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Abstract

This case study assessed actual corporate employees’ perceptions of
organizational health, or working environment, following a merger. The assessment
this research design evaluated the relationships between the organizational working
environment, leadership factors, job performance factors, and overall facterns of
their influences on corporate employees in a post-merger working environment. A
additional goal was to develop and validate a modified survey instrument to measure
employee perceptions of their pre- and post-merger working environments to support the
research design. The survey developed for this study proved to be a very reliable
instrument and worked well as a measurement instrument to assess emptogpegqns
of the pre- and post-merger working environments. Specifically the survey provided
meaningful, actionable results to assess organizational change asfrasukrger that
potentially could be used for other corporate leaders wishing to improve the pgst-mer
working environment.

These assessments supported addressing the overall questions of this study, whic
were to explore the impacts that a merger may have on the corporate working
environment and to provide insights on how a merger works from the employee
perspective. The results indicate that an organizational change in the fonmecjex
does affect employee perceptions about the health of the organization. In tbidgrarti
case study, these differences are important because the employee® pleeaecurrent
(post-merger) working environment less favorably than the pre-mergeoemént. The

results specifically indicate that employee job performance may hamenbgatively



affected by the merger, and the employees do not think they meet the needs of the
customers, employees, or stockholders as well now as they did in the pre-merger
environment. This study provides evidence that organizational leaders shoulwetake
pre-and post-merger leadership issues seriously if they hope to improve theepgesi-
health of their organizations.

This study builds on previous organizational leadership research by focusing on
an actual corporate organization that recently merged with a subsydatigdr
organization. The study assessed the existing organizational working environment and
leadership theory within the context an actual event. The study contributesiedctiogy f
demonstrating the relationship between key organizational leadershusfad defined
by current organizational leadership theory, and the influence of those f@actibrs

corporate post-merger working environment.
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Glossary of Terms

Case studyThe in-depth study of instances of a phenomenon in its natural
context and from the perspective of the participants in the phenomenon (Gall,
Borg & Gall, 1996, p. 574).

CommunicationThe vehicle that allows a group to move toward its goals; the
process of acting on information (Beebe & Masterson, 2000, p. 373).

Corporate culturesee Group culture; see also Organizational culture.

Decision makingMaking a choice from among several alternatives (Beebe &
Masterson, 2000, p. 374). Identifying and selecting a course of action to solve a
problem (Bass, 1990, p. 917).

EmpowermentThe sense of having both the responsibility and the authority to
make decisions and achieve work results (Beebe & Masterson, 2000, p. 374).
Group culture:*A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it
solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has
worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those
problems” (Schein, 1992, p. 12).

Job: A collection of tasks grouped together similarly in a number of similar
positions in a given organization (Bass, 1990, p. 919).

Job satisfactionAttitudes and feelings about one’s job (Bass, 1990, p. 919).

xii



Knowledge:Appropriate cognitive understanding or accurate information about a
subject—one of the elements necessary for an individual to possess in order to be
competent (Beebe & Masterson, 2000, p. 375).

Leadership:Behavior that influences, guides, directs, or controls a group (Beebe
& Masterson, 2000, p. 375).

Legacy employee# term used in this study to identify employees who
participated in the study and who joined the selected company before the merger
took place.

New employeed® term used in this study to identify employees who participated
in the study and who joined the selected company after the merger took place.
Organizational climateEmployees’ attitudes toward the organization and their
satisfaction with it (Bass, 1990, p. 920).

Organizational cultureThe norms, values, attitudes, and beliefs, evidenced in
myths, stories, jargon, and rituals, that are shared by organizational members
(Bass, 1990, p. 920).

Organizational goalsAn organization’s purpose, mission, and objectives that
form the bases of its strategy (Bass, 1990, p. 920).

Organizational healthAs used in this study, the health of the organization and
the working environment are essentially synonymous, as they both refer to the
cultural atmosphere in which the employees work.

Perception:An immediately sensed experience of other persons or objects,
modified and organized by the perceiver’s personal characteristics aodibly

influences (Bass, 1990, p. 920).
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Policies: General guidelines for decision making (Bass, 1990, p. 920).
Productivity: Performance relative to resources; output divided by input; quantity
and quality of output in a given period (Bass, 1990, p. 921).
Stakeholdersindividuals and groups who gain from the organization’s successes
and lose from its failures (Bass, 1990, p. 922).

Value: A person’s perception of what is right or wrong, good or bad (Beebe &
Masterson, 2000, p. 378).

Working environmentA term used in this study that identifies the corporate
atmosphere and culture. As used in this study, the health of the organization and
the working environment are essentially synonymous, as they both refer to the

cultural atmosphere in which the employees work.
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Chapter 1
Rationale, Significance, and Need for the Study
1.1 Introduction to the Research
Cultural understanding is essential for leaders to lead (Schein, 1992). This
understanding is especially important during significant organizational elearghen
cultures are combined. Corporations experience such a significant organizatiogal chan
during a merger or acquisition. However, research shows that on average, mes$ merg
(or acquisitions) deliver mediocre performance outcomes (Fubini, Price,|& 26D7).
Further, in an environment of organizational change, studies indicate that the most
frequently cited reason for failure was a neglect of the organizatioliatec— failure to
change the organizational culture doomed the other organizational changes. Actmordin
most scholars and observers, organizational culture greatly influencesftrenpace
and long term effectiveness of organizations (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Corporate
mergers thus provide a vehicle for the study of organizational leadership auge chiae
purpose of this research is to develop and validate a modified survey instrument and to
explore the relationships between organizational leadership factors and themaag
on the pre- and post-merger corporate working environments.
1.2 Statement of the Problem Related to the Post-Merger Working Environment

Despite good intentions for corporate merger efficiency, most corporagerse
fail because of post-merger cultural issues. Carleton and Lineberry (2004)tshgpes
the chances to achieve success after a merger are not good. Theyadlyestdie that
the main reason mergers fail is the “cultural clash” experienced by thergjanizations

involved in the mergeCultural clashrefers to the operational and cultural problems



experienced as a result of the merger. A major cause of post-merger underqect is
leaders’ lack of understanding or appreciation of cultural integration issues. “T
complexity of mergers and acquisitions certainly increases with th@fsthe companies
involved, large or small, for most mergers and acquisitions fail for the saoreasic
reasons: (1) failure to assess the potential impact of attempting to mdrigeegmate the
cultures of the companies involved and (2) failure to plan for systemic and systanakat
efficient integration of those cultures” (Carleton & Lineberry, 2004, p.1). Fouticaiali
reasons frequently cited that may lead to failure of a merger are: (1¥lflanttvations;
(2) unmet economies of scale; (3) cultural incompatibility; and (4) distexfahe core
business (Investopedia, 2002).
1.3 Statement of the Research Purpose

Most mergers focus on pre-merger economic assessments rather than gesst-mer
cultural interface strategies. This study provides an opportunity to astgsscacporate
employees and to discover their perceptions of the organizational health, orgnvorkin
environment, following a merger. In this studyganizational healtrandworking
environmentre used as essentially synonymous terms, as they both refer to the cultural
atmosphere in which the employees work. In this sense, the health of the organization
and working environment are directly related to organizational culturaitheor

The assessments of employees’ perceptions in this research designstiauate
relationships between the organizational working environment, leadership factors, job
performance factors, and overall factors in terms of their influences porate
employees in a post-merger working environment. A second research purpose or goal

was to develop and validate a modified survey instrument to measure employee



perceptions of their pre- and post-merger working environments, in order to support the
research design. The survey data obtained was then used to explore the rgdationshi
between organizational leadership factors and their influences on the corpanateyw
environment.

These assessments help to answer the overall objectives of this stutlgapec
by providing information about the impacts that a merger may have on the corporate
working environment and by yielding insights on how a merger works from the@ypeepl
perspective. It is anticipated that the conclusions of this study will provideree that
organizational leaders should take seriously the pre-and post-merger |gacbststs if
they wish to improve the post-merger health of their organizations.

The corporate organization assessed in this study underwent a merger during 2006.
Although the selected corporation approved the conduct of this study, | was not permitted
to mention the name of the corporation in this dissertation. The selected company’s
population in this study was employees, either in the Atlanta, Georgia, avé@es
under the control of this area. The resulting population for this study was 71 corporate
employees, including the senior leadership, who were given the survey. The g@mpan
primary function was to provide professional personnel support to military organgat
The higher headquarters of the Atlanta office was located in the Washingtonai@C
The Atlanta office senior leadership remained unchanged during the merger process.
However, the higher headquarters location did experience many senior leadership
changes as a result of the merger.

| selected this company for this research because | knew the compdrwaan

familiar with the population. Specifically, | was employed as a mid-lenalager of the



company approximately two years before the merger and remained in this pasitran
the merger, and through the entire time that the research was condueteslvdd
permission to conduct the research from the senior company leader in tha At&mtin
addition, a legal review, which took nearly three months, was conducted by the higher
headquarters in the Washington, D.C., area. As part of the legal review, | had to
interview with the company lawyer to review my research proposal and to spigifi
review my survey instrument. As result of this interaction, | had to agrde nwntion
the name of the company in this document or to describe the company in such detail that
it could be identified. Also, | was required to limit certain sections of the gurve
instrument. Specifically, | was limited to asking questions related totlordg
demographic characteristics of the employees: length of service, iedueaid salary
levels. In addition, | had to guarantee that the employees would remain anegnd
that they had to volunteer to take the survey.
1.4 Rationale and Importance of the Study

This research offers different perspectives on organizational leadershie, cult
and the working environment. It uses current organizational leadership theory to
specifically determine the effects of a merger on employee pefaen Employee job
performance is measured in terms of employees’ perceptions, both of the ¢iled te
complete functional and administrative tasks and of job satisfaction. Also, overall
assessment questions were designed to discern employee perceptions on hovatite pre
post-merger working environments met the needs of customers, employees and

stockholders.



Although much has been written describing post-merger success in terms of
economic performance, comparatively little research specificallyséscon assessing
leadership influence on the development of strong post-merger working environfents
modified survey instrument was created to measure employees’ perceptioas of
corporate leaders’ influence on the merger process, and the pre and post-rogqgey w
environment. The analysis of the survey results of employee perceptions lestathles
presence, or absence, of relationships between organizational leadership factoes and t
influences on the corporate working environment and employees’ performanearigl|
a merger.

This study significantly contributes to knowledge by demonstrating the
relationships among key organizational leadership factors, as definedéytcu
organizational leadership theory, and their influence on the corporate pre- and post-
merger working environment. It focuses on organizational change, in terms of the
organizational working environment and health cbmmpany that underwent a merger.
Another contribution is the development and administration of a modified survey
instrument for measuring employee perceptions of the pre- and post-mergensbips
of organizational leadership, the working environment, and their influences on
employees’ performance. It is envisioned that the product design of suchy surve

instrument will be useful to other researchers in the field.



1.5Research Questions and Objectives

The research questions developed for this study focus on the effort to assess
organizational change in terms of the organizational health of a companytiestvent
a merger. The two research questions that guided the assessment of the pre- and post-
merger working environments and supported the design of the study are as: follows
Research question 1: Do differences exist between self-reported pmrseptthe legacy
employees and the new employees’ assessments of the corporate workioigneeni?
Research question 2: Do differences exist between the employeasetd
perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working environments?

The first research question accounts for separate assessment of thenlégacy
new employee perceptions of the working environments, whereas the seconthresear
guestion provides a vehicle for assessment of the combined population’s (legacy and new
employees) perceptions of the pre- and post-merger working environments.

1.6 Corporate Leadership and Working Environment Research Model

Figure 1.1 shows the corporate leadership and working environment model used
for this research. This model represents the specific areas of inteaie=d telthe
research design. The bottom of the figure represents the pre-merger workingment
and the top represents the post-merger working environment. The oval in the middle of
the figure represents the organizational change resulting from the mngdour
arrows identify the leadership, job performance, overall and demographic faetiors t
were assessed by the survey. The survey was administered afterdee toek place.

The primary objective of the survey was to measure employees’ perceptiortritoor

gather data to assess the relationships among leadership, job performaiadiaot@s,



and the pre- and post-merger working environments. The demographic measures
obtained from the survey were used to help describe the characteristics of thagopulat
of employees who patrticipated in this study.

Figure 1.1

Corporate Leadership and the Working Environment
Model

Post-merger Working Environment

Survey Assessment

Organizational Change as Result of a Merger

Knowledge Employee Characteristics:
Decision Making Job Performance: Meeting the Needs of: Length of Service
Empowerment Job Time on Tasks Customers Education, and Salary
Communication Job Satisfaction Employees
Values Stockholders

. Demaographic Factors
Policy and Records (To provide information

Leadership Performance  Overall Assessments to describe population)

Pre-merger Working Environment

1.7 Chapter Summary
This case study provides an opportunity to assess actual corporate enapldyees
to discover their perceptions of the health of their organization following a memer. T
accomplish this goal a survey instrument was developed to explore the relationships
among organizational leadership factors and their influences on corporate culture
following a merger. The study focuses on a corporate organization that underwent a

merger with a substantially larger organization, and is intended to reveal howea merg



works in relationship to the employees. The two research questions focused the overall
objectives of this study. The interpretations of these assessments will prdeideation

about the impacts that a merger may have on the corporate working environment and the
impacts of a merger from the employee perspective. In addition, the reshits sifitly

provide evidence that organizational leaders should take seriously both the pre- and post-
merger leadership issues and their impacts on the working environment, to improve the

post-merger health of the organization.



Chapter 2
A Review of the Literature
2.1 Research Perspective

This chapter is organized to present an overview of the literature related to t
research design of this study. A goal of this research is to evaluate orngaaizettange
in terms of the organizational health of a company following a merger. Tidg st
considersrganizational healtrandworking environmengynonymous, because they
both refer to the cultural atmosphere in which the employees work. In this $ense, t
health of the organization and the working environment are directly related to
organizational cultural theory. It is important to understand culture since roapaaies
that have developed their individual identities by shaping values, defining themites
rituals, and understand the cultural network have an advantage. These companies focus
on the importance of values and beliefs, and not just products (Deal & Kennedy, 1982).
Therefore, this chapter conducts a focused review of the scholarly literdateel te the
relationships of leadership, organization health, and culture in organizations that have
experienced a merger. In addition, this chapter addresses literaturestivdiese
techniques to consider when assessing the post-merger working environment, to support
the study goal of developing and validating a modified survey instrument to exipbse
relationships. The main objective of this literature review is to presenhtveédge
base upon which this study was built and to identify avenues to achieve positive
organizational change. Finally, this chapter attempts to acknowledgeopagbutions
related to this research design and to provide information linking past knowledge in the

field with what was discovered in this research (Glatthorn & Joyner, 2005).



Kotter and Heskett (1992, p. 141) defmdture as “an interdependent set of
values and ways of behavior that are common in a community and tend to perpetuate
themselves—sometimes over a long period of time.” These researchers prosedel a
threefold view of how an organization’s cultural strength relates to penfaenaithin
the working environment. Their first theory suggests that strong cultures hpleyees
with high levels of goal alignment; they tend to “march to the same drummenigSt
organizational cultures also tend to create an unusual level of motivation in employees
addition, strong cultures provide needed structure and controls without having a formal
bureaucracyhat can dampen motivation and innovation. However, Kotter and Heskett
also offer several case studies suggesting that one criticism of the ctifturg-theory
may be valid: strong cultures may lead even reasonable people astragelcdke
studies, the cultures are strong, but they lead to poor organizational performanayand th
can negatively influence new members of the organization.

Kotter and Heskett’'s second theory asserts that the content of a cultureysan te
of common or shared values and behaviors, may be just as important—if not more
important—than its strength. This theory suggests that only contextually egatadity
appropriate cultures will be associated with excellent performarthenvthe working
environment. Their third theory focuses on the need for organizations to have adaptive
cultures and leaders if those organizations are to achieve long-termssucces
Organizational cultures and leaders must be able to help an organization &néingbat
adapt to environmental change if the organization is to achieve superior performance over
extended periods of time.

In a later work, Kotter suggests that cultural change is fully implemertted w

10



“seeps into the very bloodstream of the work unit or corporate body” (Kotter, 1996, p.
14). Until and unless the new behaviors resulting from the change are fultgdeéhey
may degrade as soon as the associated change efforts are lessenedeat. ldmfurther
suggests that two factors are especially important to achieving new cpgsda an
organization’s culture. First, he recommends making an honest attempt to show
individuals how specific behavior and attitudes lead to improved performance. Kotter
also recommends that sufficient time be allocated to ensure that the new mamagem
really does personify the new approach required as a result of the cultural changes

(Kotter, 1996).

Figure 2.1: Shared Values and Group Behavior Norms and Organizational Culture

Change
Invisible Harder to
Change
A Shared Values: Important A

concerns and goals that are
shared by most of the people
in a group, that tend to shape
group behavior, and that often
persist over time even with
changes in group membership.

Group Behavior Norms:
Common or pervasive ways of
acting that are found in a
group and that persist because
group members tend to behave
in ways that teach these
practices and values to new
members, rewarding those
v who fit in and sanctioning
those who do not.
Visible Easier to Change

v
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In Figure 2.1 (Kotter & Heskett, 1992, p. 5), the researchers describe caures
having two levels that differ in terms of their visibility and resistanahtmge. At the
“Shared Values” levekulturerefers to values that people within the group share and that
can persist even as the members of the group change over time. At this leveldke val
are less visible, and cultural change may be difficult because many group s emalye
not be consciously aware of the binding cultural values. In contrast, at the “Group
Behavior Norms” level, the behavior patterns are more visible and new emeplanyee
encouraged to follow. Although culture at this level is still hard to change, it is not as
difficult as at the “Shared Values” level. Deal and Kennedy also idahtgy
phenomenon: in short, in cases of mergers and acquisitions, cultural change is only
reluctantly achieved. The old firm’s culture continues to live through the legacy
employees of that firm and the vestiges of their culture will resist dtinmes of stress.
These researchers state that productivity and performance may be reduregdanies
pieced together by mergers. Further, they believe that managers ne@eety patsue
best practices and proactively forge a new, shared culture (Deal &#gni999). Even
organizations that appear to have compatible cultures may have underlying cultura
differences that can threaten coexistence when the companies try to merge.

Organizational culture is the key ingredient of successful companies sudd-as W
Mart, and Southwest Airlines. Success of these companies has more to do with cultura
factors (such as company values, personal beliefs, and vision) than with roer&st f
competition, and resources. It is difficult to identify any successful coyrpah does not
have a distinctive organizational culture (Cameron & Quinn, 2006). Corporate culture

consists of a blend of an organization’s values, traditions, beliefs, and priorities.

12



Corporate cultures help shape management styles, operating philosophies, arespractic
In part, culture determines types of behavior that are rewarded in an organgzet

norms and unwritten rules that guide employee actions: “It legitimizesrcéehavior

and attitudes while disaffirming others” (Pritchett, 1997, p. 10). Organizatiohafe

gives an organization a particular climate or feel and can be considelegloasao a
personality for an individual. A corporate culture provides a set of values, wtag, sty

and relationships that distinguish that company from other organization (Harrison &
Stokes, 1992).

