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ABSTRACT

The following study has taken a systems approach to investigate
organisational learning within the University of Natal, Durban (UND). The
research used the Banner system implementation project as the case study

for the investigation.

In 1993, the University of Natal made a decision to purchase the Banner
Student Information System. The system was implemented over an eighteen-
month period resulting in the Banner system going "live" for registration of
students in 1995. A decision was taken in 1997/8 to discontinue implementing
upgrade packages for the Banner system, indicating a move away from the

system within two to three years of implementation.

This document begins with a review of current literature with regard to
systems thinking, organisational learning and change management. This
review serves to underpin the research methodology implemented within the

research process.

The research methodology, known as learning histories, is explained, and a
description of the research process is provided. The core of the research
process involved open-ended reflective interviews aimed at incorporating the
different perspectives of the majority of stakeholders involved in the system
implementation. In addition to this, an analysis was conducted on a selection
of Banner-related documents. The scope of the research was limited and
would best be described as a pilot study.

Those interviewed included members of the university executive committeé,
Banner office personnel, faculty officers, deans, administrative personnel,
management information personnel and the project manager for the
implementation.



The major findings of the research process were:

1.

The decision to purchase the Banner student information system was
problematic.

The wider system that was created to maintain Banner was complex and
generated a large degree of dependency on the Banner office.

The Banner office was a powerful gatekeeper of information within the
system whose identity was wrapped up in a product and not a function.
The training system implemented was flawed and did not equip key users

with a global understanding of the functionality of the system.

. The university was unclear about what information it wanted out of the

system and who was to have access to this information.
The university used Banner almost entirely as a student administration
system and management information was not well developed within the

Banner system.

The following areas were highlighted as important for the university with

regards to organisational learning and the case study:

1.

o b 0N

Decision support systems.

The role of technology within the university.

A systems approach to understanding the context of the university.
The learning systems operating within the university.

Managing change.

The limited scope of the research presents its own problems for drawing any

firm conclusions. The research process has rather highlighted new areas for
research. These include:

1.
2.

The relationship between workplace procedures and new technology.

The role of information technology and information systems in decision
support and management support.

Change management processes within larger  project-based
implementations.

Decision making within higher education institutions.
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PREFACE

In order to present to the reader a more contextual understanding of this
document, | have decided to include a preface. In doing so, | will be
presenting some of the more personal reasons for why this research was
chosen and provide the reader with a better understanding of the process that

lead to those choices.
Why a Systems Approach?

Systems thinking has become an increasingly important aspect of my life over
the past two years. | am currently involved in the field of Adult Basic Education
and my first taste of systems thinking came about due to the increasing
interest in the concept of Organisational Learning in the organisation that
employees me. The work of Senge (1990) led to the discovery of Argyris and
Schon (1978) and from there to the wider systems thinking field and literature.

Systems thinking has formed the basis of the course of study within which this
project has been undertaken and, much more personally, | could say, has
invaded my whole being and thought processes. At first | experienced great
resistance to thinking in this manner but as | read further into the philosophy
of systems thinking, | came to realise the inherent usefulness of viewing the

world as a set of interrelated systems.

One of the consequences of my personal evolvement in systems thinking was
that it freed me from the intensely reductionist thinking that | had been
schooled in up until this point. Not to say that this type of thinking is not
necessary, but rather that my worldview has expanded to allow this other,
more holistic framework to be developed.

I understand systems thinking as a useful way of viewing the world and the

problem situations we so often find ourselves in. It has helped me to develop

a more inclusive, rather than my previously held exclusive, framework of
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investigation. Although just a theory and a way of viewing the world, systems
thinking has helped me to investigate problems on a deeper level. A systems
approach looks to interrelationships, systems within systems, tacit

assumptions, trends and patterns, and emergence to understanding a

problem.

With this being the case, a systems approach is a very useful tool for the
investigation into the area of systems implementation. | believe that a systems
approach lends itself very well to dealing with complexity and
interrelationships. The university case study certainly presented itself, at the
onset, as a system of complexity and diversity with a great deal of

interconnectedness.

The research process utilises a specific systems approach calied A Learning
History. This methodology will be further explained in a separate chapter later

in the document.

Why Information Systems?

The major reason for choosing the area of information systems was a
personal, career-related desire to enter into the IT field and specifically into
systems implementation. | have not worked in the field and thus saw this as
an opportunity to gain some exposure into the field and discover some of the

complexities and problematic areas that exist within this area.

In addition to this information systems are becoming a centrally important
aspect of modern day, computerised organisations. They have the potential to
play an extremely important role in the organisation. On the other hand, if the
system does not satisfy the requirements of the organisation and the users, it
has the potential to become an extremely costly and frustrating investment in
technology that serves little purpose.

13



CHAPTER ONE: AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM AND
PROBLEM CONTEXT

1.1 Introduction

| want to begin by making explicit the overarching emphasis that guided the
research process. My intention was to investigate the problem context with a
particular emphasis on organisational learning. Although the case study used
in the research was an information systems implementation, it simply provided

a context within which to investigate organisational learning.

Organisational Learning is a concept that has been discussed and analysed to
a large degree within the fairly recent past. Peter Senge (1990,1994) has
often been attributed to popularising the concept. Within his book, The Fifth
Disciple (1990), Senge argues that Organisational Learning is grounded in

five principles or as he states, 'disciplines'.

Other noted authors include: Argyris (1993, 1994), Garratt (1987), de Geus
(1997), Kleiner (1996), Donald Schon (1987), Van Der Heijden (1996) and
Pierre Wack (HBR Sept-Oct 1985). Some further reading lead me to believe
that the writings of Bohm (1996), Kolb (1984), Piaget (1969) and Churchman
(1968, 1971, 1979) are foundational to the writings mentioned above. This list
is by no means complete, but simply gives reference to some of the noted

authors within this area.

From the reading completed, what begins to emerge is that organisational
learning, as a field or area of study, is extremely diverse. Different authors
have presented their views and begun to develop theories from different
perspectives, which seems to have evolved more out of their experiences
than anywhere else. This is not to say that this is a good or bad thing, but
simply an observation made. This observation could, and should be, an area

of research in its own right, but it is not one that | have chosen to focus on
here.
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1.2 Information Systems

Information Technology (IT) and more specifically Information Systems (IS)
has become a critically important aspect of most organisations within the
computerised world. Within the last eight years, this field has had to deal with

rapid development and expansion.

Marais' (2000) recent article is useful at this point to highlight this expansion
and the impact it is having. The article gives reference to Castells' trilogy, "The
Information Age: Economy, Society and Culture". Castells (in Marais 2000)
mentions that the new networked economy has three basic features. For our
purposes, the first feature is of most importance, "Productivity and
corﬁpetitiveness depend on information technologies and the building of

knowledge" (p. 62).

In a world of growing interconnectedness and hence increasing complexity,
decisions need to be taken on the basis of valid, authentic and useful
information. In theory, this is what an information system is meant to provide.
One of the underlying principles, possibly the central principle, with regard to
the design and development of information systems is that they must satisfy
the needs and requirements of the organisation (Burch & Grudnitski, 1989;
Eason, 1988; Lucas, 1986; Senn, 1982).

Although the focus is on organisational learning and not, per say, information
systems implementation, | think it would be useful to give a brief overview of
some general criteria for a systems implementation of this nature. This is by
no means a detailed review of the literature, but rather a presentation of the

"basics” to enable greater insight into the problem context.

One of the clearer reviews of this process was found in Eason (1988), where
he lists a six-stage process for systems specification:
" 1. Analysis of Organisational Needs and Opportunities. In this stage the

objective is to undertake a form of analysis which will identify the directions

15



the organisation should be taking in a way which will facilitate the identification
of valuable roles for information technology to play.

2. The Specification of Options. If the overall direction has been established,
technological and other options can be matched to the organisational
requirements in order to produce broad conceptual proposals for potential
socio-technical systems.

3. Assess Consequences of Options. This is the analysis by role playing
techniques of the direct and indirect consequences of proposed socio-
technical systems and their evaluation from the viewpoints of different groups
of staff.

4. The Analysis of User / Task Requirements for the Proposed Socio-technical
System. Within the broad conceptual specification that has been agreed upon
it is necessary to detail the requirements of the users and their tasks for the
social and technical systems to be designed.

5. The Specification of a Prototype System. The creation of a version of the
proposed system(including both its technical and social elements) for the
purpose of evaluation and refinement of the specification.

6. The Evaluation of the Prototype System. The systematic analysis, perhaps
through trial usage, of the prototype system in order that users can have
realistic experience upon which to base their assessments and to revise their
requirement specification." (p.85).

Although the above description is a clear and concise account of the process,
it does not contain anything vastly different from the rest of the literature
reviewed. Most of the literature starts with identifying organisational goals and
objectives and seeing how information systems could be utilised to facilitate
the meeting of these goals. From here the process moves to identifying user
requirements and then begins to enter into the detailed stage of the systems
development lifecycle.

Burch and Grudnitski (1989) talk about strategic information systems planning
(SIPS). This contains basically three stages: Establishing information systems
goals, eliciting and prioritizing information system project requests and finally
assessing information systems resources and capacity.

16



Finally, Lucas (1986) presents a number of practical suggestions, "...which
are intended to produce high levels of systems use and successful
implementation.

1. Urge the formation of a steering committee of users and information
services department staff members to determine priorities for the
development of new applications.

2. Encourage training sessions for the information services department staff
to help its members adopt a role as catalyst in the development process.

3. Insist that a user be placed in charge of the design team for a new system.

4. Provide sufficient resources so that staff can spend time on systems
design.

5. Work personally (senior management) with a design team to show interest
and commitment.

6. See that decisions and not just data flows are considered in systems
design.

7. Ask probing questions to see if designers have considered the multiple
roles of information for the organisation and different decision makers.

8. Review all proposed output from a new system, be selective, and avoid
information overload.

9. Examine the user interface with the system; see that users have
experimented with the input and output and find it acceptable.

10.Plan for implementation for subordinates and colleagues, consider
different personal and situational factors, and prepare for changes.

11. Ensure that adequate resources have been devoted to training and user
documentation "(p.77-78).

It should also be noted that implementation, as used here, should be
understood in its broadest sense. This would encompass the whole process
from the initial decisions to purchase a new system, right through all aspects
of installation, training, maintenance and support.

Due to the recognition that systems implementation is an area of complexity

and, in many cases difficult, this study explores the process. This has been
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possible through the use of a case study and research process at the

University of Natal, Durban Campus, Durban, South Africa.

The research, which uses a systems approach and more specifically a
learning history approach, was conducted in order to investigate and hopefully

shed some light on the following question:

From Promise to Practice: Information Systems Implementation
Why the Gap?

This overarching question includes a number of research themes that have
been taken up through the process. These themes are:

¢ Organisational Learning

Decision Making

Project Management

Actual Use of the System compared to full Capability

* & & o

Change Management

| would argue that each of these research themes played an important role
within the system under investigation and the particular case study used. As
this dissertation is focusing on organisational learning, the first theme is a

given.

As the research will show, decision making played a key role in the case study
under investigation. The research will show that some of the decisions taken
within the Banner System had wide ranging implications for the information
system and it's use. As such an investigation into decision making and the
decision making context is worthwhile with regard to what the organisation
can learn.

The last three themes are related and as such | will mention then together.

The Banner system implementation was a project-based implementation that

utilised an external project manager model. With this being the case, an
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investigation into the manner in which the project was managed, the priorities
for the project and the generally running of the project will hopefully shed
some light on the whole Banner System Implementation.

In addition to the implementation being project-based, it also is a massive
change program. The implementation of a new system, which was to have a
sizable effect on the workplace operating systems, on a campus-wide basis,
involves a large amount of people changing. The issues of change
management play an important role (Kotter, 1996) when undertaking a

change initiative of this size and nature.

Linked to the change management issues is that of the actual verses potential
use of the Banner system. How well a system is implemented and how well
the change aspects are managed is going to have some affect on the extent
to which the system is accepted and used to its fullest capability. With this is
mind, | wanted to investigate just how well the Banner system implementation
and changeover was managed and to what extent the system was used in

relation to its full potential.

1.3 The Case Study

In March 1993 the University of Natal signed contracts to purchase the
Banner Student and Financial Aid Systems. The Banner system was
purchased to replace the existing Student Information Management System
(SIMS).

On the basis of an initial presentation on campus in late 1992 by Systems and
Computer Technology Corp. (SCT), the American developer of Banner, a
more detailed investigation of the system was commissioned. Following on
from this, in February 1993, John Lambert from SCT visited the university and
made a number of demonstrations. As part of the investigation process, a
team of three people was sent to the United States to visit other higher

education institutions that were using Banner. At the same time the university
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was in contact with Flinders University in Australia who were the pioneers of

Banner in Australia.

In late March 1993, the university executive, on the recommendation of the
SIMS action group, took a decision to purchase Banner. The promise, with
regards to the Banner system, was that it was a fully automated, fully
integrated tertiary student information system. Banner was capable of
handling the universities full management information requirements, with
regard to students and student affairs, in addition to being a fully

administrative student information system.

The Banner system was planned to be implemented over a 16-month period
and be 'on-line' for registration in 1995. An external project manager was

employed to supervise the process.

About 1997/1998, a decision was taken to stop upgrading Banner. In essence,
it seems that this decision to stop upgrading Banner was really a decision to

move away from Banner.

From this brief overview, one can see that Banner was really only utilised fully
for two or three years before the decision was taken to move away from
Banner. This posed a very real case scenario that something had not worked
as well as expected. A student information system of this size, covering all
campuses of the University of Natal, and cost would have had a expected
lifetime of more than two to three years.

As a result of this initial investigation of the research context, | decided that
the university would be a suitable case study for the purpose of the research
emphasis described above.

1.4  Scope of the Study

The scope of the study is a vital aspect of the research. It must be stated at

this stage that the research undertaken can only be classified as a pilot study.
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The size, cost and time involved in a full-scale learning history were beyond

the limits of this study and of one researcher. This issue will be discussed

further in the learning history chapter.

The scale of the research was limited to what was feasible in the time allowed
and the limited resources available. As a result although the University of
Natal is comprised of a number of campuses, the other main one being at
Pietermaritzburg, the scope of the study has been limited to the Durban
campus. | have attempted to include a full range of perspectives and role
players that, in my understanding of the implementation process, covers

the key stakeholders.

As mentioned above, | saw the study as a pilot. It is intended to shed some
light on the implementation process and for the university organisation to learn
from the lessons that emerge. | do not claim that this is the total picture. |
acknowledge that, depending on whom one interviewed, the possibility exists
for a completely different learning history to be developed. But, in saying this,
what | present within this document is the understanding and the perspectives
of the people | interviewed as well as my own understanding of the situation

and more importantly, what can be learnt from this process.

In conclusion, | am saying that different stories of the past exist. This is a
central premise of the learning history approach, in that it tries to tie all these
perspectives together and present the richest picture of the process. In
saying that, the one that | present here should be acknowledged as valid. It is
an accurate reflection of the people | interviewed who were involved in this

process. The crux of the matter is that it is just one of many possible stories of
the process.
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CHAPTER TWO: SYSTEMS THINKING

2.1 Introduction
As an introduction, | believe that it is necessary to lay a foundation that will

form the theoretical framework that will underpin the rest of the document. It
will also have the dual purpose of informing the reader of the perspective and
understanding that | use as a point of departure. | have chosen to highlight
three areas. These are Systems Thinking, Organisational Learning and

Change.

The reason for highlighting is relatively simple. All three areas are, in my
opinion, aspects that have had a major influence on the development of the
methodology used in my research. With this being the case, there is a need to
look at, and understand, the development of thinking within these distinct, but

interrelated, domains

A 'Learning History' has been described as an effective method of uncovering
and presenting to the wider organisational audience the learning that has
taken place through, and as a result of, a change initiative (Kleiner & Roth,
1996). With this in mind, the concept of organisational learning is of central

importance to any such investigation.

2.2 Systems Thinking

Ackoff (1997) presents some useful foundational concepts with regard to the
development of systems thinking. One of the first points made is that our
worldview or "Weltanschauung" is developed by what he terms "osmosis"
(p.1). We acquire it via the very processes of growing up in the family, the
environment and the culture of which we are a part. As such, most people are

unaware that this framework for interpreting the world actually exists.

Ackoff (1997) would argue, and personal experience would testify to this, that

most people do not realise that they interpret the world through a set of
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assumptions. In fact most people believe that the way they interpret the world
is the 'truth’ and that the world before them is made of the simple facts that
stand before them as they would stand before anyone. With this
understanding, we can begin to see why there is so much conflict in our time.
When people come into conflict, if there is no realisation of these assumptions
then the idea of 'I'm right and therefore you have to be wrong' is an easy trap

to fall into. It is also a very easy and comfortable trap to fall into.

When | am right and you are wrong, there is only black and white, no difficult
grey areas of intense complexity exist. This thinking, which underpins the
reductionist / scientific paradigm, has a number of beliefs attached to it. Ackoff
(1997) highlights three of them:

1. The universe is completely understandable.

2. Analysis is inquiry.

3. Everything can be explained by cause and effect " (p.3).

These three concepts really hold the heart of what Ackoff calls the "machine
age" (1997). He states that if you believe that the universe is completely
understandable, then you should be able to analyse (explained as breaking
the whole into its component parts) it and whatever you find in your analysis
should have a cause and effect explanation. Ackoff (1997) then quotes the
following:
“In physics, for example, scientists decided that all physical objects
could be broken down into indivisible particles of matter called
atoms. The atomic theory is thus a reductionist theory of nature. In
chemistry, the indivisible units were the elements, listed on the
Periodic Table. In biology, the indivisible unit was the cell.
Reductionist theory stretched even into linguistics, one of the most
modern fields of scientific study, where it is believed that all
languages can be reduced to an element of sound called a
phoneme.
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In a sense, then, science became a crusade in search of the
simplest element in every discipline of study, for post-Renaissance
thinkers believed that human beings could understand the universe
only by first comprehending the elements of which it was

composed" (p.3).

The above quote shows the extent that the scientific paradigm has so
engulfed our thinking and endeavours to discover meaning. What it also
shows is that this type of analysis has brought about some important
discoveries and added a great deal to the advancement of human kind to the

place where it is today.

Another interesting point that Ackoff (1997) raises with regard to cause and
effect thinking and for our discussion on the development of systems thinking,
is that "Environmental factors are excluded as causal explanations for
anything" (p.4). This point highlights and underpins the, "I am right you are
wrong" standpoint. This statement implies that everything has been reduced
to its component parts, the only two things that exist is you and me (no
environmental impact) and if we analyse this enough we can find the answer.
As we shall see shortly, the idea of environmental impact and 'nested
systems' is of great importance to the concept of systems thinking.

One of the problems that emerged and, as Khun (1970) would argue, brings
about the “scientific revolution" is that a single paradigm, by its very nature of
being limited, is unable to answer all questions posed to it. In most cases,
when the paradigm has taken full hold of people's thinking, these
unanswerable questions or irreconcilable results and data are simply
dismissed. The paradigm acts as a filter and simply filters out that which does
not fit within the current framework.

The challenge comes when, generally, new people who are not fully
indoctrinated in the paradigm, begin to work on the fringes with data that
doesn't fit and ask those unanswerable questions. It is at this point that a new
paradigm may begin to emerge.
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It is at this point that people began to recognise that reductionism may not
answer all the questions. Scientists today have even gone further with the
breaking up of the atom, that which we thought was the smallest element of
matter, but does this provide the answer to some of the sticky, complex and

inherently problematic situations that are so prevalent in today's society”?

With the help of Ackoff (1997), | have just presented a brief history of the
context that helped to bring about a challenge to the reductionist paradigm.
This challenge allowed a new paradigm called the systems approach to

emerge.

One of the first issues that became apparent upon investigation of systems
thinking and systems in general is the crucial component of perception.
Reference is made to this concept via Ackoff (1997) in our discussion above.
A system seems to be never more than the observer's perception of the
situation being observed. Hence two people can be observing the same
situation but see two different situations. Obviously the situations are not
different. What is different is the way they are viewed or perceived. The one
overwhelming factor that influences the perception of an observer is his or her
worldview. The German word, "Weltanschauung", seems to reoccur
throughout the literature (Ackoff, 1997, Checkland 1981, Waring 1996) with
regard to the concept of worldview.

What is also clear is that the term ‘system’ used today is very different from
the term system used by systems thinkers who agreed that a broadly agreed

upon set of components make up a system.

With this in mind, and with reference to Ackoff's (1997) concept of osmosis
with regard to the acquisition of our worldviews, | would like to shift focus
briefly to look at the relationship between worldview and thought. Bohm
(1996) is an interesting source of insight for this discussion. If, as Ackoff

(1997) argues, our worldview is developed over time almost as a process of
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socialisation, then where does thought fit into this process? | would argue that

thought is constrained to those areas which the worldview allows thought on.

Bohm (1996) states, "Thought defends its basic assumptions against
evidence that they may be wrong ... Most of our basic assumptions come
from our society, including all our assumptions about how society works,
about what sort of person we are supposed to be, and about relationships,
institutions and so on" (p.11). This shows some alignment in the thinking of
Ackoff and Bohm. Both say that our worldview, which basically comprises our
assumptions about how the world works, is invested into us through our
society. What Bohm (1996) adds is that it is thought that defends these basic

assumptions.

What is interesting is that according to the ideas of Ackoff (1997) and Bohm
(1996), people could be locked in a double bind. Ackoff (1997) states that
people are generally not aware of the assumptions that are held. These
assumptions could be said to be tacit knowledge. In addition, Bohm (1996)
argues that, "Our thought, too, is a process, and it requires attention,
otherwise it's going to go wrong" (p.9). Taking this point further Bohm (1996)
states that, ".... but there is a deeper root, which is that thought is very active,
but the process of thought thinks that it is doing nothing - that it is just telling
you the way things are...The point is: thought produces results, but thought
says it didn't do it. And this is a problem" (p.10).

So we can deduce that the average person is ploughing through life probably
not knowing about the tacitly held assumptions that make it possible for
him/her to interpret the world. On top of that is the process of thought, which
will defend these assumptions as if they are the core of "truth" but, at the very
same time, tell you that this is just the way things are.

This begins to link very closely with Argyris and Schon's (1978) concept of
limited learning systems. One of the core concepts of this is the "cover-up".
People tend to cover-up any aspects of conflict and then cover-up the cover-

up. In a sense, thought is covering up our basic assumptions by calling them
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the truth and then covering up the cover-up by telling us that this is just the
way the world is, plain and simple. Within this learning system, it is very
difficult, so Argyris and Schon (1978) argue, to uncover these assumptions as

they are hidden behind the many walls of cover-up.

So, going back to our original question of the relationship between thought
and worldview, | think that it is reasonable to confirm that thought is limited to
our worldview, but, to add on my new personal discovery, thought can limit the
expanding of our worldview. This happens via thought's cover-up process, as
discussed above. To be able to begin to change our worldviews, we have to
firstly realise that they are our basic assumptions, but thought is preventing us
from doing this by telling us that it is not defending anything but that this is
simply “the way it is". So, | would therefore argue that people might have
difficulty recognising that thought is active and in addition to this, the double

cover-up, that it is defending a set of basic assumptions.

To conclude, Churchman (1979) states, "We ought to ask ourselves at the
very outset how to think about a large system, and our manner of thinking will
dictate how we will describe the system ... The systems approach will have to
disturb typical mental processes and suggest some radical approaches to
thinking. It may in fact already be radical for somebody to think first of all
about the overall objective and then to begin to describe the system in terms

of this overall objective” (p.12). This can be seen graphically in the diagram
below.

27



Worldview

The Cover-Up ‘

Thought

Figure 1: The Relationship between Thought and Worldview

2.2.1 What is a System?

While there seems to be some general consensus around the concept of a
system, there are still a variety of so-called definitions. For example, Wilson
(1984) states, “a system is a structured set of objectives and/or attributes
together with the relationships between them” (p.20) or Flood and Carson
(1988), "an assembly of elements related in an organised whole" (p.7). Again
Checkland (1981), “ the idea of a set of elements connected together which
form a whole, this showing properties which are properties of the whole, rather
than properties of its component parts” (p.3). In a slightly more general
definition, Flood and Jackson (1998) claim, “a system is used not to refer to
things in the world but to a particular way of organising our thoughts about the
world” (p. 2).

What emerges is an interest in the whole, rather than its parts and not just the
whole but the relationships between the parts that make up the whole.
Bertalanffy (1968) in his General Systems Theory first suggested this concept
of the whole rather than the parts.

Whereas the above ensemble of definitions can help to bring about a general
understanding of the concept of a ‘system’, a more detailed elaboration is
required if it is to be of any use in practical terms. With this in mind, | borrow
from Waring (1996) in helping to bring about this needed Clarity:
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e A component is affected by its inclusion in the system.

e Components are perceived to be related in hierarchical
structures.

e There are means for control and communication, which
promote system survival.

e The system has emergent properties, some of which are
difficult to predict.

e The system has a boundary.

o Outside the boundary is a system environment, which affects

the system

Although the above components are helpful in making some practical use out
of the concept ‘system’, they are not complete. Some additions are needed to

bring together some other key aspects that are in the systems literature.

2.2.2 Events, Patterns and Structure

Events, patterns and structure can be seen as differing levels of perception
within a system. An analogy may help in explaining this concept. If one looks
at the life of a tree, we can begin to visualise the concepts of events, patterns
and structure. If we take events to be the growth of leaves on the branches,
patterns, the ‘life and death’ cycle that a tree goes through each year, and
structure, as the internal make up of the tree.

By viewing the tree only from the perspective of the leaves (events) of the
tree, we can only discover and understand a limited amount about the tree. By
looking at the ‘life and death’ cycle (patterns) of each year of the tree’s life we
can understand a little more. But by understanding the internal make up of the
tree, we begin to see the factors and relationships that are driving the patterns
and events. Just as we cannot see the internal makeup of the tree (this is
stretching the analogy) we often cannot see the structures that are driving the

patterns and events of the systems we observe. The reason being that the
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structure is to be found in the interrelationships of the components and not the

components themselves, and as such are often ‘invisible’.

2.2.3 ‘Emergence and Hierarchy’ and ‘Communication and Control’

Although the terms above are embedded in the list of components taken from
Waring (1996), some writers express them as critical pairs of ideas. For
example Checkland (1981) states that, “...systems thinking is founded upon
two pairs of ideas, those of emergence and hierarchy and communication and
control.” (p.75) For this reason, | felt it important to mention them in a category

of their own.

Systems thinking has attempted over the years to deal with the problematic
issues of complexity and organisation of complexity. In its investigations into
complexity, as well as the influence of the shift away from reductionist
thinking, the concepts of emergence and hierarchy have appeared. In the
most basic of terms, emergence is a concept that recognises the fact that
there are properties that ‘emerge’ at a system level that do not exist or cannot
be attributed to the isolated components. This links closely to the idea that the
whole is greater than the sum of its parts. It states that complexity, at certain
levels and in certain situations, cannot be reduced into smaller and smaller
parts, because in doing so, the system loses some of these emergent
properties from higher levels.

