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Case Study

A Study of the Usefulness of Deploying a Questionnaire
to Identify Cultural Dynamics Potentially Affecting a
Content-Management Project
—JOE GOLLNER, REBEKKA ANDERSEN, KATHLEEN GOLLNER, AND TENNY WEBSTER

Abstract—Background: A content-management project that proceeds with an incomplete understanding of the
views, reservations, agendas, and attitudes held by stakeholders could likely encounter problems in implementation.
The vast majority of content-management implementation projects proceed with very little visibility into the cultural
dynamics that will eventually play such a central role in determining the success or failure of the projects. This case
study examines the usefulness of deploying a needs assessment questionnaire to gather qualitative data that
could help content–management project leaders understand participant needs, attitudes, and perceptions, and that
could potentially improve the implementation of content-management projects. Research questions: How might
previously published research questions for assessing cultural dynamics be adapted for a questionnaire intended
to gather input from participants in the early stages of the implementation of two separate content–management
projects? What kinds of issues does the questionnaire elicit from participants? To what extent is the questionnaire
useful in assessing content-management project participant needs and howmight it be revised and adapted for other
organizational contexts? Situating the case: Implementing a content–management project results in a change to
organizational processes; careful attention to managing this change is essential to the success of the project. Specific
change-management issues emphasized in literature that addresses organizational and technological change include
organizational readiness, stakeholder input, communication of project goals and plans with stakeholders, and
training and time to learn and practice new approaches to operations. Organizational culture—a set of beliefs and
values that members of an company share in common—plays a role in implementations of technology. Assessing
organizational climate and stakeholder values and attitudes—characteristics of organizational culture—as part of a
change-management plan can ensure that the culture is addressed when implementing a content–management
project.Methodology: This project consisted of three parts: designing a pilot questionnaire based on a previous
published methodology for assessing cultural dynamics, conducting the questionnaire within two organizations
implementing content–management systems, and assessing the extent to which the questionnaire was useful in
the context of the content-management projects. Responses were analyzed using a Grounded Theory approach.
About the case:We developed a cultural dynamics needs assessment questionnaire and deployed it within two
organizations with the purpose of gathering data about the attitudes and perceptions of project participants toward the
impending content–management system implementation. The questionnaires informed the implementations of content
management as anticipated. Conclusions: A questionnaire can help understand the cultural dynamics impacting the
adoption of new technologies and processes; this method can be included as part of an overall needs assessment
for a content–management project. This study also confirms the merit of the research methodology followed; the
questionnaire design elicited thoughtful responses from participants and the analysis approach illuminated insights
that were then used to engage participants and modify project implementation plans. The constructive outcome of this
study suggests the need for more empirical studies and field evaluation studies that build on this one.

Index Terms—Change management, content management, content–management system, cultural dynamics, needs
assessment, organizational change, organizational culture, technological change, technology diffusion, technology
implementation.

As a key step in realizing their content
strategies, organizations are increasingly deploying
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content-management systems to help their
professional communicators plan, produce, deliver,
and manage content resources. These content
resources are, in turn, used to communicate
useful information to external stakeholders,
such as partners and customers, about an
organization's products, services, and operations.
The introduction of a content-management system
will necessarily change the way that communicators
work and the way that information is provided to
stakeholders. As a consequence, the introduction
of content-management systems poses a variety of
implementation risks and challenges that must
be effectively addressed if an organization is
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going to gain benefits from investments made in
content-management technology.

The specific risks and challenges associated with
the introduction of a content-management system
will vary from organization to organization. The list
of potential risks and challenges is extensive, but it
is still possible to highlight some of the risks and
challenges that are commonly encountered such
as:

• a resistance arising among communicators to
the work practice changes being introduced by
the content-management system;

• a failure to appreciate, even among the
communicators themselves, that each individual
communicator will have very specific, and
potentially unique, reasons for either supporting
or resisting a content-management system
project;

• a tendency to inadequately assess the business
needs associated with a content-management
system and consequently to inadequately specify
the requirements to be met by that system;

• a reluctance appearing within different business
units to the increasing need to share information
as is required to produce more integrated
information products in a content-management
system;

• an underestimation of the impact that external
stakeholders may experience given the changes
being made to the information products that they
receive;

• a lack of understanding among organizational
management for the real costs of a
content-management system implementation
and, in particular, for the impacts on routine
operations that will occur.

Several experienced content-management
professionals have also described content-
management system implementation risks and
challenges [1]–[6]. Trotter, for example, identifies
several challenges related to changes in technical
and managerial processes (e.g., migrating content,
gaining high-level management support, gaining
buy-in from IT) and in people's attitudes and
perceptions brought on by the content-management
project (e.g., convincing writers to alter the way
they work, give up document ownership, and trust
that their expertise is still valued) [6]. Challenges
that others have noted include mitigating a fear
of change among those who are expected to use
the system [3] and addressing unmanageable
workloads resulting from a regular work-cycle with
deadline pressures that do not cease to exist during

the content-management system planning and
implementation process [1], [2], [4].

Given these risks and challenges, many
implementation projects fail. The reasons cited
most often for this include lack of analysis and
strategic planning [1], [3]–[5], [7]–[11] and lack of
organizational readiness, including readiness for
collaboration and change [5], [12]–[14]. Bailie, for
example, points to several implementation mistakes
that can result in a failed project [1]. These include
not focusing on the big picture (such as the
content-management system can interoperate with
other systems in use), underestimating time and
resources required for a smooth implementation,
selecting software that does not meet all business
and technical requirements, and underestimating
the challenges of change management. Rockley
and Cooper also cite common implementation
mistakes, some of which include failure to
recognize that analysis and design take time, lack
of a champion, lack of competencies required to
carry out a content-management project, lack
of communication, resistance to change, failure
to involve others, and failure to provide ongoing
resources [5, pp. 237–239].

In response to the challenges associated with
content-management projects and demand from
project leaders for more guidance in carrying out
an implementation project, several experienced
content-management professionals have published
trade books focused on strategic analysis
and planning [5], [15]–[17]. These books have
unquestionably helped hundreds of organizations
successfully transition to content management.
But what we find lacking in these books and
other best practices resources is a comprehensive
discussion on strategies for assessing the cultural
climate or emotional state of the adopting
organization or work group, a project needs
assessment component that has the potential to
positively influence implementation outcomes [13],
[16], [18], [19]. Given that resistance to change can
be high and people's attitudes and perceptions
of the project can influence the outcome, tested
tools and methods for assessing cultural dynamics
could prove useful to leaders in the implementation
planning process.

Andersen found in her study of one organization's
process of implementing a content-management
system that cultural dynamics largely shaped
how internal stakeholders perceived the
content-management system and how they
ultimately responded to the system [18]. She
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describes cultural dynamics as aspects of the
climate, history, and practices of an organization
and units within the organization that shape project
stakeholder perceptions, attitudes, and actions. In
her study, the setbacks and problems experienced
by the team leading the project

were largely the result of stakeholders not
feeling valued in the organization and not
feeling ready for or invested in the [content
management] initiative. [18, p. 217]

She ultimately recommends that leaders make
efforts to understand and plan for the shaping
force of cultural dynamics in order to improve their
chances for a successful content-management
system implementation. Along these lines, she
offers a comprehensive set of research questions
designed to explore the cultural dynamics
influencing the outcome of content-management
projects within large organizations. Her intention
was for these questions to be used by project
leaders to gather qualitative data that could help
them better understand stakeholders' attitudes and
subsequent actions toward the project.

As a follow-up to Andersen's work, we were
interested in designing a research instrument
based on her proposed questions to see if the
results could be used to improve implementation
plans for content-management projects. This case
study focuses on two trial uses of the research
instrument, a questionnaire, and considers
the merits of soliciting participant input at the
specific point in the project life cycle of finalizing
content-management system implementation
plans.