Beitler provides a useful, yet simple, definitioncofture “The shared basic
assumptions an organization teaches its new members about the correct waydp beha
think, and evaluate” (Beitler, 2006, p. 125). He suggests that organizational culture is
rooted in the shared basic assumptions that drive behavior throughout the organization.
Edgar Schein offers the following, more comprehensive, definiti@omorate culture
“A pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its prablem
external adaptations and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as to the correct way t
perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” (Schein, 1992, p. 12).

Schein further elaborates that this definition introduces three elementgantpo
to cultural understanding:

1. “The problem of socialization—what we think of as culture is primarily whpassed

on to new generations of group members” (Schein, 1992, p. 12).

2. “The problem of behavior—the definition emphasizes that the critical assumptidns dea

with how we perceive, think about, and feel about things” (Schein, 1992, p. 14).
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3. “Can a large organization have one culture?—the definition does not specify the size
of a social unit to which it can be applied ... . [I]f we find certain assumptions are
shared across all the units of an organization, then we can legitimately speak of
organizational culture” (Schein, 1992, p. 14)”

Schein also describes the important relationships between culture andhgeagiseing

“two sides of the same coin” (Schein, 1992, p. 15). The bottom line is that leaders create

cultures when they create groups and organizations. Schein suggests timaf exittres

can therefore determine criteria for selecting leaders.

Schein describes the relationship between leadership and organizational asiltur
one of interdependence. Further, he proposes two ways of changing culture. First
planned and managed culture change will have greater likelihood of successéfisultur
no longer linked to popular leaders, founders, or family members. Second, required
changes should be linked to existing cultural assumptions, rather than startimgtover
the announcement of a new culture. To accomplish the cultural change, Schein
recommends the establishment of a cultural committee and other supportive srashani
to facilitate the changes; if this strategy does not work, then morecdstgts may be
needed. These steps could include hiring new senior leaders who have a set of values and

assumptions different from those of the existing culture (Schein, 1999).
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Additionally, Deal and Kennedy provide the following insights related to
organizational cultures in a post-merger environment:
Although substantial cost reductions may be a primary justification for
mergers, they are not among the most important effects. Mergers affect
culture patterns. They do so in three critical ways, separated in timehfeom t
date the deal is announced. First, there is the look-over-your-shoulder effect.
Personnel try to figure out where cuts will be made. Second, there is the
winners-and-losers effect. One party to the deal almost always wins, and the
other, usually the acquired, almost always loses as jobs in the new entity are
allocated. Third, and most important, there is the cultural isolation effect. It
occurs when survivors discover that the company they now work for is
significantly different from the one they worked for before (Deal & Kegned
1999, pp. 121-122).

This notion is reinforced by the suggestion that to achieve effective manageme

mergers, the leaders must be prepared for the “emotional shake-up accompgasying t

kind of organizational growth” (Pritchett, 1997, p. 37).

The remainder of this chapter includes a review of the scholarly literatur
associated with organizational culture and the post-merger working envirgrihes
leader’s role in developing the post-merger working environment, assessntent of t
working environment, research implications, and a chapter summary. The goal of the
section on organizational culture and the post-merger working environment is to further
describe and give examples of organizational culture and how it relates taltheofi@n
organization. Next, literature relatedtte leader’s role in developing the post-merger
working environment is identified and discussed. This section outlines schokndyure
that discusses the organizational leader’s important role in fosterintyheal
organizations, with a focus on the post-merger working environment and support of

employees who experience the merger. Also, a section in this chapter adidiresses

literature describing techniques to consider when assessing the postwaigeg
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environment. The last section of this chapter summarizes the significaatuliesr
explains and describes how the literature supports this study’s researobng,esid
sets the stage for a full review of the methodology necessary to advance shef gjoial
study (see Chapter 3).
2.2 Organizational Culture and the Post-Merger Working Environment
Significant questions exist today as to the relationship between the corporate
leader’s role and the post-merger cultural working environment. Assessments of
corporate post-merger working environment provide an excellent vehicle throudgh whic
to research organizational change in terms of the organizational health of angompa
Additionally, there is interest in various approaches to the development of orgarakati
theories and new ways of looking at leadership and cultural influences within
organizations. This search includes looking for models to help improve the use of human
resources and obtain a more adequate understanding of decision making (Selznick, 1984).
Administrative organization has its formal system of rules and objectives, and
organizations are designed as a “technical instrument for mobilizing human srzegjie
directing them toward aims” (Selznick, 1984, p. 5). Organizations suggest a certain
simple and focused system of coordinated activities that require the pmespéthe
organization’s culture, as well as the individuals’. However, organizations not ouly nee
to have procedures for product and business development, they also must also improve
their culture. Specifically, organizations need both an innovative business process and an
innovative culture. In other words, the business development process must have a culture
that supports the process. A large body of research indicates that the cuktiszipport,

encourage, and foster innovation if the company is to succeed (Oden, 1997).

16



There are several key approaches to better understanding organizational cultur
and the corporate working environment. Schein (1992) states that organizational cultur
can be analyzed at three levels: (1) visible artifacts; (2) espoused valassand
behavior norms; and (3) tacit, basic underlying assumptions. The underlying asssmpti
are often buried deep within the organization, but it is necessary to discover them Before
trying to decipher the artifacts, values, and norms. Harris (1993) suggéestisiiea
structure and coordination are required for an organization to achieve itthgoas,(the
specific purpose for its operation).

Similarly, according to Barzelay, good organizations need to develop aecultur
that is more customer-driven and service oriented. This type of organizaticallfypic
displays three characteristics: customer service, empoweringifiergrnployees to
resolve problems, and selectively introducing market forces within the organizat
Figure 2.2 is adapted from Barzelay’s discussions on formulating an #iteraad more
innovative organization, in which he compares the differences between a bureaucrat
agency and a customer-driven agency (Barzelay, 1992).

Figure 2.2: The Bureaucratic Agency versus the Customer-Driven Agency (Barzelay

1992)

Bureaucratic Agency Customer-Driven Agency

1. Built on its own needs Customer needs and perspectives

2. Roles & responsibilities of its parts Whole organization functions as a team

3. Defines itself by the amount of resources Defines itself by thegdsulk tasks it
performs for the customer

4. Controls cost Creates value
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5. Sticks to routine Modifies its operation in response to
changing demands

6. Fights for turf Competes for business
7. Insists on following standard procedures Builds choice into its operatingisyste
8. Announces policies and plans Two-way communication
9. Separates work of thinking from that of Empowers front-line employees to make
doing judgments about how to improve
customer
service

Along with the growth and development of modern organizations came the need
to effectively manage the large groups of people within those organization$eonge t
that describes the effective management of large groups of people in anairgarnsz
the scientific managemetiteory. This theory suggests that people will be most effective
in a highly structured organization, where predictability and control through careful
organizational design are emphasized (Harris, 1993). In cortttesgn relations
managemertheory stresses the importance of managers focusing on and paying greate
attention to human needs, motives, and relationships within their organizations, (Harris
1993). Effective leadership is a critical component of both human relations mamagem
and successful organizational change. Likewise, according to Yukl, leadingeasame
of the most important and difficult leadership responsibilities. For some tlsedristthe
essence of leadership, to which everything else is secondary. Effectieeslaga is
needed to revitalize an organization and facilitate adaptation to a changirapment
(Yukl, 1998).

Bolman and Deal’'®eframing Organizationfl997) is a valuable tool for helping

managers and leaders to better understand the role of leadership and culteratesfin
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both public and private organizations. Their work offers a management philosophy that
allows managers and leaders to analyze their organization’s culture to achieve
harmonious, effective, and productwerking environment. Specifically, Bolman and
Deal offer four models or approaches, which theyfcathes to be used as management
tools. The authors suggest that these four frames, when properly applied, will allow
mangers and leaders to improve (reframe) their organizations.

Bolman and Deal state that the main purpose of their book is to help managers
and leaders enrich the ideas and approaches they bring to their work. “Too ofthit, psyc
prisons prevent seeing old problems in a new light or finding more promising tools to
work on perennial challenges. Effectiveness deteriorates when manageiasdansl le
cannot reframe” (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 5). They explain frames as followsné&sra
are both windows on the world and lenses that bring the world into focus. Frames filter
out some things while allowing others to pass through easily. Frames help us order
experience and decide what to do. Every manager, consultant, or policy maker relies on a
personal frame or image to gather information, make judgments, and determine how best
to get things done” (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 12).

Bolman and Deal offer additional information on the importance of organizational
culture, as well as insight to model development. The following summarizes their four
frames:

1. Thestructuralframe emphasizes goals, specialized roles, and formal
relationships, which are commonly depicted by organization charts and are
designed to fit an organization’s environment and technology. This frame focuses

on the social aspects of work groups rather than individuals, and then on forming
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the groups into working units. The organizational assumptions behind the

structural frame include:

e The purpose of the organization is to achieve its objectives.

e People work best when they respond to rationality over personal preferences.

e The structure should be designed to fit the organizational circumstances.

e Specialization and division of labor will enhance the organization’s
performance.

e Proper controls and coordination are required to ensure that individuals work
to achieve the organizational goals.

e Restructuring the organization can resolve performance issues arising fro
structural deficiencies.

The structural frame is useful when goals are clearly defined oredhips are

understood, there is little conflict, and the legitimate authority of the orgemza

is well defined.

Thehuman resourcérame sees an organization as much like an extended family;

a key challenge from this viewpoint is to tailor organizations to individuals so that

employees get the job done while feeling good about what they are doing. This

frame views the organization as a collection of individuals who have specific

needs, feelings, skills, and limitations. The leader’s challenge is to tierge

individuals’ needs so they feel good about what they are doing and job

performance improves. Individuals are considered the heart of the organization,

and therefore, to gain commitment and loyalty, human resource leaders should be

responsive to individuals’ needs.

20



Thepolitical frame sees organizations as arenas, contests, or jungles with
different interests competing for power and scarce resources. This frame
recognizes that the work environment may have high levels of conflict,
compromise, bargaining, and coercion. Political-frame organizations consist of
various individuals or interest groups, and each of these interest groups may have
a different view of the organization; these differences, and scarce orgararat
resources, may lead to conflict between groups and cause power to become a
primary focus.

Thesymbolicframe sees organizations as cultures, propelled more by rituals,
ceremonies, stories, heroes, and myths than by rules, policies, and managerial
authority. This is a powerful frame, as it builds the culture of the organization
with unique cultural characteristics. As opposed to being driven by rules,
authority, or policy, symbolic organizations focus on developing high-performing
and effective teams as the network driven by their established culture. This
approach works well when goals and information are unclear and there is high
cultural diversity within the organization.

Leaders and managers who understand these principles will enrich the ideas and

approaches they bring to work. These approaches, in the form of four different lenses

through which to view the working environment, provide options to help managers

generate creative responses to the many issues they encounter g\{8glmian &

Deal, 1997).

2.3 The Leader’s Role in Developing the Post-Merger Working Environments

Fubini, Price, and Zollo emphasize the importance of sound leadership in creating
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healthy mergers. Specifically, they describe how leaders need to dedieaergetically
tackle leadership challenges. One of the identified challengesiey$eaeed to focus on
the performance culture required for the new company’s working environmenitraCult
integration is a complex topic, and there is no consensus about what constitutes best
practice in this situation. Too often leaders focus on the business goals of theionegr
with limited or no discussion of the cultural influences on the working environment.
These researchers offer an alternative recommendation that leadersrfalbas
“performance culture”: the critical set of attitudes and behaviors thaegquired to

create value in the merged company (Fubini, Price, & Zollo, 2007).

Along these lines, Weston notes that cultural factors can be a major chédlenge
merger success. According to Weston, corporate cultures may be articulaiedah f
statements of values and aspirations, or expressed through informal relpsarsl
networks. Specifically, corporate culture may be conveyed by the kinds of belnatior t
are rewarded in an organization. He argues that a firm must manage its panateor
culture effectively before engaging in merger activities (Weston &wasie 2001).

To further understand the leader’s role in developing the post-merger corporate
working environment, it is also important to understand significant leadershep atyl
behavior. Yukl broadly groups leadership behavior as transformational or tranahcti
leadership, with each of these having four subcategories. The subcategories of
transformational behavior are:

1. ldealized influences—Use charismatic leadership traits that tend tagener

strong follower emotion and identification with the leader.
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2. Individual consideration—Provide support, encouragement, and coaching to the
follower.
3. Inspirational motivation—Communicate an appealing vision, using symbols to
focus subordinate effort, and focus on modeling appropriate behaviors.
4. Intellectual stimulation—Provide higher-level cognitive stimulation in the
environment.
The subcategories of transactional leadership behavior are:
1. Contingent reward—Clarifies work required to obtain rewards and uses incentives
to supply or influence motivation.
2. Active management by exception—Monitors subordinates and takes corrective
action to ensure that the work is carried out effectively.
3. Passive management by exception—Uses punishments and other corrective action
in response to obvious deviations from accepted performance behavior.
4. Laissez-faire leadership—A hands-off approach to leadership behavionadiaat s
indifference about the task and the subordinates (Yukl, 1998, pp. 325-326).
Yukl further describes the charismatic leader as being able to influeoplke pe
through the perception that the leader possesses exceptional qualities or itsities] a
Charismatic leaders tend to have high self-confidence and strong conviatidmsag
demonstrate their abilities to impress followers. These leaders also paoviglen of a
better world to their followers, and clearly explain the ideological gafalse mission
and how the group’s values relate to that mission. Charismatic leaders esadrie
and they communicate high expectations of and confidence in followers. “Leaglers ar

more likely to be viewed as charismatic if they make self-sacrjfiake personal risk,
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and incur high cost to achieve the vision they espouse” (Yukl, 1998, 33p. 302).

Yukl also notes a clear distinction between the transformational leader and the
charismatic leader. Both types attempt to influence followers by agpggiong emotions
and identification with the leader. Charismatic leaders obtain their powewringhvaeak
and dependent followers. These leaders attempt to instill personal Iathky than
commitment to ideals. In contrast, transformational leaders seek to enfptiowgers.

They will coach, teach, and mentor the follower with the goal of elevating andvimgr
the follower’s self-worth (Yukl, 1998). In addition, transformational leadershigtipes
may positively influence merger or acquisition acceptance, supervisdrpat®ermance,
and job satisfaction (Nemanich & Keller, 2007).

Bennis realizes the importance of organizational leaders’ properly developing
personnel and improving the overall effectiveness of their organizations. An
understanding of subordinates’ capabilities means that one can better motivate and
employ them within their capabilities. This further requires that the le@deorestly
concerned with empowerment and releasing the full potential of everyone in the
workplace. This belief also underscores the important role that leaders have in the
workplace, which is another area of concern for Bennis, who offers invaluable advice to
leaders on becoming more effective and better organizational change agents.

While serving as president of the University of Cincinnati, a blinding flash of the
obvious hit Bennis: He was not leading the university, he was managing it. He n@gs bei
prevented from truly inflicting needed change and supplying vision for his organiza
He realized, at that point, that routine work drives out non-routine thinking and efforts

and smothers creative planning and fundamental change. Bennis realized that he needed
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to break the “unconscious conspiracy” of the daily routine syndrome and focus on
becoming a better leader. His definition of a better leader is a person who is a
conceptualist and has an entrepreneurial vision about the destiny of the organizati

this end, he created an environment that fostered the education of key support people,
established policies to differentiate between leadership and managemesit atudi
established a system of measurable goals (Bennis, 1989).

Leaders must hire the best and most creative people and give them the time,
money, and leeway to do their best. Bennis also found that effective leaderts expe
dissent, disagreement, and truth from their associates. In other wordsadeatlare
unwilling to settle for anything less than the best in themselves, their patjans, and
their employers. In addition, Bennis offers key factors to be considered bysledue
serve as organizational change agents:

1. Recruit people to the change with scrupulous honesty; be careful not to build false
expectations in the minds of the recruiter or the recruits.

2. Guard against the crazies. Change-oriented administrators should be very sure
that the new members they recruit to the organization are change agents and not
agitators.

3. Build support among like-minded people, whether or not you recruited them.
Even with a handpicked crew, a leader cannot build a new organization without
the vision and support of others.

4. Have a clear understandinghadwto change as well aghatto change; have a
solid conceptual plan regarding how and what to change. It is easier to plan a

change than to implement a change.
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. Don't settle for rhetorical change; real change cannot simply beatecAll
organizations have both a structure defined on paper and one that actually exists
within a complex set of relationships.

. Don't allow those who oppose the change to appropriate basic issues. The
successful change agent ensures that new members and legacy meihigers of
organization are not afraid of the future changes.

. Know the territory. Know your organization and its history and content; learn
everything there is to know about the organization.

. Appreciate environmental factors. No matter how beneficial the proposed change
appears to be, a change that causes discomfort in the organization will probably
fail; therefore, watch out for anxiety and discomfort caused by the change.

. Avoid further shock. Don’t forget your past or neglect the present as you move

toward the future; otherwise, employees may oppose the change.

10. Change is usually most successful when those who are affected by theacthange

involved in planning it (Bennis, 1989, pp. 147-151).

Phillips provides an excellent illustration of the important idea that leagersto

find and empower outstanding subordinates, with his discussion on how Abraham

Lincoln kept searching until he found his Grant. Phillips describes a process that should

cause leaders to realize that they cannot do everything on their own; they must have

subordinates who will do what is necessary to ensure success. “Those subordinates who

will take risk, act without waiting for direction, and ask for responsibilitgeathan

reject it, should be treated as your most prized possession. Such individuals are

exceedingly rare and are worth their weight in gold” (Phillips, 1992, p. 135). According
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to Phillips, the following are some of Lincoln’s principles and techniquesfecting
and managing subordinates that are also important for present-day organitedides:
1. Choose as your chief subordinates those people who crave responsibility and take
risks.
2. Go out into the field with your leaders, and stand or fall with the battle.
3. If employees gripe about one of your chief supervisors, and the complaints are
true, do not be afraid to remove him.
4. Give your followers all the support you can, and act on the presumption that they
will do the best they can with what you give them.
5. Provide your managers a three- to five-month grace period to see if theykwill ta
action and perform adequately.
6. If they do not perform adequately, ease them out of power gradually, always
giving them ample time to turn it around.
7. Beware of subordinates who keep piling up information without ever really
accomplishing anything.
8. Coach and counsel a new executive so that he or she may get off on the right foot.
9. Do not forget that aggressive leaders tend to choose employees in their own

image (Phillips, 1992, p. 136).

Phillips describes Lincoln as being the “essence of leadership,” emphasizing
Lincoln’s knowledge that true leadership is often realized by exerting apgesubtle
influence on a day-to-day basis and treating people at all levels withsyoare respect.
He was able to lift people to higher levels of performance while maintainirespect

for the dignity of all people at all times” (Phillips, 1992, p. 173). In developing ssfotes
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post-merger corporate working environments, it is important for all leaders tostamte
that they have a key role in the process. Success in mergers or acquisitipesdede
on competent leadership at all levels and divisions of the organization, before, during
and after the merger (Yukl & Lepsinger, 2004).

Section 2.2 provided examples and further described organizational culture and
how it relates to the health of an organization. This section identified and disdussed t
important literature related tbe leader’s role in developing the post-merger working
environment. These sections reviewed the scholarly literature to presdmowledge
base to support the research design of the current study, with a specific foces on t
organizational leader’s important role in fostering healthy organizatidms rdview
provided the theoretical framework for the research design through whichegsess
actual corporate employees’ perceptions of their leaders’ influences orgtrezational
health of a company following a merger. Section 2.4 reviews concepts to consider whe
conducting an assessment of the post-merger working environment.