This notion of ‘higher levels’ brings us to that of hierarchy. Hierarchy refers to
the concept of organisation at different levels of a system. Bertalanffy’s (1968)
General Systems Theory postulates that there are systems everywhere and
that all systems are a part of a bigger system. Although Bertalanffy’s (1968)
generalised view can be left wanting due to its lack of specific content, it

presupposes an idea of hierarchy.

The way Checkland (1981) describes hierarchy and emergence is very useful
at this point:
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“It is the concept of organizéd complexity which became the subject
matter of the new discipline ‘systems’; and the general model of
organised complexity is that there exists a hierarchy of level of
organisation, each more complex than the one below, a level being
characterised by emergent properties which do not exist at the
lower level. Indeed, more than the fact that they ‘do not exist’ at the
lower level, emergent properties are meaningless in the language

appropriate to the lower level” (p.78).

Hierarchy focuses on the differences between the levels of complexity and

the relationships that exist between these levels.

The other pair of ideas is that of communication and control. In a system that
has different levels of complexity and can be impacted upon by its
environment, there seems to be a certain amount of information that is
communicated for the purposes of control. Control can be understood in terms

of regulation.

These terms bring into play the field known as cybernetics. Cybernetics, which
began to develop in the form we currently know it, emerged in the 1940's. One
of the central features of cybernetics is ‘feedback’. It is within this concept that
control and ‘self-regulation’ come into play. Fritjof Capra (1996) captures the
essence of what is meant by the concept of communication and control:
“The crucial difference is embodied in Norbet Wiener’s concept of
feedback and is expressed in the very meaning of ‘cybernetics’. A
feedback loop is a circular arrangement of causally connected
elements, in which an initial cause propagates around the link of
the loop, so that each element has an effect on the next, until the
last ‘feedback’ the effect into the first element of the cycle. The
consequence of this arrangement is that the first link (‘input’) is
affected by the last (‘output’), which results in self-regulation of the
entire system, as the initial effect is modified each time it travels
around the cycle” (p.56).
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Cannon (in Capra, 1996) investigated the above concept of information flow
(communication) and control (regulation) during the 1920’s, which resulted in
his concept of homeostasis. Again Capra (1996) presents Cannon’s (1932)
clear understanding of this concept: “the self-regulatory mechanism that
allows organisms to maintain themselves in a state of dynamic balance with

their variables fluctuating between tolerance limits” (p.42).

Interestingly, there are considerable similarities between Capra’'s (1996)
‘Points of Instability’, where dramatic and unpredictable events took place;
Kuhn's (1970) Paradigm Shifts; and the current concept of emergence in
systems thinking. Capra (1996) suggests that as the elements of systems
interact, resulting in communication and feedback, ‘points of instability’ arise,
at which time a new ‘order’ emerges. He makes this classification for ‘open
systems far from equilibrium’, which means a system that operates in a
dynamic state that does not reach equilibrium. Kuhn (1970) suggests that the
scientific world operates within a currently agreed paradigm that ‘constrains’
scientists to a certain viewpoint. As this current paradigm begins to ‘not’
answer some of the questions of science, a stage arises (which could be
paralleled to Capra’s ‘point of instability’) at which the ‘scientific revolution’
occurs and a new state of ‘order’ emerges in the form of a newly accepted
paradigm.

In the same fashion, the concept of emergence and hierarchy come into play.
As the elements interact, the information and control begins to flow and
properties of this level of the system begin to emerge. Although this could be
seen as stretching the point, it was useful in drawing together a fuller
understanding of these concepts.

2.2.4 The Influence of Metaphors and Models of Organisation on
Systems Thinking

From the works of Flood and Jackson (1998) and Morgan (1986), the

concepts of Metaphor and Models of organisation have been shown as key
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components in looking at problem situations and attempted resolution. Flood
and Jackson (1998) outline metaphors in the foliowing passage:
“We have our general conception of ‘system’ in place, broadly in
terms of complex networks. To this must be added content in the
form of different ‘flavourings’. This will provide the systemic
metaphors which we shall employ as filters for looking at problem

situations” (p.7).

The use of metaphor is thus concealed in the ‘viewing' of a certain situation,
or an organisation from a certain standpoint. Morgan (1986) brings some

clarity to this concept:

“ .. our theories about explanations of organisational life are based
on metaphors that lead us to see and understand organizations in
distinctive yet partial ways. ... for the use of metaphor implies a way
of thinking and a way of seeing that pervade how we understand

our world generally" (p.12).

The above quote seems to liken metaphor and the concept of
‘Weltanschauung' in some respect. The ‘world view that we have would
inform which metaphor we use to ‘see’ a situation. The way Morgan speaks
seems to suggest that the use of metaphor is at a level below our conscious
thoughts, that is, unless we have been alerted to the concept of metaphor.
The usefulness of metaphor comes into play when we are able to suspend an
‘ingrained’ way of ‘seeing’ things and begin to use a new ‘lens’ that brings to
light new aspects, not formerly highlighted by the ingrained metaphor. This
can then help to bring about a more informed understanding of the problem

situation and hence progression towards a viable resolution.

Although Morgan (1986) goes into more detail, Flood and Jackson (1998)

propose five metaphors for viewing organisations. They are:

e Machine metaphor, or ‘closed system’ view
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e Organic metaphor, or ‘open system’ view

¢ Neurocybernetic metaphor, or ‘viable system’ view

e Cultural metaphor

¢ Political metaphor” (p.7).
It is important to include this section within the systems thinking component as
the concept of organisational metaphor, | would argue, is going to play a key
role in the understanding presented by the research participants of the
problem situation. As we have been reading over the past few pages, the way
a person views a system has a great deal to do with the way they

conceptualise the problem situation.
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CHAPTER THREE: ORGANISATIONAL LEARNING

For the purpose of this paper, | will be using Argyris and Schon's (1978)
theory of organisational learning as a basis. This is not to say that | have not
consulted widely within the current literature, but rather that | believe it to be
one of the more robust models, which has the potential to be applied within a
wide range of contexts. Argyris (1993), in particular, has done an extensive
amount of work within the different facets of organisational learning, including
organisational defensive routines, skilled incompetence and investigating how

to overcome organisational defensiveness.

Argyris and Schon (1978, 1996) are two of the better known writers that have
influenced the field of organisational learning. Their seminal text,
"Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective" (1978) has formed,
| believe, the basis of much of their later work. It lays down the foundational
issues, according to the two writers, of what makes up a learning organisation
and places a heavy emphasis on the barriers to becoming a learning

organisation.

The authors mention that one of their major concerns when doing research for
the book was, "especially directed to learning about interpersonal interaction”
(Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.10). From what | understand, the two authors have
been heavily influenced by psychology and, in fact, Argyris is a psychologist,
albeit an organisational psychologist. It is not difficult to see then that their
focus for investigation is around personal interaction. This is carried through in
most of their work, and forms the basis of their arguments around becoming a

learning organisation.

3.1  Start with a Question

Argyris and Schon (1978) begin their inquiry into organisational learning by
posing a question, "What is an Organisation that it may learn?" (p.8). Being
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such a useful question, it seemed to make sense to start our inquiry with this

question also.

The question seemed to arise out of a concern that some clarity needed to be
brought about in terms of what organisational learning is meant to be. This
concern, from my understanding, emerged out of a context where learning is
often assigned to a group within an organisation. This group becomes a
specialist, elite group that is tasked with 'learning' for everyone else. A
number of questions arise from this model. One of the most obvious ones is:
Does the fact that this group or department learns mean that the organisation
learns? Following on from that is the crucial question: What are the
components that make up organisational learning? and finally, What
distinguishes organisational learning from individual learning?. Argyris and
Schon (1978) put it this way:
"There is something paradoxical here. Organizations are not
merely collections of individuals, yet there is no orgarnization
without such collections. Similarly, organizational learning is not
merely individual learning, yet organizations learn only through the
experience and actions of individuals" (p.9).

3.2 Types of Organisations

Argyris and Schon (1978) put forward a number of perspectives of
organisations. Although, probably not a complete list, it is useful to discuss
them here, as they form a foundation for understanding their concept of
organisational learning. Argyris and Schon (1978) state the following:

"An organisation is:

¢ a government, or polis,

¢ an agency,

¢ a task system.

Each of these perspectives will illuminate the sense in which an

organisation may be said to act. Further, an organization is:

e a theory of action,
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¢ a cognitive enterprise undertaken by individual members,
e a cognitive artifact made up of individual images and public maps.
Each of these descriptions will reveal the sense in which an

organization may be said to know something, and to learn" (p.12).

Before we move into a discussion on the above perspectives of an

organisation, it will be useful to present a number of foundational concepts

with regards to Argyris and Schon's (1978) theory of organisational learning.
These are:

1. Espoused Theory: What we say that we do in situations. It is what

we believe we would do in a situation or to solve a problem. The

view that we tell the world what we would do.

2. Theory-in-Use: What we actually do in the situation. The fact that
the espoused theory and theory-in-use are not congruent is
generally not evident to the person. The theory-in-use is often at a
tacit level and generally takes some deep reflection to recognise it.
It can often be quickly observed by someone else but difficult to
point out to the person in question.

(Argyris & Schon, 1978).

To illustrate these concepts further, we can refer to the following:

"When someone is asked how he would behave under certain
circumstances, the answer he usually gives is his espoused theory
of action for that situation. This is the theory of action to which he
gives allegiance and which, upon request, he communicates to
others. However, the theory that actually governs his actions is his
theory-in-use, which may or may not be compatible with his
espoused theory; furthermore, the individual may or may not be
aware of the incompatibility of the two theories" (Argyris & Schon
1974, p.7 in Argyris & Schon 1978, p.11).
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With this in mind, we return to our discussion on organisations. Argyris and
Schon (1978) distinguish between a collectivity and an organisation in the
following ways. A collectivity will begin to evolve into an organisation when it
has established rule-governed ways of deciding, delegating and setting the
boundaries of membership. When this happens, it is said that this newly
formed entity is capable of acting. Moving on from the concept of 'acting' on
behalf of others for a common goal, it is argued that the new entity has
become political, or, as Argyris and Schon (1978) call it, "a polis" (p.13). The
authors argue that it is true that individuals decide and act for the members,
but they do so in accordance with the rule-based governing values for

decision making, delegation and membership (Argyris & Schon, 1978).

If the entity described above continues on an ongoing basis, Argyris and
Schon (1978) call it an "Agency" which is "an instrument for continuing
collective action" (p.14). The authors argue that once an agency is
established, it is possible to develop a "theory-in-use" for the agency from the
observable action that is taking place within the agency. An agency is said to
continually perform a set of complex tasks, to fulfill the function or goal of the

overall organisation.

In order to do this, the organisation has to develop a "task system" (Argyris &
Schon, 1978, p.14). This comprises the way different organisational
components interact and "is at once a design for work and a division of labor"
(Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.14).

Argyris and Schon (1978) talk about an instrumental theory of action. This is
bound up in the norms, strategies and assumptions that guide the
organisation on its path towards its overall objective. This is where Argyris and
Schon's argument begins to really take shape. The idea is that there are
generally two theories of action in place within an organisation. The first one is
to be found within formal organisational documentation, including
organograms, policy and procedure documents and job descriptions. This

theory of action, referring back to our earlier definitions, is the espoused
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theory of the organisation. It is what it tells the world what it does (Argyris &
Schon, 1978).

The crux of Argyris and Schon's argument is that the espoused theory and
theory-in-use, the second theory of action, are generally not congruent. Not
only are they incongruent but as a result of the tacit nature of the theory-in-
use, the incongruency is undiscussable. Not only is it not discussable, it
usually is not even seen. Another interesting aspect of Argyris and Schon's
(1978) argument is that it is the theory-in-use that is the major force in

constructing organisational identity.

To begin to discover this theory-in-use, we must observe what really happens
inside the organisation and not what the official documents tell us about what
happens. Argyris and Schon (1978) make a distinction here between an
outside view, just described as an observation of what happens, and an
internal view, described as "When members carry out the practices
appropriate to their organisation, they are also manifesting a kind of
knowledge. And this knowledge represents the organisation's theory-in-use as
seen from the inside" (p.16).

3.3 Images and Maps

Argyris and Schon (1978) make an interesting point with regards to
organisational learning and the construction of personal images of the
organisation. Basically what is said to take place is that each individual in the
organisation is continually constructing a representation of the organisation as
a whole. A little later in our discussion, | will reflect on this aspect with regard
to mental models and organisational learning.

Due to the fact that our interpretations and representations will be influenced
by our worldviews, the representation that each individual constructs is argued
to be incomplete. Argyris and Schon (1978) state that as individuals continue

to investigate the organisation and themselves in relation to the organisation,
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these images of organisation change. They argue that each individual is doing
this kind of inquiry all the time. These inquiries, which become embodied in
the way people do things in the organisation, form the basis of the
organisations theory-in-use. It is also argued that, dependent on how well
these individual images are integrated into a organisational image on a
continual basis, forms what Argyris and Schon (1978) have termed, "an

organisation's knowledge of its theory-in-use" (p.16).

What appears next in this text is a very interesting analogy of an organisation,
which is another way of saying 'Metaphor'. Argyris and Schon (1978) describe
an organisation as an "organism" (1978, p.16). They go even further than this
with the following statement, "Organization is an artifact of individual ways of
representing organization" (Argyris & Schon p.16). These statements capture
the underlying assumptions of the authors' views towards organisations. It
becomes understandable then, that if an organisation is viewed through an
‘organic’ metaphor and seen as the integration, to put it simply, of each
individual's image of the organisation, that Argyris and Schon (1978) come to
the following conclusion:

"Hence, our inquiry into organizational learning must concern itself

not with static entities called organizations, but with an active

process of organizing which is, at root, a cognitive enterprise.

Individual members are continually engaged in attempting to know

the organization, and to know themselves in the context of the

organization. At the same time, their continuing efforts to know and

to test their knowledge represent the object of their inquiry.

Organizing is reflexive inquiry" (pp.16-17).

The authors go further and say that individual Inquiry is necessary but not
sufficient for the type of learning we are talking about. In order for individuals
to compare, contrast and debate personal images, some form of external,
public images must be developed. Argyris and Schon (1978) call these public
images, "Organizational Maps" (p.17). These maps describe the actual way
things are done in the organisation and can include diagrams of workflow,
compensation charts, statements of procedure etc "Whatever their form,
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maps have a dual function. They describe actual patterns of activity, and they
are guides to future action ... Organizational theory-in-use, continually
constructed through individual inquiry, is encoded in private images and in
public maps. These are the media of organizational learning" (Argyris &
Schaon, 1978, p.17).

3.4 Organisational Learning - Argyris and Schon

A number of consistent themes or focus areas emerge out of the works of
Argyris and Schon (1978). The most prominent of these are the two concepts,
single-loop learning and double-loop learning. To strengthen the foundation,
let us examine the understanding that Argyris (1994) puts forward with regard
to learning. Although we have discussed an overview of what the authors
understand to be organisational learning, what follows are the details of that

overview.

3.5 Single Loop, Double Loop and Deutro-Learning

Argyris (1994) has defined learning as happening under two conditions. "First,
learning occurs when an arganization achieves what it intended: that is, there
is a match between its design for action and the actuality or outcome. Second,
learning occurs when a mismatch between intentions and outcomes is
identified and it is corrected; that is, a mismatch is turned into a match” (p.8).
The important distinction between the two types of learning is discovered in

how the mismatches are turned into matches.

Single-loop learning can be expressed as when a mismatch is detected and
then corrected within the current framework or value system operating within
the organisation. It takes as valid the current assumptions and values and
tries to operate, possibly, in a different way but still within the same
framework. The commonly used analogy is that of the thermostat. The
thermostat only knows when it is too hot or too cold. It has a set framework of

temperatures that it has to operate within and then addresses each 'mismatch’
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to bring them into the range of current practice. The thermostat never asks

itself whether the current range is a good range in the first place.

This brings us to double-loop learning. This can be understood in light of the
previous analogy of the thermostat. In double-loop learning, the mismatches
are corrected by first examining and questioning the governing variables and
then deciding what to do. It begins with the question: Is this temperature range
a good and valid range to have in this context? Argyris (1994) states that
these governing variables are "not the underlying beliefs or values people
espouse. They are the variables that can be inferred, by observing the actions
of individuals acting as agents for the organisation, to drive and guide their

actions" (p.9).

The following diagram shows single-loop and double-loop learning.

Match

Single-loop

Double-loop

Figure 2: Single and Double-Loop Learning (Argyris, 1994, p-8)
An interesting point that Argyris (1994) makes is that learning, as can be seen

in the diagram above, does not really occur until either a match or a mismatch
emerges out of the system. Further to this, he adds:

"From our perspective, therefore, learning may not be said to occur

if someone (acting for the organization) discovers a new problem or

42



invents a solution to a problem. Learning occurs when the invented
solution is actually produced. This distinction is impartant because
it implies that discovering problems and inventing solutions are
necessary, but not sufficient conditions for organizational learning.
Organizations exist in order to act out and to accomplish their

intended consequences” (Argyris, 1994, p.9).

Argyris (1994) states that both types of learning are necessary and needed
within an organisation and that they fulfill different functions. "Single-loop
learning is appropriate for the routine, repetitive issues - it helps get the
everyday job done. Double-loop learning is more relevant for the complex,
non-programmable issues - it assures that there will be another day in the

future of the organization” (Argyris, 1994, p.9).

The third type of learning mentioned is called Deutro-Learning: Learning
about organisational learning. The organisation needs to learn how to engage
in single and double loop learning. " When an organisation engages in deutro-
learning, its members learn, too, about previous contexts for learning" (Argyris
& Schon, 1978, p.27). It is a process whereby the organisation learns from
previous learning efforts, how it facilitated or inhibited organisational learning.
It is vital for this type of learning that the outcomes/results of this learning be
encoded into the organisational maps and images of the people within the

organisation.

I mentioned above that one of the crucial aspects to the argument put forward
by Argyris and Schon (1978) was the way in which mismatches were turned
into matches. At this point of the discussion, | will introduce another critical
point in their argument, the importance of double-loop learning and the
seeming inability of people to engage in such learning. This links back to our
earlier discussion about worldview and thought.

Argyris (1994) argues that when people try and double-loop learn, the
processes that they put in motion are actually counterproductive to their

intended purpose. Not only that, but at the same time people are unaware of
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the counterproductive measures they are implementing to try and double-loop
learn. It is argued, however, that people can often see these
counterproductive measures in other people. This could be likened to the
biblical principle of "Take the log out of your own eye before you try to take
the speck out of another persons eye". Argyris (1994) says that this, " ... may
be due to a program in people's heads of which they must necessarily be
unaware”" (p.9). This aligns very closely to the theory that Bohm (1996)

presents with regards to thought.

3.6 Model | Theory-in-Use

The concept of a theory-in-use has been discussed at length but what can be
added at this point is the interesting concept that Argyris (1994) puts forward
when he suggests that any unawareness or cover-up that takes place is
actually designed purposefully. "It suggests that the unawareness is designed.
It suggests that the incongruence is designed. It suggests, in other words, that
human beings must have a theory of action that they use to produce all these
difficulties" (Argyris, 1994, p.25).

This adds another dimension to our earlier discussion around thought and
worldview. From what | understand Argyris is saying, the cover up is
happening but it is 'designed’, as opposed to simply happening by chance. On
this point he argues against the 'attribution theorists', who claim that people
behave in certain ways simply because they have to as a result of it being
"human nature”. Argyris (1994) adds to this argument and claims that his
research shows that, once people learn different theories-in-use, they are able
to behave in a manner different to that which is predicted by the attribution
theorists. Argyris concludes by claiming that human nature is not a static
entity but rather a changeable, dynamic process.

The most prolific theory-in-use that has emerged from the research of Argyris

and Schon (1978, 1996) is what has been termed Model | theory-in-use. From

reading this research, it is clear that the characteristics of Model | have been
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drawn from observable behaviour in a number of different contexts and within

a range of cultures.

The characteristics of Model | are as follows (Argyris, 1994):
"A Model | theory-in-use has four governing variables, or values, for
the actor to "satisfice:" (1) strive for unilateral control, (2) minimize
losing and maximize winning, (3) minimize the expression of
negative feelings, and (4) be rational. Along with the governing
variables is a set of behavioral strategies such as (1) advocate your
views without encouraging inquiry (hence, remain in unilateral
control and hopefully win), and (2) unilaterally save face - your own
and other people's (hence, minimize upsetting others and making

them defensive)" (p.26).

Argyris (1994) argues that these governing variables form a master program
that influences the behavioural strategies that human beings produce. In
addition to this, Argyris claims that people can act in accordance with Model |,
the opposite of Model |, or swinging between the two. For example, let us
imagine the situation where | try to unilaterally control you, then at different
times, you unilaterally control me and then the long-term oscillation between
the two behavioral patterns occurs. Argyris (1994) adds that all the people he
has studied so far hold a model | theory-in-use and that once learned, the
strategies that people display in their behaviour, although complex, are
performed with ease and so quickly that they present themselves as
automatic. It is also argued that people develop the Model | theory-in-use
through a process of socialisation (Argyris, 1994).

Argyris (1994) then begins to expand on the ideas that we discussed earlier
concerning the process of thought. Speaking about a group of people asked
to give suggestions for a course of action within a conflict situation, he made
the following comment, "They were unaware of the many inferences that were
embedded in their reasoning processes because, according to their Model |
theory-in-use, everything they thought and said was not only true, it was
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obvious and concrete" (Argyris, 1994, p.27). So to refer back to the work of

Bohm (1996), one can see a very close parallel here.

To conclude this section, the following quotation wiil be useful to reinforce the
suggested parallel between Argyris and Bohm:
"What is also predictable from, and congruent with, Model | is that
such thoughts and actions will lead to unrecognized
inconsistencies, self-fulfilling prophecies, self-sealing processes,
and hence, escalating error. This, is turn, will lead to a world that
may be said to be unjust ... Injustice is a double-loop problem,
precisely the learning domain in which human beings are

programmed to be less than effective" (Argyris, 1994, p.27).

3.7 Model Il Theory-in-Use

As an introduction to Model Il it will be useful to state that Argyris and Schon
(1978) claim that the strategies needed to operate in Model Il are not the
opposite of Model I. The governing values for Model Il are: "valid information,
free and informed choice, and internal commitment. The behavior required to
fulfill these values also is not the opposite of Model I" (Argyris & Schon, 1978,
p.136).

What | understand to be an underlying principle in Model 1l is the need to
confront and test the basic assumptions of 'current practice' within an
organisation. Model Il uses some strategies that operate within Model I,
advocacy, for example, but it uses this strategy within a Model Il framework.
Hence the Model | aspect of advocacy, which is that you maximise winning, is
not used. Rather Model Il combines the skills of advocacy and inquiry to bring
about a situation where people's assumptions are openly discussed and
confronted. This is similar to what has been called the "Ladder of Inference”
(Senge et al, 1994), where people are encouraged to use both advocacy and
enquiry to begin to discover, among other things, the mental models in
operation.
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One of the strategies that is not evident in Model | is power sharing among
relevant stakeholders, which requires joint task definition and control. The
issues of protecting yourself or others is rejected as it is viewed as a
defensive routine that creates a barrier to learning. There is a shift from
competition to competency. People are chosen to do tasks, make decisions
and carry out implementation on their competency and not as a result of trying
to out-shine other people. People operating within a Model 1l frame tend to try
and sweep in a wide variety of perceptions about a problem situation so that
the richest picture of the problem situation is created and decisions are based
on the availability of this valid and useful information (Argyris & Schon, 1978).
Argyris and Schon (1978) put it like this, "Every significant Model Il action is
evaluated in terms of the degree to which it helps the individuals involved
generate valid and useful information (including relevant feelings), solve the
problem in such a way that it remains solved, and do so without reducing the

present levels of problem-salving effectiveness" (p.138).

Although Argyris and Schon (1978) state that both learning is necessary and
needed, an emphasis on double-loop learning should exist within an
organisation. Their basic argument is that a move from Model | to Model 1
theories-in-use will decrease the defensive patterns associated with Model |
and lead to an increase in the ability to double-loop learn. An overview of
Model Il is presented in Table 1 on the next page.
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Table 1: Characteristics of Model ll Theory-in-Use

Governing Variable

Action Strategies

Consequences for

the behavioral world

Consequences for
learning

Consequences for
quality of life

Effectiveness

Valid Information

Design situations or
environments where
participants can be
origins and can
experience high

personat causation

Actor experienced as
minimally defensive
(facilitator,
collaborator, choice
creator)

Disconfirmable

processes

Quality of life will be more
positive than negative
(high authenticity and high
freedom of choice)

Free and informed Tasks are jointly Minimally defensive Double-loop learning | Effectiveness of problem Increased
choice controlied interpersonal solving and decision long-run
relations and group making will be great, effectiveness
dynamics especially for difficult
problems
Internal Protection of self is a | Learning-oriented Public testing of

commitment to the
choice and constant
monitoring of its
implementation

joint enterprise and
oriented toward
growth. Bilateral
protection of others.

norms (trust,
individuality, open
confrontation on

difficult issues)

theories

Adapted from Argyris (1994, pp.154-155)
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3.8 Learning Systems

As mentioned earlier, Argyris (1994) argues that Model | is learnt through a
process of socialisation. As such, one would need to investigate the greater
social system or what we could call the 'learning system' to identify if this
argument remains valid. Argyris (1994) himself admits that this is not yet fully
proven, but has done the type of investigation we are discussing and has
come up with a number of learning systems. The first one that we shall
discuss is what Argyris and Schon (1978) have called a "Model O - | Learning
System".

3.9 Model O -1 Learning Systems

Argyris and Schon (1978) have developed a learning system which they claim
predisposes an organisation to a certain kind of learning, in this case, what
they call limited learning. "... a model of organizations which are unlikely
either to correct first-order error by double-loop learning or to inquire into their
own learning system" (Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.109).
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Figure 3: Model O - I: Limited Learning Systems
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Figure 3 needs a certain amount of unpacking if we are going to utilise the
meaning captured within the diagram to the full in our present discussion.
Argyris and Schon (1978) state that, "... it is more likely that a limited-learning
organisation, at any period of its evolution, displays at least embryonically the
full configuration of the system" (p.111). To add further clarity, Primary
inhibiting loops are described as, "...'primary' not in the sense of temporal
order, but in the sense of their primary importance among the processes
which make up the system" (Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.111). From what |
understand, primary inhibiting loops (PIL) are also generally on the
interpersonal level whereas secondary inhibiting loops (SIL) are more likely to
occur on the intra- and intergroup levels, while at the same time sustaining the

primary loops.

