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Abstract

This thesis proposes to investigate the Information Technology Business Relationship Manager as a change agent within the dynamics of organizational change.  The organization in which this took place is a health and human services government agency The context for the research was through the introduction and implementation of a department-wide online knowledge and learning center (KLC) which also entailed shift away from instructor-led classes to e-learning.   Improved performance, more effective delivery and statutory compliance are some of the reasons given for this initiative.  The relationship manager acts as a bridge between the Information Technology group (IT) that manages the computer related technology involved and the business unit for which the computer technology is part of the putative solution to a gap between how the business currently operates and how the business desires to operate in the future and the business unit who has developed the requirements for computer technology.  In that sense, the relationship manager can be seen as a change agent, both for IT and for the business The thesis is written by the Relationship Manager who was the bridge in the initiative.  This work will provide both a discussion and analysis of the change process with components that will provide a perspective of the experience through the viewpoint of the relationship manager.    
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Part 1.  Introduction, Review of the Literature & Research Methodology
Chapter 1.  Introduction: Change in Business
At the risk of sounding cliché, ‘change,’ ‘transformation,’ ‘adaptation,’ ‘performance improvement,’ ‘diffusion of innovations’ or whatever word or phrase you may choose to use, the notion of change represents a constant in every organization.  The impact of which is staggering.  In Enlightened Leadership, Oakley and Krug (1991) reference of a 1988 survey that appeared in the Washington CEO magazine reported that “of the nearly $48 billion dollars was spent on training and change programs that year only  12% to 15% was considered to be money well spent” (p. 14).   Lewin and Regine (2001) in their book, Weaving Complexities & Business:  Engaging the Soul at Work, note, “[a]pproximately $70 billion a year are spent on change efforts, and 70 percent of these efforts fail in a substantial way”(p. 224).  Additionally, thousands of books and articles are available on how to successfully manage organizational change.  In his book, Thriving on Chaos: Handbook for a Management Revolution Tom Peters (1987) speaks to the importance of change.  “No skill is more important than the corporate capacity to change per se.  The company’s most urgent task, then, is to learn to welcome – beg for, demand – innovation from everyone” (p. 275).
Why is ‘change’ so important?  Why is so much money spent on change efforts?  And why do so many ‘change efforts’ fail in some manner.  Clearly, the ‘why’ questions are important. Change is intended to improve performance, to reduce costs, to more effectively use tax dollars, to comply with federal, state or local laws, even to facilitate transfer of learning from the classroom to the workplace.  It seems that so much money is spent both because ‘change’ is so important but also perhaps because of the failure rate.  It is difficult to be either effective or efficient if the failure rate is 70 percent.  
At this point, it seems reasonable to consider why more do more research into change when there are already mountains of data, suggestions and advice – some of it by prominent names in the fields of business and performance improvement?  The trivially obvious answer is that a failure rate of approximately 70 percent suggests that there is still much to learn.

If 70 percent failure is the current state of the affairs, what is the desired state?  What is an acceptable failure rate?  The above questions are certainly important, however, my interest in ’change’ is to explore the cultural context in which organization change occurs from the perspective an organizational role which deals with ‘change’ daily.  This role is what in this study is called a ‘relationship manager.’  In other business the role may be known by other names, viz., customer service manager, private banker, account representative, or even concierge.  My interest is with the ongoing cultural component, the current state.  In that sense, I am interested in what is occurring ‘today’.  My belief is that the more we understand how change occurs today, the more likely it would be that we could better understand how to improve change efforts tomorrow.  

Oakley and Krug (1991) categorize critical issues as either ‘hard issues’ or ‘soft issues.  ‘Hard issues’ such as poor quality, unacceptable customer service and productivity drop-offs are those that are seemingly based on fact, and are easy to recognize, measure and seem easy to address (p. 44).  “The soft issues are the human issues – the fundamental attitudinal or mindset issues of our people (p. 45).” Oakley and Krug (1991) assert that the hard issues are but symptoms and that “[t]he underlying cause of the hard issues is often found in the soft issues of an organization” (p. 45). Oakley and Krug (1991) continue: “This belief that our soft issues will disappear if we get our systems, structures, processes right has caused the downfall of many organizational change efforts” (p. 47).

The literature speaks to a myriad of approaches to assist in change efforts.  Total Quality Management (TQM), Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI) and Six Sigma® are some of the more quantitative approaches.  Building relationships, a more qualitative choice through such movements as Customer Relationship Management (CRM) is a means whereby businesses and customers can learn more about each other and in doing so the business can effect changes for the customers’ sake as well as the customer making changes that help the business.



The question of how change occurs is clearly important, but it is also important to explore the effects of our attempts to influence change; or as Winiecki (2005) refers to them as the ‘doings of doings.’ 

Chapter 2. Review of the Literature
Change and the Change Process
The ("Oxford English Dictionary," 1989) (OED) defines the verb ‘change’ in two general ways.  As a transitive verb it is defined as “to make (a thing) other than it was; to render different, alter, modify, transmute” ("Oxford English Dictionary," p. 17).  As an intransitive verb it is defined as “to become different, undergo alteration, alter, vary” ("Oxford English Dictionary," p. 17).   To some extent the very idea of whether ‘change’ is transitive viz., an actor making something different, or intransitive, viz., something undergone to become different, is found in the literature. 
Consistent with the two definitions from the OED, the literature regarding organizational change is multivocal.  Kotter (1998), in his article Leading Change: Why transformations Fail, discusses eight hierarchical steps to follow in order to transform (change) your organization.  He continues, “. . . the change process goes through a series of phases that, in total, usually require a considerable length of time.  Skipping steps creates only the illusion of speed and never produces satisfying results”(p. 3).
Although Schaffer and Thomson (1998) in Successful Change Programs Begin with Results  seem to believe that change can be directed, they voice a different perspective.  

Companies introduce these programs under the false assumption that if they carry out enough of the ‘right’ improvement activities, actual performance improvement will inevitably materialize.  At the heart of these programs, which we call ‘activity centered,’ is a fundamentally flawed logic that confuses ends with means, processes with outcomes. (p. 191). . . The results-driven path stakes out specific targets and matches resources, tools, and action plans to the requirements of reaching those targets. (p. 195)
Other authors appear to be somewhat less optimistic about the ability to direct change.  In his book Leading in a Culture of Change Michael Fullan (2001) offers the following view when discussing the process of change. “Management books contain reams of advice, but the advice is often contradictory, general, and at the end of the day confusing and nonactionable”(p. 5).  This has led Fullan (2001) to conclude that “…change cannot be managed.  It can be understood and perhaps led, but it cannot be controlled” (p. 33).  Mintzberg et al (1998), as cited in Fullan (2001) has arrived at a comparable conclusion.  “[T]he best way to ‘manage’ change is to allow for it to happen” (p. 33) .

Although, Pascale et al., as cited in Fullan (2001) seems to agree with Fullan that change cannot be directed, they suggest that if change is not moving in the intended direction, there is something that can be done.  “Living systems, [like businesses] cannot be directed along a linear path.  Unforeseen consequences are inevitable.  The challenge is to disturb them in a manner that approximates the desired outcomes”(pp. 45 - 46).  

(Rummler & Brache, 1995) in Improving Performance: How to Manage the White Space on the Organization Chart argue for an organizational framework “based on the premise that organizations behave as adaptive systems” (p. 9) .  “[They] contend that this systems perspective describe every organization.  Even the systems of monopolies and government entities [italics added] contain everything, even a modified form of the competition . . .‘component’” (pp. 11 - 12).  (Rummler & Brache, 1995) describe the organization as an adaptive system as follows. 
[A]n organization is a processing system (1) that converts various resource inputs (2) into product and service outputs (3), which it provides to receiving systems, or markets (4).  It also provides financial value, in the form of equity and dividends, to its shareholders (5).  The organization is guided by its own internal criteria and feedback (6) but is ultimately driven by the feedback from its market (7).  The competition (8) is also drawing on those resources and providing its products and services to the market.  This entire business scenario is played out in the social, economic, and political environment (9).  Looking inside the organization, we see functions, or subsystems, which exist to convert various inputs into products or services (10).  These internal functions, or departments, have the same systems characteristics as the total organization.  Finally, the organization has a control mechanism – management (11) – that interprets and reacts to the internal and external feedback, so that the organization keeps in balance with the external environment. (pp. 9 - 10)
Coming out of the work of (Rummler & Brache, 1995) is the notion of ‘white space.’  White space can be viewed as the space on the organizational chart between the officially recognized departments, positions or processes.  “In our experience, the greatest opportunities for performance improvement often lie in the functional interfaces – those points where the baton . . . is being passed from one department to another” (p. 9). 
(Lewin & Regine, 2001) in their book Weaving Complexities & Business:  Engaging the Soul at Work, share the ‘business as systems’ view. They view business as complex adaptive systems.  They contend:  
The recognition that businesses are complex adaptive systems allows us to draw on what is known about such systems – in computer simulations and in nature – so that we can learn about the fundamental dynamics of business and the economic webs of which they are a part.  Common to the dynamics within and among businesses is the emergence of (mostly) unpredictable patterns from the interactions that occur there, because of the interconnectedness of the systems. 
(p. 42)
Additionally, (Lewin & Regine, 2001), argue for a complexity science approach to management.  
The science of complexity is the latest attempt to describe the source of complex order in the world.  In this sense it builds on earlier attempts, and did not rise fully formed out of nothing. . . . The answer is that they are part of a continuum in the struggle to explain the order in nature, with systems theory . . . being an intellectual precursor to chaos theory, and chaos theory an intellectual precursor to complexity science. (pp. 31 - 32)
(Lewin & Regine, 2001) “Complexity science points to the following few simple guidelines for working with organizations as complex adaptive systems” (p. 44).  These guidelines are:
· When agents interact and mutually affect each other in a system, this is the source of emergence.

· Agents’ behaviors in a system are governed by a few simple rules.

· Small changes can lead to large effects, taking the system to a new attractor.
· Emergence is certain, but there is no certainty as to what it will be.

· The greater the diversity of agents in a system, the richer the emergence patterns. (p. 44)
(Lewin & Regine, 2001) explain the idea behind ‘emergence’. 
“Management guided by the principles of complexity science therefore constitutes a style that is very human-oriented in that it recognizes that relationships are the bottom line of business, and that creativity, culture, and productivity emerge from these interactions” (p. 45).
(Lewin & Regine, 2001) continue:

Traditionally, most organizations are founded on a linear structure of a hierarchy and bureaucracy, which impedes their agility and flexibility, qualities so needed in these times of unprecedented change.  The most effective way to change a linear structure to a nonlinear process is to attend to the nonlinear world of relationships. (p. 255)
(Fullan, 2001) also speaks to the importance of relationships, “we have found that the single factor common to every successful change initiative is that relationships improve.  If relationships improve, things get better.  If they remain the same or get worse, ground is lost”(p. 5). 

(Lewin & Regine, 2001) make a very strong statement regarding relationships: “We are not talking about relationships in terms of networking and the like.  Rather we are talking about genuine relationships based on authenticity and care” (p. 9).  (Lewin & Regine, 2001) continue “[a]uthenticity is a practice of reflection and action that builds trust . . . .[It] flows from being truthful and open in the relationship”(p. 310) and is one of the ways in which to “generate connections and rewarding relationships” (p. 309).

When considering organizations as systems, the significance of relationships can be seen in connection with the feedback loop.  According to (Lewin & Regine, 2001) “Feedback loops exist in complex systems, and through their dynamics the system evolves over time.  In order to have positive outcomes, you need positive and constructive relationships to feed into and enrich those loops” (pp. 255 - 256).  (Rummler & Brache, 1995 discussing feedback, cite Senge (1990)) remarking that “[t]he intelligent use of feedback is at the heart of what has begun to be called the ‘learning organization’” (p. 10).
In 1990(1990), Peter Senge wrote The Fifth Discipline and in doing so introduced the notion of a ‘learning organization’ into the lexicon.  In it, he listed five disciplines, (personal mastery, mental models, building shared vision, team learning and systems thinking) the adoption and practice of which are to bring about a learning organization.   (P. M. Senge, 1990) continues.

