness A large figure with multiple stimuli will stand out from small figures with fewer stimuli.

...of Likeness Similar objects will tend to be perceived together.

...of Joint Destiny Objects that move together will tend to be perceived together.

...of Closure The mind will tend to perceive experiences as complete or incomplete patterns.

An underlying assumption or belief in the Gestalt principlesis that every psychological
event or experience tends to be perceived as meaningful and complete (Knowles, 1978).
Edward Tolman theorized using experiments with rats in a maze, to test internalized
associations between a goal, behaviors, and awareness of the environment in which the goal
islocated (Tolman and Honzik, 1930). By blocking certain routes between the entrance and
exit of the maze, he observed the development of cognitive maps, that is the learning of
which routes would work and which would not, as alearning process (Munn, Fernald, Jr.,
and Fernald, 1969). Learning, he contended, “ occurs when expectations are aroused in
connection with behaviors, within a unique environmental context” (Rothwell and Sredl,
1992, p.330). Cross (1981), and Knowles (1978) both refer to Tolman’swork as
fundamental to understanding |earning motivation. Wlodkowski (1993), although not citing

Tolman’swork directly, refersto the motivation theory expressed by Cross and by Knowles.
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Kurt Lewin’'s (1951) theory of learning supports Gestalt psychology and cognitive
map learning, influenced by phenomenology, that isthe belief that people interpret
experiences and those interpretations are central to their existence (McDonald, 1964, pp.1-
26; Kingsley and Garry, 1957, p.83). Within this context, Lewin concluded that the
individual is at the center of life space, that is, everything that affects the individual’s
behavior, and the environment itself, has no inherent meaning. The way individuals perceive
themselves and their environment is crucial to understanding and influencing behavior
(Lovell, 1980; Dewey, 1963, p.42; Lewin, 1948). Lewin (1951) uses the term valence to
mean the perceived value or attractiveness of agoal to an individual, and barrier to depict
the perceived difficulty an individual might realize in achieving agoal. He further suggests
human behavior is essentially goal oriented and purposeful, toward achieving high valence.
While Lewin (1948) does not emphasi ze cognitive mapping, he does establish the
foundation of experientia learning, that is, the transfer of learning through personal
experiences (Mezirow, 1996, p.162), which also influences Kolb's (1984) learning styles
model discussed later. Lewin’'s (1948) work is aso the basis of action research in
organization development (OD) (French and Bell, 1984; Corey, 1953; Lewin, 1946), which
suggests that group learning occurs through the three step process of unfreezing old beliefs,
restructuring those beliefs, and refreezing with new beliefs (Peters and Robinson, 1984).

Jerome Bruner (1966), a cognitive theorist, emphasizes the internalized nature of
human learning as a progressive process in evolutionary terms, as opposed to a stimulus-
response function. Thus an evolution in human development is suggested to occur in stages,
such as development of motor skills, sensory abilities, and intellectual capacity (Knowles,
1978). Bruner (1966) also suggests human learning occurs through categorization of ideas or
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concepts based on identifying the similarities of attributes through a coding system, such as
the use of metaphors —in word and picture form. Learners' ability to create and use such a
coding system depends on their individual qualities of; 1) set - thelr readiness to perceive, 2)
need - their motivation to learn, 3) species - their current expanse or breadth of knowledge
about similar concepts, and 4) diversity - breadth of experience in applying the ideas or
concepts.

Cognitive-learning theorists suggest human beings are highly adaptive to their
environment and even capable of changing it (Cross, 1981; Knowles, 1978). Learners play
an activerole, through experiential and personal involvement in the learning process
(Lewin, 1948). Therole of an instructor or facilitator in cognitivism isto “create [and
maintain] an environment that will lead to individualized learning” (Rothwell and Sredl,
1992, p.330.).

Developmentalism isinfluenced by cognitive theory and encompasses the
developmental |earning theory of modern researchers and writers who embrace human
freedom to learn and capacity to act on their environment rather than react to it. These
theorists emphasize learning as interna to the learner, where learning is natural and human
nature is essentially growth-oriented.

Jean Piaget (1972), for example, identifies two primary ways children adapt to their
environment, which Piaget believes, based on the work of Erik Erikson, applies to adult
learners, called assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation relates to activities already
learned while accommodation relate to a change in behavior resulting from environmental
influence (Knowles, 1978). Both terms are also found in learning styles literature and
research by David Kolb (1984), and used in this study.
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Carl Rogers (1969), aclinical psychologist, also influences learning in education and
training arenas, as a developmentalism theorist. His theories, based on the assumption that
psychologica counseling is alearning experience, suggest:

learning is entirely internal, making teaching impossible and learning learner-centered,
people learn what they perceive to be worthwhile,

people resist learning experiences the learner perceives to threaten their self-concept, and
self-concept becomes more rigid when threatened.

Knowles (1978) speaks of Rogers approach as:
“We cannot teach a person directly, we can only facilitate hislearning. A person learns significantly
only those things which he perceives as being involved in the maintenance of, or enhancement of, the
structure of self.” (pp.41-42)

Rogers supports the notion that people learn so they can fulfill or satisfy an unmet need, and
so they can gain greater freedom to achieve more aspects of their potential (Knowles, 1978).
Knowles (1978) furthers the devel opmentism theory to focus on adult learners. He supports
Rogers' theory that people are motivated to learn so they can achieve greater aspects of their
capability (p.63).

Within the scope of this study, the learning focusis on adult learning within
organizations. Whileit is recognized by this researcher that andragogy, that is the study of
learning by adults (Cross, 1981, p.222; Knowles, 1970, p.38), has developmental rootsin the
area of pedagogy, or childhood learning (Cross, 1981, p.222; Knowles, 1970, p.39), theaim
here istoward learnersin organizational settings where complex organization changes may

occur, like those associated with M& A actions.
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Adult Learning Theory

Cross (1981), states that andragogy has been traced back to 1833, but popularized by
Malcolm Knowles in the late 1960s (p.222). Knowles (1978) discusses andragogy as a
“comprehensive theory of adult learning” (p.28), while Mezirow (1991) more specifically
describes andragogy, as “ helping adults elaborate, create, and transform their meaning
schemes...” (p.201). He suggests andragogy is related to transformation theory, that of
“actively encouraging critical reflection through which individuals can investigate the
justification of their meaning schemes and perspectives’ (Cranton, 1994, p.169). Knowles
(1978) identifies five major points to andragogy; 1) increasing self-directedness, 2) learner
asarich resource for learning, 3) developmental tasks of social roles, 4) immediacy of
application, and 5) problem-centered learning (Cross, 1981, p.224; Knowles, 1978, p.110),
asreported in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4 Andragogy

Andragogy: Learning is Description
...aresult of self-direction As a person grows and matures his/her self-concept moves from dependency to increased self-directednes|
...influenced by learner experience A maturing individual accumulates expanding experiences useful as a rich resource for learning, and a

broadening base to which new learning can be related.

...influenced by timing of experiences  The readiness to learn for a maturing individual becomes decreasingly a product of his/her biological and
academic development, and increasingly toward learning performance tasks in evolving social roles. Adults|
are most willing to learn when faced with specific life problems to which they seek answers.

...problem-oriented Adults learn solely to meet needs and solve problems.

*Adapted fromThe Adult Learner: A neglected species, 2nd
Edition. (Knowles, 1978, pp.55-56)

Within the confines of these points, Knowles (1978) suggests that learning in adults
isstrictly internal and related to human devel opment stages, described as progressive growth
in ages zero to twenty-five, stability of growth in ages twenty-five through forty-five, and

regressive growth in ages forty-five and older (p.157). Alan Knox, for example, contends
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that rapid changes are more difficult for adult learners, who frequently are asked to make
major adjustments in their lives, that is, types of adjustments they have never experienced
(Knox,1977). Y et Merriam and Caffarrela (1991, p.179) contend that even with a known
memory loss during the aging process, there is no apparent impact on learning.

Knowles also describes the role of learner as “ self-actualizing” and the role of
instructor as “facilitator of learning” (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992, p.333). This supports the
human behavior theories of Maslow (1970) in individual achievement of human needs, and
Rogers, who along with Maslow, emphasi zes self-actualization (Knox, 1977, p.324), that is
the human fulfillment of life beyond survival through achieving inherent personal potential
and successful individual living (Knox, 1977, p.322).

In alignment with Knowles' perspective on the last stage of human development, it
would seem reasonable to expect change recipients in organizations that are forty-five years
of age and older to reflect ahigher level of defense against possible loss in the organization
change (Knowles, 1978; Pressey and Kuhlen, 1957), and thus alower level of readinessto
changeinthe M& A environment. Chapter 4 describes the findings to this presupposition,
within this study.

The study by Cyril Houle (1961) of twenty-two adults concluded three classifications
of adult learners; 1) goal-centered, or those whose learning experiences are based on goal-
achievement itself, 2) activity-centered, or those involved in learning for the activity
experience rather than the outcome or goal achievement, and 3) learning-centered, or those
involved for the sake of knowledge gain itself. Cross (1981), asserts “his[Houl€e' g three-
way typology remains the single most influential motivational study today” (p.82). Houle's
research, is further supported by Allen Tough (1967), who studied motivation in adult self-
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directed learning projects. In his study of thirty-five adults learners, the motivation for
eighty-three percent to start and ninety-four percent to continue alearning project were
based on a desire to use the learning to take action, relating to Houle' s “ goal -centered”
learner. Another sixty-three percent started and forty-three percent continued learning
projects based on puzzlement, curiosity, or a question, which may relate to the activity-
centered learner as well. Cross (1981) also highlights the three key findings from Tough’s
(1967) research; 1) alearner has more than one reason for engaging in learning, 2) adult
learners are motivated by the pragmatic desire to use or apply the knowledge or skill, and 3)
adult learners engage in learning with three starting patterns-seeking what meets a need,
beginning with a question, and deciding to spend more time learning (pp.84-85). These
second and third findings reflect similaritiesto Houl€e s three learner classifications.
Adults tend to initiate their own learning in response to life-events, and their
motivation to learn increases as the number of life-eventsincrease (Wlodkowski, 1993).
Such life-events may include marriage, divorce, parenthood, promotion, or job transfers
(Merriam and Caffarella, 1991, p.144), personal trauma, career setbacks, changing jobs,
business mistakes, and subordinate performance problems (McCall, Lombardo, and
Morrison, 1988, pp.88). Mezirow (1991) conveys “rather than merely adapting to changing
circumstances by more diligently applying old ways of learning, adults discover a need to
acquire new perspectivesin order to gain a more complete understanding of changing
events...transformative learning in adulthood” (p.3). Generally adults are especially open to
learning before, during, and after a significant life event (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992, p.337),

or what some call patterns of change or transitions (Merriam, 1984; Bridges, 1980, p.5).
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Learning and Change

Three learning theoristsin particular have explored learning as a process of change
and growth from a psychological perspective. David Kolb (1984) focuses on learning as an
adaptive process in which learners are continuously and holistically involved. His four-part
learning model, which includes experience, reflection, abstraction, and experimentation,
suggests learners can effectively adopt deeper approaches to learning by grasping experience
and transforming it. He contends that through learning, people expand their range of
emotions, increase their awareness of complex conceptual schemes, and enhance their
behavior. Kolb agreed with devel opmentalism learning theory, in his view that “being able
to hold complexities and resolve and integrate the dialectical in how one thinks, feels, sees,
and actsis amark of development.” (Taylor, Marienau, and Fiddler, 2000, p.23). Such
‘dialectical’ suggests transformation or change (The American Heritage Dictionary, 1991).

Mezirow (1991) and Freire (1993) emphasize transformative learning where
individuals are able to be informed, experience discourse on issues, reflect on individual
assumptions and bias, and recognize distortions in meaning in such away that engenders
changein intellectual, emotional, behavioral, and perceptual realms (Taylor, Marienau, and
Fiddler, 2000). Freire’ s (1993) work with individuals of illiteracy, poverty, and political
repression deals with the relationship between dialog and reflective participation, for the
purpose of empowering individuals to overcome their oppression and work toward social
change. Supporting this theory, Mezirow (1991) emphasizes emancipatory learning — that
which frees the learner from limiting beliefs, and allows the learner to enter an informed and

reflective decision to act.
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Merriam and Caffarella (1991) go further in suggesting “the more we know about
adult learners [such as learning styles and change readiness|, and the changes they go
through [their tendency to deal with such change], including how these changes motivate
and interact with learning, the better we can structure learning experiences that both respond
to and stimulate development” (p.119). While Courtenay (1994) challenges assumptions
about adult development, Merriam and Brockett (1997) contend adult development models
are “pieces of a puzzle in advancing our understanding of how adults learn and change”

(p.146).

Learning Styles

The need for individualsto learn on a continual basisis universally accepted today
(Barabba, 1995). Both rapid technological change, and the accelerating rate at which
knowledge increases require that individuals continue to learn at afast pace. But do
individuals within the change organization know how they learn? Barabba (1995) further
suggests that individual learning is necessary for an organization to succeed in adynamic
and complex environment. For sustained, successful functioning as an organization,
employees must not only learn individually, but their learning must contribute to the shared
knowledge of the internal and external environmentsin which members of the enterprise, as
individuals and as a group, think and work (Barabba, 1995). But do these individuals know
how others learn within the change organization, and how it compares with his or her

learning?



Individual Differences

Research on learning or cognitive styles evolved from the psychological research on
individual differences (Curry, 1987). According to Hickcox (1995), distinct differences
exist between North American learning style research and Australian and European learning
style research. North American researchers have written about learner behaviors within
learning situations. Levin (1986), for example, has written about “ four cognitive principles
of learning-strategy instruction;” while Thomas and Rohwer (1986), have written about
“academic studying: Therole of learning strategies;” and Kolb (1984), has contributed
“from learning stylesto learning strategies. The Executive Skills Profile” to the literature.

Learning styles are focused on improving the immediate and long-term results of
teaching and learning episodes (Hickcox, 1995). The quality of the learning style used by
students [learners| islikely to determine the quality of what is learned, and this can act as an
outcome to compare [prioritize] various curricular approaches (Hickcox, 1995).

A learning style is a set of characteristics describing the ways the individual
processes information, feels about learning, and behaves toward and in learning situations
(Wlodkowski, 1993; Smith, 1982). Based on brain research, learning styleis used
synonymously with cognitive style (Wlodkowski, 1993, p.178), and may help regulate the
direction, duration, intensity, and range of learning interventions, as well as the speed of
learning performance (Messick, 1976). Adultsin particular demonstrate “ patterns of
perceiving, remembering, thinking, and problem solving” (WIlodkowski, 1993). These
patterns, shown as individual differencesin learning styles across adult learners have
implications for instructional designers, in designing learning that finds acceptance and
meaning among diverse learners (McLoughlin, 1999). Research has shown that quality of
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learning interventions is enhanced when designed to integrate individual learning styles
(Rasmussen, 1998).

Emotions, or feelings, are also inherent in the learning processin that individuals are
aways emotional (Zajonc, 1984), although it isn't necessarily easy to perceive feelings
among adults (Kidd, 1973) and some have a greater preference for emotion than others
(Tucker, 1981). Learning styles help identify individual brain hemisphere use regarding
intellect, emotion, and experience. Wlodkowski (1993) then concludes along with Shipman

and Shipman, (1983),

“it is quite possible that learners who are involved in learning processes that are matched to their
learning styles can more easily adapt to them as well as successfully perform their task requirements’
(Wlodkowski, 1993, p.180).

Adapting to the learning process relates to individual readiness (Broad and Newstrom, 1992,
p.74), motivation (Wlodkowski, 1993), and perceived outcomes (Merriam and Brockett,

1997, p.91).

Assessment and Application

Much of the research on learning styles has been conducted by psychologists using
psychometric testing of intelligence and personality, with the results applied to designing
learning interventions in educational and management settings (McLoughlin, 1999; Allison
and Hayes, 1994, 1988; Curry, 1991). Although learning styles research has continued to
sustain interest among cognitive psychol ogists, educators, HRD professionals and others, it
isstill viewed as limited (Wlodkowski, 1993; Wang and Lindvall, 1984), with no unifying
concept or construct to integrate the field of study (Smith, 1982), and sometimes appears

confusing due to the variety of terms used in education and training (McLoughlin, 1999).
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Y et McLoughlin (1999) proceeds to clarify the terminology, citing the work of Curry (1991)
and Riding and Cheema (1991), and promotes the use of learning styles as an effective tool
in instructional design. The terms learning style, learning strategy, learning preferences,
cognitive styles and cognitive strategies are differentiated by the degree to which they can
be observed and articulated (McLoughlin, 1999), as described in Table 2.5.

Table2.5 Learning Style Terms

Term Description Assessment/Observation

Learning preference Learner favors or prefers one method of teaching  Seek response from learner on preference.
over another.

Learning strategy Learner adopts a plan of action in the Observe learner adopting a plan of action in
acquisition of knowledge, skills, or attitudes. acquisition of knowledge, skills, or attitudes.
Learning style Learner adopts a habitual and distinct mode of Use questionnaire or psychometric test.

acquiring knowledge.

Cognitive strategy Learner adopts a plan of action in the process of Observe learner adopting action in the process of
organizing and processing information. organizing and processing information.
Cognitive style Learner develops a systematic and habitual Use questionnaire or psychometric test.

mode of organizing & processing information.

Two primary research traditions are related to learning styles, the psychological and
the learning-centered. The psychological tradition is oriented in cognitive-perceptual
research where individual differences of style are based on how |earners approach tasks with
apreferred strategy corresponding to a preferred mental set (Riding and Rayner, 1998). Two
dimensionsin which learners differ in this tradition are wholist-analytical, related to how the
individual processes information, and verbalizer-imager, meaning how the individual
represents information during recall (Riding and Cheema, 1991). Cognitive style can be
depicted on a continuum, and independent dimensions are applied to instructional design by

matching modes of the presentation of learning to the cognitive style of learners
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(McLoughlin, 1999). The learning centered tradition, emerging from educational research
(Riding and Rayner, 1998), is focused on the learner’ s active response to learning tasks and
the learning environment, rather than on the intelligence and information processing
characteristics of the learner (McLoughlin, 1999). McLoughlin (1999) describes how the
learning centered tradition includes models by Kolb (1984) on experiential learning,
Entwistle (1981) and Biggs (1979) on learner orientations to learning, and Keefe and Monk
(1986) on cognitive skills and strategy development. Kolb’s (1984) experiential learning
model “offers an excellent framework for designing, developing, and delivering diverse
learning experiences for adults, and offersinstructiona designers atool for planning and
designing learning activities’ (McLoughlin, 1999, p.225), according to educationalists such
as Rowntree (1992), Tennant (1988), and Mulligan and Griffin (1992).

Hickcox (1995) reviewed 21 learning style instruments for usability, subsequently
categorizing them into athree layer system; core, middle, and outer.

...core presents learning behavior as controlled at a fundamental level by the central personality
dimension. Middle layer—isrelated to information processing dimensions. Outer layer—is related to
the interaction with the environment. (Hickcox, 1995, p 28)

Hickcox (1995) goes on to convey from the research review, “the use of learning style
instruments is quite spread in the private sector. Trainers use them within human resource
development seminars, particularly for communication skills, team building, conflict

resolution, and intercultural communication.” (p. 39).
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Learning Interventions

Learning interventions are the purposeful actions taken to convey instruction that
lead to a change in knowledge, skills, and attitudes (Knowles, 1978). The American
Heritage Dictionary (1991) speaks of intervention as “to intervene or occur as an extraneous
condition or characteristic” (p.672), asin the intervening between the current state, and that
of desired learning, behavior, and performance outcomes. Danielle Riverin-Simard (1988)
relates this to adult learning by conveying “when we help an individual [adult] learn, we are
in fact intervening in the development of adult life (p.26). Riverin-Simard’ s (1988) three-
year study of 786 adults, 375 women and 411 men, across nine age strata offersinsight on
age-related experiences with intervention implications. For example, the twenty-three to
twenty-seven year old is working off the “ self-perception of his/her work role” (p.24) while
the twenty-eight to thirty-two year old is “searching for a promising career path.” Either can
motivate or hinder the learning process, depending on the intervention.

L earning interventions therefore include the activities, methods, instructional
techniques, materials, and technologies used in the learning process, which have
implications for learning objectives and subsequently evaluation of learning strategies.
Learning intervention design should, therefore, be based on theories of instruction for adult
learners (Claxton and Ralston, 1978, p.39).

Cillers (2000) explored learning interventions as the different pathways to
accommodate learner development, or learner differences, to guide changes in organizations.
The study explored the influence of transformation on the delivery of learning interventions
needed for change in an organization. Cillers (2000) suggests strategic human resource
development and learning interventions, are key to changing an organization.
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L earning interventions were aso used in the change efforts of a government
manufacturing plant undertaking a major workflow redesign cited in the Silvey (2002)
dissertation study. The findings linked individual, team, and organizational learning to
strong pilot performance results. These results included a 55% increase in productivity,
doubling of workers' flexibility to perform multiple functions, and a significant increasein
team effectiveness. While these learning interventions were not specifically linked to
learning styles, they were associated with team diagnostic instruments and participant
observations aimed at understanding individual and group communication tendencies and
preferences.

Another key finding was supporting evidence that ability to apply action learning
within an environment is negatively impacted by the infrastructure for developing and
sustaining team productivity, morale, and trust. The study suggested organizational change
is enhanced by individual and team development (learning) and positive influences of the

infrastructure, such as communication.