Column (1) contains elements of, as has been described earlier, an
organisation's instrumental theory of action. It is the way things happen within
the organisation. The characteristics listed are not particularly useful or
positive for an organisation but seem to flourish in most. The instrumental
theory of action of the organisation, within a Model | world, seems to be the
instigator of Model | interactions which create primary inhibiting loops. The
interaction between columns (1) and (2) creates a situation where the
"conditions for error become uncorrectable and trigger the very responses
which make them so" (Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.112). So basically what
happens is that the column (1) characteristics interact with people who
operate in Model | worlds and hence trigger appropriate Model | responses
which in turn covers up the existence of the column (1) characteristics. When
this happens, as stated above, the conditions for error are unnoticed and the
feedback loop continues to operate and reinforce itself. One of the most
crucial aspects of primary inhibiting loops is that they, "... reinforce the
unawareness of their effects on organizational learning" (Argyris & Schon,
1978, p.112).

Moving from here, we see that column (5) deals mainly with the group
dynamics level. It is argued that the interactions and behaviour patterns of

columns (1) - (4) begin to create a mirror image of interactions at the group
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level. Not only do the same interactions begin to take place, causing the
formation of secondary inhibiting loops, but also these SIL's in turn reinforce
the primary inhibiting loops. This type of reinforced Model | interactions at the
interpersonal and intra / intergroup level seems to bring about a mindset
which declares that the organisation is brittle and unchangeable. At this point
Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that, "... members learn to despair of double-

loop learning, the stage is set for games of deception” (p.114).

Games of deception, investigated in detail by Argyris (1993), become the
burning issues at the forefront of the organisational consciousness. What
seems to happen is that the games become of paramount importance and
concern to members of the organisation and, as we can agree in theory and
have experienced in practice, leads to a further unawareness of the real
errors. These types of games usually have the resuit of people thinking that
the organisation will never change and is on the brink of collapse. Intense
blame shifting begins to occur and is reinforced and very littie public testing of
assumptions is implemented as this in itself has become an undiscussable

issue.

What is interesting in the system mapped by Argyris and Schon (1978) is that
even in the midst of all the interactions and feedback loops described above,
correction of error at a certain level does occur. It is at the level where
correction and detection of the errors is not threatening to the Model |
behavioural world in operation. These types of errors would seem to align
themselves with single-loop learning and ways of doing things better within
the current framework. From personal experience of this type of learning
system, one of the consequences of this type of error detection and correction
is that "progress" is being made and the organisation is really getting better,
but in actual fact, reflecting on this discussion, it only adds to the overall
unawareness. This is not to say that single-loop learning experiences
organisations go through are useless or totally negative. This would be wrong,
but what | think could be a result of this type of learning is a further

reinforcement of the larger system, that being a limited learning system.
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This leads us on to the issues of camouflage. When an organisation is
operating within a Model | world, anything that can cause personal or
organisation embarrassment or threat is fiercely and automatically avoided.
This is camouflage. Argyris and Schon (1978) state that camouflage can take
a number of forms, including hiding the issue, disguising the issue or even
denying that it exists. In addition to this, the organisation can present its
espoused theory while operating with an "open secret" (p.116) about the
incongruity of the espoused theory and the theory-in-use. Common features of
camouflage also include blame shifting to external factors and going through
the motions of problem confrontation while privately conceding that nothing
will happen. One of the most interesting features is when an organisation
anticipates the consequences of uncorrectable error and builds these into

performance indicators (Argyris & Schon, 1978).

In order to be able to engage in camouflage an organisation needs to create
an amazingly complex system. This refers back to the point Argyris and
Schon make about the fact that theories-in-use are actually designed, albeit in
a manner that becomes so ingrained and automatic that it presents itself as
the natural thing to do. What would seem to happen is that the organisation
builds performance indicators that demonstrate the error exists, makes
margins for performance for its staff as a result of the error but at the same
time never recognising the error. The system is so strong that it is able to
accommodate the error, produce new levels of acceptable performance rather
than confronting the actual conditions of error.

Following on from here is the secondary level of camouflage that begins to
emerge. As the organisation hides, disguises or denies the existence of error,
it is confronted with the situation of needing to camouflage and camouflage
the camouflage. As much as the error needs to be hidden, it is just as
important that the hiding needs to be hidden. Argyris and Schon (1978) put it
this way, "In effect, we must tacitly agree not to discuss our denials and
disguises if they are to do their job. This, then, represents a further
impediment to deutro-learning” (p.117).
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When an organisation, operating within a Model | world, begins to inquire into
its learning system or the way it operates, Argyris and Schon (1978) argue
that another kind of primary inhibiting loop emerges. This is happens within
column (9) on figure 3. It is calied a second-order loop, which functions in a
primary inhibiting loop fashion. This type of loop is caused by many of the
same factors involved in causing first-order primary inhibiting loops but it is
being reinforced by a lot of the consequences of the secondary inhibiting
loops, such as camouflage and the second order camouflage. In turn this type
of primary inhibiting loop, which blocks attempts to investigate the learning

system, reinforces and protects that learning system.

Finally, as a result of the complex interaction of first-order primary and
secondary inhibiting loops as well as the second-order inhibiting loops, it is
argued that there is a general decrease in the probability of double-loop and
deutro-learning as well as an increase in double-binds for individuals working
within this system. Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that double loop learning,
which they view as crucial to organisational learning, is dependent upon the
awareness of error within a learning system. As the present discussion has
shown us, the Model O - | learning system has been designed to prevent any
such detection. Not only this, but it disallows deutro-learning. If the
organisation cannot double-loop learn as a result of the learning system in
place, then it is not possible for them to even begin to learn how to double-
loop learn.

Argyris and Schon (1978) then argue that this creates what is termed a
"double bind" (Bateson, 1972) for individuals within the system. They are said
to continually feel a sense of frustration and confinement. It is often described
as a 'lose/lose’ situation. Argyris and Schon (1978) describe it as follows, "...
namely, one is caught in a no-win game and the rules of the game are
undiscussable" (p. 118).
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3.10 Model O - Il Learning Systems

In an attempt to bring us out of the despair of the Model O - | learning system
and behavioural world, let me begin to introduce what Argyris and Schon
(1978) have developed as an alternative. They have called it the Model O - li
learning system, one that is not limiting but rather open and encourages the
types of learning that Argyris and Schon argue is necessary for organisational

learning to take place. This system is shown as Figure 4 on the next page.

55



Figure 4: Model O - Il Learning Systems

Adapted from Argyris & Schon (1978, p.142 - 143)
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Again, this diagram needs to be explained in a little more detail. As per the
Model O - | map, column (1) and (3) interact. The difference being that column
(3) represents a Model |l theory-in-use and hence the interaction produces
some very different results. Instead of producing a primary inhibiting loop, the
interaction produces three significant results. Firstly, error is detected.
Secondly, a Model Il inquiry can begin once the error is detected and, as a
result of the Model Il inquiry, double-loop and single-loop learning is possible.
What this results in is a negative feedback loop to the columns before. It is
negative in the sense that it begins to reduce the conditions for error,
whereas, the primary inhibiting loops of the O - | learning system were positive
or reinforcing loops and continued to increase the scope for error by

reinforcing the conditions for error.

It is suggested that single-loop learning occurs relatively easily in the Model O
- Il system. This type of learning is also associated with techniques, actions,
or ways of operating. | would call this the more technical aspect of how the
organisation works. The error is detected, and the 'event - produce - evaluate'
section of the diagram is entered into without too much difficulty. Another loop
that emerges at this point which is not to clear from the diagram is that if, in
single-loop learning, the solution produced corrects the error, then the
learning stops there. If, on the other hand, the produced solution does not
correct the error, then the agent for organisational learning is taken back to
diagnosing the problem.

Coming to the next type of learning, double-loop learning, we begin to
examine the underlying governing values of the organisation. It isn’t simply a
tweak of the existing goalposts, but rather seeing that the way we are
operating is pointing away from what we intended and want to happen. Argyris
and Schon (1978) argue that this type of learning requires that good dialectic
be operating in the organisation. It is also stated that this begins with a map to
bring about different perspectives of the problem. From here, a similar route
is taken as to that described with regard to single-loop learning. The 'invent -
produce - evaluate' cycle begins.
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Argyris and Schon (1978) then seem, from my perspective, to take a bit of a
leap of faith and say that once this happens, the results should be a bed of
roses. Most of the dysfunctional elements of intra- and inter-group dynamics
will disappear. Not only will they disappear, they will be replaced with very
functional group dynamics that will get the results intended by such groups.
Following on from such good wins up until this point, the groups will then
begin to believe that double-loop learning is possible and useful for

themselves and the organisation.

Finally column (8) and (9) begin to create a useful positive or reinforcing loop
with the learning system as a whole. The feedback that goes back into the
system strengthens the Model Il theory-in-use, encourages the Model O - II
inquiry and so the story goes through to the end of the system. Argyris and
Schon (1978) add to this discussion with the following, "... and hence we have
a learning system that is simultaneously stable and subject to continual

change" (p.144).

it was argued that unless organisational learning is embedded within the wider
organisational system, the benefits of such learning would be very limited.
What | understand them to be saying is that a learning system, as per Model
O - ll, will give rise to new prablems. The difference will be that the system will
be robust and open enough to engage with the new problems in a way that
couples advocacy and inquiry, based firmly within a Model |l theory-in-use.
The resuit being an, "...open-ended process in which cycles of organizational
learning create new conditions for error to which members of the organisation
respond by transforming them so as to set in motion the next phase of inquiry"
(Argyris & Schon, 1978, p.144).

3.11 Dialectic

In the past few pages the term dialectic has been introduced. | think it would
be useful to clarify what is meant by this term. Argyris and Schon (1978) make

some level of distinction between single-loop, double-learning and deutro-loop
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learning when talking about organisational dialectic. In fact there is only really
one distinction made, that being whether the organisational norms and

governing variables are taken as given or if they are the cause of the inquiry.

For single-loop and deutro-learning, the organisational norms are taken as
given, although used in a slightly different manner. With single-loop learning,
. the organisational norms are taken as given and the area of focus is on
effectiveness. The issue is whether we can do things better and did we learn
to do so. When deutro-learning is spoken of, there are two scenarios
presented. Firstly, when the organisational norms are shared by those
involved in the learning cycle. Secondly, a case is presented where the

organisation learns that the norms are no longer effective.

On the other side is double-loop learning. The difficulty with this type of
learning is that the norms and governing values are the very things that are in
transition. With this being the case, it is not plausible to use them as criteria
for whether learning is taking pace. This is where Argyris and Schon (1978)
say that the dialectic approach is so useful. They have therefore come up with
a number of questions that can be used to see if good organisational dialectic
Is taking place. These questions are:

" Do members of the organization treat organizational assumptions as

testable? And do they search for disconfirmable data?

Are the members of the organization able to integrate, for example, the
images of organizational theory-in-use held by employees at different
levels and locations with those of management so as to make a single
organizational map capable of revealing the interconnections of

assumptions and values?
Do the members of the organization share memories of the

organization's past which provide them with a context for the
interpretation of present error?
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Has the organization found that its expectations to achieve specified
objectives are continually disappointed? Are the members then able to
respond to uncertainty by reflection and by efforts to restructuring their

perception of the problem?

Do the members test for congruence of organizational espoused

theory and theory-in-use?

Do the individual members oppose one another without the awareness

that their opposition represents a conflict of organizational values?

Or do the members couple advocacy of their own positions with inquiry
into the position of others? Do they keep open the possibility that
conflicting values could be internalised by the several members rather
than distributed among them by polarization?" (Argyris & Schon, 1978,
pp.145 - 146).

Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that these questions give the
organisation some practical tools to begin an inquiry into how well the
organisation is engaging in good dialectic. The questions go beyond
simply identifying whether an organisation is involved in dialectic, the
questions also provide a broad guideline as to how to engage and
develop a Model O - Il learning system that is embedded in Model Il
theories-in-use. If the features presented in the questions were not
happening within the organisation, Argyris and Schon (1978) argue that
it would be very difficult for that organisation to allow conditions for error
to emerge and be confronted. It would be difficult for that organisation to
double-loop learn. Henceforth, good organisational dialectic forms an
integral part of an organisation's ability to develop the skills necessary to
learn. Not only to learn, but also to learn in the manner described above
as organisational learning. '
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3.12 Reflections on Argyris and Schon's Theory

When we step back and look at Argyris and Schon (1978), one being a
psychologist and the other a professor of philosophy, it sheds some light as to
why they have formulated the problem in the manner they have, a cognitive
problem. | would argue that since they have studied and become experts in
areas such as interaction patterns, behavior and cognition, this must have had
some, if not a considerable amount, of influence on the way that they have
formulated the problem. Further, we can see that these two authors "create"
the organisation they have worked with as a set of interactions between
people and that the problems that block organisational learning are the
problems created by the way these interactions occur.
Although agreeing with a lot of what they say, there still seems to be a gap
that exists in practice. There is not too much guidance about how the elusive
jump from a Model O - | to a Model O - Il learning system comes about. And
although this is taken up in later publications by, particularly, Argyris (1993,
1994) the words of Argyris and Schon (1978) resound:

"As mentioned at the outset, we have not been able to find in our

experience or to draw from the literature descriptions of Model O -

Il learning systems with the degree of concreteness that was

possible for Model O - I. Nor can we depend on the reader to fill in

the gaps with his or her own knowledge because we predict that

few, if any, readers have observed organizations that double-loop

learn” (p.147).

This statement has certain parallels to that of Bohm (1996) where he
emphasises the importance of dialogue, but ends up by basically saying that it
is not possible, or at least extremely difficult, to have the dialogue that he is
talking about.

What | also found interesting with the work of Argyris and Schon was that they
really didn't deal too much with issues of structure. Contrasting this against

the work of Garratt (1987), who seems to stress the importance of the role of
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the leader in the organisation and the need for a certain structure within the
organisation. Garratt's concern seemed to emerge from his extensive work
within companies that he called "Brainless" and the inevitable conclusion of
failure for these organisations. Garratt also places a big emphasis on the

directional role of leaders / managers.

Actually this is where Argyris and Schon and Garratt are similar. Both say that
unless organisational change is implemented and lead by the top, it is
doomed to fail. Garratt goes as far to say that it is the responsibility of the
leader to implement an organisational learning culture. But where they seem
to differ rather dramatically is the area of structure or hierarchy (Argyris &
Schon, 1978; Garratt, 1987).

When | started reading Garratt, it seemed like | was reading Stafford Beer
(1966, 1967, 1981, 1985, 1994). Garratt (1987) states that there are three
levels of hierarchy that are essential to the effective performance of an
organisation. These are, "external monitoring, integrating and direction-giving
and operational planning and actions" (p.12). Garratt (1987) even uses
terminology very similar to Beer and calls the "Integrating and Direction-giving
levels” the "Business Brain" (p.13). This is the level that Garratt begins to
sweep in concepts of organisational learning, stating that it is so important for
there to be a "Brain" within the organisation. "If it is not possible for an
organism to learn, then it will not survive. That is why having a business brain
Is such an evolutionary competitive advantage. Without a brain capable of
abstractions we would be reduced to sign/stimulus predetermined behaviour
insufficient to cope with our environmental changes" (Garratt, 1987, p.18).
Wheat is also interesting to note from this quote is the organism metaphor that

is again used with regards to an organisation.

Another area where Garratt can be linked to Argyris and Schon is in his call
for directors to move from specialists to generalists. Garratt (1987) argues that
this will happen when managers begin to use a different set of values. This

can be aligned with the concept of Theories-in-use and the need to change
from Model | to Model II.
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Garratt (1987) puts forward the arguments of Reg Revans who states that,
"for an organisation to survive, its rate of learning must be equal to, or greater
than, the rate of change in its external environment" (Revans (1982) in
Garratt, 1987, p.37). Looking further into the field of change, Garratt
introduces the concept of first-order and second-order change. These

concepts can be paralleled to single and double-loop learning respectively.

Garratt (1987) states that organisational learning is a useful strategy to cope

with change. Again, he places the emphasis on the directors and states the

following:
"What is needed for directors is the ability to ask discriminating
questions of those experts so that specialist inputs can be
maximized whilst the directorial perspective is kept above all
specialisms... The directors must learn to ask good quality
questions so as not to be fooled by their experts. Revans plays
upon the notion of 'looking after one's Ps and Qs' and describes the

formula for organizational learning as L=P+Q" (Garratt, 1987, p.46).

Finally Garratt (1987) states that the minimum conditions for a learning
climate to develop within an organisation are:
". People at all levels of the organization are encouraged to learn
regularly and rigorously from their work and to feed back such
learning to other parts of the organization which could use them.
2. Systems are set up to ensure that the learmning is moved to those
parts of the organization which need it.
3. Learning is valued and rewarded in the organization.
4. The organization is seen to continuously transform itself through
the application of its learning, led by the attitudes and behaviour of
its directors" (p.59). '

What 1 do think is useful about Garratt's (1987) work is that it does raise the

question of structure and its importance within the development of a learning
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organisation. This is an area that Argyris and Schon (1978) seem to disregard

for the most.

Another influential writer in this field is Arie de Geus (1997). His book, “The
Living Company”, introduces some of the ideas he has towards learning within
organisations. From what | understand of this text, the crux of learning is
centred on the external environment and the future. The book seems to be
very much based upon research that he carried out within the Shell
organisation in order to find out what it was about organisations that made

them last for a long time.

From the research carried out, de Geus (1997) stated that a number of
common characteristics emerged within the companies studied. The most
important characteristic was the ability to adapt and change to the changing
external environment so that the organisation is always relevant to the world it
is operating in. Following on from this research was the development of what
iIs now known as scenario planning. Kees Van der Heijden (1996) is also a

well known author in this field.

One of the key concepts within scenario planning is the development of
different possible futures that an organisation may well have to face in the
near future. Once the futures have been developed, the organisation then
evaluates its current business idea to see how it would survive within the
different futures. The idea being that the organisation must develop a
business plan that is robust enough to operate well to highly effectively in one

or a number of these different futures.

Relating this type of learning to Argyris and Schon (1978), | see a distinct link
between double-loop learning and scenario planning. The idea of different
possible futures forces the organisation to ask the question, “How will we,
operating as we currently do, survive in this future?” It is such a vitally
importance question and allows the organisation to really begin to look at the
way it is currently operating and some of the assumptions it is making about
the present and the future.
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In effect, it helps the organisation to re-look at the theory-in-use within the
organisation and confront this through the different futures that have been
developed. | believe one of the most confining aspects of a Model | theory-in-
use is that it allows only one possible future to emerge. That being the case,
learning and change are only ever going to occur within the confines of that
one future and that theory-in-use. As a result, an organisation can be
preparing itself for a future that only exists within the walls of the organisation.

The consequences of such thinking can be disastrous.

Not wanting to create the dichotomous good/bad, single loop/double loop
learning situation, but | can see that if there is only one future being accepted
as valid, the only type of learning taking place will be single-loop learning. An
organisation will not likely challenge the basic assumptions it operates with if
those basic assumptions fit the only future possible within the organisation.
Following on from this, | can also see that scenario planning would be a very
useful way of allowing what Argyris and Schon (1978) call the conditions for
error to emerge and hence the opportunity to begin to double-loop learn.

This is the reason that the preduction and development of the potential futures
is vitally important. If the organisation is going to accept them as valid, the
research and development must be wide reaching and inclusive of all
stakeholders. If this does not happen, Model | theories-in-use can begin to
operate and the futures can simply be rejected as not valid and the
organisation will more than likely not change.

The opposite of this would be that the organisation is very involved in the
development of the futures, accepts them as possible and valid and therefore
can be used as the catalyst to change. This process would at least reduce the
potential for outright, unquestioned rejection of the futures. | believe that it
would also improve the likelihood for the acceptance of new ideas and ways
of operating in that the organisation would have to confront current best
practices within the light of different, possible and valid futures. As such, | can
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see that scenario planning is a very practical tool for the development of good

dialectic within the organisation.

As a way of concluding this section on organisational learning, | believe it
would be useful to mention the work of Peter Senge (1990, 1994, 1999). |
made reference to Senge at the beginning of this document and believe that
he has done a great deal in widening the audience and increasing the

popularity of systems thinking.

His most popular book, “The Fifth Discipline” (1990) has some very useful
insights. When 1 reflect on the relation between Senge’s work and that of
Argyris and Schon (1978), there are some similarities. This is in the area of
mental models, systems thinking and the use of advocacy coupled with

enquiry.

Mental models, paradigms and theories-in-use seem to speak of the same
concept. It deals with recognising that people operate from a particular
framework. The difference in emphasis that | see between the authors is that
Senge (1990) focuses on the fact that people’s mental models can be vastly
different, being developed through the variety of life experiences people have
had. This is in contrast with Argyris and Schon (1978) who state that basically

everyone operates within a Model | theory-in-use.

I don’t think that the different emphases of the authors are diametrically
opposed. | believe Senge (1990) to be saying that people have different
worldviews and these need to be considered when working within an
organisation. Argyris and Schon (1978), on the other hand, are saying that,
this being the case and with different worldviews in operation, there seems to
be an over arching theory-in-use that most people ascribe to.

I believe that the major difference between the authors is that Senge’s (1990)
materials are for the manager. It is written in a very accessible way which
provides some practical tools to begin to develop a learning organisation and

the use of case studies throughout the texts seems to confirm the intended
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audience and use of the book. A problem that | can see with this type of text
is that managers can see it simply as a recipe book. All one has to do is follow
these few steps and suddenly the organisation is going to learn in a

meaningful way.

With this in mind and reflecting upon Argyris and Schon (1978) | believe that it
is also easy to fall into the trap of thinking that this is a very straightforward
process. The very fact that Argyris and Schon (1978) state that they have not
seen many, if any, Model O-Il learning systems in operation, bears testament
to the fact that this is not an easy thing to do. In fact, | am left with the
question, “How does one begin to reduce the gap between theory and
practice and how does a manager implement this in their workplace?” |
believe that this could have been one of the challenges that Senge (1990)

wanted to confront in writing his books in the style chosen.

With the above reflections and comments made, | believe that Argyris and
Schon (1978) have developed a very insightful theory of organisational
learning. It captures and investigates what | believe to be the very core issues
affecting learning within organisations. Although at times difficult to access,
the theory presented sets out a well developed understanding of the dynamics
within organisations and offers a form of solution. The apparent weakness
seems to lie within the area of being able to confirm or disconfirm the
truthfulness of their theory in practice.
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CHAPTER FOUR: CHANGE

Learning and change are so intricately intertwined that it becomes difficult to
imagine one happening in isolation from the other. In the most general sense,
it could be argued that if one has learnt something new, then that person has
changed. Once learnt, it is difficult, if not impossible, to 'unlearn' something
and return to the state prior to learning whatever was learnt. Realising that the
relationship between learning and change does exist, it is worthwhile to
investigate the current understanding of change and the évailable approaches

so often employed in the management of change.

What seems to emerge from the review of change literature is the strong
allegiance to a model of change first presented by Lewin (Lewin, 1952, in
Dawson, 1994). The model comprises three stages that an organisation
needs to go through in order to be successful in a change process. These
stages are 'unfreezing', 'changing' and 'refreezing’. Although a certain amount
of criticism has been levelled at this model of change, when you begin to look
closely at a number of different models, as we will shortly do, one can see a

similar trend occurring. See Table 2 below.
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Table 2: Models for the Change Process

( MODEL PROCESS
i Lewin Unfreezing Changing Refreezing
(1974)
Beckhard & Harris | Present State Transition State  Future State
(1977)
Beer Dissatisfaction  Process Model
(1980)
Kanter Departures from Strategic Action Vehicles
(1983) Tradition and Decisions and and
Crises Prime Movers Institutionalization
Tichy & Devanna | Act | Act Il Act 1l (Epilogue)
(1986) Awakening Mobolizing Reinforcing
Nadler & Tushman | Energizing Envisioning Enabling
(1989)

" Adapted from (Kanter, Stein, & Jick, 1992, p.376)

4.1 Moss Kanter, Stein and Jick Model of Change

Let us start with one of the better-known writers on change, Rosabeth Moss
Kanter. Kanter has written a number of books on the subject, notably "The
Change Masters" (1983). The model presented in "The Challenge of
Organisational Change" (Kanter, Stein, & Jick, 1992) is called, "The 'Big
Three' Model: Three kinds of Motion, Three Forms of Change, Three Roles in
the Change Process" (p.14).

The types of motion that are mentioned within the above title are:

1. The motion of the organisation within its environment. This is the 'big
picture’ change. The type of change that affects all organisations within a
sector and possibly more broadly. It could be concerned with aspects such

as government policy, consumer trends, competitors etc.
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2. The internal motion, how the parts of the organisation are relating to one

another. This deals with the type of change often associated with
restructuring, downsizing or reengineering. The term "life cycle" (Kanter,
Stein & Jick, 1992, p.15) is used with regards to an organisation and the
path it takes to maturity.

The final type of motion mentioned is classified as political. When groups
or individuals begin to engage in power struggles towards establishing the

controlling interest in decision making, a number of changes come about.

After presenting the three kinds of motion within an organisation, the following

forms of change are proposed:

1.

Identity changes: This seems parallel to the first kind of motion in that it
involves the relationship between the organisation and its environment. It
is best captured by the following, "As environmental movement presents
pressures and challenges for change, organizations can subtly change
their identities by changing their relationships to their environments:
changing the businesses in which they operate, the products they offer to
the market, the investors who supply capital, and so forth" (Kanter, Stein &
Jick, 1992, p.15).

Coordination changes: Again this aligns itself to the second type of motion.
It is related to the types of changes that occur as a result of restructuring
the organisation. The way departments interrelate and the organisation as
a whole is structured.

Control changes: Finally, changes that result from the political motion
within an organisation. "This leads to makeover through takeover or other
changes triggered by shifts in ownership or governance" (Kanter, Stein &
Jick, 1992, p.15).

Coming to the end of the Big-Three change model, the role players or "action

roles" as they are called are differentiated. To a certain extent these action

roles tally up with the divisions that have gone before in this model, but not to

the extent between the types of motion and the types of change.

1.

Change Strategists: These are the people concerned with the relationship
between the organisation and the environment. They are called upon to
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set direction for the organisation. It is stated (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992)
that these roles are generally occupied by senior management and occur
at the beginning of a change process.

Change Implementors: This action role is generally associated with middle
management that is given the responsibility of implementing the change
strategy developed by the above group. It deals with the internal
structuring and internal relationships of the organisation. To clarify this
role, "Change implementation, as we are using the concept here, involves
project management and execution rather than conception" (Kanter, Stein
& Jick, 1992, p.16).

Change Recipient: The people at the end. Those that are most likely to be
the effected by the change process. This role is often linked to the ‘bottom'
of the organisation and the people who have very little influence over the
effects of the change process. "A good deal of the tension that invariably
arises in major organizational change programs is the direct result of the
disjunction between those directing and implementing change - both of
whom are sufficiently involved and have at least a degree of control over
the change - and those who are powerless, the passive recipients, as it
were" (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992, p.186).

With the above description of the types of motion, types of change and the

action roles in place, the focus then moves to what these people in the action

roles are meant to do. A number of steps are presented in what has been

referred to as, "Charting a course for change" (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992,
p.386).

Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) have developed four "rules" of the road for

charting the course for change. These include:

1.
2.

