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ABSTRACT 

Cultural Analysis of Organizational Development Units: A Comprehensive Approach 

Based on the Competing Values Framework 

by 

Richard G. Erhardt 

August 2018 

Chair: Lars Mathiassen 

Major Academic Unit: Executive Doctorate in Business 

In analysis of organizational culture much is accomplished at the parent organization 

level. While there is agreement that culture plays a significant role there is little on analysis and 

comparison of internal units. Against that backdrop, this research asks how US Air Force units 

can analyze variations in organizational culture as a basis for considering unit mergers. 

Specifically, I investigate culture across two organizational development units based on the 

Competing Values Framework (CVF) to inform understanding of internal cultural variation. 

Although there are well-established approaches available for CVF analysis based on surveys and 

documents, there are no approaches that complement these with personal interviews. As a result, 

this research develops a triangulated CVF analysis approach that seeks to address the gaps and 

inconsistencies from survey- and document-based analyses with interviews. While the research 

focuses on contributing a comprehensive understanding of variations in culture across two 

specific organizational development units within the United States Air Force, the experiences 

from the analyses and the developed triangulation approach may also generalize to similar units 

in other organizations. 

INDEX WORDS: Culture, Organization, Organizational Culture, Air Force, Military, Competing 



I CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

In today’s business environment, responsiveness and speed of understanding one's culture are 

considered a competitive advantage thus is incredibly important (Davis, 2015; Kouzes & Posner, 

2002). In Harvard Business Review it was presented that culture is a relevant field to study 

because it “plays a crucial role in shaping behavior in organizations” (Watkins, 2013). Culture 

has been viewed through many lenses, from national culture (Hofstede, G. H., 2001; 

Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1998), regional culture (Gonzalez-Serrano, Moreno, 

Garcíafernández, Hervas & Pérez-Campos, 2017), ethnic culture (Zdrenka, Yogeeswaran, 

Stronge & Sibley, 2015), to organizational culture (Pettigrew, A., 1979; Schein, 1983). 

Organizational culture has been defined in many different fashions (Schein, 1984; Deal, 2000; 

Cameron, 1998) and there is much disparity (Straub, Loch, Evaristo, Karahanna & Srite, 2002) 

in the literature. Generally though, organizational culture is patterns in an organization derived 

from underlying assumptions based on invented, discovered, or learned coping strategies to 

handle problems (Schein, 1984, p. 3). These underlying assumptions become the tried and true 

methods taught to new members as the appropriate behavior. 

In some of the previous research on organizational culture, there have been significant 

implications for not considering the significance of organizational culture. Several studies have 

indicated that in the land of corporate mergers there is as high as a 70 to 90% failure rate (Lin, 

Tai, Hsu & Yang, 2016) of mergers attributed directly to not considering culture prior acquisition 

or agreement to merge companies (Marks, M. L. & Mirvis, 2010; Sarala, 2010; Ulijn, Duysters 

& Meijer, 2010; Vedd & Liu, 2017). Therefore, if leadership has overlooked culture implications 

in these cases, they may overlook their own internal culture. Leaders often assume employees are 

all part of “our company.” Employees were brought up, integrated, assimilated, and brought into 
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the fold of acceptance (Schein, 1984). Therefore, employees should now understand the culture 

and the way things are accomplished, especially in a military organization, thus providing for a 

naive assumption of cultural alignment of internal units. 

Leaders, who are interested in considering the culture in their organization, may very well turn to 

consultants. This decision could prove to be a costly endeavor, and considerably time-

consuming. Time and cost would prove to be true if the clinical inquiry method presented by 

Schein (1987) were used, which is rooted in an embedded longitudinal process. It might be 

expected that businesses concerned with understanding their culture would like to get that 

understanding quickly, inexpensive, and yet rich with data. This idea motivates another aspect of 

this research which is how an organization would procure this rich data in a timely and 

inexpensive manner. The CCI Model presented is CVF centered (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983b) 

and provides for analysis and deeper understanding of organizational development culture. 

In the literature, in the majority of cases organizational culture of military organizations is 

typically researched at the parent level. The use of the term “military culture,” poses a dilemma 

regarding it relating to something internal to the military. Military culture tends to refer to the 

military in general terms of the entire military and at times refers to a specific branch of the 

military. In either case, it refers to this parent level of organization. The literature has not been 

very direct in providing a definition. In the vast majority of the literature the discussion on 

military culture, it refers to the institutional (corporate) culture, thus considering the general 

culture of “The Army” or of “The Marine Corps” as in the case of Terriff (2006). In these cases, 

military culture is centered on the propensity to act in a military fashion in the execution of war 

efforts. None of the previous research has provided a perspective on the culture of organizational 

development units within the Air Force. Terriff (2006) provides the most specific definition of 
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military culture. In his research on how the Marine Corps might be able to bring about 

innovative change in the face of a resistant military culture, Terriff is addressing the culture of 

the US Marine Corps but provides some insight on military culture in general terms. He 

essentially states that: 

“Military culture are formed and constituted by discourse or narratives. It is based on 

historical event, circumstances, and individuals. Narratives about behavior, whether that 

of individual or group serve in … both the organizational and individuals levels to 

propagate and validate what it means to be a Marine. Highly institutionalized cultural 

attributes are transmitted from one individual to another in an organization as a function 

of this is ‘who we are’ meaning this is how things are done.” (Terriff, 2006, pp. 216-217) 

This definition is generally consistent with most other general definitions of organizational 

culture. Although, there is no direct measure to affirm the definition other than the review of 

artifacts written or spoken within the USMC. In fact, in the vast majority of the literature that 

considers military culture, there is only a couple that use understood measures of organizational 

culture in their research and presented later in this paper. The issue of lack of publications 

considering military culture has been addressed as late as 2015 by Redmond (2015) in the paper 

“A Brief Introduction to Military Workplace Culture.” 

It is often assumed that military culture is about getting things done and “taking the hill at all 

costs” (Terriff, 2006). However, is “at all costs” actually available in the day-to-day, non-war 

environment. It is a common assumption that military organizations only operate in the context 

of field operations and practicing war preparations. However, this is not the case for all units and 

personnel; many of the units in the Air Force look and operate much like many other civilian 
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businesses. They are very transactional in daily operations pushing paperwork, performing work 

related to employee training, processing payroll actions, as well as many other traditional 

business functions. The act of war has not often occurred; in fact, there have been only five 

official times the US has declared war, as part of about 11 total major conflicts (Veterans 

Administration, 2012). There is a total of 41 years our military has been actively engaged in 

these conflicts of the 242 years of America. Today the Air Force has about 170,000 non-military, 

civilian personnel of the total 661,000 end strength. Approximately 317,000 are traditional 

Active Duty military personnel (Harrison, 2016). End strength is the amount of personnel a 

military organization is authorized to have employed in a particular year by Congress issued 

through the National Defense Authorization Act. 

In the instance of the units in this research, the Air Force has considered a merger of the two OD 

units, A1M and A9R, to garner efficiencies. The proposed merger is one of the problems that 

motivate this research project. Do these two organizations’ have the same culture by being part 

of the USAF? What are the possible implications of not considering the culture of these units? 

Furthermore, it appears there is unsureness with the merger decision, contrary to most military 

decisions which are traditionally orders to be followed by all. However, in this case, the decision 

to merge the units has been delegated to Major Command (MAJCOM) Commanders to choose 

whether to merge or not (US Air Force, 2016). Understanding the culture of the two units may 

illuminate whether there are impacts of such a merger and how those impacts influence the 

ability of the units to continue to provide services to their customers. This real-time action offers 

an opportunity to analyze these units. As the researcher, I am currently a civil servant employed 

by the US Air Force. 
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The analysis of organizational culture is not new, but in reviewing the literature for this research, 

it became evident the OCAI (Cameron & Quinn, 1998) tool based on the Competing Values 

Framework (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1981) and used to measure organizations culture has not been 

as bold as it may have been previously considered (Cummings, A. R., 2017; Denison & 

Spreitzer, 1991; Heritage, Pollock & Roberts, 2014). In fact, it has been supplemented on many 

occasions (Grabowski, Neher, Crim & Mathiassen, 2015; Müller, Kræmmergaard & Mathiassen, 

2009; Müller & Nielsen, 2013). The issue of supplementing in the fashion presented in this study 

is not directly addressed. I present a few of these occasions, which supports the need to provide a 

model and tools to obtain a comprehensive cultural understanding of one's organizations. 

For this research, the cultural analysis is from a Competing Values Framework (Quinn et al., 

1981) lens. The culture of the organizations in this study is investigated utilizing three tools; the 

Organizational Culture Analysis Instrument (OCAI) developed by Cameron and Quinn (1998), 

the Organizational Culture Analysis Tool (OCAT) developed by Müller and Nielsen (2013), and 

the Organizational Culture Analysis Protocol (OCAP). As part of this research, I have developed 

the OCAP. The OCAP is rooted in the Clinical Inquiry method developed by Schein (1987) but 

strictly through a Competing Values Framework lens. This study intends to contribute 

significantly to the current literature on organizational development culture and organizational 

development in general, and in the Air Force in particular. The result of this research informs not 

only other academic researchers but also practitioners who may use the practical model 

developed. 

This study provides explicitly analysis of the organizational development culture of two different 

organizational development (OD) units within the United States Air Force. The two OD units are 

A1M, who is responsible for measuring workload requirements of other Air Force units after 
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they have assisted with the implementation of continuous process improvement (CPI) initiatives. 

The other OD unit, A9R, is responsible for training in CPI methodology and institutionalization 

of CPI knowledge with all employees. This research examines the similarities and differences of 

these two Air Force OD units. In order to understand this dynamic an organization would need 

tools available to provide this insight. These tools would also need to agile, responsive, and 

inexpensive. 

In summary this study considers 1) A comprehensive model for cultural CVF Inquiry, 2) 

Providing an in-depth analysis of cultural similarities and differences of organizational 

development units with two different but related functions within the US Air Force, 3) Insight to 

improve the functioning of the two units and how they may collaborate to serve clients within the 

US Air Force, and 4) Insights to inform decisions on whether to merge the two units is to the 

benefit of the US Air Force and is presented in Table 1, adopting the style composition presented 

by Mathiassen et al., (Mathiassen, 2017; Mathiassen, Chiasson & Germonprez, 2012). This 

document informs two areas. First, it informs the literature on organizational development as 

well as the area of organizational development culture. It also informs leadership in the Air Force 

out of consideration of the culture of the two organizational development units under research 

and the possible impacts of the considered merger. The components presented in Table 1 

describe the research design and are discussed in the successive sections throughout this 

dissertation. The remaining chapters are organized as the Problem presented in Chapter Two, a 

literature review of Culture in Organizational Development in Chapter Three and literature 

review of Competing Values Approach in Chapter Four. The research design, tools, and methods 

used are presented in Chapter Five. The results are shown in Chapter Six and finishing with the 

discussion in Chapter Seven. 
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Table 1: Summary Style Composition of the Proposed Research 

RQ - Research Question How can US Air Force organizational development units analyze variations 

in culture as a basis for considering unit mergers? 

P – Problem in the real 

world 

The US Air Force has a number of units that provide different forms of 

organizational development support throughout the organization. Recently, 

management has considered merging two of these units (Appraisal-Unit & 

Training-Unit) with different responsibilities related to Continuous Process 

Improvement (CPI). Appraisal-Unit is responsible for measuring workload 

requirements after implementation of CPI while Training-Unit is 

responsible for training in CPI methodology and institutionalization. 

However, there is currently no explicit understanding of the similarities and 

differences in culture between the two units, whether these similarities and 

differences are expressions of the function of the units, and how these 

similarities and differences may inform decisions and approaches to a 

possible merger and future collaboration. 

A – Area of Concern The culture of organizational development units 

F – Conceptual 

Framework 

Organizational Culture  

FA - Competing Values Framework (Quinn et al., 1981) 

M – Research Method A qualitative case study of two units within the US Air Force Major 

Command who are responsible for different CPI support functions. 

1) Administer the Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) 

measuring Competing Values Framework (CVF) (Cameron et al., 1998) 

2) Review artifacts using the Organizational Culture Assessment Tool 

(OCAT) (Müller et al., 2013). 

3) Interview individuals in each of the two units using Clinical Inquiry (CI) 

method (Schein, 1987; Schein, 1992) adapted to the CVF as complements 

to the OCAI and OCAT tools. 

Cf – Contribution to F Ca 

– Contribution to A 

Cp – Contribution to P 

 

Expected contributions are to Cp, Ca and Cf. 

Cf – Comprehensive model for cultural CVF Inquiry. 

Ca – An in-depth analysis of cultural similarities and differences of 

organizational development units with two different but related functions 

within the US Air Force. 

CP1 - Insight to improve the functioning of the two units and how they may 

collaborate to serve clients within the US Air Force. 

CP2 – Insights to inform decisions on whether to merge the two units to the 

benefit of the US Air Force. 
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II CHAPTER 2: PROBLEM SETTING 

In this research, I am considering two OD units within the US Air Force. The US Air Force has a 

number of units that provide different forms of organizational development support throughout 

the organization. The units of focus for this research are A1M (Manpower) and A9R (Analysis, 

Assessments, and Lessons Learned). The two units have the responsibility of different and 

possibly overlapping aspect of continuous process improvement within the USAF. I looked at 

various aspects of this phenomenon is this research. 

The United States Air Force was established on 18 September 1947 (Boyne, 1997) by the 

National Security Act of 1947 as one of three Departments under the Department of Defense. 

The US Air Force is assumed as the largest and most technologically dominant air force on the 

planet (International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2015). Today its mission is "fly, fight, and 

win in air, space, and cyberspace." (2017b) The Air Force is deeply structured functionally. To 

understand the context of the problem, it might help to understand the organizational structure. 

There are currently 10 Major Commands (MAJCOM) reporting to Headquarters Air Force. Each 

MAJCOM is structured into areas titled “A” staff, Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: US Air Force Major Command A-Staff Structure 

Below the Major Command Headquarters, the organizational structure is Wing with Groups as 

the next subordinate unit and then Squadrons, which traditionally look like Figure 2. A Wing 

typically is the operational level with the responsibility to operate its assigned weapon system at 

an Air Force Base, which is very similar to a small city. Each Wing is mission oriented around 

its primary weapon system it is charged with operating, such as F-35, C-17 aircraft, ICBM 

missile, etc. Below each Wing, the organizations are generally very standard with each having 

four functional Groups; Operations Group, Maintenance Group, Mission Support Group, and 

Medical Group. Each Group then has between two to nine Squadrons in its functional area of 

responsibility. To further the understanding of the problem areas let us look at the background of 

the two cases, A1 and A9 and the Air Force CPI program. 

 

 

 



 

Figure 2: US Air Force Wing Structure 

 

A1 Manpower (case one) – The history of Manpower as an Air Force function began in 1959 

(internal white paper, The History of the Air Force Manpower Analysis Agency – Began Almost 

56 Years Ago) when senior leadership decided to use industrial engineering techniques to 

determine and defend Air Force manpower requirements to the Department of Defense and 

Congress. In 1963, this became solidified with the establishment of Management Engineering 

Teams who were assigned within each MAJCOM. Eventually, in 1975 the Air Force 

Management Engineering Agency was established. This organization was assigned directly to 

the Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs and Resources, Headquarters Air Force. Through the 

years until 2001, the agency changed names but retained the same responsibilities and 

organizational alignment. In 2001, it was renamed Air Force Center for Quality and Management 

Innovation with a new responsibility, Air Force CPI. In 2004, it was renamed to Air Force 

Manpower Agency and is currently known as Air Force Manpower Analysis Agency as of 2015 

with the same responsibilities. Its current mission statement states “providing management 



engineering services and process improvement capabilities to maximize the effective use of 

resources in the execution of Air Force and DoD missions.” (US Air Force, 2017a). 