Intervention Design

Kolb (1984) suggests learning activities that match appropriate learning styles.
Svinicki and Dixon (1987) suggest activities suited to learning phases, or modes, of Kolb’'s
(1984) learning cycle that effectively match the learning activities to the phases of learning
and thereby to the learning styles of organizational members targeted in the merger change.
Toepell (1999), later applied the learning activities matching prescribed by Svincki and
Dixon, to learning needs in an Introduction to Health Studies course, subsequently reporting

success and key learnings in support of such matching to gain and keep student attention,
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referred to as “strategies to inspire students” (p.58). Activities suggested by Svinicki and

Dixon (1987), and by Kolb (1984), are highlighted in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6 Learning Activity Suggestions

Learning phase Activities suggested Learning style Activities suggested

Concrete experience CE films [video], games, fieldwork, - |Diverging (CE & RO) team-based case studies, group projects,
(feeling) laboratory work, observation brainstorming exercises

Reflect‘ive observation RO journals, discussion, questioning [Assimilating (AC & RO) reading assignments, lectures, analytical
(watching) projects,

Abstract conceptualization AC  building models, writing papers, |Converging (AC & AE) experiments, simulations, laboratory
(thinking) creating analogies assignments, problem solving assignments
Active experimentation AE case studies, projects, simulationd Accommodating (CE & AE)  team-based projects, group field work,
(doing) unstructured assignments

Adapted from Svinicki and Dixon (1987) Adapted from Kolb (1999b)

These learning activities offer guidance on instructional, or learning, settings (Roberts,
1977) and methods (Shalock, 1976; Trent and Cohen, 1973). Applying a given intervention
as these matching activities suggest, is not to proclaim one approach “ superior to another”
(Cross, 1976, p.112), rather to promote organizational change adaptation by individuals
through increasing learner awareness of learning style preferences (Cranton, 1994;
Brookfield, 1987) and “finding the delicate bal ance between supporting and challenging the
learner” (Daloz, 1986). It isalso intentional toward engaging the learner in amotivating
way (Brookfield, 1987, p.83). Ascited in learning theory literature, “individual change

results from acute awareness’ (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992, p.330).
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Theories of Instruction
Three theories of instruction related to the adult learning theories mentioned
previously include; objectives-centered, experience-centered, and opportunity-centered

(Rothwell and Sredl, 1992), as outlined in Table 2.7.

Table 2.7 Instructional Theory for Learning Interventions

Instruction Theory Related Learning Theory Instructional Focus

Objectives-centered Behaviorism Measurable and observable instructional outcomes.
Experience-centered Cognitivism Learner experiences during the instructional process.
Opportunity-centered Developmentalism Matching learner needs to appropriate instructional experiences.

Objectives-centered instruction stresses the measurement of learning, and the rewarding of
behaviors linked to the stated objectives. Objectivity comesin the form of stating the desired
learning outcomes (Guthrie, 1935), correcting and rewarding learners performance during
the learning process using grade and assignment reinforcers (Skinner, 1953), and through
instructors modeling the expected behavior (Bandura and Walters, 1963). Bandurain
particular, also suggested the importance of gaining learner buy-in and commitment to
change, which has implications on organization change effectiveness.

Experience-centered instructional theory emphasizes learners’ understanding more
so than behavioral change (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992), and problem solving more than
knowledge accumulation. Based on the cognitive theories of learning and Gestalt
psychology, instruction should focus on presenting a systems view, that is the whole process
under discussion, followed by explanations of the relationships between and among the parts

of the process, and how those parts relate as a whole. According to Bruner (1966),
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instructors should encourage the predisposition of learnersto learn, and structure the
information so learners can easily assimilate it, as with the use of learning styles (Knox,
1977). Knox emphasizes; “agreater sense of self-direction can occur...as adult learners
select educational activities that match their preferred learning styles...” (p.244). Tolman
(1949) suggests the importance of structuring learning around problem-solving
engagements, where creative ideas can be tested within the relative safety of the learning
environment. Lewin (1958) suggests the intervention approach of unfreezing what is known,
restructuring learner views and interpretations about that topic, then refreezing what was
learned. This approach has aso been used by Edward Schein (1994), as a*“change
management or integration intervention” (Nutt, 1992, p.197; Hellriegel, Slocum, and
Woodman, 1989, pp.551-552).

Opportunity-centered instructional theory emphasizes activities that support
learners’ recognition of their needs and readiness for learning (Cross, 1981, p.238). Knowles
(1978) promotes the use of self-directed, autonomous, and group learning activities, giving
learners the opportunity to pool individual insights and experiences, and to assess individual
readiness to learn, solve problems, and face life and career changes affecting their work.
Recognizing individual readinessto learn, by understanding learning preferences, is
fundamental to David Kolb’s (1999b) Learning Style Inventory (L SI) described later. Carl
Rogers (1969), like Knowles, supports learning activities that help learners understand their
needs through reflective questioning. Piaget (1972) suggests tailoring instruction to
individual learner needs, through learning experiences that alow both assimilation and
accommodation. Recognizing assimilation and accommodation needs are also key aspects of
the LSl (Kolb, 1999b), and supported by experiential learning theory (Kolb, 1984).

53



Curriculum Design

Designing curriculum based on the learning theories mentioned helps foster effective
outcomes of learning among adult learnersin organizations (Rothwell and Sredl, 1992,
p.340). Curriculum design linking the learning outcomes to improving change integration
outcomes is especially important during organization changes, such as M& A changes.

Curriculum design is concerned with eight factors outlined by Rothwell and Sredl
(1992), which include goals and objectives, curriculum, organizational needs, learner needs,
delivery methods, sequencing, implementation, and evaluation. Each is described in Table

2.8.

Table 2.8 Curriculum Design Factors

Curriculum Design Description

1. Establish goals & objectives Define the purpose, value and long-term goals for the learning.

2. Organize the curriculum Focus the learning on individuals, work groups, job classes, departments, etc., given organizational needs.
3. Categorize the organization Define who will receive what type of curriculum, given individual roles and organizational needs.

4. Assess learner needs Determine what content will meet the needs of learners

5. Determine delivery methods Determine delivery approaches, such as self-study experiences, computer-based learning, on-the-job learnin

mentoring, seminars, classroom instruction, group study, etc. that will best meet learner needs.

Decide the order in which learner experiences should be offered, given logical prerequisite and

6. Determine sequence ) ) )
scheduling considerations.

Implement learning experiences, which can be specifically tailored to unique characteristics of individual

7. Implement curriculum h > SEE
learners, and to work-related requirements of individual learners.

Measure the results of curriculum use, and modify as needed to ensure long-term impact on change

8. Evaluate curriculum
efforts.

*Adapted from:The ASTD Reference Guide to
ProfessionalHRD Roles and Competencies, Second Edition
(Rothwell and Sredl, 1992, pp.341-346)

Curriculum designed to incorporate the objectives-centered learning theory will structure
learning experiences around specific job-related tasks, with sufficient opportunity to

demonstrate acceptable behavior, while experience-centered theory leads to curriculum
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designs where learning experiences focus on entire processes or larger tasks before smaller

task, with sufficient opportunity to demonstrate understanding of the relationships between

them. And curriculum designed to support opportunity-centered learning theory would link
the learning experiences to significant life events of learners, such as job or role uncertainty
surrounding M&A change.

According to Hickcox (1995), teachers and trainers need to broaden their awareness
of learner preferences to more effectively stimulate student learning. Methods and
curriculum are the two key aspects for teacher or trainer learning style application. Hickcox
(1995) further conveys that the Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (LSI) is most typically
applied to methods of design and curriculum development, in stimulating individual
learning, and focusing [prioritizing] development. Prioritizing development of learning
interventionsis crucia for complex change environments (Burke, 2002), such as M&A
environments. Understanding M& A complexities helps foster effective prioritization and

devel opment.
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Mergers and Acquisitions

A merger is the combining of corporations where one corporation remains viable
while the other goes out of existence (Gaughan, 1996). The acquiring company assumes
ownership of the assets and liabilities of the resulting company, therefore supporting the
perspective of acquisition - the act of control passing into the hands of the acquiring
company.

Different terminology is found in use within the context of mergers and acquisitions,
similar to cultural language found in other business realms. Bidding company and acquiring
company are found to depict the same meaning in literature (Gaughan, 1996; Hawawini,
1990; McKay and Qureshi, 2001), which describes the company holding post-merger
control of the combined assets. Target and acquired are common terms found describing the

company from which control was assumed and existence dissolved.

Need for Synergy

Economic stimulus for the merger of target and acquiring organizations includes
growth, competitive advantage, and business synergies (Zingheim and Schuster, 2001).
Synergies among M& A organizations are defined as the added benefit of the deal after net
gain from estimated future value of the organization post-merger (Hawawini, 1990). In other
words, the post-merger processes, systems, talent, and market performance are expected to
exceed the acquiring organization’s performance in these areas had it remained separate.
The top two reasons for failure to achieve these synergies include people problems and
organizationa problems related to people actions (McKay and Qureshi, 2001). Citing

needed focus for effective integration to successfully achieve desired synergies, these
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authors highlighted four key areas of the “people agenda” that build the case for further
research on people in M&A environments. The four business issues around people include;
retention of key people, identification and fulfillment of talent needs, motivation of

employee performance, and culture alignment between the different organizations.

M&A Complexities

To complicate matters, mergers often result in additional mergers. When this occurs,
restructuring of organizational assetsistypica (Gaughan, 1996, p.365). Corporate
restructuring may take on avariety of forms, from divestiture to split-ups. Cultures of two
previously merged entities that amalgamate with another culture, where each had previously
experienced amerger only afew years earlier, may find four cultures colliding. Thisisa
huge undertaking for OD professional s attempting to orchestrate the change model to align
the people to the strategy, and help the leaders deliver the synergies expected.

Mergers may be horizontal, vertical, or conglomerate (Gaughan, 1996). According to
Gaughan (1996) horizontal mergers entail combing two competing companies, usually for
the purpose of market expansion, or growth, and increased market power for meeting or
beating remaining competition. Vertical mergers occur between buyers and sellers,
customers and suppliers, or contractors and subcontractors, where their combined assets
allow decreased cost in the supply chain, which in turn allow lower pricing, and
subsequently greater competitive advantage than stand-alone operations. Conglomerate
mergers reflect the combining of two companies that have no relationships like the two just
mentioned, but involve diversification of the business portfolio to balance economic shifts

and market fluctuations related to product and service demands (Gaughan, 1996, p.112).
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Industry regulations by government have influenced mergers and acquisitions since
their emergence in 1897. Antitrust laws regulating the competition in a free-market society
has changed several times since the early years of M& A (Gaughan, 1996), with an ongoing
attempt to prevent monopolies, company raiding, and other acquisitions by wealthy
investors, that would ultimately stifle competition and put the price of goods in the hands of
afew companies rather than the market as a whole. Such regulation has also helped foster
unique cultures within organizations, where reactions of the people involved in planning
acquisitions and the recipient of the changes have devel oped sensitivities to the climate
either promoting the acquisition mentality, or resisting it for survivability.

The benefit to organizations engaging in M&A actions has theoretically aways been
positive, with a net aggregate gain for shareholders (Hawawini, 1990), or there would be no
movement to accomplish so many of them. Y et there continues to be conflicting evidence of
value achievement across many merging organizations. While avariety of causes for failure
to meet desired objectives are discussed and debated, one cause is consistently surfacing in
many references in literature regarding this topic. In organizations experiencing merger and
acquisition integration, the change recipients can make or break the deal. Their actions and
reactions can make the difference between success or failure in meeting the intended
objectives of added value in the M&A transaction, as later defined.

There are three major components of the M& A process (McKay and Qureshi, 2001).
Targeting is concerned with the initial planning and talks with the target, or organization
being acquired. Transition focuses on the actual details of the written agreement and
approval of the deal. Integration is aimed at bringing the organizations together in a cohesive
way, once the deal is signed. This study is focused on the integration process.
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The majority of unsuccessful deals can be traced back to poor execution of one or
more of these stages, and the lack of clear linkage between them (McKay and Qureshi,
2001). The problem, as McKay and Qureshi (2001) point out, is the failure to carefully
consider the people issues until later in the integration phase. Since these distinct phases
may or may not overlap, there is often a different group of people involved in them, with
different timelines and dynamics. These authors recommend early involvement by Human
Resources professionals in performing due diligence on current and potential people issues
and concerns, in order to realize the synergies expected from the deal.

M&A degradations (Shearer, 2001; Zingheim and Schuster, 2001; Atkinset. al.,
2000; Kudlaand Mclnish, 1999; Coult, 1999; Love and Gibson, 1999; Ruotolo, 1999;
Sikora, 1998; and Sirower, 1998), the expansion of experiential learning practices depicted
by Simons, Van der Linden, and Duffy (cited in Simmons, 2000), and the broadened scope
of change management practices (Connor, 1992), imply changesin organizational structure,
revised strategy, and organizational effectiveness measures are needed to ensure successful
integration. Organization development (OD) interventions are needed to help individualsin
the organization gain awareness of what is changing and why, clarity on what individual role
each will play in the transition and beyond, and to assess measurabl e outcomes throughout

the transition.
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The Human Side

The human element is of significant importanceto M & A organizational leaders,
who strive to continue effective operation of the individual organizational entities, while
integrating the two cultures into a fully sustaining and competitive single enterprise. Yet the
human reactions that occur can make or break the outcomes of the change effort, as
individuals seek to remain in the comfort of the pre-merger organizational alignment. Such
reactions, as manifested in organizational behavior, can be linked to individual perceptions
of the situational occurrences. With the advent of M& A activities taking place over a period
of time, perceptions develop relative to individual learning about the events and actions.
L earning therefore becomes a lense through which employees in the organization view the

change.

Review Summary

Organizational change, growing in prevalence and complexity, isrooted in the
organizationa behavior literature. Research on organizational behaviors related to changein
organizations has reveal ed the human reactions and behaviors to change, both positive
(readiness) and negative (dysfunctional, or impaired), ways to measure these reactions and
behaviors, like change orientation, and OD change interventions that help foster effective
change outcomes related to awareness and understanding of these reactions and behaviors.

One type of intervention found to help influence change outcomesis learning
interventions. Learning interventions are rooted in learning theory, specifically adult
learning, which is most applicable to change recipients in a complex change organization.
Adult learning literature suggests motivation of adult learnersislinked to individual
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experiences and cognitive preferences, such as learning modes and styles. This literature
also links the development of learning interventions, as needed in a complex change
environment — M&A, to the awareness and use of learning styles among adult learnersin the
environment.

The merger and acquisition literature, rooted in management science and
organizationa behavior theory, reveal the sensitive complexities of the M&A environment.
The complexities described, such as high failure rates related to integration, suggest the need
for further studies on change integration. The prioritization and development of learning

interventions to foster stronger change outcomes is one aspect to study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The research conducted in this study represents a case study of an organization
change effort by a company, in the health servicesindustry in the eastern United States. The
phenomenon investigated was the relationship between individual change readiness, within
the organization change context, and individual learning styles. Change readiness has been
defined as the measure or degree of individually perceived acceptance or adaptation of a
change occurrence (Carr, Hard, and Trahant, 1996). Individual change readiness, as
measured by a change orientation scale, has been defined as the measure of individual
tendencies toward acceptance and adaptation of change occurrences (Jones and Bearley,
1986). Individual learning style, as measured by alearning style inventory, has been defined
as an individual’s characteristic ways [or tendencies] of information processing, feeling, and
behaving in and toward learning situations (Smith, 1982). Understanding relationships
between learning styles and change readiness levels among individuals in an organization
experiencing amajor change may enable strategic devel opment of learning interventions
using Mark’s (1994) three guidelines that enhance change integration. Such understanding
could offer insights that help human resource developers prioritize design and development
requirements, such as materials and delivery methods, and perhaps offer insights for new
approaches to development specific to change integration actions for organization

development professionals.
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Framework

The framework for this study was constructed of the concepts of change readiness
levels of organizational members, called change recipients, related to individual adaptation
in organization change integration, and individual learning styles found among those change
recipients. The investigation included; 1) the identification of change readiness scores and
learning styles of change recipients in an organization experiencing complex organization
change — corporate acquisition, 2) determination of how these scores and styles were
distributed across the population investigated, 3) assessment of the relationships between
change readiness scores and the individual learning styles among change recipientsin the
organization, and 4) assessment of the relationshi ps between change readiness scores and
common demographic variables. To enable such investigation, the following research

guestions were devel oped.
Research Questions
1. What are the critical learning needs perceived by organizational managers and non-

managers to help ensure successful acquisition integration?

2. Isthere asignificant difference between the Orgl organizational entity and the other
organizational entities with respect to their mean change readiness scores?

3. Isthere asignificant difference between four groups of change recipients,
Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, and Converging, with respect to their change
readiness scores?

4. |sthere a significant difference in mean scores between learning style groups and the
three aspects of change orientation?

5. Isthere asignificant difference in change readiness and impaired scores between the
demographic groups of gender, age, race, job function, manager, and job change?
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Research Design

Thisresearch, an exploratory case study (Borg and Gall, 1989, p.32), was designed
for the purpose of describing relationships between the dependent variables change
orientation [functional, non-functional, dysfunctional], readiness and impaired, and the
independent variables for learning style groups [accommodating, diverging, assimilating,
and converging]. Other demographic related independent variables included organizational
entities [Orgl, Org2, Org3, Org4, and Org5] for sought and acquiring organizational entities,
aswell as gender, age, race, functional role (HR, accountant, engineer, etc.), supervisory
responsibility (manager, non-manager), and job change (relative to the acquisition). Based
on analysis of the relationships, possible learning interventions, OD/change interventions, or
both, are suggested for the organization studied.

Citing a specific example of two organizations merging, and testing for
individual and organizational integration outcomes in the study, Dackert (2001) found
differencesin employees perceptions of the integration between the “original organization,”
or acquiring, and that of the “target organization,” or acquired. Also inthe merger literature,
the recent study by Da-Graca (2002) found significant differencesin integration
expectations-to-results outcomes between target and acquiring groups, suggesting an
observation of both to be important to successful integration, that is, achieving the
synergistic expectations. This study investigated relationships between the acquiring
organization and multiple target organizations.

This study included quantitative and qualitative data collection and analysisin its
design. Quantitative aspects were focused on the variables mentioned, and obtained through
an online survey. Qualitative data and analysis provided insights into the organization within
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the case study context, by capturing key attributes such as the operating environment or
culture, the size and make-up of the employee population, key expectations and results of
the organization’s goals, along with time considerations and perception of the acquisitions.
The qualitative datawere a'so used in finalizing the demographic functional roles of the
organization for the online survey comprising the quantitative research component.

The case study was chosen for the purpose of investigating change and learning
relationships within a specific natural change setting of a complex change. The acquisition
environment provided a complex organization change context, along with the convenience
of multiple organizations experiencing the same organization change simultaneoudly, as one
aspect of the investigation. As such, generalizations about data, analysis, results of the
investigations, and subsequent recommendations are limited to a discussion of the
organization, its setting, and the parameters of the investigation. This reporting adds insights
to change readiness, learning interventions, OD/change interventions, and merger

integration.

Target Population

Medium to large organizations were considered for the study due to geographic and
functional complexities, the perceived need for more ‘ people-related’ studies within medium
to large M& A environments, and to help promote obtaining a sufficiently large enough
sample. Organizations in the eastern United States were sought due to proximity and
convenience for the researcher.

Possible populations for the study were sought through professional association
contacts, by requesting organizational participation via such organizations as the Society for

Human Resource Management (SHRM), the Organization Development Network (ODN),
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and the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD). Other professional
contacts were made through Merger Central (previously The Merger & Acquisition Journal),
Linkage, Inc. —the Merger and Acquisition Conference, and The Conference Board — the
2003 Post Merger Integration Conference in New Y ork. The company selected was first
identified by aleading training professional and conference speaker, based on a collegial
relationship and awareness of the acquisition complexities, where the study could add value.

The change organization used in the study was a medium-sized (500+ employees and
>$10 million in annual revenue) medical research and services company operating in the
eastern United States, and experiencing multiple acquisitions within the last three years.
Since complete integration of merger and acquisition organizational change can sometimes
take up to five years (Blake and Mouton, 1968; Likert, 1967), the organization was faced
with severa integration challenges. This organization provided the necessary complexity,
geographic dispersement, and proximity needed. All employees of the organization,
considered change recipients, were eligible for participation in this study.

The population was comprised of 576 employees, at the initiation of the study, found
in 6 regional offices and across 27 different locations, primarily in the eastern United States.
157 employees were remaining from the pre-acquisition original organization (Orgl), while
80 and 11 remained from the first and second acquisitions (Org2 and Org3) respectively. 44
employees remained from the third, or most recent acquisition (Org4), while 284 were from
employment started with the organization subsequent to the first acquisition, and were not
part of any of the pre-acquisition companies (Org5).

Multiple functional roles, or jobs, were found in the organization, which alowed for
multiple comparisons to the literature on learning styles and learning interventions. A listing
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of generic multi-industry roles were developed at the beginning of the study, then revised for
the population studied, based on input from the organizational prime — the contact person
assigned to this researcher for company access. This added clarity for participants.

The organization’s name was disguised, to protect its competitive advantage. The

combined corporate organization will hereafter be referred to as BirOrg [disguised].

Sample

Within the structure of the population BigOrg, all regular full-time employees were
invited to participate in the online survey aspect of the organizational study on change and
learning. A random sample was selected for the one-on-one interviews, which represented
managers and non-managers, at each major location/site, among all job functions, and al
five organizational entities.

Names of all eligible change recipients, along with their organizational entity, hire
date, and manager/non-manager status, were requested by this researcher from the
organization’s contact, and used for qualitative sampling. A simple random sample approach
(Agresti and Finlay, 1997) was used to select participants from the list of names provided, to
support a generalization use of the interview data (Swanson and Holton, 1997). This sample
was inclusive of all functional groups within the organization, such as Executive, Human
Resources, and Project Management.