Appreciate the difference inherent in other 'changemakers’ viewpoints.
Respect - but challenge - the ten commandments and their applicability
within your own organisation.

Ensure that the dialogue and communication among the various
constituencies has meaning and purpose
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4. Respond flexibly, even opportunistically, not only to what occurs outside
the organisation, but also how the change process is faring within the
organisation" (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992, p.386).

Let us look a little further into each of these rules of the road. To begin with,
let us investigate what is meant by:

Appreciate the difference inherent in other 'changemakers' viewpoints.
As has already been outlined above, this model of change involves three
action roles. This 'rule' asks for the different role players, whether strategists,
implementors or recipients, to begin to realise and appreciate the differences

between these role players.

The core assumption attached to this rule is that all the stakeholders are
making the change. In effect, the three levels of action roles make up the
entire organisation and therefore it is essential for the organisation to
understand that everybody must be involved if the change process is going to

be successful.

It is stated (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992) that 'Appreciating other
Changemakers' Differences' is a "prerequisite to applying the subsequent
'rules of the road' that we recommend... That harmony will not be possible
unless the roles themselves are understood" (p.387).

Evaluating the Ten Commandments

Before we begin to evaluate the ten commandments, we need to take a
minute and investigate exactly what they are. Table 3 below gives a bullet
point description of the Ten Commandments:
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Table 3: The Ten Commandments

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS

Commandment

Description

1. Analyse the
organisation and its need

for change.

This basically requires of management an detailed
understanding of the organisation, its environment
and the subsequent impact of the suggested

change process.

2. Create a shared vision

and a common direction.

This stage does not mean the creation of a neat
mission and vision statement. It is a deeper
process whereby the organisation becomes
gripped by a desired and possible future that is

different to what currently exists. This process .
stretches people's imaginations as to what is
possible and unites the organisation in a central

forward direction.

3. Separate from the
past.

At a certain point within a change process, the
organisation must begin to 'break ties' with the
past. Routines and work functions that are not
working or are not in line with the desired future
must be removed from the organisations daily

activities.

4. Create a sense of
urgency

If change is deemed necessary but not obvious to
the entire  organisation, especially the
implementors and the recipients of change, then
the change leader needs to create a sense of
urgency. Unless this is created, the organisation

will not align itself with the change process.

5. Support a strong
leader role.

This commandment states that an organisation
should not try to implement change without a
strong leadership role to guide and drive the
process. This person is involved in driving just
about all of the ten commandments.
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6. Line up political

sponsorship.

The change leader alone cannot make change
happen. For a change process to be successful,
the change leader needs to be supported by both
the people who have the 'power' within the
organisation and those are going to be most
affected by the change (Kanter, 1983).

7. Craft an
implementation plan.

This puts the 'meat on the bones' of the vision.
The vision is the destination, the guiding light,
whereas the implementation plan is more of a

road map of how to get there.

8. Develop enabling

structures.

This requires the organisation to develop
structures and process that support and facilitate
the change. It is argued that this can often be a
critical  precursor to any organisational
transformation (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992).

9. Communicate, involve

people and be honest.

The underlying assumption of this commandment
iIs that the more you involve people in the
decisions that will affect them, the greater the trust
developed between the different stakeholders and
the more likely the change process will be

successful.

10. Reinforce and
institutionalize the

change.

This stage involves the leaders of the change to
begin to develop processes and structures that
reward alignment to the change process. These
processes should move towards the creation of a
culture and a "way of doing things" that matches

the image of the transformed organisation.

Adapted from (Kanter, Stein, Jick, 1992, p.383).

Turning our attention back to the second rule of the road, 'Evaluating the Ten

Commandments', Kanter,

Stein and Jick (1992) state that these

commandments provide good, common sense advice with regards to the

dynamics of change. The warning or precaution put forward in this rule is that
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the organisation must evaluate these commandments in terms of the

particular context in which they are working.

A number of questions are presented to help an organisation in this particular
regard. These include, "Are we addressing the real needs of the company, or
following the path of least resistance? How shared is the vision? How do we
preserve anchors to the past while moving to the future? Does everyone need
to feel the same sense of urgency? Can change recipients, far down in the
hierarchy, have an impact? How do we handle those who oppose change?
How much change can this organisation absorb?" (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992,
p.388).

Ensuring Meaningful Communication

This rule of the road seems to overlap with the ninth commandment, but the
authors are clear to articulate exactly what they mean by communication in
this case. It does not simply mean keeping stakeholders up-to-date about the
progress of the mandated change process. It goes much further than that. It
attempts to bring about the engagement of all the stakeholders on a

continuing basis with regard to the change process.

The authors talk about "dialogue between the different changemakers"
(Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992, p.388). This type of communication involves
meetings and forums that allow the different stakeholders to voice their
concerns about the process. Not only their concerns, but also their opinions
and thoughts about the process. These types of forums are hoped to create a
much more informed understanding of what change means to the organisation
at all of its different levels. It also allows useful feedback to flow to the change
leaders. It is hoped that this type of communication would continually build
trust and support for the change process. It is argued that if people are 'heard'
and are able to input into the process as opposed to feeling that it is simply
being pushed from "on high" and they have no choice but to accept it, the
success of the change is more likely (Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992).
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Reacting Flexibly and Opportunistically

This rule of the road presents another very useful challenge to the change
process and particularly, the ten commandments. It acknowledges that the ten
commandments implicitly assume a degree of control that "simply doesn't
exist when large-scale change is being implemented" (Kanter, Stein & Jick,
1992, p.389). The central theme of this rule is that the change process is a
very dynamic one. Although a degree of guidance and certainly a destination
can be plotted before departure, the change leaders need to be aware of the
fact that the exact course should not be set in stone. The organisation needs
to be able to "react” to the turbulent seas of change just as well as they

charted the original course.

Interestingly enough, there is a focus again on the ten commandments.
Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) argue that the assumptions underpinning the ten
commandments need to be contemplated in addition to the already stated
evaluation. The major point presented is that some of the actions attached to
the ten commandments involve a certain amount of risk and a degree of
uncertainty which must be looked at and understood before an organisation

sails off into the oceans of change.

To conclude, Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) present a paradox that emerges
out of the ten commandments. The commandments are basically a set of
guidelines and action strategies to implement change in a way that maximises
change and predictability and, inversely, minimises uncertainty and risk. The
problem with this, as presented by Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992), is that
change and transformation generally require a certain degree of risk taking
and uncertainty.

The proposed answer to this dilemma is an evaluative approach to change.
What | mean by this, with regards to understanding the authors' perspective,
is that an organisation must learn to cope with change on an ongoing basis.
After each stage of change occurs, the organisation must take time to

evaluate the change and then move ahead. This move forward could

76



potentially include adaptations to the original course due to the evaluation of
where the change process has reached up until this point. Kanter, Stein, and
Jick (1992) describe this process as follows, "As alluded to earlier, change
implementors have a common sensation of just 'muddling along' without clear
progress. But in fact, properly managed, 'muddling along' can be the most

effective way of handling multiple changes and complex situations" (p.390).

In summary, the Big Three model presents three types of motion, three forms
of change and three roles within the change process. | have presented a more
detailed account of each of these categories with a particular emphasis on the
ten commandments and the four rules of the road. From here we turn our
attention to one other similar view on change and | will conclude with a

presentation of Dawson's Processual Approach to change (Dawson, 1994).

4.2 John Kotter's Model of Change

Moving on to the other similar approach to change, we will take up with John
Kotter's (1996) eight-stage process. Kotter, in his book "Leading Change"
(1996), presents eight stages to the successful management of a change
process. These are:

Establishing a Sense of Urgency

Creating a Guiding Coalition

Developing a Vision and Strategy

Communicating the Change Vision

Empowering Employees for Broad-Based Action

Generating Short-Term Wins

Consolidating Gains and Producing More Change

© N O Ok~ ON 2

Anchoring New Approaches in the Culture
(Kotter, 1996).

Kotter (1996) introduces his eight-stage process with a parallel set of eight

mistakes that, in his experience, are the most common reasons why change
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fails. These eight mistakes and a brief description of why they are mistakes

are presented in Table 4 below.

Table 4: Why Organisations Fail to Transform

Why Organisations Fail to Transform

Error

Description

1. Allowing too much

complacency.

Kotter states that the biggest reason for failure of
change initiatives is the lack of urgency within an
organisation. He argues that if complacency is high,
change is extremely difficult and often doomed from
the beginning. In addition to this factor, Kotter (1996)
states that management often,”... overestimate how
much they can force change on an organisation. They
underestimate how hard it is to drive people out of
their comfort zones. They don't recognise how their

own actions can inadvertently reinforce the status

quo” (p.5).

2. Failing to create a
sufficiently powerful

guiding coalition.

This coalition is not just the CEO (Chief Executive
Officer) of the organisation, but rather has the real
power within the organisation. This, of course, would
include the CEO and other senior managers, but also
other powerful stakeholders in terms of, "... formal
titles, information and expertise, reputations and
relationships and the capacity for leadership" (Kotter,

1996, p.6).

3. Underestimating

the power of vision

Kotter (1996) places a special emphasis on the power
of vision. He states that out of all the elements needed
in a successful change process, none is more
important than a useful vision. It provides the guiding
light that facilitates unity to a purpose or destination
that the organisation has set it self (Kotter, 1996).

4,
Undercommunicating

the vision by a factor

Kotter (1996) argues that unless the vision is

communicated effectively and sufficiently, people will

generally not see the benefits of change and henci
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of 10 (or 100 or even
1000).

will not support the change and will not change their

own behavior.

5. Permitting
obstacles {o block

the new vision.

Whether the obstacle is ‘real' or perceived, unless it is
confronted and removed, change will becoming
increasingly more difficult. If the organisation is not
aligned to the new vision, and this manifests itself in
structures and behaviours (particularly of people in
management), the masses will not generally support
the change (Kotter, 1996).

6. Failing to create

short-term wins.

Kotter (1996) argues that change, especially complex,
organisation-wide change, is not an overnight
process. The risk involved here deals with the loss of
momentum if short-term wins are not identified and

acknowledged.

7. Declaring victory

too soon.

The title is fairly self-explanatory. If the organisation
declares victory in the change initiative too early in the
process, all could be lost. Kotter (1996) states, "Until
changes sink down deeply into the culture, which for
an entire company can take three to ten years, new
approaches are fragile and subject to regression”
(p.13).

8. Neglecting to
anchor changes
firmly in the
corporate culture.

Until behaviour in the organisation changes so that it
is aligned with the new vision, a change has not really
taken place. "Until new behaviours are rooted in social
norms and shared values, they are always subject to
degradation as soon as the pressures associated with

a change effort are removed" (Kotter, 1996, p.14).

With the eight errors of change in place, let us now move onto Kotter's (1996)
eight-stage process as mentioned above, starting with 'Establishing a Sense
of Urgency'. Seeing that the titles of the eight-stage process are fairly self-

explanatory and that a brief description of the paralieling eight errors have
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been given, | will simply present highlights of each stage with reference to the

usefulness for this document.

Establishing a Sense of Urgency

As we saw in the description of the error above, complacency is a major threat
to the success of organisational change. Kotter (1996) presents a useful

range of sources of complacency. This is shown in figure 5 below:

Figure 5: Sources of Complacency

The absence of a
major and visible

Too much happy talk e — -
from senior crisis. :'ec;% lr)r;gg;/ visible
management. -

\ Low overall
Human nature, with performance

its capacity for standards.
denial, especially if > COMPLACENCY

people are already Organizational

busy or stressed. \ structures that

focus on narrow

/ functional goals.
A kill-the-
messenger-of-bad-
news, low-candor, Internal measurement
low-confrontation systems that focus on
culture. the wrong performance

indexes .
A fack of sufficient

performance feedback
from external sources.

Kotter (1996, p.40).

| will pick up on a few of the sources that need a little more explanation. "Too
many visible resources" was cited as a source of complacency. Here Kotter
(1996) talks about the exuberant excess that he saw so often in successful
firms. The boardrooms, the entrance halls, the offices, all screamed of
success and Kotter (1996) assigns an underlying message of "We are rich,
we are winners, we must be doing something right. So relax. Have lunch"
(p.39). With this kind of obvious excess, it is difficult for people to see the
urgency and the potential impending crisis (Kotter, 1996).
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Moving clockwise around the figure above, the next four sources, "Low overall
performance standards"”, "Organizational structures that focus employees on
narrow functional goals”, "Internal measurements systems that focus on the
wrong performance indexes" and "A lack of sufficient performance feedback
from external sources" all seem to deal with measurement in some way or
another and can be addressed together. Kotter (1996) has found that often
the complacency was kept high by low performance standards. The standards
that were set for the organisation were easily achievable and as such
everyone was meeting targets and the perspective of success and progress
was built and reinforced. Linked to this point, Kotter states that internal
measurement systems are biased towards everyone meeting goals. Looking
even further at this aspect, Kotter argues that all the feedback people received
came from this biased measurement systems. With the result that all of the
feedback was generated internally and nothing external to the organisation

was coming through (Kotter, 1996).

On top of that, each department was given narrowly defined goals and targets
which then helped to create a fragmented organisation that lacked the overall,

global perspective.

Adding to the point of solely internally generated data, Kotter (1996) adds that
many organisations have a culture that punishes people who try to integrate
some forms of external data that may force a confrontation or challenge to the
status quo. In addition to the already complex system being presented here is
the peculiar capacity for human beings to deny and discard any information
that does not meet their expectations. This particular statement having
considerable likeness to the Model O-1 Learning System as described by
Argyris and Schon (1978) earlier in this paper.

Finally, Kotter (1996) describes a situation where senior management's
"Happy Talk" creates a comfort zone that people relax into. It is argued that

the source of this is more often than not, past success. Kotter (1996) puts it
this way:
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"Much of the problem here is related to historical victories - for the
firm as a whole, for departments, and for individuals. Past success
provides too many resources, reduces our sense of urgency, and
encourages us to turn inward. ... Big egos and arrogant cultures
reinforce the nine sources of complacency, which, taken together,
can keep the urgency rate low even in an organization faced with
major challenges and managed by perfectly intelligent and

reasonable people" (p42).

This quote also shows alignment to Argyris and Schon's (1978) Model O-|
learning systems that reinforce the status quo. Although Argyris and Schon
detail the reasons why in a much more thorough manner, the similarity is

obvious.

Kotter (1996) then proceeds to present a number of techniques to increase
the Urgency Level and discusses issues such as "The Role of Crises", "The
Role of Middle and Lower-Level Managers" and "How Much Urgency is
Enough?" (pp 45-49).

To touch briefly on "Creating the Guiding Coalition", Kotter (1996) provides

the reader with four key characteristics to an effective coalition. These include:

1. Position Power: Make sure that you have enough people on board so that
change can progress. Do the people not in the coalition have the "power"
to block progress?

2. Expertise: Make sure that you have the necessary expertise from a variety
of areas within the organisation so that decisions taken with regards to
change are informed and intelligent.

3. Credibility: Is the make-up of your group credible enough throughout all
sectors of the organisation? Will this coalition be respected by the
organisation as a whole to the point that the job gets done?

4. Leadership: Have you selected a group of people that have proven
leadership, who will be able to lead and drive this change process?

(Adapted from Kotter, 1996, p.57)
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Although an important, if not crucial ingredient within this change process, |
will not be looking at "Creating a Vision". Kotter (1996) presents a fairly
straightforward approach to this and it would be pointless to simply repeat
what he has said. What | am particularly interested in is the aspect of

communicating this vision.

Kotter (1996) puts forward seven key elements with regards to communicating
the vision. These are:

Simplicity

Metaphor, analogy and example

Multiple forums

Repetition

Leadership by example

Explanation of seeming inconsistencies

Give-and-take " (p.90).

N o o b~ w D=

Out of these 7 techniques, numbers 4,6 and 7 are of most interest. The use of
repetition is an interesting point. The repetition mentioned here does include
talking about the same thing repeatedly, but the examples given show that it is
done in a more meaningful way that helps people 'learn' about the vision and
see how it really affects their lives. Kotter (1996) explains it this way, "This
happens not because the public relations department takes in 'vision
distribution' as a "project". This happens because dozens of managers,
supervisors, and executives look at all of their daily activities through the lens
of the new vision. When people do this, they can easily find many meaningful
ways to talk about the direction of change, communications that can always

be tailored to the specific person or group with whom they are talking" (p.94).

Kotter (1996) pinpoints addressing inconsistencies within an organisation as
in important issue with regards to change. If the organisation is going through
a change process, but seemingly only one part is being changed, which often
converts into "being reduced, re-engineered or down-sized", then this

inconsistency would need to be addressed. Kotter argues that simple, honest
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communication is the best strategy. Acknowledge the seeming inconsistency

and communicate what is being done about it (Kotter, 1996).

Finally, the people involved in communicating the vision need to be able to
listen. The major argument here is that most people would need to grapple
with the personal and organisational issues that are coming to the fore
through the change process. A forum where people are able to ask questions
that help them to deal with the concerns that appear to them most commonly
facilitates this. This type of two-way communication also provides the

essential element of feedback about the change process (Kotter, 1996).

To conclude, | want to examine some of the aspects of Kotter's approach with
regards to Anchoring New Approaches in the Culture. Kotter (1996) puts
forward an interesting argument as to why culture is so powerful:
Because individuals are selected and indoctrinated so well.
2. Because the culture exerts itself through the actions of hundreds or
thousands of people.
3. Because all of this happens without much conscious intent and thus is
difficult to challenge or even discuss.
" (p.151).
What | find interesting about the above three points is how they reflect the
learning model presented by Argyris and Schon (1978). What Kotter (1996)
talks about when he uses the term culture is really what Argyris and Schon
(1978) talk about when they mention Learning Systems, in this case the
Model O - | learning system. The system does indoctrinate people, in a very
real sense it controls how people behave, although the people themselves
collude in reinforcing the system and finally, the system is undiscussable and

simply, 'just the way we do things around here'.

In conclusion, Kotter (1996) puts forward the following guidelines for

managers about anchoring changing in a culture:
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" Comes last, not first: Most alterations in norms and shared values come at

the end of the transformation process.

Depends on results: New approaches usually sink into a culture only after it's

very clear that they work and are superior to old methods.

Requires a lot of talk: Without verbal instruction and support, people are often

reluctant to admit the validity of new practices.

May invoive turnover. Sometimes the only way to change a culture is to

change key people.

Makes decisions on succession crucial: If promotions processes are not
changed to be compatible with the new practices, the old culture will reassert
itself* (p.157).

4.3 Dawson's Processual Approach to Change

Moving on from Kotter (1996), | will now focus on a 'Processual Approach'’ to
organisational change with particular reference to Dawson (1994). Dawson's
point of departure for his development of a processual framework of change is
the inadequacies he finds within the contemporary literature on the
management of change. Dawson (1994) claims that almost all current
management programs adopt Lewin's three-phase approach to change. This
model has been mentioned at the beginning of our discussion on change and

involves the three phases of unfreezing, changing and refreezing.

When we reflect on the two models just presented, | believe that these models
have adopted Lewin's approach as an underlying basis for what they want to
achieve. Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) do mention Lewin's model in their text
and acknowledge its influence on the field of change management. In fact, the
authors reflect critically on it to some extent. Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992), in

the introduction to their book, included the following criticism, "Lewin's model

85



was a simple one, with organizational change involving three stages;
unfreezing, changing, refreezing. This quaintly linear and static conception -
the organisation as ice cube - is so wildly inappropriate that it is difficult to see
why it has not only survived but prospered, except for one thing. It offers
managers a very straightforward way of planning their actions, by simplifying

an extraordinarily complex process into a child's formula” ( p.10).

A certain amount of confusion arises out of the fact that later in their book,
they seem to present a model that, although acknowledging that the change
process is more dynamic than is often depicted by the three phase model, is
almost entirely based on Lewin's approach and often gives reference to the
terminology that he used. For example, let us examine some commentary on
the third commandment, "Disengaging with the past - or pattern breaking - is
critical to the "unfreezing" process which Kurt Lewin described back in 1947"
(Kanter, Stein & Jick, 1992, p.383).

Bringing our discussion back to Dawson's (1994) approach, we find the
following commentary on Lewin's model, "Although this theory has proven to
be useful in understanding planned change under relatively stable conditions,
with the continuing and dynamic nature of change in today's business world, it
no longer makes sense to implement a planned process for 'freezing' changed
behaviour " (Dawson, 1994, p.3).

Dawson (1994) has attempted to develop a framework that helps to explain
the process involved in a major change. Towards this end, he has identified
three timeframes that are involved in a change process. These include:

» Conception of a need to change
» Process of organizational transition

* Operation of new work practices and procedures.
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Added to this are what he calls the "major determinants of change" (Dawson,
1994, p.41). The three that Dawson has developed are:

1. The substance of change

2. The politics of change

3. The context of change

According to Dawson (1994), the substance of change refers to the type and
scale of change. Dawson (1994) poses the following question with regard to
the substance of change, "... what are the characteristics of the changes
being introduced and how do they enable or constrain the options open to

management during the introduction of a major change programme?" (p.42).

The politics of change is referred to as the processes of consultation, conflict
and resistance. These pressures can come from both inside and outside the
organisation and are wrapped up in the lobbying for power and influence over

decision making (Dawson, 1994).

The context of change refers to both the internal and external environments of
the organisation. It also refers not only to the current environment but also the
past. Dawson lists the five major internal contextual factors as, “human
resources; administrative structures; technology; product or service; and

history and culture" (Dawson, 1994, p.42).

The understanding that emerges from reading this text is that Dawson's
(1994) framework is designed as an analytical tool, which helps to explain the
processes involved in a major-scale organisational transition. Dawson
stresses the notion that change is a very temporal process and, in the bigger
picture, one could say the supra-system, the change process that an
organisation has just been through is simply part of a wider and on-going
process of change. Dawson describes changes as a dynamic and ever
changing processes (Dawson, 1994).

In fact, Dawson (1994) adds to the framework described above by saying that

the processual approach recognises that change occurs within and alongside
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a change program. We read, "Apart from its analytical and explanatory value
in particular cases, the processual approach also sensitizes us to the fact that
there are no fixed outcomes of change under a given... system, simply

outcomes at particular moments in time" (Clark in Dawson, 1994, p.45).

Dawson's framework is presented diagrammatically in figure 6 below:

Figure 6: Dawson's Processual Framework
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CONCEPTION
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Influence
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For example:
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Admin. Structures

Business Markets

Operation
New Organizational
Arrangements

(Dawson, 1996, p.44)

In summary, Dawson's (1994) framework describes the change process as
beginning with a period of time when the idea that change is needed is birthed
within an organisation. Following on from here, a decision is usually taken by
senior management on whether to invest in a major change program. If the

decision is taken and the organisation begins with a change program, then a
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time period of implementation occurs. This includes buying equipment,
possibly a new technology, hiring external consultants if necessary and
moving into the full-scale implementation of whatever change program has
been decided upon. The final period is where new operating practices begin to
emerge as the norm. It is noteworthy that Dawson makes particular reference
to the fact that the operating practices becomes the norm within the wider

context of ongoing processes of change (Dawson, 1994).

Interestingly, there is a similarity between Dawson (1994) and Kanter, Stein
and Jick (1992) in that Dawson describes the period of actual transition as a
muddled and confusing process and not something that is smooth and
predictable. Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992) talk about this stage as 'muddling

along'.

One really needs to look further into the manner in which Dawson (1994)
distinguishes his framework from other change models as one could be
forgiven for thinking that there is not really much difference between what

Dawson is saying and what the other models present.

| think the difference is found where Dawson (1994) advocates that the
processual approach does not prescribe a single structure which is the light
on the hill for every transforming organisation. Dawson (1994) puts it this way,
"Change is viewed as an ongoing process which is both progressive and
regressive, is planned and unplanned, and incorporates intended and
unintended innovations from the initial conception of the need to change

through to the emergence of new work arrangement" ( p.173).

A further distinction that Dawson (1994) makes, as well as a criticism of other
models, is that the processual approach does not characterise change as a
series of rational and linear decisions or activities. In this light, Dawson has
developed two pieces of advice for those involved in change:
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1. It is important to be aware and to maintain an overview of the dynamic and
long-term process of change.
2. The management of organisational transition is unlikely to be marked by a

line of continual improvement from beginning to end. (Dawson, 1994).

In an attempt to give managers a more practical grasp on what Dawson
(1994) is talking about, he has developed a list of 15 guidelines which can be
drawn from the processual approach to managing change. These include the
two piece of advice mentioned above together with the following:

1. Be aware of, and understand the context in which change takes place.

N

Ensure that change strategies are culturally sensitive and do not
underestimate the strength of existing cultures.

Consider the value of having a champion of change.

Affirm that the substance of change is fully understood.

Train staff in the use of new equipment, techniques and procedures.
Ensure senior management commitment and support.

Develop a committed and cohesive local management team.

® NS o bW

Ensure that supervisors are part of major change programmes.
9. Gain trade union support.

10. Spend time developing good employee relations.

11.Clearly communicate the intentions of change to employees.
12. Provide appropriate funding arrangements.

13. Take a total organizational approach to managing transition"
(Dawson, 1994, p.179).

From the above list of rather straightforward guidelines to the management of
change, one must ask the question again, "what is the great difference here?"
Dawson (1994) argues this issue as follows, "No longer is it appropriate to talk
about long-term stability followed by change followed by long-term stability
but, rather, organizational transition should be viewed as an ongoing process
which may develop from partial incremental commitment as well as by the
formulation of corporate strategies for the wholescale introduction of new

organizational structures ... caution should be given to studies which present
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linear models in an attempt to construct commandments of change or to
prescribe the next way to manage organizational change. In short, change
needs to be managed as an ongoing and dynamic process and not as a single

reaction to adverse contingent circumstance " (Dawson, 1994, p.182).

4.4 Conclusion

In summary, there are a number of models available that prescribe certain
methods of dealing with change and the management of change. | have
presented two that seemingly align themselves with the Lewin-type model and
then a third approach which claims to be addressing the weaknesses of the

current change models with a particular reference to the Lewin based models.
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CHAPTER FIVE: AN INTRODUCTION TO LEARNING
HISTORIES - EXPLAINING THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

51 Introduction

In this chapter, | will present an overview of the research methodology used
for this study. This methodology is called a Learning History. Those that have
been involved in the development of this methodology, mainly Art Kleiner and
George Roth, have produced a number of documents with regards to learning
histories. In these documents, they have placed a heavy emphasis on what is

and what is not a learning history (Kleiner & Roth, 1996).

| have taken a 'learning history approach' to my research but concede that,
according to Kleiner and Roth (1996), this study would not officially be
classified as a learning history. Therefore, | will present the wider process
involved in a learning history and then explain how | adapted this methodology

to best suit the needs and scope of this particular intervention.

5.2 Learning Histories

Learning histories have developed out of the dilemma that Kleiner and Roth
(1996) saw emerging within the field of organisational learning. Although the
concept had gained a great deal of currency within management circles, the
problem of assessing whether the organisation had actually benefited from the
learning effort was repeatedly appearing (Kleiner & Roth, 1996).