A9 (case two) Studies, Analyses, Assessments and Lesson Learned. They are responsible for 

providing senior leadership with independent and objective analytic insight and risk assessment 

supporting strategic planning, operational requirements, modernization and recapitalization of 

systems and programs, and informing Planning Programming, Budgeting and Execution process 

(US Air Force, 2011b). Lessons Learned functional area has been in existence since the 

beginning of the Air Force and began as Operations Analysis Division. In 1961, they became the 

Office of Systems Analysis until 1974, Programs Analysis and Evaluation and the Air Force 

Studies and Analysis Agency in 1991. The current unit was established in 2009 (US Air Force, 

2011a) in an effort to institutionalize CPI efforts and develop an arm to perform analytics in 

support of lessons learned which in turn support future CPI efforts. They are also charged with 

providing training and implementation of CPI methods to all members in the field (US Air Force, 

2008). In its current program, the Air Force states it has 13,112 in the process of certifications. 

6,244 are outside the basic practitioner stage and working toward a green belt and master black 

belt certification. To date, they have completed 371 CPI projects in 16 different functional areas 

(US Air Force, 2017c). 

When it comes to building and maintaining a competitive edge, implementation of Continuous 

Process Improvement (CPI) processes is an effort that many companies view as important 

(Kouzes & Posner, 2006). It just so happens many government entities are attempting to utilize 

the processes and programs under this umbrella. The reason is to be able to manage costs in a 

congressionally constrained environment. The Air Force looked to several methods of CPI. 

These CPI staffs are charged to identify areas to benefit from efficiencies and effectiveness of 
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CPI initiatives. To provide case specifics let us look at the Air Force CPI Program and its 

implementation. Within the realm of CPI, there have been many methods and programs over the 

years. Continuous improvement has been defined by Anand, Ward, Tatikonda, and Schilling 

(2009) as making systematic efforts aimed at finding and using new ways of conduct to actively 

and repeatedly take initiatives to introduce changes. 

The most recent understood programs or methods that seem to be on the forefront of use is Six 

Sigma, which strives to improve process outputs to the six sigma level of defect (Barjaktarovic & 

Jecmenica, 2011). Lean Manufacturing, based on the Toyota Production System, attempts to 

eliminate waste within the manufacturing processes (Cox & Ulmer, 2015), and ISO9000 is a 

quality management system whose aim is to assist organizations to meet their customer needs 

while also meeting stakeholder requirements (Terziovski & Guerrero, 2014). These methods 

were created on the foundations of previous efforts most know as Total Quality Management, 

such as the writings of Edward Deming (1986) in "Out of the Crisis" where he made famous the 

plan-do-study-act model. Before that Philip Crosby (1979) in "Quality is Free" with the concept 

of "Zero Defects" as well as many other writings not stated here. 

The Air Force’s first CPI efforts were in 1993, it was initially titled “Quality Air Force (QAF)” 

(LugoSantiago, 2017). There was an effort to provide training to all members of the Air Force to 

educate them on the importance of considering quality improvements. This training armed 

employees with the tools to support change in their everyday work. One of the largest influences 

leadership provided to support these efforts was the change of policy methodology. The 

leadership eliminated all reference to the title “Regulation” which was replaced by “Instruction” 

(LugoSantiago, 2017). The intent of the Instruction was not to prescribe how things got 

accomplished but to provide the expected result. The intention was to allow efficiency 
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implemented at the lowest level, the individual. The thought was that the technician turning 

wrenches knows how best to do their job. These efforts essentially died with a merger the QAF 

offices with the function of Manpower, in 1995 this was understood as “Operationalizing QAF.” 

(LugoSantiago, 2017). 

In the mid-2000s a similar CPI effort was reinvigorated, Air Force Smart Operations for the 21st 

Century (AFSO21). This effort was centered on the six sigma methodology created by Motorola 

in 1986 (Tennant, 2001) and the Lean program is drawn from the Toyota Production System 

(Holweg, 2007). The Air Force has stated, “Continuous Process Improvement (CPI) increases 

operational capabilities while reducing associated costs by applying proven techniques to all 

processes associated with fulfilling the Air Force (AF) mission.” (US Air Force, 2016) “Air 

Force Smart Operations for the 21st Century (AFSO21) encapsulates our intent to develop and 

institutionalize a comprehensive, service-wide, strategic-level Continuous Process Improvement 

(CPI) approach.” (US Air Force, 2008; Wynn, 2006) In the development of this program, the 

current A9 unit was born. 

In 2016 there was a move to bring the CPI programs into a single function again, A1 Manpower. 

In this particular case, it was not a corporate move of all but an opportunity for each MAJCOM 

to determine if it was in their best interest to execute the merger. In an effort to empower this 

decision the Air Force released a new Instruction 38-401 titled “Continuous Process 

Improvement” (US Air Force, 2016). It states “Appoint an MPO to support the Directorate and 

assigned field operating agency(s) (FOA), located and assigned at the discretion of the 

director.” (US Air Force, 2016) It also states “The Director, MAJCOM/DRU/A1M will be the 

primary office for the MPO, unless this role has been otherwise appointed by the commander 

and ensure assigned CPI practitioners work closely with the MPO on CPI issues.” (US Air 
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Force, 2016). The MPO is responsible for managing all CPI training within the responsibility of 

the MAJCOM. This policy is directed to the A1M unit but allows for the assignment of this duty 

outside the A1M responsibility. Across the Major Commands, some have appointed this within 

the A1M unit, and others have left the responsibility in the A9 unit where it was assigned at the 

release of this policy. By deciding to assign this work to the A1M unit, it would in effect merge 

the current A9R unit as part of that responsibility. To date 7 of the 10 MAJCOMs have merged 

the two functions. The Air Force Reserve Command, the location of this study, has not merged. 

I believe the only consideration for the merge was process duplication and overlap. An 

individual might assume that these two organizational development units should have the same 

culture and strategic direction considering they are both under the umbrella of a single Air Force 

strategic plan. This phenomenon also motivates this study, as it could very well be an issue any 

organization in America may need to consider. An important challenge for organization leaders 

is understanding if the internal cultures and the impacts that the culture may have on their efforts 

(Cameron et al., 1998), in this case merging internal units. As organization’s attempt to find 

internal savings through mergers of this sort are not farfetched, thus important for leaders to 

deeply understand their organizational culture. A similar issue has been considered under the 

lens of corporate mergers and the impact of national culture (Marks, M. L. et al., 2010; Sarala, 

2010; Ulijn et al., 2010; Vedd et al., 2017). These studies have shown more often than not, 

underappreciated cultural understanding has adverse effects on corporate merger success. In fact, 

Lin et al. reported a 70 to 90 percent failure rate (Lin et al., 2016). Unity, agreement, and 

consensus are signs of organizational health, whereas disagreement and dissent should be 

avoided (Morrison & Milliken, 2000). No studies have considered internal mergers and the 

cultures currently within the organization and whether these similarities and differences are 
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expressions of the cultural function of the units within the Air Force. Also, how these similarities 

and differences may inform decisions and approaches to a possible internal merger. 

Understanding one's organizational culture allows for more informed decisions and 

implementation plans; less the organization assumes the possible high potential of following the 

previous indication of deep difficulty with such merger efforts (Marks, M., Mirvis & Ashkenas, 

2014; Marks, M. L. et al., 2010; Meijer, Duysters & Ulijn, 2010; Sarala, 2010; Ulijn et al., 2010; 

Vedd et al., 2017). Most all large organizations have departments, units, offices, or some form of 

sub-unit that is functionally assigned a portion of the organizations internal business. In 

execution of their functional efforts, one might think internal units are linked in focus by the 

overarching organizational culture, thereby expecting unity of effort. These organizational 

development (OD) units in this research may or may not be on the same page about executing 

the organizations day to day efforts. Therefore, the culture of each of these internal 

organizational development units may have an impact on daily execution. The idea of measuring 

organizational development culture at this level motivates this research. 

To assist with the structure of this research, I have adopted the style composition for action 

research as provided by Mathiassen (Mathiassen, 2017; Mathiassen et al., 2012) presented in 

Table 1. I will discuss the “Cs” as they relate to this research. This discussion provides for an 

understanding of the stated problem areas discussed in this section in a fashion around the 

contributions. Mathiassen defines the Cs as the type of contribution provided by academic 

literature. “A” is the area of concern and represents some body of knowledge within the 

literature. “P” is the people’s concerns about a problematic situation, and how the research 

applies to practice. “F” is conceptual framing that helps structure actions and analyses. In 

addition, “M” is the adopted methods of investigation. Contribution (“C”) can be given to any of 
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these areas (A, P, F, or M). It is the “Cs” described below that help to answer the research 

question of, how can US Air Force organizational development units analyze variations in 

culture as a basis for considering unit mergers? (Cf) Throughout the literature, some studies have 

added supplementation to the use of OCAI to provide for a more thorough CVF analysis 

(Cameron et al., 1998). Schein’s method of clinical inquiry might produce the most in-depth 

richness in data but is ethnographic in design. The clinical inquiry method thus requires some 

form of lengthy embedding of the researcher (Schein, 1983). Peters and Waterman stated leaders 

often have problems of getting it done. (Waterman, Peters & Phillips, 1980). Vroom and Yetton 

(1973) have presented that quality, acceptability, and time are the three factors that determine the 

best leadership style. Since speed is considered a competitive advantage (Kouzes et al., 2002) the 

ability to ascertain an understanding of the culture in a leaders organization quickly is 

paramount. Thus leaders need to get an understanding of internal culture quickly to prevent 

hindrance of agility the organization needs to be responsive in the fast-paced business 

environment. I have presented a new comprehensive model and method of tool utilization to 

understand an organizational culture through a CVF lens effectively and efficiently while 

providing for richness in organizational culture understanding. Internal practitioners would be 

able to employ the proposed method. 

(Ca) In the Air Force today, there are two separate units responsible for the implementation of 

the CPI Program. The two functions are located corporate-wide in all of the Air Force’s ten 

Major Commands (Sundberg, 2013). The Air Force intends to institutionalize CPI throughout the 

Air Force enterprise. The Secretary of the Air Force released a Memorandum for All Major 

Command Commanders that stated: “Our Air Force continues to implement a culture of Lean 

Across the Air Force through a variety of initiatives.” (Wynn, 2006) If the two unit’s culture 
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differs and do not align with each other, it may influence their ability to implement Air Force 

CPI strategy. The only similar study in the Air Force that considered organizational culture was 

set in an academic environment and considered organizational sub-cultures and system-wide 

planning efforts in a military university (Paparone, 2003). In this study, Paparone (2003) 

reported the incongruence of the cultures measured by the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) at the 

Air Force Academy had a direct impact on the system-wide planning efforts. I have shown 

through Competing Values Framework analysis an understanding of the similarities and 

differences and the potential impacts for the A1M and A9R units and their customers. Currently, 

there is no explicit understanding of the similarities and differences in culture between these two 

Air Force OD units and the impact of their cultures. There is not currently a specific problem 

here other than the potential to prevent a problem with a measured understanding of the 

organizational development culture of the two units under study and possibly merging. There is 

not a current problem known within the organizations under study but the Air Force or any other 

company who may endeavor a similar undertaking may create a problem if the merge units 

without understanding the culture of the units. 

(Cp1) A1 is responsible for measuring workload requirements after they have assisted with 

implementation of CPI initiatives while A9 is responsible for training in CPI methodology and 

institutionalization of knowledge with all employees. An understanding of the culture of the two 

units leads to a greater understanding of the cultural similarities and differences between the two 

which may provide insight to improve how they collaborate and better serve their clients. 

Currently, there is no study that has considered cultural comparison at this organizational level. 

(Cp2) Understanding the culture of these units could aid the Air Force leadership and better 

inform the proposed merger of the two units. We can inform, through a CVF lens, the possible 
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benefits for the organization and their clients, the impact of a merger. The Air Force has wrestled 

with a decision to merge these two offices into a single entity. The word “wrestle” is chosen 

because in their policy the Air Force has provided a county option allowing for the leadership at 

each Major Command to decide to merge or not (US Air Force, 2016). Considering this is the 

second time the Air Force has taken this action in a 20 year period may have suggestions as to 

why the Air Forces merger endeavor historically has taken this path.  
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III CHAPTER 3: CULTURE IN ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT 

Organization Development (OD) has a diversity of foundations such as change management, 

organizational structure, work design, and human resource management (Cummings, T. G. & 

Worley, 2014). Underlying all of these areas with plenty of influence is organizational culture. In 

this chapter, I provide a definition of OD and units that provide services in this area to the 

organization. I will also discuss how culture is involved in OD and how it is addressed in this 

research. 

III.1 Organization Development 

Literature has credited the field of OD as far back as Kurt Lewin (Child, 2015; Haggbloom et al., 

2002). Lewin’s work was wide and contributed much to OD theories and concepts such as action 

research, three-phase theory exchange, force field analysis, group dynamics and leadership 

(Gallos, 2006). Since Lewin, there has been much research and many ideas contributing to 

defining OD leading Pettigrew to state “OD has almost as many definitions as it has 

practitioners.” (Pettigrew, 1985, p. 3) 

Cummings and Worley identify five major definitions in the literature and suggest the following 

synthesis, which I adopt in this research: “Organizational development is a system wide 

application and transfer of behavioral science knowledge to the planned development, 

improvement, and reinforcement of the strategies, structures, and processes that lead to 

organizational effectiveness.” (Cummings, T. G. et al., 2014, p. 2) Bateman and Snell have 

added two additional characteristics of OD: 

“First, it aims to increase effectiveness – improving the organization’s ability to deal with 

customers, stockholders, governments, employees, and other stakeholders, which results 
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in better-quality products, higher financial returns, and high quality work life. Second, 

OD has an important underlying value orientation: it supports human potential, 

development, and participation in addition to performance and competitive advantage.” 

(Bateman & Snell, 2011, p. 645) 

Together these sources provide a sound understanding of the breadth of OD. In this research, I 

am focusing on units that provide OD support and services as their primary purpose for being. 

The units I am researching are specifically, in the second addition suggested by Bateman and 

Snell, human potential, development, and participation. 

The research literature does not directly address OD units. Dessler’s (2008, p. 175) textbook on 

Human Resource Management mentions these units as “in-house development centers” (2008, p. 

175). Cummings and Worley (2014) handle OD units indirectly as related to work design and 

creation of workgroups handle OD units indirectly as related to work design and creation of 

workgroups. They also suggest OD practitioners fall into three distinct groups: the consultant or 

researcher, those who specialize in fields related to OD, and the burgeoning manager who has 

learned OD principles (Cummings, T. G. et al., 2014). In this research, OD units are any unit that 

is not directly contributing to the overall goal and tasks of the organization but instead provides 

support and services to other units in the area of OD. These units may focus on specific OD 

services and not necessarily OD per se. 

Successful OD involves implementation and is, therefore, change management centric. OD starts 

with practices deemed “not working,” or with new practices that must be adopted and as such it 

involves change. The responsibility for supporting these changes may be shared between 

different units such as R&D, HR, and Engineering. While these different OD units have the 
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primary purpose of informing and supporting change in other units, they must also provide social 

and emotional support to those that belong to the unit (Trice & Beyer, 1993) and others they 

work with through their organizational culture. 

III.2 The Role of Culture in Organizational Development 

Culture is considered a foundational concept of OD (Denison et al., 1991; Pettigrew, A. M., 

Woodman & Cameron, 2001; Schein, 1969; Schneider, Brief & Guzzo, 1996). Denison and 

Spreitzer (1991) stated that for one to influence an organization or provide for its understanding, 

a practitioner or a researcher must understand the foundations of values, how and why the 

structures exist, and what they mean to those who are part of the organization. Organizational 

culture is a key indicator in fully appreciating this understanding (Denison & Mishra, 1995; 

Pettigrew, A., 1979; Schein, 1992). There have been many ways of considering culture in the 

field of OD. Dension has provided a continuum of many of these methods and concepts 

presented here in Figure 3 (Denison et al., 1991). One method referenced is the Competing 

Values Framework (CVF) presented by Quinn and Rohrbaugh in 1981 that is used in this 

research. Denison suggests the CVF incorporates four organizational theories on culture: group 

culture, developmental culture, rational culture, and hierarchical culture (1991). 