2.4 Assessing the Post-Merger Working Environment

This study required the development of both a pilot and a final edition of a survey
to measure employees’ perceptions, so facilitate exploration of themstaps among
organizational leadership factors and their influences on the pre- and post-merger
corporate working environments. To support the research design and ensure that the
surveys developed for this study were reliable, it was important to understand key
principles of survey design. This section addresses literature that desontesf the
principles and techniques to consider when developing such assessment surveys.

According to Hopkins et al?‘Diagnosing corporate culture requires collecting data, and
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the survey approach is probably the most frequently used data-gathering device”
(Hopkins, Hopkins, & Mallette, 2005, p. 99). However, employee perceptions are
complicated to track and a great amount of time, energy, and money are expended in
conducting employee surveys. Many surveys are designed to enhance oaalizati
communication, and to measure employee views on a wide range of work-related topic
with a goal of improving employee engagement. The survey is an importantefrsh s
building a value chain that can lead to improving the organizational environment, making
it one that supports and contributes to organizational success (Sanchez, 2007).

Fink defines aurveythus: “A survey is a system for collecting information to
describe, compare, or explain knowledge, attitudes, and behavior” (Fink, 1995, p. 1). The
following is his outline of points to consider when preparing and conducting surveys
(Fink, 1995, pp. 79-80):

1. ldentify the survey objectives. Conduct focus groups to develop survey
objectives. Obtain necessary approvals and review appropriate literaturaméo def
terms and to justify the theory supporting the survey questions.

2. Design the survey. Choose an appropriate survey design and determine tlee sampl
population that will support the survey objectives.

3. Prepare the survey instrument. Contact other surveyors and search aha diter
find existing surveys that may accomplish the research goals. Othgovépare
an entirely new instrument or adapt some questions from existing surveys.

4. Pilot-test the instrument. Identify the pilot-test population and obtain negessar
permissions to conduct the pilot test. Revise the pilot edition of the survey based

on the data and feedback.
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5. Administer the final edition of the survey. Monitor the quality of the
administration of the survey and follow up as required.
6. Organize the data. Code responses as required and enter the data in a computer to
conduct a preliminary analysis.
7. Analyze the data. Develop an analysis plan and analyze the survey results.
8. Report the results. Write a report of the results and prepare to present the report
It is important to note that there are many limitations on the results obtaomed fr
survey procedures. For example, because survey data is based solely on subjects
responses, these results can be inaccurate if participants do not answer the survey
guestions honestly. In addition, the participants may misunderstand the survey design or
improperly construe the survey questions. To improve the chances of administering a
successful survey, Sanchez offers the following suggestions and cautions:
1. Project planning. Begin with careful planning; the project management team
should be selected carefully.
2. Communications. Employee surveys often lack the support of a well-developed
communication plan; the objectives of the survey must be communicated clearly.
3. Questionnaire design. Content of the survey may only address the issues known to
the project management team; it may fail to cover employee concerns. The
relationship between the survey results and business performance may be uncle
4. Timing. The timing of the survey often fails to take into account employee
availability.
5. Prioritization of issues. Managers often have difficulty in identifyang

prioritizing issues for follow-up action.

30



6. Engagement of senior management. Presentation of survey results to senior
managers can be difficult to accomplish, with their busy schedules. To engage the
senior management, survey results should be presented to them within two weeks.

7. Data delivery. The format in which data are delivered should support the
organization’s requirements and the needs of end users of the survey.

8. Follow-up support. Survey administration can lead to expectations of positive
outcomes, and therefore a survey follow-up strategy is required. A good strategy
is to establish organizational improvement goals, rather than setting tangeste
basis of changes in survey scores.

9. Monitoring and accountability. Monitoring must be planned and structured to
ensure that recommended actions resulting from the survey are reviewed and
implemented. This should include allocation of resources to do so and a
communication plan to reinforce the importance of the survey at all levels of
management.

10. Linking of survey results to business outcomes. The survey results and related
goals to improve the organization should become integrated change initiatives and
link with business outcomes (Sanchez, 2007).

In analyzing data from surveys, the scales must be determined; then thaéoretic
relationships among the scales can be analyzed (Jablin & Putman, 2001). “At tlestsimpl
level, scale quality is assessed through face validity and a consideragmaieof
consistency such as Cronbach’s alpha” (Jablin & Putman, 2001, p. 141). For this
research, Cronbach alpha is used to measure of the internal consistency of the survey

categories or scales (that is, leadership, job performance, and oversdéinasst survey
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guestions) used to assess each of the research questions. With a high (great@) tha
Cronbach alpha for a particular scale, that section can be considered teliable r
results. Section 2.5 discusses research implications as result of therbteegaiew for
this study.

2.5 Research Implications Resulting from the Review of the Scholarly Literature

This chapter presented an overview of the literature related to the stedyate
design. The literature provides a review of past contributions from resesancltlee field
and points to areas that are in need of additional research. For example, sarch rese
designs related to the post-merger working environment focus on management and
financial considerations, whereas this study assesses the perceptionalaf@apbrate
employees. Also, many past studies focused on merger efficiency definktionship
to pre-merger assessments and predictions of increased profit marginswsda tee
merger. There are fewer studies that assess post-merger resutts arghhizational
cultural influences on the working environment, yet these cultural organizatiarajes
may in fact have the most significant impacts on potential post-mergerysaplo
performance.

In addition, this review of the literature provided a substantial foundation for the
exploration of additional research on the post-merger health of organizations, kiregwor
environment, and the relationship of these elements to the cultural atmosphere in which
employees work. Specifically, the review of literature raises questimhsuggests the
importance of additional research to assess employees’ perceptions, to pdditideal
knowledge about the relationships between the organizational working environment,

leadership factors, job performance factors, and overall assessment fadtras of
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their influence on corporate employees in a post-merger working environmemt. Als
information was provided to develop and validate a survey instruments for the purpose of
measuring employee perceptions of their pre- and post-merger workimgrangnt.

As noted in Section 1.5, the following research questions were developed to

explore the research implications identified as result of the review afdredure.

Research question 1: Do differences exist between self-reported rseaybtthe
legacy employees and the new employees’ assessments of the corporate
working environment?

Research question 2: Do differences exist between the employeasettd
perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working environments?

The literature suggests that pre- and post-merger leadership issudseamnely
important in improving the post-merger health of organizations. This study’s two
research questions allowed assessment of both the pre-merger and the post-merger
working environments, and thus constitutes a good vehicle through which to validate
existing literature and to potentially discover new information related tiongh&cts of a
merger on employees.

2.6 Chapter Summary

This chapter included a review of the literature relating to organizatiahate

and the post-merger working environment, the leader’s role in developing the post-
merger working environment, and assessment of the working environment; itespecif
research implications as a result of the literature review. In the ¢aftds review, we
identified and discussed examples of organizational culture and how cultues teltte

health of an organization, along with literature relateithédeader’s role in developing
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the post-merger working environment. Also, the chapter reviewed techniques tteconsi

in assessing the post-merger working environment. As result of this review of the
literature, it appears that assessing the relationships betweershtepd@ed the corporate
post-merger working environment, and the influence of leadership factors onyemplo
performance, are worthy goals. Research that is based on sound theory and proven
organizational models can provide insight into various questions about corporate leaders’
influence on the post-merger working environment. This chapter summarized the
significant literature and explained how the literature supports the stesggarch

guestions. In Chapter 3, the methodology necessary to achieve the goals @atehres

design is presented.
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Chapter 3
Research Method

3.1 Summary of the Study

In this study, pre-merger and post-merger working environments wereassess
a function of the employees’ perceptions of the organizational leaders’ tamdieng of
the organization’s working environment. The selected corporation provided a good
subject for this study, as it had organizational leadership factors, workingraneint
factors, and employee performance characteristics similar to thasengfother
corporations. For example, the company included typical sections within its
organizational structure, such as management, human resources, finance, secusity
on. The organizational structure, along with the embedded leadership, maintained a
traditional relationship between the leaders and employees. The leaderstogide
direction, goals, and vision of the company—uwith the associated guidance and the
establishment of company policy—that the employees with each functionahseetie
expected to follow. As in many other companies, the leaders needed to communicate
effectively and display sound decision making, knowledge, and values with the
employees to effectively accomplish the company objectives. Given Hsesfand
characteristics, the assessment of the subject corporation in this studye ahdiy
results, should apply to many other private organizations as well. Thectesealso
believes that many government organizations could benefit from this studyatelym
this study could be a model for future research that applies the same resganaijues

to other organizations, whether in the governmental or private sectors.
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In general, the study focused on organizational change in terms of the
organizational health of a company that underwent a merger, but the study design and
findings may have important implications for other organizational-change endnte&m
as well, such as leadership and mission changes. Significant leadership changes or
mission changes may influence the leader-employee relationship and enmpboyee
performance in a manner similar to changes experienced during a merger.

This case study provided an opportunity to assess corporate employees who
actually experienced a merger and to assess their perceptions of theatigaisihealth.
The major goal of these assessments was to evaluate the relationshiggremon
organizational working environment, leadership factors, job performance factors, and
overall factors in terms of their influence on corporate employees in a pagtfme
working environment. An additional goal was to develop and validate a modified survey
instrument to measure the employee perceptions. This approach served the overall
objectives of this study, which were to explore the impacts that a mergeranapi the
corporate working environment and to gain insights as to how a merger works from the
employee perspective.

3.2 Research Design

This was a descriptive correlation studg,outlined by Gall, Borg, and Gall
(1996). This design permitted analysis of the relationships among a large number of
variables and helped to provide information on the degree of relationship between the
variables being studied. This research was planned to use the opportunity for adyase st
of an actual corporation that underwent a merger (with the researcher expgribac

merger as well). As defined by Gall, Borg, and Gatlaseis a particular instance of a
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phenomenon of interest to the researcher, aiaba studys the in-depth study of
instances of a phenomenon in its natural context and from the perspective of the
participants in the phenomenon (1996, p. 574).

Assessmentwere conducted to discover relationships among employees’
perceptions of the organizational working environment and organizational leadership
factors of knowledge, decision making, empowerment, communication, values, and
policies and records. Also, assessments were done to find links between employees’
perceptions of job performance and corporate leadership influences. Job performance wa
assessed in terms of time to complete functional and administrative tasks and job
satisfaction. In addition, the survey used four questions to obtain employee denwgraphi
information on education, length of service with the company (used to distinguish legac
and new employees), and salary range. Also, one question asked if the participants found
the survey questions easy to understand and to answer. Finally, the survey requlested eac
participant to provide written suggestions for improving the survey, as well asilgenera
comments on their work experience or the working environment. This proved to be an
appropriate design, as a major goal of this study was to describe titenstigs
between leadership factors, as a component of the organizational working environment,
and the influences of leadership factors on corporate employees’ performémeaph
merger.

3.3 Research Questions, Research Hypotheses, and Null Hypotheses

The research questions and related hypotheses focused this study to assess

organizational change in terms of the organizational health of a companytiemtvent

a merger. Specifically, two research questions and related hypotheded tha
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assessment of the pre- and post-merger working environments and supported the design
of the study. The first research question and its related hypotheses mangatates
assessment of the legacy and new employees’ perceptions of the working eamtsonm

The second research question allowed an assessment of the perceptions of the combined
population (both legacy and new employees) of the pre- and post-merger working
environments.

To support investigation of the two research questions, | developed and validated

a modified survey instrument, which was used to explore the relationships among
organizational leadership factors and their influences on the corporate working
environment following a merger. The survey was designed to obtain data witintavhic
evaluate the relationships between the organizational working environment and
leadership in terms of their effects on the selected company’s employeesnd post-
merger working environment measures were assessed as a function gblheesi
self-reported perceptions of the organizational leaders’ understanding of the
organization’s working environment.

The first research question, and its associated hypotheses, are:

Research question 1: Do differences exist between self-reportegtpmrsef the
legacy employees and the new employees’ assessments of the corporate
working environment?

Research hypothesis 1: There are differences between self-reporeutipascof
the legacy employees and the new employees’ assessments of the

corporate working environment.
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Null hypothesis 1: There are no differences between self-reported pensepii
the legacy employees and the new employees’ assessments of the

corporate working environment.

These hypotheses do not specify a direction, and therefore are non-directional or
two-tailed hypotheses, as this study is interested in whether there isa@itinerease or a
decrease between the self-reported perceptions of the legacy ema@ogehe new

employees’ assessments of the corporate working environment due to the infafences

the dependent variables.
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Figure 3.1 shows the corporate leadership and working environment model used

for this research to assess Research question 1 and its associated hg/pbhireesgodel

is presented to graphically represent the four specific areas of intdeged to the first

research question.

Figure 3.1

Corporate Leadership and the Working Environment Mo del

for Research Question 1 and Its Associated Hypothes  es
. 2. Legacy Employees
Survey instrument to . Post-Merger Perceptions
measure employee perceptions (n = 30)
from four perspectives:
/. \ st erger
1. Legacy Employees \ Env:rgonment
Pre-Merger Perceptions \
(n =30)

4. New Employees
Post-Merger Perceptions
(n=21)

Environment

3. New Employees
Pre-Merger Perceptions
(n=21)

The second research question and its associated hypotheses are:

Research question 2: Do differences exist between the employeasettd
perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working environments?

Research hypothesis 2: There are differences between the emplolfees’ se
reported perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working
environments.

Null hypothesis 2: There are no differences between the employee<€ @mmifed

perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working environments.
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Thesehypotheses do not specify a direction, and thus are non-directional or two-tailed
hypotheses, as this study is interested in whether there is either asermreadecrease
between the employees’ self-reported perceptions of the pre-mergéegmukt-merger
working environments due to the influence of the dependent variables.

Figure 3.2 shows the corporate leadership and working environment model used
for this research to assess Research question 2 and its associated hg/pbitiesgodel
is presented to graphically represent the two specific areas of inmsdetet] to the
second research question.

Figure 3.2

Corporate Leadership and the Working Environment Mo del
for Research Question 2 and Its Associated Hypothes  es

6. Legacy and New Employees
Post-Merger Perceptions
(n=51)

Survey instrument to
measure employees’ perceptions
from two perspectives:

5. Legacy and New Employees
Pre-Merger Perceptions

Measure all employees’ perceptions ( n = 51):
Pre-merger and Post-merger

The pre-merger company selected for this research, and its higher headquar
operated in the same location, with generally the same leadership for wdllvowerars
prior to the merger. The merger of the selected company and its higher heaxdgoak

place during the summer of 2006. The survey instrument used for this research was
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administered to company employees during the winter of 2008, more than two tears af
the merger. (The delay in administering the survey was a result of #eetiuired for

the researcher to identify objectives, obtain necessary approvals, and devessedneh
design.)

The survey objective was to measure employees’ perceptions as a basis for
assessing the relationships among corporate leadership and the pre- andrgest-
working environments, and their influence on corporate employees’ performance
following a merger. The survey was designed to assess these perceptoms iaft
leadership, performance (time on tasks and job satisfaction), and overall.faotors
obtain data for this study, survey questions were developed using a five-poitvtyjileer
scale. The following are examples of survey responses:\veoyittle= 1 tovery much
= 5; or fromto a very little extent 1 toa very great extent 5. Table 3.1 identifies the
four focus areas for the first research question and the related survegrgitsit were

used to obtain data to assess each area.
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Table 3.1 Four Focus Areas and the Related Survey Questions for Research
Question 1

Pre-Merger Post-Merger
g Focus Area 1 Focus Area 2
D)
>
%6 Leadership Factors: 1-6 Leadership Factors: 14-19
LIEJ & Job Performance Factors: 7-10 Job Performance Factors: 2023
~ of Overall Assessment: 11-13 Overall Assessment: 24—-26
% ~
(@)]
(]
-
§ Focus Area 3 Focus Area 4
>
3 ol Leadership Factors: 1-6 Leadership Factors: 14-19
LIEJ 1| Job Performance Factors: 7-10 Job Performance Factors: 20-23
= &l Overall Assessment: 11-13 Overall Assessment: 24—-26
()
Z

As mentioned earlier, survey questions were developed to measure legacy and
new employees’ perceptions, with four major focuses for Research quedtegaty
employeesre those who were with the company prior to the merger, whezeas
employeebegan working for the company after the merger. Results are presented on the
relationships between legacy and new employees’ perceptions of the pre-tand pos
merger working environments. The four areas were:

1. Legacy employees’ pre-merger perceptions
2. Legacy employees’ post-merger perceptions
3. New employees’ pre-merger perceptions

4. New employees’ post-merger perceptions
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Table 3.2 identifies the two focus areas for the second research question and the
related survey questions that were used to obtain data to assess each area.

Table 3.2 Two Focus Areas and the Related Survey Questions for Research Question 2

Pre-Merger Post-Merger

. Focus Area 5 Focus Area 6
g
©
N Leadership Factors: 1-6 Leadership Factors: 14-19
-EI % | Job Performance Factors: 7-1@ob Performance Factors: 20—23
= 3); Overall Assessment: 11-13 Overall Assessment: 24-26
23
2 E

L

For the second research question, the two focus areas and related survey questions
were used to measure all 51 employees’ perceptions of the pre- and postwoekgey
environments. The two focus areas were:

1. Legacy and new employees’ pre-merger perceptions

2. Legacy and new employees’ post-merger perceptions
Specifically, survey questions were designed to obtain data from each of thareasis
to allow measurement of employees’ perceptions of company leadergaiopliof
leadership, job performance, and overall factors that contributed to an effectivagvorki
environment. The survey instructions requested the participants to think of keaders
broadly and not of any particular person. Pre- and post-merger questions signede
to assess each of the following leadership factors: knowledge, decision making,
empowerment, communication, values, and policies and records. This resulted in a total
of 12 leadership questions, of which 6 were for the pre-merger and 6 for the post-merger

working environments. Job performance was assessed in terms of time to complete
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functional and administrative tasks and job satisfaction. Two pre-merger and two post-
merger questions were developed to assess time to complete tasks. Two prexnterge
two post-merger questions were used to assess job satisfaction. Threegmeame

three post-merger questions were used to assess overall factors.

In addition to these focus areas, the survey obtained employee demographic
information in the following areas: education, length of service with the compady
salary range. Four survey questions were used to obtain population demographic data.
Also, one question was used to assess if the participants found the survey questions eas
to understand and to answer. Finally, the survey requested each participant to provide
written responses with suggestions to improve the survey, as well as theal gener
comments on their work experience or the working environment. The final survey used
for this research is found in Appendix D.

3.4 Description of the Population

The population of interest for this study was all the selected corporation’s
employees, either in the Atlanta, Georgia, area or offices under the adrttrid area.

The higher headquarters of the Atlanta office are located in the Washington,rBaC., a
The Atlanta office senior leadership remained unchanged during the merger process.
However, the higher headquarters location did experience many senior leadership
changes as a result of the merger. The Atlanta office of the selectedngopnpeded

the population for this study, which resulted in a sample size of 71 corporate employees
including the senior leadership, who were given the survey. Selected survegriesti
were designed to obtain demographic information on employee length of service,

education, and salary levels.
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3.5 Variables

The independent variables were the selected corporation’s pre-merger and post
merger working environments, and the difference between legacy and new employee
For this study, the working environment was defined as a function of employées’ sel
reported perceptions of the following dependent variables: leadership, job @eréerm
and overall assessment factors. The leadership factors included knowledgendeci
making, empowerment, communication, values, and policies and records. Job
performance was assessed in terms of job satisfaction and time to compledadlinc
tasks. The overall questions were designed to assess employee perceptionshen how t
pre- and post-merger working environments met the needs of the selected corporation’s
customers, employees, and stockholders.