The real problem seemed to be related to people's feelings about and
perceptions of assessment. It seemed that when people felt they were being
assessed, the learning effort was easily compromised. This may come about
from the desire to 'look good' if you feel you are being assessed. So, what
was lacking from the organisational learning projects Kleiner and Roth (1996)
studied, was a suitable form of feedback to the rest of the organisation. It was
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as a result of these concerns that learning histories were developed (Kleiner &

Roth, 1996).

A learning history document is designed to help organisations become more
aware of the learning that is taking place within its borders. "The learning
history presents the experiences and understandings of participants - people
who initiated, implemented and participated in organisational transformation
efforts..." (Kleiner & Roth, 1996, p.2).

In essence, a learning history is meant to tell the story through the voices of
the people who have been involved in the transformation program. The
developers of the learning history claim that the document is structured in
such a manner that it helps the organisation move forward and distribute the
learnings of one area within the company to the organisation as a whole. "A
learning history thus represents the organisation talking to itself, in a safe and
carefully structured way, about the things it needs to hear but hasn't yet
listened to" (Kleiner & Roth, 1996, p.2).

5.2.1 The Process

A learning history project has been broken into seven distinct stages that one
must travel through. These stages are:

1. Planning: Determining the boundaries

This stage consists of planning and reaching some understanding of the
scope of the project. An important part of this stage is the identification of
"Noticeable Results" - these are important events or processes within the
organisation that everyone, no matter who, would recognise as having
occurred. It also involves the establishment of the learning history team. This
team includes internal and external learning historians.

2. Reflective research: Interviews and data gathering

This is the core of the research within the learning history. The learning

historians gather appropriate data and do reflective interviews  with

93



participants of the process being researched. It is important, with regards to
the interviews, that a wide enough range of people are interviewed and that a

suitable cross-section of perspectives is included. This must include those that

did not support the effort.

3. Distillation: Establishing key themes and "plots™
From the large amount of data that is sourced within the research phase
(interviews, documents, observations etc) the learning historian has to allow
the emergence of a set of core themes. This process of distillation is important
as it attempts to present some form of meaningful interaction with the large
amount of data produced within the research phase. Kleiner and Roth (1996),
with reference to this phase, talk about balancing the three learning historian
imperatives:

I. The 'research’ imperative - keep conclusions rooted in the data

ii.  The 'mythic' imperative - to tell an archetypally moving story

iii. The 'pragmatic' imperative - to tell the story in a way that it can be

effectively read, heard and discussed in organisations" (p.8).

4. Writing: Production of a transactional object

The learning history is based on the anthropological concept of a 'jointly told
tale’. "In this form of writing, the participants and the learning historians tell
the story together, incorporating the participants' experience and passion,
along with the learning historians' broader perspective and objective training"
(Kleiner & Roth, 1996, p.8). This is presented in a 'two-column' format. This
will be explained in more detail later.

5. Validation: Reflective feedback

This stage is where the emerging story is checked for validation and
authenticity.
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6. Dissemination: Application and transferring learning

In an attempt to make the learning history as useful a document as possible, it
is not simply handed out to people. The argument is that it would then simply
gather dust with the rest of the unhelpful reports prior to the learning history.
Rather the learning history is interactively presented to the organisation in a
set of carefu"y designed workshops. These workshops are designed to gain

maximum use and 'learning transfer' from the learning history.

7. Publication / Outreach

Once the above process is completed, the learning history is presented to a
wider audience, with the organisation's name disguised. This attempts to
make the transfer of knowledge as wide as possible and not limited only to the
organisation itself (Kleiner & Roth, 1996).

In addition to these seven stages of a learning history, the Kleiner and Roth
(1996) have stated that there are a number of generic principles that seem to

be emerging with regard to learning history work. These include:

1. Organisations today have a choice - "Slash and burn” or "Learn".

Learning history work is really based on the idea that organisational learning
is essential for today's rapidly changing business climate. Kleiner and Roth
(1996) state the following, "The alternative to command-and-control is
collaborative learning - the ability to expand an organisation's capabilities in

response to its own desired future and the state of current reality” (p.11 ).

2. Learning takes place from experience, but collective learning from
experience is inherently problematic.

Learning does take place through experience, but the problem with

organisational learning is that it is often difficult to transfer learning from

individual or even group experiences to the wider organisational environment.

Learning histories are an attempt to overcome this dilemma.
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3. Communication that fosters learning must embody the research,
mythic and pragmatic imperatives.

These imperatives have already been mentioned. What the authors are trying

to say here is that communication that is going to foster learning must cycle

through the different imperatives.

4. No one voice provides "the answer" - people accept other's
viewpoints in the context of their own.
The learning history attempts to create validity through the use of as many
perspectives as possible. This obviously needs to be limited to what is useful.
As mentioned in the beginning of this document, the perspectives of the
people interviewed in this study are valid. They might not tell the whole story
but they do tell what they experienced. In a full-scale learning history project,
the learning historians attempt to create the most accurate picture of the

‘whole' story.

5. "You are not alone" - all particular instances are reflections of
universal patterns.

As Argyris and Schon (1978) reported, most of the organisations that they

worked in had a model O-l learning system. It didn't matter what nation,

culture or language. Most had the same learning system. Kleiner and Roth

(1996), who state that certain patterns emerge that are universal, apply this

principle here. Each learning history project and each organisation is unique

but often the underlying patterns that emerge are shared.

6. Organisations "know" what they need to hear but lack the capacity to
listen.

As a whole group, the organisation has an understanding of what the

organisation needs to know. The problem is that organisational memory is

scattered in the lives and experiences of each individual. The learning history

attempts to bring these different experiences together into a combined format

so that the organisation can know more than the individuals within it.
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7. Organisations need an established infrastructure for reflection.

This principle relates to the effectiveness of a learning history. As a one-off
event, it will be limited. Kleiner and Roth (1996) argue that the learning history
will begin to maximise its usefulness and effectiveness when it is linked into

other organisational structures for reflection.

8. Learning involves change, and change may be difficult.

Any learning involves a certain degree of change. This principle simply states
that learning and the change associated with learning can be difficult. The
learning history tries to deal with this issue by gathering as many perspectives

as possible on difficult issues.

9. Stories convey intangibles.
The beauty of a story is that it is able to communicate some of the intangibles
that exist within the organisation. It provides the format and style to tell the

story behind the event.

5.3 The Jointly-Told Tale: A note about the two-column format

Kleiner and Roth (1996) have borrowed this concept of presentation from an
area of research found within the broader field of ethnographic research.
Relying heavily on the work of Van Maanen's (1979, in Kleiner & Roth, 1996)
understanding of ethnographic research, Kieiner and Roth picked up on a very
experimental type of enthography called the Jointly Told Tale. "In these tales,
the subject and the writer interweave the story - either through extensive use
of quotes, often from the same person at various times in the story or through
a give-and-take between quote and commentary or through a carefully edited
narrative in which the writer is barely visible" (Kleiner & Roth, 1996, p.4-1).

Kleiner and Roth (1996) list two types of 'two-column' formats. The first one is

called the 'two-column’ format. lts name is very descriptive of what the

documents appearance. The page is divided into two columns with a section
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for "full-text" materials as an introduction to the plot or theme being worked

on.

5.3.1 The Right-Hand Column
This section of the text presents the story from the perspective of the

participants. The actual quotes of what people said are used in this column.
Due to the nature of oral to text-based communication, some of the quotes are

edited to make what the person was trying to say clearer.

5.3.2 The Left-Hand Column
This side of the page is dedicated to research-related comments and analysis

of what is in the right-hand column. It attempts to present some questions and
comments that enable to reader to make more sense of the story in the right-

hand column.

5.3.3 The Full-Text Material
This full-width material is used to introduce the start of each segment and

provides the necessary scaffolding for the reader to understand the context to
such an extent that the story becomes, firstly, accessible and secondly,
understandable. It is noted that care must be taken with this material to make
sure that the reader understands and is adequately introduced to the story to
come, but that evaluative comments on the story are not presented. The
learning history format is presented in this manner so that readers are able to
make up their own minds about the situation. In essence, the readers are

required to make their own assessments about the situation. (Kleiner & Roth,
1996)

5.3.4 The Alternative to two columns: The Staggered Format
Kleiner and Roth (1996) offer another presentation style for use with learning

history work. They have called this the staggered format.
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The staggered format is somewhat similar to what is seen within current
academic writing. The format is also, "more 'linear' - it guides the reader more,
while still distinguishing between the various types of material” (Kleiner &
Roth, 1996, p.4 -13). As opposed to having two columns, the material and the
different perspectives are presented in a staggered approach. Left-aligned
comments will be from the researcher and right-aligned comments from the

participants. The full-width text is the same as in the two-column format.

5.4 The Distillation Process: The Heart of the Data Analysis
| believe that it would be useful to detail further the process that occurs at this

stage. It is where the majority of the data analysis happens and therefore

useful to make this process explicit for the reader.

The distillation process outlined by Kleiner and Roth (1996) is based on a
"grounded theory" process. "Its rigour is designed to ensure that anyone can
organize a mass of material into concepts and theory, without losing the
research validity that emerges from individual's biases" (Kleiner & Roth, 1996,
p.10-3).

The main concepts used for the data analysis are, open, axial, and selective

coding. The process that | followed for coding is presented below.

5.4.1 First Research Pass: Coding Concepts
Firstly, the basis of the data is the transcribed interviews. The coding therefore

starts with these. This process begins with working through each interview
transcript and developing a list of concepts that emerge from the data. This
process goes beyond simply identifying common areas of interest but
attempts to look further into some of the assumptions and attributions made
by the participants interviewed.

Kleiner and Roth (1996) provide a useful model for the phrasing of these
concepts. They recommend that each concept consist of two parts. The first is

a label that clearly identifies what you are talking about, and the second a
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brief description of what that concept is about. It is also recommended when
labelling to avoid too much inference but rather give descriptions that are true
to the data. This concept labelling process operated at a paragraph level and

tried to limit labels to one per paragraph.

5.4.2 Second Research Pass: Joining Concepts Together
Kleiner and Roth (1996) recommend that this stage is done among the

learning historian team and individual concepts are presented to the group for
discussion and final consensus. Although | can see that this would be a useful
process to go through, | was the only one researching and so this was not

possible.

The second part of the second research pass is a grouping exercise. From the
list of concepts that emerged from the different interviews, | used an "affinity

diagram' to group similar ideas or concepts together

From here, | went through a process of Axial analysis. Again, Kleiner and
Roth (1996) borrow from grounded theory. This analysis is designed to " bring
out the heretofore overlooked aspects of each of these groupings" (Kleiner &
Roth, 1996, p.10-11). This happens through interrogating each of the
proposed themes with a number of questions. These questions are:
i. What are the correlations of the concepts?
(a) How many times is it mentioned in the text?
(b) Is this concept typical?
i. Why did it happen?
This stage is underpinned by a technique called "The Five Whys" which
Kleiner and Roth outline (1996, p.10-14). It is also used to begin some of
the systemic analysis into causal relationships amount the concepts.
iii. What happened next? What did this influence or lead to?
iv. What is the appropriate level of aggregation?
v. What else could it mean?

vi. Where are the taboos?
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Kleiner and Roth (1996) stress the impertance of words or phrases like,
"never", "always" and "everyone knows that". These are key words that
flag potential areas that are not "allowed" to be discussed. In other
words, they are what Argyris and Schon (1978) would call an "Open
Secret" (Kleiner & Roth, 1996, Ch 10).

5.4.3 First Mythic Pass: Writing the Story
At this point we have a number of groupings of concepts which are the raw

material for the development of themes. This stage is used for the creation of

those themes.

This stage also includes the writing of the "nut-graf’. Kleiner and Roth (1996)
describe it as, "A single paragraph that describes the theme and tells the

story, in a nutshell" (p.10-18).

5.4.4 A Final Pass
"Research

Are we still true to the data?

Does the theme, as described, in fact feel "grounded" in the data?

Mythic
Have we really gotten to the heart of the matter?

Do you feel that the story has a universal element?

Pragmatic
Have we presented this in a way that people will hear and learn from it?"
(Kleiner & Roth, 1996, p.10-20).

5.4.5 Sorting
This involved distributing the quotes from each interview into the newly

developed themes. | opened one interview at a time and worked through
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each one, carefully using the coding developed earlier to identify which quotes

fit into the different themes.

5.5 Adaptation of the Research Process

As | mentioned in the beginning chapter, this study is a pilot study and
therefore does not encompass the full requirements that Kleiner and Roth
(1996) state in terms of a learning history. To clarify this issue, | said earlier
that | have taken a learning history approach. in essence, this means that the
way | undertook the research is in line with what happens in learning history
projects, but adaptations were necessary due to time and resource

constraints.

Looking over the seven stages outlined by Kleiner and Roth, | can say that |
completed all but two of them. The stages that were not completed, or not fully

completed were "Validation" and "Dissemination’.

In terms of validation, | was able to have the transcribed interviews checked
with one person only. Again, time and resource issues complicated this
process and so | could not validate the rest of the interviews with the people

concerned.

With regard to dissemination, the very nature of this type of study does not
allow for this type of dissemination to happen. | chose the university as a case
study for this research, it was not the university who commissioned the
research and as such the workshops associated with this stage were not
feasible.

Although this is not an adaptation to what Kleiner and Roth (1996) outline for
learning histories, it must be noted at this paint that due to the limited data
collected, roughly 120 pages of transcribed interviews plus other documents, |
have decided to present the learning history in the staggered format. | do not

believe that | have enough material, or a wide enough range of stakeholders,
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to facilitate a meaningful story with the two-column format. As mentioned
above, the staggered approach is more guided for the reader and will better

suit the amount of data | have collected and the themes that | want to

concentrate on within the next chapter.

Furthering this point, there will be stages throughout the next chapter where |
will include analysis and commentary that is more suitable to this type of
academic document compared to that of a learning history. Although this can
be likened to the role of the left-hand column, | will be making more overt
analysis of the data as opposed to simply presenting questions that challenge
the reader to make his or her own conclusions. | will also, on occasion,

include diagrams and systems maps as appropriate.

In addition to this, | will be making some recommendations as a resulit of this
research. Due to the nature of this type of document, it would not be
appropriate to simply leave the process open-ended. Therefore, | will attempt
to draw out the areas of learning that | believe would be useful for the
university to take note of as a result of this implementation. This could also

take the form of recommendations for future research.

In making the adaptations or exclusions mentioned above explicit, |
acknowledge that the learning history purists would dismiss this as not
qualifying for such a title. At the same time, this document does present to the
reader a certain perspective of what happened and what can be learnt out of
the implementation of Banner. So | would like to make the claim that it is a

type of learning history, albeit one that Kleiner and Roth (1996) would not put
their label to.

5.6 Overview of Research

As outlined in the general process of a learning history above, the majority of
my research has been reflective interviews. Interviews were carried out with

15 participants from a range of stakeholders. These included:
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Deans and Heads of Schools

Members of the Banner implementation team
Members of the Banner executive committee

Members of the SIMS Action Group

Faculty Officers

Admission Officers

Senior Academic staff in various departments

Staff from the Information Systems department.

®* & & & S & O > o

The Project Manager

In addition to the interviews, | gained access to a large number of documents
within the Banner Office. These included minutes of meetings, communication
between the university and SCT, Banner newsletters, training schedules,
various letters of complaint from users to the Banner Office, screen prints of a
range of reports available on Banner, and general other documentation
regarding the implementation process. The data that has emerged from this
interview process and document analysis will be presented in the next
chapter.

5.6 Conclusion
This chapter has presented an overview of the research process in a learning

history and the adaptation of that process that | have implemented within this
study. The chapter also included the generic principles that have come to be

associated with learning histories.
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CHAPTER SIX: THE BANNER IMPLEMENTATION - A
LEARNING HISTORY

6.1 Introduction

On March 31 1993 the University of Natal purchased the Banner Student
Information and Financial Aid Systems. The Banner system was implemented
over the next eighteen months and went "live" for registration of students in
1995. The project was implemented on time and within budget. About
1997/1998, a decision was taken to stop any further upgrades of the Banner
system, indicating a move away from Banner and towards another system.
This process was completed with the current (2000) implementation of the

Integrated Tertiary Software (ITS) system at the university.

What happened with the Banner project and why? Some have called it a
huge success, while others have cried out in angst at the money wasted
through this process. Whatever the case may be, this document is not
concerned with placing blame, but rather with finding what can be learnt from

the implementation.

Sidebar - The Learning History Format
All full width text in this document is commentary from the researcher and will
be provided to keep the story flowing. This will also allow for some analysis

appropriate to this type of document.

The text that is left-aligned comprises critical questions and commentary from
the research, while the text that is right-aligned will be actual quotes from the
participants.

6.2 Theme One - Why Banner?
In 1992, the University of Natal was operating with the Student Information

Management System (SIMS). The SIMS system was a "homegrown" system
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which was reaching the end of its life. The system was, as we will hear

shortly, beginning to crumble and needed to be replaced. Most, if not all

people were in agreement with this. The challenge for the university was to

decide which system was

unfolded.

6.2.1 Some History

most suitable. Let's look at how this process

The following section will attempt to retell the sequence of events leading up

to a decision.

Why was a new system
needed?

Some people didn't thi’nk
the change was so
necessary.

Uh, the previous system was an in-house |

system. It had been developed over the years, if

| fémember rightly, it was largely based on
'COBOL. It was unable to be maintained, it was

crumbling, and a new system was absolute!yf

‘ necessary, the problem was wh:ch system.

_' Well, yes, in éff'p~6‘st’~facto? I mean, | explored that. |
| think theunivers‘ity*had a homegrom system
'prior to that SIMS, Students Information
‘Management System, | think. That had SImply

outgrown its usefulness | mean nt was, as were

‘many home-_grown systems, just ftakmg too much‘

effort to keep it going. And it was also a

mainframe- based machme the old IBM 360 0
think it was, ‘and they were going to scrap that.
Um, they were |ooking for something a little more
up to date, oﬁered;mOre.funC\ti\onaﬁty

I can te’H‘ you the sequence of events. What
happened. Totally wrong sequence of events.
What happened was, we were on a system
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Is this valid in terms of the

technology or a normal|
know, to give us facilities, to get more

human  response  fo
change?

called SIMS. SIMS was designed by the

university for the university. And it was working :
fine but it was very limited and as IT grew, we

asked for something to be added to make it, you

information out of it. - So, the university decided

to investigate.

Um, it was b‘eing done in st‘ages soithere was
human resources, there was finance, and there;_
‘would have been student academrc affarrs At

that time, | was the rn Durban The wholef

student systems came under my responsrbrhty '
So, the rmptementatton process was ongoing at.

the time. The tntegrated Terttary Systems (ITS)\;

program had gone “through human resources, '

the other way round, finance and then human |

resources. And ‘t‘h'e’n‘" it was sort of our‘tur'n V\\le/

then said, hang on, is this. the best system for the

':Umversny of Natal? Universities are unique
 creatures, you know. It's not like a \bi‘g multi-

‘nationa! something. Every faculty has its own

rules and regulations and needs and reports

The |dea is to see 1f the ITS system was
appropnate and we dld a lot of work, probabiy,
about six months Just gomg into the system with -
experts And you must keep in mrnd Im not the

‘ expert I'm just providing some leadershrp We

found that it was not the best system for the

: Unrversnty of Nata! beoause of the wayf the
\um‘verSity was operating but also the systern was
inflexible. The system came, if | can say this to |
you, it cra‘m’e' from an Afrikaans-speaking
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What changes were background, it was mtroduced in an Afnkaans-
needed to the Afrikaans-,;speakmg msmution Butto bring that system into
based system that proved ’;a sort of liberal, English, white university, there
'so much bigger than the :wasnt a fit there. The termmology and the

American system? How \changes wouid have been enormous.

- was this determined?

Thus the context begins to develop. Seemingly people having a greater
understanding of the technological issues were in agreement that a new
system was necessary, if not essential. A question to ponder would be
whether this was communicated to all key users? Nel (1996) lists a number of
human responses to change. The first two are "Old Contentment" and
"Denial". The first is concerned with the fact that most people do not see the
need for change and the second response is that people will deny the
relevance of information regarding change. So, in response to the above
question, a useful follow-on would be, How well were the human responses to
change engaged within this process? Possibly an assumption operating at
this point was that if you "communicate” the correct information, people will

understand and accept it.

The stage is now set. All that remains is to see how the process unfolded.
How did the university get to the point of choosing Banner as the most

appropriate system for the University of Natal?

" you could do two things: you could e:ther
change the system or change the way we do
work. And changlng the way we do work is
extremely drfﬁcu!t in a umverSIty environment.
Some of the changes we have achieved over the |
years, but it was extremely dn‘f(cult Yo} the 1dea
‘was, if we. reject TS, what is it that we need'? So.

‘we undertook another sort of survey, went to the

USA, looked at various systems, and at the end
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What were the
requirements for this new

system?

Some confusion arises
here. Was the University
aware of the requirements
for a new system?

What processes were put |

in place to find out user
specifications?

of the day came up with a recommendation that
we should take Banner. So, that's how we got to-

Banner. So it was a long, very extensive, very

detailed process in arriving at that conclusion
that we won't go on with ITS, but we will take

Banner.

Uh, it haol to be a student ‘ihforrnation system ) It.'_
woutd have to be able to.. et me put it anotherf
way. | don't think the umverSIty knew what it
wanted at ;the teme except a new system. Uh,

part of what we had to do was to try and decide

what the actual needs were and I think right early

in the begrnmng, we made the decision that we

~did not have the capabrllty to write another in-
;house system Uh that was a point that was
i’ argued it was. certamty argued and we shoutd‘
-write an in- housetsystem,, but, uh, we deﬂmtely_

were of the poiht of view that'we*d\;haveto go for :

a commercial sy‘Stem And if we went for a

"commero'at system then the question is uh we

had our requtrements but we'd have to settle for

a !evel of match to our requirements ... based on

'what was avartabte

1t was actually not the perfect process by any

means. It was  an htstonc process that
devetoped as trme went . on Earty on, um the
chief role play_ers ~at the time had been; the
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Attempts were made!

Is there a correfation

between a system working

somewhere else and being

able to work in this

context?

This point was disputed

‘student
; lelStOﬂ

‘was also extensive.

Not thatft can remember, no.

affairs section, computer services

(CSD), which is our information

techriology  division. (ITD), um, they were, had
asked, well 'every'body’agreed that a new system

was needed, but to try and\‘specify that system,

’w:th the resources available was realty a very

hard thmg to do /

A similar process was then doctored in order to

see if Banner would meet our needs. And that ;
And we actually went to

universities in the States that were using that
system. Different types of institutions, we had a
~whole lot of questlons and we actualty wanted to

see. how the system works And subsequent to.

that, there was sort of a constxttant from that end

who came down here to demonstrate the
system, to show people how it works etc. And

did very practical, hands on stuff. We were able

to say is this the system you want to go wnth and

the answer was yes that was the system

No»they Weren't (users ccnsulted)f They were
mcluded but the deal had already been signed
and then we were canvassed. “And we sald we
don't want it. We said, if you can just add to

S‘IM'S,,/ we don't want Banner. But they'd already

'signed, but, of course, then when they decided

they couldn’t keep Banner anymore, they did a
survey, but they still didn't ask us, they told us

‘what we're gettlng

No no, there
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Going back to  the

requirements issue.

process is always done
within the constraints of a
wider system. The supra-

system begins to exert

The decision making |

| wasn't. Only the training that they ... but as far_

as con:,s'mtatién; there was nothing.

ﬁWeH,fWh’en we enquired about that, they said to
us that they had, they did some time ago, long

before Banner was signed and sealed, they
asked all the users questions f;rgjm all fhey
faculties,kThey: asked fhem’ questions onf what/‘
the system does and what they would like it todo
etc. And based on that, | think they then looked
at Banner énd they decided on Banner. "

I'd mentioned this, and it got to a,certainfpersoh's

“knowlédge that | was doing this. That pérson :
;phoned me and said we're just going oversv“e’as to
talk to the Banner people, have you got some

questions that you could give me to ask them

‘about the student records systems. And during
| my discussion with that person at that time, |

found to my horror that the group of people who
were,de\ciding to buy Ban/n'.er had never done a-

‘user requirement specification.  And that they
were actually going to b’uy the system Withbut_f
 knowing what the users required. Um, | said to

\th/i,s person, cancel yaur trip hgw, don't wasté;the

;‘uni‘\/erscity's money, don't leave the country, don't
'go. Do the requirements first, then you know

what to ask. :

Uh, we had a 'fairlyflérge Banner commitiee, :
steering committee, which, well, it became a
Banner stéeﬁng committee, but there was a
_committee that was in charge of the job and

]
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some pressure.

Lack of users included

The process was taking
time. Nof seen in a
positive light We have to
do something - anything,
but not nothing!

deciding what system to go for. And tha‘t had |

‘wide representation, academic repre‘sentation,¢ it
‘had human resources, it had student affairs, it
had computer services, it 'had finance, and it had ;
“m\anagement information people on it and we |
“simply fought out what we should go for on thatk'

Comm|ttee | can say that the situation was fanr!y\

desperate by the time | got there No dec;s;ton

had been made and we more or less had ayk

deadline in the sense of the computers that were

running the old system were at the end of th‘ei‘r‘

life. They could have co!lapsed at any minute |
‘and we dtdn’t have ttme to spend going out to
 the grass_ roots, go consultmg people,, But there
was this r epreéentative"teamf‘whieh ‘made the
decision to go for Bah'ner | must say it was,

"made it was pushed by me and one or two_

others from above qunte hard, to make you;
know, the case that you have got to make a*}
decnsnon You may be makmg the wrong decnsnon :
or the right decn\ston, fbut you can't procrasttnate;

'anymore SO we’Ve got to make this decision.
This is the mformat!on that we've got, that we' 'd.
,gathered over several years, there were vo(umes‘

of |t but uh, it had to be made on the ba3|s of
some mcomplete mformatxon 1 think is aIWaysf"
the case in that sort of thmg L
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Figure 7: The Decision-Making Context

Political
Overtures

/V

Time
Constraint

Banner Steering Committee: Pressure
A certain degree of "faction” from
fighting. Problems associated Executive
with complexity and consensus &
Incomplete
Information

Crumbling
University
Technology

As the decision-making context becomes clearer, we are able to see some of

the processes and pressures that were on the team to choose a system.

Would it have been cheaper and more effective, in the long run, to complete a

user requirements specification than to have made a decision without this

information? One has to ask, just how did the university come to the point of

deciding on Banner? What information formed the basis of that decision?

Some thoughts of the participants follow.

Choice of systems s
limited and plays a role in
' deciding.

And really, it was then a case of saying Number
One, do We go for um, do we write the in-house
system? And we workshopped that extensively.
‘Then it was a case of identifying systems that

| were off,,éred, That was a’Ctualiy, a hard thing to |

do, 'cause there weren't very many. And we !

identified Banner, as the one outside the country,
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How was this achieved?

How would the university

'gknow what best suited
their needs if the needs
were not established?