 

Figure 3: Approaches to Culture Reseach (Denison 1991) 
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Many researchers have provided their perspective on the definition of organizational culture, 

including Pettigrew (1979), Schein (1992), Hofstede (2001), Denison (1990), Deal and Kennedy 

(2000), Cameron and Quinn (1998), Kotter and Heskett (1992), Trompenaars and Hampden-

Turner (1998), and many others. Organizational culture finds its roots in the disciplines of 

anthropology and sociology (Pettigrew, A., 1979). There have also been many frameworks 

designed and presented that provide a pictorial of how organizational culture operates in business 

(Cameron et al., 1998; Denison et al., 1995; Schein, 1984). Deal (2000, p. 4) said that “Every 

business—in fact every organization—has a culture.” Organizational culture research 

encompasses various theories, rooted in the anthropology perspective and the functional 

perspective of sociological influences (Denison et al., 1995; Pettigrew, A., 1979). This lead 

Pettigrew (1990) to state that the idea of defining organizational culture is “a riddle wrapped in a 

mystery wrapped in an enigma.” 

Pettigrew (1979, p. 574) suggests that “culture is the system of such publicly and collectively 

accepted meanings operating for a given group at a given time.” He also argues that it is not a 

singular concept but a family of concepts; symbols, language, ideology, belief, ritual, and myth. 

To understand where culture for an organization might come from, in his book The Awaking 

Giant Pettigrew (1985) suggests the organization’s culture may very well depend on the founder, 

leader, CEO, or chairman. 

The definition provided by Edgar Schein (1984, p. 3) is commonly recognized in the literature. 

He defines culture as "the pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has invented, 

discovered, or developed in learning to cope with its problems of external adaptation and 

internal integration, and that have worked well enough to be considered valid and therefore, to 

be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 
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problems”. He previously stated, “all organizations exist in multiple environments. They exist 

within the culture and social structure of the larger society, and they coexist in various relations 

to other organizations with similar purposes, as well as disparate social organizations and 

groups of people who may be owners, managers, employees, customers, clients or simply ‘the 

public at large’ “ (Schein, 1980, p. 33). 

Cameron and Quin (1998, p. 18) look at culture as “a socially constructed attribute of 

organizations that serves as the social glue binding an organization together.” Cameron and 

Ettington (1988, p. 3) stated, "the conceptual boundaries of organizational culture are neither 

precise nor consensual. Employees take their culture for granted and are largely not cognizant 

of it. It is not until there is some dramatic problem that challenges their culture that it becomes 

exceptionally visible to the individual”. With that in mind, Cameron (1998) explains that culture 

is a set of assumptions that manifest themselves in artifacts, explicit behavior, and climate. In 

one of his early papers presented to the Association for the Study of Higher Education, Cameron 

(1985) stated that cultural type appeared to be more important in accounting for effectiveness 

than congruence or strength. 

Deal and Kennedy (2000, p. 15) have provided insight by stating “a strong culture is a system of 

informal rules that spells out how people are to behave most of the time.” In their work, they 

examined many organizations and had determined four types of organizational cultures. At this 

time they added to the cultural theory the “Tough-guy macho culture, Process culture, Work-

hard, Play-hard culture, and Bet-the-company culture“ (Deal et al., 2000, pp. 107-127). They 

also described organizations as tribes, suggesting the organization can cultivate distinctive 

identities, personalities, or cultures. The result is an environment that uses identity, personality, 
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and culture to define further their way of life, as well as how production occurs (Deal & 

Kennedy, 1983). They also added to the definition of organizational culture as follows: 

“Organizations develop a core set of assumptions, understandings, and implicit rules that 

govern day-to-day behavior in the workplace. Participants often describe these patterns 

as ‘the way we do things around here,’ and thus informally sanction and reinforce them. 

Until newcomers learn the rules, they are not accepted as full-fledged members of the 

organization”(Deal et al., 1983, p. 501). 

As such, they have suggested observable elements in the infamous elusive concept of culture. 

These elements are “shared values, heroes and heroines, and rituals and ceremonies” (Deal et 

al., 2000, pp. 13-15). Shared values are the element of governing how things operate day to day. 

Heroes and heroines are the individuals in the organization, who live or personify the shared 

values. The rules and ceremonies are the physical expressions of the shared values (Deal et al., 

1983) 

Another organizational cultural researcher, Geert Hofstede, in his seminal book Culture’s 

Consequences (2001, p. 9), has suggested that culture is “the collective programming of the mind 

that distinguishes the members of one group or category of people from another.” Hofstede adds 

that previous researchers agree culture has been defined by the characteristics: (1) holistic, (2) 

historically determined, (3) related to anthropological concepts, (4) socially constructed, (5) soft, 

and (6) difficult to change (Hofstede, G., Neuijen, Ohayv & Sanders, 1990). In his presentation 

of culture, Hofstede focused on national and organizational culture. He stated that the two 

cultures are different in two dimensions: values and practices (Hofstede, G. et al., 1990). 

Ultimately, Hofstede presents dimensions of culture that he measured with the use of 
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multivariate analysis. The dimensions are process-oriented vs. results-oriented culture, 

employee-oriented vs. job-oriented, parochial vs. professional, open system vs. closed system, 

loose vs. tight control, and normative vs. pragmatic (Hofstede, G. et al., 1990). Although there 

are commonalities among the provided definitions, one can see that organizational culture is 

truly, as Pettigrew (1990) stated, hard to define. For the purposes of this research, I adopt the 

Schein definition, as it is the most comprehensive. 

In relation to the two OD units in this research, I am specifically considering the theory of 

organizational culture. These two units are responsible for similar, but different, aspects of the 

Air Force CPI program. It is these similarities and differences that I considered in this research. 

Understanding the culture of these two units provides insight to improve the functioning of the 

two units and how they may collaborate to serve clients within the US Air Force. As the Air 

Force currently considers how best to handle this work, an in-depth analysis of cultural 

similarities and differences of these organizational development units informs decision makers 

on impacts of possible merger decisions. No studies have hitherto been done of culture in these 

two, or similar, Air Force OD units. 

III.3 Military Culture 

There are a few terms associated with the status of individuals in the OD units in this research 

that has relevance to their culture. The first is Active Duty military personnel and the second is 

Civilians, or traditionally understood as Civil Servants. This chapter provides a brief window 

into the culture of the US military from literature. The following quote presented by Pamela 

Frese sums up military culture: 
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My friends are everywhere. And if I haven’t been someplace yesterday, I am sure to go 

there tomorrow. I grew up with bugle calls, and artillery salutes, and the knowledge that 

home is where the heart is, and the family. Mobility has been my way of life. I feel 

fortunate to live in a society of tradition, drawing from the past to enhance the present. 

Where silver baby cups announce life, horse drawn caissons pronounce death, and the 

living in between is dedicated to the service of God, Man and our Nation. Mrs. 

Spokesman (1995). (Frese, 2008, p. 12) 

This quote, attributed to the spouses of retired military officers, is profound, as it espouses an 

idea most American military would have tattooed over their heart to signify where they stand. 

Having been part of this culture, I believe this epitomizes why most people chose to enter US 

military service voluntarily. 

Terriff (2006, p. 216) supports this idea stating "military organizations are well known to be 

deeply steeped in tradition, constituted by a plethora of symbols, rituals, and practices that give 

meaning to their uncommon profession of war and to the sacrifices of individuals that this 

profession entails. The culture of any military organization will thus certainly be complex, with a 

great variety of mutually reinforcing and contradictory aspects." Although one would expect 

these organizations to be very aligned, Terriff (2006) has also indicated that there is an aspect of 

contradiction. This contradiction is part of the space that motives this research. 

The Air Force is a highly technical branch of the military with its own identity, as the 

preponderance of its mission focuses on organizing, training, and equipping to fly, fight, and win 

with the use of multi-million dollar aircraft. The technicality is exemplified in the vast technical 

order methodology for maintenance of the aircraft, as well as in how the Air Force employs 
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policies and regulations. There are 38 functional series of instructions (policies), with an average 

of 45 underpinning each, for a total of about 1680 instructions (Air Force Publication 2016). One 

might expect to see this as a typical rigid military structure. One might also expect that this 

creates a level of homogeneity in functional practices and culture across different units within the 

Air Force, albeit with certain and possibly important differences between units. 

To look more specifically at the Air Force’s culture, consider that this is a relatively closed 

culture that enjoys little external competition. In the article “Air Force Culture and Cohesion” it 

states, “individuals who enter the military are provided education and promotions based on the 

internal rules and priorities (culture) of organization” (Smith, J. M., 1998, p. 2). I would suggest 

that these rules and priorities are in place to aid the organization in creating the culture it desires. 

Generally, there is admittance only at the entry level, very little lateral entry (Smith, J. M., 1998). 

I expect the Air Force should have a very tight and self-replicating culture wound around its 

center. 

Another important aspect of the US Military and its culture are the Civil Servants. A Civil 

Servant is a designation given to government employment for which a person qualifies on the 

basis of merit rather than political patronage or personal favor. Unlike workers in private 

employment, civil service employees may be prohibited from certain acts that would 

compromise their position as servants of the government and the general public. Congress 

created the U.S. Civil Service Commission in 1883, and it was reorganized under the Civil 

Service Reform Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C.A. § 1101 et seq.) as the Merit Systems Protection Board. 

This board established a merit system for federal employment, and it governs various aspects of 

employment, including job classification, tenure, pay, training, employee relations, equal 

opportunity, pensions, and health and life insurance. Most states have comparable bodies for the 
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regulation of state and local civil service employment ("Civil Service Legal Definition of Civil 

Service," n.d.; Pollack, 2005). 

Civil Servants play important roles within the US Military. Many are prior active duty personnel 

return for continued service is their military skills. In the Air Force, there are over 67,600 civil 

servants (Localities, 2016) out of a total workforce of 491,700 (Defense, 2016). Still, the 

literature is virtually silent on the issue of America's civil servant culture within the military. 

There have been many studies in other countries, but I was only able to find one paper that 

looked at Civil Servants in the US Military, and this paper did not touch specifically on the topic 

of culture.  
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IV CHAPTER 4: A COMPETING VALUES APPROACH 

Over the last 40 years of organizational culture research, many tools and models have been 

developed to analyze culture. For this study, the central approach to cultural analysis is the CVF 

(Quinn et al., 1981). I used three tools that are centered on CVF. I supplemented the 

Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) (Cameron et al., 1998) with the 

Organizational Culture Assessment Tool (OCAT) (Müller et al., 2013), and the Organizational 

Culture Assessment Protocol (OCAP). The OCAP was developed as part of this research. This 

chapter provides the background and rationale for the selection of each approach. I will also 

discuss the need for supplementing the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998). 

IV.1 Competing Values Framework 

The CVF was presented by Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981) in their paper “A Competing Values 

Approach to Organizational Effectiveness.” Although the primary focus of their paper is 

organizational effectiveness, they developed a considerable following with the concept of the 

CVF Model that is still currently relevant. In fact, the CVF has been identified as one of the 40 

most important frameworks in business research (Cameron, 2011). Through statistical analysis, 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981) established a list of 39 indicators linked to understanding the 

effectiveness of organizations. 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981) present three sets of values establishing criteria of organizational 

effectiveness: Structure, Focus, and Means & Ends. These three criteria lead to three underlying 

competing value dimensions as illustrated in Figure 4. The dimension of Structure competes 

between flexibility and control, which identifies the dilemma of stability in the organization. The 

dimension of Focus competes between people and organization, which centers on the concept of 
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innovation. Means & Ends as a dimension competes between themselves in relation to desired 

outcomes for the organization. 

 

Figure 4: Three-dimensional representation of effectiveness criteria, adopted from (Quinn 

and Rohrbaugh 1981) 

According to Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1981), these values compete in the creation of 

effectiveness, as depicted in Figure 5. The principal focus of this effectiveness model is the four 

value sets that an organization would focus on to create effectiveness (Buenger, Daft, Conlon & 

Austin, 1996). These values are human relations value, open systems value, internal process 

value, rational goal value Quinn (1998, p. 37). Quinn (1998) continued work on the CVF with 

many other authors to further develop the concept that culminates in the book “Diagnosing and 

Changing Organizational Culture: Based on the Competing Values Framework.” Cameron and 

Quinn (1998, p. 37) suggest the CVF provides “a high degree of congruence with well-known 

and well-accepted categorical schemes that organize the way people think, their values and 

assumptions, and the ways they process information.”  
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Figure 5: A Summary of the Competing Value Sets and Effectiveness Model adopted from 

Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983) 

Cameron (1998) provides a measure of organizational culture, with the use of the OCAI which is 

CVF centered. In relation to organizational culture, Cameron and Quinn (1998) identified four 

types of cultures: Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy, and Market. The four types of cultures are 

delineated in each of the quadrants in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6: The Competing Values of Leadership, Effectiveness, and Organizational Theory, 

Adopted from Cameron and Quinn, 2011 

The CVF has been used in organizational research from life cycles of organizations (Quinn & 

Cameron, 1983a) to organizational culture (Cameron, 1984, 1985; Denison et al., 1991; 

Grabowski et al., 2015; Zammuto & Krakower, 1991) to impacts on software process 

improvement culture (Müller et al., 2013) to understanding the effects of business model 

development on organizational culture (Ulla, Tuomo, Mervi, Kaija & Ari, 2017) . It has also 

been used internationally from diagnosing organizational culture in higher education libraries in 

the United Arab Emirates (Chidambaranathan & Regha, 2016) to understanding organizational 

culture in the medical community in Palestinian primary healthcare centers (Radwan et al., 2017) 

to organizational culture and cooperation in the Polish aviation industry (Klimas, 2016). 

Thompson, McGrath, and Whorton (1981, p. 200) stated that what makes the CVF powerful is 
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its dialectic quality. They also added, “The competing values diagnostic framework provides the 

diagnostician with a simple, concrete, comprehensive, and easily applied model for 

organizational diagnosis and analysis.” Thompson et al. (1981) go on to share that an important 

issue in OD practice is the difficulty of a diagnostic framework that has all these characteristics. 

Denison and Spreitzer (1991) have bolstered the use of CVFs in research. They stated that the 

framework incorporates many of the perspectives in the literature before CVF development. 

They also state that as an OD model, the CVF is an appropriate diagnostic tool for organizational 

culture analysis (Denison et al., 1991). Since this research analyzed the culture created by the 

individuals in each unit, OD unit 1 and OD unit 2, CVF’s long-standing framework provides a 

means for comparison of the two units’ culture. The framework provides for understanding direct 

and indirect concepts of pressure experienced by individuals in an organization. The framework 

also allows an individual to examine the current culture as well as changes (Denison et al., 1991, 

p. 3). Considering the two military units that are included in this research are performing similar 

work and are part of a military organization, It was expected the units would have similar 

cultures, but with some minor variations. In view of the depth of policy and bureaucracy 

discussed previously, I expected that this military organizational culture will have an 

exceptionally strong “this is the way things are done here” (Schein, 2017) foundation. Cameron 

and Quinn (1998) support this notion with the example given in their book, where they state “the 

culture of the U.S. Army as rated by several hundred general officers, showed a difference of 

only a few points between the current culture and the preferred culture of the future.” 