Gollner, a senior industry practitioner, identified
two organizations that were interested in
participating in the study and testing the
instrument as part of their content-management
implementation planning efforts. Both organizations
were in the situation of having identified the
need to invest in content management and
were entering the finalization process of their
content-management implementation plans. The
questionnaire was intended to expose key cultural
issues before the content-management system
implementation began so that managers could
address them as part of their implementation plan.

This case study explores the following research
questions:

• How might Andersen's proposed research
questions for assessing cultural dynamics

be adapted for a questionnaire intended to
gather input from participants in the early
stages of the implementation of two separate
content-management projects?

• What kinds of issues does the questionnaire
elicit from participants?

• To what extent is the questionnaire useful
in assessing content-management project
participant needs and how might it be revised
and adapted for other organizational contexts?

In this article, we first situate the case in literature
that addresses change management, organizational
culture, and techniques for assessing stakeholder
needs and concerns in the context of large
technology implementation projects generally and
content-management projects particularly. We
then discuss how the case was studied, including
our choice of research methodology, our criteria
for selecting participants, and our process for
collecting and analyzing data. Next, we describe the
case in detail, from the problem that gave rise to
the study to the proposed solution and process for
implementing the solution. Finally, we discuss what
we learned from our trial of the questionnaire in
the two content-management projects and end with
some conclusions about the broader implications of
including cultural dynamics in a needs assessment
for content management.

SITUATING THE CASE
In this section, we situate the case in the literature
that addresses organizational and technological
change and techniques for assessing stakeholder
needs and concerns in the context of large
technology implementation projects. We first
discuss how we selected literature for the review
and then review key themes underlying the case,
namely, change management, organizational
culture, and needs assessment.

Selection of Literature for the Review We
searched for literature that: (1) addressed change
management and organizational culture in the
context of large technology implementation projects
generally and content-management projects
particularly and (2) described techniques for
assessing stakeholder needs and concerns within
the context of large technology implementation
projects. We focused on these areas because we
wanted to survey literature concerned with the
role of cultural dynamics and ways to assess those
dynamics in large implementation projects.



292 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON PROFESSIONAL COMMUNICATION, VOL. 58, NO. 3, SEPTEMBER 2015

To ensure a representative literature review,
we searched the scholarly and trade literature,
including books, articles, reports, white papers,
blog posts, and conference proceedings. We thus
included publications that underwent blind peer
review as well as publications that did not. We
searched for literature in four academic databases
(Business Source Complete, Science Direct,
Web of Science, and IEEE Xplore) and through
the search engine Google. Our search terms
included combinations of change management,
organizational culture, technology transfer,
technology diffusion, technology implementation,
technological change, content management,
needs assessment, stakeholder perceptions, and
stakeholder attitudes. We included in the review
publications that addressed the criteria discussed
above.

Key Themes Underlying the Case In this
section, we review literature that highlights ways
in which the cultural climate of an organization
can impact the outcome of a large-scale technology
implementation. This literature comes from three
major areas of research in managing technology
projects: change management, organizational
culture, and needs assessment.

Change Management: Most trade books focused on
planning and implementing a content-management
project include cautionary warnings that change
management within content-management projects
requires careful attention if a successful outcome
is to be achieved [5], [16], [17]. These works all
stress the importance of assessing organizational
readiness, soliciting stakeholder input at all stages
of the project, frequently communicating project
goals and plans with stakeholders, and ensuring
sufficient training opportunities and time for
content-management system users to practice new
approaches to authoring, managing, and delivering
content. There is a clear consensus in the literature
that the success of a content-management
project implementation largely depends on
change management. Literature that examines
change initiatives and large-scale technology
implementations more generally also shares this
consensus [20]–[23].

Rockley and Cooper, in Managing Enterprise
Content, define change management as follows:

Change management is the process of
communicating and managing change
throughout the organization. Change has to be
managed to ensure that all employees are aware
of and comfortable with the changes. Lack of

change management can result in resistance
to the project involving the changes—and
potential failure. [5, p. 230]

The authors encourage project leaders to develop a
change-management plan that focuses on five key
areas: identify the pain being felt by stakeholders
[5, p. 231], communicate openly throughout the
process [5, pp. 231-232], elicit the help of change
agents [5, p. 233], get a champion [5, p. 233], and
overcome resistance by attending closely to the
concerns being expressed [5, pp. 233-234]. Each
emphasizes the importance of soliciting stakeholder
input, communicating frequently, and building
support for the cause.

Other experienced content-management
professionals overwhelmingly agree with
Rockley and Cooper's change management plan
recommendations [1], [3], [4], [13], [14], [16].
Hamer [3], for example, suggests that resistance to
content-management projects stems from fear of
change; to counter fears, she encourages leaders
to involve stakeholders in the implementation
planning process, communicate plans and
progress honestly and regularly, acknowledge
that change is hard, and offer multiple training
opportunities [3, p. 23]. Similarly, Kostur urges
leaders to solicit input from all stakeholders in
the planning process, recommending that leaders
hold “facilitated sessions where all players are
present and learn each others' needs” [4, p. 15].
Not engaging stakeholders throughout the planning
and implementation process, Robitaille warns, is
“perhaps the single greatest cause of failing change
initiatives” [13, p. 15]. The reason for this, argues
Hackos, is the desire for people to understand:

When people do not understand the business
necessity behind a new practice or design and
do not understand how the innovation will
affect their personal work practices, they reject
or undermine the change. [16, p. 79]

Two cases highlight how strategic change
management helped two organizations successfully
implement a content-management system.
Shumate, reporting on lessons learned, suggests
that the key to gaining stakeholder buy-in is to
make sure that all stakeholders understand the
business case behind the change and are invited to
share ideas and concerns [14]. She largely attributes
her organization's successful implementation
to the formation of a cross-functional team of
stakeholders who were motivated for change
and who were well positioned to examine the
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needs of different organizational units. She also
emphasizes the importance of over communicating
with management and team members to keep all
parties informed of the project's status. Pierce and
Martin share a similar story [24]. They attribute
their implementation success largely to the early
development of a cross-functional team, to involving
writers throughout the research and planning
process, to the team's careful selection and
customization of tools, and to sufficient training
and support during and after the implementation.

Organizational Culture: As evident in the literature,
experienced content-management professionals
agree that a strategic change-management plan is
critical to the success of a content-management
system implementation. A primary reason for
this is the not-yet-well understood impact of
organizational culture on the outcome of large
technology implementations.

Organizational culture is often defined as a set of
beliefs and values that members of an organization
share in common. Romm et al., who synthesized
findings from previous studies that examined the
impact of organizational culture on technology
implementations, suggest that organizational
culture is the collective of “assumptions held by
members of the organization”; these assumptions
“interrelate to form the culture that shapes
decision-making processes and influences specific
choices and behaviors” [25, p. 100]. Along these
lines, Carlson defines organizational culture as a
“set of values that helps employees understand
which actions are considered acceptable and which
are considered unacceptable” [26, p. 85]. When
these values are aligned with strategic values,
technology implementations face less resistance.
Carlson encourages change leaders to assess the
strength of their organization's culture in the early
stages of planning an implementation project.
An assessment can reveal sources of friction and
values shared by participants, values that leaders
can then work to align with strategic values and
corporate information technology goals.

A number of scholars from the fields of management
information science and technology diffusion
have examined the role of organizational culture
in technology implementation projects [21], [22],
[27]–[29]. We highlight three of these studies below:

• Cresswell and Sheikh reviewed 121 empirical
studies focused on implementations of health
information technologies; thirteen of these
studies specifically examined the impact of

organizational issues [21]. The authors found
that end users in these studies were not opposed
to technological change; rather they were “likely
to resist use of systems that are viewed as
inadequate or, worse still, as interfering with
their values, aspirations and roles” [21, p. e76].
Users who perceived change as being imposed on
them were particularly resistant.