The central message of the Fifth Discipline is more radical than ‘radical organization redesign’ – namely that our organizations work the way they work, ultimately, because of how we think and how we interact.  Only by changing how we think can we change deeply embedded policies and practices. (p. xiv)
As advanced earlier, the idea that change can be viewed both as a transitive verb (active) “to make something different”, or intransitive (passive) “something undergone to become different” is evidenced by (P. M. Senge, 1990)  “People don’t resist change.  They resist being changed” (p. 155).  The idea that Senge seems to be promoting is people do not accept change when change is something that happens to them.  

Find some reference
 about a culture of change or something that people change more readily when change is an aspect of their culture.
Senge’s learning organization itself may be seen as a basis for an organizational culture and a model for organizational change.  (P. Senge et al., 1999) aired this view in The Dance of Change: The Challenges to Sustaining Momentum in Learning Organizations.  (Fullan, 2001) also recognizes the importance of culture. “Structure does make a difference, but it is not the main point in achieving success.  Transforming the culture – changing the way we do things around here – is the main point” (pp. 43 - 44).











Change Agents and Change Agencies
From the literature another notion emerges, that of a change agent.  According to (Rogers, 2003) in his book Diffusion of Innovations, a change agent is “an individual who influences clients’ innovation-decisions in a direction deemed desirable by the change agency”(p. 366).  “…[C]hange agents provide a communication link between a resource system with some kind of expertise and a client system.  (Rogers, 2003), continues, “[o]ne main role of the change agent is to facilitate the flow of information from a change agency to an audience of clients” (p. 368).
(Brafman & Beckstrom, 2006) in Starfish and Spiders: The Unstoppable Power of Leaderless Organizations, speak of ‘catalysts’.  “In chemistry, a catalyst is any element or compound that initiates a reaction without fusing into that reaction” (p. 92).  (Brafman & Beckstrom, 2006), use the example that when nitrogen and hydrogen are put together, nothing happens.  If iron is added however, the nitrogen and hydrogen create ammonia. Yet no iron is found in ammonia.  Iron is the catalyst. Catalysts in open organizations can be seen to act in a similar fashion (pp. 91 - 92). 

As an example of a human catalyst, (Brafman & Beckstrom, 2006), point to Bill W., the founder of Alcoholics Anonymous (A.A.).  Bill W. started A.A. and when it began to grow he stepped aside and “allowed A.A. to become its own entity”(p. 92) . 

(Brafman & Beckstrom, 2006)some of the characteristics catalysts have.  “A catalyst interacts with people as a peer” (p. 129); “… [catalysts] depend on trust” (p. 129);   “…[catalysts] depend on emotional intelligence; their job is to create personal relationship” (p. 129); “…[catalysts] are inspirational and collaborative; they talk about ideology and urge people to work together to make the ideology a reality” (p. 129); “…[catalysts] avoid attention and tend to work behind the scenes” (p. 129); and “…[catalysts] thrive on ambiguity and apparent chaos” (p. 129).

   (Lewin & Regine, 2001), who view business as complex adaptive systems, also speak to the notion of change agents. “It requires a kind of alchemy.  Alchemists were those who could ‘transform something common into something special.’
  The alchemy of change agents is to create novelty out of the status quo”(p. 225).

(Keirsey and Bates as cited in Lewin & Regine, 2001) remark that the change agent’s approach must be sensitive to the traditions, values and beliefs of the organization.  (Lewin & Regine, 2001) argue “From a complexity perspective, the change agent needs to hold a paradox – valuing both the tradition of the organization and a nonlinear view – knowing that from this tension something new will emerge” (pp. 225 - 226) .
(Lewin & Regine, 2001) ask us to consider a second paradox that the successful ‘alchemist’ must accept.  

Complexity by its very nature is polychronic, that is simultaneous, nonlinear, system-oriented and multidimensional.  In a context where the mentality is scheduling, compartmentalizing, doing one thing at a time, implementing change then needs to be fashioned in a linear, step-by-step method.  This linear approach to change flies in the face of complexity’s intrinsic nonlinearity (p. 225).


(P. M. Senge, 1990) seems to sum up the problems faced by change agents, catalysts, alchemists or whatever name you want to give change agents. “The harder you push, the harder the system pushes back (p. 58).

So how is it that the role of the change agent can be less “hard?”
  If the system (however you choose to define ‘system’)
 were conducive to change, it would seem reasonable that the role of the change agent would be easier. It would also seem reasonable then, to employ strategies that would affect the system in such a way that change would be more conducive.  Aligning expectations among the individuals involved in the change through relationship building seems to be one means to affect the system as a whole.

For the purpose of this research I have adopted the notion of the structure of an ‘organization’ as defined by (Rogers, 2003).  Structurally, “[a]n organization is a stable system of individuals who work together to achieve common goals through a hierarchy of ranks and a division of labor” (p. 404 italics in original).  (Rogers, 2003) continues that “[organization’s] efficiency as a means of orchestrating human endeavors is in part due to this stability, which stems from a relatively high degree of structure that is imposed on the communication process (p. 404).  Functionally, “[o]rganizations are created to handle large-scale routine tasks through a pattern of regularized human relationships.  The predictable organizational structure is obtained through” (p. 404): predetermined goals; prescribe roles; authority structure; rules and regulations; informal patterns (p. 404).

The focus of this research is centered on the notion of informal patterns, which (Rogers, 2003)  goes on to say:

Every formal organization is characterized by various kinds of informal practices, norms, and social relationships among its members.  These informal practices emerge over time and fulfill and important function in any organization.  Nevertheless, the intent of bureaucratic organizations is often to depersonalize human relationships as much as possible by standardizing and formalizing them. (p. 404).






1. 
2. 
3. 






Looking Forward
(Schensul, Schensul, & LeCompte, 1999), wrote, “Research is conducted to describe particular phenomena, delineate their variability, document their distribution in time and place, understand their associations with other phenomena, and attempt to predict and influence these phenomena through intervention” (p. 23).  Using the aims of research described by Schensul, Schensul, & LeCompte, 1999, I intend to show through this case study the “lived” world of a change agent, known to the organization as a relationship manager.  The sense that the formal organization, the one that is exemplified through its artifacts, e.g. organizational charts, policy documents, is a faithful characterization of the organization is not completely accurate.  I am using the word “lived” in an attempt to include the informal practices and the social relationships that together with the formal organization give a better description of how change occurs in the Department.  Before continuing with the “lived” organization additional discussion of the research practice used is needed.
In the next chapter, I describe how the research was designed
, the methodologies employed and the use of an initial formative model, all of which were informed by sound qualitative research practices.  In addition to helping to assure validity and reliability, the adherence to these practices will also to help the study to accomplish some of the research goals as stated by Schensul, Shensul and LeCompte
.
Chapter 3: Research Scope, Design & Methodology
In the review of literature I have attempted to demonstrate the multivocal nature of change: as an active process (a transitive verb) which can be seen as a process with an active change agent to a passive process (an intransitive verb), where the change comes from external to the agent.  Additionally, I wanted to introduce the notion of a change agent, and a general framework of what it is to be an organization.
Scope of the Research

In the research reported here, I explored the relationship manager as an agent of change within the dynamics of organizational change, from my first person perspective as that change agent.  The setting (context) in which the exploration took place during the introduction and implementation of a department-wide learning management system (KLC) which  caused a shift away from instructor-led classes to e-learning.  The context provides the ground where the strategies of the relationship manager are played out.  Although the ground and the way in which the relationship manager employs his trade may change, his overarching strategy seems to remain constant.  
The organization in which this research took place was a health and human services government agency (Department).  The Department, identifies as one of its strategic goals the adoption and integration of the concepts of the learning organization, as advanced by Peter Senge.  These efforts by the Department to become a learning organization provide one of the cultural aspects 
through which the data from the research was explored.

This study addresses both formalized organizational processes, procedures, methods and tactics as well as the prima facie ad hoc interpersonal and tactical methods employed by the Relationship Manager. 
 
Connections, interactions and relationships with other aspects of the organization were identified and described as they are relevant to the interests of the thesis in that they may help to explain social (explain ‘social factors’) or organizational factors as a background for strategies or tactics.   The explanations of these factors may help to view the strategies or tactics employed as rational when considered more systemically, while perhaps they may appear idiosyncratic or even irrational when viewed in isolation.  The notion of the irrationality of rationality was introduced by Max Weber in the early twentieth century
.
This thesis includes both qualitative data; observations, interviews, artifacts as well as quantified data, timelines, budgets and other metrics kept by the Department.
  While the latter are nominally quantitative, they will be treated as documentary or artifact data rather than data for analysis using quantitative research tools or methods.  
The research and its analysis proceeded in a qualitative sense, to ‘map’ the organization’s processes and its changes – in this case, how the relationship manager interacts within the dynamic of organizational change.
Paradigm and Research Design
(Kirk & Miller, 1986), note that “[q]ualitative research is a particular tradition in social sciences that fundamentally depends on watching people in their own territory and interacting with them in their own language, on their own terms
”(p. 9, bold and italics in original).  This thesis falls within the discipline of qualitative research.  As such it follows certain protocols and methodologies that are recognized within the discipline.  The discussion that follows explains those protocols and methodologies.

(LeCompte & Schensul, 1999), remark that “[a]ll research is informed by particular worldviews [paradigms] or perspectives held by the researcher and scholars within his or her discipline”(p. 41). The paradigm informing this study is ecological.  An ecological paradigm in qualitative research has a different meaning than what is commonly thought of as ‘ecological’.  (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999 citing Poggie, DeWalt, and Dressler, (1992), and McElroy and Townsend, (1979)), make the point that, in qualitative social science, “ecologically oriented research looks for continuous accommodation among individuals, institutions, and the environment” (p. 52), where the environment is viewed as “any contextual feature: social, cultural, institutional, political, or geophysical” (p. 52).   (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) continue: “[social scientists applying the ecological paradigm] seek to understand how social systems persist and adapt to conflict as well as how they change” (p. 52).  
The research performed is well suited both to the ecological paradigm and to the general, system-oriented interests of performance technology.  Improved performance is a prima facie goal of performance technology.  Any attempt to close a performance gap between how an organization currently operates and how that organization desires to operate, i.e. the gap, entails change and this research is about how change occurs within an organization through the efforts of a change agent and from that change agent’s perspective. (Rosenberg, Coscarelli, & Hutchison, 1999) argue “The performance technologist must understand the culture of the organization in order to implement the interventions most likely to succeed”  (p. 33)

(LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) view research design as “a detailed set of questions, hunches, and procedures, and a plan of action to conduct the research project” (p. 61).  For this research, components of two qualitative research designs were used: ethnography and narrative inquiry.  Furthermore, the focus of the study, the relationship manager, is the author, himself.  In this sense then, the design uses autoethnography with its narrative component.  

First, the research is an ethnography.  As defined (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999), an ethnography is a culturally informed case study, where case studies are viewed as research that focuses on a single entity (individual or group) for investigation (pp. 83 - 85). (add more). 

(LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) minimally recommend ethnography as a research design for the following conditions:
· A population, process, problem, context, or phenomenon whose characteristics, parameters or outcomes are unclear, unknown, or unexplored

· Use of open-ended interviews and participant observation

· A defined or operationalized group

· A concern with using cultural concepts to guide the research and help explain or interpret the data (p. 83).
This research meets the guidelines for each of the four bulleted points as follows: First of all the phenomenon of a relationship manager for information technology within a government organization is new and the characteristics, parameters and outcomes from the interaction of population, process, problem and context are unexplored.  Also the immediate context for the research viz., the introduction of the KLC at this agency is equally unexplored.  Second, since I, the author, am the relationship manager being explored, the research conducted contains a fortiori, participant observation.  
Additionally, due to the exploratory nature of the research, open-ended interviews were employed (describe the use of open-ended interviews). Third, the relationship manager is an operationalized group (more here). The nature of the relationship manager within the organizational culture and how the culture impacts the work is central to the research.  In that sense, the research satisfies the fourth bulleted point (more here). 