IV.2 Competing Values Assessment Tools 

There are three assessment tools used in this research. All three tools are centered on the 

Competing Values Framework. Two of the tools are well-established in the literature, and the 
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third is part of this research. The first is the original OCAI tool for measuring an organization’s 

culture (Cameron, 2006). The OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) facilitates the collection of rich 

quantitative data about the positioning of cultural values as part of assessing an organization's 

culture. The OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) is focused on six questions and is centered on CVF 

provided below in Figure 7. The actual tool is attached in Appendix 1. Cameron and Quinn 

(1998) provide that the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) has proven to be accurate and is still used 

in many studies today. This tool has the capacity to provide understanding on the strength of an 

organization’s culture centered on the CVF. It also provides for proofing the type of culture in 

accordance with the CVF and congruence within the organization to its culture and the desired 

future state. The resulting data from the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) is plotted on a chart, the 

Organizational Culture Profile (OCP) shown in Figure 8 (Cameron et al., 1998).  

 

Figure 7: Six Dimensions as the basis for the Organizational Culture Assessment 

Instrument (OCAI) (adapted from Cameron and Quinn 1998) 
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Figure 8: Organizational Culture Profile (Adapted from Cameron 1998). 

The second tool for analysis of culture supplementing the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) as part of 

this study is the OCAT (Müller et al., 2013). This tool facilitates analysis of key documents of 

organizations. In Müller’s (2013) study, the organizations’ texts and policies were reviewed to 

provide quantitative analysis and support a deeper analysis of the organization’s cultural profile. 

Through this tool, they determined there was in fact incongruence in the implementation of 

software processes and the organization's current culture. The procedures for application of this 

tool will be discussed in the methods chapter. 

The third tool to assess culture and supplement the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) is designed in 

conjunction with this research. I will adapt a clinical inquiry method (Schein, 1987), the adaption 
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is strictly focused through a CVF lens (Cameron et al., 1998) instead of the complete method 

Schein (2017) describes in his book “Organizational Culture and Leadership.” The objective is 

to create depth of cultural understanding while being efficient. A secondary objective is to offer 

an insider-practitioner-lead tool to provide additional data on the organization's culture beyond 

the data collected by the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998). This CVF focused inquiry is titled 

Organizational Culture Assessment Protocol (OCAP). 

To better understand the culture and its influences, Schein (1984) states “one must understand 

the dynamic evolutionary forces that govern how culture evolves and changes.” In the Clinical 

Inquiry Method (Schein, 1987), the researcher collects phenomenological data in a natural 

situation and particularly in a clinical situation through basic inquiry methods. This method is 

what Schein (1993) calls, clinical research and is the observation, elicitation, and reporting of 

data to actively be engaged in helping organizations understand the impact of their culture. The 

process is given to the domain of inquiry with the intent of recognizing the environment where 

the “persons being reviewed” works, lives, or operates (Schein, 1993). Although this is probably 

one of the most desirable methods, access to the study sites where data is going to be collected 

makes this approach difficult to achieve. For this reason, a practitioner in the organization may 

have better success and access to areas that an outside researcher may not. This method is 

intended to be a longitudinal study as Schein (2017) references many times throughout his book 

its relationship with that of an anthropologist. 

Schein (1992) provides the following specific steps of a clinical inquiry; 

1. Obtain leadership commitment to the inquiry endeavor 

2. Conduct large group meetings 

 a) Teach/ lecture on how to think about culture 

applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_12
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_89
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_12
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_84
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_85
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_88
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_88
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_89
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_87


 b) Elicit descriptions of artifacts 

 c) Identify espoused values 

 d) Shared underlying assumptions 

3. Identify cultural aids and hindrances in subgroups 

4. Reporting assumptions and joint analysis 

 

IV.3 Need for CVF Supplements 

Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983b) suggest using the CVF would result in a comprehensive and 

balanced set of indicators but then go on to say that it does not, however, “solve the problem of 

combining multiple measures.” Admittedly, Cameron and Quinn (1998) discuss their recognition 

that their model may need to be supplemented. This is shown in several published research 

articles where OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) is supplemented (Grabowski et al., 2015; Müller et 

al., 2009; Müller et al., 2013), as well as other findings around the CVF concept. 

Müller, Kræmmergaard, and Mathiassen (2009) found that they needed to add the clinical 

inquiry framework method presented by Edgar Schein (1987) in their paper “Managing Cultural 

Variation in Software Process Improvement.” This study occurred over a three-year period 

between 2005 and 2007. The study considered the relationship of subculture variation on 

software process improvement (SPI) efforts. They determined one of the unit’s, of the two 

analyzed, culture was congruent with the goals and strategy of the SPI efforts while the second 

was not (Müller et al., 2009). In this study, the lead researcher was an internal employee who 

conducted the longitudinal study required of the clinical inquiry method (Schein, 1987). Being 

an employee lessens the cost to the company. However, if this had not been the case, the cost 

associated with a consultant could be high. With this combined approach, the researchers were 
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able to extract very rich data on the organization’s culture, drawing on the complementarity of 

the two tools. 

In a second paper presented by Müller and Nielsen (2013), titled “Competing values in software 

process improvement,” the authors supplement the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) with the word 

count tool OCAT (Müller et al., 2013) around central CVF (Quinn et al., 1983b) themes. As 

previously mentioned they found incongruence in the cultures of the units they measured with 

the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) and OCAT (Müller et al., 2013). They state this is not in 

agreement with the theory of software process improvement. They did, however, go on to state 

the cultural incongruence is not always a negative requiring change. They use the software 

program ATLAS.ti to perform a word analysis of organizational text against specific words 

rooted in the four culture types presented by Cameron and Quinn (1998). This provided richness 

to the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) cultural profile by complementing the perception-based tool 

with another document-based quantitative tool. 

In the research of Grabowski, Neher, Crim, and Mathiassen (2015) “Competing Values 

Framework Application to Organizational Effectiveness in Voluntary Organizations” the authors 

determined a need to recognize a fourth dimension versus the original three presented by Quinn 

and Rohrbaugh (1983b). They titled the new dimension “motivational trait,” which considers the 

competing values of head and heart. This provided a deeper understanding of the culture of Right 

in the Community (RitC), a volunteer organization focused on assisting those with 

developmental (Cameron et al., 1998) disabilities in the community. This new dimension is 

supported by the RitC Director’s statement “noneconomic considerations have always 

dominated” (Grabowski et al., 2015). The finding of the motivational trait extends CVF (Quinn 
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et al., 1983b) as we know it today. This dimension has yet to be recognized or integrated into the 

CVF (Quinn et al., 1983b) and OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998). 

The competing values framework and its associated tool, OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998), are 

understood for cultural measurement and analysis. It has been lauded as the most frequently used 

instrument for organizational culture analysis in the world today. However, it has been 

supplemented on several occasions, suggesting a need for more richness and comprehensiveness 

in cultural understanding. Schein’s (1987) clinical inquiry is certainly another gold standard 

when looking to understand organizational culture, but it is lengthy and costly to perform and is 

typically associated with the introduction of external consultants. The consultants both assist the 

client with problem-solving and collect data for analysis. The data and direct observation are 

used to support their intervention and baseline for post-intervention metrics (Schein, 1990). 

However, practitioners are looking for tools that are quick, cheap, and rich. The gap of Schein’s 

richness versus quick and inexpensive provides for the gap that motivates the development of the 

OCAP. 

By relying on insider practitioners, the triangulated method that results from the current research 

supports a quick and inexpensive approach to arrive at a rich and comprehensive understanding 

of an organizations culture. The information will be valuable to the leadership whenever the need 

arises to understand their culture. A need might arise before significant changes in strategic 

direction or in the case of this research, some form of a merger whether it be internal or external. 

The findings of this study could be implemented internally to the organization with little effort 

by their practitioners. This triangulated method is referred to as the Comprehensive CVF Inquiry 

Model (CCI) (Figure 9). 
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Figure 9:Comprehensive CVF Inquiry (CCI) Model 

The study of two organizational development units in the Air Force results in contributions to 

organizational development research and to further cultural analysis in three ways. First, it 

provides insight for Air Force decision makers on whether a proposed merger is to the benefit of 

their internal clients. Second, the research presents an opportunity to perform an in-depth 

analysis of the similarities and differences between these two types of OD units, not currently 

considered in the literature. The third contribution is to provide a comprehensive model for the 

cultural CVF (Quinn et al., 1983b) centered inquiry to assist practitioners with culture analysis. 

  

applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_75


V CHAPTER 5 METHODS 

This research is a qualitative multi-case study with some quantitative complements. The data 

collected is mostly qualitative in nature and was not subjected to statistical methods. The OCAT 

(Müller et al., 2013) is the only qualitative exception explained below (Müller et al., 2013). The 

unit of analysis is two organizational development units within a US Air Force Major Command 

who is responsible for different CPI support functions. More specifically, this research is rooted 

in an interpretive case study tradition (Myers, 2013). In an attempt to narrow the dissemination 

gap between academics and practitioners (Wolfberg & Lyytinen, 2017), this engaged scholarship 

is a step toward bridging translation of the common language of scholars and practitioners 

(Smith, A. K. & Nestor, 2017). Wolcott (1994) suggests qualitative research is about the use of 

the data collected more than the process of obtaining the data thus the presentation of this data 

collection method that offers rich data. 

Myers (2013) stated to understand the peculiarity of “social-cultural phenomenon” one needs to 

be on the inside observing instead of looking through the front window. Hence, this multi-case 

study considers the present-day culture of the two US Air Force OD units in the “real-world” 

through a first-hand inquiry. The method presented in this research allows for understanding 

idiosyncratic conditions where several variables may be at play through the use of multiple 

sources of evidence to develop methodological triangulation as prescribed by several authors in 

literature such as Yin (2013), Merriam (1988), and Guion et al. (2017). As such, this 

investigation focuses on a contemporary phenomenon in a live context rather than in a 

laboratory. The inquiry considered the technically distinctive environment of each unit with 

multiple players and variables involved (Yin, 2013), so each unit was treated as a separate case. 

As the researcher, I am a part of the organization, which provides the opportunity to be inside of 
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the organization under study. In order to deal with insider bias, I used two tools (OCAI and 

OCAT) that have already been standardized and validated. Also, I developed the OCAP as part 

of this study which consists of open-ended questions intended to elicit an understanding of 

“particular phenomena” from the insider perspective of each interviewee (Chenail, 2011). 

Coghlan (2001) also discussed the importance that insiders bring to action research considering 

they have a preunderstanding and access to the unit. 

Three tools were employed to analyze the culture of the two OD units. First the OCAI, second 

the OCAT, and third the OCAP. The OCAI and OCAT was collected first and analyzed together. 

After the analysis of the OCAI and OCAT I developed the OCAP. The OCAP is designed to fill 

gaps in understanding that still existed after OCAI and OCAT were completed. 

V.1 OCAI 

The OCAI, developed by Cameron and Quinn (1998), was administered via a survey to each 

individual in the two units Appendix 1. In this instance, it was accomplished using Qualtrics and 

completed online. All efforts were made to survey 100% of the personnel in each unit in this 

research. The A9R and A1M employees received an email invitation to participate in the OCAI 

(Cameron et al., 1998) survey. There were six A9R participants and six A1M participants who 

took the OCAI survey (Cameron et al., 1998). The data was collected using a questionnaire 

(Appendix 1). The instrument required each respondent to complete a distribution of 100 points 

amongst four alternative answers to the six fundamental cultural values and assumptions 

presented as content dimensions. The sample size in qualitative research is less important than 

making sure the sample is representative according to Myers (2013). The results were calculated 

within Qualtrics processes and then translated on a plot graph to create an Organizational Culture 

Profile (OCP) (Cameron et al., 1998, p. 76) as previously illustrated in Figure 8. The OCP 
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created by the graphs allowed an understanding of the espoused cultural dispersion of each unit. 

It also enables direct comparison of the two units’ culture as espoused in the OCAI (Cameron et 

al., 1998) replies. 

During the implementation of this tool, I contacted 100% of the employees in both units to solicit 

participation. On initial contact, all stated they were willing to participate, and I collected 

personal email addresses. I then sent an invitation email to each participant. The participants 

included six individuals in A9R and six individuals in A1M. The survey was available for two 

and a half weeks. An OCP was constructed from the results provided by Qualtrics. in accordance 

with the directions from Cameron and Quinn (1998, p. 33). 

The design of the OCAI allows for a relativly quick deployment. This is what makes it very 

lucrative for private consultants and academics alike. It also has been studied and determined to 

be a valid measurement tool in several studies (Anna, Igor & Natalia, 2015; Cameron et al., 

1998; Denison et al., 1995; Heritage et al., 2014). The results of this tool are relatively easy to 

compile. The use of Qualtrics aided in collection and data retrieval. One of the benefits of 

Qualtrics is that it can be sent over an organizations email system and completed in about fifteen 

minutes by targeted participants. In this case, I sent emails to the participant’s personal email 

accounts. A second benefit is a third party administrator assists with the reduction of possible 

bias that may be introduced by an internal practitioner administering the survey face to face. A 

third benefit is that Qualtrics pulls together much of the data and presents it in a fashion that can 

easily be extracted and imported into other tools such as Microsoft Excel for analysis. 
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V.2 OCAT 

The second tool employed is the OCAT (Müller et al., 2013). The tool developed by Müller and 

Nielsen’s (2013) research analyzed key documents of a strategic process improvement project at 

Terma, a Danish high-tech company. The tool supports a quantitative text analysis based on the 

CVF themes drawn from Cameron and Quinn’s research (Cameron et al., 1998). In their study, 

Müller (2013) created an OCP (Cameron et al., 1998) after an exhaustive review of written 

policies and procedures of the units under study. Specifically, the identified policies and 

procedures are scanned for words and phrases related to the CVF four cultural types (Cameron et 

al., 1998) through the use of the software tool ATLAS.ti. I used NVIVO to produce the word 

count results around the keywords provided in Table 2 below. I adopted the same set of 

keywords in this analysis as prescribed by Müller’s process (2013). A1M unit has 17 policies 

ranging from four to 333 pages, and A9R has five policies ranging from 9 to 31 pages that were 

analyzed. NVIVO assisted with the word search of the documents. The words were determined 

using both of the authors searching for the words and phrases presented in the descriptions of 

each culture types independently. The authors compared their findings to an estimated intercoder 

reliability of 80 % (Müller et al., 2013). 

Table 2: Codes by Culture Type (adopted from Müller and Nielsen, 2013) 

Adhocracy   Clan   Hierarchy   Market 

Keywords   Keywords   Keywords   Keywords 

Ad hoc   Autonomy   Accountability   Aggression 

Adaption   Cohesion   Consistency   Competitiveness 

Anticipation 
  

Commitment to 
employees   

Control 
  

Contract 

Change   Concern for people   Coordination   Control 

Creativity   Human   Efficiency   Customer 

Cutting edge   Consensus   Formality   Environment 
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Dynamism 
  

Employee 
development   

Hierarchy 
  

External 

Entrepreneurial   Human Resource   Organization   Goal 

Experimentation   Train   Policy   Market share 

Flexibility   Competence   Predictability   Penetration 

Imagination   Personal   Procedure   Performance 

Innovation   Skill   Reliability   Productivity 

New   Empowerment   Rule   Profit 

Opportunity   Individuality   Rule-enforcement   Results- Orientation 

Pioneering   Informally   Smooth flowing   Return 

Rapid   Involvement   Smooth running   Supplier 

Research   Loyalty   Stability   Target 

Risk-taking   Mentor   Standardization     

Specialization   Morale   Structure     

Temporary   Participation   Uniformity     

Uncertainty   Self-management         

Venture   Semiautonomous         

Vision   Teamwork         

    Work environment         

              

NVIVO 11 has multiple methods designed to support several options of word count for analysis. 

These methods all build or take into account the previous method. Method one is exact word 

count, for example, if the word was “talk” it would return only the count of that exact word. 