The sample size targeted was 300. According to Borg and Gall (1989, p.233) citing
Sudman (1976), the sample size for survey research should have a minimum of 20-50 in
each subgroup to be analyzed. In this study, there were five primary subgroups from the
population BigOrg; the organizational entities Orgl (the acquiring), Org2, Org3, and Org4
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(the acquired), and Org5 (those joining without acquisition affiliation). Other subgroups
compared, included the four learning style categories, the job function groups, and the
demographic groups. Goodrich and Pierre (1979) cited by Borg and Gall (1989) suggest
planning for 20% attrition. Therefore the recommended number of usable inventories, both
of the LSI and the OCQOS, needed to be at least 200. However, given the desire to test for
medium effects in standardized mean difference within the relationships among the learning
styles and change orientations, at a .05 alpha, an estimated 274 sample size was suggested
(Light, Singer, and Willett, 1990). Further, to offset the potential for participant dropout, the

targeted sample was rounded up to 300.

Instrumentation
Organizational Change Orientation Scale© (OCOS) Inventory
Jones and Bearley (1986) describe the Organizational Change Orientation Scale©

(OCOS) as a self-report measure used by members of an organization to rate, on ascale of 1
to 6, their behavior tendency toward organizational change. The levels are depicted as 1=
amost never, 2=seldom, 3=not very often, 4=sometimes, 5=very often, and 6=almost
always. Change recipients select from these six possible choices, for each of the 36 items
comprising the three categories; functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional, as depicted in
Appendix A. The outcome is an identification of the individual’s behavioral characteristics
represented in each of the three categories.

Functional behavior, asidentified by the OCOS©, is most supportive of
organizational transformational processes in organizations, such as making change happen,
anticipating the need for change, problem solving, and personal self assessment toward

commitment to change. Nonfunctional behavior neither supports nor resists organizational
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change, through such behavior as; agreement without commitment, fence sitting,
withholding support and moaning and groaning. Dysfunctional behavior involves resistance,
and consists of: blaming and finger pointing, passive resistance, overt resistance, and
sabotage behaviors. Items 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31, and 34 on the survey
instrument correspond to the “functional” category. Items 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 17, 20, 23, 26, 29,
32, and 35 correspond to the “non-functional” category. And items 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21,
24, 27, 30, 33, and 36 correspond to the “dysfunctional” category (Jones and Bearley, 1986).
The OCOS©, developed by John Jones and William Bearley, originated from and
replaced the Organizational Change Readiness Scale cited in Mental Measurements
Y earbook (2002, online reference search for change readiness instruments). “The OCOS©
has been in use by organizations for over 17 years and has significant face validity,
especially with organizational |eaders, managers and organization development
professionals’ (W. Bearley, personal communication October 17, 2002). Although Jones
and Bearley did not conduct areliability study on the instrument beyond the OCRS, McKee
(2000) tested the internal consistency of the OCOS®© while conducting doctoral research
using the instrument, whereby achieving a Cronbach’s alpha of .63. To further determine
internal consistency of the OCOSO, this researcher calculated a Cronbach’ s alpha of the
online version used in this study, by surveying over 500 change recipientsinvolved in a
multiple acquisition organization change in the insurance industry in early 2004. Aninitial
sponsor letter was sent to recipients across the organization requesting their voluntary
involvement, and providing access and completion instruction to the online survey, al in the
same manner as used in the primary study. 237 responses were received, with no missing

data. Results from the OCOS© were analyzed using the PROC CORR procedure in SAS
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8.2. Cronbach’s adphafor the OCOS© inventory was .73. Each change dimension,
functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional achieved a Cronback’s apha over .70.

Two categories were derived from this model. Change impaired, was derived from
adding the five disruptive behaviors from nonfunctional to the thirteen itemsin the
dysfunctional category. Change readiness, was derived by subtracting the impaired score of
each change recipient from their functional behavior score. According to Burke (2002),
one' s readiness to change is demonstrated in their adoption behaviors (functional) being
stronger than their resistance (impaired) behaviors. These derivations are not intended to
introduce a new model, or theoretical perspective, rather to simplify the comparison between
groups by using a single measure of overall outcome-readiness, and a single measure of
undesired organizational behavior-impaired. All category scores are reported, while the two
derived scores are used for primary comparison of variables within the research design.

Permission to use the OCOS© was “granted for educational research, allowing a
personally created online version” (W. Bearley, personal communication November 19,
2003) to thisresearcher. Access was password protected to limit participation and protect
both the instrument and the partiticipants. The original instrument, and instructions, were
provided by the Human Resource Development Quarterly (HRDQ), at 2002 Renaissance

Boulevard #100, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania, 19406.
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Learning Styles Inventory©

The Learning Styles Inventory© (LSI) by David Kolb (Kolb, 1999b) identifies
through individual self-analysis, a person’s learning preference in one of four categories, or
styles: Accommodeating, Diverging, Assimilating, or Converging. These learning styles,
account for individual cognitive and intellectual perspectives on learning and development,
both inside and outside changing environments as depicted in Appendix B.

Instructions, for completing and self-scoring the LSI© instrument are contained in a
19 page booklet, along with a 2-page scoring sheet (Version 3). Self-analysis consists of 2
parts: The Cycle of Learning and the Learning Style Types. Each part utilizes the responses
from the scoring sheet, added in four columns (categories) to determine plotting scores for
each of the two graphs. Placement relevance for respondent scores is based on instrument
testing and analysis of 1,446 adults ranging in age from 18 to 60 (Kolb, 1999a).

The Cycle of Learning (p.3, Version 3) provides a graphical representation of individual
tendencies toward four constructs: Concrete Experience (experiencing), Reflective
Observation (reflecting), Abstract Conceptualization (thinking), and Active Experimentation
(doing). The Learning Style Types are depicted in afour-quadrant chart, with Converging on
the lower left, Diverging on the upper right, Assimilating on the lower right and
Accommodating on the upper left.

The instrument consists of twelve items for self-scoring. Each item is a sentence
construct with four endings, which vary based on the statement in each item, by using a
“best describes them” scoring. The respondent is instructed within the instrument to think

about personal learning situations, and how they learned best in those situations. The
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respondent scores each item: 4=best describes me, 1=least like them, with 3 and 2 reflecting
gradually lowering likeness for them respectively.

The Learning Styles Inventory, along with Experiential Learning Theory on whichitis
based, has been used in 990 (Kolb and Kolb, 19994) studies since its origination in 1976.
These multidiscipline studies have included 206 doctoral dissertations, 535 journa articles,
and 99 books and chapters on the topics, establishing significant face validity for the
instrument use. Reliability coefficients for Kolb’'s (1984) LSI© instrument were
established by Kolb (1984) through calculation of Cronbach’s alpha scores for each of

the categorical elements of the instrument, as listed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1: Cronbach’s Alphaon LSl

Cronbach alpha -
Learning Element Standardized Scale
||Concrete experience 0.82
Reflective observation 0.73
IAbstract conceptualization 0.83
Active experimentation 0.78
IAbstract-Concrete (AC-CE) 0.88
Active-Reflective (AE-RO) 0.81

Thefirst version of the LS| was released in 1976 and received wide support for its
strong face validity and independence of the two ELT dimensions of the learning process
(Marshall & Meritt, 1985; Katz, 1986). Although early critique of the instrument focused on
the internal consistency of scales and test-retest reliability, a study by Ferrell (1983) showed
that the LS| version 1 was the most psychometrically sound among four learning
instruments of that time. 1n 1985 version 2 of the LS| was released and improved the

internal consistency of the scales (Veres, Sims, & Shake, 1987; Sims, Veres, Watson, &
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Buckner, 1986). Critiques of thisversion focused their attention on the test-retest reliability
of the instrument, but a study by Veres, Sims, and Locklear (1991) showed that randomizing
the order of the LSI version 2 items results in dramatic improvement of test-retest reliability.
Thisfinding led to an experimental research and finally to the latest LS| revision, LSI
Version 3 (Kolb 1999b). The LSl version 3 has significantly improved psychometric

properties, especially test-retest reliability (see Kolb, 1999b).

Permission to incorporate the LS| into the online survey for this study was “granted”
(November 19, 2002, by signed agreement on file at HayMcBer, Boston, MA). Access to the
online survey was password protected to limit use to educational research participants only,

per agreement.

Data Collection Procedures

Merger organizations were actively solicited for participation in this research, given
parameters stated previously. Emails were sent to the research and special interest group
primes for SHRM, ASTD, ODN, Linkage, Inc., and the Conference Board explaining the
research topic and status, and requesting their assistance in finding a merger organization
which might be interested in sponsoring the research. Emails were also sent to three
organizations already expressing interest but unconfirmed. Each lead was followed up with a
phone call to the organization, along with an email summarizing the research scope,
requirements, and benefit to the organization. Each inquiry was tracked by organization
name, contact and response. Several organizations initiated participation in the study, but
disengaged between the review of survey items and the invitation to organization change

recipients for participation. Feedback suggested the change orientation language to be
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uncomfortable for employees of their organizations, and therefore more intrusive than
intended. Modifications to this approach included references to organizational behavior
literature on the normalcy of resistant behavior and the benefits of knowing where it exists.
Subsequently, multiple organizations engaged for full participation. The selection of a
specific organization for this study, referred to as the sponsoring organization, was based on
proximity convenience and organizational availability to start and complete the research
process sooner, availability by an assigned organization prime to provide participant
information and support, and by the potential interest and availability of organizational
members to participate in the interviews.

Preceeding the actual engagement with the sponsoring organization to begin
participation in this study, approval by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the use of
human subjects in research studies, was requested and obtained. IRB approval is
documented in Appendix C.

Once the sponsoring organization was identified, an initial meeting was established
to review mutual expectations, research parameters, contact and researcher roles and
responsibilities, and communication strategies for the duration of the research. Those present
included the top Human Resources executive sponsoring the research, an organizational
prime assigned by the executive, and this researcher. The Sponsoring Executive assumed the
role of communicating the initial participant invitation and the review of study requirements.
The Organizational Prime assumed the role of being the ongoing point of contact for
assistance in arranging the interview meetings, providing the employee listing from which a
random sampling was performed, and for obtaining key organizational documents and
entrance when needed to observe the parameters of the organization. This researcher
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assumed the role of communicating the information and participation needs, conducting the
study, maintaining the confidentially and integrity of the business, and communicating the
findings.

Aninitial employee list was requested from the Organizational Prime containing the
employee name, length of service (used to depict whether pre-merger), pre-merger
affiliation as marked in the HRIS, and current supervisory status (manager or non-manager),
of all full-time employees eligible to participate in the study. Excluded from the list were
contractors, typically from government agencies for the life of a contract, and temporary
staff, supplied by workforce agencies. Subsequently, a requested update to the list included
employee location. These data were used for two purposes: establishing the baseline detail
of employees in the organization, and for random selection of ten interview candidates.

While the HRIS contained data on age, gender, and race, these were not requested
due to HIPPA compliance guidelines, and were instead solicited voluntarily from the
individual participant, which is allowable under HIPPA. What was derived from the
requested list, by this researcher, was a high-level organizational profile depicting
approximate numbers, or percentages of male and female employees, employee locations,
average length of service by organizational entity, and of manager/non-manager status.
These data were used in comparing the survey participants and the randomly selected
interview participants, and to help describe the organization and its environment (Agresti
and Finlay, 1997).

Survey

The online survey, depicted in Appendix D, was developed by this researcher, in
collaboration with a paid Web Design professional, and published to
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http://www.changeandlearning.org/acquisitions, a site established solely for the purpose of
this research. The site was established with a private internet service provider (I1SP), distinct
from the sponsoring organization, the researchers employment, and the educational
institution, at the researcher’ s expense. The | SP was known by the researcher to provide the
integrity and confidentiality of potentially sensitive healthcare information, with a
commitment to do the same for this research, and was able to establish the site quickly, and
ensure technical support was readily available.

The online survey design included an introductory greeting to the 3-part survey, and
entry only through an acceptable username and password, assigned confidentially to the
sponsoring organization, by this researcher, to help ensure dataintegrity. The password
system was used to alow trial usersto test the survey, and potential sponsoring
organizations to view the survey, while providing atracking mechanism for this researcher.
The online survey design was comprised of eight pages after the introduction. The first two
pages gathered the demographic data, followed by three pages that gathered change behavior
data, twelve items per page, followed by two pages gathering learning preferences. The final
page thanked change recipients and provided alink to email this researcher with any
feedback or questions regarding the study. Incorporated into the change orientation section,
was the ability to click on, or select, words or phrases which could be misinterpreted, and
obtain a pop-up screen with the appropriate definition. Also incorporated into the online
survey design, was a selectable pop-up screen for an explanation of the research study and
itsrelevance, under the link called * Research,” and instruction for completing the 3-part
survey under the link called ‘ Instructions.” Both of these selections appeared at the top of all
eight pages, and could therefore be selected by the change recipient at any time during the
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process, without backing up to a previous screen. Transitions from one screen to another
were designed as follows. Entering the assigned username and password, and selecting the
‘Next’ button at the bottom of the screen would initiate the process, and transition the
change recipient to Page 1. If an incorrect username, or password, was entered, the initial
screen would reappear, and Page 1 would not be accessable. With Page 1 accessed, all
demographic items required completion, and the *Next’ button at the bottom of the page
selected before a screen transition to Page 2 would occur. If an item was skipped, and “ next’
selected, the same screen would reappear with the selected items still selected, along with a
message prompt at the top of the page in red suggesting: “ You failed to select a Function.”
This prompt, was followed by a statement in green typeface suggesting; “ Please respond

to the skipped questions/statements, and select ‘Next’.” This procedure was repeated on all
remaining pages, except for one variation on Pages 3-5. On these pages, related to the
change behaviors, the procedure required modification to meet the IRB requirement to make
these statements non-manditory. Therefore, the survey design included for these pages, a
single reminder prompt for each incomplete item. If the item was skipped after the prompt,
and ‘Next’ chosen again, the screen would transition to the next page in the survey. Pages 6
and 7, deemed non-intrusive, required all itemsto be completed, following the same
procedure as Pages 1 and 2. Page 7 also contained a‘ Submit’ button at the bottom, rather
than ‘Next.” Upon selection of the * Submit’ button, data for all items populated the database,
assigning a sequential number to the change recipient, based on timing of submission. The
final screen, or page of the survey, provided a thank you for participation, the researcher’s

contact information and email link, and a button to ‘ Close’ the session.
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The survey data, when completed by change recipients, were populated to a
Microsoft Access database maintined on the ISP confidential server. Only this researcher
and asingle ISP administrator had passcode authorization to the database after the
participation began by the sponsoring organization.

Aninitial email was drafted by this researcher, collaborated with the Executive
Sponsor, and sent by the Executive Sponsor to al change recipientsidentified in the
employee list mentioned above. This email, depicted in Appendix E (with organizational
identity disguised with stated naming convention), stated a two-week participation interval
for change recipients desiring to voluntarily participate. A surge of responses occurred
within the first three days, followed by a quick decline. Responses were monitored daily
through report generation downloaded from the MS Access database, by this researcher.
The Organizational Prime was asked to send areminder email to all change recipients on the
same employee list ten days later, to encourage participation and extend the deadline by one
week. Again the responses surged for three days, and quickly declined. However, due to
technical difficulties with the website during the third week, athird and final email appeal
was drafted by this researcher, and sent by the Organizational Prime, to the same list of
employees (n=576), expressing the need for stronger participation and timely response to
complete the study, and extending the deadline one additional week, while also reminding
them the study “istotally voluntary, and completely confidential.” Again, the responses
surged for three days, and declined. Upon reaching the final deadline, a memo was drafted
by this researcher, to the Executive Sponsor and Organizational Prime, advising of the
participation rate, by total number, by organizational entity, and by manager/non-manager
status, as reported in Chapter 4.
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Interviews

Individual interviews were designed to capture the context of the acquisition change
environment among change recipients, specific to BigOrg, and to the different
organizational entities. Therefore, change recipients were interviewed from al five entities.
Based on potential differences in perspectives between managers and non-managers, and
between pre-acquisition cultures, one manager and one non-manager was interviewed from
each entity, with a preferred focus on the geographic location of the employee base for each
pre-acquisition entity. For example, if the pre-acquisition employee base, or where the
majority of employees worked, was Raleigh, North Carolina, then a preferred focus by this
researcher was on interviewing a manager and a non-manager in Raleigh, for that particular
entity. Two criteriawere established for participation: the change recipient must have at
least one year of service with BigOrg, or one of the acquisition organizations, and the person
must be willing to voluntarily describe their experiences related to the acquisition activities.

Selection of interview participants was based on a random selection process using
the employee listing described earlier. Names were listed in order of hire date, with most
senior individua listed first, and so forth, with the most recent hire listed last. The list,
provided in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet, provided the pre-acquisition entity affiliation and
manager/non-manager status. This researcher sorted the list based on organizational entity
and manager status, creating ten separate worksheets with the data. Each sheet remained
sorted by hire date rather than any demographic characteristic. Using a separate printout of
each worksheet, asimple 3 by 7 random selection was conducted. Beginning at the top of
the page, and counting down to the third name, that name became the first randomly selected
participant. Counting down to the seventh name after the first selection provided
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identification of the second potential participant, and so forth until ten names were identified
from each list. This procedure was used for eight out of theten lists. A dlight variation was
necessary for the non-manager list of Orgl and Org5. These lists used a 3 by n/7 approach,
where n was the total number of names listed. All other steps were the same. This procedure
ensured the same opportunity of selection for those names at the bottom of the list as those
at the top. The first five names selected from each of the ten lists were then used to request
contact information; phone number and email address, from the Organization Prime. Using
this procedure allowed limited information dissemination by BigOrg, while maintaining
confidentiality of those interviewed. BigOrg was told that any one of the five selected could
be the person interviewed. The Organization Prime then notified the supervisor of all fifty
identified in the selection list to ensure time away from their job to participate in the
interview, if called upon and voluntarily chose to do so, was approved by the organization.
During this step, the Organization Prime found two of the employees had recently
terminated employment, therefore dropping them from the list. Upon receiving the contact
information, this researcher called each person on each list, prioritizing based on proximity
to the major location for the entity affiliation. For example, if from the five names identified
for Orgl, three were in Raleigh and two were in Wilmington, a potential outlying area, those
located in Raleigh were called first, then the remaining names were called. The first change
recipient to take or return the researcher’s call, and to voluntarily choose to participate, was
acknowledged as a participant and subsequently interviewed. On eight out of ten of thelists,
the first or second person called expressed interest and willingness to voluntarily participate.
In two of these, the first person called declined due to workload. Of the remaining two lists,
none of the employees named were reachable by telephone, neither returned a call from the

80



message left within the allotted four days. Therefore, the second half of the random selection
names, i.e.: names 6 to 10, for these two groups, were then submitted to the Organization
Prime requesting their contact information. This information was received within 24 hours,
and each name was called using the same prioritization process as described above. The
remaining two participants were confirmed the following day, however, one called the next
day to decline. The next person on the list was called, and commitment to participate was
received.

Interviews were scheduled across atwo-week period. The first week included
interviews conducted in three different geographic locations and four company sites, with
travel to and between locations required by this researcher. The remaining interviews were
scheduled for the second week, but after the first interview, facilities were closed due to
inclement weather — snow and ice. The final interviews were conducted the following week,
in different geographic locations and three company sites.

Interviews followed a semi-structured interview guide, using a simple metaphor
elicitation technigue, as depicted in Appendix F. Each Interview Participant (1P) was asked
in advance, when volunteering to participate and confirming their interview schedule, to
bring 3-4 pictures that the change recipient would use in the interview process. The primary
research question in the interview asked: “What are your thoughts and feelings about the
acquisitions at BigOrg, and the changes resulting from those acquisitions?’ Each IP was
asked to describe their pictures and how those pictures helped answer the primary research
guestion. Probes were used when needed to determine culture characteristics and learning
activities available or needed in the organization. Specific learning or training requirements
for successful acquisition integration were probed toward the end of the interview.
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Each interview was initiated by this researcher in greeting the IP, in gaining consent
for voluntary participation, and in getting agreement to record the interview. The actual
consent form, as approved by the IRB, was read to the I P, and their response to: “Based on
what | have read, do you choose to voluntarily participate in this study?’ was recorded on
audio tape. Within the consent form was the statement: “If at any point in time you feel
uncomfortable with a question, you may choose not to answer it. If you should at any point
feel uncomfortable with the process, you may tell the researcher, and he will discontinue the
interview and destroy the tape and all notes associated with thisinterview.” None of the
randomly selected IPs chose not to participate in the interviews, nor did they express any
concerns about the process. Each interview was concluded with a brief expression of thanks,
stopping of the tape, and sealing the tape, and all notes taken in the interview in aplain
white security envelop with only a coded label for the interview, based on the organization
entity and manager status. For example, the employee interview from Orgl was sealed in an
envelope labeled: CO1EE, for company 1 employee, and the Manager interview for Orgl
was labeled CO1M. An invitation to ask any questions about the study was also offered after
taping stopped.

Interview data were transcribed from audiotape to a Microsoft Word document, one
document for each interview. Each transcription was coded the same way as the tapes and
notes. Each transcript was summarized in three areas based on coding devel oped from the
interview guide: demographics of participant, perspectives on the acquisition change, and
perspectives on learning or training available and recommended. These data are reported in

Chapter 4: Findings.
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Data

Change

Data collected using the Organizational Change Orientation Scale (OCOS) was
continuous (interval) based on actual responsesto 36 items, on aLikert type scale of 1-6,
with 1 being low, and 6 being high. 12 items provided cumulative scoring for each of 3
categories, where highest scores reflected the “primary pattern” of change orientation
behavior, as ameasure of change readiness. The categories and associated items are depicted
in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: OCOS Categories

Category: Description:

Functional Iltems* 1,4,7,10,13,16,19,22,25,28,31,and 34.
Non-Functional Iltems* 2,5,8,11,14,17,20,23,26,29,32,and 35.
Dysfunctional Items*:3,6,9,12,15,18,21,24,27,30,33,and 36.
* Cumulative score of 12-72 on each category

To reflect specific areas on which to focus interventions, select Non-functional and
Dysfunctional items were grouped/combined as category “Impaired.” Impairedisa
cumulative score on items 3,5,6,8,9,12,15,18,20,21,24,27,30,32,33,35,and 36. Change

Readinessis calculated as Functional minus Impaired cumulative scores.