For the first research question and its related hypotheses, the varidieled sviee
employees’ perceptions of the organizational working environment, to deterrthieeaf
were significant statistical differences between self-reportezbptons of the legacy
employees and the new employees. Likewise, for the second research qunekiisn a
related hypotheses, the variables tested were employees’ perceptions of the
organizational working environment, to determine if there were significantehffes
between all the employees’ self-reported perceptions of the pre-mergessirrderger

working environments.
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3.6 Measures Obtained by the Survey Instrument

The survey and consent form and format were based on the communication
feedback model (Ledlow, 1999; Morrison, 2002). Although designed for military
populations, when properly modified to satisfy the characteristics of employaes i
corporate environment, this survey instrument became an excellent tool for thidrstud
addition, this modified survey instrument facilitated access into a corporatapopul
with a University of Oklahoma IRB-approved approach to consent forms. As Peter
Sanchez suggests, one of the challenges for leaders of large organizatiosaris to |
about and act upon the views of employees. He also suggests that surveys can be used to
assess employee perceptions and can be useful in building a value chairghiat lea
organizational environments that support and contribute to organizational success
(Sanchez, 2007, p. 48). The survey objective for this study attempted to support this
approach by measuring employees’ perceptions in order to gather data tahessess
relationships between corporate leadership and the pre- and post-merger working
environments, and their influence on the health of the organization. Specifically, the
survey for this study measured the organizational health of the organization ioterms
leadership, job performance, and overall assessment factors. The pilot suoueyisf
Appendix C and the final survey actually used for this research is found in Appendix D.

In August 2008, the pilot survey in Appendix C was administered to nine
employees in order to determine whether the survey instrument waserelmbValid.
Because the overall study population was relatively small, only nine employe
participated in the pilot survey assessment. Statistical test for sagraé was not

included as part of the pilot survey. However, as a result of the feedback from the
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participants in the pilot survey, and feedback received by the researdransttee,
several questions were reworded or reformatted to provide additional siahgy final
version of the survey. Restructured survey questions were added to the final survey
document to improve the research design. Specifically, questions 7 through 12 were
added to the pre-merger section of the survey. The purpose of these questions was to
provide pre-merger measurements (time on tasks, job satisfaction, and overall
assessments of the pre-merger working environment), which were evaluatkadiom rto
the similar post-merger measurements in questions 19 through 24 of the final shevey. T
final edition of the survey was specifically designed to measure pre-oatdgrger
legacy employee perceptions (those who worked for the old company and wereyurrentl
working for the new company). In addition, the survey obtained measures of thagre-
post-merger new employee perceptions (those who joined the company aftergeg.me
The final survey was administered during October and November 2008.
Permission to distribute questionnaires to the selected corporation’s eagployse
obtained from the Atlanta area vice president. The vice president assisteskdnemer
by identifying a volunteer to serve as a point of contact to facilitate tharcks The
researcher contacted the point of contact to schedule a specific time arahltmatine
researcher to come to the corporate headquarters to distribute questionnairés. Pri
administration of the final survey, the vice president of the selected comgranyus the
following email: “Charlie Steelman is working on a research dissemntatle will be here
this Friday morning to give each of you a confidential survey that he will put in your
distribution box. He is requesting that you volunteer to take this survey for hasatese

project that studies the relationship between organizational leadershis faatiotheir
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influences on the corporate working environment and employees’ performanearigl|
a merger. Please take a few minutes to complete this survey in order to hdip W@tia
his project. When you complete the survey, please return to Bill [last name t§mdne
is collecting the completed surveys for Charlie. Thanks for your support.”

3.7 Data Analysis

The primary goal of the data analysis was to test each of the two hygothese
control for the probability of making a type 1 error (rejecting the null hgss$ when it
is actually true), a 0.05 significance level \ was used for this study. The two
hypotheses discussed in Section 3.3 do not specify a direction and are therefore non-
directional or two-tailed hypotheses, as this study is interested in witethe is either
an increase or a decrease in differences between the dependent and independent
variables.

For the first research question, the independent grtegt was used to assess
whether there was a statistically significant difference betwezlegacy and new
employees. For the second research question, the péésidvas used to assess whether
there was a statistically significant difference between the pre- atdgoger working
environments, using respondents who provided both responses. In addition, Pearson’s
correlation coefficientr) was used to measure the strength of the linear relationships
between the pairs of variables being assessed in this study. Although éaticorr
information does not help to evaluate the hypothesis, this part of the analysis is provided
for informational and exploratory purposes. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996, p. 767) defined
correlation coefficientas a mathematical expression of the direction and magnitude of

the relationship between two measures that yield continuous scores. The $B&Silsta
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analysis program was used to calculatet tiest and correlations used in this study.
3.8 Ethics and Human Subjects Issues

Several procedures were utilized to ensure that subjects’ rights weretgulote
The researcher obtained permission from the selected corporation’s Atleatace
president to conduct this research and to administer the survey instrument to the
employees; this permission was granted after a process that includpdaielegal
review. In addition, the study proposal was approved by the University of Oklahoma
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of the Norman campus on April 28, 2008. The final
edition of the survey contained an information and consent cover sheet that provided
detailed information to the survey participants; it included an introduction to the survey,
the purpose of the research study, the length of participation, risks and befrnsitsy
in the study, a statement on compensation, the voluntary nature of the study, and
assurances of confidentiality. Contact information and details of where ta abtwers
to questions related to the research were also included.

Questionnaires were anonymous and coded so that scores on each could be
associated for data analysis only. Return of the completed questionnaire wdsredns
consent to participate. Subjects had the right to withdraw from the study thany
without any harm. The records of this study will be kept private and participants’
supervisor will not have access to their responses. Published reports will not include
information that will make it possible to identify participants. Researdrdeand
completed surveys will be stored securely using locked storage files. Cedngleteys

will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study.
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3.9 Chapter Summary

This chapter described in detail the methodology used for the research design and
actual conduct of the study. This included a summary of the two researclogiestil
associated hypotheses, graphics to illustrate a model for each researdngaesti
description of the population, identification of the variables, and a review of the
methodology to obtain measures by the survey instrument. In addition, a review of the
data analysis methodology was presented, as well as a section that descsbegusthe
taken to ensure proper ethics of the study and to protect the participants of yh&Is¢ud
primary goal of this chapter was to introduce the methodology supporting ¢éaeates

design, which will allow a full analysis of the results in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4
Results
4.1 Introduction

As stated in Chapter 1, the study reported here did a detailed examination of
organizational leadership factors and their influences on the corporate working
environment and employee performance following a merger. The pre- and post-merg
corporate working environments were assessed as a function of the ersipdelfee
reported perceptions of the impacts of a merger on the organization. Chapter 3 outlined
the research design and discussed the research approach and methodologgaidte re
approach was described as quantitative and non-experimental. The research ogthodol
referred to the target population, research procedure, measuring instranokettte
statistical procedures used in the analysis of the data.

This chapter presents the results of the survey that are related to the study’
research design. It includes a description of the characteristics of res{mide results
of assessments relating to the m@search questions and the associated hypotheses, a
survey reliability assessment, and a chapter summary. The sectiotidgscri
characteristics of the respondents provides descriptive statistics,feggaformation,
and employee responses to the survey questions. This information is broken out
separately for the legacy employees, new employees, and a combinatigacgfdad
new employees. Next, results of the speciéist used to assess each of the two research
guestions, and their related hypotheses, are presented, as is a summary toftibalgta
significant relationships identified. Survey reliability results areretfaising the

Cronbach alpha reliability procedure in SPSS for each scale. The |lash £dc¢his
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chapter summarizes the significant results identified, explains how #egtsraddress
the research question, and sets the stage for a full interpretation in Ghapter
4.2 Survey Reliability Assessment

The survey assessment in this section includes reliability results assvwie#
employee feedback. The reliability measure used was Cronbach alpha. Gralpibacis
used to estimate the proportion of variance that is systematic or consisiesdtiof test
scores. It can range from .00 (if no variance is consistent) to 1.00 (if all varganc
consistent) with all values between .00 and 1.00 also being possible

For this study, Cronbach alpha is a measure of the internal consistency of the
survey categories or scales (that is leadership, job performance, and ®sasshaent
survey questions) used to measure each of the research questions. If apscatilzas
a high (greater than .70) Cronbach alpha, that section can be considered to yidé&d relia
results. Results obtained from those survey questions can then be used to evaluate the
various scales for statistical differences. In contrast, a low (lesst@aCronbach alpha
would raise questions as to whether that survey category can provide anything
meaningful. Table 4.1 provides the Cronbach alpha information for each of the scales that
support the first research question used in this study. The results of all thecbronba
alpha measurements in Table 4.1 indicate that all scales have accepi@léyend
can consistently measure the aspects related to the study’s firsthepeestion that

they are designed to measure.
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Table 4.1 Summary of Cronbach alpha for Each Scale to Support Research Question 1

Pre-merger Survey Pre- Post-merger Survey Post-
Questions merger Questions merger
Cronbach Cronbach
alpha alpha
@ Scales Scales
()]
P
%_ Leadership: 1-6 .897 Leadership: 14-19 .894
= Job Performance: 7-10 .765 Job Performance: 20-23 .893
'-'i Overall Assessment: 11-.766 Overall: 24-26 .905
33
|13
-1 C
Scales Scales
0
SJ; Leadership: 1-6 .922 Leadership: 14-19 .860
% Job Performance: 7-10 .864 Job Performance: 20-23 .878
c Overall Assessment: 11-.798 Overall Assessment: 24— .755
W 113
c% I 26
Z c

Table 4.2 provides the Cronbach alpha information for each of the scales that
support the second research question used in this study. The results of all the Cronbach
alpha measurements in Table 4.2 indicate that all scales have accepiatldéyend
can consistently measure the aspects related to the study’s second igpsestioh that

they are designed to measure.
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Table 4.2 Summary of Cronbach alpha for Each Scale to Support Research Question 2

Pre-merger Survey Pre-merger Post-merger Survey Post-
Questions Cronbach  Questions merger
alpha Cronbach
alpha
5 | Scales Scales
11
< | Leadership: 1-6 .898 Leadership: 14-19 .899
@] Job Performance: 7-10 .849 Job Perform: 20-23 .882
_f; " Overall: 11-13 .876 Overall: 24-26 T72
c o
T o
538
o
(@]
S5

In addition, two questions were designed to evaluate employee opinions of the survey:
The first survey assessment question asked each empgleau find it easy to

understand this survey and answer the questidis?0 legacy and 21 new employees
answered this question. The mean for the legacy employees was 4.20, and the mean for
the new employees was 3.81. The combined mean was 4.04.

The second survey assessment question requested each employee to provide
written comments or suggestions to improve the sueyou have any suggestions to
improve this survey (indicate specific questions if necess@uy)®f the 51 surveys
administered, only 6 employees answered this question. Their commentsedrbdisiv.

Note: For the employee handwritten responses, the researcher repladed spec
references to the selected company’s name, but used the employee’s @igeates
structure as much as possible. Also, “No” or “None” responses were not included.

A general assessment of these responses indicates that one is positive (humber 2),
three are neutral (numbers 1, 4, and 6), and two are negative (numbers 3 and 5) in regard

to the surveylisted below are several representative employee-provided written
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comments. The complete listing of all the responses is found in Appendix E.

1. “*You may want to consider asking questions concerning the transitional /affects
during and after company mergers. For example affects on employmentd)qradities,
procedures, and training.”

2. “No—aqgreat questions about a merger.”

5. “Survey is a bit vague in that it doesn’t distinguish ‘leaders’.”

A survey can be consideregliable if it is relatively free of error within
measurements, whereas a survey can be considdiddthased on the degree to which it
assesses what it is designed to measure (Fink, 1995). Based on the Cronbach alpha
procedures conducted on the data obtained, the survey for this study appears to be
reliable for this research design.

4.3 Descriptive Characteristics of Respondents

This section provides a summary of the descriptive characteristics of the
respondents, descriptive statistics, frequency information, and employee respahge
survey questions. The results of the survey instrument regarding descrigistestand
the frequency information are presented in various SPSS tables, in order to support the
study’s two research questions.

The population for this study was all the selected corporation’s employees, either
in the Atlanta, Georgia, area or offices under the control of this area, whidteckin a
sample size of 71 employees, including the senior leadership, who were givervélye sur
Of these, 51 employees completed the survey, a 72% response rate. Of the 51 employee
who completed the survey, 30 were legacy employees and 21 were new employees.

Tables 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 provide descriptive statistics for the legacy, new, and
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combined (legacy and new) employees’ information to support the independent and
pairedt tests that are offered later in this chapter. Tables 4.6 and 4.7 provide frequency
data for employee education; Figure 4.1 provides a frequency histogram ofeenplo
length of service with the company, and Table 4.8 provides employee salary fsequenc
data. The following are the labels used in these various tables and their nete¢sd s
response categories: education—completed = (1) or attended = (2); edimatie—high
school = (1), vocational technical college = (2), undergraduate college = (doaty
college = (4); service—measured in months of employment; and salary leveststhdea

$50,000 = (1), between $50,000 and $100,000 = (2), or above $100,000 = (3).

Table 4.3 Minimum, Maximum, Mean and Standard Deviation of Each
Demographic Category for the 30 Legacy Employees Who Completed the Survey

Legacy Employees’ (n = 30) Demographic Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std.

Deviation

Education completed or 30 1 2 1.17 379

attended

Education level 30 3 4 3.53 507

Service—months 30 30 229 85.23 48.596

employed

Salary 30 2 3 2.37 490
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Table 4.4 Minimum, Maximum, Mean and Standard Deviation of Each
Demographic Category for the 21 New Employees Who Completed the Survey

New Employees’ (n = 21) Demographic Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Education completed or 21 1 2 1.19 402

attended

Education level 21 1 4 3.43 .746
Service—months 21 3.0 18.0 9.833 5.062

employed

Salary 21 1 2 1.95 218

Table 4.5 Minimum, Maximum, Mean and Standard Deviation of each Demographic

Category for all 51 Employees who Completed the Survey

Legacy and New Employees’ (n = 51) Demographic Descriptive Statistics

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Education completed (1) or 51 1 2 1.18 .385
attended (2)

Education level 51 1 4 3.49 612
Service—months employed 51 3 229 54.19 52.76
Salary 51 1 3 2.20 448
Table 4.6 Frequency and Related Percentages for Education Completed (1) or

Attended (2) for all Legacy and New Employees

Education Completed (1) or Attended (2) for Legacy and New Employees (n = 51)

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative Percent
Percent
Completed (1) 42 82.4 82.4 82.4
Attended (2) 9 17.6 17.6 100.0
Total 51 100.0 100.0
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Table 4.7 Frequency and Related Percentages for Legacy and Newesspl(oy
51) Education Level: high school (1), vocational technical college (2), undergraduate
college (3), or graduate college (4)

Education Level for Legacy and New Employees (n = 51)

Frequency Percent Valid Cumulative Percent

Perc.
High School (1) 1 2.0 2.0 2.0
Vo-tech (2) 0 0 0 2.0
Undergrad College (3) 23 45.1 45.1 47.1
Grad College (4) 27 52.9 52.9 100.0
Total 51 100.0 100.0

Employee education data provided in Tables 4.6 and 4.7 shows the responses of
51 employees related to their education level. Employee education data provided in Table
4.6 shows that employees either completed or attended an education level at the
following percentagesiigh school—2%, vocational technical college—0%,
undergraduate college—45.1%, graduate college—52.9%. To clarify this information, |
reviewed each of the surveys of the 9 employees who responded that they had only
completed a certain level of education. Of those 9 employees, 7 responded thad they ha
attended undergraduate college and 2 responded that they had attended gradymte colle
Of the remaining employees, 1 completed high school, 16 completed undergraduate
college, and 25 completed graduate college. The 51 employees who participated in thi

study were generally well educated, with 98% attending or completing uadeage or
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graduate college.

Figure 4.1 is a frequency bar chart of legacy and new employee$Y) length
of service with the company (measured in months of employment to determicye lega
and new employee statuses). This bar chart is presented to better ilthstratege of
frequencies for both the legacy and new employees who completed the survey. The
frequency data used to develop Figure 4.1 are found in Appendix A.

Figure 4.1  Employee Service Bar Chart Showing Frequency of Employees and
Length of Service

Frequency: Months of Senvice

Number of 7
Employees

5 f

0 6 12 18 24 30 36 42 48 54 60 66 72 78 84 90 96 102 108 114 120 More
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Table 4.8 Frequency and Related Percentages for all 51 Employeey’ LSafals:
less than $50,000 (1), between $50,000 and $100,000 (2), or above $100,000 (3).

Salary Results for Legacy and New Employees (n = 51)

Salary (%) Frequency Percent  Valid Cumulative Percent
Percent

< 50K (1) 1 2.0 2.0 2.0

50K to 100K (2) 39 76.5 76.5 78.4

> 100K (3) 11 21.6 21.6 100.0

Total 51 100.0 100.0

As shown, 76.5% of the employees earned between $50,000 and $100,000, with 21.6%
earning more than $100,000. Only one employee (2% of the population) earned less than
$50,000.
4.4  Survey Results

The following section provides descriptive statistics on the employees’ respons
to the survey questions. The minimum score, maximum score, mean, and standard
deviation are provided for each question.
Table 4.9 Results of the 30 Legacy Employees’ Responses to the 26 Survey
Questions

Legacy Employees (n = 30) Survey Results

Survey Survey Question Subject n  Minimum Maximum Mean  Std.

Question Deviation
Number
1 Pre Leadership #1-Knowledge 30 2 5 3.87 .819
2 Pre Leadership #2-Decision 30 2 5 3.77 T74
Making
3 Pre Leadership #3- 30 2 5 3.63 .928
Empowerment
4 Pre Leadership #4- 30 1 5 3.57 .935
Communication
5 Pre Leadership #5-Values 30 1 5 3.90 .960
6 Pre Leadership #6- 30 1 5 3.50 .820

Policy/Record
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Pre Job Performance #1-Tim&0
Functional Tasks

Pre Job Performance #2-Tim&0
Administrative Tasks

Pre Job Performance #3-Job 30
Satisfaction

Pre Job Performance #4-Job 30
Satisfaction

Pre Overall #1-Customers’ 30
Needs

Pre Overall #2-Employees’ 30
Needs

Pre Overall #3-Stockholders’ 30
Needs

Post Leadership #1- 30
Knowledge

Post Leadership #2-Decision 30
Making

Post Leadership #3- 30
Empowerment

Post Leadership #4- 30

Communication

Post Leadership #5-Values
Post Leadership #6- 30
Policy/Records

Post Job Performance #1- 30
Time: Functional Tasks

Post Job Performance #2- 30
Time: Administrative Tasks
Post Job Performance #3-Jol80
Satisfaction

Post Job Performance #4-Jol80
Satisfaction

Post Overall #1-Customers’ 30
Needs

Post Overall #2-Employees’ 30
Needs

Post Overall #3-Stockholders30
Needs

4.03

4.00

4.20

4.20

4.20

4.00

3.90

3.24

3.24

3.10

3.11

3.52
3.10

3.11

2.59

3.31

3.45

3.62

3.21

3.69

.928

.830

.610

.551

.610

.695

712

A73

.857

.845

.845

.895
.845

.923

.929

914

1.00

.762

.846

.793
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Table 4.10 Results of the 21 New Employees’ Response to the 26 Survey Questions

New Employees (n = 21) Survey Results

Survey Survey Question Subject n Minimum Maximum Mean Std.