Method two is stemmed, which results in considering “talk” it will also return talked, talking and 

the like. Method three is synonyms which would return for the original word “talk” and the 

stemmed words as well as words like speak. Method four is specializations which would return 

the previous methods and deeper words such as whisper. And the fifth method is generalizations 

again returning the four previous and then even words like communicate. I used the stemmed 

method which provided the closest analysis to that of ATLAS.ti. I consulted with Dr. Müller to 

review and discuss the differences between the two programs to confirm the relevance of the 

NVIVO review was returning the expected results toward the appropriate purpose of the tool. 

We agreed that NVIVO produced acceptable results. Context analysis of the word hits was 



conducted such as the word “opportunity” under the Adhocracy showed up while used in phrases 

like “equal employment opportunity.” This use is not in the same meaning as the intent of this 

tool, which is for the organizations to recognize and take advantage of opportunities. Therefore 

the hits were cleaned of word hits that were not indicative of the culture type. As part of the 

process, a weighted distribution analysis was performed to determine the prevalence (in 

percentage) of the four culture types in each of the documents as defined by Müller (2013, p. 

153). 

The first step in this process is to enter the documents into NVIVO. Second, I calculated the 

word hits for each unit’s documents. Third, a contextual scrub the hits returned by NVIVO. 

Fourth results were summarized in a weighted distribution analysis to understand the percentage 

of hits across the culture types. Fifth, the percentages will be used to create an OCP based on the 

OCAT data. The OCAT results are explained and discussed by culture type for each unit on 

section six. The data collected allows two kinds of analysis: a within unit analysis of whether its 

OCAI is congruent with its OCAT OCP, and a cross-comparison of the congruence of two units 

OCPs. 

This technique is understood to supplement and extend the line of qualitative cultural analysis 

research with straightforward quantitative analysis. Any practitioner can employ the OCAT 

which considers known physical artifacts. It is intended to add richness to understand the 

similarities and differences of internal organizations, specifically in this case the two 

organizational development units, A1M and A9R. This richness provides an understanding of 

word choice and thought in providing policy and written artifacts that influence the 

organization's culture creation. 
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This method can be accomplished relatively quickly if one has appropriate software. The original 

tool developed by Müller (2013) used the software Atlas.ti, however, I used NVIVO. This 

software range from $1000 to $2000. Not necessarily a significant investment, yet, this could 

have been accomplished within Microsoft Word or Adobe Acrobat from a much more simple 

single word at a time count method. A bit more tedious and time-consuming but should report 

the same results. 

V.3 OCAP 

The third data collection tool is the organizational culture assessment protocol (OCAP). This 

research presents the development of the OCAP tool. The intent is to provide a deeper CVF 

centered understanding of the cultural profiles by supplementing OCAI and OCAT with semi-

structured interviews commensurate to Schein’s (2017) clinical inquiry; however, these 

interviews were CVF focused. A semi-structured interview was conducted with the participants 

in each unit to address feedback related to the gaps identified between the OCAI and the OCAT. 

Participants were randomly selected and performed until saturation was achieved (Galvin, 2015). 

The OCAP considers two general lines of understanding. One, if the results are a function of the 

tools or an understanding of the tools, or do the participants agree with the OCAI (Cameron et 

al., 1998) results. Two, if there are no perceived issues with the tools then what might explain the 

dynamics identified by the data collected by the tools. With this information, the three tools 

provide data supporting the purpose of triangulation. The questions, therefore, are specific to 

each situation presented by the OCAI and the OCAT (Appendix 3 and 4). Considering the 

answers to any of the initial questions may spark another question, the intent here was to prepare 

an inquiry-based conversation between the researcher and the participant (Castillo-Montoya, 

2016). This method recognizes both participants and researcher have substantial knowledge 
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about this subject matter and the interview intends to understand and bridge both practitioner and 

academic domains (Pawson, 2003). With this information, we will gain a deep and 

comprehensive understanding of congruence within and across the two cases. 

I administered the OCAP to three participants in A9R (of four OCAI respondents) and four in 

A1M (of six OCAI respondents). I first presented the background of the Competing Values 

Framework (CVF) with an explanation of the theoretical operation it explains, competing values. 

I also reviewed the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) to refresh what they had examined and 

provided answers to, and also explained how it resulted in the ability to create the Organizational 

Culture Profile (OCP). This review was to provide a foundation for the participant to understand 

how to interpret the OCPs to be presented. At that point, I provided a copy of the OCAI 

(Cameron et al., 1998) results and asked the initial question to determine the representativeness 

of the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) of the unit’s culture or misunderstanding of the tool. I also 

explained that I performed a review of their policy with the use of the OCAT (Müller et al., 

2013) and the process. I then shared the OCP with both the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) and 

OCAT (Müller et al., 2013) results depicted. 

The second line of questions to be developed is to probe into the determined purpose for the 

cultural research. In this case, it was to understand the dynamics between the A9R and A1M 

units and how those dynamics may influence a possible merger. During the interview, I 

presented the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) and OCAT (Müller et al., 2013) results for the other 

unit, depending on the affiliation of the participant. They were shown separately and together to 

each participant. This data allows each participant so they could understand the dynamics of each 

unit in comparison to their own, these results are presented in Chapter six. 
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The next questions for each participant are, now with this information what is your perspective 

on the possible merger? Might you explain issues you believe might exist based on this 

information? As previously stated some of the answers would spark the opportunity to ask for a 

more in-depth explanation in an “if-then” fashion. I have provided the final OCAP developed in 

this research in Appendixes 3 and 4. 

Directly after each interview was completed, I reviewed each recorded interview and captured 

major themes identified by each participant. Upon completion of all the interview, all the 

recordings were reviewed to identify common themes. The analysis was completed using the 

repetition method provided by Ryan and Bernard (2003) where each interview is reviewed and 

taking note of the concepts the reoccur. Ryan (2003) provides, the more a concept occurs, the 

more likely it is a theme. They also provide, it is up to the investigator to determine the 

importance of a theme considering the number of occurrences (Ryan et al., 2003). In this case, I 

reported themes as those that had represented at least 2/3 of the respondents. 

I adopted the approach to the analysis from Cameron and Quinn (1998) which centers on the 

development of organizational culture profiles (OCP). Cameron presented “US Government” 

organizations below in Figure 10, this OCAP depicts a benchmark of sorts considering both 

organizations are within the US military, US Air Force. However, there is no military personnel 

working in either unit this is clearly a government organization. All participants were civil 

servants. However, many, but not all of the employees have an extensive military background. 
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Figure 10:Presented by Cameron and Quinn, US Government OCP 

Altogether, the three tools will provide triangulated data giving deep insight into each unit. The 

rationale for using these three tools is to ensure depth and comprehensiveness in the 

understanding of a unit’s culture profile. The result of these methods of data gathering adds more 

richness to the OCAI and assists with triangulation. 

Van de Ven (2007) has suggested that there is a gap between the knowledge requirements of 

practitioners and the academic researchers. He suggests these two fields should be linked to 

inform the needs of each better. For these reasons, I have selected these methods of inquiry and 

research to provide a data collection method, the CCI Model, with a set of triangulated tools. 
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VI CHAPTER 6 RESULTS 

In this chapter, I present the findings of the study with a CVF lens was the basis for the data 

collection (Cameron and Quinn, 1996). The presented results provide an in-depth analysis of 

cultural similarities and differences between the two organizational development units of the US 

Air Force. The findings also illustrate advances in measurement methods of organizational 

culture for managers of OD units. In a practical sense, the findings inform future decisions on 

whether to merge the two units and the possible benefits to internal US Air Force clients. 

VI.1 OCAI Analysis 

The survey was available through Qualtrics for two and a half weeks. Of the respondents who 

were recruited to participate in the study, all of the A1M personnel agreed to paricipate, and six 

from A9R participated in the study. Of the A9R participants, one was an offsite employee who 

stated he had not worked in the facility or directly with the A9R folks and was not comfortable 

providing input to the culture of the organization.This resulted in five participants from A9R 

participating in the the study. The organizational culture profile (OCP) produced from the OCAI 

(Cameron et al., 1998) surveys completed by the participants are presented in Figure 11 and 

Figure 12. Part of the baseline expectation was presented by Cameron (1998, p. 79) with the 

OCP of US Government organizations shown in Figure 10 previously. 
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Figure 11: A9R OCP from OCAI analysis 

The primary indicators of culutre dominance are the culture types with the highest results. For 

A9R the results are indicated on the OCP in Figure 11. The two highest scores were Market at 37 

% points and Hierarchy at 36 % points. These results suggest the participants believe the 

organization overall values stability and control (Quinn et al., 1983b). According to Cameron 

(1998), this would be a structured, results-oriented, formal environment in which individuals are 

expected to follow formal rules and policies while paying attention to the unit’s external 

reputation. 
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Figure 12A1M OCP from OCAI results 

The A1M OCP (Figure 12) is very similar to that of A9R with highest scores in Market of 33% 

points and Hierarchy of 30 % points. Thus, the previous discussion would be consistent with 

A1M as well. However, the results indicate a culture type of Clan at 25% points. The Clan area 

is internally focused with a concern for the individuals within the unit. This environment 

generally considers itself an extended family of sorts. They are also a unit that highly values 

teamwork according to Cameron’s (1998) definition of this culture type. 

VI.2 OCAT Analysis 

In total five policies ranging from 9 to 31 pages were reviewed for A9R and 17 policies ranging 

from 4 to 333 pages for A1M. An aggregate level review was completed to create an OCP like 

that of the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) for each unit. As previously stated, to create these OCPs 

for each unit, I performed a distribution on the results from the NVIVO analysis. 
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This analysis produced the word count, and I calculated the total number of hits for each culture 

type. I used the results to complete a weighted distribution analysis for all four of the culture-

types. For instance, the A1M review resulted in 2832 hits. Of these, 167 are associated with the 

Clan culture type. Factoring in the 18 total culture codes associated with the Clan culture type 

the search resulted in 6% of all hits. The hits were normalized based on the Adhocracy score. 

The normalized hits were divided by the Clan score by the base Adhocracy score times the 

number of hits score. This normalized result was used to determine the normalized percentage 

and resulting in the percentages used for the creation of the OCP of each unit. Decimals are, with 

decimals not shown for simplification. Table 3 reports the results of this review. The original 

OCAT method was followed utilizing the normalized percentages in accodance with the methods 

prsented by Muller to create the OCP. 

Table 3: A1M and A9R Culture Profile Calculations for OCAT (adapted from Müller and 

Nielsen, 2013) 

 

Figure 13 presents the A9R OCP. Based on the finding of the OCAT, the written policies of the 

organization are aligned with the Hierarchy culture with a result of 39% points. The Market 

A1M Policy 38 Series Adhocracy Clan Hierarchy Market Total

Number of hits 1556 167 648 461 2832

Normalized hits 160 745 624 3085

Initial percentages 55 6 23 16 100

Normalized percentages 55 5 24 20

Number of culture codes 23 24 20 17 84

A9R Policy 90 Series Adhocracy Clan Hierarchy Market Total

Number of hits 32 9 43 28 112

Normalized hits 9 49 38 128

Initial percentages 29 8 38 25 100

Normalized percentages 29 7 39 30

Number of culture codes 23 24 20 17 84

Culture Type



culture was second with a score of 30% points. However, in this measure, there is a significant 

spike in Adhocracy at 29% points. 

Figure 13:A9R OCAT results from the policy review 

For the A1M unit, the OCAT results in Figure 14 suggest the written policy is significantly 

aligned with the Adhocracy culture with a result of 55% points. Hierarchy was second to 

Adhocracy at 24% points, and Market at 20% points. Hierarchy and Market suggest that policy is 

control focused and both internal and external focused. In general, the results suggest a more 

external focus considering Adhocracy as the third rating is very close as a grouping while Clan, 

with a 10 % point, is exceptionally low in comparison to the other three. 



 

Figure 14: A1M OCAT results from the policy review 

In the analysis of the remaining data, the term “delta” is used to indicate the difference in data 

comparisons, whether it be in-case or cross-case analysis. The significant delta areas are 

indicated by a red bar in each of the various Figures. Figure 15 and 16 presents the OCAI and the  

OCAT. For comparison of the OCAI to the OCAT, I used the standard delta identified by both 

tools (Cameron et al., 1998; Müller et al., 2013) with a delta of 10 % points identifying 

significant incongruence. 

A9R results are presented in Figure 15. The results show a delta of three percentage points 

between the OCAT and the OCAI in the Hierarchy culture type. The results also indicate a delta 

of seven percentage points between the OCAT and the OCAI in the Market culture type. The 

area of more significance is that of Adhocracy with a delta of 19% points considering the OCAI 

was ten versus 29% points Also in the Clan culture, there was a delta of 10% points with the 

applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_12
applewebdata://507FC4B2-4EB2-4030-B6D2-00A8870965D8/#_ENREF_64


OCAI resulting in 17% points and the OCAT 7% points. In the development of OCAP I 

investigated the two culture incongruences. 

 

Figure 15: A9R both OCAI and OCAT results 

A1M (Figure 16) OCAT was not consistent with the findings of the OCAI. The deltas are 

slightly more significant as the Adhocracy resulted in a delta of 43% points. The OCAI was 12% 

points versus the 55% points in the OCAT. The Adhocracy area was the lowest area for A1M in 

the OCAI. The delta between the Hierarchy OCAT and OCAI is 6% points and 13% points for 

Market. The Clan culture also resulted in a delta of 20% points with the espoused OCAI of 25% 

points and the OCAT result of five percentage points. For development of the OCAP I 

investigated these three culture incongruences. 



 

Figure 16: A1M OCAI and OCAT Results 

VI.3 Cross-unit Comparison 

For the purpose of cross-case analysis, I combined the A9R and A1M OCP. As previously stated, 

I provided a red line to illustrate areas of incongruence between OCAI and OCAT analysis. In 

the following analysis, these results afforded an analysis of the similarities and differences of the 

OCP of the A9R and A1M units. 

The A9R and A1M OCAI 7 results are provided together in Figure 17. In general, the findings of 

the A9R and A1M OCAI reveal that the espoused culture from the units is similar. The largest 

area of incongruence is in the Clan culture which has a delta of 8% points and second in the 

Hierarchy culture with a delta of 6% points. They both, however, are less than 10% points. 

However, these differences provide insights that might be explored in the interview with 



individuals who work in the units on the possible impact of incongruences on the proposed 

merger. 

 

Figure 17: A9R and A1M OCAI results 

To understand the dynamics between the A9R and A1M units and how their cultures may 

influence a possible merger, I combined the results of each OCAT in Figure 18 for analysis. In a 

comparison of the OCAI between A9R and A1M, there is significant incongruence in the depth 

of the policy related to the Adhocracy culture. A9R results are 29% points points while A1M 

was 55% points. In the Market culture, there is also a delta of 10% points with A9R at 30% 

points and A1M at 20% points. These incongruences were also be investigated in the OCAP 

development. The total combined OCP result is provided in Figure 19 below. 



 

Figure 18: A9R and A1M OCAT results 

 

Figure 19: A9R and A1M all OCAI and OCAT 

  



VI.4 OCAP Analysis 

All respondents agreed the results of the OCAI were accurate depictions of their unit’s 

organizational culture. One respondent from A9R commented, “The first thing that jumps out is 

that A9R is a small organization, getting smaller, and we work pretty close for the most part. I 

do believe that the yellow line you show here is fairly accurate,” referring to the A9R OCAI 

results. While one participant from A1M said, “Yea, I think that is a right depiction and we are 

working toward that direction.” The “direction” to which this participant was referring is a 

reference to the highest OCAI score on the Market culture which considers the unit to be results-

oriented and focused on new challenges. Another respondent from A9R suggested, “It makes 

sense that we show heavy on the Hierarchy. As you know, we help organizations map out 

standard processes and find efficiencies to then be standardized.” 