Learning
Data collected using the Learning Styles Inventory (LSl) - Independent variable —

were ordinal for the 12 items tested, categorical when aggregated 12 items, with 4 ordered
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choices, 48 total responses possible numbered: L1A, L1B, L1C, L1D, L2A, L2B,..L12A,
L12B, L12C, and L12D. Items were calculated to derive each of the four categories as
instructed by Kolb (1999b).

First, the “learning modes’ of concrete experience, or CE, abstract conceptualization,
or AC, reflective observation, or RO, and finally active experimentation, or AE were
calculated. Thiswas completed by adding the rank numeric scores from each item related to
each mode, aslisted in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: Learning Mode Calculations

AC=Sum: L1B, L2B, L3A, L4D, L5C, L6D, L7C, L8B, L9D, L10D, L11C, & L12A.
CE=Sum: L1A, L2C, L3D, L4A,L5A, L6C, L7B, L8D, L9B, L10B, L11A, & L12B.
RO =S&um: L1D, L2A, L3C, L4C, L5B, L6A, L7A, L8C, L9A, L10A, L11B, & L12C.
AE=Sum: L1C, L2D, L3B, L4B, L5D, L6B, L7D, L8A, L9C, L10C, L11D, & L12D.

Secondly, the AC-CE continuum scores, reflecting the change recipients’ orientation
toward “thinking” and “experiencing,” and the AE-RO continuum scores, reflecting the
change recipients' orientation toward “doing” and “reflecting” were calculated. Calculations
were completed by subtracting the CE total from the AC total, and by subtracting the RO
total from the AE total, as potrayed in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4: Learning Mode Continuum Calculations

AC-CE: If AC-CE < 3, then the change recipient was identified as “experiencing”
If AC-CE > 3, then the change recipient was identified as “thinking”
* The distance from 3 on the continuum suggests the strength of the learning mode,
(e.0: -10isstronger experiencing, 19 is stronger thinking).

AE-RO: If AE-RO < 5, then the change recipient was identified as “reflecting.”
If AE-RO > 5, then the change recipient was identified as “ doing”
* The distance from 5 on the continuum suggests the strength of the learning mode,
(e.g: -10isstronger reflecting, 19 is stronger doing).
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The learning styles, Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, and Converging, as
were determined from these calculations. Each styleislisted in Table 3.5, along with the
coding used in SAS 8.2.

Table 3.5: Learning Styles Deter mination

Learning Style: Determination: SAS 8.2 Coding:
Accommodating If AC-CE<3and AE-RO>5then “LearnStl =1"
Diverging If AC-CE<3and AE—-RO < 5then “LearnStl = 2"
Assimilating If AC-CE>3and AE-RO<5then “LearnStl =3”
Converging If AC-CE >3 and AE-RO >5then “LearnStl = 4"

The demographic variables used in this study included entity, function, gender, age,
race, manager status, and job change status. Coding for these variables arelisted in

Appendix G.

Data Analysis and Statistical Procedures

Data were analyzed using statistics procedures including an independent samples t
test, to test for group differences among variables (Agresti and Finlay, 1997; Hatcher and
Stepanski, 1994; Agresti, 1984), and an analysis of variance (ANOVA) for single criterion
variables of interval data (readiness) and multiple variables of nominal data (organizational
entities, function, manager). A multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) was also used to
compare multiple dependent variables simultaneously, and compare mean subgroup Scores.

Graphic plotting and analysis of change scores and learning categories were also utilized.
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To help answer the research questions, a series of descriptive, comparison, and
association statistics were conducted (Hatcher and Stepanski, 1994). Frequency distributions
of the variables were depicted, using percentages. Further descriptive analysis included
mean scores of change readiness for each organizational entity, the learning style profiles by
entity, and select demographic variables within the study design.

Means for each of the change orientation categories overall, and by learning style
were depicted. Also reported were the standard deviations of the change scores, to reflect
how widely the responses vary around the mean. To answer each quantitative research

guestion posed, the null hypothesis tested and the statistic used are as follows:

2. Isthere asignificant difference between the Orgl organizational entity and the
other organizational entities with respect to their mean change readiness scores?

Ho: Thereisno statistically significant difference in the mean change readiness

scores of Orgl and, those of Org2, Org3, Org4, or Orgb.

To test for the null hypothesis* Thereis no significant difference between Orgl and
the other organization entities with respect to their mean change readiness scores,” an
independent samplest test was performed, using SAS 8.2. Thet test, which tested for group
differences, generated at statistic and corresponding p value, or probability of obtaining that
t statistic. If the t statistic was high, and the p value was < 0.05 the null hypothesis was
rejected, and a conclusion drawn that there was a difference between scores. This means
therewas only a5 in 100 chance that at statistic of this value would be obtained if the null

hypothesis had been true.
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3. Isthere asignificant difference between four groups of change recipients,
Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, and Converging, with respect to their
change readiness scores?

Ho: Thereisno statistically significant difference in the mean change readiness

scores of change recipients with the learning style Accommodating, Diverging,

Assimilating, or Converging.

Using the LSI questionnaire responses, all randomly selected change recipients were
assigned to alearning style group, e.g: Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, or
Converging. These group assignments were used in comparing change readiness and
impaired orientation scores between the groups.

To test the null hypothesis “there is no difference between the four learning styles
with respect to their mean scores on the dependent variable change orientation in the merger
population,” an analysis of variance (ANOVA) statistic was performed using the SAS
System’s General Linear Model (GLM).

Thiswasfirst done by computing an F statistic using the GLM procedure, and
checking for the size of the F statistic and the associated p value. A large F statistic with a
small p value, less than .05, would indicate a statistically significant difference between the
Learning Style groups. Where this occured, the null hypothesis was rejected, and a tentative
conclusion stated that in the population at least one of the four groups differs from at least
one of the other three groups.

To determine which groups were significantly different from each other, the multiple
comparison procedure Tukey’'s HSD test (for honestly significant difference) was performed

using the SAS system PROC GLM. Thistest “is especially useful when groups studied have

unegual numbers of observations’ (Hatcher and Stepanski, 1994, p.214), which may occur

87



in sampled groups of similar job professions where diversity in learning styles may not be
prevalent (Kolb, 1984).

4. Isthere asignificant difference in mean scores between the learning style groups

and the three aspects of change orientation?

Ho: In the population, thereis no statistically significant difference in mean scores

between learning style groups and the three aspects of change orientation (functional,

non-functional, dysfunctional).

To test the null hypothesis “there is no difference between learning style groups
when they are compared simultaneously on the dependent variables,” the multivariate
analysis of variance (MANOVA) statistic was performed using the SAS System’ s procedure
Genera Linear Model (GLM). MANOVA produced asingle F statistic for the model (all
three dependent variables-functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional) derived from a
Wilk’ s lambda test. Where the F statistic was significant (p value < 0.05) the null hypothesis
was rejected, and a conclusion made “there is a difference between learning style groups and
at least one of the change orientation dependent variables.” Where the F statistic was not
significant (p value >0.05), the null hypothesis could not be rejected, and no further
interpretation of the model was conducted. The conclusion was “there is no significant
difference...”

To determine where the difference did exist, the F statistic of each of the three
dependent variables (functional, non-functional, and dysfunctional) was reviewed for
significance. The Tukey multiple comparison test, performed by the SAS procedure above,
was then be interpreted to determine which pairs of groups were significantly different from

one another.
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5. Isthere asignificant difference in change readiness and impaired scores between
the demographic groups gender, age, race, job function, manager, and job change?

Ho: In the population, thereis no statistically significant difference in mean scores

between the dependent variables (readines, and impaired) and the independent
demographic variables gender, age, race, job function, manager, and job change.

To test the null hypothesis “there is no difference between the dependent variables
(readiness and impaired) and the independent demographic variables gender, age, race, job
function, manager, and job change,” the multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
statistic was performed using the SAS System'’ s procedure General Linear Model (GLM).
MANOVA produced asingle F statistic for the model (both dependent variables - readiness,
and impaired) derived from a Wilk’ s lambda test. Where the F statistic was significant (p
value < 0.05) the null hypothesis was rejected, and a conclusion made “thereis no
significant difference between the dependent variables (readiness and impaired) and the
independent demographic variables gender, age, race, job function, manager, and job
change. Where the F statistic was not significant (p value >0.05), the null hypothesis could
not be rejected, and no further interpretation of the model was conducted. The conclusion
was “thereis no significant difference...” To determine where differences did exit, the F
statistic of each of the two dependent variables (readiness, and impaired) was reviewed for
significance. The Tukey multiple comparison test, performed by the SAS procedure above,
was then interpreted to determine which pairs of groups were significantly different from

one another. Results are described in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4. Results

Introduction

Two hundred forty five surveys (43% response rate) were completed online at
www.changeandlearning.org\acquisitions. Four of the surveys were unusable due to missing
datain substantially all items. The remaining 241 (n=241) comprise the overall sample size.
The results from the 241 responses are described in the following paragraphs, and depicted
in tables and figures included. Individuals that responded to the survey, are referred to as
change recipients, as previously defined.

Ten interviews were completed, which consisted of one manager and one non-
manager from each of the five organizations comprising the merger and acquisition case
environment. Summary of interview responses are described in the following paragraphs on
Question 1 findings.

Descriptive Statistics

Of the change recipients responding, one hundred fifty-two were female (63%) and
eighty-nine male (37%). Seventy-six managers (32%) were among them, along with one
hundred sixty-five non-managers (68%). Ages included fifteen under twenty-five (6%),
thirty-eight between twenty-five and thirty (16%), forty-four between thirty and thirty-five
(18%), forty-seven between thirty-five and forty (19%), thirty-one between forty and forty-
five (13%), twenty-six between forty-five and fifty (11%), twenty-one between fifty and
fifty-five (9%), and nineteen over fifty-five (8%). While the majority of change recipients

self-identified as Caucasian (77%), others were African-American (11%), Hispanic (3%),
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American Indian (1%), African (5%), and other (3%). Forty-three (18%) of the change
recipients reported they had changed jobs related to the acquisition.

Eighty-five change recipients responded from Orgl (35%), thirty-three from Org2
(14%), five from Org3 (2%), nineteen from Org4 (8%), and ninety-nine from Org5 (41%).
All entities responded at 35% or higher. For an analysis of response rates by organizational
entity, see Appendix H. Among the seventeen functions across the organizational entities,
the greatest number of change recipients were part of Project Management (16%), I T-
Programming (12%), Administrative Support (11%), Other (10%), Health Communications
(7%), and Peer Review Support (6%) job functions. All others were below 5% by function,
as depicted in Appendix I. Previous job functions reported by change recipients included
Other (16%), Project Management (15%), I T-Programming (11%), Administrative Support
(10%), Health Communication (7%), Peer Review Support (5%), and I T-Computer support

(5%). All others were below 5% by function, also reported in Appendix I.

Change

Mean change scores, with standard deviations for the organization are reported in
Table 4.1. Functional behavior scores ranged from 13 to 70, with a mean score of 50,
rounded to the nearest whole number. Non-functional scores ranged from 23 to 59, with a
mean score of 39. Dysfunctional scores ranged from 13 to 45, with a mean score of 27.
Impaired scores ranged from 19 to 67, with a mean score of 38. Readiness scores ranged

from —32 to 42, with a mean score of 12.
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Table4.1: Mean Change Scoresfor BigOrg

BigOrg (n=241)
Mean SD Low High
Functional 49.80 10.04 13.00 70.00
Non-functional 38.98 6.46 23.00 59.00
Dysfunctional 26.71 6.92 13.00 45.00
Impaired 38.21 10.21 19.00 67.00
Readiness 11.59 1456 -32.00 42.00

The mean change scores and standard deviations grouped by change behavior are
reported in Table 4.2. Eight out of thirteen functional behavior items resulted in mean scores
above 4.00, on the 6-point scale. The highest functional behavior scores were recorded on
items C1 (4.72), C34 (4.57), C10 (4.48), C4 (4.45), C19 (4.37), and C25 (4.32)
consecutively. All others were between 4.22 and 3.00 consecutively. Standard deviations on

these were moderately close, ranging from 1.12 (low) to 1.59 (high).

Table 4.2: Change Item Mean Scor es by Change Behavior Type

HBigOrg (n=241) 36 Change Items Surveyed

Change Behavior

Functional Cl C4 C7 Cl0 C13 Cl6 C19 C22 C25 C28 C31 C34
M 472 445 3.00 4.48 4.22 3.96 4.37 4.15 4.32 3.66 3.98 4.57
SD 129 122 142 121 129 135 125 125 1.17 159 1.41 1.12

Non-functional |[C2 C5 C8 Cl1l1 Cl14 C17 C20 C23 C26 C29 C32 C35
M 3.18 2.33 2.39 4.23 391 3.73 197 457 419 3.66 2.24 2.60
SD 143 1.19 127 129 126 136 1.15 092 1.21 130 1.26 1.40

Dysfunctional C3 C6 C9 Cl2 Cl15 C18 C21 C24 C27 C30 C33 C36
M 210 284 163 191 192 400 191 195 251 1.47 157 3.03
SD 123 146 094 1.15 1.13 1.18 1.16 1.14 1.34 0.89 0.95 1.46
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The mean non-functional behavior scores demonstrated the widest variation in
scoring among items. Scores ranged from 4.57 (high) on item C23 to 1.97 (low) on item
C20. Standard deviations were also broader than on functional behavior scores, varying
from 0.92 (low) to 1.43 (high).

Dysfunctional behavior scores varied widely. The highest dysfunctional mean scores
occurred on change items C18 (4.00), C36 (3.03), C6 (2.84), C27 (2.51), and C3 (2.10)
consecutively declining. All others were below 2.0 on the 6-point scale. Standard deviations
varied more on dysfunctional scores than on the others, ranging from 0.89 (low) to 1.46
(high). Change behavior items are included in Appendix D.

Impaired change scores are depicted in Figure 4.1. Scores for C18 were the highest,
followed by C36, C35, and C6 consecutively. Items C3, C5, C8, C27, and C32 were also

over 2.0, in sequence.

Impaired Change Behaviors

5.00
4.00 A —
3.00 A
2.00 A = = —
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C3 C5 C6 C8 C9 Ci12 C15 C18 C20 C21 C24 C27 C30 C32 (C33 C35 C36
Change Items

Mean Scores
|

Figure4.1: Impaired Change Behavior Mean Scor es
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Impaired mean change scores and standard deviations are reported in Table 4.3.

Dysfunctional items and five non-functional items are analyzed together.

Table4.3: Change ltem Mean Scoresfor | mpaired Change Behavior

BigOrg (n=241) 17 Change Items
Change

Behavior
Impaired |C3 |C5 |C6 |C8 |C9 Cl12 C15 C18 C20 C21 C24 C27 C30 C32|C33|C35/|C36
2.10/2.33/2.84/2.39 1.63/1.91 1.92 4.00 1.97 1.91 1.95 2.51 1.47/2.24/1.57 2.60 3.03
1.231.191.46 1.27 0.94/1.151.13/1.18/1.15/1.16 1.14 1.34 0.89 1.26 0.95 1.40 1.46

Change scores are further reported in the following paragraphs, by organizational
entity, function, and manager status.

Learning

Based on the accumulated scores on the learning styles portion of the survey, the
learning modes aggregated across change recipients responding are depicted in Figure 4.2.
One hundred sixty-five change recipients indicated they use abstract conceptualization
(68%) more so than concrete experience when processing new information. Seventy-six
indicated using concrete experience (32%) more often than abstract conceptualization. Of
these change recipients, one hundred thirty-four indicated they use active experimentation
(56%) dlightly more often than reflective observation. And one hundred seven indicated
using reflective observation (44%) more often than active experimentation.

Asthe diagram illustrates, a balance between AE, CE, and RO were found. AC

reflected the strongest new information processing, or learning mode, for BigOrg.
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Figure 4.2: BigOrg Learning M odes Aggr egated for Change Recipients (n=241)

Learning styles found among BigOrg change recipients were 49 Accommodating
(20%), 29 Diverging (12%), 78 Assimilating (33%) and 85 Converging (35%). Figure 4.3
depicts the organizational profile of learning styles found in the organization, based on the
sample. The aggregated calculations of AE-RO and AC-CE indicated a BigOrg dominant
learning style as Converging. Additional profiling of learning stylesis depicted for the five
organizational entities and seventeen functions found in this study in the paragraphs that

follow.
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Figure 4.3: BigOrg Learning Styles Aggregated (n=241)

Organizational Entities

Demographic, change, and learning details for the five organizational entities are
reported in Appendix J, as reprinted outputs from SAS procedure PROC TABLES. Orgl
had the largest number of managers (39%) who responded to the online survey, followed by
Org5 managers (29%), when compared to all entities. Org5 had the highest number of non-
managers (47%) followed by Orgl non-managers (33%). All but Org5 had approximately
40% managers and 60% non-managers. Org5 had the highest difference between managers
(22%) and non-managers (78%). Approximately 60% or more of all change recipients from
each entity were female. Org4 had the highest number of females (84%). Most change
recipients were between 30 and 45 years of age for Orgl (55%), Org2 (45%), Org3 (80%),
Org4 (58%), and Org5 (45%). Org2 had the oldest population over 50 (30%), and Org5 had
the youngest population under 30 (32%) compared to the other entities. Orgl demonstrated
the most diversity on race, with twelve African Americans (14%), four Hispanics (5%), one
American Indian (1 %), five Asian (6%), sixty Caucasian (71%), and three Other (3%).
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Org3 had the least diversity reported, with one Asian (25%), three Caucasian (75%), and one
unreported. Orgl aso had the largest number of change recipientsin IT-Data entry and
Warehousing (60%), I T-Programming (48%), | T-Web Design (60%), Project Management
(33%), Executive (75%), and Scientist (57%) job functions. Org2 had the highest number of
change recipients in Production and Graphics (50%) and Peer Review Support (43%)
functions. Org4 had more change recipientsin the Clinical Trias Support (67%) function
than all other entities. Org5 excelled in the number of change recipientsin Human
Resources (63%), Other (46%), Administrative Support (54%), | T-Computer Support
(50%), Statistics (70%), and Accounting/Finance (50%) job functions. Orgl and Org5 were
tied on the number of change recipients in the Health Communications (41%) function.
Change readiness scores found across the five organizational entities are depicted in
Figure 4.4. Org4 demonstrated the highest readiness, followed by Orgb. Org3 demonstrated
the lowest readiness, followed by Org2 and Orgl. Orgl, Org2, and Org3 scored lower on

readiness than the overall BigOrg mean score, that is, the average of all entities together.

20.00

15.00 -

10.00 -

5.00 -

Mean Readiness Scores

0.00

Orgl Org2 Org3 Org4 Org5 BigOrg

-5.00

Organizational Entities

Figure 4.4: Mean Change Readiness Scores by Organizational Entity
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Learning modes found in the organizational entities were all moderately consistent

with the depiction for BigOrg, except for Org3.

Concrete
Experience (CE)
Erperiencing
3(60%)

Reflective
Observation (F.O)

" Reflacting

1(20%)

Artive
Esperimentation (AE) " = = <2
Doing
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Ahstract

Conceptualization (AC)
Thinking
2040

Figure4.5: Org3 Learning Modes Aggregated for Change Recipients (n=5)

While all other entities demonstrated more use of abstract conceptualization, as depicted in
Appendix J, Org3 indicated more use of active experimentation and concrete experience, as
depicted in Figure 4.5.

Learning styles found in the five organizations and the aggregated BigOrg are
depicted in Figure 4.6. Org3 demonstrated the accommaodating learning style as dominate
among change recipients, when aggregated as a group. The accommodating style of Org3
was the most distanced in proximity when compared to all the other organizational entities
and to BigOrg. Orgl demonstrated a unique assimilating/converging combination, where
both styles appeared equally dominating, when aggregated as a group. Orgl appeared in
close proximity to BigOrg. Org2, Org4, and Org5 demonstrated a converging style, in

common and in close proximity to BigOrg.
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Figure 4.6: Learning Styles by Organizational Entity in Relational Proximity

Functions

The lowest change readiness scores across job functions were found among the
Production and Graphics (80%), | T-Programming (79%), Scientist (71%), and I T-Web
Design (70%) functions, as depicted in Table 4.4. The highest readiness scores were among

the Peer Review Support (93%), Accounting/Finance (89%), and Sales’Marketing (88%)

functions.
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Table 4.4: Change Readiness Scor es by Function

H Change Readiness Scores

Function <12 Percent|12 and >Percent|Total
Human Resources 4 50% 4 50%
IAdministrative Support 9 35% 17 65%| 2
IT Data Entry/Warehousing 3 60% 2 40%
IT Programming 23 79% 6 21%| 29
IT Web Design 7 70% 3 30% 1
IT Computer Support/DBA 4 33% 8 67%| 12
Production & Graphics 8 80% 2 20%| 1
Peer Review Support 1 7% 13 93%| 1
Project Management 15 38% 24 62%| 39
Statistics 6 60% 4  40% 10
Clinical Trials Support 2 22% 7 78% 9
Health Communications 6 35% 11 65%| 17
Executive 1 25% 3 75% 4
IAccounting/Finance/Contracts 1 11% 8 89% 9
Sales/Marketing/Client Relations| 1 13% 7 88% 8
Scientist 5 71% 2 29% 7
Other 12 50% 12 50%| 24
n=1| 241

Production and Graphics was comprised of more males (60%) than females (40%),
with most under the age of forty (60%), either African American (30%) or Caucasian (70%),
and mostly non-managers (90%) versus managers (10%). | T-Programming was comprised
of aclose mix of females (48%) to males (52%), mostly under forty (90%) non-managers
(93%), with more racial diversity than almost al functions, including African Americans
(7%), American Indian (4%), Asian (10%), Caucasian (72%), and other (7%). The Scientist
function was comprised of all non-managers, mostly Caucasian (71%) males (86%), over
forty (72%), although Africans Americans (14%) and Asians (14%) were included. IT-Web
Design was comprised of mostly Caucasian (70%) non-manager (90%) females (70%) under
forty (60%), which also included African Americans (20%) and American Indian (10%). All

four functions reported a small job change (10%) related to the acquisitions.
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The Peer Review Support function included all Caucasian mostly female (93%) non-
managers (79%) over forty (64%), with a moderately high number who experienced ajob
change (43%). Accounting/Finance was comprised of al under-forty, mostly female (67%)
non-manager (67%) African Americans (22%) and Caucasians (78%), who reported a
moderately high job change (44%) related to the acquisition. Sales’Marketing included all
Caucasian, mostly female (63%) non-managers (75%) under forty (63%) years of age, who
experienced ahigh level of job change (50%).