Second, there is a narrative inquiry component.  (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) minimally recommend narrative inquiry as a research design for the following conditions:

· Individual(s) willing to tell stories or life, career, or personal histories
· An interpretive framework based on the concepts and meanings used by the storyteller (p. 83)
(Clandinin & Connelly, 2000) contend, “[n]arrative inquiry is a way of understanding experience.  It s a collaboration of researcher and participants, over time, in a place or series of places, and in social interactions with millieus” (p. 20). According to (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), “Narrative is the best way of representing and understanding experience” (p. 18).  

A benefit of chosing a narrative inquiry component is that it allows for directly relating to the reader how I, the relationship manager, experiences the work.  Using aspects of this design provided a personal perspective of how being a relationship manager is experienced and made sense of by me.  As (Bochner & Ellis, 1996) point out, narrative strategies can “transport readers into experiences and make them feel as well as think” (p. 19).  And the role of relationship manager and the change process cam be both emotional as well as cognitive. 
Additionally, it provides a means to view the organizational change dynamics from an insider’s perspective.  Since this ethnography explores the relationship manager,  a relationship manager can provide a reflexsive perspective not available to other authors.  This can allow for the reader to get inside the head of the relationship manager and thereby becoming privy to additional interpretation of the organization and event.

Write a segue here.  Using an ecological paradigm
Research Question and Hypothesis
The genesis for the research began from a single general research question: What is the relationship manager in relation to the dynamics of organizational change? The context in which this question is explored is within a state government agency; and more specifically through the implementation of a department-wide online Knowledge and Learning Center (KLC).   

 As important as understanding what the research question is about, it is also important to recognize what the above question is not asking.  It is not asking about the role of the relationship manager or the nature of the relationship manager.  The research question posed here is more existential.  
The everyday doings of the person called a relationship manager creates a subjectivity (in the Foucaultian sense) for that person.  To the organization and perhaps for the person himself, he 
is a relationship manager – that is an existential identity claim.   In meetings, I hear comments like “you are the relationship manager” or “Hey relationship manager, what do you think?  It is clearly possible to deny that an identity claim is being made in the above sentences.
 One might argue that the role relationship manager somehow supervenes on the person ‘Monty Fleenor.’  But that would seem suggest that people first know the person ‘Monty Fleenor’ simpliciter and that the role ‘relationship manager is also known simpliciter and then the two are related in some special way.  
One could also argue that any belief to an identity claim is based in the limitations of language and how we use it.  For example, it could be argued that in the sentence ‘You are the relationship manager’.  The term ‘relationship manager’ is a predication and not an identity claim.   
In this particular ethnography, the term ‘relationship manager’ is used in two ways.  First the term ‘relationship manager’ (lower case “r” and lower case “m”) is a term that speaks to a role within the agency.  The name Relationship Manager (upper case “R” and upper case  “M” is a proper noun that rigidly designates Monty Fleenor, this author  It is the existential question of what is the “Relationship Manager” that informs this research.  

The context in which this case study takes place is a State Government Health and Human Service Agency (Department).  The Department maintains a structured hierarchical environment, in which formal authority increases are you “go up” the organizational chain of command and formal communication starts from the top and works down the chain of command.  The agency is also governed by written policies and procedures and job duties of staff are based on written job requirements that establish a minimum set of qualifications for that particular job.  This organizational structure is consistent with Weber’s notion of the “modern rational organization”.  This notion has continued to be popularized by (Ritzer, 2004) in, The McDonaldization of Society. 
Culture, as defined by (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) “consists of the beliefs, behaviors, norms, attitudes, social arrangements, and forms of expression that form a describable pattern in the lives of members of a community or institution” (p. 21).
(Dormant, 1999) remarks that “[organizational culture] refers primarily to a set of tendencies or behavior patterns that characterize the people in an organization” (p. 337).  Or as (Dormant, 1999citing Burke and Litwin (1989)) “organizational culture is ‘the way we do things around here’” (p. 337).
The idea of culture or more precisely cultural practices are significant in this research.  This plays out in the sense that when the culture is explored through the daily practices of its members, two organizations come to light – the formal, structural organization (the organization that exists on paper) and the lived organization (the one in which the staff carry out there organizational life.
In the early 1990s, the Department
 decided to adopt Senge’s (1990) notion of a learning organization.  In fact, the Department
 included as one of the goals in its strategic plan to apply and integrate the concepts of a learning organization.  The degree to which this goal is accomplished should be visible through some degree of application of Senge’s five disciplines of a learning organization
. 
A culture where the application of these learning organization disciplines, are coupled within the organizational structure provide the water in which the relationship manager swims. 

The notion of a relationship manager is not unique to the Department.  See Appendix ?? for a history of the role of relationship manager at the Department.  When one attempts to distill the work of a relationship manager to mission-type statement, the follow seems reasonable:   the relationship manager is to improve communication and foster collaboration between the IT unit and the business units for which he is responsible within the Department  
Those general responsibilities could be distributed to staff and become an aspect of their roles, which is more consistent with Senge’s learning organization notion and not situated in a single individual, which is more consistent with the traditional bureaucratic organization.  In consideration of Senge’s notion of a learning organization, what is the organizational “need” for a relationship manager suggest?

The “need” of a relationship manager may be suggestive that neither the learning organization as a change model nor all the forms, templates, process and procedures used by the Department are, as a collection, sufficient to successfully manage technological change in the Department.  It may be that there is an inherent cultural tension between becoming a learning organization and remaining a rational bureaucracy?  Could the relationship manager be an example 
of the irrationality of rationality?
Methods


Consistent with its paradigm and research design, this study used multiple methods of collecting data.  The procedures used included: (a) observation and fieldnoting of business processes and procedures including meetings, individuals as they perform their assigned tasks, (b) formal and informal interviews with participants in the study, (c) collection and analysis of archived data relative to the functions of the workplace.  In addition, some participants in this study engaged in verbal protocol interviews, or “guided tours” of their work practices.  Finally, the researcher debriefed the research participants.  Interviews with research participants was audio recorded and transcribed.  Audio recordings were retained until transcripts were completed, then erased
.
All data collected using the procedures described above were transcribed and/or coded for analysis of patterns. (Explain better the codes, patterns, and structures
.)  Data analysis proceeded concurrently with data collection.  Between periods of data analysis, the researcher regularly ‘member checked’ -  (a data and research auditing tool that serves to increase the trustworthiness fo the research outcomes- Winiecki’s word – find citation and rewrite)
 - debriefed with research participants to identify areas where further data collection and analysis were necessary.
The majority of the data collected came from participant observation.  Fieldnotes were made as prudent for each observation event – during, if it was determined that making them would not introduce disturbance in the event, or after, if it was determined that the making of fieldnotes would somehow had disturbed the event or its participants.  (Schensul et al., 1999) indicate that post-event fieldnotes are a normal tactic that while not ideal, are consistent with the ethnographer’s interest in minimizing the researcher’s influence on the research environment.  
Locations for data collection by observation came from meetings of the ‘Learning Resource Team’, e-learning sponsor meetings, e-learning application helpdesk meetings, e-learning course project meetings and other ad hoc meetings in the organization.  In an iterative process, review and analysis of the direct and participant observation fieldnotes and memos helped frame the interview questions and ongoing analysis of data collected.  In the literature on qualitative research, (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) call this ‘constant comparative analysis’. 

Consistent with the views (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), interviews were used in a process known as ‘triangulation’ to help clarify data that were gathered through observation, and thus focus the formative change management model.  Due to the exploratory nature of this research, the interviews were mostly unstructured with open-ended questions.  However, as important themes were identified and details relative to the research, semi-structured interviews were used in a ‘confirmative’ manner to help establish the credibility 
of the research findings.  The method is intended to provide additional data as well as help triangulate previously gathered data in an effective and efficient manner.

Artifacts were used from meetings where direct and participant observations took place.  These artifacts include: agendas, presentations, and notes.  Additional artifacts include: Learning Resource Team Charter, Department Strategic Plan and Strategic Learning Plan. (Add other pertinent artifacts as included) The artifacts also help provide clarification, focus and triangulation.

This researcher followed the informed consent procedures as required by Boise State University (BSU), the Graduate College and the Instructional and Performance Technology Department.  This procedure was submitting a questionnaire to BSU’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).  Flesh 
this out more.
All individuals agreeing to participate in this study  continue to remain anonymous to everyone except the researcher and perhaps each other.  All identifying remarks (names, locations, etc.) in observation fieldnotes, interview responses and archival data were coded with pseudonyms so the identity of research participants is protected.  All reports describing this research were coded with pseudonyms to protect the identity of participants.  The researcher will not release the names of research participants to any individual without the expressed and written consent of all parties involved.

Validity and Reliability


(Kirk & Miller, 1986), make the following observation. “Technically a ‘qualitative observation’ identifies the presence or absence of something, in contrast ‘qualitative 
observation,’ which involves measuring the degree to which some feature is present (p. 9).
(Schensul et al., 1999) remark that ‘validity’ in the conventional positivistic sense is defined as “a measure both of whether or not researchers have actually discovered what they claim to have found, and of the extent to which what they have learned can be applied to other populations” (p. 271).  

(Schensul et al., 1999) ‘reliability’ in the conventional positivistic sense is defined as “the stability of the research results and their ability to be replicated by other researchers” (p. 271).

According to (Schensul et al., 1999), 

The reason ethnography diverges from the standard canons for validity and reliability [are that] [e]thnography’s most important form of data collection is participant observation, in which researchers themselves are the ‘instruments’ [and] [e]thnographers cannot impose rigid laboratory controls on their studies because their focus is the natural flow of human events over time. (p. 273)
This being said, ethnography can offer quality research with credible results.  A recent definition of internal validity more sympathetic to ethnography is offered by (Schensul et al., 1999 citing Krueger, (1988)):
Internal validity refers to the extent to which scientific observations and measurements – such as surveys and interviews – authentically represent the reality in which the people studied live – as they define it – or the degree to which the response obtained from respondents are a valid reflection of how those respondents felt and thought about the topic. (pp. 274 - 275, bold in original)
Again, (Schensul et al., 1999):
It is easy to understand why ethnography has high internal validity, because ethnographers live with groups for a long period of time, getting to know people well and allowing for both continuous data analysis and opportunities to refine constructs in ways that ensure a match between scientific categories and participant realities. (p. 276)
Considerations employed by the researcher to enhance internal validity and reduce the likelihood of participants giving false information in the presence of the researcher (observer effect) for both observation and interviews.  Adopted from (Schensul et al., 1999, p. 281).  They include:
· The familiarity and comfort level that the respondent have with the researcher

· The length of time the researcher has been in the field

· Ensure that people feel comfortable in the interview setting
· Situate the interview in an appropriate location

· Clarify any ambiguity in questions

· Test research result with participants for interpretation comments before they are published or disseminated

(Address the question of external validity)
  In regards to reliability, this researcher agrees with (Schensul et al., 1999) that it is not the intent of this research to provide for duplication across different groups.  This project is intended to provide exploratory information that may lead to theory formation, in which case differences among studies may be equally as important as similarities (p. 288).
Consistent with (Schensul et al., 1999), the adherence of this project to recognized qualitative methodologies is intended to allow for others to approximate the research process in contrast to reaching the same research results.
Some of the techniques used in this project that are intended to enhance external reliability are taken from (Schensul et al., 1999, pp. 288 - 289).  They include:

· Operationally defining concepts, constructs, domains, factors and variables

· Identifying social context and the situations of research

· Making clear how and where observations were made

· Clarifying and describing the study’s key informants, the groups they represent and the status positions they hold

· Describing both the nature and the context of the researcher’s relationships with the study population and the research site.