There were additional themes that emerged from the interview data. When considering 

explanations about deltas between in-case OCAI and OCAT analysis, six of the seven 

respondents suggested that in general there may be an issue between the writers of the policy and 

the implementers. In A9R a respondent explained: 

“Why is our policy written in a way that would skew in the direction of flexibility and 

discretion piece I wonder, part of me wonders if this is the nature of the Air Force as a 

whole. That we write our policy in ways to offer a little wiggle room to maneuver at the 

lower level.” 

When asked to explain the respondent offered, “Our policies in many cases are written at higher 

headquarter.” A1M stated: 



“The people who write the policy are not part of the AFRC culture. Here we are much 

more focused on the impacts to each member and thus attempt to implement policy with 

an understanding of how it may impact a single individual.” 

A9R stated, “I would have expected that in my field it would have skewed more toward the 

stability and control in that matrix.” For this statement, the respondent is referring to the 

difference between the OCAI Adhocracy score which was low in comparison to a much higher 

score in the OCAT. 

A second theme that appeared in many of the interviews was the issue of policy interpretation. 

One of the A9R respondents stated:  

“I know that in many cases when they intentionally right flexibility and wiggle room 

within policy we as an organization we tend to try to find out what is our interpretation of 

the right way to do that and pinpoint a specific spot within that wriggle room we would 

like our people to be at.” 

In A1M it was stated as, “I don’t see our policy as that way, I see it more as restrictive if 

anything.” This comment may allude to differences in interpretation of the policy. Another 

respondent in A1M suggested, “There is in my opinion, a mixture of the intellect in the 

organization that asses what policy and interprets policy that have competing conflicts with 

trying to make sure that the clan, in a sense, understands policy.” 

In relation to the possible merger, after reviewing the cross-case analysis, all interviewees agreed 

that the data suggests the units would merge well if required to do so. For example, from A9R a 

respondent said, “We are not far off on the OCAI, very similar rhombuses if that’s the right 

word.” Although unanimous, this agreement was often caveated with a few concerns. An A1M 



respondent suggested, “The policy difference in the OCAT and the general difference in the 

OCAI will need to be considered as the differences could become a sticking point.” The 

respondent further added: 

“One of the problems I have within AFRC, well across the Air Force sees Manpower as 

they are going to come and take our people away. I am not sure how we overcome that as 

I have never been a Manpower person.” 

This comment is about the task of Manpower (A1M) to measure the workload within Air Force 

units, and to provide staffing recommendation to the Air Force, adding to, or subtracting from a 

unit’s current staffing. Hence, when the A9R is attempting to create efficiencies within units, the 

participation may not be earnest if a reduction in staffing is suggested. Regarding the potential 

merger, one of the A9R respondents comment regarding the A1M OCAT stated, “that is a little 

bit surprising policy-wise for me from my perception of A1M. I would have expected the external 

focus but not the flexibility and discretion”. When asked to explain the respondent further stated: 

“That may be an aspect of the Air Force we live in. We worry about the squadrons and 

give Commanders the ability to command that would shoot you out here (pointing to the 

Clan culture on the OCP chart) and if you’re writing your policy toward the new 

direction of let leaders lead and you are a headquarters organization or headquarters 

sub-organization sent out to those units I can see that the policy would be written in such 

a way that it would talk to that direction.” 

The OCAI on its own suggests that the two units are Market and Hierarchy focused as espoused 

from the perception of the organizational culture of the participants. These two culture’s types 

are on the stability and control side of the CVF. The percentage scores are practically even 



between the Market and Hierarchy, suggesting the units internal and exteranl focus is balanced 

according to the particiapants. Both units were exceptionally low in espousing the Adhocracy 

culture trait which is associated with creativity and innovation. This provides that participant 

perceptions have less focus on flexibility and discretion. 

The OCAT provides support and comparative analysis with the OCAI thus making it 

complimentary. In this case, the OCAT provides information on the policies’ cultural trait 

tendency, but not enough data to stand alone. It is this complimentary review that provides 

information power (Malterud, Siersma & Guassora, 2016). The A9R suggests a Hierarchy 

culture trait in their policy review which characteristically suggests an internal and control focus. 

However, when compared to their OCAI findings there was an incongruence that the A1M 

policy is highly rooted in the Adhocracy culture trait suggesting they are internally focused with 

innovation and creativity central as presented in their policies. When compared to their OCAI 

there was significant incongruence identified in Market and Hierarchy. Regading the two cross-

case, there is also incongruence btween the two that is significantly greater than the OCAI cross-

case provided. The OCAT suggests that the two units’ policies are focused on opposing culture 

traits. A9R is Hierarchy focused and A1M is Adhocracy focused, suggesting that there is a  need 

for additional data to better understand the deltas. 

The OCAP allowed for verification of the first two tools. In this case, all of the participants 

agreed with the OCAI and OCAT results. Moreover, I would not have gotten the same insight 

provided by the OCAI and the OCAT with either alone. Complimenting each other, the resulting 

data provides more insight than either but still begs for more inquiry. In fact, the OCAP allows 

investigators to understand the depth of why the deltas exist. In the case of these findings, the 

majority of participants independently agreed in explaining the theme of policy interpretation. 
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They further explained there is a disconnect between the policy writers and the policy 

implementors. The participants also agreed that a merger was likely to be successful based on the 

presented analysis. Also, they almost all suggested policy is a consideration if a merger is 

explored, as it may be a hindrance to the positive integration of the units. 

In summary, the results of the OCAI alone provide a foundation for understanding the OCP of 

each unit, A9R and A1M. The OCAI in cross-case comparison indicates that the two units are 

similar in profile, as both are high in Market culture-type first, and second in Hierarchy culture-

type. The deltas that exist are not 10% point or more of incongruence. The areas of difference are 

of Clan and Hierarchy culture type. As the analysis of the OCAT is compared to the OCAI, a 

different picture emerges as large deltas become evident. Based on these findings, the OCAP 

provides triangulation and additional organizational culture insight focused on the CVF. The 

triangulation is achieved through the multiple sources of data (Guion et al., 2017; Merriam, 

1988). The data from the three tools, OCAI, OCAT, and OCAP is intended to provide internal 

validity and analysis that reflect reality (Merriam, 1988).  
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VII CHAPTER 7 DISCUSSION 

Observing there are no cultural analyses of US Air Force organizational development units in the 

scholarly literature, this study draws on a CVF lens to understand how US Air Force 

organizational development units might understand variations in culture and consider a possible 

merger. In reviewing the literature, it became evident that the initial method of CVF analysis 

(Quinn et al., 1981) was not comprehensive as a stand-alone tool. Other studies have 

supplemented it with other tools (Grabowski et al., 2015; Müller et al., 2009; Müller et al., 

2013). In fact, Muller (2013) developed the OCAT to compliment CVF analysis (Quinn et al., 

1981). This study has shown a need to create a comprehensive method based on rich data. This 

resulted in the design of the OCAP and the CCI Model. In the following sections, I discuss 

specifics about the tools used and the contributions of this research to the literature. 

Implementation of the CCI Model has provided support of Cameron and Quinn’s (1998, p. 85) 

position that, “cultural incongruence often leads to differences in perspectives, differences in 

goals, and differences in strategies within the organization. This in turn sap the energy and the 

focus of the organizational members.” Although the three tools suggest some incongruences 

between the A9R and the A1M units, whether there is incongruence between OCAI (Cameron et 

al., 1998) and OCAT (Müller et al., 2013) and across units is not in and of itself important for 

this research. However, the approach and results respond to previous studies suggesting a high 

propensity of merger failure without having an understanding of organizational culture (Lin et 

al., 2016; Marks, M. et al., 2014; Marks, M. L. et al., 2010; Meijer et al., 2010; Ulijn et al., 2010; 

Vedd et al., 2017). OCAP-based analysis may help explain why there are differences, or it may 

lead to the conclusion that the differences between OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) and OCAT 

(Müller et al., 2013) are not important. The results allow leaders to make choices about the risk 
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they are willing to accept in cultural differences. Hence, the analysis of the OCAP data is 

valuable regardless of the output, contributing to a more comprehensive empirical analysis 

without substantial additional costs. As such, the CCI Model (Figure 20) illustrates how data can 

be triangulated richly to allow for OCP comparisons. 

 

Figure 20: Comprehensive Competing Values Framework Inquiry (CCI) Model 

VII.1 OCAI 

The OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) is a straightforward instrument to administer. The tool 

provides a relatively clear picture of the unit’s culture by virtue of the OCPs generated. This 

research confirms the utility of the OCAI based on the literature, and on private consulting 

practices (Cameron, 2011; Cameron et al., 1998). However, although the OCAI was beneficial in 

terms of espousing organizational culture, it works more effectively when complemented with 

other tools (Grabowski et al., 2015; Müller et al., 2009; Müller et al., 2013). The resulting OCPs 

are exceptionally easy to complete and compare as illustrated in Chapter 6. In this instance, I 

spend about one hour using Microsoft Excel radar chart to array the data. In this study, the 

comparison was only between two units; however, if needed or required, more units can be 
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compared. Although this comparison quickly identifies questions through the 10 % point delta 

(Cameron et al., 1998; Müller et al., 2013), the purpose of the research might indicate the 

significance of the deltas.  

Although the OCAI data is very informative, the study revealed some of its limitations when 

compared with the other tools in the CCI Model. The OCAI does not provide insight into 

artifacts such as written policies produced by the organization. Still, the foundational nature of 

the OCAI to the CCI Model is evident, as the OCAI facilitated the comparisons presented in this 

research as well as the development of the OCAP. 

One of the expectations I had was that the OCAI result for the two units would be very different. 

I expected to see an OCP closer to the results presented in Figure 10 as reported by Cameron 

(1998) on the US Government. The nature of the daily operations of each unit may explain the 

the difference between what I expected and the actual results. Both units have a CPI function to 

perform. In order to allow for execution of the CPI program, the policy might need to consider 

innovation which would be in line with the Adhocracy culture type. The primary issue to 

consider was that the espoused culture type of the OCAI does not align with the OCAT for both 

units. The Air Force leadership should consider these espoused values from the OCAI and 

determine if the results provide for a properly situated culture or if an intervention is required to 

move toward the OCAT Adhocracy culture type results. 

I also expected from my personal daily interface with both units that they would have different 

OCAI results than found in this study. Given that scores for Market and Hierarchy in A9R are 

essentially equal, it suggests they are focused on the internal maintenance of the organization 

while considering their external positioning. Since this is a training unit, it seems logical that it 
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would be customer/student focused. Contrary to this was A1M whose highest culture type was 

Market from the OCAI. Considering A1M is staffed with industrial engineers who generally 

utilize systematic processes and typically do not operate in an ad-hoc fashion, I expected an 

exceptionally high Hierarchy result. However, Market suggests they are competitive in nature 

with an external focus. I believe this is a prime indicator of why actual empirical inquiry is 

important. Internal to an organization, the members may have beliefs about their perception of 

the organizational culture that may or may not hold true once empirically analyzed as presented 

in this study. This means that the OCAI provided insight that would not have been available 

otherwise. This result was found both for in-case and cross-case analyses. The implications are 

greater understanding beyond perception. 

VII.2 OCAT 

The OCAT represents a major tenant of Schein’s Clinical Inquiry (2017) by considering the 

units’ written artifacts. The OCAT considers those artifacts through a CVF lens. This results in 

greater depth of cultural understanding. Organizations may provide guidance in policy while the 

individuals interpret or chose to do something different. This study has demontrated how this 

phenomena can occur. Without the OCAT this area of the organization may never have been 

investigated. The findings have indicated several potential dilemmas with policy direction and 

interpretation. First, the OCAP identified that the policy writers and the implementers are 

disconnected on policy intent which leads to misinterpretation of the policies.The writers of the 

policy may not coordinate with those who are responsible for implementation. If there is any 

ambiguity or difference in interpretations, the actual execution may not present the intended 

result. 
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Second, the writers of the policy may have intended to provide latitude for the implementers to 

work in an environment that supports a different culture type than the espoused type of the 

participants. As previously discussed, the Air Force consistently moved to policy that was more 

results oriented versus directive in process to allow for innovation at the lowest level. There may 

be areas whose Air Force policy authors’ intent was not to say pick up the pencil with your left 

hand but instead to say write down your notes, allowing the implementer to decide what was 

most effective on the method to capture the notes. 

Third, the policy writers may also have intended to move the organization into a particular 

culture type by virtue of the policy. If this were the case, one might expect that the policy authors 

would have an understanding of the current culture type. The organizational culture would then 

need to be monitored to understand if the policy was in fact influencing the desired directional 

movement. 

A fourth consideration might be the issue of policy recency based on when was the policy 

written. All the policies reviewed have dates spanning August 2009 – January 2017, meaning 

some are almost ten years old. The consideration here is that 10 years ago the Air Force looked 

different an entire generation ago, it is possible the cultural type was different. 

The OCAT results were not consistent with my expectations. I expected the highest reaches of 

the Hierarchy culture type as seen previously in Figure 10, considering these are military units. 

The insight for me is that I had some similar experiences as one of the A1M OCAP participants. 

I also was possibly misinformed by my perceptions. Thus the data were very informative. I also 

found the results of the OCAT as a complementary tool to be enlightening and informative well 

beyond what would have been garnered by either the OCAI or OCAT alone. Consistent with the 



US government OCP (Figure 10) and the units being military units, it is most individual’s 

thought that these units might be expected to be very hierarchical in culture type. The perception 

is military units are expected to follow orders whether verbal or written. It turns out there 

appears to be some level of latitude in the interpretation and following of policy. 

Similar to the OCAI, the OCAT provides a fast and easy analysis. As a standalone tool, the 

OCAT provides an understating of the cultural profile of the policy. When used in conjunction 

with the OCAI it gives a greater understanding of the units’ culture. The analysis of the two tools 

and subsequent deltas shown in this research provide more depth of understanding. These deltas 

also support the development of the OCAP. 

VII.3 OCAP 

The OCAP is the capstone of the CCI Model. This tool allows investigation of any anomalies 

that may become evident during the OCAI and OCAT  analyses. This research adhered to the 10 

point delta of percent points as recommended by Cameron (1998) and Müller (2013). However, 

this depends on the research intent. For instance, the CCI Model could be given several times 

over a period of time to provide an understanding of cultural change initiatives. One would 

expect to see movement post-intervention if subsequent iterations of the CCI Model did not 

produce the anticipated results. In this scenario, the OCAP would provide insight into the reasons 

why there was no movement. A key features of the OCAP is in its development, to whch I 

recommend the following guidelines in Figure 21, OCAP Development Process. 
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Figure 21: OCAP Development Process 

The OCAT has impact on the timing of the OCAP. I recommend the most efficient order of 

operation for completion of the CCI Model process is to complete the OCAT first. I recommend 

after that to schedule the interviews and give the OCAI as close as possible to interview but 

probably within two weeks. This will provide recency of the themes presented in the OCAI in 

order to reduce misinformation (Loftus, Miller & Burns, 1978) by the lapse of time and other 

information introduced between the OCAI and completion and the interview. It took me 30 to 50 

minutes to conduct the interviews with the study participants. The interviews focused primarily 

on the explanation of the differences and similarities. Had this been an investigation with the 

 

1. Determine the goal of OCAP 

a. Consider differences between OCAI and OCAT 

b. A deeper understanding of the identified cultural profile 

c. If intervention possibilities will be investigated during OCAP 

2. How to achieve differences investigation 

a. Relying on the 10 % point delta, identify the significant differences  

i. Similarities within the 10 point delta are considered congruent 

and are thus not queried in OCAP 

b. For each significantly different culture type assessment 

c. Develop questions to determine understanding of the deltas 

considering 

i. Are the deltas a reflection of assessment issues based on 

misperceptions of misrepresentations in the OCAI and OCAT 

ii. Are the deltas a reflection if important differences identified 

between the espoused perception of the culture of the unit and 

the OCAT Policy review 

3. How to achieve a deeper understanding of the identified cultural profile 

a. For each culture type with identified incongruence asses for 

i. Is this incongruence acceptable within the organization? If not, 

might you what contributes to the incongruence? 

ii. Might you have suggestions on a remedy? (Intervention 

question, if desired) 

b. For the overall CVF culture profile ask questions about  

i. Is this an appropriate culture profile?  

ii. Might you provide your perspective on if it should change? 

iii. Do you have recommendations for changes? (Intervention 

question, if desired) 

4. How to achieve intervention investigation 

a. With the understanding of the data (OCAI and OCAT) presented what 

is your belief on what the organization should do now? 

b. Are there long-term actions you believe the organization should 

prepare for? 
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possibility of an expected intervention, the interviews would have likely taken more time. The 

interviews may have included discussion on potential interventions in order to find common 

ground and create more agreement on future direction (Mathews & Crocker, 2016). This type of 

intervention inquiry could indeed take place after the CCI Model is completed utilizing an agile 

team method (Rigby, Sutherland & Noble, 2018) to design and implement the intervention. 