Learning style differences for the seventeen BigOrg functions are depicted in
Figure 4.7. When AC-CE and AE-RO were calculated for each function, most change
recipients appeared in the converging style (41%), followed by the assimilating style (29%)
and the accommodating style (24%). One function, Health Communications appeared to
have change recipients between the accommodating and converging styles. There were no
diverging style change recipients apparent in the aggregated scoring for each function,

meaning it was not the dominant style across that function.

Accommodating Diverging

67

3
AI RO B 22 19181716 1514 312 1110 9 7

Converging Assimilating
AC-CE

Figure4.7: Learning Styles by Function in Relational Proximity
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Actual learning styles found among change recipientsin each of the low readiness
and high readiness functions are depicted in Figure 4.8. Of the low readiness functions, three
out of four have at least one or more learning styles not represented, when compared to the
high readiness functions demonstrating a moderate balance of all styles. Within the
Production and Graphic function, there were more change recipients within the
accommodating style (40%) than within the assimilating style (30%) or the converging style
(30%). The IT-Programming function had more converging style (41%) than assimilating
style (38%), although the diverging style (17%) and accommodating style (4%) were
included. Of those change recipientsin the Scientist function, the majority was found to
have an assimilating style (86%), and all others were in the converging style (14%). IT-Web
Design change recipients reflected a majority having the converging style (70%), with all
others having the assimilating style (30%).

For functions with high readiness observed, Peer Review Support had more of the
converging style (43%) than assimilating (36%), accommodating (14%), or diverging (7%)
styles. Accounting/Finance was comprised of equal numbers of accommodating (33%) and
converging (33%) styles, along with a moderate balance of diverging (22%) and assimilating
(11%) styles. Sales’Marketing was an expected high accommodating style (50%) with a

moderate balance of assimilating (25%), diverging (13%) and converging (12%).
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Figure 4.8: Learning Styles Found Among L ow and High Readiness Functions

Specific findings regarding the rel ationships identified between change scores and

learning styles, and between change scores and demographic differences are described for

each research question. Each question and its associated null hypothesis are presented.
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Research Question One

The first research question asked: What are the critical learning needs perceived by
organizational managers and non-managers to help insure a successful acquisition
integration? The responses from ten interviews, five managers and five non-managers,
randomly selected from among all change recipients who had at |east one year of service

with BigOrg, provided the relevant insights.

Description of Participants

Interview participants (1Ps) were comprised of 8 females and 2 males, of which 8
were Caucasian and 2 were African-American. 9 out of 17 of BigOrg's major job functions
were represented, including I T-Data Entry, I T-Programming, I T-Web Design, | T-Computer
Support, Production and Graphics, Project Management, Clinical Trials Support, Health
Communications, and Executive. All 6 magjor corporate and regional office sites were visited
by this researcher, and culturally represented by the ten |Ps. Other demographic data are

listed in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5: Interview Participant Demographics

Education
IP ]Years of Scvc. |BS/BA MS/MA PhD NI ]Site
1M 5.8 > 4
1E 5.4 Sk 2
1E2 4.1 >k 6
2M 2.4 3% 3
2E 45 3% 3
3M 8.0 3% 3 7
3E 8.0 3 7
aM 1.4 3% 2
4AE 2.2 > 2
5M 13 * 4
5E 1.0 w* % % 5
Key: IP=Inteniew Participant; NI=Not Indicated; 1E2 backup.
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Summary of Responses

Responses from interview participants were found to summarize into four major
categories, and twenty subcategories related to training and learning interventions. These
categories included interpersonal, knowledge, performance, and organizational aspects
related to learning.

Among the five manager and five non-manager interview participants,
approximately twice as many comments on the importance and need for interpersonal
learning during corporate acquisition integration were conveyed by the non-managers. All
five non-managers talked about the interpersonal aspects of dealing with change and
building trust, while three out of five managers described similar importance in these areas.

The need for knowledge about the company, about the acquisition changes, and
about key people involved, were consistently discussed by managers and non-managers as
being important for integration. Managers tended to describe existing opportunities for
acquiring knowledge within BigOrg, while the non-managers tended to express the desire to
know more than the current opportunities afforded, especially around human interactions.
Non-managers conveyed training time and one-on-one conversations to be the most
adequate source of acquiring new knowledge about the acquisition changes, while managers
described meetings as being their primary means of learning about the acquisition
integration and the changes associated with the integration.

Managers suggested the need for more training on goal setting and performance
measurement during the integration. Non-managers suggested a need for better clarity on
expectations in new roles and within new team relationships to enable desired performance
during integration. While the language and emphasis varied, both groups seemed to agree on
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the need for more role, or job, integration through learning interventions, especially between
integrating functions and processes.

Orgl and Org2 I1Ps commented more on learning about people, especially the
diversity of people, and how to make relationships work to make the integration work. Org3,
Org4, and Org5 1Ps commented more on the interpersonal interactions necessary to know
what is happening, how to get clarification, and where to find out about the benefits and
opportunities afforded by the acquisition(s). Trugt, as an interpersonal concern, appeared
consistently among the ten | Ps, although slightly different in organizational entity
perspectives. Comments from Orgl and Org2 1Ps centered more on ‘learning to trust diverse
people’ while comments from Org3 and Org4 focused on *hoping my trust doesn’'t get
violated.” Org5 IPs only conveyed trust in terms of what they were hearing from others, yet
deemed it as a needed learning intervention, not because of a problem in BigOrg, but as an
organizationa need due to the continuing BigOrg growth.

Nearly all IPs described the availability of BigOrg learning interventions, on such
things as technology, project management, and stress management. Orgl and Org2 I1Ps
described availability in terms of limited budget and limited time, while Org3, Org4, and
Org5 IPs described availability in terms of looking forward to scheduling and attending
them. One example of learning availability mentioned was a short program on managing
change. Four out of ten | Ps said there was a course available in BigOrg on ‘how to deal with
change,” where only two of these said they had attended the two-hour course, yet neither of
these two could remember the name of the course.

In summary, the most consistent comments among all 1Ps on critical learning needs
for acquisition integration were; 1) more opportunities to learn about change, in relation to
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the differences among people, 2) opportunities to gain greater understanding of role
expectations, through intra-functional and inter-functional group interactions and projects,
and 3) continuous opportunitiesto engage in inquiry, that is, asking questionsin a safe, non-
threatening environment. While all of these needs were described as existing in BigOrg, and
being addressed in some way, nearly all 1Ps expressed a desire to see further enhancement,

especially as the company continues to grow through acquisitions.
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Research Question Two

The second research question asked: |s there a significant difference between the
Orgl organizational entity and the other organizational entities with respect to their mean
change readiness scores? The hypothesis proposed to test these differencesis as follows:

Ho:  Thereisno statistically significant difference in the mean change readiness
scores of Orgl, and those of Org2, Org3, Org 4, or Orgb.

Results were analyzed using an independent-samplest test for Orgl on each of the other
entities. Thisanalysis revealed a significant difference between the two groups Orgl and
Org4, t (39.8) =-3.03; p = 0.042. The sample means are reported in Table 4.6, which shows
that change recipientsin Orgl scored significantly lower on readiness change scores than
did change recipientsin the Org4 group (for Orgl, M = 10.07, SD = 15.15; for Org4, M =
18.53, SD =9.817). The difference between Orgl and Org3 readiness was observed to be
nearing significance, with p = 0.0506. No other significant differences were found between
Orgl and the other entities, on mean readiness scores.

Table 4.6: Change Score M eans and Standard Deviations for Organizational Entities

Orgl Org2 Org3 Org4 Org5

Change
Scores* M SD M SD M SD M SD N SD

FuncBhav 48.21] 10.17| 49.52 8.82| 47.8 5.84 52.21 7.3 50.89] 10.81
NonFuncB | 38.88 7.45 42.24 454 43.8 6.94 36.42 5.53 38.23 5.8
DysFuncB 26.51 7.49 28.36 6.34 36.4 8.71 2432 4.88 26.29 6.45
Impaired 38.14f 11.23 41.79 9.56) 51.6 11.24) 33.68| 6.35 37.26 9.29

Readines 10.07) 15.15 7.73 1257, -3.8 15.15 18.53 9.82] 13.64] 14.49
*Actual coding nomenclature used in this study, for SAS 8.2 purposes.

The Hp was rejected and conclusion made, there is a significant difference between
Orgl and at least one other entity, Org4, on group differences between mean change

readiness scores.
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Research Question Three

The third research question asked: Is there a significant difference between four
groups of change recipients, Accommodating, Diverging, Assimilating, and Converging,
with respect to their change readiness scores? The hypothesis used to test these differences
isasfollows:

Ho:  Thereisno statistically significant difference in the mean change readiness

scores of change recipients with the learning style Accommodating,
Diverging, Assimilating, or Converging.

Results were analyzed using a one-way ANOV A, between-groups design. This
analysisreveaed asignificant effect for learning styles, F (3,237) = 3.14; p = 0.0262. The
sample means are displayed in Table 4.7. Tukey’s HSD test showed that change recipients
in Learning Style 1-Accommaodating scored significantly higher on Readines change scores
than did change recipients in Learning Style 4-Converging (p < .05). There were no
significant differences between change recipients in the other learning style groups with
respect to their readiness change scores. The Hp was rejected, and it was concluded that
there is a difference between learning styles when comparing between-group mean readiness

change scores.

Table 4.7: Change Scores by L earning Style Groups

1-Accommodating [2-Diverging 3-Assimilating 4-Converging
n =49 n=29 n=78 n =385
Change
Scores M SD M SD M SD M SD

FuncBHav 52.55 8.69 48.03 10.06 49.40 9.71] 49.18 10.90
NonFuncB 36.29 5.55 39.52 5.72 39.90 6.95 39.52 6.41
DysFuncB 25.69 6.87 27.14 7.11 26.17 6.89 27.64 6.91
Impaired 35.55 9.36 39.03 10.36 38.18 10.59 39.48 10.14
Readines 17.00 11.45 9.00; 13.40 11.23 15.58 9.69 15.02
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Research Question Four

The fourth research question extended the analysis of change scores beyond change
readiness to the effect on learning styles by the change orientation scores simultaneously.
These included functional behavior (FuncBHav), non-functiona behavior (NonFuncB), and
dysfunctional behavior (DysFuncB). Question Four asked: Is there asignificant differencein
mean scores between the learning style groups and the three aspects of change orientation?
The hypothesis used to test these differencesis as follows:

Ho:  Thereisno statistically significant difference in mean scores between the

learning style groups and the three aspects of change orientation.
Results were analyzed using a one-way MANOV A, between-groups design. This analysis
revealed a significant multivariate effect for learning styles (LearnStl), Wilks' lambda =
0.93, F (9,572) = 1.95; p = 0.0434.

Thisanalysis also revealed a significant effect for non-functional behavior
(NonFuncB), F (3,237) = 3.75; p = 0.0116. The sample means are displayed in Table 4.7.
Tukey’s HSD test showed that change recipientsin Learning Style 3-Assimilating scored
significantly higher on non-functional behavior change scores than did change recipientsin
Learning Style 1-Accommodating, and change recipientsin Learning Style 4-Converging
scored significantly higher on non-functional change scores than did change recipientsin
Learning Style 1-Accommodating (p < .05).

Based on the findings, the Hy was rejected. It was concluded that thereisa
significant difference between learning style groups on mean non-functional behavior
scores. No significant differences were found for functional and dysfunctional change
behavior scores between learning style groups.
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Research Question Five

The fifth research question explored the demographic variables for differencesin
change readiness and impaired scores. Question Five asked: Is there a significant difference
in change readiness and impaired scores between the demographic groups of gender, age,
race, job function, manager, and job change? The hypothesis used to test these differencesis
asfollows:

Ho:  Thereisno statistically significant difference in mean scores between the

demographic groups on their change readiness and impaired change scores.

Each of the demographic variables were tested separately by performing a one-way
multivariate analysis of variance MANOV A using the SAS general linear model (GLM)
procedure. The F statistic from the Wilks' lambdatest performed were interpreted, and
where significant at p < .05, the associated ANOV A results were interpreted based on their

significance at p < .05. The analysis for each group is as follows:

Gender

Results were first analyzed using aone-way MANOVA, between-groups design.
Thisanalysisfailed to reveal a significant multivariate effect for gender on readiness and
impaired change scores simultaneously, Wilks lambda = 0.98, F (2, 238) = 2.56; p =
0.0794. While nearing significance, the p <.05 was not achieved. Therefore, the Ho: Thereis
no significant difference in mean scores between gender groups on their change readiness
and impaired change scores, could not be rejected. It was tentatively concluded that there are
no differences in mean change readiness and impaired change score between female and

mal e change recipients in BigOrg. No further interpretation was made on the model.
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However, given the closeness to significance in the model, a separate test using a

one-way ANOVA, between-groups design was used. This analysis revealed a significant

effect for gender on impaired change scores, F (1, 239) = 5.12; p = 0.0246. The sample

mean scores are reported in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8: Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scores by Gender Group

1-Female 2-Male
n =152 n =389
Change
Scores M SD M SD
Impaired 37.08 10.30 40.13 9.80,
Readiness 12.69 14.61 9.72 14.38

Tukeys HSD test showed that change recipients in Gender 2-Male had significantly higher
impaired change scores than change recipients in Gender 1-Female, at the p < .05 level of

significance.

Age

Results for Age were analyzed using a one-way MANOV A, between-groups design.
Sample means are reported in Table 4.9. The analysis revealed a significant muiltivariated
effect for Age, Wilks' lambda = 0.90, F (14, 464) = 1.77; p = 0.0404.

Table 4.9: Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scor es by Age Groups

1- <25 2-25t030 [3-30to35 |¥4-35t040 [5-40to45 [6-45t050 |[7-50to55 |8->55

n=15 n =89 n =289 n=2389 n =89 n =289 n =289 n =89
Change
Scores M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Impaired | 37.08] 10.30] 40.13] 9.80] 40.13] 9.80] 40.13] 9.80] 40.13] 9.80] 40.13] 9.80] 40.13] 9.80| 40.13] 9.80
Readiness | 12.69| 14.61] 9.72| 14.38] 9.72| 14.38| 9.72| 14.38] 9.72| 14.38| 9.72| 14.38] 9.72]| 14.38| 9.72| 14.38

A significant effect was found for Age on Readiness, F (7, 233) = 2.07; p = 0.0481.

Tukey’s HSD test showed that change recipientsin the group Age6 — 45 to 50 years of age
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had significantly higher change readiness scores than those in the group Age4 — 35 to 40
years of age, at thep < .05 level. No other significant differences were found between the
Age groups on readiness or impaired scores.

Ages were aso grouped for further analysis, as shown in Table 4.10. Group 1- Under
twenty-five, group 2- twenty-five to forty-five, and group 3- Over forty-five were tested the
same way, where the results were analyzed using a one-way MANOV A, between-groups
design. Thisanalysis found a significant multivariate effect for AgeGrp, Wilks' lambda =
0.96, F (4, 474) = 2.39; p = 0.0498.

Table 4.10: M ean Readiness and Impaired Change Scor es by Combined Age Groups

1- Under 25 2-25t0 45 3- Over 45
n=15 n =160 n =66
Change
Scores M SD M SD M SD
Impaired 39.73 10.57 38.63 10.47 36.83 9.45
Readiness 7.87 16.29 10.18 14.91 15.88 12.46

Sample means are reported in Table 4.9. This analysis revealed a significant effect for
AgeGrp on Readiness, F (2, 238) + 4.22; p = 0.0159. Tukey’s HSD test showed that change
recipients in the Over 45 age group scored significantly higher on Readiness than those in
the Twenty-five to forty-five age group. No significant effect was found for AgeGrp on

Impaired.
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Race

Results for Race were also analyzed using a one-way MANOVA. Thisanalysis
found a significant multivariate effect for Race, Wilks lambda= 0.92, F (10, 466) = 2.05; p

=0.0271. Sample means for the Race groups of BigOrg are reported in Table 4.11.

Table4.11: Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scor es by Race

1- African American 2- Hispanic 3- American Indian
n =27 n==6 n=2
Change
Scores M SD M SD M SD
Impaired 31.89 9.99 40.33 8.80 36.50 4.95
Readiness| 15.56] 13.45 9.00 17.62 22.00 1.41
4- Asian *6- Caucasian 7- Other
n=12 n =185 n=8
Change
Scores M SD M SD M SD
Impaired 39.33  11.30 39.03 9.91 36.25 12.46
Readiness| 4.83 15.13 11.35 14.74 14.25 10.79
n=241 *Race 5-African had no responses.

The analysis revealed a significant effect for Race on Impaired, F (5, 234) = 2.54; p =
0.0290. Tukey’s HSD test showed that change recipients in the Caucasian group have

significantly higher Impaired change scores than those in the African-American group, at the

p < .05 level of significance.
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Manager

The MANOVA test on manager (SupvMgr) found a significant multivariate effect
for SupvMgr, Wilks lambda=0.93, F (2, 238) = 8.34; p = 0.0003. The sample means are
reported in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12: Mean Readiness and Impaired Change Scor es by SupvM gr

1- Manager 2- Non-manager
n=76 n = 165
Change
Scores M SD M SD
Impaired 38.67 9.89 37.99 10.37
Readiness| 14.86 12.61 10.09 15.18

The analysis revealed a significant effect for SupvMgr on Readiness, F (1, 239) = 5.68; p =
0.0180. According to the Tukey’ s HSD test, Managers scored significantly higher on change
readiness than Non-managers, at the p <.05 level of significance. No significant differences

were found on the Impaired scores between the two groups.

Function

Survey results from the question on function were analyzed using a one-way
MANOVA, between-groups design also. This analysis revea ed a significant multivariate
effect for Function, Wilks' lambda = 0.69, F (32, 446) = 2.81; p < .0001. Sample means are
reported in Table 4.13. A significant effect was found for both Readiness, F (16, 224) =
4.08; p <.0001, and for Impaired, F (16, 224) = 2.02; p = 0.0129. The Tukey’s HSD for
Readiness showed that change recipientsin Function 52- I T-Programming have significantly
lower change readiness scores than those in Functions 49- Administrative Support, 54- 1 T-

Computer Support, 56- Peer Review Support, 57- Project Management, 62- Health
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Communication, and 67- Sales’Marketing. Table 4.4 reported low and high readiness by
function. The Tukey’s HSD for Impaired showed that change recipients in Function 52- 1 T-
Programming have significantly higher impaired change scores than those in Function 56-
Peer Review Support. No other significant differences were found between functions.

Table 4.13: Mean Readiness and I mpaired Change Scor es by Function

The SAS System The GLM Procedure
Level of IMPAIRED---——- ————- READINES---—--
FUNCTION N Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev
Human Resources 8 37.00 14.25 15.13 20.25
Admin Support 26 34.42 9.32 14.39 13.73
IT Data Entry/WH 5 34.00 13.29 10.40 7.99
IT Programming 29 42 .45 10.99 -1.90 15.28
IT Web Design 10 40.60 10.88 6.40 17.32
IT Comp Suprt/DBA 12 35.50 7.26 16.50 10.34
Prod&Graphics 10 42.40 9.42 4.80 12.23
Per Review Suprt 14 30.86 8.47 20.86 8.24
Project Mgnt 39 37.87 10.05 14.92 12.31
Statistics 10 43.30 11.94 6.80 16.23
Clinical Trials 9 39.89 8.61 14.67 8.22
Health Comm 17 37.88 9.89 14.76 16.53
Executive 4 36.50 5.80 22.25 7.63
Acctg/Finance 9 36.33 7.31 15.00 7.37
Sales/Marktg 8 31.50 5.32 24.50 8.45
Scientist 7 39.86 6.18 0.85 11.91
Other 24 42.13 10.53 10.04 13.09

Job Change

The variable JobChng was also tested using the SAS GLM procedure. Results were
anayzed using the one-way MANOVA, between-groups design. No multivariate effect was
found for JobChng on Readines and Impaired. The sample means are reported in Table 4.14.