· Clarifying methods and procedures for analyzing ethnographic data 
Formative Conceptual Model

(Schensul et al., 1999) advance the view that “…the construction of a research model and subsequent operations associated with data collection requires a series of logical transformations.  The challenge is to move from abstract concepts…to valid and reliable operations for data collection” (p. 23, bold in original).  

(Add more background for the significance of the model)
(Schensul et al., 1999), explain that “[a] formative model is a diagram that represents the initial relationships among elements or concepts with regard to the topic you want to study” (p. 23).  (Schensul et al., 1999, p. 47) conclude the utility of which includes:

· An initial theoretical paradigm for how things work that is to be tested and modified based on primary data collection

· The criteria for comparing between expected…and the observed

· A map or research design that guides data collection

· A set of criteria for establishing valid and reliable research measurement instruments.
I want to be clear that the formative model does not represent any theory that I am trying to prove through my research.  It is a tool that is adapted, modified, redone, etc. throughout the study.  As a heuristic device, it guides practice by permitting the abstraction of the messy real world into a model that proposes fundamental elements and their relations in isolation.  It is only complete when the research is done.  (These are Winiecki’s words – rewrite
.)
The Formative Contextual Relationship model (Figure
 1) attempts, at a very high level, to illustrate the contextual structure within which the Relationship Manager operates with respect to the implementation of the KLC.    The organizational structure shown in Figure 1 has minimal significance.  The relationships with the people within those contexts are what allow for the Relationship Manager to get work done.


[image: image1.wmf]Relationship 

Manager

Learning Resource 

Team

eLearning Sponsors

Human Resources

LMS Vendor

other LMS Customers

ITSD


Figure 1 Formative Contextual Relationship Model
What follows is a brief overview of each of the contexts in Figure 2
 and some of the key persons within each context.  In the sense that the Relationship Manager operates within any context needed, no causal or dependent relationships are shown in Figure 1.


The Learning Resource Team is made up of at least one representative from each of the eight divisions.  Refer to Figure 2 for division names.  One of its responsibilities is to implement e-learning.


The e-learning sponsors are the Division Administrator for Human Resources, the Division Administrator for ITSD and the Deputy Director who oversees Human Resources, ITSD and the Division of Management Services.  Functionally, these three individuals represent the ultimate decision making authority for the KLC.


Human Resources is the Division that has business responsibility for the KLC.  Business responsibility includes providing the necessary budget, personnel and strategic oversight. The Training and Development Manager and the e-learning Project Manager both work in Human Resources.  The Training and Development Manager has Department-wide oversight responsibility for Training and Development while the e-learning Project Manager is responsible for the e-learning project.  The e-learning project includes the implementation of the KLC as well as the development of online courses and business processes associated with e-learning.


The KLC vendor is a third-party vendor who sells and supports the KLC which was purchased by the Department.  The majority of our communication with this vendor is through the e-learning Project Manager. 


The structure of IT has been previously discussed (see Figures 3 and 3).  The Relationship Manager creates an interface between the Business and IT therefore a significant amount of time is spent fostering the relationships within IT itself.  Of the approximately 170 persons working within IT, it is estimated that I have more than a casual working relationship with 40 individuals, and close working relationship with approximately 20.  Other KLC customers primarily include the end-users of the KLC.

Looking Forward
The
 intent in Part 2  is to describe, delineate, document and understand the phenomena of the Relationship Manager both from a process and procedural (third person) perspective as well as how it is to experience what it is like being a relationship manager (first person).  (flesh out more)
Part 2. Relationship Manager as an agent of Change

To say that organizational change is situated within an organization is not as trivial as it may initially seem.  It is with the closer exploration of ‘organization’ that reveals that there are many different organizations to view.  Consider for a moment the astronomical constellation, Orion, the Hunter.  
Several things are at play.  One is the physical reality.  In this case, there are stars.  We have then been asked to consider a specific number of these stars, and have been told that these stars represent the constellation, Orion, the Hunter.  We learn then to look toward a certain region of the night sky, at when we see these certain stars, we “see” Orion.  This notion of Orion has been reified through, artifacts, stories, and beliefs.  However, let us be clear.  There is no  “thing” out there that is Orion.  Orion is perceived through and in that  Additionally, we could have one of the stars that make up Orion, be a part of another constellation.  When we see those stars we see a different constellation, not Orion. 
I ask that you consider ‘organization’ in the same fashion.  As cited earlier, Rogers (2003), described an organization as “a stable system of individuals who work together to achieve common goals through a hierarchy of ranks and a division of labor” (p. 366).  The hierarchy of ranks and the division of labor are achieved through policies, procedures, rules and regulations.  The point I want to make here is that although it may be easier to view the policies, procedures, rules and regulations as a structure that the “stable system of individuals” are situated, that is not the case.  Like the constellation of Orion, the structure “out there” does not exist.  It is only when the actors interact with the Policies, procedures, rules and regulations does the structure become something.  
As cited previously, culture, as defined by (LeCompte & Schensul, 1999) “consists of the beliefs, behaviors, norms, attitudes, social arrangements, and forms of expression that form a describable pattern in the lives of members of a community or institution” (p. 21).  It is the interpretation of the policies, procedures, rules and regulations, in relation to the beliefs, norms, attitudes, and social arrangements that bring to life the “lived” organization.  It is the “lived” organization in which the relationship manager finds himself.
The relationship manager, recognizes that the “lived” organization, is also a constellation, and as such, does not exist “out there”.  By this recognition he can work within a transcendent organization.  The relationship manager, learns the policies, procedures, rules and regulations well.  He knows how they are generally applied.  In other words, he knows how to see Orion.  He then does more.  
Consider, Bloom’s Taxonomy of educational objectives for the cognitive domain.  Flesh out.  Once the relationship manager, knows, understands and can apply the policies, procedures, rules and regulations, he move up the taxonomy to analyze the same policies, procedures, rules and regulations and synthesize them in ways that preserve the “organization”, yet provide for a way to have other persons see a new constellation.  A constellation in which that which the relationship manager is attempting to do, and the way in which he is attempting to do it, makes sense.  This new constellation is generated from the familiar policies, procedures, rules and regulations, so it is possible for others to see the constellation.  Being able to generate new constellations and their associated stories may be a necessary condition for a successful relationship manager, it is not a sufficient condition.  The relationship manager must be able to show others the constellation, have others see it, recognize the significance of the new constellation, and act in a way that is appropriate, based on the new constellation.  In order to do this, the relationship manager must constantly be attending to current relationships and creating new ones.  It is through the relationships that the relationship manager can point out to others a new constellation and have others see it.  This is central.  
The new constellations are temporarily reified, in part because others believe the relationship manager.  This ability of the relationship manager to create a new ontology (constellation), an epistemology to explain the new constellation and an ethic for appropriate behavior based on this constellation is how the relationship manager, effects change.  

It is important to consider two items.  First is that these new constellations are temporary.  They do not replace the standard way of seeing things.  In this sense the relationship manager protects, the formal organization and protects the people in the organization.  Second, the relationship manager is not a “cowboy” that run amok outside policies, procedures, rules and regulations.  He is not reckless, putting people and the organization at risk.  This is significant in that the relationship manager is not asking others to break the rules, disobey their supervisors, or subvert the vision and mission of the organization.  Quite the contrary is occurring
The new constellation consists in ontology, an epistemology and an ethic of its own.  This new constellation is generated from the same physical reality that the traditional view of the organization was created.  It is just that the relationship manager is focusing on another aspect, bringing certain features to the other person’s attention, then creating an epistemology, that is also based on the traditional organizational truth, yet different enough that that the new constellation is temporarily reified.  Now in consideration of the new ontology and epistemology, a new appropriate way to behave, i.e., ethic, emerges. Therefore, the other individual acts appropriate to this new way of seeing the organization.  

Once the localized need for this new constellation has passed, the relationship manager brings back the traditional way of seeing the organization.  Moreover, in so doing, leave no obvious history of the new constellation, let alone, that he was even there.  For the successful relationship manager, with this ability, comes respsonsiblity.
The ethic, appropriate way to behave, of the relationship manager, is to a large extent self-governed.  He must know the vision of the organization, and the actors within the organization and continually keep the need of both in balance.  In some sense, the ethic of the relationship manager is more deontologic than utilitarian, with a categorical imperative vis-à-vis Kant, to “always act in a way that protects the actors while maintaining the integrity of the organization.”
To maintain effectiveness the relationship manager, must not always be operating “outside” the lines.  It is important that others recognize that by and large the relationship manager sees the same constellations that they do.  This helps to create the sense that “he is one of us”.  He is within the larger culture.  

So, the relationship manager must know when to work with the existing constellations or to create new ones.  It is always a balancing act.  If you are always within the regularly adopted “ways of doing things”, when I ask other to see something different, they may lack the confidence that I know what I am talking about.  If I always as speaking about new constellations, they may believe that I know longer see the organization they see, and that I may be dangerous and put them at risk.

To create the balance, the relationship manager, must relate, traditionally and well as non-traditionally with each person with whom he relates.  He must maintain, credibility, integrity, honesty with all parties.  Remember, the relationship manager has no formal authority, or personnel work as his subordinates.  So, to get things done, the relationship manager relies totally on others choosing to help get things done.  By using the word choice, I am not suggesting that people are making choices independent of some perceived, informal power they have granted to the relationship manager.  I am merely pointed out, that people are not bound by policy, procedure, rules or regulations to obey the relationship manager.
Part 2 consists of three chapters, each of which attempts though a vignette or vignettes to describe the Relationship Manager, focusing from a different perspective.
The vignette(s) that begin each chapter are intended to set context through a concrete example of the differing perspective.  The vignettes are first person accounts, using pseudonyms of actual experiences.  None of which is unique or extraordinary.  I propose that these types of experiences occur everyday, in every business, in all sectors.
Although viewing the Relationship Manager from in this fashion is useful for analysis, in doing so, the gestalt is lost.  It is important to recognize that not only is the gestalt lost, but this technique tends toward oversimplification.  The “lived” experience contains many aspects that are difficult to bring to light.
Although each vignette was carefully chosen to exemplify a particular way the relationship manager effects change, aspects of vignettes from one chapter may be referred to in another chapter. 

Following the vignettes the chapter continues with a discussion of the vignette in how that example demonstrates particular facet of the relationship manager, which is the focus of the chapter.

Chapter 1 speaks to the Relationship Manager in relation to the organizational structure (ontology).  Chapter 2 discusses the Relationship Manager in relation to membership in social (working) groups within the organization (epistemology).  Finally, Chapter 3 explores how the Relationship Manager operates in relation to the policies, procedures, rules and regulations within the organization (ethics).
Chapter 1. Relationship Manager and Organizational Structure - Ontology
Setting the Scene: Both inside and outside the Formal Organization 
The vignette that follows, titled “Across, Up and Down, and Diagonally”, is intended to demonstrate how the relationship manager can work outside the formal, documented, organizational structure of the Department.  One way to think of this, as coined by Rummler and Brache (1995) is work in the “white space” of the organization chart.  The “white space” is perhaps an appropriate way to describe this, but only from perspective of the formal organization.  It may also be considered that the relationship manager is creating a new, but temporary org chart – a new constellation.  One in which, where it is appropriate for the relationship manager to work with organizational peers, subordinates, supervisors, managers, administrators, both inside and outside his own unit.
This new Org chart will be in effect, only for a short period of time, and only in that particular situation.  Once the reason for the new constellation has been addressed, the traditional org chart is brought back to light.
 Clearly, the relationship manager is not able to do what he wants.  Try something radical, and the new constellation will not be seen and the effort will fail.  Furthermore, the consequences of continued efforts to “do what you want”, with no regard for the traditional organization, its culture and the actors, will likely include, a very short career.  