Introduction of questions related to intervention possibilities would result in additional 

information to analyze. The key expectation in the development of the OCAP is its ability to add 

rich understanding to what was produced by the OCAI and OCAT data. Given that the OCAP 

validated the OCAI and OCAT, this suggests the policy direction is not well understood. The Air 

Force leadership should consider the incongruences presented in this research to determine if the 

policy is written to pull the participants toward a new culture direction or whether there are 

misunderstandings of policy. 

Upon analysis of the OCAI and OCAT profiles, some natural question surfaced immediately. 

The first question is related to validation. For example, do the participants believe that the OCAI 

results depicted in the OCP genuinely represent the units, or is it possible the result is an issue of 

misunderstanding the tool? Second, the identified incongruence becomes the foundation of 

OCAP development. Therefore, participants should provide their perspective on the differences 

within each unit between the OCAI and the OCAT both in-case and cross-case. After answers 

are provided to the intial questions, it is appropriate to ask for a more in-depth explanation of any 

reply that may provide insight into the specifics of the organizational research. The total time of 

completion for this process was influenced by the organizational bureaucracy to work out an 

academic study, academic administration, and scheduling that had to do be accomplished outside 

of the workplace and off-hours. With these influences, it took several months to complete this 
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process even though each interview was of short duration. If this study was commissioned 

internally and administered by a practitioner the total time should be much shorter. 

There is the overarching question of where does an organization go from here? In considering 

the next step, it would depend on the initial intention of the research. In this case, the 

investigation was to develop the CCI Model as well as the understanding of the dynamics in the 

units involved in an internal merger decision. I, however, was not interested in the development 

or implementation of an intervention. This would likely be the next step for an organization. In 

this research, it appears that the units are well positioned for a merger; however, the deltas 

indicated between the OCAI and the policy needs to be considered. The intent would be that 

participants are not in a position of interpretation of policy but rather understand specifically the 

intent of policy as reported in the OCAP. I present in Table 4 a summary of the three tools 

utilized to develop the CCI Model. 

 



Table 4: CCI Model Tool Summary 

 
 

VII.4 Contribution to Practice 

As leaders face decisions about interventions, an understanding of their internal culture is an area 

that is immensely important. To understand the possible impacts, they need to be able to collect 

data. The CCI Model provides a process to understand an organization’s culture from a CVF 

lens. Explicitly, the OCAI alone would indicate that the two units may be prime for a merger. 

The assessment of all data presented in this research suggests there could be issues in other areas 

to consider. For the Air Force, I recommend more communication on policy intent. This may 

alleviate some of the ambiguity resulting in policy interpretation as identified in the 

incongruence between and OCAI and OCAT, validated in the OCAP. 

Tool Name Purpose Process Outcome

OCAI

Organizational 

Culture Assessment 

Instrument

Enable presentation of 

organization culture profile 

of individuals espoused 

values with a CVF lens. An 

understanding of the 

organizations  culture 

distribution based on CVF.

Administer the survey. Plot the 

results to develop as is OCP. 

Compare units under research.

In-Case

- Difference as expected by 

researcher of each unit.

Cross-case

- No significant incongruencce for 

the two units.

OCAT

Organizational 

Culture Assessment 

Tool

Enable review of written 

artifacts and policies and 

present. A complimentary 

analysis to the OCAI 

allowing practitioners to 

understand congruence of 

espoused culture and 

process (policy) culture.

Review relative policies of unit 

being researched using key words of 

each culture type. Analyze word 

count using a weighted distribution. 

Results used to develop OCP. 

Compare Units under research.

In-case

- A1M delta of three culture types

- A9R delta of two culture types

Cross-case

- Delta in three culture traits

    -- High delta at Adhocracy of 43

OCAP

Organizational 

Culture Assessment 

Protocol

Enable validation and 

expand findings of the OCAI 

and OCAT.Triangulated 

comprehensive analysis of 

an organizations culture 

based on CVF.

Use OCAI and OCAT in-case and cross-

case to develop the OCAP from OCAI 

and OCAT results. Interview and 

collect data. Analyze data for 

validation. Analyze data for themes.

In-case

- Validated the OCAI and OCAT 

results

- Policy interpraetation

- Policy writers disconnected from 

implimenters

Cross-case

- Belief merger is possible

- Belief policy discinnect should be 

considered



Considering the A9R office is responsible for the training and institutionalizing the CPI 

methodology, it is reasonable to expect they would be more aligned with the Adhocracy culture 

in the OCAI results. In writing the policy, the authors may have the intent to create room for the 

units to operate in this manner. The understanding drawn from the results supports Jonsen’s 

thoughts “When an organization is explicit about its values it can help employees (and 

potentially stakeholders) focus their attention on what is considered right behavior” and assist 

in their interpretation of what makes a “good soldier” (Jonsen, Galunic, Weeks & Braga, 2015, 

p. 337), and the CCI Model provides means of understanding if this phenomenon holds true 

internal to an organization. Therefore, the CCI Model offers a leader data that is rich enough to 

be actionable and it is relatively easy to administer the CCI Model within a short period of time. 

As discussed previously there is very limited literature on military culture and certainly, less that 

consider culture below the parent unit level as presented by Terriff (2006). Utilizing the CCI 

Model, I have provided analysis for a military unit resulting in rich CVF (Quinn et al., 1981) data 

for decisions that consider cultural risk. 

VII.5 Contribution to Theory 

Part of the intent of this research is to develop and investigate CVF inquiry. The foundation is 

the Competing Values Framework (CVF) as established by Quin and Rohrbaugh (1981). Further 

development resulted in the identification of culture types and the OCAI (Cameron et al., 1998) 

to provide an understanding of what an organizations culture looks like. CVF inquiry and the 

OCAI are not in and of themselves in question but only the richness of the resulting data. As I 

have shown, the OCAI has been supplemented before (Grabowski et al., 2015; Müller et al., 

2009; Müller et al., 2013), but not considered in a comprehensive model as presented by this 

research. As such, I provide the CCI Model as an extension of the current understanding of the 
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CVF inquiry with the two complimenting tools, OCAT and OCAP. Together with the process 

flow (Figure 22). I provide the CCI Model as an extension of the CVF theory and the OCAI tool 

as currently understood for organizational culture analysis. This model results in a much deeper 

CVF inquiry. I recommend the CCI Model for investigation of internal organizational culture 

that is intended to be CVF focused. The CCI Model is suitable for administration in any 

organization. Utilizing the CCI Model also provides a predictive incongruence of culture types 

through the use of the OCP. Although, as indicated by Müller’s (2013) research, incongruence 

does not always lead to problems, it is an empirical indicator. This predictive power leads to 

understanding internal cultural risks that may require intervention or calculated acceptance of 

risk. 

Therefore the CCI Model provides the richness similar to that of clinical inquiry tempered by the 

speed and ease of the OCAI. I agree the CVF is an instrumental framework to understand 

organizational culture and is well established throughout literature as such. The CCI Model is a 

single method and provides a more in-depth triangulated inquiry of the CVF and culture types in 

the OD units in this research. The CCI Model is offered as an extension to the scholarly 

understanding of CVF inquiry theory. 

As a result of all the findings, I have developed a process flow to depict administration of the 

CCI Model. The illustration below is the method of operation for completion of the CCI Model 

(Figure 22). In the process model, C1 is the application of the OCAI, C2 is the analysis of the 

organization's documents by using the OCAT, A is the analysis of the OCAI and the OCAT 

determining the development of interview protocol C3, which is the OCAP. In A3 all three are 

considered together to understand the overarching culture from a CVF lens for each OD unit. I 

provide a cross-case analysis of the two units by comparing the data results. This process makes 
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up the Cultural CVF Inquiry (CCI) Model. This process was conducted twice in this research, 

once for each of the units. This process could be repeated as many times as necessary if there 

were to be other unit comparisons required. The process flow and model provides a map to assist 

researchers and practitioners in the ability to obtain an understanding of internal organizational 

culture. 

 

Figure 22: CCI Model Process Flow 

VII.6 Contribution to Literature 

As previously discussed the literature has addressed the issue of military culture in a limited 

fashion. The vast majority considers only the culture of the parent organization such as “the 

Marine Corps” (Terriff, 2006). The study authored by Paparone (2003) was also within the Air 

Force but did not use a triangulated method as provided by use of the CCI Model. Specifically, 

the OCAT was not used. It also was not investigating organizational development units under 

consideration of a merger and the dynamics of how culture might influence the merger. This 

research has filled the gap of providing analysis of internal OD units within the US Air Force. 
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This research contributes to the understanding of the similarities and differences of the A9R and 

A1M units. I have presented data the shows confirmation, from an espoused value (OCAI) 

perspective, the units are in fact similar. I have also illustrated that from a policy perspective 

(OCAT), the units are not similar and in particular, the in-case analysis shows they are not 

congruent with their own OCAT and OCAI results. 

In his clinical inquiry method, Schein (1987) states that a researcher is deeply embedded in the 

organization versus an ethnographer who would be looking through the “front window.” Either 

one, however, is expected to spend a considerable amount of time in the organization to 

understand the organization’s culture (Schein, 1987). This can be an expensive endeavor if a 

consultant is hired to conduct an assessment of an organization’s culture. The longitudinal nature 

of a full clinical inquiry of Schein (1987) may not be responsive enough to a fast-moving 

economy and technological landscape of business environments today. Organizations might 

consider the use of the CCI Model as an abbreviated form using a CVF lens. An embedded 

individual can administer this method in any organization. This allows for an immediate 

understanding of the organization being studied. The CCI Model is intended to fill this need. 

I also offer for consideration one more contribution to literature  through the concept of 

information power presented by Malterud (2016). In Malterud’s paper, they explain that 

interviews from qualitative studies should consider the contribution brought by the new 

knowledge from the analysis versus the numerical input, thus information power (Malterud et al., 

2016). I suggest the concept of information power is precisely what the CCI Model provides, as 

the model is informative to practice, theory, and literature. 
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VII.7 Limitations 

This study has several limitations. First this research is a multi-case study with a small 

population. If the population had been larger, it might have drawn a wider perspective on the 

OCAI and OCAT results as well as merger implications. The parent organization is not 

responsible for the same CPI work as the units analyzed in both organization however provides a 

possible larger population to draw from. The parent units are also outside the area of the possible 

merger. However this population would include supervisors and possibly policy writers. 

A second limitation is determining the population to analyze. I did not know what results I would 

find. Considering the findings, it now seems that having the policy writers involved would be a 

valid consideration. Since the OCAT looked specifically at the policy and the possible intent of 

the policy. The study revealed interpretation of the policy as a possible issue with the 

organizational culture, but was unclear whether or not the authors of the policies or the 

implementors was directly responsible for the espoused culture. In the majority of cases, the 

policy writers are in Washington D.C. As discussed previously, some of the policies are more 

than ten years old. It may be difficult in this case to be able to locate these authors. In many 

cases, the turn over cycle for these personnel is approximately every three years on average. 

Since policy interpretation came into question, the authors perspective would likely have added 

another dimension of understanding. 

A third limitation is the words chosen for the OCAT. It is not unreasonable to have a different 

opinion of the words used as presented by Müller and Nielsen (2013). Since the word list used in 

this study was the list determined by the first authors developing the method, they seemed 

reasonable as I completed this research. I spoke with Dr. Müller and have full confidence in the 
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methods they used to determine the final list. It is, however, difficult to consider them all-

inclusive. An adjustment of a single word would likely have an impact on the results. 

The CCI Model provides inquiry of units internal to an organization, so the population is likely 

to be small generally. For instance, a legal department may only have two or three employees in 

most cases. This poses an issue if there are any that do not complete the full process as seen in 

this study. Also impacting this issue is the natural turnover rate which may create gaps in data 

collection. There is no way to definitively state whether more data would have provided different 

results short of future studies. In this study, the level of saturation was high. Had there been a 

higher participation rate it could have provided additional insight. As such, this research leads to 

possible future studies at units with larger populations. 

The fact that this research was not intended to present an intervention or remedy but to present 

and test the CCI Model leads to future research with a planned intervention. As previously 

discussed the average time to administer the OCAP was about 45 minutes. Additional questions 

about an intervention would likely impact the time to complete the OCAP. The amount of time 

would be dependant on the population and level of detail required about the intervention. Future 

studies might use the CCI Model with a planned intervention to further inform on the OCAP 

administration as well as the impact of intervention questions. 

Finally, I offer a short analogy to consider the relevance of the CCI Model for future studies. 

Consider a hiring action at a company. Some companies might review resumes, academic 

writings, or even Facebook to start this process. Resumes review might be considered similar to 

that of the OCAT and one set of data the company would use to inform this decision. They may 

then give some form of personality or trait test. This may be similar to the data provided by the 



OCAI. The third step they are likely to take is to interview while taking into account the data 

received from the first two. This interview is in the same vein as the OCAP and intended to 

validate the understanding of the first two as well as dive deeper into the understanding of the 

individual under consideration. Post this review of the triangulated hiring data a well-informed 

decision is possible. The tools chosen and developed seem most applicable towards the speed, 

ease, and cost of use, I recommend adoption of the CCI Model for further research to understand 

its applicability to other organizations. 

VII.8 Conclusion 

I have conducted a study to explore the organizational culture and a method of analysis in two 

Air Force OD units. The context of this study provides insight through the implementation of the 

CCI Model an understanding of the similarities and differences between the two units. A portion 

of the insight considered cultural impacts to a possible merger of OD units. In development and 

utilization of the CCI Model, I have given the Air Force identification of incongruence in policy 

and espoused values in the two units. These incongruences are the result of empirical research 

and highlight the cultural similarities and differences between the two units. The findings 

presented can be used to directly inform decisions on this merger and others plans in the future.  

I have shown the data of the OCAI and the OCAT is not as comprehensive alone but 

complement each other, and with the added OCAP provide information power and triangulation. 

As a result, I have introduced the OCAP and provided a method for its development. The OCAP 

provides validation for the OCAI and OCAT results and illuminates understanding of deltas 

identified by and between both. In developing this tools, I have developed a model and method 

that stands in the middle of the OCAI and Clinical Inquiry. I have offered additional 



supplementation that leans heavily on Schein’s (1987) understanding of organizational culture 

and clinical inquiry and the Competing Values Framework of Quinn and Rohbaugh (1981). 

The CCI Model and process I have presented are intended to supplement what is understood in 

literature today on CVF focused organizational culture inquiry. Thus this research integrates the 

two recognized methods of the OCAI and the OCAT with a third tool the OCAP. The CCI 

Model richens the current CVF tools and demonstrates the value and utility of understanding 

organizational culture with the CCI Model. This provides the practitioner opportunity to 

understand the organizational culture in a fashion that is responsive, economical and rich. 

Finally, the US Air Force now knows the implications of their possible merger decision. 

Utilizing the CCI Model, I have increased the knowledge of the cultural impacts to the merger. 

