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Abstract

Most experienced managers know at the gut level that employees with higher
confidence and a positive belief in their abilities will perform better than those without them.
AsHenry Ford put it, "If you think you can or think you can't, you areright. Six Sigmaiis
but onein along line of programs (e.g. quality circles, kaizen, TQM, etc) to support to
development of a culture of continuous improvement. Thereality isthat arming individuals
with increasingly more robust approaches to identify new opportunities, at a cost of billons
annually (Bandura, 1997), has failed to eliminate the gap between knowing what needs to be
done and making it happen. Investigation of employee behavior and motivation within the
construct of socia cognitive theory, more specifically the concept of self-efficacy, provides
evidence for the importance of one’ sresilient self-belief as a predictor of success.

Thisresearcher’ s position is that a mastery experience influences one’ s level of
motivation to engage in organizational business processimprovement. Thisis consistent
with “mastery experience” as the most important source of self efficacy development. The
central hypotheses of this study investigated the relationship between the outcome of one's
most recent project leadership attempt and future intent to; a) use the methodology, b) lead a
project, or ¢) participate on a project team. The first research question had three hypotheses
that investigated the relationship between the outcome of a project |eadership attempt and
future intention to use BPI again. Future project leadership was the only hypothesis that
conflicted with what was theorized; though directionally consistent, the results lacked

statistical significance. The hypotheses for the second and third research questions,



investigating the relationship of the BPI Skill Self Efficacy measure to project leadership
outcome and future intentions, supported validity (discriminate and predictive) for researcher
developed BPI Skill Appraisal. The hypotheses for the fourth and fifth research questions
further support the importance of a mastery experience by demonstrating the importance of a

mastery experience in the past.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
Introduction to the Problem

Most experienced managers know at the gut level that employees with higher
confidence and a positive belief in their abilities will perform better than those without them.
AsHenry Ford put it, "If you think you can or think you can't, you are right.” Managers also
know that the ability to drive continuous improvement and change in an organization is no
longer an advantage, but rather a prerequisite for survival (Kotter, 1996a). The amount of
popular literature dedicated to the topic of change and leading change is representative of the
priority thisissue has with contemporary organizational leaders. Organizational leaders want
to know how to more effectively and efficiently seek out new opportunities and also what
can be done to ensure success in taking advantage of them.

Six Sigma has continued to gain popularity as the approach of choice for leadersin
today’ s business environment who recognize the vital importance of continuous
improvement. This methodology has gained momentum primarily as aresult of its
recognition as ameans of creating a corporate culture with abias for action, change and
improvement (Anonymous, 2006). This management system focuses on achieving lasting
business |eadership and top performance that will benefit not just the business, but all its
stakeholders to include; customers, associates, and shareholders. Evidence has shown
though, that this program and others like it are still prone to failure (Warnack, 2000).

To successfully implement change, there is the inevitable need for employees to enact
new behaviors so that desired changes can be realized (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). Six

Sigmais but onein along line of programs (e.g. quality circles, kaizen, TQM, etc)
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introduced in support of an organizational goal to create a culture of continuous
improvement. The reality isthat arming individuals with increasingly more robust
approaches to identify new opportunities, at a cost of billons annually (Bandura, 1997), there
has been afailure to eliminate the gap between knowing what needs to be done and making
the change aredlity. Investigation of employee behavior and motivation within the construct
of social cognitive theory, more specifically the concept of self-efficacy, provides evidence

for the importance of one' sresilient self-belief as a predictor of success.

Background of the Study

The basic premise of most approaches in the abundance popular change management
literature is that aleader can navigate and even influence change (Rosenberg, 2003), but that
managing it is nearly impossible. Most research on implementing change as a process has its
roots in the early work of Lewin (1947), wherein he conceptualized change as progressing
through three successive phases; unfreezing, moving, and freezing. This model has served as
abasisfor nearly every other change model introduced since. Models presented by people
such as Judson (1991), Kotter (1995), Galpin (1996), and Armenakis, Harris, and Feild
(1999) all described a multi-phase model for the implementation of change. A multi-phase
approach to change is consistent with the contemporary view of organizations as complex
systems; distinctly different from the cause and effect change model that fits traditional
management philosophy founded in Fredrick Taylor’s scientific management.

According to Peter Senge (1999), if today's business organi zations want to meet the

external challenges of globalization, changing workforces, evolving competition and new
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technologies, it is not enough to change just strategies, structures and systems. Organizations,
after all, are products of the ways that people think and interact.