Question Deviation
Number

1 Pre Leadership #1- 21 3 4 3.62 498
Knowledge

2 Pre Leadership #2- 21 2 4 3.38 .590
Decision Making

3 Pre Leadership #3- 21 3 5 3.57 .598
Empowerment

4 Pre Leadership #4- 21 3 4 3.43 .507
Communication

5 Pre Leadership #5-Values 21 3 5 3.76 .539

6 Pre Leadership #6- 21 3 4 3.52 512
Policy/Records

7 Pre Job Performance #1-21 3 4 3.48 512
Time: Functional Tasks

8 Pre Job Performance #2-21 2 5 3.48 .680
Time: Administrative
Tasks

9 Pre Job Performance #3-21 2 5 3.62 .740
Job Satisfaction

10 Pre Job Performance #4-21 3 5 3.76 .700
Job Satisfaction

11 Pre Overall #1- 21 2 5 3.48 .814
Customers’ Needs

12 Pre Overall #2- 21 2 4 3.29 561
Employees’ Needs

13 Pre Overall #3- 21 2 4 3.24 .700
Stockholders’ Needs

14 Post Leadership #1- 21 1 5 3.52 928
Knowledge

15 Post Leadership #2- 21 3 5 3.43 .598
Decision Making

16 Post Leadership #3- 21 1 5 3.52 981
Empowerment

17 Post Leadership #4- 21 1 5 3.52 1.16
Communication

18 Post Leadership #5- 21 3 5 3.71 17
Values

19 Post Leadership #6- 21 1 5 3.33 913
Policy/Records

20 Post Job Performance #121 1 5 3.71 956

Time: Functional Tasks
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21 Post Job Performance #221 1 5 3.52 1.12
Time: Administrative

Tasks

22 Post Job Performance #321 2 5 3.81 .814
Job Satisfaction

23 Post Job Performance #421 3 5 3.90 .700
Job Satisfaction

24 Post Overall #1- 21 3 5 3.90 .625
Customers’ Needs

25 Post Overall #2- 21 2 5 3.62 .805
Employees’ Needs

26 Post Overall #3- 21 3 5 3.67 .730

Stockholders’ Needs

Analysis of survey results in tables 4.9 and 4.10 identifies potentially important
results for research question 1: to determine if there are difference=ebddgacy and
new employee perceptions of the corporate working environment following annerge
Specifically, data contained in these tables indicate that there geedifferences in
some of the employee responses in the leadership, job performance, and overall
assessments questions. Some of the largest differences between the legaay and ne

employees’ responses are as follows:

Leadership:

1. Pre-merger decision making: legacy employees had a 0.39 higher measure than
the new employees.

2. Post-merger empowerment: legacy employees had a 0.42 lower measure than
the new employees.

3. Post-merger communications: legacy employees had a 0.41 lower measure than

the new employees.
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Job Performance:

1. Pre-merger time to complete functional and administrative tasksylegac
employees had a 0.55 and 0.52, respectively, higher measure than the new employees.
2. Pre-merger job satisfaction: legacy employees had 0.58 and 0.44 higher

measure than the new employees for the two job satisfaction questions.

3. Post merger time to functional tasks: legacy employees had a 0.60 lower
measure than the new employees.

4. Post-merger job satisfaction: legacy employees had a 0.50 and 0.45 lower
measure than the new employees for the two job satisfaction questions.

Overall:

1. Pre-merger customers, employees, and stockholders’ needs: legacyeesiploy
had a 0.72, 0.71, and 0.66, respectively, higher measure than the new employees in
meeting the needs of the customers, employees and stockholders.

Likewise, these two tables indicate responses that are similar betwéegeatye
and new employees:

Leadership:

1. Pre-merger empowerment: legacy employees had a 0.06 higher measure than
the new employees.

2. Pre-merger policy/records: legacy had a 0.02 lower measure than the new

employees.
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Job Performance:

1. Post-merger administrative tasks: legacy employees had a 0.07 higheemeasur
than new employees.

Overall:

1. Post-merger stockholders’ needs: legacy employees had a 0.02 higher

measure than the new employees.

These responses that show large differences, and also some similzettveen
the legacy and new employees have implications for this study and will besgiddubly
in the next chapter.

Table 4.11  Results of the 51 New and Legacy Employees’ Responses to the 26
Survey Questions

Legacy and New Employees (n = 51) Survey Results

Survey  Survey Question SubjectN  Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Question Deviation
Number

1 Pre Leadership #1- 51 2 5 3.76 .710
Knowledge

2 Pre Leadership #2- 51 2 5 3.61 723
Decision Making

3 Pre Leadership #3- 51 2 5 3.63 .799
Empowerment

4 Pre Leadership #4- 51 1 5 3.53 .784
Communication

5 Pre Leadership #5-Values 51 1 5 3.84 .809

6 Pre Leadership #6- 51 1 5 3.51 .703
Policy/Records

7 Pre Job Performance #1-51 1 5 3.64 .615
Time: Functional Tasks

8 Pre Job Performance #2-51 1 5 3.80 .825
Time: Administrative
Tasks

9 Pre Job Performance #3- 51 1 5 3.78 .808
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Job Satisfaction
Pre Job Performance #4-51
Job Satisfaction

Pre Overall #1- 51
Customers’ Needs
Pre Overall #2- 51
Employees’ Needs
Pre Overall #3- 51

Stockholders’ Needs

Post Leadership #1- 51
Knowledge

Post Leadership #2- 51
Decision Making

Post Leadership #3- 51
Empowerment

Post Leadership #4- 51
Communication

Post Leadership #5- 51
Values

Post Leadership #6- 51
Policy/Records

Post Job Performance #151
Time: Functional Tasks
Post Job Performance #251
Time: Administrative

Tasks

Post Job Performance #351
Job Satisfaction

Post Job Performance #451
Job Satisfaction

Post Overall #1- 51
Customers’ Needs
Post Overall #2- 51
Employees’ Needs
Post Overall #3- 51

Stockholders Needs

3.96

4.02

3.89

3.90

3.71

3.63

3.75

3.76

3.35

3.31

3.27

3.29

3.59

3.20

3.34

3.35

2.98

.720

.648

.625

.781

729

AT74

.682

514

.844

761

918

1.00

.829

872

714

976

1.10
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Analysis of survey results in table 4.11 identifies potentially importanttsefsul
research question 2: to determine if there are differences betweengpesh merger
working environment for the combined population (legacy and new employees).
Specifically, data contained in this table indicates that there areddigiences in some
of the combined employee responses in the leadership, job performance, and overall
assessments questions. Some of the largest differences between the legaay and ne

employees’ responses are as follows:

Leadership:

1. Values: Pre-merger values had a 0.49 higher measure than the post-merger
values.

Job Performance:

1. Time to complete Administrative tasks: Pre-merger had a 0.51 higher emeasur
than the post-merger.

2. Job satisfaction: One of the job satisfaction questions had a pre-merger measure
that was 0.76 higher than the post merger.

Overall:

1. Customers, employees, and stockholders’ needs: Pre-merger measures had a
0.68, 0.54, and 0.92, respectively, higher measure than the post-merger in meeting the

needs of the customers, employees and stockholders.
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Likewise, these two tables indicate responses that are similar betwger-taad

post-merger working environments:

Leadership:
1. Knowledge: Pre-merger knowledge had a 0.05 higher measure than the post-

merger.
2. Decision making: Pre-merger decision-making had a 0.02 lower measure than

the post-merger.

These responses that show large differences, as well as some sasiilagitween
the pre- and post-merger working environments have implications for this studglland
be discussed fully in the next chapter.

4.5 Pearson’s Correlation Matrix

Table 4.10 shows the correlations between the pairs of variables for the focus
areas addressed earlier in this chapter. Correlation information is provided for
informational and exploratory purposes. The correlations provided here are based on the
average measures for each scale; for example, Pre Lead AVE repthsamterage of
the six pre-merger leadership survey questions. A complete list of all 8BSSik

found in Appendix B.
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Table 4.12 Pearson’s Correlations Matrix

(N=51) Pre Pre Job  Pre Pre Post Post Job  Post Post Pre
Lead Perf Overall  Total Lead Perf Overall Total Post
AVE AVE AVE AVE AVE AVE AVE AVE Total
AVE
Pre Pearson 1
Lead Correlation
AVE
Pre Job  Pearson A480(*) 1
Perf Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Pre Pearson .345(*) 576(*) 1
Overall  Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .013 .000
Pre Pearson .745(**)  .850(**) .812(**) 1
Total Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000
Post Pearson A449(*) -.003 .278(%) .301(%) 1
Lead Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .984 .048 .032
Post Job Pearson A413(**) -.054 -.160 .072 .602(**) 1
Perf Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .003 .705 .261 617 .000
Post Pearson A57(*) 215 .265 .386(**) .570(*%) .627(**) 1
Overall  Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 129 .060 .005 .000 .000
Post Pearson .510(**) .049 124 .278(*)  .842(**) .888(**) .837(**) 1
Total Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .735 .384 .048 .000 .000 .000
Pre Post Pearson .768(**) .510(**) .541(**) .752(**) .746(**) .649(**) .791(**) .842(*%) 1
Total Correlation
AVE
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Highlighted correlations with a double asterisk are significant at the 0.41 leve
those with a single asterisk are significant at the 0.05 level. Thes&aton® can be
used to determine the degree to which measures in one scale are lingadiytoela
measures of other scales. It can be seen that 28 of the 36 relationshipssticalbgat

significant.
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4.6t Test Results for Each Research Questions

This section presents statistical significance tests relatedhaesearch
guestion. For the first research question, the independent girestpvas used to assess
difference between the legacy and new employees. For the second rgseatin, the
pairedt test was used to assess difference between the pre- and post-merger working
environments. Also, since effect size is important to describe how largeatienship is
between two variables, Cohem®ffect size information is provided for each statistically
significantt test. The four focus areas of interest for the first research questidagaey
(n=30) employees’ pre-merger perceptions, legacy 30) employees’ post-merger
perceptions, newn(= 21) employees’ pre-merger perceptions, and mewZ1)
employees’ post-merger perceptions of the working environment. The two foesdare
the second research question are: legacy andmevsl) employees’ pre-merger
perceptions, and legacy and new=(51) post-merger perceptions of the working
environment. For each of these focus areas, the survey collected data in témes of t
perspectives: leadership factors, performance factors (time spent oartdgkg

satisfaction), and overall assessments factors.
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Table 4.13 shows the independetest group statistics for the legacy and new

employees of thaverage measures for each scale; for example, Pre Leadership AVE

represents the average of the six pre-merger leadership survey questiomgpléte list

of all SPSS labels can be found in Appendix B.

Table 4.13 Independent t Test Group Statistics
Employee N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
Pre Leadership Legacy 30 3.70 .710 129
AVE New 21 3.56 448 .097
Pre Job Legacy 30 4.11 571 104
Performance AVE New 21 3.58 577 126
Pre Overall AVE Legacy 30 4.03 556 .102
New 21 3.33 641 .140
Pre Total AVE Legacy 30 3.94 459 .083
New 21 3.49 ATT 104
Post Leadership Legacy 30 3.22 715 131
AVE New 21 3.51 .692 151
Post Job Legacy 30 3.12 .798 .145
Performance AVE New 21 3.73 .780 170
Post Overall AVE  Legacy 30 3.50 677 124
New 21 3.73 .593 129
Post Total AVE Legacy 30 3.28 617 112
New 21 3.65 .590 .128
Pre and Post Total Legacy 30 3.61 485 .088
AVE New 21 3.57 A27 .093
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Table 4.14 displays the results of the independent grtegh for the legacy and
new employees of the average measures for each scale; for examplea® AVE
represents the average of the six pre-merger leadership survey questiomgpléte list
of all SPSS labels can be found in Appendix B.

Table 4.14 Independent Group t Test Results: Legacy (n = 30) Mean Compared to
New (n = 21) Employees Mean

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

PreleadAVE  Equalvariances | ) gqq 090 809 49 423|  14208|  17565| -21002| 49505

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed .874 48.586 .386 .14206 .16256 -.18468 46880
PreJobPrefAVE  Equal variances

assumed 223 .639 3.216 49 .002 .525 .163 197 .853

Equal variances

not assumed 3.210 42.903 .003 .525 164 .195 .855
PreOverallAVE  Equal variances

assumed 2.243 141 4.154 49 .000 .700 .169 .361 1.039

Equal variances

not assumed 4.049 39.124 .000 .700 173 .350 1.050
PreTotalAVE  Bqual variances 393 53| 3431 49 001| a4sse9|  .13281| .18880| 72257

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 3.408 42.134 .001 45569 13372 .18585 72552
PostLeadAVE Equal variances

assumed .000 .988 -1.450 49 .153 -.291 .201 -.695 112

Equal variances

not assumed -1.459 44.091 .152 -.291 .200 -.694 111
PostobPerfAVE  Equal variances .000 996 | -2.724 49 009 | -61310|  .22504| -1.06533| -.16087

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed -2.735 43.803 .009 -.61310 22414 -1.06488 -16131
PostOverallAVE  Equal variances

assumed .567 .455 -1.257 49 .215 -.230 .183 -.598 .138

Equal variances

not assumed -1.287 46.466 .205 -.230 179 -590 .130
PostTotalAVE Equal variances

assumed .002 .960 -2.190 49 .033 -.37817 17266 -.72516 -.03119

Equal variances

not assumed -2.208 44.380 .032 -.37817 .17130 -.72332 -.03302
PrePostTotalAVE Equal variances

assumed .106 .746 .294 49 770 .03876 .13168 -.22586 .30337

Equal variances

not assumed .301 46.335 .765 .03876 .12873 -.22032 .29784
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Based on the results in Table 4.14, the following five statistically signific
differences were identified:

1. Pre-merger job performance average (PreJobPerfA¥E)002, which indicates
a statistically significant difference between the legacy amndemeployee
perceptions of the pre-merger working environment as it relates to job
performance. Cohenteffect size for pre-merger job performance average =
0.92.

2. Pre-merger overall assessments (PreOverallAWE):000, which indicates a
statistically significant difference between the legacy and new geplo
perceptions of the pre-merger ability to meet the needs of customers, eegploy
and stockholders. Coherdseffect size for pre-merger overall assessment = 1.12.

3. Pre-merger total average (PreTotalAVR): .001, which indicates a statistically
significant difference between the legacy and new employee perceptions of the
pre-merger working environment related to the combined average of
PreLeadAVE, PreJobPerfAVE, and PreOverallAVE. Cohdréffect size for
pre-merger total average = 0.98.

4. Post-merger job performance average (PostJobPerfA/£&)009, which
indicates a statistically significant difference between the legatyeaw
employee perceptions of the post-merger working environment as it relgods
performance. Cohenteffect size for post-merger job performance average = -

0.72.
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5. Post-merger total average (PostTotalAViE} .033, which indicates a
statistically significant difference between the legacy and new geplo
perceptions of the post-merger working environment related to the combined
average of PostLeadAVE, PostJobPerFAVE, and PostOverallAVE. Cahen’s
effect size for post-merger total average = - 0.62.

Significant differences for Research question 2 and its associated sgsothere
evaluated in this study by conducting a pairtskt between the pre- and post-merger
working environments results from the 51 legacy and new employees. Table 4.15
displays the pairetitest group statistics of the measures for the pre- and post-merger
working environments. The mean, standard deviation, and standard error of the mean are
provided.

Table 4.15 Paired t Test Group Statistics Comparing Means for the Pre- and Post-
Merger Working Environments

Mean N Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean

Pair 1 Pre Leadership AVE  3.64 51 .615 .086
Post Leadership AVE 3.34 51 714 .100

Pair 2 Pre Job Performance 3.89 51 .625 .088
AVE
Post Job Performance3.38 51 .840 117
AVE

Pair 3 Pre Overall AVE 3.75 51 .682 .095
Post Overall AVE 3.59 51 .647 .091

Pair4 Pre Total AVE 3.76 51 514 .072
Post Total AVE 3.44 51 .629 .088
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Table 4.16 provides the results of the patrezbst of the categories for the pre-

and post-merger working environments.

Table 4.16 Paired t Test Results for the Pre- and Post-Merger Working Environments

Paired Differences
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Std. | Std. Error|__ Difference Sig.

Mean | Deviation| Mean | Lower | Upper t df | (2-tailed)
Pair PreLeadAVE -
1 PostLeadAVE .31046 .70239 .09835]| .11291| .50801 | 3.157| 50 .003
Pair PreJobPrefAVE -
> PostJobPerfAVE .51471| 1.07402 .15039| .21263| .81678| 3.422| 50 .001
Pair PreOverallAVE -
3 PostOverallAVE .150 .806 .113| -.076 3771331 50 .189
Pair PreTotalAVE -
4 PostTotalAVE .32516 .69356 .09712]| .13010| .52023| 3.348| 50 .002

The following are the three (out of four tests) statistically sigmiiclifferences

identified as result of the paire¢dest:

1.

Pre-merger leadership average (PreLeadAVE) with post-mesaygership

average (PostLeadAVEp.= .003, which indicates a statistically significant
relationship between pre- and post-merger employee perceptions of the working
environment as related to leadership. Cohdréffect size for pre-merger
leadership average = 0.89.

Pre-merger job performance average (PreJobPerfAVE) with post-mavger |
performance average (PostJobAVE} .001, which indicates a statistically
significant relationship between pre- and post-merger employee perceptitre
working environment as related to job performance. Coleftect size for pre-

merger job performance average = 0.97.
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3. Pre-merger total average (PreTotalAVE) with post-mergerdotahge
(PostTotalAVE):p = .002, which indicates a statistically significant relationship
between pre- and post-merger employee perceptions of the working environment
as related to the combined average of PreLeadAVE, PreJobPerFAVE, and
PreOverallAVE and their relationship to PostLeadAVE, PostJobPerFAVE, and
PostOverallAVE. Cohen’d effect size for pre-merger leadership average = 0.95.

4.7 Employee-Provided Written Comments

One survey question requested each employee to provide written comments on
overall work experience or working environment suggestidrsthere other comments
you would like to make about your work experience or the working environ@ent?
the 51 surveys completed, 15 employees answered this question. These comments are
listed below. Note: For the employee handwritten responses, the reseapthesd
specific references to the selected company’s name, but used the ensploiggeal
sentence structure as much as possible. Also, “No” or “None” responses were not
included.