• Pantano, Cardew-Hall, and Hodgson came to a
similar conclusion in their study of the diffusion
of a knowledge-management system in an
automotive stamping plant [29]. They found that

Although potential adopters developed
a positive attitude towards the focal
technology, organisational factors again
prevented the potential adopter from making
the adoption decision and physical use of the
technology. [29, p. 168]

Assimilating the new technology into existing
organizational culture was a prerequisite for
motivating users to use the technology.

• In their three-year study of 18 companies, Harper
and Utley identified several cultural attributes
that contribute to implementation success [22].
These include autonomy, trust, team-oriented
work, flexibility, and sharing information freely.
Attributes that worked against success include
rule orientation, compliance, carefulness,
preciseness, and predictability [22, p. 14]. The
authors concluded that human behavioral
elements must be adequately addressed to
successfully implement IT systems [22, p. 15].

Andersen examined the role of organizational
culture in the context of a specific content-
management system implementation, and her
findings corroborate with those of others who have
examined the role of organizational culture in
technology implementations [18], [19]. Andersen
studied a technical documentation department's
six-month trial use of a system, collecting
data through interviews, surveys, participant
activity logs, analysis of relevant documents and
communications, and observations. She found that
stakeholder actions were largely shaped by various
cultural dynamics in the organization. Having
witnessed several quick-fix approaches during this
trial period to improve implementation success, she
concluded the following:

Throwing more tools, processes, or training
at a cultural problem is not going to solve
the problem—it's not going to change how
people feel and thus how they act. The key
is for leaders to develop, as part of a change
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initiative, strategies for cultivating the kind
of culture necessary for achieving initiative
goals. Gaining buy-in from all stakeholders is
essential. So too is understanding resistance to
change and taking action to address cultural
dynamics that may impede diffusion progress.
[18, p. 225]

When perceptions, values, and attitudes are not
sufficiently addressed, they can become disruptive
forces in the implementation process.

Needs Assessment: Much of the literature focused
on organizational culture in the context of large
technology implementation projects encourages
leaders to assess the organizational climate and
stakeholder values and attitudes as part of a
change-management plan. Several authors in the
content-management literature do as well [5],
[13], [16], [18]. Assessment results can be used
to improve system deployment plans and adjust
change-management plans. While the literature
leaves little doubt that assessments can yield
useful information, little guidance has been offered
on how leaders might best solicit stakeholder
input and better understand the needs, attitudes,
and perceptions of different stakeholder groups.
We found only five publications that offer tools
and research-based methods leaders can use to
conduct assessments (two of these are from the
content-management literature). Needs assessment
in the context of this study specifically refers to
the measures that can be deployed to explore and
understand the organizational climate and cultural
dynamics that are in play and that directly bear
upon the implementation of a content-management
system.

Literature from Management Information
Science and Technology Management: Romm
et al. discuss the impact that a culture clash can
have on the implementation of a management
information system [25]. They note that a culture
clash may go undetected for a long time and
recommend that leaders uncover conflicts as soon
as possible in order to reduce damages [25, p. 101].
The authors offer leaders a risk grid that they can
use to determine if a clash exists and to assess
the risk of taking or not taking corrective action.
The grid includes seven dimensions of culture
discussed in the management information systems
literature; all seven dimensions focus on individual
and shared beliefs. If the risk of not acting on
an identified culture clash is high, the authors
recommend an investigation; however, the authors

do not provide guidance on how leaders might
conduct an investigation.

Venkatesh et al. also offer a tool for assessing
potential implementation risk [30]. Based on their
research (empirical comparison of eight models of
information technology acceptance), the authors
developed the Unified Theory of Acceptance and
Use of Technology model, what they describe as
“a useful tool for managers needing to assess
the likelihood of success for new technology
introductions” [30, pp. 425–426]. The model helps
leaders “understand the drivers of acceptance in
order to proactively design interventions” that lead
to increased adoption and use of the technology
[30, pp. 426]. The model includes eight items and a
series of questions for each item that can be used
in estimating new technology acceptance and use.
The authors do not state how answers to these
questions might be solicited or from whom they
should be solicited.

In her study of two technology implementations
at a manufacturing plant, Haddad found that
organizational factors, not technological factors,
were the best predictors of employee attitudes
toward the new technology [28]. She describes a
research-based approach that she used to sample
employee attitudes at various hierarchical levels.
She first conducted semistructured interviews
with stakeholders at all hierarchical levels over a
four-month period; interview responses provided
“important background on the contextual factors
surrounding the technological change process”
[28, p. 157]. She then administered a survey to
the same sample of stakeholders. The survey
asked respondents to complete “a 5-point Likert
scale to report the extent of their agreement or
disagreement with a series of statements about the
technology's effect on their jobs” [28, p. 152]. Data
analysis revealed organizational dynamics that
shaped employee attitudes; some of these dynamics
included distrust among stakeholder groups and
feelings of social segregation and status and
privilege differentials [28, p. 157]. The qualitative
(interview) and quantitative (survey) techniques
Haddad used to assess employee attitudes yielded
robust information that could have potentially been
used to improve implementation plans; Haddad
does not indicate, however, whether she shared
this information with management.

Literature from Content Management: Given
what we know about the impact of organizational
culture and stakeholder attitudes on technology
adoption, we can reason that early assessment
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of potential or ongoing issues is a good thing to
do. Four publications in the content-management
literature discuss needs assessment in the context
of content-management initiatives [5], [13], [16],
[18].

Two publications recommend assessment
interventions but do not offer specific guidance
on how leaders might conduct assessments.
Robitaille recommends assessing prevailing
attitudes in the different organizational units
that will be affected by the implementation [13].
He identifies different emotions to pay attention
to—such as passion, obsession, apprehension, and
apathy—and how to respond to these emotions
once identified. Generally positive emotions
likely indicate a healthy atmosphere conducive
to change and collaboration; generally negative
emotions likely indicate potential resistance to
change and collaboration. Rockley and Cooper, too,
encourage leaders to assess stakeholder emotions
but also include potential pain points, issues, and
implementation consequences as areas to assess
[5]. They recommend that leaders listen to what
all stakeholders have to say about problems and
potential solutions [5, p. 231], but, like Robitaille,
they do not provide specific guidance on how
leaders might do this.

By contrast, Hackos offers leaders two tools that
they can use to assess the state of their organization
and determine readiness for change [16]. The first
tool is the Information Process Maturity Model,
which describes five levels of maturity, including
Ad-hoc (level 1), rudimentary (level 2), organized
and repeatable (level 3), managed and sustainable
(level 4), and optimizing (level 5). Organizations
at one level can make specified changes to move
to the next level, with the goal of reaching level 4
or 5 over time. Hackos uses a questionnaire to
determine an organization's level of information
process maturity; the questionnaire focuses on ten
organizational characteristics (e.g., organizational
structure, change management, collaboration).
Hackos then conducts onsite interviews with staff
and managers and reviews sample documents and
information products produced by the organization.
A comprehensive assessment report is then shared
with leadership. The second tool Hackos offers is
a stakeholder analysis table that helps leaders
understand internal politics and guides them in
identifying project stakeholders and ranking each
stakeholder's interest in, attitude toward, and
support for the project [16, pp. 346–347]. The
analysis can reveal people who are well trusted

and who could motivate others to support and
contribute to the project [16, p. 295]. Although a
useful assessment tool, it does not guide leaders
in how to seek the opinions and perspectives of
the stakeholders themselves. Rather, it offers
managers a set of questions to consider based on
what they know or think they know about potential
stakeholders.