Table 4.14: Mean Readines and Impaired Change Scor es by Function

1- Changed Jobs 2- No Job Change
n =43 n =198
Change
Scores M SD M SD
Impaired 36.00 10.20 38.69 10.17
Readines 14.16 13.09 11.04 14.84

116



Summary of Results

One or more significant differences were found on each of the research questions
within the study design. Each finding provided insight into the organization studied, BigOrg,
regarding the relationships between change readiness and learning styles. Conclusions and

and recommendations are conveyed in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction

Understanding change readiness and ways to positively influence change outcomes
in organizations dealing with complex change remains a strategic factor in helping
organi zations achieve competitive advantage (Burke, 2002), especialy in M&A
environments (Marks, 1994). While learning interventions continue to be one of the primary
strategies used by change organizations to influence effective change results (Senge et.al.,
1999; Morhman et. al., 1989), these organizations continue to seek a balance between;

1) offering learning interventions and 2) ensuring those offered are the most efficient and
effective in achieving desired results (Senge et. al., 1999). Learning interventions based on
learners’ [change recipients] learning styles, help ensure learning acceptance and application
(McCarthy, 1996; Kolb,1984), which enhances organizational outcomes [integration]
(Burke, 2002; Argyris, 1990).

This study investigated relationships between individual change orientation
[readiness] scores, individual learning styles as a measure of new information processing,
and select demographic attributes of individuals within an organization undergoing complex
change — a multiple corporate acquisition environment. The relationships found are therefore
useful, along with the interview summary findings, in suggesting possible learning
interventions for development, and in prioritizing that development, for BigOrg [disguised],
the organization investigated. Conclusions for each research question are provided, followed

by application and further research recommendations.
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Conclusions

Conclusion 1: Managers and non-managers consistently described three learning needs
perceived to be critical in helping ensure successful acquisition integration.

Interviews of ten randomly selected change recipients, five managers and five non-
managers, revealed a generally positive outlook for BigOrg's prosperity, and for effective
integration of the current acquisitions, as well as those already expected for the coming year.
While no major problems were revealed, suggesting a critical need within the organization
overall, some specific examples of critical learning needs for ensuring successful acquisition
integration were described.

Three critical learning needs for successful acquisition integration identified
consistently among the interview participants (IPs) were; 1) more opportunitiesto learn
about the change and about differences among the new people, 2) opportunitiesto gain
greater understanding of role expectations, through intra-functional and inter-functional
group interactions and projects, and 3) continuous opportunities to engage in inquiry, or
asking questions about the change, in a safe, non-threatening environment. All three appear
to support Marks' (1994) change readiness guidelines for effective organizational change.
Specifically, needs 1 and 3 of BigOrg IPs support Marks' (1994) guidelines# 1 - knowledge
of the change effort, and # 2 - opportunity to reflect on the personal benefits and detriments
of the change. The second need described by | Ps supports Marks' (1994) guideline # 3 -
opportunities to develop new knowledge, skills, and attitude needed for successful
performance following the change.

Seven out of ten of the IPs described at |east one benefit to them personally, related

to the acquisition experience. The most frequently mentioned benefits were; 1) more
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opportunity for professional growth, through expanded projects and intra-company
expanded roles, and 2) enhanced work-related benefits such as healthcare. Five out of ten

| Ps expressed some concern about the loss of a job, either their own, or that of a colleague,
as a detriment of the change. However, most comments described the ‘job loss' asrelated to
project closure, rather than resulting from acquisition activities. One I P described the loss of
her own job associated with the acquisition, yet expressed multiple benefits realized for
herself and the organization. She was later rehired and therefore available to share her
experience.

In summary, the needs described by 1Psin BigOrg were not expressed as lacking in
the organization, rather they were deemed critical for integration, and could therefore be
further enhanced. These needs centered on enhancing opportunities to engage the new
[acquisition] people and the existing [BigOrg] peoplein joint projects and activities that
provide a productive way to balance meeting the business needs of the organization while
also gaining more insight into the integration requirements, and in the development of
needed knowledge and skills to effectively perform in the integrated role.

The medium sized, privately held, for-profit organization investigated was
supportive of enhancing change integration through learning interventions. Consistent
comments by the ten interview participants (IPs), substantiated their perception of BigOrg's
commitment to learning from the acquisitions so far, and applying the learning to future
acquisitions, already planned for further growth of the organization. This reflects the

‘learning culture’ (Senge, 1999) of BigOrg.
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Conclusion 2: Orgl [original organization] change readiness scores were significantly lower
than Org4 [the latest acquisition].

A first step in enhancing change outcomes [integration] was to identify where
undesired change behaviors [low readiness] exists in the organization (Burke, 2002; Senge,
1999). Assessing the target and acquiring organizations [entities] by comparison, tested the
assumption that the acquired organization(s) demonstrate higher behaviors of resistance, as
measured by low readiness, than the original organization doing the acquiring (Marks, 1994;
Robbins, 2001). The opposite was found in BigOrg. The highest readiness scores were
found between Org4, acquired within the last 6 months, and Org5, the non-acquisition
change recipients hired. While Orgl scores were found to be higher than Org2, the first
acquisition, and Org3, the second acquisition, they were significantly lower than Org4.

This phenomenon seems to promote the idea of optimism among Org4 change
recipients, related to benefits of the change (Carnall, 1991; Argyris, 1990). In both Org4
interviews, repeated mentions of ‘hope’ were conveyed, asin ‘| hope it works out...,” and
‘...I1 hope for the best [regarding integration].” Hope and opportunity were mentioned more
by Org4 IPs than any of the other IPs.

While an intervention could be applied to Orgl, based on the low readiness finding,
it may be more appropriate to consider an intervention for Orgl, 2 and 3 combined, or for
Org4 separately as a preventative measure. Orgl cannot be feasibly distinguished at this
point in time, that is, separating the Orgl group for a particular intervention, without causing
apotential organizational strain (Beer, 1980, p.136). Disassociating Org2, which occurred
prior to the BigOrg name change, could generate dysfunctional effects among the change
recipients.
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A combined intervention, that is, alearning intervention for Orgl, 2, and 3, or even
for al of BigOrg, might include a“Key Lessons Learned From Our Acquisition Actions,”
using data from an educational research study on organizational change and learning as the
learning content. Since the dominant learning style found among change recipientsin Orgl
isa combination of the Converging Style and the Assimilating Style (Kolb, 1984),
prioritization and development of this intervention could be focused on the presentation
preferences of these styles. Doing so would also account for 68% of all BigOrg change
recipients, as determined by this sample.

This learning intervention could include a presentation of the key concepts found in
the change study, along with a structured activity to find two to three practical applications
of the data findings. A case study activity describing the data for analysis, and a practical
problem solving application would be an ideal intervention for these combined styles.
Assimilating styles prefer lectures and readings that allow for reflection on their own
experience (McCarthy, 1996; Kolb, 1984). Converging styles prefer experiments,
assignments, and activities, which alows the change recipient [learner] to solve a problem
or find a practical application for the concept (McCarthy, 1996; Kolb, 1984). Activity
materials should include a well-structured description of the case, the key concept, and the
details of what is known about the problem, along with who knows the details related to the
problem. A list of questions that once solved, result in benefit for the change recipients and
the organization, should also be included. Assimilating style change recipients like details
and awareness of who knows and what is known about the details, while Converging style
change recipients look for problems to solve and ways to achieve usefulness (McCarthy,
1996; Kolb, 1984). The activity should be structured to include adequate individual time for
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reading and reflection, along with intra-group discussion, yet have an imposed deadline for
specific tasks. Assimilating styles need time for understanding how the activity relates to
their experience and the experience of others, while the Converging style prefers tasks and
deadlines (McCarthy, 1996; Kolb, 1984).

In summary, alearning intervention in support of Orgl, where the lowest readiness
was found, or in the combined support of Orgl, Org2, and Org3, where scores were lower
than Org4 and Org5, or in support of the BigOrg combination would be best served by an
intervention prioritized and devel oped for a combination of change recipients with the
Assimilating learning style and with the Converging learning style. Only Org3 demonstrated
adifferent learning style profile overall, that of Accommodating, but was not deemed
significant in the combined intervention due to the small sample of Org3 (n=5), as only 2%

of the overall organization.

Conclusion 3: BigOrg change recipients with the Accommodating learning style had
significantly higher change readiness scores than those with the Converging
learning style.

The Accommodating style was higher on readiness scores than the Diverging,
Assimilating, and Converging styles. This supports the literature on Accommodating styles
as being the most open and receptive to change (McL oughlin, 1999; McCarthy, 1996; Kolb,
1984; Claxton and Ralston, 1978). In recognizing the statistical significance between
Accommodating and Converging, where the Converging style is most dominant in BigOrg
(35%), and the literature on change, this result appears to offer justification of
Accommodating style change recipients as change agents for the organization (Senge et al,

1999; Galpin, 1996; Jick, 1993; Nutt, 1992). Change agents, as those who help promote the
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need for change and the benefits of the change (Nutt, 1992), are needed in merger

integration (Marks, 1994). Results did not provide sufficient evidence of a need for

intervention development for LS| groups based on readiness.

Conclusion 4: BigOrg change recipients with the Assimilating and Converging learning
style had significantly non-functional change scores than those with the
Accommodating learning style.

Thisfinding further confirmed conclusion 2 above, which suggested prioritized
development and application of learning interventions for BigOrg, or the individual entities
should be focused on the Assimilating and Converging styles. While conclusion 2 was based
on the dominant style combination within the organizational profile, this conclusion further
depicted low readiness [high non-functional behavior] in the organization. Non-functional
behaviors represent those behaviors of *non-commitment’ and ‘ non-support’ among change
recipients (Burke, 2002; McKee, 2000; Jones and Bearley, 1986). These passive resistance
behaviors (Robbins, 2001; Jick, 1993; Nutt, 1992), or undecided behaviors (Burke, 2002)
can move toward commitment [functional] or toward active resistance [dysfunctional]
(Robbins, 1997; French and Bell, 1984). High non-functional behavior scores therefore
represent opportunities to influence improvement in change outcomes among change
recipients, by applying learning interventions. The same learning intervention described in
conclusion 2 above could be applied.

Conclusion 5: High impaired change scores were found among Males, Caucasians, and
I T-Programmers, while high readiness change scores were found among
managers and change recipients over age 45.

Males in BigOrg scored higher on the impaired change score than their female
counterparts. This suggests females in the organization have a higher readiness for change.
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This finding supported Patricia Lunneborg’s (1990) perspective that “women are extremely
open to change and learning new things’ (p.71), while “men are very conservative and
dedicated to maintaining the status quo — resistant to change” (p.71). While this
demographic variable was used to better understand the change recipients in BigOrg, it
could not be used for learning interventions without violating Title VII of the Human Rights
Act preventing discrimination on work matters, including the access and availability of
training. The finding does serve a useful purpose in suggesting that perhaps the fear factor
associated with change (Dellecave, 1996) is not as prevalent among females, a protected
classunder Title VII.

Caucasians within BigOrg had significantly higher impaired change scores when
compared to African American change recipients. This appears to suggest the opposite effect
found in the literature on minority racial groups in organizations, where the less dominant
group, or minority race, tends to feel more threatened for existence (Robbins, 1997; French
and Bell, 1984), which tends to result in resistance [impaired] behaviors (Burke, 2002;
Robbins, 2001; Jick, 1993; Nutt, 1992). This seemsto suggest, as found among IPs, a
culture supportive of diversity, and a protected class not feeling threatened.

High impaired change scores found among I T Programmers reflected the need for a
small-group intervention specific to this function. The dominant learning stylesamong I T
Programmers were almost equally balanced between the Converging style (12) and the
Assimilating style (11), followed by the less-dominant Diverging style (5) and
Accommodating style (1). This unusual finding of dispersed styles within agiven job
function (Kolb, 1984), may be indicative of how the job was defined. For example, during
one of the interviews, the |P described I T programming as database design and data
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anaysis, aswell as program designs for systems. The former appears to align with Kolb’s
(1984) research rolesin the Assimilating style, and the later appears more aligned with the
computer science rolestypically associated with the Converging style. While alearning
intervention could be used similar to the one suggested for conclusion 2, perhaps a joint
project among I T-Programmers would be an effective intervention. The same methods and
materials described for conclusion 2 could be used.

Managers were found to have high readiness scores. This should be expected, where
organizations rely on supervisors and managers to influence or motivate desired behaviorsin
the organization (Robbins, 1993), and act as change agent during complex change (Burke,
2002). Thisfinding therefore supports these expectationsin the literature.

Also found to have high readiness scores was the Age group ‘ Over 45 when
compared to the ‘Under 25’ and the’ 25 to 45’ groups. This finding was contrary to
expectations based on Knowles (1978) suggestion that adults experience regressive growth
inlearning (p.157) at ages over 45, and therefore may reflect a higher level of defense
against possible loss in organizational change (Knowles, 1978; Pressey and Kuhlen, 1957).
Sixty-six (27%) of change recipientsin BigOrg were found in the Over 45 group. Of these,
thirty-four were managers (52%), forty-five were female (67%). This finding could also
suggest another possible consideration for change agents, for BigOrg, that of change

recipients over 45 years of age.
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Summary
This study revealed the benefits of having awareness of change orientation

[readiness] behaviors and learning styles linked together, as depicted in Figure 5.1.

Orientation

Figure 5.1 Conceptual Model-Organizational Change and L ear ning

The ‘low readiness change behaviors helped identify where potential OD/change
interventions might be needed. The learning styles among those low readiness change
recipients hel ped focus the intervention prioritization and devel opment to change recipient
needs in low readiness groups.

Three learning interventions were warranted, and learning intervention prioritization
and development suggested for BigOrg based on findings from this study. The first was the
learning intervention specific to the integration of the entities. Realizing from the study that
earlier acquisitions, and the original organization, had lower readiness scores, seemed to
suggest a need for understanding the effect of the unmet expectations (Burke, 2002; Marks,
1994) by new change recipients over time. The second intervention was also based on the
overall organization, but related to understanding the dominant learning style for BigOrg,

and using it to prioritize and develop an intervention to promote future changes. The final
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intervention was specific to job Function 52-IT Programming, as identification of ‘high

impaired’ behaviors.

Recommendations

Simultaneously assessing both change orientation [readiness] behaviors and learning
styles should be considered by organizations undergoing complex change. The assessment
appears to be aviable OD intervention for developing a stronger understanding of change
recipients in the organization in areas that can be used in avariety of beneficial ways. One
beneficial way is the prioritization and development of learning interventions to improve
organizationa change outcomes, or integration. Furthermore, this approach should be
considered in merger and acquisition environments as part of the due diligence process of
human capital. While it isimportant to understand what intellectual capabilities and key
competencies exist in the organization, it is also wise to understand how the styles and
behaviors of those human assets being acquired *fit with,” or compare with those existing in

the organization.

BigOrg

The combination of these two assessment areas provided a good balance of inquiry
for change recipientsin BigOrg. Alone, the change orientation component may have
appeared too intrusive. The learning style component helped link the desire for improving
organizational effectivenessto the activity of learning, and therefore appealed to change
recipients, who appeared eager to learn.

Intervention design should include awareness of individual differences, as away of
initiating further dialog. As found among the I Ps, opportunities to ask questions and find
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answers to those questions can be supported by focus group sessions on the change
behaviors and learning styles found across the organization. Ongoing learning interventions
applied in the organization can also utilize the learning styles data from the survey. For
example, within the culture of this case study organization, meetings were deemed a
learning opportunity. Leaders of future meetings could also apply the recommended
intervention designs to enhance effectiveness of new information processing in those

meetings.

Future Research

Further studies of the link between change orientation [readiness] and learning styles
might consider multiple samples from multiple organizations across different geographic
regions, and compare the findings to determine possible consistencies. While the mixed
method offered considerable value in understanding the organizational change context, and
should be an integral part of the approach, it might be enhanced by ng the change
orientation and learning styles of the IPs and specifically linking the interview comments to
survey responses.

In studying M&A complex change, another demographic that should be included is
the prior-M& A experience of change recipients and it’s effect on change scores. Thiswas
anticipated for this study but unfortunately missed in the online survey design.

Additional studies of M&A environments are needed. Acquisitionsin the millennium
are not like the hostile take-overs of past generations, rather arational decision toward a
rapid growth strategy. Thiswas found to be especially true in BigOrg and in seven other

multi-acquisition organizations that reviewed this study concept in itsinfancy.

129



References

Agresti, A. (1984). Analysis of ordinal categorical data. New Y ork: John Wiley
& Sons, Inc.

Agresti, A. & Finlay, B. (1997) Statistical methods for the social science-Third edition,
Upper Saddle River: Prentice Hall, Inc.

Allison, C.W., and Hayes, J. (1988). The learning styles questionnaire: An alternative to
Kolb'sinventory? Journal of Management Studies, 25(3), 269-281

Allison, C.W., and Hayes, J. (1994). Cognitive style and its relevance for management
practice, British Journal of Management, 7(2), 63-73.

Argyris, C. (1990). Overcoming organizational defenses: Facilitating organizational
learning. Boston: Allyn and Bacon-A Division of Simon & Schuster, Inc.

Atkins, P., Cotter, E.R., Krieger, S., Lederman, L., Lewkow, V.L., Needham, J.M., Ritch,
H.L., Stern, JA., Warren, R. (2000). M&A Roundtable: 35" Anniversary Section.
The M&A Imperative In the Age of Turbulence. September.

Bandura, A. and Walters, R.H. (1963). Social learning and personality development. New
York: Holt.

Barabba, V.P. (1995). Meeting of the minds. Creating the market-based enterprise. Boston:
Harvard Business School Press.

Beer, M. (1980). Organization change and development. Glenview: Scott, Foresman and
Company.

Bennis, W. (1969). Organization Development: Its nature, origins and prospects. Reading:
Addison-Wesley.

Biggs, J.B. (1979). Individual differencesin study processes and the quality of learning
outcomes. Higher Education. 8, 381-394.

Blake, R., & Mouton, J. (1968). Corporate excellence through grid organization
development. Houston: Gulf.

Borg, W.R. & Gall, M.D. (1989). Educational research: An introduction, Fifth Edition. New
Y ork: Longman.

Bowditch, J. L. & Buono, A. F. (1997). A primer on organizational behavior. New Y ork:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

130



Bridges, W. (1980). Transitions. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

Bridges, W. (1991). Managing transitions. Making the most out of change. Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Publishing Company.

Broad, M.L., and Newstrom, JW. (1992). Transfer of training: Action-packed strategies to
ensure high payoff from training investments. Reading: Addison-Wesley Publishing
Company.

Brookfield, S. (1987). Developing critical thinkers. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bruner, J. (1966). Towards a theory of instruction. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press.

Burke, W.W., (1994). Organization development: A process of learning and changing, 2™
Edition. Reading: Addison-Wesley.

Burke, W.W. (2002). Organization change: Theory and practice. Thousand Oaks. SAGE
Publications

Carnall, C. (1991). Managing change. London: Routledge.

Carr, D., Hard, K., & Trahant, W. (1996). Managing the change process: A field book for
change agents, consultants, team leaders, and reengineering managers. New Y ork:
McGraw-Hill.

Chang, R.Y. (2000). The passion plan. San Francisco, California: Jossey-Bass
Publishers

Cillers, W. J. (2000). An experimental learning process for the advancement of previously
disadvantaged employeesin an industrial context. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Pretoria, South Africa.

Claxton, C.S., and Ralston, Y. (1978). Learning styles: Their impact on teaching and
administration. AAHE-ERIC/Higher Education Research Report (10).

Callis, D. J. and Montgomery, C. A. (1997). Corporate strateqy: Resources and the
scope of the firm. Chicago: IRWIN

Conner, D.R. (1992). Managing at the speed of change. New York: Villard Books.

Corey, S.M. (1953). Action research to improve school practices. New Y ork: Bureau
of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia University.

131



Coult, J.H. (1999). Payoffs for buyers who probe atarget’ sintellectual property. The
Dealmaker’s Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions. May/June.

Courtenay, B.C. (1994). Are psychological models of adult development still important for
the practice of adult education? Adult Education Quarterly, 44(3), 145-153.

Cranton, P. (1994). Understanding and promoting transformative learning. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, Inc. Publishers.

Cross, K.P. (1976). Accent on learning: Improving instruction and reshaping the
curriculum. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cross, K.P. (1981). Adults as learners. Increasing participation and facilitating learning.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Cunningham, E.C., Woodward, C.A., Shannon, H.S., MacIntosh, J., Lendrum, B.,
Rosenbloom, D. and Brown, J. (2002). Readiness for organizational change: A
longitudinal study of workplace, psychological and behavioral correlates. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 75, 377-392.

Curry, L. (1991). Patterns of learning styles across selected medical speciaties. Educational
Psychology, 11, 247-278.

Curry, L. (1987). Integrating concepts of cognitive or learning style: A review with
attention to psychometric standards. Ottawa, Ontario, Canada: Canadian College of
Health Service Executives.

Dackert, 1. (2001). Integration and creative experiences after a merger of two organizations
within the Social Insurance Service: alongitudinal group perspective. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, Kristianstad University of Kristianstad, Sweden.

Da-Graca, T.B. (2002). Stock market performance of winnersin privitization auctions: A
new event study methodology. Unpublished dissertation, Cornell University.

Daloz, L.A. (1986). Effective teaching and mentoring. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Dellecave, Jr., T. (1996). The fear factor. Sales and Marketing Management, September,
20-24.

Dewey, J. (1963). Experience and education. London: Collier Macmillan.

Entwistle, N.J. (1981). Styles of learning and teaching. Chichester: Wiley.

Etzioni, A. (1961). A comparative analysis of complex organizations. New Y ork: Free Press.

132



Ferrel, B.G. (1983). A factor analytic comparison of four learning styles instruments.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 75(1), 33-39.

Freire, P. (1993). The pedagogy of the oppressed. New Y ork: Continuum Publishing.

French, W.L. and Bell, Jr., C.H. (1984). Organization development: Behavioral science
interventions for organization improvement, Third Edition. Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Gage, N.L. (1972). Teacher effectiveness and teacher education: The search for a
scientific basis. Palo Alto, CA: Pacific Books.

Galpin, T. (1996). The human side of change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Gaughan, P. (1996). Mergers, acquisitions, and corporate restructurings. New Y ork: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Goodrich, R.L. and St. Pierre, R.G. (1979). Opportunities for studying later effects of follow
through. Cambridge: ABT Associates.