A member of the Banner
Implementation
(BIT).

People implementing the

Team

system divorced from
decision making

“shifting the blame"?

or

A member of the team that
the USA
investigate Banner.

went to to

Characteristics of Model
O-/ systems.
Protect self and others

learning

vvé.n | don’t know

ITS and other than that, a few in-house systems

that had been written by other universities which

- we might have been able to modrfy to deal w1th~
ourselves. So, when you say, speon‘ymg a
system, we didn’t have many options. Uh, it was ;
a case of seeing what was available and seeing

what came closer to, closest to what would serve

‘our purpose. -

| don't know and | can't really answer that

because | wasn’t mvotved m the team who

frnvestrgated Banner ‘as opposed to ITS as
~opposed to a home-grown as opposed to at on_e,,
,stég‘e.we wereth‘iriking abOut using WITS (The
:\'Un'i,versity of the Witwatersrand) or RAU's (The
“RandAfrikaans Uni'v’ersity) typ’e systems. ’But i

don't know what prompted them. They went over

 to America and they had a fook at the system\;:
and they came back and sald 1ts good So, l was

actually i in the stage after that

| suppose, | don’t know. |
wouldnt say that theyd done a proper user

‘needs analysrs and uh, | ‘suppose that they‘
,,could report maintain their student records and
;charge their fees and do reasonab!e amount of
, reportrng and that you know. That’s probably, butf :
| don't think Fm the best person to answer that
/questton, because | wasnt sort of at the level
‘where you know they made all those policy |
decisions and that. |

Um, you know | suppose
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unilaterally.

The report written on the
trip to America does
_substantiate the position in
the last quote in as much
as it was written after the

decision to take Banner.

The decision for Banner|
made before report on visit |
written. Was the visit fo |

America for purposes
beyond making the
decision?

Is the assumption of

“They're using we must be
able to" operating within
the

process?

With regards fo (Sauth
African
Education) SAPSE
Statutory reporting fo the

government.

| honest assessment.

kthey were domg the wrong thmg

decision-making

Post-Secondary |

they would have been quite happy if they d
served our needs as good as before and ..

"As this report is being written after the decision
to acquire Banner systems for the University of

Na‘taL the 'subgse'otioh;s headed "Implications for

theUniversity of Natal" indicate matters which

\should be noted with- regard to mplementatton of |

the systems" (Bertoloth 1993 p. 1)

‘Lhave no idea. | just honestly, honestly believe it

was a huge expensiVe mistake.

; . ,
because they didnt do the user
If they'd gone

That's my
| think they chose
Banner -
requirements  specification.
‘ systems development

through' the proper

: hfecycie that we use and teach in our. dzsmphne :
if they'd done that, they would have realised that |

But they
seemed to from what | understood they did |t

/because other people used it, they thought we

could use it. I think it was some. decuston hkef:’

; that but | oan't answer that

j No | dont thmk it was ever prom:sed because |

mean its obv:ously a unique system there's no

-comparable system of reportmg I rea}Iy have no |

,ndea of what went through the mmds of those
choosmg it as far as SAPSE l thmk they just
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One of the dilemmas with
buying a "off the shelf"

-mode] is that certain trade- "
offs will have fo be taken. |
Was this an acceptable |

one?

traded ease of use and the greater f’unctiona!ityr
elsewhere. | think they traded off against the
fact that they had to develop SAPSE reporting.

The decision to take Banner seems to be surrounded by a lack of foundational

information on which to base such a decision. In repeated attempts to locate

any user specifications requirements, | found nothing. This is not to say that

they do not exist, | just couldn't find them. Some people, quoted above, are of

the opinion that it was neve

r done prior to the decision to take Banner.

If this is the case, was there an overall university strategy with regards to the

Banner system specifically

and the institutions technology more generally?

Some insight is given below.

Evidence of a vision with

regards fo Banner.
Resource allocation sited

as a reason for failure.

Does this mean it will work
in the same manner here?
Did the university have the
required infrastructure to
begin with, to implement
such a vision?

Possible evidence of the

A system which was never actually achieved
be'causé the university n‘eve“r‘ put the'resoUrces
f':i,‘nto it. But we saw the abi}ity 1o have, first of aH,
a ;syste'm which Was. basically a form based
‘sy‘sfem, to start off with, becoming something
that was an automatic student information:
system and available to students. | mean, I
'l‘ooked at thé' system, wchrking on campuses in
the United States, where in fact, students simply i
went  online arid did their registrations |
’ them’se{ves{ They looked at the rules, they filled
in the boUrse‘s, they were controlled in terms of
‘what they could do, but they filled in the forms.
‘We never got to that stage. But one had a vision
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supra-system's ability to

accommodate  "change”
but resist any fundamental
change in operating
procedures.
models and theories in use
could be coming into play

with regard fo the change

Mental |
}-hybrrd system ‘where

\of moving towards this where there was a fairly
-automatic process of keeping records where one
‘would not be controlled as one stsll is by bits of

_paper moving left, right and centre And it was

certainly not what happened in the end wrth the

to deal with the

‘departments they Wrote rntermedlate rnterfaces

ito interface with them, 1 mean .

process. What extent was|
the
- engaged with?

change  process |

From the results that are emerging from this pilot study, it is evident that the
decision-making process with regards to choosing Banner was somewhat
flawed. It has been established that there was some inconsistency with
regards to the information used to decide on Banner. Some stated that the
information was there, although | was not able to find it, while others
advocated that the user specifications requirements was not done prior to

purchase, or even implementation.

6.3 Conclusion

This chapter has provided some insight into the processes leading up to the
decision to take Banner. It has been established to some extent that this
process was flawed and a certain amount of inconsistency exists with regards
to the information used to make this decision.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THEME TWO: WIDER BANNER SYSTEM

7.1 introduction

| have chosen to call the next theme the "Wider Banner System" as it best
describes the contents. This theme includes the technical implementation
process and project management of that process. It also includes, and hence
the name, the other systems that were set up under the "Wider Banner
System". These include the Banner Office and reasons for the new ITS

system, or stated differently, why Banner was replaced.

The decision has been taken, Banner is on its way. The only thing left to see
is how did it all play out? How was this system that we just learnt about in the

last theme actually get implemented at the University of Natal?

7.2 Project Management

A decision was taken by the Banner Executive Committee (BEC) to appoint
an external project manager. There was a time limit of eighteen months for the
implementation and a team, which was lead by the project manager, was

developed called the Banner Implementation Team (BIT).

External Project Manager | Well, | think the implementation process went |
seen as the most ex'o’eeding‘iywel‘l.: It went to time, we del;i‘\\/‘eredaon
ja,opropriai‘e model for this | the due c,lat'é. it was dohé prafeséion‘ai'!y in the'i
implementation. sense ,that we ‘sa\i)‘d we have to have an external
project manager, ‘we appointed Q-Data after |
looking at a number of \pr'opOsafs. ... was the
jprdject manager '-appbinted from a 'seiection
fprocess that mvolved them offenng us a number
of dtfferent pro;ect managers : and ~our,

interv;ewnng them and deciding who would be
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Evidence

Issue of change

recognised at early stages.

Assumption that people t‘
don't want to change taken |

as fact.

"Tell people the facts, train
them in new procedures
and people will change” Is
this valid? How much was
the change process taken
into account?

Project Management
hampered by lack of
earlier processes.

of people’s

Appalling. -
‘_Banner

change 'management.”

expectat:ons

the most appropnate It was then carried through
and as | say dehvered on time and | think, of

course with all these things, there were probjems
along the way. There is always a problem with,
f, one of the tmaj‘or;p'robtems ‘was bringing the staff
‘on board. People don't y\‘rant to sch‘ange and they

werefgoin’g to have to make «sorne_ chy‘ange\s here.
Banner or any other system onld not do things
preeisely'the way we'd done them before. And
people had to change some of their procedures
and they had to be convnnced and thvs was’ done
by a huge process \,of \usmng them one by ene
and telkingto th‘ern picking up:’prob!ems he‘v’ing»
trammg courses uh trylng to bnng them on’

boerd

The project management process |

'was hampered as a result of the lncomplete

evaluatron Sy addrtron, - it . didn’t

k]af‘:i‘equetely address the key ,ereasbf risk and

Nevertheless, we
'commended them ‘fer achieving project

deadhnes under very difficult c:rcumstances
Alr:ght There was no formal user needs analysus

and so there were all sorts of unmet
expectatnons : because it wasn't ever
documented mdswduat peopte had dn‘ferent

. we havent documented that so,

jwe re not sure whether the systems actua(ly
' going to do that Gt A

I think having external Project Manager WOrkedJ
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theories-in-use operating.
it could be that these are
untested
operating as facts.

assumptions
In a
sense, thoughts creating a
reality.

Clear indication of a
limited learning system in
The

politics, "should | speak to

operation. internal

‘,him" showing how people

 collude with the system to

keep it going.

What the
important aspect of the

was most

project delivery?

Time and Budget all

important.

- Communication was very
important.

“very well

is  what

'jmplement/a‘tions in the University of Natal

But the university is not an easy

‘environment, major systems ‘im'p!ementationwis
not easy anywhere - but within a university it is a
«partlcularly difficult enwronment | mean, every
;one is an expert and nobody is going to glve an
;\imoh And i thmk from that point of vxew -1 had no ’

reason to doubt the competence of the PTO}EC’(‘

Manager S :
/ Deﬂmteiy And it was also a very good thing

brmgmg him in as an outside person. Because
then he didn't know: about the mternal politics so
he didn't, he just, not rushed in, but um he didn't
have to think, shouid I speak to h|m about that or
. he just did it o #

/Absoluteiy ‘Cause it was implemented if 'm not

‘mlstaken in the period of eighteen months which |

we :had targeted. The prqect»

 implementation was done in terms of- what was
“outlined on the paper. We said this is what we
‘want to achieve and that was done. So, in my

_view it was a very successful implementation of

a project. We had an outside consultant who‘_

was an expert at this whole process who went

through the stages and actually had workshops
in terms of project 1mplementatlon He was a
very good PR (Pubhc Relahons) person and
made excellent contact with the aoademlo

_,oommumty with admin people, within users an/d'

the community in general. So that was, you

. know, | think, one of the most su’ccessfu!fprojecto

. And
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Did Banner need to be

done "better” or ‘"look
better” than  other
projects?

What consideration was
given to issues emerging

within  implementation?

structure.

How were the project
boundaries defined? Who

MIBS project? How was it
meant to relate to Banner
as a system?

Did the BIT take this into
consideration?

Again, the question of
boundaries is highlighted.

 system

Things that didnt appear |
in the work breakdown |

was responsible for the |

that's a result of some discussions that we had,
looking at some of the other projects in the
- long delays, for different reasons.

No, he was very good, and,he-ke”pte tight reign
“on the project, made sure that if a thing had to

be done according to our plan, it was d‘one.‘ :

Well, they got it in on time and they were very

happy with it. You know, | wasn't so ‘happy;with ,

\the way some of the thmgs were done. It was a

package and they dzdnt want to change that
much they would often make you use ftelds for.

two things, you know, instead of havmg a

: 'separate field for each eet of data, you'd have to

combine the two and us,eﬁthe same field. And
also | didn't feel that we were being asked what

5‘we wanted or you know, from the management

information side, so | felt that our requests were.
not *being taken into account. _Andﬂ‘they were _
veryrheppy for us do our own’ thing and do oUr
Management Information on Banner System
(MIBS) pro;ect

they, you know that seemed to. do

But they got it in on t:me and

:_ There was a tendency to decude who they were'

going to. hsten to and what they werent gomg to‘

listen to and you know bulldoze somethlng
'through and Just get itin on time and that S lt you

kn0w Ja But that’s my personai mpress:on you
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know, nobody else might agree with that.

The project management of the implementation of the Banner system seems
to have drawn different responses from different people. From my
perspective, | think the project was extremely focused and the main points of
focus were time and budget. This has both advantages and disadvantages.

Some of these were brought out in the above commentary.

The one area that does seem to be lacking with regard to the project
management was the area of change management. From what | have
gathered, the major techniques used to cope with change were
communication and training. It is not clear that a "sense of urgency" (Kotter,
1996) or a "burning platform" (Nel, 1996) was ever created. Therefore the
need for change was never felt. Without this sense of urgency, the normal
human responses to change begin to take effect and the change process
becomes even more difficult. The change leader is responsible for this. From
the documentation, it is evident that the crumbling technology was a suitable
"burning platform". It was apparent to those that had access to the information

that the technology could collapse "at any moment".

7.3  Banner Office

The Banner Office was established originally as a location on campus where
the BIT could be housed. It subsequently became the home of the support
staff once the Banner Implementation was completed. It is an interesting part

of the Banner system and worth investigating at this point.

It worked too well, because then Banner Office
What does this say about kbecame a crutch to .th"e users, and instead of
the structure for the | them trying to find out how to do it themselves,
Banner system? What can they picked up the phone. Or came down to see
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‘we learn from this?

How did the Banner Office

work?

Issues of Power
Information Gate Keeping
could be involved.

The system that was
created for report writing

viewed as not efficient.

This seemed to birth |
another system for
accessing information,

which is then attributed to

the users demand for

immediate reports.

‘A_ndé then reports ’that weren't written,

and

Because ...

s ... And we were naughty, we spoiled them,
you:kno’w we didn't say look go and try on with
thls ‘machine or do it yourself sort of thing, we
said okay flne let's show you how to do it. Thena
the next week they couldn't remember so Id go
up and show them agam and eventually | sard
sorry | might as well do it for you. That was notz,’,
the normal run. of the mill stuff but the more
difficult things. :
Yeah no they could because there were reports
local wntten reports in Banner which if the dean

'wanted to know how many students were

"f‘regis,tered for his courses, they could've done.

if the

faculties or the admin staff couldn't run them,

they used to send a request to me and | had to

wnte a quick Seque! or we had one Wthh gave

them what they wanted

and | used to write the quick and

dirty reports, because it was too much time to
‘wait, put it in the queue for ITD (Information

Technology Dtvusmn) to write it and put it on the
menu. So we just did 1t one off quickly. Becausel

\\typrcai users, they'd cq‘me rn and say | want this
/repOrt yesterday and they couldn’t wait ,for\‘i‘t,to

go\throughrthenermm processes.

Yes, (there were some reports that cou!d have
been done on the local level that were pushed to
the Banner Ofﬂce) What we: should have done, |
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It's not just technology.

"Human" systems interact.

Banner, at UND, goes well |
“things to do. And users, we didn't mind, they just

beyond the computer
system. Any inefficiencies,
which may have related to
the
elements of the system,

"non-technical"

can very easily be blamed ||

on the technical system.

the
resource allocation and

Raises issue of

capacity.
University  didn't staff
Banner Office as

recommended. Isn't there

a deeper issue here?

,‘developed as it should have been

;touch that vyet..

staffed as ‘wed recommended that they should

mean ... and |, we wrote the reports, we should

have then maybe sent them up to lTD and asked
them to tidy it up a bit and put it on the menu.

But instead we didn't, we forgot, or we had other

came and phone and fill in a request sheet and

we would run it for them

it ,was’ used as a basic management llnfolrrnation
tool in terms of prouid ing the standard reports“for
exams and, things like that, but it was never
It sumply

| didn’t operate that way because if you wanted to -
‘get any information out. of it, the Banner Offlce
didn't have the capacity to wnte the reports to
‘getitout Or there was such a delay that by the |

time you got it, the mformatlon wasn 't any use to |

They'd put you on the waiting list, phone them up
in six weeks time, sorry we haven't had time to

Then people start ilosingf it

‘because they can't _get lhe lnformatlon they

need.

I would expect a dean or anyone like that would
have gone to the Banner office and asked for
that, .

because at that stage they were Slmply not

and thats where the problems came’,

i
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What about looking at the

system created for
Banner? Is this the most
efficient system?
Technology, in a sense,
will always be limited to
the context that it operates

in.

What does this say about /
the university's use of|

technology?

The Banner Ofﬁce and
Faculty Officers were key
in

 players this system.

One could say they were |

the crucial links. Issues of

power and ownership

emerge.

So they would usually have to say, you'll go on & |

‘year's time. Or you made use of the standard

it just meant an extra link in the chain.
?'whole concept of technology is that you - you do

: juet wasn_t,usmg the technology as technologyf(
‘can be used.

;workstations PC's, databases is that you can do

e il's. your students

:marks why do you have to give your marks to

be staffed. And they didn't have the capacity...
waiting list, it might be, you might get it in a

reports that we've got.

It's a hell of a pain for the faculty people and still,
they still couldn't give ‘me the information about
sups. That wasn't in the system, okay. "Um,,,but;
The

itin your office where you need it you don't have

to go and ask somebody else to do it for you. 1t
The whole concept of that,

it, okay you put m your passwords you put in
your protectton and you can do it, it's your data,
its your exam, it's your

the facutty ofﬁce for them to put in?

Just by havmg that structure they made'

get

themseives powerfu. because we cou!dnt
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Not just power and
ownership but dependency
as well.

Dependency created by
| system, having a negative
influence on data and
system ownership, which
in turn had a negative
influence on data integrity.

any information without going through them.

You know, it was implemented so far, the

training didn't go:/far enough, so we didn't create
power users or exber\t/,partners whatever you

want to call th‘e_m‘L ... a cohort of people who
really knew what was going on. Uh, in the end, a
lot of that depended upon two people ..
dependeh\ce built up between some of the key

users, say faculty ofﬂcers um, and the small

staff in the Banner ofﬂce

_Ownershlp invested in a small team the bottom,

line is that too few people knew what was really'

?gomg on. And faculties, the users and owners of
the data never took ownershlp So you know |
 another flaw was, as we dnscover now, was:
fmtegnty and quallty of the data. Ther,eysfnot a
 great deei of emphasis on auditing 'or taking

responsibility for quality of data. Um, and so

there was an ongomg tension between the role.
of mformation technology diVlSlOﬂ the Banner,

Offtce and what the user ‘should be doung for*

; themselves
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Figure 8: Diagram of the Dependency Model that Emerged

BANNER
OFFICE

DEPENDENCY
CREATED

USER

Both the users and the |

Banner Office had to
collude to keep the system
operating. But this also

kept the key users and the |
Banner office very |

powerful.

Yes, and often by choice, 'you know they if they
got on ‘with the Banner offlce that was fine,

because they didn’t have to bother to learn about L
o .

Ja, so the 'Benner' }O&ffic.:e model was not a good

oone, because the system, nobody really had an

‘overview of the whole system either. Far too few

people. They also had no idea what was in those
reports, ;they just took them at face value. And |
asked ... they'd articulated as best they could a
need, and somebody had VWEi/’tten‘somethi‘ng that
generated a neat-looking report.  They had no
idea whether it was actually generating what
they were ldoking for. And they‘had no ‘idea of )

 how that was updated etc. Sothatwas a senous
; problem ;
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Figure 9: Causal Loop Diagram of Dependency System

Dependency

Lack of Data Lack of _
Integrity aF Ownership

Lack of Global View

From what is emerging from the pilot study, the Banner Office Model was
problematic. The system that was created through the setting up of the
Banner Office had some emergent properties that were unexpected and
inefficient, such as dependency and lack of data integrity. This is seen in the

causal loop diagram above.

In addition to this, | would argue that the naming of the support office as the
"Banner Office" created some unexpected outcomes. This is with particular
reference to change. | would argue that the people who were working in the
Banner Office would have become very personally affiliated to the Banner
system. The naming of the office created a whole sense of identity for those

people with Banner.

When critical reflection was needed to see if the Banner system was providing
the university with what they desired from a student information system, it
would have been natural for the people in this office to become defensive and
resist any changes necessary. Obviously, when you work on a project and
invest time and effort into its implementation, you do become attached to it in
some manner.
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On the other hand, | would argue that if the Banner Office was called the
student information office, then the focus would have been on providing the

best information system, and not having to defend a certain_product.

Furthering this point, | believe it would be difficult for the people in the Banner
Office to take ownership of the new system when so much of their identity is
wrapped up in a particular product. From what | understand the office is still
called the Banner Office. 1 find this quite an amazing statement of allegiance
and a very practical display of a human response to change. Is there going to
be a separate ITS office to support the new system or will it be supported by
the Banner Office?

As a final comment on this issue, | believe that this strong allegiance to
Banner would have had a strong influence on perceptions of the capability of
the new system. Perceptions that could have far reaching implications in the

future.

Although the Banner Office attempted to satisfy the needs and demands of
the users and was initially set up to support and expand the Banner system, it
seemed to be under-resourced and had the capacity only to maintain the
system. It should be noted at this stage that the number of reports that could
be generated from Banner did increase and, towards the end of Banner's life
at UND, there were a large number of reports available. This does show some
expansion on the side of the Banner system. The lack of expansion that | am
talking about here has to do more with the initial university vision for Banner
and the lack of resources supplied to Banner once the technical

implementation was completed.

Other areas included in the Wider Banner System were the Departmental
System and the other non-Banner systems operating within the university that
Banner had to interface with. | am mentioning them here simply to illustrate
how large the Banner system in total really was. My research did not focus on
these areas and the participants gave very little comment about them. The

major issues mentioned with regard to these other systems included
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frustration in not having direct access to Banner, especially in terms of
interrogating data within the database and secondly the problems associated

with the interface system between Banner and the financial systems.

7.4

Reasons for a New System

| have chosen to include this section here as some of the implications

emerging above have influenced the decision to replace Banner.

The

replacement of Banner is obviously the final stage chronologically speaking,

but this information does seem most appropriate presented here.

System  not

expectations.

Cost is an issue. Dollar-
Rand Exchange Rate.

Blaming the Supra-System

of University culture.

Blaming the monolithic
structure helps protect
“It's
not really anyone’s fault -

oneself and others,
it’s the system! ”

Human responses fo
change appearing again.
Possibly used to vindicate

decision for Banner,

Training blamed.

meeting

It's linked to some of the things I've already
mentloned in terms of unhappmess because,&

you're not gettmg some thmgs out of it. That'

one, but there are other sort of outside factors.

"‘One of them coUld""possiny be the rand-dollar -

exchange rate. Bé,cause we needed to pay

‘whatever amounts on a yearly basis to SCT as a

company and if somethi&hg' major went wrong,

then we'd have to get people from the USA. Uh,
| think also the culture of the university didn't
: ‘allow. a/fnewf,s,yStem to grow, but the irony of it is
that when they were deciding to sw1tch there

were a lot of people saying, hang on, we like

Banner, Banner's excellent, the users were
saymg, those people who sat in front of the

screens were very excited abaut the mformation

_'they could get, the fact that it was web-based
t was a h;ghly sophlsticated f:rst—world system

and maybe that was a problem, you know, sitting-

in our context where there wasn't sufﬁment
education in terms of its potent;al and how to use |

\!ﬁt SQ, in my ~v1ew,~ uh, YOU know, one needs to be
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Discredit the new system

Banner still the best! -

‘Human  responses (o
change.

' The power of technology -
‘makes you look on the
cufting edge. Whether it
saltisfies your requirements

is another question. How

important is that question |

for UND?

A number of people
involved in the process for
Banner seem to not be
involved in ITS. Did this
compromise the potential

for learning from
Banner implementation?
Lack of upgrades
implicated.

Cost again.

The Y2K (Year 2000)
issue and Banner. A hotly
contested issue.

“careful how you quote this.

university went backwards,

the |

In my view, the

'system which doesn't compare with what's

happening in the outside world. And if we
continued with the Banner system 1 beheve that

‘we would have really rated first in the country
We're the only: umversrfy in Africa who have the

| Banner system

‘Look, | was not involved in that in the least. My
~own outside opinipn~was first of all. 1 tnink thereﬁ '
fjmay, have been a number of naspects, um, the
\funiv'ersity failed to maintain the Banner system

properly, in other words, when they had an

upgrade, they said to themselves, well, we d’c')n‘t\

need the upgrade, the current system Wor‘k\s,: so

thekefore they lost the maintenance. Therefore it
then got to the stage where it um needed
something more and then we got to the stage

,where ‘we couldn't upgrade anymore but you

wouid have to buy the system again. Agam the‘
rand agalnst the dollar had a big mfluence in the
cost of ‘the thing and I think costs were a major

T‘‘pro{:;/!e‘zri‘a‘r1. That they had _esicalated* consi’derably |
 to what they had been at the beginning because

of‘t\he exchange rate. One of the\OutcrieS{I hea,rd”y
bejng mentioned last year which | don't think was
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g Dbe

What
information substantiates
this?

Is TS going
cheaper?

Someone involved in the
Banner Y2K discussions at

the university. Definitely

not Y2K and gives a cost |

for upgrade.

The other side of the coin
of the Y2K issue. It worked
through Y2K and beyond.

Where did

misinformation

from?

Reasons given for
replacement.

IBM produces the report |

and the 14 miflion rand
cost.

come|

,unrversnty, costs, percept!on of Banner,

| true ‘was that the version of our Banner, of

Banner t’hatwe had, was non-Y2K compliant and
we couldn't afford to buy the new version 'cause
we hadn't upgraded the version before. Now

whether that's entirely the truth or not, | dont

know. But Ithink at that stage, they went for a

\cheaper system

Ja, I've been involved in discussions on that.

One of the critical factors is that Banner is not

'Y2K compatible and the upgrade was going to

cost I think 12 million. Or somethmg like that, a

L very hfgh pnce

\That s a load of Crap? ‘Cause I proved on my

own and that's why we were still usmg Banner tm

we went live on ITs: Banner is 100% Y2K
¢ compllant And 1 got it ready and got it up and its
workmg : ‘
the |

Ya, Banner Y2K.  Ya, well, that was not the

move away from Banner it was a top down
thmg, | mean the executive had dec:ded for a
whole host of reasons that Banner was to go. It
was tied m with the whole restructunng of the
you
know, there was a lot of extravagance mvo!ved

‘inthe whole thing. But Y2K did become an issue |
_becau{se the IBM consultants who looked at;a’H:
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University pays for IBM

report, which produces
some alarming results,

which is then ignored.
What does this say about
learning systems operating

within the university?

Politics is sighted as the

reason.

Cost is disputed.

Banner foo sophisticated.
In essence, blames
“Normal African University
User"

Assumptions about users

for failure.
- creating reality.

Upgrades included within
maintenance contract.

So it actually was, to all the tests

American sysfem rlght

you've got to be careful what .

- backwards from Banner
: adm!t

\probabiy its main downfall.

our systems produced an alarming report that

| we'd need to spend about 14 million rand to get

the Banner system Y2K compliant. Um, as you

probably know, what finally happened is that we

‘actually ignored that report altogether and ran

with Banner for 9/10 months. | mean we did
tests, but not as exhaustive as we should have.
.. compliant.

But uh,

there was no guarantees and thek

that added urgency to the wholejchange over.