Andersen takes the assessment recommendations
of Robitaille, Rockley, and Cooper, and Hackos
a step further by offering a comprehensive set of
theoretically grounded, research-based questions
that leaders can use to identify stakeholder
needs, attitudes, and perceptions and better
understand what accounts for them; with this
knowledge, leaders can adjust implementation
plans accordingly [18]. She argues that such an
assessment

tends not to be part of most CM change
initiatives, which focus primarily on content
strategy (preparing content for change) and
CMS implementation (preparing the technical
environment for change). [18, p. 230]

The questions focus on internal team dynamics as
well as on

the relationship of the team with other teams
in the organization and with the organization
as a whole, particularly with organizational
leadership, which has important effects on
implementation success. [18, p. 230]

Andersen intended for leaders to use these
questions in formal and informal information
gathering exercises, such as in interviews and
questionnaires or meetings and discussion forums.

HOW THIS CASE WAS STUDIED
This case study was undertaken with the goals
of assessing the cultural dynamics within
organizations deploying a content-management
project and determining the usefulness of a
questionnaire that had been specifically designed
for this purpose. The study was conducted as a
field-based evaluation study that allowed us to
test a pilot questionnaire on two client projects.
The research questions that the study specifically
sought to explore were:

• How might Andersen's proposed research
questions for assessing cultural dynamics
be adapted for a questionnaire intended to
gather input from participants in the early
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stages of the implementation of two separate
content-management projects?

• What kinds of issues does the questionnaire
elicit from participants?

• To what extent is the questionnaire useful
in assessing content-management project
participant needs and how might it be revised
and adapted for other organizational contexts?

In this section, we describe and provide a rationale
for the research methodology employed in this
case. We also outline the methods used to select
and recruit our participants; to collect and analyze
the data; and to enhance the trustworthiness,
credibility, and usefulness of the results.

Choice of Research Methodology Given
the importance of the human element in
content-management implementation projects and
the pervasive impact that cultural dynamics will
play in how completely people commit themselves to
the necessary changes, we chose to focus our case
study on exposing and exploring those dynamics.
In undertaking this exploration, we further elected
to deploy a questionnaire as the instrument
where data would be collected. The choice of a
questionnaire was informed by the sense that this
approach to gathering and analyzing data would
be the least susceptible to constraints that might
come to bear on the available budget, schedule,
or the availability of participating individuals.
Questionnaires are a well-accepted part of the
process of assessing needs (user/stakeholder)
in almost every body of literature that explores
needs assessment (for example, in professional and
technical communication, user experience design,
educational technology, and instructional design).
Questionnaires also offer a further benefit in
providing the subject stakeholders an opportunity
to provide input through a communication channel
that is separate from routine project interactions
and that affords them anonymity and, therefore,
the opportunity to share their opinions freely.

The questionnaire design was based on the
methodology recommended by Andersen [18].
She developed an approach to investigating
the impact of content-management transitions
on communication teams. This approach
includes a comprehensive set of research
questions for assessing cultural dynamics.
These questions grow out of three situated
views of content-management systems and their
diffusion in organizations; the three situated views
that she articulates in the article include: (1)
content-management systems are social constructs;

(2) content-management system diffusion is a
multistage, perception-driven communication
process; and (3) content-management system
diffusion is mediated by different components of
organizational culture. Adapted from Dayton's
model for studying technology adoption and
use in organizations [31], the questions address
different aspects of organizational culture, such as
existing work roles and responsibilities, that can
impact the adoption process. Andersen intended
for these questions to be used by project leaders
to gather qualitative data that could help them
better understand stakeholders' attitudes and
subsequent actions toward a content-management
project. The questions could be used in formal or
informal information gathering exercises, such as
in interviews and questionnaires or meetings and
discussion forums. A questionnaire alone, she
suggests, could reveal telling information, “with
graphs and tables displaying data patterns that
indicate areas of strength and potential concern”
[18, p. 225].

Participants For the purposes of testing the
research questionnaire, what was deemed
critical was to find one or more organizations
that were at the very early stages of planning
a content-management system implementation
and that did not have any prior organizational
experience implementing or using that type
of system to support their documentation
practices. Although it was not set as a mandatory
requirement, it was also felt that participating
organizations should have a minimum size in order
to exhibit characteristic organizational features,
such as having separate organizational units for
documentation, information technology, product
development, marketing and sales, and so on.
An organization with more than 100 people, as a
rough rule of thumb, would meet this criterion.
It was also felt that it would be preferable that
the organization not be too large as this could
introduce organizational complexities, such as
matrix-management models, that might overly
complicate the testing efforts.

Within a participating organization, individuals
who worked within the documentation group of
the organization would be invited to complete
the questionnaire. These individuals would be
the writers, illustrators, and layout designers
who would be the primary users of any
content-management system being implemented.
They would therefore be the key stakeholders in
the projects introducing content management
into their organization. These individuals would
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all report to a specific manager within these
organizations, which would greatly simplify the
effort required to gain approval to conduct a test
deployment of the research questionnaire. Since
the managers of these documentation teams would
also likely be responsible for the success of any
content-management system implementation,
they would be motivated to learn more about the
cultural dynamics that may impact their projects.

How Data Would be Collected To answer the
research questions of this case study, Gollner, who
regularly consults with organizations implementing
content-management systems, developed a plan for
collecting data that featured the following items:
adapting the research questions proposed by
Andersen to produce a questionnaire; conducting
the questionnaire (solicit input and act on the
input); and, based on the input and resulting
actions, assessing the extent to which the
questionnaire was useful in the context of the
content-management system implementation
project. Andersen's candidate research questions
needed to be adapted to reflect project-specific
details such as the level of prior knowledge with
content-management systems that participating
individuals and organizations might already have.
It was also expected that the number of questions
that would be used in the adapted questionnaire
would need to be reduced and that the wording
of the questions would be simplified in order
to minimize the amount of effort required for
participants to complete the questionnaires.

How Data Would be Analyzed Gollner planned to
use the questionnaire to collect data that would
then be analyzed in a series of stages. The responses
to the open-ended questions would be studied
using a Grounded Theory approach to identify
candidate codes that would then be applied to the
subsequent coding of the responses. The responses
and the applied coding would then be reviewed
by Gollner to identify findings deemed important
as inputs to the project planning process. At this
point, Gollner intended to share the collected data
and highlighted findings with the documentation
team managers and team members and to use the
data and findings as the basis of group discussions.
Based on these discussions, Gollner planned to
modify content-management implementation plans
and share key findings as well as the proposed
modifications with organizational management.

The effectiveness of individual questions would be
gauged by the informativeness of the responses

provided, with this being partially a function of
how many participants provided responses and
partially a function of the detail and thoughtfulness
of the responses provided. The effectiveness of the
overall questionnaire would be gauged by the level
of overall responsiveness (how many of the invited
participants contributed responses, and how
detailed their responses were), the extent to which
the results stimulated constructive discussions
within the documentation teams during the group
meeting convened to review the results, and
whether there were any key findings that emerged
that subsequently resulted in material changes
being made to the approved content-management
system implementation plans.