Although qualitative in nature, these responses provide insights into the
employees’ view of the overall working environment. A general assessméesef t
responses indicates that five are positive (humbers 1, 4, 6, 7, and 13), four are neutral
(numbers 5, 9, 10, and 11), and six are negative (numbers 2, 3, 8, 12, 14, and 15) in
regard to the working environment. Listed below are several reprégermployee-
provided written comments. The complete listing of all the responses is found in

Appendix E.
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1. “Internally, I think 1 am in the best working environment possible. Externalgide
this office, | think the company could do better when it comes to training its personnel
2. “Maybe ask the employees how they are informed about the merger and if they
understand what that meant to them. Some employees ultimately lost their jobh throug
downsizing and because the two affected companies use different business nmiglels. T
is not always evident at first blush.”
9. “I have worked for both the pre-merger and post-merger companies for theg@ast fi
years in this organization.”
10. “Good luck.”
14. “Post-merger bureaucracy is far too great—nhinders effective wods, sakay
valuable time.”
15. “Sometimes corporate seems out of touch now more than prior to the merger.”
4.9 Chapter Summary

Chapter 4 dealt with the results of the research objectives addressed by the
research design, and presented the results of the survey. The various sectided provi
description of the characteristic of respondents, the survey results intendseestotas
two research questions and associated hypotheses posed in Chapter 1, and a survey
assessment. The next chapter, Chapter 5, discusses the results in detail@etsitter
findings. In addition, implications, limitations of this study, and potential fuesearch

are discussed.
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Chapter 5
Summary and Discussion
5.1Introduction and Overview
In Chapter 4, the results of statistical procedures were reported to evh&iate
research hypotheses. That chapter presented results of the basic destaijtiies,
inferential statistical tests, exploratory correlations, and a survey reliability analysis.
This final chapter restates the research problem and reviews the mégodsnaesed in
the study. However, the main focus of this chapter is on how the objectives of the study
were addressed. It aims to discuss and interpret the key statisticadfiradithe study.
The major sections of this chapter summarize the findings and discuss theaiaiiop$.
In addition, the limitations of the study, recommendations for further study, reald fi
conclusions are presented.
The overall goal of this research was to evaluate organizational chaega&snof
the organizational health of a company that underwent a merger. One important finding
indicates that an organizational change in the form of a merger does affeayespl
perceptions about the health of the organization. A significant finding is that exaploy
in this study perceived their current working environment less favorably tharethe pr
merger environment. Specifically the findings indicate that employee jotrpenice
may have been negatively affected by the merger, and the employees do not think the
meet the needs of the customers, employees, or stockholders as well now as they did in
the pre-merger environmemtdditionally, the intentions driving the study were to
develop and validate a modified survey instrument and to explore the relationships

among organizational leadership factors and their influences on the pre- andepgest-m
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corporate working environments.
5.2Research Problem

This research used a case study of actual corporate pre- and post-mekgey wor
environments to determine the health of this organization, judged in terms of the
employees’ perspectives, and to assess the impact of a merger. Thediteraew in
Chapter 2 provided a supporting rationale for this effort by highlighting a signifi
problem that many corporations face during the merger process: namelgonpasate
mergers fail because of post-merger working environment issues. For exaarf#&grC
and Lineberry (2004) note that the chances of achieving success afterea anengoor,
due to the “cultural clash” experienced by the two organizations involved in tigemer
Most researchers focus on pre-merger economic assessments rathertthzaer gpers
working environment interface strategies. However, a major cause of pogptm
underperformance is leaders’ lack of understanding and appreciation of cultural
integration issues and the impact those issue have on the working environment. This
research offers additional evidence to support the stated problem dealing with the
employees’ working environment following a merger.

5.3 Review of the Methodology

To support this research design, | developed and validated a modified survey
instrument, which was used to explore the relationships among organizationahgader
factors and their influences on corporate working environment following a mérger
survey objective was to measure employees’ perceptions, in order to genexrateéhdat
which to assess the relationships between corporate leadership and the pre- and post-

merger working environments, and the influence of both leadership and working

80



environment on corporate employees’ performance following a merger. The siasey
designed to assess employee perceptions in terms of leadership, peroftma@mon
tasks and job satisfaction), and overall factors. Two research questions amatexssoc
statistical hypotheses were developed to support this research design. Téavieya
measured legacy and new employees’ perceptions of both pre- and post-mergey worki
environments, using various focus areas relating to the main research questiamsitto pe
comparison of both subpopulations’ responses and analysis of the full population’s
responses. Thesults of the survey reliability assessment in Chapter 4 seem to indicate
that the survey instrument designed for this study is reliable.

The rest of this chapter discusses and comments on the results that weregresent
in Chapter 4. This includes a summary of the descriptive characteristipohdests,
and an assessment of the t@eearch questions and associated hypotheses. The purpose
of the descriptive characteristics summary is to provide an overview of the stud
population. Sections 5.5 and 5.6 interpret the results of the sgdesicused to assess
each of the two research questions and their related hypotheses. The lasio$diois
chapter summarizes the limitations of the study, makes recommendationshfer fur
study, and draws final conclusions based on the results of this research.

5.4 Summary of the Descriptive Characteristics of the Respondents

The population for this study was all the selected corporation’s employees, either
in the Atlanta, Georgia, area or offices under the control of this area. Thg siave
submitted to the resulting sample of 71 corporate employees, including the senior
leadership. Of these, 51 employees completed the survey; 30 were legacy anel 21 wer

new employees.
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Summary population demographic results (presented in Section 4.2) provided
useful information about the employees of the selected company used forahishes
The 51 employees were generally well educated, with 98% attending or tample
undergraduate or graduate college. The statistics for the legacy eesiltgngth of
service showed that they had a minimum of 30 months and a maximum of 229 months,
with a mean of 85.23 months of service with the company. In contrast, the new
employees had a minimum of 3 months and a maximum of 18 months, with a mean of
9.8 months of service with the company. In addition, 76.5% of the employees earned
between $50,000 and $100,000, with 21.6% earning more than $100,000. Only one
employee (2% of the population) earned less than $50,000.

5.5Assessment of Research Question 1

The results presented in Chapter 4 indicate that potentially importantcaghifi
differences support the research questions and associated hypotheses. Atdistighls
significance tests allow reasonable inference that the conclusions doawth& sample
population in a study are meaningful, absolute certainty is not possible (Knoke,
Bohrnstedt, & Mee, 2002).

Table 5.1 provides an overview of the four focus areas for the first research
guestion, with a summary of the mean responses to the related survey questions. For
example, the legacy pre-merger leadership factor mean of 3.71 representartlod the
six pre-merger leadership questions. Likewise, the total mean for edehfolit focus

areas represents the mean of leadership, job performance, and overallesskessons.
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Table 5.1 Four Focus Areas for Research Question 1 and the Mean Responses to the
Related Survey Questions

Pre-Merger Post-Merger
g Focus Area 1 Focus Area 2
(O]
>
%_,\ Leadership Factors: 3.71 Leadership Factors: 3.22
£ S | Job Performance Factors: 4.11 Job Performance Factors: 3.13
"'i Ll Overall Assessment: 4.03 Overall Assessment: 3.50
O =
©
54 Total Mean: 3.95 Total Mean: 3.28
-
% Focus Area 3 Focus Area 4
D)
E‘Q Leadership Factors: 3.56 Leadership Factors: 3.51
g' ‘n' Job Performance Factors: 3.58 Job Performance Factors: 3.74
W — | Overall Assessment: 3.33 Overall Assessment: 3.73
; j —
(]
=z Total Mean: 3.49 Total Mean: 3.66

Table 5.1 helps interpret the survey results presented in Section 4.3, which seem

to indicate that there are differences in the means between the éeghogw employees

for each scale in the four focus areas. Specifically, Table 5.1 identifiésdlthveing pre-

merger differences between legacy and new employees:

1. Legacy employee pre-merger leadership mean measured 0.15 higher than the new
employee mean.

2. Legacy employee pre-merger job performance mean measured 0.53 higher than
the new employee mean.

3. Legacy employee pre-merger overall assessment mean measured 0.70 higher than

the new employee mean.
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4. Legacy employee pre-merger total mean measured 0.46 higher than the new
employee mean.
In contrast, the followin@re the post-merger differences between legacy and new
employees:
5. New employee post-merger leadership mean measured 0.29 higher than the
legacy employee mean.
6. New employee post-merger job performance mean measured 0.61 higher than the
legacy employee mean.
7. New employee post-merger overall assessment mean measured 0.23 higher than
the legacy employee mean.
8. New employee post-merger total mean measured 0.38 higher than the legacy
employee mean.
This information shows that the legacy employees had a much higher mean gee-mer
measure for each scale than did the new employees. However, the new esnpdolyae
much higher total mean post-merger measure for each scale than the leglagyees
Further, Tables 4.11 and 4.12 provided the independent gtespstatistics between the
30 legacy employees and the 21 new employees, which revealed five significant
differences between employee self-reported perceptions of the cerpanking
environment. Additional interpretations and insights related to the first chsgaestions
are provided here. These interpretations and insights are provided for eachvaf the f
statistically significant results of the independent groigst in relation to the differences

of the mean responses to the related survey questions scales identified in Table 5.1.
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Pre-Merger Job Performance—The results of the independenttdestip

between the legacy and new employee perceptions of the pre-merger working
environment as it relates to job performarze:.002. Information in Table 5.1
indicates that the legacy employee pre-merger job performance mesuratea

0.53 higher than the new employee mean. These two results support the research
hypothesis, in that differences exist between legacy and new employee
perceptions relating to pre-merger job performance.

Pre-Merger Overall Assessments—The results of the independent tgstip

between the legacy and new employee perceptions of the pre-mergerability

meet the needs of customers, employees, and stockhqider800. Information

in Table 5.1 indicates that the legacy employee pre-merger related scalgedea
0.70 higher than the new employee mean. These two results support the research
hypothesis, in that differences exist between legacy and new employee
perceptions relating to pre-merger overall assessment of the corporabititys a

to meet the needs of customers, employees, and stockholders.

Pre-Merger Total: The results of the independent gréegt between the legacy

and new employee perceptions of the pre-merger working environment related to
the combined average of pre-merger leadership factors, pre-merger job
performance factors, and pre-merger overall facipss:001. Information in

Table 5.1 indicates that the legacy employee pre-merger related sesigretke

0.46 higher than the new employee mean. These two results support the research

hypothesis, in that differences exist between legacy and new employee
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perceptions relating to pre-merger leadership factors, pre-mergenjolnpence

factors, and pre-merger overall factors.

4, Post-Merger Job Performance: The results of the independentt gestipetween
the legacy and new employee perceptions of the post-merger working
environment as it relates to job performarze:.009. Information in Table 5.1
indicates that the new employee post-merger job performance meanedeasur
0.29 higher than the legacy employee mean. These two results support the
research hypothesis, in that differences exist between legacy and péyesn
perceptions relating to post-merger job performance.

5. Post-Merger Total: The results of the independent groegi between the legacy
and new employee perceptions of the post-merger working environment related to
the total average of post-merger leadership factors, post-merger job performance
factors, and post-merger overall factgrs: .003. Information in Table 5.1
indicates that the new employee post-merger job performance meanedeasur
0.38 higher than the legacy employee mean. These two results support the
research hypothesis, in that differences exist between legacy and péyyesn
perceptions relating to post-merger leadership factors, post-merger job
performance factors, and post-merger overall factors.

Based these results, it can be determined that legacy employees hadtdiffere
perceptions than new employees of the pre- and post-merger working environments.
Table 5.1 also shows that legacy employees generally perceived the pre- andngest
working environments differently than did new employees. In addition, the five

statistically significant relationships identified by the indepentieegt seem to support
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acceptingResearchhypothesis 1There are differences between self-reported perceptions
of the legacy employees and the new employees’ assessments of the corporate working
environment.
5.6 Assessment of Research Question 2

Table 5.2 provides an overview of the two focus areas for the second research
guestion, with a summary of the mean responses to the related survey questions. For
example, the legacy pre-merger leadership factors mean of 3.63 represen@rtioé me
the six pre-merger leadership questions. Likewise, the total mean for g¢aehtwd
focus areas represents the mean of leadership, job performance, and ovesatieagses
factors.

Table 5.2 Two Focus Areas for Research Questiand the Mean Responses to the
Related Survey Questions

Pre-Merger Post-Merger

] Focus Area 5 Focus Area 6
;&
_i g Leadership Factors: 3.63 Leadership Factors: 3.36
S @ Job Performance Factors: 3.85 Job Performance Factors: 3.43
> 9 Overall Assessment: 3.68 Overall Assessment: 3.62
© O
§) g Total Mean: 3.72 Total Mean: 3.47

L

Table 5.2 helps interpret the survey results presented in Section 4.3, which seem
to indicate that there are differences in the means between the pre- ank e
results for each scale in the two focus areas. Specifically, Table 5.2 ekttt
following pre-merger differences between legacy and new employees:
1. Pre-merger leadership mean measured 0.27 higher than the post-merger

leadership mean.
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2. Pre-merger job performance mean measured 0.42 higher than the post-merger job
performance mean.
3. Pre-merger overall assessment mean measured 0.06 higher than the post-merger
overall assessment mean.
4. Pre-merger total mean measured 0.25 higher than the post-merger total mean.
This information shows that the pre-merger measures for each scale ghdradtial
mean than the post-merger measures. Further, Tables 4.13 and 4.14 provided the paired
test statistics regarding the pre- and post-merger working environmettis tat
combined legacy and new employees. This procedure identified three significant
differences between employee self-reported perceptions of the cerpanking
environment. Additional interpretations and insights related to the secondcchesear
guestions are provided here. These interpretations and insights are provided for each of
the three statistically significant results of the patresbt in relation to the differences of
the mean responses to the related survey questions scales identified in Table 5.2.
1. Leadership: The results of the paiteest between pre-merger leadership factors
with post-merger leadership factops= .003. Information in Table 5.2 indicates
that the pre-merger leadership mean measured 0.27 higher than the post-merger
leadership mean. These two results support the research hypothesis, in that
differences exist between the pre- and post-merger measures relaadership.
2. Job Performance: The results of the paitedt between pre-merger job
performance factors with post-merger job performance fagcers001.
Information in Table 5.2 indicates that the pre-merger job performance mean

measured 0.42 higher than the post-merger job performance mean. These two
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results support the research hypothesis, in that differences exist betwpest the
and post-merger measures related to job performance.

Total: The results of the pairetest between pre-merger total with post-merger
total: p = .002. Information in Table 5.2 indicates that the pre-merger total mean

measured 0.25 higher than the post-merger total mean. These two results support

the research hypothesis, in that differences exist between the pre- antepger

measures related to the total means.

Based on these results, it can be determined that employee perceptions of the pre

merger working environment were generally more favorable than those of the post
merger working environment. Specifically, the three statisticadjiyicant differences
identified by the pairetitest seem to support accepting Research hypotheBe: are
differences between the employees’ self-reported perceptions of therges-aral the
post-merger working environment.
5.7 Conclusions and Interpretations of the Study

The assessments of the two research questions help to address the primary
objectives of this study. First, these assessments and their interpregpatiads
information about the impacts that a merger may have on the corporate working
environment and the effects of a merger from the employee perspective. Tte resul
indicate that an organizational change in the form of a merger does affeoyeenpl
perceptions about the health of the organization. In this particular case stuely, thes
differences are important because the employees perceive themtdpost-merger)
working environment less favorably than the pre-merger environment. The results

specifically indicate that employee job performance may have beenvabgaffected
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by the mergers, and the employees do not think they meet the needs of the customers,
employees, or stockholders as well now as they did in the pre-merger environment.

Furthermore, the study results support the literature by showing a linkiaggehe
organizational leadership factors, job performance, and the health of the pgst-mer
working environment. The results also reveal differences between legacy and new
employees’ perceptions of that environment. In addition, the results demonsitate t
organizational change, in the form of a merger, may negatively influencedttie diethe
organizational culture.

In the last chapter, section 4.3, several large differences, as well e seve
similarities, in the employee responses to the survey questions weréadenti
Assessment of these large differences provides additional insights to thenassis of
the two research questions above. Specifically, the goal of research questi®mol w
provide an opportunity to determine if there were differences the legacy and new
employees’ perceptions of the pre- and post-merger working environmentscAssdid
in section 5.5, the legacy employees had a much higher mean pre-merger foeasure
each scale (leadership, job performance, and overall) than the new employeesgibut low
post-merger measures. Likewise the goal of research question 2 wasnuraeiethe
combined population perceived a difference between the pre-merger and post-merger
working environment. As discussed in section 5.6, the combined populations had a much
higher mean pre-merger measure for each scale than the post-merger.

Survey questions were designed to obtain data to allow measurement of
employees’ perceptions of company leaders’ application of leadership, fonpemnce,

and overall factors that contributed to an effective working environment. Pre- and post
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merger questions were designed to assess each of the following leadsathg f
knowledge, decision making, empowerment, communication, values, and policies and
records. Job performance was assessed in terms of time to complete functional and
administrative tasks and job satisfaction. Overall factors were desgnaebisure

employee perceptions in their ability to meet the needs on the customersyesapénd
stockholders. | selected the individual leadership, job performance, and overall
assessment factors based on findings in the literature review and my oweregxer
working in this organization, as well as many other similar large organizakmons

addition, | designed the survey instrument questions to obtain employee perceptions for
each of these individual factors in order to support the overall research designgAlthou
the final edition of the survey instrument is found in Appendix D, several examples of the

survey questions are listed below to facilitate this discussion for the reader.

Leadership Pre-merger question:

Knowledge

1. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders applied understanding and knowledge
that contributed to an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Overall pre-merger questions:

11. Overall, prior to the merger, how much do you think the pre-merger working
environment met the needs of its customers?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

91



Time on Tasks post-merger questions:

20. Currently, are your job functional tasks easy to perform in the current working
environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent  Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

As discussed above, the main goal of the research design was to assess the me
responses for each of the three overall scales. However, analysis ofresmes/in
tables 4.9 and 4.10 identifies potentially important results for both research questions f
several of the factors within each of the three scales. Specificallycdatained in these
tables indicate that there are large differences in some of the empspeases in the
leadership, job performance, and overall assessments questions. More impdntssly, t
differences provide additional meaning to this study by suggesting how leateszs
selected organization my want to behave differently in order to improve the corporate
working environment. On the other hand, the survey questions that reflected similar
responses provided useful information to corporate leaders of the selected campany
well. These similar responses indicate areas that the leaders do not neeéiio conc
themselves with to improve the organization. The remainder of this sectlodentify
and assess several examples of the factors for each scale, rekded tesearch
guestion, which had large differences and similarities. Based on these finding&; spec
recommendations to improve the post-merger corporate working environment will be

provided, with an explanation of their implications to corporate leaders.
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Research question 1:

Analysis of survey results in tables 4.9 and 4.10 identifies potentially important
results for research question 1: to determine if there are difference=ebdegacy and
new employee perceptions of the corporate working environment. Examples of the
largest differences between the legacy and new employees’ responségddartinese
tables and their implications to the corporate leadership are discussed below.

The leadership and overall scales had some of the largest differencesh@mong
individual factors. Three of the individual factors for leadership had largestifferin
the employee responses. First, legacy employees had a 0.39 higher nieastire hew
employees as far as their perceptions on the leaders to apply planning, oarerati
execution decisions that contributed to an effective pre-merger workingemant.
Second, legacy employees had a 0.42 lower measure than the new employees if they
thought the leaders empowered their peers and subordinates to help faoilgteztve
post-merger working environment. Third, legacy employees had a 0.41 lowereneas
than the new employees on their opinion of the leaders’ ability to communicatg amon
supervisors, peers or subordinates to facilitate and effective post-mentdyang
environment. In the overall assessment scale other large differenecslardified.
Legacy employees had a 0.72, 0.71, and 0.66, respectively, higher measure than the new
employees in meeting the needs of the customers, employees, and stockhaolaers i
pre-merger working
environment.