Ah -'~~pure|y political. One of the reasons that they
wanted to replace Banner is that Banner is an

and they wanted to"'

'replace it with a local one, Wthh ‘would then |

: supposedly have been cheaper. But its not, the |

amount of money that we've spent on this |
system was grossly \underesti;matéd. fhat‘s why
.. Okay, S0 its not
vheaper its a -.the new system is ten stepsa
“Banner, alright, | will
Banner was teo sophisticated for the

ﬁnormal Afncan unlversny user - that was |

And ITS is much
s:,mpler,, much easier. o

No, because we didn't pay for upgrades, that
was all part of the normal mamtenance contract.
if you like and we got, there you are, you can see

,those are all the upgrades I've got which we
: havent put in and Im not gomg to try and put in
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Possible evidence of a|
non-confrontational

learning system or this |

person’'s human response
to change. Maybe both.

The mysterious ‘they"

begin fo appear.

Untested assumptions and

inferences made and
accepted as fact. Evidence
of a Model O - | learning

system.

Issues of integration also
raised.

| User

: systéms

‘mow. But um, | think, yeah, politically there was.

a bit of mlsconceptlon spread in the hrgher
circles about the cost of Banner. And because
people didn't want to challenge or they drdnt

know how to challenge, it was believed. But I

can't say an,,y/more than that ...

As far as | was concerned it was money. It was

an overseas product and the upgrading was

~expensive. No, first of all, they said it was not

Y2K cOnﬁpatib‘le, that was i‘hefvery“fi‘rst thing they/&
said and that was why they started looking for an

,altemate system. And they dldnt want to carry

on upgradrng Banner to make it Y2K because of

,that it was Y2Kﬁcpmpatrble, you could actual«ly‘

keep on running it and we have the GUI (Graphic:
rlnterfa\ce) version but it hasn't been
installed. Everything was there for the next level

‘up. But by then, ssomeone had already ~;;§ign,ed/‘

and committed ourselves to ITS.

| don't know who the "they" are. | have a feeling '

it was someone in ITD. But they mrsrnformed the |

whole unrversrty

'"Banner' is not compatible with our other two

The Financial Accountrng System

' (FAS) and Personnel Accounting System (PAS)

and !TS in fact are all compatlble and Banner
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How was this question
dealt  with
purchase? Was it not an

prior

issue then?

Why are these fwo

departments so powerful?

the
computing system operate

Does university
around
departments? Or does this
just
reason to go ITS?

Is the system telling us
what to do? The issue of
balancing a generic
information system with
operating

What kind
compromise should be

procedures.
of a

- made?

The full and
boundary of the "Banner

extent

'System" begins to be

realised.

tO::

these |

Banner

‘was the odd one out. So the information for

student regi’strations had to be transferred into |

the financial system.

And We also were felling behindwandto catc\:h up

in terms of technology was going to be, um, a

- serious problem. But \Ik'th'inka*fthe overarching

issue was that we had ‘to move tow‘a'rd;s“an»

lntegratlon of our system Um, and as there was

,no intention on the part of our fmance division

fv;and our HR (Human.Resouroes) to move away

from ITS, we had to move away from Banner.

provide a useful|

Sbrfy, fhefskeya th‘i\ng there is the local software.
We are a semesterised university but the
university was reluctant to change many of its
processes to fit in with Banner. Peérhaps that's-
the way it should be but the fact is that a lot of
processes which could have be changed or

simplified weren't. And part of the major problem

with upgrades ‘was not ;ust getting the upgrade'
from Banner but you had to upgrade all the Iooal

software. So a substantla! por’uon of the money

that IBM was talking about »wa_s the millions of
lines of code that have been added on to
Banner. So in some cases, you know, the,
~S‘ystem wéé/ ’aetuaﬂy

fargely local |

software
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' Another angle emerges.

A post-implementation
user specifications
exercise is used (o
determine to move away

from Banner.

Ya, they did it the wrong way around. And then

we said use that infyorma\tion to see whether its

worth updatmg Banner ‘cause there was a huge
update that was comlng that would have cost a
lot of money and we said, get the user.

requirements right and then determine whether;,

it's better to update Banner or whether it's better

to get another product. And they used that
,ac’(ivyity}:t‘o. determine, to actually move to, stop |

'using Banner and to get another product. .

The reasons for moving to another system are many, well, | should say, many
reasons were given as to why. Nothing really conciusive emerges from this
research as to why. Two of the more plausible reasons would be cost and the
systems requirements that determined whether upgrading should continue.

The issue of integration also plays a role.

When we look at systems within systems, it is understandable, with regards to
the cost issue, that this was difficult to foretell. The university operates within
the South African system, which operates within the global system. At the time
of purchase, the rand-dollar exchange rate was possibly a concern but
certainly not of the scale that emerged as the meta-systems, South Africa and

the Global economy, began to interact in post 1994 South Africa.

Other issues such as integration and user requirements certainly lend
themselves to discovery and discussion prior to implementation. From the
results of this research, it seems that a pre-implementation user needs
analysis was not conducted. With regard to integration, the issue was certainly
in the spotlight at the time of the decision for Banner. The question remains as
to how this issue was engaged with and what long-term implications of the
Banner purchase were thought through. What future scenarios did the

university establish that led them to the point of deciding that integration would
not be a problem?
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7.5 Conclusion

This chapter has presented a view of the complexity and size of what | have
called the Wider Banner System. It has shown some of the difficulties that
emerge with regards to a system implementation of this nature. It also shows
the intricate link between 'hard' technical systems and ‘soft' people systems.
The chapter concluded with a discussion around the replacement of Banner.
The research from this pilot study shows that there were many potential
reasons for deciding to purchase Banner, but could not conclusively establish

what reasons were used in making that decision.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: THEME THREE - TRAINING

8.1 Introduction

This next chapter introduces the readers to some of the events that

surrounded the training of key users for the Banner system.

8.2 Training

The decision has been taken, the implementation completed, the next crucial

stage in the process is the training of users.

Shifting the blame. Seems
fo be a need to justify not
being able fto use the
system fully.

Also highlights some of the
difficulties associated with
training. What is the most
appropriate training mode/
for a system like this?

Some indication of power
and information. Potential
for trainers to control how
system was used.

It was a general training, but with a system that

you ‘do\h\‘ft, {hat's not your sole function, to work

ona system, you don't go into the background o’/f"

it, you, as you come to do sbhﬁething-, you do it |

‘and if you get st/u,ck, you' pick up the phone,
; p‘ho’he«éomebody else and say I've got here and
}‘;noww\h‘ere do | go and then 'th'ey{H tell you what
’yo;u do. So we had the basic"t“raining,, SO we
"kriew how to put:\oh an appligatio'n Tahq how: to
register a student and hOW to Change_ coursés
fand how to, um, some reports we got out
,owsel\/es and gthé’rs we requeé‘ted. '

| don't think there was time to train us at the
beginning. Um, the people who set up the

,system knew how to do it, so they trained us as

and when we needed to, | mean we could have
asked for more training, but it's a matter of time.

You just ddn't hav‘e:.thne; time, and when you do

learn, | m‘eéh, we've learnt everything fdr, ITS,
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Indicates the fear often |

associated with computers
and new programs. Also
the issue of saving face. If
you are the person being
trained and the one who is
“supposed” to be able to
‘use it, then the program
quife a

can become

threatening thing.

Was the
model

‘need to know
basis' the most
appropriate? Does a user
the

‘capabilities this way?

understand

Indication that training was |

'event-driven’. This event
Is coming up do al

refresher course.

full

‘ you forget about it,

but | tell you, | don't know how to do everything |
| for ITS. We've gone through the whole system

But | find with computer things, as you use.
them they begin to make more sense and then
you leam 1o query, oh yes | can do that there, -
then | should be able to do that there, you know.

t's not something that you just know and even

‘when youre trained, and Banner we were

trained, /|," unless ‘other ‘people 'mayb‘e“ have a
better memory than | have, but, unless | actually
work on it, | don't remember how to do things.

lt was a,»s"tep' by step process reauyi,*a:s/ you |

needed it. And, you <kn9ow; | found that was:
better, instead of someone barraging you with a.

whole lot of information, you know, that | couldn't

f’\take in all at one time. So for me, it was as |

needed to know. The first thlng that | was taught
‘was how toﬁ;r,egrster a student and from therealtf

progressed to other things. It was like on aneed
' to know basis that 1 was taught. And it worked |

well for me.

They were very useful because you know um,

,‘fthere are certam penods that you use a certain

functlon And when it comes around you know,

Ele ‘with these refresher

courses so to speak I think th,ey were

mvaluable actualfy

‘,We work: o\n:things,on a néed to know basis. As
we want to do some‘thingf and it chdnt happen,
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Potential problems
resulting from the event-

driven training model.

The
implemented

training

had an

-emergent property called |

| “dependency “.

Training not creating a set
of "power users”. Why?

No history in training

people in how to use
systems outside of
technical departments.

Could this have influenced
the
implemented? Were the
trainers

training model

Banner
people

for

technical or

system

then we phone and say it can't do it and he says

it can you've got to do it this way. So | couldn't

tell you an overall. As far as | understand, we
only had certain sections of Banner.

didnit have the whole database. Um, so we, I'm

~ That we :

| not quite sure how to put this, if we fneeded
information, we used to phone the project office

and they would provide us with the information.

They could tell‘ us\‘whethe‘r*’ it was available or
not So that's why | couldn't tell you what it could
do and what it couldn’t do. | can only tell you,
what [ could get it to do and what [ couldn't get lt ’,

to do.

the |

trammq didn’t go far enough, so we dldn t create

You know, it was rmplemented S0 far
power users or expert partners ‘whatever you
want to call them oohort of people who reaHy :
knew what was gomg on. Uh, in the end a lot of
dependence built up between some of the key,y
users, say faculty offlcers um, and the small\
staff in the Banner ofﬂce

?Also the fact that we don't have a longinisiory of

training and empowering people outside of ITD |

or CS*D«(Computer Services Division) - ‘that: was
‘where the locus was - so, yeah, the Banner
Office, then you had the IT people and then the |
users. And very htﬂe Structured Query Language :
(SQL) tralnlng given, only one or two people‘

received that trammg So there was no depth of

itranmng, obwously thnngs have moved along now
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professional trainers? Has |

a definite influence on how i

training is done.

The
support quoted as a
Also highlights
- problems associated with

reason.

people leaving the system.
How do you creafe a

system that ftrains and |

equips people but also

retains skills and expertise |

' when people depart?
the
issue of depth of training.

Possibly linked to

the
fraining strategy. What

Repetition major

implications does this have
for "learning"?

Also indicates some fairly

strongly held assumptions |

by fraining people

lack of on-going |
new staff for example they had to be trained by

‘There was not enough support and not enough

continuity. There was nothing laid on for training

peopte who were using the system already If
somebody dropped dead or went off sick or
something like that, people are not trained
properly and that’fshould’have been part of the TI

Banner Office as the program continued on...

Ori:gjnally some of our users, ,they”d /not, seen af
computer before. Right, we're talking five, six

seven years ago, don't forget. They'd not seen a

: computer before, they didn't know how to switch

on and then we had to lntroduce them to this

vqune soph;stlcated Oracle-based system, with a
_keyboard right it was going to be bad agaln
trying to train them to use a mouse. But, what
we did was by repetltlon One week I'd gtve a

trammg course. Next week same peopte same
course. The next week, t would then go and glve

them a course tn thetr ofﬂce Because ] beheved

: after a coup!e of weeks in the training room, you
\know they euther fell asleep or they dtdnt

understand So I found it easier to go to their

~offtce and,szt w:th them like this ' cause then it
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regarding users.

SeriouS implications for
learning how the Banner

system works!

Shows an assumption

about users. "Users mess
up the system". How much
did the training system
have an influence on users

*messing up"?

One person having a huge
influence on the way the
system worked within an
entire institution.

: System designed to create
dependency. According to
Argyris and Schon (1978)
this is done ‘intentionally

was familiar surroundmgs they dtdnt feel
threatened and 1 could say come on what's your

problem, sort of thing.

’That Worked. E\ientuatty it was just purely b,y‘

repetition. Do this do this do this. Some of them
I didn't even explain why they had to do it, its just
one two three four, one two, three feur And :t‘

got through

Yes and no because then obv;ous!y its not an |

ideal way} because adeaﬂy you should show%

them how it links in when they do somethmg on

the student sxde that they mess up the Student

'Fees ‘and theF;nanc;at Aid. But my logic was’?
| that mainly they don't care or they don't think, |

they just want to say register a student. They're 1

not really even thmkang how its gomg to affect his

fees or if they ve got the wrong student type he's

“not going to get a government loan or something
like that.
;they re mterested in. In the next tevel up | took

- So rather just concentrate on what

those steps further and said, look, if this is done
'm that and that way, then you coutd have

problems So the lower tevel | kept very low and
then the next level of input staff, |f.you like, ¥
explained a bit more and then like the faculty

/managefs and the faculty dﬁieers | explained a
| wee bit more still. So | was just hoping that

sam'ehow “we'd catch“alt the pro‘btems And

‘when we did get problems wrth ‘Fees orS
P inancial Aid, | then,wentand explained it also at |

the top level first, saying, right, remember what |

142




and automatically” but with
_, little critical reflection.

Access to information and
that

- information L is

understanding  of

hierarchically based. The

lower you are, the less you
are toid, the less you

understand, the

fikely it is you will make |

mistakes resulting in the

reinforcement of mental |
models that the lower you |

the
understand.

are less  you

before she did step four.

more |

write (S’equ'el\ reports.
- dropped tableé“"

said about this, well this, this and this has

happened and this is how you can stop it. And
then the next level down. And if the problem
‘was reeﬂ?y‘ihe/lady at the bottom doing step two

‘So maybe swapping
the steps round then | said alright there's been a

_problem because ef‘”this,*do-nc)t one, four, two,

three. Do it that way.

Yeah, they are not at that mtentgence level And

it's not m theur jOb descnptlon elther

'Because there's no ways I'm going to let users |

'Cause they could've
its bad enough them just

~ mputtlng messing up the data without doing the
\:’reports to mess it up or using Sequel language
'cause that was the language we used '
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Figure 10: Causal Loop Diagram of Training System

Mental Model of "Lower down the
ladder, the less the person needs

to understand. Just teach
technical procedure"

+

People at the bottom
more likely to make
mistakes

People at the bottom
< told less

What was the reaction to
this system?

The wusers begin fo
develop a strong informal

assistance.
Reluctance to call on the
Banner Office.

Operating in different
paradigms. Users and
technical support staff.
Creating very real
communication blocks.

: NETWORK) You would phone your colleague |
 more often then you would phone the Banner
,Oﬁrce :
‘network of training and P

- no; then | wou!d go to the Banner Offroe That's |

how it went

Well we're more like familiar with them. And its
;eaSi‘er to ask your colleague becéUee sometimes
you ‘would nnd that they (Banner Ofﬁce) would

and "we had a !esson on that where were you?”f
‘\So you wou!d rather just go to someone and Just
ask you know how do you do this. So sometimes

you felt like you‘were\being told off if you went to

worker

Absolute!y |t was very wide (INFORMAL |

Even with running the r“epons And if they all sey

say that we are busy and just go to your manual |

Banner Offrce so its easier to go to a fellowf
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Non-confrontational
learning system.

Perceptions of people
affecting the way
technology was used

within  UND. Soft issues,

mental models etc, having
a great impact on Banner |

as a system.

The whole informal system
begins to develop to deal
with confrontation‘a/ issues
that people had with each
other. The complexity of
these systems is quite
dramatic.

Is this how technology is
meant fo  streamline

working procedures?

How much are these‘
crucial elements left out of ‘;

planning for
implementing a system

like this?

Oh we moaned and groaned

It was so difficult. We're not going to mentiony ‘

names. But later on When it was that guy in

| ‘Marrtzburg, he was so sweet Ja, he was on the :

ball with everything and it was a pleasure then
but | don't know if the person"was overworked or

what but you avoided gomg o would bite your |

_head off..

There was no

hlgher being that we could speak to. The faculty

 officer and she could take it to the dean and he

coold then ... But um it was something we had

to work around that s ‘why we'd avoid gomg to ..

and we would rather go to one of our colleagues

lf they could help Or someone else.

and|
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Who were the users?
Resource allocation
problems. |
The last statement shifts
the blame and protects
seff and others.

Office
gatekeeper of information.

Banner as a

Very powerful structure.

Should this not be done

prior fo systems
implementation?
Mental models about

users creating the future.

~they could ve done w:th it.

‘The administrative faculty administration used it

a lot. | think the deans and head of school could
have but we didn't have time to show them what -
But that's the same

with any system

No, ybu see, because it wasn't actually their job
to use }\it.: They (DeahS) basic,alIy:wantedjtto get

the information out of the system. So then some

of them aé’kectthe facuttyofficers;”in which case |
: then went and gave them the reports or showed

-them the reports Or some 'didn‘t‘think you know

that's the other thmg you ve got to know, I think
with ITS we're. gomg to have to do the same.

<We It get the data input people educated. Then

we gomg to have to goto the next levet up to the

 deans, heads of school and say alnght what do |
- you want out of the system They will probably

say | dont knowkand ;then we will probably have

to say well you can get this, this and this, do you
‘want it? And then maybe a couple of months

later, because they re busy peopte they will say

‘can I have thls or maybe that
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Figure 11: Learning System Operating at UND with Regards to Banner
Training

BANNER SYSTEM
IMPLEMENTED

No or little knowledge of

informal system > Banner Office
tli?wzicr;:;ricrfuse Theories-in-use of users Typenggg;%i ning
Theories-in-use of Training given to
Users training > users:
Event driven,
controlled
Thed¥gs- in-use of information access
Banner Qffice
Dependency -
developing Users using:
Problems emerge
Theories-in-use of & l S
training T
! Training Repeated

Not changed

Informal System develops:
Theories-in-use of Banner . Non—confrontanpna] an(_j
Office increases complexity of Wider

Banner System.

If Informal System |4
fails

Banner Office excluded
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The learning system mapped above provides some insight into the problems
experienced with Banner. The research shows that the training model
implemented was problematic. An event-driven, repetition-based model
seems to have resulted in people having a limited understanding of the full

potential and capability of Banner as a system.

Users were not given a global understanding of Banner. In addition to this,
users were not told of the implications of what their actions in a certain part of
the system would do in other parts of the system. This relates to the issue

discussed in the previous chapter with regards to data integrity.

There seems to have been two major emergent properties from the system
that was operating. The first being the dependency on the Banner Office and
the second being the informal network. Both added to the complexity of the

Banner system.

Both the users and the Banner Office maintained the system of dependency
on the Banner Office, which seemed to be a result of the training offered. The
users colluded in being "happy" with having a crutch and the Banner Office
colluded in supplying that crutch. Not only was the Banner Office supplying
the crutch for the users, it created for itself an extremely powerful position
within the university. This office had a very strong influence on what
information was accessible to the university community. One can assume that

this was not their intention and in fact could assume their intention was to
"help” the users.

The point that is missed is that the Banner Office was responding to an
emergent property of the system created by the training model used. The
Banner Office was reacting to the “fire" of user's requests instead of

investigating the structures underneath to find out why the fires were starting
in the first place.

Without this awareness, the system soon began to reinforce itself and it

simply became "the way we work around here”. The Banner Office shifted the
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blame onto the users. This resulted in the mental models of people in the
Banner Office, with regard to users, being reinforced. This further resulted in
the same training being offered in the same way, possibly even further

simplified or not explained. Some evidence of this was recorded above.

An offshoot of this was the informal network. Informal networks are not
uncommon; they are often very positive and play a supporting role in this type
of situation. The problem with this one was that it seemed to emerge as a
result of a non-confrontational learning system that rather adapts and
increases complexity than confront the issue at hand. Users maintained this
system and colluded with each other in keeping it an "open-secret". If a user
did finally get around to going to the Banner Office, the Banner Office would
not have known the journey that this request had taken before it reached
them. From comments by users, it is clear that if the informal network didn't
work, then sometimes the request were dropped altogether and never

reached the Banner Office.

The research shows that perceptions of how well the Banner system worked
were very much dependent on the understanding and ability of faculty officers
to use the system. As they were the key people within the faculty and the only
real users trained, the dean and all other lecturers would need to go through
this person to gain access to the data.

If faculty officers had been trained, or at least gone on training, the
assumption held by her colleagues would be that this person must be able to
use the system. If this was not the case and the person did not know what to
do, a request for non-standard information became a threat. Model O-|
learning systems have, as a key characteristic, the desire to protect self and
others from threat and embarrassment (Argyris and Schon, 1978). | would
argue that it is highly probable, under these conditions, to blame the system.
That would either be Banner as a system or the Banner Office.

This goes to show how perceptions of Banner could have arisen within the

university. | would argue that within the system that was operating in the

149



university, one of the strongest influencing factors with regard to perceptions

of Banner would have been faculty officers.

As a final comment, | would turn our attention to the way technology was
actually used within the university. The map presented above of the learning
system clearly illustrates the extent of the complexity of the system. The
attractive and easy option would be to say that the actual "technology" part of
the system is minor and the problem is not technology at all, it is rather some

fairly unrelated "people" issues.

| suggest that this is the option that the university chose to take. But where
does it lead us? It leads to an unrealistic distinction between the technical and
human aspects of an information system. As mentioned before an information
system can only operate within the current workplace system. It is not a
separate entity. If it is going to work well, it must integrate well with how work
is done or the institution must begin to initiate a major change program so that

operating procedures are changed to suit the use of new technology.

| propose that neither happened here. It has already been stated that the area
of change management was a weakness in the implementation process. At
other points within the document it has also been shown that the university
was not going to change its operating procedures either. The result was the
extremely complex Wider Banner System. | would argue that this was an
ineffective use of technology and surely cannot be what the university desired
when the decision was taken to purchase Banner.

8.3 Conclusion

This chapter has presented an overview of the area of training and the
implications thereof with regard to the Banner system. The research has
revealed that there were a number of problematic areas within the training

system, which resulted in the complexity of the Banner system increasing.
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CHAPTER NINE: THEME FOUR - INFORMATION

9.1 Introduction

This chapter introduces the reader to the information available to the users of

Banner. The chapter also investigates how Banner was used on a daily basis.

9.2 Information

Essentially, the most important element of an information system is the
information that is retrievable from that system. In other words, the type of
information and for whom was that information. We have already looked at
issues of implementation, the Wider Banner System and training. All three
areas have had an impact on how information was used and what kind of
information was accessed from the system. We will now look to the
information itself. In an attempt to discover what Banner was used for in

regards to daily operations.

And then the challenge, of course, was the
_generation of the reports that people ‘w”antéd_ |
; ‘Cause ,é’ve‘rybcjdy wants tons of repOrts and
Link  between reports ‘Wh\én they di»dn'.t get 't_'he_ reports, fhe’y/_ We,re
available and system's ""Saying, what's happening, the system is not
usefulness. - working. Only, in t»heme‘anft\i\me, yéu"heede"d to
get somebody to actually” write vth‘o\s‘e feports;
' There were a whole ot of reports in the system
Is this valid or an untested | that you could generate automatically, and a
assumption? whole lot of /‘o‘ther ir:e‘port"s that had‘ nOthing*«to do
with the system. It required somebody to sit
 down and Write”it,outia’nd so we can say that this
‘\‘;s‘;/what that ~sysiem would génerate. : '

i
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Who didn't realise this?
The the
university? Why didn't it

users or

happen?

unmet expectations from

users? Is it so

unreasonable that an
information system
produce reports needed by
the users?

How the system was
meant to operate. '

Why?

almost anything ‘t‘hat' was, |

J;appropnate authority,

Yes, yes, because the users linked generation of

reports to how good the system was. Not

_realising that you need someone to sit down to.

try and get the reports out. The users were

saying that the system is not good because we
,  are not getting the reports which is a ridiculous
Would this not be linked to |

thmg i somebody was there and was paid to.
generate the reports then you would have got
the reporfts. So there's a lot of negative things

‘that came out because people didn't get tneir
reports or theyrdidn't get it in the way they were ]
used to. You know, so it's like, it doesnt look lrkea
‘thrngs that | used for the last ten years. So there
were a lot of those negative people,

Uh we“' expecteol to be able to get full reports on

mean, it had

potentially a fairly frrendly struotured query‘

language for gettmg, for wrmng reports for

extracting information. So. that one would hope
that a lecturer in his office, who had the

wouid be able to

mterrogate the database, ask forall the students,

uhmhls class doing a particular subject, or, you

know,, which of the students,';,yyou‘ know, asking

| questions like that. That was certainly there, the

potentsa! it could be done, but we never drd it, rt

never got done.
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What value does
“votential” have when
unrealised? ‘

Who put this system in
place? Who controlled the

information flow?

didn’t
understand the need for

Again, who

this group of people?

Are the people generating |
the reports not part of the

' the academic year,

The data was all in the database. With the

database, there were a; number of ',‘Standard,

reports that had to be written so that the

information could be previde\d inthe way tihat‘

people expected, exam results, registration

forms, and all these kinds of things. The initial
_project s{imply had all those reports being

generated. With the data in the database~,‘~ it was,

in principle' given the resources, capable of

wratmg any report you wanted.

There was a system put in place firstly, to{
/,dete,pm,rne if people really needed the report,;
because you know you au‘toymatically generate a
: Whoie lot of reports because somebody. Wanted it

ﬂve years ago and it continues to be generated.

So that system helped tremendous[y in reducmg”:
‘the number of reports that was requured. That |
was the first step. ‘The second step was to say,

let's put some priority on the reports based on

based on the semester'

f‘sys’tem -elc, e,xami'naiions, period and all that.

So that helped tremendously in cutting down the

‘ number of reports required. But | don't think that
‘,people understood that you still needed a
~dn°ferent group of people to sit and generate

reports\“ They looked at the s-ystem anq,sald it

| was not generating the reports.

system? 'Technology only'|

focus limits scope of
- System. Can cause vision

to be blinkered.
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With no efficient access to
the information, is it valid,
or useful, to claim that 'it

was all there"? Again

unrealised potential has |

little value.
University, meaning
‘executive, blamed.

Could be evidence of a
narrow, technical focus for
the
implement the physical

project. “Simply
technology and the job is
done."”
Resource allocation
problems.

How was Banner used?

Banner report free. This
was a key principle with
the Banner system. Places
further emphasis on the
‘non-technical" aspects of
‘the Banner system. The
Wider Banner System.

,,Rig'h't

resources.

The mformatron obviously was aH there

It was available at any trme

The‘\gap ‘was sihﬁp‘ly the university. Once the'

:prOJect was over, desprte of the fact that we
| lectured the executlve very hard, presentations

to them, we pointed out this was only the

 beginning, the project had been to deliver a
‘working system and now you had to provide

They simply didn't provide the

resources. One ended up wrth ‘essentially a one-

 person office in Durban and a one-person office
in 'Maritzburg and they srmply couldn't cope with '

the workload. So they never did anythmg more

| than basrcally mamtam the system

There were base reports but obviously with a

system like this they were geheral,- because one

fiin‘stitutiOn wants a report one way and another

wants it different. So the'basic re‘ports that we

'got from Banner were not useless to us but very

general So then we had, especially being an

VAmerrcan System, we needed to write mafric
\reports and we needed fmancra} ald according
to our Financial Aid. So we just wrote aH our’
own local reports.
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Student administration

information.