Guthrie, E. (1935). The psychology of learning. New Y ork: Harper & Row.

Hamo, D.B. (2001). Culture, corporation and collective action: The Department of Energy’s
American Indian consultation program on the Nevada Test Sitein political
ecological perspective. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of
Arizona.

Hatcher, L., and Stepanski, E.J. (1994). A Step-by-step approach to using the SAS system
for univariate and multivariate statistics. Cary: SAS Institute, Inc.

Hawawini, G. A. (1990). Mergers and acquisitionsin the U.S. banking industry: Evidence
from capital markets. New Y ork: Elsevier Science Publishing Company, Inc.

Hellriegel, D., Slocum, Jr., J., and Woodman, R. (1989). Organizational behavior, Fifth
edition. St. Paul: West Publishing Company.

Hickcox, L.K. (1995). Learning styles. A survey of adult learning style inventory models.
Westport: Greenwood Press.

Hildebrand, C. (1996). Change agent: Transforming people, processes and attitudes.
ClO, November, 1, 28-34.

Hilgard, E.R. and Bower, G.H. (1966). Theories of |earning. New Y ork: Appleton-Century-
Crofts.

Houle, C. O. (1961). The inquiring mind. Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin
Press.

133



Hurd, V.T. (2001). Organization development and human resource practitioners’ and
diversity consultants’ depth of intervention quantitative analysis on four
organizational target groups and selected interventions. Unpublished dissertation,
The Union Ingtitute.

Hull, C. (1952). A behavior system. New Haven, CT: Yae University Press.

Jick, T.D. (1993). Managing change: Cases and concepts. Boston Massachusetts:
[rwin/McGraw-Hill Company.

Johnson, D.1. (2001). An investigation of the relationship between student learning style and
oral communication competence. Unpublished dissertation, West Virginia
University.

Jones, J. & Bearley, W. (1986). Organizational change orientation scale. King of Prussia,
Pennsylvania: Human Resource Development Quarterly.

Katz, D., and Kahn, R.L. (1978). The socia psychology of organizations, 2" Edition.
New York: Wiley.

Katz, N. (1986). Construct validity of Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory, using factor
analysis and Guttman’'s smallest space analysis. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 63(3),
1323-1326.

Keefe, JW., Monk, J.S. (1986). Learning style profile. Reston, VA: National Association
of Secondary School Principals.

Kennedy, C.J. (2002). Studying organizational change: A change response model with
readiness factors, a case study, and research implications. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, State University of New Y ork at Binghampton.

Kidd, JR. (1973). How adults learn. New Y ork: Association Press.

Kingsley, H.L., and Garry, R. (1957). The nature and conditions of learning. 2" ed.
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Knowles, M. (1970). The modern practice of adult education: Andragogy Vvs. pedagogy.
New Y ork: Association Press.

Knowles, M. (1978). The adult learner: A neglected species. Houston: Gulf Publishing
Company.

Knox, A.B. (1977). Adult development and learning. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc.

Kohler, W. (1925). The mentality of apes. New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace.

134



Kolb, D., Rubin, I. And Mclintyre, J. (1971). Organizational psychology: An
experiential approach. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Kolb, D. (1984). Experientia learning: Experience as the source of Iearning and
development. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall.

Kolb, A., & Kolb, D. A. (1999a). Bibliography of research on experiential |earning theory
and the L earning Style Inventory. Department of Organizational Behavior,
Weatherhead School of Management, Case Western Reserve University.

Kolb, D. A. (1999Db). Learning Style Inventory, version 3. Boston: TRG Hay/McBer,
Training Resources Group.

Kudla, R.J., and Mclnish, T.H. (1999). Figuring the odds on whether a deal will succeed.
The Dealmaker’s Journa: Mergers & Acquisitions. September/October,v34, No.2.

Levin, J.R. (1986). Four cognitive principles of learning strategy instruction. Educational
Psychologist, 21(1&2), 3-17.

Lewin, K., Dembo, T., Festinger, L., Sears, P. (1944). Personality and behavior. New
York: The Ronald Press.

Lewin, K. (1946). Action research and minority problems. Journal of Social Issues, 2,
No. 4, pp. 34-46.

Lewin, K. (1948). Resolving social conflicts. New Y ork: Harper.

Lewin, K. (1951). Field theory in social science. New Y ork: Harper.

Lewin, K. (1958). Group decision and social change. In E.E. Maccoby, T.M. Newcombe,

E.L. Hartley (Eds.), Readingsin social psychology (pp.197-211). New Y ork: Holt,
Rinehart & Winston.

Light, R., Singer, J., and Willett, J. (1990). By design: Planning research on higher
education. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Likert, R. (1967). The human organization. New Y ork: McGraw-Hill.

Lourens, J.F. (2002). Change-centered leadership and various correlates. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Pretoria, South Africa.

Love, P., & Gibson, S. (1999). Hidden sore points that can thwart a culture match.
The Dealmaker’s Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions, 35 (6), 51-56.

Lovell, B.R. (1980). Adult learning. London: Croom Helm.

135



Lunneborg, P. (1990). Women changing work. New Y ork: Bergin and Garvey Publishers.

Marks, M. (1994). From turmoil to triumph: New life after mergers, acquisitions, and
downsizing. New Y ork: Lexington Books.

Marshall, J. & Merritt, S. (1985). Reliability and construct validity of alternate forms of
the Learning Style Inventory. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 45,
931-937.

Maslow, A. H. (1954). Mativation and personality. New Y ork: Harper & Row.

Maslow, A. (1970). Motivation and personality, 2™ Edition. New Y ork: Harper & Row.

McCall, Jr., M., Lombardo, M., & Morrison, A. (1988). The lessons of experience: How
successful executives develop on thejob. New Y ork: The Free Press.

McCarthy, B. (1996). About learning. Barrington, Illinois. Excel, Inc.

McClelland, D.C. (1961). The achieving society. Princeton: Van Nostrand.

McDonald, F.J. (1964). The influence of learning theories on education: Theories of
learning and instruction. Sixty-third Y earbook of the National Society for the Study
of Education, Part I. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McKay, J. and Qureshi, I. (2001). Getting a head start on the deal’ s people issues. The
Dealmaker’s Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions, 36 (7), 33-37.

McKee, R.K. (2000). Beliefs about change in the Indiana 4H/Y outh Development Program:
A case study analysis. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Purdue University.

McLoughlin, C. (1999). The implications of the research literature on learning styles for the
design of instructional material. Australian Journal of Educationa Technology,
15(3), 222-241.

McMillan, E. M. (2000). The new sciences of chaos and complexity and organizational
change: A case study of the Open University (England). Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, Open University, United Kingdom.

Merriam, S.B. (1984). Adult development: implications for adult education. Columbus,
OH: ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult, Career, and Vocational Education.

Merriam, S.B., and Brockett, R.G. (1997). The profession and practice of adult education:
An introduction. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Merriam, S.B. and Caffarella, R.S. (1991). Learning in adulthood. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

136



Mezirow, J. (1991). Transformative dimensions of adult learning. San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass Publishers.

Mezirow, J. (1996). Contemporary paradigms of learning. Adult Education Quarterly
Voal. 46, No. 3.

Mohrman, A.M., Jr., Mohrman, SA., Ledford, G.E., Jr., Cummings, T.G., and
Lawler, E.E., 11 (1989). Large-scale change. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Mulligan, C.K., and Griffin, C. (1992). Empowerment through experiential |earning.
London: Kogan Page.

Munn, N.L., Fernald, Jr., L.D. and Fernald, P.S. (1969). Introduction to psychology. Boston:
Houghton Mifflin Company.

Nadler, D. and Tushman, M. (1986). Managing strategic organizational change. New Y ork:
Delta Consulting Group.

Nutt, P.C. (1992). Managing planned change. New Y ork: Macmillan Publishing Company.

Orth, M. (2002). Factors related to resistance and support of organizational change.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Colorado State University.

Perry, B. (1984). Enfield: A high performance system. Bedford: Digital Educational
Services Development and Publishing.

Peters, M., and Robinson, V. (1984). The origins and status of action research. Journal of
Applied Behavioral Science, 20, 113-124.

Piaget, J. (1972). Intellectual development from adolescence to adulthood. Human
Development, 15, 1-12

Pressey, S.L. and Kuhlen, R.G. (1957). Psychological development through the life span.
New Y ork: Harper and Row.

Rajagopalan, N., & Spreitzer, G. (1997). Toward atheory of strategic change: A multi-lens
perspective and integrative framework. Academy of Management Review, 22, 48-79.

Rasmussen, K.L. (1998). Hypermedia and learning styles. Can performance be influenced?
Journal of Multimedia and Hypermedia, 7(4), 291-308.

Riding, R., and Cheema, I. (1991). Cognitive styles: An overview and integration.
Educational Psychology, 11(3-4), 193-215.

Riding, R., and Rayner, S. (1998). Cognitive style and learning strategies. London: David
Fulton Publishers.

137



Riverin-Simard, D. (1988). Phases of working life and adult education. Lifelong learning:
An omnibus of practice and research, 2 (2), 24-26.

Robbins, S. (1993). Organizational behavior: Concepts, controversies, and applications,
Sixth Edition. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.

Robbins, S. (1997). Essentials of organizational behavior, Fifth Edition. Upper Saddle
River: Prentice Hall.

Robbins, S. (2001). Organizational behavior, 9" Edition. Upper Saddle River:
Prentice Hall.

Roberts, D.Y. (1977). Personalized |earning processes. Revista/Review Inter-Americana, 7,
139-143.

Rogers, C.R. (1969). Freedom to learn. Columbus: Merrill.

Rothwell, W. & Sredl, H. (1992). The ASTD reference guide to professional HRD roles and
competencies. (2™ ed.) 2 vols. Amherst: Human Resource Development Press.

Rowntree, D. (1992). Exploring open and distance learning materials. London: Kogan Page.

Ruotolo, F. (1999). Will your top guns be dueling after closing? The Dealmaker’s
Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions. May/June 57-59.

Ryan, K. and Oestreich, D. (1998). Driving fear out of the workplace: Creating the high-
trust, high-performance organization, 2™ Edition. San Francisco: Josey-Bass
Publishers.

Schein, E. (1994). How can organizations |earn faster? The challenge entering the green
room. Sloan Management Review 34 (2), 85-92.

Schneider, W. and Shiffrin, R. (1977). Controlled and automatic human information
processing: Detection, search and attention. Psychological Review, 84, 1-66.

Senge, P. (1990). Thefifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning organization.
New Y ork: Doubleday Currency.

Senge, P., Kleiner, A., Roberts, C., Ross, R., Roth, G., & Smith, B. (1999). The dance of
change: The challenges to sustaining momentum in learning organizations. New
Y ork: Doubleday-Random House, Inc.

Shalock, H.O. (1976). Structuring process to improve student outcomes. In improving
educational outcomes. New Directions in Higher Education, 16, 25-54.

138



Shearer, B. (2001). Stemming post merger defections to preserve the value of adeal. The
Dealmaker’s Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions, 36 (3), 6-10.

Shipman, V., and Shipman, F. (1983). Cognitive styles. Some conceptual, methodological,
and applied issues. In EW. Gordon (Ed.), Human diversity and pedagogy. Westport:
Media

Sikora, M. (1998). A throttle on open in the M& A market. The Dealmaker’ s Journal:
Mergers & Acquisitions, March/April.

Silvey, P.J. (2002). Evaluative inquiry for learning in support of an organizational redesign.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Saybrook Institute.

Simons, R.J., Van Der Linden, J. and Duffy, T. (2000). New learning: Three waysto learn in
anew balance. Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Sims, R., Veres, J., Watson, P., & Buckner, K. (1986). The reliability and classification
stability of the Learning Style Inventory. Educational and Psychological
M easurement, 46.

Sirower, M.L. (1998). Imagined synergy: A prescription for ano-win deal. The Dealmaker’s
Journal: Mergers & Acquisitions, January/February.

Skinner, B.F. (1953). Science and human behavior. New Y ork: Macmillan.

Smith, F. (1982). Writing and the writer. New Y ork: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Sudman, S. (1976). Applied sampling. New Y ork: Academic Press.

Svinicki, M.D., and Dixon, N.M. (1987). Kolb model modified for classroom activities.
College Teaching.

Swanson, R.A. & Holton I, E.F. (1997). Human resource development: Research
handbook-Linking research and practice. San Francisco, California: Berrett-Koehler
Publishers.

Taylor, K., Marienau, C. and Fiddler, M. (2000). Developing adult learners. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, Inc. Publishers.

Tennant, M. (1988). Psychology and Adult L earning. London: Routledge.

The American Heritage Dictionary (1991). Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company.

The Holy Bible: New International Version (1984). Colorado Springs: International Bible
Society.

139



Thomas, JW. and Rohwer, W.D. (1986). Academic studying: The role of learning
strategies. Educational Psychologist, 21(1& 2), 19-41.

Thorndike, E.L., Bregman, E.O., Tilton, JW., and Woodyard, E. (1928). Adult learning.
New York: Macmillan.

Toepell, A. R. (1999). Inspiring studentsin a health studies programme. In S. Fallows and
K. Ahmet (eds.), Inspiring students: Case studies in motivating the learner (pp.53-
62). London, England: Kogan Page Limited.

Tolman, E.C. (1949). There is more than one kind of learning. Psychology Review, 56, 144-
155.

Tolman, E.C. and Honzik, C.H. (1930). Introduction and removal of reward, and maze
performance in rats. University of California Publication-Psychology, 4, 257-275.

Tough, A. (1967). Learning without a teacher. Educational Research Series No. 3. Toronto:
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education.

Trent, JW., and Cohen, A.M. (1973). Research and teaching in higher education. In Second
handbook of research on teaching. Chicago: Rand McNally.

Tucker, D.M. (1981). Lateral brain function, emotion, and conceptualization. Psychological
Bulletin, 89 (1), 19-46.

Tushman, M., Newman, W., & Nadler, D. (1988) Executive |eadership and organizational
evolution: Managing incremental and discontinuous change. In R. Kilmann and J.
Colvin (eds.), Corporate transformation (pp. 102-130). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Vasu, M.L., Stewart, D.W., & Garson, G.D. (1998). Organizational behavior and public
management, Third edition. New Y ork: Marcel Dekker, Inc.

Veres, J.,, Sims, R., & Locklear, T. (1991). Improving the reliability of Kolb’'s revised
LS. Educationa and Psychological Measurement, 51, 143-150.

Veres, J, Sims, R. & Shake, L. (1987). The reliability and classification stability of the
Learning Style Inventory in corporate settings. Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 47(4), 1127-1133.

Vroom, V.H. (1964). Work and motivation. New Y ork: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Wang, M.C., and Lindvall, C.M. (1984). Individual differences and school learning
environments. In E.W. Gordon (Ed.), Review of Research in Education. Vol. 11.
Washington D.C.: American Education Research Association.

140



Watson, J.B. (1924). Behaviorism. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

West, T. D. (1998)Comparing change readiness, quality improvement, and cost management
among V eterans Administration, for-profit, and nonprofit hospitals. Journal of
Health Care Finance, Fall edition.

Wiodkowski, R.J. (1993). Enhancing adult motivation to learn: A guide to improving
instruction and increasing learner achievement. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.

Zgonc, R.B. (1984). On the primary of affect. American Psychologist, 39(2), 117-123.

Zingheim, P.K., and Schuster, J.R. (2001). Using the pay system as arallying point for
merged workforces. The Dealmaker’ s Journal: Mergers and Acquisitions. May, Vol.
36, No. 5.

141



Appendix A: Organizational Change Orientation Scale (OCOYS)

Functional

Non-functional Dysfunctional
Functional: Non-Functional: Dysfunctional:
1. Making change happen 5. Agreement without commitment 9. Blaming and finger pointing
2. Anticipating the need for change 6. Fence sitting 10. Passive resistance
3. Problem solving 7. Withholding support 11. Overt resistance
4. Self assessment 8. Moaning and groaning 12. Sabotage

Adapted with permission from: Jones and Bearley, 1986. Organizational Change
Orientation Scale (OCOS) User Guide.
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Appendix B: Learning StylesInventory (LSI)

Concrete

Experience

(CE)
Active Reflective
Experimentation Observation
(AE) (RO)
Abstract
Conceptualization

(AC)

Adapted with permission from: Kolb, 1999b. Learning Style Inventory, Version 3.
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey

)

RGP

Research | Instructions |

>
Eile Edit Wiew Favorites Tools Help =

Organizational Change and Learning Study
Welcome

You have been invited to participate in this anonymous (you are not identified) study based on your company’s
desire to better understand how people in your organization deal with change, process new information, and how
these two areas might influence each other. This study investigates individual orientation to change and to
learning events, within an organizational context. It does not test the effectiveness of a specific change effort,
rather it offers insight on potential improvements to overall change implementation. The outcomes, or findings, may
be used to improve training, communication, and change actions. It is important to note that your organization has
not stated or implied a commitment to specific actions without first understanding the merits of the findings and the

overall impact of such actions.,

3 Part - Short Survey
processing and learning.
organizations.,

your grganization.

Username:

Password:

There are three parts to this study. Part 1 captures anonymous details about the participant. Part 2 captures
patticipant perspectives on organizational change. Part 3 captures participant perspectives on new information

Thank you for reading this introduction and for particinating. Your candid and honest perspective is critical to the
success of this study, and may benefit people dealing with change in your organization and many other

Please login using the instructions provided by your organizational sponsor, These instructions included a
description of the organizational change focus (see Research for examples, if needed), and the login information for

Copyright @ 2003-2004 Ren Tredway, Doctoral Candidate, NCSU. All Rights Reserved.

Educational Research Study
Greetings,

You have been invited to participate in an
educational research study aimed at
improving understanding of organization
change and its relationship to how people
learn. The outcomes of this study will offer
insights to organizational leaders and
teams for prioritizing and developing
learning interventions that will help
facilitate organization change such as the
changes your organization is experiencing.
Some examples include mergers, process
reengineering and improvements, new
leadership, changes in customer alignrment,
IT system changes, regulation and market
chifts, etc.

The study is completely voluntary, and
involves a 20 — 30 minute, aon-line survey
that will ask you questions about you, your
organization, and your reactions to
organizational change. You may feel a bit
uncomfortable answering some of the
questions, and yvou are free to skip any
question that makes you uncomfortable.
vWhile there is no direct benefit ta you from
this research, what we learn could
positively impact your organization and
enhance the change process.

Your experiences and perspectives about
o PR g i

Instructions for
Change and Learning Study

3-Part Survey

There are 2 hrief parts to this survey,
averaging approximately 20-30 minutes to
complete in its entirety. Please pay careful
attention to the differences in how each
part is ta be completed. At the end of each
page, select the "Mext" button to continue.

Part 1 - Demographic Data

Please selct the bubble beside each item
that best represents you as a respondent
to this survey. The bubble is to the left of
your selected choice. Only one (1) bubble
should be selected for each numbered
itern. "Function” is used to identify the type
of jobfwork you are most closely involved
in most of the time.

Part 2 - Organization Change Qrientation

Please select one (1) bubble per numbered
statement, which most effectively describes
how often the statement is true about you
during change within an organizational
context. Before starting, it's best to think
about the change mentioned/described by
your organizational sponsor, as well as
two or three other organization change
experiences in your career, with the same

I»
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

Educationa Research Study
Greetings,

Y ou have been invited to participate in an educationa research
study aimed at improving understanding of organization change
and its relationship to how people learn. The outcomes of this
study will offer insights to organizational leaders and teams for
prioritizing and developing learning interventions that will help
facilitate organization change such as the changes your
organization is experiencing. Some examples include mergers,
process reengineering and improvements, new leadership, changes
in customer alignment, IT system changes, regulation and market
shifts, etc.

The study is completely voluntary, and involves a 20 — 30 minute,
on-line survey that will ask you questions about you, your
organization, and your reactions to organizational change. You
may feel abit uncomfortable answering some of the questions, and
you are free to skip any question that makes you uncomfortable.
While thereis no direct benefit to you from this research, what we
learn could positively impact your organization and enhance the
change process.

Y our experiences and perspectives about how you learn and how
you respond to change would be beneficial to this study. Your
responses are confidential, and no personally identifiable
information will be collected. Results are only aggregated and
shared at the organization level. Your individual results will not be
visible alone, only in the context of your functional role. Also, the
name of the organization is masked to protect its competitive
position.

If you agree to participate, please get started right away by
returning to the home page and entering the user name and
password provided by your organization's sponsor.

Thank you for participating in this research study. | trust that you
will enjoy the process.

Ron Tredway, SPHR
Graduate Researcher
North Carolina State University
trimtab@changeandlearning.org

Instructions for
Change and Learning Study

3-Part Survey

There are 3 brief parts to this survey, averaging approximately 20-30
minutes to completein its entirety. Please pay careful attention to the
differencesin how each part isto be completed. At the end of each
page, select the "Next" button to continue.

Part 1 - Demographic Data

Please selct the bubble beside each item that best represents you asa
respondent to this survey. The bubbleisto the left of your selected
choice. Only one (1) bubble should be selected for each numbered
item. "Function” is used to identify the type of job/work you are most
closely involved in most of thetime.

Part 2 - Organization Change Orientation

Please select one (1) bubble per numbered statement, which most
effectively describes how often the statement is true about you during
change within an organizational context. Before starting, it's best to
think about the change mentioned/described by your organizational
sponsor, as well as two or three other organization change
experiences in your career, with the same or different organizations.
Then select the frequency (i.e.: 5-Most Often) that best represents
how often you recall acting/reacting according to the statement.
Remember, thisis confidential, and your confident and candid
responses are best able to ensure the effectiveness of this study and
the resulting benefits to organizations experiencing complex change.