To enhance the level of trustworthiness and
credibility of the data collected from participants.
Gollner planned to engage two research analysts
who would facilitate the questionnaire process
and undertake the initial analysis of the results,
the identification of the set of codes that would be
applied to responses (Grounded Theory approach),
and the coding of the results themselves. The two
research analysts would be recent graduates from
the Master of Library and Information Studies
(MLIS) from the University of British Columbia
(UBC) with recent experience conducting similar
questionnaire-based surveys. Another criteria for
selecting these analysts would be their separateness
and independence from either of the subject
content-management projects. In positioning the
questionnaire with the participating individuals
and their immediate managers, Gollner planned
to stress that the questionnaire administration
and analysis process would not involve himself
or any other member of the consulting team that
had prior involvement in the projects or that
would have future involvement in the projects.
The complete questionnaire process, from the
invitation to responding to the online questionnaire
through to the provision of a results report,
would be performed by the two research analysts.
This positioning would be done to encourage a
heightened level of candor in the responses.

A further step that Gollner planned to take to
enhance the trustworthiness and credibility of
the data was to assure participants that their
participation in the study and their responses to
the questionnaire would be anonymous. In line
with the foregoing, the goal would be to encourage
responses from participants that were honest and
detailed.
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ABOUT THE CASE
In this section, we discuss the problem of inadequate
needs assessment in content-management
implementation projects and how this case study
was an attempt to address the problem. We then
describe our solution: the development of a cultural
dynamics needs assessment research questionnaire
and the deployment of that questionnaire in
two different organizations for the purposes of
evaluating the usefulness of the questionnaire
and using questionnaire results to improve
the two organizations' content-management
system implementation plans. The section ends
with reflections on what we have learned from
conducting this field-based evaluation study.

Problem Many of the risks and challenges
that can befall a content-management system
implementation project will emerge as a result
of inadequate needs assessment. Inadequate
needs assessment will be immediately seen in
errors and omissions in the content-management
system requirements that have been specified and
that the implementation project then seeks to
realize. More insidious and, therefore, even more
potentially damaging will be shortcomings in the
needs assessment as it pertains to the cultural
dynamics within an organization contemplating
a move to a content-management system. A
content-management implementation project that
proceeds with an incomplete understanding of the
views, reservations, agendas, and attitudes held by
project stakeholders will almost certainly encounter
problems when it comes time to transition business
operations from the way things were done in the
past to the way they will need to be done once
the content-management system is in place. The
hard truth of the matter is that the vast majority
of content-management implementation projects
proceed with very little visibility into the cultural
dynamics that will eventually play such a central
role in determining the success or failure of the
projects.

In this light, it seems more than a little reasonable
for content-management implementation projects
to attend more closely to needs assessment, and
specifically to needs assessment that seeks to
illuminate the cultural dynamics that will play
into any operational transition. This is really
a call for content-management practitioners,
and for organizational managers responsible
for content-management system initiatives, to
give the human element in their projects greater

attention. As evident in the surveyed literature,
both generally and specifically as it bears upon
content management, there is a broad consensus
that sensitivity to the human element of operational
transition is essential to project success. Despite
this fact, very little is, in fact, done to improve the
performance of projects in this regard.

This admission can be explained by the fact that
organizations are generally under continuous
pressure to tighten budgets and to shorten
schedules. In this environment, it has been proven
exceedingly difficult for content-management
system implementation projects to secure the time
and money necessary to conduct a thorough needs
assessment. Indeed, most content-management
system implementation projects struggle to secure
adequate time and money to realize even the most
basic, and invariably incomplete, requirements.
Among the things called for, then, is an efficient
and effective way to conduct a credible needs
assessment of the cultural dynamics around
content-management implementation projects.

Solution This section describes in detail the
process we followed for developing a cultural
dynamics needs assessment questionnaire
and the extent to which the questionnaire
was useful and effective. We first describe the
project undertaken, focusing on the approach to
designing the questionnaire, and then describe the
process followed for securing study participants,
administering the questionnaire, analyzing results,
and communicating results to management and
the documentation teams. The section ends with
reflections on what we learned from this field-based
study.

Brief Description of Project: The project undertaken
was to develop a cultural dynamics needs
assessment questionnaire based upon the
research questions established by Andersen
[18] and to deploy the resulting questionnaire
simultaneously with two different organizations
with the purpose of gathering useful data about the
attitudes and perceptions of project participants
in each organization toward the impending
content-management system implementation. The
desired outcomes of the project were to evaluate
the usefulness of the questionnaire within the
context of actual content-management system
implementation projects and to positively influence
the project implementation planning processes
by increasing the attention and investment given
to managing the human element of operational
transitioning.
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The first step was to design the questionnaire
based on Andersen's questions. To do this, Gollner
selected a subset of questions from all but one
of the five proposed thematic areas for assessing
cultural dynamics. The thematic areas included: (1)
the impact of the culture and history of the larger
organization; (2) the impact of the culture and
history of the adopting work group; (3) the impact of
hierarchy, expertise, and roles and responsibilities;
(4) the work group's interrelationships with other
work groups; and (5) the work group's relationship
with the content-management system vendor.
Because the participating organizations had
yet to engage content-management vendors,
the questions designed to explore the vendor
relationship were not applicable. The selected
subset of questions was then streamlined to
be as simple and direct as possible while still
yielding useful data. As mentioned before, it was
deemed critically important that the amount of
time required for participants to complete the
questionnaire be reduced to the absolute minimum.

The final questionnaire featured twenty-three (23)
questions. This compares to a total of 94 research
questions provided by Andersen as candidate
questions for assessing cultural dynamics. Of the
twenty-three, seventeen (17) were open-ended
questions and five (5) were Likert-like scale
questions. Of the seventeen open-ended questions,
eight (8) questions were, in fact, structured as a
yes/no response followed by an opportunity to
elaborate on the initial response. Of the questions
structured in this way (yes/no followed by an
open-ended opportunity to elaborate), one (1)
question was structured so as to be supported by
two refinement questions—one associated with
each of the two possible yes/no choices. The
five Likert-like scale questions were intended to
measure, on a scale running from negative to
positive, attitudes of other business units toward
the documentation team as perceived by members
of that team. The Likert-like scale questions were
not associated in the questionnaire with any
opportunity to provide elaboration on the rationale
for the rating given.

The research team had as a goal to develop and
deploy a questionnaire that provided a varied
mix of response types. It was hoped that the
Likert-like scale questions and the questions
structured with a yes/no choice followed by
an open-ended opportunity to elaborate would
establish a minimum response threshold. If
participating individuals genuinely did not have the

time to respond to the questionnaire, they could, in
principle, simply respond to the Likert-like scale
questions and the yes/no choices, and this would
provide at least some form of response data. It was
hoped, however, that the participating individuals
would take the opportunity to provide descriptive
responses to the open-ended questions and to
elaborate on their yes/no choices. The research
team could then subject these descriptive and
elaborated responses to a thorough qualitative
analysis in order to uncover patterns that may
provide further insights into the state of cultural
dynamics in the participating organizations.

The questionnaire design, with its varied mix of
question types, reflected the fact that the research
team was unsure of what types of questions might
provoke the best responses from participating
individuals or what types of responses might
be received. The team was also unsure about
what types of questions participating individuals
would find easiest to respond to and, therefore,
least time-consuming. This had been echoed
by many of the participating individuals. As
mentioned previously, the phrasing of questions
was streamlined to simplify the work required of
respondents to understand the question and then
to respond to it.

The research team also directed specific attention
to ensuring that individuals responding to the
questionnaire would encounter some variety in
the structure of the questions that they were
addressing. The questions featuring a yes/no initial
response before an opportunity to provide an
open-ended explanation were spread throughout
the questionnaire. This way, a respondent would
not be confronted with a monotonous sequence of
identically structured open-ended questions, which
the team worried would lead to respondent fatigue.

The questionnaire is presented in Table I. The
introduction asked respondents to

Please respond to each question with the first
thoughts that spring to your mind. If desired,
add more text to explain or qualify those initial
thoughts.