Separate department for
management information
‘from Banner. System gefs

‘wider and more complex.

able
provide useful reports as

Banner was to

indicated here.

Focus shifts again to

administration issues.

What was the problem, the
Banner technology or the
way the university set up
the system?

Yeah,
'everythlng about a student from the enquarnes/
‘phase right through to graduat;on phase You

| suppose so, | mean it can give you

can have financial aid ;nformatlon student fees

and resndence

Management .us,ed it a lot for their statistics. ln :

fact, our department of management information,

especnaily at reglstratxon/apphcatlon tlme they

used to churn out statistics ,

Well yeah, we generated reports like, one that

might not seem very useful, but was useful, one |

of the Caihoﬁc fathers in Durban used to ask us |

‘how many Catholic students and names and
‘addresses of them. We used to, Hilton College |
| used to ask for names of past "Hilton_c,:o\liegel
; boyS who'd been accepted by the uni’ve‘rsity\‘,

Um, studente who couldn't graduate students%
who owed money, we kept details on like the§

]dxstance Iearnlng students that sort of thmg As
fweN as how much they paid, and, of course ;
apart from normal admin xnformatton like whos,

h regrstered for whrch courses, and who owes

money, whos golng to graduate that sort of

thmg
No, it wasn"t able to do everything. I"m’e‘an’itﬂ
couldn’t do the South African reporting

requxrements 'S0 obvneusry we had to create
‘that. = That's ; the Management
Informahon on Banner System (MIIS) stuff that

really all
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The MIBS
Management

system.
Information
on Banner System. The
Wider
continues

Banner System

to grow In
complexity. Also would
have cost implications for

the university.

Banner said to be used|

administrative
than
management information.

more for

purposes

| Deals with some technical
issues of Banner. Needed
to add extra information to
the Banner system.

Indications that a large|

amount of the MIBS
project had to do with
 SAPSE,

required information.

- gavernment

was there.

[we had to create and add on which‘ was a
,drsaster and that's been taking years to report to
the government for subsrdy purposes and that

So it couldn’t do that, | 1hrnk they had to make

some changes to the matrics. | don’t think that it
suited the university because the university

~doesn’t reb‘qrt the same way as t‘hey i\:ﬁdo;» in

America

No. "\Admin;strative, because there were no
reports at all with this system. That was part of
_'theii_rf policy, that \yiou‘ «wr‘i‘te your own reports so-

there were no repOrts. That's why we also tried

‘to introduce this additional management on

Banner system, MIBS 'cause not only was it to

~do government reportrng but it was to do other

reporting that we needed. You know, certain

things that weren’t in the system, we actually
‘added on like, certain classifications of the

course and things like that So you know we

added quite a lot of thmgs on for reportmg’

»purposes that weren't there and also to make it

possrb)e to report to the government you know/'

';for subsudy reporting.

No, no, no. We had to set up quite a few';
databases All right, some of the information
But some was not there. ,l'\me”arr

certain c&a'ss'iﬁcaﬁons that the 'Govemmen‘l

| needed had to be set up for reportmg so you_":
know they were added on. V
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Banner said to have a|

goOd set of operational
reports, | take this to mean
administrative, but a poor
management

Set of

information reports.

Expectation for system fto
deliver management
information as well as

administrative information.

SAPSE seen as "mission-
critical” to the university.
Add on system needed to
be
accommodate this. Was

developed to
this one of the trade-offs
for more

elsewhere in the system?

 System didn't seem fto
provide a wide enough
range of information for

the different constituencies

of the university,
particularly at the
-management levels.

,purposes.
that it didn't co'm‘e \im‘th a very good set of:

_generate the university's subsidy.
it's mission-critical.
functionality

Well Banner came wrth a good set of a pretty
good set of built- rn reports for operatronal“f

“Um, one of Banner s shortcomings

management reporting tools Um, and that's one‘
- of the things we had to do was actually bur!d

somethmg oalled MIBS onto that um, which the“

: management information people had to do. So it

delivered operatronal reports and rnformatron but

it didn’t' deliver management rnformatron, -And of

course primarily being a North American system,

it didn't deliver information in the SAPSE format..
So | mean those are some key shortcomings of
the system glven that SAPSE is all-important to,

the unrversrty

/SAPSE is statutory reportmg SAPSE is the
itnformatlon that has to be reported in order to

In that sense
| mean, if you get SAPSE

-wrong, it's the very basis of which your income

from themstatexis*determined; S0 it's a statutory

reqdirement. : 'T\:\ne.higher" level managément
repo'rting you know, wasn't well deve!oped* on
Banner and it had to be developed I think it
probably wasn't even fut!y developed at the trme,‘
You know people like deans
and um, DVCs (Deputy Vice Chancellors) didn't

have ready access to the kind of mformatron at

we sorap_ped rt.

the level they needed
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Example of

analysis of the information |

the
Probably a "non-standard”

within

report and one that was |

not requested from many

people, but still very

valuable.

Highlights the need for
valid, useful information in
decision making. Indicates
the
technology

powerful role
and
information systems can
have in management
support. Did the system
provide this kind of support
and information fo the

university?

ﬁ For this particular request,
Banner
unable to do it. Information
had to be extracted from
‘Banner and placed in

critical |

database.

“academic information.

: Accoﬁnts 3, okay.

executive

ythat kmd of ana!ysns

Okay, um but one czf the sort of thlngs for

,example that I'm terribly mterested in, IS that |

would hke to have been /ﬂable to plot how’ well

students who get supplementary exams do in the

next year  And that to me is very important |
| don't want”tb just know
that this guy passed Accounts 1, Accounts 2 and

[ want ‘tko know if he got a sup

in BIS (Business Information Systems)2, and
‘passed the sup, how well did he do in BIS 37

That type of information is the sort of thing |

;would expect from a student record system

because those are blg decisions, as to if the

supplementary exam process. is valuable at all.

fHow do we know? We've just decided now,

we've just got an mstructnon ‘now from the

that we will c;arry ~on having

‘supplementary exams at the Univeyrsity of Natal.

On what basis? How do we kriow that that's a
good move? Okay? Where's the information to

‘support that, or are they just saying we are too
| poop scared to 's'ayto’ the people, one shot, one.

shot only, and if you don't make it, repeat.

was seen as|

The only tlrne l was ever mvolved in trymg to do

. In a group that was trying
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- another program to

analyse the information.
There could be a number

of possible reasons why

this happened - not solely |

the technology.

Lack of

understanding of Banner's

global

functionality could have

been a reason.

‘Access fo information

that.

to look at success rates and financial aid. To do

that kind of prOcessing We vh'ad to \ge‘t the

mformatron out of Banner and into the other

statistics system and put in a lot of forms for that
which we really should have done in Banner

She was unabte to do rt in Banner. What we

Qneeded was the. success rate of students as a

means of trying to measure that success rate for
So the

average success rate. So someone performing

the purpose of giving financial aid.

-above or below that you would say yes or no to

financial aid.

| don't know whether Banner could t‘ihaVe done
Um but she couldnt do rt in Banner But
whe*her that means Banner could not do it !

don't knyow. :

controlled in a hierarchical |

manner.

Deans had fto intervene to
ask for report generation.
Assumptions about

positions, power and

respect  beginning fo

surface.
Common perception
among participants was

because he

’For mstance 1 remember once the dean Wanted
1o compare matric maths with varsity first year
‘maths - you know that klnd of thing. Those sort

of reports we couldnt easily extract - those had

to be run higher up -you know really higher up. ‘I‘
‘mean like mformatron managemeni had to wrrte

those reports

 They would yeah -\they would take along time -
‘and they would be more dean requested. You

know, they had to be sort of high priority
(Management Information) is

obviously very busy so he wouldn't just run any

old report for anybody.

159




that Banner could deal|

efficiently with standard
| reports, but non-standard
reports were problematic.

Interestingly, this person
doesnt align problems
with "Banner” as such but

the Banner Office. The

system is much wider than |

the technology.

Users saw Banner as an
administrative devise only.

Lack
understanding undermined
the use
Highlights
engagement

of global

Banner.
fack

of
of

and

ownership of the system.

High
- Banner.

expectations

‘Reports were identified as
a problem.

for |

1t worked okéfy, if it was a Standa‘rd\r‘epbrt;‘ but if it

was s‘omethihg}that they hadn't heard of?bgfofe,é

then their first reaction is that it can't be ~done.
‘Bt then they would sort of think about it and you
_know, there was a persoh/thereWho would then
\"do, it for us. \/'So there was sort of a tlot“o,f,

,an‘tkagoniém at times because we felt that, you

know, they were the only people who could do it |

‘and if they couidnt do it, there was no one eise{
to go ,to.,, It wasn't like iT,D.T where there was a
‘whole lot of people who yod could ask. In fact,

that was one of the reasons that they' wanted to

do away with the Banner Off:ce because they felt

that they were being. heid hostage by two people :
Which wasnt a good thmg :

I saw it more as the administration - the taking of

the student right through - that _was\my job here
of using Banner. Certainly not the managemen’f

mformatlon side. The admlmstratson of the
students

From my side, it was an administrative“ system '
but it also Could give you the informatton a lot of ¢

frnformatvon Um maybe we dldntuse it to ns full
fpotentrai We didn't put enough into it, | don't

kr*ow we only put in what we needed.

Uh, too much. We were expecting 1t to be able
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Again, this example shows
that the Wider Banner
System had a strong
‘influence on availability of

information. This leading

to negafive perceptions of

Banner.

The question that these
 examples beckon is "What
exactly is
| system?" If you wanted to
. define the Banner system,
where would you begin

and what would be your |

point of conclusion?

the Banner|

fo run reports that we needed, statistics report |

and to \p‘roducie information in a particular way

| and we also expected it to be much more

responswe Uh report-wise, we had a little bit of

a battle b_ecause, as | say, at that particular point

in time the people that were supposed to

develop the reports were the same people that

were actually doing the training and the "eame

people Who were doing the audit traii So that

‘was a problem, the reports were not as we

expected Sometnmes we'd say | want thas
mformation and youd be told, you knew thls
hasnt been set up so you can't get such a

report. Those were the hlc:cups

Another user's perspective |

of what the purpose of

 Banner was.
How much does
'mental model of the

person ftrained to use a
system effect the way that
system is used within an

organisation. The users
trained within the
university were

administrative personnel.

the |

Yes, | think mostly it was to keep .S‘tudentﬁfreCords

and pass that sort of information onto the fee

'system, you know. But, um, Id ’sé‘y\ it;‘was; mainly

for day to day recording of student, you know,
enquiries, applications.
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Should it be a surprise that |

Banner was then used

mainly for administrative |

purposes?

Interesting human |

response to change. It is
almost as if the cycle is
starting  again. This
comment was given in
terms of the old SIMS
system when Banner was
introduced. Here we see it
again, Just different

names.

As | said - if you had asked me this 12 months:

but if you speak to them (Faculty Officers) now,
they would ’say, that Banner is a far more.
advanced program than what we have at the
-moment. Had far more capabilities, was far mdré
flexible and was more user friendly. A far better

éystem. :

ago - there might have been some ‘coﬁ'iplaintsj—

The research completed for this study has shown that Banner was used

mainly for student administration within the university. In addition to this, most

participants indicated that non-standard reports were difficult to obtain and

depended more on the response of the Banner Office than other factors.

The few examples presented in terms of academic information needed at a

management level indicates that there were difficulties experienced in

obtaining that information. This seems to have occurred for two reasons.

Firstly, deans and heads of schools were not trained to know what Banner

was capable of. Secondly, the way the system operated meant that if you

wanted any information you had to go via faculty officers. This was

problematic and not a very effective use of this kind of technology.
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A key result of this was the increased "control" of information via faculty
officers and the Banner Office. Whether this control was intentional or not is
relatively unimportant. The study shows that these two positions became the
effective gatekeepers of information for the entire university. | would argue
that this was an unintended consequence and one that the university must

learn from.

9.3 Conclusion

This chapter has presented an overview of the types of information that was
accessible from Banner and the key role players involved in information
processing on Banner. The research has shown that Banner was used mostly
as a student record system which tracked students from entrance to exit at the
university. In addition, the research has shown that management information
on Banner was difficult to obtain and poorly developed at the time of the

decision to move away from Banner.
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CHAPTER TEN: CONCLUSION

10.1 Introduction

The research carried out in this pilot study has attempted to investigate, from
an organisational learning perspective, the difference between the full
capability and functionality of an information system and the way it was used
in reality within an organisation. This was guided by the statement in the initial

chapter:

From Promise to Practice: Information Systems Implementation
Why the Gap?

In this chapter, | will present the key findings that have emerged as a result of
the research, and outline the key areas of learning that | believe would be
useful for the organisation. Following this, | will conclude this chapter with
some reflections on the methodology used and some suggestions for further

research.

10.2 Key Findings

The key findings of the research can be grouped under the headings of the
themes presented above. These are:

Why Banner
Wider Banner System

Training

> ODN -~

Information

Conclusions and findings have been made at the end of each section and |
will only briefly summarise these findings to avoid repetition and to present an
overall and congcise picture of the findings.
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10.2.1 Why Banner?

The major findings under this theme were related to a lack of information to
support decision making and some inconsistency with regard to an overall

strategy for Banner and, more generally, university technology.

The decision to purchase Banner seemed to be made without the relevant
information. This is with particular reference to the user requirements
specifications. If this was the case and no user needs analysis was done prior
to purchase, then the most obvious question in my mind would be, Why
Banner? What did this system do that fitted the needs of the university and

how was that established when those requirements were not known?

Although some overall strategy for Banner was evident in the research, it was
not implemented. The question of strategy really relates to the above issue of
what the university wanted to achieve through Banner. The quote from one of
the interviewees that keeps ringing in my ears at this stage is " Let me put it
another way, 1 don't think the university really knew what it wanted, apart from

another system."

10.2.2 Wider Banner System

The Wider Banner System had a number of components to it. These were the
project management of the implementation, the Banner Office and finally, the
reasons for a new system. The findings will be presented under these
headings.

10.2.2.1 Project Management

The key findings for project management were firstly, that the implementation
was very focused and was driven by time and budget and secondly, that there

was not enough emphasis placed on the management of change within the
project.
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The implementation was done on time and within budget, and considering the
complexity that has been uncovered even by this pilot research study, this is

exiremely commendable.

However, some concerns about "bulldozing" the implementation were
recorded. One of the dangers that lurk about when a project is so focused and
has pre-defined deadlines and budgets and no flexibility is that you can
disregard the systemic nature of a project and its boundaries. These issues

often only become evident once the project is in 'motion’.

The problem that one is then confronted by when this type of rigidity occurs is
maintaining relevance. Is the project still relevant within the dynamic and ever
changing environment in which it was first implemented? Is the environment
still the same? Are there any new areas of concern that need to be addressed
that were not identified at the beginning of the project? (Kriener, 1995, 1996).

This may have been the case with the Banner project. The research
completed does not give any concise findings in this matter. Concerns were
raised but the research was not on a scale that | am able to confidently state

that this happened or that the concerns were of a far reaching consequence.

The lack of change management seems to have been a weakness within the
process. The only technique discovered to facilitate change was
communication, training and workshops. As pointed out in the relevant
chapter, no use of any change management process was evident, although
certain aspects seemed to avail themselves to the Banner Implementation
Team, such as the "burning piatform" of the crumbling technology.

10.2.2.2 Banner Office
The key areas of concern under this heading were, the system of dependency

that developed, lack of data integrity, identity issues related to the Banner
Office and resource allocation.
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The system that was implemented created a large degree of dependency on
the Banner Office. Users were forced to rely on the Banner Office for the
generation of reports. Even when this was not necessary, evidence was
shown that users would rather use the Banner Office than generate the report
themselves. The research also showed that both the people in the Banner

Office and the users colluded to maintain this system.

Due to the dependency on the Banner Office, a user would often submit the
request for a report and assume that what was in the report they received was

the information they asked for. As such data integrity became an issue.

Issues relating to identity and the naming of the Banner Office were dealt with
in some detail in the relevant chapter. The main focus of this discussion was
identity with a particular product and not a particular role or function. | argued
that this could have had some influence on perceptions of the new system
and created some defensiveness when a critical review of Banner was
needed to see whether’ the system was providing the university with what it

wanted.

The final issue with regards to the Banner Office was that it was under-
resaurced. It was shown in the research that the Banner Office was not
staffed in the manner originally suggested and that generally the post-

implementation stage of the project was under-resourced.

10.2.2.3 Reasons for a New System

The key areas under this heading are cost, results of the user needs analysis
and integration.

Most participants stated that cost and the rand / dollar exchange rate were the
fundamental reasons for needing a new system. This area would have been
difficult to predetermine at the point of purchase, 1993, and involves much
larger systems such as the interaction of national economies.
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The research states that a user needs analysis was conducted in the post-
implementation stage and the information from this analysis was used as
support for the decision not to continue with Banner upgrades. As mentioned
in a number of places throughout this document, this kind of user needs

analysis is essential to a systems implementation and should have been done

prior to purchase.

The final reason uncovered by this study was the issue of integration. The
university was operating with a number of systems that did not communicate
with each other and hence difficulty was experienced when trying to interface
between the systems. The research indicates that Banner was decided upon
without much reflection into the implications of this system for the wider

university computing system.

10.2.3 Training

The training model implemented was particularly problematic. It was an event-
driven, repetition-based model that produced a number of unexpected

outcomes.

A major problem with the training system was that it never produced a group
of core, power users that had a good global view of the full functionality of the
system and what it could do. People were shown what to do for certain events
that were rapidly approaching in the university's calendar. It was shown that
this was sometimes done without even explaining to the trainees why they are
doing it. The training seemed to be a very technical 'step-by-step' process that
failed to create any depth of understanding in terms of potential for use among
the users. This again adding to the system of dependency that was created in
the way the system was implemented.

Another unexpected development was the strong informal network that

developed within the system. | would argue that this was mainly a result of a

non-confrontational learning system (Model O - | Learning System, Argyris
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and Schon, 1978) whereby people created another level of complexity within

this system rather than confront the issue at hand.

As a final observation in terms of the training aspect of the implementation
process, | would suggest that the strongest influence on the perceptions of
Banner's usefulness within the university were faculty officers. How well these
people could use the system and how much of a grasp of what the system
could do for the university these people had, had a strong influence as to
whether Banner was perceived in a positive or negative manner. This is

directly related to the training of users.

10.2.4 Information

What emerged from the research was that the system was used more for
administrative purposes than other functions. Access to useful management
information was inherently problematic within this system. In fact, the
complexity of the system grew again with the development of MIBS to cope

with this type of reporting.

A guiding principle within the Banner system is that of being relatively report
free. This is due to the different requirements of each university for reporting.
In principle, | can see the benefit of this, but this needs to be matched with the

requisite resources to make use of the inherent potential within the system.

A common comment from participants was that all the information was there,
it just wasn't used. | raised the question at that point in regards to the value of
unrealised potential. If the technology is capable of something, but the system
as a whole is not operating effectively then is it fair, or even useful, to say that
the potential is there. It would seem to be more of a blame shifting strategy
than a useful suggestion.
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10.3 Overall Findings

Two other areas of importance have been shown through the research. The

first is the complexity of the system and the second is the question of what

exactly the Banner system was.

When | began to map out the extent of the overall system, | was amazed at
the complexity that | saw. What amazed me even more was that this
complexity existed in an environment where technology had been
implemented in an attempt, one would hope, to bring about a greater degree
of efficiency and effectiveness with regard to workplace procedures and

operating practices.

| have attempted to show this complexity visually with the rich picture
presented below. It shows a total of six systems operating within the one
larger system and | have also attempted to show how these systems interact
with one another. Although sometimes it is the case that the systems have
developed very much so that they do not have to interact, and that is also

shown. See Figure 12 on the next page.

The other area mentioned leads on from the discussion above and is
concerned with what exactly the Banner system was. | think the results have
shown that to think of it purely in terms of the technology implemented would
be to dismiss aspects of the system that have had a vital and powerful impact
on the Wider Banner System.

As mentioned before, | would argue that this is the route the university took. It
certainly seemed to cut resources once the physical implementation was
completed.
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Figure 12: Rich Picture of the Wider Banner System
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This issue really revolves around wider and more generic issue of the role of,
what | would call, workplace operating systems and information systems. As
mentioned earlier, an information system must fit the current workplace
operating systems or the organisation must change so that workplace
operating systems match the new technology. But this is not a simple, clearly
defined situation. It is more of a messy, dynamic and intensely complex

situation that requires a great deal of thought and investigation.

The case study used in this research shows what | believe to be a poor use of
technology and indicates a lack of intensive investigation into the issue we are
discussing. This point begins to touch on the importance of boundary

definition in an implementation such as this.

10.4 Learning from the Banner Implementation

10.4.1 Decision support systems

The decision to purchase Banner was problematic. The research indicates
that the decision-making context was pressurised and the decision to

purchase Banner was based on insufficient information.

| suggest, therefore, that the university needs to develop some appropriate
decision support systems to aid decision making within this context. The
decision-making context is not unique, what therefore, needs to be addressed
are the systems that can support and inform decision-making. As a point of
clarification, | would like to state that when | talk about decision support
systems, | am talking about support for decision making in a systemic sense.
The term ’decision support systems’ has a very specific meaning within the
field of information systems and thus the above point of clarity is needed.

10.4.2 The role of technology within the university
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The research indicates that at the time of the Banner implementation, a clear
information technology / information systems strategy did not exist within the
University. With regards to organisational learning and the role of technology,
| suggest that a policy or strategy of this nature be developed.

This point is made with reference to the brief overview of the information
systems literature. The majority of which recommends that this type of
information systems strategy be used as the guiding policy for all information

technology interventions within the organisation.

The research showed that the issue of what information and for whom was
this information was not clearly thought through. An information systems

policy would serve as the point of departure for such an investigation.

The other more obvious learning point for the university is associated with
systems implementation and the systems development life cycle. For any
future information systems implementations, the university should conduct a
user needs analysis prior to purchase. The university should use this

information as the basis for deciding which system will best suit their needs.

10.4.3 A systems approach to understanding the context of the
university

The research clearly indicated that the system developed to maintain the
Banner technology was complex and involved a number of different systems.
As such, | would recommend that a systems approach, possibly utilising
Checkland's (1981) Soft Systems Methodology (SSM), be used towards a
more systemic understanding of the university context. One of the reasons
Checkland (1981) developed SSM was to investigate complexity in what he
termed soft systems. From this brief pilot investigation, the university
environment presents itself as a system of great complexity and, | would
argue, a system that Checkland would classify as a soft system. Checkland’s
SSM emphasises the importance of stakeholder participation and interaction
patters between stakeholders within the system. The CATWOE tool is an
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indication of this. | would also argue that the SSM method of inquiry would be

very well suited to the university environment.

Mapping the context systemically would help the organisation discover some
of the less obvious systems, such as the informal training system that
developed within the Wider Banner System, currently operating. The
university could benefit from such an understanding in that it may reveal the
non-obvious points of intervention within the university system and allow for
the development of an intervention that would take into account the causal

nature of the system.

With particular reference to a systems implementation, a systemic
understanding of the context would be beneficial with regards to the
development of an information systems strategy. | suggest that this type of
information may provide insight into the broader discussion of the role of
technology within the university. A systemic understanding of the university
context would help bring about a greater understanding of the interaction of
both the human and technical systems operating and may lead to a more

effective use of technology within the complexity of these interacting systems.

10.4.4 The learning systems operating within the university

Indications from the research show that the university is currently operating
within a Model O - | limited learning system (Argyris & Schon, 1978). |
therefore propose that an investigation into the learning systems operating
within the university would be beneficial. Argyris and Schon (1978) claim that
the Model O - | learning system is not only limiting, but also is difficult for the

organisation to discover due to the camouflage aspect discussed earlier.
An investigation of this nature would allow the university to begin to recognise

some of the limiting features of the Model O - | system and may help the

university to move towards becoming more of a learning organisation.
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10.4.5 Managing change

One of the major findings from the research was the lack of change
management. In a systems implementation, the change aspect of the project

is vital and has a strong influence on the overall success of the project.

For any future university-wide interventions, the university needs to place a
greater emphasis on the change process. It needs to be carefully managed
and monitored as the project progresses. Drawing from Dawson (1994), the
university should be sensitive to the dynamic nature of change and learn how
to manage a process of change that has the potential to change as each step

of the process is implemented.

10.5 Reflections on Methodology

| found the learning history methodology to be a very interesting and useful
way of investigating the problem context. It was the first time that | had
conducted research of this scale using a systems methodology and | found it

both rewarding and chailenging.

| found that the learning history methodology lent itself very well to the
analysis of the interview transcripts. | had taken a weeks leave to immerse
myself in the analysis of the data. At the beginning of the week | felt daunted
and overwhelmed with the amount of "stuff" that | had in terms of raw data.

| was very concerned whether the data was going to pull together to make a
coherent whole and, at the beginning of the week, | certainly couldn't see
myself telling a useful story of any sort from my pile of "stuff". This is why | say
that the learning history methodology was challenging. It forced me to trust in
the concept of emergence.

The guidelines presented by Kleiner and Roth (1996) where very helpful.

These guidelines provided the scaffolding | needed to draw out themes from

amongst the data. | really enjoyed this process. The coding of the data,
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sorting of the codes and finally the use of the grouping exercise to consolidate
the theme topics was usefui. It was interesting to see how the themes began

to reveal themselves from the data, well at least that is how it felt.

Once | had the themes, the process was very straightforward. It was
enjoyable taking the quotes of participants and stringing them together into a

meaningful story.

The difficulty | found with creating the stories was trying to be as truthful to the
data as possible. The themes presented are my perception of the story, told in
the voice of those involved at the time. This is where | would find the learning
history team very useful. It would be a place to sound ideas and challenge

perspectives prior to the document being written.

| learnt a great deal through the research process. | like the idea of a jointly-
told tale and of story telling as a means of presenting an organisational
document. The format is very accessible which could lead to more people
reading the document, and more importantly, | believe that a learning history
has the potential to become a powerful tool for organisational learning.

10.6 Recommendations for Further Research

As the introduction to this document reads, this research was a pilot study.
The research has revealed a number of areas of interest for further study for

the institution concerned and on a more generic level.

These areas are:

1) The relationship between workplace operating systems and new
technology.

2) Decision making within higher education institutions.

3) The role of information technology and information systems in decision
support and management support.

4) The role technology has to play in streamlining workplace procedures.
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5) Change management processes within larger  project-based

implementations.

| believe that these areas of research would be of value to the organisation
studied and to a much wider audience. It would also add some value to the

field of information technology on a more general level.

10.7 Conclusion

This study has attempted to investigate organisational learning at the
University of Natal, Durban campus. It has used the Banner student
information systems implementation as the case study. The learning history
methodology used within the research process was a useful tool that allowed
the research findings to be presented in a meaningful and accessible manner.
The research was limited by time and resources to a pilot study and has shed

some light on different aspects that the university can learn from.
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