Vignette: Across, up and down, and diagonally
This was the day that the first Department developed on-line course was to be implemented into the Department’s production environment.  The formative evaluations of the course content went well and the course itself had acted predictably on our KLC, in the testing environment.  I contacted Scarlett (pseudonym), the e-learning project manager to let her know that I was ready to begin the “playscript.  The first step in the playscript was for me to contact the e-learning project manager to get approval to execute the remaining steps in the playscript.  Before continuing, let me take a moment to describe the structure and function of a playscript.

A playscript is a document required by IT that is used for the implementation of new applications into the production environment.  The playscript is a list of ordered tasks, date and time the task is estimated to begin and end, who the responsible person is, and the method that the responsible person, notifies the person responsible for the next task, if the task ran successfully, and a rollback plan, if the task fails.  Refer to figure ?? as an example of a playscript.  Although many people may be involved in a playscript, the moving, of software to the production environment is performed by the Production Group.   The Production Group does not participate in any of the modifying or testing of the software.  Their responsibility is to execute the instructions on the playscript as written.  

Scarlett gave the “go-ahead” and I initiated the playscript by sending a group email to all personnel who had a task on the playscript.  This playscript was estimated to take approximately one hour to run from shutting down the KLC and redirecting users, moving the course into the production environment, validating the course in production, and restarting the KLC.  Before continuing, I want to speak to “validation” from the perspective of the implementation playscript.  It is a policy of the Department, the software, is not tested in a production environment.  That being said, it is still necessary to make sure that the software acts the same in the production environment as it did when it was in the test environment.  The process of making sure it works the same in the production environment (testing) is referred to as validating.  This linguistic distinction is so strongly engrained that although the steps involved in both testing and validating are identical, a playscript would not be approved to be executed with the phrase “testing the course in production” in it.

The playscript ran fine.  Scarlett validated the course, the KLC was restarted and I sent an e-mail to all personnel involved in the playscript thanking them for their participation.  Scarlett sent out a follow-up email to the participants congratulating everyone for a great job and an e-mail to the e-learning sponsors, notifying them that the new privacy and confidentiality online course was in production.

Approximately 45 minutes later, I received a concerned call from Scarlett.  The conversation was more like, “the implementation failed...staff around the state are getting error messages...something’s wrong... we should shut down the site...I have to let the sponsors know...find out what’s going on”.  Once she had finished here side of the conversation, I let her know that I had heard what she was saying, that I too was concerned, that I would drop what I was doing and get this solved.  She hung up the phone and I headed upstairs.

It should be noted that the policy, directs that if there are problems in a production environment so soon after a change the production environment is to be “rolled-back” to the way it was prior to the change, if possible.  In this case, we could have undone the change. 

The IT group is spread out over three floors, and the people I needed to see were on the seventh and eighth floors and I was on the sixth.  I headed up the stairs two at a time.  On the seventh and I spoke with Dora who had stopped and started the KLC to see if anything “funny” had happened that may have been out of the ordinary, but did not outright fail during the execution of the playscript.  Dora said that there was no problem with anything. 

Up the stairs to the eighth floor I went next.  I waved by badge in front of the card reader and the light on the reader changed from read to green and the familiar buzz began with told me I had about ten seconds to open the door or it would automatically lock again.

The eighth floor is the nexus for the Department.  Large reports containing confidental client information are also printed there.  For this reason, the floor is “locked-floor”, ID badges grant security access for those of us who are given permanent access to the floor.  All others must be “buzzed-in” on an as needed basis and must sign in and sign out or may accompany personnel who have permanent security access.
As I entered the floor, I first went to Lorraine (pseudonym) in security and asked if anything funny happened during her tasks.  No replied no and then continued, “let me know if there is anything I can do to help.”  I thanked her and headed over to Tony, the database administrator.  The response was the same – nothing was funny and “holler if you need anything, Monty.”  Finally, to production services, once again, things went fine from their perspective.

I left the eighth floor and headed back to my office - time to check back with Scarlett. I checked my email and saw among several new emails was one from Scarlett.  Upon opening the email, I found that it had been sent to all the e-learning sponsors and I was cc’ed.  It explained that something had failed during our implementation to production and that we were working on it.  She concluded that she would send them an update as soon as she knew something definitive. 

“Great”, I said under my breath.  Now we have to figure out what had happened while at the same time, keep the sponsors in the loop. It is like playing chess and explaining what’s your tactics and strategies at the same time.  It makes it that much more difficult.  I went to my supervisor, Dorothy, and let her know what I knew.  She was on the phone, but she waved me in.  As I sat waiting for her to complete her call, my attention was grabbed by a new knickknack sitting on the window ceil.  It was a small troll-looking statue with frizzy orange hair, with the following phase written on its base: “Do I look Like a People Person?”  I remarked about her new trinket.  She told me that Linda (pseudonym) had seen it in a store and had bought it for her.  

I quickly brought her up-to-speed on the upgrade; what had happened, and what I was doing about it.  She thanked me for the update and remarked, “let me know if I can remove and barriers”.
I went back to my office and called Scarlett and asked her why she had so quickly e-mailed the sponsors.  Explaining that the problem was reported less than 30 minutes ago.  The moment I spoke I knew that it was not the time for me to be upset or defensive, which seems to be the rationale behind the question.  She made it clear that as project manager, it was her call and that we could discuss this once we got this figured out and fixed.  I then proceeded to ask her if she had received any more calls about the course.  She remarked that it works on some workstations and not on others.  At hearing that, my stomach sank.  

This online course required a small software application to be resident on each workstation that runs the course.  Earlier in the project, I had spoken with Mark, the manager of the group that is responsible for statewide workstation support, about this need.  He told me that the newer workstations already had this installed.  I remember asking him about how many workstations did not have the software on it.  He said about 500 of the 4000 workstations.  I again asked if we could get this loaded onto the 500 workstations and he said it shouldn’t be a problem.  At that point, I thanked him, he acknowledged our conversation and I left.  I now knew that the problem was that the software had not been loaded on the 500 workstations.

I headed up to the eighth floor to confirm my assumption with Mark, and sure enough, this task had not been completed.  At this point, I told Mark the story of the problem with the course, the conversation he and I had had a month or so ago about the software and the 500 workstations, and my assumption.  He had a look on his face that I interpreted to mean, that I had failed to follow the process.  He was quick to explain to me that our conversation simply was an agreement by him that he could facilitate the need, but did not constitute a commitment to complete this task.


I acknowledged that I had misunderstood our previous conversation, that the verification step had been omitted from the playscript and that I would be sure to formalize the request through Department procedures in the future.


With me taking responsibility for the oversight, his facial expression quickly changed to “how can I help?”  I explained the problem again, and I then asked how we could “push” this application to the workstations that needed it.  He said “Go, talk with Dan, he’ll know how best to do it.”  


Off I went, down the maze created by the walls of all the cubicles, until I reached Dan’s cube.  I was met with wall art that is typical for this unit, which read “You want it when?”




Discussion: Working within the ‘White Space’ of the Organization
The structure of the Department as depicted by its organizational chart consists in eight units.  Five of these business units provide direct service to the population of the state and three of the business units provide support to the direct service units., Figure 2 shows this structure.
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Figure 2. Organizational Chart – Divisions
IT consisting in approximately 130 State employees and approximately 40 contractors, provides internal computer hardware and software needs for the Department.  IT’s organizational structure consists in one division administrator with his administrative staff and four bureaus.  See Figure 3 for the current bureau structure of IT
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Figure 3. Organizational Chart - IT Bureaus
The bureaucratic rationale for the organizational structure in IT was to create groups (bureaus) that based on function.  The rationale for grouping work by function is well documented in the literature.  IT’s stated rationale is that this structure will allow IT to more efficiently and effectively meet the Department’s IT needs. 

As shown in Figure 3, the division of IT is divided into four major functional groups called bureaus.  The Project Management Office (PMO), the bureau in which I work, acts as a gateway between the business and ITSD.  It consists of one bureau chief, five project managers, three relationship managers, a project support staff manager and 15 project support staff.  Figure 3 shows the organizational structure of the PMO.
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Figure 4. Organizational Chart – PMO
All technology work from the business is either directly managed, monitored, or known by the PMO.  The work ranges from multiple year, several million dollar projects to changing the spelling on the title of a report.  In a very real sense, the PMO is in the business of “change”.  The type of change, whether it be cultural, structural, active, passive, intentional, unintentional or any combination thereof is yet to be seen. (Say more here.)
I want to point out that although the relationship manager has a box on the org chart as depicted in Figure 4; it is not a recognized job classification within the Department.  It is a role that any number of job classifications can fill. So, while the name “relationship manager” appears on the PMO organizational chart and thereby is a part of the recognized formal structure of the Department, any functional notion, vis-à-vis, minimum skill sets, etc., of a relationship manager lacks official visibility.  

In practice, this plays out such that I, the relationship manager, have neither formal authority, nor any staff who work under my direct supervision, nor can I direct any resources (persons) to complete any work.  Additionally, I have no budget, nor authority to allocate funding to any project.  The Business, not I, determines priorities and due dates for work.  

In the widest sense, my responsibilities as Relationship Manager 
are to improve communication and facilitate collaboration between ITSD and the “Business.”  (Get a copy of the early documents from the PMO showing RM responsibilities). The ‘Businesses’ for which I am responsible are four of the eight divisions: 
Due to the very nature of these responsibilities, there are no recognized methods, procedures to follow or specific policy to govern behavior.  The relationship manager is free to work any context deemed necessary within the organization.

This freedom to work wherever necessary in some sense resembles (Rummler & Brache, 1995), notion of the “white space” on the organizational chart.  While their work was centered on cross-functional processes, defining what they are and assigned a responsible individual, the “white space” I’m discussing here is multi-dimensional.

Consider the organization chart again but this time not as silos but as a matrix.  Couple this with the formal bureaucratic notions that power increases as one goes up on the organizational chart and that communication flows from the top of the organizational chart to the bottom.  This creates a very different looking department depending upon where you are on the organizational chart.

People are used to seeing the organization in this fashion.  For example consider the front-line person has a question regarding a person or process in another bureau.  Formally she has two options.  The first is to ask her supervisor; that would be vertical movement one space up the hierarchy.   Depending on her position she may ask her ‘equal’ in the other bureau; that would be horizontal movement.  This movement would proceed in vertical or horizontal fashion, one organizational box at a time, both from the person who is asking the question and back to the person, again one organizational box at a time.
As a relationship manager I have an entirely different direction open to me – diagonal.  This diagonal movement in effect ignores the structure of the organizational boxes and provides me with direct access to the person I believe I need, in one step.

The impact of this ability is profound.  We have all played the telephone game.  At times, moving through the organizational chart one box at a time is like playing the telephone game.  By the use of diagonal movement, I have eliminating much of the telephone game, not to mention decreasing the time it takes to get an answer.
In the sense that I can move diagonally, I fold the organizational matrix both in terms of time and organizational space.  Although this is contrary to the rigid formal structure of a bureaucracy, this bit of “organizational origami” is very efficient.

So in instituting the relationship manager as an actor, the organization seems to be willing to sacrifice some of the structural rigidity for efficiency.  Yet why doesn’t the organization formalize this trade-off?

Chapter 2. Relationship Manager and Group Membership - Epistemology
Setting the Scene: Being a member of a group you are not a member of

The intent of the following vignette, titled “It’s OK He’s One of Us”, is to show how the relationship manager is granted temporary membership with rights and privileges afforded to those members of a particular group even though the Department does not officially recognize the relationship manager as a member of that group.

The granting of group membership has an epistemological foundation.  Although structure (ontology) of the organization appears on way, the epistemology (knowledge/truth) says something different.  
Vignette: It’s OK he’s one of us

It was getting close to the date we were to implement new functionality on the KLC. We were still working within our test environment with the vendor on some computer related and KLC user security and permission issues
.  The testing of these issues were tedious, in the sense that there were approximately 30 (verify the number) test scenarios that had to be completed each time a change either by the vendor or by our IT staff and changes were occurring at a rate faster than could be tested.  The e-Learning project manager took it upon herself to do the testing.  Although the testing wasn’t difficult, but it was time consuming and it appeared that the ‘tweaking’ that was occurring between the vendor and our IT staff was leading to frustration on both sides.  Additionally both the vendor and our IT staff were also engaging in ‘what-if’ scenarios that had to be tested and the process of documenting the ‘what-ifs’ was lagging behind the actual testing.  The outcome of all this was that, for example, scenario three was being tested and scenario one or two was being documented in an effort not to repeat efforts.  