This invocation reinforced the overall orientation
of the questionnaire toward garnering quick
responses partly with a view to shortening the time
required to complete the questionnaire. Beyond the
goal of saving time on the questionnaire response,
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TABLE I
QUESTIONNAIRE USED IN THE NEEDS ANALYSIS

this invocation also sought to encourage candor in
the responses provided.

The questionnaire was deployed as an online
survey hosted by FluidSurveys. The research team
chose FluidSurveys as the hosting solution for a
number of reasons. First, it was a tool that the
two research analysts were familiar with and had
been using for other survey projects. Second,
FluidSurveys provided support for the range of
possible question types that might be used as well
as a sound approach to maintaining the anonymity
of respondents. Third, one of the participating
organizations was based in Canada, and there was
therefore an interest in using a survey hosting
provider that maintained servers within Canada.
The physical location of data collection and hosting
servers can become an issue for an increasing

number of organizations when it comes to matters
of privacy and data security.

The introduction to the questionnaire provided
participants with a short primer on the terminology
used in the questionnaire. For example, the
acronym “CCMS” (component content-management
system) was used throughout the questionnaire.
The term had been used in the early stages of the
content-management system planning efforts for
the participating organizations, so the participants
were already familiar with it. To assist participants,
the introduction to the questionnaire also provided
the following definitions of key terms used in the
questionnaire:

• CCMS. A CCMS that aims to help work
groups plan, create, share, reuse, and publish
components of content. CCMSs typically leverage
the Extensible Markup Language (XML) and, in
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many cases, provide enhanced support for the
Darwin Information Typing Architecture (DITA).

• Work Group. A group within your organization
(e.g., a department, unit, or team of individuals)
who usually works together.

• Culture. The general atmosphere and work
dynamic established by interactions between
individuals and groups within your organization.

Anonymity of responses was protected using the
features of FluidSurveys that separate the identities
of the invited individuals from the responses
received. Unless respondents included details in
their responses from which it would be possible to
infer their identity, there was no way for the people
analyzing the responses to match responses back
to individuals.

Once the questionnaire responses had been
received, the research analysts retrieved the
data from FluidSurveys and formatted the data
within a Microsoft (MS) Excel spreadsheet that
was then used to review and discuss the received
data. The responses to open-ended questions
were loaded into Dedoose, a qualitative content
analysis tool. In line with the analysis methodology
outlined previously, the research analysts then
reviewed questionnaire responses in an initial
attempt to identify potential codes that emerged
from the responses (Grounded Theory approach).
This approach permitted patterns or themes to
emerge from the response data. The two analysts
performed these reviews independently from each
other and then consolidated their findings into a
single set of codes. Note that the consolidated set
of codes was developed based on the responses
received from both organizations. A single set of
codes would make it possible to make comparisons
between the two organizations. The analysts then
reviewed the responses a second time, again doing
so independently, but this time applying codes from
the consolidated set of codes.

When data analysis was complete, the research
analysts shared an MS Excel spreadsheet,
including the coded responses with the lead
consultant. The lead consultant then convened
a face-to-face meeting with the documentation
teams within the respective organizations to
discuss the findings and to explore which issues
the teams felt merited special emphasis with
management. At the conclusion of the entire
process, the lead consultant provided the research
result spreadsheets to the documentation team
managers in each organization and a summary
report identifying the key findings together with the

TABLE II
FAST FACTS ABOUT THE SOLUTION: DEVELOPING AND

EVALUATING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

recommended mitigation measures to be applied to
the content-management implementation project
plans. This summary report, and its recommended
project plan changes, was then discussed with
organizational management as part of the process
of gaining formal approval for the project plans.

Table II provides a summary of key facts about the
project, including its budget, timeframe, skills, and
software required for carrying out this field-based
study.

Process for Developing the Solution: Gollner selected
two organizations to participate in testing the
questionnaire. The criteria for selecting these
two organizations were circumstantial. Both
organizations were in the early stages of planning
a content-management system implementation
and both were clients of Gollner. There were other
similarities between the two organizations and their
respective content-management implementation
projects, and these similarities appeared to Gollner
to establish a degree of comparability between
them. The organizations were of very similar sizes
(between 200 and 400 personnel), they were
facing almost identical pressures to accelerate
the rate at which they modified and translated
their documentation, their documentation teams
operated with a similar level of limited knowledge
about content management, and the organizations
were considering the deployment of very similar
content-management systems. There were a few
differences between the organizations, namely, the
fact that one was a for-profit software company
delivering technical documentation (referred to
here as TechnoCorp) and the other was a nonprofit
association that published professional education
material (referred to here as EduOrg).
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The process that was followed to involve these two
organizations in the field trial of the questionnaire
was identical and contemporaneous. To limit
repeating too many points about the two cases, we
review the common elements that apply to both
cases and then discuss the details that are specific
to each.

After selecting two candidate organizations, Gollner
proposed the idea to the respective documentation
team managers, first in a face-to-face meeting and
then as a written proposal suitable for engaging
organizational management in order to gain
approval to proceed with the questionnaire. Based
on the discussions held with the documentation
team managers in the respective organizations,
it was agreed that the individuals who would
participate in the questionnaire would be drawn
exclusively from the communicators working within
the documentation teams. It was felt in both cases
that involving individuals from other business units
would entail a much more protracted and arduous
negotiation and approval process, so the decision
was made to limit the participants to members of
the documentation teams.

As part of the formal written proposal that was
prepared and submitted to the documentation team
managers in each organization, Gollner made it
clear that the workload and expense associated with
conducting and administering the questionnaire
within the organizations would be borne by the
lead consultant and not by the organizations
themselves. He also clarified that explicit steps
would be taken to reduce the amount of time and
effort that participating individuals would need to
commit to completing the questionnaire. Concerns
about the demands being placed on the team had
been raised immediately and strenuously in both
organizations, and raised by both management
and the candidate individuals. Finally, he set out
the step-by-step process that would be followed to
initiate the questionnaire, analyze the responses,
and leverage the analytical results.

The step-by-step process that was followed in
administering the questionnaire is as follows:

(1) Once approval to proceed with the
questionnaire had been received
from organizational management, the
documentation team manager for each of the
two participating organizations provided a list
of candidate individuals (all of the members
of the documentation teams) who could be

contacted with an invitation to participate in
the questionnaire;

(2) The lead consultant (Gollner) convened
face-to-face meetings with the respective
documentation teams to introduce the
purpose of the questionnaire and to encourage
participation of the individuals in the
questionnaire process;

(3) The lead consultant followed up on
the face-to-face meeting with email
correspondence to all of the candidate
participants reiterating the purpose of the
questionnaire and the process that would be
followed, adding as well answers to questions
that had been raised and discussed in the
meetings (mostly about the amount of time
that would be required to complete the
questionnaire);

(4) The lead consultant drafted a message
that was to be included in the invitation to
participate in completing the questionnaire;

(5) The invitation message and the lists of
participating individuals from each of the two
participating organizations were shared with
the research analysts;

(6) The research analysts entered the contact
details, and the invitation message, into
FluidSurveys, from which individualized
invitations were generated;

(7) Participating individuals received the invitation
that included a link to an online version of the
questionnaire;

(8) The questionnaire results for the two
participating organizations were kept separate
so that it was clear which responses were
from individuals working within the respective
organizations;

(9) The responses received from the individuals
associated with each participating organization
were exported to Dedoose for qualitative
content analysis and to MS Excel for review
and discussion (one spreadsheet for each
participating organization).

The qualitative content analysis of the questionnaire
responses revealed a number of emergent themes.
Specifically, the research analysts identified three
main narratives, or themes, as emerging from coded
responses. These were:

• Work Group Worth: how the work group
perceived their position and significance in
the organization; also included supporting
information, such as the codes for the
organization's corporate culture.
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• Transition Challenges: items identified
by respondents as challenges for the
content-management project, and items
mentioned by respondents that suggest possible
challenges for the content-management project.