Part 3 - New Information Processing and Learning

*Note: These instructions are different! Please complete al four of
the endings to each numbered statement, by selecting "1" for "least
likeme," "2" for "somewhat like me," "3" for "more like me," and "4"
for "most like me." Please select avalue for each statement ending,
that does NOT repeat the value selected for any of the other three
endingsin that statement.

For example...

1 When I karn r - i ~

Ilike 1o deal
wrihongy feeligss
i i i

)

Tl tobe
dokethigs
{ i {* i
1 2 3 4
I 1. towatch
ahd Hsten

* Notice there are no repeated val ue selections across the statement
endings.
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

File Edit Wiew Favorites Tools Help

fiesearch | Instruckions | S

Part 1: Profile of the Participant (Page 1 of 7)

1. Password Please re-enter password:
sees
2. Gender OFemale OMale
3. Age O =25 O25-30 O30-35 ©35-40 O 40-45 ©45-50 O50-55 O35
4. Race

O african american O Hispanic O American Indian O Asian
O african O Caucasian O Other

3. Supervisor O Manager: 1 supervise the work of maore than L direct report

O Mon-manager: 1do not supervise the wark of more than 1 direct report,
&. Function My primary job function currently is..

O Accounting/Finance

O Contracts

O Administrative Support
O sales/Marketing

O client Relations

O Human Resources

) \ ; »
o > Iﬂ IELI AREP SR ird e;' £ File Edit View Favorites Tools Help

S lsupervison O Manager: I supervise the work of more than 1 direct report
O Mon-manager: [ do not supervise the work of mare than 1 direct repart,

6. Function My primary job function currently is...
O Accounting/Finance
O Contracts
O administrative Support
O 5ales/Marketing
O client Relations
'Human Resources
(1T - Data Entry and Warehousing
1T - Database Administration
OIT - Programming
(1T - web Design
(1T - Computer Suppaort
O Production and Graphics
O Peer Review Suppart
O Project Management
O Medical Specialist (2.g. Nosologists, etc.)
O Statistics
O Public Health
O scientist
O Mursing
O clinical Trials Support
' Health Communications
OTralnmg
O Medical Writing
OCUruDrate YWriting
) Executive
O Other

Copyright @ 2003-2004 Ron Tredway, Doctoral Candidate, NGSU, Al Rights Reserved,
I

<
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

bl Drstructions |

Part 1: Profili: of Uhe Padicipant (Page 2 of 7)

1. Urganization Prigs to my organization's acquisition/merger, 1 warked for... (see mera from your spansar
for instructions).

& Previvus Function My primary job funchion pror to my orgareeation's sequis@onfemges wis..
CHaccaunting/Finance
C Cnntrads

adeinistrative Suppore
O sales/Marketing

Client Relations
CHuman Resources
Qm-n.
(o) 8.}
O - Programming
T - Web Design

Entry and Warehousing

b Ademarstraben

Computer Support

O Praduction and Grapics

O Poeer Ruvatew Supgaort

Project Managamsnt

Medical Spaciakst (2.9, Nosclogists, ete.)

2 Statistics
(C Pulsiic Heaith

2} Health Communications
O Training

) Madical Wrting
arparate Writing
Executive

Crother

[hiet]

Sapyright © 20032004 Ren Tredway, Daceeral Sandidare. HCSU, All Rights Resarved,
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

Researsh | Instructions |

Part 2: Organization Change Oriantation (Page 3 of )

Instructions: Think about changes you have experienced in organizational settings, including the one described by your
orgamzstonal sponsor, and how you reacted o those changes, Please complete the next 36 iberms by checkeng one (1) bubble
per fem, indicating how often the staternent describes your reaction to change. Thers are no right or wrong answers, only
your percepbon of your own behavior, Please be candid, your survey s anonymous.

1=Almost Never Seldom  F=Not Very Olten  d=Somebres  S=Very Olten  é=Almost Always

1. Itry to find vul right away how erganizational o
changes might affect me. ~

. 1tend to minimize my involvement in
urganicational change.

3. 1 lank for a peeson or group to fault when e
wryganizational changes bother me, o i

4. Prople wha know me woulil desceile me as 610

proactive sbout change. w1

5. I tend W lamen! about urganizational changes, 0102030 Os

6. T hide my opposition to organizational change.

7. My response Lo vrganizational change is tu
ask, "What's in it for me7"

. 1 find myself complaining sbout changes in this 0102013 :
nrganizatinn. e e e
o, 1 attempt tn weaken arganizational change 01020
with whith 1 disagree, - - -
10. T initiate changes that T believe are needed. 0102030405058

11. 1 express my points of view about
vryanizativnal changes.

12, 1 Interfere with oe disrupt what T helieve ta be
misquided organizational changes.

Next
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

Russarh | Instrustions

Part 2: Organization Change Orentation (Page 4 of 7}
Instructions: Plasse check one (1) box per em, indicating how often the statement descnbes your réaction to changs.
teplmost Never  2=Seldom  3=Not Very Often  4=Sometimes  S=Very Often  &=Almost Alwars

13, T use syst
arganiation

14, 1 take a neutral position an arganizatisnal
changes.

15. 1 find others to be responsible for my o
difticulties with arganicational changes

6. 1 try to “stay two steps ahead" in expectation -
of needed changes. bt

17. A “wait and 5 Hitude about 10
arganicational changes usally suits me, &

10, When | resist changes, | am open about it, o1020

1 + approach to organization
is problem solving.

20, 1 withhold suppert for organizational
changes. !

21,1 actively wark against arganizational &
changes with which 1 disagree, 2

2. 1 am the kind of person who makes change
hapnen.

EERT
changes.

vy with® arganizath

24. 1 tend to blame others for problems with -
arganizational changes. W

[t

Copyright © T003-3004 Ron Tradwy. sdapted bom OC0E, 1585 by ur sien. All Rights Reswrvad and Drotacted
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

Part 2: Drganization Change Orientation (Page 5 of 7)
Instructinns: Please check ane (1) bax per item, indicating how often the statement describes your reaction to change,

1=Almost Never Z=Seldom  J=Not Very Often  d=Sometimes Se=Very Often  Ge=Almost Alwsys

25. 1 attempt to anticipate the need for changes
in the work place.

26. 1 refrain from taking sides on organizational P
changes.

arganicational changes

2i. 1 lak far potential barriers to goal

attainment. 010203040508
29. 1 fullaw rather than Iead in organizatianal 102030405 ¢
thange situations, 0102030 [
30. Tuse covert methods ta thnart unnecessary Ao
organizational changes. i 2 1040506
31. 1 take a personal interest in evaluating ooyl : 5
upcoming arganizational changes. (02 B J [
32, 1 refrain fram actively supparting - r r -

i 10203040506

organizational changes.

33,1 make visible attempts to resist . 03¢ 3 5
srganizational changes. - 1 . .

34. 1 laok for solutions to problems created by 10203040
wrganizational change. B b ’ 4
I3, 1 participate in gripe sessions about 2013 506
organizational changes. *

36. 1 conceal my dissent to organizational 010203040505

| heat I

fesearch | Instructions |

A Organizational Change a... EHE\E|

covert methods - hidden actions

ion Change Orientation {(Page 5 of 7)
check one (1) box per item, indicating how often the statement describes vour reaction to change.

ESeldom F=Mot Very Often  d4=Sometimes S=Very Often f=Almost Always

25. I attempt to anticipate the need for changes
in the work place. ®1020304050+8

26. I refrain from taking sides on organizational
changes. ®10203040506
27. My normal reaction to organizational changes ®10:20304050%6

is passive resistance.

28. I look f tential barri t |
attain?noent?r potential barriers to goa 102030405058

29. I follow rather than lead in organizational
change situations. ®@10203040500s

30. [ use covert methods to thwart unnecessary
organizational changes. ®102030405048
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

Researsh | Instructions |

Part 3: New Information Processing and Leaming (Page & of #)

Instructions: Using the buttons provided, select "4 for the sentence ending that descibes how you learn best, and 50 on
dowen to 1" for the seatence snding that saems feast like the way you leaen. Be sure to rank All the endings for sach sentance
unit. Do not double rank {e.q.: two "3s™).

*NOTE: Only one "1% used, only one

1. when I learn

1020304
ke £ dual
with my faslings

2.1 learn hest
when

12203

B listan and
wanch carefully

2. when I am 010201

learning it el
s ugan things airt
4. Tlearn by 01 4
5. When T learn 1 OFD30
1am apen 1

nev enperiances

. When 1 am

010
learning y

amas
ahtaruing pértan

01020104
ke ta phink
sbout ibant

0102020
£ am raspanible
abeat things

1070

a0
I loek ax all
sies of ssues

used, only one "1" used, and only one "4" used.

Ci10:0:30. 1020004
| lka £ b 1 like o warch
daing things and lsan

1202
2 wurk hard
geuthings done

(=]

10200
1 haus strang
faslings and meactions

O:z00
¥ am quist
and ran.

Ca 4 L

Di10:i03i0a 103032
1 lkee w0 anabyze things, break 1like tewry

them davn inta their parts thisgs aut

0

SRR e}

Bagical paresa

14
Intumive parssn

Coppright @ 2003-2004 Bon Tradway, sdapeed fram LET, 1499 by urican parmizsion, All Rights Reservad and Srovecced.

Part 3: New Information Pro

sing

Instructions: Using the buttons provided, select "4" for the sentence ending that descibes how you learn best, and so on
. B sure to rark all the endings for aach sentence

down 1o "1” for the sentence ending th
wnit, B pat dauble rank {e.g.: bes "357},

*HOTE: Only one

7.1 learn best

tram
uowhen Llearn ) 0 2 (0 g o
Tlike 1o aw resules

fram my wark

a I| learn biost 010:0104

ivn 1 aaly an my

10, When | am O .

Friing
11 When | ¢
Irarn

Capyright & 2003-2004 Bon Tredway,

seems feast

uged, only one “2° used, only on

o the way you lnarn

1010304
paree
ralstiangbigs

1aman

ceapting parsen

s apus-minded
Submt, |

nd from LEL 1399 by weimes

sarning (Page 7 of 1)

® *3" used, and only one "4” used

10302

2 ( -
& chates te by

atiansl
thasring

ot wnd practice

020204
12an ey things
weialt

wanal parges

1hika t be betius

01020204
1 am pracvical

1020304
1 s carefal

rmissis. All Rights Resareed and Pravecned.
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Appendix D: Organization Change and L ear ning Online Survey-continued

once again, thank you far participating in this study.

Your survey Is now complete.

Ron Tredway
Graduate Researcher
North Carolina State University

Close

Copyright @ 20032004 Fon Tradway. A% Rights Reserved,

Ratasrdh | Instrustions

onca agaln, thank you for participating In this study.

Your survay Is now complate.

Ron Tradway
Graduate Researcher
North Caroling State University

Close

Ele Edt Yew [Jrsert Fgrmat Tools Message el

a | X 9 & G i
Send Check Speling  Attach
From: rirectwayp@nc.rrcom  (riechway@og.rr oom) hd
B To:  |Fon Trecway, SPHE
[T
Subject: Al Rights Regerved
v v I D roA EEFE EZIN
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Appendix E: Executive Sponsor email 1 Part 1 of 2

MEMORANDUM

January 20, 2004

From: Executive Sponsor, VP, Organization and People Development
To:  Organizationa Distribution

Subject: Organizational Research — Change and Learning

| would like to invite you to participate in an exciting and informative
research project conducted by a doctoral candidate at North Carolina State
University in collaboration with BigOrg. | find it exciting because of its relevance to
improving organizational effectiveness and valuing people in the organization. The
research isaimed at helping organizations like BigOrg understand the connection
between learning and change among people like us, in organizations experiencing
complex change such as the acquisitions and significant growth we have realized
over the last 28 months, and continue to experience.

Participation in the research is completely voluntary, and involves about 10 -
20 minutes to complete an online survey created specifically for data collection on
the topic. | feel confident it will be productive for usindividually and corporately, as
we seek to develop our understanding and capabilities regarding how we deal with
change.

Thank you in advance for your timely participation. The site will only be
available for 2 weeks from the day following this memo, so your early response
would be greatly appreciated.

Please read the attached instructions for specific details on getting started and
successfully participating as part of the BigOrg collaborative study. Generic
instructions about the study and completing it can be found online.

Exec Sponsor

(Continued on next page)

*Naming conventions in italics were used to disguise the identity of the organization
and thereby maintain confidentiality of the organization and its employees.
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Appendix E (continued): Executive Sponsor email 1 Part 2 of 2

BigOrg Specific Instructions

Some key instructions for BigOrg participation are as follows:

1. Thesurvey isconfidential. Candid responses are needed for effective
results.

2. The nature of “organization change” to keep in mind are:
a. theacquisitions of Org2, Org3, and Org4.
b. Therapid growth BigOrg has experienced, including acquisitions,
over the last 28 months
3. When prompted for your Organization identity related to an acquisition...
a. select “Orgl” if you were part of BigOrg (Orgl Name-different
from BigOrg) prior to October, 2001
b. select “Org2’ if you were part of Org2 Name prior to October, 2001
c. select “Org3” if you were part of Org3 Name prior to January,
2003
d. select “Org4” if you were part of Org4 Name prior to October, 2003
e. select “Other” if you were not part of BigOrg prior to October 2001,
or any one of the acquisitions (i.e. was hired as aBigOrg
employee).

4. When prompted for “Function” please select the function that most closely
identifies the role you perform currently with BigOrg, and your role prior to
becoming part of BigOrg (on second page of survey).

5. Accessthe survey at URL: http://www.changeandlearning.org/acquisitions/

6. Usethe Username: ChangeandLearn (not case sensitive/ensure correct
spelling)

7. Usethe Password: 7015

Thank you for your prompt attention to responding.

*Naming conventionsin italics were used to disguise the identity of the organization
and thereby maintain confidentiality of the organization and its employees.
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Appendix F: Interview Guide

Interview Guide— Change and Learning: Merger
Greseting:

Thank you for participating in this study of organization change within merger
and acquisition environments. Two areasin particular are involved in the study; how individuals within
organi zations deal with the merger change, and how individuals within organizations process new
information, or learn. This study isintentionally looking at a very specific example of amerger and
these elements, that of BigOrg. Y our involvement in BigOrg, and Orgl (or Org2, 3, 4, or 5) enables you
to describe inter-workings of the organization, and your learning experience. Since BigOrg uses the term
acquisition, rather than merger, | will do the same. The purpose of thisinterview isto gain your insights
in helping paint a picture of the organization, both pre-acquisition and post-acquisition, that will help
those who read the study understand the change complexities of BigOrg. This session will be recorded to
ensure accuracy in data collection and analysis, but de-identified using the convention of “Interview
Participant (IP) 1" for example. | will start by reading the consent form, and recording your verbal
response.

There are two partsto thisinterview. Part 1 will simply beto collect, or clarify, afew key
demographic details about the organization in general. Part two will be used to capture your insights and
perceptions about the organization relative to the acquisition. Confidentiality is maintained on your
insights and perceptions to help ensure the integrity of the data. Do you have any questions before we
start?

Part 1: (approximately 10 minutes)

1. How would you describe your role in BigOrg currently?

2. What experience do you bring to your current role, with and before BigOrg?

3. Which has been your preparation for your current role? (e.g.: education, training, etc.)

Part 2: (approximately 1.5 hours)

Primary Question:

What are your thoughts and feelings about the acquisition, and the changes resulting from the
acquisition?

Possible Probes:

1. What types of learning opportunities have you been offered by BigOrg since the acquisition
announcement?

2. What changes have had the most impact on the people? (positive and negative)

3. How would you describe the culture of BigOrg today? (e.g.: what are the norms people live by, how
work gets done, how people communicate, how |learning occurs, how leadership is viewed, etc.)

4. How would you describe the current success, or failure, of the acquisition to achieve the goals stated
when the acquisition was announced?

5. What will BigOrg be most recognized for one year from now? Why?
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Appendix G: Data CodesListing

ID: Single to three digit code, in ascending order: 1-245
(Number)
Gender: Single digit code, 1=Female, 2=Made
(Gender)
Age: Singledigit code, 1=<25
(Age) 2=25-30
3=30-35
4=35-40
5=40-45
6=45-50
7=50-55
8=>55
Race: Single digit code, 1=African American
(Race) 2=Hispanic
3=American Indian
4=Asian
5=African
6=Caucasian
7=other
Supervisor Role: Single, 1=Manager/supervisor
(SupvMar) 2=Non-manager/supervisor
Function: 1=Human Resources/Training/Corporate Writing
(Function) 42= Other

49= Administrative Support

51=IT - Data Entry and Warehousing

52= 1T - Programming

53=IT - Web Design

54=|T - Computer Support/ Database Administration
55= Production and Graphics

56= Peer Review Support/ Medical Specialist (Nosologists, etc.)/ Public Health
57= Project Management

59= Stetistics

61= Clinica Trias Support

62= Health Communications/ Medical Writing

65= Executive

66= Accounting/Finance/ Contracts

67= Sales’Marketing/ Client Relations

68= Scientist
Organizational Entity: 1=0rg1 (Orgl prior to October 2001)
(Entity) 2=0rg2 (Org?2 prior to October 2001)

3=0rg3 (Org3 prior to January 2003
4=0rg4 (Org4 prior to October 2003)
5=Cther (joined BigOrg after 10/01, & NOT part of Orgsl-4.

157



Appendix H: Response Rates By Organization

Managers Non-Managers Usable Totals:

Available Responding Rate| Available Responding Rate| Available Responding Rate
Orgl 42 30 71% 115 55 48% 157 85 54%
Org2 17 14 82% 63 19 30% 80 33 41%
Org3 3 2 67% 8 3 38% 11 5 45%
Org4 8 8 100% 36 11 31% 44 19 43%
Org5 37 22 59% 247 77 31% 284 99 35%
TOTAL: 107 76 71% 469 165 35% 576 241 42%
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Appendix |: BigOrg Demographic Data by Organizational Entity

The SAS System The FREQ Procedure
Table of OENTITY by FUNCTION
OENTITY(OENTITY) FUNCTION(FUNCTION)
Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct 1 42 49 51 52 53 54 55 56 Total
1 3 7 5 3 14 6 5 1 4 85
1.24 2.90 2.07 1.24 5.81 2.49 2.07 0.41 1.66 35.27
3.53 8.24 5.88 3.53 16.47 7.06 5.88 1.18 4.71
37.50 29.17 19.23 60.00 48.28 60.00 41.67 10.00 28.57
2 0 1 4 0 4 0 0 5 6 33
0.00 0.41 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.00 0.00 2.07 2.49 13.69
0.00 3.03 12.12 0.00 12.12 0.00 0.00 15.15 18.18
0.00 4.17 15.38 0.00 13.79 0.00 0.00 50.00 42.86
3 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 5
0.00 1.24 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.07
0.00 60.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 12.50 0.00 0.00 3.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
4 0 2 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 19
0.00 0.83 1.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 7.88
0.00 10.53 15.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.26 0.00 0.00
0.00 8.33 11.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00
5 5 11 14 2 10 4 6 4 4 99
2.07 4.56 5.81 0.83 4.15 1.66 2.49 1.66 1.66 41.08
5.05 11.11 14.14 2.02 10.10 4_04 6.06 4.04 4.04
62.50 45.83 53.85 40.00 34.48 40.00 50.00 40.00 28.57
Total 8 24 26 5 29 10 12 10 14 241
3.32 9.96 10.79 2.07 12.03 4.15 4.98 4.15 5.81 100.00
Frequency
Percent
Row Pct
Col Pct 57 59 61 62 65 66 67 68 Total
1 13 3 2 7 3 2 3 4 85
5.39 1.24 0.83 2.90 1.24 0.83 1.24 1.66 35.27
15.29 3.53 2.35 8.24 3.53 2.35 3.53 4.71
33.33 30.00 22.22 41.18 75.00 22.22 37.50 57.14
2 9 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 33
3.73 0.00 0.00 1.24 0.00 0.41 0.00 0.00 13.69
27.27 0.00 0.00 9.09 0.00 3.03 0.00 0.00
23.08 0.00 0.00 17.65 0.00 11.11 0.00 0.00
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 5
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 2.07
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.50 0.00
4 5 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 19
2.07 0.00 2.49 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.00 7.88
26.32 0.00 31.58 0.00 5.26 5.26 0.00 0.00
12.82 0.00 66.67 0.00 25.00 11.11 0.00 0.00
5 12 7 1 7 0 5 4 3 99
4.98 2.90 0.41 2.90 0.00 2.07 1.66 1.24 41.08
12.12 7.07 1.01 7.07 0.00 5.05 4.04 3.03
30.77 70.00 11.11 41.18 0.00 55.56 50.00 42.86
Total 39 10 9 17 4 9 8 7 241
16.18 4.15 3.73 7.05 1.66 3.73 3.32 2.90 100.00

Frequency Missing = 4
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Appendix J: Learning Modes by Organizational Entity

Concrete
Experience (CE)
Experiencing
ThEEBE

Active Reflective 7
Exp Ohservation (RCY
Domg Foflacting
107 (44%
134 (56%6) 4%
Abstract
Conceptualization (AC)
nking
165 (68%%)
Concrete
Experience (CE)
Erperiencing
8(24%%)
A
\
1
| Refective
Reflective ] Observation (RO
Ohservation (RO) m:nng
Reflecting
L6 (48%
17 (52%) (48%) ___.*’
Ahstract
Conceptualization (AC)
Thinidng
25 (7%
Concrete
Experience (CE)
Erpariencing
5(26%)
\
{ \
Ative | Reflective
Active Reflective Esperenentataon ( AE ‘ll' — I_Jt:;tftsﬂcf\\s.o.:
Exper Observation (RO} \ | Rapecong
Lomg FReflecting \ / ]
7(37% \ /
1206%%) (37%) /

Ahsiract

Conceptualization (AC)
nking
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