In fact, there does not appear to be any from individual espoused perspective. Moreover, there is 

now a tool available for future decisions of mergers within the US Air Force. As presented, the 

application of the CCI Model would be very responsive to the US Air Force’s future needs. 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 1: Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 

 

The Competing Values Culture Assessment  
 
These six questions ask you to identify the way you experience your organization right now In the survey, 
“the organization” refers to the organization managed by your boss (or the organization in which you 
manage).  
 
Please rate each of the statements by dividing 100 points between alternatives A, B, C, and D depending on 
how similar the description is to your firm. (100 would indicate very similar and 0 would indicate not at all 
similar). The total points for each question must equal 100. The assessment uses this method to better 
demonstrate how trade-offs always exist in organizations and resources—including time and attention—are 
never unconstrained. That is, the response scale demonstrates the inherent tradeoffs required in any 
approach to culture change.  
 
Rate how you perceive the organization to be at the present time in the NOW column  
 
You may divide the 100 points in any way among the four alternatives in each question. Some alternatives 
may get zero points, for example. Remember that the total must equal 100.  
 
1. DOMINANT CHARACTERISTICS  
 

NOW  
 
A. The organization is a very personal place. It is   A _____  
like an extended family. People seem to share  
a lot of themselves.  
 
B. The organization is a very dynamic and   B _____  
entrepreneurial place. People are willing to  
stick their necks out and take risks.  
 
C. The organization is very results oriented.    C _____  
A major concern is with getting the job done.  
People are very competitive and achievement  
oriented.  
 
D. The organization is a very controlled and    D _____  
structured place. Formal procedures generally  
govern what people do.  

Total  100  
2. ORGANIZATIONAL LEADERSHIP  

NOW   
 
A. The leadership in the organization is generally    A ____   
considered to exemplify mentoring, facilitating,  



or nurturing.  
 
B. The leadership in the organization is generally    B _____  
considered to exemplify entrepreneurship,  
innovating, or risk taking.  
 
C. The leadership in the organization is generally    C _____  
considered to exemplify an aggressive,  
results-oriented, no-nonsense focus.  
 
D. The leadership in the organization is generally   D _____  
considered to exemplify coordinating,  
organizing, or smooth-running efficiency.  

Total  100   
 

3. MANAGEMENT OF EMPLOYEES  
 
A. The management style in the organization is    A _____  
characterized by teamwork, consensus,  
and participation.  
 
B. The management style in the organization is    B _____  
characterized by individual risk-taking,  
innovation, freedom, and uniqueness.  
 
C. The management style in the organization is    C _____  
characterized by hard-driving competitiveness,  
high demands, and achievement.  
 
D. The management style in the organization is    D _____  
characterized by security of employment,  
conformity, predictability, and stability in  
relationships.  

Total  100   
  



4. ORGANIZATIONAL GLUE NOW FUTURE  
NOW   

 
A. The glue that holds the organization together   A _____  
is loyalty and mutual trust. Commitment to  
this organization runs high.  
 
B. The glue that holds the organization together    B _____  
is commitment to innovation and development.  
There is an emphasis on being on the cutting edge.  
 
C. The glue that holds the organization together    C _____  
is the emphasis on achievement and goal  
accomplishment. Aggressiveness and winning  
are common themes.  
 
D. The glue that holds the organization together    D _____  
is formal rules and policies. Maintaining a  
smooth-running organization is important.  

Total  100  
 
5. STRATEGIC EMPHASES  
 
A. The organization emphasizes human     A _____  
development. High trust, openness,  
and participation persists.  
 
B. The organization emphasizes acquiring    B _____  
new resources and creating new challenges.  
Trying new things and prospecting for  
opportunities are valued.  
 
C. The organization emphasizes competitive    C _____  
actions and achievement. Hitting stretch  
targets and winning in the marketplace are  
dominant.  
 
D. The organization emphasizes permanence    D _____  
and stability. Efficiency, control and smooth  
operations are important.  

Total  100  
  



6. CRITERIA OF SUCCESS NOW FUTURE  
NOW   

 

A. The organization defines success on     A _____  
the basis of the development of human  
resources, teamwork, employee  
commitment, and concern for people.  
 
B. The organization defines success on the    B _____  
basis of having the most unique or the  
newest products. It is a product leader and  
innovator.  
 
C. The organization defines success on the    C _____  
basis of winning in the marketplace and  
outpacing the competition. Competitive  
market leadership is key.  
 
D. The organization defines success on the    D _____  
basis of efficiency. Dependable delivery,  
smooth scheduling, and low cost production  
are critical.  

Total  100  
© Kim S. Cameron and University of Michigan Regents  

  



Appendix 2: Qualtrics Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 

 

 



Appendix 3: A9R Organizational Culture Assessment Protocol  

OCAP Interview protocol for unit A9R: Cultural Analysis of Organizational Development Units: A 

Comprehensive Approach based on the Competing Values Framework 

 

Introduction 

Administered preference is face-to-face but may be given telephonically or via Skype.  

A) Introduction 

a. Name of interviewer: ___________________________________ 

b. Location of interview: __________________________________ 

c. Time of interview: _____________________________________ 

d. Brief introduction of interviewer and purpose of study 

i. I am _________________ . . . This research considers a new method of measuring 

organizational culture utilizing three integrated tools focused on The Competing 

Values Framework. This research takes place in the context of a possible merger of 

two organizational development units within the US Air Force, A1M and A9R. 

ii. Previously during the OCAI survey you signed a consent form about being recorded 

during this interview. Did you agree to this interview being recorded? Would you 

like to change your mind for reason? Would you like to review the informed consent 

documents again? 

B) Present a general explanation of OCAI and OCAT 

a. The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) or survey you completed via 

Qualtrics is intended to understand six key dimensions of organizational culture for each 

indiduals assunption alignment with each question on how the organization operates and 

values that characterize it. The data provided allows us to produce the profile presented 

here. 

b. The Organizational Culture Assessment Tool (OCAT) was a review of policies of your 

organization using a word search around the themes of each of the four culture types 

identified in the CVF. The results were analyzed statistically with a method of weighted 

distribution analysis to produce the profile presented here. 

C) Present profile findings of this unit (A1M and A9R) and then proceed to ask questions for each area 

below. If required to provide clarity for the interviewee, the 6 statements from the OCAI survey and 

the words used in the OCAT are provided at the top of each cultural area to be reviewed for 

reference if needed by the interviewer. 

  



Interview questions for A9R - Clan 

CLAN statements for reference from OCAI 

1) The organization is a very personal place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share a lot of 

themselves. 

2) The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify mentoring, facilitating, or 

nurturing. 

3) The management style in the organization is characterized by teamwork, consensus, and 

participation. 

4) The glue that holds the organization together is loyalty and mutual trust. Commitment to this 

organization runs high. 

5) The organization emphasizes human development. High trust, openness, and participation persists. 

6) The organization defines success on the basis of the development of human resources, teamwork, 

employee commitment, and concern for people. 

 
CLAN concepts from OCAT 
 
Autonomy, Cohesion, Commitment to employees, Concern for people, Competence, Consensus, Human, 
Employee development, Empowerment, Human Resource, Individuality, Informally, Involvement, 
Loyalty, Mentor, Morale, Participation, Personal, Self-management, Semiautonomous, Skill, Teamwork, 
Train, Work environment 
 
D) Considering the difference in the espoused values in the OCAI and the finding of the OCAT would 

you consider these findings in the Clan as accurate? If yes, why do you think the two assessments 

differed? If no, which of the two assessments is most accurate and why? 

E) Possible follow-up questions based on answer to D): 

• What did you think then …? 

• Have you also experienced this …? 

• Do you mean that …? 

• Is it correct that you feel … about that …? 

• Considering that you said … have you ever …? 
  



Interview questions for A9R - Adhocracy 

ADHOCRACY statements for reference from OCAI 

1) The organization is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick their necks 

out and take risks. 

2) The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify entrepreneurship, 

innovating, or risk taking. 

3) The management style in the organization is characterized by individual risk-taking, innovation, 

freedom, and uniqueness. 

4) The glue that holds the organization together is commitment to innovation and development. 

There is an emphasis on being on the cutting edge. 

5) The organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new challenges. Trying new 

things and prospecting for opportunities are valued. 

6) The organization defines success on the basis of having the most unique or the newest products. It 

is a product leader and innovator. 

 
ADHOCRACY concepts from OCAT 
 
Ad hoc, Adaption, Anticipation, Change, Creativity, Cutting edge, Dynamism, Entrepreneurial, 
Experimentation, Flexibility, Imagination, Innovation, New, Opportunity, Pioneering, Rapid, Research, 
Risk taking, Specialization, Temporary, Uncertainty, Venture, Vision 
 

F) Considering the difference in the espoused values in the OCAI and the finding of the OCAT would 

you consider these findings in the Clan as accurate? If yes, why do you think the two assessments 

differed? If no, which of the two assessments is most accurate and why? 

G) Possible follow-up questions based on answer to D): 

• What did you think then …? 

• Have you also experienced this …? 

• Do you mean that …? 

• Is it correct that you feel … about that …? 

• Considering that you said … have you ever …? 



 

Interview questions for A9R - Overall 

Prior to asking the final, overall questions, present the two culture assessment profiles of the units in 

this research. 

H) Please share any comments you may have on the overall culture assessment profiles of A1M and 

A9R respectively? 

I) Based on these assessments, what are your views on a possible merger between the two units?   



Appendix 4: Qualtrics Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument 

 

OCAP Interview protocol for unit A1M: Cultural Analysis of Organizational Development Units: A 

Comprehensive Approach based on the Competing Values Framework 

 

Introduction 

Administered preference is face-to-face but may be given telephonically or via Skype. Please 

make all attempts to all body language should be controlled while conducting the interview and 

that questions should be asked with a non-bias tone. 

J) Introduction 

a. Name of interviewer: ___________________________________ 

b. Location of interview: __________________________________ 

c. Time of interview: _____________________________________ 

d. Brief introduction of interviewer and purpose of study 

i. I am _________________ . . . This research considers a new method of 

measuring organizational culture utilizing three integrated tools focused on 

The Competing Values Framework. This research takes place in the context of 

a possible merger of two organizational development units within the US Air 

Force, A1M and A9R. Since there is no intent to collect any personal 

identifying information I do not plan to use or request any names during this 

interview. I would ask that you also not use any names or share information 

that can identify other people. 

ii. Previously during the OCAI survey you signed a consent form about being 

recorded during this interview. This will result in an audio recording for 

accuracy of transcription. Did you agree to this interview being recorded? 

Would you like to change your mind for reason? Would you like to review the 

informed consent documents again?  

K) Present a general explanation of OCAI and OCAT 

a. The Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) or survey you completed 

via Qualtrics is intended to understand six key dimensions of organizational culture 

for each indiduals assunption alignment with each question on how the organization 

operates and values that characterize it. The data provided allows us to produce the 

profile presented here. 

b. The Organizational Culture Assessment Tool (OCAT) was a review of policies of your 

organization using a word search around the themes of each of the four culture 



types identified in the CVF. The results were analyzed statistically with a method of 

weighted distribution analysis to produce the profile presented here. 

L) Present profile findings of this unit (A1M and A9R) and then proceed to ask questions for 

each area below. If required to provide clarity for the interviewee, the 6 statements from 

the OCAI survey and the words used in the OCAT are provided at the top of each cultural 

area to be reviewed for reference if needed by the interviewer. 

 

Interview questions for A1M - Clan 

CLAN statements for reference from OCAI 

7) The organization is a very personal place. It is like an extended family. People seem to share 

a lot of themselves. 

8) The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify mentoring, 

facilitating, or nurturing. 

9) The management style in the organization is characterized by teamwork, consensus, and 

participation. 

10) The glue that holds the organization together is loyalty and mutual trust. Commitment to 

this organization runs high. 

11) The organization emphasizes human development. High trust, openness, and participation 

persists.  

12) The organization defines success on the basis of the development of human resources, 

teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for people. 

 
CLAN concepts from OCAT 
 
Autonomy, Cohesion, Commitment to employees, Concern for people, Competence, 
Consensus, Human, Employee development, Empowerment, Human Resource, Individuality, 



Informally, Involvement, Loyalty, Mentor, Morale, Participation, Personal, Self-management, 
Semiautonomous, Skill, Teamwork, Train, Work environment 
 
M) Considering the difference in the espoused values in the OCAI and the finding of the OCAT 

would you consider these findings in the Clan as accurate? If yes, why do you think the two 

assessments differed? If no, which of the two assessments is most accurate and why? 

N) Possible follow-up questions based on answer to D): 

• What did you think then …? 

• Have you also experienced this …? 

• Do you mean that …? 

• Is it correct that you feel … about that? 

• Considering that you said … have you ever …? 

 

Interview questions for A1M - Adhocracy 

ADHOCRACY statements for reference from OCAI 

7) The organization is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are willing to stick 

their necks out and take risks. 

8) The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify entrepreneurship, 

innovating, or risk taking. 

9) The management style in the organization is characterized by individual risk-taking, 

innovation, freedom, and uniqueness. 

10) The glue that holds the organization together is commitment to innovation and 

development. There is an emphasis on being on the cutting edge. 

11) The organization emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new challenges. Trying 

new things and prospecting for opportunities are valued. 

12) The organization defines success on the basis of having the most unique or the newest 

products. It is a product leader and innovator. 



 
ADHOCRACY concepts from OCAT 
 
Ad hoc, Adaption, Anticipation, Change, Creativity, Cutting edge, Dynamism, Entrepreneurial, 
Experimentation, Flexibility, Imagination, Innovation, New, Opportunity, Pioneering, Rapid, 
Research, Risk taking, Specialization, Temporary, Uncertainty, Venture, Vision 
 

O) Considering the difference in the espoused values in the OCAI and the finding of the OCAT 

would you consider these findings in the Clan as accurate? If yes, why do you think the two 

assessments differed? If no, which of the two assessments is most accurate and why? 

P) Possible follow-up questions based on answer to D): 

• What did you think then …? 

• Have you also experienced this …? 

• Do you mean that …? 

• Is it correct that you feel … about that …? 

• Considering that you said … have you ever …? 

  



Interview questions for A1M - Market 

MARKET statements for reference from OCAI 

1) The organization is very results oriented. A major concern is with getting the job done. 
People are very competitive and achievement oriented 

2) The leadership in the organization is generally considered to exemplify an aggressive, 
results-oriented, no-nonsense focus. 

3) The management style in the organization is characterized by hard-driving competitiveness, 
high demands, and achievement 

4) The glue that holds the organization together is the emphasis on achievement and goal 
accomplishment. Aggressiveness and winning are common themes. 

5) The organization emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. Hitting stretch targets 
and winning in the marketplace are dominant. 

6) The organization defines success on the basis of winning in the marketplace and outpacing 
the competition. Competitive market leadership is key. 

 
MARKET Words from OCAT 
 
Aggression, Competitiveness, Contract, Control, Customer, Environment, External, Goal, Market 
share, Penetration, Performance, Productivity, Profit, Results- Orientation, Return, Supplier, 
Target 
 

Q) Considering the difference in the espoused values in the OCAI and the finding of the OCAT 

would you consider these findings in the Market as accurate? If yes, why do you think the 

two assessments differed? If no, which of the two assessments is most accurate and why? 

R) Possible follow-up questions based on answer to D): 

• What did you think then …? 

• Have you also experienced this …? 

• Do you mean that …? 

• Is it correct that you feel … about tha …t? 

• Considering that you said … have you ever …? 

  



Interview questions for A1M - Overall 

Prior to asking the final, overall questions, present the two culture assessment profiles of the 

units in this research. 

S) Please share any comments you may have on the overall culture assessment profiles of 

A1M and A9R respectively? 

T) Based on these assessments, what are your views on a possible merger between the two 

units? 
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