• Expected Outcomes: how the work group
perceived the future of the content-management
project, with respect to both technological
and organizational changes (or the absence of
changes).

A further three supporting themes were also
identified. These were:

• Reactions to organizational culture: reactions to
specific aspects of organizational culture—that
is, the general atmosphere and work dynamic
established by interactions between individuals
and groups within the organization.

• Reactions to technology and processes: reactions
to specific aspects of the technology and
processes being introduced during the transition
to the CCMS.

• Anticipated organizational changes: how the
respondents saw, and felt toward, the impact of
the planned changes on the organization.

Finally, the applied codes were given a
characterization attribute that reflected the general
orientation of the code. Accordingly, each code is
characterized as one of the following attributes:

• Positive: the code is associated with an
expression of excitement or enthusiasm,
openness to change, or confidence about the
ability to adapt.

• Neutral: the code is associated with an
observation or statement of fact that is provided
without overt judgement or indication of attitude
toward the statement.

• Negative: the code is associated with an
expression of uncertainty or ambivalence,
resistance to change, or outright fear.

The introduction of these themes and, in particular,
the addition of the positive-to-negative code
characterizations, proved very useful to the lead
consultant when it came time to highlight key
findings and make recommendations regarding the
project implementation plans. The coded responses
were organized in a grid with the main narratives
(work group worth, transition challenges, expected
outcomes) supplying one conceptual axis and the
supporting themes (reactions to organizational
change, reactions to technology and processes,
anticipated organizational changes) providing

a second axis. Coded responses could then be
considered in a context informed by the main
themes (narratives), supporting themes, and
positive-to-negative characterizations.

In reviewing the results of the qualitative content
analysis, the lead consultant highlighted two
emergent patterns that merited emphasis.
Interestingly, the same two patterns were evident
in the responses from both organizations, and they
stood out to the same degree in both organizations.
These patterns were:

• Notable positive pattern: within the main
narrative of Expected Outcomes as it intersects
with the supporting theme of Reactions to
Technology and Processes, respondents from
both organizations provided a large number of
positively characterized responses. This was
interpreted by the lead consultant as indicating
a generally positive and hopeful outlook on the
part of respondents regarding the impact that the
new tools and procedures would have. Anecdotal
materials (quotations) from the open-ended
responses were available in abundance that
fortified this interpretation.

• Notable negative pattern: within the main
narrative of Transition Challenges as it intersects
with the supporting theme of Reactions to
Technology and Processes, respondents from
both organizations provided a large number
of negatively characterized responses. This
was interpreted by the lead consultant as
indicating a heightened level of anxiety among
respondents about their ability to master the
new tools and techniques while also juggling
their other commitments. Anecdotal materials
(quotations) from the open-ended responses were
again available in abundance that fortified this
interpretation.

For the five Likert-like scale questions included
in the questionnaire, a very basic analysis was
conducted to demonstrate the distribution of
the respondents' attitudes. This analysis did not
identify any patterns that called for further study,
so these basic measures were deemed sufficient for
the purposes of this study. From the perspective of
the lead consultant, the responses to the Likert-like
scale questions did not contribute findings that
would call for specific recommendations being
made. In general, the responses to the Likert-like
questions from both organizations indicated that
the respondents felt that, on average, their work
groups were reasonably well apprised by their
colleagues elsewhere in their organizations.
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Between the two participating organizations,
a total of eleven responses were received. For
one organization (TechnoCorp), responses were
received from all seven invited participants (100%
participation rate). For the second organization
(EduOrg), responses were received from only five
of the nine invited participants (56% participation
rate).

Given the results of the qualitative content analysis,
Gollner recommended the same implementation
project plan modifications for both organizations.
He called for adjustments that would reduce the
workload on team members during the period
when they would be mastering the new tools
and techniques being introduced. This picked
up on the main negative pattern that had been
highlighted in the analysis of the results from both
organizations. This negative pattern had indicated
a widespread concern among respondents in both
organizations about the burdens associated with
the transition process and, in particular, those
surrounding the impact of adopting new tools and
techniques. The recommendations led to changes
to the implementation project plans that included
increased provision for backfilling resources to free
up more time for transition tasks and training
participation.

Results A number of observations arise from
the experience of developing and deploying a
trial research questionnaire within these two
organizations. Not surprisingly, some of these
are positive while others point toward a need for
improvement.

In general, the trial research interventions were
well received by both organizations and the
findings were taken as useful inputs to both
team discussions and to the process of making
recommendations regarding the implementation
project plans. The lead consultant, the research
analysts, the documentation managers, and the
documentation team members all found items of
interest among the responses to the questionnaire,
as organized through the qualitative content
analysis effort that had been applied to the
responses to the open-ended questions.

Interestingly, the efforts directed in the development
of the questionnaire toward the introduction of more
discretely quantifiable elements (the Likert-like
scale questions and the yes/no preamble to several
of the open-ended questions) did not seem to
improve the usefulness of the results. It is possible
that this effort may have improved the quantity and

quality of the responses received, by introducing
more variety into the question structures being
deployed, but this study was not designed to
confirm or dispute this possibility. What is clear,
however, is the fact that those individuals who did
complete the questionnaire provided detailed and
revealing responses. With good quality responses
as a resource, the application of qualitative content
analysis techniques yielded results that the study
stakeholders found informative and useful. That
this analysis was performed on responses from
two organizations that had participated in the
questionnaire simultaneously and that it yielded
similar results struck the stakeholders as also
being significant. Where the results highlighted
a particularly negative pattern, the fact that the
same pattern appeared within both organizations
was taken by stakeholders in both organizations as
corroboration of their concerns.

When the questionnaire results were being reviewed
by the documentation team members in meetings
convened by the lead consultant, the discussions
that transpired were highly constructive from the
perspectives of the documentation team managers
as well as the team members themselves. The
spotlight had been placed, in no uncertain terms,
on the challenges surrounding the transition to
the new content-management system and on the
specific issue of resource overburdening as a threat
to a successful transition. That these concerns
were taken forward as recommendations and
as proposed project plan changes is a sign that
the research methodology followed carried some
weight. It was shown, in short, that the research
intervention was useful within the practical context
of a content-management implementation project.

With respect to what went well with the development
and deployment of the questionnaire, it seems clear
that the following steps were positive:

• The effort applied to creating a shortened
questionnaire, one that would be very careful
about the demands being placed on participating
individuals, was an important investment as
it directly addressed the overwhelming concern
expressed by management and participants
alike that the time demands associated with
responding needed to be constrained;

• The steps taken to ensure the anonymity of
respondents, and to communicating this fact
to potential respondents, seems to have played
a role in soliciting candid and informative
responses–this is at least how it appeared to the
lead consultant and the documentation team
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managers when they reviewed the results of the
overall research intervention;

• The emphasis placed in the design of the
questionnaire on open-ended questions that
invited detailed explanatory responses was well
placed, as the responses received were found to
be very valuable;

• The investment made in applying qualitative
content analysis, and the development of
a consolidated code set using a Grounded
Theory approach, added significant value to the
questionnaire results from the perspective of all
the stakeholders in the questionnaire process.