Likewise, there were several responses to the individual questions that were

similar between the legacy and new employees: legacy employees hadlodéyhigher
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measure than the new employees in their assessment of the pre-m@oeeesnent,
legacy had only a 0.02 lower measure than the new employees assessment ajgre-me
policy/records, and legacy employees had only a 0.02 higher measure than the new
employees on the ability to meet the needs of the stockholder in the post-merger
environment. These are areas that the leadership does not need to be concern with t
assess the differences between the legacy and new employees, and thigal popact

on the working environment.

However, the differences in the legacy employees’ perceptions and the new
employees’ assessments of the corporate working environment provide valugbiesinsi
As a reminder, it is important to note that the legacy employees adnpkyienced the
pre- and post-merger working environments, whereas the new employees only
experienced the post-merger working environment. With this in mind, the difference
seem to indicate that the legacy employees became less satisfigaewitharking
environment as they experienced the actual merger process, and they were able to
accurately compare the pre- and post-merger working environments based on the
assessment scales provided to them in the survey. Conversely, the new entxbgees
actually experience the pre-merger working environment, so they made &émepger
assessments based on guesses or information obtained elsewhere about thgepre-me
environment. | am a good example to illustrate this point. Although | was hjrd b
company about two years before the merger, one of the primary consideratioestdor m
join the company was the direct knowledge that | had about the company prior to my
employment. | knew (and worked with) various company employees and through them

had a general excellent impression of the company personnel and its opertalioa.
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Also, these results could indicate that the new employees were someutiaatscand

wanted to indicate that they generally were satisfied with thetivelyanew jobs.

Based the discussion above related to the first research question, the faltewing
the specific recommendations to improve the post-merger corporate working
environment, with an explanation of their implications to corporate leaders:

1. Leaders should realize that legacy employees may need special focusrto bette
integrate them into the post-merger environment. This study demonstrated that
legacy employees had different perceptions of the merger process than the new
employees did. It also demonstrated that, in this case study, the legacyesaplo
were less satisfied in the post-merger environment than in the pre-merger
environment.

2. Specifically, the assessment of the survey responses above demonstrates that
leaders need to improve their leadership skills in decision making, empowerment
and communications. There were large difference in each of these arelas whi
indicate that the leaders should follow-up with the study’s findings to ensure these
areas do not negatively impact the working environment.

3. Significantly, in the overall assessment scale, legacy employeesiacha
higher pre-merger measure than the new employees in meeting the nimeds of
customers, employees, and stockholders. The differences were not as large in the
post-merger working environment. Therefore leaders should follow-up with the

legacy employees to determine why these large differences existed.
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Research question 2

Analysis of survey results in table 4.11 identifies potentially importantsrésul
research question 2: to determine if there are differences betweengpost- merger
working environment for the combined population (legacy and new employees).
Examples of the largest differences between the pre- and post-me=pgenses are
discussed below.

All three scales (leadership, job performance and overall) had some ofdke larg
differences among their individual factors. One of the individual factorsddetship
had large difference in the employee responses: pre-merger values had a 0.49 higher
measure than the post-merger values. Two large differences wati@adeor job
performance: first, pre-merger time to complete functional tasks had higtst
measure than the post-merger, and one of the job satisfaction questions haegpre-m
measure that was 0.76 higher than the post merger. The overall scale had some of the
largest differences with the pre-merger measures having a 0.68, 0.54, and 0.92,
respectively, higher measure than the post-merger in meeting the needsustahsecs,
employees and stockholders.

Likewise, there were two responses to the individual questions that wese simil
between the pre- and post-merger working environments: pre-merger knowlddge ha
only a 0.05 higher measure than the post-merger working environment, and pre-merger
decision-making had only a 0.02 lower measure than the post-merger environment. These
are areas that the leadership does not need to be concern with to assess teediffere
between the pre- and post-merger working environments.

The differences in employees’ self-reported perceptions of the pre- and post-
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merger corporate working environments provide important insights to corporateslead
The differences indicate that, on average, the employees perceived thergee-m
working environment as healthier than the post-merger working environment. This
appears to be true especially with the three scales (leadership, job pederrand total
mean) in Table 5.2 that show the largest differences. The same threelsoales s

statistically significant difference with the pairetst results.

Based above discussion related to the second research question, the following are

the specific recommendations to improve the post-merger corporate working

environment, with an explanation of their implications to corporate leaders.

1. Leaders should employ effective leadership focused on the employees through the

entire merger process. Leadership assessments in this study indicate that
employees had a slightly better pre-merger view of their leadersipiplisaion
of knowledge, decision making, empowerment, communications, values, and

policy/records to achieve an effective working environment. Of these, pigeme

values had a much higher measure than the post-merger values. This indicates

that leaders need to continue to work with all employees to improve their

assessment of the values demonstrated by the current leadership.

2. Leaders should consider providing additional incentives to employees to improve

their job satisfaction and eliminate extraneous administrative requiteme

whenever possible. Job performance assessments in this study indicate that
employees had a more positive pre-merger view of their job performances ter
of job satisfaction and time required to perform functional/administratiks.tas

This is especially true for improving the time to complete functional s#s
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overall job satisfaction, since both had a much larger pre-merger measure than in
the post-merger working environment.

Leaders should carefully monitor how the merger process affects the eagdloy
ability to meet the needs of customers, employees, and stockholders, as this could
directly affect the post-merger success of the company. Results sfutilys

indicate that employees perceived they did a much better job meetingithesva
constituents’ needs in the pre-merger environment. This is one of the study’s most
interesting and potentially significant findings as it directlytedd@o the company
performance in the current post-merger working environment. The selected
company’s leadership should take immediate action to determine why the

employees perceived they were doing a better job prior to the merger.

The following are two additional general recommendations, based on the findings

from this study, to organizational leaders to improve the post-merger corporategv

environment:

1.

Leaders should focus on the employees’ working environment throughout the
entire merger process; most mergers fail because of post-mergerl cultura
integration issues.

Leaders should periodically assess the employees’ attitudes before, anding
after the merger to determine if changes are necessary to improve kiregwor
environment. This is especially true after a merger, when the two organizations
combine.

These conclusions have implications for the leadership of the selected company,
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as the employees perceived the pre-merger leadership factors atlg Bigher level
than the post-merger factors. This is important from the employee perspenipleyees
need to have confidence in their leaders during organizational change. Also, this is
important from the organizational leaders’ perspective, in that it constauigence that
they should take seriously the pre- and post-merger leadership issues andotes on
the working environment if they wish to improve the post-merger health of the
organization.

These recommendations, along with the overall findings of this research, indicate
that the assessments of the selected company’s merger used in this gtibdy ma
generalized more broadly and be applied to other company mergers as \gathaije
especially true with companies that have similar populations as the dalentpany and
similar business focus. As an example, the selected company for this studyatrasly
small — therefore other companies with smaller numbers of employees rabig e
apply similar merger assessment procedures that were used in thishréssagn. In
addition, the selected company was service oriented. Therefore, findings tudlyis s
may apply to merger situations with other service oriented companiesvitgke
companies experiencing mergers with much larger populations, or that are mmoducti

oriented, may not benefit as much from the findings of this study.

5.8Value of Modified Survey Instrument
Corporate leaders, as well as leaders of any large organization, lleagdtto
learn about and act upon the views of their employees. In general, survdgsigred to
improve organizational communications, obtain perceptions on work-related issues, and

improve their participation in organizational change settings. In fagiogee
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engagement has increased over the last two decades since organizations hegewn to s
their workers. Engagement refers to how employees perceive their hwgirdetdership,

the rewards they receive, and the communications ethos of the working environment. An
engaged workforce will demonstrate behavior to go the extra mile in exepubjegts,

be motivated to perform at higher standards, have creative energy, and beethiares

the organization’s success (Sanchez, 2007).

The modified survey instrument developed in this study provides a potential
significant contribution to corporate leaders and to the literature. Syadlgifithe survey
instrument was designed to measure employees’ perceptions as a basse$sing the
relationships between corporate leadership and the pre- and post-merger working
environments, and their influence on corporate employees’ performance following a
merger. The survey was designed to assess these perceptions in teaasrship,
performance (time on tasks and job satisfaction), and overall factors.

The survey developed for this study proved to be a very reliable instrument and
worked well to obtain data in order to assess employee perceptions of the pre- and post
merger working environments. Specifically the survey provided meaningfunabte
results that potentially could build employee engagement, and identifialicspezas for
corporate leaders wishing to improve the post-merger working environment. ioaddit
the survey appears to be a good instrument to assess other organizational change
environments such as key leadership changes, headquarters relocations, and
organizational reorganizations. Corporate leaders should consider using the survey

instrument developed for this study if they are interested in improving employee
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engagement and their increased participation in similar organizatiomajecha

environments.

5.9 Limitations of This Study

The purpose of this section is to acknowledge the partial and tentative nature of
this research. The study has limited generalization due to several vanahlgsinclude
the relatively small size of the employee population, the geographic dismilmfit
employees, and the tenure and representation of the workforce. The total saenple s
71 corporate employees was small, especially as only 51 employees eontipdet
survey. One limitation to this study is that the research was performed on a eaoeeni
sample. In addition, | was employed by the selected company as a progragemana
during the course of my dissertation research. Although this employaensiéb
assisted with access to the population, some might consider this a limitationsrofe
pure objectivity. My position as a program manager in the company may haveaffect
the validity of responses from some employees.

Another potential limitation of this study relates to the significant delay in
administering the survey from the time of the merger. This delay was dljetpane
time required to identify and develop the research design. In addition, thedelecte
company required a legal review of the research design, which took more than three
months to accomplish. As a result, the survey was administered nearly twafyeatise
merger, and this could have influenced the responses of both the legacy and new
employees. Specifically, the legacy employees may not have resmenrgpecific pre-

merger working environment issues and concerns. Furthermore, the delay in
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administering the survey resulted in an increase in the new employee popuatios f
study. The delay also allowed the pre-merger working environment to develop, which
meant that both the legacy and new employees were able to actually expeniemncake
better assessments of the post-merger environment.

As part of the selected company requirements for approving this study, | was
allowed to measure only three demographic characteristics: educatgth, déiservice
with the company, and salary range. The study would have been strengthened by the
addition of other demographic information, such as gender, age, marital status, number of
children, and so forthHn addition, the “John Henry effect” (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996),
which refers to the participants’ enthusiasm for the study, may have been regdoed b
confidential and anonymous nature of the survey assessment; this may haveadfluenc
the results of the survey. As a condition of the selected company’s legal,rthae
survey was only administered once. This limited the research to a crosswaleetiher
than a longitudinal design. Other studies support the notion that a longitudinal approach
would have allowed survey measures over time, which would potentially have provided
additional useful data to assess the pre- and post-merger working environraeieis (B
Pruyn, & Jong, 2009).

The results of this study will need to be replicated in a variety of companies i
order to fully establish the limits and boundaries of the leaders’ influences orattie he
of the post-merger working environment. As stated above, | was restricted tdfuo all
research that | wanted to conduct, due to limitations imposed by the compahputwVit
these limitations, other researchers should consider expanding this studgmyiiinies

with larger populations that perform different business functions, and assess the working
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environment in other ways than the survey approach solely used in this study. As an
example, a longitudinal assessment, using surveys, interviews, and observations of
employees would provide potentially important additional information about the post-
merger working environment. Another recommendation is to assess additional
demographic factors of the population that would expand the findings of additional
research efforts. Finally, this study focused on a population that provided moééss
personnel service support to military organization. Future researcts edffantild
consider different non-military business settings, such as production or seieited
companies.
5.10 Proposed Future Research

Organizational change resulting from mergers is complex, and theretbrease
and study will have a different research vehicle and outcomes. Neverthelessnaddi
research can be conducted to assess and overcome post-merger cultural ¢lesshes. T
research may help researchers as well as organizational leaders ttamadeos: to
improve the integration experience for the employees involved (Bligh, 2006).

Researching mergers between different companies will possibly ffeaént
dynamics and potential organizational outcomes related to the post-mergergworki
environment. Because the selected company merger in this case studyevallygen
friendly combination within the same industry, future research might be in order to
identify the working environment changes wrought by a merger in a hastileement.
Similarly, future research can be undertaken to examine and compare nredjiéesent

industries.
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Ultimately, this study could be a model for future research that applisauthe
research techniques to other government and private organizations experibanug c
Although this study focused on organizational change in terms of the health of a company
that underwent a merger, the study’s findings may have implications for other
organizational change environments as well, such as key leadership and nhiasgesc
and headquarters relocations. Potentially, this research can offer a tovpondng
environment survey product design to be used by other organizational-change and
leadership researchers.

Another interesting potential research effort would be to determine how long it
takes for the post-merger culture to develop. This present study was a ctassbke
study and the survey on which it is based was administered nearly two yeatseaf
merger. Hence, this was an assessment of a mature culture. A recomomefod ati
future research study is to use a longitudinal approach. This would allow working
environment and cultural assessments over time, which could potentially provide
significant knowledge about the leadership factors that influence the cuftatadation
process in an organizational-change environment.

5.11 Chapter Summary

This case study of actual corporate pre- and post-merger working environments
provided an assessment of the health of this organization from the employees’
perspectives, to gauge the impact of the merger. To address the resegrchadesvey
instrument to measure employee perceptions of the organization’s working eramtonm
was developed and validated. The results of this study indicate that the pre-merge

measures of the health of the selected company’s working environment igjetlg sl
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higher than the post-merger measures. This study had various limitationgraseddas
Section 5.8, which potentially reduce the generalization and strength of the camlusi
The most significant limitation was that the population was relatively smédltherefore
the study’s statistical power was reduced. However, the research dgsegmsato
support the literature by providing additional evidence that many mergetsiéaio the
“cultural clash” experienced by the two organizations involved in the merger. hipagdi
this study reinforces the idea that organizational leaders should improve their
understanding and appreciation of post-merger cultural integration issues, and the
impacts of those issues on the working environment, if they are to improve the post-
merger health of the organization.

The results of this study support the acceptance of both research hypotheses
presented in this research design. The first research hypothesis staf€ddieaare
differences between self-reported perceptions of the legacy employees and the new
employees’ assessments of the corporate working environfimensecond research
hypothesis stated thdthere are differences between the employees’ self-reported
perceptions of the pre-merger and the post-merger working environriviarty.

researchers focus on pre-merger economic assessments rather than gersemglioyee

working environment conditions. Since most corporate mergers fail due to post-merger

working environment issues, this research offers additional evidence of théangaoof

assessing employee views of their working environment following a merger.
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Appendix A: SPSS Backup Information

Frequency and Related Percentages for Legacy and New Employegést Se

Frequency and Related Percentages for Legacy Employees’ Service

Months of Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
service Percent
30 1 3.3 3.3 3.3
38 2 6.7 6.7 10.0
39 1 3.3 3.3 13.3
41 1 3.3 3.3 16.7
51 1 3.3 3.3 20.0
52 1 3.3 3.3 23.3
53 1 3.3 3.3 26.7
55 1 3.3 3.3 30.0
57 1 3.3 3.3 33.3
58 1 3.3 3.3 36.7
60 3 10.0 10.0 46.7
62 1 3.3 3.3 50.0
65 1 3.3 3.3 53.3
75 1 3.3 3.3 56.7
84 2 6.7 6.7 63.3
92 1 3.3 3.3 66.7
93 1 3.3 3.3 70.0
99 1 3.3 3.3 73.3
108 1 3.3 3.3 76.7
117 1 3.3 3.3 80.0
127 1 3.3 3.3 83.3
131 1 3.3 3.3 86.7
132 1 3.3 3.3 90.0
171 1 3.3 3.3 93.3
196 1 3.3 3.3 96.7
229 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

Total 30 100.0 100.0
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Frequency and Related Percentages for New Employees’ Service

Months of Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative
service Percent
3.0 2 9.5 9.5 9.5
3.5 1 4.8 4.8 14.3
4.0 1 4.8 4.8 19.0
5.0 1 4.8 4.8 23.8
6.0 4 19.0 19.0 42.9
8.0 1 4.8 4.8 47.6
12.0 4 19.0 19.0 66.7
13.0 1 4.8 4.8 71.4
14.0 1 4.8 4.8 76.2
15.0 3 14.3 14.3 90.5
18.0 2 9.5 9.5 100.0

Total 21 100.0 100.0
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Appendix B: SPSS Labels Used in Tables

The following are the labels, with their descriptions, for the SPSS stt®iiput
tables used for this study. Labels are used to identify the results ofatesl relirvey
guestions that measure employees’ perceptions of factors that contribute ectwneeff
working environment.

PreLeadl-Know: Results of pre-merger leadership question measurements -dgeowle
PreLead2-Decis: Results of pre-merger leadership question - decision making
PreLead3-Empow: Results of pre-merger leadership question - empowerment
PreLead4-Comm: Results of pre-merger leadership question - communications
PreLead5-Values: Results of pre-merger leadership question - values
PreLead6-Policy: Results of pre-merger leadership question - policy
PreLeadAVE: Combined average of six pre-merger leadership questions
PreJobPerfl-Time: Results of pre-merger overall assessment questieront
functional tasks

PreJobPerf2-Time: Results of pre-merger overall assessment questieront
administrative tasks

PreJobPerf3-JobSat: Results of pre-merger job performance question -gfacisaii
PreJobPerf4-JobSat: Results of pre-merger job performance question - jalotgatis
PreJobPerfAVE: Combined average of four pre-merger job performanceogsesti
PreOveralll-Custom: Results of pre-merger overall assessment quesgeting

customers’ needs
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PreOverall2-Employ: Results of pre-merger overall assessment questesting
employees’ needs

PreOverall3-Stockh: Results of pre-merger overall assessment quesgetingn
stockholders’ needs

PreOverallAVE: Combined average of three pre-merger overall assasguestions
PreTotalAVE: Combined average of PreLeadAVE, PreJobPerFAVE and Prd@Vé&ral
PostLeadl-Know: Results of post-merger leadership question - knowledge
PostLead2-Decis: Results of post-merger leadership question - decisimg ma
PostLead3-Empow: Results of post-merger leadership question - empowerment
PostLead4-Comm: Results of post-merger leadership question - communications
PostLead5-Values: Results of post-merger leadership question - values
PostLead6-Policy: Results of post-merger leadership question - policy
PostLeadAVE: Combined average of six post-merger leadership questions
PostJobPerfl-Time: Results of post-merger job performance questianortifanctional
tasks

PostJobPerf2-Time: Results of post-merger job performance questianoriim
administrative tasks

PostJobPerf3-JobSat: Results of post-merger job performance questioatigfaatson
PostJobPerf4-JobSat: Results of post-merger job performance questioatigiaotson
PostJobPerfAVE: Combined average of four post-merger job performance questions
PostOverall1l-Custom: Results of post-merger overall assessmenbguesgeting

customers’ needs
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PostOverall2-Employ: Results of post-merger overall assessmenbguesteeting
employees’ needs

PostOverall3-Stockh: Results of post-merger overall assessment queséetng
stockholders’ needs

PostOverallAVE: Combined average of three post-merger overall agsgsgunestions
PostTotalAVE: Combined average of PostLeadAVE, PostJobPerFAVE and
PostOverallAVE

PrePostTotalAVE: Combined average of PreLeadAVE, PreJobPerFAVE ,
PreOverallAVE, PostLeadAVE, PostJobPerFAVE and PostOverallAVE
EducatComp-Attend: completed (1) or attended (2): Employee responses mgdicati
they completed or attended a certain level of education

EducatLevel: Education level; high school (1), vocational technical college (2),
undergraduate college (3), or graduate college (4)

ServMonths: Employees’ length of service with the company (measured in months of
employment to determine pre-merger versus post-merger status)

Salary: Employees’ salary levels; less than $50,000 (1), between $50,000 and $100,000

(2), or above $100,000 (3)
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Appendix C: Pilot Survey Edition

PILOT EDITION
INFORMATION SHEET FOR CONSENT
TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

My name i€harlie Steelman, and | am in a research position of Principal
Investigator in connection with my dissertation research through Advance Pspgram
College of Continuing Education at the University of the Oklahoma. | am raugyésat
you volunteer to participate in a research study titled Corporate Legdarshthe
Working Environment: Relationships between Organizational Leadership Fautors a
their Influences on the Corporate Post-Merger WorEngironment. This study is
being conducted at “a selected company and a selected location” [Notemibeinthe
company was removed after the survey was administered as a condition fehishg
You were selected as a possible participant because you are an empfdlieesélected
company”. Please read this information sheet and contact me to ask any qtlestions
you may have before agreeing to take part in this study.