"Sustaining any profound change process requires a fundamental shift in
thinking and action. We need to think of sustaining change more biologically and less
mechanistically. This requires patience as well as urgency. It requires area sense of
inquiry, agenuine curiosity about limiting forces. It requires thinking about how
significant change invariably startslocally, and how it can grow over time. And it
requires recognizing the diverse array of people who play key roles in sustaining
change - people who are leaders.” (Senge, 1999). "Most |eaders instigating change are
like gardeners standing over their plants, imploring them: ‘Grow! Try harder! Y ou can
doit!" If leaders don't understand the forces that keep significant change from taking
root and growing, all their entreaties, strategies, and change programs will produce
more frustration than real results." (pg. 15)

To this, Senge (1999) asks the appropriate questions “What thinking and behaviors reinforce
innovation - or impede it?’ (pg. 16)

The challenges facing the modern manager include; continually assessing how things
could be done better, getting employees to share their change goals, and working together
with them to achieve those goals (Paglis, LauraL & Green, 2002). With aneed for
continuous improvement achieved through dramatic and rapid change, managers need to
have a clear vision for the organization that takes into account the many factors that can
influence success (Rosenberg, 2003). Leaders who are successful at driving continuous
improvement in their organizations are also likely the ones who are successful at motivating
and retaining high performing employees. This relationship supports an investment in
investigations to understand what makes an employee motivated to step up and achieve the
type of real and sustainable business results a corporation needs to remain competitive.

When a person’ s high self-expectations result in high performance, the Galatea effect

issaid to occur. One of the key conceptual formulations of self-expectations of performance
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istask specific self-efficacy (McNatt & Judge, 2004). According to self-fulfilling prophecy
theory, one' s behavior is consistent with his or her expectations, and those behaviorsin turn
will influence outcomes (Merton, 1948). Research in the area of psychology has suggested
that individual personality type and efficacy may serve as predictors of |eadership
effectiveness especially in leading change efforts (Atkinson & Millar, 1999). Self-efficacy
isaperson’s conviction about his or her abilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and courses of action needed to successfully execute a specific task within agiven
context (Stajkovic, Alexander D & Fred Luthans, 1998). Not only does a person’s beliefs
about their abilities have an influence on the outcome of their actions, people tend to avoid
activities and situations where they believe they arelikely to fail, and will adjust their level
of effort based on the outcome they expect. Bandura (1986) contends that one’s behavior is
better predicted from his or her beliefs than from the actual consegquences of his or her
actions. The importance of thistheory is the implications it has on where a manager should
target hisor her energies in the hopes of devel oping employees who can and will succeed at
the efforts needed to change an organization.

Self-efficacy is developed in four ways, mastery experience, social modeling, social
persuasion, and affected state (Bandura, 2000; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). The mastery
experience, considered to be the most powerful source of developing strong self-efficacy, is
the focus of this research study. The perception that a performance had been successful tends
to raise efficacy beliefs, contributing to the expectation that attempts to use a particular skill
will be successful in the future with the opposite true in the case where perception is that the

performance was afailure. Development of aresilient sense of efficacy requires experience
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in overcoming obstacles through perseverant effort (Bandura, 2000). If the success can be
attributed to something controllable by the individual than efficacy beliefs are enhanced
(Goddard et al., 2004).

For over fifty years, |leadership researchers have attempted to identify the aspects of
leadership that improve organizational performance (Gordon & Y ukl, 2004). Despite the
countless studies that have been conducted during the fifty years with the intent of
determining why some |leaders are more effective than others, the answer has remained
elusive. Reasons for thisinclude the gap that exists between academics and practioners on
what leadership is. Additionally, thereis a continued overemphasis on finding universaly
relevant predictors of an effective leader without enough emphasis on situational factors and
the context in which leadership occurs (Gordon & Y ukl, 2004). Leaders continue to seek out
advice for developing motivated employees willing to make the changes necessary for a
company to succeed. An understanding of organizational change, the Six Sigma
methodology for continuous improvement, and the social cognitive construct of self-efficacy
provide the context for this study.

Statement of the Problem

Organizations face the dilemma of becoming more effective without increasing cost
(Stajkovic, Alexander D & Fred Luthans, 1998). The failure of organizational change
effortsis reported to be 70-80% (Higgs & Rowland, 2005). Considering that changeis
necessity for survival of the modern organization, improving the likelihood of success for

attempted change efforts is an obvious organizational opportunity.
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To successfully implement change, there is the inevitable need for employees to
enact new behaviors so that desired changes can be realized (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999).
Six Sigmais but onein along line of programs (e.g. quality circles, kaizen, TQM, etc)
introduced in support of an organizational goal to create a culture of continuous
improvement. The reality isthat arming individuals with increasingly more robust
approaches to identify new opportunities, at a cost of billons annually (Bandura, 1997), there
has been afailure to eliminate the gap between knowing what needs to be done and making
the change aredlity.

Albert Bandura (2000) proposed that one's achievement is dependent on having the
required skills and aresilient self-belief in ones ability to apply the skills, and made this
concept the foundation of social cognitive theory. Organizations focused on creating a
culture of continuous improvement are interested in engaging al employeesin the use of the
desired behavior not just once, but as a norm going forward. To do this, organizations must
understand factors that impact whether or not employees have the motivation to step up to
the challenge of leading change. The modern organization needs all employees to be actively
engaged in continuous improvement efforts, in the target of this study, using Six Sigma
methodology. Asdepicted in Figure 1, motivation is both an output of aleadership attempt
and an input effecting whether an employee will step up to challenge when an opportunity
exists. This unique relationship has potentially powerful consequences in an organization that
has recognized the value of an engaged workforce that supports a culture of continuous

improvement.



Figure 1. Conceptual Diagram
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