I could see that once we had resolved these issues in the test environment, we would have to replicate the security permissions in the ‘live’ environment.  In an effort to help create a baseline an ‘as-is’ state for the live environment, I took it upon myself to create ‘screen prints’ of how the ‘live’ environment was currently configured.


That which is worth noting here is that the Department grants security permissions to software applications and computer servers based on group membership.  Membership to groups is determined based on job classification and roles within those classifications.  Membership is not granted in perpetuity.  As roles and job classifications change, so do the respective computer-based memberships. Although I was granted privileges to read and write to the test environment server as part of my role in the project, my role at best should be granted ‘read-only’ access to the ‘live’ environment server.  To my surprise, I not only did I have read access, I had write access also.  I had never been a member of a group that was formally granted ‘read and write’ access to the ‘live’ server.

After completing what I wanted to accomplish on the ‘live’ server, I told Lorraine (pseudonym) in computer security that I had ‘read/write’ access to the ‘live’ server.  She immediately stopped what she was doing and checking the group permissions.  She acknowledged that I did in fact have those permissions and remarked.  “We’ll change that after we get done with the project
.”
Discussion: He Is, Yet Is Not, One of Us

The Department employs approximately 2800 people with a turnover of approximately 75 persons per month.  We are made up of groups within groups within groups.  Group membership, at least within computer-based security is both formal, viz., job classification and roles, and perhaps as evidenced by the above example, informal.
The history of an IT Relationship Manager is varied.  The notion of an IT relationship manager came to the Department as a result of a recommendation from a consulting firm in the late 80s, as part of implementing the ‘High Performance Organization’ (HPO) concept.  At that time the role of relationship manager was one of three main aspects of a formal job classification, IT Manager.  
To implement the HPO IT was restructured to form business-centered teams.  The team would handle all the ‘needs’ from software enhancement to software failures for a specific business.  The overall manager responsible for a team was called an IT Relationship Manager, whose role included workload management (resource manager) project management (project manager) personnel management (IT Manager) and customer service (relationship manager). (Get more history and some artifacts regarding the specific roles.)
This dual role of some IT managers as also relation managers continued until October 2005, when the Department hired a new division administrator for ITSD.  Almost on day one, the new administrator began the task of reorganizing ITSD.  Significant in the reorganization was the creation of a PMO and separating the roles of IT manager and relationship managers.  IT managers were no longer relationship managers.  The role of relationship manager was now a distinct position, held by an individual whose sole task was relationship manager.  This relationship manager would reside within the PMO.  

IT reorganized with four relationship managers with the following divisional responsibility:
· Relationship manager A – one business unit
· Relationship manager B – one business unit
· Relationship manager C – one business unit
· Me – relationship manager D – five business units
Within three months after the reorganization, relationship manager A, transferred to another bureau within IT and the divisions were then divided among three relationship managers:

· Relationship manager B – one business unit
· Relationship manager C – three business units
· Me - relationship manager D – four business units
A change in governor’s occurred in which a new bureau was established. I assumed responsibility for that division. So, as of this thesis, I am the relationship manager for five business units again.


 











Chapter 3. Relationship Manager and rules, policies and procedures - Ethics
Setting the Scene: Both Sides of the law

What follows in this section are two vignettes, the first, titled “Flexible Rules” is intended to show that although the Department has formal rules, policies and procedures, it does not always have formal rules that speak to which situations, the rules apply.  The second vignette, titled “Changing the Past” is designed to demonstrate that one result of “flexible rules” is that it can facilitate a revisionist organizational history.

Vignette #1: Flexible Rules

It was August 2006
 (verify date). The first e-Learning course was ready to be piloted.  The project manager had set up various volunteers from around the state who agreed to test the course.  The test involved logging onto the KLC, taking the Privacy and Confidentiality course and finally printing out a certificate.  Once completed, the volunteers were to fill out a questionnaire to provide feedback.

All was in the ready
.  The first few volunteers had logged into the KLC, with minimal problems but as they began the course, an error message came up on some but not all, of the testers’ machines.  Quickly the project manager looked to me for an explanation.  After all, I was the liaison between IT and the business and this was clearly an IT problem.


It was fairly quickly determined that a component that was required on each person’s computer, one that we thought had been installed, had in fact not been installed.  I was confused.  I had spoken with the ‘right’ person, Mark (pseudonym), an IT manager and thought all was in order.  Then I had a sick feeling in the pit of my stomach.  I was still relatively new to the department and I recall the person saying, “Send me a Remedy
® Log as a reminder” and I had not.  Furthermore, I had interrupted this person on his way to a meeting and now I realize that his mind was not focused solely on me and my request.

What I had failed to realize at the time was that Remedy® was the issue and request tracking system used by IT to manage the work.  The proper procedure (the rule) was that requests, such as I had made was to be formalized through the use of Remedy® and I had failed to make the formal request
.

Immediately after the failed testing I went back to Mark and was able to formalize the request and he was able to do what needed to be done in order to verify the computers that had the component and remotely download the component to those that did not.  After the verification of the download, the test was conducted and the error no longer occurred.

Four months later (verify time frame) we were implementing a new course on the KLC and once again we needed to verify that a component was resident on each person’s computer.  I, wiser from my last experience, went back to Mark, who was now had operational authority over that group.  Having learned from my previous violation of the policy; this time I was prepared to formalize my request.  He was in his office.  I excused myself and waited at the door.  When he acknowledged me, I came in, set down and waited for him to say something.  “What’s up?” he asked.


After we exchanged pleasantries, I reminded him of a few months ago when we had to verify a component on each person’s computer and that my failure to follow proper procedure had led to a crisis during implementation.  He rolled his eyes and said “I sure do”. I then let him know that we were going to be implemented another course and we have to do verify another component was on each person’s computer.  We had a short conversation regarding what the component was and by when did this have to take place.  I apparently answered those questions to his satisfaction.  He said “that’s no problem”, and told me George (pseudonym) had done it last time and for me to go see George, and tell him what I wanted and that I had talked with who had done it last time and to me to go see that person and let him know the Mark new about it and it was OK.  And that was that.  No e-mail, no Remedy® Log, no nothing
.











Discussion: Breaking the Rules Appropriately

Bureaucratic organizations are rule based with written policies.  This section is about how that is not the case.

The Dalai Lama is purported to have said that we must learn the rules well so we can break them appropriately
.  What I have been describing here is not a malicious disregard for rules and regulations or a conspiracy to undermine organizational processes.  There are countless everyday examples of what I have been describing.  Take for example a traffic signal that is changing from green to yellow.  At times we slow down, which is consistent with the rule associated with the color yellow in this context.  Yet at other times, we speed up.


What had occurred over the last four months that allowed me to break the rules and others to share with me how to break others?  How do we break the rules ‘properly’?

Part 3. Conclusions and Significance
Chapter 1. Conclusions

Looking Back

Change happens.  As with many other aspects of change this may sound trite, but immanently true.  Change is so ubiquitous that to consider change by itself can be trivial.  I had intended to explore three ‘how questions’ relating to change, that I believe to be more substantive.  Clearly to make any general conclusions about ‘change’ through a single ethnographic case study of one relationship manager would certainly be committing the logical fallacy of hasty generalization.  Nevertheless, it is my intent that this study provides some common ground for future discussions of organizational change and how it may be understood and further studied.

The research question posed is “The most interesting discussions for me are reflecting on the ‘how’ questions from the perspective of the everyday paradoxes associated with how change occurs within a bureaucracy.  The paradoxes I’m referring to are what (Ritzer, 2004) called the “irrationality of rationality.”  Per (Ritzer, 2004, p. 134) “Rational systems inevitably spawn irrationalities that limit, eventually compromise, and perhaps even undermine their rationality   So, in this project, one discovery was are irrationalities associated with the three following aspects of change
The first is how change occurs and what are the doings of our doings (consequences) of the changes.  Or to say it another way, what also changes that we did not want to change or did not realize would change as some aspect of what we intended to change.  The second is how do relationship managers as change agents do what they do that is expected to expedite and smooth-out the change process? And third is how does the culture of the organization accelerate or impede change efforts. 

The Relationship Manager and the Organization

Although companies world-wide are embracing the concept of CRM, as reviewed the literature suggests that return of investment is not what organizations had hoped for.  Couple that with the staggering amount of dollars spent on change efforts with an estimated 70% failure rate and a less than rosy picture begins to emerge.
One aspect of a system is interrelatedness (find citation).  If one aspect of a system changes, it is quite reasonable to expect some other aspect of the system to have also changed
.

Does all this brouhaha around a relationship manager simply about efficiency?
  Ritzer, (2004) suggests that there are four characteristics to the modern rational organization.  Efficiency, predictability, calculability and control through nonhuman technology
.  Consider the relationship manager.  He is anything but predictable nor is he calculable.  It is very difficult to quantify the work he does
. He is also the antithesis of control through nonhuman technology
.  All the irrationalities that he represents from an organization perspective are more efficiency
.  But once again, a paradox occurs.  For what the organization sees as efficiency, I see as treating people like people.  I see what I do as humanizing the organization and in the effort to humanize the work, I, if successful, am efficient.

The Relationship Manager and the People
?  How do interpersonal relationships and the ability to use the rules and temporary membership into other social groups work to my advantage and how is it that I do that?  
The Relationship Manager and the Culture

IDHW, organizationally, is not unique.  And the stories related in this project may be found to some degree in the majority of the larger organizations country-wide.  Structure influences processes.  As evidenced by, TQM, CQI and now ‘learning organization’, IDHW continues to make strides toward improved performance.  However, how does the notion of ‘learning organization’ align with the bureaucratic structures?  What are the irrationalities that occur as a result of the rationality for improved performance?


In review, the five tenets of a learning organization are: mental models, personal mastery, shared vision, team learning and systems thinking.  At first blush these tenets would appear to form a healthy foundation for any organization.  But these tenets are not applied in a vacuum.  A long standing bureaucratic structure exists here.

Remember, the goal of the strategic plan, is not only to apply the tenets but to integrate them and that attempt at integration may be creating some tension between what may
The Relationship Manager as a necessary condition for change

However, these irrationalities, I believe lead to a further conclusion – the formal rational organization, regardless of the number of its rules, policies and procedures still requires an autonomous (non-docile) actor.  In this organization, that actor is the relationship manager, who, through a network of relationships knows when and how to bend, break or apply the rules to “smoothes out the edges”.

Chapter 2. Significance of the Research

It is my hope that the knowledge generated through this research may serve many purposes.  First, regarding the content of the research:  The research outcomes may be used to inform organizational change and change management processes, in general, within its natural setting (how it actually occurs).  Second, it may be used to identify effects of organizational change and change management as they relate to project management.  Third, and perhaps most significantly, the work itself may be used my individuals to examine their organizations and themselves, to become more reflective, and attempt to understand some of the irrationalities that occur in our work lives and with that information, perhaps help to effect change in a more human fashion.  
The literature produced from this study was compiled and written up as a Thesis in partial fulfillment for a Masters of Science in Instructional and Performance Technology.  Additional articles may  be compiled and written up for submission is academic and professional journals pertaining, but not limited to (a)  organizational change and change management, (b) organizational development (c) performance technology, (d) Learning Management Systems (e) human learning (f) sociological and anthropological studies of work.
Furthermore, conclusions of this research are being compiled and provided to management of participating organizations for use in designing or revising, organizational change, change management and roles and responsibilities of Information Technology Business Relationship Managers.  
The degree, to which you, the reader, gain a better sense for what it is to be a relationship manager and how the relationship manager helps to effect change, represents the degree to which I have been successful. 