Purpose of the Research StudyThe goals of this study are to validate this survey
instrument, and to describe a phenomenon associated with the relationship between
organizational leadership factors and their influences on corporate artire
employees’ performance following a merger. Culture is usually defmadsgstem

of values and ideas (what's good), norms (what's expected), and conventions of
behavior (how things are done). The underlying assumption is that leadership
significantly determines the cultural working environment.

Length of Participation/Procedures:If you agree to be in this study, you will be
asked to do the following: Your individual participation will take about ten (10) to
twenty (20) minutes to complete a questionnaire.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: All information will be confidentigl

your individual identity is protected. The “selected company” is awarehisat t

survey is being conducted, but the activity is not sponsored by the company and the
company does not require your participation. The results of the survey will not be
shared with “the selected company”. There are no other possible risks tessocia

with the conduct of this survey. Benefits to participants of this study include the
satisfaction of contributing to ongoing research into leadership and organizations.

Compensation:You will not be compensated for your time and participation in this
study.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your

decision whether or not to participate will not result in penalty or loss of betwefits
which you are otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you aaéieto
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answer any question or discontinue participation at any time without penaidgsor |
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private and your supervisor
will not have access to your responses. In published reports, there will be no
information included that will make it possible to identify you as a research
participant. Research records will be stored securely in locked files madatay the
researcher. Only approved researchers will have access to the recordsard@here
organizations that may inspect and/or copy your research records (sesultg)rfor
guality assurance and data analysis. These organizations include the Study &pons
the University of Oklahoma, Dr. Joe Rodgers, and the OU Institutional Review
Board.At the conclusion of the research project all questionnaires will be destroyed
by shredding.

Contacts and Questionslf you have concerns or complaints about the research, the
researcher conducting this study can be contacted at: Charlie Steelor&rPMsne:
[phone number removed]; email: [email address removed]. Or you can contact the
University of Oklahoma Faculty Advisor for this research project at: Depbok.
Rodgers; Work Phongremoved]; email: [removed] In the event of a research-related
injury, contact the researcher. You are encouraged to contact the reseayoher if
have any questions. If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the
research and wish to talk to someone other than the individuals on the research team,
or if you cannot reach the research team, you may contact the University of
Oklahoma — Norman Campus Institutional Review Board (OU-NC IRB) at (405)
325-8110 oirb@ou.edu

Please keep this information sheet for your records. By completing and returning this
guestionnaire, | am agreeing to participate in this study.
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CORPORATE CULTURAL WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT:
PILOT EDITION

As you answer the following questions, consider your role as an employee of “the
selected company” and also consider post-merger cultural working envitbante
leadership. Also, please think of leadership broadly, and not a particular person. The
post-merger aspects of the cultural working environment will provide additresearch
data by comparing and contrasting legacy employees to those who joined the company
after the merger: circle one response for each statement

*Note: If you joined the company after the merger that occurred in June 2006, mease g
to question # 7. Do not answer questions 1-6.

If you joined the company prior to the merger, please answer all survey questions.

Knowledge

1. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders had the cultural understanding and
knowledge that contributed to the cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Decision-Making
2. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders had the planning, organization, and
execution decisions that contributed to the cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent

1 2 3 4 5
Empowerment

3. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders empowered their peers or subordinates to
help facilitate the cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great Vel a
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5
PAGE 1 of 5
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CORPORATE CULTURAL WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT:
PILOT EDITION

Communications

4. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders had the communication abilities among
superiors, peers, or subordinates that help facilitate the cultural workigrenent?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent

1 2 3 4 5
Values

5. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders had the values and work habits that
contributed to the cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent  Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Policy and Records

6. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders had the policies and information that
contributed to help facilitated the cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

All participants — please answer questions 7-17:

Knowledge

7. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ knowledge and cultural
understanding were applied in the successful execution of the current post-merger
cultural working environment?

Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

Decision-Making

8. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ planning, organization, and
execution decisions were applied in the successful execution of the current pypst-mer
cultural working environment?

Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5
PAGE 2 of 5
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CORPORATE CULTURAL WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT:
PILOT EDITION

Empowerment

9. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ abilities to empower their peers
or subordinates were applied in the successful execution of the current post-merge
cultural working environment?

Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

Communications

10. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ abilities to communicate wer
applied in the successful execution of the current post-merger cultural working
environment?

Not at All  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

Values

11. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ values and work habits were
applied in the successful execution of the current post-merger cultural working
environment?

Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

Policy and Records

12. Since the merger, how much do you think the leaders’ policies and record
information were applied in the successful execution of the current post-meltgealc
working environment?

Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

PAGE 3 of 5
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CORPORATE CULTURAL WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT:
PILOT EDITION

Overall Assessment of the Corporate Cultural Working Environment

Job Performance (time on tasks)

13. Are your GDIT job functional tasks easy to perform in the current GDIT postimerge
cultural working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent  Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Job Satisfaction

14. Do you like the current GDIT post-merger cultural working environment? Culture is
usually defined as a system of values and ideas (what's good), norms (whatte@xpec
and conventions of behavior (how things are done).

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Overall

15. Overall, how much do you think the GDIT leaders’ cultural understandings were
applied in the successful execution of this merger?
Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

16. Overall, do you like your job in the current post-merger cultural working
environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

17. Overall, how much do you think the current GDIT cultural environment meets the
needs of its customers, employees and stockholders?
Not at Al Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Too Much

1 2 3 4 5

PAGE 4 of 5
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CORPORATE CULTURAL WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT:
PILOT EDITION

All participants — please answer questions below in the General lofmation
section:

GENERAL INFORMATION

1. What is your highest education level? (Circle one from each section).
Section A: Completed or Attended

Section B: high school vocational technical college
undergraduate college graduate college

2. How long have you worked for [company name removed]? (years and months)

3. What is your salary range? (Circle one). Less than $50,000 or Between $50,000
and $100,000 or Above $100,000

4. Have you ever taken this survey before? (Circle one) Yes or No

All information will be confidential. Data will be grouped; no individual can be
identified. Your participation will benefit the local operation and increase thel&dgev
available to the GDIT Corporation to improve the post-merger cultural working
environment. Thank you for providing input for the survey.

PAGE 5 of 5
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Appendix D: Final Survey Edition

FINAL EDITION

INFORMATION SHEET FOR CONSENT
TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY

My name i€harlie Steelman, and | am in a research position of Principal
Investigator in connection with my dissertation research through Advance Pspgram
College of Continuing Education at the University of Oklahoma. | am reqgektit you
volunteer to participate in a research study titled Corporate Leadershipeaworking
Environment: Relationships between Organizational Leadership Factors and their
Influences on the Corporate Post-Merger Worlimyironment. This study is being
conducted at “a selected company and a selected location.” [Note: the name of the
company was removed after the survey was administered as a condition fehishg
You were selected as a possible participant because you are an empfdlieesélected
company.” Please read this information sheet and contact me to ask any qtlestions
you may have before agreeing to take part in this study.

Purpose of the Research StudyThe goals of this study are to study the relationship
between organizational leadership factors and their influences on corporategworkin
environment and employees’ performance following a merger. The underlying
assumption is that leadership significantly determines the health of the working
environment.

Length of Participation/Procedures: If you agree to be in this study, you will be
asked to fill out a survey describing your experience and opinions about your job.
Your participation will take about ten (10) to twenty (20) minutes to complete a
guestionnaire.

Risks and Benefits of Being in the Study: All information will be confidentigl

your individual identity is protected. The “selected company” is awarehtisat t

survey is being conducted, but the activity is not sponsored by the company and the
company does not require your participation. The results of the survey will not be
shared with “the selected company”. There are no other possible risks tassocia

with the conduct of this survey. Benefits to participants of this study include the
satisfaction of contributing to ongoing research into leadership and organizations.

Compensation:You will not be compensated for your time and participation in this
study.

Voluntary Nature of the Study: Participation in this study is voluntary. Your

decision whether or not to participate will not result in penalty or loss of bettefits
which you are otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you aeéteto
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answer any question or discontinue participation at any time without penaidgsor |
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Confidentiality: The records of this study will be kept private and your supervisor

will not have access to your responses. In published reports, there will be no
information included that will make it possible to identify you as a research
participant. Research records will be stored securely in locked files madatay the
researcher, and your name will not be recorded on the research form. Only approved
researchers will have access to the records. There are organizationsytimespaet
and/or copy your research records (survey results) for quality asswadcata

analysis. These organizations include the Study Sponsor at the University of
Oklahoma, Dr. Joe Rodgers, and the OU Institutional Review Bd«drthe

conclusion of the research project all questionnaires will be destroyed.

Contacts and Questiongf you have concerns or complaints about the research, the
researcher conducting this study can be contacted at: Charlie Steelor&rPMéne:
[removed]; email: [email address removed]. Or you can contact the University of
Oklahoma Faculty Advisor for this research project at: Dr. Joseph L. Rodgers; Work
Phone: [removed]; email: [removedj the event of a research-related injury,

contact the researcher. You are encouraged to contact the researcher ieyanyha
guestions. If you have any questions, concerns, or complaints about the resdarch a
wish to talk to someone other than the individuals on the research team, or if you
cannot reach the research team, you may contact the University of Oklahoma —
Norman Campus Institutional Review Board (OU-NC IRB) at (405) 325-8110 or

irb@ou.edu

Please keep this information sheet for your records. By completing and returning this
guestionnaire, you are agreeing to participate in this study.
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CORPORATE WORKING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT

As you answer the following questions, consider your role as an employee of “the
selected company”. Also, please think of leadership broadly, and not a pap&nsian.
* circle one response for each statement

*Participants: Please answer all survey guestionslf you joined the company after
the merger that occurred in June 2006, please provide your best answers as toryou
estimate of the corporate pre-merger cultural environment, based on véltever
opinions and knowledge you have.

Leadership Pre-merger questions:

Knowledge

1. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders applied understanding and knowledge
that contributed to an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Decision-Making
2. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders applied planning, organization, and
execution decisions that contributed to an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very

Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Empowerment

3. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders empowered their peers or subordinates to
help facilitate an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Communications

4. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders supported communication abilities among
superiors, peers, or subordinates that help facilitate an effective workimgrenent?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5
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Values

5. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders applied values and work habits that
contributed to an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent  Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Policy and Records

6. Prior to the merger, do you think the leaders applied policies and information that
contributed to an effective working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Time on Tasks pre-merger questions:

7. Prior to the merger, were job functional tasks by employees easy to perfberpnet
merger working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

8. Prior to the merger, were administrative requirements easy to perfornpiethe
merger working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great Ty a Ver
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Job Satisfaction pre-merger questions:

9. Prior to the merger, do you think that employees liked the pre-merger working
environment?

To a Very To Some To Great efpaVv
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

10. Overall, prior to the merger, do you think that employees like their jobs in the pre-
merger working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great Verp a
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5
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Overall pre-merger questions:

11. Overall, prior to the merger, how much do you think the pre-merger working
environment met the needs of its customers?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5
12. Overall, prior to the merger, how much do you think the pre-merger working
environment met the needs of its employees?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5
13. Overall, prior to the merger, how much do you think the pre-merger working
environment met the needs of its stockholders?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Leadership post-merger questions:

Knowledge

14. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ knowledge and cultural understanding
contribute to an effective post-merger working environment?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Decision-Making

15. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ planning, organization, and execution
decisions contribute to an effective post-merger working environment?

Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Empowerment

16. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ abilities to empower their peers or
subordinates contribute to an effective post-merger working environment?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Communications

17. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ abilities to communicate contobute t

an effective post-merger working environment?

Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much
1 2 3 4 5

125



Values

18. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ values and work habits contribute to
an effective post-merger working environment?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Policy and Records

19. Currently, how much do you think the leaders’ policies and record information
contribute to an effective post-merger working environment?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5

Time on Tasks post-merger questions:

20. Currently, are your job functional tasks easy to perform in the current working
environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

21. Currently, are your administrative requirements easy to perform cartteat
working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

Job Satisfaction post-merger questions:
22. Do you like the current post-merger working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

23. Overall, do you like your job in the current post-merger working environment?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very

Little Extent Little Extent  Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5
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Overall post-merger questions:

24. Overall, how much do you think the current company working environment meets
the needs of its customers?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5
25. Overall, how much do you think the current company working environment meets
the needs of its employees?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much

1 2 3 4 5
26. Overall, how much do you think the current company working environment meets
the needs of its stockholders?
Very Little  Not Enough Acceptable Amount More than Needed Very Much
1 2 3 4 5
All participants — please answer questions below in the General lofmation section:
GENERAL INFORMATION
1. What is your highest education level? (Circle one from each section).
Section A:
Completed  or Attended
Section B:
1. High School
2. Vocational Technical College
3. Undergraduate College
4. Graduate College

2. How long have you worked for [company name removed]? (years and months)

3. What is your salary range? (Circle one).
1. Less than $50,000

2. Between $50,000 and $100,000
3. Above $100,000
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What is your assessment of this survey? Please answer the following quesi
about this survey:

1. Have you ever taken this survey before? (Circle one) Yes or No

2. Did you find it easy to understand this survey and answer the questions?

To a Very To Some To Great To a Very
Little Extent Little Extent Extent Extent Great Extent
1 2 3 4 5

3. Do you have any suggestions to improve this survey (indicate specific qudstions i
necessary)?

4. Are there other comments you would like to make about your work experience or the
working environment?

Thank you for your time and providing input to this survey.
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Appendix E: Employee-Provided Written Comments

One survey assessment question requested each employee to provide writte
comments or suggestions to improve the suriZ®yyou have any suggestions to improve
this survey (indicate specific questions if necessadyf?of the 51 surveys administered,
only 6 employees answered this question. A general assessment of these sesponse
indicates that one is positive (number 2), three are neutral (numbers 1, 4, and 6), and two
are negative (numbers 3 and 5) in regard to the survey.

1. “*You may want to consider asking questions concerning the transitional /affects
during and after company mergers. For example affects on employmentd)eradities,
procedures, and training.”

2. “No—aqgreat questions about a merger.”

3. “A little more clarity in writing the questions.”

4. "Add space for general comments.”

5. “Survey is a bit vague in that it doesn’t distinguish ‘leaders’.”

6. “Could have included training—the merger brought new requirements on board with
inadequate or no training.”

One survey question requested each employee to provide written comments on
overall work experience or working environment suggestidnsthere other comments
you would like to make about your work experience or the working environent?
the 51 surveys completed, 15 employees answered this question. A generaleagsgfssm
these responses indicates that five are positive (numbers 1, 4, 6, 7, and 13), four are
neutral (numbers 5, 9, 10, and 11), and six are negative (numbers 2, 3, 8, 12, 14, and 15)

in regard to the working environment.
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1. “Internally, I think 1 am in the best working environment possible. Externallgide

this office, | think the company could do better when it comes to training its personnel
2. “Maybe ask the employees how they are informed about the merger and if they
understand what that meant to them. Some employees ultimately lost their ¢aigghthr
downsizing and because the two affected companies use different business nmglels. T

is not always evident at first blush.”
3. “More emphases on hiring qualified personnel—too much nepotism.”

4. “l have been working here for 3%2 months and I like my job.”

5. “My pre-merger responses were based on my experience with the pre-coengany
employees.”

6. “The post-merger company corporate culture is a sterling example of howeassutc
business should be run.”

7. “l can say that it's the best | have dealt with in a very long time. Poattivesphere.”

8. “There is a great deal of frustration regarding new policies and pobkagebk

(including forms) that are not announced; and we find out too late. Additional frostrati
is caused by people not following the standard procedures and require everyone that
interfaces with them to complete a complicated work-around. These peopéacefkr

are in positions of power therefore nothing will change; even though it has been
identified as an issue. Since the merger there are also more argumentsagegasdi
business or follow-on business, who will take the lead and who ‘owns.” Pre-merger
employees get a “holiday lunch” (during business hours), while our parent company
counterparts have holiday parties at local hotels, catered, with bands. Otherynoneta

differences exist; i.e. amount paid for an employee reference.”
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9. “I have worked for both the pre-merger and post-merger companies for thegast fi
years in this organization.”

10. “Good luck.”

11. “Need more formal training or allotted time to do online training.”

12. “The post-merger company is extremely sensitive to any adverse intraadl to

the potential impact of this type of information on the company. In this regard, sleere i
aggressive attempt to ensure appropriate policies and procedures are in plagesto ens
the company is compliant with Sarbanes Oxley, Environmental Health Saf&sy [E
standards and 1SO 9001-2000 [International Standard for Quality Assurance]. Althoug
remaining compliant with all these standards does not guarantee the pgsHibilit
anything negative happening, it does reduce the possibility. These policies and
procedures now increase, for example, the length of time to hire a new empleyee
requirements now include drug testing, background investigations, and citizenship
verification. In addition, our job application has increased from 4 pages to 16 pages. I
also concerned about the way the staff is now organized to the extent that cantracti
employees, HR, recruiting, and finance all now have vertical reporting tantheir

higher level staff as opposed to directly supporting the local vice president. tajtal s
members do support our local VP; however, he does not write their evaluations. I'm not
saying these changes are right or wrong, it’s just different and part adjirgment we

are working through as result of the merger.”

13. “The differences in the work environment/climate are the creation andlitedr®

the many corporate requirements—overkill in some instances. The local company

leadership has demonstrated great flexibility in the whirlwind of change and has
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continued to foster a professional work environment that is conducive to success. They
have as much as possible reduced the impact that the office employeesthazgdsl
attributed to their professional leadership.”

14. “Post-merger bureaucracy is far too great—nhinders effective wods, sakay

valuable time.”

15. “Sometimes corporate seems out of touch now more than prior to the merger.”
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