Some aspects of the development and deployment
of the questionnaire could be rated as less positive
and, therefore, as calling for further review and
refinement:

• It is not known from this field trial whether or not
other research questions proposed by Andersen
would have provided additional insights and
perhaps uncovered other cultural issues;

• The Likert-like scale questions were criticized by
some questionnaire participants as featuring a
confusing positive-to-negative scale, with this
making the results more difficult to evaluate;

• The incorporation of the questionnaire process
into the content-management project plan would
ideally have been done earlier in the planning
effort and done in a way that afforded additional
time and funding to more fully exploring and
acting upon the questionnaire results;

• It is not known from this field trial whether
there would be benefits from extending the
participation in the questionnaire process to
include individuals in other business units (such
as support or training) that do play a role in the
documentation development process (although it
is suspected that there would be benefits from
this extension);

• The lower level of participation in the
questionnaire seen in one of the two participating
organizations (EduOrg) was not fully explained
beyond the supposition that the members
of that particular documentation team were
particularly busy at the time the questionnaire
was administered.

Having weighed the positives and negatives
of the research intervention, we can say
with some certainty that our approach to
assessing the cultural dynamics surrounding
a content-management implementation project
benefited both participating organizations and has
much potential to benefit others. This approach

included adapting the research questions proposed
by Andersen, creating a tailored and simplified
questionnaire, facilitating that questionnaire using
an anonymous online survey platform, conducting
qualitative content analysis of the received
responses, and finally leveraging the results as
part of a collaborative process of team discussions
leading to concrete recommendations regarding
specific project plan changes.

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS
FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
In this closing section, we discuss broader
implications of assessing cultural dynamics as part
of a content-management system implementation
project. We also offer suggestions for how the
questionnaire described in this study might be
adapted for use in other contexts, and we describe
limitations of the study and suggestions for future
research.

Conclusions This field evaluation study confirms
the value of assessing cultural dynamics in
large technology implementation projects and
in the particular case of content-management
implementation projects.

We attribute the success of the cultural dynamics
assessment questionnaire to three factors. First,
because the questionnaire was designed based on a
published academic study, which was perceived by
stakeholders as carrying enhanced independence
and authority, organizational management and
documentation team members appeared more
willing to participate and act on the results than
they might otherwise have been. Gollner also
employed independent research analysts to analyze
the results, a move that further increased buy-in
and raised the perceived authority of the results.
Second, the majority of the questions asked were
open-ended; responses to these questions were
highly informative. Responses to the five Likert
scale questions, on the other hand, were not as
informative and, thus, did not significantly impact
implementation plans. Follow-up interviews to
closed-ended questions could help contextualize
responses in future studies. Third, adapting the
original set of questions proposed by Andersen
was key to ensuring that the questionnaire was
attentive to local constraints, needs, and goals and
to motivating participants to complete it.

We recommend a similar assessment approach be
used by project leaders, consultants, or researchers
who are interested in better understanding the role
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of cultural dynamics in technology implementation
projects, and particularly in content-management
implementation projects. Our study confirms
that a questionnaire can be effectively designed
and deployed as a method for understanding the
cultural dynamics impacting the human element of
the adoption of new technologies and processes;
this method can be included as part of an overall
needs assessment for a content-management
project. Findings from an assessment of cultural
dynamics can, as this case illustrates, be used
to modify implementation plans with the goal of
a higher project success rate. Findings can also
provide project leaders and executive management
a new perspective on the practices and processes at
work in their organizations, which may not always
be evident from day-to-day observations.

One challenge that project leaders may face
in their efforts to assess cultural dynamics is
convincing executive management to support the
effort, to allot sufficient time and resources for the
assessment, and to act on the assessment results
that are uncovered. Leaders can overcome this
challenge by undertaking some specific measures.
First, they can leverage examples of how these
types of interventions have yielded outcomes that
are beneficial and practical. Second, they can
continue to refine the research questionnaire,
and the associated administration and analysis
process, so that the amount of investment required,
in terms of funding the questionnaire process
directly and accommodating the time demanded of
questionnaire participants, is kept minimal and,
therefore, more easily approved. On this latter
point, the effort applied to this field study and the
feedback it provided on the usefulness of adapting
Andersen's original set of research questions should
help future projects to expedite the design of their
own questionnaires. Their budget allocations will
therefore be potentially even more heavily weighted
toward the analysis of questionnaire responses and
toward making constructive use of the resulting
insights.

Limitations There are two main limitations to this
case study. First, the participating organizations
and their content-management projects were
relatively small in scale. This meant we had access
to only a small pool of potential participants. As
we noted earlier, we received seven completed
questionnaires from one organization (out of seven
team members invited to participate) and five from
the other organization (out of nine team members
invited to participate). Our findings are thus not
generalizable or necessarily representative of the

potential impact of similar needs assessments
conducted in other organizational contexts.
We would like to see future studies focus on
large-scale content-management projects in large,
multinational organizations.

Second, the data collected from the questionnaire
was not triangulated with data collected through
other research methods, such as focus groups
and interviews. This study thus did not achieve
methodological triangulation, which arguably
would have provided a more substantive picture
of the cultural dynamics, perspectives, and
values that influenced the outcome of the two
content-management projects. However, a key
factor in gaining management approval to
conduct the study and motivating stakeholders
to participate was the minimal time requirement.
We are interested in future studies that achieve
methodological triangulation, but we are aware that
this may not be feasible given time and resource
constraints in some contexts.

Suggestions for Future Research The
constructive outcome of the research interventions
on these two content-management projects
suggests that this assessment approach should
be refined and applied to further projects. As
such, we'd like to see more empirical studies
and field evaluation studies that build on this
one. Studies can then be compared and common
themes identified. New studies might adapt the
questionnaire described here for other contexts
or employ additional research methods, such
as interviews, focus groups, discussion forums,
and informal meetings. Previous research that
discusses needs assessment in the context of
content-management initiatives supports the
use of more qualitative methods for assessing
organizational climate and stakeholder values and
attitudes [5], [13], [16], [18]. The research questions
offered by Andersen [18] are a good starting point
for designing research instruments attentive to
local constraints, needs, and goals.

It is our hope that future studies will result in
new research instruments and methods that can
be collected and analyzed. The instruments and
methods, as well as study findings, can then be
compared, resulting in a published report on how
the instruments, methods, and study findings have
been leveraged and to what effect. Such a report
would be of great benefit to content-management
project leaders and would contribute new
knowledge to the growing body of scholarship on
content management and needs assessment in
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the context of large technology implementation
projects.

In addition to new empirical studies and
field evaluation studies, we'd like see more
research collaborations between academics and
practitioners. Such collaborations would make
designing and conducting empirical studies and
field evaluation studies more feasible given the time,
reward, access, and resource constraints that both
parties face. In conducting this study, we learned
that a collaboration does not have to be a major
time commitment. A collaboration can start with a
simple information exchange and then grow from
there. One approach would be for the academic
researcher to take the lead on designing the study
and analyzing collected data and for the practitioner
researcher to take the lead on conducting the study
within the organization and applying the findings
in the form of project recommendations. The key to
a successful collaboration is mutual benefit; in our
case, questionnaire results were used to improve
the overall effectiveness of each organization's
implementation plans, and the study design and
results contributed new knowledge to scholarship.

Theory and practice connections also help to
advance the field of professional and technical
communication. We were motivated to conduct
this study because we wanted to see if the
theoretically grounded, research-based questions
offered by Andersen [18] could be adapted for
use in current content-management projects in
order to improve the success rate of those project
investments. We learned that leveraging these
questions not only elicited telling responses from
study participants but also increased the perceived
authority and objectivity of the study in the eyes
of the project stakeholders. The connection to
academic research and theory carried significant
weight with organizational management and study
participants. This positive effect was partly due
to the fact that academic research, tools, and
methods are independent from, and add objective
credibility to, project exigencies that can suffer
from the demerit of being too specific to a particular
situation. Viewed from the opposite direction, the
fact that practical content-management projects
proceed within the rough and tumble of day-to-day
organizational realities offers an opportunity for
these academic resources to be deployed and tested
in the real world and, as in this particular case, to
see concrete benefits realized.
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