Appendix A. Glossary of Department jargon
Business lead – 

Business owner – 

Technical lead – 

Appendix B. description of the Department structure
It seems reasonable to prima facie accept  that all organizational change occurs within a structural context.  Whether the structure is a priori to the actual workings of the organization is not the point here.  What is worth noting is how change occurs within the structure.  To be able to later discuss changes within a structural context,  a general framework is considered.

The formal structure of the Department which is demonstrable through written artifacts  meet the six characteristics attributed to the notion of a ‘bureaucracy’ as described by (Weber, 1968) in Economy and Society.  The evidence for these chracteristics will become evident through out the project.  The characteristics are:

· “I. . .generally ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations” (p. 956).

· “II. The principles of the office hierarchy and the channels of appeal (Instanzenzug) stipulate a clearly established system of super- and subordination in which there is a supervision of the lower offices by the higher ones” (p. 957).
· “III. . .based upon written documents(the ‘files’), which are preservered in their original or draft form. . .” (p. 957).
· “IV. Office management, at least all specialized office management . . . usually presupposes thorough training in the field of specialization” (p. 958)

· “V. . . official activity demands the full working capacity of the official. . .” (p. 958).

· “VI. The management of the office follows general rules, which are more or less stable, mor or less exhaustive, and which can be learned (p. 958).

make each bullet syntactically and semantically consistent with the leader
Appendix C. Background for the research

Implementation of an KLC as an example of Organizational Change

Early in 2004, The Department collaborated with another state agency purpose of acquiring a Department-wide online Knowledge and Learning (KLC).  Human Resources (HR) was chosen to be the business owner (see Appendix A for definition) for the KLC.  Responsibilities for the HR ranged from preparing the Request for Proposal (RFP) from which a KLC would be selected to the design, development and implementation of courseware.  The initial implementation of the KLC began in late 2004 and in August 2005 the first on-line course became available for learners Department-wide.  I have been involved in the e-learning project since January 2005; first as the technical lead (see the glossary, in Appendix A) for the project and now as the Information Technology Business Relationship Manager for HR.  
Although on-line courses had been available to Department employees in the past through outside vendors, the introduction of a Department sponsored KLC represented the initial departure from instructor led classes to on-line courses.   The introduction of the KLC appears to be providing more than simply allowing for the creation of additional courses for the Department using the KLC as the delivery technology while maintaining status quo for current instructor led courses.  This departure seems to represent a shift in the organizational culture with respect to learning.  This shift is evidenced by the fact that the first course that was made available online was an instructor led training that was converted to an online course.  The conversion process represented a qualitative change.  The instructional material used in the classroom course was not merely copied to run on the KLC, but the entire course was reevaluated and converted through the use of a systematic instructional design methodology.
The e-Learning project manager had recently become familiar some of the considerations involved in e-Learning after having attended an ASTD Technology conference.  And as a result of the conference had read Michael Allen’s (2002) book Michael Allen’s Guide to e-Learning.  She and I had had several discussions about e-Learning and e-Learning course development and I suggested that we adopt the use of a systematic instruction design methodology.  Write more about this and how this aspect played a role in the course conversion.
The e-Learning Project
The initial introduction of e-learning and the subsequent move away from instructor led classes has and will continue to exercise the enterprise’s change management strategies – from distinguishing needs from wants to fear expressed from Department trainers who are concerned about the loss of their jobs.  This is both context shaping and context shaped.  The KLC both affects the context of learning in Department, and is affected by the affects it has – very genealogical (research on the genealogical aspect.) Winiecki’s words – rewrite and flesh out.)

The e-Learning project began early in 2004.   Corporate artifacts suggest that the genesis of the KLC was with the Director of the Department.
‘Learning Organization’ as an aspect of Organizational Culture
(more background on from plan and interviews to more fully flesh this out)
Approximately every four years the Department publishes a four year strategic plan in which it lays out a “Road to the Future.”  Goal four in the current plan, speaks of the Department becoming a learning organization.  Specifically, goal four reads “Integrate and apply the concepts of a Learning Organization” (p. 16, Strategic Plan FY 2005 – 2008). 
As part of the implementation of goal four, the Department, with the assistance of an external consultant, created artifacts, including training material and an implementation plan describing how the Department intended to train the staff and how the Department intended to accomplish goal four, (get copy of the plan, interview the consultant and/or HR Administrator as applicable) viz., integrating and applying the concepts of a learning organization.  The Fifth Discipline Field Book (Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 1994) can be seen on managers’ and staffs’ desk throughout the Department.

Employee performance appraisals include a section on how employees are demonstrating that they are behaving in accordance with the tenets of a learning organization.  At first blush, the form of these employee evaluations contributes to molding the employees’ subjectivity.   Although identifying with, integrating, and applying the principles of a learning organization may not be sufficient to be a ‘good’ employee, it seems to be prima facie necessary.  

Organizational Change in a ‘Learning Organization’
The claim “we are a learning organization” can be heard at meetings and seen in written communications from executive management to line staff.  Clearly the assertion to be a learning organization is not the same as actually being a learning organization.  It is the gap between the assertion and the actual that creates the space for an analysis of what is going on in the organization and the need for a relationship manager and in part helps to create the space in which the relationship manager can work

Appendix D. Descriptions of the Primary Group relationships
The Learning Resource Team
The Learning Resource Team (LRT) is a cross divisional group who’s charter is to advance Learning in the Department (cite charter).  The specific objective of the LRT, which concerns this project, is adoption and implementation of e-learning within the Department.

Although I officially jointed the LRT as the representative for the IT unit in October 2005, I had been regularly attending LRT meetings, in the place of the then IT representative once I became involved in the project in January 2005.

e-Learning Sponsors


The e-Learning project manager had been meeting with the e-Learning sponsors on a regular basis since February 2005 (verify date).  The three sponsors are:  The executive leader who oversees HR; the executive leader who oversees IT; and the executive leader who oversees the three indirect services units.
During these meetings an update was given to the sponsors regarding progress, as measured by the project plan, any changes to the project plan and any issues that may need the attention of the sponsors.  The issues that are brought to the sponsors are at the discretion of the project manager.  Finally the meeting gave the sponsors an opportunity to have any other questions they may have answered.


I began attending the meetings in May 2005 (verify date).  At which time I gave updates on the technical, IT related, aspects of the project and the project manager gave updates on the overall project status in terms what has been completed, what was left to complete, how much of the budget was spent and any other issues that were to be brought to the attention of the sponsors.


Even technical issues that needed to be brought to the sponsors were first introduced by the project manager and then turned-over to me to give the details.


During the meetings certain predictable patterns began to emerge.  The sponsor from HR’s major focus was in the development and implementation of the e-Learning courses.  The first course of interest was on Privacy and Confidentiality and that course was in fact the first e-Learning course developed and implemented by the Department.  

The urgency was due to the fact that the Department’s HIPAA Privacy Officer was retiring and the Department was not going to replace him, but have his role incorporated into the existing job of the Department’s Civil Rights Officer. (verify the job title).  Historically, one of the responsibilities of the Privacy Officer was to give the privacy and confidentiality course.  The significant aspect of this decision as it relates to this project was that the incorporation both positions was in part based on the development and implementation of an e-Learning version of the existing Privacy and Confidentiality course.  The e-Learning course was to create enough time that one person could now do both jobs.  In fact, the departure date of the Privacy Officer became the due date for the implementation of the e-Learning version of the Privacy and Confidentiality course.

The second course of interest to the HR administrator was the development of the Respectful Workplace course.  This course was the responsibility of the Civil Rights officer, the one who was soon to take on the added responsibilities of the Privacy officer.  As with the Privacy course the implementation of the Respectful workplace course was in part to relieve time pressure on the Civil Rights officer.

The deputy director’s attention was focused on the budget.  As we entered into new phases of the project, the costs were reevaluated and efforts were taken to assure that the value received for a given piece of work was equal to or greater than the amount spent, in other words, a positive return on investment (ROI).  It is worth noting though that the value proposition or calculation of the ROI was something known to the deputy director or if known to the other sponsors, that knowledge was not shared at the meeting.   Although, monitoring the budget makes good fiscal sense, time was spent in sponsor’s meetings discussing what costs should or should not be borne by the vendor from whom the Department purchased the KLC.

What is of note here is that the Department had in place a contract with the Vendor, and to my recollection, not once did the deputy director wish to see the contract or reference the contract as a means of determining who was responsible for the payment.

Before discussions of cost were brought before the sponsors, the e-Learning project manager would review the contract to understand where the fiscal burden lay.  The project manager would begin conversations about money with something like “According to the contract,” or “after reviewing the contract.”  However, that did not dissuade the predictable debate about who should pay for what, introduced by the deputy director.

The division administrator for ITSD demonstrated a more factual approach to the project.  His interest, as indicated by his questions and comments centered on how reasonable the timelines and costs were considering the scope of work. 

Division of Human Resources

This is the division who “owned” the KLC.  As previously discussed one of the e-Learning sponsors is the executive leader who had oversight responsibilities for HR.  Furthermore the e-Learning project manager, Scarlett (pseudonym), worked in HR.


Scarlett, replaced the original e-Learning project manager in October 2005 (verify date).  She is task, budget and due date oriented.  All-in-all, she is a project manager with a proven track record in the Department.  When I asked her what her philosophy of project management was, without hesitation she replied, “Riding people’s asses to get shit done.”  That is Scarlett.

The executive leader of HR on the other hand has a slightly different philosophical outlook.  She once spoke to me about the “rhythm” of the Department and told me that more can be accomplished when you recognize and get in the rhythm.  Her philosophy can be summed up in two aphorisms: “millions won’t die” and “don’t get your panties in a wad.”


Additionally HR is physically located on tenth (top) floor of the building which just so happens to be the same floor as the Director for the Department. 


E-Learning is a Department-wide initiative and the Director had shown special interest in the project.  Having the project manager and the Director on the same floor provided opportunities for the director to make frequent unscheduled stops to the e-learning manager’s cubicle asking how thing were going on the e-Learning project.  This afforded opportunities for “casual” comments both for the e-Learning project manager and me, since I had happened to be meeting with the project manager on more than one occasion when the Director stopped by. (flesh-out this relationship more)
When I first began working on the e-Learning project, the then current Training and Development Manager showed little interest in the development of e-Learning courses or the implementation of the KLC.  Conversations with him indicated that he had been in favor of a KLC from one of the unsuccessful bidding vendors.


He retired from the Department in September 2005 (verify date).  An announcement was published to replace his position in October 2005 (verify date) and was ultimately filled in February 2006 (verify date).  During the interim the e-Learning project manager assumed some of the responsibilities of the Training and Development Manager.  (Review data during this timeframe) 

Information and Technology Services Division.

This is the division for which I work and the arena were I am able to accomplish quite a lot without assuring that every “t” is crossed or “i” is dotted.


Relationship with Security and Infrastructure

Relationship with Statewide Support

Relationship with Application and Development 

Learning Management System Vendor

eLearnCo (pseudonym) is the name of the vendor who submitted the success bid.  (Review RFP and contract for pertinent data)
Other Learning Management System Relationships
Within this area are included Idaho Department of Human Resources (IDHR).  Although IDHW has its own HR, there exists a statewide HR department, whose responsibilities include providing HR resources and information for those agencies who do not have their own and working collaboratively with those who do. (get the specifics)
Also included is Idaho Department of Commerce and Labor (ICL), the department from whom we purchased the derivative licenses for the KLC.  

Most recently the Idaho Department of Transportation (IDT) purchased a KLC from the same vendor.  It turns out that the project manager for the KLC at IDT was in a project management course in which I co-taught.

In June 2005, (verify date) Scarlett attended a strategic planning meeting at IDHR during which time the conversation turned to e-Learning and the KLC.  The Department agreed to sponsor a meeting for all Departments that have a KLC or have interest in e-Learning.  Scarlett asked that I attend the meeting with her as the technical subject matter expert. I attended that first meeting on July 2005. (verify date)
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�Yes, this will certainly help as a contrast with the status quo you’re characterizing!


�Perhaps this is, in part, a support for the yellow-highlighted goal above – Senge perhaps recognized that few, if any, were trying to make ‘change’ part of their culture and thus wrote his 1999 book.  You might be able to reference Senge’s 1999 book as evidence that this is desirable and perhaps necessary, in lieu of finding actual examples of how companies have done it and been successful...


�If you’re not planning on doing so, I would recommend that you refer back to this later when ideal-typing the ‘change agent.’  It sounds very much like the actor you’ve become in the organization!


�I know you’re quoting directly, but this might be kind of problematic – isn’t it a fact that alchemists never actually changed anything?


�Is Senge getting at what we might call ‘inertia’ of the sort described in Newton’s third law of motion – for every action, there is an equal and opposite reaction?


�T he phrasing is a question, but it’s not punctuated that way.  





Do you mean this to be a rhetorical question that you then pose hypothetical solutions to?


�Might be good to avoid this unless we want to start describing how ‘system’ can be characterized...


�If you’re not planning on doing so, I would recommend that you refer back to this later when ideal-typing the ‘change agent.’  It sounds very much like the actor you’ve become in the organization!


�I know you’re quoting directly, but this might be kind of problematic – isn’t it a fact that alchemists never actually changed anything?


�Is Senge getting at what we might call ‘inertia’ of the sort described in Newton’s third law of motion – for every action, there is an equal and opposite reaction?


�T he phrasing is a question, but it’s not punctuated that way.  





Do you mean this to be a rhetorical question that you then pose hypothetical solutions to?


�Might be good to avoid this unless we want to start describing how ‘system’ can be characterized...


�Keep styling of titles consistent. 


�I suspect you’ll benefit by ending this section on a stronger note.  I think what you want to do is more or less trash the ‘other’ ways of looking at change, and pumping up the CRM approach, especially the ‘relationship manager,’ and then clearly define the ‘need’ for this research – how a better understanding of the relationship manager as change-agent will contribute to the field...


�Maybe also indicate that ‘need’ for the research will be elaborated in the following chapter...


�Not sure about this.  I know what you mean, but this sentence can also be read to say that Schensul, Schensul and LeCompete were talking about your research.


�I’m not sure we can say it’s a cultural context upfront.  We’d have to show that it is a cultural construct.  


�I’m not sure what it is, but this reads more like it belongs at the conclusion of the whole thing rather than here, at the entrance to the report.





Maybe it’s that everything is worded in the past-tense.  Not sure...


�Citation would be helpful here.  I’m not sure Weber would be the real source of this ‘irrationality of rationality.’  Perhaps C. W. Mills or Ritzer (especially ch. 7) himself:





Mills, C. W. (2000). The sociological imagination. Oxford: Oxford University Press.





Ritzer, G. (2000). The McDonaldization of society. Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.


�Should this be pseudonym-ed?  


�You might want to prepare or be prepared to address questions of ‘reliability’ and ‘validity’ relative to qual research – Kirk and Miller would be the appropriate place to start.  LeCompte and Schensul also address these in somewhat different ways.


�You’ll probably want to characterize this gendering – since it’s about you, in particular, and you’re a he, the use of the masculine is appropriate.  This is not to say that all RMs are male.


�Maybe it would be good to make the RM an actual person, rather than an ‘entity.’


�I think it would be good to begin establishing, or to finalize, the appropriateness of such a question for a degree in IPT.





Obviously, I don’t have to be convinced.  I can’t say for sure about the other committee members or for other readers.  Best to nail the box closed on this question.  The sooner this is done in the paper, the better


�...and be sure to put in some relevant citations.


�Since this is a case study, it would be good to name the place.  After adopting a pseudonym, we can use it in places like this.  


�Same as DJW26 here.


�Maybe rehash or at least name them again here.


�Ooh!  The beginnings of a unifying concept or metaphor?


�Pseudonym?





Perhaps ELOP (Ersatz Learning Organization Pseudonym)?


�Perhaps the state of confusion...  But I digress.


�An example of or a sign of or a symptom of the irrationality of rationality?  





You might also want to flesh out this concept of irrationality of rationality somewhere – perhaps the previous chapter, where you introduce it.


�Deleted, sent to the bit bucket, trashed, converted to all zeros, made non-existent, un-stored!


�If you mean you want to explain codes, patterns and structures in the abstract, okay.  If you mean you want to explain the codes, patterns and structures in this study, I’m not sure.  Isn’t the whole of the report an actual description of all those things?


�See the section from Lincoln & Guba’s (1985) book attached at the end of this document.





Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.


�The section from Lincoln & Guba should also provide some cite-able support here.


�Well... the artifacts don’t provide clarification, focus and triangulation.  Rather they provide you – the researcher – with related data that can be used in the service of clarifying, focusing and triangulating.


�I don’t think any more fleshing out is required.  You might just want to declare that the research follows procedures and has passed muster of the IRB at BSU.


�This is probably not altogether necessary.  Perhaps the only relevant statement has to do with pseudonyms.  


�Ah.  Okay.  You’re ahead of me.  You might want to indicate above (where I noted a possible need for this) that you explain these things later in the paper.


�Do you mean quantitative here?


�I think you’ve prrtty much made it clear that the formative model is not a theory, rather a heuristic device for the researcher and eventually, the readers.


�It will be appropriate to redo the figure so the lettering is roughly the same size as text in the paper.


�It seems some editing will be necessary to put in-text figure references parallel to the figures they are pointing to.


�Give a synopsis of this part of the thesis before foretelling what is to come.


�This term is usually used to refer to an effort to both disassemble and to critique.  That’s different from the more straightforward disassembly and explanation symbolized by ‘unpacking.’


�Pseudonyms throughout would probably be a good idea.


�Maybe it would be good to adopt ‘RM’ as an acronym rather than spelling it out all the time?





If not, we’ll have to decide if the title is to be capitalized all the time or not.  


�The concept of ‘folding’ may be difficult for the unwashed.  Perhaps a graphical representation of folding an org chart would help somewhat in communicating this issue.





In addition to what you say here, ‘fold’ is also used to refer to jumping over multiple ‘steps’ or even reaching ahead in time – a sort of strategic thinking and doing.  The prime reference here is Deleuze (1986):





Deleuze, G. (1986). Foldings, or the inside of thought (subjectification) (S. Hand, Trans.). In Foucault (pp. 94-123). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.


�Has this been described enough above to make it possible to gloss it here?


�I think this deserves some unpacking!  Your discovery of the read-write access was (a) taken advantage of before you reported it, (b) and then reported with the apparent idea that you shouldn’t have that access.  When you checked, (c) the security person more or less gave you a field promotion, authorizing your read-write access.  





First, we could ask how you decided not to inform computer security of the apparent breach when it was discovered.  Second, we will want to know how Lorraine decided that you should keep this access until after the project was over.  





Get into your own head to answer the first question.  Get into Lorraine’s to answer the second.  For me, the second is much more interesting because we see here a ‘free agent’ acting above the law, so to say, to allow someone to have more rights than they are supposed to have.  How did she decide this was relevant?  Also, does the RM rely on such unofficial authorizations to do his job?  Is this the same as an institutional tolerance or acceptance of the RM as an unconstrained actor or is it an aspect of the RM’s unofficial but official standing in the organization?


�I’m not sure where this historical review is going.  Does this contribute to a characterization of the RM as agent of change?


�You’ve got a tricky job here.  You’ll want to indicate that this is more than just an operation to take advantage of your unique skills and knowledge.  





That is, you’ll want to describe that while this specific instance is an example of ad hoc actions that take advantage of your unique skills and knowledge, it is not just that – that this is somehow a reflection of something to do with your RM-ness also.


�Either here or above, where you are going to describe bureaucracy in a more academic sense (probably best in the latter position), you’ll want to highlight the characteristics of bureaucracy.  With that, you’ll be able to just gloss the issue here to highlight the formal rationality of bureaucracy, but the irrational rationality of real-bureaucracy (sort of the same as we would do if we described and contrasted ‘Politics’ and ‘real-politik’.) 


�I know what you’re getting at here, and above, when you reference the same thing, but I suspect others will have a hard time with this.  





What has to be done is to make clear the difference between intentional willingness to do something (in this case, sacrifice specificity for efficiency), and a propensity to do that something.  





Here, we can say that there is a propensity to act in a manner that reflects acceptance of this sacrifice, but we can’t say there is an intentional, motivated desire to sacrifice specificity for efficiency.





Grok?


�Was it a dark and stormy night?  (sorry about that...)


�Maybe it’s just me, but this sentence seems somehow awkward...  


�You’ll probably have to explain what this is.


�Zoikes!  I’m lost!


�I guess I understand what’s going on here, but it doesn’t come off very smoothly in text.  Maybe another rewrite?


�This section, like some of those above, just ends without any sort of review.  I think it would be helpful if you wrapped-up each section, showing how it ties into the theme you’re trying to highlight and how that reflects the overall thematic outcome of the research.





Also, at this point, I’m starting to wonder about your formative model.  So far, we’ve not seen anything about that except in the introduction to research methods.  





Perhaps that section of the methodology chapter should just be omitted if you’re not going to develop it incrementally throughout.  (This isn’t so bad.  After all, it’s a heuristic device for you and not for the readers.)a


�It might be worthwhile to run down this quote.


�I know what you’re getting at in most of these middle chapters.  It’s kind of uneven – but you already warned me of that.  





The biggest moves for these chapters involve smoothing things out and making sure that each section is clearly pulling toward the final goal of the thesis.  Each chapter should add one piece to the puzzle you’re assembling for us.





At present, I’m not sure what the puzzle pieces are, how they fit together or exactly what the final assembly is supposed to look like and show us.


�Probably not Weber here.  As indicated above, Mills or Ritzer would be better sources.


�How do these tie in with the two different definitions of ‘change’ presented early on?  Can we begin to tie these things together?


�Gilbert describes ‘interaction effects’ in terms of the BEM.  Surely Senge, Peters, etc. must describe similar things.


�Not sure what you’re saying here.


�From a Marxian perspective, hard technology certainly plays a large part, but bureaucracy is not just equipment.  Accounting methods, management tactics, training, scripting, incentives, etc. (soft technologies) are all technologies that are difficult to separate from humans.  


�We have to specify the scope of this statement.  Are you referring to the species body of the RM or the status/position of RM?  Each will have some predictability given history and organizational constraints (external forces are always present, even though the RM doesn’t fit in any one convenient block on the org chart).


�Are we sure of this?  Is the RM outside of the power of the organization?  Isn’t he always operating with knowledge of his goals, his objectives, his influence?





Can we really say that the RM is the antithesis of control, or does his presence make for a different kind of – perhaps more responsive – control as a whole?





Think of control or power not as inherently negative or oppressive.  Think of it as a stuff that gets things done. If the RM were outside of or untouched by power, how could he get anything done?


�I think I know what you mean, but this sentence doesn’t really make a clear point.


�Neo?





Okay, seriously.  Are you saying that without you the organization is not humane?  Or, are you saying that being only ‘loosely tethered’ to the machine/apparatus/bureaucracy gives you some ability to make it work despite its kludgy semi-rationality?





Are you the tireless maintenance guy climbing all over the outside of the machine, squirting oil on squeaks and tightening nuts when they get loose so the machine doesn’t tear itself apart?  If so, you’re essential for the bureaucracy to actually operate!  Maybe this is what's going on here.  You're not making it better, you're MAKING IT POSSIBLE.


�This attempt to bridge out, but not generalize, probably needs more work.  Maybe hold off until the body of the work is strengthened.  Only then you’ll be able to make specific references to this research and generalities reported for other organizations, elsewhere.  


�A start, but maybe too early to wrap this section up with what you’ve got.  As above, building up the body of the report will help a lot in clarifying how this significance can be communicated.
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